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Preface 
Airports represent some of the most complex infrastructure in the world. Often referred to as “miniature 
cities”, they incorporate vast physical infrastructure—both flat and vertical, multifaceted supporting and 
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contracting processes and documentation for selection of the contracting parties and administration of 
the project contracts in accordance with the laws, regulations and obligations of the owner, and, often, 
state and federal governments. 
The Guide also identifies the kind of owner management support and resources that are necessary 
under various project delivery approaches since the level of staff expertise and time demands on staff 
vary with the different methods. As well, the airport executive must consider any local political 
implications of different delivery systems. 
The Guide is a reflection of industry trends and opportunities, not a promoter of any particular project 
delivery approach or contracting method. It will always be a work-in-progress as those trends evolve 
and additional opportunities for delivering airport projects are explored. We hope it will be used as 
int
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Introduction 
The Airport Owners’ Guide to Project Delivery Systems – 3rd Edition (the Guide) presents an analysis 
of the most often adopted project delivery systems and offers guidance to owners on selecting the most 
advantageous project delivery system (PDS) for a given project. The Guide describes the factors that 
influence project success and the project conditions for which each PDS is most applicable and offers 
the greatest potential to deliver a successful project. The concepts and principles shared in the Guide 
are applicable to any capital project, though the size and complexity of the project must be carefully 
considered during the process of selecting the most appropriate and beneficial PDS. 
A select group of members from the Airports Council International-North America (ACI-NA), the Airport 
Consultants Council (ACC) and the Associated General Contractors of America (AGC) developed the 
Guide for general industry use. This group recognizes and appreciates that any guidance document 
should be the result of a broad collaborative effort so that the guidance offered considers and reflects 
the thoughts and practices of the maximum number of parties who may be affected by the guidance.  
Readers are encouraged to provide feedback and reactions, both positive and negative, by contacting 
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While the expansion of available federal grant funding and project eligibility are good for U.S. airport 
operators, they present new challenges since federal grant funded projects must conform to federal 
contracting and procurement requirements which are not always well aligned with contracting and 
procurement necessities associated with delivery methods other than design, bid, build. We address 
some of these issues in the subsequent sections of the Owners’ Guide, but plan to provide more 
definitive guidance about how to address them in subsequent revisions. 
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Project Delivery Systems and Procurement Methods 

A. Project Delivery Systems (PDS) Definitions  

Fundamentally, a PDS is the approach by which an owner decides to deliver a capital project. While 
there is a relationship between PDS and financial compensation, for the most part, the PDS is separate 
and distinct from the contractual arrangements for financial compensation. For the purposes of the 
Guide, we distinguish between PDSs and contract types. Contract types, which are further described 
later in the Guide, are defined primarily as the contractual arrangements by which the parties are 
compensated.  
There is no widely accepted definition of the term PDS. However, for the purpose of this document, a 
PDS is defined as ‘the arrangement of relationships among the various parties involved in the design 
and construction of a project that establishes the scope and distribution of responsibility and 
management of risk’. The PDS also establishes the nature, timing, interfaces, phasing, and 
responsibility for work elements between the various parties implementing the project.  
Four PDS types dominate the airport capital project delivery landscape in North America. These four 
approaches are:  

�x Design-Bid-Build (DBB) 

�x Construction Management at Risk (CM@R) [also CMAR or Construction Manager/General 
Contractor (CM/GC)] 

�x Traditional Design-Build (TDB) 

�x Progressive Design-Build (PDB) 
Figure II-1 summarizes the defining characteristics of these four methods.2  

                                       
2 Integrated Project Delivery (IPD) is also a PDS, but has not been used extensively for airport projects in North America. 
Since it is an emerging PDS, a description of IPD is included at the end of this section. Public-Private Partnerships (P3s) are 
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�� Low bid cost and numerous qualified bidders encourages a high level of competition 
among builders.  

�� The owner controls the design.  

�x Disadvantages of DBB 
�� In the U.S., the owner maintains all liability for design errors and omissions due to long-

standing legal precedent established in United States v. Spearin (the Spearin Doctrine)
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�� The CM@R’s involvement during design can significantly reduce change orders related to 
design errors and omissions and constructability.  

