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RESEARCH QUESTION

STIPULATED SUM/ 
COMPETITIVE 
DESIGN BUILD

PROGRESSIVE 
DESIGN
BUILD

CM AT RISK
(CM/GC)

DESIGN DELIVERY - WHAT REALLY WORKS?

TARGET GROUP: HIGHER EDUCATION PROJECTS
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UNDERSTANDING THE PROJECT DELIVERY TYPES

PROGRESSIVE 
DESIGN
BUILD

CM AT RISK
(GC/CM)

INTEGRATED 
PROJECT 
DELIVERY

(IPD)

SHARED RISK / CONTRACTS

EARLY COLLABORATION

SEPARATE CONTRACTS

LESS COLLABORATION

STIPULATED 
SUM/ 

COMPETITIVE 
DESIGN BUILD

DESIGN-BID-
BUILD (DBB)
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UNDERSTANDING THE PROJECT DELIVERY TYPES

PROGRESSIVE 
DESIGN
BUILD

CM AT RISK
(GC/CM)

STIPULATED 
SUM/ 

COMPETITIVE 
DESIGN BUILD

ARCHITECT

OWNER

CONTRACTOR

ARCHITECT ARCHITECT

OWNER OWNER

CONTRACTOR CONTRACTOR

General Contractor engages 
at the commencement of the 
design process, guaranteeing 

the price at the end of the 
competitive period.

General Contractor engages at 
the commencement of the design 
process, providing constructibility 

and pricing feedback.

Price guarantee typically happens 
at 60% Document Completion

General Contractor engages during the 
design process, providing

Constructibility and pricing feedback.
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TARGET PARTICIPANTS

OWNER/ AGENCY
(HIGHER EDUCATION)

DESIGN
CONSULTANT

GENERAL 
CONTRACTOR

END USER O&M PERSONNEL
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PRELIMINARY INTERVIEWS
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CASE STUDIES

UNIVERSITY OF 
WASHINGTON

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON

HANS ROSLING CENTER FOR 
POPULATION HEALTH

MARINE STUDIES INITIATIVE  BUILDING

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY

MILLER HULL

YGH ARCHITECTS

LEASE CRUTCHER LEWIS

ANDERSEN CONSTRUCTION

CLIENT:

CLIENT:

ARCHITECT:

ARCHITECT:

CONTRACTOR:

CONTRACTOR:OREGON STATE
UNIVERSITY

PROGRESSIVE DESIGN BUILD

CM AT RISK (CM/GC)

IMAGE SOURCE: MILLER HULL

IMAGE SOURCE: YGH ARCHITECTS



10 Azita Footohi  |  ARC Fellowship  |  Mithun  |  Spring 2022

CASE STUDIES - OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY
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SURVEY

KEY GOALS:

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
 - PERSONAL ROLE IN INSTITUTION
 - LOCATION OF PRACTICE
 - EXPERIENCE LEVEL

PRIORITIZING CERTAIN VALUES ACCORDING TO ROLE AND 
DELIVERY METHOD SELECTION:

CAPTURING PERSONAL EXPERIENCE
IN A HIGHER EDUCATION CONTEXT

VALUE ASSESSMENT:
 - TOP 4 GOALS/VALUES CONSIDERED
 - SUCCESS OF DELIVERY METHODS IN THE CONTEXT OF SPECIFIC VALUES
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SURVEY

SURVEY STRATEGIES:

- LIKERT SCALE
- TOP 4 SELECTION
- EXPERIENCE LEVEL
- MULTIPLE CHOICE
- MULTIPLE SELECTION
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SURVEY - RESULTS
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OWNERS
(HIGHER ED.)

ACADEMIA
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SURVEY - RESULTS
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9
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5
  

 
1

SURVEY - RESULTS

CONVERTING LIKERT SCALE TO NUMERICAL VALUES:

  - VERY EFFECTIVE
  - SOMEWHAT EFFECTIVE
  - NEUTRAL / NO IMPACT
  - SOMEWHAT INEFFECTIVE
  - VERY INEFFECTIVE
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SURVEY - ANALYSIS
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SURVEY - ANALYSIS
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1.00

1.50

2.00

2.50

3.00

TDB PDB CMAR

FAMILIARITY WITH DELIVERY METHODS
(BY LOCATION)

Washington Non-Washington

1.00

1.50

2.00

2.50

3.00

TDB PDB CMAR

FAMILIARITY WITH DELIVERY METHODS
(BY PROFESSION)

Des. Consultant Gen. Contractor Owner

SURVEY - ANALYSIS

BY PROFESSION BY LOCATION
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SURVEY - ANALYSIS

VALUE ASSESSMENT IN TERMS OF 11 KEY VALUES:

      1. COST PREDICTABILITY
      2. SHORTER/ EXPEDITED SCHEDULE

      3. ABILITY TO MEET OWNER’S GOALS
      4. TEAM CHEMISTRY
      5. LIFECYCLE VALUE
      6. INNOVATIVE THINKING
      7. INDUSTRY AWARDS
      8. SUSTAINABLE DESIGN
      9. HEALTH & WELLNESS FOR BUILDING OCCUPANTS
      10. AESTHETICS
      11. RESPONDING TO CAMPUS ENVIRONMENT

TRADITIONAL
VALUES

ABSTRACT
VALUES
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1.00

2.00

3.00

4.00

5.00

TDB PDB CMAR

INNOVATIVE THINKING BY PROFESSION

Dec. Con. Gen. Con. Owner
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LIFECYCLE VALUE BY PROFESSION

Dec. Con. Gen. Con. Owner
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TDB PDB CMAR

TEAM CHEMISTRY BY PROFESSION

Dec. Con. Gen. Con. Owner
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4.00

5.00
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ABILITY TO MEET OWNER'S GOALS
BY PROFESSION

Dec. Con. Gen. Con. Owner
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TDB PDB CMAR

SHORTER/EXPEDITED SCHEDULE
BY PROFESSION

Dec. Con. Gen. Con. Owner

1.00
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COST PREDICTABILITY BY PROFESSION

Dec. Con. Gen. Con. Owner

SURVEY - ANALYSIS BY PROFESSION
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1.00

2.00

3.00

4.00

5.00
Cost Predictability

Shorter/ Expedited Schedule

Ability to Meet Owner's Goals

Team Chemistry

Lifecycle Value

Innovative ThinkingIndustry Awards

Sustainable Design

Health and Wellness for Building
Occupants

Aesthetics

Responding to Campus
Environment

DESIGN CONSULTANTS
TDB PDB CMAR

SURVEY - ANALYSIS BY PROFESSION

KEY TAKEAWAYS:

DESIGN CONSULTANTS HAVE A MORE 
COMPLEX TAKE ON THE DELIVERY 
METHODS

ALL TEND TO UNDER-PERFORM IN 
TERMS OF INDUSTRY AWARDS

CONSIDERABLE DIFFERENCES IN 
DELIVERY METHODS SEEN WITH:
 -SHORTER/EXPEDITED
  SCHEDULE
 -ABILITY TO MEET OWNER’S
  GOALS
 -LIFECYCLE VALUE
 -INNOVATIVE THINKING
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1.00

2.00

3.00

4.00

5.00
Cost Predictability

Shorter/ Expedited Schedule

Ability to Meet Owner's Goals

Team Chemistry

Lifecycle Value

Innovative ThinkingIndustry Awards

Sustainable Design

Health and Wellness for Building
Occupants

Aesthetics

Responding to Campus
Environment

GENERAL CONTRACTORS
TDB PDB CMAR

SURVEY - ANALYSIS BY PROFESSION

KEY TAKEAWAYS:

GENERAL CONTRACTORS SENSE 
THAT PDB UNDER-PERFORMS IN 
THE TRADITIONAL VALUES OF COST 
PREDICTABILITY AND SHORTER/
EXPEDITED SCHEDULE

CMAR DOES NOT PERFORM WELL IN 
TERMS OF INNOVATIVE THINKING
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1.00

2.00

3.00

4.00

5.00
Cost Predictability

Shorter/ Expedited Schedule

Ability to Meet Owner's Goals

Team Chemistry

Lifecycle Value

Innovative ThinkingIndustry Awards

Sustainable Design

Health and Wellness for Building
Occupants

Aesthetics

Responding to Campus
Environment

OWNERS
TDB PDB CMAR

SURVEY - ANALYSIS BY PROFESSION

KEY TAKEAWAYS:

OWNERS RESPOND WITH A 
SUBSTANTIAL PREFERENCE TOWARDS 
PDB

CONSIDERABLE DIFFERENCES IN PDB 
AND TDB SEEN WITH:
 -RESPONDING TO
  CAMPUS ENVIRONMENT
 -AESTHETICS
 -LIFECYCLE VALUE
 -TEAM CHEMISTRY
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OWNERS
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GENERAL CONTRACTORS
TDB PDB CMAR

1.00

2.00

3.00

4.00

5.00
Cost Predictability

Shorter/ Expedited Schedule

Ability to Meet Owner's Goals

Team Chemistry

Lifecycle Value
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SURVEY - ANALYSIS BY PROFESSION
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1.00

2.00
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5.00

TDB PDB CMAR

INNOVATIVE THINKING
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SURVEY - ANALYSIS BY LOCATION
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1.00

