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Abstract

The budget for public buildings is expected to increase to their maintenance, and the systematic maintenance and sufficient
budget are recognized as the important factors for building maintenance. In Korea, buildings are not systematically maintained due
to the lack of manpower, expertise and basis of maintenance budget estimates. Compared with Australia where the facility
maintenance is optimized through asset management, Korea has only passive maintenance systems that focus on regulations. The
introduction of the systematic asset management is required to ensure the advanced building maintenance in Korea. In this study,
the asset management processes for social infrastructure facilities in and out of Korea were analyzed, and the asset management
framework for public buildings were established. The asset management procedure consisted of ordinary asset management
procedure, selective asset value assessment. The framework in this study was developed focusing on the asset management task for
public buildings and presented the detailed contents of each step. The application of this framework to the actual work will enable
the systematic management of building’s value and performance, and the efficient appropriation of the maintenance budget.
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Fig. 1 Asset Management Process in KICT

Hol Apkte] wd MAES LAsIelth 72 IPWEA
(Institute of Public Works Engineering Australasia)2} 772#H=
O] NAMS7} Fi=ste] Wit sAA 2] vlly+ (International
Infrastructure Management Manual; ©]3} ‘IIMM’)-> AM:kat
FAE WA= ARkt e ARl AR, A
st @ A= 29 W AR Ak AEE xdehe
T YA AE At v AR 2 eas A
x{ak s xh: Edlxol BAS wEAd £ JEE i

3193th (INGENIUM, 2006).

243 MK

=y - 9 AHE e A e HE P 9 7R}
W, A S AR R ARk S #86)]
23l 2 A77E FAEAE J=elAE ARSI
gloll 2Rk Wde 28] fAlde] HlE-= 40%7H]
Azt Ak SASITE

KICT®] ZEA|IAE ARBPZINRAES tidor d75 +
AaLAE AFEel thek et Flom, NAMSS| 2=
Aae AR RS AR 9 3% & s 252 A
aP7] miell AR8eHA ok AR dEstA He dRlol

ASATE. ARSZ NI O] 9] A T ATE AFE S
ouf, AEES iR & A7 719 firk

W AHES vFe] = o, 529 43 7HAE Los
7IRko . grskal, deFAE ekt AdeS areste] ¥
2] S ANE 9= Los T vadEE A

‘ Corporate planning ‘

- L
|5 Review/Collate
£ "™ assetInformation
G . Define Scope
§ : ---------------------------------- and Structure
-3 - of plan
E Establish Levels of
AM plan s [* Service
Review a i
_ - !
and audit = ¥
] 5 .| Lifecrcle Management
5 Strategies
2 .
E ¥
=
ug .__*‘ Financial Forecasts ‘
Implement £
Improvement Improvement P lan
strategy
Y H
v
Yes No
sreeeeeeee] |5 the Dlan Affordable? oo Iteration
r

Annual plan/
Business plan

Fig. 2 Asset Management Process in NAMS
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4 Ordinary Asset Management
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Fig. 3 Asset Management Framework in Public Building
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Table 1 Framework for Asset Management of Public Building

Details

Process
Core Task

Performance

1. Set of Level of Service

and Performance Measure based on policy

Set of Level of Service and Performance Measure

Asset management experts lead work

Performance Measure

Building Manager Department measures PM of buildings

2. Level of Service Assessment

Level of Service Assessment

Calculated using Eq. 1

Calculation of the Replacement Cost

Calculated by applying inflation rate to work cost

Calculation of the Remainign Value

Application of residual value in building market price
calculation method

3. Asset Value Evaluation

Assessment of Useful Life

Structure safety assessment by external experts

Calculation of the Modified Useful Life

Calculated using Eq. 4

Calculation of the Remaining Useful Life

Calculated using Eq. 5

Asset Value Evaluation

Calculated using Eq. 3

4. Establishing

Set of Management objectives of LoS and PM

Opinion of building manager

Management objectives

Set of Improvement plans and Cost

Calculated by external experts

Level of Service Assessment
based on Management Objectives

Calculated using Eq. 6

5. Decision of Improvement
Priority and Operation

Decision of Improvement Priority
Considering the Cost

Calculated using Eq. 8

Improvement plans implemented according to priority

Improvement plans Operation

6. Asset Value Revaluation

Same as procedure of “3. Asset value assessment”

Calculated using Eq. 9

7. Asset Management

Validation invested Cost

Assessment of asset management effect reflecting Actually

Calculated by applying Eq. 10 for routine Asset Management

Calculated by applying Eq. 11 for selective asset value
Assessment
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Table 2 Overview of the Target Building

Case Overview

e Year of completion : 1999 November (NUY:15)

o Replacement Cost : 85,450,658 (Thousand WON)

® Remaining Value : 77,760,099 (Thousand WON)

e Useful Life : 50 years (Reinforced concreate Construction)
e Management Objectives : Equal to or More Than LoS 0.850

Public
Building (A)

LRE| 20009 19714 3708718 BAVISEL Aol
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Table 3 Example of LoS and PM

Table 5 Priority Decision

LoS Performance Measure

Sustainability |PM (1) Energy—saving performance

realized by

Ié))g minimizing the PM (2) Water conservation
environmental
load PM (3)| Use of new and renewable energy

PM (4)| Indoor air quality management level
Pleasant and

LoS comfortable  |PM ()
(@) indoor PM (6)
environment

Appropriate lights and lighting

Cleanliness of the indoor spaces

PM (7) | Indoor/outdoor resting space placement

Active response |PM (8) Response to disasters
to disasters and

accidents

LoS
3

Appropriate crime prevention and

PM (9) security facilities
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= 82,082,529

Table 4 Assessment of LoS for Public Building

YR Wg;’;éo oy | 0SOLoS@ B(/i fgﬁ;" Priority
PM (D | 2570,000 0035 1.36 6
PM (@) 860,000 0.056 651 1
PM @) | 2870000 0.049 171 4
PM @) | 1,540,000 0.027 175 3
PM (5) | 6,798,000 0.054 0.79 7
PM 6) | 2469,000 0.034 1.38 5
PM (D) | 5517,000 0.020 0.36 9
PM ) 905,000 0022 243 2
PM @ | 4,548,000 0018 0.40 8
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Table 6 Case of the Priority Decision

.. . Cost Management
Case | Priority Enhanced PM LoS(b) (Won) Objectives
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