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[Abstract] System dynamics is used to determine the
boundary of the urban infrastructure project progress system and
progress risk events are identified from the perspective of the
progress formation mechanism within the project life cycle. And
a system dynamics model based on a questionnaire survey is es—
tablished to analyze the developing tendency of urban infrastruc—
ture project progress and progress deviation behavior mode af—
fected by risk events. The results show: The actual time and
cost of urban infrastructure projects are 1.278 times and 1. 284
times as compared to those of the original plans; The key risks
affecting the time and cost are medium — term change risk and
construction cost over — spending risk respectively and the sen—
sitive risks affecting both time and cost are financial risk and
colony affairs risk. Further according to the behavioral pattern
of progress deviation influenced by phased risk events respon—
ding proposals are made for relevant strategies to promote a high—
er progress control level for urban infrastructural projects.

[Key words] urban infrastructure project; progress con—

trol; system dynamics; time deviation; cost deviation
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