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�-�Y�V�T���K�P�Y�L�J�[���J�V�Z�[���H�U�K���Z�J�O�L�K�\�S�L���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z���[�V���P�U�K�P�Y�L�J�[��
�I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z���V�M���Y�L�K�\�J�L�K���T�H�U�H�N�L�T�L�U�[���P�Z�Z�\�L�Z���H�U�K��
increased innovation, QBS demonstrates a clear 
�I�L�U�L�Ä�[���^�O�L�U���H�W�W�S�P�L�K���H�J�Y�V�Z�Z���H���Z�L�Y�P�L�Z���V�M���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���[�`�W�L�Z��
�H�U�K���N�L�V�N�Y�H�W�O�P�J���Y�L�N�P�V�U�Z��
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continues to provide an advantage in the traditiona l proj-
�L�J�[���T�L�[�Y�P�J�Z���V�M���J�V�Z�[���H�U�K���Z�J�O�L�K�\�S�L�����:�W�L�J�P�Ä�J�H�S�S�`�!

�i��QBS outperforms the national performance in cost 
growth (3 percent growth versus 6 percent growth) 
and in schedule growth (7 percent growth versus 10 
�W�L�Y�J�L�U�[���N�Y�V�^�[�O�������)�H�Z�L�K���V�U���[�O�L���H�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z���V�M���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q-
�L�J�[�Z���P�U���[�O�L���Z�[�\�K� �̀����[�O�L���H�\�[�O�V�Y�Z���J�V�U�J�S�\�K�L���[�O�H�[���[�O�L�Y�L���P�Z��
�H���Z�[�Y�V�U�N���H�Z�Z�V�J�P�H�[�P�V�U���I�L�[�^�L�L�U���[�O�L���\�Z�L���V�M���8�)�:�����[�O�L��
�X�\�H�S�P�[�`���V�M���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U���K�V�J�\�T�L�U�[�Z���K�L�]�L�S�V�W�L�K���I�`��
�[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���[�L�H�T�����H�U�K���[�O�L���Ä�U�H�S���J�V�Z�[���H�U�K���Z�J�O�L�K�\�S�L��
performance.

�i���0�U���H�K�K�P�[�P�V�U���[�V���J�V�Z�[���H�U�K���Z�J�O�L�K�\�S�L���Z�H�]�P�U�N�Z�����^�O�P�S�L���[�O�L�Y�L��
�H�Y�L���Z�W�L�J�P�Ä�J���]�H�S�\�L���H�K�K�L�K���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z���M�Y�V�T���[�O�L���H�W�W�S�P�J�H-
tion of QBS procurement methods to all �W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z�����P�[���P�Z��
�W�H�Y�[�P�J�\�S�H�Y�S�`���L�]�P�K�L�U�[���M�V�Y���J�V�T�W�S�L�_���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z. These are 
�W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���[�O�H�[���J�H�U���L�Z�W�L�J�P�H�S�S�`���I�L�U�L�Ä�[���M�Y�V�T���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L�K��
�H�U�K���Z�[�H�I�S�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���[�L�H�T�Z���J�V�T�W�Y�P�Z�L�K���V�M���O�P�N�O���X�\�H�S�P�[�`��
�W�Y�V�]�P�K�L�Y�Z�����*�V�T�W�S�L�_�P�[�`���J�H�U���L�T�L�Y�N�L���M�Y�V�T���U�\�T�L�Y�V�\�Z��
�W�V�P�U�[�Z���P�U���H���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���P�U�J�S�\�K�P�U�N���J�V�T�T�\�U�P�[�`���L�U�N�H�N�L�T�L�U�[����
�W�V�S�P�[�P�J�H�S���V�Y���Z�V�J�P�H�S���Z�L�U�Z�P�[�P�]�P�[�P�L�Z�����[�L�J�O�U�P�J�H�S���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z���P�U��
�K�L�Z�P�N�U���V�Y���P�U���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U�����V�Y���T�H�U�H�N�L�T�L�U�[���H�U�K���J�V�S�S�H�I-
oration of project participants. 

�i���-�Y�V�T���[�O�L���H�N�L�U�J�`���J�S�P�L�U�[���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�����8�)�:���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z��
�H�J�O�P�L�]�L���H���N�Y�L�H�[�L�Y���K�L�N�Y�L�L���V�M���J�V�U�Z�P�Z�[�L�U�J�`���P�U���[�L�Y�T�Z���V�M��
project success than non-QBS projects. 

�i���-�P�U�H�S�S� �̀����8�)�:���S�L�H�K�Z���[�V���P�U�J�Y�L�H�Z�L�K���P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U���V�U���W�Y�V�Q-
ects. Innovation is a cornerstone of advancing proj ect 
solutions and developing better solutions for clien ts. 
�0�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U���J�H�U���V�J�J�\�Y���V�U���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���V�M���H�U�`���Z�P�a�L���V�Y���P�U���H�U�`��
�Z�L�J�[�V�Y�����;�O�P�Z���Z�[�\�K�`���M�V�\�U�K���[�O�H�[���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���P�U�J�V�Y�W�V�Y�H�[�P�U�N��
QBS have a greater likelihood of producing innovati ve 
�Z�V�S�\�[�P�V�U�Z�����;�O�P�Z���P�Z���V�M�[�L�U���I�H�Z�L�K���V�U���Ä�Y�T�Z���O�H�]�P�U�N���N�Y�L�H�[�L�Y��
�V�W�W�V�Y�[�\�U�P�[�P�L�Z���[�V���L�_�W�S�V�Y�L���P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U�Z���H�U�K���J�V�S�S�H�I�V-
rations when cost is not the driving factor in desi gn 
team selection.

�0�U���Z�\�T�T�H�Y� �̀����T�V�Y�L���[�O�H�U���H���K�L�J�H�K�L���H�M�[�L�Y���[�O�L���V�Y�P�N�P�U�H�S���Z�[�\�K� �̀����[�O�L��
�H�\�[�O�V�Y�Z���V�U�J�L���H�N�H�P�U���M�V�\�U�K���[�O�H�[���8�)�:���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L�Z���K�P�Y�L�J�[���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z��
in both the design and construction phases of proje cts. 
�-�Y�V�T���K�P�Y�L�J�[���J�V�Z�[���H�U�K���Z�J�O�L�K�\�S�L���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z���[�V���P�U�K�P�Y�L�J�[���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z��
�V�M���Y�L�K�\�J�L�K���T�H�U�H�N�L�T�L�U�[���P�Z�Z�\�L�Z���H�U�K���P�U�J�Y�L�H�Z�L�K���P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U����
�8�)�:���K�L�T�V�U�Z�[�Y�H�[�L�Z���H���J�S�L�H�Y���I�L�U�L�Ä�[���^�O�L�U���H�W�W�S�P�L�K���H�J�Y�V�Z�Z���H��
�Z�L�Y�P�L�Z���V�M���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���[�`�W�L�Z���H�U�K���N�L�V�N�Y�H�W�O�P�J���Y�L�N�P�V�U�Z��

�,�_�L�J�\�[�P�]�L���:�\�T�T�H�Y�`
The federal government and most states use a compet i-
�[�P�]�L���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���W�Y�V�J�L�Z�Z���R�U�V�^�U���H�Z���¸�8�\�H�S�P�Ä�J�H�[�P�V�U�Z���)�H�Z�L�K��
Selection” (QBS) to acquire architectural and engin eering 
���(���,�����Z�L�Y�]�P�J�L�Z���V�U���W�\�I�S�P�J���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z�����^�O�L�Y�L���Ä�Y�T�Z���J�V�T�W�L�[�L��
�M�V�Y���^�V�Y�R���I�H�Z�L�K���V�U���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���H�U�K���[�L�J�O�U�P�J�H�S���L�_�W�L�Y�[�P�Z�L����
�Y�H�[�O�L�Y���[�O�H�U���Z�\�I�T�P�[�[�P�U�N���[�O�L���J�O�L�H�W�L�Z�[���I�P�K�����(�M�[�L�Y���Ä�Y�T�Z���H�Y�L��
�L�]�H�S�\�H�[�L�K���H�U�K���Z�O�V�Y�[�S�P�Z�[�L�K���I�H�Z�L�K���V�U���[�O�L�P�Y���X�\�H�S�P�Ä�J�H�[�P�V�U�Z����
�[�O�L���[�V�W���Y�H�U�R�L�K���Ä�Y�T���P�Z���Z�L�S�L�J�[�L�K���M�V�Y���W�Y�P�J�L���U�L�N�V�[�P�H�[�P�V�U�Z�����H�U�K��
a fair and reasonable price is reached based on a detailed 
scope of the project. If an agreement on price cann ot 
�I�L���Y�L�H�J�O�L�K���^�P�[�O���[�O�L���T�V�Z�[���X�\�H�S�P�Ä�L�K���Ä�Y�T�����U�L�N�V�[�P�H�[�P�V�U�Z��
�J�V�T�T�L�U�J�L���^�P�[�O���[�O�L���Z�L�J�V�U�K���T�V�Z�[���X�\�H�S�P�Ä�L�K���Ä�Y�T�����0�U���T�V�Z�[��
�J�H�Z�L�Z�����[�O�L���[�V�W���Y�H�U�R�L�K���Ä�Y�T���P�Z���Z�L�S�L�J�[�L�K���H�[���H���W�Y�P�J�L���[�O�H�[���Ä�[�Z��
the client’s budget.  

�*�O�P�U�V�^�Z�R�`���H�U�K���2�P�U�N�Z�S�L�`���W�\�I�S�P�Z�O�L�K���[�O�L���P�U�P�[�P�H�S���Z�[�\�K�`���V�M��
�8�)�:���P�U�������������[�V���L�_�H�T�P�U�L���^�O�L�[�O�L�Y���H�U�K���O�V�^���[�O�P�Z���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L-
�T�L�U�[���W�Y�V�J�L�Z�Z���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z���H�N�L�U�J�`���J�S�P�L�U�[�Z���H�U�K���[�O�L���W�\�I�S�P�J����
�-�Y�V�T���H���X�\�H�U�[�P�[�H�[�P�]�L���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�����[�O�L�P�Y���L�_�H�T�P�U�H�[�P�V�U���V�M���W�Y�V�Q-
�L�J�[���K�H�[�H���M�V�\�U�K���[�O�H�[���\�Z�P�U�N���8�)�:���Z�H�]�L�Z���T�V�U�L� �̀����H�J�O�P�L�]�P�U�N��
better performance in terms of lower construction c osts 
and lower schedule growth compared to national aver -
�H�N�L�Z�����;�O�L���Z�[�\�K�`���H�S�Z�V���M�V�\�U�K���[�O�H�[���[�O�L���\�Z�L���V�M���8�)�:���Y�L�Z�\�S�[�L�K��
�P�U���J�V�U�Z�P�Z�[�L�U�[�S�`���O�P�N�O���S�L�]�L�S�Z���V�M���J�S�P�L�U�[���Z�H�[�P�Z�M�H�J�[�P�V�U���P�U���[�L�Y�T�Z���V�M��
�W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z�����H�Z���^�L�S�S���H�Z���I�L�[�[�L�Y���Y�P�Z�R���T�H�U�H�N�L�T�L�U�[���P�U���[�O�L��
�J�V�U�[�L�_�[���V�M���J�V�T�W�S�L�_���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z������

�;�V�K�H� �̀����H���K�L�J�H�K�L���S�H�[�L�Y�����8�)�:���Y�L�T�H�P�U�Z���[�O�L���N�L�U�L�Y�H�S���S�H�^���V�M���[�O�L��
land in terms of procuring design services. Notwith standing 
�[�O�L���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z���V�M���8�)�:���[�O�H�[���^�L�Y�L���P�U�K�P�J�H�[�L�K���I�`���[�O�L�������������Z�[�\�K� �̀���
�H�Z���^�L�S�S���H�Z���W�Y�P�V�Y���H�U�K���Z�\�I�Z�L�X�\�L�U�[���Y�L�Z�L�H�Y�J�O���S�P�[�L�Y�H�[�\�Y�L�����M�H�J�[�V�Y�Z��
�P�U�J�S�\�K�P�U�N���[�O�L���Y�L�K�\�J�[�P�V�U���P�U���[�Y�H�P�U�L�K���Z�[�H�H���P�U���Z�T�H�S�S�L�Y���Q�\�Y�P�Z�K�P�J-
�[�P�V�U�Z�����[�O�L���S�H�J�R���V�M���L�K�\�J�H�[�P�V�U���V�U���H�W�W�Y�V�W�Y�P�H�[�L���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[��
�W�V�S�P�J� �̀����H�U�K���T�P�Z�W�L�Y�J�L�W�[�P�V�U�Z���K�\�L���[�V���J�V�U�M�\�Z�P�U�N���T�H�Y�R�L�[�P�U�N��
�J�H�T�W�H�P�N�U�Z���I�`���H�S�[�L�Y�U�H�[�P�]�L���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���N�Y�V�\�W�Z�����O�H�]�L���S�L�K���[�V��
questions once again arising as to the advantages o f QBS. 
�0�U���[�O�P�Z���Z�[�\�K� �̀����[�O�L���H�\�[�O�V�Y�Z���H�K�K�Y�L�Z�Z���[�O�L�Z�L���X�\�L�Z�[�P�V�U�Z���[�O�Y�V�\�N�O���H��
�U�H�[�P�V�U�H�S���H�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z���V�M���[�O�L���Z�[�H�[�L���V�M���8�)�:���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[�����[�O�L���W�L�Y-
formance of both QBS and non-QBS projects from a po pu-
�S�H�[�P�V�U���V�M���������W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z�����H�U�K���H���Z�L�Y�P�L�Z���V�M���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���J�H�Z�L���Z�[�\�K�P�L�Z��

�(�U���P�U�P�[�P�H�S���V�I�Q�L�J�[�P�]�L���V�M���[�O�L���J�\�Y�Y�L�U�[���Z�[�\�K�`���^�H�Z���[�V���K�L�[�L�Y�T�P�U�L��
�^�O�L�[�O�L�Y���[�O�L���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z���V�M���8�)�:���P�U���[�L�Y�T�Z���V�M���J�V�Z�[���Z�H�]�P�U�N�Z���H�U�K��
�I�L�[�[�L�Y���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���K�L�S�P�]�L�Y�`���P�K�L�U�[�P�Ä�L�K���W�Y�L�]�P�V�\�Z�S�`���^�L�Y�L���W�Y�L�Z�L�U�[��
�[�V�K�H� �̀����;�V���[�O�P�Z���V�I�Q�L�J�[�P�]�L�����[�O�L���V�]�L�Y�H�S�S���J�V�U�J�S�\�Z�P�V�U���P�Z���[�O�H�[���8�)�:��
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Introduction
�*�O�P�U�V�^�Z�R�`���H�U�K���2�P�U�N�Z�S�L�`���W�\�I�S�P�Z�O�L�K���[�O�L���P�U�P�[�P�H�S���Z�[�\�K�`���V�M��
�8�\�H�S�P�Ä�J�H�[�P�V�U�Z���)�H�Z�L�K���:�L�S�L�J�[�P�V�U�����8�)�:�����P�U���������������;�V�K�H� �̀���
�T�V�Y�L���[�O�H�U���H���K�L�J�H�K�L���S�H�[�L�Y�����8�)�:���Y�L�T�H�P�U�Z���[�O�L���N�L�U�L�Y�H�S���S�H�^��
of the land in terms of procuring design services. QBS 
continues to provide clear advantages in terms of t he 
�X�\�H�S�P�[�`���V�M���W�Y�V�K�\�J�[���W�Y�V�K�\�J�L�K�����[�O�L���Y�L�K�\�J�[�P�V�U�Z���P�U���J�V�Z�[���H�U�K��
�Z�J�O�L�K�\�S�L���K�L�S�H�`�Z���K�\�L���[�V���W�V�V�Y���K�V�J�\�T�L�U�[�Z�����H�U�K���[�O�L���I�L�U�L-
�Ä�[�Z���V�M���P�U�J�Y�L�H�Z�L�K���P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U���H�U�K���N�L�U�L�Y�H�S���Z�H�[�P�Z�M�H�J�[�P�V�U���^�P�[�O��
�[�O�L���Ä�U�H�S���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�����/�V�^�L�]�L�Y�����U�V�[�^�P�[�O�Z�[�H�U�K�P�U�N���[�O�L���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z��
�V�M���8�)�:���[�O�H�[���^�L�Y�L���P�U�K�P�J�H�[�L�K���I�`���[�O�L�������������Z�[�\�K� �̀����H�Z���^�L�S�S���H�Z��
�W�Y�P�V�Y���H�U�K���Z�\�I�Z�L�X�\�L�U�[���Y�L�Z�L�H�Y�J�O���S�P�[�L�Y�H�[�\�Y�L�����M�H�J�[�V�Y�Z���P�U�J�S�\�K�P�U�N��
�[�O�L���Y�L�K�\�J�[�P�V�U���P�U���[�Y�H�P�U�L�K���Z�[�H�H���P�U���Z�T�H�S�S�L�Y���Q�\�Y�P�Z�K�P�J�[�P�V�U�Z�����[�O�L��
�S�H�J�R���V�M���L�K�\�J�H�[�P�V�U���V�U���H�W�W�Y�V�W�Y�P�H�[�L���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���W�V�S�P�J� �̀����H�U�K��
misperceptions due to confusing marketing campaigns  
�I�`���H�S�[�L�Y�U�H�[�P�]�L���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���N�Y�V�\�W�Z�����O�H�]�L���S�L�K���[�V���X�\�L�Z�[�P�V�U�Z��
�V�U�J�L���H�N�H�P�U���H�Y�P�Z�P�U�N���H�Z���[�V���[�O�L���H�W�W�S�P�J�H�I�P�S�P�[�`���V�M���8�)�:�����[�O�L��
�H�W�W�Y�V�W�Y�P�H�[�L�U�L�Z�Z���V�M���8�)�:�����H�U�K���[�O�L���W�V�S�P�J�`���L�U�M�V�Y�J�L�T�L�U�[���V�M��
�8�)�:�����;�O�P�Z���P�Z���[�O�L���T�H�P�U���K�P�H�L�Y�L�U�J�L���I�L�[�^�L�L�U���[�O�L���J�V�U�[�L�_�[���V�M��
�[�O�L���V�Y�P�N�P�U�H�S���Z�[�\�K�`���H�U�K���[�O�L���J�V�U�[�L�_�[���M�V�Y���[�O�L���J�\�Y�Y�L�U�[���Z�[�\�K� �̀���
�>�O�L�Y�L�H�Z���[�O�L���V�Y�P�N�P�U�H�S���Z�[�\�K�`���L�T�W�O�H�Z�P�a�L�K���H�U���P�U�[�Y�V�K�\�J�[�P�V�U��
�[�V���[�O�L���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z���V�M���8�)�:�����[�O�L���J�\�Y�Y�L�U�[���Z�[�\�K�`���Y�L�P�U�M�V�Y�J�L�Z���[�O�L��
�U�L�L�K���[�V���L�K�\�J�H�[�L���H���Z�L�N�T�L�U�[���V�M���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���V�I�J�P�H�S�Z���V�U��
�W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���W�V�S�P�J�`���H�U�K���[�O�L���V�]�L�Y�H�S�S���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z���V�M���8�)�:���M�V�Y��
the procurement of design services. It is not a que stion of 
�^�O�L�[�O�L�Y���8�)�:���P�Z���Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L�K�����[�O�H�[���P�Z���H�U�Z�^�L�Y�L�K���I�`���Z�[�H�[�L���H�U�K��
�M�L�K�L�Y�H�S���S�H� �̂����9�H�[�O�L�Y�����[�O�L�Z�L���H�Y�L���X�\�L�Z�[�P�V�U�Z���V�M���O�V�^���[�O�L���S�L�N�H�S��
�Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L�T�L�U�[�Z���H�Y�L���M�V�S�S�V�^�L�K���P�U���W�Y�H�J�[�P�J�L���H�U�K���[�V���^�O�H�[���L�_�[�L�U�[��
�[�O�L�`���L�H�L�J�[�P�]�L�S�`���N�V�]�L�Y�U���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z�����(�Z���Z�\�J�O�����[�O�L���X�\�L�Z�[�P�V�U�Z��
�Z�\�Y�Y�V�\�U�K�P�U�N���8�)�:���L�_�[�L�U�K���I�L�`�V�U�K���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z���T�L�H-
�Z�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[�Z���[�V���X�\�L�Z�[�P�V�U�Z���V�M���W�V�S�P�J�`���H�U�K���N�V�]�L�Y�U�H�U�J�L��

�0�U���[�O�P�Z���\�W�K�H�[�L���[�V���[�O�L���V�Y�P�N�P�U�H�S���Z�[�\�K� �̀����^�L���Y�L�]�P�Z�P�[���X�\�L�Z�[�P�V�U�Z��
of project performance and project metrics resulting 
from the use of QBS for the procurement of design 
�Z�L�Y�]�P�J�L�Z�����/�V�^�L�]�L�Y�����^�L���H�S�Z�V���K�L�S�]�L���P�U�[�V���[�O�L���N�V�]�L�Y�U�H�U�J�L��
issues surrounding QBS procurement. In this critical 
�H�K�K�P�[�P�V�U�����[�O�L���H�\�[�O�V�Y�Z���H�K�K�Y�L�Z�Z���[�O�L���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z���M�H�J�P�U�N��
�W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���V�^�U�L�Y���V�Y�N�H�U�P�a�H�[�P�V�U�Z���H�Z���[�O�L�`���Z�L�S�L�J�[���H�U�K���P�T�W�S�L-
�T�L�U�[���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���W�Y�V�J�L�Z�Z�L�Z���M�V�Y���P�U�J�Y�L�H�Z�P�U�N�S�`���J�V�T�W�S�L�_��
�W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z�����-�Y�V�T���[�O�P�Z���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�����[�O�L���Z�[�\�K�`���H�K�K�Y�L�Z�Z�L�Z���[�O�L��
�X�\�L�Z�[�P�V�U�Z���V�M���^�O�`���H�U�K���^�O�L�U���8�)�:���P�Z���H�K�]�H�U�[�H�N�L�V�\�Z���^�P�[�O��
�H���U�L�^���L�T�W�O�H�Z�P�Z���V�U���[�O�L���J�V�T�W�S�L�_�P�[�P�L�Z���[�O�H�[���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���M�H�J�L��
from political and social issues.

To answer the central research question of whether QBS’ 
status as the preferred procurement method for desi gn 
�Z�L�Y�]�P�J�L�Z���P�Z���I�L�P�U�N���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�K�����H���Z�L�[���V�M���R�L�`���V�I�Q�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z���^�L�Y�L��
�L�Z�[�H�I�S�P�Z�O�L�K���M�V�Y���H���K�H�[�H���M�V�J�\�Z�L�K���Z�[�\�K�`���[�V���K�L�[�L�Y�T�P�U�L���[�O�L��

state of QBS procurement. Consistent with the origi nal 
�Z�[�\�K� �̀����[�O�L���R�L�`���V�I�Q�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z���M�V�Y���[�O�P�Z���Z�[�\�K�`���^�L�Y�L���L�Z�[�H�I�S�P�Z�O�L�K��
�H�Z���M�V�S�S�V�^�Z�!

�i��Provide an updated review of the research and pro ��
fessional literature on QBS ���¶���6�]�L�Y���[�O�L���W�H�Z�[���������`�L�H�Y�Z����
there have been new contributions to the research 
literature focused on QBS policies and procurement 
practices. An update of the literature review provi des 
a focus on procurement research developments over 
the last decade. 

�i��Provide a quantitative or descriptive analysis of Q BS 
– Much of the previous research on QBS procurement 
�O�H�Z���I�L�L�U���H�U�H�S�`�a�L�K���M�Y�V�T���H���X�\�H�S�P�[�H�[�P�]�L���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�����H�U�K��
�[�O�P�Z���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L���H�S�V�U�L���P�Z���U�V�[���Z�\�I�J�P�L�U�[���[�V���K�L�M�L�U�K���H���W�Y�V-
�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���W�Y�H�J�[�P�J�L�����;�O�L�Y�L�M�V�Y�L�����[�O�P�Z���Z�[�\�K�`���H�S�Z�V���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L�Z��
a quantitative perspective on QBS practices.

