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Abstract

Numerous reports show that alternative project delivery systems (PDSs) such as design—build (DB),
construction management at risk (CMR), and design—build—maintain (DBM) are increasingly used in many

countries, This study compared characteristics of each PDS (design—bid—build (DBB),

DB, CMR, or DBM) by

analyzing quantitative data from 9 research articles, In order to compare characteristics between DBB and
alternative PDSs, the study is based on principal 3 factors — Time, Cost, and Quality, DB shows the best
performance in the time part and also the cost performance depending on facility type and project size. The
performance of quality has minor difference among different PDSs, These results support the fact that using an
appropriate PDS by the characteristic of a project makes high value of efficiency and productivity.

7| o £ ghRukAl CfotubSRubAl dEROEAL T}
Keywords : Project Delivery System, Performance Evaluation, Design—Bid-Build, Design—Build, CM At Risk
1. 4 & Design—Bid—Build, DBB)#} o[ thAsl= oot H4]e] 4

Aol A ] tiebiaeria] 2ol Sifelar Qlom (7] ¢
2006), T AFE F7keh Aol why, wERAlo] et
AN O, vl B Aol Ade AFe 1 4 e
o Bkm, S FFAMeINE W Alme] AR terst
H]—ZHPALJ _9.01 ] 3}1;} ]g o]—o—].o:] H]Q__L} _1_7] 1594 Al
3 B4 RECIA 2009)2 A HEA 9 A 7]
el 7137k AT g,

o1a1 ‘?L‘%M e A7 m 7] YIRITATE b

rLH>
oX.'f.. o

2T ofz] datolld AEAA EFERA(EAN TR,

s et Azcst 4Aa
“ Aot Aojst e gohubal
B Qs 20104 BeHERe AYor FRHsARre A
Q% ol el A atel olie) (@A 812009-007488)

EoI:O
EE

o] Hlws| ggE|T 9lct 7] E}ﬁ olg] B B
i glon, & Atelxe AAATEE S (DBB), AAAEY
k= (Design—Build, DB), A% zﬂ%}*}fﬂ#ﬂ (CM at Risk,
CMR), AAAZ-8A2e)(Design— Build—Maintain, DBM)2]
Yl 7H] 2 E5sloict.

Rosner 9] (2009) &-toll ofshH, v] F<-5AH] DB A

982 1996 DB &8+ EPEX‘M]% 5%0|5F3. 01 1999
ofl 30%, 2008ol= 50%= F53kaL ct,

Engineering News Record (ENR) A=gE 4

-

A5t A7) 9
(2006)9] HiLAof whErd, 20054 wl=t 400 7 @7] 27|
E migd 7]o= & v, DB% CMRO] AP 5 3717} DBB
] OF 40~50%°] o|2= AR LET o= Ul = A

