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ABSTRACT

Introduction

This project is an analysis of the Australian
construction industry focusing on project
delivery methods. Survey data received
from suitably experienced managers will
be used to analyse Australian projects
over the past five years for delivery
method and associated procedures.

Background

The literature is littered with calls for
change on the basis that the traditionally
confrontational client/contractor
relationship can jeopardise project &
industry  performance. Relational
Contracting (RC) has developed in
response to the adversarial nature of
construction industries the world over.
Alliancing, partnering, and early contractor
involvement are examples of accepted
delivery methods that implement different
levels of RC principles.

A great deal has been written about the
benefits of RC and also the variation in its
application. RC theory is made up of a
multitude of principles the more of which
are implemented the more relational the
model becomes. Eriksson & Westerberg
(2010) go into a lot of detail proposing a
framework based on seven principles.
The framework identifies 7 stages of the
procurement process and highlights the
choice between competitive and relational
behaviours at each. The choices made at
each stage could result in a traditionally
competitive or a fully relational model or
anywhere in between. Table 1 below
summarises the seven principles

Procurement | Competitive Relational
Stage Procedure Procedure
Design Provided by Jointly specified
supplier or with shared
client responsibilities
Tendering Competitive | Direct negotiation
tendering (one or limited
with multiple bidders)
bids
Bid evaluation | High weight High weight on
on price soft parameters
Subcontractor By the Joint selection
selection contractor (or with shared
client) responsibilities
Payment Output based Including
(fixed price) | incentives (shared
result)
Collaborative Low extent High extent
tools
Performance By the client By the supplier
evaluation

Table 1: Procurement Stages 1

Objectives

To generate data on construction
projects completed within the last
five years on the topic of delivery
method and associated
procedures;

To quantify projects delivered
under  different procurement
models;

To analyse the procedures used
on each project against the select
set of criteria;

To validate the criteria against the
data received;

To identify RC tools, techniques
and behaviours that have been
implemented on traditional
projects.

Conclusions

Five of the seven criteria proposed in the
framework are validated by the data

received.

Two of the seven are

implemented within projects delivered
under traditional models.
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INTRODUCTION

1.1 Statement of Aims:

* To investigate a range of project types to identify behaviour found on
relational contracting (RC) delivered projects that have been
transferred to traditional models.

* To determine the prevalence of relational contracting delivery models
in the Australian construction industry.

 To identify trends in delivery model preferences between client

groups.

1.2 Objectives

The aim of this paper is to consider decisions commonly made during the
construction process that are considered to lead to adversarial
client/contractor relations, and identify alternative behaviours and techniques
that have been implemented on Australian construction projects. The aim is
to identify behaviours that would be considered ‘relational contracting’ in
nature that can be implemented within traditional delivery models. This will
allow improvements made under Alliancing and other RC models to be

transferred into the traditional market place.
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1.3 Research

A literature review will be conducted in the area of engineering project
management to identify the delivery models commonly used in the Australian
construction industry. Relational contracting literature will be reviewed to
determine a set of criteria against which a project can be assessed. A survey
of engineering managers will be undertaken to assess delivery models and
behaviours implemented on recent projects against the selected RC criteria.
The candidates will be suitably experienced in the Australian construction
industry and projects will be targeted across a range of clients, contractors,

locations and project types.
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Review

2.1.1 Need for Change
The literature is littered with calls for change based on the inefficient and
adversarial nature of construction industries the world over. As early as 1994
Latham (1994) reported on the UK construction industry as needing to change

and made recommendations about the implementation of RC.

Studies refer to the industry as adversarial (Li, Cheng, Love, & Irani, 2001)
and in a state of conflict (Chen & Chen, 2007), both of which jeopardise the
success of construction projects (Chan, Chan, Fan, Lam, & Yeung, 2006).
These characteristics have been attributed to the competitive, low-bid, fixed
price procurement method that has traditionally been used to deliver
infrastructure projects (Pesamaa, Eriksson, & Hair, 2009). The lowest bid
criteria encourages contractors to take risks and lower their bid, relying on
claims to recover costs, and the win-lose nature of contracts gives rise to
opportunism(Rahman & Kumaraswamy, 2004) whereby one party acts in self

interest at the expense of other participants or the project as a whole.

It is not the intention of this paper to rehash 15 years of work on the
traditionally competitive delivery method, suffice it to say it has been attributed
with loss of productivity (Ng, Rose, Mak, & Chen, 2002), disputes (Pesamaa,
Eriksson, & Hair, 2009), exorbitant cost of arbitration and litigation (Yiu &
Cheung, 2007), project delays, and cost overruns (Chan, Chan, & Ho, 2003).
It is widely accepted that the industry needs alternative procurement practices
and (Chan & Kumaraswamy, 2002)(Rahman & Kumaraswamy, 2004)(Chen &

Chen, 2007) are a few of many who write on the topic.

2.1.2 Relational Contracting as an Alternative
There is extensive literature on the benefits of RC. In 2003 (Chan, Chan, &
Ho, 2003) summarised the benefits of RC into 13 groups based on a literature

review: reduced litigation, better cost control, better time control, better quality
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product, efficient problem solving, closer relationship, enhanced
communication, continuous improvement, potential for innovation, lower
administrative costs, better safety performance, increased satisfaction, and
improved culture. Wong et al (2008) generalise that RC based projects
deliver improvements in quality, safety, uptake of new technology, and
business development. Thompson & Sanders (1998) attribute quantum leaps
in productivity and the potential to eliminate redundancy and reduce
supervisory burdens. There is criticism that pro-RC papers tend to ignore
genuine limitations and poor examples (Bresnen, 2007) but these criticisms
do not attempt to challenge the potential upsides. Bresnen (2007), Hobbs &
Andersen (2001) and Thompson & Sanders (1998) qualify that whilst there
are definite advantages to be had from RC they are contingent on using the

right application in the right instance and there is no “one-size-fits-all” solution.

2.1.3 What relational contracting models are there?

2.1.3.1 Early Contractor Involvement (ECI)
ECI is a relatively new (2004) concept that bears no resemblance to its UK

namesake. There is no academic literature to be found on the model however
it is used by both Queensland Main Roads (Swainston, 2006) and the South
Australian Dept. Transport, Energy and Infrastructure (Edwards, 2008). The
authorities that use ECI explain it as a two-phase concept in that stage 1,
comprising project development and preliminary design (nominal 70%), is run
as an alliance and stage 2 is let as a traditional design and construct. In the
‘traditional’ project delivery strategy, the constructor does not get the
opportunity to participate and be involved in the design phase of a project
(DeChiara & Zethin, 2002). It is implemented as a solution for projects too
complicated for D&C but without the need for a complete alliance (Edwards,
2008).

The ECI model incorporates a number of RC principles. Clearly the contractor
is engaged at the outset and therefore heavily involved in the design process.
The selection process as described by Edwards (2008) is again a

compromise. Tendering is open to all pre-qualified parties however the tender
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requirements are neither expensive nor onerous. A desktop analysis will
produce a shortlist of four bidders to advance to workshops, which will then be
reduced to two final proponents. To this point the evaluation process has
been all about soft parameters. The final two proponents are expected to
submit a Risk Adjusted Maximum Price (RAMP), which is a non-binding
estimate. The RAMP does not constitute a price submission but it is a price
comparison and helps the client select the preferred proponent. According to
Edwards (2008), ultimately the client and preferred proponent negotiate a

fixed price and transition to a D&C.

2.1.3.2 Alliancing
Whilst not suitable for every project, it can be said that alliances are best

applied when the scope of works is not well defined, the risks are not fully

understood, and many unknowns remain (Ross, 1999).

What is Alliancing in the Building and Construction Industry? There are
numerous definitions of project Alliancing. The Victorian Department of
Treasury and Finance (DTF) (2010) characterises project alliancing as a
method of procuring major capital assets, where the owner participant (OP)

(113

works collaboratively with non-owner participants (NOP) ...“ “... working as an
integrated, collaborative team, they make unanimous, principle-based

decisions on all key project issues”.

What is it that makes an alliance? The elements that make up an alliance can
generally be split in two categories, ‘Hard’ and ‘Soft’ (Yeung, Chan, & Chan,
2007). The ‘hard’ elements are defined by Yeung et al (2007) as contractual
and directly related to legal positions. The ‘Soft’ elements are associated with

relationships, people and processes.

