it
k)
lo
2
o

T3 AAE o|8¥ Z2AE XE

zHd Pz 24

27, BT
A AT AT W, e AT EETA AT

Summary: 71 AAE 732 98 AHHor TIAE AL Fabsof
X 71909 BeE, AAA Ages d AgE RE T2AEJ (Y& A
F7F gtk wEA 71del ArE AEE AdAe ZEAE TEZE e 3
Aol &3 Aot oy FT oMo oiF oz HARA B Z2AE
TEZF A3 HHE) AgEdoey, Z2IAE IEZHL HARFE Adse
2tstg T d9a dAd o dFE udd Aotk B dFE Y T2AE
XEZILE HAsr] 4% ZHddas dA4se Fo2AM Z2IE XEELQ
AL A3 AAYHEE, V& ZT2AE FEZFQ MY ZHdYad gid By 2
Nze Z2AE FEZ o A4 ZdAdPas A ds A&

L. &

Z2AE(project)= AT A AU EE AILR HE 3 d olF9 /3
T, AgE A (¥F, A, A F)yE AH3E EZY FxE 2N A4
Ade] Aoz Hosn, TRAE T EEF L (project portfolio)s ZZHES] FTHa
group of projects)& ojvl @t} 7]4E A A3E A A5 es z2HE AU
FEapsof stAIRE 7119 BEld, AR Y Agoz QA Agd ZE Z2AE (Y&
A 471 vk g2t 7199 AU1EHA AEE e FolI AGzACANY
z2AE XEZE LY HF Aol A3 HA ot

A Z2AE FTEZEL HAAY HIA Z2HE XEZe9 HUtE AT
3L «Z2AEQ JHA e E5Y3Foln, TEAE FEZLR JAE NE ZEAE
7kA 9] #olth (Klastorin, 2004)."2Hs ZHolth LU Aalto(2000) “TEAEo| o
e e TeAE YT JEsleg T2AE ¥EEZIHLY F e wEA
ME Z2AE 71K §o] opnrete 149 doAe Fsch a8y dA71A
olg gt EAAC] Ui FAH T2AE FEZQ TYJYa £ HAF w9
AA dE 7€ dFe uided HAAoltk. ZzAE FEZIe HAPLE 9P
zHdea AdAe 43 4R dAE 9% EdEA A3 Ude 4 dAdAMY
T2 HAE Hostn, 243} 37 Y3 Aol
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r
4

B A7 EgE ¥ =2

& A3

37k 4oz FAE Ut

(1) Z2AE XEZIS HAL 9% MAAEE: Z=zHE IEZHL HF

Zedfael BAs FEF AT FAHA @doy, AFF EAo

g7l "o £ dFoAME Zdddad v4 9 44 PdeE 493
g o] shuel Fel3 A A (Axiomatic Design) HHH& 388,

@ 71& ZzAE FEIZFO N zygdgd dd 24 7E dFgA9
HEAHQ XRAE FEIZEQ ZHINIA dis FeFy HAE o]E3d
A= dAY dAHqA BNt

@) Mg Z2AE IEZH A% Y3 AHA: A Z2AEY
AzaAgd] g F¢d aFE sy HY Z=AdE FEIZHLE
AAs] 9 583d ZEdYIE dA%

e A5 zgd 3 B4 axE wdsts 4
A% ZHdAae dAss Aoz, oy} ¢

(o3

f

L Z24E YEZQ AL ¢ 24 4AYHE

Azwe] A7 AxHe] J%E FH55%0l(Suh, 2001), T2AE FTEZL A
zg9Ya dAs ZzAE IEZHQ AR AFAHL Fouh azydy JE
AT AANHE E(design  methodology)?] HELE B ZRAE FEZEQ
zHYYa A B & AFE o o FIh E dFMe 493 F2Ee
3l FEH AAE Tddyay B4 ¢ A whjor AT

2.1 33 449 Aa

Feld dAle dA BopillA dutdd delE LS vt T2y HAE Figure
1 3} o] 1844 (Customer Attributes, CAs), 71587 (Functional Requirements, FRs),
M AWM (Design Parameters, DPs), 53 ¥ (Process Variables, PVs)Z2 TAHE 2
=l ¢l(domain) 7+9) AMY A (mapping processyE F3A A H L7AMEE wWFIE
aA e H2HE A TTHSuh, 2001).



