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stages of design completion. Th e owner  the n structure s the DB RFP t o requir e

the DO R t o schedule th e desig n progres s in a  manne r tha t complies wit h th e

progressive permittin g process , and th e design-builde r i s require d t o schedul e

the constructio n in a  manne r such that i t never exceeds the authorit y furnishe d

in the  intermediat e permit . Whe n the  desig n is  totally complet e and  foun d to

be in compliance with the permittin g agencies ' requirements , the agencies then

issue fina l permit s that release the builder to build the projec t that has permittin g

constraints . Thus, the owner has shared the schedule risk associated with the per -

mitting proces s with th e design-builder .

The secon d questio n speak s to th e DB B mentalit y tha t attempt s to plac e as

much risk on the contracto r as possible. Agencies that issue environmenta l per -

mits ar e notoriousl y fickl e becaus e the rule s tha t gover n th e issuanc e of these

types o f permit s ar e broa d an d subjec t to loca l interpretation . I f the owne r i s

unable to strike a deal to allow progressiv e permittin g on a DB project , then th e

owner ha s no choice bu t t o separat e the desig n and constructio n phase s of the

projec t in the RFP, wit h a permittin g phas e of indeterminat e length . Attempt -

ing t o she d thi s schedul e risk by insertin g a  clause in th e RF P tha t make s the

design-builde r responsibl e for obtainin g al l the necessar y permit s will probably

not effectivel y transfe r tha t risk because the design-builde r ca n no more contro l

the timeliness of the permittin g proces s than can the owner. Thi s type of clause

will merely force the competitor s to inser t additiona l time in their schedule s and

additional money i n thei r pric e proposal s to cover the impact s of the unknow n

aspects of this process.

Public endorsemen t become s th e nex t ris k managemen t issu e i n th e RF P

preparatio n process . There ar e reall y onl y tw o way s tha t thi s ca n be handle d

in a typical transportatio n project . First , the same routine , require d proces s can

be followe d to satisf y environmenta l and statutor y issues a s could b e followe d

in a  traditiona l project . Thi s approac h leaves th e en d resul t i n questio n an d

probably serve s to needlessl y exten d th e tim e perio d befor e which construc -

tion can begin. Th e othe r metho d woul d be allow the proces s to be conducte d

by the design-builde r durin g contrac t execution . Bea r in mind tha t th e publi c

endorsement proces s often entail s the ris k of political consequence s that migh t

delay the star t of construction . Certai n specifi c risk-sharin g mechanism s can be

incorporate d int o th e DB RFP tha t woul d equitabl y distribut e tha t risk . On e

such method woul d be to ask that a specific amoun t of money be included in the

price proposa l as a contingenc y to fun d unforesee n scope and schedule changes

that aris e from the publi c endorsemen t process.

Interagenc y and third-part y agreement s are importan t consideration s in man -

aging the projec t risk durin g RFP preparation . The owne r ca n best manage this

risk before  advertisin g the project . To do so , the owne r mus t coordinat e with all

outside partie s and formall y defin e i n th e RF P al l anticipate d interagenc y and

third-part y involvement wit h the design-builder . Next , th e RFP shoul d define

the decision-makin g process , authority, and responsibilities of each of the parties.

Ideally, design-builder interfacin g with third partie s during DB projec t execu -

tion o f the design-buil d contrac t should b e minimize d t o coordinatio n effort s
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only, an d the RFP shoul d be clea r as to wha t responsibilitie s the design-builde r

has with regar d to thes e type s of coordinatio n efforts .

Railroa d an d utilit y agreement s are probabl y th e majo r hurdle s tha t mus t be

cleared in a large transportatio n project . Managin g thes e types of risks in the DB

process demand s tha t the owne r inves t a great amoun t o f effor t t o nail down the

constraint s tha t will be imposed o n the projec t by these third-part y participants .

In some cases the owner will have the ability to negotiate bette r term s tha n thos e

normally impose d b y railroa d and utilit y companies . Therefore , befor e publish -

ing the RFP th e owner must ensur e tha t thes e term s ar e explicit i n the solicita -

tion an d tha t th e constraint s imposed o n bot h th e desig n an d the constructio n

are clearly articulate d s o tha t th e design-builder s ca n accoun t fo r them i n thei r

price proposal s and schedules .