A formal contract and a real gain-pain-share commercial framework criteria

form a part of the ‘Hard’ element of an alliance.

A formal contract involves a minimum of one Owner-Participant (OP) and one
Non-Owner Participant (NOP). All parties are bound by a single legal

agreement and are collectively referred to as Alliance Participants (Ross,
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1999).

All project commitments, rights, and delivery and performance

obligations as defined in the agreement are collective and joint (Alchimie Pty
Ltd and Phillips Fox Lawyers, 2003).

The commercial framework of an alliance is what really distinguishes it from

alternative RC models.

participants share in the financial success or failure of the project.

A fundamental principle of an alliance is that all

If one

participant wins — all win, if one loses — all lose(Alchimie Pty Ltd and Phillips

Fox Lawyers, 2003).

Table 1: Alliance - Commercial Framework (adapted from Ross,J. 1999)

Y

Savings to A
Client Gain
TOC
NOPs Reward /
Over-Run
<€
Under-Run NOPs Risk
Additional

Cost to

Pain Clien

The following criteria comprise the ‘soft’ elements (based on Yeung et al

(2007) and Walton (2008):

* Trustis essential for an Alliance to be successful

¢  Commitment

* Common goals and objectives

*  Win-Win Philosophy
* Equity

» Agreed conflict resolution methods

* Continuous improvement

* Cooperation and Communication

* Alliancing Workshop

* Early selection of contractor
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The soft elements are consistent with general RC principles and don’t
necessarily define an alliance. The defining principle of an alliance is the

pain-share-gain-share principle that is enshrined in the agreement.

2.1.3.3 Cost Reimbursable Performance Incentive (CRPI)
The Cost Reimbursable Performance Incentive (CRPI) delivery model is often

referred to as ‘Cost Plus’ delivery mechanism (Ross, 1999). It is a very
similar model to Alliancing, but less sophisticated and usually used on less
complicated projects. Unlike an alliance, the CRPI patrticipants are not all
party to a single agreement and “...generally [CRPI are] conducted with
separate owner and constructor project teams” (Ross, 1999, P.5). But like the
Alliance, the team is developing and estimating a TOC during the Project

Works Definition Phase.

With the typical CRPI commercial framework, the risk of loss for the contractor
is practically removed(Berends, 2006). However, as the incentive component
is measured against the agreed TOC,; if budget overrun occurs, the contractor
loses the incentive payment, but is not penalised with loss of direct costs or
overheads. (Ross, 1999).

2.1.3.4 Public Private Partnership (PPP)
National PPP Guidelines (Commonwealth of Australia, 2008) state “The aim

of PPP is to deliver improved services and better value for money primary
through appropriate risk transfer, encouraging innovation, greater asset
utilisation and an integrated whole-of-life management, underpinned by
private financing” (P. 3). The objective of the PPP projects is to encourage
private sector investment in social infrastructure where Value for Money can
be demonstrated for the government (Edkins & Smyth, 2006) (Commonwealth
of Australia, 2008) and (Tang, Shen, & Cheng, 2009).

PPPs are probably most sophisticated project delivery model, given the length
of the contract periods including long-term obligations, sharing of risk and
rewards between private and public sectors (Commonwealth of Australia,
2008). There are several ways to structure (PPP) and there are many forms

of PPPs, but the two common structures are Build-Operate-Transfer (BOT)
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and Build-Own-Operate-Transfer (BOOT)(Owles, 2008). The commercial
framework principles are the same for any form of social infrastructure. In
general, the investing party is reimbursed for (1) incurred design and
construction costs including external party advisory cost, (2) operating and
maintaining costs, (3) debt financing cost, and (4) overheads and profit

(Commonwealth of Australia, 2008).

2.1.4 What Makes for Successful Relational Contracting?
Critical success factors (CSF) are an effort by researchers to distil what is
known about RC into a framework that can be used for practical

recommendations (Bresnen, 2007).

There is an extensive body of literature dedicated to CSF’s within the context
of relational contracting in the construction industry. There are a lot of
similarities between studies and indeed the CSF’s often appear similar to
basic RC principles. Rahman et al (2007), Wong et al (2008) and Wong et al
(2005), all conclude that trust between parties is ultimately the most significant
factor in successful relational contracting. Pesamma et al (2009) find that
partner selection based on task-related-attributes contributes to successful
RC. Rahman &Kumaraswamy (2008) conclude that the five main factors
facilitating RC are: integrated objectives and risk-reward plan, appropriate risk
allocation/sharing, = motivated client and encouraging supporting
arrangements, trust and trust-based arrangements, and top management
support. Chen & Chen (2007) find that collaborative team culture is most
important followed by long-term quality focus, consistent objectives, and
resource sharing. Chan et al (2006) find the top three critical success factors
are mutual trust, early implementation of partnering and commitment to win-
win attitude. Rahman &Kumaraswamy (2004) show that early involvement of
contractors (an RC principle) facilitates both time and cost savings as a result

of improved constructability.

Each of the studies cited based their results on a questionnaire survey of

persons exposed to RC. The fact that there is such disparity between studies
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support the notion that each project is different and any RC model needs to

reflect that.

2.1.5 Comparing Procurement Methods

2.1.5.1 Selecting a Procurement Method
There is a well-established framework developed by The National Economic

Development Organisation (NEDO, 1985) that aims to help clients select a
procurement method. Nine criteria were identified that allow clients to
prioritise particular aspects of their projects and thereby select the most

appropriate method. The NEDO criteria are:

1. Time. Is early completion required?

2. Certainty of time. s certainty of time important?

3. Certainty of cost. Is a firm price needed before any commitment to
construction given?

4. Price competition. Is the selection of the construction team by price
competition important?

5. Flexibility. Are variations necessary after work has begun on-site?

6. Complexity. Does the building need to be highly specialised,
technologically advanced or highly serviced?

7. Quality. 1s high quality of the product, in terms of material and
workmanship and design concept important?

8. Responsibility. |Is single point of responsibility the client's after the
briefing stage or is direct responsibility to the client from the designers
and cost consultants desired?

9. Risk. Is the transfer of the risk of cost and time slippage from the client
important?

The NEDO framework is by no means the only example of selection criteria.
Love et al (2008) provides a comparison of similar frameworks from Skitmore
and Marsden (1998), Bennett and Grice (1990), Hampden-Turner (1990), and
Love et al (1998). In addition the selection criteria used by The NSW
Department of Public Works (2005) is compared to that of researchers

Kumaraswamy and Dissanayaka (1998) and Luu et al (2003).
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2.1.5.2 How Relational?
It is important to define what principles make a delivery method relational.

Thompson & Sanders (1998) and Eriksson (2008) both write that RC is not a
discrete application. There is a multitude of RC principles the more of which
are implemented the more relational the model becomes. Eriksson &
Westerberg (2010) propose a framework based on seven principles devised
from an extensive literature review. The framework identifies 7 stages of the
procurement process and highlights the choice between competitive and
relational behaviours at each. The choices made at each stage could result in
a traditionally competitive or a fully relational model or anywhere in between.

Table 1 below summarises the seven principles

Table 2: Procurement procedures' relation to competition and relational contracting

Design Provided by supplier or  Jointly provided with Jointly specified with
client one party responsible shared responsibilities
Tendering Competitive tendering Select tendering Direct negotiation (one

Bid evaluation

with multiple bids
High weight on hard

(several bidders)

Equal weight on hard &

bidder)
High weight on soft

parameters (price, soft
programme etc)

By the contractor (or

parameters (reputation,
prior relationship)

Subcontractor selection Joint selection with one  Joint selection with

client) party responsible shared responsibilities
Payment Output based (fixed Fixed price & shared Pain share / Gain share
price) profits
Collaborative tools Low extent Medium extent High extent
Performance evaluation By the client Jointly evaluated By the supplier

Adapted from Eriksson & Westerberg, 2010

2.1.6 The Seven Stages

2.1.6.1 Design
This stage recognises that flaws exist within the traditional models whereby
one party exclusively manages the design process. Client supplied designs
have a tendency to result in constructability issues and contractor supplied
designs risk inadequate client satisfaction through lack of input. A jointly

managed design process is an indication of cooperation with increased
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coordination between client/designers and contractors desirable(Eriksson &
Westerberg, 2010). Responsibility for the design risk is used as the final

measure of cooperation.