�� The CM@R’s involvement during design can help reduce overall project costs through 
introduction of value management measures and through design considerations allowing 
more cost-effective construction means and methods. 

�� The project schedule can be significantly reduced under the CM@R PDS. 
�x Disadvantages of CM@R 

�� The owner maintains all liability for design errors and omissions under the Spearin 
Doctrine. 

�� The owner or the owner’s representative is responsible for coordinating between the 
CM@R and the designer. 

Traditional Design -Build (TDB)  

The TDB PDS is defined as follows:  

�x Defining Characteristic 1: The contractual relationship 
between the owner, builder and designer; and the timing of the 
design and construction contracts 
�� The owner holds a single contract with the TDB entity for 

the design and construction of the entire project. 

�x Defining Characteristic 2: The roles and relationship of the 
designer and builder during design 

�� The designer and builder work collaboratively during the 
design process. 

�x Definition Characteristic 3: The timing/phas
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�x Defining Characteristic 4: 
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B. Procurement Methods Definitions  

Qualifications versus Price 

Historically, construction contracts have been awarded based on a low construction cost bid. The 
majority of public agency procurement requirements have been designed around this process. 
However, as discussed above, one of the defining characteristics of alternative PDS is whether the use 
of construction cost is a procurement criterion.  
It has generally been believed that a low construction cost bid process provides the most competitive 
initial construction cost as compared to a qualifications based selection process. It is also generally 
recognized, however, that this primarily holds true for situations where the design and scope of work is 
well defined at the time of the construction contract and where a high degree of change is not 
contemplated during the construction period. As PDSs have evolved, the methods for procuring 
services in support of the PDS have also had to evolve.  
Procurement methods can be divided into three basic categories: 

1. Low Bid – Total construction cost is the sole criterion for final selection. Also termed “cost 
only”. 
2A. Best Value: Total Cost – Both total construction cost and other factors—including fees and 



 

Construction Damages Experts
These acronyms all kind of start blending together after a while, so considering continuing to have the full title in the headers.
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Because the industry has gone for so long without standard definitions, readers may use alternate terms 
for some of the options shown in the matrix. The authors encourage readers to substitute the names 
they use to describe the ten scenarios shown in the matrix. If there are any of the ten that they do not 
use, just put “N/A” to indicate either that they do not have that option available to them or do not consider 
that option one of their available options  
As stated earlier, the QBS system is mandated by FAA for the selection of design professionals where 
Airport Improvement Program (AIP) funds are involved, as well as by many other Federal and State 
procurement regulations. Guidance regarding FAA requirements and recommendations for capital 
project procurement is provided in FAA Advisory Circular AC150/5100-14, Architectural Engineering 
and Planning Consultant Services for Airport Grant Projects, among other documents.9 
Under the 

