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Risk factor analysis and evaluation method
in the planning stage of a large-scale

resort development project
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Risk Factor Analysis and Risk Level-based Management
Methods of Planning Work of

Large-scale Resort Development Projects

Dong Hoon Joo
Department of

Construction Engineering and Management

Graduate School Pukyong National University

Directed by Professor Soo Yong Kim

ABSTRACT

A large-scale resort development project iS a project that requires a
large amount of capital, and the importance of work in the initial
planning stage is very high. The reason is that large-scale resort
development projects are a high-level development project in which
numerous r1isk factors exist in the process of implementation.
However, since there are not many examples of these types of
projects, there are few practical cases that can be used, and it is
difficult to find related prior studies.

In this respect, large-scale resort development projects are required
from an industrial point of view to extract various potential risk
factors, analyze them systematically, and establish standards that
developers can use. In particular, such development projects require

project promotion through a systematic approach in the initial planning

= Vi -



phase. Therefore, this study intends to extract various practical risk
factors latent in the planning stage of a large-scale resort
development projects. Then, statistical analysis and importance
analysis are performed on the extracted risk factors using the SPSS
program and the AHP analysis program. Next, this study presented a
risk evaluation and management method for a large-scale resort
development project based on the analyzed contents. The established
results are expected to provide a standard for large—scale resort
developers to effectively manage risk factors that may occur during

the project implementation process.

Keyword: Large-scale Resort Development Project, Potential Risk

Factors, Practical Risk Factors, SPSS, AHP Analysis, Risk Evaluation,
Risk Management Method
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Preliminary

Considerations
Identify the current status and Consideration of risk factors
characteristics oflarge-scale related to construction
resort development projects projects
Extraction of
Risk Factors
Priorresearch Practical case
analysis analysis
Risk Factors
Classification System
Establishment
Factor Analysis 15t Risk Factors 2 Risk Factors Affinity diagramming application
by SPSS Program Grouping Grouping by expert workshop
Risk Factors
Analysis
Regression Analysis Effect, Difficulty afld Importance analysis AHP analysis
Frequency analysis between factors
Development of
Evaluation Method for
Each Risk Factor
Verification through

Expert Discussion

|

SWOT Analysis for
Key Risk Factors

Figure 1.1 Research process and method
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- Development of resort
facilities with various themes
i each region

- Having an excellent
resort development
environment with three
sides of the sea

Project

Condition

- Due to the nature of the
business, the existence of
risk due to large-scale
capital investment

- The existence of

various risk factors in
construction phase i
terms of construction

management

- Demand for resorts increases due to
improved economic levels and leisure culture

- Increased demand for resort facilities
linked to various leisure activities

Figure 2.1 Business environment for resort development projects
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Table 21 The classification results of risk factor extraction through the previous
studies analysis

Division Risk Factor Risk Category Source
ps_grop | Unreflected domestic Project risk Um, S. (2008)
characteristics
ps_Rroz | Conflict between interest Business risk | Oh, S. (2008)
groups
PS_RFO03 Lack of infrastructure Regional risk Kim, H. (2008)
PS_RF04 Lack of co.nnecth‘ty Wlth Business risk Kim, H. (2008)
nearby tourist destinations
PS_RF05 Specific region location Regional risk Han, J. (2010)
PS_RF06 Financing risk Financial risk Jung, M. (2010)
PS_RF07 | Securing operating income Financial risk Kim, H. (2011)
PS_RFO08 Design trend change Regional risk Kim, H. (2011)
PS_RF09 Public—private partnership Legal risk Lee, H. (2014)
PS_RF10 Propulsion process Project risk Lee, H. (2013)
PS_RF11 Frequent design changes Project risk Lim, S. (2013)
ps_gr1z | Frolonged period of return Financial risk Lee, K. (2015)
on mmvestment
PS_RF13 Climate Impact Regional risk Nam, K. (2019)
pS_RF14 | Vanety of supplementary Project risk Nam, K. (2019)
Facilities
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Table 2.2 Project overview of A N. project

Division

Project Overview

Project Location

Namhae—-gun, Gyeongsangnam-do

Main facilities

Public golf course 18 holes
171 condominium rooms

Convenient facilities and staff facilities

Plottage

833,946m’ (252,269 floor space)

Total building floor area

34,772m’ (10,518 floor space)

Investment cost

About 198.7 billion won

Construction type

New construction

Building structure

Reinforced concrete structure

Figure 2.7 Development concept of A. N. project
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Table 2.3 Project overview of A G. project

Division Project Overview
Project Location Goseong—gun, Gangwon-do
Membership golf course 18 holes
Main facilities 96 condominium rooms
Spa and convenient facilities
Plottage 1,658,350m" (501,651 floor space)
Total building floor area 19,314m’' (5,842 floor space)
Investment cost About 100 billion won
Construction type New construction

Dry construction

Buildi truct
Uaing SUHCAES (Steel structure and wood structure)

Figure 2.8 Development concept of A. G. project
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Table 2.4 Project overview of C.S. project

Division Project Overview
Project Location Gapyeong—gun, Gyeonggi-do
-~Membership golf course 27 holes
Main facilities —~Club house and shade house
-Convenient facilities and staff facilities
Plottage 1,812,331 m" (548,227 floor space)
Total building floor area 12,639m* (3,828 floor space)
Investment cost About 100 billi on won
Construction type Renovation and course renewal
Building structure Reinforced concrete structure

Figure 2.9 Development concept of C. S. project
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Table 25 Project overview of AC. project

Division

Project Overview

Project Location

Gapyeong—gun, Gyeonggi-do

Main facilities

-~Membership golf course 27 holes
—~Club house and shade house
-Convenient facilities and staff facilities

Plottage

32,117.00m* (9,715.39 floor space)

Total building floor area

88,254.40m" (26,696.96 floor space)

Investment cost

About 203.2 billion won

Construction type

New construction

Building structure

Reinforced concrete structure

JENPEN

Figure 2.10 Development concept of A. C. project
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Table 2.6 Project overview of A.C. Project- Bf

Division

Project Overview

Project Location

Gijang—gun, Busan

Main facilities

-218 condominium rooms
-Hotel 310 rooms
-Convenient facilities and staff facilities

Plottage

75,837m’ (22,940 floor space)

Total building floor area

178,734m’ (54,067 floor space)

Investment cost

About 401.6 billion won

Construction type

New construction

Building structure

Reinforced concrete structure/Steel structure

Figure 2.11 Development concept of A.C. Project- B1
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Table 2.7 Project overview of B.A Project-B2