2.1.6.2 Tendering
The choice here is in the number of parties given the opportunity to tender.

An open tender process that pits a large number of organisations against
each other is traditionally considered good for the client as competition results
in transparency and the lowest price. Whilst this method is often required by
Government clients, private organisations often see value in a restricted bid

list and even negotiations with a single bidder.

2.1.6.3 Bid Evaluation
This stage discusses the relevance of ‘soft criteria’ during bid evaluation

rather than just the ‘hard criteria’ of price. Traditionally contracts have been
awarded on price but as discussed earlier, this leads to risk taking on the part
of the contractor and is widely considered to result in claims. Soft criteria that
are relevant to bid evaluation are an existing relationship, collaborative ability,
shared values, technical competence, reputation, and systems. The more
alignment between client & contractor in these facets of the work the more

cooperative the relationship is likely to be(Eriksson & Westerberg, 2010).

2.1.6.4 Subcontractor Selection
Subcontractor selection as a metric recognises the significance of the flow on

effect of RC behaviours. The more involved the client is in the selection
process the better the opportunity to integrate and foster project wide

cooperation(Eriksson & Westerberg, 2010).

2.1.6.5 Payment
As discussed in the beginning, traditional hard dollar contracting can create a

situation whereby one party’s financial interests are best served by acting in
such a way that is contrary to best for project outcomes. The idea of
incentivising project payments encourages all parties to work together to
share the rewards of improved project performance rather than engage in acts

of self-interest at the expense of other participants or the project as a whole.
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2.1.6.6 Collaborative Tools
A clear indicator of the cooperative intent of a project is in the level of tools

provided to assist collaboration between the parties. There are many tried
and tested examples in the literature with joint objectives, joint office building,
team building activities, partnering facilitator, joint IT-tools, joint risk
management, and a partnering arrangement being of particular interest
(Eriksson & Westerberg, 2010).

2.1.6.7 Performance Evaluation
The proposal here is that process or output control by the client in the form of

constant monitoring leads to distrust and conflict between the parties and
opportunism on the part of the contractor. Process control by the contractor
which involves responsibility for self-monitoring and certification requires a
change of traditional processes but leads to improvements in cooperation and

performance (Eriksson & Westerberg, 2010).

2.2 Consequences

2.2.1 The Role of the Client
It is important to acknowledge the role of the client in the selection of the
procurement method. Eriksson et al (2010) provides a framework clearly
describing the decisions that are made before a contractor is sought and the
term of project impact those decisions have. Love et al (2008) have produced
a literature review and a focus group study of senior Australian client group
members that shows an overwhelming reluctance to move away from the
traditional lump sum method. Pessama et al (2008) is more optimistic in
describing a client group that acknowledges the benefits of improved
cooperation and the consideration of various alternative procurement methods
but concludes that there is a lack of understanding of how to implement these

measures effectively.

2.2.2 Traditional Market
It was found during the literature review that relational contracting delivery

models are best suited to large, complex and difficult projects. This leaves a
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large section of the industry operating under traditional models despite any
success the industry has with RC models. This research project may be used
to highlight RC techniques that have previously been implemented within

traditional models in the same marketplace.

2.2.3 Value of Research
The value then of this research is in acknowledging that projects will be
delivered under traditional methods for a long time yet and that client groups
need help in incorporating cooperation within the traditional context. In
recognising that RC behaviours can be adopted incrementally this research
will demonstrate the cooperative decisions & behaviours that have previously
been implemented on traditional projects within Australia and could therefore

be confidently adopted elsewhere.
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3 METHODOLOGY

3.1 Data Collection

A common theme through the literature review was that the source data of the

research papers was typically a survey questionnaire.

The survey that was used allowed analysis across a range of different
characteristics that were identified during the literature review and the

questions tailored to suit.

Alternative methods such as interview or database mining were considered
but discounted as slow and unreliable respectively. A questionnaire could be
easily and cheaply disseminated to a wider range of participants thereby

maximising the pool of potential respondents.

3.2 Questionnaire

It was decided that each questionnaire would focus on a single project and not
the respondent. This allowed the quantifying of characteristics from each
project as opposed to the more subjective qualifying of the effectiveness of
those characteristics according to the respondent. The questionnaire was

developed in two parts:

* General demographics

* Project data

The demographic questions were important to evidence that data was
received from suitably qualified respondents and from sufficiently varied
projects. Questions on location, client type and value were included to allow

for trend analysis if sufficient responses were received.
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3.3 Respondents

Participants were targeted from the Australian construction industry only to
provide more relevance to the results. Senior engineers currently in the
industry were approached by phone to determine their interest in participating.
A target of 30 projects was set and 18 participants were sent questionnaires.
Of the 20 participants sent questionnaires, 15 responded and data on 29

projects was gathered.

3.4 Question Development

The project data questions were specific to the construction process and were
used to assess the characteristics identified during the literature review.
Multiple question formats were incorporated into the project information

guestionnaire.

Where possible questions were articulated to elicit a likert scale response.
Where it was not possible to articulate as such, each question was coupled
with a set of ordinal responses that could later be attributed with a value of 1-
5. In the case of the collaborative tools question it was simply a case of yes

or no for each case.

The questions were developed exclusively from the seven-stage framework
proposed by Eriksson & Westerberg, 2010. A number of other frameworks
were found such as NEDO (1985) however they were not relevant for project

analysis as they were intended to assist with procurement method selection.

A draft questionnaire was analysed with the help of a future respondent to
identify any ambiguities and suggest improvements. A number of responses
were subsequently added to the bid evaluation and collaborative tools

questions.

A blank questionnaire has been included in Appendix C to demonstrate the

value attributed to each of the possible responses.
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3.5 Data Analysis

Separate methods of analysis were required for the two groups of questions.
The questions resulting in a likert scale are most easily analysed using mean
and standard deviation calculations. This analysis is suitable for Stage
1,2,3,4,5 & 7. Analysis of Stage 6 requires a frequency comparison of each of

the collaborative tools.

Frequency analysis was ultimately used on each of the data sets in order to

quantify the examples of RC uptake by traditional projects.
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4 HYPOTHESIS

4.1 Introduction

It is expected that data received from each of the relational models comprising
ECI, alliance, CRPI, and PPP will reflect high levels of uptake of cooperative
behaviours. The traditional construct only and D&C models however are
expected to return competitive and adversarial data. These expectations are

set out below in terms of expected mean values.

4.2 Expectations

4.2.1 Design Process
The data from relational projects are expected to show widespread use of joint

design management [4.0<u=<50].

The data from traditional projects are expected to show widespread use of

single party design management [1.0<u<3.0].

4.2.2 Tendering
The data from relational projects are expected to show the preference for

limited party bidding and examples of direct negotiation [3.0<u <50].

The data from traditional projects are expected to show the use of competitive

open or prequalified tenders [1.0< u<20].

4.2.3 Bid Evaluation
The data from relational projects are expected to show a ‘soft criteria’ value

[40<u=<50] that is higher than ‘hard criteria’.

The data from traditional projects are expected to show a ‘hard criteria’ value

[40<u=<50] that is greater than ‘soft criteria’.
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4.2.4 Subcontractor Selection
The data from relational projects are expected to show joint responsibility for

subcontractor selection with some examples of downstream RC [4.0<u<50].

The data from traditional projects are expected to show single party

subcontractor selection responsibilities [1.0< u <3.0].

4.2.5 Payment
The data from relational projects are expected to show the use of

performance incentives or pain &/or gain share compensation [4.0 =< u<50].

The data from traditional projects are expected to a lack of incentivised

compensation [1.0=u=<30].

4.2.6 Collaborative Tools
The data from relational projects are expected to show the widespread
implementation of collaborative tools to improve cooperation between the

parties [4.0<u=<70].

The data from traditional projects are expected to show minimal uptake of

collaborative tools [0<u<20].

4.2.7 Performance Evaluation
The data from relational projects are expected to show a contractor evaluation

value [4.0<u=<50] that is higher than that of client evaluation.

The data from traditional projects are expected to show a client evaluation

value [40<u=<50] that is greater than that of contractor evaluation.
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5 DATA ANALYSIS

5.1 Introduction

This research project aims to compare the methods and tools used under a
range of project delivery models in the Australian construction industry with
particular reference to Relational Contracting techniques. Analysis of the data
will help determine which RC techniques have been implemented on projects
delivered by a traditional model. A survey questionnaire was used to obtain

the data and all data analysis was done using an SPSS Statistics Package.

