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A Current Status Study on the Introduction of CM at Risk
on the Domestic Major Construction Company
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Abstract
This paper investigated the qualitative introduction status of domestic major construction company, And tha
focused on a point of suggestions about CM at Risk introduction, The survey analysis showed that three importan
suggestions, First, the biggest obstacles factors to CM at Risk introduction that related laws is lagging
amendment, Second, we have to improve the available hands ability in domestic major construction company, Anc
last, we have to do that using uncomplicated design and standard design form, Consequently, environmen
analysis for the introduction and example project is urgently required,
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