Division Project Overview
Project Location Gijang—gun, Busan
-282 condominium rooms
Main facilities -Hotel 110 rooms
—-Convenient facilities and staff facilities
Plottage 160,110m’* (48,433 floor space)

Total building floor area 155,559m" (47,057 floor space)
Investment cost About 661.6 billion won
Construction type New construction
Building structure Reinforced concrete structure/Steel structure

Figure 2.12 Development concept of B.A Project-B2
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Figure 2.13 Extraction of common risk categories through case analysis
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Table 2.8 The classification results of risk factor extraction through the case study

Division Risk Factor Source
Extension Of Various AN. PrOjeCt, C.S Project,
CS_RF01 evaluation periods such as A.C Project
prior disasters A.C. Project- B,
b d for diff diated A.G. Project
CS_RF02 cman f;)éﬂitlie;:ren tate C.S Project, A.C Project,
B.A Project-B2
. . L. A.N. Project,
CS_RF03 Project characteristics CS Project, A.C Project
CS RF04 The restrictions on licensing by AN. Project, A.G. Project
- excellent natural Environment C.S Project, B.A Project-B2
CS RFO5 Shortag-e Of power and A.N. Project, A.C Project
— communication lines etc. A.C. Project- Bl, B.A Project-B2

A.G. Project, C.S Project,

CS_RF06 Purchase of privately held land AC Project. BA Project-B2

A.G. Project, C.S Project,

CS_RFO07 Additional land purchases AC Projoct
: . . A.N. Project, A.G. Project
Cs_RFos | Conflict with siiffounding B e A Broiect
A.C. Project—- Bl, B.A Project-B2
. A.N. Project, A.G. Project
CS_RF09 Usgnhequiremciy 108 C.S Project, A.C Project

Improvement of Facilities ¥ .
A.C. Project- Bl, B.A Project-B2

Water shortage and low water AN. Project, C.S Project,
CS_RF10 quality B.A Project-B2
CS RF11 Limits on securing the right to a AN. Project, A.G. Project
— view C.S Project, B.A Project-B2
A.N. Project, A.G. Project
CS_RF12 Risk of falling pre-sale rate C.S Project, A.C Project

A.C. Project- B1, B.A Project-B2

A.N. Project, A.G. Project

CS_RF13 Change of land use plan C.S Project. A.C Project

A.N. Project, C.S Project,

I i i '
CS_RF14 ncrease in compensation costs A.C Project

A.N. Project, A.G. Project

Natural condition and . :
CS_RF15 geographical problem C.S Project, ‘A.C Project
A.C. Project- Bl
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Table 3.1 Configuration of 5-point Likert scale for effect and difficulty

Division Very Low Normal High Very
low high
1.
2.
1 2 3 4 5

Table 32 Likert scale description of effect and difficulty

Scale Definition Explanation
1 Verv low The importance of the risk is very low,
¥ meaning there is little impact.
9 Low This means that the importance of risk is low
and the impact is not high.
3 Normal It means that the impact of the risk is to
some extent.
4 Hioh It means that the importance of risk is high
g and has a high impact.
. It means that the importance of risk is very
5 Very high high and has a fatal impact.
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Table 3.3 Configuration of 5-point Likert scale for frequency

Division Very Little Normal Much Very
little much
1.
2.
1 2 3 4 5

Table 34 Likert scale description of occurrence frequency

Scale Definition Explanation
. The occurrence frequency of the risk is very
1 Very little small, so the impact is negligible.
9 Little This means that the risk is less frequent and
the impact is low.
3 Normal It means that the occurrence frequency of the
orma risk is to some extent.
4 Much It means that the occurrence frequency of risk
¢ is high and has a high impact.
It means that the frequency of risk is very high
5 Very much and has a fatal impact.
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Table 35 Ovenview of influences level and risk level survey for risk factor

Division Contents
Method Expert-based survey
Period January 3, 2022 ~ January 17, 2022
60 practical experts with experience in resort
Participants
development projects
- Head of Research: Preliminary explanation of the
purpose and purpose of the expert survey
Methodology
- Participating expert: Response to the questionnaire
- Analysis Program: IBM SPSS Statistics20
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Figure 3.2 The types of companies of the survey respondents
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Figure 3.3 The job field in the survey respondents
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Figure 3.4 The organization position in the survey respondents
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Table 36 Input data for factor analysis

S.N Previous Study S.N Case Study

Extension of various

Unreflected domestic : -
1 PS_RF01 s e 15 CS_RFO01 evaluation periods such as
characteristics friof didqsters

. Conflict between Demand for differentiated
2 PS_RF02 interest groups 16 CS_RE02 facilities

3 PS_RF03 Lack of infrastructure 17 CS_RF03 Project characteristics
Lack of connectivity The restrictions on licensing
4 PS_RF04 with nearby tourist 18 CS_RF04 by excellent natural
destinations Environment
e . i Shortage of power and
5 PS_RF05 | Specific region location 19 CS_RF05 - cAton Ined cte.
6 | PS_RF06 Fifianeing, risk 2000, CRRRIWE | " urchase” oyprivaiely held
7 | pS_RFo7 | Securing operating 21 | CS_RF07 |  Additional land purchases
income
8 PS_RF08 Design trend change 22 CS_RF08 Conflict with surrounding
= g g T residents
Public-private User Requirements for
9 PS_RF09 partnership 23 CS_RF09 Improvement of Facilities
10 PS_RF10 Propulsion process 24 CS_RF10 Water short?l%zlir;d low water
Frequent design Limits on securing the right to
11 PS_RF11 changes 25 CS_RF11 2 view
< Prolonged period of o . . B
12 PS_RF12 return on investment 26 CS_RF12 Risk of falling pre-sale rate
13 PS_RF13 Climate impact 27 CS_RF13 Change of land use plan
14 PS_RF14 Variety of 28 CS_RF14 | Increase in compensation costs

supplementary facilities

_ _ Natural condition and
29 CS_RF15 geographical problem
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Table 3.7 The result for factor analysis

Rotated Component Matrix®
SN Component
1 2 3 4 5 6
) Di'fl'cerentialF 700 027 -022 -.057 302 045
acility_Eff

9 prgchocation 649 110 114 131 -.003 077
3 | DesignTrend -.068 646 139 -.047 051 158
4 | DesignChang -.038 120 166 500 381 082
5 | Rectricpowe 036 760 108 038 262 038
6 gfoprocess— 215 -.038 635 152 -.129 088
7 | NatureEnyito 070 395 224 ~155 652 008
8 ‘n’:’;‘fEefffP roble 103 350 616 082 086 355
g | breDisastert 110 096 247 178 -.039 565
10 | peariesident 278 -.020 384 -193 066 081
11 | pangtiseCha -.020 037 102 685 174 021
12 Ei%é%?cingRiS 289 306 261 447 -.296 ~.261
GG e am e oen
14 r‘l’_iEVfoLimtaﬁo -.108 189 -018 042 033 719
15 Efr‘gssfgi%ﬁﬂ 360 334 137 -392 044 503
16 | AddLandpur 3% -19 361 005 375 482