https://www.faa.gov/airports/resources/advisory_circulars/
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Contract Considerations 
A construction contract is the blueprint for how all stakeholders will interact for the duration of a project. 
A contracting method will have different implications and considerations depending on a chosen PDS 
method. Contract considerations should be part of every airport owner's project delivery selection 
process. Contracts are typically drafted with the primary intent to shift certain risks and to carry over the 
expectations of project delivery. Successful contracts are “networked” early on, gaining acceptance 
from all stakeholders. Too often stakeholders do not have a clear understanding of contract implications 
and impacts, especially as they relate to a project delivery method. The intent of this section of the 
Guide is to provide a clear understanding of all contracting methods and to provide an explanation and 
examples of how contract language can affect risk and outcomes on project delivery. 
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changes outside its control. Ideally in this type of contract, the owner’s risk of cost overrun is minimal 
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Construction Damages Experts
May want to add something about what level of owner involvement a GMP requires.
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Figure III-1: Sample Compensation Approach Chart 
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A contract typically includes several separate sections including a basic agreement of general terms 
and conditions, additional or special conditions unique to the project, and the terms for payment, and 
other supporting documents necessary to define the nature and extent of work such as the schedule, 
the drawings, technical specifications and any other technical requirements for the work. Generally, 
these supporting documents represent deliverables prepared by the design team.
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may limit the bidder pool, as many designers and builders will not assume unlimited risk for a single 
project. It also has cost implications. An unbalanced contract will also cause builders to price in a greater 
degree of risk and perhaps seek higher contingencies that they control. Lastly, some risk may not be 
insurable, or the value of such potential risk far exceeds
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a builder’s control.”  Going forward, it would be wise, and balanced, to add a specific reference such 
as, “pandemics declared a national emergency by the federal government or other applicable state or 
local jurisdiction”. 
These provisions also need to be coordinated with other terms of the contract as a whole. For example, 
using the AIA again for the sake of discussion, the termination provisions in the AIA’s standard A201 
General Conditions language allow a builder to terminate a contract for cause for a variety of reasons, 
including ,hole-1.141.018 Tb3cnc-6 (por)or327( )]TJ
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and remobilization. The interesting question that COVID-19 has presented is whether the costs such 
as added safety measures, testing costs, cost impacts from reduced workforce allowed on a job, and 
additive costs arising from supply chain delivery impacts can be recovered. It is also possible that 
materials simply cost more because of a force measure event. Should the parties follow this approach, 
they need to consider what a “recoverable cost” is and possibly limit costs that are consequential or 
incidental.  
It is too early now to prognosticate 
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below, generally a more balanced approach that fairly allocates, contains, and insures risk in a 
comprehensive, cohesive manner, is the best approach for the parties.  
Builders and designers have sought contractual provisions to insulate them from consequential 
damages. This approach is codified in the entire suite of industry contracts issued by the AIA. 

§ 15.1.7 Waiver of Claims for Consequential Damages 







 

Airport Owners’ Guide to Project Delivery Systems – 3rd Edition 15 

Indemnity 

Indemnity, as a legal term, is the security or protection against a loss or damage. In the construction 
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Some more sophisticated construction contracts could attempt to establish controls on discovery 
timeframes, the volume of discovery and depositions, and the conduct of expert witness analysis and 
discovery, all of which are subjects for the airport’s respective counsel to consider. Ultimately, as this 
article section posits, if the airport elects litigation, consider customizing the litigation provisions for the 
needs of the project and the parties.  

The Arbitration Route  

The construction industry has a long history with arbitration. In theory, this process affords the parties 
the greatest degree of self-determination regarding how the entire dispute resolution process will be 
conducted. Also in theory, it accords the parties a more deliberate, thorough, and potentially accurate 
result, as the deciders of fact – instead of a jury or a lay person judge – are skilled industry practitioners, 
ranging from construction lawyers, to retired builders, to architects and engineers. 
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�� Fact witness depositions (including number, duration, location, etc.) 

�� Expert reports 

�� Expert witness depositions 

�� Subpoena rights 

�� Whether depositions will be transcribed, videotaped 

�� Confidentiality of testimony 

�� Use of depositions in lieu on testimony at hearing 

�x Form of Award – Arbitration also allows the parties to designate the form of award, whether it 
is a summary ruling or a reasoned decision, with the latter form allowing the parties, and the 
public, better understanding of the award and the basis therefor. A jury award does not include 
a rationale such as this. A more sophisticated form of award could also specify more detailed 
parameters for the award. 

As with the litigation option, if the parties elect arbitration, they should customize the process to the 
project and all stakeholders. Arbitration accords the parties the greatest flexibility in that regard. 