Customer Functional Physical Process
domain domain domain domain

Customer Functional Design Process
Attributes Requirements, Parameters Variables
{CAs} {FRs} {DPs} {PVs)

Figure 1. Axiomatic Design Domain(Suh, 2001)

23 AACdAM dAFEE £L2 HA4EE ¥Usy] A Ao JvH
22]3d ¥E Alolg BAE I+ =¥ FE(The Independence Axiom)o} A A2 B34l
3] thE: A E-FE|(The Information Axiom)?} Ut} o8 FEEL ooz

53 o dEz XY F oy dd¥oz FHIH oy 2k
F8 1. E¥FE:FRs 9 5P S FA 3k

EPFeEe A4 33 F 7198 499 FRs ERE 283 499 Dps 2
APsle A BANA EAE DP o429 WFo] 23 #-E FR A% 4FE FEF
Aol gitte g ongch

T8 2: R FE: A9 FRBFE HageE

ARFNE EYFYE ¢FIe EE AA FAA a9 HERFE ZAE

A E gL AAEe A€ YeRa 4.

EgFEs 7% Edd ¥ Abeld wAE JEhEe dE e o
SEAAE gaste 222 4 () @9 HAEAAAA HAHE (A1 [B]Y
TAF e webd 7153 Al (functional coupling)®l H-E #aE £ Utk A (DHAA
AARE [A]Y 84 A, e 2EFdE A8t9 0 AEHA EdHF X (2¥8A &
AHE ZE8E 5 U

{FR} = [A|{DP} 1
{DP} = [B]{PV} @

23 AdAAAN =}FTUE UF] fdME AAPH U H(diagonal
matrix) EE 428 (trangular matrix)o]ojoF Frh. whek A 3)3 Zo] HAAFH (AP}
Wa@Eeld &4 pP & desd uwA 2idAM di(couplingyg LA Fx



2x BAP FRs AT AP F , ol8ig Al vldAd d Al(uncoupled designygt o
g}
FR1 X 0 A 0jDPI
FR2 _ 0 X A 0] DP2 G)
M MMO M M
FRm 0 0 A X||DPn

azln AAGE] 2] @) #o| AAPHolw FRs o EHALS Dps 7} HEF
Aol g3 238 ddw 48  Jdon, oldfd dAE uIAF A A (decoupled
designygti g} o] €9 g RE Al SYITYE o7, A4 A(coupled
design)@ti e},

FR] X 0 A 0|[DP1

FR2 _ X X A 0||DP2 )
M MMO M M

FRm) | X 0 A X||DPn

£ e 292 FRs 9 Fm)%+ FiAed DPs o] F@)olrh

7k m>n oW FABolAY FRs 2 WHE F ¢lot, m<n oW HAE FHo|g}

FARFEE 7% SHE OFSe g A HHY ke HAAE] $iF
wyezr ARF HAxE BIA JvLTY 94 JsAY g8g& F/MICh
HEFE PAE FRs & FAHE  Ux ATEY EFH/Folth Fojd HAULY
4FES FR & DP 9 AP #AFE B39 UEHHE EE FRs & nggozy
Tt

FEd HANA FEBFL FRs & YT HA Y A(design range)@} FRs & &3}y
s Ay AdAlglol ATl Al2g Y H(system range)S é%?}.‘?‘i%} Add
Ak, AR AFgH AaFg g gzt 244 THL Figure2 9 2ok

dYgl 9% vlAE

—_—



Probability

Density Design Range
A € g 2 »

Common Range

System Probability
[ e Density Function

> FR

System Range

Figure 2. Design Range, System Range, Common Range, and System Probability Density Function
for a Functional Requirement (Suh, 2001)

Figure 2 °lA, A2 %& FEd=dF, 7I2 F& FR & 4Yehlz, A="
GEUE 3 E(system probability density function)i= FR o thd A2"dd 99
AojthH 4 Figure 2 oA A2¥Fde Aol JlElrle #YEgEYR =2
Hgata, FHeE @ FHe Fr E3T FELUE FFE Yehdoh. dAGYR
Aol HAE BEEL FEYY(common range)S Y, FEIY d9
Alzedde] |3 A, & Hog BEXE 2457 A% HA FEL 9uigt} o H
ARZFLE A 59 Zo] ¥EE F Atk

I=log,(1/4,) ®)

