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Abstract : Integrated project delivery (IPD) is suggested as an alternative to traditional delivery methods such as design—
build (DB), design—bid—build (DBB), and construction management at risk (CMR). Many foreign research studies have
approached IPD not only in the contractual aspect but also the work implementation method aspect, However, most
research projects in Korea have focused on the contractual aspect of IPD for asserting that the characteristics are the
critical matter, The Korean institutional and legal system does not permit the multi—party agreement: therefore, it
is difficult to adopt IPD in Korea's construction industry. The researchers do not wait the system to be changed, but
we do identify the possibility of adopting IPD in Korea in the perspective of work implementation method, except
the contractual characteristics, Thus, the goal of this research is to identify one project that does not include IPD
agreement but utilizes other IPD characteristics whose contractual results have similar performance to those that utilize
all characteristics of IPD including agreement, This research is expected to enhance performance of the construction
project in a Korean construction environment by embracing IPD characteristics as overcoming limits and bounds of the

traditional delivery method,
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Fig. 1. Research process and method
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Table 1. Definition of IPD not following AIA

Author Definition

IPD system is a new contractual structure method
that applies lean principles to improve productivity,
especially in healthcare projects. IPD is a project
delivery approach that integrates people, systems,
business structures and practices into a process
that collaboratively exploits all participants’
experience and talents to optimize project
productivity.

Mohamed E.
Hassan (2013)

A delivery system distinguished by a multiparty
agreement and the very early involvement of key
participants.

Mounir EI Asmar
etal. (2013)

Owen Mattews
and Gregory A.
Howell (2005)

A relational contracting approach that aligns project
objectives with the interests of key participants.
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Center

Department Center
11 N N N N
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1.3 Y N N Y
1.4 Y Y N Y
2.1 Y Y Y Y
2.2 Y Y Y Y
2.3 Y Y Y Y
3.1 Y Y Y Y
3.2 N N Y Y
3.3 Y Y Y Y
41 Y Y N Y
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6.1 Y Y N Y
6.2 Y Y Y Y
6.3 Y Y Y Y
71 Y Y Y Y
7.2 N N Y Y
8.1 Y Y Y Y
8.2 Y Y Y Y
8.3 N/A N N Y

3 Y=Yes, N=No, N/A=Not Applicable
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Table 3. Evaluation of four american project performance

Question _ Doctors Hospital USCF
Bridge of Laredo St. Clare |,,.
about the - Mission Bay
) Way Free Standing Health .
Project S : Medical
Hospital Emergency Center
uccess Center
Department
1. How do you . Achieved
evaluate schedule| Achieved
shortened as
performance as planned | Exceeded by by 5% 1o lanned
of the project (+5% 5% to 10% v 0% P
) 10% (£5%
compared to as—| margin) margin)
planned? 9
cveluets comt Achieved
orformance Reduced Achieved as as Reduced
gf the project more than | planned (5% | planned | more than
proj 10% margin) (+5% 10%
compared to as— margin)
planned? 9
3. How many Fower The
defects/faults
occurred | defects/
oceurred after compared | faults were
completion N/A N/A P
compared to non— | similar to
P IPD | non—IPD
to non-IPD rojects rojects
projects? prol prol
4. To what extent
do you agree with
the following:
More change )
|
orders would S;ro:egéy Strongly agree S;grk:;y S;rorne%\y
have occurred in g ¢ ¢
this project if a
non—IPD method
had been used.
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Table 4. Response from American and Korean projects

Characteristics Cztth\e;g;all\lzgls I-(;?ez[?:/al i lntecgéitt(;‘: DRI
Campus
11 Y N
1.2 Y N
1.3 Y N
1.4 Y N/A
2.1 Y Y
2.2 Y Y
2.3 Y Y
3.1 Y \
3.2 Y N/A
3.3 Y N/A
41 Y Y
4.2 Y Y
4.3 Y Y
5.1 Y \%
5.2 Y N
5.3 Y \%
6.1 Y \%
6.2 Y \%
6.3 Y \%
71 Y \%
7.2 Y \%
8.1 Y \%
8.2 Y N
8.3 Y \%

# Y=Yes, N=No, N/A=Not Applicable
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Table 5. Evaluation of American and Korean Projects’

performance
Question about the Project Cf’ithedral Hil H Integrated
Hospital at Van Ness
Success Data Center
Geary Campus
1. How do you evaluate Achieved as
schedule performance of
) planned N/A
the project compared to as— .
(5% margin)
planned?
2. How do you evaluate cost Achieved as Achieved as
performance of the project planned planned
compared to as—planned? (£5% margin) (£5% margin)
3. How many defects/faults Many fewer
occurred after completion occurred compared N/A
compared to non—IPD to non—IPD
projects? projects
4. To what extent do you
agree with the following:
More change orders would Strongly agree Slightly agree
have occurred in this project g ag gntly ag
if a non—IPD method had
been used.
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(List of the Key IPD Characteristics)

1. Agreement
1.1 A multi—party (owner/architect/contractor) or poly—
party (owner and the entire risk/reward team)
contract was concluded,



1.2 A risk sharing plan was stated in the contract,

1.3 An incentive compensation plan was stated in the
contract,

1.4 Limitation of responsibility and liability was stated
in the contract,

2. Goal Definition
2.1 Project goals were negotiated and agreed by the
owner, architect, and CM/GC,
2.2 Project goals were aligned with the owner’s desired
outcomes,
2.3 Project goals were defined at the beginning of the
project.

3. Organization and Leadership

3.1 The decision maker(s) was clearly decided.

3.2 The IPD team was comprised of sub—teams
depending on the purpose such as project
executive team, project management team, and
implementation team,

3.3 Team members took ownership and leadership of
their work within the team,

4. Communication

4.1 Team members had an open, direct, and honest
atmosphere for communication,

4.2 Team members utilized appropriate tools to share
information such as face—to—face exchange and
networked document management site,

4.3 Team members held weekly formal meetings, and
these meetings could occur more frequently if

necessary,

5. Technology
5.1BIM was used as visual aid in support of
communication within the IPD team,
5.2 BIM was used to develop details and support
documentation,
5.3 BIM was used for coordination, clash detection,
constructability reviews, and/or scheduling,

6. Mutual Respect and Trust
6.1 The IPD team adopted an open—book policy on
project finance, cost estimates, and accounting
records,

IPD 7|2t |PD Z2HEO| TAX710I7} — ZULYQ| AIHIZAIS E5t0] —

6.2 The team members collaborated to estimate the
activity duration as realistically as possible,

6.3 The team members drove out the wastes to reduce
field coordination and construction time,

7. Involvement
7.1 The CM/GC participated in the project and provided
expertise during the planning and design phases,
7.2 The subcontractors participated in the project and
provided expertise during the planning and design
phases,

8. Decision Making
8.1 Owners participated in the project as early as
possible to ensure effective decision making,
8.2 Owners made quick decision to resolve problems
with no delay.
8.3IPD team established and followed a process for
handling change orders,
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