Dispute Resolution Boards 

Learning lessons from major highway infrastructure projects, airports are increasingly utilizing Dispute 
Resolution Boards (DRB) as a proactive mode of project management and dispute resolution. In 
summation, a DRB is a panel of industry professionals serving as neutrals, empaneled at time of project 
commencement, to assist the parties in resolving disputes in the field and in “real time”. Industry data 
convincingly demonstrates that, for larger and more complex projects, the DRB panels help keep 
projects on track with schedule and claims management, and helps resolved more contentious issues, 
thus lowering the number of claims than end in litigation. 
The DRB structure should be part of the contract specifications, so that the bidding or proposing builders 
clearly understand this aspect of the project management. Once the contract is executed, each party 
proposes a DRB member, who then must meet certain standards of qualification and clear conflicts (for 
example, not doing business with or employed by any of the parties for a certain number of years). If 
the choices clear qualifications and no proper objections are raised, then those two DRB members pick 
a third member that will serve as the chairperson of the DRB. The DRB members are provided access 
to all salient project records so that they understand the contract and the project scope and schedule.  
The DRB members will then work with the parties to establish a schedule of meetings throughout the 
project delivery, generally becoming part of the routine project meetings. Their role during these 
meetings is to stay abreast of the project delivery and any disputes that arise, and to serve as the 
informal mode of assisting the parties in resolving dispute as they arise. The goal is to foster a partnering 
environment between all stakeholders. 
If a material dispute arises and cannot be resolved informally, any party may request a formal DRB 
meeting to hear, evaluate and resolve the dispute issues. In this particular role, the DRB members act 
like normal arbitrators. While the process can vary, generally the parties meet without legal counsel and 
present their respective issues and defenses in both a written and verbal format. Testimony is not 
normal, but the parties are encouraged to present their positions thoroughly and allow for DRB 
questioning. Some DRB members will allow for questions and dialogue between the parties, to the 
extent it is productive and not adversarial. The DRB members will thereafter meeting privately to 
evaluate the issues, reach consensus, and issue a written opinion on the dispute. The parties shall have 
designated in advance in the contract and specifications exactly how that written opinion functions, i.e., 
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Ultimately, 
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management and minimize administrative failures. Detailed specifications regarding digitization and 
data management define parameters that are incorporated into the contract and can help to manage 
the risk associated with the implementation of these systems while improving the likelihood of project 
success.  
One example of increased contract definition is in the area of project schedules. Since the digitization 
of project schedules and the expanded use of personal computers, contract specifications have 
included statements such as, “Project schedules should be developed and maintained in software that 
is compatible with [insert software here].” As scheduling software has advanced in complexity, the 
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Owner’s Resources, Experience and Capabilities 
This section discusses the resources, experience and capabilities 
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Figure V-1: Example Project Description Checklist 

Identify Project Goals 

The next step in the selection of a PDS is the identification of unique project goals or delivery elements 
of importance to the owner. Project goals typically go beyond the requirements of the physical 
improvements and include specific goals and objectives of the owner in the implementation of the 
project. The following presents a listing of example project goals to be considered when identifying 
project requirements. The following is not an exhaustive list of project goals. Each project and owner 
will have its own unique set of goals and the list below should be modified to include these. 
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�x To what extent will safety during construction need to be measured and reported? 

�x Will the project need to conform to overarching airport environmental or sustainability goals 
and be measured during construction? 

Other  Factors  

This element considers additional factors, which may not fall into the specific categories above.  

�x Is minimization of administrative and project management workloads an important 
consideration?  

�x Does the project include technical, phasing and/or sequencing complexity? 

�x Does the project include unique innovation? 

�x Is the project particularly complex?  

�x What are the owner’s in-house capabilities, experience, and available resources in delivering 
the project? Under a given PDS? 

Identify Project Constraints 

The next step in the selection of a PDS is the identification of project constraints. Constraints can be 
defined as anything that affects an owner’s ability to select and/or successfully implement a particular 
PDS. The following provides examples of typical project constraints.  

Constraints  

�x Ability to use project delivery methods other than DBB. (e.g., Do procurement regulations 
applicable to the owner allow the use of CM@R, TDB, or PDB?) 
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Analyze Project Goals and Constraints  