Analysis was in the form of a comparison of mean or frequency depending on
the format of the question and the subsequent responses. In the case of
mean analyses, a value of 1 is the traditional extreme and 5 the relational
extreme. The exception to this is the collaborative tools mean analysis in
which 7 is the relational extreme to account for a larger number of optional

responses in the questionnaire.

5.2 Overview of Respondents and Projects

It was the intention of the author to target suitably experienced respondents
from the contracting side of the Australian construction industry from a wide
range of projects. The following figures display the breakdown of responses
in terms of delivery model, respondent experience, project value, and project

location. The complete data is tabled in Appendix D.
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5.2.1 Respondent Experience

Respondent Experience

" 1-5yrs
"6-10yrs
"11-15yrs
“16-20yrs
21+yrs

Figure 1: Responses by respondent experience

22 of 29 (75%) responses were received from a respondent with greater than

11 years experience. All respondents were with a contracting organisation.

5.2.2 Delivery Model

Delivery Model

5

® Construct Only
"D&C
" Alliance
“PPP
ECI

Figure 2: Responses by delivery model

Responses were received on five different types of delivery model.

Page 29



5.2.3 Project Location

Project Location

"ACT
"NSW
QLD
VIC

20

Figure 3: Responses by project location

The results are heavily biased towards Victoria as the author’s place of work
at the time of research. Results were received from alternative states

however not in sufficient numbers to draw inter-state trends.

5.2.4 Project Value

Project Value

®0-20M AUD
®20-50M AUD

" 50-100M AUD
\ 100-500M AUD
500M+ AUD

15

Figure 4: Responses by project value

It was important to represent a broad range of project values to counter any

bias that may be found on very large or very small projects.

Page 30



5.3 Analysis of Data

In order to compare traditional and relational data it is necessary to categorise
and group the delivery models. D&C and construct only are categorised as
traditional with alliance, PPP, and ECI categorised as relational. Means or
frequencies will be compared for each of the questions and presented here for

discussion.

5.3.1 Design Process
There is a distinct difference in the mean values of the traditional and
relational data. The mean of the traditional data (1.74) is at the low end of the
spectrum clearly indicating a preference for design management by one party.
The value from the relational data is much higher (3.90) and in the range of

joint design management.

Of significance is the variation within the relational category with the low mean
values of the PPP (2.67) and ECI data (1.00) against the high mean value of
the alliance data (5.00). Hence the only model to display truly relational
design management is the alliance with all others relying on quite traditional

methods.

Design Process

5.000
4.500
4.000
3.500
3.000
2.500
2.000
1.500 -
1.000 -
0.500 -
0.000 -

"Mean

Traditional Relational

Figure 5: Mean value of design process by category
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5.3.2 Tender Format
There is very little variation in mean values between all delivery models
resulting in quite similar values for the traditional (2.47) and relational (2.40)
categories. These values indicate a strong preference within both categories
for the traditional method of using prequalified bidders, however the large
standard deviation value for traditional (1.264) and relational (1.506) indicate

some instances of direct negotiation.

Once again the alliance model displays the highest mean (2.67) however the
value of PPP (2.00) and ECI (2.00) reduce the mean of the relational category
to below that of the traditional.

Tender Format

5.000
4.500
4.000
3.500
3.000
2.500 -
2.000 -
1.500
1.000 -
0.500 -
0.000 -

"Mean

Traditional Relational

Figure 6: Mean value of tender format by category
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5.3.3 Bid Evaluation
This question comprised of 10 separate criteria, each of which the respondent
was asked to rate in relevance to the bid evaluation (1 being not considered, 5
being very important). These 10 criteria were then categorised as traditional

‘hard criteria’ or ‘soft criteria’ as discussed in the literature.

In the traditional category the mean of the hard criteria (4.08) is higher than
that of the soft criteria (3.26) whereas for the relational category the hard
criteria (3.45) is lower than that of the soft (3.93).

These mean values clearly support the literature demonstrating that traditional
models prioritise price and programme during bid evaluation whereas

relational models prioritise the soft criteria.

Bid Evaluation

5.0
4.5
4.0
3.5 —
3.0 — I
25 ——
20 —
156 +—
1.0 +—
05 +—
0.0

" Hard Criteria Mean
Soft Criteria Mean

Traditional Relational

Figure 7: Mean value of bid evaluation by category
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5.3.4 Subcontractor Selection

Subcontractor selection shows limited variation between the categories with

traditional mean (2.32) only slightly lower than relational (2.80) and both

indicate a preference for the traditional method of the contractor selecting.

5.0

4.0

Subcontractor Selection by
Category

Traditional Relational

"Mean

Figure 8: Mean value of subcontractor selection by category

The only relational behaviour was found on the alliance model with a mean

value (3.33) heading towards joint responsibility and a standard deviation

(1.506) indicating some instances of incentivised subcontractor arrangements.

5.0
4.5
4.0
3.5
3.0
2.5
2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5
0.0

Subcontractor Selection

Alliance PPP ECI

"Mean

Figure 9: Mean value of subcontractor selection by model
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5.3.5 Compensation
The mean value of the traditional category (1.47) is quite low displaying the
traditional preference for fixed price or schedule of rates with little or no
performance incentives. This is markedly different to the relational category

with a mean value of (3.50).

The relational category needs explaining in greater detail, as it is comprised of
two extremes. The alliance data reports a mean value (5.00) that is relational
in the extreme and wholly represents incentive based payments. The
relational mean is reduced by the PPP (1.00) and ECI (2.00), which are

decidedly traditional values.

Compensation

5.000
4.500
4.000
3.500
3.000
2.500
2.000
1.500 -
1.000 +——
0500 ——
0.000 -

"Mean

Traditional Relational

Figure 10: Mean value of compensation by category
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5.3.6 Collaborative Tools
The collaborative tools data will be analysed using two methods. The data
was sourced as yes/no for each of seven likely collaborative tools found on a
project. Each project was attributed a number 1-7 corresponding with the
number of tools implemented and a mean analysis was completed.
Additionally a frequency analysis was completed for each of the seven tools

allowing a thorough discussion of the data.

The mean value of the traditional category (1.05) is significantly lower than
that of the relational (5.20). This demonstrates that traditional models
incorporate few tools to foster cooperation on a project in stark contrast to the

relational models that implement many.

The frequency analysis identifies the level of uptake of each tool for both
categories. Of note is the fact that all tools are well represented within the
relational category with three of the tools showing a frequency of 50%, two at
80% and two at 100%. This indicates that all seven of the tools can be

considered ‘business as usual’ for relational models.

Collaborative Tools
6.0
5.0
4.0
3.0
" Mean
2.0
0.0 -
Traditional Relational

Figure 11: Mean value of collaborative tools by category

Page 36



5.3.7 Performance Evaluation

Respondents were asked to rate the extent to which each party evaluated
performance (1 being not at all, 5 being constantly). Client evaluation was
asked in terms of process control and output control separately and the mean
of these was used for each project. Contractor evaluation was asked in terms

of process control only.

The mean values calculated from this data do not vary a lot between
categories. There is less separation between the traditional means (3.55 for
client and 4.53 for contractor) than there is for relational (3.35 for client and

4.80 for contractor).

This separation is demonstrated to the extreme by the alliance data returning
substantially different mean values for client evaluation (2.75) and contractor

evaluation (4.83).

Performance Evaluation
7.000
6.000
5.000

4.000
" Client Mean

Contractor Mean

3.000
2.000
1.000

0.000

Figure 12: Mean value of performance evaluation by category
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6 DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

6.1 Introduction

With the original aim in mind of identifying RC tools and techniques previously
implemented under traditional delivery models it is necessary to further

discuss the results.

In the first instance it is necessary to review the relational data against the
expectations set out in the literature. This process will verify which of the
relational criteria set out in the literature review is substantiated by the data

and therefore credible for further comparison.

A frequency analysis will then be run on the traditional data to determine the

level of uptake of relational tools and techniques on traditional models.

6.2 Individual Criteria

6.2.1 Design Process
The hypothesis is that relational models will incorporate joint design
management as method of ensuring both client satisfaction in the scope and

constructability in the design.

