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Abstract - Korea Water Resources Corporation
(KOWACO) annually supplies about 2 billion
Kwh and 7.3 billion m with its 10 multi
purpose dams and 20 water supply offices.

For the proper control and management of the
above utilities, sequential control equipment
and SCADA/DCS have been operated and
maintained.

In this paper, 8 control system evaluations for
hydropower dam, water supply, electric power
and subway projects during 1984-1997 were
reviewed and analyzed.

The systematic evaluation method has been
established in the points of the purpose,
method. procedure, evaluation team, evaluation
criteria, total evaluation table and the contents
of final recommendation report.

With keeping in mind the essential points, it is
expected for the more effective and fair
evaluation of bids.
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Table 1. Comparison of bid evaluation methods
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Fig. 2. Bid evaluation procedure and work
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Fig. 3. Organization of evaluation committee
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Table 2. Work responsibility schedule by team
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