AR FE] B2d, Ay oy HA FoAM EPFEUE st gowA, A
ARFE Hi2 s AV PF 22L& Aotk wY, ¥AAAAN dAHHART
o 2e HEFE g7, ® & HJALAE FHolop Ik EFFE9)
AR Frt BgEod, $4 d44AERY o Fe FRE aFste vdMHAT}
EAY Aol
22 Z2HE YEEYQ AR ZHdNaY B4 € AAE 9 FEFH A9 3§
Kla

E dFoAe Z2AE FEZe A3 ZHJY9aY BY 2 dAd T
AAE AEs7] A =HA9] Ao B4 B A AAE ohg o] dFsdrt

1) E9A9] P9
T8 HAE o8 B4 E AdA9 A HA dAE TYH AdAd =H4Aad

ALY, 715 8T, dANUSE, FHUs 9 AFE Hofste Holth
dAe AdolAe TzAeE xEZge HA

o

A

-7-



stelzgiloz B o)A Acher and Ghasemzadeh (19997} A<&3 wzl&
aA&dor Ao}

o 7|5 ST (FRs): LAHAE WEsly] 9% Aoz TzAe TEIZLL HAL
A Z2A 2, 715 B 5oz FYdt)

o« AR OPs): 715 8T E WE3) AT dygos Hojsr)

o IAVF(PVs): HAWNFE VFe7] 98 482 FoHir)

o Aok ZEAE FEZEQ XHF vl 4§, 71T 508 HoF)

zHdHIe AL 7SR FEFERs)Y AAMSOPs)o] dig =AY dAolnz,

£ =8dMe Z24E TEZEQ HAE FRs 9 DPs o] st 4o 24 =t}

() Z2AE FEZL ZTHdas) £4 2 H4 "R

ZedE XEZT] ¥4 AT EaE () FRs 3} DPs o A9, (i) FRs 9
DPs o] &7 ¢, (i) 23EA S GAZ 40, FRs & DPs 71 A5 d F2E 714

£ FRs 9 DPs ¢ H9E Topdown W] wel A $Fo)A &Y $Foz
A3, FRs o DPs 9] #7 ket Bottom-up Ao wel k¢ $F:A A9
FEL2 AYJ.

2 g7 Z2AE ZHYae) A8 A% d3e SYTE PN A4
F&3 89 T&4AM9 FRs ¢ DPs § AHY3lzm, 2 BAE dAHER Hotstqy
FRs 9 7|53 £9& BAFEF AT a8y B =RdM:s FrFe9
BN HHFE mEsiAE gl

. T2AE YEZe AA Zdyad g 24

71E AFAA AgE dEAHQ] ZTzAE IEZQ MR ZHYYAE AFH
wA 24, 5% g3, AR 2924 B FdAE Fze Zgd9ad gs
FEH HAE o83y 7158 dA4F Fd 7 FR Y 2454 L A

31 354 ¥R =g

A R Rd(Cooper e al, 1997) £ 9 A &Y ZIAE &EH:
F9e 783 (valancing) 8= HOZ, o] EdL  Figuwe 3 7 o] () AFY A
B} 2 (money bucke)®] A4, (i) Z2AE ¥ g SHA¢A, (i) 24 Bzl dig A&
24, (v) Aol 24, (v) 4 WA W Z2AE $A&A8, (vi) ZEZE Y ¥4
Az P4t

5. Project
1. Strategy & 2. Project 3. Determining 4. Gap R;rgsc 6. Portfolio
Money [™| Bucketsand [® Spending [ Analysi > within Eaih ) 4
Buckets Prioritization Buckets nalysis s ready
Buckets

Figure 3. Strategic Bucket Model (Cooper et al., 1997)
-8-



ol o] g T HAE ol &% BALS b Trh
[&7 1]FRs & DpPs 9} A
o] o] Z} ©Ae] 7% TL FFo2A FH FRs & thg3} Zh
FR11= &7 87l (money bucket)] A4
FRI2= T2 EQ] Wzloge &7/
FR13= 2+ v{7e] X|& (spending) 273
FR14= ¥71 & 3ol At
FR15= 2z} 8|7 W] T2 A E9 M3}
FRI6= XEE 29 2%
o] @Ale] FRs & WIE37] 918 DPs & W3 2t
DPI1= 4 AFH A4d-g nad ZI9AY JAHEA
DPI12= A W& Z2AE 2§ 2 Hgx9] AEA
DP13= M= 248G 93 HGAe grArdA
DP14= 2} W7o W3 A& aF (&9 Aol
DP15= scoring 24 2 v& AFH 7l&¢
DP16= BZljollA T2 A= g $HEY
(&4 2)FRs < DPs o] @7 o}
Jolgl FRs ¢} DPs 9 #AE 4 (6 2o, dAd3Ee 4AdEE Yvehdcoh

