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Stadium Delivery Model Task Force 

Report to the Legislature 

October 2009 

 

 

Executive Summary 

 

 

Late in 2008, at the request of key legislators, the Capital Projects Advisory Review Board 
(CPARB) voted to form a StadƛǳƳ ¢ŀǎƪ CƻǊŎŜΦ  ¢ƘŜ ¢ŀǎƪ CƻǊŎŜΩǎ ŎƘŀǊƎŜ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ Ŝvaluate the 
delivery method used on the University of WŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴΩǎ ό¦²ύ Husky Stadium for application by 
other public owners. 

 
After deliberation, the characteristics of the ¦²Ωǎ Stadium Delivery Model (model) were 
delineated as:  
Å   Suitable for complex projects.  
Å   A single contract between the public owner and developer (with the developer at risk).  
Å   An early selection of the development team.  
Å   A best value selection process (cost is not the sole criterion).  
Å The development contract in two stages (a predevelopment/design phase and a 

 construction phase).  
Å   The development team determines the project scope.  
Å   An early determination of project cost.  
Å   A team development of cost effective design.  
Å   An early involvement of contractor(s).  
Å   Cost risk and responsibility lies with the Development Team.  
Å   Schedule risk and responsibility also lies with Development Team.  

 
During various meetings, the perspectives of each stakeholder group were explored to identify 
the full spectrum of risks and benefits of this model.   
 
hǿƴŜǊΩǎ tŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ  

This model afforded the owner the following advantages: the early selection of the team, 
the collaborative approach and the team development of scope, schedule and budget, all of 
which gave significant value to this model.   

 
¢ƘŜ !ǊŎƘƛǘŜŎǘκ5ŜǎƛƎƴŜǊΩǎ tŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ  

The model was deemed a wise use of public funds, but it was thought that the focus should 
be on overall project cost not just initial expenditure.  There was some concern about the 
qualification based selection; it was seen as not as open and inclusive to all contractors.   
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Finally, there were concerns that the delivery speed in this model would be cancelled by the 
stateΩǎ biennium funding cycle.  A study of integrated project delivery by CPARB to allow for 
a collaborative process is recommended. 

 
GŜƴŜǊŀƭ /ƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊΩǎ tŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ   

Compared to Design/Bid/Build: The model provided more time to plan the project, less 
bureaucracy and paperwork.  There is less subcontractor performance risk due to best value 
selection.  The most collaborative team environment is possible, given the ability to choose 
your partners in design and construction.  This is viewed as a quicker process (shorter 
project delivery duration).  Further, it was believed that this model will result in fewer 
Requests for Information (RFIs), which in turn will lower staff and administrative costs.  
Since the general contractor and subcontractors are more involved in the design, it is 
anticipated that a more efficient and constructible design will be produced.   However, the 
ƳƻŘŜƭ ǿŀǎ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ŀ άǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƎŀƳōƭŜέ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ predevelopment period and may limit 
competition, since only the most qualified contractors can participate (due in part to the 
marketing expertise and resources needed to participate).  
 
Compared to General Contractor/Construction Manager (GC/CM):  The model creates less 
bureaucracy and paperwork.  There is less subcontractor performance risk, due to best 
value selection in the model, whereas GC/CM subcontractors are selected on basis of price.  
The contract terms are more negotiable, with a quicker process (shorter project delivery 
duration).  A collaborative team environment is more likely given the ability to choose your 
partners.  However, it could be a resource gamble during the predevelopment period and 
the predevelopment period makes it difficult to plan resource distribution. 
 
Compared to Design/Build:  The model creates less bureaucracy and paperwork. It provides 
a potentially shorter selection process and cost and the contract terms are more negotiable.  
However, it could be a resource gamble during predevelopment period and the 
predevelopment period makes it difficult to plan resource distribution. 
 

Compared to 63-20:  No differences noted. 
 
{ǳōŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊΩǎ tŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ  

This model supports methods that encourage construction projects that effectively use 
taxpayer dollars.  ¢ƘŜ άsǘŀŘƛǳƳέ model should include procurement and contract protection 
for general and subcontractors.  It should encourage, not discourage, general contractor 
competition.  This model may not be appropriate for all public owners.   
 