The next step in the selection of a PDS is to assess the project goals and constraints against the defining 
characteristics, advantages and d
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Project Funding and Financing Considerations 
Funding and financing considerations are critical for airport capital projects. In the United States, where 
almost all commercial service airports and many general aviation airports are owned and operated by 
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(BIL). The IIJA provided $15 billion in additional formula funding over 5 years under the AIG and $5 
billion in additional competitive grant funding over 5 years under the ATP. 
In addition to these funding sources, third parties can provide project funding. In some cases, this third-
party funding takes the form of a public-private partnership (P3), with formal agreements for design, 
construction, operation and revenue sharing of the proposed facility.25 In other cases, the third party 
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Total cost of ownership takes into consideration not only the initial capital cost of the project, but also 
the ongoing operating expenses and renewal costs over the life cycle of the project. As a project moves 
forward, the cash flow projections are then updated to reflect actual flows of project funds and updated 
project cash flow projections. 
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Many federal and state airport funding programs—including the AIP and PFC programs—were 
developed in an era when DBB was the de facto standard for airport project delivery. These programs 
reflect this history and are not always fully aligned with CM@R, TDB, or PDB systems. For example,  
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“available” (i.e. to be 
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with the risk transfer and optimization of full life-cycle costs. The financial focus of the DBFOM 
Availability Payment method is typically the Net Present Value of the monthly payment for the 
term of the agreement rather than the initial capital construction costs. Initial costs of design 
and construction are typically less than 20% of the full life-cycles costs of a facility. The 
DBFOM system optimizes full life-cycle costs over initial costs. In addition, because payments 
are based on asset performance, the owner’s and developer/concessionaires’ interests related 
to asset performance are fully aligned.  

�x Competitive design approaches (innovations) that can result in greater value-for-money 
for the owner. A key component of most DBFOM procurements is the opportunity for the 



 

Airport Owners’ Guide to Project Delivery Systems – 3rd Edition 9 

responsibility for all elements of the project eliminating the traditional attempts at shifting 
blame.  

�x Payments may not count against debt limits. Availability payments made under a DBFOM 
agreement may not count against bond covenants and/or other debt limits. These payments 
will still be considered against an airport’s overall credit rating. However, a DBFOM delivery 
may allow an airport to extend its capital program to meet operational needs.  

D. When is a P3 Appropriate?  

The most common reason public agencies consider a P3 is when the.9 (m)-6 (on)10e0is a need to launch a critical 
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creativity. In addition, because most P3 agreements will last significantly longer (20-40+ years) than 
traditional design and construction agreements (typically less than 7 years) it is imperative the 
agreement and contract documents are comprehensive, clearly written and robust. It is almost certain 
given the nature of P3 procurements, and the length of typical P3 agreements, that personnel on both 
the owner and developer/concessionaire will change. The individuals who negotiated that initial contract 
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�� Negotiation of the P3 agreement:  While the majority of the contract terms are typically 
negotiated during the pre-proposal phase of the procurement, most P3 contracts will still 
require additional negotiations following selection. These negotiations can cover:  
�ƒ Incorporation of proposal 
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Collaboration 
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Traditional Project Delivery 
Comparative 

Characteristic Integrated Project Delivery 
Fragmented, assembled on “just-

as-needed” or “minimum-
necessary” basis, strongly 

hierarchical, controlled 

Teams 
An integrated team entity 
composed of key project 

stakeholders, assembled early in 
the process, open, collaborative 

Linear, distinct, segregated; 
knowledge gathered “just-as-

needed;” information hoarded; silos 
of knowledge and expertise 

Process 

Concurrent and multi-level; early 
contributions of knowledge and 
expertise; information openly 
shared; stakeholder trust and 

respect 
Individually managed, transferred 

to the greatest extent possible Risk Collectively managed, 
appropriately shared 

Individually pursued; minimum 
effort for maximum return; (usually) 

first-cost based 

Compensation / 
Reward 

Team success tied to project 
success; valued-based 

Paper-based, 2 dimensional; 
analog 

Communication / 
Technology 

Digitally based, virtual; Building 
Information Modeling (3, 4 and 5 

dimensional) 
Encourage unilateral effort; 
allocate and transfer risk; no 

sharing 
Agreements 

Encourage, foster, promote and 
support multi-lateral open sharing 

and collaboration; risk sharing 

Figure II-2: Ways in which IPD differs from Traditional Project Delivery 

Exploratory discussions have taken place with FAA headquarters regarding IPD and to identify and 
resolve issues that could limit its use on FAA-funded airport projects. Many of the concerns and issues 
raised by the FAA are similar to those associated with Design-Build and CM@R. In all likelihood, initial 
usage of IPD on aviation projects may not be the pure form but might be considered “IPD Lite” or “IPD-
ish”. These projects would employ the philosophy IPD, but would be delivered using CM@R or design-
build PDS. IPD may also be utilized by private entities, including airlines, in delivering projects on airport 
property. 
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Appendix B – Industry Studies Comparing Project Delivery Performance 