The abov e discussio n of risk managemen t i n DB wa s focuse d o n transporta -

tion projects . The sam e approac h ca n be applie d t o buildin g project s and engi-

neered project s such as water treatmen t plants . The idea shown above boils down

into looking carefull y a t the give n projec t an d al l its component s an d identify -

ing thos e area s in whic h contro l ove r th e componen t o f work passe s from th e

hands of the owne r an d the design-builde r int o th e hand s of anothe r part y tha t

is outsid e th e contract . Whe n the impac t o f tha t loss of tota l contro l i s assessed,

responsibility fo r the ris k associate d with the possibl e loss of control i s assigned

to the part y who ca n best manag e it , and tha t responsibilit y i s articulate d in th e

RFP. Thi s lead s the discussio n o f RFQ/RF P developmen t t o th e topi c o f the

contractin g strateg y that will be employed t o delive r the project .

Contracting Strategy

The contrac t i s the vehicle tha t actuall y distribute s the risk among th e partie s in

a DB project . Developin g a comprehensive strateg y for the contractin g portio n

of the project' s life cycle is essential to the success of the project . The contractin g

strategy consist s of the followin g si x elements :

1. Contrac t vehicl e itself ,

2. Best-valu e awar d method ,

3. Advertisemen t and awar d process,

4. RFQ/RF P content ,

5. Evaluatio n pla n and process,

6. D B team composition .

Each of the above elements i s essential to creatin g a strong and fai r contractua l

framework withi n whic h t o complete th e project . They  are all interrelate d an d

are no t liste d i n an y particula r chronologica l order . The y for m a  checklis t t o

ensure tha t th e contractua l proces s has been completely analyze d and its various

part s synchronize d wit h eac h othe r t o for m a stron g foundatio n o f referenc e for

all partie s durin g projec t execution .

https://www.civilenghub.com/ASCE/162664678/Preparing-for-Design-Build-Projects-A-Primer-for-Owners-Engineers-and-Contractors?src=spdf


134 Preparin g for Design-Build Projects

Contract Vehicle

The contrac t itself can take many forms , from standar d contract s sold by profes-

sional societies and trad e groups , such as the lis t of standar d contract s offere d b y

the EJCDC in Appendi x 3 , to contract s customize d for specifi c projects . Public

agencies often have their ow n contrac t formats , and the federa l governmen t uses

contract s based on the Federa l Acquisition Regulatio n (FAR) . Regardless o f the

contract' s forma t and boilerplate , th e owne r must visit each projec t individuall y

and ensur e tha t th e standar d for m an d boilerplat e actuall y fi t th e give n projec t

to avoid th e creatio n o f ambiguitie s betwee n th e genera l an d specia l provisions

of each contract .

The nex t step is to select the contrac t vehicle itself . The contrac t vehicle basi -

cally define s how the contracto r will be paid by the owner for accomplishing th e

specifie d scop e of work . Knowin g ho w payment s will be calculate d influence s

the wa y the pric e proposa l is formed . Owners , designers , and constructio n con -

tractor s i n th e architectura l and engineere d projec t area s wil l be familia r with

lump-su m contracts , whereas those in th e transportatio n industr y will be mor e

familia r with unit-pric e contracts . Private owner s and those in the proces s indus-

tries will have experienc e wit h cost-plus contracts .

Regardless o f the owner' s pas t policy for contrac t vehicle selection , the need s

and characteristic s of the projec t a t hand shoul d driv e th e selectio n o f the con -

tract vehicle . Eac h contrac t vehicl e inherentl y distribute s cos t ris k b y it s ver y

nature . A firm-fixed-pric e contrac t put s all the cos t risk for the scop e describe d

in the contrac t upon the design-builder . Thus , the design-builde r mus t be able to

price the projec t to a  reasonable degree o f accurac y without a final design . If this

is not possible, the owner must anticipat e tha t the pric e proposal s will be highe r

than expecte d fo r thos e design-builder s tha t ar e trul y competen t an d abl e t o

fully understan d the prescribe d scop e of work. The dange r for the owne r come s

when on e pric e proposa l comes in significantl y lower tha n th e res t and i t is the

only one tha t fall s insid e the project' s budget. The owne r mus t then determin e if

that offero r indee d understoo d the tota l scope of work and , if so, did not mak e a

mistake in preparin g the pric e proposal .