A TRt W Ale] o] X410 F7RH ek,
319] 291 Aeelol] ME U, ulg, FW| Hukgye] 7]
2t}

= = AEelM 7 2 4ne
ol, DBYAe] ?:l%iydﬂloﬂ B ks Helo] =Rt A

- 207 -



2008 EAYSLEYY =2H (AL 17, 5T H20Y)

E 1 WFYA YA A D

@ Soix gute O 2oz S2hgat O A dutde

HELH BUILDING BUILDING & INDUSTRIAL INFRASTRUCTURE
e o3 rufra o|7} o
Eg [eX=) o> or TILF o X=)
A B C D E F G H |
. Koppinen
=281 Rosner et Rojas & Hale et Smith et Konch_ar Thomas et | Ibbs et al FHWA &
Kell & Snavido ' Lahdenpe
al. (2009) (2008) al. (2009) al. (2009) (1998) al. (2002) (2003) (2006) ra
(2004)
_ - REFX]
CHad o|3=Ald st s hoois Lt AMHAIA ER
ocoilE
At = 835 302 76 496 351 617 67 33 15
oo
%A}O‘:,*)Hl(ss $6.90 $7.50 $13.50 $24 .01 $29.66 $46.00 $50.00 $18.40 $83.18
M
DBB [ — © © ©) @) © ©) ©
- DB [ — [ [ [ [ [ J [ [
(§D CMR — — — ©) [ — — — —
DBM — — — — — — — — [
CMR,DBB{DB DBB{CMR,DB DBB,DBM{DB
TOTAL DBB ( CMR { DBM,DB
DBB © © © © © ° ¢ [ ©
o DB [ — [ [ [ [ [ J ©) ©
9 CMR — [ — () ° - — _
™ | DBM - - - - - - - - °
DBB,CMR{DB DBB{CMR,DB DB(DBB,DBM
TOTAL DBB { CMR,DB ( DBM
DBB © © - - O © - @) O
g DB [ — — — [ [ ] - [ ] ©
o CMR — [ — — [ — — — —
< | DBM - - - - - - - °
DBB({DB,CMR DBB{CMR,DB DBB(DB(DBM
TOTAL DBB ¢ CMR,DB,DBM
Aot 25 Q] Alol= s HElth olsiEt, ol2fgt oA & AT A ARIEA =EEE E
WS wRoli MBARC oohisEg o] ulg Riel  WHom wimEAgtomn FEH AWES EEetT BRlet
A B Aom Uekidd, S8 CMR WAl9) A9, shmel ik ATl S Aakele) W st e B
o] FAPNGS A} BlmA BHe) R Aol M3k A F H7 vidiat,
ZHCHELS] B 22). SRt Ui 2AlIA DBB#AIo] DB
HpA ) 7L Bt AT UERioHE, H, 19D, &, ook %1 g s
o] ulg gt wolH Ao Salsht 1949l A3}

2k gk 4= ik L oA, odat Ao g S 3554 EA=e) ksl

A 9 A= A 2 Aol= §lou DBV Tt St Rgsls) ], A8 AlLS, pp. 35~44 2009
YAl vls) 2 2 Pejo] F o WEshoe, WA 2y 2 8 Ol—“&: iw o], CM at Risk®] oJaie} =¢) 7Hs4]
o) A
943k FAS AN ol WFASY] BEE B et o, 0, HHRIGIGTY, pp.1~106 20069
T2 w3 vEAkE dglone 7 Anih Aol 3. Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Design—build effectiveness
R L ﬁM——‘i o] = bl . . . .
) study. <www.fthwa,dot.gov/reports/designbuild  /designbuild, htn,
wple ofid, o
4. Hale, D. R., Shrestha, P, P., Gibson, E., Migliaccio, G. C.,
4. 7§ = Empirical comparison of Design/Build and Design/Bid/Build
project delivery methods, Journal of Construction Engineering
tjobarz=Hk2) (DB, CMR, DBM)Q] EQloz AMALE 3ho] and Management, pp.597~587, 2009
MAET 587 AJIATE A8 29 u}h AL F9] o AR 5. Ibbs, C. W., Kwak, Y, H,, Ng, T., Odabasi, A, M., Project
’"1 R T
= =3 ofn] wo] AL} ofi= ulEHpA Hisle] Eolo Delivery Systems and Project Change : Quantitative Analysis,



Journal of Construction Engineering and Management,
Vol.129, No.4, pp.382~387, 2003

Konchar, M., Sanvido, V., Comparison of U.S, Project
Delivery Systems, Journal of Construction Engineering and
Management , Vol 1234, No.6, pp.435~444, 1998

. Koppinen, T,, Lahdenpera, P., The current and future

performance of road project delivery methods, VIT
publications, pp.549, 2004

. Rojas, E. M., Kell, I, Comparative Analysis of Project

Delivery System Cost Performance in Pacific Northwest Public
Schools,  Journal of  Construction Engineering and
Management, Vol, 134 No.6, pp.387~397. 2008

. Rosner, J. W.,, Thal, A, E,, West, C. J., Analysis of the

Design—Build Delivery Method in Air Force Construction
Projects, Journal of Construction Engineering and
Management, ASCE, pp.710~717, 2009

10, Smith, V. R. R., Castro—Lacouture, D,, Oberle, R,, Effects of the

11.

regulatory environment on construction project delivery method
selection, ASCE construction research congress, pp211~218,
2009

Thomas, S. R., Macken, C, L., Chung, T. H., Kim, I., Measuring
the Impacts of the Delivery System on Project Performance—
Design—Build and Design—Bid—Build, Construction Industry
Institute, Austin, Tex, 2002

- 209 -



