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Table 1 Example of Costs and Benefits estimation on a Complex Project
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Table 2 Example of Costs and Benefits estimation on a Antinomic Project
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Table 4 Estimations of Project Adoption Risk
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Study on Reliability Analysis of Project Adoption Risk

Takahiro KAWAYOKE*, Hirokazu TATANO and Norio OKADA

* Nikken Sekkei Ltd.

Synopsis

This paper presents risk analysis methods of project adoption based on cost-benefit criteria. One
is confidence interval estimation method of net present value in consideration of reliability of estimated
costs and benefits on project. Second is Probability estimation method of net present value is over zero
in consideration of reliability of estimated costs and benefits on project. Both methods use parametric
simulation method. Illustrations are executed with hypothetical project data to evaluate performances

of these proposed methods.
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