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Abstract

Alternative project delivery methods including design-build and CM at Risk have evolved as a means
of meeting owner’s diverse needs and implementing project efficiently with limited budget and time in
more competitive construction environment. It i1s time to consider adopting alternative project delivery
methods, especially CM at Risk, for domestic construction industry to enhance competitiveness and to
provide various options for owners so that they can select more appropriate project delivery methods
for the facility being planned. This research report derives suggestions from investigating how CM at
Risk has been evolved in the US construction market. Besides the analysis of CM at Risk market in
the US construction industry, the characteristics of companies whose market share are in Top 100, the
type of facility usually built by this method were investigated. Based on the analysis of CM at Risk
in the US, the prepositions in adopting CM at Risk to domestic construction industry and the
possibility of adopting this method have been identified.

Keywords: CM at Risk, Project Delivery Method, US Construction Market
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