It is important for the owne r to satisf y itself that the level of design development

that will take place in the RFP wil l be sufficien t to allow the proposers to accurately

develop a  price that does not contai n excessive contingencies t o cover the potentia l

cost o f design decisions tha t mus t b e mad e afte r D B contrac t award . Unit-price

contract s are typically used to share the scope risk between the owner and the con -

tractor . In transportatio n projects , this i s done becaus e it is impossible t o prepar e

a precis e quantit y surve y befor e th e projec t i s bid du e t o th e inheren t variatio n

in soil characteristics , actual lengths o f friction-bearin g piles , and other difficult -

to-quantif y pa y items. Thus, th e owner commits to paying for actual quantities to

avoid creating a situation where th e construction contracto r would have no choice

but to bid the worst-possible cas e in each pay item if a lump-sum bid was required.

Delivering these types of projects using DB in no way alters both parties ' abil-

ity to quantif y actual quantities before the contrac t is awarded. In fact , i t probably
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makes i t mor e difficul t becaus e fina l constructio n document s ar e no t availabl e

upon whic h t o base a price. Thus , project s that would hav e used a unit-pric e con -

trac t in DBB wil l als o probabl y fin d tha t the unit-pric e contrac t is still applicable

in DB , althoug h th e methodolog y fo r determinin g allowabl e over - an d under -

run percentage s becomes muc h mor e abstrac t because the design-builder , no t the

owner, wil l develop  th e engineer' s estimate d quantitie s along wit h th e desig n

documents . A s of this writing , th e industr y i s still grapplin g wit h th e resolutio n

of this issue. There seem to be thre e possible solutions emerging :

1. D o no t allo w overru n o r underru n percentages . The design-builde r

gets paid fo r actua l quantitie s and th e owne r i s protecte d b y a guaran -

teed maximu m pric e establishe d at either awar d or design completion .

2. Spli t the contrac t betwee n lump-su m fo r the scop e of work tha t is rea-

sonably well-define d wit h regar d t o quantitie s of work, an d unit-pric e

for onl y thos e quantitie s tha t are impossibl e to quantify .

3. Us e statistica l models i n unit-pric e contract s to determin e quantit y

variation s tha t excee d some specifie d norma l variation .

Cost-plus contract s place the scope risk squarely on the owner and reduce th e

price proposa l to merely competin g th e design-builders ' fee s an d cost s of genera l

conditions (als o called overhea d o r indirec t costs) . These type s o f contract s are

often use d when i t is impossible to quantif y th e scop e of work afte r th e desig n is

complete. Fo r example, a n emergenc y D B contrac t migh t b e require d t o reme-

diate petroleum-contaminate d soi l becaus e it i s difficult , i f no t impossible , t o

accuratel y determin e th e exten t o f the subsurfac e contaminatio n and , hence , th e

amount s of contaminate d soi l that mus t be removed, th e amount s o f backfil l tha t

will b e require d t o replac e it, as well a s the amoun t o f time tha t mus t be allowe d

to complete the project . I n suc h a case an owner tha t advertise d a  lump-sum o r

unit-pric e contrac t woul d fin d itsel f payin g a  hug e premiu m t o distribut e th e

scope ris k t o th e design-builder . Therefore , i t i s bette r t o retai n thi s ris k an d

merely compet e th e design-builders ' percentag e markup s or lump-su m fees .

Best-Value Award Method

Once th e contrac t vehicle i s selected , the remainde r o f the selectio n an d awar d

process mus t b e determine d t o ensur e tha t th e requirement s outline d i n th e

RFQ/RF P actuall y suppor t the owner's decision-makin g process . Seven generi c

categorie s for public projec t sourc e selection procedure s are availabl e and are pro -

posed here . Adherin g a s much a s possible t o Design-Buil d Institut e o f Americ a

(DBIA) terminology , the y ca n be terme d

1. Lo w Bid DB

2. Adjuste d Bid DB

3. Adjuste d Score DB

4. Weighte d Criteri a D B

https://www.civilenghub.com/ASCE/162664678/Preparing-for-Design-Build-Projects-A-Primer-for-Owners-Engineers-and-Contractors?src=spdf


136 Preparin g for Design-Build Projects

5. Quantitativ e Cost-Technica l Trade-of f

6. Qualitativ e Cost-Technica l Trade-of f

7. Fixe d Cost-Best Proposal (Gransber g and Molenaar 2003) .

The detail s of the awar d algorithm s tha t suppor t each of these award method s

are containe d in Chapte r 6  of this book , an d the reade r is referre d there to gai n

furthe r informatio n on them . However , i t must be stressed that the owner shoul d

have determine d whic h awar d method i s going to be used before  th e RFQ/RF P

is writte n becaus e the awar d metho d will establis h the level o f detai l tha t mus t

be articulate d in the solicitatio n documents . This wil l permi t the owner' s evalu -

ation panel to fairl y rat e each proposa l and develop th e outpu t necessar y to iden-

tify th e proposa l tha t represent s the best overall value to the owner .

