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Abstract

The purpose of the study is to organize the program by session through the case
analysis carried out on citizens' participation in establishing a vision for community
designing and evaluate results. After that, the study is to compare the citizens' participation
results with those yielded through the experts’ designing. The program was composed of 5
stages; focus group workshop, vision workshop(l), survey, vision workshop(ll), and leader
workshop. In addition, the program, organized for the establishment of visions, was
implemented to accomplish the purpose of each session. Major results and policy proposals
deduced through the present program are as follows. First, it is important to organize
participants. It is required for the program to educate participating citizens to be well aware
of their roles and the importance of a planner in advance. Second, it is imperative that
participants be provided with the accurate information. To attain this, information regarding
future changes in the vision proposed by citizens must be provided. Furthermore, in the
result of comparison between the citizen participation visioning and the experts visioning,
both in survey and evaluation on quality of plan, the citizen participation visioning result
was evaluated to be excellent.
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Figure 1. Visioning Process(Oregon, Utah, Texas) and Common Objective
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Figure 3. Visioning Process
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Table 1. Plan Quality Criteria(Vision Statement)

No. Criteria

Is there a preliminary assessment of major
1 |trends and impacts of forecasted

change during future planning period?

Is there a description of the community's
2 |major opportunities and threats for desirable
development?

Is there a review of the problems and issues
3 |currently  or  potentially  facing local
government?

Is there a vision statement that identifies in
4 |words an overall image of what the
community wants to be and look like?

Coding Categories

2=Identified, Detailed

1=Identified, Vague

0=Not Identified

Source: Esnard et al.(2007)
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Table 3. Alternatives & Ranking(Public Cultural
Space Issue)

Ranking Alternative

- Opening street performance venues and
1 creating performance venues out of school

spaces.

5 - Getting cultural spaces in public
buildings (KEPCO and Bujeon Library).

3 - Activating ‘'Youth Street' as an exclusive

cultural space for youths

- Restoring the existing river (Dongcheon)
4 and creating space to rest and cultural
spaces nearby.

Table 4. Alternatives & Ranking(Negative City
Image Issue)

Ranking Alternative
- Opening a night market in an effort to
1 enhancing and activating the

neighborhood of Bujeon Market.
- Creating a hub space where to drop off

2
wastes.

3 - Expanding sign beautification project
and specializing street image.

4 - Creating cultural programs for youths.

Table 5. Alternatives & Ranking(Absence of
Governance Issue)

Ranking Alternative
- Creating a well-organized plan to
1 activate interaction with residents and

strengthening promotion for events for
residents.

- Creating a plan to forge a partnership
2 between the local college and business
owners’ association.

- Reinvesting in the local business center
3 much of the ample tax money generated
by the region.

- Strengthening
smartphones
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Table 7. Result of the vision created with efforts focusing on citizen and experts

Classification

Vision

Action

(Busanjin-gu)
Results of the
vision created
with efforts
focusing on
citizen

Creating public and cultural
spaces

- Restoring covered river and creating spaces to rest and

cultural spaces along the river
- Activating 'Youth Street’
- Creating small theaters in school spaces

Improving negative images

- Creating spaces where to drop off wastes
- Opening a night market in Bujeon Market
-Specializing street image

Expanding governance

- Reinvesting in the business center ample tax money

generated in the region

- Strengthening programs for resident participation and

expanding resident participation through the Internet
- Boosting promotion through smartphones

(Busanjin-gu)
Results of the
vision created
with efforts
focusing on
experts (10-year
plan to develop
Busanjin-gu)

City of Culture & Arts

- Expanding education and cultural infrastructure
- Activating art school and art company
- Creating a lifelong education city

Fresh & Comfortable City

- Road management focused on safety
- Expanding road network focusing on Bujeon Station
- Realizing a city for environmental conservation

City Focused on Economy

Creating a specialized town out of Seomyeon
Medical Street
Activating traditional market
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Table 8. Result of Plan Quality Evaluation
Score
No. Criteria Citizen Experts
Visioning Visioning
Is there a preliminary assessment of major trends and impacts of
1 . . . 0 0
forecasted change during future planning period?
5 Is there a description of the community's major opportunities and ) )
threats for desirable development?
3 Is there a review of the problems and issues currently or potentially 2 1
facing local government?
4 Is there a vision statement that identifies in words an overall image ? 1
of what the community wants to be and look like?
Total 6 4

2=Identified, Detailed ; 1=Identified, Vague ; 0=Not Identified
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