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Course / Learning Objectives 
▪  Upon completion, participants will be able to identify main types of 

public/private financing and will be able to access tools and 
resources to evaluate them. 

▪  Upon completion, participants will be able to describe pros and cons 
of P3 development for diverse building types and sectors and will 
have made connections to other design professionals from whose P3 
experiences they can learn. 

▪  At the end of this workshop, participants will have helped establish 
criteria for evaluating public/private partnerships and for defining the 
role of design professionals in these partnerships. 

▪  Upon completion, participants will be have information needed to 
shape P3 decision-making, engaging both proponents and 
opponents of proposals in creating the highest quality and best value 
public realm. 



Agenda 

▪ Introductions – Why are you here?   
▪ Why do alternative project delivery methods matter?  
▪ Trends disrupting traditional project delivery  
▪ Lessons learned  and where to look for guidance 
 
 



Take the Poll on your phone! 

 
http://etc.ch/huL7 

 
▪	
  Questions will be asked throughout the workshop 
▪	
  Results will be presented in real time 

 
 

Please link to Direct Poll now: 



 
http://etc.ch/huL7 

http://etc.ch/huL7 



Introductions 

1.  Introduce yourself  

2.  Tell your neighbors why are you here 
  
1.  Answer Questions 1 – 4 on the poll 
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Direct Poll Results 

Who are you? 



Direct Poll Results 

Have you been involved with a P3 project before? 



Direct Poll Results 

Do you expect to work on a P3 project in the future? 



Direct Poll Results 

If you had a choice, would you do another P3 project? 



What is P3?  

▪ Build-Finance (BF) 
▪ Design-Build-Finance (DBF) 
▪ Design-Build-Finance-Maintain (DBFM) 
▪ Design-Build-Finance-Maintain-Operate (DBFMO) 



Who’s Doing P3? 

Source: Iowa City Press-Citizen 

UI partners with developer to rebuild art museum
downtown

Chase Castle and Josh O'Leary, joleary@press-citizen.com 6:08 p.m. CDT October 22, 2014

People climb on top of a building

on campus in June 2008 to look

out across the Iowa River at the

flooded University of Iowa

Museum of Art.  (Photo: Des
Moines Register file photo )

The new University of Iowa Museum of Art will be built on a prime corner in downtown Iowa City through a
public­private partnership with H+H Development Group and Mortenson Inc., UI announced Wednesday.

The museum will be constructed at the southeast corner of Burlington and Clinton streets, a site known as
Hieronymus Square that has sat empty for years. Various large­scale projects for the site have been put forth
over the years, but each were ultimately abandoned.

"This is an open lot that is primed for redevelopment by the local landowner, and sits directly east of the current
school of music project," said Rod Lehnertz, UI director of planning, design and construction.

Sean O'Harrow, director of the UI Museum of Art, also praised the future museum's location, citing its nearby highway access, ample parking and public
exposure. The location is across the street from the future Voxman Music Building, which is under construction and expected to open in 2016.

"It's one of the few locations that's accessible to both students and the public," O'Harrow said. "There are a lot of locations that can be accessible to
students but not the public and vice versa."

The project will be headed by Iowa City­based H+H Development Group, which includes Hodge Construction and the Hieronymus family, and be
constructed in partnership with Mortenson Inc. of Minneapolis. Mortenson Construction is currently building the new Hancher Auditorium and School of
Music.

Kevin Digmann, who is leading the development team, said in addition to the museum, the project will include commercial and residential components.
Digmann said the design process has yet to begin, however, and it's too early to discuss the scale of the building and the specifics.

"I think it's probably the best site in town," Digmann said. "They have the new School of Music going in across the street, so we felt it lends itself as a
natural location. I think everybody is excited to finally have this location pinned down so they can start moving forward."

Extensive flooding on the UI campus in 2008 resulted in an estimated $629 million in damage, including damage to the original Art Museum located on
Riverside Drive. The museum's lower level mechanical and electrical systems were damaged, resulting in about $4 million in damage.

In 2010, FEMA officials determined that the level of damage did not meet the minimum threshold to qualify for
replacement funding; in order to receive FEMA funding, the cost to repair a building following a disaster must
exceed 50 percent of the cost of replacing the facility.

(Photo: David Scrivner / Iowa City
Press­Citizen)

Buy Photo



Why Do Alternative Project Delivery 
Methods Matter? 

