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A Study on Priority Determination of the Local Logistics Policies in
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Abstract

Chungcheongnam-do Province is establishing various local logistics polices for the second
Local Logistics Planning. This paper conducts an expert questionnaire survey to determine the
priority of the polices and investigates the perception of importance-satisfaction for evaluating
the present status of logistics in Chungnam-do Province. AHP and IPA analyses are used as
research methods. According to the result of AHP analysis, constructing hub logistics facilities
like a distribution complex and an urban high-tech industrial complex, and increasing
accessibility of major freight facilities are urgent and timely, followed by green logistics,
efficient logistics system, and local industry support issues. The result of IPA analysis indicates
that an effort to build the eco-friendly green logistics system and promote local logistics
industry is required immediately.
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Table 1. Survey Items associated with regional
logistics policy

Sub Category
I-1. Promoting Advanced
I. Systematization |urban logistics complex

Main Category

of regional I-2. Developing port related
logistics logistics complex
facilities I-3. Reorganization of

regional logistics facilities
II-1. Road sector

II-2. Rail sector

II-3. Port sector

II-4. Air sector

IM-1. Logistics facilities
IM-2. Logistics operations
IM-3. Eco-friendly transport

I0. Securing linked
transportation
system

II. Establishing
Green logistics

system modes

IV. Providing IV-1. Logistics information
efficient IV-2. Logistics standardization
logistics IV-3. Logistics cooperation
system

V-1. Promoting regional
V. Fostering logistics |ndgstrles
. V-2. Improving transparency

regional S .
logistics of logistics industries
. . V-3. Forming logistics expert
industries 979 P

groups

V-4. Fostering logistics experts

* AHP survey: 9-point likert scale (9: extremely important,

1: neutral)

** |PA survey: 5-point likert scale(5: very satisfied/important,
1: neutral)
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Table 2. Relative importance ranking of main
categories

Main Category Importance| Rank
I. Systejm.atlzatlc?l?‘of regional 0.406 1
logistics facilities
T0. Securing I|n.ked 0226 5
transportation system
M. Establishing Green logistics 0,060 5
system
IV. Providing efficient logistics 0162 3
system
V. Fostenng regional logistics 0146 4
industries
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Table 3. Comparison of importance derived by
group

Table 4. Relative importance ranking of sub
items in main category I

Education Private Sub Category Importance| Rank
Main | Overall & . Public I-1. Promoting Advanced urban 0323 >
Research C 9 Sector logistics complex '
Unit ompany I-2. Developing port related 0219 3
I 0.406 0.423 0.464 0.328 logistics complex '
I 0.226 0.196 0.140 0.355 I-3. Reorganization of regional 0458 1
il 0.060 0.069 0.059 0.048 logistics facilities i
v 0.162 0.174 0.179 0.132
V 0.146 0.138 0.158 0.137
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Table 5. Relative importance ranking of sub
items in main category I

Sub Category Importance | Rank
II-1. Road sector 0.488 1
IT-2. Rail sector 0.269 2
II-3. Port sector 0.176 3
IT-4. Air sector 0.068 4
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Table 6. Relative importance ranking of sub
items in main category I

Table 8. Relative importance ranking of sub
items in main category V

Sub Category Importance | Rank Sub Category Importance | Rank
II-1. Logistics facilities 0.428 1 V-1. Promoting regional 0329 1
IM-2. Logistics operations 0.344 2 ICQESt'fS mdt.Jstnes ;
IM-3. Eco-friendly transport - .mprovmg.transparency © 0.221 3
0.228 3 logistics industries
modes V-3. Forming logistics expert
' 9199 P 0270 2

groups

V-4. Fostering logistics experts 0.180 4
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Figure 3. IPA Results (Category I)
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