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Risk Identification and Priority Evaluation of Military Facility Relocation by Endowment
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Abstract : The endowment and concession has been put to practical use for the relocation projects of military Facilities. Yet, in
terms of the project implementation, delay of a great deal of the projects is occurring due to related regulations and standards,
as well as a lack of mutual understanding between project implementers and military units. This study analyzes the risk
factors by identifying and prioritizing the potential risk factors at each stage of project implementation such as the issues that
limit project characteristics and implementation. Among the derived risk factors, request exceeding facility standards in the
licensing and design phases, opposition to troop relocation in the project approval phase, design change during construction
phase in the construction and completion phases, dissenting opinions on endowed/conceded property in the property disposal
phase and absence of facility standards in the MOA conclusion phase were found to be the main object of consideration in risk
management. This study is expected to provide project managers with a guideline for effectively pursuing the projects, as it
provides prioritization and optimization of risk management.
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Fig. 1. Research procedures
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Table 1. Previous studies on relocation of military facilities

Research topic Author(s) Research content
Military Facilities Kim (21011) An an_a|y5|s of _collectlve_ qwl appgqls
. Moon (2011) regarding location of military facilities
Conflict A - ’
Eun (2011) in order for suggesting conflict factors
Management

Lee & Kim (2009) and cooperative plan

An analysis of the sale of unused military
land and policy-wise location conditions
for unit relocation and suggestion
for improvement of the U.S.
base relocation project system

Military Facilities
management
policy direction

Kang (2011)
Kim (2009)

An analysis of perceptions of factors
Shin & Kim (2012) | regarding military facility relocation and
Shinetal. (2013) | suggestion of need for the relocation for
regional economic development

Satisfaction of
military facilities’
relocation
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Table 2. Factors considered for risk management in military facility relocation project

gzt 71 E olgato] 71RO Alel  oiie WA SEEIE MAlStL 2019 sEE +EE

Project

Risk factors Explanation Code
procedure
Delay of Decision-making Complicated decision-making processes and administrative procedure in the military A.01
Project Delay of Relocation-site Securing Compensation requeg? for restﬁlctlon on exercise of prloper‘gy rights based on A2
new military facility protection zone designation
Approval
Opposition to the Relocation of Miltary Facilities Opposition to expan5|on_o_f military faoll_ty and claims for shooting range and A03
ammunition depot environment and safety
Delay of the Organizing of the Consultative Body | Delay of consultative body organization for consultation of endowment and concession | A.04
Absence of Facility Standard Absence of standards for facilities that reflect latest technologies based on environmental AQS
changes
MOA Obscurity of performance and standards alternative facilities due to insufficient milital
Conclusion Uncertainty of Facility Standard yorp I v A.06
facility standards
Request Exceeding Facility Standards Request of facility or equipment exceeding facility standards A07
Request Exceeding Scope of Endowment Request of additional facility construction exceeding facility standards A.08
Lack of Understanding in Related Regulations Lack of project participants understaﬁdmg m_@gulatpns and provisions relating defense A09
and military facilities projects
Delay of Administrative Process Delay of administrative process by participating agencies including Ministry of National A10
Defense and local governments
Licensing & - - - ; ;
Design Request Exceeding Scope of Endowment Request exceeding facility standards demanded by service unit A1
Dissenting Opinions on finalization of working Insufficient reflection of construction document decided by review of basic design A2
drawing (special construction technology review committee) :
Neglection of Request Made by military units Insufficient reflection of service unit’s request Fpnfprmlng to facility standards on drawing A13
and specification
Design Change during Construction Phase Frequent design changes dge to user needs |nglud_|ng |nst§|Iatlon place, compartment Al4
adjustment and function integration
Construction & - : - - - - -
Completion Occurrence of Claim regarding Construction Occurrence of claim during construction phase due to noise, vibration, dust, etc. A15
Inadequate Procedure of Facility Acceptance Occurrence of supplementary and additional construction during military inspection prior A6
to endowment acceptance
Dissenting Op|n|or;sr§;eir;dowed/Conceded Differences in appraised value of endowed property and conceded property A17
Property Delay of concession process due to project developer’s lack of understanding in act
Disposal Lack of Understanding in Related Regulations and subordinate statue such as state-owned property law and comprehensive plan of A18
state-owned property
Complicated Administrative Process Strict Procedural Requirements and Insufficient Information A.19
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Table 3. Statistical analysis on results of second survey

