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Abstract The equipment and materials operated by the Korean military are divided into weapon systems
and force support systems. Until now, the budget has tended to be large and focused on weapon system
R&D programs more directly related to the combat power index. This study was conducted with the idea
that a reasonable cost evaluation plan should be prepared to select a company with technology and
competence with an appropriate budget to reduce risks, such as lack of technology and program budget.
Force support system research and development programs are generally contracted through the Armed
Forces Financial Management Corps(AFFMC). This is mainly contracted through two-stage competitive
bidding, which has potential risks, such as development failure during program promotion, because
low-cost bidding companies are given priority. Therefore, in this study, the cost evaluation method of
the DAPA weapon system proposal evaluation in the contract by negotiation and the cost evaluation
method of the Ministry of Economy and Finance(MOEF) were compared and analyzed. As a result, a new
cost evaluation method was proposed to minimize the risk of program promotion, while excellent
companies secured an appropriate level of development costs by properly reflecting technology and cost

evaluation between power support R&D companies.

Keywords : Force Support System, Weapon System, Cost Assessment, Optimal Method, R&D Program

*Corresponding Author : Kang-Hee Lim(Center for Army Analysis & Simulation)
email: 1kh13533@hanmail.net

Received April 4, 2023 Revised April 27, 2023

Accepted June 2, 2023 Published June 30, 2023

65



off

AR |&85] =5 A A243d A6Z, 2023

-

1. M2

Sgopld ] W BAE 2
7AAS R AAAR FEE 1
LAl 4 SguAL AR

T =
. %Z]—(O]H M&S

S3h: e 2
% 774
29 M4

AZEF}E %

@ o1 B, FARLAIAL Fo1A 1] o]
BEALLLE], 1 99| BE 5 AN 948 U
Lo, o] H5e] YL o] ekl

27AASH AN LAAL FEBAE 2 AAS 5

e NG AR

2AAE AT 4T B2 G,
2 BAE ATARITH 014 A2
A RS AR e FAE, AR AL, A
AW 5 chR 8471 wgslolo @itk F/1AA € A
ALAA ATAE A ALAAE A 0
A AR F e AbAo] thol B7HE 5

£ el H18EAHE AT B Aol Bl
e AIARAA AT AAAR B, ALANE

7S] ARt 87 AlAE @A %H*Xd"'%‘%}xdo*%
& 3 STclMe 80l I AE A HE
TS skl oy, HAZE W o8 2=
A FAAKS A8she ARE B 284 73%‘74]
I Gl ot Ao B V1Esd Bt vlEHIE

19,

ﬂlﬂl

AN, AL o) o]l Xk 29 Ak
2 e Z1e 410l A YAV} gess,
fz 7leszo] A% YATL SHEo] AL T A%

g A LA, 714 8 59 27 okl
Ao} gl o] BAITHR 3], weba & Aolde
A UAA A7 Aede] Aokipae 2ske 7

2 8912 BAsgon, B4 A8k s R4
o ASAUAA AL A W18 AW s
HlEE Fof A7) Be Bt 1 2w, deA
AAA AGY] A AT ke B
z0] H]_Q_u=17]_ AL ofe] B3 g

SHTH4-

2~ ol A
TR T

3 AFE Foo] A

2. o HIEZEII 84

yS|
= =

HI

2.1 HIZE/HXIF Hlu
FEER AR Ao FL_5k 9 v 8E A

2o 27 FIAA AL Agle] AEsHe eIAY
Bl “WAP") W18 WXL ALADAA AT

66

ol 1A% @yl gt Aok
71%0] SIEk. 7 AT Aol Bk 2 gL

Table 194 H= ket 2t}

2 Abdo] A-gstar

2

Table 1. R&D Program Evaluation Score

Weapon System Force Support System
PELNCY | gy aluation PELNCY | gy aluation
Evaluation Evaluation
Score 80 20 80 20
Project Development
Prom]otion Capability,
Note Development
(Large Plan, (Formula) Plan (Formula)
Project *DAPA ’ *MOEF
Category) R Development
Promotion Manaeement
Capability Plgan
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Table 2. Cost Assessment Score
(Evaluation standard cost=85)

the Lowest Price
50 60 70
12.38 - - - -
12.38 - - - -
12.38 | 14.86 - - -
12.38 | 14.86 - - -
12.38 | 14.86 | 17.34 - -
12.38 | 14.86 | 17.34 - -
12.38 | 14.86 | 17.34
11.76 | 14.12 | 16.47
11.11 | 13.33 | 15.56
10.53 | 12.63 | 14.74
10.00 | 12.00 | 14.00
2.38 2.86 3.34

Bidding
Price

40
9.91
9.91
9.91
9.91
9.91
9.91
9.91
9.41
8.89
8.42
8.00
1.91

50
55
60
65
70
75
80
85
90
95

100
Max. Diff.
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Table 3. Cost Assessment Score
(Evaluation standard cost=85)

Bidding the Lowest Price

Price 40 50 60 70 80 90
50 6.00 6.00

55 14.53 | 14.53

60 13.94 | 13.94 | 16.59

65 13.35 | 13.35 | 16.00

70 1457 | 14.57 | 17.14 | 20.00

75 13.60 | 13.60 | 16.00 | 18.67

80 12.75 | 12.75 | 15.00 | 17.50 | 20.00

85 12.00 | 12.00 | 14.12 | 16.47 | 18.82

90 11.33 | 11.33 | 13.33 | 15.56 | 17.78 | 20.00
95 10.74 | 10.74 | 12.63 | 1474 | 16.84 | 18.95
100 10.20 | 10.20 | 12.00 | 14.00 | 16.00 | 18.00
Max. Diff.| 857 | 857 | 514 | 6.00 | 400 | 2.00
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Table 4. Contract ratio and company's expectations 75 8.98 | 11.33 | 13.69| 16.04
80 8.20 | 10.55| 1290 | 15.25| 17.61
Contract Price Estimated | Contract Price Estimated 85 7.41 9.76 | 12.12 | 14.47 | 16.82
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Table 6. Score distribution at evaluation standard HALBERE A& & 4 Q.
cost=90
Bidding the Lowest Price Table 8. Score distribution at evaluation standard
Price 40 50 60 70 80 90 cost=85 (CE90=76.5)
40 3.48 Bidding the Lowest Price
45 422 o -
rice 40 50 60 70 80 9
50 496 | 7.19 - TR
55 570 | 7.93 ; .
0 644 | 867 | 10.89 55 435 | 671
65 7.19 9.41 11.63 60 5.53 7.88 10.24
70 7.93 | 10.15 | 12.37 | 14.59 65 671 | 9.06 | 11.41
75 867 | 10.89 | 13.11 | 15.33 70 7.88 | 10.24 | 12.59 | 14.94
80 837 | 1059 | 12.81 | 15.04 | 17.26 75 006 | 11.41 | 13.76 | 16.12
8 7.63 | 98 | 1207 | 1430 | 1652 80 859 | 10.94 | 1329 | 15.65 | 18.00
0 6.8 11| 11 13.56 | 15.78 | 18.00
2 s 33 | 1356 | 157 85 741 | 976 | 1212 | 1447 | 1682
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