(FR11) [X 1 DpP11)
FR12| |X X DP12
FR13 X X DP13
< = < (6)
FR14( X X DPl4
FR15 X X DP15
(FR16] | X X||DPi6]

of ZHYdYIE L£AF  HAAFd v FYHY Z2A2E2 JYPHE
¥ A A 344 Al(decoupled design)©] t}.
(24 3] 23 ¥4
o] ZHYAIE AN A& QAN 4% RdRA 229 Y A4
ol A Teidled T2AE FTEEHLE AAste HZo)oh
o] ZAAYAY Ala¥ A BHAMY BN AdgE g g
o ZI%H AAel g Hrk o Ede HARPHL 4 (6F Zo
v 443 31 Al(decoupled design)2A 7153 SYL 2248 ¢ rh
e Zt FR 9 247bsAol dig Hrk o] Bde FAAY whEe AA glel,
2279 e gEstn lon, gatd o] Be Agte] "esto)



32 B ZHdAFo] g B
Z2AE FEZHL HAFL Y3 5§ T U YA (Acher and Ghasemzadeh,1999)9]
AAHY 74L& Figure 4 8} g}

Strategy
_-A_Development
Project -7 S

Proposals Guidelines Resource
¢ -~ Sean Allocation
s ‘~.\ R N
é:/ ~\ 124 ey
Pre- Individual Optimal Portfolio
Screening [~ Project  |—9> Screening —»| Portfolio [P Adjustment
Analysis Selection
PR T P T
H -\\\ H » - | -J
pdrmm————— o \4:,/’ .
: Project Pt Project
! [
} Database [N - Development
) 1

v

i Phase/Gate
Evaluation
Methodology Successful
Selection Completeness

Figure 4. Framework for Project Portfolio Selection (Archer and Ghasemzadeh, 1999)

o] T PAZ izt £ME st AN Z=EAM2 F 6 AZHAL, (i) Pre-
screening, (i) 7' ZTEZAE ¥4, (iv) Screening, (v) 3 ZEZEQ9 MA, (vii)
FEEg e =R O8] mshd, o ZHUAYI o FEF HAE o8
EAU 4L g3 g
(@4 1]FRs & DPs ¢ & <]

o] = A4 AA FRs & DPs o) tiF B9 AL Top-down & WED], FRs 9}

DPs 8] #4313 o3 #vh
) 29 FFoA FRs ¢ DPs 9 A9
o] T YAFNAM ALY TEMLE FRs Z F3tH thd3} Zrh
FRI1= A3 mejArg 43
FRI2= Pre-screening 58
FR13= 7’8 Z2HE F4
FR14= Screening 5%
FRI5= Z2HE XTEZQ 43
FRI6= Z2AE ¥EZe0 24
o] @AY FRs & ©&37] H% DPs & theH Zoh

-10-



DP11= Aed vl Cluster ¥4 5
DP12= &3 7lol=ete]
DP13= 3% HIIAEE o] 43 /d ZT2AE &4

DPl4= Non-viable T2 &R E 2] a|A
DP15= %3 1o A EZL UH
DPl6= 2JAlA A ALY Q7 & widg =

39 FEoA B tAe 9L sE T2 AE PIKFRIZDPI3), E
FTEZES MAFRISDPIS), TEAE TEZFQ ZH(FRI6/DPIGLEA o] FHi
7153 d4d9 5A4& sHh

(@ Mg T2 AE9 EA(FRI3/DPI3) e &3

A T2 AES EMFRINE 9 FRs 2 &P}
FR131= % F7FAE9 43
FR132= 3% /A E 71%2% AE Z2AE9 Hrtds &

ol @79 FRs & U537 & DPs v th&3 #th
DP131= 3% 7IAEe] ofst AAAR A 4=
DP132 = 3% H7/IAEA 7x% ME Z2AE Hrt w3y (d, BAH F