The CPARB Project Review Committee (PRC)-type determination is advised and it is 
recommended that a Task Force be appointed to review this project at every stage, both to 
document its success and, perhaps inadequacies and also to bring to CPARB a review of the 
full scope of this process when the project is completed before it is even contemplated for 
use by other public agencies.  This project (Husky Stadium) should be considered a pilot 
program, subject to analysis and review. 
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[ŀōƻǊΩǎ tŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ 

Currently, the UW has its own rules (WACs) adopted which allow it to utilize this hybrid 
process on Husky Stadium.  The law does not allow this process to be adopted by other 
agencies unless there are some new rules or legislative revisions.   This would have to fall 
under the category of alternative bidding, but it is not covered under Design Build (DB) or 
GC/CM. 
 
Best Value Contracting is not a method supported by Labor.  It is an exclusive method which 
narrows the field of potential bidders and reflects equal opportunity bidding on Public 
Works Projects.   
 
Best Value Contracting does not allow for the open and inclusive methods considered for 
public contracting ς for generals and subcontractors (subs).  While it is true that the greater 
risk at the outset is assumed by the developer, this shift in risk can also be made using the 
current alternative bidding processes.  A hybrid is not necessary here. 
 
The perspective provided by contractors claiming less subcontractor risk through best value 
selection is dubious. This position serves more as a denial of opportunity for all interested 
subcontractors to participate in the process, which might, produce a better result.   
 
Best Value is a subjective concept.  Other subs may have better, more creative ideas that 
will not be admitted into the process under the Best Value criteria.  Resources and resource 
distribution may be directly affected by funding, unless funding has been fully dedicated 
and allocated in advance of the project.  Otherwise, the ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘ allocations and 
cycles may affect funding for the project. 
 
There is currently nothing in the law that would require such projects to be reviewed by any 
committee to determine whether the public agency has the ability and wherewithal to 
successfully perform a project under this process. Current law only requires review of DB 
and GC/CM.  Since the PRC has turned down public agenciesΩ requests for approval of the 
use of alternative processes, it would be erroneous to assume that any public agency, just 
ōȅ άǿŀƴǘƛƴƎέ ǘƻ ǳǘƛƭƛȊŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƛǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ άǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŜŘέ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ƛǘΦ 
 
A Task Force should be appointed to review this project at every stage, both to document 
its success and, perhaps inadequacies and also to bring to CPARB a review of the full scope 
of this process when the project is completed before it is even contemplated for use by 
other public agencies.   
 
This should be considered to be a pilot program subject to analysis and review.   
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Conclusion 
 In conclusion, the CPARB Stadium Task Force made two recommendations:  

 
1. The completed Husky Stadium project is used as data for future recommendations 

and to streamline existing alternative procurement methods.  At the close of the 
2009 Legislative Session, no funding was identified for the Husky Stadium project, 
and it was unclear that the project will actually happen.  At the July 2009 CPARB 
meeting, it was agreed that CPARB should table discussion of the study until fall 
2009, when more clarity on the project may be  available.  At that time, it may be 
appropriate to look at what kind of data should be collected to provide decision 
support information for use of this delivery model as an alternative procurement 
method.  

 
2. A task force is appointed to look at the Integrated Project Delivery approach.   
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Characteristics of the UW Husky Stadium Development Team Model 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Husky Stadium Renovations:  The UW desires to renovate and make improvements to the 

venerable 90 year old Husky Stadium.  The project will entail demolition and relocation of the 

ǎǘŀŘƛǳƳΩǎ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ƭƻǿŜǊ ǎŜŀǘƛƴƎ ōƻǿƭ ŀƴŘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǊŜƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǳǇƎǊŀŘŜǎ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ 

the stadium.  The primary goal of the project is to improve the fan and student experience by 

ōǊƛƴƎƛƴƎ ŀƭƭ ǎǘŀŘƛǳƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǳǇ ǘƻ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀŘƛǳƳ 

retains its iconic features and continues to serve both the university and the state of 

Washington, as it has for the last eight decades. 