�i��Provide a QBS case study perspective ���¶���8�)�:���H�H�L�J�[�Z��
�I�V�[�O���W�V�S�P�J�`���H�U�K���W�Y�V�J�L�K�\�Y�L���^�P�[�O�P�U���H���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���V�^�U�L�Y��
�V�Y�N�H�U�P�a�H�[�P�V�U�����H�U�K���P�[�Z���Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z���U�L�L�K�Z���[�V���I�L���L�_�H�T�P�U�L�K��
to obtain data on how the process works and where 
�[�O�L���J�Y�P�[�P�J�H�S���I�H�Y�Y�P�L�Y�Z���V�Y���V�W�W�V�Y�[�\�U�P�[�P�L�Z���L�_�P�Z�[�����(���Z�L�[���V�M���J�H�Z�L��
�Z�[�\�K�P�L�Z���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L�Z���H�U���P�U���K�L�W�[�O���H�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z���V�M���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[��
�P�U���H���J�Y�V�Z�Z���Z�L�J�[�P�V�U���V�M���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���[�`�W�L�Z��

 
�;�O�L�Z�L���V�I�Q�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L���[�O�L���J�V�U�[�L�_�[���Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L�K���[�V���H�U�Z�^�L�Y��
�R�L�`���Y�L�Z�L�H�Y�J�O���X�\�L�Z�[�P�V�U�Z�����P�U�J�S�\�K�P�U�N���[�O�L���M�V�S�S�V�^�P�U�N�!

�i��What is the impact of QBS on short-term and long-
term project costs?

�i���/�V�^���K�V�L�Z���[�O�L���]�H�S�\�L���[�O�H�[���8�)�:���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L�Z���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���V�^�U�L�Y�Z��
compare with alternative contracting methods such a s 
design-build or value-based procurement?

�i���+�V�L�Z���H���J�V�U�U�L�J�[�P�V�U���L�_�P�Z�[���I�L�[�^�L�L�U���[�O�L���\�Z�L���V�M���8�)�:���H�U�K��
�[�O�L���X�\�H�S�P�[�`���V�M���[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���V�\�[�W�\�[�&

�i���+�V�L�Z���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���[�`�W�L���O�H�]�L���H�U���P�T�W�H�J�[���V�U���[�O�L���Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z���V�M��
QBS?

�i��What role do owner policies and processes have in 
�8�)�:���Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z�&���(�Y�L���[�O�L�Y�L���P�U�[�L�Y�H�J�[�P�V�U���L�H�L�J�[�Z���I�L�[�^�L�L�U��
�M�L�K�L�Y�H�S�����Z�[�H�[�L�����H�U�K���S�V�J�H�S���W�V�S�P�J�P�L�Z���[�O�H�[���H�Y�L���P�U�Å�\�L�U�J�P�U�N��
QBS processes and procedures?

�i��What is the relationship between risk and design co sts 
and QBS?  

�i���>�O�H�[���P�Z���[�O�L���Y�L�S�H�[�P�V�U�Z�O�P�W���I�L�[�^�L�L�U���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���J�V�T�W�S�L�_�P�[�`��
and QBS?
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Introduction

�;�O�L�Z�L���V�I�Q�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z���^�P�S�S���H�S�S�V�^���\�Z���[�V���L�_�W�H�U�K���V�U���[�O�L���W�Y�L�]�P-
ous QBS studies that have been undertaken to date. 
�:�W�L�J�P�Ä�J�H�S�S� �̀����V�S�K�L�Y���Z�[�\�K�P�L�Z�����Z�\�J�O���H�Z���I�`���*�O�Y�P�Z�[�V�K�V�S�V�\������������������
were limited in terms of geographic scope and proje ct 
�[�`�W�L�����(�S�[�O�V�\�N�O���[�O�L���K�H�[�H���V�I�[�H�P�U�L�K���M�Y�V�T���[�O�L�Z�L���Z�[�\�K�P�L�Z��
validated the use of QBS in the limited sample fram es and 
�J�V�U�[�L�_�[���V�M���[�O�L���Z�[�\�K�P�L�Z�����[�O�L�Z�L���P�U�]�L�Z�[�P�N�H�[�P�V�U�Z���^�L�Y�L���S�P�T�P�[�L�K���P�U��
�[�L�Y�T�Z���V�M���[�O�L���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z���S�P�Z�[�L�K���H�I�V�]�L�����0�U���Y�L�Z�W�V�U�Z�L�����[�O�L��
�P�U�[�L�U�[���V�M���[�O�L���J�\�Y�Y�L�U�[���Z�[�\�K�`���P�Z���[�V���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L���H�U���H�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z���V�M���8�)�:��
from multiple perspectives and success measures.  

�4�L�[�O�V�K�V�S�V�N�`
�;�O�L���Y�L�Z�L�H�Y�J�O���T�L�[�O�V�K�V�S�V�N�`���M�V�Y���[�O�P�Z���Z�[�\�K�`���M�V�S�S�V�^�Z���[�O�H�[��
�L�Z�[�H�I�S�P�Z�O�L�K���M�V�Y���[�O�L�������������Z�[�\�K� �̀����:�W�L�J�P�Ä�J�H�S�S� �̀����H���T�\�S�[�P�� 
�K�P�T�L�U�Z�P�V�U�H�S���Z�[�\�K�`���^�H�Z���\�U�K�L�Y�[�H�R�L�U���I�H�Z�L�K���V�U���[�O�Y�L�L���W�L�Y-
�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z���[�O�H�[���L�_�[�L�U�K���[�O�L���H�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z���V�M���8�)�:���I�L�`�V�U�K���Z�P�T�W�S�`��
�H���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���W�Y�V�J�L�Z�Z�����0�U���[�O�P�Z���L�_�W�H�U�K�L�K���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L����
�H���W�V�S�P�J�`���W�Y�V�J�L�Z�Z���W�Y�V�J�L�K�\�Y�L�����7�7�7�����Z�L�[���V�M���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z��
�^�L�Y�L���H�K�V�W�[�L�K���H�Z���M�V�S�S�V�^�Z�!��

�i Policy �¶���8�)�:���P�Z���H���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���W�V�S�P�J�`���[�O�H�[���P�Z���M�V�S�S�V�^�L�K��
�I�`���W�\�I�S�P�J���H�N�L�U�J�P�L�Z�����;�O�L���Ä�Y�Z�[���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L���[�V���H�U�H�S�`�a�L��
�[�O�L���L�H�L�J�[�P�]�L�U�L�Z�Z���V�M���8�)�:���P�Z���^�O�L�[�O�L�Y���8�)�:���P�Z���T�L�L�[�P�U�N��
�[�O�L���Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L�T�L�U�[�Z���V�M���[�O�L���)�Y�V�V�R�Z���(�J�[�����H�Z���^�L�S�S���H�Z���[�O�L��
�W�V�S�P�J�`���N�V�H�S�Z���V�M���H�N�L�U�J�P�L�Z�����P�U�J�S�\�K�P�U�N���S�P�M�L���J�`�J�S�L���J�V�Z�[�Z����
�T�L�L�[�P�U�N���X�\�H�S�P�[�`���L�_�W�L�J�[�H�[�P�V�U�Z�����H�U�K���T�L�L�[�P�U�N���Z�V�J�P�L�[�H�S��
needs.

�i Process �¶���8�)�:���P�Z���H���W�Y�V�J�L�Z�Z���[�O�H�[���P�Z���M�V�S�S�V�^�L�K���I�`���W�Y�V-
�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���V�I�J�L�Y�Z���H�U�K���I�\�Z�P�U�L�Z�Z���K�L�]�L�S�V�W�T�L�U�[���T�H�U-
�H�N�L�Y�Z�����-�Y�V�T���[�O�P�Z���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�����8�)�:���T�\�Z�[���I�L���H�U�H�S�`�a�L�K��
�[�V���K�L�[�L�Y�T�P�U�L���[�O�L���P�T�W�H�J�[���V�M���W�Y�V�I�S�L�T���K�L�Ä�U�P�[�P�V�U�����H�K�T�P�U-
�P�Z�[�Y�H�[�P�]�L���V�]�L�Y�Z�P�N�O�[�����H�U�K���J�V�U�Z�P�Z�[�L�U�J�`���V�U���K�L�Z�P�N�U���J�V�Z�[�Z����
�W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���Y�P�Z�R���M�H�J�[�V�Y�Z�����H�U�K���S�P�M�L���J�`�J�S�L���L�H�L�J�[�P�]�L�U�L�Z�Z��

�i Procedure �¶���8�)�:���P�Z���H���W�Y�V�J�L�K�\�Y�L���[�O�H�[���P�Z���M�V�S�S�V�^�L�K���I�`��
�P�U�K�P�]�P�K�\�H�S���Ä�Y�T�Z���[�V���Z�\�I�T�P�[���W�Y�V�W�V�Z�H�S�Z���H�U�K���X�\�H�S�P�Ä�J�H�[�P�V�U�Z��
�[�V���W�\�I�S�P�J���H�N�L�U�J�P�L�Z���H�U�K���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���V�I�J�L�Y�Z�����-�Y�V�T��
�[�O�P�Z���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�����8�)�:���T�\�Z�[���I�L���H�U�H�S�`�a�L�K���P�U���[�L�Y�T�Z���V�M��
�W�Y�H�N�T�H�[�P�J���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z�����P�U�J�S�\�K�P�U�N���K�L�Z�P�N�U���M�L�L���S�L�]�L�Y�H�N�L�����M�L�L��
�]�Z�����[�V�[�H�S���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���J�V�Z�[�Z�����M�L�L���]�Z�����S�P�M�L���J�`�J�S�L���J�V�Z�[�Z�����H�U�K���M�L�L��
vs. project risk factors.

This triad of perspectives provides a broader pictu re of 
the QBS procurement process and the interrelationsh ips 
�I�L�[�^�L�L�U���[�O�L���J�V�U�[�Y�H�J�[�P�U�N���H�N�L�U�J�`���H�U�K���[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���Ä�Y�T�Z��

�8�)�:���7�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z
�;�O�L���Ä�Y�Z�[���J�V�T�W�V�U�L�U�[���V�M���P�T�W�S�L�T�L�U�[�H�[�P�V�U���M�V�Y���[�O�L���T�\�S�[�P���W�L�Y-
spective approach required input from consulting en gi-
neering association state directors to obtain insig hts into 
�[�O�L���^�H�`���8�)�:���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���^�H�Z���I�L�P�U�N���P�T�W�S�L�T�L�U�[�L�K���^�P�[�O�P�U��
�[�O�L�P�Y���Z�[�H�[�L�Z�����(���Z�\�Y�]�L�`���[�V�V�S���^�H�Z���K�L�W�S�V�`�L�K���[�V���L�H�J�O���Z�[�H�[�L���[�V��
�V�I�[�H�P�U���[�O�L�Z�L���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z�����;�O�L���Z�\�Y�]�L� �̀����H�Z���K�L�[�H�P�S�L�K���P�U���[�O�L��
�M�V�S�S�V�^�P�U�N���J�O�H�W�[�L�Y�Z�����L�T�W�O�H�Z�P�a�L�K���W�V�S�P�J�`���H�U�K���N�V�]�L�Y�U�H�U�J�L���P�U��
�Y�L�Z�W�V�U�Z�L���[�V���[�O�L���Ä�Y�Z�[���S�L�N���V�M���[�O�L���[�Y�P�H�K�����W�V�S�P�J� �̀����;�O�L���Y�L�Z�W�V�U�Z�L�Z��
from each state were compiled to provide a foundati on 
�[�V���Y�L�]�L�H�S���O�V� �̂����^�O�L�Y�L�����H�U�K���^�O�L�U���8�)�:���P�Z���I�L�P�U�N���\�Z�L�K���V�U���H��
national basis.

�7�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���7�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���7�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z
�;�O�L���Z�L�J�V�U�K���J�V�T�W�V�U�L�U�[���^�P�[�O�P�U���[�O�L���V�]�L�Y�H�S�S���Z�[�\�K�`���^�H�Z��
obtaining perspectives of QBS at a project level. F or this 
�M�V�J�\�Z�����H���Z�\�Y�]�L�`���[�V�V�S���^�H�Z���K�L�W�S�V�`�L�K���[�V���H���J�Y�V�Z�Z���Z�L�J�[�P�V�U���V�M��
project participants based on project nominations s ub-
�T�P�[�[�L�K���I�`���L�U�N�P�U�L�L�Y�P�U�N���Ä�Y�T�Z�����7�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���J�Y�V�Z�Z�P�U�N���Z�L�J�[�V�Y�H�S��
�I�V�\�U�K�H�Y�P�L�Z�����N�L�V�N�Y�H�W�O�P�J���I�V�\�U�K�H�Y�P�L�Z�����H�Z���^�L�S�S���H�Z���K�P�H�L�Y�L�U�J�L�Z��
�P�U���Z�P�a�L���H�U�K���Z�J�V�W�L���^�L�Y�L���P�U�J�S�\�K�L�K���P�U���[�O�L���Ä�U�H�S���W�V�W�\�S�H�[�P�V�U��
from the overall set of project nominations. As det ailed 
�S�H�[�L�Y���P�U���[�O�L���Z�[�\�K� �̀����L�H�J�O���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���^�H�Z���X�\�L�Y�P�L�K���M�V�Y���Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z��
�T�L�[�Y�P�J�Z�����Z�J�V�W�L���J�O�H�Y�H�J�[�L�Y�P�Z�[�P�J�Z�����H�U�K���W�H�Y�[�P�J�P�W�H�U�[���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J-
tives. The compilation of this data provided input to the 
questions of QBS process and procedure.

�7�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���7�H�Y�[�P�J�P�W�H�U�[���7�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z
�;�O�L���Ä�U�H�S���J�V�T�W�V�U�L�U�[���V�M���[�O�L���L�H�V�Y�[���M�V�J�\�Z�L�K���V�U���V�I�[�H�P�U�P�U�N��
deeper perspectives into a cross-section of project s 
through case studies. The case studies entailed int er-
views with project participants encompassing questi ons 
�Y�L�S�H�[�P�U�N���[�V���H�S�S���[�O�Y�L�L���L�S�L�T�L�U�[�Z���V�M���[�O�L���Z�[�\�K�`���[�Y�P�H�K�����;�O�L��
�P�U�[�L�U�[���I�L�P�U�N���[�V���L�_�[�Y�H�J�[���[�O�L���\�U�K�L�Y�S�`�P�U�N���Y�L�H�Z�V�U�Z���I�L�O�P�U�K���[�O�L��
answers that were provided in the project nominatio n 
�M�V�Y�T�����,�H�J�O���W�H�Y�[�P�J�P�W�H�U�[���^�H�Z���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L�K���^�P�[�O���[�O�L���V�W�W�V�Y�[�\�U�P�[�`��
�[�V���N�V���P�U�[�V���K�L�W�[�O���V�U���H�U�`���V�M���[�O�L���[�V�W�P�J�Z���H�U�K���[�O�\�Z���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L���H��
�N�Y�L�H�[�L�Y���\�U�K�L�Y�Z�[�H�U�K�P�U�N���V�M���^�O�`���H�U�K���O�V�^���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���^�H�Z��
approached and completed.

The combination of these methodological steps and 
devices provided the comprehensive perspective 
required to generate the list of conclusions provided at 
the end of this report. The following chapters introduce 
each of these steps as well as the data collected and 
interpreted in each stage.



5  |  An Analysis of QBS in the Procurement of Engineering Services ©

�3�P�[�L�Y�H�[�\�Y�L���9�L�]�P�L�^
�4�\�J�O���V�M���[�O�L���J�V�Z�[���L�I�J�P�L�U�J�`���J�Y�L�H�[�L�K���I�`���8�)�:���P�Z���K�\�L���[�V���[�O�L��
strength of design documents obtained through this pro-
�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���T�L�[�O�V�K�����7�H�Z�[���W�L�Y�M�V�Y�T�H�U�J�L���H�U�K���W�Y�V�Ä�J�P�L�U�J�`���O�H�]�L��
�I�L�L�U���M�V�\�U�K���[�V���S�L�H�K���[�V���O�P�N�O�L�Y���X�\�H�S�P�[�`���K�L�Z�P�N�U���K�V�J�\�T�L�U�[�Z��
and lower construction costs (Gransberg et al. 2020 ). 
�0�U���J�V�U�[�Y�H�Z�[�����W�V�V�Y���K�L�Z�P�N�U���K�V�J�\�T�L�U�[�Z���S�L�H�K���[�V���P�U�J�Y�L�H�Z�L�K��
construction costs incurred through construction co ntract 
�T�V�K�P�Ä�J�H�[�P�V�U�Z���H�U�K���L�Y�Y�V�Y�Z�����;�O�V�\�N�O���K�L�Z�P�N�U���M�L�L�Z���[�O�L�T�Z�L�S�]�L�Z��
can range from 4 percent to 15 percent of the total  project 
�J�V�Z�[�����[�O�L�P�Y���P�T�W�H�J�[���V�U���[�O�L���Y�L�Z�[���V�M���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���P�Z���Z�P�N�U�P�Ä�J�H�U�[����
Studies have determined that 56 percent of construc tion 
�J�V�U�[�Y�H�J�[���T�V�K�P�Ä�J�H�[�P�V�U�Z���^�L�Y�L���K�\�L���[�V���K�L�Z�P�N�U���K�L�Ä�J�P�L�U�J�P�L�Z����
and design errors and omissions discovered during 
construction accounted for 79 percent of all contra ct 
�T�V�K�P�Ä�J�H�[�P�V�U���J�V�Z�[�Z�����^�O�P�J�O���P�U���[�\�Y�U���H�]�L�Y�H�N�L�K��� �������W�L�Y�J�L�U�[���V�M��
�[�V�[�H�S���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���J�V�Z�[�����)�\�Y�H�[�P���L�[���H�S������� � ���������(�U���(�\�Z�[�Y�H�S�P�H�U���Z�[�\�K�`��
in 2011 reinforces this connection between cost gro wth 
�H�U�K���W�V�V�Y���K�L�Z�P�N�U���K�V�J�\�T�L�U�[�Z�����H�Z���P�[���M�V�\�U�K���[�O�H�[���W�V�V�Y���K�L�Z�P�N�U��
�K�V�J�\�T�L�U�[�H�[�P�V�U���^�H�Z���[�O�L���T�H�Q�V�Y���Z�V�\�Y�J�L���V�M���Y�L�^�V�Y�R�����S�L�H�K�P�U�N���[�V��
construction cost increases (Love 2002). 

�*�V�U�[�P�U�\�P�U�N���^�P�[�O���[�O�L���M�V�J�\�Z���V�U���J�V�Z�[���H�U�K���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���Y�L�Z�\�S�[�Z�����P�U��
�H���Y�L�]�P�L�^���V�M���������K�L�Z�P�N�U���I�\�P�S�K���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���P�U���[�O�L���<�:�����8�)�:���^�H�Z��
found to have the lowest cost growth and the fastes t con-
�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U���Z�W�L�L�K���^�O�L�U���J�V�T�W�H�Y�L�K���[�V���Z�V�S�L���Z�V�\�Y�J�L�����I�L�Z�[���]�H�S�\�L����
�H�U�K���S�V�^���I�P�K�����>�H�Y�K�H�U�P���L�[���H�S�������������������(���Z�[�\�K�`���M�V�J�\�Z�P�U�N���V�U���<�:��
airport public works contracts found that the use o f QBS 
�W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���P�U�J�Y�L�H�Z�L�Z���[�O�L���X�\�H�S�P�[�`���V�M���[�O�L���[�L�U�K�L�Y�»�Z���K�L�Z�P�N�U��
�K�V�J�\�T�L�U�[�Z�����^�O�P�J�O���P�U���[�\�Y�U�����P�U�J�Y�L�H�Z�L�Z���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U���J�L�Y�[�H�P�U�[�`��
���.�Y�H�U�Z�I�L�Y�N���L�[���H�S����������� �������(�K�K�P�[�P�V�U�H�S�S� �̀����P�U�]�L�Z�[�P�U�N���T�V�Y�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U��
�L�H�V�Y�[���^�H�Z���Z�O�V�^�U���[�V���Y�L�K�\�J�L���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�»�Z���Ä�U�H�S���J�V�Z�[���M�Y�V�T��
�L�H�Y�S�`���L�Z�[�P�T�H�[�L�Z���I�`���Z�V�S�]�P�U�N���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U���W�Y�V�I�S�L�T�Z���K�\�Y�P�U�N��
the design phase when the costs are lower than afte r 
construction has commenced. Another metric from whi ch 
to judge design documents is the volume of Requests  
�M�V�Y���0�U�M�V�Y�T�H�[�P�V�U�����9�-�0�����N�L�U�L�Y�H�[�L�K���I�`���[�O�L���K�V�J�\�T�L�U�[�Z�����>�L�S�S��
�V�]�L�Y���[�O�Y�L�L���[�P�T�L�Z���H�Z���T�H�U�`���V�^�U�L�Y�Z�����������W�L�Y�J�L�U�[�����J�P�[�L�K���I�L�[�[�L�Y��
performance from their QBS teams related to RFI’s t han 
owners preferring fee-based approaches (Dodge 2020). 

�;�O�P�Z���M�V�J�\�Z���P�U���[�O�L���S�P�[�L�Y�H�[�\�Y�L���V�U���[�O�L���Y�L�S�H�[�P�]�L���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z���V�M���8�)�:��
procurement versus design-build and other procureme nt 
�V�W�[�P�V�U�Z���O�P�N�O�S�P�N�O�[�Z���[�O�L���U�L�L�K���M�V�Y���H���Y�L�]�P�Z�P�[�P�U�N���V�M���[�O�L���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z��
�V�M���8�)�:�����0�U���[�O�P�Z���Z�[�\�K� �̀����[�O�L���H�\�[�O�V�Y�Z���M�V�J�\�Z���V�U���[�O�L���X�\�L�Z�[�P�V�U���V�M��
�[�O�L���]�H�S�\�L���V�M���8�)�:���P�U���[�O�L���V�]�L�Y�H�S�S���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���J�V�U�[�L�_�[�����0�U���J�V�U-
trast to the move towards including price in all pr oject 
�K�L�J�P�Z�P�V�U�Z�����[�O�L���J�\�Y�Y�L�U�[���Y�L�Z�L�H�Y�J�O���[�H�R�L�Z���H���J�Y�P�[�P�J�H�S���S�V�V�R���H�[���[�O�L��
�V�]�L�Y�H�S�S���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z���V�M���8�)�:���[�V���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���H�U�K���[�O�L���V�^�U�L�Y����

�8�\�H�S�P�Ä�J�H�[�P�V�U�Z���)�H�Z�L�K���:�L�S�L�J�[�P�V�U���O�H�Z���I�L�L�U���[�O�L���W�Y�L�M�L�Y�Y�L�K��
method for procuring professional design services 
�M�V�Y���T�V�Y�L���[�O�H�U���������`�L�H�Y�Z���H�U�K���O�H�Z���I�L�L�U���L�U�K�V�Y�Z�L�K���I�`��
�U�\�T�L�Y�V�\�Z���V�Y�N�H�U�P�a�H�[�P�V�U�Z���Z�\�J�O���H�Z���[�O�L���(�T�L�Y�P�J�H�U���7�\�I�S�P�J��
Works Association and American Bar Association. 
�/�V�^�L�]�L�Y�����H�K�]�V�J�H�[�L�Z���M�V�Y���H�S�[�L�Y�U�H�[�P�]�L���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[��
�T�L�[�O�V�K�Z�����W�Y�P�T�H�Y�P�S�`���)�L�Z�[���=�H�S�\�L�����)�=�����W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[�����H�Y�L��
�P�U�J�Y�L�H�Z�P�U�N���H�K�]�V�J�H�J�`���L�H�V�Y�[�Z���[�V���I�V�[�O���Y�L�P�U�[�Y�V�K�\�J�L���W�Y�P�J�L��
to the procurement process as well as open the door 
�M�\�Y�[�O�L�Y���[�V���N�Y�L�H�[�L�Y���P�U�Å�\�L�U�J�L���I�`���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U���V�Y�N�H�U�P�a�H�[�P�V�U�Z��
�V�]�L�Y���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���K�L�S�P�]�L�Y� �̀����6�U�L���V�M���[�O�L���W�Y�P�T�H�Y�`���M�H�J�[�V�Y�Z���S�L�H�K�P�U�N��
to this trend towards cost-including procurement 
methods is the perception that greater consultant 
�X�\�H�S�P�Ä�J�H�[�P�V�U�Z���H�Y�L���P�U�O�L�Y�L�U�[�S�`���H�Z�Z�V�J�P�H�[�L�K���^�P�[�O���O�P�N�O�L�Y��
design and construction costs. 