Factor extraction method : Principal component analysis.
Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Factorial rotation converged by the 16 times repeated calculations.
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Table 3.8 Factors

extraction result through the factor analysis

Division Risk factor Remark
RF-01 Demand for differentiated facilities

Group 1
RF-02 Specific region location
RF-03 Design trend change
RF-04 Frequent design changes Group 2
RF-05 Shortage of power and communication lines ete.
RF-06 Propulsion process
RF-07 Water shortage and low water quality Group 3
RF-08 Conflict with surrounding residents
RF-09 The restrictions on licensing by excellent natural Group 4

Environment
RF-10 Extension of various evaluation periods such as Group 5
prior disasters

RF-11 Change of land use plan

Group 6
RF-12 Financing risk
RF-13 Project characteristics Group 7
RF-14 Limits on securing the right to a view
RF-15 Increase in compensation costs Group 8
RF-16 Additional land purchases
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3 Experts
4 Experts
(Development Design and
(Designer, Builder)
Planner) Construction

group

Y
3 Experts

(Resort Operator)

Figure 3.6 Composition of a group of experts participating in the affinity
diagramming method workshop
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Table 39 Ovenview of affinity diagramming method workshop

Division Contents

Method Expert-based Intensive Workshop

1st workshop: November 23, 2021

Period
2nd workshop: November 30, 2021
10 Experts

Participants

(Owner(3), Designer(2), Builder(2), Operator(3))

- Head of Research: Conducting and managing

workshops

- Participating expert: Creating Affinity-Based

Methodology

Diagrams
- Arrangement of results: grouping based on

similarity, grouping check and confirmation
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Table 3.10 Adjusted risk variables through the expert brainstorming

Division Risk factor Adjusted risk factors
RF-01 Demand for differentiated Risk of falling resort occupancy
facilities rate
RF-02 Specific region location Risk factors according to location
RF-03 Design trend change Aging of resort facilities
RF-04 Frequent design changes Development range change
B Shortage of power and
RF-05 communication lines etc. Infrastructure shortage
RE-06 Propulsion process Problem of ij'g;ge of Propulsion
an
B Water shortage and low water . b .
RF-07 oality Specific project risk
RF-08 Contlict with surrounding Related civil petition occurrence
residents
The restrictions on licensing
RF-09 by excellent natural Complexity of project conditions
Environment
Extension of various . . >
RF-10 evaluation periods such as Prep ﬂatzinvaz;o;agginszng and
prior disasters
B Land acquisition problem in the
RF-11 Change of land use plan carlyWiage
RF-12 Financing risk Cost increase factor
RF-13 Project characteristics Climate change factors
RF-14 Limits on securing the right Construction restriction element
to a view
RF-15 | Increase in compensation costs Problem of profitability decline
RF-16 Additional land purchases Facility expansion
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Table 3.11 Grouping results of risk variables by affinity diagram

Risk factor

Grouping Risk Factor

Division (Level 3) (Level 2)
RF-01 Risk of falling resort occupancy rate Profitability area risk
RF-02 Risk factors according to location Location area risk
RF-03 Aging of resort facilities Operating area risk
RF-04 Development range change Business area risk
RF-05 Infrastructure shortage Location area risk
RF-06 Problem of Change of Propulsion Plan Business area risk
RF-07 Specific project risk Business area risk
RF-08 Related civil petition occurrence Construction area risk
RF-09 Complexity of project conditions Location area risk
RF-10 Preparatiogviﬁllﬂagginsing and TahdFaten risk
RF-11 Lanicil i%%uieséltﬂil(;nsggglem Legal area risk
RF-12 Cost increase factor Profitability area risk
RF-13 Climate change factors Location area risk
RF-14 Construction restriction element Construction area risk
RF-15 Problem of profitability decline Profitability area risk
RF-16 Facility expansion Operating area risk

_47_



670 159 o] W e WS AL 945 999 o~
27k 0 WEE A garen, tow Agd 39 fzawl), £
4.3 elxawh 4y sz, 94 99 daen),

e
24 o] e~z @)ow ey,
7

Variable 1. Specific project risk

Variable 2. Development range change

Variable 3. Problem of Change of Propulsion Plan
2. Construction area risk(ZAd % 49 gx3)
Variable 1. Related civil petition occurrence
Variable 2. Construction restriction element

3. Location area risk(Y#14 49 gx3)

Variable 1. Infrastructure shortage

Variable 2. Risk factors according to location
Variable 3. Complexity of project conditions
Variable 4. Climate change factors

4. Legal area risk(HE% 99 g2=3)

Variable 1. Preparation for licensing and evaluation
Variable 2. Land acquisition problem in the early stage
5. Profitability area risk(£2%4 o< #~3)
Variable 1. Problem of profitability decline

Variable 2. Cost increase factor

Variable 3. Risk of falling resort occupancy rate

6. Operating area risk(¥+9 %4 94 g~2)
Variable 1. Facility expansion

Variable 2. Aging of resort facilities
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d, 2014)33)
Vo] Al diE 7HA

Vv AEE 74 (P-PEH)
Vo eAE e = 7] A o] gltks 7 (Durbin-Watson %4 4)

V. B3 A4 E A (Multicollinearity Problem)&-# 7174
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asAe Fold b debd FuR #9(Rank) = 2elstln,

Table 3.12 Ranking result of effect (Eff), difficulty (Diff and frequency of
occurrence (Fre)

No. Eff Eff Rank Dif DIf Rank Fre Fre_Rank

1 4.07 7 3.9 13 3.68 25
3.98 11 3.87 15 4 4
3 3.93 16 3.98 8 3.82 18

33) &4 Q2014), 718 B BFEAL A =1 A 4 2gT 5

NS Hohe) WPALSS] e,
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No. Eff Eff Rank Dif DIf Rank Fre Fre_Rank
4 3.75 25 3.78 20 3.85 15
5 3.93 16 3.83 18 3.72 23
6 4.13 5 3.97 9 412 1
7 4.10 6 3.97 10 3.93 7
3 3.93 16 3.88 14 3.75 20
9 3.8 22 3.92 11 3.65 27
10 4.15 4 4.07 6 3.95 6
11 4.05 3 412 3 4.12 1
12 3.75 25 3.92 12 3.90 12
13 3.92 19 3.8 19 3.45 29
14 4.00 10 3.73 25 3.92 9
15 3.98 11 3.85 16 3.83 17
16 3.77 24 3.73 26 3.88 14
17 3.98 11 3.77 21 3.92 10
18 4.27 2 4.08 4 3.90 13
19 3.80 22 3.68 27 3.77 19
20 3.88 20 3.5 24 3.75 21
21 3.67 29 3.77 22 3.93 3
22 3.87 21 4.05 F 3.75 22
23 3.72 28 3.68 28 3.97 5
24 3.73 27 3.77 23 3.68 26
25 4.03 9 3.67 29 3.92 11
26 417 3 4.13 2 4.05 3
27 4.30 1 4.20 1 3.85 16
28 3.97 14 3.85 17 3.63 28
29 3.97 14 4.08 5 3.72 24
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342 TAEA 2%