The mean value of the relational design process (3.90) indicates joint effort on
the design with one party responsible for design risk. The responses received
on the alliance model demonstrate the extreme of the relational models with a
mean (5.0) representing joint design with both parties assuming all design
risks. These values validate the hypothesis that relational models develop

design cooperatively.

The mean of the traditional data (1.74) shows an overwhelming preference for
single party design management on under traditional models. The frequency
analysis of the traditional models shows three cases of contractor design with

client input but no cases of joint design.
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The difference in mean values (2.16) shows a clear division in techniques and
the lack of joint design examples shows that as yet, there is no uptake of

relational design management principles on within traditional frameworks.

Design Process

8
6
4
2 i
0 " Traditional
X < 20 O i
0,\\@0 Qg}o . & §¢ \(\Q}Q, Relational
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Figure 13: Frequency of design process responses by category

6.2.2 Tender Format
The hypothesis is that limiting tender invitations to direct negotiation with
limited bidders encourages long-term relationships and goodwill and therefore
results in cooperation. This would be reflected by a high relational mean

value.

The relational mean (2.40) is within the traditional zone of responses. A score
of 3.0 would represent the minimum response that restricts bidders to
invitation only and goes someway to engendering the long-term relationships
advocated in the literature. In this instance the results do not validate the

hypothesis.

It should be noted that the traditional mean (2.47) is actually higher than the
relational mean. This indicates a clear preference within all models for the

traditional tender invitation format.

Also of note is the 3 responses received from traditional projects that used
direct negotiation with a single bidder. This response was proposed as the

most relational method in the literature.
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Tender Format
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Figure 14: Frequency of tender format responses by category

6.2.3 Bid Evaluation
The hypothesis for this section is that the traditional models prioritise ‘hard

criteria’ and traditional models ‘soft criteria’, both of which are validated.

What is not discussed is the closeness of the values albeit that they have
reversed priorities. Whilst the traditional models clearly preference the hard
criteria, the soft criteria value (3.26) is only slightly lower than that of the
relational data (3.93). This shows that the traditional models are valuing the

soft criteria; the major difference is in the consideration of hard criteria.

Looking at the individual criterion in more detail it can be seen that several
were quite well represented in the traditional responses. Existing relationship,
collaborative ability, technical competence, reputation, and systems all have

multiple responses indicating maximum importance to the bid evaluation.

These responses clearly indicate a willingness to value ‘soft criteria’ when

assessing under a traditional model.
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Figure 15: Frequency of maximum importance responses in bid evaluation by category
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6.2.4 Subcontractor Selection
The hypothesis with respect to subcontractor selection is that the relational

models will engage in joint selection and shared responsibility.

Clearly the mean value of the relational data (2.80) does not support this. The
only relational result is in considering the alliance data in isolation and even

this mean value (3.33) does not support joint responsibility.

A frequency analysis reveals that there are in fact only three examples of joint
selection or incentivised subcontract agreements and all three are found on

alliance models.

The relational data does not support the hypothesis and there are no isolated

cases of uptake by traditional models.

Subcontractor Selection
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Figure 16: Frequency of subcontractor selection by category
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6.2.5 Compensation

The hypothesis for this section is that the relational data will show a

preference for incentivised compensation.

The relational mean value (3.50) does not quite substantiate this as shown in

the results however there is further discussion. The alliance data reveals a

mean value (5.0) that is as relational as the responses allow. These six

responses are sufficient to validate the hypothesis.

The traditional mean value (1.47) shows a general reluctance to embrace

incentivised compensation. Of significance is the fact that only one of the 19

traditional projects returned a relational response.

This shows that whilst the data validates the literature there is insignificant

crossover to the traditional thinking.

R G G QY

ONAOOONPOD
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Figure 17: Frequency of compensation by category
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6.2.6 Collaborative Tools
The hypothesis is that the relational models will by their very nature show a
preference for incorporating collaborative tools. This was validated by the

mean value of 5.20 from a possible 7.0 as previously discussed.

The traditional mean value (1.05) clearly demonstrates a lack of collaborative
tools being implemented under these models. Notwithstanding the low mean
value, the frequency analysis shows that each of the tools is implemented at
least once. 26.5% of the projects engaged a team coach and 21.1%
participated in team building workshops demonstrating that these tools are not

extraordinary in the traditional environment.

Less common but still well represented are joint leadership team and shared
office facilities at 15.8%. Whilst the remaining tools comprising joint risk
management, dispute resolution and shared IT facilities only return 10% or

less they do display a willingness to experiment with relational tools used

elsewhere.
Frequency of Collaborative
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Figure 18: Frequency of collaborative tools by category
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6.2.7 Performance Evaluation
The hypothesis is that relational models incorporate performance control by
the contractor in order to reduce opportunistic behaviour and other causes of
conflict. This would be supported by a high mean value for contractor
evaluation and a low value for client evaluation. This is validated by the
relational data with a contractor mean value of 4.80 versus a client mean

value of 3.35.

The implied expectation is therefore for the traditional data to return a high
client evaluation mean and lesser contractor evaluation. This didn’t
eventuate. The contractor evaluation mean (4.53) was higher than the client
evaluation mean value (3.55) though they were separated by less than the

relational means.

The larger separation between the relational mean values demonstrates the
increased onus on the contractor under relational models for the quality of the

works.

6.3 Limitations and Difficulties

The results show 10 out of 29 responses were relational. This 35% rate may
indicate a general preference for traditional delivery models but there were

insufficient total responses to draw a definite conclusion.

Likewise, 10 responses is too small a sample size for reliable relational data.
For greater reliability a larger sample size of relational data should be targeted

to balance the 19 traditional responses.

The nature of relational category is called into question by the disparity of the
relational results. The alliance data (6 responses) regularly returned highly
relational results however these values were often offset by the traditional
results returned by the ECI (1) and PPP (2) responses. The results received
from the ECI and PPP responses do not support the hypothesis that these

models are relational in nature from the perspective of the contractor. Further
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study could be conducted on this topic with a much larger sample size of each

of these two models.
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7 CONCLUSION

7.1 Introduction

The topic of relational contracting was researched in the interest of identifying
RC principles that had been implemented on projects delivered by traditional
models. The primary research was in the form of a literature review that

returned a 7-stage framework for assessing recent projects.

A questionnaire was circulated to suitably experienced engineers in the
Australian construction industry requesting responses to questions designed

around the framework identified in the literature review.

29 responses were received which was encouraging however there were
insufficient responses from relational projects to provide reliable results.
Notwithstanding insufficient responses, these relational responses were
assessed against the framework in order to validate or XY each stage of the

framework.

Those stages that were validated by the data were then assessed against the
traditional data. A frequency analysis was used to determine cases in which
projects delivered under traditional models had implemented these RC tools

or techniques.

7.2 Validation of Literature Review Framework

Of the seven criteria nominated by the literature review, five were validated by

the data received from relational projects:

* Design process.

* Bid evaluation.

* Compensation.

* Collaborative tools.

* Performance evaluation.
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7.3 Uptake by Relational Models

Frequency analysis of the corresponding traditional data sets reveals

examples of uptake in bid evaluation and collaborative tools.

7.3.1 Bid Evaluation
‘Soft criteria’ were widely considered during the bid evaluation process on
traditional models. Several of the assessment criteria were considered ‘very
important’ in multiple cases. These were existing relationships, collaborative

ability, technical competence, reputation, and systems.

7.3.2 Collaborative Tools
Whilst the traditional data set showed an overwhelming lack of collaborative
tools there were examples of uptake. Team coach (26.5%) and team building
workshops (21.1%) were well represented indicating acceptance within

traditional models.

Less widespread but still encouraging by their presence are joint leadership
team, joint risk management, dispute resolution and shared office &/or IT

facilities.

7.4 Further Study

The study should be repeated with a larger relational sample size. Traditional

models were well represented (19) and the results reliable.

The make up of the relational category should be considered in further detalil

with the ECI and PPP models studied to determine if they are truly relational.

This study only looked at what has been implemented and did not consider
the effectiveness or outcome of its implementation. This is another clear area

of research.
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APPENDIX A — PROJECT SPECIFICATION

University of Southern Queensland

FACULTY OF ENGINEERING AND SURVEYING
ENG4111 /4112 Research Project

PROJECT SPECIFICATION
FOR: Peter Robert FRAZER
TOPIC: RELATIONAL CONTRACTING - AN INVESTIGATION OF
RELATIONAL CONTRACTING BEHAVIOURS ACROSS PROJECT
DELIVERY MODELS

SUPERVISOR: David Thorpe

AIM: To identify relational contracting characteristics that have been
implemented on projects delivered under a traditional model.