�/�V�^�L�]�L�Y�����[�O�L���W�L�Y�J�L�W�[�P�V�U���[�O�H�[���8�)�:���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[�»�Z���M�V�J�\�Z��
�V�U���X�\�H�S�P�Ä�J�H�[�P�V�U�Z���Y�L�Z�\�S�[�Z���P�U���O�P�N�O�L�Y���K�L�Z�P�N�U���M�L�L���J�V�Z�[�Z���O�H�Z��
�I�L�L�U���Z�O�V�^�U���[�V���I�L���P�U�J�V�Y�Y�L�J�[�����0�U���M�H�J�[�����N�Y�L�H�[�L�Y���X�\�H�S�P�Ä�J�H-
�[�P�V�U�Z���K�V���U�V�[�����P�U���M�H�J�[�����J�V�Y�Y�L�Z�W�V�U�K���^�P�[�O���O�P�N�O�L�Y���K�L�Z�P�N�U���M�L�L�Z����
�0�U���V�U�L���H�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z���V�M���������W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z�����U�V���Z�P�N�U�P�Ä�J�H�U�[���J�V�Y�Y�L�S�H�[�P�V�U��
�^�H�Z���M�V�\�U�K���I�L�[�^�L�L�U���T�V�Y�L���X�\�H�S�P�Ä�L�K���Ä�Y�T�Z���H�U�K���O�P�N�O�L�Y���J�V�Z�[��
�W�Y�V�W�V�Z�H�S�Z�����:�O�H�S�^�H�U�P�����������������(���Z�L�W�H�Y�H�[�L���Z�[�\�K�`���I�`���[�O�L��
�Z�H�T�L���Y�L�Z�L�H�Y�J�O�L�Y���Z�\�W�W�V�Y�[�Z���[�O�P�Z���Z�H�T�L���J�V�U�J�S�\�Z�P�V�U�����H�Z����������
�W�\�I�S�P�J�S�`���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�K���(���,���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���H�U�H�S�`�a�L�K���H�J�Y�V�Z�Z���5�V�Y�[�O��
�(�T�L�Y�P�J�H���Y�L�]�L�H�S�L�K���[�O�H�[���N�Y�L�H�[�L�Y���J�V�U�Z�\�S�[�H�[�P�V�U���X�\�H�S�P�Ä�J�H�[�P�V�U�Z��
had no correlation with higher design fee costs (Li nes and 
�:�O�H�S�^�H�U�P��������� �������*�V�U�[�Y�H�Y�`���[�V���H�U���V�M�[���X�\�V�[�L�K���4�V�S�L�U�H�H�Y���Z�[�\�K�`��
����� � � �������H���T�V�Y�L���Y�L�J�L�U�[���Z�[�\�K�`���M�V�\�U�K���[�O�H�[���8�)�:���W�L�Y�M�V�Y�T�L�K��
better in terms of cost when compared to best value  pro-
curement in 160 Design-Build DB projects built betw een 
����������������� �����(�K�H�T�[�L�`�����������������;�O�L�Z�L���Z�[�\�K�P�L�Z���H�S�S���Z�O�V�^�J�H�Z�L��
�[�O�L���P�U�H�J�J�\�Y�H�J�`���V�M���[�O�L���H�Z�Z�\�T�W�[�P�V�U���[�O�H�[���X�\�H�S�P�Ä�J�H�[�P�V�U�Z���H�U�K��
past performance-based procurement necessitate high er 
design fee costs. 

�;�O�L�Z�L���Z�[�\�K�P�L�Z���H�S�S���Z�O�V�^�J�H�Z�L���[�O�L��
�P�U�H�J�J�\�Y�H�J�`���V�M���[�O�L���H�Z�Z�\�T�W�[�P�V�U��
�[�O�H�[���X�\�H�S�P�Ä�J�H�[�P�V�U�Z���H�U�K���W�H�Z�[��
�W�L�Y�M�V�Y�T�H�U�J�L���I�H�Z�L�K���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[��
�U�L�J�L�Z�Z�P�[�H�[�L���O�P�N�O�L�Y���K�L�Z�P�N�U���M�L�L��
�J�V�Z�[�Z����
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The Current State of QBS
To better understand the current use of QBS across the 
�������Z�[�H�[�L�Z�����^�L���Z�\�Y�]�L�`�L�K���L�U�N�P�U�L�L�Y�P�U�N���H�Z�Z�V�J�P�H�[�P�V�U���Z�[�H�[�L��
directors who monitor and work with state and local 
procurement rules and work with the professionals 
�P�T�W�H�J�[�L�K���I�`���[�O�L���P�T�W�S�L�T�L�U�[�H�[�P�V�U���V�M���[�O�L�Z�L���Y�\�S�L�Z���K�H�P�S� �̀���
This overview was obtained through a 17-question 
�Z�\�Y�]�L�`���Z�L�U�[���[�V���L�H�J�O���Z�[�H�[�L���K�P�Y�L�J�[�V�Y���H�K�K�Y�L�Z�Z�P�U�N���J�\�Y�Y�L�U�[��
�8�)�:���\�Z�L���P�U���[�O�L�P�Y���Z�[�H�[�L�Z���P�U���Z�L�]�L�Y�H�S���K�P�T�L�U�Z�P�V�U�Z�����P�U�J�S�\�K�P�U�N��
�������J�\�Y�Y�L�U�[���Y�L�N�\�S�H�[�V�Y�`���N�\�P�K�L�S�P�U�L�Z�����������8�)�:���L�U�M�V�Y�J�L�T�L�U�[����������
�8�)�:���Z�\�W�W�V�Y�[�����������8�)�:���\�Z�H�N�L�����H�U�K���������H�S�[�L�Y�U�H�[�P�]�L���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L-
ment usage. The research team received replies from 
all 49 states where the American Council of Engineering 
Companies (ACEC) has a formal state director1. The 
�M�V�S�S�V�^�P�U�N���Z�L�J�[�P�V�U�Z���Z�\�T�T�H�Y�P�a�L���[�O�L�Z�L���Y�L�Z�W�V�U�Z�L�Z���P�U���[�L�Y�T�Z��
of the major areas covered. 

QBS Mandates
�6�]�L�Y�H�S�S�����[�O�L���J�V�T�T�P�[�T�L�U�[���V�M���Z�[�H�[�L���N�V�]�L�Y�U�T�L�U�[�Z���[�V���8�)�:��
contracting continues to be strong. QBS contracting  pro-
cesses are embedded in state laws throughout the US . 
�0�U���������Z�[�H�[�L�Z�����[�O�L���S�H�^���P�Z���M�\�Y�[�O�L�Y���Z�\�W�W�S�L�T�L�U�[�L�K���^�P�[�O���Z�[�H�[�L��
�H�N�L�U�J�`���Y�L�N�\�S�H�[�P�V�U�Z���V�Y���H�U���L�_�L�J�\�[�P�]�L���V�Y�K�L�Y�����0�U���V�]�L�Y���O�H�S�M���V�M��
�[�O�L���Y�L�Z�W�V�U�K�P�U�N���Z�[�H�[�L�Z�����8�)�:���T�H�U�K�H�[�L�Z���H�W�W�S�`���[�V���H�S�S���Z�[�H�[�L��
�H�U�K���S�V�J�H�S���L�U�[�P�[�P�L�Z�"���H�U�K���P�U���H�U���H�K�K�P�[�P�V�U�H�S���������Z�[�H�[�L�Z�����[�O�L���T�H�U-
�K�H�[�L���H�W�W�S�P�L�Z���[�V���H�S�S���Z�[�H�[�L���H�N�L�U�J�P�L�Z�����6�U�S�`���[�^�V���Z�[�H�[�L���K�P�Y�L�J�[�V�Y�Z��
�Y�L�W�V�Y�[���H���S�H�J�R���V�M���H�U�`���Z�[�H�[�L���T�H�U�K�H�[�L���M�V�Y���8�)�:���J�V�U�[�Y�H�J�[�P�U�N��
�W�Y�V�J�L�Z�Z�L�Z�����0�U�K�P�H�U�H���H�U�K���=�L�Y�T�V�U�[����

It is also clear that states take compliance with Q BS 
�Z�L�Y�P�V�\�Z�S� �̀����^�P�[�O���K�P�Y�L�J�[�V�Y�Z���U�V�[�P�U�N���J�V�T�W�S�P�H�U�J�L���Y�L�N�\�S�H�[�P�V�U�Z���M�V�Y��
�W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���W�Y�H�J�[�P�J�L�Z�����/�V�^�L�]�L�Y�����H���Z�L�N�T�L�U�[���V�M���K�P�Y�L�J�[�V�Y�Z��
�H�S�Z�V���U�V�[�L�Z���[�O�H�[���H�U���H�Y�L�H���U�L�L�K�P�U�N���H�K�K�P�[�P�V�U�H�S���Y�L�N�\�S�H�[�V�Y�`��
attention is the need for sanctions that can be app lied 
to governments and agencies that fail to adhere to 
�8�)�:���W�Y�H�J�[�P�J�L�Z�����>�L���W�Y�L�]�P�V�\�Z�S�`���P�K�L�U�[�P�Ä�L�K���[�O�P�Z���W�H�[�[�L�Y�U���V�M��
established QBS laws and mandates and the need for 
�N�Y�L�H�[�L�Y���V�]�L�Y�Z�P�N�O�[���H�U�K���L�U�M�V�Y�J�L�T�L�U�[���P�U���V�\�Y���Ä�Y�Z�[���Z�[�\�K�`���V�]�L�Y��
�H���K�L�J�H�K�L���H�N�V�����0�U���[�O�P�Z���Z�\�Y�]�L� �̀����^�L���K�\�N���K�L�L�W�L�Y���[�V���L�_�W�S�V�Y�L��
current patterns of use of QBS contracting in the s tates.

Current Use
�;�O�L���M�V�J�\�Z���V�U���O�V�^���8�)�:���P�Z���I�L�P�U�N���\�Z�L�K���[�V�K�H�`���H�M�[�L�Y���H��
�K�L�J�H�K�L���Z�P�U�J�L���[�O�L���S�H�Z�[���Z�[�\�K�`���S�L�K���[�V���H���M�V�J�\�Z�L�K���Z�L�[���V�M��
questions around current QBS procurement patterns. As 
�Z�[�H�[�L�K���W�Y�L�]�P�V�\�Z�S� �̀����8�)�:���Y�L�T�H�P�U�Z���[�O�L���S�H�^���P�U���[�O�L���T�H�Q�V�Y�P�[�`��
�V�M���Z�[�H�[�L�Z���H�U�K�����H�Z���Z�\�J�O�����\�Z�H�N�L���Y�L�T�H�P�U�Z���]�L�Y�`���O�P�N�O���H�J�Y�V�Z�Z��
�[�O�L���J�V�\�U�[�Y� �̀����>�O�P�S�L���L�U�M�V�Y�J�L�T�L�U�[���Y�L�T�H�P�U�Z���H�U���P�Z�Z�\�L�����[�O�L��
intent to use QBS remains strong. With this continu ed 
�J�V�T�T�P�[�T�L�U�[�����^�L���S�V�V�R�L�K���M�\�Y�[�O�L�Y���[�O�L�U���P�U�[�V���[�O�L���X�\�L�Z�[�P�V�U�Z��
�V�M���^�O�L�[�O�L�Y���[�O�L�Y�L���^�L�Y�L���H�U�`���Y�V�H�K�I�S�V�J�R�Z���P�U���W�S�H�J�L���[�O�H�[���^�L�Y�L��
�W�Y�L�]�L�U�[�P�U�N���H�U�`���Q�\�Y�P�Z�K�P�J�[�P�V�U�Z���M�Y�V�T���M�\�S�S�`���P�T�W�S�L�T�L�U�[�P�U�N���8�)�:����

�;�V���N�L�[���H�[���[�O�P�Z���P�Z�Z�\�L�����[�O�L���Z�[�H�[�L���K�P�Y�L�J�[�V�Y�Z���^�L�Y�L���X�\�L�Y�P�L�K���H�Z���[�V��
the current use of QBS at various levels in the state and 
�S�V�J�H�S���N�V�]�L�Y�U�T�L�U�[���Z�[�Y�\�J�[�\�Y�L�����:�W�L�J�P�Ä�J�H�S�S� �̀����[�O�L���\�Z�L���V�M���8�)�:��
�H�[���[�O�L���Z�[�H�[�L�����J�V�\�U�[� �̀����T�\�U�P�J�P�W�H�S�����H�U�K���Z�J�O�V�V�S���K�P�Z�[�Y�P�J�[���S�L�]�L�S�Z��
�^�H�Z���H�U�H�S�`�a�L�K����

1Alaska does not have a full-time ACEC state director

All State  
Agencies

Agency Most 
Committed 

to QBS
County Municipal

School  
Districts

Other

Group Average 4.5 4.9 3.3 3.2 3.1 3.0

Number of States 
with 81-100% Use

    34    42     13    11    13                11

Number of States 
with 40% or Less  
in Use

   2    0     12    16    18               18

Survey Options: 1:0-20%, 2:21-40%, 3:41-60%, 4:61-80%, 5: 81-100%

TABLE 1    Use of QBS at State and Local Levels
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The Current State of QBS

�(�Z���P�S�S�\�Z�[�Y�H�[�L�K���P�U���;�H�I�S�L���������8�)�:���J�V�U�[�P�U�\�L�Z���[�V���I�L���[�O�L���W�Y�P�T�H�Y�`��
procurement tool at the state level and throughout state-
�^�P�K�L���H�N�L�U�J�P�L�Z�����;�O�L���O�P�N�O�L�Z�[���Y�H�[�L���P�Z���P�U���[�O�L���Z�[�H�[�L���H�N�L�U�J�`���[�O�H�[��
�P�Z���T�V�Z�[���J�V�T�T�P�[�[�L�K���[�V���8�)�:�����^�P�[�O���H�S�T�V�Z�[���H�S�S���Z�[�H�[�L�Z���Z�H�`�P�U�N��
�[�O�H�[���^�P�[�O�P�U���[�O�P�Z���H�N�L�U�J� �̀����8�)�:���P�Z���\�Z�L�K���V�]�L�Y���������W�L�Y�J�L�U�[���V�M��
�[�O�L���[�P�T�L�����:�P�T�P�S�H�Y�S� �̀����H�J�Y�V�Z�Z���H�S�S���Z�[�H�[�L���H�N�L�U�J�P�L�Z�����[�O�L���T�H�Q�V�Y�P�[�`��
�V�M���Z�[�H�[�L���K�P�Y�L�J�[�V�Y�Z���H�Y�L���Z�H�`�P�U�N���[�O�H�[���H�S�S���Z�[�H�[�L���H�N�L�U�J�P�L�Z���H�Y�L��
using QBS at least 80 percent of the time. 

�/�V�^�L�]�L�Y�����[�O�L�Y�L���P�Z���J�V�U�J�L�Y�U���[�O�H�[���[�O�L���\�Z�L���V�M���8�)�:���K�Y�V�W�Z��
�V�H���^�O�L�U���[�O�L���M�V�J�\�Z���V�M���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���T�V�]�L�Z���[�V���[�O�L���S�V�J�H�S��
�S�L�]�L�S�Z�����(�Z���P�S�S�\�Z�[�Y�H�[�L�K�����J�V�\�U�[�P�L�Z�����T�\�U�P�J�P�W�H�S�P�[�P�L�Z�����Z�J�O�V�V�S��
�K�P�Z�[�Y�P�J�[�Z�����H�U�K���V�[�O�L�Y���H�N�L�U�J�P�L�Z���H�Y�L���M�V�\�U�K���[�V���I�L���\�Z�P�U�N���8�)�:��
closer to the 41-60 percent range. While this remains 
�Z�[�Y�V�U�N�����P�[���P�S�S�\�Z�[�Y�H�[�L�Z���H���N�H�W���[�O�H�[���U�L�L�K�Z���[�V���I�L���I�Y�P�K�N�L�K�����;�O�P�Z��
�Ä�U�K�P�U�N���S�L�K���[�V���[�O�L���X�\�L�Z�[�P�V�U���V�M���^�O�L�[�O�L�Y���[�O�P�Z���P�Z���H���W�L�Y�M�V�Y-
�T�H�U�J�L���P�Z�Z�\�L�����^�O�P�J�O���N�V�L�Z���H�N�H�P�U�Z�[���[�O�L���X�\�H�U�[�P�[�H�[�P�]�L���H�U�H�S-
�`�Z�P�Z���V�M���[�O�P�Z���H�U�K���V�[�O�L�Y���Y�L�W�V�Y�[�Z�����V�Y���P�Z���P�[���H�U���L�K�\�J�H�[�P�V�U���P�Z�Z�\�L��
�H�T�V�U�N���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���V�I�J�P�H�S�Z��

�;�O�L���H�U�Z�^�L�Y���[�V���[�O�P�Z���X�\�L�Z�[�P�V�U���^�H�Z���M�V�\�U�K���P�U���M�\�Y�[�O�L�Y���H�U�H�S�`-
sis of the case studies as well as outside procurem ent 
�S�P�[�L�Y�H�[�\�Y�L�����:�W�L�J�P�Ä�J�H�S�S� �̀����[�O�L���T�V�]�L���H�^�H�`���M�Y�V�T���8�)�:���P�U���Z�V�T�L��
�S�V�J�H�S���Q�\�Y�P�Z�K�P�J�[�P�V�U�Z���J�H�U���I�L���W�S�H�J�L�K���P�U���[�^�V���H�Y�L�H�Z�!���L�K�\�J�H�[�P�V�U��
�H�U�K���J�H�W�H�J�P�[� �̀�

�0�U���[�L�Y�T�Z���V�M���L�K�\�J�H�[�P�V�U�����[�\�Y�U�V�]�L�Y���P�U���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���K�L�W�H�Y�[-
�T�L�U�[�Z���O�H�Z���I�L�L�U���P�U�J�Y�L�H�Z�P�U�N���V�]�L�Y���[�O�L���S�H�Z�[���K�L�J�H�K�L�����^�P�[�O��
long-term civil servants retiring and procurement t urning 
�V�]�L�Y���[�V���S�L�Z�Z���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L�K���P�U�K�P�]�P�K�\�H�S�Z���P�U���Z�L�]�L�Y�H�S���H�Y�L�H�Z����
�*�V�U�J�\�Y�Y�L�U�[���^�P�[�O���[�O�P�Z���[�\�Y�U�V�]�L�Y���O�H�Z���I�L�L�U���H���Z�P�N�U�P�Ä�J�H�U�[��
�P�U�J�Y�L�H�Z�L���P�U���[�O�L���S�L�]�L�S���V�M���H�K�]�V�J�H�J�`���M�Y�V�T���H�S�[�L�Y�U�H�[�P�]�L���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L-
�T�L�U�[���N�Y�V�\�W�Z�����0�U���[�O�P�Z���J�V�T�I�P�U�H�[�P�V�U�����[�O�L���S�L�]�L�S���V�M���R�U�V�^�S�L�K�N�L��
�J�V�U�J�L�Y�U�P�U�N���[�O�L���J�V�Y�L���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z���V�M���\�[�P�S�P�a�P�U�N���8�)�:���O�H�Z���K�Y�V�W�W�L�K��
�H�T�V�U�N�Z�[���Z�V�T�L���S�V�J�H�S���Q�\�Y�P�Z�K�P�J�[�P�V�U�Z�����/�L�U�J�L�����[�O�P�Z���P�Z���U�V�[���H��
�W�L�Y�M�V�Y�T�H�U�J�L���P�Z�Z�\�L�����I�\�[���P�U���T�H�U�`���J�H�Z�L�Z�����H���W�L�Y�J�L�W�[�P�V�U���P�Z�Z�\�L��
�[�O�H�[���8�)�:���P�Z���J�V�Z�[�S�P�L�Y�����^�O�P�J�O���P�Z���I�L�P�U�N���W�\�[���M�V�Y�[�O���I�`���H�S�[�L�Y�U�H�[�P�]�L��
�H�K�]�V�J�H�J�`���N�Y�V�\�W�Z��

�0�U���[�L�Y�T�Z���V�M���J�H�W�H�J�P�[� �̀����[�O�L�Y�L���H�Y�L���T�H�U�`���Z�T�H�S�S�L�Y���Q�\�Y�P�Z�K�P�J�[�P�V�U�Z��
where procurement responsibilities do not fall to a  dedi-
�J�H�[�L�K���Z�[�H�H�����9�H�[�O�L�Y�����W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���P�Z���W�H�Y�[���V�M���H���S�H�Y�N�L�Y���Z�L�[���V�M��
�Y�L�Z�W�V�U�Z�P�I�P�S�P�[�P�L�Z���[�O�H�[���H���Z�P�U�N�S�L���P�U�K�P�]�P�K�\�H�S���T�H�`���O�H�]�L�����0�U���[�O�L�Z�L��
�J�H�Z�L�Z�����P�U�K�P�]�P�K�\�H�S�Z���O�H�]�L���Y�L�W�V�Y�[�L�K���[�O�H�[���[�O�L�`���I�L�S�P�L�]�L���8�)�:��
�T�H�`���[�H�R�L���S�V�U�N�L�Y���\�W���M�Y�V�U�[�����H�U�K���[�O�P�Z���W�Y�L�Z�L�U�[�Z���H���J�H�W�H�J�P�[�`��
issue. These individuals are less concerned about the 
downstream risks involved with alternative procure-
�T�L�U�[���T�L�[�O�V�K�Z���[�O�H�U���[�O�L�`���H�Y�L���^�P�[�O���[�O�L���[�P�T�L���Z�W�L�U�[���V�U��

�W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[�����H�Z���[�O�L�P�Y���Y�L�Z�W�V�U�Z�P�I�P�S�P�[�`���P�Z���S�P�T�P�[�L�K���[�V���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�P�U�N��
�K�L�Z�P�N�U���Z�L�Y�]�P�J�L�Z���H�U�K���N�L�[�[�P�U�N���H���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���T�V�]�P�U�N���Z�V���[�O�L�`���J�H�U��
return to other responsibilities.

Focus of  
Current Use
�0�U���Y�L�Z�W�V�U�Z�L���[�V���[�O�L���[�`�W�L���V�M���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���[�O�H�[���H�Y�L���T�V�Z�[���V�M�[�L�U��
�\�Z�P�U�N���8�)�:���P�U���[�O�L�P�Y���Q�\�Y�P�Z�K�P�J�[�P�V�U�����[�O�L���W�Y�P�T�H�Y�`���K�Y�P�]�L�Y���M�V�Y���8�)�:��
�J�V�U�[�P�U�\�L�Z���[�V���I�L���M�L�K�L�Y�H�S�S�`���M�\�U�K�L�K���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���H�U�K���P�U���W�H�Y�[�P�J�\�S�H�Y����
transportation projects (Figure 1). In terms of the  overall 
�]�H�S�\�L���V�M���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�����-�P�N�\�Y�L�������P�S�S�\�Z�[�Y�H�[�L�Z���[�O�H�[���[�O�L���]�H�S�\�L��
�V�M���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���P�Z���H���M�H�Y���S�L�Z�Z���Z�P�N�U�P�Ä�J�H�U�[���M�H�J�[�V�Y���P�U���[�L�Y�T�Z���V�M��
�8�)�:���\�Z�H�N�L���[�O�H�U���[�O�L���[�`�W�L���V�M���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�����-�\�S�S�`�������W�L�Y�J�L�U�[���V�M��
respondents indicated that there was not a dollar v alue 
threshold level above which QBS is required to be u sed 
�H�Z���[�O�L���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���T�L�[�O�V�K�����6�U�S�`���������W�L�Y�J�L�U�[���P�U�K�P�J�H�[�L�K��
that projects had to have a value of at least $1 mi llion 
for QBS to be required. This provides a strong indi cator 
�[�O�H�[���[�O�L���[�`�W�L���V�M���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�����H�U�K���T�V�Y�L���Z�W�L�J�P�Ä�J�H�S�S� �̀����^�O�H�[���L�U�[�P�[�`��
�P�Z���M�\�U�K�P�U�N���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�����P�Z���[�O�L���W�Y�P�T�H�Y�`���K�Y�P�]�L�Y���V�M���[�O�L���\�Z�L���V�M��
QBS procurement.