 Diminishing owner-sourced funding 
 

 Privatization pressures/increasing third party funding 
availability 

 
 Perceived speed to market and more cost-efficient design  
 Opportunities arising from Revit/BIM 
  
 Opportunities arising from Revit/BIM 
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Trends Disrupting Traditional Project 
Delivery  

▪ In FY 2012, 42 states had budget shortfalls totaling $103 
billion…To try to close these gaps, 46 states were forced 
to cut services 
 
▪ In a 2011 National League of Cities survey, 60 percent of 

cities said they delayed or canceled capital projects that 
year due to fiscal conditions 

 
Source: Testing Tradition: Assessing the Added Value of Public-Private 
Partnerships, The National Council for Public-Private Partnerships, 2012 

 



State Funding Decreases – Higher Ed 

 
 
 

Source: Diminishing Funding and Rising Expectations: Trends and Challenges for Public 
Research Universities, National Science Board, 2012 3

THE VALUE OF PUBLIC RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES

Education and Training

Enrollment at Public Research Universities

Enrollment in all U.S. institutions of higher education is on the rise. During the period from 1994  
to 2009, enrollment in post-secondary institutions rose 43 percent. Undergraduate enrollment is  
projected to increase an additional 16 percent by 2019 as more individuals pursue a college education.7 
Among these institutions are the Nation’s major public research universities,8 where enrollment increased 
by 17 percent over the same period (Figure 2).9 Increased enrollment in higher education is projected to 
come mainly from minority groups, particularly Hispanics.10 Though enrollment has increased steadily 
over the last decade, the percentage of freshmen planning to study S&E remained relatively stable at  
33 percent between 1972 and 2007. By 2010, this percentage increased gradually to 38 percent.11

FIGURE 2: Student Enrollment in Major Public Research Universities, 1994 to 2009
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Note: Includes enrollment of all students at all degree levels at the Nation’s 101 major public research  
universities.

Source: National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics (NCSES) special tabulations with data from 
the National Center for Education Statistics Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System.

Public research universities12 enroll a large percentage of students including students from under- 
represented groups. These institutions represented less than 10 percent of all 4-year colleges and  
universities in the U.S. in 2009, but about 33 percent of first time, full-time undergraduate enrollment 
that year.13 According to a report by the Association for Public and Land-Grant Universities (APLU), 
among the one million minority students enrolled at research universities, 80 percent attend public 
research universities.14 Moreover, public 4-year institutions educate a larger proportion of students from 
lower socio-economic backgrounds than equivalent private institutions.15

While public research universities enroll a disproportionate number of students and have witnessed  
significant increases in enrollment, their share of enrollment has declined. According to data from the 
Delta Cost Project’s Trends in College Spending report, the greatest growth in enrollment has occurred at 

10

the following decade, from 2002 to 2010, enrollment increased 13 percent, and state funding failed 
to keep pace. As a result, state funding per enrolled student57 dropped 20 percent over this time 
period.58 This decline in funding can impact these institutions’ f inancial health and the quality of 
education provided.

FIGURE 6: State Appropriations as a Percentage of Public Research Universities
Total Operating Revenue, 1992 to 2010
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Note: These NCSES tabulations exclude Pennsylvania State University and Rutgers University because data 
for total revenues were unavailable.

Source: NCSES special tabulations using data from the National Center for Education Statistics Integrated 
Postsecondary Education Data System and the Illinois State University Center for the Study of Education 
Policy Grapevine data.



Increasing Third Party Funding Availability 
 
  
 
Comparing Average REIT Returns and Stocks  
over Long Periods  Source: NAREIT www.reit.com  



Publicly Traded Funding for Real Estate 
Investment – March 2016 
   
▪ FTSE NAREIT All REITs Equity Market  
  Capitalization = $984 billion 
▪ 220 REITs in the FTSE NAREIT All REITs Index 
▪ 194 REITs Trade on the New York Stock  
   Exchange = $931 billion 
▪ Does Not Include Private Equity 
 
Source: NAREIT (https://www.reit.com) 



Public REITs and REOCs Expressly 
Investing in Institutional 
  

Type Investment Amount 

Research Buildings – Alexandria RE $10.9 billion 
Student Housing – ACC and EdR $8.45 billion 
Correctional Facilities - CCA $3.573 billion  
Government Buildings - Easterly and 
Government Properties 

$2.795 billion 

Infrastructure - Hannon Armstrong 
Sustainable Infrastructure Capital 

$754,590,000  

Also in Healthcare 
FTSE-NAREIT – All REITs $984 billion 

Source: NAREIT 
https://www.reit.com/investing/investor-resources/reit-directories/reits-by-ticker-
symbol and company websites 



Five Recently Formed ULI P3 Product 
Councils   

▪ Public Development and Infrastructure Council 
▪ Public/Private Partnership Council (Two) 
▪ Student Housing Council 
▪ University Development & Innovation Council 
  
Source: Urban Land Institute (www.uli.org) 



Source: Design-Build Today: A Survey of State DOTs, Design-Build Institute of 
America, 2016 

