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The Issue
Procurement methods and their resulting delivery models take numerous forms, ranging from standard design-bid-build (DBB) techniques, through construction manager/general contractor (CM/GC), to several variants of design-build (DB). Each of the traditional and collaborative project delivery methods has its own attributes that generally differ in terms of allocation of risks and responsibilities, scheduling and schedule
certainty, ownership, performance guarantees, and procurement complexity. The City may opt for a combination of delivery methods across various project packages within the Phase II/III Upgrades. Selecting the correct delivery approach(es) for the Phase II/III Upgrades to the Nampa WWTP is a key decision in the overall
success of the Wastewater Program.

Background and Analysis
Project delivery and procurement methods have generally evolved from the traditional design-bid-build (DBB)
approach as the “baseline” most commonly used by public entities. In recent decades, the various collaborative delivery methodologies have emerged as viable alternatives to traditional delivery. These alternatives to
DBB seek to better allocate risk and responsibility, save time, and support a selection methodology beyond
low-bid capital price. The four primary delivery methods for municipal wastewater projects, not considering
design-build-operate methods, are shown in identified in Figure 1. Note that what is known as CM/GC in
Idaho is described as Construction Management-at-Risk in the figure.

Figure 1: Potential Project Delivery Spectrum. (Graphics per WDBC, 4th Edition)
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The following describes the four primary delivery methods under consideration for the Phase II/III Upgrades:
• Design-Bid-Build: DBB has historically been the most common approach to development of public infrastructure projects. A typical DBB project involves the owner engaging one or more engineering firms to
develop a detailed design and specifications and to assist with obtaining local, State, and federal approvals for the project. The owner then uses the detailed design and specifications package as part of a contract package to obtain bids from contractors. The contractor selected through the competitive bidding
process is subsequently engaged to construct the facility in accordance with their bid price and schedule.
Typically, the contractor is paid monthly progress payments, and the owner applies holdbacks on payments in accordance with governing state or local law.
Typically, on a DBB project the design definition and permitting phases must be completed by the Program before the individual projects can release the detailed design for construction. This sequence leads
to a longer overall delivery schedule, but it also reduces exposing the owner’s capital to risks resulting
from permitting delays or unexpected changes in permit conditions.
Roles in a DBB project are normally very clearly defined. Design and project performance risks lie with the
design team. Construction and scheduling risks lie with the contractor. Operations risk rests with the
owner. However, contractors and operators may not have significant input into the design, which can contribute to change orders. Claims during construction are common, and the requirement for some redesign
during construction exists, typically at the owner’s cost. In addition, design performance or lifecycle responsibility and risk is not typically transferable using DBB delivery.
• Construction Manager/General Contractor (CM/GC): Construction Manager-General Contract (CM-GC) is
also considered a traditional delivery model, albeit an improved approach where an intentional overlap is
created between the engineer and the contractor, allowing the contractor to bring construction insight to
bear as early as practical in the design process. Sometimes referred to as “design-build-light,” this methodology maintains two separate contracts between the owner and the Design and CM/GC firms, similar to
DBB, but encourages collaboration during design to reduce risk once the contractor proceeds to construction in the field.
While in conformance to most traditional procurement processes (where the engineer is selected using
traditional professional services criteria), this method introduces the concept of contractor selection without a hard bid of the construction cost. Instead, contractors are generally selected based on their qualifications in combination with their proposed scope of services and fee for service prior to construction as
well as their fee and overhead costs for construction services. The ultimate construction cost is developed during the design period, typically in an open-book fashion, and ultimately agreed upon as a “guaranteed maximum price” (GMP) or Lump Sum prior to authorizing the start of construction.
While promoting collaboration early in the design process, the formal contract vehicles with separate
agreements between the Owner and Engineer and the Owner and Contractors are essentially unchanged
compared to traditional DBB delivery. During construction delivery, traditional practices for managing contractor change orders, requests for information (RFIs) from the designer, and verification of construction
performance remain unchanged.
Progressive Design-Build: In a progressive design-build (PDB) procurement, a design-builder is selected
based primarily on qualifications and, where local practice dictates, limited pricing information generally
similar to the CM/GC model with an added component of cost for design and preconstruction services
(either in a lump-sum or on a not-to-exceed basis for this early work). As the design-builder develops the
design, a construction cost estimate is progressively developed, often in conjunction with the 30- and 60percent levels of design detail. Once the design is well advanced (beyond 60 percent and often up to 90
percent), a GMP is defined for approval by the owner. If the design-builder and the owner cannot reach
agreement on an acceptable GMP or lump sum, the owner can use the completed design as the basis for
a hard construction bid procurement. In this case, an “off-ramp” occurs and the project becomes more
like a contract DBB, which may impact design ownership.
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Progressive procurements are often preferred when a project lacks definition or final permitting, or when
an owner prefers to remain involved in the design process while leveraging the schedule, collaboration,
and contractual advantages provided by a DB approach. This model is also valuable when regulatory permitting requires well-developed design solutions, or when an owner believes that they can lower cost by
participating in design decisions and in managing risk progressively through the project definition phase.
It is the owner’s responsibility (or its designee’s responsibility) to provide clear and consistent direction to
the design-builder (or designer and contractor)
Fixed Price Design-Build: In a fixed price design-build procurement (FPDB), the RFQ/RFP generally includes a conceptual design as a minimum and a 30 percent design (sometimes referred to as a “bridging” design) as a maximum. Requirements for a performance-based approach are stated as measurable
performance objectives of the completed project rather than the specific approaches or processes the
design-builder should follow to achieve those objectives. Requirements for a prescriptive approach rely on
the pre-design documents as required templates for the design-builder.
A performance-based procurement gives a design-builder the flexibility to propose how they will meet the
owner’s objectives, while requiring proposers to provide a lump sum, fixed price for completion of the project. Alternatively, owners may ask for a “target price” for construction that establishes a not-to-exceed
construction price basis, while allowing the owner to collaborate on and adjust scope during detailed design definition. In this case, the “target” lump sum can be adjusted after award, but only as directed via
owner-approved scope changes. Except for these explicitly approved owner changes, the design-builder
must conform to their originally proposed price. Thus, this option provides some confirmation of a set
price for the project. This model is used to prompt industry’s most innovative and cost-effective solutions
through what is essentially a design competition, typically in combination with a need to accelerate
schedule.