Transportation

Federal & State Technical Projects

Federally Funded

Vertical

31%

15%

31%

15%

8%

Figure 1: The drivers for QBS use.
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The Current State of QBS

No Threshold

> 1 Million > 10 Million

> 5 Million

77%

18%

5%0%

Figure 2: Threshold value of projects for using QBS 

�>�O�H�[���P�Z���)�L�P�U�N��
Used?
�>�P�[�O���8�)�:���J�V�U�[�P�U�\�P�U�N���[�V���I�L���[�O�L���S�H�^���P�U���[�O�L���T�H�Q�V�Y�P�[�`���V�M��
�Z�[�H�[�L�Z�����[�O�L���S�H�Z�[���X�\�L�Z�[�P�V�U���M�V�Y���[�O�L���Z�[�H�[�L���K�P�Y�L�J�[�V�Y�Z���^�H�Z���[�V��
�P�U�K�P�J�H�[�L���^�O�H�[���V�[�O�L�Y���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���T�L�[�O�V�K�Z���H�Y�L���J�\�Y�Y�L�U�[�S�`��
being used and how design services are being procur ed 
�P�U���[�O�V�Z�L���Z�`�Z�[�L�T�Z�����;�O�L���Y�L�Z�W�V�U�Z�L�Z���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L���H�U���P�U�K�P�J�H�[�P�V�U���V�M��
the broad range of procurement methods that are bei ng 
�[�L�Z�[�L�K�����W�Y�P�T�H�Y�P�S�`���P�U���S�V�J�H�S���Q�\�Y�P�Z�K�P�J�[�P�V�U�Z�����(�Z���P�U�K�P�J�H�[�L�K���P�U���;�H�I�S�L��
�������)�L�Z�[���=�H�S�\�L���H�U�K���+�L�Z�P�N�U���)�\�P�S�K���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���T�L�[�O�V�K�Z���H�Y�L��
�I�L�P�U�N���P�U�J�Y�L�H�Z�P�U�N�S�`���[�L�Z�[�L�K�����>�P�[�O�P�U���[�O�L���Z�[�H�[�L�Z���\�Z�P�U�N���)�=���V�Y��
�+�)���M�V�Y���[�O�L���Z�L�S�L�J�[�P�V�U���V�M���K�L�Z�P�N�U���W�Y�V�M�L�Z�Z�P�V�U�H�S�Z�����H���]�H�Y�P�L�[�`���V�M��
�T�L�[�O�V�K�Z���H�Y�L���L�T�W�S�V�`�L�K�����P�U�J�S�\�K�P�U�N���^�L�P�N�O�[�P�U�N���H�U�K���Z�J�V�Y�P�U�N��
�V�M���]�H�Y�P�V�\�Z���[�`�W�L�Z�����T�H�U�`���V�M���^�O�P�J�O���P�U�J�S�\�K�L���W�Y�P�J�L����

The implication of these responses is that design s ervices 
�H�Y�L���V�M�[�L�U���I�L�P�U�N���J�V�T�I�P�U�L�K���P�U���)�L�Z�[���=�H�S�\�L���H�U�K���+�L�Z�P�N�U���)�\�P�S�K��
�W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���Z�[�Y�H�[�L�N�P�L�Z���^�O�L�Y�L���[�O�L�Z�L���Z�L�Y�]�P�J�L�Z���H�Y�L���V�U�S�`���V�U�L��
�J�V�T�W�V�U�L�U�[���V�M���H���I�Y�V�H�K�L�Y���W�V�P�U�[���V�Y���^�L�P�N�O�[�P�U�N���Z�`�Z�[�L�T�����;�O�L�Z�L��
�H�S�[�L�Y�U�H�[�P�]�L���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���Z�`�Z�[�L�T�Z���H�Y�L���H���J�V�U�[�Y�V�]�L�Y�Z�P�H�S���Z�[�L�W-
�W�P�U�N���V�H���W�V�P�U�[���M�V�Y���P�U�J�S�\�K�P�U�N���W�Y�P�J�L���P�U���K�L�Z�P�N�U���Ä�Y�T���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L-
�T�L�U�[���^�O�P�J�O���N�V�L�Z���H�N�H�P�U�Z�[���[�O�L���I�H�Z�P�J���Y�L�N�\�S�H�[�V�Y�`���Y�L�Z�[�Y�P�J�[�P�V�U�Z��
evident in these same locations.

Procurement Type
Number of State  

Respondents

Low Bid 30

Best-Value 28

Low-Bid Design-Build 20

Best-Value Design-Build 29

Quality and Cost-Based Selection 19

QBS with salary caps 7

QBS with mandated restrictions 6

Two Envelope system 21

�:�\�T�T�H�Y�`
QBS continues to be mandated in some form in all bu t 
�M�V�\�Y���Z�[�H�[�L�Z���H�U�K���P�Z���\�U�P�M�V�Y�T�S�`���H�W�W�S�P�L�K���P�U���[�O�L���T�H�Q�V�Y�P�[�`���V�M��
�Z�[�H�[�L���S�L�]�L�S���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z�����Z�\�J�O���H�Z���M�L�K�L�Y�H�S�S�`���M�\�U�K�L�K���[�Y�H�U�Z�W�V�Y-
�[�H�[�P�V�U���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z�����0�U���Z�V�T�L���Z�T�H�S�S�L�Y���Q�\�Y�P�Z�K�P�J�[�P�V�U�Z�����[�O�L���8�)�:��
�S�H�U�K�Z�J�H�W�L���P�Z���S�L�Z�Z���J�S�L�H�Y���^�P�[�O���[�O�L���L�U�[�Y�`���V�M���H�S�[�L�Y�U�H�[�P�]�L���W�Y�V-
�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���V�W�[�P�V�U�Z���K�\�L���[�V���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z�����P�U�J�S�\�K�P�U�N���L�K�\�J�H�[�P�V�U��
�H�U�K���J�H�W�H�J�P�[� �̀����;�O�L�Z�L���Ä�U�K�P�U�N�Z���L�J�O�V���[�O�L���N�L�U�L�Y�H�S���[�Y�L�U�K�Z��
reported in the literature review of QBS use being chal-
�S�L�U�N�L�K���I�`���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���H�N�L�U�[�Z���H�[���[�O�L���S�V�J�H�S���S�L�]�L�S�����P�U���M�H�]�V�Y��
of price-based methods) and under increasing compet i-
tion from price-based procurement methods. Use of c ost 
as a factor can appear to be the correct approach t o a 
�W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���V�I�J�P�H�S���^�O�V���P�Z���W�Y�P�T�H�Y�P�S�`���M�V�J�\�Z�L�K���V�U���[�O�L���J�V�U-
tracted design cost rather than the potential downs tream 
costs and schedule impacts over the course of the p roj-
�L�J�[�����;�O�L���J�V�T�I�P�U�H�[�P�V�U���V�M���[�O�P�Z���K�Y�P�]�L���[�V���P�U�J�S�\�K�L���W�Y�P�J�L�����S�H�J�R���V�M��
�L�X�\�H�S���L�U�M�V�Y�J�L�T�L�U�[�����H�U�K���[�O�L���U�L�L�K���M�V�Y���L�K�\�J�H�[�P�V�U���H�[���S�V�J�H�S��
levels creates a current use environment that can best be 
�Z�\�T�T�H�Y�P�a�L�K���H�Z���8�)�:���Y�L�T�H�P�U�Z���[�O�L���T�H�U�K�H�[�L�K���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[��
�T�L�[�O�V�K�����I�\�[���H�K�K�P�[�P�V�U�H�S���L�K�\�J�H�[�P�V�U���P�Z���U�L�L�K�L�K���P�U���Z�V�T�L���H�Y�L�H�Z��
to ensure appropriate use.

TABLE 2    �;�`�W�L�Z���V�M���7�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���:�`�Z�[�L�T�Z�� 
�� �)�L�P�U�N���<�[�P�S�P�a�L�K���>�P�[�O�P�U���[�O�L���:�[�H�[�L�Z
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�8�)�:���7�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���(�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z
�;�O�L���Z�L�J�V�U�K���W�H�Y�[���V�M���[�O�P�Z���Z�[�\�K�`���T�V�]�L�K���M�Y�V�T���H�U�H�S�`�a�P�U�N��
the overall state of QBS procurement to a focus on the 
�V�\�[�J�V�T�L�Z���Y�L�Z�\�S�[�P�U�N���M�Y�V�T���[�O�L���\�Z�L���V�M���8�)�:�����0�U���[�O�P�Z���W�O�H�Z�L����
�W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���M�Y�V�T���T�\�S�[�P�W�S�L���Z�L�J�[�V�Y�Z�����W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���[�`�W�L�Z�����S�L�]�L�S�Z��
�V�M���Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z�����H�U�K���N�L�V�N�Y�H�W�O�P�J���S�V�J�H�[�P�V�U�Z���^�L�Y�L���Z�V�S�P�J�P�[�L�K���M�Y�V�T��
�L�U�N�P�U�L�L�Y�P�U�N���Ä�Y�T�Z���[�V���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L���H���W�V�W�\�S�H�[�P�V�U���M�Y�V�T���^�O�P�J�O���[�O�L��
�P�T�W�H�J�[���V�M���8�)�:���V�U���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���K�L�S�P�]�L�Y�`���J�V�\�S�K���I�L���H�U�H�S�`�a�L�K�����;�O�L��
�M�V�J�\�Z���V�M���[�O�P�Z���L�H�V�Y�[���^�H�Z���[�V���J�Y�L�H�[�L���H���M�V�\�U�K�H�[�P�V�U���V�M���K�H�[�H���V�U��
which overall conclusions could be developed around  
�[�O�L���P�T�W�H�J�[���V�M���8�)�:���V�U���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���K�L�S�P�]�L�Y� �̀����0�U���[�O�P�Z���Z�L�J�[�P�V�U�����[�O�L��
�W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���^�L�Y�L���H�U�H�S�`�a�L�K���V�U���H���U�H�[�P�V�U�H�S���I�H�Z�P�Z���P�U���M�V�\�Y���H�Y�L�H�Z�!��
�W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[�����V�\�[�J�V�T�L�Z�����T�H�U�H�N�L�T�L�U�[�����H�U�K���P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U��

The project population from which the results are p re-
sented was derived from a call for project nominati ons 
�M�Y�V�T���[�O�L���(�*�,�*���T�L�T�I�L�Y�Z�O�P�W�����3�P�R�L���[�O�L���P�U�P�[�P�H�S���W�O�H�Z�L�����H��
�8�\�H�S�[�Y�P�J�Z���Z�\�Y�]�L�`���^�H�Z���L�T�W�S�V�`�L�K���[�V���V�I�[�H�P�U���P�U�W�\�[���M�Y�V�T���W�H�Y-
�[�P�J�P�W�H�U�[�Z���V�U���Z�W�L�J�P�Ä�J���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z�����;�O�L���W�H�Y�[�P�J�P�W�H�U�[�Z�»���Z�L�S�M���U�V�T-
�P�U�H�[�L�K���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���[�V���I�L���P�U�J�S�\�K�L�K���P�U���[�O�L���Ä�U�H�S���W�V�W�\�S�H�[�P�V�U�����;�O�L��
initial call for nominations resulted in 147 potent ial projects 
�I�L�P�U�N���W�\�[���M�V�Y�[�O�����-�Y�V�T���[�O�P�Z���P�U�P�[�P�H�S���N�Y�V�\�W�����U�V�T�P�U�H�[�P�V�U�Z���^�L�Y�L��
�Y�L�K�\�J�L�K���I�`���M�H�J�[�V�Y�Z���Z�\�J�O���H�Z���P�U�J�V�T�W�S�L�[�L���U�V�T�P�U�H�[�P�V�U�Z����
�Y�L�X�\�L�Z�[�Z���M�V�Y���J�V�U�Ä�K�L�U�[�P�H�S�P�[�`���V�M���K�H�[�H�����H�U�K���P�U�H�I�P�S�P�[�`���[�V���J�V�U�[�H�J�[��
�W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���W�H�Y�[�P�J�P�W�H�U�[�Z�����(�[���[�O�L���J�V�U�J�S�\�Z�P�V�U���V�M���[�O�P�Z���W�Y�V�J�L�Z�Z����������
�W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���^�L�Y�L���P�U�J�S�\�K�L�K���P�U���[�O�L���Ä�U�H�S���W�V�W�\�S�H�[�P�V�U�����(�U���H�K�K�P-
tional request went out to these projects to provid e further 
budget and schedule information to enable the cost and 
�Z�J�O�L�K�\�S�L���N�Y�V�^�[�O���H�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z���[�V���I�L���J�V�U�K�\�J�[�L�K��

�/�L�Y�L���^�L���L�_�W�S�V�Y�L���[�O�L���U�H�[�\�Y�L���H�U�K���K�P�Z�[�Y�P�I�\�[�P�V�U���V�M���[�O�L�Z�L��
nominations. This will assist us in understanding p otential 
�Z�V�\�Y�J�L�Z���V�M���I�P�H�Z���P�U���[�O�L���H�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z�����)�P�H�Z���J�H�U���V�J�J�\�Y���^�O�L�U���J�L�Y-
tain classes of cases are over-represented in the sample 
�Z�[�\�K�P�L�K�����6�U�L���V�M���[�O�L���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z���H�Z�Z�V�J�P�H�[�L�K���^�P�[�O���[�O�P�Z���Z�[�\�K� �̀���
�H�Z���^�L�S�S���H�U�`���Z�P�T�P�S�H�Y���Z�[�\�K� �̀����Z�[�L�T�Z���M�Y�V�T���[�O�L���H�I�Z�L�U�J�L���V�M���H�U��
established data source that is representative of t he pop-
ulation of projects nation-wide. This is a gap at t he federal 
�S�L�]�L�S���[�O�H�[���U�L�L�K�Z���[�V���I�L���H�K�K�Y�L�Z�Z�L�K�����;�V���J�V�T�W�L�U�Z�H�[�L�����^�L��
compile characteristics of these projects as follow s.

�;�O�L���N�L�V�N�Y�H�W�O�P�J���S�V�J�H�[�P�V�U���V�M���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z�!

1. The states with the largest number of nomination s are 
�/�H�^�H�P�P����� ���J�H�Z�L�Z�������5�V�Y�[�O���*�H�Y�V�S�P�U�H���������J�H�Z�L�Z�������H�U�K���;�L�_�H�Z��
(10 cases). This represents 37 percent of the cases 
nominated.  

2. Cases were nominated from companies located in 2 6 
states. Regional distribution of these states and t he 
respective case nominations is found in Table 3.

TABLE 3    �*�H�Z�L���5�V�T�P�U�H�[�P�V�U�Z���I�`���9�L�N�P�V�U������
 and State

Region
States  
in Region

Case  
Nomina-

tions

Regional  
Summary

NORTHEAST

Maryland 1 11% 
of States in Sample

7% 
of Case Nominations

Pennsylvania 1

Rhode Island 3

SOUTHEAST

Alabama 2

27%  
of States in Sample

27% 
of Case Nominations

Florida 2

Georgia 4

North Carolina 6

South Carolina 2

Tennessee 3

Virginia 1

MIDWEST

Indiana 1

19%  
of States in Sample

15%  
of Case Nominations

Kansas 1

Michigan 3

Ohio 4

Wisconsin 1

SOUTHWEST

Arizona 1
15%  

of States in Sample

19%  
of Case Nominations

New Mexico 1

Oklahoma 1

Texas 10

MOUNTAIN 
WEST

Idaho 3
15%  

of States in Sample

10%  
of Case Nominations

Montana 1

Nevada 2

Utah 1

PACIFIC

California 3 11%  
of States in Sample

19% 
of Case Nominations

Hawaii 9

Oregon 1
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�8�)�:���7�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���(�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z

�*�H�Z�L���U�V�T�P�U�H�[�P�V�U�Z���Y�L�Å�L�J�[���[�O�L���]�H�Y�P�L�[�`���V�M���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���[�`�W�L�Z���W�\�Y-
�Z�\�L�K���I�`���L�U�N�P�U�L�L�Y�P�U�N���Ä�Y�T�Z�����-�P�N�\�Y�L�������W�Y�V�]�P�K�L�Z���H���I�Y�L�H�R�K�V�^�U��
�V�M���[�O�L���[�`�W�L�Z���V�M���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���U�V�T�P�U�H�[�L�K�����*�H�Z�L���U�V�T�P�U�H�[�P�V�U�Z���H�Y�L��
�W�Y�P�T�H�Y�P�S�`���M�V�Y���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���^�P�[�O���W�\�I�S�P�J���Z�L�J�[�V�Y���V�^�U�L�Y�Z����� �����W�L�Y-
�J�L�U�[�������0�U���H�K�K�P�[�P�V�U�����������W�L�Y�J�L�U�[���V�M���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���U�V�T�P�U�H�[�L�K���H�Y�L��
�M�V�Y���Y�L�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U�����Y�L�W�H�P�Y�����Y�L�O�H�I�P�S�P�[�H�[�P�V�U�����V�Y���H�S�[�L�Y�H�[�P�V�U�����^�O�P�S�L��������
percent of the projects are for new construction.

9%

6%

9%

3% 57%

Educational Facilities —
Higher Education

16%

Water/Wastewater/
Environmental

Transportation Other General Building

Other

Government Facilities

Figure 3: A breakdown of the project types in the database for the 
current study. 

Procurement 
Method
�(�T�V�U�N���[�O�L���J�H�Z�L�Z���U�V�T�P�U�H�[�L�K�����������W�L�Y�J�L�U�[���L�T�W�S�V�`�L�K���H���8�)�:��
method for procuring design work. The remaining cas es 
�^�L�Y�L���L�]�L�U�S�`���K�P�]�P�K�L�K���I�L�[�^�L�L�U���I�L�Z�[���]�H�S�\�L�����Z�V�S�L���Z�V�\�Y�J�L�����S�V�^��
�I�P�K�����H�U�K���V�[�O�L�Y���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���W�Y�V�J�L�Z�Z�L�Z�����(�T�V�U�N���[�O�L���J�H�Z�L��
�U�V�T�P�U�H�[�P�V�U�Z�����������W�L�Y�J�L�U�[���V�M���[�O�L���J�H�Z�L�Z���P�U�]�V�S�]�L���J�V�\�U�[�`���H�U�K��
�J�P�[�`���N�V�]�L�Y�U�T�L�U�[�Z���H�Z���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���V�^�U�L�Y�Z�����^�P�[�O���������W�L�Y�J�L�U�[��
�L�T�W�S�V�`�P�U�N���H���8�)�:���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���T�L�[�O�V�K������

�(�Z���H���M�V�\�U�K�H�[�P�V�U�H�S���X�\�L�Z�[�P�V�U���[�V���[�O�L���Z�[�\�K� �̀����H�U���P�U�P�[�P�H�S���X�\�L�Y�`���[�V��
nominators was to determine whether price was a dri ving 
�M�H�J�[�V�Y���P�U���[�O�L���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���W�Y�V�J�L�Z�Z�����(�Z���Z�\�J�O�����^�L���H�Z�R�L�K��
those nominating cases to indicate the role of pric e in the 
�Ä�U�H�S���Z�L�S�L�J�[�P�V�U���V�M���[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���Ä�Y�T�����-�V�Y���[�O�L���V�]�L�Y�H�S�S���W�V�W�\�S�H-
�[�P�V�U�����[�O�L�Y�L���^�H�Z���U�V�[���H���M�V�J�\�Z���V�U���W�Y�P�J�L���H�Z���[�O�L���K�L�J�P�K�P�U�N���M�H�J�[�V�Y��
�M�V�Y���Z�L�S�L�J�[�P�U�N���Ä�Y�T�Z�"���[�O�P�Z���Z�[�H�`�P�U�N���^�P�[�O�P�U���[�O�L���J�V�Y�L���M�V�J�\�Z���V�M��
a QBS process (Figure 4). Respondents rated the role of 
�W�Y�P�J�L���V�U���H�������W�V�P�U�[���Z�J�H�S�L���������P�U�K�P�J�H�[�P�U�N���W�Y�P�J�L���H�Z���H�U���L�_�[�Y�L�T�L�S�`��
important factor and 1 indicating price as not a fa ctor). 
The average response across all case nominations is 1.5. 
�/�V�^�L�]�L�Y�����P�U���[�O�L���W�V�W�\�S�H�[�P�V�U���V�M���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���[�O�H�[���K�P�K���U�V�[���\�[�P�S�P�a�L��
�8�)�:�����������W�L�Y�J�L�U�[���V�M���[�O�L���Y�L�Z�W�V�U�K�L�U�[�Z���P�U�K�P�J�H�[�L�K���[�O�H�[���W�Y�P�J�L��
�^�H�Z���L�P�[�O�L�Y���¸�=�L�Y�`���0�T�W�V�Y�[�H�U�[�¹���V�Y���¸�,�_�[�Y�L�T�L�S�`���0�T�W�V�Y�[�H�U�[���¹���;�O�P�Z��
response reinforced the conclusion that there is a misper-
�J�L�W�[�P�V�U���P�U���Z�V�T�L���Q�\�Y�P�Z�K�P�J�[�P�V�U�Z���[�O�H�[���\�[�P�S�P�a�P�U�N���8�)�:���Y�L�Z�\�S�[�Z���P�U��
higher project costs.

�;�O�L���K�P�H�L�Y�L�U�J�L���P�U���Y�L�Z�W�V�U�Z�L�Z��
�[�V���[�O�L���Y�V�S�L���V�M���W�Y�P�J�L���P�U���K�L�Z�P�N�U��
�Ä�Y�T���Z�L�S�L�J�[�P�V�U���P�U�K�P�J�H�[�L�Z���H��
�Z�[�Y�V�U�N���S�P�U�R���I�L�[�^�L�L�U���[�O�L��
�W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���T�L�[�O�V�K���Z�L�S�L�J�[�L�K��
�H�U�K���[�O�L���T�P�Z�W�L�Y�J�L�W�[�P�V�U���[�O�H�[��
�P�U�J�V�Y�W�V�Y�H�[�P�U�N���8�)�:���Y�L�Z�\�S�[�Z���P�U��
�O�P�N�O�L�Y���J�V�Z�[�Z��

Figure 4: The selection of a procurement method correlates with an 
understanding that QBS bene�ts projects, both short-term and long-term.
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�7�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���6�\�[�J�V�T�L�Z
�(���W�Y�P�T�H�Y�`���K�L�[�L�Y�T�P�U�H�U�[���V�M���[�O�L���Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z���V�M���H�U�`���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[��
�T�L�[�O�V�K�V�S�V�N�`���P�Z���[�O�L���V�\�[�J�V�T�L�Z���[�O�H�[���H�Y�L���N�L�U�L�Y�H�[�L�K���^�O�L�U��
�\�[�P�S�P�a�P�U�N���[�O�H�[���T�L�[�O�V�K�V�S�V�N� �̀����0�U���[�O�P�Z���Z�[�\�K� �̀����W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���V�\�[�J�V�T�L�Z��
�^�L�Y�L���H�U�H�S�`�a�L�K���M�Y�V�T���Z�L�]�L�Y�H�S���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z�����P�U�J�S�\�K�P�U�N��
�V�W�P�U�P�V�U�Z���V�U���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z�����[�O�L���K�L�N�Y�L�L���[�V���^�O�P�J�O���W�Y�V�Q-
�L�J�[�Z���T�L�[���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���Z�J�O�L�K�\�S�L�Z���H�U�K���I�\�K�N�L�[�Z�����H�U�K���[�O�L���S�L�]�L�S���V�M��
innovation that was brought to the project. The fol lowing 
sections introduce these multiple perspectives on p roject 
outcomes to build a relationship between project pr ocure-
ment methods and project outcomes.

�7�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���:�\�J�J�L�Z�Z��
�7�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z
�;�O�L���Ä�Y�Z�[���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L���H�U�H�S�`�a�L�K���M�Y�V�T���[�O�L���Z�\�Y�]�L�`���K�H�[�H���^�H�Z��
the level of project success as viewed from the des igner’s 
perspective. When looking at all projects in the po pula-
�[�P�V�U�����������W�L�Y�J�L�U�[���V�M���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���Y�L�J�L�P�]�L�K���H���Y�H�[�P�U�N���V�M���¸�/�P�N�O�¹��
�V�Y���¸�=�L�Y�`���/�P�N�O�¹���M�Y�V�T���[�O�L���Y�L�Z�W�V�U�K�L�U�[�Z�����;�O�P�Z���P�U�K�P�J�H�[�L�Z���[�O�H�[���H��
�S�H�Y�N�L���T�H�Q�V�Y�P�[�`���V�M���K�L�Z�P�N�U���Ä�Y�T�Z���I�L�S�P�L�]�L�K���[�O�L�P�Y���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���^�L�Y�L��
an overall success in terms of meeting project obje ctives. 
�/�V�^�L�]�L�Y�����^�O�L�U���S�V�V�R�P�U�N���H�[���[�O�L���U�V�U���8�)�:���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z�����H���U�V�[�H-
�I�S�L���K�P�H�L�Y�L�U�J�L���I�L�[�^�L�L�U���[�O�L���[�^�V���W�V�W�\�S�H�[�P�V�U�Z���L�T�L�Y�N�L�Z���P�U��
�[�O�L���J�V�T�T�L�U�[�Z���H�Z�Z�V�J�P�H�[�L�K���^�P�[�O���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z�����:�W�L�J�P�Ä�J�H�S�S� �̀���
�J�V�T�T�L�U�[�Z���P�U���[�O�L���8�)�:���I�H�Z�L�K���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���L�T�W�O�H�Z�P�a�L���[�O�L��
�]�H�S�\�L���V�M���W�Y�L�]�P�V�\�Z���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���H�Z���^�L�S�S���H�Z���[�O�L���Y�L�S�H�[�P�V�U�Z�O�P�W�Z��
�I�L�[�^�L�L�U���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���Z�[�H�R�L�O�V�S�K�L�Y�Z�����,�_�H�T�W�S�L�Z���P�U�J�S�\�K�L�!