Football Operations and Support Building:  Provide a football operations and training building 

of approximately 70,000 gross square feet.  The main intent of this building is to maximize the 

student-athletes time, provide the optimal training and learning environment, and assist in 

recruiting the best talent.  The facility would typically include the following areas: main entry 

lobby with displays; coaches offices; video support; team locker room; player lounge; recruiting 

lounge; athletic training/sports medicine facility; equipment room; weight room; plyometric 

areas;  speed conditioning tracks; team meeting/position rooms; academic facility; dining 

services; and coaching/staff locker areas.   

 

CHARACTERISTICS 

Complex Project 

 Complex renovation of existing football stadium. 

 The physical access to the site and occupancy, limited and set based on Husky Football 
Season and advantages of not requiring moving games out of Husky Stadium during any 
football season (or part of season). 

 The stadium master planning process has identified six potential locations for the 
Football Operations and Support Building. 

 High level of site coordination required with the adjacent Sound Transit Project. 

 State funding was not approved in 2008 Legislative Session and the UW is still in the 
process of developing funding support for the project.  Project scope, possible phasing 
options, and project schedules will ultimately be determined by available funding. 

 A limited group of firms have the expertise needed for this type and size of project. 

 Project budget of $300 million in 2009 dollars. 
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Single Contract between the UW and Developer (Developer at Risk) 

 Similar to 63-20 or Build to Suit (BTS), but does not include any requirements for 
financing, leasing, and or land transactions in the developer's scope of work. 

 UW is responsible for funding, land, building ownership and operation. 

 Developer is responsible for program management to include: programming to 
maximize stadium revenue, scope development, planning, and permits.  

 Developer is responsible for contracts between the architect(s), general contractor(s), 
other consultants, and subcontractors. 

 

Early Selection of Development Team 

 The Development Team (DT) can be chosen during the pre-design process to assist the 
UW in the up-front planning, scheduling, and permitting. 

 Fast procurement process allows the DT to be on board by November 2008 to assist in 
lobbying for appropriation during 2008-2009 Legislative Session of the Washington State 
Legislature.  
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Best Value Selection Process 

 ά.Ŝǎǘ ±ŀƭǳŜέ ς The Owner makes the award to the firm deemed to have submitted the 
best value proposal.  The Owner uses weighted criteria to evaluate a combination of 
total cost and other factors in the selection.  An actual offer of a contract is subject to 
negotiation between the Owner and Proposer. 

 Request for Proposal (RFP) ŦƻŎǳǎŜǎ ƻƴ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘƛƴƎ άǾŀƭǳŜ ŀŘŘŜŘέ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ 
criterion in the selection process. 

 Request for Qualifications (RFQ) and RFP combined in one step. 

 Selection process is quick and is not scope dependant (3 months for a complex $300M 
project). 

 Cost of responding to RFP less than responding to DB RFQ and RFP. 
 

Development Contract in Two Stages 

 Phase 1- Predevelopment Reimbursement Agreement  
Á Total established predevelopment budget of $3M maximum. 
Á Schematic Design Phase deliverables leading to a "GO / NO GO" decision on whether 

to proceed (33.33% of budget) by January 15, 2009 (4 months from signing 
contract). 

Á Design Development Phase deliverables leading to a Guaranteed Maximum Price 
negotiation (66.67% of budget) at contract.  Deliverable due May 15, 2009  
(8 months from signing contract). 

 Phase 2 - Development Contract  
Á Guaranteed Maximum Price  

 Allows Owner to continue to evaluate financing alternative before entering into a 
Development Contract. 

 

Determine Project Scope with the Development Team 

 Allows maximum delivery of scope possible for a not to exceed $300M figure. 

 Early integrated design work will allow the most cost effective project to be presented 
to the state. 

 Investigation of existing conditions will benefit from having all the various design and 
construction members available at the beginning. 

 Scope of the project can be determined with the DT, rather than before selection. 

 The DT needs to work with intercollegiate athletics to finalize the proposed location for 
the Football Operations and Support Building and develop this facility to integrate, both 
functionally and physically, into the overall stadium work. 
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Early Determination of Project Cost 

 The guaranteed price can be contracted in the middle of the design phase. 

 UW can be integral with scope and cost decision making. 

 Construction phases can be started early to save overall project time. 
 

Team Development of Cost Effective Design 

 The DT (developer, contractors, and designers) can work together to come up with the 
most cost effective solutions.  

