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Abstract: The Urban Master Plan is a statutory instrument that charts local spatial policy and exerts
notable influence on national and regional planning. As the drive for carbon neutrality elevates the
importance of spatial planning, these plans have gained renewed prominence. Building on the stronger
strategic linkage mandated by the 2023 revision of the Joint Directive on the Integrated Management
of National and Environmental Plans, this study analyzes the carbon-neutrality provisions of the
current Urban Master Plan Guidelines and develops a systematic indicator system for gauging their
implementation. The proposed indicator system comprises seven evaluation domains and 53 detailed
indicators. This indicator set provides local governments with a practical tool for diagnosing and
refining their carbon-neutral plans while offering a common benchmark for cross-plan comparison
and policy appraisal. Moreover, by aligning the framework with the climate-impact assessment
system, the study proposes its use as an ex-ante diagnostic tool to assess carbon-neutral elements in
the early stages of spatial plan formulation.
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L A&

=2 20509 HAFTHS =7 FxE At
2018 HhH] 20309 7FR] LATIAE 409 oA 7H=5}
Atk Age S5t ofof whet &3 = 22671
AFAA A= 715-947] & 22t AT H =4
A7} 71 2 A &S uFA 5 T Ministry of Environment,
2025). o] 23t i 2 a¥pA o 2 AFsy] YA =
TA 7| EA G0 §AS Y F3} o] Aol A
A 0 & Wk = ojof gt}

TAE A 7R, AAIRE A2 & oA
4| 9F gh4H|Eo] &2 37| H(IPCC, 2022), 0| =

A & FA oA ARG F-of A8l
2lo] o] FR8[A| 1L At ofof] HS-5to] Al
7| EA G ST S RS A HQ o] &
< QUEHA B  U=E FHA o] A H
S A8 2271 FAE L Qth(Ministry of Land,
Infrastructure and Transport, 2021).

20039 AR E FREAY 9 847429
of #et FFEH & ATV EAL S 5
oz HAISHL, 7] %97 62 A eaFH:
EA 712 2] AAIE fsl AZ 717 DA, A
A Fo3l v, S BBHE FHE AT

rir r_ﬁ

E3}3)
[s]

&

r.l
oo
AQE

5]o
=2

(MOE & MOLIT., 2023). 0] 2} 3H] 2022 @ BBl = 7] %
WGP = LA ] 48P o2 A% 3
A8 20149 71 3:917] Thg Aok 43t 4

Ql o] 3y 3} B7F A A Q] E 8ol FH= L itk
(Kim et al., 2022).

TA 7| BAY2 A9 9| EA|o|-§3} F7HR0|
gt Aot 32 SEAY = ATARY,
Qlze}, A 5 ot Foll 3 vt o]
23t SAA G 23 B4 B Y A2 A
A 7hs T A FEE Hol=7|Eo2 &8
= At}(Kang et al, 2014). L&t @A 7HA] T 5 -A]
T HAFH Q7 AR Ag A of of A HHF =]
Aol thet FA g7t 7182 v gek, AY 1 |
2}t A AA 2 e g o] EA7E A A= 1L QI Th(Park,
2022).
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HAFHUEAIE EF ARE 7S 08 SATIA Y
£S5 Y3t S0, £ 02 ZASt= TAZ F 9
T2 9 th(Huovila et al.,2022). Carbon Neutral Cities
Allianceo] W2, EBAZ T A= HFH o g 24
7FA Wi &) 80~100% 7S EH Z 50, QulH 0
2 90% o]4Fe] 7o) 294 o2 & Hrh(Salvia
etal, 2021). O = SAI5}7] 95l of| U] A] Ab]o} EFAH)
22 Hashn, A B4 L FAUE 5
o] Azko] T A]F7tof F A th(Kim & Choi, 2011;
Han, 2021).

