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¶ Subjectivity of award process for design-build contracts 

¶ Small business impacts of de
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EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING DESIGN-BUILD PROJECT DELIVERY 
 
Past research has considered a number of performance criteria when analyzing the implications 
of design-build contracting,
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Exhibit IV.10  Perceived Suitability of Design-Build Project Delivery 
(Scale: 1 – Not Suitable; 6 – Highly Suitable) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



















































   

comparable design-bid-build projects had completed 100 percent of preliminary project 
activities. For the subset of design-build projects surveyed, the average percent design 
completion prior to going to a design-build contract was 37 percent, with 78 percent of the 
projects at 30 percent or less. 
 



   

prime contractor, due to the increased functional scope and scale of many design-build contracts, 
more stringent qualification requirements, and/or higher bonding re

















































   

CLOSING REMARKS 
 
The changing nature of the nation’s highway infrastructure development program and resources, 
at the federal, state, and local levels, is placing increasing burdens on the public sector’s ability 













































   

Out of $13.9 billion in total potential SEP-14 projects, $5.5 billion (40-percent) were completed 
by the end of calendar year 2002.  Of this amount, $5.2 billion (94-percent) in completed 











   

Exhibit D.5  Distribution of SEP-14 Projects Included in Study Surveys (continued) 
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Survey(s). The surveys are also designed to allow respondents to complete portions of 
the survey at different times, and then submit the completed survey when done. The 
website will let respondents know when the survey form is completed and ready for 
submission. All surveys should be completed and submitted on the designated 
website – we are requesting that respondents do not attempt to print out the 
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Program Survey Instructions

1. Click on website address (noted above) to access system and files 
2. Sign in to system using unique user name and password 
3. Go to survey link 
4. Select ‘Proceed with Program Survey’ 
5. A program list will appear, find and click on your Agency 
6. Fill out the survey. A ‘save’ function is ava
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Agency Design-Build Policies and Procedures

5. Did your agency require special permission or legislation to use design-build
contracting?
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19. For each project type estimate the proportion (%) of all capital program costs that used each of the following project
delivery approaches for projects completed during the past fiscal year:
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20. For each project type, estimate the proportion (%) of design-build program costs that used each of the
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Design:
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APPENDIX G 
 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 
 
This appendix presents a summary of the literature search undertaken as part of this study.  The contents 
of this interim document are derived from the website developed by the AECOM Consult Team and 
posted at 
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