This appendix provides performance metrics for various PDSs commonly used in the US construction 
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Benefits of Established Delivery Systems  
Owners were asked to evaluate the performance of a 
specific project using one of the three established 
delivery systems—design-bid-build, design-build and 
CM-at-risk—across three specific metrics: cost, schedule 
and their satisfaction with the overall project. A few clear 
trends emerge from their responses. 

�x Cost performance for all three delivery systems 
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The third source is a study titled, “
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Performance  
area 

Performance 
metric Units 

Mean value 

DBB CM@R DB IPD 
Cost Construction 



 

Airport Owners’ Guide to Project Delivery Systems – 3rd Edition 13 

Appendix C – Contract Document References  

A variety of professional organizations have developed standard contract clauses for the various PDSs 
and contract types discussed in Sections II and III of the Guide.  
One of the more comprehensive sources for these clauses is ConsensusDOCS®, an online contracting 
resource site developed by an array of contractors’ professional organizations, including AGC. 

https://www.consensusdocs.org/contracts/ 
ConsensusDOCS organizes contact clauses by PDS and includes dedicated pages for general 
contracting (inclusive of DBB), CM@R, and design-build. A set of clauses is also provided for 
“collaborative” approaches, inclusive of IPD. ConsensusDOCS focuses primarily on contract language 
between owners and builders. 
For the designers’ perspective, the American Institute of Architects (AIA) has a contract repository. 
Contract language for all PDSs—inclusive of IPD—is provided in this repository. 

https://www.aiacontracts.org/ 
A group of engineering associations has established a joint undertaking—the Engineers Joint Contract 
Documents Committee (EJCDC)—which provides standard contract provisions from the engineering 
perspective. 

https://www.ejcdc.org/online-store/ 
Turning to specific PDSs, the Design-Build Institute of America (DBIA) provides contract language 
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Appendix D – PDS Selection: An Owner’s Example  

Preparation of the Guide included research into the 
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An inefficient or slow decision making and/or work authorization process can eliminate any benefits of 
the alternative PDS. Worse yet, it can result in management costs that will not be recovered from the 
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Table D-1: Procurement and Contracting Issues Analysis 

 





Construction Damages Experts
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Table D-2: Roles and Responsibilities 
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Project Delivery System Selection Criteria 

This subject was intentional addressed last, as the selection criteria used by any organization must 
reflect all of the policies, procedures, roles and responsibilities identified in the previous sections of this 
text. As previously stated, the specific requirements of a project must be fully understood when using a 
PDS. This is also a key consideration in the selection of the most applicable PDS for performance of a 
project. Materials provided by the example organization are used to provide a framework for 
understanding this action step. To provide context, Table D-3 represents the selection matrix used by 
the organization to select a PDS of a large building and civil construction project that was being 
executed during period of high construction cost escalation. The building project was deemed highly 
complex and would require active engagement of the airport staff during preparation of the design. The 
airport staff had previously prepared a detailed project definition document (sometimes called 
performance document), that provided details regarding the overall project requirements. 
 

 
Table D-3: Project Delivery Systems Advantages/Disadvantages 
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Appendix E – PDS Selection Tools  

Several PDS selection tools have been developed to assist owners with 
selecting the best PDS for their project. The Joint Committee has 
selected three of the most representative examples and summarized 
them below to demonstrate their approach and applicability to the PDS 
selection process. Additional documents that describe similar tools are 
referenced at the end of this section. 
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Figures E-1 and E-2 below show the Tier 1 and Tier 2 processes, respectively, as described above. 