,EZ]O]%,%%—E—, A, FAY

(Nieuwenhuijsen 2020). B4
A7) FolHE SRAGI N
Ay = Rhy, 193 o Bmake] AV B
Zlo]t}. Wretling} Balfors(2021)= ARl A AFX| ok
A9 314212 A7) 7+ BA5H A} 7|5 S} 1S
AL FFALE| Q) O L} T A] 7k Ak LA HhAl v A
23 5204 AAo| HE5T WA} ZAGC T
A A 5} TF. T SF Gustavsson et al.(2019)-2 o U A] =
SAZYT B PRl AR B1A T AAs)
1942 %9 Aol QAZH AT % ek A4
i

FUoA = "HEA S 2 ALY Tl
TRt 3529 1(2023) A S B9l =272 A L3
SHEAAL, 71T FFB7HE 5L 55 WolA &
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Ao g Vot s A=A 7|8k npesia Qlot.
3 olof 9FA] 20210l = A 7 | A g o] &haF
AL Q47 E 5 UL T TA 72 A
HAZ 12 WA THMOLIT, 2021). L2y AR &=
A AG o)M= AAA 72 A 7EA BA HEAL 7
59 7,38 909 4 SolH o5 2 1
A7k 2R T EAAZ A LA A 5
$HEE 2AT 70| 21, B 129 £AA
A & ATIA i EFS A AR A A= AA L
50%, ASHEE AP ALY A= 48%, ZATIA TS
AU 22 A AT 5 14%0] 14 Avtzl o=z 7+
S5 9 Aol AAo] v &gt A0 E YERt
20129 O] F AhA A=A 240 YA o] 23t
& o] ZAA G ZpQo A TAEE A7 o] A&
of Zrout, AA| A G Ao M = T Z3 B A o] of
5] W 1% 0.2 ¥ =lo] glek(park, 2022).

B2EYEAE AP FRE Aol Bt
B ARl 1A 7] e, TA AR 4 S0z of
W5 % w2 AAslolof Bt Hol Lo
2 120/ 7 e}, o] 2 ol A Plan Quality H2
ARG g £4S 7R B3 4, 5 5
@, 49 92U A0 4948 WheoeA
Ago daye Adst= YHEC R FE5
(Baer, 1997; Lyles & Stevens, 2014). A A 2 Guyadeen et
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1o o S rE i
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Table 1. Plan Evaluation Key characteristic
. Previous literature
Characteristic Contents
) 2) 3) 4 5)
Fact-base Clearly presenting analyses of current and future conditions
. . TR ¢ o o o)
(Information-base) with logical justifications
Issue identification . . .
. Describing community needs, assets, trends, and future vision ) o
and Vision
Articulating desired future conditions derived from fact-based
Goals . . ¢} o) ¢ ¢
analysis and stakeholder input
- Action-oriented policies aimed at achieving public and private
Policies . ¢} o o) ¢} ¢
planning goals
. Commitment to follow planning policies, including necessa
Implementation WP e » INCUAING vy ¢} o) o)
steps to ensure actions are carried out
Monitoring and Providing a systematic framework for continuously tracking o o
Evaluation implementation activities and assessing outcomes against goals
Internal Issues, visions, goals, policies, and implementations mutually o
Consistency reinforcing one another
Organization and . . . .
. Enhancing comprehension for various audiences ¢} o
Presentation
Inter-organizational . . S ..
Coordination Integration with other public/private plans or policies ¢} o)
Compliance Aligning With the purposes of planning mandates o
(inclusion of required elements)
S E f th li i kehol
Participation ngagement of t e public anc.i diverse stakeholder groups o
in the planning process

1) Berke & Godschalk(2009), 2) Baker et al.(2012), 3) Guyadeen et al.(2019), 4) Kang (2012), 5) Kang et al.(2014)

Guyadeen et al.(2019)2 7T} 637 A HHg 9] 715 3. EtAZE A|Em 7t X
HoL o8 A D& 87) =t 46712 M EAEE 74 7|6t HE

Sto] Ag 7154 A LR E A2 o2 Frlst EASH oY

. Kang et al QO14)% Sl SAVIEAR HEE 2 3287] giofaiss, e ) ZﬂEOM ;m 3

Aol et 142 AESHT YEAS ARAB ST L mpasio) =

TAE SHOZ ARSI F7FAAS A s} 173907 gee 9

CH(Table 1).