REVISION: B
PROGRAMME:

1.

2.

7.
As time permits:

8.

AGREED:

Research background information on relationship contracting
and identify the RC models found in Australia.

Identify behaviours, techniques and characteristics that are
considered part of relationship contracting.

Develop a questionnaire that will determine project delivery
type and identify behaviours & characteristics that can be
assessed against the criteria above.

Identify engineering managers that would have the requisite
experience to complete the questionnaire.

Contact potential respondents and circulate questionnaires.
Evaluate the results to determine what, if any, RC
characteristics have been found on traditionally delivered
projects.

Submit an academic dissertation on the research.

Research alternative relationship based delivery methods.

(student) (supervisor)

Date: / /2010 Date: / /2010

Examiner/Co-examiner:
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University of Southern Queensland | 2
ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate).

(1 Construct only

" Design and Construct (D&C)

[ Alliance

[l  Public Private Partnership (PPP)

[1 Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)

[1 JointVenture (JV)

Location of Project:

[J Australian Capital Territory
[M” New South Wales

Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia

Tasmania

Victoria

Western Australia

oDoooon

Client

(] Public Sector
[ Private Sector

Project Value

0O $_462M (actual project value appreciated if possible)
J 0-20M

(] 20M-50M

L] 50M-100M

M 100M - 500M

[0 s00M+

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au



University of Southern Queensland
ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

IIL. Project Information

Design Process

The client &/or consultants developed the design

The contractor developed the design to client specifications

The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

0O O KOO0

Comme ts:,

W on H o, has beeoun wJ-vfaLa—u. "
mc(_an:f‘ ce ot " SWTC Preun(a ; RTA aMJ

Ht(ls M2 (Trmsur(acwb ‘[’(ae c.1 (’E rfsc‘
Fes vty LePL.

Tendering

L] The contract went to open tender

(4" The contract was open to prequalified parties

[1 Tenders were invited from limited parties

L) The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
[ The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

Comments: T(,e M2 Uparadt Pmstc,{‘ WAl A .Mu_q-.aJ y
precuraan process what c.(.A aded oot as a c.mr-t{‘l“wa
ﬂ(hwct,mé was Sclose vlbj'( tonaed inte b,
whaaaa e Fluancias rjé_gucl:'&h COVR- ¥ ope, p(“tmct
o-rmjwn %Nj ' '

Bid evaluation

(This aims to determing the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional *hard criteria’ being budget &
programme)

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price Ot 2 W3 ™4 [Os
Design Lt 02 O3 4 (s
Functionality 1 1z 3 4 (15

Pete Frazer
w0996 /9@urnail.usq.edu.au



University of Southern Queensland | 4
ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Programme 01 02 @03 [O4 M6
Existing relationship o M2 [13 [14  [Is
Collaborative ability Lt [z O3 4 [Is5
Shared values O+ M2 [O3 b4 (s
Technical competence 1 12 [d3 (4 5
Reputation Cr 0Oz [O3 (4 [u5
Safety, quality & environmental (11 [2 [13 &4 []I5
systems

Comments: ({;(l¢ M2 a Arthatt <0 tc fle RT 2
+(.u'r rr\'w\ 'Pac‘:af 'S v_:éd*c(ad( &, valve GMJ re_fu'f' ‘m,
fL‘:S ovl o Pg,(,i;-‘i‘cdus weﬁ-io:l acyau"' re(cul-lwqc—wfs

T "canteast, RTA's Frimm -F-cus, s (wa\-'fwm sse.f
valvt, c.ommm'\('fj sabistackion and adranced refu}imas(m'rs-

Subcontractor selection

[J The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors

M The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

[ ] The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s
approval

[] The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting
subcontractors

[ ] Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised
basis

Comments:

Tts o baed dellow D¢, alh the rish (res witll tlee
Marnn Cﬂ*rac“'or'

Compensation

™ Fixed price

] Schedule of rates

[J Cost reimbursed

[J Performance incentives or bonuses

[J Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

Comments:

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

Joint project delivery risk management

Team coach or facilitator

Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

Shared client/contractor office

Shared client/contractor IT platform?

Team building exercises and workshops used?

oooO O oo

Comments:

Nome of thae o\(aave Cliad and Cantractor
ud\’\ﬂ-(sstfﬂva\*e CMFS w\ﬂa wne ‘(AMJ r:z\e

Performance evaluation
(1= not at all and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
(Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

(11 M2 3 (14 )

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
(Monitaring the end product/s)

[ 11 12 3 4 [15

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
{Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

1 (P (3 (4 15

[ Commens: &
Tle cltud (,\ d .LwJ(’cv.,WJ Vaifie, V),
+¢eet’&lrst! '(’C:'. Mt adar‘:c'r‘vrs t-uol'('u 1"’ (s VW‘L‘:S

wchA A 'Ho«% MJ vs re(é‘-}'msc\!P .

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au



PROJECT 2

Pete Frazer w0099679 ENG 4111/2



University of Southern Queensland | 2
ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate):

LQ/Construct only

Design and Construct (D&C)
Alliance
Public Private Partnership (PPP)

Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)
Joint Venture (JV)

U o0ooo

Location of Project:

Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales

Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia

Tasmania

Victoria

(J Western Australia

oboonooog

Client

[‘Zl/Public Sector

1 Private Sector

Project Value

C] $ 24 (actual project value appreciated if possible)
L] 0-20M

[ 20M - 50M

L] 50M-100M

(] 100M - 500M

1 500M+

Pete Frazer
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

[1I. Project Information

Design Process

Pﬁl‘he client &/or consultants developed the design

L} The contractor developed the design to client specifications

[] The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

[J The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

(1 The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

Comments: Has RQeevo boos FRecely.

Tendering

L] The contract went to open tender

[ ! The contract was open to prequalified parties

L] Tenders were invited from limited parties

L] The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
M/The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

Comments: DG To  TwaE FROMES  Ach Koy
PRe raecen T IT LA eT AS

A SECF PERFCRMINC, Preikrcs 1o c

BOE T A PRE EXSTIONG  AECATIS HIC
I+ T CUenST

Bid evaluation

(This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme}

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price M O2 O3 il4 |5
Design 01 2 ¥3 s s
Functionality Or d2 O3 w4 (s

Pete Frazer
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Programme (J1 02 O3 [J4 [E@
Existing relationship U1 D2 U3 [d4 @5
Collaborative ability 01 d2 03 [04 6
Shared values 01 G2 O3 ™% [Is
Technical competence 01 Oz O3 [O4 [&5
Reputation U1 02 Eé Ll4 [Os
Safety, quality & environmental [J1 [J2 [J3 [@{ s
systems

Comments: IJHICST TS WLOAS A& oSS
cCooTR.ACTYT WE BDID scorE OEL OO
FTHE RS ASSESFOAST ch traeRuey

Subcontractor selection

[J The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors
The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

L) The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s
approval

(3 The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting
subcontractors

[J Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised
basis

Comments: The  cLieveY +Has ThuE SGHT

HARS o Doy

TO REegECT HoOSODER., TeHeyY HASE RSO

Compensation

/" Fixed price
([1 Schedule of rates
L] Cost reimbursed
(L] Performance incentives or bonuses
(1 Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

Comments:

Pete Frazer
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

I ' |

Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

[J Joint project delivery risk management
Team coach or facilitator

[J Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

[J Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own

M/disputes
Shared client/contractor office
[V Shared client/contractor IT platform?
Team building exercises and workshops used?

