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Abstract :

In order to derive the success factors of a Mega-scale national project, this study conducted a questionnaire

survey on experts participating in the Yongsan National Park development program to obtain critical success factors in the
program definition phase. AHP analysis was performed for each category through a survey of experts participating in the
definition phase of the Yongsan park development program to derive relative importance. The categories were classified
into program strategy, process, and people, and the importance between categories was people, strategy, and process in that
order. In addition, as for the 27 critical success factors in the program definition phase, the program manager's competency
and leadership, environmental and cultural property survey planning, program management plan preparation, operation and
maintenance philosophy, and integrated program office showed high priorities. Therefore, in promoting the Yongsan Park
development program, we propose a strategy for selecting and focusing on the critical success factors with high priorities in the

program definition phase proposed in this study.
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Fig. 1. Cone of uncertainty
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Table 2. Success factors of program definition phase

Factors Reference

Assigning roles and responsibilities

Axelos(2020); Thiry(2015)

Appropriate organizational structure

Chaetal.(2018); Kiani et al.(2014)

Competence and leadership of program manager

Levin etal.(2011)

Clear and realistic goals, deliverables, benefits of program

Axelos(2020; Cha et al.(2018); Lock et al.(2016); Thiry(2015)

Continuous financial support based on authorized budget

Lock et al.(2016)

Developing business case and program charter

Axelos(2020); Delaney(2014); Thiry(2015)

Effective planning

Axelos(2020); Lock et al.(2016); Shehu et al.(2009)

Effective program cost management

Kiani et al. (2014); PMI(2017)

Effective program governance plan

Chaetal.(2018); PMI(2017); Thiry(2015)

Effective change management

Chaetal.(2018); Kiani et al.(2014); Thiry(2015)

Effective communication

Kiani et al.(2014); Lycett et al.(2004)

Effective program quality management

Kiani et al.(2014); PMI(2017)

Effective risk management

Delaney(2014); Kiani et al.(2014); PMI(2017)

Embodied program justification and periodic health

PMI(2017)

Establishing program priorities

Lock et al.(2016); Shehu et al.(2009); Thiry(2015)

Focused and coordinated management to achieve strategic objectives

Axelos(2020); Kiani et al.(2014); Thiry(2015)

Knowledge and support on the exact information needs of top management

Gunduz et al.(2018); Kiani et al.(2014)

Preparing program management plan

Chaetal.(2018); CMAA(2021); PMI2017)

Program information management assessment and planning

Kiani et al.(2014); PMI(2017)

Program procurement assessment and planning

Kiani et al.(2014); PMI(2017)

Program resource requirement estimation and planning

Kiani et al.(2014); PMI(2017)

Program scope assessment and planning

CMAA(2021); Kiani et al.(2014); PMI(2017)

Proper allocation of Program time to projects

Kiani et al.(2014); PMI(2017)

Proper allocation of Program budget to projects

Delaney(2014); Kiani et al.(2014); PMI(2017)

Right cost estimates of program

Kiani et al.(2014); PMI(2017)

Right schedule estimates of program

Kiani et al.(2014); PMI(2017)

Stakeholder identification and effective engagement

Delaney(2014); Kiani et al.(2014); PMI(2017); Thiry(2015)

Strategic alignment of Program goals with organization strategy

Axelos(2020); Lock et al.(2016); Lycett et al.(2004)

Strong and integrated Program management office

CMAA(2021); Kiani et al.(2014); Thiry(2015)

Using from Projects results in program

Kiani et al.(2014); PMI(2017)

Using proven tools, techniques and processes in program management

Kiani et al.(2014); PMI(2017)
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QC} QOIEA A H4EL A= KMO (Kaiser-
Mayer-Olkin) ZA7& 1} BartlettQ] T1eA] AR OZ Q161
Ch KMO A& 54 W4et 35 37|71 QO1EA o] &gt
SHA] OJHE ZAEGH= U O R Z10] 0.8 OJAMO|H M4 I
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Table 4. Factor analysis results

Group Code 1 2 3
CSF-04 943 062 -.061
CSF-14 937 .015 -.058
CSF-08 924 032 -.052
CSF-24 914 122 024
CSF-13 .881 074 -.099
CSF-25 874 275 .039
CSF-05 .866 .008 215
CSF-06 858 -014 338
CSF-16 849 -.082 126
CSF-09 .082 906 359
CSF-10 .029 .885 .078
CSF-21 .095 864 333
CSF-17 .048 845 289
CSF-18 081 835 146
CSF-11 131 795 -.026
CSF-19 .066 784 264
CSF-12 150 774 115
CSF-22 .020 .766 -.026
CSF-20 -.050 754 .040
CSF-26 153 742 296
CSF-23 .020 227 .891
CSF-15 153 165 858
CSF-07 .009 31 815
CSF-01 -.050 058 782
CSF-02 .026 023 773
CSF-03 .067 057 756
CSF-27 .049 032 737
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Table 5. Classification of the CSFs
Category | Code

Critical Success Factors

CSF-04 | Clear and realistic goals, deliverables, benefits from program

CSF-14 | Establishing program priorities

CSF-08 | Effective program governance

CSF-24 | Strategic alignment of program goals with organization strategy

Str?;)egy CSF-13 | Embody program justification and periodic health
CSF-25 | Strong and integrated program management office
CSF-05 | Continuous financial support based on authorized budget
CSF-06 | Developing business case and program charter
CSF-16 | Preparing program management plan
CSF-09 | Program change assessment and planning
CSF-10 | Program communication assessment
CSF-21 | Program initial cost estimation and financial management planning
CSF-17 | Program information management assessment and planning
CSF-18 | Program procurement assessment and planning