Plan Quality #&H APA+E
Aoy A A, 123 AFY 7573
A &AMl %1":}

l_

@Eﬁ}oq SaFd EAAE S AT 5 Y= AlF
_]
=

AsE

UrtE——

v%l-l%*ﬂ*é% 715—

018 BAF /), Ikl
SAGN YT o) B FH(@ARIA A|2023-1755), THES
SR e gAY Sened] B FEEYL(FEL
o] = t<eo] Bt g st EH5H 4160235 T AT A|15935), 181 e
7419401 s5eorg i 84 Al-712AE FEAR = SHCE, 24 A =7 H7)
NEN L FEI A E A A Fohe AEA 7| 24
ES afoich
AT HYATI FRESFUHOE WA, wLFYIRY S I L AP
3 4 %“%%‘ Jot7] ¢lof B AL A B
T UL= ARHAQ o] Y A AE A9 Mg ol

FFBIDE "I E AP A

==
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Table 2. Urban Plan Components and Their Linkages to Carbon Neutrality and Plan Quality Dimensions

Plan Components Carll;iilnlt\il(::?l t(;:li ty Relevant Plan Quality Indicators
Regional Characteristics and Current Conditions 0 Fact-base
Goal and Indicator Setting ¢} Issue identification and Vision
Spatial Structure ¢}
Land Use Plan o
Infrastructure o
Urban and Residential Environment o o
Climate Change Response and Environmental Conservation and Management ¢} MO;%E:E:;EZC};};;T; tion
Landscape and Aesthetics
Parks and Green Spaces 0
Disaster Prevention, Safety, and Crime Prevention
Economic, Industrial, Social, and Cultural Development and Promotion
Implementation Implementation, L
Inter-organizational Coordination

< 7|59tz et FF2 AAIH L= 445 TH- AR 71 2AE e LA AL E AISEH
7tote] s Algof gtgstofor Ao L St QL AL QUTh E5] AR EA 7 7] -2 wE S
o0, o= A7 EA S S ARt SA E oA S 7SSt olE AE Yol 888 A2 87
7138918 AHo] Db WA TASAZAL. 02w AN HE 7H 24 4 /AR T4
EAnE LA RZAN A E R AL st gl
H23Y R4 I0AY SYL IR0, mhxgto, TEA 2 RAY $YA Y, B4
EAA ST A g A T AAG R Am o] At etASH o P IS TA FHAE
o] "8/ 85| AR o] gt 2 ¥ BT of Hrgst7] Y3t AR A0 2, YrigtEat Al E
AR F AN AEH JRY FRA XY (e AT A 2R DAL BED % Uk o] AHL B
organizational Coordination)¥} ¢4 Ft}. Az I Y8 TR AR, 71HA A A3, 3

SHE, 1 F AT Y SOl R L2 A BA, olP L WA A S F 9 AF FRo| Bt
TR AA71 2, R TaE TR A, A2 1 ek AR AL AL TA- 27| B A 1A
Asto] ARE 71 A o7, 3 D EAY 5 AA L} FEE 2 BFS S 1270 FEO 2 A A5k
H Al 7155} JFS AP Al &staL o] of thgt o aolon, & Ao BA A3t o] F 87l FZollA &
SATS OIS E Fdtth S9], mAAE0] A A% B 2A47IA 73 B ylRo] FolE Qi
S IF R Ee DB T B Y A=A 052 Plan Quality B 7}3}-2 % A 7] 8t A2, o] 3,
HAMEF A AE DA AL T AMY B, Ry 102 hSEn, 2 RE A7 o
Hhot v So] AT E, o] B AT BAFRA 8L GBI} AN B A X FHS G 4 a4

'SEAY Y @A 9] T Ht S5 E
E

-8 4 UTH(Table 2).