L} 2xF AEZAL Z1E FdEstol] fIahAl Shapiro-Wilk
normality test IR OH, 1 23 HE 59| p-value
7} 0.0501512 FFE27t obd g Rl ofof 2+
g]Aad QOlo] et S90IRE wHaly] flaiA]l HIE
w01 Wilcoxon singed rank test AASIAT} Wilcoxon
singed rank test of OJaH A& p-valueZt RO 0.05
0|4} OJH oy gof theh DE7te] oJAo] ArtstE] 7]
ASHE S 9n|SITE (Table 3)< Wilcoxon singed rank test
ZAE HolFn, T 19749 2lad g5 & 1671 =0 o
St JE7 o] 5971 O|FoFoH, 3= fHEEIQUCH
SHE 3719] sH=20) thsfiils p-value?} 0.0501A02 &
AR OE Ronjsh AuE A 4= gi7]o] F7HEQ A7
ZAFE ZIstATt.
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Descriptive Statistics Normality Wilcoxon signed rank test
Code Determ.
Mean Standard Median IQR W P-vlaue Vv P-value
A.01 4957 1.147 5.00 1.500 0910 0.041 141.0 0.002 Accepted
A.02 5304 1.184 5.00 1.500 0.903 0.029 166.0 0.000 Accepted
A03 5435 1273 5.00 1.500 0.899 0.025 200.0 0.000 Accepted
A.04 4174 1.336 4.00 2.000 0.807 0.000 122.0 0.503 Deferred
A.05 5.000 1.000 5.00 1.500 0.907 0.037 147.0 0.000 Accepted
A.06 5.348 1.300 5.00 2.000 0.900 0.025 180.0 0.000 Accepted
A.07 5.043 1.186 5.00 2.000 0.924 0.007 143.0 0.001 Accepted
A.08 5174 1.302 5.00 2.000. 0.904 0.031 144.0 0.001 Accepted
A.09 5217 1.204 5.00 1.500 0919 0.044 179.0 0.000 Accepted
A.10 4.086 0.848 4.00 0.000 0.819 0.000 325 0.589 Deferred
A 5.086 1.083 5.00 2.000 0.909 0.038 147.5 0.000 Accepted
A2 5217 1.167 5.00 1.500 0.921 0.049 180.0 0.000 Accepted
A13 5218 1.166 5.00 2.000 0911 0.043 148.5 0.000 Accepted
A4 5434 1.273 5.00 1.500 0.899 0.024 200.0 0.000 Accepted
A15 5435 1.237 5.00 2.000 0.897 0.022 167.0 0.000 Accepted
A.16 5217 0.998 5.00 1.500 0.869 0.006 153.0 0.000 Accepted
A7 5.522 1.122 5.00 1.500 0.864 0.005 171.0 0.000 Accepted
A18 3.956 0.877 4.00 0.500 0.828 0.001 30.0 0.776 Deferred
A19 5.304 1.258 5.00 2.500 0.882 0.011 148.5 0.000 Accepted
Table 4. Statistical analysis on results of third survey
Descriptive Statistics Normality Wilcoxon signed rank test
Code Determ.
Mean Standard Median IQR w P-vlaue \Y, P-value
A.04 3.565 0.945 4.00 1.000 0.887 0.014 26.0 0.039 Rejected
A.10 2913 0.949 3.00 0.500 0.890 0.016 7.0 0.000 Rejected
A18 5.565 1.121 5.00 2.000 0.838 0.001 190.0 0.000 Accepted
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Fig. 2. Hierarchy structure tree

Table 6. Relative weight value on project level
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Table 5. Relative weight value between determinants

Evaluation ltems Importance Ranking
1. Project Period 0.250 2
2. Project Budget 0.392 1
3. Project Quality 0.203 3
4. Safety Management 0.155 4

4.2 A T 2| A3 o] HTiH FR

AHPAZTZ EC|E HIBOE AR, AdHHA 2]
£ oo EQEE AFgstal 1 ddde ASsIIt
)3 AF ARRE A 71ERIeE ZFQIAME tieto] Tt
SAIE giketo] 7R o] Alel WA HAE gl4e e
9] SQEE AHESICH, 1 Aik= (Table 6)01A K=
Hioh 2T} A oz 7R AR 4 Holl= Q1-5
7R AA-ARIS I -AIS B ES AR - el ZA]
HMZ9] ARIEAE = FAf 243 #2109 EQ7F AEERA
Ch

432|A3 2o Fe F2E & M=

AFAEAE AThE 71ERIeF AR JRjelAT e 5
QEO TIERAE gitsto] S/ EQEE AHESIROH
(Table Yol LIERQICE. 1 Q% %ol & SAItZ 7]
THFO] ALY FRIZE AFFRIA AR ARG AFEAHE
Hf)oto] 50| e 0| =il g 4= QUrh Wkl
AlFEE] SHOIA ZH BAE B 2lAT7} =2 AIFEA
oAl SR} Q1S KL o] BEAlsto] AIYE Zd
SITHA AMFAI¢of w2 B 9l X[¢19] QAE AFE] o

g 4 Qe 2ol

. Project Period Project Budget Project Quality Safety Management
Evaluation ltems Importance Rank
[0.250] [0.392] [0.203] [0.155]

Project Approval 0.273 0.231 0.178 0.194 0.225 2
MOA Conclusion 0.186 0.145 0.154 0.102 0.150 5
Licensing & Design 0.298 0.217 0.248 0.194 0.240 1
Construction & Completion 0.127 0.193 0.262 0.315 0.209 3
Property Disposal 0.116 0214 0.159 0.194 0.175 4
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Table 7. Global priority for risk management of military facility relocation project

Category [ Importance :A] Details Importance [B] Weight [C=AxB] Ranking
1.1. Delay of decision-making 0.233 0.052 3
1. Project Approval 1.2 Delay of relocation-site securing 0.333 0.075 2
[0.225] 1.3 Opposition to troop relocation 0.434 0.098 1
2.1 Absence of facility standards 0.392 0.059 1
' 2.2 Obscurity of facility standards 0.236 0.035 2
2. I[\g?,goionclumon 2.3 Request exceeding facility standards 0.165 0.025 4
2.4 Request exceeding scope of endowment 0.207 0.031 3
3.1 Lack of understanding in related regulations 0.222 0.053 3
3. Licensing & Design 3.2 Request exceeding facility standards 0.354 0.085 1
[0.240] 3.3 Dissenting opinions on finalization of working drawing 0.250 0.060 2
3.4 Neglection of request made by troops 0.174 0.042 4
4.1 Design change during construction phase 0.434 0.091 1
4. [Coégég?dion& Completion 4.2 Occurrence of claim regarding construction 0372 0.078 2
4 3 Inadequate procedure of facility acceptance 0.194 0.041 3
. 5.1 Dissenting opinions on endowed/conceded property 0.434 0.076 1
> I[:’(;ﬂp7e5r‘][y Disposal 5.2 Lack of understanding in related regulations 0.333 0.058 2
5.3 Complicated administrative process 0.233 0.041 3
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