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ABSTRACT

Various public construction projects have been performed for public welfare and appropriate evaluation of the effectiveness and
efficiency has been required. In accordance with legislation of a post construction project evaluation in Construction Technology
Promotion Act, all construction projects that exceed 30 billion won in budget are required to perform post evaluation. Korean
Government provides post construction evaluation manual that includes both quantitative and qualitative criteria. However, it only
provides general concepts and procedures not but detail guidelines for different construction project types and characteristics.
Therefore, this paper developed a standard format for qualitative evaluation using survey through analyzing previous cases and
research. As a result, the developed standard for survey can be applied for most civil and architectural facilities. However, it will need
further research regarding establishment of detailed evaluation criteria for each type of facilities and data storage system for feedback.
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Table 4. Survey Result of Facility Space Composition of Facility A

&B
Classification Facility A | Facility B
Flow in Facilities 76.4 78.5
Flow i

Flow inf 74.6 73.5

Accommodations
. Size of facilities 74.0 76.1

Visitor Space Siae of

P ze ot 732 782

Accommodations
Quality 68.3 76.1

Facility
Accommodation 70.8 743
Flow in Facilities 752 74.0
Flow
Flow in Work Spaces 772 70.2
Size of Work Facilities 72.8 77.5
Operator| Space -
Size of Rest Area 2.4 70.0
| Relevance of System 74.4 71.7
Facilities

Overall Satisfaction 76.4 77.5

Table 5. Survey Result of Facility Space Composition of Facility C

Classification Facility C
Table 3. Outline of Facilities . Facility Flow, Space Size, Facility 79.0
Classification Facility A Facility B | Facility C Visitor Accommodation Convenience in Use 75.9
Facility type Modernization Grass Root Flow Human Flow 694
Form of survey | Before & After Study Users' Satisfaction Operator Space Relevance of Areas 68.8
Main user Local Citizens | Foreigners Facility Layout & Maintenance 72.2
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Table 6. Survey Result of Traffic & Environment of Facility A & B

Classification Facility A | Facility B
Lighting 73.3 78.7
Facility Temperature 73.6 78.5
Visitor | Condition | Atmosphere 73.6 80.3
Clean 78.0 83.1
Traffic Accessibility 69.2 72.3
Lighting 74.0 76.2
Facility Temperature 69.2 68.7
Operator| Condition | Atmosphere 74.0 74.0
Clean 72.8 83.7
Traffic Accessibility 68.8 58.7
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Table 8. Rank of Improvement Requirement

Classification Facility A | Facility B | Facility C
Flow 7 2 4
Organization of Space 3 3 3
Facilities 5 4 2
Lighting 4 6 6
Visitor Temperature 2 5 6
Atmosphere 6 7 7
Traffic 1 1 1
Clean 8 7 8
Etc. 9 7 5
Flow 7 3 4
Organization of Space 4 4 3
Facilities 2 2 2
Lighting 8 5 6
Operator Temperature 3 7 3
Atmosphere 6 7 5
Traffic 1 1 1
Clean 9 6 5
Etc. 10 6 7
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Table 9. Overall Facility Satisfaction

Classification Facility A | Facility B | Facility C
Convenience of 76.0 75.6 775
Visitor Facilities
Opverall Facilities 72.4 78.2 78.9
Operational Efficiency| 76.8 74.0 513
Operator —
Opverall Facilities 752 74.8 53.5

Table 10. Overall Facility Satisfaction of Residents

Classification Facility A Facility B Facility C
Development of
Society and Local 66.7 65.5 571
Economy
Improvement of
Images / Surrounding 65.2 66.2 50.7
Environment
Local Influences 62.4 58.9 51.0
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