ESH A3 A2 o A EA 7|2 A Y o] 2
AR} [ AFE A A6k QL oH, 3-2-23H(THA A€
7t AA 23}, 3-2-5F(AF Q] 5L DI FAD,
3-3-1-QF(FAAL Y 428, 3-3-2F (=Y &4)
52 Plan Qualityo]| A A|AIoh= W& 84, 24, 7
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4] 9 7}A| 8K Organization and presentation) 5-2] %7} A L7 H £2&0 72 TAAY AL Y eB422Y AE
FE3} g4 0= g ARl AH S 7 HEAER FAE Yk B R
2 A7) Agol] 443 H 4% ¥l @k 6= 31
1L A+3H 2 538, ou)7t FEHAY BEH FELS AAS L
1. KE 52 U YA 1= X @iﬂ AL Ao A8 7Hset M FrH S A RS S
%5194 ch(Figure 1)
Plan Quality+= A& A 9] Yj-go] A5 H H7IA#E
2SS BYGE Wl o Bz By 2 B/HET FOAMA
(content analysis) 79 & AHERIEE. 249 AR R WA RS INOE AZHE BHT B
S5t 34 o] S E017] Al LA 8 7} gp20] L5} of Hakg 8kl 5} (- 10| Al 7} WA
7t A2 2 Zlo] 2951tk U= AFA 7S 2 A8 4 9 tH(Guyadeen et al,, 2019). 2 AT+ F
SEAALN 71 ES TRUEF FUHORIN 4] 27)0l o] WAlS 48T H5shyete s
S 5L, BUA PR AT XA FANTATF gk 2t A A Aol A 1wk Sz Aeel
= 14]0] BGHTh(Norton, 2008). WA} Q7] W2, et 97 mekgto 2L A
2 AF= AGH7 ol QACIM ARAAE T o LAY A 7S4S S5 Briely] ok
Zole TR, YT AL 1AL T WY mgvl s ey,
g urstant W/ WAl 8 St ojo wet gale] kg g T H LA wot
<o 7ES EdE oo, 24 didel 5 o] Y8 Y A 7)uke] B EHAS =9l cgq
g Aot W7 B4o] met 242 4 U0 Baker et al (201202 BIHA EZ A2 3}5}7] 99 5%

(Baker et al.,, 2012; Guyadeen et al.,, 2019). ©] & 9|3} 7]&
Plan Quality - A A A H A 7325 HESHL,
TeAl271 2418 A, Sasd T 295
wAsto] H7A EE RS0

S AESS A N BAIY BAE7]EAE
Aol Al -G E Ao, A4} 3910] A4 S/ A0
Z Y7 s F5AT A7 A s B HASHEA

Evaluation Categories and Indicators Review
(analysis of Plan Quality literature)

!

Extraction of carbon-neutral evaluation indicators
(review of carbon-neutral provisions in the Guidelines
for Formulating Urban Master Plans)

!

Internal research-team feedback
(refinement after pilot application of the indicators
to actual plans)

!

Finalization of indicators and scoring scheme ‘

Figure 1. Process of Indicator Derivation and Framework
Development

A& 285190 1, Norton(2008)-2 A+ &-&4 S

S 23 = 2T 8
3] YLZ(0)-AQE = ()-FA A BAI2) 9 34
AT AN g 474 5 ATE Ve
stol EAAE W LID 3 g 423 BAT A7}
=] A TH(Kang et al., 2014).

B 7L B 2w A
g uho] 229 314 0 2 TH517] 98] 37 Al
HH S ettt o] & B3l AgA 7leE 4
o] ths] AFH A RAA|, A7 HRE7HA] A 4 o
2 ANE AUH TG 5 ek o] HEE ol B2}
sG] TAE A% 7 HE e 4
o= Uths Aol Ak A 71 Al F W82

Table 55-€] Table 120] A A5}t

2 SR BHHA =

! ﬂJ

4

¢

l

Ol

V. &454 TAA S 3718 9
A EAA
HEH oz =2H P7HA e QA 7] 9k (Fact

base), @= 3. -H| & (Goals), 378 & (Policies), @°] 3
(Implementation), ®X. Y & ¥ ¥ H7}Monitoring and
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Table 4. Evaluation Components and Indicators for Carbon-Neutral Urban Planning