Comments: ey sSIMIcAR To OFEe PRglc

Performance evaluation
(1 =notatall and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
(Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

01 [12 gl (14 s

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
{Monitoring the end product/s)

(11 EE E 4 (s

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
{Contractor seif-monitoring throughout the construction process)

0+ 02 (13 (14 \g{

Comments: oWy _-L;HE}A T HE CUUERTS SEES
L7 B TreEy c& T \wWLocOoSD

Pete Frazer
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate):

4. Construct only

Design and Construct (D&C)

Alliance

Public Private Partnership (PPP)

Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)

Joint Venture (JV)

O OO0dnO

Location of Project:

Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales

Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia

Tasmania

Victoria

(] Western Australia

XOOOoooo

Client

@ Public Sector
(] Private Sector

Project Value

0O $ 25w (actual project value appreciated if possible)
0-20M

20M - 50M

50M -100M

100M - 500M

500M+

ouono

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

III. Project Information

Design Process

The client &/or consultants developed the design

The contractor developed the design to client specifications

The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

0O O gotx

Comments:

4 Sl armaush oC Ty

Tendering

The contract went to open tender

The contract was open to prequalified parties

Tenders were invited from limited parties

The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

OoxOO

Comments:

S\r\a(\kg\ﬂk . QP"C’P‘-’“U\’&

Bid evaluation

(This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme)

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price 01 02 O3 @O4 &5
Design Ba O2 @3 04 0Os
Functionality ]E/1 02 [O3 04 [OOs

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Programme 1 Oz [O3 5{4 15
Existing relationship L+ 0O2 O3 [X4 [Os
Collaborative ability 01 X2 O3 O4 Os
Shared values 01 XMz O3 [O4 0O5
Technical competence Ut1v Oz O3 O4 X5
Reputation 1 Oz O3 X4 [Os
Safety, quality & environmental [ 1 O2 @—O3 X4 Os
systems

Comments:

Subcontractor selection

L] The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors

[ 1 The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s

approval

[J The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting

subcontractors

(] Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised

basis

Comments:

Compensation

[J Fixed price
[J Schedule of rates
M. Cost reimbursed

[] Performance incentives or bonuses
[J Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

Comments:

Pete Frazer

w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au

4



University of Southern Queensland
ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

Joint project delivery risk management

Team coach or facilitator

Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

Shared client/contractor office

Shared client/contractor IT platform?

Team building exercises and workshops used?

oo O OO

Comments:

N

<\ fe~ ~eh TP P W S PR \PAN aPQ‘\*U-;

\ Cc_v-\s\--nuo_\‘ c:r'\\ﬁ -+ h/- Mu\-@ '

Performance evaluation
(1 =notatall and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
(Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

X 02 03 4 Os

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
(Monitoring the end product/s)

1 2 13 Ha s

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
(Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

(1 2 O3 Ha s

Comments:

Pete Frazer

w009967?@§n§l_.usq._ec_iu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate):

[J Construct only

E\ Design and Construct (D&C)

Alliance

Public Private Partnership (PPP)

Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)

Joint Venture (JV)

O OooOog

Location of Project:

Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales

Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia

Tasmania

Q’ Victoria

] Western Australia

Oooooo

Client

[_1 Public Sector
,‘Eﬂ\ Private Sector

Project Value

$_ 1M (actual project value appreciated if possible)
0-20M

20M - 50M

50M - 100M

100M - 500M

500M+

OOooooo

Pete Frazer

w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

L. Project Information

Design Process

The client &/or consultants developed the design

The contractor developed the design to client specifications

The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

O O ORKX

Comments:
%\ﬁf\{\5 }n\\—\\&,\\7 -e(\cf‘:océ g_\ e \-a\er\% ;\‘u\\Qm
“‘D 205y, e~ mouwted Vo caxl <

Tendering

[] The contract went to open tender

[] The contract was open to prequalified parties

(] Tenders were invited from limited parties

[] The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
H\ The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

Comments:

Bid evaluation

(This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme)

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price 01 O2 O3 0O4 X5
Design 01 b2 PR 0O4 0Os
Functionality A O2 N3 0O4 0Os

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Programme 01 b2 O3 A4 [Os
Existing relationship 01 Od2 O3 X4 Os
Collaborative ability 01 X O3 O4 Os
Shared values O+ X2 O3 ©—4 0Os
Technical competence 01 O2 P2 O4 0Os
Reputation 01 W2 O3 04 Os
Safety, quality & environmental 1 [J2 ©O3 [©—4 [Od5
systems

Comments:

Subcontractor selection

L] The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors

JX| The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

[J The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s
approval

[J The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting
subcontractors

[J Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised
basis

Comments:

Compensation

M. Fixedpricc Hhen Sceoed dowon.

[J Schedule of rates

[] Cost reimbursed

[ ] Performance incentives or bonuses

[] Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

Comments:

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usqg.edu.au
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

Joint project delivery risk management

Team coach or facilitator

Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

Shared client/contractor office

Shared client/contractor IT platform?

Team building exercises and workshops used?

o O ood

Comments:

M ‘| -
\ % \/\G(‘A. Mome.__,

Performance evaluation
(1 =notatall and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
(Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

=€ 02 mE! 04 Os

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
(Monitoring the end product/s)

O 02 ET [ s

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
(Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

Fd

1 (12 13 X4 (15

Comments:

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate):

Construct only

Design and Construct (D&C) + - ¥ SPeehTn
Alliance

Public Private Partnership (PPP)

Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)

Joint Venture (JV)

O OOOrRO

Location of Project:

Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales
Northern Territory
Queensland
South Australia
Tasmania
B4 Victoria
[0 Western Australia

Oooooo

Client

N Public Sector
/B{ Private Sector

TN C(.H\\rrgc&-ﬂi‘\:c 'Ec.g-\\\r\\«. .
Ecs\—\-\v\\« C%\N’C—.a\oc—é ‘e &\-n\g CC\/'\‘ .

Project Value
$ 2.5 RBiieD (actual project value appreciated if possible)
0-20M

20M - 50M

50M - 100M

100M - 500M

500M+

Ooooogd

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

III. Project Information

Design Process

(] The client &/or consultants developed the design

[~ The contractor developed the design to client specifications

L1 The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

[ The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

[J The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

Comments:

Tendering

The contract went to open tender

The contract was open to prequalified parties

Tenders were invited from limited parties

The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

OO0XOO

Comments:

S\«\g_(\-\m\' s ‘\'el;‘;:: P(‘e?:ne«\'z .

Bid evaluation

(This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme)

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? {1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

ice \—
Price 01 D2 O3 04 K5 3m N
Design O1 02 O3 M4 [Os fafiee g

Functionality O+t O2 O3 X4 Os

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Programme o1 O2 O3 [XA4 0Os
Existing relationship 01 Oz X [@bO4 0Os
Collaborative ability O1 ¥2 O3 04 0Os
Shared values 01 W2 O3 0O4 0Os
Technical competence Ot Oz X3 O4 0Os
Reputation 01 X2 [@—O3 O»O4 Os
Safety, quality & environmental (11 [J2 X3 [@—4 [5
systems

Comments:

Subcontractor selection

The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors

The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s
approval

The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting
subcontractors

Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised
basis

0O O ORO

Comments:

Compensation

A= Fixed price
[l Schedule of rates
[] Costreimbursed
[ Performance incentives or bonuses
[l Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

Comments:

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

Joint project delivery risk management

Team coach or facilitator

Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

Shared client/contractor office

Shared client/contractor IT platform?

Team building exercises and workshops used?

ot O OoOod

Comments:

N hed dder G e el in

(o (LQ <N\ c-SaerV%\’-] .

Performance evaluation
(1 =notatall and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
{Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

i A2 O3 4 Os

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
{(Monitoring the end product/s)

i 02 3 (14 Jals

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
(Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

1 02 3 Pla Os

Comments:

Pete Frazer

w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate):

Construct only

Design and Construct (D&C)

Alliance

Public Private Partnership (PPP)

Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)

Joint Venture (JV)

O ooOoRgo

Location of Project;

Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales

Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia

Tasmania

Victoria

Western Australia

oNOoOOoOooon

Client

[Z_ Public Sector
(] Private Sector

Project Value

$ QOB M (actual project value appreciated if possible)
0-20M

20M - 50M

50M - 100M

100M - 500M

500M+

ogoogon

Pete Frazer
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IIl. Project Information

Design Process

The client &/or consultants developed the design

The contractor developed the design to client specifications

The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

O O ORO

Comments:

Tendering

[ The contract went to open tender

B The contract was open to prequalified parties

(] Tenders were invited from limited parties

(] The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
[ ] The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

Comments:

Bid evaluation

(This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme)

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price 01 Oz O3 04 X5
Design A O2 ®3 04 Os
Functionality C]1 Oz ™3 0O4 Os

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usqg.edu.au
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Programme 01 HO2 X3 [0O4 s
Existing relationship O1 XKz O3 0O4 0Os
Collaborative ability 01 02 X3 O4 Os
Shared values (11 N2 [—3 04 0Os
Technical competence 01 0z [X®3 [O4 05
Reputation O+ Oz X3 [O4 0Os
Safety, quality & environmental [J1 [J2 ™3 [O4 [O5
systems

Comments:

Subcontractor selection

The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors

The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s
approval

The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting
subcontractors

Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised
basis

O O OxRO

Comments:
C e~ hoeh Ao inteed {A B¥\§co~\fr=.c5-c-r-
S&\ oM

= e oA,

Compensation

X_Fixed price

(] Schedule of rates

1 Costreimbursed

[l Performance incentives or bonuses

[] Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

Comments:

Heed daler FD%?C_

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

[J Joint project delivery risk management

. Team coach or facilitator

Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

Shared client/contractor office

Shared client/contractor IT platform?