 
Figure E-1: Tier 1 - Analytical Delivery Decision Approach 

 
Figure E-2: Tier 2 - Weighted-Matrix Delivery Decision Approach 

To obtain a copy of this reference document, please visit the following website: 
http://www.trb.org/Main/Blurbs/A_guidebook_for_Selecting_Airport_Capital_Project_162449.aspx 
  

http://www.trb.org/Main/Blurbs/A_Guidebook_for_Selecting_Airport_Capital_Project_162449.aspx
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Figure E-3: Process Flow Chart 

To obtain a copy of this reference document, please visit the following website: 
https://www.construction-institute.org/resources/knowledgebase/more-filter-options/result/topics/rt-
165/pubs/ir165-2 
  

https://www.construction-institute.org/resources/knowledgebase/more-filter-options/result/topics/rt-165/pubs/ir165-2
https://www.construction-institute.org/resources/knowledgebase/more-filter-options/result/topics/rt-165/pubs/ir165-2
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University of Colorado, Boulder, CO (Aug 2014). “Guidebook for 
Selecting Alternative Contracting Methods for Roadway Projects: 
Project Delivery Methods, Procurement Procedures, and Payment 
Provisions” 
The purpose of this guidebook is two-fold. First, the guidebook 
provides an exhaustive and comprehensive list of the contracting 
strategies in use today by STAs across the United States and 
describes each strategy in an effort to educate STAs on strategies 
they have not used before. Secondly, the decision-support tools 
included in the guidebook provide STAs with an approach for 
selecting from the various contracting strategies available based on 
the known specifics of a highway or road project. The guidebook 
includes delivery methods, procurement procedures, and payment 
provisions that have been used extensively as well as other methods 
that have been used less frequently but provide exceptional results in 
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Figure E-4: Project Delivery Selection Matrix Process 

To obtain a copy of this reference document, please visit the following website: 
https://www.colorado.edu/tcm/sites/default/files/attached-files/tpf-5260_project_no_1_-
_guidebook_for_selecting_contracting_methods_-_final.pdf 
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may be able to work with the FAA to reduce financing risk by adjusting funding (if possible) based on 
bids, and managed or phased grant releases are another option to allow early trade contract work to 
proceed while bids are solicited for the remaining work. 
Whether or not specifically stated in the FAA regulations, any owner may be limited in its use of 
alternative PDS by local or state statute or procurement regulations. This essential authority to use 
alternative PDS is mentioned earlier in the Guide. 

Considerations and Best Practices in Navigating DB & CM@R Using AIP 

While airports have the capacity to use DB and CM@R for their projects funded through AIP, experience 
has shown that the application of these PDS has been limited to a relatively small number of projects. 
Recently, some airports have successfully used CM@R using AIP. 
There are challenges for sponsors interested in pursuing a project delivery system other than Design-
Bid-Build for projects utilizing AIP. First is the fact that the FAA grant process is a mature program, and 
the regulations and protocols governing AIP have been in place now for many years. Most of AIP 
policies and guidance have centered on the traditional DBB project delivery system. 
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Strategies for Working with FAA 

While seeking FAA approval for DB or CM@R is challenging, sponsors can take steps to help facilitate 
the process. First, sponsors should be certain to follow the requirements and steps offered in the AIP 
Handbook. In general, the Handbook provides some broad guidance regarding the use of DB, but 
virtually no guidance is provided for CM@R projects at this time. It is recommended that Owners check 
with FAA for the most recent version of the Handbook. The pending update of the Handbook is 
expected to contain some additional guidance on both PDS.  
Regarding DB, the Handbook does contain specific information that sponsors must submit to the FAA, 
including: 

�x A full description of the project together with general sketches of proposed work; 

�x A description of the contracting process to be utilized as well as steps to be taken to assure 
that three or more companies will bid on the proposed project, including a statement that the 
type of project has an adequate number of firms involved regularly in the execution of Design-
Build contracts; 

�x An analysis of the cost-savings and/or time savings that will be gained by the use of the 
Design-Build project delivery system; 

�x A statement describing what safeguards are in place to prevent conflicts of interest and that 
the process will be as open, fair and objective as the normal contract


	Pref09r