2.00

3.00

4.00

5.00
Cost Predictability

Shorter/ Expedited Schedule

Ability to Meet Owner's Goals

Team Chemistry

Lifecycle Value

Innovative ThinkingIndustry Awards

Sustainable Design

Health and Wellness for Building
Occupants

Aesthetics

Responding to Campus Environment

WASHINGTON
TDB PDB CMAR

SURVEY - ANALYSIS BY LOCATION

KEY TAKEAWAYS:

WASHINGTONIANS ARE 
GENERALLY MORE OPTIMISTIC 
ABOUT PDB

VALUES THAT ARE MET WELL 
WITH PDB:
 -ABILITY TO MEET
  OWNER’S GOALS
 -TEAM CHEMISTRY
 -LIFECYCLE VALUE
 -INNOVATIVE
  THINKING
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1.00

2.00

3.00

4.00

5.00
Cost Predictability

Shorter/ Expedited Schedule

Ability to Meet Owner's Goals

Team Chemistry

Lifecycle Value

Innovative ThinkingIndustry Awards

Sustainable Design

Health and Wellness for Building
Occupants

Aesthetics

Responding to Campus Environment

NON-WASHINGTON
TDB PDB CMAR

SURVEY - ANALYSIS BY LOCATION

KEY TAKEAWAYS:

NON-WASHINGTONIANS FEEL 
THAT ALL 3 DELIVERY TYPES 
PERFORM MOSTLY SIMILAR

KEY DIFFERENCES SEEN:
 -ABILITY TO MEET
  OWNER’S GOALS
 -TEAM CHEMISTRY
 -LIFECYCLE VALUE
 -INNOVATIVE
  THINKING

LACK OF FAMILIARITY 
COULD PLAY A ROLE IN PDB 
RESPONSE
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SURVEY - ANALYSIS BY LOCATION
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1.00

2.00

3.00

4.00

5.00
Cost Predictability

Shorter/ Expedited Schedule

Ability to Meet Owner's Goals

Team Chemistry

Lifecycle Value

Innovative ThinkingIndustry Awards

Sustainable Design

Health and Wellness for Building
Occupants

Aesthetics

Responding to Campus Environment

AVERAGE ALL
TDB PDB CMAR

SURVEY - ANALYSIS

KEY TAKEAWAYS:

GENERAL OPTIMISM TOWARDS 
PDB

KEY DIFFERENCES SEEN:
 -ABILITY TO MEET
  OWNER’S GOALS
 -TEAM CHEMISTRY
 -LIFECYCLE VALUE
 -INNOVATIVE
  THINKING

TDB A RELIABLE DELIVERY 
METHOD IN TERMS OF 
TRADITIONAL VALUES (COST 
PREDICTABILITY AND SHORTER/
EXPEDITED SCHEDULE)
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DEVELOP A TOOL AS A FINAL PRODUCT:

 - CREATE A DECISION TREE TOOL, BASED ON SURVEY RESULTS, FOR PROFESSIONAL USE
 - DISSEMINATION OF THIS TOOL

NEXT STEPS



REFERENCE
SLIDES



32 Azita Footohi  |  ARC Fellowship  |  Mithun  |  Spring 2022

DESIGN DELIVERY - DESIGN-BID-BUILD

DESIGN

ARCHITECT

BID

General Contractor Architect 
Contractor engages after 
design is complete and 

documented. Estimating by 
others during design.

OWNER

BUILD

CONTRACTOR

SOURCE: LYNN MCBRIDE
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DESIGN DELIVERY - CM AT RISK (CM/GC)

DESIGN

ARCHITECT

BID

General Contractor 
engages during the 

design process, 
providing

Constructibility and 
pricing feedback.

OWNER

BUILD

CONTRACTOR

SOURCE: LYNN MCBRIDE
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DESIGN DELIVERY - STIPULATED SUM / COMPETITIVE DESIGN-BUILD

DESIGN

ARCHITECT

BID

General Contractor 
engages at the 

commencement of 
the design process, 

guaranteeing the 
price at the end of the 

competitive period.

OWNER

BUILD

CONTRACTOR

SOURCE: LYNN MCBRIDE
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DESIGN DELIVERY - PROGRESSIVE DESIGN-BUILD

DESIGN

ARCHITECT

BID

General Contractor 
engages at the 

commencement 
of the design 

process, providing 
constructibility and 
pricing feedback.

Price guarantee typically happens at 
60% Document Completion

OWNER

BUILD

CONTRACTOR

SOURCE: LYNN MCBRIDE
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ASSESSING VALUES

TRADITIONAL 
VALUES

COST

SCHEDULE

DESIGN CONTROLLABILITY

DESIGN SATISFACTION

PROGRAM GOALS

AESTHETICS

MAINTENANCE

ETC.