FAEAN A¥E aokstd v g
AR AG(R?)S Table 3.13%

Table 3.13 Model Summary

o] 04602 “HERH AT

R R Square Adjusted R Square | Std. Error of the Estimate
0.679 460 0.419 0.12521
Predictors: (Constant), Fre, Dif

Coefficient
Unst Stan 95%
a(lindaé dard& é)onfi Colline
ize ze . ence arity
Model Coeff Coeff t Sig. | Tnter Statist
icient icient val ics
s S for B
Lowe
) Upper
Std. i Toleran
Error Beta Boun Bourdl ce VIF
1 (Con 0.6681 | 0.7736 0.8636 | 0.3956 | -0.922 | 2.2584
stant) : 3 ; : : ;
Dif 0.6852 | 0.1609 | 0.6295 | 4.2579 | 0.0002 | 0.3544 | 1.0159 | 0.94939 | 1.053303
Fre 0.1609 | 0.1604 | 0.1483 | 1.0033 | 0.3249 | -0.168 | 0.4906 | 0.94939 | 1.053303
Ho @ @x}3}7ke] #7]143/do] gt
Hy @ exgztel #p7)12d3dA4d o] <l

; Asrh 29, 5§

Z(d)S 1.5460] a1, &3t

A7t 29 49 Dubin Watson AA A AAEA

Z(dL)7F 1.27, 733k (dU)7F 1.560] 2=

dL =1.27<d=1.546<dU=1.56

_52_



wWehd @Ak grolt A7) Aol gtk ATbEe

ANOVAFRAHEAN)EA A3t A7 (Ho)ol A |, g5 3
Ho : =0+ Table 3.149 o] #2%8E(p)o] 022 7|z} el
Al 3 AA e A= Table 3.153 7o) YJeRE 4= 9l

Table 3.14 ANOVA

Sum of i
df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Regression 0.348 2 0.174 11.091 .000
Residual 0.408 26 0.016
Total 0.755 28

Predictors: (Constant), Fre, Difb.

Dependent Variable: Eff

49 Fregte
Frolgol glofut gt ol

Table 3.15 Coefficients

Eff = 0.668 + 0.685Dif + 0.161Fre

A4 AT fFol8Ee) 03%BRA 5% 10%614
% 3hsho] vhehi et

-

2 e o Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients .
t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
Constant 0.668 0.774 0.864 0.396
Dif 0.685 0.161 0.630 | 4.258 0.000
Fre 0.161 0.160 0.148 | 1.008 0.325
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Evaluation
result

= Satisfied of acceptable risk level
= Restart if necessary

= Avoidance Action

* Reduce (Modifying)
= Retention

= Transfer

Reviewing

= Finding risk cause and affect
= Define deviation between actual

and plan

= Making statement of cause and

effect for the risk

= Prioritize
= Technical power
= Compromising power

Plan
(Creating)

Reduction of Risk Effect
in Large Scale Resort

Development Project

Check
(Estimating)

= Choice of optimal option
= Choice of optimal plan

= Evaluation of options

* Effect of result

* Level of risk

= Frequency of risk

Monitoring
process

Implementing
reasonable
solution

Do
(Executing)

= Compromising
= Consideration
= Persuade

= Contingency
*= Insurance

= Brainstorming

Figure 4.1 Schematic diagram for reducing the effects of risk
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Table 4.1 Eff variable according to Dif and Fre

SN Risk parameters Eff Dif Fre

Mean Mean Mean
1 Unretlected domestic 407 390 368
2 Contflict bgert(\)f;/l%esn interest 398 387 4.00
3 Lack of infrastructure 3.93 3.98 3.82
4 nlgg(r:lb;yoioﬁ(r)ins?egggtiiglat\ilv)fs] 375 3.78 3.85
5 Specific region location 3.93 3.83 3.72
6 Financing risk 413 3.97 412
7 Securing operating income 4.10 3.97 3.93
8 Design trend change 3:03 3.88 3.75
9 Public-private partnership 3.8 3.92 3.65
10 Propulsion process 4.15 4.07 3.95
11 Frequent design changes 4.05 412 412
12 Prolongedi r?féls(ﬁq eorft return on 375 392 3.90
13 Climate impact 3.92 3.80 3.45
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Table 4.1 Eff variable according to Dif and Fre (Continued)

SN Risk parameters Eff Dif Fre
Mean Mean Mean

Variety of supplementary
14 facilities 4.00 373 392
15 Extension of various evaluation 398 385 383

periods such as prior disasters

Demand for differentiated
16 facilities 3.77 3.73 3.88
17 Project characteristics 3.98 3.77 3.92

The restrictions on licensing

18 by excellent natural 4.27 4.08 3.90
Environment
19 | Communication Thes ete 380 o2 377
20 Purchase Olfa IE)éivately held 388 375 375
21 Additional land purchases 3.67 3.77 3.93
2 Conflict r‘gsii}ile rf‘tlsrrounding 387 405 375
B | Improvement of Failites 372 368 397
2% Water Shortz%zﬁglld low water 373 377 3.68
2% Limits on seacugrelgv the right to 403 367 3992
26 Risk of falling pre-sale rate 417 4.13 4.05
27 Change of land use plan 4.30 4.20 3.85
28 | Increase in compensation costs 3.97 3.85 3.63
2 Natural condition and 397 4.08 372

geographical problem
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Figure 4.2 Scatter diagram of overall eff variable
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Table 4.2 Summary of risk variable according to influence of variables

