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Abstract : Various studies on program management have been attempted due to recent changes in the environment of the
construction market, and the importance of closure phase in each phase of the construction program is increasing. However,
the reality is that the related research is insufficient and the field has been managed in a rule of thumb according to individual
capabilities. Therefore, in order to successfully close the construction program and enhance satisfaction of stakeholders in
the closure phase of the construction program, the key stakeholders were identified using the Power and Interest Matrix. The
relative importance of the closure phase process was analyzed using AHP analysis method. It was also verified through on-site
surveys and interviews about the proposed importance of the closure stakeholder and the relative importance of the process. It
is expected that this study will increase the satisfaction of stakeholders and contribute to a successful closure if the user puts
a lot of resources into the process that has a high priority in the closure phase of the construction program proposed in this
study.
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Table 2. Processes of closure phase

Process Activities

Closeout - Closeout Meeting - User Requirement

Meeting - Interface of Stakeholder - Closeout Checklist
Substantial - Complete Contract Document
Completion - Contract’s Punchlist Inspection

- Commissioning & Startup - Energization (Elect. Testing)

- TAB, PVT, CCTV, LAN

Final - Pre & Final Inspection(plan & Submittal)
Inspection - Punchlist Completion

- O&M(Plan & Manual)

Commissioning

Maintenance - Training

Management | -Warranty Management(Plan & Review)
- Handover (Plan) - As Built Drawings
Handover - Key & Spare Parts - Test, Inspection Report
- Permit Submission - Real Property
Activation - Furniture, Fixtures, and Equipment - Trial Operation
- Transition & Relocation - Coordination & Control
Progra'm - Satisfaction Assessment - Program Evaluation
Evaluation
Program - Contractual Closure - Finalization of Claim
Cloiure - Personnel Reassignment(Celebrate Success)

- Lessons Learned / Transition
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Table 3. Differences in perspective of stakeholders

Stakeholder Perspective
Client Cost reduction, Shortening of construction period
PgMIr Successful program management, Efficient use of resources
Contractor Profit margin, Continuous obtain order
User Performance, Convenience, Safety
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Client / User
Incheon International Airport Corporation

Program Management
P company

| I

Contractor Contractor Contractor
S company H company K company

Fig. 1. Incheon International Airport

)

) ARNSEE AAAYG (717E: 2002~2010)
HARUEFT ALA9] Ol BAR = AR sh=A
EAVS T, T2 IHIRIAIR] H]=9] BAL AlZARL SAL H
AL S ST AAAL ARSI AEAE Y S HYsHE o
ZATZANTHY 2 255 4 AtkKFig. 2).

Client User
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Fig. 2. Gyeongbu High Speed Railway
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Table 4. Group of stakeholders in a case study

Stakeholders
Case Study =
Client PgMr Contractor User
Incheon Incheon Incheon
) h S company )
International | International International
Airport Airport P company E company Airport
Construction | Corporation company | Corporation
Gyeongbq High| Korea Rail S company Korea Railroad
Speed Railway Network B company | Hcompany Comoration
Construction Authority D company p
National
Multi-functional| Agency for D company | Sejong Special
Administrative | Administrative| Hcompany | Hcompany |Self-governing
City Construction| City L company City
Construction
8 259 OlsiHARE et A8 thaat Atk

AMle UFAHOlE} ‘Client'2 7)) 1F0ITH YEANE
Owner, Employer, HEIALO] AL Government & 15S
onjshy o 2 AFSA S ZAL, SHHEEAILZT S0
olof s+t

EME 22
Ch 273
Engineer, Program Manager, Project Manager, S8TAIA 2
2Rt 59 7HQ1 Ei= IS WotH o2 PAL BAF S0] O]
of| STt

BE|RFO]E} ‘PgMr'E E7]) 150
A= Consultant, Engineer, Consulting

SR ame(ers| =2 H212 M43 20208 72 65



>~

AlIRl= AlZAHOIS) ‘Contractor & ¥71) 150ICh
£ Sub-Constructor, AALAIGAL HEA =30 &
H SeAAS|ALL O]of sHEEITE.

UmlE AFEAHOIEH ‘User'Z2 B7])1FOICH AlEAI =
End-User, Operation Manager 5 719! == 15 9|
S o] 2 QIR S SA: WEAIR ARSAL T1F0] &
£ 2Rl HHHol, AR IEHEE AL AL ARSA=
S A T IALO|L] HFEAL e SE A SHOEA THE
ZFROZ FHE|0] QUAAULCE Eol, AFEAL TIFS AlFTA o
= AR Lol ST o] MZ& ol ARIE L
EFSCE

1SR

i

e o

T

o
o

Improvement
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Differences between
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Analysis of Stakeholders's
Importance

Lack of understanding
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Fig. 4. Problems and Improvement
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G Activation .087 I
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Fig. 5. Process priority of clients
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Table 5. Stakeholder process priority
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Table 7. Priority of process per stakeholders (n=11)

Ranking Client PgMr Contractor User
1 Commissioning | Commissioning Insgzstlion Commissioning
(0.262) (0.238) (0.198) (0.218)
Flnal' Handover FOCIE Handover
2 Inspection 0.197) Closure (0.196)
(0.207) : (0.175) ’
Substanpal Activation Progra'm Activation
3 Completion 0.183) Evaluation 0.168)
(0.153) ’ 0.152) ’
Ml Final Maintenance Maintenance
4 (0.138) Inspection Management | Management
’ 0.114) (0.130) 0.137)
Activation Substan?ial Commissioning Substan@ial
5 0.093) Completion ©0.121) Completion
) (0.107) ) (0.104)
Maintenance Program Closeout Final
6 Management Closure Meeting Inspection
(0.049) (0.065) (0.103) (0.072)
Program Closeout Program
7 Closure Meeting Hg)nggg)er Evaluation
(0.032) (0.047) ) (0.043)
Closeout Maintenance . Closeout
8 Meeting Management A(%tnéagtg;n Meeting
(0.037) (0.029) ’ (0.033)
Program Program Substantial Program
9 Evaluation Evaluation Completion Closure
(0.029) (0.020) (0.026) (0.029)
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Fig. 9. Comparison between this research and case study in
process importance of stakeholders
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