4

(
(EEAZF, FAFAE F), oI5ME JW, 23, AF

- 18

research %)
(b) T2AE XTEZQ HAAFRISDPIS)Y gt 238
T2AE YEZZL MAFRISS 4S9 FRs 2 E3l€ch
FRI51= T2 AE XEZQ A4 299 HA
FRI52= ZZAE TEZz Q0o HA
o] @A9 FRs & ©53}17] 9% DPs & & Zrh
DPI51= Z2AE YEZZQ A4 2d g JrAraAAe] ¥
DPi52= Z2HE FEZ Qe H3 2dd o3 XEZ e A, ad-hoc
A, Bla A, AF A3, portfolio matrices &
) TEAE TEZFQ ZH(FRI6/DPI6) that &3
Z2AE XEZQ ZAHFRIEE 2 FRs & E3dc)
FR161 = JALAA RIS Q7] o TEZQ HA =49 I gt
FR162= T2 AE TEZgQ =z A
o] @A FRs & ¥35t7] #3% DPs & o3 2k
DPI61= 43 g T2AE FEZZ = dAUSE (d, AEE &4
21§ DSS )
DPI62= ZRAE FEZS A Uz dAARA] dF

o

[©7A] 2]FRs ¢} DPs & ®A e}
Zold FRs & DPs o @A b8 943 4L Bottom-up F 2224 ohga Zol
() 39} FFA 9 FRs ¢ DPs o @A uhet
ANE TEAEo BAFRIIDPII ¥ TzHE IEZg MH(FRI5/DPIS)Y
-11 -



23llo] g FRs ¢ DPs o #AE o3 grh
(a) W8 Z2AE9] EA(FRI3/DPI3S 2alo)A FRs 9 DpPs 9 #7A zhot
o] &A9] FRs ¢} DPs o] A= & ()7 Zrh

DP11
DP12
FR131 X X
= DP131 %)
FR132 X X X X X
DP132
DP152

A el A=A oy (DPINES 3% J/HARSY AFZFERIBDT FF5 FrA R
Zlze AE Z2AE9 HFr1AF AEFERI)C] FEFE viAv], AT stojzdl
(DPI2)e F% H7IAF 2% /¥ ZEIAES HrFF AFE(FRIZR) H
Fasojop vt 1Eln FE F/ERAOPBNS FF HIHAEA 2@ 4R
xzAEo HrAdst AME(FRIZ2) VIELE AMEHY, T2AE FEIZgo MR
24 o3 FEZeQ MFDPIS)S: FF H/AE 7123 NE Z2AEI
P A3 AEFRIZ)Y 4L A

o) Z2AE xEZ]S MAFRISDPIS)Y & sk FRs ¢ DPs o &4 ot

o] @Al9] FRs ¢ DPs 9] B 2 (8) &0

DP11)
DP131
{FRISI}Z{X X X X }1)})132> ®
FRI52| | X X X X|| DP14

DP151
| DP152

A @A Azd oPOPINS Z2AE FEZQ MA =de AAFRISHFH
Z2AE FEZAQ HAFERIY 4T Fo, TF YR B3 A2
JeEP3e ZzAE ¥EZQ HMA =de BAHFERISHY, FE FrRFo
7128 AE ZAE By PYPEPI)E Z2AE ZEEYLS] AAFRIS)A
43k uvldch 283 Non-viable T2 A EQ A WR(DPI1H)E ZZAE FTEZZQ
AR mge] AFFERISY) o)Ad] FHHolok &y, TRAE XEZe|e AY 2]
g oAdR A JFP1snHT Z2AE TEEe A4 Edd o TEZYL
HAOPISNE A7 ZzdE ¥EZde 43 2dd ARFRISHY TRAE
ZEZE Q9 HNAFRIS)N FFL vHh
(© TEAE ¥YEZQ ZAH(FR16/DPI6) thst FRs ¢} DPs & @A spe}

o] @AY FRs ¢} DPs o] &A= 4 )% 2o

-12 -



DP152

FRI61 X X
= DP161 ©)
FR162 X
DP162

A Ol FEH 1d 48 2EZefee] AFOPIs)E JAHEAEAY 25
ot FEZEL M4 239 4 Fel(FRI6l) ol oo} o, FE AL
A XEZEQ A WAUFZOPI6HT EZ2AE FEZHQ FH gt
JAFAA 2L A (DP162)E JAIAF AL 7o g TEFFQ 4R A Y
veh(FR161)Y Z2AE IEZE e 239 AXFRI62) Ztze] 4&FS 9| 3ich
@) 49 FF 149 FRs 9} DPs 9] #A ot