Completed Transportation Design-Build 
Projects 

600%  

140 

1000+ 

As of 2002 As of 2016 

More Projects  
Since 2002  



351 Projects ▪ Varied Types ▪ 5,000 to 2.5M   
 
Source: Design-Build Institute of America / Construction Industry Institute 

Comparison of Project Delivery Methods 

Metric Design-Build vs. Design-
Bid-Build 

Design-Build vs. 
CM@R 

Unit Cost 6.1% lower 4.5% lower 
Construction Speed 12% faster 7% faster 
Delivery Speed 33.5% faster 23.5% faster 
Cost Growth 5.2% less 12.6% less 
Schedule Growth 11.4% less 2.2% less 



Perceived Speed to Market + 
More Cost-Efficient Design 
 

Source: Testing Tradition: Assessing the Added Value of Public-Private 
Partnerships, The National Council for Public-Private Partnerships, 2012 
 
 

Public Sector Cost of Project Delivery 

PCP PPP 

Value for Money

O&M Cost
Retained Risk
Financing Cost
Construction Cost
Design Cost
Procurement Cost



 
http://etc.ch/huL7 
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Direct Poll Results 

What is driving your interest in P3’s? (Answer all that apply.) 



Direct Poll Results 

What has worked best with P3 projects?  
(Answer all that apply.) 



Direct Poll Results 

What has not worked well with P3 projects compared to 
traditional methods? (Answer all that apply.) 



New Advances in BIM and Digital 
Fabrication = Speed to Market 

Autodesk BUILD - Boston 
	
  
	
  

Autodesk BUILD Space, Boston 



	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

 
 
“In the near future, we’ll be using real estate like a utility.”  

    – Adam Glaser, AIA, Benjamin’s Desk 
       First Republic Bank, WeWork, San Francisco 



 
 
 
 
 

Source: Design-Build Today: A Survey of State DOTs, Design-Build Institute of America, 2016 

In December 2015, the Design-Build Institute of 
America (DBIA) began a survey of state DOTs in 
regard to their design-build programs. The survey 
developed by DBIA’s Transportation Markets 
Committee examines the extent of design-build 
use, project types, procurement, best practices 
and education and training needs.

Results from 30 DOTs have revealed that design-
build has grown faster in transportation than any 
other market sector, and it’s still growing. 

In 2002, the Federal Highway Administration 
reported that state DOTs had completed 140 
design-build projects over the course of 12 years, 
representing $5.5 billion.

Fourteen years later, DBIA’s survey asked state 
DOT owners how many design-build projects 
their department had completed. The results 
show over 1,000 projects - a more than 600% 
increase!

State DOTs Like 
Design-Build

Of respondents, 87% have design-build authority 
and 62% have a centralized design-build office 
with dedicated staff for design-build. 

Owners who have used design-build like it; 87% 
of those who’ve responded so far said they 
would use design-build in the future. Of the 13% 
who are not planning to use design-build in the 
future, the primary reason is the lack of statutory 
authority. DBIA has worked to pass legislation 
granting design-build authority in all 50 states 
and will continue this advocacy until all owners 
have design-build as another tool in their project 
delivery toolbox. 

How & When 
Design-Build is Used

Those states using design-build are using it on 
a broad spectrum of project types. 91% use 
design-build on highways, 65% on bridges and 

SIX TIMES MORE 
TRANSPORTATION

Research cited in this report 
was gathered by DBIA 

and published April 2, 2016.
For more information,  please contact DBIA. 

1,000600% 
More Projects 
Since 2002

140

2002 2016
as of as of

+

Design-Build Institute of America
1331 Pennsylvania Ave. NW; 4th Floor

Washington, D.C. 20004
www.DBIA.org

8.7
out of10

would use design-build 
again in the future

owners

DESIGN-BUILD INSTITUTE OF AMERICA WWW.DBIA.ORG

 
DESIGN-BUILD

Completed Transportation Design-Build Projects

9% on rail.  Interestingly, the survey results show 
no major differences between the use of design-
build regarding project size. On average, owners 
are just as likely to use design-build on projects 
under $20 million as they are larger projects.

 

Owners use various selection processes and 
procurement methods depending on the project, 
but they favor the best value selection process 
– used by 87% of the DOTs. Additionally, 35% 
use low-bid, while 13% use Qualifications-Based 
Selection. Owners are also far more likely to use 
the “two step” procurement method (100%) than 
the “one step” procurement method (39%). 

In addition, stipends – a DBIA Best Practice – 
are universally accepted, with 100% of those 
reporting having used them. However, owners are 
split evenly on whether to use a set amount, set 
percentage or a range. 

The survey results also show a clear desire for 
improved processes and owner education and 
training. While 65% of the owners who responded 
said they have a design-build manual to define 
their processes, only 35% said that the manual 
covers their post-award processes.  In addition, 

81% of the owners indicate they are interested in 
owner-focused training. 