High Eff, Low Dif

High Eff, High Dif

16,19,20,21,22,23,24

i I
2,5.8,13,14,15,17,25,28 1,3,6,7,10,11,18,26,27, 29
Low Eff, Low Dif Low Eff High Dif
I v
4,16,19,20,21,23, 24 9,12,22
(a) Sumary of Scatter diagram with respect to Eff and Dif
High Eff, Low Fre High Eff, High Fre
I I 2,3,6,7,10,11,14,15,17,18,25,26
1,5,8,13,28,29
27
Low Eff, Low Fre Low Eff JHigh Fre
I I\Y%
9,19,20,22,24 4,12,16,21,23
(b) Sumary of Scatter diagram with respect to Eff and Fre
High Eff, Low and Low High Eff, High Dif and
I Fre I High Fre
1,2,3,6,7,10,11,14,15,17,1825,2
5,8,13,14,15,17,25,28,29
6,27,29
Low Eff, Low Dif and Low Eff ,High Dif and
m Low Fre vV High Fre

12,16,21,22,23

(c) Arrangement of common risk

variables 1

ocated in each quadrant

High Eff, Low and Low

High Eff, High Dif and

19,20,24

I Fre I High Fre
1,2,3,6,7,10,11,14,15,17,18,25,
5,8,13,28
26,27,29
Low Eff, Low Dif and Low Eff High Dif and
m Low Fre I\ High Fre

4912,16,21,22, 23

variables

(d) Arrangement of common risk variables after deleting duplicating
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Table 4.3 Comparison and common factors of each analysis result for

variables
. Factor analysis Scatter diagram Common
S N Variables and Affinity (Iand 1) variable

1. UnDomestic V(T)

2. Stakeholder V(I)

3. Infrastructure V(T)

4, NearTourist

5. SpecLocation Vv (7) VvV (1II) \Y%
6. FinancingRisk V(12) V(I) \%
7 OperatingProfit V(I)

8. DesignTrend V(16) V(1) Vv
9. PPPartnership

10. ProProcess V(11) V(I) \4
11. | DesignChange V(&) V(I) v
12. | LongInvestment

13. ClimateEffective V(II)
14. | SupFacilityDiversity V(I)
15. | PreDisasterExtend V(1)
16. | DifferentialFacility V(14) Vv
17. | ProjectCharacteristic V(13) V(I) Vv
18. | NatureEnvironLicense V(4) V(I) \%
19. | ElectricpowerComm V()
20. PrivateLandPurchase
21. | AddLandPurchase V(15)
22. | NearResidentConflict V()
23. FacilityImproveNeeds
24. | WaterProblems V(1)
25. ViewLimtation V(5) V(I)

26 SalesRateRisk V(I)

27 LandUseChange V(9) V(I)

28 | RewardCostIncrease V(6) V(1) \%
29 | NaturalConditionGeo V(I)
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4.2.1 %= FZ =3 (Risk Code)
B Ao = b A A Table 4.1 ¥ Table 4.23 Figure 4.19] 4}
Bl 23 HEES] dolEe} RN E(RA JheAd) B olEe] wAE
BAE WA= G A wel 443107 FEEe] FEEE
AA st sk g3 5 Level I Levelll, Levelll ¥ Level IV
2 AR o, &5 7+ v 2k
Eff High 3.9% ©]/, Low 394 w|ut
Dif High 3.9% °], Low 3.9% #|%t

Fre High 3.8% ©]4}, Low 3.8% "%t

422 d23 Y& F
B AFgNE 23 S UHES Table 445 7|52 2 3}o] Risk U
£S5 g9 SHAR o] A gEi

AN

(¢}

Table 4.4 Summary of risk level according to risk score

Eff Dif Fre W B 5tk Scort®) |r Remark
variable No Level
. ) " 3,6,7,10,
High High High Level 1 >80
11,26,27
High High Low 1,29 Level II | 70<Score <80
2,14,1517,18 2 :
High Low High Level I | 60<Score <70 | Risk
o Score( 4
High Low Low 5,8,13,28 Level IV | 50<Score <60 ERSESE-A
Low High High 12 Level V | 40<Score <50 | ©]&3}
Low High Low 916,22 Level VI | 30<Score <40 | 8&%H&
Low Low High 4,21,23 level VI | 20<Score <30
Low Low Low 19,20,24 Level VI <20

35) & AFo A& Risk Scored] A4 7|&S AHP 45 &3sto] 4244 75
A5 adste] 1839
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Table 4.5 Categorization of Eff Variables according to Dif and Fre

No. Variables £l DIt T sl
High Low High Low High | Low Code
1. | UnDomestic 4.07 3.90 3.68 | Level II
2. | Stakeholder 3.98 3.87 4.00 Level III
3. | Infrastructure 3.93 3.98 3.82 Level 1
4. | NearTourist 3.75 3.78 3.85 level VI
SpecLocation 3.93 3.83 3.72 Level IV
6. | FinancingRisk 4.13 3.97 412 Level 1
7 OperatingProfit 4.1 3.97 3.93 Level 1
8. | DesignTrend 3.93 3.88 3.75 Level IV
9. | PPPartnership 3.80 3.92 3.65 Level VI
10. | ProProcess 4.15 4.07 3.95 Level I
11. | DesignChange 4.05 4.12 412 Level 1
12. | LongInvestment 3.75 3.92 3.90 Level V
13. | ClimateEffective 3.92 3.80 3.45 Level IV
14. | SupFacilityDiversity 4.00 3.73 3.92 Level III
15. | PreDisasterExtend 3.98 3.85 3.83 Level I
16. | DifferentialFacility 3.77 3.73 3.88 Level VI
17. | ProjectCharacteristic 3.98 3.77 3.92 Level I
18. | NatureEnvironLicense 4.27 4.08 3.90 Level I
19. | ElectricpowerComm 3.8 3.68 3.77 Level VI
20. | PrivateLandPurchase 3.88 3.75 3.75 | Level VIl
21. | AddLandPurchase 3.67 3.77 3.93 level VI
22. | NearResidentConflict 3.87 4.05 3.75 Level VI
23. | FacilityImproveNeeds 3.72 3.68 3.97 level VI
24. | WaterProblems 3.73 3.77 3.68 Level VI
25. | ViewLimtation 4.03 3.67 3.92 Level I
26 | SalesRateRisk 4.17 4.13 4.05 Level 1
27 | LandUseChange 4.30 4.20 3.85 Level 1
28 | RewardCostIncrease 397 3.85 3.63 Level IV
29 | NaturalConditionGeo 397 4.08 3.72 Level T
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Table 4.6 Overview of AHP survey

Division Contents
Method Expert-based decision—-making methodology
Period December 1, 2021 ~ December 22, 2021
16 Experts
Participants (Owner(3), Designer(2), Builder(2), Operator(3)