Component Indicator No.
Recognition of the carbon neutrality context 1
Baseline emissions survey 2
Fact base — -
Emissions trend analysis 3
Fact based planning evidence 4-13
Vision for carbon neutrality 14
Goals Long-term quantitative targets 15
Short-term quantitative targets 16
. Presence of Low-Carbon Green City Plan section 17
Policies ; —
Sector-specific policies 18-27
Implementation section included 28
. Implementation organization and responsibility 29
Implementation —
Implementation timeline 30
Financial mechanisms 31
L . Monitoring and evaluation section 32
Monitoring and evaluation - -
Quantified KPIs per policy field 33-42
o o Horizontal coordination 43
Inter-organizational coordination - -
Vertical coordination 44
. Use of visual materials (e.g., diagrams, charts) by domain 45-52
Presentation "
Definition of key terms 53

evaluation), ®# 8 7+ A7) & 24 (Inter-organizational
coordination), 754 8} 4>Z(Presentation) 2] 77| B 7}
FEOE EREoH, 7 B EE F 53719
SH9] B7HA 37} 715 5] 31 TH(Table 4).

1. A7 |BH(Fact base)

A7 BB 7 ZA R H L B 5 F
2 PESE PRo|th A £Y9 L4 7|28 7
Yok WY LA, 712 BFAR JTA, 249
Zio], B vojel g A AFH 52 5 BohEr.
U BAFY 9 2 IS wIstel, 5 137 A
A H 2 A5 THTable 5).

-111

7t A #= TA-27 |2 A G0 A UEhd ©ASE O
Maz By A AL, 7|12 WS 2AL Hi&F ¥
stof tigt 7|2 H 2O AA| o e O e FIHRE

th(No. 1-3). TSt TA|Z7HER, EX|0] &, 15 5 10
N ZAAY B2E 45 AT oot o .5 A 7HA]
FTOE FREH HLE griolyich 1A H o=, A
Ao Az 7t A= o] Qh=A], AAIE A= 7 drt
LA o) 11 2| E5FA QIR| of whet g7} 2 At

5 OFATHNo 4-13).

2. SH-H|H™(Goals)

B3 -6 A (Goals) EA] 77| A S o] A S 2| &}
Ao EtAZE UM} A BHo| A4 ojri gl L
e Bk FEO 7 T &350t Z 1| HEhy
B AR 7S 712 E A 7HA s A B2 2
S} TH(Table 6).

259 0 A EE AL Aol 4 B4 A
A9 QukAQ P A2 FI YEAE Bt
Stk A%, UAIZ, 71597 e 5 B Solt
A B4 v F s BAIEo] 9o ket
7} 447} ol sle, A2 o] S Xz 4

A A9 50 WS Holat,

A7) A B 712 BEAE (] 2040 S)f
wo] ME A 45 A BEY £ o132 3
7Kk AR ole) A 9 A4 e Fus)
7] 918 AL E, B 5H) 9] AAE ok et s -4
of st A 3 AANE B match Bt
NEe ] N1& 2502 ANE B AY o
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Table 5. Evaluation Indicators and Methods for the Fact-Base Section