&9 5FA9 FRs ¢ DPs ¢ #74 LS 7122 FRII/DPII ~FR16/DP16 & A9

&l o FRs & DPs o] tigh @AlE 4 (10)34 o

FR1) [Xx [pp11)
FRI12 X DP12
FRI3 X X x ||pp13
< = ; (10)
FR14 X X DPl4
FRI5 X Xx ||pP15
FR16| | X x|(ppPi6

2 (1008 dAPELE A DA (coupled design)EA], 78 T2AE FHriel TeAE
TEZEL HA 753 94 BAE BHAEH

(24 3] 23 £4

o] T 71 XA ZEA2E EEstT YE Aoy, 4 T
digk AEAJ] JeaTY Fod 83tk of TPl Aaw dA BHNA
By Axe ogn g

o 7I5A Aol dig |k o ZeddIdMe HAPEL 4 107 Fol
A Alcoupled desigmZAM 715d HHE BFA] vk webA HAHo
ZEAE FEZTLE MAH] 9% AL grAEAAAY AYE sFskE
HeNg xPste Aoz 7153 44 A dAside Be ARl
agdt

e ZF FRs o @47bsAe] did 8ok o THYNINME 2 DAY TrAE
2487l A% dEd ds Aoz Mestn AW AFH A9

-13-



3.3 AHE 2do digh #4

AdHE 24 Spradlin and Kutoloski, 1999)& 2+ T2 AEE 7|4l& 93 9 I
7182 nedv) o] T IYAE Figure 5 ¢ Zol, B Tl AR, WiOTm AA,
AHE A4, M8 ZRAEC dig 7]sle Frh, a8 XEZERY Byt GA=
TFA = 2t

1. Framing 2. Building 3. Creating 4. Evaluating 5. Evaluating

the Problem ] analternative [~*| aStrategy [~»| individual [—» the portfolio

table Table opportunities

Figure 5. Strategy Table Model(Spradlin and Kutoloski, 1997)

of ZefdHFe gt Fe|F HAE o843 EAULEL o gt
[&A] 1]FRs <+ DPs 9] A <]
o] T YYF9 TZHAE FRs 2 Astd b3 )
FR11= 4 %& 7139 &
FR12= Z} 3 E 73l dist 2t T2AE9] gt 24
FRI3= AT A4
FRI4= 2} Z2AEL FE dekd g 537}
FRI15= XEZE)e H7st 2 AF
o] @A FRs & ®F317] 943 DPs & th&# Zrh
DP1l = 3% 7139 Hobg 93 oyst 7153 J9gd9 A&7}
DP12= TIE FEHE A% oo} ByALEY
DPI3= AHFE FEE AT &R 5 79
DP14 = 8 XEZZL g ¢HAZIANPY) T & HEE /g
&zt 2 A= vt Pt
DPIs= 2} Z2AE ooty 52E9 3 ¥ LEFHL UF

[2A 2]FRs ¢} DpPs o @7 shet
4918 FRs 9 DPs 9] BAE 4 (1) Tow, AAFLL $7YYL ehact

(FR11) (X 1{DP11]
FRI2| |X X DP12
JFRI3}=|X X X DP13} an
FR14| |X X X DP14
|FRI5) | X X X||Dbr1s

Al (anel dAFEE v A3 Al(decoupled designyE YrERT) o] THdYaE
214 -



(e]

2348 sgol wel QYsE T2A22A PAHE RO, DPIl & EE FRs o
dge 7o, 2 pP = o= FR I $49 FRsol F&S vlATh

(24 31 43 &4

o] ZeYAAL det TEFeL A Z2AE ke g 2@
zEZae 949 4d 2ese Ao o = maa«z Axg A7 BRI Y
Ashe st 2o,

o 715A dAAe] dlgt H{rk o] T dPIMe AAFHL A Dy Zol
A E  AdA(decoupled designEA 71%d EYL BIYE 4 vk o
YA IE U FEZEL YA T E ZZAEY FFHE BYsle e
e AL A A A2l ds AT A

e Z} FR 9 BA7bsAdd digh B7k 2 71587 ©Eslr] g FAHY DP9
S o] tis) AA ST A gon, JrArAAAe] T &3 Ut

Iv. T2dE YEEFEQ AR ZHYdYgae 44

zzdE ¥EZes HFH 4L Adie FHHY ZdYdae dAs=
3 d4¢ AASI, & FR 9] 247154& HAUE sl FRs o DPs & 393},
g =zAgste Jdezx B FAME A2 Z=2AE XEEIe AR
A3 AAE A nA, A4 #F € A 23] gy =od.