�i���¸�,�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���P�U���[�O�P�Z���[�`�W�L���V�M���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���^�H�Z���J�Y�P�[�P�J�H�S�¹

�i “Strong relationships with client and local agenci es”

�i “[Designer] has worked on a number of [owner] 
projects and have developed a great respect for the  
process”

�;�O�L�Z�L���X�\�V�[�L�Z���Y�L�Å�L�J�[���[�O�L���P�T�W�V�Y�[�H�U�J�L���V�M���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���H�U�K��
established professional relationships in developin g 
�Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z�M�\�S���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���Z�V�S�\�[�P�V�U�Z�����;�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���Ä�Y�T�Z���M�Y�L�X�\�L�U�[�S�`��
�J�V�T�T�L�U�[�L�K���V�U���[�O�L���[�L�H�T�Z���[�O�L�`���O�H�K���K�L�]�L�S�V�W�L�K���H�U�K���J�V�S�S�H�I-
�V�Y�H�[�L�K���J�S�V�Z�L�S�`���^�P�[�O���V�]�L�Y���[�P�T�L���P�U���H�K�K�Y�L�Z�Z�P�U�N���\�U�P�X�\�L���P�Z�Z�\�L�Z��
�V�U���J�V�T�W�S�L�_���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z��

The second perspective on project success emerged 
from the owner’s point of view. The results from th is 
�X�\�L�Z�[�P�V�U���T�P�Y�Y�V�Y�L�K���[�O�L���V�]�L�Y�H�S�S���Y�L�Z�\�S�[�Z���M�Y�V�T���[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U�L�Y�Z����
�^�P�[�O����� ���W�L�Y�J�L�U�[���V�M���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���Y�L�J�L�P�]�P�U�N���¸�/�P�N�O�¹���V�Y���¸�=�L�Y�`��
�/�P�N�O�¹���Z�H�[�P�Z�M�H�J�[�P�V�U�����>�O�L�U���S�V�V�R�P�U�N���H�[���U�V�U���8�)�:���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z�����H��
similar drop is seen in the results to 75 percent s atisfac-
�[�P�V�U���H�Z���^�H�Z���K�V�J�\�T�L�U�[�L�K���M�V�Y���[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���Ä�Y�T�Z�����-�P�N�\�Y�L�����������0�U��
�J�V�U�[�Y�H�Z�[���[�V���[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U�L�Y���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z�����[�O�L���V�^�U�L�Y���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J-
tives focused more on understanding the project pro cess 
�H�U�K���[�O�L���H�I�P�S�P�[�`���[�V���J�V�S�S�H�I�V�Y�H�[�L���^�P�[�O���[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���Ä�Y�T�Z���V�U��
�M�\�[�\�Y�L���M�\�U�K�P�U�N���Y�L�X�\�L�Z�[�Z�����9�L�W�Y�L�Z�L�U�[�H�[�P�]�L���J�V�T�T�L�U�[�Z�����I�V�[�O��
�W�V�Z�P�[�P�]�L���H�U�K���U�L�N�H�[�P�]�L�����H�Y�L���H�Z���M�V�S�S�V�^�Z�!

�i���-�Y�V�T���H���U�V�U���8�)�:���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�!���¸�(���I�L�[�[�L�Y���\�U�K�L�Y�Z�[�H�U�K�P�U�N���V�M��
�[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���I�\�P�S�K���W�Y�V�J�L�Z�Z���J�V�\�S�K���O�H�]�L���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�L�K���[�O�P�Z��
project”

�i���-�Y�V�T���H���8�)�:���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�!���¸�>�L���^�L�Y�L���Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z�M�\�S���P�U���H�Z�Z�P�Z�[�P�U�N��
�^�P�[�O���M�L�K�L�Y�H�S�����Z�[�H�[�L�����H�U�K���S�V�J�H�S���M�\�U�K�P�U�N�¹

�i���-�Y�V�T���H���8�)�:���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�!���¸�:�\�J�J�L�Z�Z�M�\�S���W�L�Y�M�V�Y�T�H�U�J�L���V�U���[�O�L��
project allowed client to receive additional fundin g 
which was added to the scope of services”

�0�U���J�V�U�[�Y�H�Z�[���[�V���[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U�L�Y���J�V�T�T�L�U�[�Z�����[�O�L���V�^�U�L�Y���J�V�T-
�T�L�U�[�Z���L�T�W�O�H�Z�P�a�L�K���[�O�L���]�H�S�\�L���V�^�U�L�Y�Z���W�S�H�J�L�K���V�U���[�O�L�P�Y��
�H�I�P�S�P�[�`���[�V���M�\�Y�[�O�L�Y���[�O�L�P�Y���V�I�Q�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z���P�U���[�L�Y�T�Z���V�M���J�V�\�U�[�`���V�Y���J�P�[�`��
�K�L�]�L�S�V�W�T�L�U�[�����;�O�L�Z�L���J�V�T�T�L�U�[�Z���L�T�W�O�H�Z�P�a�L�K���[�O�L���W�V�Z�P�[�P�]�L��
�V�W�W�V�Y�[�\�U�P�[�`���V�U���8�)�:���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���[�V���J�V�S�S�H�I�V�Y�H�[�L���^�P�[�O���H�U���L�_�W�L-
�Y�P�L�U�J�L�K���K�L�Z�P�N�U���[�L�H�T���[�V���I�\�P�S�K���V�U���[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���[�L�H�T�»�Z���L�_�W�L�Y�P-
ence to better position their proposals for future funding.

�0�U���[�O�P�Z���Z�[�\�K� �̀����W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���V�\�[�J�V�T�L�Z���^�L�Y�L���H�U�H�S�`�a�L�K���M�Y�V�T��
�Z�L�]�L�Y�H�S���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z�����P�U�J�S�\�K�P�U�N���V�W�P�U�P�V�U�Z���V�U���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[��
�Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z�����[�O�L���K�L�N�Y�L�L���[�V���^�O�P�J�O���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���T�L�[���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[��
�Z�J�O�L�K�\�S�L�Z���H�U�K���I�\�K�N�L�[�Z�����H�U�K���[�O�L���S�L�]�L�S���V�M���P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U��
�[�O�H�[���^�H�Z���I�Y�V�\�N�O�[���[�V���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[��
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Figure 5: Project success from the owner perspective was in�uenced by the procurement method in half of the project 
population with a signi�cant increase in low scores on non-QBS projects. 

Cost and Schedule 
Performance
The core metrics of project success are schedule an d 
�I�\�K�N�L�[�����>�O�P�S�L���[�O�L�Z�L���T�L�[�Y�P�J�Z���T�H�`���U�V�[���L�U�J�V�T�W�H�Z�Z���[�O�L��
�J�V�T�W�S�L�[�L���P�T�W�H�J�[���V�M���H���N�P�]�L�U���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�����[�O�L�`���[�Y�H�K�P�[�P�V�U�H�S�S�`���H�Y�L��
�O�L�S�K���H�Z���R�L�`���P�U�K�P�J�H�[�V�Y�Z���V�M���O�V�^���^�L�S�S���H���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���^�H�Z���T�H�U�H�N�L�K��
during development and how well it met the short-te rm 
�N�V�H�S�Z���V�M���[�O�L���V�^�U�L�Y�Z�����0�U���[�O�L���W�Y�L�]�P�V�\�Z���8�)�:���Z�[�\�K� �̀����[�O�L���M�H�J�[��
�[�O�H�[���8�)�:���I�H�Z�L�K���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���^�L�Y�L���J�V�U�Z�P�Z�[�L�U�[�S�`���S�V�^�L�Y���^�O�L�U��
compared to national norms in terms of cost and sch ed-
�\�S�L���N�Y�V�^�[�O���^�H�Z���H���R�L�`���O�P�N�O�S�P�N�O�[���V�M���[�O�L���H�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z�����0�U���[�O�L��
�J�\�Y�Y�L�U�[���Z�[�\�K� �̀����[�O�L���[�L�H�T���^�L�U�[���I�L�`�V�U�K���Z�\�Y�M�H�J�L���J�V�Z�[���H�U�K��
schedule metrics to focus on the impact that design  can 
�O�H�]�L���V�U���[�O�L���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�H�I�P�S�P�[�`���V�M���H���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�����^�O�P�J�O���\�S�[�P�T�H�[�L�S�`��
�P�U�Å�\�L�U�J�L�Z���[�O�L���V�]�L�Y�H�S�S���J�V�Z�[���H�U�K���Z�J�O�L�K�\�S�L�����;�O�\�Z�����[�O�L���Z�[�\�K�`��
�S�V�V�R�L�K���H�[���[�O�L���[�Y�H�K�P�[�P�V�U�H�S���V�]�L�Y�H�S�S���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���J�V�Z�[���H�U�K���Z�J�O�L�K�\�S�L����
�I�\�[���H�S�Z�V���Z�W�L�J�P�Ä�J�H�S�S�`���[�O�L���N�Y�V�^�[�O���P�U���[�O�L���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[��
�H�Z���P�[���Y�L�Å�L�J�[�L�K���[�O�L���X�\�H�S�P�[�`���V�M���[�O�L���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U���K�V�J�\�T�L�U�[�Z��

�;�O�L���V�]�L�Y�H�S�S���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L���P�U���[�O�P�Z���J�H�[�L�N�V�Y�`���P�Z���[�O�L���P�T�W�H�J�[���V�M��
�8�)�:���V�U���J�V�Z�[���H�U�K���Z�J�O�L�K�\�S�L���N�Y�V�^�[�O�����<�[�P�S�P�a�P�U�N���\�W�K�H�[�L�K��
�S�P�[�L�Y�H�[�\�Y�L���Y�L�]�P�L�^�Z���V�M���J�V�Z�[���H�U�K���Z�J�O�L�K�\�S�L���N�Y�V�^�[�O�����[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[��
established a national norm of 10 percent growth fo r 
schedule and 6 percent growth for budget (Tran et a l. 
���������������>�O�P�S�L���[�O�P�Z���T�L�[�Y�P�J���]�H�Y�P�L�Z���I�L�[�^�L�L�U���Z�[�\�K�P�L�Z�����P�[���Y�L�T�H�P�U�Z��

consistent with the metrics used in the previous QB S 
�Z�[�\�K� �̀����<�[�P�S�P�a�P�U�N���[�O�P�Z���T�L�[�Y�P�J���H�Z���H���J�V�T�W�H�Y�P�Z�V�U�����[�O�L���J�\�Y�Y�L�U�[��
�L�H�V�Y�[���M�V�\�U�K���[�O�H�[���8�)�:���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���V�\�[�W�L�Y�M�V�Y�T���[�O�L���U�H�[�P�V�U�H�S��
average in both cost and schedule growth. In terms of 
�J�V�Z�[���N�Y�V�^�[�O�����[�O�L���8�)�:���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���H�U�H�S�`�a�L�K���P�U���[�O�P�Z���Z�[�\�K�`���O�H�K��
an overall project cost growth of 3 percent. This i s half of 
the national average of 6 percent. When isolating this to 
�Q�\�Z�[���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U���J�V�Z�[���N�Y�V�^�[�O�����[�O�P�Z���P�U�J�Y�L�H�Z�L���Y�L�T�H�P�U�Z���S�V�^��
�H�[���V�U�S�`�������W�L�Y�J�L�U�[�����)�H�Z�L�K���V�U���[�O�L���P�U���K�L�W�[�O���J�H�Z�L���Z�[�\�K�P�L�Z����
�[�O�P�Z���Y�L�Å�L�J�[�Z���[�O�L���X�\�H�S�P�[�`���V�M���[�O�L���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U���K�V�J�\�T�L�U�[�Z��
�K�L�]�L�S�V�W�L�K���I�`���[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���Ä�Y�T�Z�����^�O�P�J�O���P�Z���H���W�Y�P�T�H�Y�`���I�L�U�L�Ä�[��
of this process to potential owners. In terms of sc hedule 
�N�Y�V�^�[�O�����8�)�:���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���V�\�[�W�L�Y�M�V�Y�T�L�K���[�O�L���U�H�[�P�V�U�H�S���H�]�L�Y-
�H�N�L���I�`���O�H�]�P�U�N���H���Z�J�O�L�K�\�S�L���N�Y�V�^�[�O���V�M�������W�L�Y�J�L�U�[���]�L�Y�Z�\�Z���[�O�L��
national metric of 10 percent. This is a 30 percent  reduc-
�[�P�V�U���P�U���[�O�L���[�`�W�P�J�H�S���Z�J�O�L�K�\�S�L���N�Y�V�^�[�O���V�M���H���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[��

�;�O�L���Ä�Y�Z�[���T�L�[�Y�P�J���K�L�Z�P�N�U�L�K���[�V���H�K�K�Y�L�Z�Z���[�O�L���\�U�K�L�Y�S�`�P�U�N���Y�L�H-
�Z�V�U�Z���^�O�`���8�)�:���V�\�[�W�L�Y�M�V�Y�T�Z���[�O�L���U�H�[�P�V�U�H�S���H�]�L�Y�H�N�L���M�V�J�\�Z�L�K��
�V�U���[�O�L���P�Z�Z�\�L���V�M���K�L�Z�P�N�U���Z�J�O�L�K�\�S�L���T�P�S�L�Z�[�V�U�L�Z�����0�U���[�O�P�Z���X�\�L�Y� �̀���
the research distinguished between meeting all mile -
�Z�[�V�U�L�Z�����T�L�L�[�P�U�N���T�V�Z�[���T�P�S�L�Z�[�V�U�L�Z�����H�U�K���T�L�L�[�P�U�N���H�I�V�\�[���O�H�S�M��
�V�M���[�O�L���T�P�S�L�Z�[�V�U�L�Z���V�Y���S�L�Z�Z�����0�U���[�L�Y�T�Z���V�M���K�L�Z�P�N�U���T�P�S�L�Z�[�V�U�L�Z����
66 percent of projects met all milestones. In this perspec-
�[�P�]�L�����[�O�L�Y�L���^�H�Z���U�V���Z�P�N�U�P�Ä�J�H�U�[���K�P�H�L�Y�L�U�J�L���I�L�[�^�L�L�U���8�)�:��
based projects and non-QBS projects.

�7�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���6�\�[�J�V�T�L�Z
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�7�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���6�\�[�J�V�T�L�Z

project. The innovation metric is included for two rea-
�Z�V�U�Z�����-�P�Y�Z�[�����P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U���P�Z���H�U���P�U�K�P�Y�L�J�[���T�L�H�Z�\�Y�L���V�M���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[��
�J�V�T�W�S�L�_�P�[�`���H�Z���T�V�Y�L���J�V�T�W�S�L�_���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���V�M�[�L�U���Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L���T�V�Y�L��
�P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�]�L���Z�V�S�\�[�P�V�U�Z���[�V���H�K�K�Y�L�Z�Z���[�O�V�Z�L���Z�W�L�J�P�Ä�J���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[��
�J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z�����:�L�J�V�U�K�����P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U���P�Z���H���T�L�H�Z�\�Y�L���V�M���O�V�^��
�K�L�Z�P�N�U���Ä�Y�T�Z���H�W�W�Y�V�H�J�O���H���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���P�U���[�L�Y�T�Z���V�M���[�O�L���Å�L�_�P�I�P�S-
�P�[�`���V�M���Z�V�S�\�[�P�V�U�Z���[�O�L�`���T�H�`���I�Y�P�U�N���[�V���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�����;�O�P�Z���P�Z���H�U��
important factor as the greater the number of tools  and 
�Z�V�S�\�[�P�V�U�Z���[�O�H�[���H���[�L�H�T���J�H�U���I�Y�P�U�N���[�V���H���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�����[�O�L���N�Y�L�H�[�L�Y��
�[�O�L���S�P�R�L�S�P�O�V�V�K���[�O�H�[���[�O�L�`���J�H�U���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L���H���Z�V�S�\�[�P�V�U���[�O�H�[���T�L�L�[�Z��
�V�Y���L�_�J�L�L�K�Z���J�S�P�L�U�[���L�_�W�L�J�[�H�[�P�V�U�Z��

�-�Y�V�T���[�O�P�Z���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�����[�O�L�Y�L���P�Z���H���U�V�[�H�I�S�L���K�P�H�L�Y�L�U�J�L���P�U���[�O�L��
�Y�H�[�L���V�M���P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U���U�V�[�L�K���I�`���[�O�L���W�H�Y�[�P�J�P�W�H�U�[�Z�����-�P�N�\�Y�L�����������6�U��
�[�O�L���\�W�W�L�Y���L�U�K���V�M���P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U�����8�)�:���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���^�L�Y�L���������W�L�Y-
�J�L�U�[���T�V�Y�L���S�P�R�L�S�`���[�V���O�H�]�L���T�V�K�L�Y�H�[�L���V�Y���Z�P�N�U�P�Ä�J�H�U�[���P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U��
�P�U�J�S�\�K�L�K���P�U���[�O�L���Z�V�S�\�[�P�V�U�Z�����/�V�^�L�]�L�Y�����V�M���N�Y�L�H�[�L�Y���Z�P�N�U�P�Ä�J�H�U�J�L��
is the fact that non-QBS projects were 79 percent m ore 
�S�P�R�L�S�`���[�V���O�H�]�L���S�P�[�[�S�L���V�Y���U�V���P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U���P�U�J�S�\�K�L�K���P�U���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q-
�L�J�[�����;�O�P�Z���P�Z���H���Z�P�N�U�P�Ä�J�H�U�[���Ä�U�K�P�U�N���H�Z���P�[���U�V�[�H�I�S�`���Y�L�K�\�J�L�Z���[�O�L��
�V�W�W�V�Y�[�\�U�P�[�`���M�V�Y���H�U���V�^�U�L�Y���[�V���O�H�]�L���H���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���K�L�S�P�]�L�Y�L�K���[�O�H�[��
considers new or emerging solutions to issues that arise 
�V�U���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�����(�K�K�P�[�P�V�U�H�S�S� �̀����P�[���Z�P�N�U�P�Ä�J�H�U�[�S�`���Y�L�K�\�J�L�Z���[�O�L��
likelihood that cost or schedule-saving opportuniti es might 
�I�L���L�_�W�S�V�Y�L�K���I�`���[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���[�L�H�T����

Figure 6: QBS projects were 23 percent more likely to have signi�cant or moderate innovation while non-QBS projects 
were 79 percent more likely to have little or no innovation.
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�/�V�^�L�]�L�Y�����P�[���P�Z���P�U���[�O�L���Z�L�J�V�U�K���T�L�[�Y�P�J�����H���M�V�J�\�Z���V�U���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J-
�[�P�V�U���Z�J�O�L�K�\�S�L���T�P�S�L�Z�[�V�U�L�Z�����[�O�H�[���[�O�L���K�P�H�L�Y�L�U�J�L���I�L�[�^�L�L�U��
�8�)�:���H�U�K���U�V�U���8�)�:���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���P�Z���K�L�[�L�J�[�L�K�����:�W�L�J�P�Ä�J�H�S�S� �̀���
�������W�L�Y�J�L�U�[�����V�Y���H�I�V�\�[���O�H�S�M���V�M���[�O�L���8�)�:���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���T�L�[���H�S�S��
construction milestones with no adjustment in sched ule 
�Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L�K�����*�V�U�]�L�Y�Z�L�S� �̀����V�U�S�`���������W�L�Y�J�L�U�[���V�M���U�V�U���8�)�:���W�Y�V�Q-
ects had the same performance. This is a 50 percent  
increase in the number of projects that met all sch edules. 
�-�Y�V�T���[�O�P�Z���Y�L�Z�\�S�[�����[�O�L���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���I�Y�V�\�N�O�[���M�V�Y�^�H�Y�K���P�U���8�)�:��
has an impact on the construction process. 

�;�O�L���Z�P�N�U�P�Ä�J�H�U�[���K�P�H�L�Y�L�U�J�L�Z���I�L�[�^�L�L�U���[�O�L�Z�L���W�V�W�\�S�H�[�P�V�U�Z���H�Y�L��
�O�P�N�O�S�`���J�V�Y�Y�L�S�H�[�L�K���I�H�Z�L�K���V�U���P�U�[�L�Y�]�P�L�^�Z���^�P�[�O���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���W�H�Y�[�P�J-
�P�W�H�U�[�Z���H�U�K���H�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z���V�M���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���^�P�[�O���[�O�L���X�\�H�S�P�[�`���V�M���[�O�L��
�J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U���K�V�J�\�T�L�U�[�Z���W�\�[���M�V�Y�^�H�Y�K���I�`���[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���[�L�H�T����
�(�U�K���M�V�S�S�V�^�P�U�N���V�U���[�O�H�[���W�V�P�U�[�����[�O�L���[�L�H�T�Z���^�P�[�O���[�O�L���N�Y�L�H�[�L�Y��
�L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���^�V�Y�R�P�U�N���[�V�N�L�[�O�L�Y�����H�U�K���P�U���[�O�H�[���Z�L�J�[�V�Y�����J�V�U�Z�P�Z-
�[�L�U�[�S�`���W�Y�V�K�\�J�L�K���K�V�J�\�T�L�U�[�Z���[�O�H�[���Y�L�Z�\�S�[�L�K���P�U���M�L�^�L�Y���K�L�S�H�`�Z��
�K�\�Y�P�U�N���[�O�L���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U���W�Y�V�J�L�Z�Z���J�H�\�Z�L�K���I�`���P�U�J�V�T�W�S�L�[�L��
�K�V�J�\�T�L�U�[�Z���V�Y���K�V�J�\�T�L�U�[�Z���Y�L�X�\�P�Y�P�U�N���J�S�H�Y�P�Ä�J�H�[�P�V�U�Z��

Innovation
�;�O�L���Ä�U�H�S���V�\�[�J�V�T�L���I�H�Z�L�K���T�L�[�Y�P�J���L�_�W�S�V�Y�L�K���P�U���[�O�L���Z�[�\�K�`��
�M�V�J�\�Z�L�K���V�U���[�O�L���S�L�]�L�S���V�M���P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U���L�T�W�S�V�`�L�K���V�U���L�H�J�O��
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�(�Z���H���Z�L�J�V�U�K���L�S�L�T�L�U�[���[�V���P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U�����[�O�L���[�L�H�T���H�U�H�S�`�a�L�K���[�O�L��
�J�V�T�T�L�U�[�Z���M�V�Y���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���P�U���[�L�Y�T�Z���V�M���[�O�L���J�V�T�W�S�L�_�P�[�`���V�M��
the project and the introduction of innovative solu tions. 
�-�Y�V�T���[�O�P�Z���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�����[�O�L���[�L�H�T���M�V�\�U�K���[�O�H�[���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���[�O�H�[��
�T�L�U�[�P�V�U�L�K���J�V�T�W�S�L�_�P�[�`���L�P�[�O�L�Y���P�U���[�L�Y�T�Z���V�M���W�O�`�Z�P�J�H�S���J�O�H�S-
lenges or in terms of social or political challenge s were 
�J�V�U�Z�P�Z�[�L�U�[�S�`���O�P�N�O�L�Y���P�U���[�L�Y�T�Z���V�M���P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U�Z���^�O�L�U���8�)�:��
was the procurement method used. As discussed in th e 
�J�H�Z�L���Z�[�\�K�P�L�Z�����[�O�P�Z���Y�L�S�H�[�P�V�U�Z�O�P�W���^�H�Z���J�V�U�Z�P�Z�[�L�U�[�S�`���Y�L�P�U�M�V�Y�J�L�K��
�[�O�Y�V�\�N�O���P�U�[�L�Y�]�P�L�^�Z�����:�W�L�J�P�Ä�J�H�S�S� �̀����P�[���^�H�Z���M�V�\�U�K���[�O�H�[���^�O�P�S�L��
�8�)�:���J�V�U�[�P�U�\�L�Z���[�V���I�L���H���I�L�U�L�Ä�[���V�U���H�S�S���[�`�W�L�Z���V�M���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z�����[�O�P�Z��
�I�L�U�L�Ä�[���P�U�J�Y�L�H�Z�L�Z���^�P�[�O���[�O�L���J�V�T�W�S�L�_�P�[�`���V�M���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[��

�:�\�T�T�H�Y�`
�0�U���Z�\�T�T�H�Y� �̀����[�O�L���H�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z���V�M���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���P�U���[�O�L���Z�[�\�K�`���W�V�W-
�\�S�H�[�P�V�U���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L�K���H���M�V�\�U�K�H�[�P�V�U���M�V�Y���L�Z�[�H�I�S�P�Z�O�P�U�N���R�L�`���Ä�U�K�P�U�N�Z��
�H�Z���^�L�S�S���H�Z���[�O�L���S�P�U�L�Z���V�M���P�U�X�\�P�Y�`���M�V�Y���[�O�L���P�U���K�L�W�[�O���J�H�Z�L���Z�[�\�K�P�L�Z��
�P�U���W�O�H�Z�L�������V�M���[�O�L���Z�[�\�K� �̀����;�O�L���V�]�L�Y�H�S�S���K�P�Z�[�Y�P�I�\�[�P�V�U���V�M���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q-
ects provided a national perspective on the use of QBS in 
project procurement and the resulting project outco mes. 
�;�O�L���R�L�`���T�L�Z�Z�H�N�L�Z���M�Y�V�T���[�O�L���H�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z���P�U�J�S�\�K�L���[�O�L���M�V�S�S�V�^�P�U�N�!