Potential Consequences
Each of the project delivery methods presented vary in their allocation of risk, timing of cost certainty, clarity
in overall project costs, and impacts to overall schedule. These shifts are achieved by re-defining the contractual relationships between the parties to achieve the overall goals for the project. As presented in Figure
1, formal Contractual Relationships (illustrated with the puzzle piece) indicate firm relationship agreements
executed between the given entities; Embedded Relationships (illustrated with the dotted green line) represent the collaborative connections required, but not formally contracted, to make the given model a success.
The advantages and disadvantages of each of these approaches resulting from the re-define contractual relationships is presented in Figure 2, attached. The ultimate selection of delivery methods will result from an
understanding of the City’s primary drivers.
The City has traditionally delivered projects using the DBB approach. A deviation from this approach would
require additional effort to develop procurement documents. While this is feasible, it will require additional
effort to develop procurement documents to support this approach. However, this additional early effort may
be desired as it would allow for the other advantages of either the CM/GC or DB delivery methods.

Recommendation
This DRC briefing is intended to provide background information for the Design Review Committee. During
the December meeting we will establish the key factors for the City in the consideration of delivery methods.
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D/B contractor designs and constructs project
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Variations of DB
•• Progressive
•• Fixed Price

Subcontractors/Suppliers

•• Relatively easy procurement process
•• DB selection is primarily quals-based
•• Owner retains some involvement in design
•• Price is open book and transparent
•• “Off ramp” if GMP can’t be negotiated

PROS

•• One contract
•• Competitive pricing
•• Owner retains some involvement in design
•• Early price certainty

•• Price is not known or guaranteed at initial contract
signing
•• Price is only partially competitive

CONS

99Select Designer to prepare preliminary (10-30%) design
99Competitive procurement of D/B with GMP
99D/B performs final design and constructs project
99T-Rex Model

•• Does not foster design innovation
•• Less choice in selection of final designer

•• DB qualifications are more important than best price
•• Complicated design elements
•• Design details are a priority for the Owner

WORKS BEST WHEN…

•• Complex construction project
•• Construction at an existing facility that must continue to
operate
•• Contractor input to design is critical
•• Low-bid contractor selection is risky

Fixed Price:

PROS

•• Does not eliminate designer- contractor conflicts
•• No significant schedule benefits
•• Later certainty of construction price than DB
•• Owner retains most of performance risk
•• More Owner staff resources required

99Select D/B primarily on qualifications
99D/B prepares 30% design then negotiate GMP
99GMP negotiations are “open book”

CONS

•• Avoids low bid
•• Contractor involved during design
•• Owner retains some involvement in design
•• Earlier certainty of construction price than DBB

Progressive:

WORKS BEST WHEN…

•• Project requires high degree of public oversight
•• Owner desires extensive involvement in design
•• Schedule is not a priority

99Owner selects Engineer and CM/GC based on quals
and other factors
99Engineer designs project
99CM/GC involved during design (constructability, value
engineering, cost estimates)
99Owner and CM/GC negotiate GMP at some point in design
99Subcontractors can be competitively bid

PROS

CONS

•• Owner maintains majority of risk
•• Finger-pointing between designer and contractor
•• Longer schedule
•• Potential for claims and change orders
•• Later certainty of construction $$
•• More Owner staff resources required

Features/Process:

CONS

PROS

•• Owner retains control of design
•• More bidders for construction contracts
•• Independent oversight of construction contractor
•• Traditional/well understood

WORKS BEST WHEN…

99Owner selects Engineer
99Engineer designs project, develops plans/specs, and
evaluates bids
99Construction awarded to lowest responsive, responsible bidder
99Construction monitored by Engineer or CM

WORKS BEST WHEN…

Features/Process:

•• Project elements can be well defined at prelim. design
•• Predominantly a construction project
•• Schedule and early price certainty are high priorities to
Owner