Advertisement and  Award Process

Given th e awar d method , th e owne r ca n now establis h the proces s by whic h i t

will advertis e th e contrac t an d reac h a  point wher e th e awar d decisio n ca n be

made. Ofte n thi s proces s is driven b y th e schedul e requirement s o f the projec t

itself. A  projec t tha t mus t be awarde d o r complete d b y a n unmovabl e deadlin e

will requir e a  more abbreviate d proces s than on e tha t ha s no har d milestones .

Generically , ther e are really only fou r option s for the owne r t o selec t a procure -

ment process :

• Fixed-price , seale d biddin g

• Sol e source , negotiate d

• One-phase , competitively negotiate d

• Two-phase , competitivel y negotiate d

Figur e 4- 1 illustrate s the continuu m fro m th e seale d bid o n on e en d t o sol e

source procuremen t o n th e other . Th e sol e sourc e metho d merel y involve s

contactin g a  design-builde r wh o appear s to hav e th e requisit e capabilit y an d

experience an d attemptin g t o hamme r ou t a n agreemen t tha t i s acceptabl e t o

both partie s to complet e th e project . I t reall y ha s no forma l structur e tha t ca n

be describe d in genera l terms ; it wil l rel y mostl y o n th e owner' s interna l poli-

cies and procedure s fo r capita l projec t delivery. Obviously , thi s method will be

found mor e ofte n i n private , commercia l project s tha n i n publi c works . How -

ever, mos t publi c agencie s have th e abilit y t o utiliz e sol e sourc e procuremen t

when certai n sets of circumstance s apply.

The differenc e between one-phas e an d two-phase selectio n processes is as fol-

lows. One-phas e selection require s the design-builder s t o submit qualifications ,

technica l approach , schedule , an d pric e simultaneously . Two-phas e selectio n

consists o f a Phase 1  RFQ wher e onl y qualification s ar e submitte d an d evalu -

ated. A shortlis t of the best-qualifie d offerer s i s then issued the Phase 2 RFP tha t

details the technica l approach , schedule , an d price i n it s response. The decisio n

whether t o us e one o r th e othe r i s critica l fo r most projects . The advantag e t o
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Figure 4-1 Design-buil d selectio n proces s continuum.

industr y in the two-phas e proces s is that only thos e offerer s wh o ar e truly quali -

fied an d therefor e competitiv e ar e require d t o underg o th e expens e o f prepar -

ing th e muc h mor e detaile d an d expensiv e technica l an d pric e proposal . Th e

advantage to th e owne r lie s in th e relativel y low cos t to industr y of preparin g a

statemen t o f qualification s tha t increase s the level o f competition . Short-listin g

also make s thos e firm s o n th e lis t fee l a s thoug h thei r chance s of winnin g ar e

higher whe n the y ar e competin g wit h onl y tw o o r thre e others . Man y highl y

qualifie d design-builder s pas s on one-phas e D B project s because they are unable

to accuratel y gauge thei r chance s of winnin g i n a  larger field .

The othe r ris k from industry' s perspective o f the one-phas e metho d i s tha t a

less competen t competito r wil l submi t a n extremel y lo w pric e proposal , eithe r

through ignoranc e or incompetence, an d make it extremely difficul t fo r the owne r

to award to a higher-priced, mor e competen t competitor. Researc h has shown that

the two-phas e selectio n process is preferred by both owner s an d design-builder s

(Molenaar and Gransber g 2001) an d tha t it provides the followin g benefits :

• Ensure s qualit y of design-builders ' credentials .

• Enhance s innovation .

• Keep s proposal preparatio n cost s to a  minimum .

• Increase s competition .

One-phase D B procuremen t shoul d b e reserve d fo r thos e project s tha t ar e

either ver y simpl e an d requir e ver y littl e desig n developmen t i n th e proposal ,

or where th e owne r doe s not have sufficien t tim e t o invoke th e two-phas e pro -

cess due t o a  hard deadline , such as the en d o f a fisca l year . Figure s 4-2 an d 4- 3

illustrat e proces s chart s of eac h proces s fro m tw o typica l stat e department s o f

transportation .