�i��QBS projects outperform the national average in cos t 
growth (3 percent vs. 6 percent).

�i��QBS projects outperform the national average in 
schedule growth (7 percent vs. 10 percent). 

�i���8�)�:���O�H�Z���H���Z�[�Y�V�U�N���W�V�Z�P�[�P�]�L���P�T�W�H�J�[���V�U���L�]�L�Y�`���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[��

�i���;�O�L�Y�L���P�Z���H���Z�[�Y�V�U�N���S�P�U�R���I�L�[�^�L�L�U���[�O�L���S�L�]�L�S���V�M���J�V�T�W�S�L�_-
�P�[� �̀����[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���V�\�[�J�V�T�L�Z�����H�U�K���[�O�L���\�Z�L���V�M���8�)�:���H�Z���[�O�L��
�W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���T�L�[�O�V�K�����(�Z���[�O�L���J�V�T�W�S�L�_�P�[�`���V�M���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q-
�L�J�[���N�Y�V�^�Z�����[�O�L���W�V�Z�P�[�P�]�L���P�T�W�H�J�[���V�M���\�Z�P�U�N���8�)�:���N�Y�V�^�Z��
along with it.

�i���7�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z���T�L�[�Y�P�J�Z���H�Y�L���W�V�Z�P�[�P�]�L�S�`���P�U�Å�\�L�U�J�L�K��
�\�Z�P�U�N���8�)�:���H�Z���H���Y�L�Z�\�S�[���V�M���[�O�L���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���S�L�]�L�S���V�M���[�O�L��
teams that are brought to the project and the like-
lihood of generating documents and solutions that 
reduce costs and schedules during construction.

�i���7�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z���M�Y�V�T���H�U���V�^�U�L�Y�»�Z���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L���P�Z���P�U�Å�\-
�L�U�J�L�K���I�`���[�O�L���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���V�M���[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���[�L�H�T���H�U�K���[�O�L�P�Y��
�H�I�P�S�P�[�`���[�V���T�L�L�[���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���T�P�S�L�Z�[�V�U�L�Z��

�7�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���6�\�[�J�V�T�L�Z
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QBS Case Studies
�;�O�L���[�O�P�Y�K���W�O�H�Z�L���V�M���[�O�L���8�)�:���Z�[�\�K�`���M�V�J�\�Z�L�K���V�U���V�I�[�H�P�U�P�U�N���K�L�L�W�L�Y���P�U�Z�P�N�O�[�Z��
�P�U�[�V���[�O�L���\�Z�L���H�U�K���U�V�U���\�Z�L���V�M���8�)�:���I�`���H�U�H�S�`�a�P�U�N���H�J�[�\�H�S���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���Z�J�L�U�H�Y�P�V�Z����
�<�U�K�L�Y�[�H�R�P�U�N���[�O�P�Z���H�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z���L�U�[�H�P�S�L�K���K�P�Y�L�J�[���P�U�[�L�Y�]�P�L�^�Z���^�P�[�O���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���W�H�Y�[�P�J�P�W�H�U�[�Z��
�M�Y�V�T���Y�L�W�Y�L�Z�L�U�[�H�[�P�]�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���·���Y�L�W�Y�L�Z�L�U�[�H�[�P�]�L���I�L�P�U�N���[�O�L���R�L�`���L�S�L�T�L�U�[���V�M��
�[�O�L���Z�[�\�K� �̀����;�V���T�H�P�U�[�H�P�U���V�I�Q�L�J�[�P�]�P�[�`���P�U���[�O�L���Z�[�\�K� �̀����Z�P�_���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���[�O�H�[���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L�K���H��
cross-section of the population under consideration  were chosen for further 
�H�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z�����;�O�P�Z���J�Y�V�Z�Z���Z�L�J�[�P�V�U���P�U�J�S�\�K�L�K���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���M�Y�V�T���T�\�S�[�P�W�S�L���Z�L�J�[�V�Y�Z�����[�Y�H�U�Z�W�V�Y-
�[�H�[�P�V�U�����P�U�M�Y�H�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�\�Y�L�����I�\�P�S�K�P�U�N�Z�������N�L�V�N�Y�H�W�O�P�J���K�P�Z�W�L�Y�Z�P�V�U�����T�\�S�[�P�W�S�L���Z�P�a�L�Z���P�U���[�L�Y�T�Z��
�V�M���K�L�Z�P�N�U���M�L�L�Z�����U�L�^���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U�����H�U�K���Y�L�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U�Z�����H�U�K���Ä�U�H�S�S� �̀����I�V�[�O���8�)�:���H�U�K��
non-QBS projects. 

�;�O�L���H�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z���V�M���[�O�L���J�H�Z�L���Z�[�\�K�`���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���Z�[�H�Y�[�L�K���^�P�[�O���H�U���P�U�[�L�Y�]�P�L�^���V�M���H���R�L�`��
�W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���W�H�Y�[�P�J�P�W�H�U�[���^�O�V���^�H�Z���P�K�L�U�[�P�Ä�L�K���P�U���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���U�V�T�P�U�H�[�P�V�U���W�O�H�Z�L�����,�H�J�O��
�P�U�[�L�Y�]�P�L�^���J�V�U�Z�P�Z�[�L�K���V�M���H���������T�P�U�\�[�L���Z�L�Z�Z�P�V�U���^�O�L�Y�L���R�L�`���P�Z�Z�\�L�Z���^�L�Y�L���K�P�Z�J�\�Z�Z�L�K��
�H�Z���M�V�S�S�V�^�Z�!

�i���;�O�L���W�L�Y�J�L�P�]�L�K���J�V�T�W�S�L�_�P�[�`���V�M���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[

�i��The social and/or political issues associated with the project

�i��The success metrics of the project

�i���;�O�L���W�L�Y�J�L�P�]�L�K���Y�V�S�L���[�O�H�[���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���W�S�H�`�L�K���P�U���[�O�L���Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z���T�L�[�Y�P�J�Z

�i���;�O�L���Ä�Y�T�»�Z���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z���V�U���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[

�;�O�L���Q�\�Z�[�P�Ä�J�H�[�P�V�U���M�V�Y���[�O�L�Z�L���S�P�U�L�Z���V�M���P�U�X�\�P�Y�`���P�Z���[�O�H�[���[�O�L�Z�L���R�L�`���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���W�H�Y�[�P�J�P�W�H�U�[�Z��
are in the best position to provide perspectives on  the various factors that 
�P�U�Å�\�L�U�J�L�K���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�»�Z���\�S�[�P�T�H�[�L���S�L�]�L�S���V�M���Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z�����;�O�L���P�U�[�L�Y�]�P�L�^�Z���^�L�Y�L���[�O�L�Y�L-
�M�V�Y�L���M�V�J�\�Z�L�K���V�U���\�U�K�L�Y�Z�[�H�U�K�P�U�N���[�O�L���Y�V�S�L���[�O�H�[���[�O�L�Z�L���T�\�S�[�P�W�S�L���M�H�J�[�V�Y�Z���W�S�H�`�L�K��
�P�U���[�O�L���Ä�U�H�S���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���V�\�[�J�V�T�L�Z�����0�[���P�Z���M�Y�V�T���[�O�L�Z�L���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z���[�O�H�[���[�O�L���Z�L�Y�P�L�Z��
of observations and conclusions presented at the en d of this chapter were 
developed.

�;�V���T�H�P�U�[�H�P�U���V�I�Q�L�J�[�P�]�P�[�`���P�U���[�O�L���Z�[�\�K� �̀����Z�P�_���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���[�O�H�[��
�W�Y�V�]�P�K�L�K���H���J�Y�V�Z�Z���Z�L�J�[�P�V�U���V�M���[�O�L���W�V�W�\�S�H�[�P�V�U���\�U�K�L�Y��
�J�V�U�Z�P�K�L�Y�H�[�P�V�U���^�L�Y�L���J�O�V�Z�L�U���M�V�Y���M�\�Y�[�O�L�Y���H�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z�����;�O�P�Z��
�J�Y�V�Z�Z���Z�L�J�[�P�V�U���P�U�J�S�\�K�L�K���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���M�Y�V�T���T�\�S�[�P�W�S�L���Z�L�J�[�V�Y�Z��
���[�Y�H�U�Z�W�V�Y�[�H�[�P�V�U�����P�U�M�Y�H�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�\�Y�L�����I�\�P�S�K�P�U�N�Z�������N�L�V�N�Y�H�W�O�P�J��
�K�P�Z�W�L�Y�Z�P�V�U�����T�\�S�[�P�W�S�L���Z�P�a�L�Z���P�U���[�L�Y�T�Z���V�M���K�L�Z�P�N�U���M�L�L�Z�����U�L�^��
�J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U�����H�U�K���Y�L�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U�Z�����H�U�K���Ä�U�H�S�S� �̀����I�V�[�O���8�)�:��
�H�U�K���U�V�U���8�)�:���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z��
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�;�O�P�Z���Q�V�P�U�[���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���I�`���[�O�L���*�P�[�`���V�M���4�P�S�^�H�\�R�L�L���H�U�K��
Wisconsin DOT followed the QBS process to 
�J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[���[�O�L���3�H�R�L�M�Y�V�U�[���.�H�[�L�^�H�`���0����� �����9�H�T�W�Z��
at Lincoln Memorial Drive. This project required 
�H���Z�P�N�U�P�Ä�J�H�U�[���H�T�V�\�U�[���V�M���W�\�I�S�P�J���V�\�[�Y�L�H�J�O���H�U�K��
�P�U�]�V�S�]�L�T�L�U�[���I�L�[�^�L�L�U���[�O�L���J�P�[� �̀����Z�[�H�[�L�����J�V�\�U�[� �̀����H�U�K��
�U�\�T�L�Y�V�\�Z���V�[�O�L�Y���Z�[�H�R�L�O�V�S�K�L�Y�Z�����6�\�[���V�M���H���J�V�T�T�\�U�P�[�`��
�H�K�]�P�Z�V�Y�`���J�V�T�T�P�[�[�L�L���J�Y�L�H�[�L�K���M�V�Y���[�O�P�Z���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[��
emerged a Streetscape Subcommittee tasked 
with collaborating on elements such as terrace 
�W�H�]�L�Y�Z���Z�P�N�U���Z�[�Y�\�J�[�\�Y�L���H�L�Z�[�O�L�[�P�J�Z�����;�O�P�Z���Z�P�N�U�P�Ä�J�H�U�[��
�H�T�V�\�U�[���V�M���J�V�T�T�\�U�P�[�`���L�U�N�H�N�L�T�L�U�[���V�U���[�O�P�Z��
�W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���N�Y�L�H�[�S�`���H�K�K�L�K���[�V���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�»�Z���J�V�T�W�S�L�_�P�[� �̀���
�(�J�J�V�Y�K�P�U�N���[�V���H���K�L�Z�P�N�U�L�Y���V�U���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�����¸�7�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z��
�^�P�[�O���J�V�T�T�\�U�P�[�`���P�U�]�V�S�]�L�T�L�U�[�����Z�V�J�P�H�S���J�V�T�W�V�U�L�U�[�Z����
�H�U�K���H�K�K�P�[�P�V�U�H�S���J�V�T�T�\�U�P�[�`���M�L�H�[�\�Y�L�Z���Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U��
�Ä�Y�T�Z���^�P�[�O���I�Y�V�H�K�L�Y���R�U�V�^�S�L�K�N�L���H�U�K���\�U�K�L�Y�Z�[�H�U�K�P�U�N����
This brings QBS into a positive position.” Less 
�X�\�H�S�P�Ä�L�K���H�U�K���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L�K���Ä�Y�T�Z���T�P�N�O�[���O�H�]�L���H���O�H�Y�K�L�Y��
�[�P�T�L���I�H�S�H�U�J�P�U�N���[�O�L�Z�L���J�V�T�W�S�P�J�H�[�L�K���Z�V�J�P�H�S���M�H�J�[�V�Y�Z����
�Z�O�V�^�J�H�Z�P�U�N���[�O�L���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z���V�M���\�Z�P�U�N���8�)�:���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[��
�[�V���Z�L�S�L�J�[���T�V�Y�L���X�\�H�S�P�Ä�L�K�����L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L�K�����H�U�K���\�S�[�P�T�H�[�L�S�`��
�Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z�M�\�S���K�L�Z�P�N�U���Ä�Y�T�Z����

�9�L�P�U�M�V�Y�J�P�U�N���T�H�U�`���V�M���[�O�L���^�L�S�S���L�Z�[�H�I�S�P�Z�O�L�K���U�V�[�P�V�U�Z��
�P�U���[�O�L���S�P�[�L�Y�H�Y�`���Y�L�]�P�L�^���Y�L�N�H�Y�K�P�U�N���J�V�T�W�S�L�_�P�[� �̀����[�O�L��
�W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���K�L�Z�P�N�U�L�Y�Z���M�V�\�U�K���[�O�H�[���8�)�:���^�H�Z���H���U�L�J�L�Z�Z�H�Y�`��
component to the success of the project due to 
�[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�»�Z���J�V�T�W�S�L�_�P�[� �̀����-�Y�V�T���^�V�Y�R�P�U�N���^�P�[�O���[�O�L��
�W�\�I�S�P�J���H�U�K���I�H�S�H�U�J�P�U�N���T�\�S�[�P�W�S�L���H�N�L�U�J�P�L�Z�����[�O�L�Y�L���^�H�Z���H��
�U�L�L�K���M�V�Y���H���Ä�Y�T���[�O�H�[���J�V�\�S�K���T�H�U�H�N�L���H�S�S���V�M���[�O�L���T�V�]�P�U�N��
�W�H�Y�[�Z���L�H�L�J�[�P�]�L�S� �̀����0�U���[�O�P�Z���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�����J�V�U�J�L�Y�U�Z���H�I�V�\�[���[�O�L��
possible mismanagement of the design and public 
outreach far outweighed price-based concerns.

�3�H�R�L�M�Y�V�U�[���.�H�[�L�^�H�`���0����� �����9�H�T�W�Z

Photo courtesy of City of Milwaukee, Department of City Development

�7�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���^�P�[�O���J�V�T�T�\�U�P�[�`��
�P�U�]�V�S�]�L�T�L�U�[�����Z�V�J�P�H�S���J�V�T�W�V�U�L�U�[�Z����
�H�U�K���H�K�K�P�[�P�V�U�H�S���J�V�T�T�\�U�P�[�`��
�M�L�H�[�\�Y�L�Z���Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���Ä�Y�T�Z��
�^�P�[�O���I�Y�V�H�K�L�Y���R�U�V�^�S�L�K�N�L���H�U�K��
�\�U�K�L�Y�Z�[�H�U�K�P�U�N�����;�O�P�Z���I�Y�P�U�N�Z���8�)�:��
�P�U�[�V���H���W�V�Z�P�[�P�]�L���W�V�Z�P�[�P�V�U��



C
A

S
E

 S
T

U
D

Y

ACECResearchInstitute.org  |  18

�:�[�����4�H�Y�P�L�Z���9�P�]�L�Y���9�9���)�Y�P�K�N�L���
�� 
�:�[�����1�V�L���9�P�]�L�Y���)�Y�P�K�N�L���9�L�W�S�H�J�L�T�L�U�[

�<�[�P�S�P�a�P�U�N���)�L�Z�[���=�H�S�\�L���7�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[�����[�O�L���:�[�����4�H�Y�P�L�Z��
River RR Bridge & St. Joe River Bridge Replacement 
�^�H�Z���Z�L�S�L�J�[�L�K���H�Z���H���J�H�Z�L���Z�[�\�K�`���H�Z���P�[���W�Y�L�Z�L�U�[�Z���H�U��
enlightening look into the positives and negatives of 
�H�S�[�L�Y�U�H�[�P�]�L���K�L�S�P�]�L�Y�`���Z�`�Z�[�L�T�Z�����Z�W�L�J�P�Ä�J�H�S�S�`���)�L�Z�[���=�H�S�\�L��
�7�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[�����;�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���W�Y�L�Z�L�U�[�L�K���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z��
�P�U�J�S�\�K�P�U�N���H���Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L�T�L�U�[���[�V���T�H�P�U�[�H�P�U���[�Y�H�I�J���V�U���H���T�H�Q�V�Y��
Idaho logging thoroughfare as well as a requirement  to 
�K�Y�P�S�S���������»���W�P�L�Y�Z���P�U�[�V���[�O�L���^�H�[�L�Y���H�K�Q�H�J�L�U�[���[�V���[�O�L���L�_�P�Z�[�P�U�N��
�I�Y�P�K�N�L�����0�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�]�L���T�L�[�O�V�K�Z���P�U���I�Y�P�K�N�L���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U����
�[�L�T�W�V�Y�H�Y�`���[�Y�H�I�J���J�V�U�[�Y�V�S�����W�\�I�S�P�J���P�U�]�V�S�]�L�T�L�U�[�����H�U�K��
environmental permitting were all used to meet thes e 
challenges during design and construction.

�1�\�N�N�S�P�U�N���[�Y�H�I�J���J�V�U�[�Y�V�S�����W�\�I�S�P�J��
�P�U�]�V�S�]�L�T�L�U�[�����L�U�]�P�Y�V�U�T�L�U�[�H�S��
�W�L�Y�T�P�[�[�P�U�N�����H�U�K���[�O�L���L�U�N�P�U�L�L�Y�P�U�N��
�^�V�Y�R���P�[�Z�L�S�M�����[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���^�H�Z��
�[�L�J�O�U�P�J�H�S�S�`���K�P�I�J�\�S�[�����;�O�P�Z���J�Y�L�H�[�L�K��
�[�O�L���J�V�U�[�L�_�[���M�V�Y���I�V�[�O���[�O�L���W�V�Z�P�[�P�]�L�Z��
and the negatives that emerged 
on this project. In terms of 
�W�V�Z�P�[�P�]�L�Z�����[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U��
collaboration enabled the team 
�[�V���P�K�L�U�[�P�M�`���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�H�I�P�S�P�[�`���P�Z�Z�\�L�Z��
�L�H�Y�S�`���P�U���[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���W�Y�V�J�L�Z�Z�����;�O�P�Z��
�P�K�L�U�[�P�Ä�J�H�[�P�V�U���Y�L�K�\�J�L�K���M�\�Y�[�O�L�Y��
�K�L�S�H�`�Z���H�Z���[�O�L���Z�J�O�L�K�\�S�L���T�P�N�O�[��
have been stretched further if the 
design issues were not known 
prior to the bid. The team believes 
�[�O�H�[���[�O�L���Å�L�_�P�I�P�S�P�[�`���V�M���[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U��
build process allowed for quicker 
�Y�L�Z�W�V�U�Z�L�Z���[�V���\�U�L�_�W�L�J�[�L�K���K�L�S�H�`�Z��
than a traditional design-bid-
�I�\�P�S�K���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�����(�K�K�P�[�P�V�U�H�S�S� �̀����[�O�L���J�S�V�Z�L���J�V�S�S�H�I�V�Y�H�[�P�V�U��
between the contractor and the design team enabled 
the project to navigate a number of challenging 
construction tasks related to building a new bridge  
�^�O�P�S�L���T�H�P�U�[�H�P�U�P�U�N���L�_�P�Z�[�P�U�N���[�Y�H�I�J���Å�V�^�Z��

While the design-construction collaboration was 
�H���W�V�Z�P�[�P�]�L���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L�����[�O�L���S�H�J�R���V�M���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���P�U��
�\�Z�P�U�N���H�S�[�L�Y�U�H�[�P�]�L���K�L�S�P�]�L�Y�`���T�L�[�O�V�K�Z���J�V�U�[�Y�P�I�\�[�L�K��
to schedules not being met in several instances. 
�:�W�L�J�P�Ä�J�H�S�S� �̀����[�O�L���Y�V�S�L�Z���H�U�K���Y�L�Z�W�V�U�Z�P�I�P�S�P�[�P�L�Z���V�M���L�H�J�O��

�W�S�H�`�L�Y���^�L�Y�L���U�V�[���L�_�W�S�P�J�P�[�S�`���Z�W�L�S�S�L�K���V�\�[���W�Y�P�V�Y���[�V��
the beginning of the project. Additional review 
responsibilities were placed on the design team 
during the project. While these challenges focused 
�T�H�P�U�S�`���V�U���[�O�L���T�H�U�H�N�L�T�L�U�[���Z�P�K�L���Y�H�[�O�L�Y���[�O�H�U���[�O�L��
�W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���P�T�W�S�L�T�L�U�[�H�[�P�V�U���W�O�H�Z�L�����[�O�L�`���O�P�N�O�S�P�N�O�[�L�K���[�O�L��
�P�T�W�V�Y�[�H�U�J�L���V�M���O�H�]�P�U�N���H���[�L�H�T���[�O�H�[���O�H�K���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���[�V��
understand the individual roles and responsibilities 
�K�\�Y�P�U�N���H���J�V�T�W�S�L�_���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���I�\�P�S�K�����(�S�[�O�V�\�N�O���[�O�P�Z��
�W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���[�\�Y�U�L�K���V�\�[���[�V���I�L���Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z�M�\�S���V�U���J�V�T�W�S�L�[�P�V�U����
it serves as a potential warning that a strong design 
�[�L�H�T���P�Z���Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L�K���[�V���Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z�M�\�S�S�`���J�V�S�S�H�I�V�Y�H�[�L���^�P�[�O���H��
�J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U���Ä�Y�T���K�\�Y�P�U�N���Z�\�J�O���H���J�V�T�W�S�L�_���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[��

�>�O�P�S�L���[�O�L�Z�L���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z���M�V�J�\�Z�L�K��
�T�H�P�U�S�`���V�U���[�O�L���T�H�U�H�N�L�T�L�U�[���Z�P�K�L��
�Y�H�[�O�L�Y���[�O�H�U���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���P�T�W�S�L��
�T�L�U�[�H�[�P�V�U���W�O�H�Z�L�����[�O�L�`���O�P�N�O��
�S�P�N�O�[�L�K���[�O�L���P�T�W�V�Y�[�H�U�J�L���V�M���O�H�]��
�P�U�N���H���[�L�H�T���[�O�H�[���O�H�K���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L��
to understand the individual 
�Y�V�S�L�Z���H�U�K���Y�L�Z�W�V�U�Z�P�I�P�S�P�[�P�L�Z���K�\�Y�P�U�N��
�H���J�V�T�W�S�L�_���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���I�\�P�S�K��
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�>�O�P�S�L���Y�L�Z�L�H�Y�J�O���Z�[�Y�V�U�N�S�`���Z�\�N�N�L�Z�[�Z���[�O�H�[���8�)�:���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L�Z��
�T�H�Q�V�Y���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z���[�V���J�V�T�W�S�L�_���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z�����P�U���W�H�Y�[�P�J�\�S�H�Y�����P�[���P�Z��
�Z�P�T�P�S�H�Y�S�`���P�T�W�V�Y�[�H�U�[���[�V���U�V�[�L���[�O�H�[���8�)�:���O�H�Z���I�L�L�U���M�V�\�U�K��

to have the same merits in less 
�J�V�T�W�S�L�_���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���H�Z���^�L�S�S�����6�U�L��
such project is the Five Location 
�-�,�4�(���7�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���P�U���[�O�L���*�P�[�`���V�M���:�H�U�[�H��
Clarita. Acquired through QBS in 
�H���+�L�Z�P�N�U���)�P�K���)�\�P�S�K���W�Y�V�J�L�Z�Z�����[�O�P�Z��
�W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L�K���Å�V�V�K���W�Y�V�[�L�J�[�P�V�U��
�H�U�K���Z�H�M�L�[�`���P�T�W�Y�V�]�L�T�L�U�[���M�V�Y��
areas of the jurisdiction that were 
substandard. Before the actual 
�K�L�Z�P�N�U�P�U�N�����H���J�V�Z�[���I�L�U�L�Ä�[���H�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z��
was done to select the best 
locations and design for public 
�]�H�S�\�L�����;�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���Ä�Y�T���^�V�Y�R�L�K��
�V�U���[�O�L���W�Y�L�S�P�T�P�U�H�Y�`���W�O�H�Z�L�Z���V�M���[�O�L��
project and later competed for 
�[�O�L���Ä�U�H�S���K�L�Z�P�N�U���W�O�H�Z�L�����<�W�V�U��
�Z�L�S�L�J�[�P�V�U���I�H�Z�L�K���V�U���X�\�H�S�P�Ä�J�H�[�P�V�U�Z����
some comparisons were made 
�[�V���V�[�O�L�Y���Ä�Y�T�Z���P�U���[�L�Y�T�Z���V�M���[�O�L��
�W�V�[�L�U�[�P�H�S���O�V�\�Y�Z���H�U�K���I�\�K�N�L�[�Z�����H�U�K��
an agreeable fee was negotiated. 
�(�J�J�V�Y�K�P�U�N���[�V���[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���Ä�Y�T�����[�O�L��
�8�)�:���W�Y�V�J�L�Z�Z�����H�S�V�U�N���^�P�[�O���H���Y�L�]�P�L�^��

�V�M���[�O�L���M�L�L�Z�����W�Y�V�]�P�K�L�K���H���^�L�S�S���Y�V�\�U�K�L�K���J�V�T�I�P�U�H�[�P�V�U���V�M��
�X�\�H�S�P�[� �̀����Z�L�Y�]�P�J�L�����H�U�K���]�H�S�\�L���[�V���[�H�_�W�H�`�L�Y�Z����

�3�V�V�R�P�U�N���H�[���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�»�Z���J�V�T�W�S�L�_�P�[� �̀����P�[���^�H�Z���Y�H�[�L�K��
�H�������V�\�[���V�M�������I�`���[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���Ä�Y�T���H�Z���P�[���O�H�K���Z�V�T�L��
�J�V�T�W�S�L�_�P�[�P�L�Z���I�\�[���^�H�Z���U�V�[���[�O�V�\�N�O�[���[�V���I�L���L�Z�W�L�J�P�H�S�S�`��
�J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�P�U�N�����:�P�T�P�S�H�Y�S� �̀����[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���^�H�Z��
�U�V�[�L�K���H�Z���O�H�]�P�U�N���T�V�K�L�Y�H�[�L���P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U�����0�U���[�O�P�Z���J�H�Z�L����
�[�O�L���I�L�U�L�Ä�[���8�)�:���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L�K���^�H�Z���L�U�Z�\�Y�P�U�N���[�O�H�[���H�U��
�L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L�K���[�L�H�T���^�H�Z���W�\�[���V�U���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���P�U�Z�[�L�H�K���V�M��
�H���J�O�L�H�W�L�Y�����I�\�[���W�V�Z�Z�P�I�S�`���T�\�J�O���S�L�Z�Z���J�V�T�W�L�[�L�U�[���[�L�H�T����
�+�\�L���[�V���[�O�L���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z���V�M���O�H�]�P�U�N���H�U���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L�K���[�L�H�T����
the designers designated this case as having a high 
�S�L�]�L�S���V�M���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z�����)�H�Z�L�K���V�U���[�O�L���M�L�L�K�I�H�J�R���I�`��
�[�O�L���S�L�H�K���K�L�Z�P�N�U���Ä�Y�T�����[�O�P�Z���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���Z�O�V�^�J�H�Z�L�Z���O�V�^��
QBS produces the right outcomes for success on 
�H�U�`���[�`�W�L���V�M���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�����U�V�[���Q�\�Z�[���P�U�J�Y�L�K�P�I�S�`���P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�]�L���V�Y��
�J�V�T�W�S�L�_���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z��

�-�P�]�L���3�V�J�H�[�P�V�U���-�,�4�(���7�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�� 
�P�U���[�O�L���*�P�[�`���V�M���:�H�U�[�H���*�S�H�Y�P�[�H

Photo courtesy of U.S. Vertical Perspectives

�(�J�J�V�Y�K�P�U�N���[�V���[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���Ä�Y�T����
�[�O�L���8�)�:���W�Y�V�J�L�Z�Z�����H�S�V�U�N���^�P�[�O���H��
�Y�L�]�P�L�^���V�M���[�O�L���M�L�L�Z�����W�Y�V�]�P�K�L�K���H�� 
�^�L�S�S���Y�V�\�U�K�L�K���J�V�T�I�P�U�H�[�P�V�U���V�M��
�X�\�H�S�P�[� �̀����Z�L�Y�]�P�J�L�����H�U�K���]�H�S�\�L���[�V��
�[�H�_�W�H�`�L�Y�Z����
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The Town Creek Culvert project was selected as 
�H���J�H�Z�L���Z�[�\�K�`���I�H�Z�L�K���V�U���P�[���O�H�]�P�U�N���H���J�V�T�I�P�U�H�[�P�V�U���V�M��
�J�V�T�W�S�L�_�P�[� �̀����H���T�V�K�L�Z�[���K�L�Z�P�N�U���M�L�L�����H���N�Y�L�L�U���P�U�M�Y�H�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�\�Y�L��
�K�L�T�V�U�Z�[�Y�H�[�P�V�U�����H�U�K���H���8�)�:���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���T�L�[�O�V�K�����;�O�L��
�J�V�Y�L���V�M���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���M�V�J�\�Z�L�K���V�U���Z�[�V�Y�T�^�H�[�L�Y���H�U�K���Å�V�V�K��
�J�V�U�[�Y�V�S�����I�\�[���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���H�S�Z�V���P�U�J�V�Y�W�V�Y�H�[�L�K���^�H�[�L�Y�����Z�L�^�L�Y����
�U�H�[�\�Y�H�S���N�H�Z�����H�U�K���[�L�S�L�J�V�T�T�\�U�P�J�H�[�P�V�U�Z���P�T�W�Y�V�]�L�T�L�U�[�Z����
�;�O�L���N�Y�L�H�[�L�Y���J�V�U�[�L�_�[���V�M���[�O�L���*�\�S�]�L�Y�[���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���K�L�Z�J�Y�P�I�L�Z���P�[��
�H�Z���H���J�V�T�W�S�L�_���Y�L�O�H�I�P�S�P�[�H�[�P�V�U���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���P�U���H���J�Y�V�^�K�L�K���\�Y�I�H�U��
�H�Y�L�H���[�O�H�[���Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L�K���U�V�[���V�U�S�`���S�H�Y�N�L���Z�J�H�S�L���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U��
in downtown and across a college campus but also 
added important green infrastructure components 
�U�L�L�K�L�K���[�V���H�[�[�L�U�\�H�[�L���W�V�S�S�\�[�L�K���Y�\�U�V�H���P�U�[�V���H���U�L�H�Y�I�`���Y�P�]�L�Y����

�;�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���P�Z���H�U���L�_�H�T�W�S�L���V�M���O�V�^���8�)�:���J�H�U���Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L��
�L�U�N�P�U�L�L�Y�P�U�N���Ä�Y�T�Z���[�V���[�L�H�T���P�U���^�H�`�Z���[�O�H�[���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L��
�[�O�L���V�^�U�L�Y���^�P�[�O���[�O�L���N�Y�L�H�[�L�Z�[���Z�L�[���V�M���X�\�H�S�P�Ä�J�H�[�P�V�U�Z���[�V��
�J�V�T�W�S�L�[�L���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z�M�\�S�S� �̀����0�U���[�O�P�Z���L�H�V�Y�[�����[�O�L��
�S�L�H�K���K�L�Z�P�N�U���Ä�Y�T���[�L�H�T�L�K���^�P�[�O���V�[�O�L�Y��
�K�L�Z�P�N�U���Ä�Y�T�Z���[�V���K�L�]�L�S�V�W���H���Z�L�[���V�M���\�U�P�X�\�L��
solutions that combined their individual 
�Z�[�Y�L�U�N�[�O�Z���P�U���N�Y�L�L�U���P�U�M�Y�H�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�\�Y�L����
�Z�[�V�Y�T�^�H�[�L�Y���Z�`�Z�[�L�T�Z�����H�U�K���J�V�T�T�\�U�P�[�`��
engagement. This combination of 
strengths was required to address the 
breadth of challenges incorporated in 
�[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�����P�U�J�S�\�K�P�U�N���J�V�U�[�H�T�P�U�H�[�L�K��
�Z�V�P�S�Z�����H���K�V�^�U�[�V�^�U���S�V�J�H�[�P�V�U���^�P�[�O���S�P�T�P�[�L�K��
�H�J�J�L�Z�Z�����O�P�N�O���^�H�[�L�Y���[�H�I�S�L�Z�����Z�[�Y�\�J�[�\�Y�H�S��
�J�V�U�J�L�Y�U�Z���V�M���U�L�P�N�O�I�V�Y�P�U�N���I�\�P�S�K�P�U�N�Z�����[�O�L��
�Z�P�[�L���I�L�P�U�N���V�U���H���J�V�S�S�L�N�L���J�H�T�W�\�Z�����H�U�K���H��
hurricane that dropped 36” of rain on 
the site during construction. 

�0�U���[�O�L���L�U�K�����[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���T�L�[���H�U�K���L�]�L�U��
�L�_�J�L�L�K�L�K���[�O�L���L�_�W�L�J�[�H�[�P�V�U�Z���V�M���[�O�L��
owner and the team. The team believes 
�[�O�P�Z���^�H�Z���[�O�L���J�H�Z�L���W�Y�P�T�H�Y�P�S�`���I�L�J�H�\�Z�L��
of the team that was put together to 
�H�K�K�Y�L�Z�Z���[�O�L���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z�����)�`���O�H�Y�U�L�Z�Z�P�U�N��
�[�O�L���K�P�H�L�Y�L�U�[���Z�[�Y�L�U�N�[�O�Z���V�M���[�O�L���P�U�K�P�]�P�K�\�H�S��
�V�I�J�L�Z�����[�O�L���[�L�H�T���^�H�Z���H�I�S�L���[�V���M�V�J�\�Z���V�U��
�P�[�Z���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���H�U�K���X�\�H�S�P�Ä�J�H�[�P�V�U�Z���Y�H�[�O�L�Y���[�O�H�U���V�H�L�Y�P�U�N��
�[�O�L���S�V�^�L�Z�[���J�V�Z�[�����;�O�L�Z�L���X�\�H�S�P�Ä�J�H�[�P�V�U�Z���H�S�S�V�^�L�K���[�O�L��
�[�L�H�T���[�V���T�P�U�P�T�P�a�L���P�U�[�L�Y�Y�\�W�[�P�V�U�Z���K�\�Y�P�U�N���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[����
�Y�P�Z�L���[�V���[�O�L���S�L�]�L�S���V�M���J�V�T�W�S�L�_�P�[�`���V�M���[�O�L���L�H�V�Y�[�����H�U�K��
introduce innovative green infrastructure solutions in 
�[�O�L���Ä�U�H�S���K�L�Z�P�N�U����

�;�V�^�U���*�Y�L�L�R���*�\�S�]�L�Y�[

�;�O�L���H�I�P�S�P�[�`���[�V���M�V�J�\�Z���V�U���I�\�P�S�K�P�U�N��
�H���[�L�H�T���^�P�[�O���[�O�L���U�L�J�L�Z�Z�H�Y�`��
�L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���[�O�H�[���J�V�\�S�K��
�Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z�M�\�S�S�`���K�L�]�L�S�V�W���Z�V�S�\�[�P�V�U�Z��
�[�V���[�O�V�Z�L���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z���^�H�Z���H���R�L�`��
�[�V���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�»�Z���Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z��

�-�Y�V�T���[�O�L���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L���V�M���[�O�P�Z���Z�[�\�K� �̀����[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[��
�O�P�N�O�S�P�N�O�[�Z���O�V�^���J�V�T�W�S�L�_�P�[�`���H�U�K���X�\�H�S�P�Ä�J�H�[�P�V�U�Z���[�P�L��
together in terms of meeting the needs of a client 
�H�Z���^�L�S�S���H�Z���[�O�L���N�L�U�L�Y�H�S���W�\�I�S�P�J���Z�L�Y�]�L�K���I�`���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[����
�*�V�T�W�S�L�_���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z�����L�]�L�U���V�U�L�Z���Z�\�J�O���H�Z���[�O�P�Z���[�O�H�[���H�Y�L��
�V�M���T�V�K�L�Z�[���Z�P�a�L�����J�H�U���Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���H�U�K���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U��
teams to develop unique solutions to meet the 
�U�L�L�K�Z���V�M���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�����0�U���[�O�P�Z���J�H�Z�L�����[�O�L���Z�J�L�U�H�Y�P�V���V�M��
�J�Y�L�H�[�P�U�N���H�U���P�U�M�Y�H�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�\�Y�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���H�K�Q�H�J�L�U�[���[�V���L�_�P�Z�[�P�U�N��
buildings in a college campus presented several 
�\�U�P�X�\�L���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z�����;�O�L���H�I�P�S�P�[�`���[�V���M�V�J�\�Z���V�U���I�\�P�S�K�P�U�N��
�H���[�L�H�T���^�P�[�O���[�O�L���U�L�J�L�Z�Z�H�Y�`���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���[�O�H�[���J�V�\�S�K��
�Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z�M�\�S�S�`���K�L�]�L�S�V�W���Z�V�S�\�[�P�V�U�Z���[�V���[�O�V�Z�L���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z��
�^�H�Z���H���R�L�`���[�V���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�»�Z���Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z�����;�O�P�Z���[�L�H�T��
�K�L�]�L�S�V�W�T�L�U�[���^�H�Z���L�U�H�I�S�L�K���I�`���[�O�L���8�)�:���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[��
�T�L�[�O�V�K���\�[�P�S�P�a�L�K���P�U���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[��
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�9�P�W�R�L�U���,�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L

�;�O�L���9�P�W�R�L�U���,�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���P�Z���H���\�U�P�X�\�L���P�U�]�L�Z�[�T�L�U�[���I�`���[�O�L���J�P�[�`���V�M���7�P�N�L�V�U��
�-�V�Y�N�L�����;�5�����P�U�[�V���P�U�J�Y�L�H�Z�P�U�N���J�P�[�`���Y�L�]�L�U�\�L�Z���[�O�Y�V�\�N�O���L�U�O�H�U�J�L�K���H�[�O�S�L�[�P�J��
�M�H�J�P�S�P�[�P�L�Z�����;�O�L���J�P�[�`�»�Z���V�I�Q�L�J�[�P�]�L���^�H�Z���[�V���K�L�]�L�S�V�W���H���`�V�\�[�O���I�H�Z�L�I�H�S�S���J�V�T�W�S�L�_��
that would spur adjacent development and support local tourism. 
�;�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���^�H�Z���Z�L�S�L�J�[�L�K���H�Z���H���J�H�Z�L���Z�[�\�K�`���K�\�L���[�V���P�[���I�L�P�U�N���H���\�U�P�X�\�L��
�W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�����I�\�[���H�S�Z�V���I�L�J�H�\�Z�L���P�[���Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L�K���J�S�V�Z�L���J�V�V�W�L�Y�H�[�P�V�U���I�L�[�^�L�L�U���[�O�L��
�K�L�Z�P�N�U���[�L�H�T���H�U�K���[�O�L���J�P�[�`���[�V���T�L�L�[���Z�W�L�J�P�Ä�J���V�I�Q�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z�����;�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���H�S�Z�V��
�O�H�K���H���Z�P�N�U�P�Ä�J�H�U�[���K�L�Z�P�N�U���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�����:�W�L�J�P�Ä�J�H�S�S� �̀����T�V�Y�L���[�O�H�U�������T�P�S�S�P�V�U��
�J�\�I�P�J���`�H�Y�K�Z���V�M���L�H�Y�[�O�^�V�Y�R���H�U�K���Y�V�J�R���J�\�[�Z���^�L�Y�L���Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L�K���[�V���J�Y�L�H�[�L���[�O�L��
�H�Y�L�H���M�V�Y���[�O�L���Z�P�_���I�H�Z�L�I�H�S�S���Ä�L�S�K�Z���[�\�J�R�L�K���P�U�[�V���[�O�L���Z�P�K�L���V�M���H���T�V�\�U�[�H�P�U��
�V�]�L�Y�S�V�V�R�P�U�N���[�O�L���J�P�[� �̀����(�K�K�P�[�P�V�U�H�S�S� �̀����[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���[�L�H�T���^�V�Y�R�L�K���J�S�V�Z�L�S�`���^�P�[�O��
�[�O�L���J�P�[�`���H�U�K���9�P�W�R�L�U���)�H�Z�L�I�H�S�S�����V�W�L�Y�H�[�V�Y���V�M���[�O�L���J�V�T�W�S�L�_�����[�V���T�H�R�L���Z�\�Y�L��
�[�O�L���[�L�H�T���H�U�K���M�H�U���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���P�Z���I�L�Z�[���P�U���J�S�H�Z�Z�����-�Y�V�T���>�P�-�P���H�]�H�P�S�H�I�P�S�P�[�`��
�H�J�Y�V�Z�Z���[�O�L���J�V�T�W�S�L�_���[�V���N�Y�L�L�U���P�U�M�Y�H�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�\�Y�L���S�V�^���P�T�W�H�J�[���Z�[�V�Y�T�^�H�[�L�Y��
�K�L�Z�P�N�U���H�U�K���V�\�[�Ä�L�S�K���M�L�U�J�L�Z���[�O�H�[���^�L�Y�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U�L�K���[�V���Y�L�W�S�P�J�H�[�L���W�Y�V�M�L�Z�Z�P�V�U�H�S��
�I�H�Z�L�I�H�S�S���Z�[�H�K�P�\�T���M�L�U�J�L�Z�����L���N�������*�H�T�K�L�U���@�H�Y�K�Z�������[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���M�V�J�\�Z�L�K���V�U��
innovation. 

�;�O�L���R�L�`���[�V���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�»�Z���Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z���^�H�Z���H���[�L�H�T���[�O�H�[���^�V�Y�R�L�K���J�S�V�Z�L�S�`��
�[�V�N�L�[�O�L�Y���[�V���K�L�]�L�S�V�W���Z�V�S�\�[�P�V�U�Z���[�V���[�O�L���[�L�J�O�U�P�J�H�S���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z�·�P�U���W�H�Y�[�P�J�\�S�H�Y����
�K�L�[�L�Y�T�P�U�P�U�N���[�O�L���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z���V�M���[�O�L���Z�P�[�L���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�H�P�U�[�Z�����P�U�J�S�\�K�P�U�N���[�O�L��
amount of rock that would be required to be cut and  removed. These 
�[�L�J�O�U�P�J�H�S���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z���Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L�K���H���[�L�H�T���[�O�H�[���O�H�K���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���P�U���[�O�L��
�[�L�J�O�U�P�J�H�S���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z���V�M���H�[�O�S�L�[�P�J���Ä�L�S�K���K�L�Z�P�N�U���H�Z���^�L�S�S���H�Z���P�U���[�O�L���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z��
of stormwater management on such a large site with unique drainage 
�Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L�T�L�U�[�Z�����;�O�L���8�)�:���W�Y�V�J�L�Z�Z���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L�K���[�O�L���V�W�W�V�Y�[�\�U�P�[�`���M�V�Y���Z�\�J�O���H��
team to be developed for this project with an under standing that the 
�X�\�H�S�P�Ä�J�H�[�P�V�U�Z���H�U�K���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���U�L�L�K�L�K���M�V�Y���[�O�P�Z���[�`�W�L���V�M���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���^�L�Y�L���P�U���W�S�H�J�L��
prior to the start of the project.

�0�U���H�K�K�P�[�P�V�U���[�V���[�O�L���Z�W�L�J�P�Ä�J���Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L�T�L�U�[�Z���M�V�Y���K�L�Z�P�N�U���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L�����[�O�L��
�W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���P�U�J�S�\�K�L�K���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z���[�O�H�[���Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L�K���Z�W�L�J�P�Ä�J��
�L�_�W�L�Y�[�P�Z�L�����>�V�Y�R�P�U�N���^�P�[�O���S�H�Y�N�L���H�[�O�S�L�[�P�J���Ä�L�S�K�Z���H�U�K���Z�`�U�[�O�L�[�P�J���[�\�Y�M�����H�Z��
�^�L�S�S���H�Z���[�O�L���H�I�P�S�P�[�`���[�V���T�H�U�H�N�L���[�O�L���Z�P�[�L���K�L�]�L�S�V�W�T�L�U�[���W�Y�V�J�L�Z�Z�����^�L�Y�L��
�R�L�`���Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L�T�L�U�[�Z�����;�O�L���[�L�H�T���I�L�S�P�L�]�L�Z���[�O�H�[���8�)�:���^�H�Z���H���R�L�`���L�S�L�T�L�U�[���P�U��
�H�S�S�V�^�P�U�N���Z�\�J�O���L�_�W�L�Y�[�P�Z�L���[�V���I�L���I�Y�V�\�N�O�[���[�V���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���H�U�K���L�U�Z�\�Y�P�U�N���H��
successful completion.

�0�U���[�L�Y�T�Z���V�M���[�O�L���Z�[�\�K�`���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z�����[�O�L���\�Z�L���V�M���8�)�:���P�S�S�\�Z�[�Y�H�[�L�K���O�V�^��
�H�U���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L�K���[�L�H�T���I�Y�P�U�N�Z���L�U�O�H�U�J�L�K���P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U���[�V���H���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���[�O�H�[���P�Z��
�P�U�[�L�U�K�L�K���[�V���I�L���H���U�H�[�P�V�U�H�S���Z�O�V�^�J�H�Z�L���H�U�K���H���R�L�`���L�J�V�U�V�T�P�J���K�Y�P�]�L�Y���M�V�Y���H��
�J�P�[� �̀����;�O�L���[�L�H�T���^�H�Z���H�I�S�L���[�V���T�L�L�[���[�O�L���V�I�Q�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z���H�U�K���K�L�S�P�]�L�Y���H���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[��
�[�O�H�[���\�S�[�P�T�H�[�L�S�`���L�_�J�L�L�K�L�K���[�O�L���V�^�U�L�Y�»�Z���L�_�W�L�J�[�H�[�P�V�U�Z���P�U���[�L�Y�T�Z���V�M���Y�L�]�L�U�\�L��
�N�L�U�L�Y�H�[�P�V�U�����;�O�L���J�V�T�I�P�U�H�[�P�V�U���V�M���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���H�U�K���H���M�V�J�\�Z���V�U���P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U��
�T�V�]�L�K���[�O�P�Z���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���M�Y�V�T���Z�H�[�P�Z�M�`�P�U�N���[�O�L���W�H�Y�[�P�J�P�W�H�U�[�Z�»���L�_�W�L�J�[�H�[�P�V�U�Z���[�V��
�L�_�J�L�L�K�P�U�N���[�O�L�P�Y���L�_�W�L�J�[�H�[�P�V�U�Z��
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�;�O�L���R�L�`���[�V���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�»�Z���Z�\�J�J�L�Z�Z���^�H�Z���H���[�L�H�T��
�[�O�H�[���^�V�Y�R�L�K���J�S�V�Z�L�S�`���[�V�N�L�[�O�L�Y���[�V���K�L�]�L�S�V�W��
�Z�V�S�\�[�P�V�U�Z���[�V���[�O�L���[�L�J�O�U�P�J�H�S���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z�·�P�U��
�W�H�Y�[�P�J�\�S�H�Y�����K�L�[�L�Y�T�P�U�P�U�N���[�O�L���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z���V�M���[�O�L��
�Z�P�[�L���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�H�P�U�[�Z�����P�U�J�S�\�K�P�U�N���[�O�L���H�T�V�\�U�[���V�M���Y�V�J�R��
�[�O�H�[���^�V�\�S�K���I�L���Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L�K���[�V���I�L���J�\�[���H�U�K���Y�L�T�V�]�L�K��
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�*�V�S�\�T�I�\�Z���:�[�H�[�L���*�V�T�T�\�U�P�[�`���*�V�S�S�L�N�L��
�:�J�O�V�V�S���V�M���*�\�S�P�U�H�Y�`���(�Y�[�Z

�;�O�L���*�V�S�\�T�I�\�Z���:�[�H�[�L���*�V�T�T�\�U�P�[�`���*�V�S�S�L�N�L���:�J�O�V�V�S���V�M��
�*�\�S�P�U�H�Y�`���(�Y�[�Z���P�U���*�V�S�\�T�I�\�Z�����6�O�P�V�����^�H�Z���H���8�)�:���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[��
�[�O�H�[���L�T�W�O�H�Z�P�a�L�K���K�L�Z�P�N�U���[�L�H�T���J�V�S�S�H�I�V�Y�H�[�P�V�U���[�V���Z�V�S�]�L��
structural and mechanical issues in an academic 
building that was under tight schedule restrictions. 
�*�V�T�I�P�U�P�U�N���J�\�S�P�U�H�Y�`���[�L�H�J�O�P�U�N���Z�W�H�J�L�Z���^�P�[�O���H���S�H�Y�N�L��
�H�\�K�P�[�V�Y�P�\�T�����[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���P�U�J�S�\�K�L�K���L�S�L�T�L�U�[�Z���V�M���S�H�Y�N�L��
�H�Z�Z�L�T�I�S�`���Z�W�H�J�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���^�P�[�O���O�P�N�O�S�`���[�L�J�O�U�P�J�H�S���J�\�S�P�U�H�Y�`��
solutions. Combined with an owner that did not build 
�S�H�Y�N�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���V�U���H���Y�L�N�\�S�H�Y���I�H�Z�P�Z�����[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���O�H�K��
�[�O�L���W�V�[�L�U�[�P�H�S���[�V���Y�\�U���P�U�[�V���T�\�S�[�P�W�S�L���K�L�S�H�`�Z�����/�V�^�L�]�L�Y����
�[�O�P�Z���^�H�Z���H���J�H�Z�L���V�M���H���K�L�Z�P�N�U���[�L�H�T���^�V�Y�R�P�U�N���J�S�V�Z�L�S�`��
�[�V�N�L�[�O�L�Y���[�V���T�L�L�[���[�O�L���H�L�Z�[�O�L�[�P�J�����[�L�J�O�U�P�J�H�S�����H�U�K��
�J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U���U�L�L�K�Z���S�H�P�K���V�\�[���I�`���[�O�L���J�V�S�S�L�N�L����

�;�O�L���W�Y�P�T�H�Y�`���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L���P�U���[�O�P�Z���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�����H�U�K���[�O�L���V�U�L��
�[�O�H�[���T�H�K�L���P�[���H���U�P�J�L���J�H�Z�L���Z�[�\�K�`���L�_�H�T�W�S�L�����^�H�Z���[�O�L��
need to solve a series of technical design challenges 
under a constrained time frame while working with 
�H���S�L�Z�Z���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L�K���V�^�U�L�Y�����0�U���[�L�Y�T�Z���V�M���[�O�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U��
�J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z�����[�O�L���[�L�H�T���U�L�L�K�L�K���[�V���H�K�K�Y�L�Z�Z���[�O�L���Z�L�P�Z�T�P�J��
concerns of a large auditorium together with the 
electrical and mechanical needs of the teaching 
�Z�W�H�J�L�Z�����;�O�L�Z�L���^�L�Y�L���[�O�L�U���L�U�O�H�U�J�L�K���I�`���K�P�Z�J�\�Z�Z�P�V�U�Z��
over the material that should be selected for the 
overall structural design. 