No. Indicator Description Scoring Method
Recognition of the | Does the plan recognize carbon neutrality as a 0 Not addressed
1 carbon neutrality | critical issue and provide an explanation of its 1 Mention of terms and concepts only
context concept and necessity? 2 Includes local, national, and global context
0 Not addressed
Baseline Does the plan clearly describe the current status of 1 Reports total GHG emissions and
2 . regional greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and absorptions only
emissions survey Y . .
absorptions? 2 Reports GHG emissions and absorptions by
9 sectors or inventory categories
0 Not addressed
. L 1 Provides tr lysis of GH issi
. Has the plan analyzed the trends in GHG emissions rovides trend analysis of GHG emissions
Emissions trend . based on 2018 data
3 . and absorptions over the past five years and reflected . .
analysis . . S 2 Provides trend analysis based on the most
them in the calculation of net emissions? . .
recent data available at the time of plan
preparation
Urban Spatial Structure
4 Has spatial data on emissions and absorptions, land
use, and transport modes been collected and used
as a basis for spatial structure planning?
Land Use
5 Has GHG emissions by land use type been analyzed
and applied to spatial planning?
Transportation
6 Has transport mode usage, emissions, and energy
consumption been analyzed to inform planning?
Logistics
7 Have characteristics of emissions and reduction
potential from logistics activities (production,
distribution, disposal) been assessed?
City Center Regeneration
8 Have emissions characteristics and carbon reduction | 0 Not addressed
potential been assessed in connection with city 1 GHG reduction potential for the sector is
Fact based center and redevelopment planning? presented
planning evidence | Residential Environment 2 GHG reduction potential is quantified by
9 Have emissions characteristics and carbon reduction sub-sector and expressed in unit-based
. . . s indicators
potential been assessed in relation to residential
planning and housing environment?
Development Projects
10 Have emissions characteristics and carbon reduction
potential been assessed for development projects?
Waste and Water Treatment
11 Have emissions and reduction strategies been examined
in connection with waste and wastewater sectors?
Energy
12 Have energy-specific GHG emissions and reduction
potential been analyzed for local energy systems (by
energy source)?
Parks and Green Spaces
13 Has the GHG absorption potential of parks and green

areas been estimated and integrated into the carbon
balance assessment?
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0Fl

Table 6. Evaluation Indicators and Methods for the Golas Category

No. Indicator Description Scoring Method
- Does the urban plan include at least one general goal .
14 Carbon bNeutrahty related to carbon neutrality as part of its overall 0 Not n'lentloned L
Vision vision? 1 Mentioned as one of the main visions
. . 0 No long-term quantitative target specified
Long—.TeI.m Isa ?arbon reduction target st according to the 1 Target specified but not aligned with the
15 Quantitative plan’s target year (typically the horizon year of the plan’s horizon year
b ter plan)?
Target urban master plan) 2 Target aligns with the horizon year
Short-Term . o 0 Not spec1ﬁeq reductions (tons) presented for
o Are GHG reduction targets provided in 5-year each 5-year interval
16 Quantitative . . N . :
Taraet increments leading up to the plan’s horizon year? 1 S-year interval targets presented
argets 2 Both reduction rates (%) and absolute
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Table 7. Evaluation Indicators and Methods for the Policy

No. Indicator Description Scoring Method

Presence of Low- - L . 0 Not included
., | Is there a distinct section in the master plan dedicated . ..
17 | Carbon Green City . . 1 A separate section presents sectoral policies
. . to low-carbon green city strategies by sector? . .
Planning Section for low-carbon green city planning

Urban Spatial Structure

18 Is spatial structure designed to support GHG
reduction goals (e.g., TOD, compact cities)?
Land Use

19 Are land use plans aligned with carbon neutrality
principles (e.g., density, diversity)?

Transportation

20 Are transport plans aimed at reducing GHG
emissions and energy use?

Logistics

21 Is a green logistics system proposed to reduce
emissions?

City Center Regeneration 0 Not addressed

22 Are carbon-neutral development strategies proposed
Sector-specific | for old and new urban areas? 1 Strategic direction only
policies Residential Environment ) ) ) )
23 Are GHG reduction measures presented for the 2 Detailed strategies/projects reflecting local

housing/building sector? context

Development Projects

24 Are mitigation and eco-friendly measures proposed
based on project types?

Waste and Water Treatment

25 Are carbon reduction strategies presented in the
waste sector?

Energy

26 Are GHG reduction strategies proposed for the energy
sector?

Parks and Green Spaces

27 Are strategies presented to reduce carbon or enhance
sequestration through green space planning?

4. 0| (Implementation)
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Table 8. Evaluation Indicators and Methods for the Implementation