ABSTRACT
VALUES
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EXAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRE

UW CBE ARC Mithun

The goal of this research is to compare the value delivery of three project delivery methods,
Stipulated Sum/ Competitive Design Build, Progressive Design Build, and CM at Risk/CM GC, in
higher education projects. To achieve this goal, we would like to identify (1) what abstract
values we can use to determine the levels of value delivery in each of the methods; (2) what
criteria would you use when selecting a delivery method for a new project

Introduction

1. Please introduce your organization and your role.
2. What is your experience with each of the three different project delivery methods?

a. Stipulated Sum/ Competitive Design Build
b. Progressive Design Build
c. CM at Risk/CM GC

Project Performance

3. How do you define success in a higher education project?
4. What values are of utmost importance to you during the project delivery process? (e.g.,

cost, schedule, design quality, teamwork, etc.)
5. What abstract values do you use to determine project success of a higher education

project? (e.g., sustainability, aesthetics, maintenance, etc.)
a. How do you measure these (metrics)?
b. How do you measure these from the perspective of users (or any other key

stakeholders)?

Selection Criteria for Project Delivery Method

6. What internal/external factors influence a project delivery method selection for your
institution?

7. What is an optimum project size and typology that best aligns with each of the three
project delivery methods?

8. Does familiarity with a project delivery method affect project success?

Case Study Request

9. Can you provide a case study or two we can use for our research?

Assessing different values:

Traditional:
 - Cost
 - Schedule

Abstract Values:
 - Sustainability
 - Life Cycle Performance
 - Team Chemistry
 - Aesthetics
 - Etc.
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METHODOLOGY

1. LITERATURE REVIEW

SPRINGWINTERFALL

2. INTERVIEWS

3. CASE STUDIES

4. SURVEY

5. DOCUMENT + DISSEMINATE
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PRELIMINARY INTERVIEWS

VARIABLES:

PROJECT PERFORMANCE:
 - DEFINITION OF SUCCESS IN A HIGHER EDUCATION CONTEXT
 - VALUE ASSESSMENT
  - TRADITIONAL (COST + SCHEDULE)
  - ABSTRACT VALUES (E.G. SUSTAINABILITY, AESTHETICS, ETC.)

GAINING A BETTER UNDERSTANDING OF HOW KEY PLAYERS 
IN THE DESIGN PROCESS DEFINE PROJECT SUCCESS:

SELECTION CRITERIA:
 - INTERNAL/EXTERNAL FACTORS FOR DELIVERY METHOD SELECTION
 - OPTIMUM PROJECT SIZE/TYPOLOGY FOR EACH METHOD
 - FAMILIARITY WITH DELIVERY METHOD

UW CBE ARC Mithun

The goal of this research is to compare the value delivery of three project delivery methods,
Stipulated Sum/ Competitive Design Build, Progressive Design Build, and CM at Risk/CM GC, in
higher education projects. To achieve this goal, we would like to identify (1) what abstract
values we can use to determine the levels of value delivery in each of the methods; (2) what
criteria would you use when selecting a delivery method for a new project

Introduction

1. Please introduce your organization and your role.
2. What is your experience with each of the three different project delivery methods?

a. Stipulated Sum/ Competitive Design Build
b. Progressive Design Build
c. CM at Risk/CM GC

Project Performance

3. How do you define success in a higher education project?
4. What values are of utmost importance to you during the project delivery process? (e.g.,

cost, schedule, design quality, teamwork, etc.)
5. What abstract values do you use to determine project success of a higher education

project? (e.g., sustainability, aesthetics, maintenance, etc.)
a. How do you measure these (metrics)?
b. How do you measure these from the perspective of users (or any other key

stakeholders)?

Selection Criteria for Project Delivery Method

6. What internal/external factors influence a project delivery method selection for your
institution?

7. What is an optimum project size and typology that best aligns with each of the three
project delivery methods?

8. Does familiarity with a project delivery method affect project success?

Case Study Request

9. Can you provide a case study or two we can use for our research?
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CASE STUDIES - LEARNING OUTCOMES

IPD-LIKE CONTRACT IS NEW/FOREIGN TO MOST

SITE LIMITATIONS = INNOVATIVE DESIGN 
SOLUTIONS

STRICT TIMELINE DUE TO FUNDING SOURCE

STRICT BUDGET LIMITED PROJECT SCOPE

VERY POSITIVE TEAM ENVIRONMENT

VERY POSITIVE TEAM ENVIRONMENT

COMPLETED AHEAD OF SCHEDULE

PROJECT MET DESIGN REQUIREMENTS

FINISHED UNDER BUDGET

DESIGN RESPONDED APPROPRIATELY 
TO BUDGET LIMITATIONS AND THE 
SURROUNDING CONTEXT OF THE SITE

CHALLENGES:

CHALLENGES:

SUCCESSES:

SUCCESSES:

HANS ROSLING CENTER FOR POPULATION HEALTH - UW

MARINE STUDIES INITIATIVE BUILDING - OSU