Proposal evaluation is the next step in the selection process and must be outline d

before the RFQ/RFP can be written . In fact , the evaluation plan itself is so impor-

tant to the process that it should probably be completed befor e either the RFQ o r

the RF P i s released. This i s because the RFQ/RF P must suppor t the evaluatio n
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Figure4-2 Indian a Department of Transportation's one-step selection process (Molenaar

and Gmnsberg  2001).

plan. Everythin g tha t will be evaluate d must directl y correlat e with a  published

RFQ/RFP requiremen t tha t tell s th e design-builder s exactl y wha t product s t o

submit fo r evaluation . Additionally , th e ac t o f drawin g u p th e evaluatio n pla n

forces the owner's D B team to establish standards and performanc e criteria against

which th e proposals will be rated. Publishing thes e in the RFQ/RF P makes the

selection process transparent and actually helps the offerer s to make their proposals

as responsive as possible to the owner's requirements . Thi s is because the owner' s

requirement s ar e clearly stated , their relativ e importanc e i s known, an d th e for-

mula that will be used to select the winnin g proposa l can be evaluated in a manner

that cause s the proposa l to emphasiz e those aspect s that are most importan t to th e

owner. A  pape r by writte n b y a  constructio n industr y attorne y emphasize d thi s

issue when it recommended :

Clearly stat e the evaluatio n criteri a an d th e weigh t give n eac h item an d

ensure th e [evaluation ] tea m use s them . Clearl y stat e the requirement s of

the RF P includin g wha t wil l be considere d t o b e a  non-responsiv e pro-

posal. (Parvi n 2000 )

Chapter 6  o f thi s boo k provide s a  detaile d explanatio n o f D B evaluatio n

planning . Onc e the evaluatio n is complete, the  owne r mus t decide if  it will use a

procuremen t techniqu e referre d to in the federa l secto r as discussions. Discussion s
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Figure 4-3 Washingto n Stat e Department o f Transportation' s two-ste p selectio n pro -

cess (Molenaar  and Gransberg  2001}.

are a  ke y par t o f a  competitivel y negotiate d procuremen t process . Thei r us e

springs fro m th e assumptio n tha t mos t proposal s wil l have a t least some mino r

deficiencie s tha t will nee d to be corrected . Becaus e both th e RFQ/RF P and the

winning proposal for m th e technica l basi s for the contract , i t i s pruden t an d i n

the best interest of the owner t o allow al l competitors a  period i n which t o mak e

corrections and submit a revised proposal. Thus , th e discussio n period consist s of

the following elements :

• Tellin g eac h offere r whic h deficiencie s exist in its initial proposal .

• Askin g each offere r t o clarif y thos e portion s tha t may have been

unclea r or confusin g to the evaluatio n panel .

• Defining , i f necessary , thos e portion s o f the proposal tha t may not be

changed.
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• Allowin g a  reasonable period o f time to make correction s and changes.

• Establishin g a deadline for the submissio n of the correcte d proposal .

The owne r ca n alway s reserv e th e righ t t o awar d th e contrac t withou t

discussions i f i t find s on e proposa l tha t i s totally responsiv e an d i n nee d o f no

corrections . Discussions also allow the owner a n opportunit y t o correc t mistakes

and ambiguitie s containe d in the RFQ/RF P and ask the offerer s t o revise thei r

fina l proposal s accordingly. The correcte d proposals are ofte n calle d the Best and

Final Offe r (BAFO ) o r th e Fina l Proposal . An owne r ca n the n determin e i f it

will allow a second iteration of correction s to be mad e if the firs t se t of correcte d

proposals does not yield a  fully responsiv e proposal. Once thi s decision is made,

the owner ca n then determin e th e steps by which i t will make a best-value award

decision and the procedure s with which i t will awar d the DB contract .

