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Results and discus

Training Phase

\ 3 Workshops
6 PEP

Transition point N

PEP Follow-up
meetings | sessions

Execution Phase

The LPS implementation in Minnevika Bridge project

Three workshops

SlX PEP meetings

Y, e Training Phase (Responsibility of the Trainers)
\ E— /  Training sessions
* - Theoretical explanations and used “Villego

Simulation” game.

Introduction to the five Lean principles.
Introduction to process mapping

Made the phase schedule

Started planning the six weeks lookahead
Carried out the risk matrix and action plan

The project team established the weekly work plan
(WP).

Used Key Performance Indicators (KPIs)
learn from mistakes
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Training Phase

\ Training sessions /
\ 3 Workshops /

6 PEP

Transition point 5

PEP
meetings

Follow-up
sessions

Execution Phase

The LPS implementation in Minnevika Bridge project
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Transition point (Responsibility of the Trainers)
- The Trainers handed over the system to the
Facilitator and the process expert

Execution Phase (Responsibility of the Facilitator)

PEP meetings

- The LPS Facilitator controls the system with the help
of the process expert by using the same steps learned

in the 6 PEP meetings.

Follow-up sessions

- The Trainers agreed with the project team to carry
out follow-up sessions to make sure that the
implementation process is on the right track.
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Training Phase
Trust /Doubt

4
w

\ Tralning sessions / na 4) Participants’ resistance to the system
\  Worksho / » Cause: Doubts towards the LPS
ps
« Measure: Diminish the doubts
1. Sufficient training
2. Openness towards the LPS

Trainers'
responsibility

6 PEP
meetings

Transition point y

Facilitator's

e - 5) Maintaining the participants’ commitment
responsibility

e Measure: Maintain the established trust

1. The Facilitator should be cautious
when using the KPIs

2. Use the follow-up sessions

Follow-up
meetings | sessions

-

Execution Phase

Time



= |

IGLC 28

BERKEL AN U/ B 2020

V"r\,\,\vr FERENCE OF THE

Conclusion / lesson

onstruction proj jects tend to me
.

Phase

3
) for.a successful system

irement from all.
g the trust by using the

7 a # the Executl(fPhuse

«/

- Further stuc e impact of the follow—up SESSI0NS