Those interested in training are primarily 
interested in best practices. There is also strong 
interest in teaming, collaboration and cultural 
shift training.

Additionally, DBIA is highly recognized by state 
DOT representatives – two-thirds of respondents 
have attended a DBIA conference and 42% are 
members.

Going Forward

As DBIA continues to define, teach and promote 
best practices in design-build project delivery, we 
now have further validation that design-build is 
incredibly popular in the transportation market. 
Owners from state DOTs are encouraged to 
view DBIA’s Design-Build Best Practices for 
the transportation sector, and attend DBIA’s 
Design-Build in Transportation Conference every 
Spring, where more than 1,000 professionals 
attend more than 20 educational programs and 
networking events – all geared toward how to 
save time, control costs and increase the quality 
of our nation’s transportation projects through 
Design-Build Done RightTM.

These results represent 30 state DOTs. We look 
forward to updating everyone on part two of the 
report this November when we hope to have all 
50 state DOTs’ responses.

DESIGN-BUILD INSTITUTE OF AMERICA WWW.DBIA.ORG

91% 65% 9%
highways bridges railroads

States use design-build for 
these project types

best value87%
35% low bid
qualifications-based13%

Selection Processes Owners Use

65%

About Owners

have design-build 
manual processes

35%
have post-award 

processes in manuals

81%
are interested in

owner-focused training

9% on rail.  Interestingly, the survey results show 
no major differences between the use of design-
build regarding project size. On average, owners 
are just as likely to use design-build on projects 
under $20 million as they are larger projects.

 

Owners use various selection processes and 
procurement methods depending on the project, 
but they favor the best value selection process 
– used by 87% of the DOTs. Additionally, 35% 
use low-bid, while 13% use Qualifications-Based 
Selection. Owners are also far more likely to use 
the “two step” procurement method (100%) than 
the “one step” procurement method (39%). 

In addition, stipends – a DBIA Best Practice – 
are universally accepted, with 100% of those 
reporting having used them. However, owners are 
split evenly on whether to use a set amount, set 
percentage or a range. 

The survey results also show a clear desire for 
improved processes and owner education and 
training. While 65% of the owners who responded 
said they have a design-build manual to define 
their processes, only 35% said that the manual 
covers their post-award processes.  In addition, 

81% of the owners indicate they are interested in 
owner-focused training. 

Those interested in training are primarily 
interested in best practices. There is also strong 
interest in teaming, collaboration and cultural 
shift training.

Additionally, DBIA is highly recognized by state 
DOT representatives – two-thirds of respondents 
have attended a DBIA conference and 42% are 
members.

Going Forward

As DBIA continues to define, teach and promote 
best practices in design-build project delivery, we 
now have further validation that design-build is 
incredibly popular in the transportation market. 
Owners from state DOTs are encouraged to 
view DBIA’s Design-Build Best Practices for 
the transportation sector, and attend DBIA’s 
Design-Build in Transportation Conference every 
Spring, where more than 1,000 professionals 
attend more than 20 educational programs and 
networking events – all geared toward how to 
save time, control costs and increase the quality 
of our nation’s transportation projects through 
Design-Build Done RightTM.

These results represent 30 state DOTs. We look 
forward to updating everyone on part two of the 
report this November when we hope to have all 
50 state DOTs’ responses.

DESIGN-BUILD INSTITUTE OF AMERICA WWW.DBIA.ORG

91% 65% 9%
highways bridges railroads

States use design-build for 
these project types

best value87%
35% low bid
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Selection Processes Owners Use

65%

About Owners

have design-build 
manual processes

35%
have post-award 

processes in manuals

81%
are interested in

owner-focused training

Departments of Transportation 



Potential Disruptions and Benefits  

 What will be customary architectural services? 
 

 How will relationships between owner, architect and 
builder be affected? (BIM, legal structures, incentives, 
extended post-construction relationships?) 

 
 How do we ensure accountability? 

 
 What will be the effect on institutional planning, design 
and facilities management groups? 
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Direct Poll Results 

What are the most important lessons you have learned 
about P3? (Answer all that apply.) 



Lessons Learned 
 Biggest Benefits 

 
 Most Common Mistakes 

Finding Guidance 
 Available Sources 

 
 Questions to Ask  

ASK DURING WORKSHOP 

1 

2 

1 

2 

(Show Poll Results) 
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Direct Poll Results – Afternoon Workshop 

From a design firm’s perspective, what challenges  
do they face? 



Direct Poll Results – Afternoon Workshop 

Who should you be looking at for precedents? 



Direct Poll Results – Afternoon Workshop 

How do you figure out roles and responsibilities with so 
many different agencies and players? 
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