Resort facility expert(3), Related research experts(3))

the AHP questionnaire

- Head of Research: Preparation and confirmation of

Methodology L . .
- Participating expert: Response to the questionnaire
- AHP Analysis Program: Expert Choice 11
AR SHA F AARDG AZAWE HE Bgon, gom
FAONEA) LA o ergrh
Researcher | NN :
operator NS
suiicer S ¢
pesigner | ¢
Owner(Developer) N :
0 1 2 3 4 5

Figure 4.3 A summary of the AHP survey respondents
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Figure 4.4 A experience level of the AHP survey respondents

PHE fJZ2E AuAy g3 294 sk AHP A txRL:
Table 459 %t}

Level 1

(]
—
=)
+—
|9
=
=
(%]
(=
=
(®)
o
A
@®
(]
o
o0
e
2
o

Level 3
Specific project risk

Level 2

Development range change

Problem of Change of Propulsion Plan
. | Related civil petition occurrence
mm Construction area risk ! s
Construction restriction element
Infrastructure shortage
ocaton Al Risk factc.nrs accor(.img to 10f:z.1t10n
Complexity of project conditions

Business area risk

Climate change factors
Preparation for licensing and evaluation
Legal area risk P g
Land acquisition problem in the early stage

Problem of profitability decline

g Profitability area risk Cost increase factor

Risk of falling resort occupancy rate
am Operating area risk Facility expansion
Aging of resort facilities

Figure 4.5 AHP hierarchy structure
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432 AHP ¥4 A3
AHP #4248 9 3te] Expert Choice 11 Xz 1o <& Ayl+=
Figure 4.63} 7t}

| |Goal: Risk Factors Analysis_large Scale Resort Development Project
-1 Business area risk (L:.123 G: .123)

- Specific project risk (L: .333 G: .041)

-] Development range change (L: .528 G: .065)

- Problem of Change of Propulsion Plan (L: .140 G: .017)
=l Construction area risk (L: .079 G: .079)

- Related civil petition occurrence (L: .667 G: .053)

- Construction restriction element (L: .333 G: .026)

- Location area risk (L: .199 G: .199)

- Infrastructure shortage (L: .219 G: .044)

- Risk factors according to location (L: .273 G: .054)

- Complexity of project conditions (L: .125 G: .025)

-] Climate change factors (L: .383 G: .076)

= Legal area risk (L: .187 G: .187)

- Preparation for licensing and evaluation (L: .667 G: .124)
- Land acquisition problem in the early stage (L: .333 G: .062)
= Profitability area risk (L: .3006 G: .3006)

- Problem of profitability decline (L: .528 G: .162)

- Cost increase factor (L: .140 G: .043)

- Risk of falling resort occupancy rate (L: .333 G: .102)
=3 Operating area risk (L: .106 G: .106)

- Facility expansion (L: .250 G: .026)

- Aging of resort facilities (L: .750 G: .079)

Figure 4.6 Data input results for AHP analysis

1) Level 2¢] i3 A3 2=
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Figure 4.7 Relative importance analysis result for Level 2
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Figure 4.9 Relative importance analysis result for location area risk
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Figure 4.10 Relative importance analysis result for business area risk
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Figure 4.11 Relative importance analysis result for profitability area risk
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4.3.3 AHP 7lsX& €83 224 E

S Table 4.73} #t},

Table 4.7 Risk factor (RF) analysis sheet with AHP weighting indexes

Project title:
Project period:
Project cost:

Analysis period: From To
E t' Field
‘ AHP Xper ‘s ield |Overall Evaluation
No. Risk Factor (RF) . Evaluation | Score | RF o
Weight . Criteria
(0-100) |(A*B)|weight
A B C D
1. Business area risk
Very Low : 0-20
RF-01| Specific project risk 0.333 Low: 21-40
RF-02| Development range change 0.528 Yurmal: 41-60
High: 61-80
RE-03 Problem of Change of o Very High: 81-100
Propulsion Plan
Calculation result 1.00 E 0.123 E=x0.123
2. Construction area risk Very Low : 0-20
RF-04| Related civil petition occurrence Low: 21-40
Normal: 41-60
RF-05| Construction restriction element High: 61-80
Very High: 81-100
Calculation result 1.00 0.079 Ex0.079
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Table 4.7 Risk factor (RF) analysis sheet with AHP weighting indexes

(contiuned)

Project title:
Project period:

Project cost:

Analysis period: From To
E t’ Field |O 11
. AHP xper 'S € vera Evaluation
No. Risk Factor (RF) . Evaluation | Score | RF .
Weight i Criteria
(0-100) |(A*B)|weight
A B C D
3. Location area risk
RF-06| Infrastructure shortage 0.219 Very Low : 0-20
Low: 21-40
RF-07| Risk factors according to location | 0.273 Normal: 41-60
High: 61-80
RF-08| Complexity of project conditions 0.125 Very High: 81-100
RF-09| Climate change factors 0.383
Calculation result 1.00 E 0.199 E=0.199
4. Legal area risk
Very Low : 0-20
P i f i i
RF-10 reparghon or licensing and 0.667 Low: 21-40
evaluation
Normal: 41-60
RF-11| Construction restriction element 0.333 High: 61-80
Very High:
81-100
Calculation result 1.00 E 0.187 E=0.187
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Table 4.7 Risk factor (RF) analysis sheet with AHP weighting indexes

(contiuned)

Project title:
Project period:

Project cost:

Analysis period: From To
E t’ Field
. AHP xper _S teld |Overall Evaluation
No. Risk Factor (RF) . Evaluation | Score | RF o
Weight . Criteria
(0-100) |(A*B)|weight
A B C D
5. Profitability area risk
RF-12| Problem of profitability decline 0.528 Very Low : 0-20
) Low: 21-40
RF-13| Cost increase factor 0.140 Normal: 41-60
Risk of falling resort occupancy ioh: _
RF-14 0.333 B 61-80
rate Very High: 81-100
Calculation result 1.00 E 0.306 E=0.149
6. Operating area risk
Very Low : 0-20
RF-15| Facility expansion 0.250 Low: 21-40
Normal: 41-60
RF-16| Aging of resort facilities 0.750 High: 61-80
Very High: 81-100
Calculation result 1.00 E 0.106 E=x0.149
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Table 4.8 Project risk—level decision method utilizing project risk zone

Risk Overall
No. Performanc Project risk zone
Index(RI)
e Score

Very High Risk

Grand total High Risk m
o i [ -

B Zone 60

Very Low Risk
A Zone 40

RESULT

Comments:
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Frequency

High

Manage and Monitor

Extensive management

Low

Essential
Worthwhile (High risk)
I I1
Considerable
Accept Risk
management
with Monitoring required
I1I IV