 Subcontractors doing the work can be part of the design and constructability reviews. 
 

Early Involvement of Contractor(s) 

 Allows contractors to be part of the design team early in the process. 

 Contractors can order long lead items such as elevators and mechanical equipment. 

 Allows early involvement of subcontractor and the use of DB subcontracts. 

 Contractors and subcontractor can be selected on best value and not limited to a 
conventional public procurement process of low bid. 

 Construction contracts must meet RCW 39.08, 39.12, and 60.28 (bonding, prevailing 
wages, and liens). 

 

Cost Risk and Responsibility with Development Team 

 The DT will have more responsibility for change order costs.  

 Errors and emissions will be the responsibility of the DT. 

 The DT can be responsible for existing conditions analysis during predevelopment. 
 

Schedule Risk and Responsibility with Development Team 

 The physical access to the site and occupancy set based on Husky Football Season. 

 Developer holds permitting responsibility. 

 Developer responsible and coordination of the design and construction schedule. 

 Coordination of multiple, concurrent construction projects occurring in the vicinity. 

 Responsible to coordinate work with Sound Transit per terms of the Memorandum of 
Agreement and the Master Implementation Agreement with the UW  
November 24, 2008. 
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DESIGNER (cont.) 
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BUILDER (cont.) 
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Project Thresholds 

 

If a public body was ever allowed to use the UWΩǎ Stadium Delivery Model (model) for 
procurement, the following criteria should be used: 
 
¢ƘŜ ¦²Ωǎ wCt ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ό²!/ пту-350-010, et. seq.) authorizing the 
¦²Ωǎ ǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ƳŀƪŜ it clear that although this model is driven by several factors, 
of paramount importance is speed of project delivery.  Delay in delivery is assumed to have a 
significant adverse effect on the UW.   
 

Threshold 1:  Project delivery to be accomplished on an extremely fast track.  Effects of 
delay in delivery can be substantiated and are significant. 
 

¢ƘŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǳƴǳǎǳŀƭ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊΩǎ 
team, are cited as other reasons to use this model.  There is little question that the stadium 
project presents unique challenges to the developer. 
 

Threshold 2:  The project must be abnormally complex requiring specialized expertise 
for all design and construction phases. 
 
Threshold 3:  There are few companies which have the necessary expertise to submit a 
proposal to be the developer. 
 
Threshold 4:  The Owner has no in-house capability to deliver the subject project. 
 
Threshold 5:  The project budget dollar amount to be determined by CPARB. 

 
At this point funding is uncertain.  That is, whether there will be funding is not clear and the 
sources of such funding are not yet determined.  The predevelopment, development, and 
construction phases are to be aligned with or timed to the complex funding scenario.  
 

Threshold 6:  Funding for the project is has not been approved and sources of funding 
are not confirmed.  Yet, waiting for funding decisions, if funding is approved, could have 
a substantial impact on the date of project delivery.  Sequential phases of the proposal 
must be capable of being performed as funding is available. 
 

One factor in the analysis in this model is the desire to coordinate its project with the Sound 
Transit project immediately adjacent to the stadium area.  There may be outside circumstances 
which impact the decisions relative to the project under consideration. 
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Threshold 7:   Exigent circumstances exist (such as effects on the timing of project 
delivery,  coordination with other agencies working in affected areas,  plans other 
agencies may have for nearby areas which effect the subject project, or other similar 
reasons)  which will have adverse consequences on the project or its cost. 

 
The model (as reflected in the WACs and the RFP) states that existing procurement methods 
can be by-ǇŀǎǎŜŘ άǳƴŘŜǊ ŎŜǊǘain circumstances.έ  A finding by the university president that such 
circumstances exist is all that is required.  Yet, at least to some, existing delivery methods may 
be sufficient to meet the unique issues the Owner believes it has which would justify use of the 
model. 
 

Threshold 8:  There must be a finding by an independent body that no existing delivery 
ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭȅ ǎŀǘƛǎŦȅ ǘƘŜ hǿƴŜǊΩǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ  
 
Threshold 9:  No other existing procurement method meets the other threshold 
requirements. 
 
Threshold 10:  The public body seeking to use this delivery method did not create the 
circumstances causing it to meet the threshold criteria through its own lack of diligence.  
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