41 Z2AE XEZIQ AA ZHJ939 nie
2 dFedA ME Z2AEL FuFE g% FF/Y EFE U] 9T
N2 Z2AE TEZLL A4 T3 E AAdAM nrtge gt g
) ZedAZAAY 7% B 2 Vs FEE A3 F2: B dFdAME
23 Zald9d(Acher and Ghasemzadeh, 19998 7|ZE2 A¥ ZEZAXE
Aesta, 7153 A4 ZARE AT HAEq ANRE ZEAXE
F7her
@ 71938 449 AE Z2A77 AT FZ: NE Z2IAEY 22 e
EH¥ozEs Wrstr] AgA, didlk EEEELY AIgEs A2HY
Aagdos JAE ¢ ok w2 £ dFoME AFE 2I(Spradlin and
Kutoloski, 1999)¢] &Fo2A WA ARESHEDS ALz, AP T24E
¥EEHLE MAs7] HAstd didd e Hrk 2 AR E OESE
g4 714E =93t
@) AHE 1T AES A H2: ZRAE TEFE L9 4y rindol
AAuEE ALESF AAEH ok drh gty E dTeMEe A"y wA
2 H(Cooper et al., 1997)2] o2 Z2AE YEZFQ Hrluhiel HAdlA
EE 9 A%g ny3esE st
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@ Mg ZeAEd 2NE 9% P Y AR A4 dw £
Astel B AFAAE 3 wA F, FE AAAES Bel, $F AT
2@ zzAEe] FAH 43 24, 8 xZzAse Fzw 43 Edes

TEse], A2 Z2AEY JAE AAE Z2HAE TEZEQ 7HH9

Zz=e FARPY 2 dFdA AE Z2AE 24

FEZYQ

A7t FF AAAEE o&E A& AT P e
HAEAEES g Fd Zldste AL AL AFH AAA R HATH

AR EE BF 23] A ol

42 TEAE YEZC A Zddae 4A

Aee ZzaE TEFHC AY ZddHad 9 zeAdE

d3e o34 2.

(@4 1] 249 &4 FRs 9 DPs & A9
A9 FE4X9 FRs & &3 gt}
FR11 = A& njAlgd 43
FR12= Pre-screening
FRI3= 3§ AAA T A
FRI4= 3§ AAAEA 7123 Z2AE9 T3 A3} £4
FR15= Screening
FR16= 7 Z2AE YEZg Q9 43
FR17= T2 HE ZEZg Q9 27
FRIZ= 718 Z2AE9] F24 41} £4
o] @A9 FRs & W8] A% Dps & B3 2
DPI1= AH v}, Cluster 4 F
DP12= AT sloj=elle] 2§ pre-screening
DP13= A28 HAE 1 4HYAEY =%
DPl4= FF AFAR 7|28 ZrAES I3 H3} £4
DP15= Non-viable T2 E 9] AA
DP16= B3 Wo] o3t T2 AE YEZ 09 M
DP17= T2 AE FEZgQ HAA9 =3
DP18= &M 3o 728 /ME ZedE] 22d i 24
o] TAld sl FRs ¢} DPs 9] BAE 4 (12)¢} #ch
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1

FRI1) [x DPI1
FRI2| |X X DP12
FRI3| |X X DPI13
|FRI4| _|x X X X DP14 )
FRI5[ |X X X DP15
FRI6| |X X X X X DP16
FRU7| |X X X X X ||DP17
FRI8| X X X X X ||DP18]

o] dAPHL HPP2A, v|AA3dA (decoupled design)S VHEFHATE wEbA
Z T2 A28 &3 Al dle 7]%d 5o rgdrt