No. Indicator Description Scoring Method
0 Not included
Dedicated Povhcy Does the plan include a dedicated section on 1 Implementatlop plan; E?XlSt for 1qd1rect
28 Implementation | . . . .. carbon neutrality policies/strategies
. implementation of carbon neutrality policies? . . .
Section 2 Implementation plans exist for specific
carbon neutrality projects
0 Not specified
. 1 Responsible entities specified for each
Implementation . L S
L Is a responsible organization clearly identified for sectoral plan
29 Organization and | . . . - Lo .
o implementing carbon neutrality policies? 2 Separate organizational body established
Responsibility . .
specifically for carbon neutrality
implementation
Implementation | Is a specific timeline provided for policy 0 N.O tlrpellne provided
30 Timeline implementation? I Timeline presented
P ’ 2 Timeline includes revision or phased updates
0 Not included
Does the plan include at least one financial 1 Financial plans exist for indirect carbon
31 Financial mechanism to support carbon reduction neutrality policies
Mechanisms (e.g., carbon tax, reduction fees, development 2 Financial plans center on carbon neutrality
charges, dedicated funds)? (e.g., dedicated funds or local government
budgets)

5. LI - Y7 Monitoring and Evaluation)
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Table 9. Evaluation Indicators and Methods for the Monitoring and Evaluation

No.

Indicator

Description

Scoring Method

32

Monitoring and
Evaluation Section

Does the plan include content related to monitoring
and evaluation of carbon neutrality implementation?

0 Not included
1 Mentioned generally
2 Includes timeline and responsible organization

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

4

KPI for Policies

Urban Spatial Structure

Establishes performance metrics to evaluate spatial
planning’s contribution to carbon neutrality goals

Land Use

Defines indicators reflecting how land use strategies
support emissions reduction objectives

Transportation

Includes measurable targets related to GHG reduction
in transport systems and mobility planning

Logistics

Specifies metrics for assessing low-carbon logistics,
including freight, distribution, and delivery

City Center Regeneration

Identifies KPIs that track carbon mitigation efforts in
redevelopment and urban renewal zones

Residential Environment

Presents indicators linked to emissions reduction in
the housing and built environment sectors

Development Projects

Integrates measurable goals for promoting carbon-
neutral urban development practices

Waste and Water Treatment

Uses performance indicators to monitor emissions
management in waste handling and water systems

Energy

Sets targets for decarbonization across energy
production, supply, and consumption systems

Parks and Green Spaces

Quantifies the carbon sequestration potential of green
infrastructure and vegetation planning

0 Not specified
1 General urban indicators used

2 Sector-specific KPI set for carbon neutrality

Table 10. Evaluation Indicators and Methods for the Coordination

Indicator

Description

Scoring Method

43

Horizontal
Coordination

Does the plan consider horizontal linkage with other
carbon neutrality plans or policies within the same
Jjurisdiction?

0 Not specified

1 Refers to other plans as the basis for carbon
neutrality policies in this plan

2 Establishes linkages between this plan and
other relevant plans

44

Vertical
Coordination

Does the plan include vertical linkage with national
carbon neutrality strategies or higher-level plans?

0 Not specified

1 References higher-level plans without
drawing analytical implications

2 Analyzes and aligns this plan with national
strategies, drawing policy implications
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Table 11. Evaluation Indicators and Methods for the Presentation

No. Indicator Description

Scoring Method

Are clear visual aids (e.g., diagrams, charts, graphs)
used to support understanding of carbon neutrality
strategies and policies in each section below?

(45) Regional Characteristics and Current Conditions | 1 Visuals are cited or reused to support
Use of (46) Planning Goals and Indicator Setting
45-52| Visualizations and | (47) Spatial Structure Configuration

0 Not included

understanding of carbon neutrality policy
tools

Graphics (48) Land Use 2 Visuals are newly created or adapted to
(49) Infrastructure reflect local context and support
(50) Urban Core and Residential Environment interpretation
(51) Environmental Conservation and Management
(52) Parks and Green Spaces
53 Terminology Are key terms related to carbon neutrality clearly (]) I"l\“leortrriszcr::eﬁ(frianize d or explained through a
Definition defined in the plan?

glossary or footnotes
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