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Abstract
Earmmed Value Management System(EVMS) has been institutionalized as an advanced management technique of
construction project lately. And its research has been in the active progress in order to utilize the earned value concept
as a project management tool for construction project ordered by both government and private sector. However it is

necessary to test and prove the EVMS’s adaptability to our construction environment by EVMS’s several operations

before its introduction. Project forecasting phase of EVMS is the Estimate at Completion by utilizing earned value data.
So, the purpose of this study is to propose EAC evaluation method for evaluation the accuracy of the EAC and
encouraging cost realism, and to test for proving the validity of the evaluation methods through hypothesis testing.

Keywords
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