Process

a1 CSF-11 | Program quality assessment and planning

CSF-19 | Program resource requirement estimation and planning

CSF-12 | Program initial risk assessment and planning

CSF-22 | Program schedule assessment and planning

CSF-20 | Program scope assessment and planning

CSF-26 | Environmental and cultural heritage investigation planning

CSF-23 | Stakeholder identification and effective engagement plan

Knowledge and support on the exact information needs of

CSF-15
top management

CSF-07 | Clarity of owner expectations
People

7) CSF-01 | Assigning roles and responsibilities

CSF-02 | Appropriate organizational structure

CSF-03 | Competence and leadership of program manager

CSF-27 | Operation and maintenance philosophy
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Table 6. Respondents information (n=37)

Classification A:Owner| B:Agent | C:PgMr
Total respondents (37 persons) 13 21 3
1~10years 6 11 1
Working 11~ 20 years 6 10 2
experience
More than 20 years 1 - -

Table 7. CSFs’ weights in the Strategy category

Code Critical Success Factors Weight

CSF-04| Clear and realistic goals, deliverables, benefits from program | 0.080

CSF-14| Establishing program priorities 0.032

CSF-08| Effective program governance 0.023

CSF-24 Strategic alignment of program goals with organization 0070
strategy

CSF-13| Embody program justification and periodic health 0.050

CSF-25| Integrated program management office 0.200

CSF-05| Continuous financial support based on authorized budget 0.183

CSF-06| Developing business case and program charter 0.137

CSF-16| Preparing program management plan 0.225
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Table 8. CSFs’ weights in the Process category

Code Critical Success Factors Weight
CSF-09| Program change assessment and planning 0.043
CSF-10| Program communication assessment 0.069
CSE-21 Program initial cost estimation and financial management 0032

planning

CSF-17| Program information management assessment and planning | 0.044

CSF-18| Program procurement assessment and planning 0.045
CSF-11| Program quality assessment and planning 0.058
CSF-19| Program resource requirement estimation and planning 0.084
CSF-12| Program initial risk assessment and planning 0.115
CSF-22| Program schedule assessment and planning 0.153
CSF-20| Program scope assessment and planning 0.129
CSF-26| Environmental and cultural heritage investigation planning 0.228
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Table 9. CSFs’ weights in the People category

Code Critical Success Factors Weight
CSF-23 | Stakeholder identification and effective engagement plan | 0.067
CSE-15 EP%vglajgﬁaagr;c:n s:r:atport on the exact information needs 0,046
CSF-07 | Clarity of owner expectations 0.073
CSF-01 | Assigning roles and responsibilities 0.105
CSF-02 | Appropriate organizational structure 0.148
CSF-03 | Competence and leadership of program manager 0.339
CSF-27 | Operation and maintenance philosophy 0.222
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Table 10. Overall CSFs’ weights (priorities)
Category " Factor Overall
Number Weight Code Critical Success Factors Weight Weight Rank
01 CSF-04 Clear and realistic goals, deliverables, benefits from program 0.080 0.027 12
02 CSF-14 Establishing program priorities 0.032 0.011 20
03 CSF-08 Effective program governance 0.023 0.008 23
04 CSF-24 Strategic alignment of program goals with organization strategy 0.070 0.024 13
05 Séra3t2$y CSF-13 Embody program justification and periodic health 0.050 0.017 17
06 CSF-25 Integrated program management office 0.200 0.068 5
07 CSF-05 Continuous financial support based on authorized budget 0.183 0.062 6
08 CSF-06 Developing business case and program charter 0.137 0.047 8
09 CSF-16 Preparing program management plan 0.225 0.077 3
10 CSF-09 Program change assessment and planning 0.043 0.006 26
11 CSF-10 Program communication assessment 0.069 0.010 21
12 CSF-21 Program initial cost estimation and financial management planning 0.032 0.005 27
13 CSF-17 Program information management assessment and planning 0.044 0.006 25
14 CSF-18 Program procurement assessment and planning 0.045 0.006 24
15 FJ?ESS CSF-11 Program quality assessment and planning 0.058 0.008 22
16 CSF-19 Program resource requirement estimation and planning 0.084 0.012 19
17 CSF-12 Program initial risk assessment and planning 0.115 0.016 18
18 CSF-22 Program schedule assessment and planning 0.153 0.022 15
19 CSF-20 Program scope assessment and planning 0.129 0.018 16
20 CSF-26 Environmental and cultural heritage investigation planning 0.228 0.032 1M
21 CSF-23 Stakeholder identification and effective engagement plan 0.067 0.035 10
22 CSF-15 Knowledge and support on the exact information needs of top management 0.046 0.024 14
23 CSF-07 Clarity of owner expectations 0.073 0.038 9
24 F(’Je(;ﬁ)lse CSF-01 Assigning roles and responsibilities 0.105 0.054 7
25 CSF-02 Appropriate organizational structure 0.148 0.077 4
26 CSF-03 Competence and leadership of program manager 0.339 0.176 1
27 CSF-27 Operation and maintenance philosophy 0.222 0.115 2
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