Low

High

Difficulty

Figure 4.15 Project risk evaluation through matrix analysis(4 Criteria)
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Table 4.9 A. N. project risk analysis result utilizing AHP score sheet

E t’ Field
. AHP ber _S teld |Overall Evaluation
No. Risk Factor (RF) Weight Evaluation | Score | RF Criteri
ei riteria
£ (0-100) |(A*B)|weight
A B C D
1. Business area risk Very Low : 0-20
RF-01| Specific project risk 0.333 90 29.97 Low: 21-40
RF-02| Development range change 0.528 95 50.16 Normal: 41-60
Problem of Change of High: 61-80
RF-03 . 0.140 90 12.6 .
Propulsion Plan Very High: 81-100
Calculation result 1.00 92.73 | 0.123 [92.73%0.123= 11.41
2. Construction area risk Very Low : 0-20
Low: 21-40
RF-04| Related civil petition occurrence | 0.667 85 56.70
Normal: 41-60
RF-05 Construction restriction element | 0.333 90 29.97 High: 61-80
Very High: 81-100
Calculation result 1.00 86.67 | 0.079 [86.67%0.079 = 6.85
3. Location area risk
RF-06| Infrastructure shortage 0.219 95 20.81 Very Low : 0-20
RF-07 IRISIE- factors  according = to 0.273 90 57 Low: 21-40
ocation Normal: 41-60
RF-08| Complexity of project conditions| 0.125 80 10 High: 61-80
RF-09| Climate change factors 0.383 80 30.64 Very High: 81-100
Calculation result 1.00 86.02 | 0.199 |86.02%0.19= 17.12
4. Legal area risk Very Low : 0-20
RF-10 Prepara.ltion for licensing and 0.667 90 60.03 Low: 21-40
evaluation
Normal: 41-60
RF-11| Construction restriction element | 0.333 80 26.64 High: 61-80
Very High: 81-100
Calculation result 1.00 86.67 | 0.187 [86.67+0.187=16.21
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Table 4.9 A. N. project risk analysis result utilizing AHP score sheet

(contiuned)
E t Field
. AHP *ber _S teld |Overall Evaluation
No. Risk Factor (RF) Weight Evaluation | Score | RF Criteri
i riteri
S8 (0-100) [(A*B)|weight eria
A B C D
5. Profitability area risk
RF-12| Problem of profitability decline | 0.528 90 4752 Very Low : 0-20
Low: 21-40
RF-13| Cost increase factor 0.140 90 12.6 Normal: 41-60
; : High: 61-80
Risk of falling resort occupancy
RF-14 . B
rate 0.333 % 29.91 Very High: 81-100
Calculation result 1.00 90.09 | 0.306 {90.09%0.306= 27.57
6. Operating area risk Very Low : 0-20
RF-15| Facility expansion 0.250 90 225 faa: 31-40
Normal: 41-60
RF-16| Aging of resort facilities 0.750 85 6.38 High: 61-80
Very High: 81-100
Calculation result 1.00 28.88 | 0.106 |28.88%0.106= 3.06
Total result 1+2+3+4+5+6 82.22
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Table 4.10 A. N. project risk assessment result

. Overall
Risk . .
No. Performanc Project risk zone
Index(RI)
e Score
Very High Risk
Grand total| &2.22 &mﬂm
Normal
v Very Low Risk B Zone 60
ery
RESULT ngh RlSk A Zone 40
(o] 20
Comments:

Since the project risk is very high, a careful approach is required, and
systematic analysis and decision-making are required based on the risk

difficulty and frequency of occurrence.

A ZRAEANME &g AWAAGA = AR FAE 3Yst
a A A Felod, AFHoR F BHe] st FFRA]
Z Ho] sl el o A 874, aE, As FF "o 2 AV S
of &&l 7jzte] £2H AT, a3 A9 ofwly TR To whdE vk
A gokom, 53 FUAA] =4S Adsts B4 AFE wHA
Aol BEALS wi sl FAolA 2 1EREe] Aol o] sl EARFA o] ol
WAste] F-x 24 7)3ko]l AAXAl HATk o= Ayl fla v&H
o7 B2 oy o] ey, 7|Ade] HE Qe stold By A A
o2 ALY Ay, T A T dASH. Sl dH"
WE3 2ol Al 27|l ZE2AE wgol wrgEA g2 HF2 ol
MY FRe B2 ol Eer At

_81_



Al A o ZRAEE 20329
2 ]

AHP 7teAE 283 22

Table 4113 #Zt}.

AE BA7)7E 2021, 09 -

FHuE oF 2,032 €

A9 Aol FYHE Yt =

Table 4.11 A. C. project risk analysis result utilizing AHP score sheet

E t’ Field 11
. AHP ol _S B (T Evaluation
No. Risk Factor (RF) Weight Evaluation | Score | RF 2NN
ei riteria
B (0-100) |(A*B) | weight
A B C D
1. Business area risk Very Low : 0-20
RF-01| Specific project risk 0.333 90 29.97 Low: 21-40
RF-02| Development range change 0.528 95 50.16 Normal: 41-60
Problem of Change of ioh: 61—
RF-03 . 0.140 90 12.6 High: 61-80
Propulsion Plan Very High: 81-100
Calculation result 1.00 92.73 | 0.123 [92.73%0.123= 11.41
Very Low : 0-20
2. Construction area risk Low: 21-40
RF-04| Related civil petition occurrence | 0.667 85 56.70 Normal: 41-60
RF-05| Construction restriction element | 0.333 90 29.97 High: 61-80
Very High: 81-100
Calculation result 1.00 86.67 | 0.079 [86.67%0.079 = 6.85
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Table 4.11 A. C. project risk analysis result utilizing AHP score sheet

(contiuned)
E t’ Field
. AHP *ber _S teld |Overall Evaluation
No. Risk Factor (RF) Weight Evaluation | Score | RF Criteri
ei riteria
g (0-100) |(A*B)|weight
A B C D
3. Location area risk
RF-06 Infrastructure shortage 0.219 95 20.81 Very Low : 0-20
e ——— " ; Low: 21-40
~ is actors  according 0 ]
RF-07 location 0.273 90 24.57 Normal: 41-60
RF-08 Complexity of project conditions | 0.125 80 10 High: 61-80
Very High: 81-100
RF-09 Climate change factors 0.383 80 30.64
Calculation result 1.00 86.02 | 0.199 [86.02*%0.19= 17.12
Very Low : 0-20
4. Legal érea risk . . Low: 21-40
RF-10 Preparz.ltlon for licensing and 0.667 90 60.03 Normal: 41-60
evaluation
RF-11 Construction restriction element | 0.333 80 26.64 High: 61-80
Very High:
81-100
Calculation result 1.00 86.67 | 0.187 |86.67%0.187=16.21
5. Profitability area risk Very Low : 0-20
" ) Low: 21-40
RF-12 Problem of profitability decline 0.528 90 47.52
Normal: 41-60
RF-13 | Cost increase factor 0.140 90 12.6 High: 61-80
. o Vi High:
RF-14 Risk of falling resort occupancy 0.333 90 99.97 ery Hig
rate 81-100
Calculation result 1.00 90.09 | 0.306 [90.09%0.306= 27.57
Very Low : 0-20
6. Operating area risk Low: 21-40
RF-15 Facility expansion 0.250 90 22.5 Normal: 41-60
RF-16 Aging of resort facilities 0.750 85 6.38 High: 61-80
Very High:
81-100
Calculation result 1.00 28.88 | 0.106 [28.88*0.106= 3.06
Total result 1+2+3+4+5+6 86.80
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Table 4.12 A. C. project risk assessment result