�;�O�L���K�L�T�H�U�K�Z���P�U�[�Y�V�K�\�J�L�K���I�`���^�V�Y�R�P�U�N���P�U���H���J�V�S�S�L�N�L��
environment where academic schedules impact 
the project schedule created challenges for the 
project. Schedules were adjusted to accommodate 
�[�O�L�Z�L���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�H�P�U�[�Z�����H�Z���^�L�S�S���H�Z���P�U�J�Y�L�H�Z�P�U�N���[�O�L���\�Z�L���V�M��
subcontractors to enhance the pace of construction 
to meet schedule milestones.

�/�V�^�L�]�L�Y�����L�]�L�U���^�P�[�O���[�O�L�Z�L���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z�����[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[��
turned out to be successful as the team met the 
�T�\�S�[�P�W�S�L���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�H�P�U�[�Z���Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L�K���I�`���[�O�L���V�^�U�L�Y�����-�Y�V�T��
�[�O�L���Y�L�Z�L�H�Y�J�O���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�����[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���K�L�T�V�U�Z�[�Y�H�[�L�K��
�[�O�L���H�I�P�S�P�[�`���M�V�Y���H�U���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L�K���K�L�Z�P�N�U���[�L�H�T���[�V���T�L�L�[��
unique challenges under tight schedule constraints 
�^�P�[�O���H���S�L�Z�Z���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L�K���V�^�U�L�Y�����0�[���P�Z���X�\�L�Z�[�P�V�U�H�I�S�L��
whether this level of success could have been 
�H�J�O�P�L�]�L�K���P�M���8�)�:���^�H�Z���U�V�[���[�O�L���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���Z�`�Z�[�L�T���P�U��
place for the project.

�*�V�T�I�P�U�P�U�N���J�\�S�P�U�H�Y�`��
�[�L�H�J�O�P�U�N���Z�W�H�J�L�Z���^�P�[�O��
�H���S�H�Y�N�L���H�\�K�P�[�V�Y�P�\�T�����[�O�L��
�W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���P�U�J�S�\�K�L�K���L�S�L�T�L�U�[�Z��
�V�M���S�H�Y�N�L���H�Z�Z�L�T�I�S�`���Z�W�H�J�L��
�K�L�Z�P�N�U���^�P�[�O���O�P�N�O�S�`���[�L�J�O�U�P�J�H�S��
�J�\�S�P�U�H�Y�`���Z�V�S�\�[�P�V�U�Z��
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�*�H�Z�L���:�[�\�K�`���7�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z

�i �,�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L�K���;�L�H�T�Z���)�Y�P�U�N���0�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U��– 
�9�L�N�H�Y�K�S�L�Z�Z���V�M���[�O�L���V�]�L�Y�H�S�S���Z�J�V�W�L���V�M���H���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[����
innovative solutions allow project participants to 
�L�_�H�T�P�U�L���H�W�W�Y�V�W�Y�P�H�[�L���H�W�W�Y�V�H�J�O�L�Z���[�V���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[��
�Z�V�S�\�[�P�V�U�����0�U���H�S�T�V�Z�[���H�S�S���J�H�Z�L�Z�����W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���[�O�H�[���O�H�K��
�L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L�K���[�L�H�T�Z���H�S�Z�V���O�H�K���P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�]�L���Z�V�S�\�[�P�V�U�Z��
�[�O�H�[���L�U�O�H�U�J�L�K���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�����7�\�[���H���K�P�H�L�Y�L�U�[���^�H�`�"���[�O�L��
�[�L�H�T�Z���^�L�Y�L���U�V�[���S�P�T�P�[�L�K���I�`���H���S�V�^���J�V�Z�[���H�W�W�Y�V�H�J�O���V�U��
design fees.

�i �6�^�U�L�Y���*�H�W�H�J�P�[�`���0�U�Å�\�L�U�J�L�K���7�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[��
�(�W�W�Y�V�H�J�O�L�Z – Similar to the conclusions drawn 
�M�Y�V�T���[�O�L���S�H�Y�N�L�Y���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���W�V�W�\�S�H�[�P�V�U�Z�����[�O�L���J�H�Z�L���Z�[�\�K-
�P�L�Z���L�T�W�O�H�Z�P�a�L�K���[�O�L���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L���V�M���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���P�U��
scenarios with limited owner procurement capac-
�P�[� �̀����:�W�L�J�P�Ä�J�H�S�S� �̀����^�O�L�[�O�L�Y���P�[���^�H�Z���H�Y�L�H�Z���^�P�[�O���Z�T�H�S�S�L�Y��
�W�V�W�\�S�H�[�P�V�U�Z�����V�Y���S�V�J�H�S���Q�\�Y�P�Z�K�P�J�[�P�V�U�Z�����[�O�L���J�H�W�H�J�P�[�`���V�M��
�[�O�L���V�^�U�L�Y���V�Y�N�H�U�P�a�H�[�P�V�U���[�V���L�U�N�H�N�L���^�P�[�O���[�O�L���W�Y�V-
�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���W�Y�V�J�L�Z�Z���V�Y���[�V���M�\�S�S�`���\�U�K�L�Y�Z�[�H�U�K���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L-
�T�L�U�[���H�S�[�L�Y�U�H�[�P�]�L�Z���K�P�Y�L�J�[�S�`���P�T�W�H�J�[�L�K���[�O�L���\�Z�L���V�M��
�8�)�:�����>�O�P�S�L���8�)�:���T�H�`���I�L���[�O�L���S�L�N�H�S���Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L�T�L�U�[���V�M��
�H���Z�[�H�[�L�����[�O�L���H�J�[�\�H�S���H�W�W�S�P�J�H�[�P�V�U���V�M���[�O�L���W�Y�V�J�L�Z�Z���^�H�Z��
much more nuanced in practice.

�i �7�H�Y�[�P�J�P�W�H�U�[���:�H�[�P�Z�M�H�J�[�P�V�U���*�V�Y�Y�L�S�H�[�L�Z���^�P�[�O��
�7�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���:�`�Z�[�L�T – While the case studies 
�H�Y�L���H���S�P�T�P�[�L�K���W�V�W�\�S�H�[�P�V�U�����[�O�L�`���K�V���P�U�K�P�J�H�[�L���H���J�V�Y-
relation between the procurement method and the 
level of satisfaction of the project participants. The 
�Y�L�H�Z�V�U�Z���M�V�Y���[�O�P�Z���J�V�Y�Y�L�S�H�[�P�V�U���]�H�Y� �̀����I�\�[���[�O�L���\�U�K�L�Y�S�`�P�U�N��
observation is that participants who approached 
the project from a perspective of bringing innova-
tive solutions had greater satisfaction than those 
who approached the project from a cost-cutting 
perspective.

�;�O�L���J�H�Z�L���Z�[�\�K�`���H�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L�K���[�O�L���Y�L�Z�L�H�Y�J�O���[�L�H�T��
with a set of perspectives that complemented the 
�W�Y�L�]�P�V�\�Z���K�H�[�H���J�V�S�S�L�J�[�P�V�U���L�H�V�Y�[�Z�����;�O�L���J�Y�V�Z�Z���Z�L�J�[�P�V�U��
of projects provided a set of data from which 
comparisons could be made in terms of the multiple 
perspectives that served as focal points for the ca se 
�Z�[�\�K�P�L�Z�����-�Y�V�T���[�O�P�Z���H�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z�����[�O�L���M�V�S�S�V�^�P�U�N���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z��
�^�L�Y�L���K�L�]�L�S�V�W�L�K�!

�i �8�)�:���7�Y�V�]�P�K�L�Z���+�L�W�[�O���V�M���<�U�K�L�Y�Z�[�H�U�K�P�U�N – An 
�\�U�K�L�Y�S�`�P�U�N���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L���V�M���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���W�H�Y�[�P�J�P�W�H�U�[�Z��
�^�H�Z���[�O�H�[���[�O�L���H�I�P�S�P�[�`���[�V���I�Y�P�U�N���H���X�\�H�S�P�Ä�L�K���[�L�H�T���[�V���H��
�W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L�K���V�^�U�L�Y�Z���^�P�[�O���[�O�L���V�W�W�V�Y�[�\�U�P�[�`���[�V��
�S�L�]�L�Y�H�N�L���[�O�H�[���[�L�H�T�»�Z���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���[�V���N�H�P�U���H���I�L�[�[�L�Y��
understanding of the risks and challenges associ-
ated with a project.

�i �<�U�K�L�Y�Z�[�H�U�K�P�U�N���9�L�Z�W�V�U�Z�P�I�P�S�P�[�P�L�Z���H�Y�L���2�L�` – The 
separation of design and construction respon-
sibilities reduced the likelihood that misunder-
standings around roles and responsibilities on the 
project would develop. The project participants 
�O�L�S�K���H���Z�[�Y�V�U�N���I�L�S�P�L�M���[�O�H�[���V�^�U�L�Y���V�Y�N�H�U�P�a�H�[�P�V�U�Z���U�L�L�K��
�[�V���I�L���M�\�S�S�`���H�^�H�Y�L���V�M���[�O�L���W�V�[�L�U�[�P�H�S���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z���H�Z�Z�V-
ciated with new procurement methodologies that 
blur the lines between design and construction.

�i �6�\�[�Z�P�K�L���*�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z���9�L�X�\�P�Y�L���,�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L – 
�7�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���[�O�H�[���O�H�]�L���L�_�[�L�Y�U�H�S���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z���Z�\�J�O���H�Z��
�W�V�S�P�[�P�J�H�S�����Z�V�J�P�H�S�����V�Y���J�V�T�T�\�U�P�[�`���L�U�N�H�N�L�T�L�U�[���P�Z�Z�\�L�Z��
�Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���W�H�Y�[�P�J�P�W�H�U�[�Z���^�P�[�O���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���P�U��
�[�O�L�Z�L���H�Y�L�H�Z�����0�U���Z�L�]�L�Y�H�S���J�H�Z�L���Z�[�\�K�P�L�Z�����[�O�L���W�H�Y�[�P�J-
�P�W�H�U�[�Z���Z�W�L�J�P�Ä�J�H�S�S�`���U�V�[�L�K���[�O�L���U�L�L�K���[�V���J�V�V�Y�K�P�U�H�[�L��
�J�V�T�T�\�U�P�[�`���L�U�N�H�N�L�T�L�U�[���L�H�V�Y�[�Z���H�J�Y�V�Z�Z���[�O�L���[�L�H�T��
�H�U�K���[�O�L���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z���[�O�H�[���Y�L�Z�\�S�[�L�K���M�Y�V�T���[�O�L���[�L�H�T���O�H�]-
�P�U�N���O�H�K���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���P�U���[�O�L�Z�L���T�H�[�[�L�Y�Z��

�9�L�N�H�Y�K�S�L�Z�Z���V�M���[�O�L���V�]�L�Y�H�S�S���Z�J�V�W�L���V�M���H���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[����
�P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�]�L���Z�V�S�\�[�P�V�U�Z���H�S�S�V�^���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���W�H�Y�[�P�J�P�W�H�U�[�Z��
�[�V���L�_�H�T�P�U�L���H�W�W�Y�V�W�Y�P�H�[�L���H�W�W�Y�V�H�J�O�L�Z���[�V���[�O�L��
�W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���Z�V�S�\�[�P�V�U����
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Overall Conclusions
The completion of the case studies provided an oppo r-
�[�\�U�P�[�`���M�V�Y���[�O�L���Y�L�Z�L�H�Y�J�O���[�L�H�T���[�V���[�H�R�L���H���]�L�Y�[�P�J�H�S���H�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z���V�M��
�[�O�L���K�H�[�H���J�V�S�S�L�J�[�L�K���M�V�Y���[�O�L���Z�[�\�K� �̀����:�W�L�J�P�Ä�J�H�S�S� �̀����[�O�L���Y�L�Z�L�H�Y�J�O��
�[�L�H�T���J�V�T�W�H�Y�L�K���Y�L�Z�\�S�[�Z���M�Y�V�T���������W�Y�L�]�P�V�\�Z���Z�[�\�K�P�L�Z�����������[�O�L��
�P�T�W�Y�L�Z�Z�P�V�U�Z���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L�K���I�`���[�O�L���Z�[�H�[�L���K�P�Y�L�J�[�V�Y�Z�����������K�L�[�H�P�S�L�K��
�W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���P�U�M�V�Y�T�H�[�P�V�U���V�I�[�H�P�U�L�K���P�U���[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���Z�\�Y�]�L�`�Z�����H�U�K��������
�[�O�L���J�H�Z�L���Z�[�\�K�`���W�L�Y�Z�W�L�J�[�P�]�L�Z�����;�O�P�Z���I�Y�V�H�K���Z�L�[���V�M���K�H�[�H���W�Y�V-
�]�P�K�L�K���H�U���V�W�W�V�Y�[�\�U�P�[�`���[�V���]�H�S�P�K�H�[�L���H�Z�Z�\�T�W�[�P�V�U�Z���K�L�]�L�S�V�W�L�K��
from one set of data against the data obtained from  the 
�V�[�O�L�Y���K�H�[�H���J�V�S�S�L�J�[�P�V�U���L�H�V�Y�[�Z�����;�O�\�Z�����[�O�L���Y�L�Z�L�H�Y�J�O���[�L�H�T���[�V�V�R��
these multiple perspectives and developed the follo wing 
�V�]�L�Y�H�S�S���J�V�U�J�S�\�Z�P�V�U�Z���M�Y�V�T���[�O�L���Z�[�\�K� �̀�

�i���8�)�:���:�H�]�L�Z���;�P�T�L���H�U�K���4�V�U�L�`��– When the founda-
tional project metrics of cost and schedule are con -
�Z�P�K�L�Y�L�K�����8�)�:���V�\�[�W�L�Y�M�V�Y�T�Z���[�O�L���U�H�[�P�V�U�H�S���H�]�L�Y�H�N�L���P�U��
�I�V�[�O���H�Y�L�H�Z�����(�U�H�S�`�Z�P�Z���V�M���[�O�L�Z�L���U�\�T�I�L�Y�Z���P�U�K�P�J�H�[�L�Z���[�O�L�Y�L��
�P�Z���H���J�V�Y�Y�L�S�H�[�P�V�U���I�L�[�^�L�L�U���K�L�Z�P�N�U���[�L�H�T���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���H�U�K��
�[�O�L���X�\�H�S�P�[�`���V�M���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U���K�V�J�\�T�L�U�[�Z���^�O�P�J�O���S�L�H�K�Z���[�V��
reductions in construction cost and project schedul e.

�i���8�)�:���)�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z���*�V�T�W�S�L�_���7�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���¶���0�U���[�O�P�Z���Z�[�\�K� �̀���
�^�L���V�I�Z�L�Y�]�L���[�O�H�[���H�S�S���[�`�W�L�Z���V�M���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���K�L�Y�P�]�L���Z�P�N�U�P�Ä-
cant value from the use of QBS procurement. This is  
�W�H�Y�[�P�J�\�S�H�Y�S�`���[�Y�\�L���M�V�Y���J�V�T�W�S�L�_���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���[�O�H�[���J�H�U���I�L�U�L�Ä�[��
�M�Y�V�T���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L�K���H�U�K���Z�[�H�I�S�L���K�L�Z�P�N�U���[�L�H�T�Z���J�V�T�W�Y�P�Z�L�K��
�V�M���O�P�N�O���X�\�H�S�P�[�`���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L�Y�Z�����*�V�T�W�S�L�_�P�[�`���J�H�U���L�T�L�Y�N�L��
from numerous points in a project including com-
�T�\�U�P�[�`���L�U�N�H�N�L�T�L�U�[�����W�V�S�P�[�P�J�H�S���V�Y���Z�V�J�P�H�S���Z�L�U�Z�P�[�P�]�P�[�P�L�Z����
�[�L�J�O�U�P�J�H�S���J�O�H�S�S�L�U�N�L�Z���P�U���K�L�Z�P�N�U���V�Y���P�U���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U�����V�Y��
management and collaboration of project participant s. 
�0�U���Z�O�V�Y�[�����[�O�L���J�V�T�W�S�L�_�P�[�`���V�M���H���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���J�H�U���L�T�L�Y�N�L���M�Y�V�T��
�T�\�S�[�P�W�S�L���R�U�V�^�U���V�Y���\�U�R�U�V�^�U���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���L�S�L�T�L�U�[�Z�����L�H�J�O���V�M��
�^�O�P�J�O���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z���M�Y�V�T���[�O�L���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���P�K�L�U�[�P�Ä�L�K���[�O�Y�V�\�N�O��
QBS procurement.

�i��QBS Leads to Innovation – Innovation is a corner-
stone of advancing project goals as well as develop ing 
better solutions for clients. Innovation can occur on 
�W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���V�M���H�U�`���Z�P�a�L���V�Y���P�U���H�U�`���Z�L�J�[�V�Y�����;�O�P�Z���Z�[�\�K�`���M�V�\�U�K��
that projects that used QBS procurement for design 
services have a greater likelihood of producing inn o-
�]�H�[�P�]�L���Z�V�S�\�[�P�V�U�Z�����;�O�P�Z���P�Z���V�M�[�L�U���I�H�Z�L�K���V�U���Ä�Y�T�Z���O�H�]�P�U�N��
�N�Y�L�H�[�L�Y���V�W�W�V�Y�[�\�U�P�[�`���[�V���L�_�W�S�V�Y�L���P�U�U�V�]�H�[�P�V�U�Z���H�U�K���J�V�S�S�H�I-
orations when price is not the driving factor.

�i��QBS Enhances Construction Process  – While QBS 
�M�V�J�\�Z�L�Z���V�U���K�L�Z�P�N�U�����[�O�L���Z�L�S�L�J�[�P�V�U���V�M���K�L�Z�P�N�U���Ä�Y�T�Z���^�P�[�O��
�N�Y�L�H�[�L�Y���L�_�W�L�Y�P�L�U�J�L���P�U���R�L�`���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���J�V�T�W�V�U�L�U�[�Z�����P�U�J�S�\�K-
�P�U�N���K�L�]�L�S�V�W�P�U�N���J�V�U�Z�[�Y�\�J�[�P�V�U���K�V�J�\�T�L�U�[�Z�����H�Z�Z�P�Z�[�P�U�N���P�U��
setting requirements for the selection of construct ion 
�Ä�Y�T�Z�����H�U�K���K�L�Ä�U�P�U�N���J�S�L�H�Y���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���Y�V�S�L�Z���H�U�K���Y�L�Z�W�V�U�Z�P�I�P�S�P-
�[�P�L�Z�����^�P�S�S���Y�L�Z�\�S�[���P�U���M�L�^�L�Y���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���K�L�S�H�`�Z���H�U�K���N�Y�L�H�[�L�Y���S�P�R�L-
lihood of owner satisfaction with the overall proje ct.

�i���9�L�K�\�J�L�K���7�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���*�H�W�H�J�P�[�`��– A trend creat-
�P�U�N���X�\�L�Z�[�P�V�U�Z���M�V�Y���8�)�:���Z�[�L�T�Z���M�Y�V�T���[�O�L���Y�L�S�H�[�P�]�L�S�`���S�L�H�U��
�Z�[�H�I�U�N���H�U�K���O�P�N�O���[�\�Y�U�V�]�L�Y���^�P�[�O�P�U���Z�[�H�[�L���H�U�K���S�V�J�H�S���N�V�]-
�L�Y�U�T�L�U�[�Z�����(�Z���Z�\�J�O�����L�K�\�J�H�[�P�V�U���P�Z���Y�L�X�\�P�Y�L�K���[�V���L�U�Z�\�Y�L��
�[�O�H�[���W�Y�V�J�\�Y�L�T�L�U�[���V�I�J�P�H�S�Z���K�V���U�V�[���O�H�]�L���T�P�Z�W�L�Y�J�L�W�[�P�V�U�Z��
about QBS in terms of short-term project costs.  

�0�U���Z�\�T�T�H�Y� �̀����[�O�L���J�\�Y�Y�L�U�[���Y�L�Z�L�H�Y�J�O���L�H�V�Y�[���H�N�H�P�U���Y�L�P�[�L�Y�H�[�L�Z��
�[�O�L���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���K�L�S�P�]�L�Y�`���I�L�U�L�Ä�[�Z���[�O�H�[���8�)�:���W�Y�V�]�P�K�L�Z���[�V���V�^�U�L�Y�Z��
�V�U���H�S�S���[�`�W�L�Z���V�M���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z�����;�O�L���K�H�[�H���P�U�K�P�J�H�[�L���[�O�H�[���8�)�:���J�V�U-
tinues to enhance project outcomes and owner satisf ac-
�[�P�V�U�����6�M���W�H�Y�[�P�J�\�S�H�Y���P�T�W�V�Y�[�H�U�J�L���P�Z���[�O�L���Z�[�\�K�`�»�Z���Ä�U�K�P�U�N���[�O�H�[��
�8�)�:���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���T�L�[���H�S�S���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[���K�L�S�P�]�L�Y�`���Z�J�O�L�K�\�S�L�Z���H�[���H��������
�W�L�Y�J�L�U�[���O�P�N�O�L�Y���Y�H�[�L���[�O�H�U���U�V�U���8�)�:���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z�����(�K�K�P�[�P�V�U�H�S�S� �̀���
�8�)�:���W�Y�V�Q�L�J�[�Z���J�V�U�Z�P�Z�[�L�U�[�S�`���V�\�[�W�L�Y�M�V�Y�T���[�O�L���U�H�[�P�V�U�H�S���H�]�L�Y-
age for projects in terms of both cost and schedule . This 
reiterates the overall cost and schedule savings.
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