Request for Qualifications/Request for Proposal Content

The firs t questio n tha t mus t b e answere d wit h regar d t o wha t goe s int o th e

RFQ/RF P deal s with th e level o f design tha t wil l b e portraye d in the solicita -

tion documents . I n essence, the RFP constitute s a design problem tha t the owne r

describes and th e D B proposal s comprise individual , differin g solution s for th e

same problem. B y selecting DB projec t delivery, the owner i s reaping the benefi t

of being abl e to evaluat e differen t solution s fo r the sam e problem an d selectin g

the solutio n tha t promises , thoug h it s innovatio n an d creativity , t o offe r th e

owner th e best value for this given project . Thus , fro m the owner' s perspective ,

the level of RFP desig n conten t i s a functio n of three thing s

1. Desig n constraint s for which ther e is only one technicall y acceptable

solution,

2. Th e owner' s abilit y to adequatel y describ e the scope of work in per -

formanc e terms ,

3. Th e tim e available to award the contract .

As previously discussed, design constraint s are inherent in every project and must

be clearl y articulate d i n th e RFP . The y for m a  portio n o f the RFP' s desig n

content whe n ther e i s only on e technicall y acceptabl e solution. Fo r instance , a

large university may have selected a single supplier of HVAC equipment for every

building o n it s campus to minimiz e th e requirement s fo r repai r part s stockage

and trainin g fo r its in-house technicians . Thus , a  DB RFP fo r a project to con -

struct a new building should contai n a  design constrain t that require s the design -

builder's mechanica l enginee r to design the new system using this specifi c bran d

of equipment . B y narrowin g the fiel d o f design option s to a  single supplier , the

owner the n assume s a  modicu m o f risk tha t the fina l syste m will not b e a s effi -

cient or as cost-effectiv e a s one designe d using anothe r supplier's equipment .
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In orde r t o receiv e reasonabl e and realisti c price proposals , th e owne r mus t

define th e D B project' s scope of work a s clearly as possible while attemptin g t o

stay in th e performanc e real m a s much a s possible. Thi s i s a difficul t balancin g

act. At times it will be impossible, an d in thos e instance s the owne r mus t design

a give n featur e of work t o a  level wher e it s technica l scop e ca n b e adequatel y

understood b y thos e preparin g th e D B proposal . Therefore , a  usefu l rul e o f

thumb fo r RFP preparatio n can be state d as follows:

If the onl y wa y you ca n satisfactoril y describe th e technica l requirement s

for a  featur e o f work i s to desig n i t yourself , then d o so knowing tha t you

will b e assumin g the ris k for its ultimat e performance .

Finally, the time available to the owner to advertise, evaluate, and award the DB

contract ofte n put s a functiona l cap on the amoun t o f design the owner furnishe s

in the RFP. A s the available time period grows shorter, the owner's physical ability

to conduc t pre-award desig n decreases. A very common exampl e o f this principle

deals with the timin g of the geotechnical stud y within a  DB project that is sited on

land on which ther e has been no previous construction . The only reasonably reli-

able way that an owner can characteriz e a project's subsurfac e condition s in a man-

ner tha t permit s the design-builde r t o pric e th e cos t o f the foundatio n without a

large contingenc y is to conduc t a preliminary subsurfac e investigatio n and include

its result s i n th e RFP . I n DBB, thi s i s normall y don e durin g th e desig n phase.

However, i n DB thi s can occu r either befor e o r afte r awar d of the contract . If the

owner has the time to complete such a study, it will reap the benefit s of more com -

petitive price proposals, while assumin g the risk that the preliminary study was not

representative o f the actua l conditions foun d o n the site. However, i f the time t o

do the study is not adequate , the owner will have no choice but to shif t tha t risk to

the design-builder an d accept that the actua l cost of the foundatio n to the design -

builder may be less than the amoun t tha t was quoted in the price proposal.

Figure 4-4 shows the conceptua l relationshi p betwee n th e amoun t o f owner-

furnishe d desig n tha t i s containe d th e RF P an d it s impac t o n ris k distributio n

between partie s to the DB contract . One ca n easily see that as the level of owner's

RFP desig n conten t increases , the owner' s ris k also increases , and the opposite is

tru e for the design-builder . Now , th e figur e i s merely a  conceptua l graphi c an d

was not develope d usin g any calculation . What i t shows is that for every projec t

there will b e a point wher e th e design conten t and the risk are equitabl y distrib -

uted, an d tha t poin t i s the place where t o th e tw o curve s cross. This break-eve n

point i s wher e th e owne r ha s adequatel y describe d al l th e salien t performanc e

aspects of the projec t while leavin g as much roo m a s possible for design-builder s

to exercise desig n an d constructio n innovatio n an d creativit y throug h generat -

ing their ow n solutions to the owner-describe d desig n problem .

Figure 4-5 relates the level of RFP desig n content to commonly use d terms-of -

art fo r various types of DB contracts . The firs t type , called Direc t Design-Build ,

occurs when the owner is able to award the contract with very little self-performed

design. In commercial development the owner may actually hire the design-builde r
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