Risk Overall
No. Performanc Project risk zone
Index(RI)
e Score

Very High Risk

Grand total 86.8 High Risk m

B Zone 60

Very Low Risk

Very —
RESULT| 1ioh Risk | e o

Comments:
Since the project risk is very high, a careful approach is required, and
systematic analysis and decision-making are required based on the risk

difficulty and frequency of occurrence.
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Table 5.1 Risk management guideline by project phase

Division

Project Phase

Risk management guideline

Planning | progress | activatio
phase phase n phase
Risk of not being able to sale | e Early attraction of major tenant
and lease out smoothly companies through project investor
Sale and L
. participation
lease risk C . .
. e Participation of specialized sales
companies
Various risks that may appear
. when ownership is transferred .
Ownership e Systematic management of store

transfer

stage risk

by a retailer

- Legal and administrative treatment

for smooth ownership transfer

Inactivatio

n risk

Risk of deterioration in
profitability due to failure to

activate

e Minimize risk by reflecting the
activation program from the
planning phase

e Activation strategy proceeded by
SPC after completion

Risk that post management

operation will not be carried

e Secure a professional management
company by AMC’s authority
- Secure safety by securing an asset

Manageme management company
n t olit, srebihly e Farly acquisition of high-quality
operation tenants, efficient management and
ris k operation
- -  Maximize the ripple effect of
management and operation by
securing high-quality tenants
Risk of various defects
occurring in facilities after e Reinforcement of facility
completion management and maintenance
Facility functions
defect risk - Maintenance and management by a
professional facility management
- company
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HAE7} FGIO W8k 53] 7/l 8= Table 529} 2t}

Table 5.2 Overview of expert’s Focus group interview (FGI)

Division Contents

Method Expert-based focus group interview

1st workshop: January 3, 2022
Period
2nd workshop: January 12, 2022

6 working-level experts
Participants (Planner(2), Designer(1), Builder(1), Operator(1)

Related research expert(1))

- Head of Research: Description of the purpose and

key contents of the FGI, FGI operating and
Methodology
management

- Participating expert: Participate in group interviews

FGI #ozt= Figure 5.49F o] dFEx(dah)7F 2 o2 714 wk
o AAR AlFA, G FHE AFAE 1Ho|dy g RE F

oA aF ok Aol 10d o] 4el nAAAE Uehy

Researcher [ 1(more than 10 years of experience in

resort development project)

operator [ 1(more than 10 years of experience in

resort development project)

Builder | 1(more than 10 years of experience in

resort development project)

Designer — 1{1(more than 10 years of experience in

resort development project)

Owner(Developer) |GGG
2{more than 10 years of experience
in resort development project)

0 1 2 3
Figure 5.4 A summary of the AHP survey respondents

_90_



)
Sl
N
L
oo
©
iin)
=)
=
Q
o
=
@D
oL
[@)]
o
My
o,
o
i)
ki
N
N
i
ftlo

Problem of profitability decline

Construction restriction element

Top Five Risk Factors

Facility expansion

Specific project risk

Analysis of problems according te risk occurrence
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Table 5.3 Cause analysis and solutions to the problem of profitability decline

Division Contents
-Error in project cost calculation
Cause | —~Unestablished SPC or AMC
-Investment in a special region or abroad
Cause
Analysis -Project cost increase
-Financial work difficulty
Result . )
—Political risk occurrence
~Economic risk occurrence
Solution | ~Introduction of hotel brand
plan -Systematic management of sales risk
Solutions
Expected | -Stable risk management
effect -Increase profitability
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Table 54 Cause analysis and solutions to the construction restriction element

Division Contents

-Differences in interpretation of relevant laws
-Management of ordinances and licenses

Cause ) .

in the promotion area
Cause —Change the scope of development
Analysis

-Project delay

Result | -Difficulty in project execution
—Differences in boundaries or areas

; -Management of restricted development areas
Solution =
1 -Systematic license management

plan S .

-Efficient management of overseas business
Solutions
~Flexible Promotion of Projects
Expected " ; y

-Promotion of effective license work

effect e ] :
—-Efficient promotion of overseas business
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Table 55 Cause analysis and solutions to the facility expansion

Division Contents

-Non-reflection of convenience facilities

Cause | ~Non-reflection of operating facilities
Cause -Law changes during project
Analysis -Project scheduling problem
-Business expense problem
Result ! I N
—QOperational difficulties
—Change in facility size
Solution | -Systematic feasibility review
plan -Efficient site acquisition
Solutions : :
—-Increase the effectiveness of project
Expected o )
feasibility analysis
effect

—Mitigation of risk of project delay
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Table 5.6 Cause analysis and solutions to the specific project risk

Division Contents
-Lack of sewage treatment facilities
Cause k- )
—Political influence
Cause
Analysis
-Reduction of business scale
Result ; - :
—Uncertainty of business promotion
. -Response system of development range
Solution o
limits
plan .
-Effective infrastructure management system
Solutions
Expected | ~-Maximizing site utilization
effect -Securing stable sewage treatment facilities
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Table 5.7 Cause analysis and solutions to the related civil petition occurrence

Division Contents
Cause | -Complaints due to construction
Cause
Analysis -Delay of project construction period
Result .
-Project Critical Risk Factors
-Planning stage: Preliminary  consultation
community composition
Solution | ~Construction Stage: Assignment of dedicated
plan manpower and activities
Solut -Operational stage: Return of development
olutions profits to the local community
-Solving problems in advance
Expected ™ ’
-Minimization of complaints
effect ; . . ..
-Win-win development with local communities
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high investment cost
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Figure 56 SWOT analysis result according to the proposed risk analysis and evaluation method

- Formation of stable profit structure

neighboring areas
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