(24 2] 39 FEolA19 FRs ¢ DPs o] 3¢
(1) Z2AE F=ELQ HA (FRI6/DPI6)S] 32 47
Z2AE TEZEL AFL A2g AASFEISN g4 7HY =€ 8790
o] @Al FRs & T3 2t}
FR161 = Ti¢r TEAE T EZ Q9 Hrt
FRI162= H3 Z2AE YEEZ Q9 M
o] @49 FRs & THZ3}7] 93 Dps & oty Bk
DPI61 = A AYEFE 1ejg T2 AE TEZUQ HAS5HRED
DP162= 27| & o]43 T2 HE TEZ Q9 HF
o] @Al tial FRs & DPs 9 #AIE 4 (13)3 Zoh
FRI61] [X DP161

{FR162}—]:X X]{DPMZ} )

o] AAgPAL vAAMFHA (decoupled design)E HAFE Aoz, ITAE
FEZZL HAAe Ede T2AE IEZFL AHAEARDY FAF oRAL
o8 w4 H Wl gl Ardrh

@ Z2AE TEZFQ 2 (FR17/DP17)0] thgh &9 A7

o] @ANA FRs & T3} Zr}
FR171= T2 AE YEZFQ 2R 43 sot
FR172= ALAH At Q7o) 93 FEZE e HAAY =3

o] @79l FRs & ®W&3l7] 943 DPs & th& Erh
DP171= Z2AE FEZQ HAFP9 NAE £
DP172 = A5 A2 (Interactive) T2 AE FEZ|Q %4 wHAUZF (4, DSS
)

o] &Alol W& FRs ¢} DPs 9] BAE dANFRZ FHsHY 4 (1499 2oh
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FR171 DP171 (14)
FR172 DP172
o] AAPHE JAgEEA, njAA3-E A (decoupled design)YS theb T} whepA
71%3 EY4E BAgdh

(&4 3] T4 AA

Figure 6 & 78 Z2AE YEZFL M3 Tz A= dAZH
ATEA, Figure 7 & ojZd] 7|z TAE YEZQ HAY ZyHUdYIe
ZZALE HAFED
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DPs
16 17
ni{1z{13ial1s 18
112112
1 X
12 X | X
13 X X
14 X |x |xX |x
15 X X | X
FRs
X X | X
16
2 X | X
17 |— X X
2 |X XX
8 X X X |X-

Figure 6. Complete Design Matrix Table for Project Portfolio Selection Framework
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Figure 7. The Proposed Project Portfolio Selection Process Design
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B eRe Z24E TEZEL AN 8 Z2AEY] FE g AT T3
FE A AT Z2AE FEZL MY ZadaT e dAd A& Al

"
B A7M ARe Z2AE XEZe 4% ZIYYas A9 F¢EL V&
AFNA AdE dEAA ZHAIAI Ui FeF AAd Jxd BHozRH
=59 Ao zA, FEF dA dEEs ME Z2AEd XEZHES Hrig
NeA 949 9FL Hasela, Z JIvaTY g4 HeAE Fole Wty
AAARE Jtel= e ol &HUT

B dpoA Atg zZgdA3E Acher and Ghasemzadeh (1999)0] Agter &3
ZHAAIS} AR Z2A29 FAo] AR o] ZHdAA%e] FoF FolH
A Z2AE REAo NEse n2AdAE FEZFLe AF W 9drh Acher and
Ghasemzadeh (1999)9] T% ZdARIAE FF HEZJ 712F ME Z2AE 49
=gd £4 F 1 Z3E o] 439 screening TEAAE Y53, TRAE 719 AT
A (o, FA FI4dE 2L vigy fPAE Fo AU F)g ALA%E 18 s
HH z2AE FEEZLLE AP 2y o HIL E Z2AEQ EANH
xzAE 749 Azagd g PYrrde Holo wEA mesta YA goerz
MY Z2AEY g wE FogrldAe] FgY adE AAHeE wgIA
25, B dFoA Agste ZdYsas TZ2AE XEEQ HAFdAM AE
z2AEY X wE AP BFgE adE 9ds] AT Aoz MNE
z2AE g BEAL F5 HHUAEY He, FF 4AARY 72y Z2AE
27 A3 24, AE Z2HE9 F2d HAENeE FEIHY, Z=2RIE
ZTEZFL AR Z2AE YEZL 09 AHPret &Y VYer FAEY. 2dn
Ad ZAEd A2y FEAAH AHigrld ZAie AFHY Z=EAE
TEZZLrt 2ZAE F &4

VI. =8 3]

o] =2 2004 3% #FgAZTATY A g3t AFHUS.
(KRF-2004-002- H00004)
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