Team building exercises and workshops used?

O0OY O O

Comments:

Performance evaluation
(1 =notatall and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
(Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

11 X2 03 4 s

c:."‘\:f‘ch_\ Sar JC{\ T

To what extent does the cl%t engage in output control of the works?
(Monitoring the end product/s)

mi 02 0s X4 Os

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
(Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

1 m: 13 4 X5

Comments:

Pete Frazer
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate):

Construct only

Design and Construct (D&C)

Alliance

Public Private Partnership (PPP)

Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)

Joint Venture (JV)

O OO0oOOx

Location of Project:

Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales

Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia

Tasmania

Victoria

‘Western Australia

OxOOOOOO

Client

B Public Sector
[ Private Sector

Project Value

§ BSM (actual project value appreciated if possible)
0-20M

20M - 50M

50M -100M

100M - 500M

500M+

Oooood

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

I1I. Project Information

Design Process

The client &/or consultants developed the design

The contractor developed the design to client specifications

The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

O O OO

Comments:

<\ .

Tendering

[J The contract went to open tender

X The contract was open to prequalified parties

(] Tenders were invited from limited parties

[J The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
[} The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

Comments:
SCC—"\\NQA'--(-; &\w(ws\.&é . hr;._\c(éeé_ ¥c-c,é <3
'\*CC&:-—\ ‘% @gpc,y-\ L . ’Pou\- Cidevd oV . sea

Bid evaluation

(This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘Soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme}

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price 01 e O3 04 Os
Design —SQ%A-;;Q,, wed 1 O2 O3 K4 [5
Functionality J1 Od2 X3 0O4 [Os

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au



University of Southern Queensland | 4
ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Programme O1 02 O3 K®a Os
Existing relationship O+ [O2 @O3 [O4 [X5
Collaborative ability 11 O2 O3 0O4 X6
Shared values Ot 02 O3 XWa [Os
Technical competence O1 Oz O3 X4 0Os
Reputation 01 02 O3 O4 K5
Safety, quality & environmental [(J1 [J2 N3 [»O4 [Os
systems

Comments:

Subcontractor selection

The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors

The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s
approval

The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting
subcontractors

Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised
basis

O O OO

Comments:

Compensation

[] Fixed price

(] Schedule of rates

&I Cost reimbursed

b4 Performance incentives or bonuses

S Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

Comments: Diec) cends reindosed %Aw\[()o\\‘ﬂ on T
’\‘ K% P—G\Qrmg (Oé\ ’

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

%’\ Joint project delivery risk management

Team coach or facilitator

Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

Shared client/contractor office

Shared client/contractor IT platform?

Team building exercises and workshops used?

KOO B KK

Comments:

\ﬁCcr\\—Nise_)_ CQ“E\TP\)C&-CJNKW AQ\QJQ-QA an a0
'A\\‘\chc_ Crc«w\euork -

Performance evaluation
(1 =not at all and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
(Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

1 02 %3 4 s

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
(Monitoring the end product/s)

(A 2 O3 4 X5

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
(Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

O Oz O3 O4 X5

Comments:

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate):

Construct only

Design and Construct (D&C)

Alliance

Public Private Partnership (PPP)

Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)

Joint Venture (JV)

X OOKOd

Location of Project:

Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales

Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia

Tasmania

4 Victoria

(] Western Australia

Oooooo

Client

X Public Sector
Private Sector

Project Value

O $.27/0M (actual project value appreciated if possible)
0-20M

20M - 50M

50M - 100M

100M - 500M

500M+

ooood

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

I1I. Project Information

Design Process

The client & /or consultants developed the design

The contractor developed the design to client specifications

The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

X O OOog

Comments: ANance tayaling  Wee ien) | Ddesgn coeadels

N e —SVQC Yoo @A\recx-vrs :

Tendering

[1 The contract went to open tender

[l The contract was open to prequalified parties

P4 Tenders were invited from limited parties

[J The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
[ The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

Comments:

.2 wcoﬁs«_\bmg S\r\o(\'\\'s\-eé 'goz\ = Cc.\\éd'c s.

Bid evaluation

(This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme)

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price L1 Oz W3 ©O4 0Os
Design O1 Oz O3 K4 Os
Functionality 01 D2 O3 K4 [0Os

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Programme 1 02 O3 K4 [Os:
Existing relationship 01 O2 O3 O4 6
Collaborative ability R Oz O3 O4 X5
Shared values O+ 02 03 X4 Os
Technical competence O+ Oz 03 X4 Os
Reputation O1 D2 O3 ¥4 0Os
Safety, quality & environmental [] 1 Oz X3 04 Os
systems

Comments:

Subcontractor selection

[ The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors

[l The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

[ The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s
approval

54 The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting
subcontractors

[J Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised
basis

Comments:
SOMQ ke“) Cof\\racL;Q e fe fa c.z\é u'u\cr
\ g
\f\Ca\)’nV‘ic)l o(r‘anaehg,\}—_\ '

Compensation

[l Fixed price

[] Schedule of rates

A Cost reimbursed

(] Performance incentives or bonuses

B Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

Comments: FD‘.(CCX— coth 1eimdureseNe ML o pein l‘_.g._.uu_‘_&.\%_
SNver \'\“ \‘DP B \

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

B4 Joint project delivery risk management

¥ Team coach or facilitator :

& Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

Shared client/contractor office

Shared client/contractor IT platform?

Team building exercises and workshops used?

A

"

KOO

Comments:
VWie b fbvf\—\a.\-e& a—@:¢ QAA_ r\_F>\G_\‘(I\'°fM

Performance evaluation
(1 = not at all and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
(Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

O 02 (13 X 4 5

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
(Monitoring the end product/s)

(11 02 03 X4 5

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
(Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

1 12 13 4 %

Comments:

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usqg.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate):

Construct only

Design and Construct (D&C)

Alliance

Public Private Partnership (PPP)

Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)

Joint Venture (JV)

0 Odono

Location of Project:

P

Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales

Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia

Tasmania

Victoria

Western Australia

A

oodoooo

Client

X Public Sector
(] Private Sector

Project Value

$_1Em (actual project value appreciated if possible)
0-20M

20M - 50M

50M - 100M

100M - 500M

500M+

Oooooog

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

III. Project Information

Design Process

The client &/or consultants developed the design

The contractor developed the design to client specifications

The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

0 0O OdOx

Comments:

Developed L7 He Consoltant (Who Crus pe L/f;«/"‘/\b/&“)

Tendering

The contract went to open tender

The contract was open to prequalified parties

Tenders were invited from limited parties

The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

OO0 X

Comments:

Bid evaluation

(This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme)

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price 11 M2 O3 [O4 X5
Design K+t1v O~z O3 OH~4 [O>b
Functionality b1 [D2 013 [HO4 [5

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

Joint project delivery risk management

Team coach or facilitator

Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

Shared client/contractor office

Shared client/contractor IT platform?

Team building exercises and workshops used?

oo o gog

Comments:

TRt wus \}u‘7 1o LOMQL@M Cﬂw o ‘AL/W{CVH(L C/wv‘/
Cvpv. Rod.  Ghood O tuy ]Lon He tonsnschan 0 POl goch

ke o He  ouder ow poss (e
]

Performance evaluation

(1 = not at all and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
(Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

L1 12 D43 14 U5

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
(Monitoring the end product/s)

(11 [12 13 (14 X5

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
(Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

11 ]2 [J3 []4 X5

Comments: \ ) —
g, Ao Cliew ax(7 nheted on e fnal  Qokome. ewtyHeng
nbeiren i pushd or o He lodaofer

Pete Frazer
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate):

A Construct only

Design and Construct (D&C)

Alliance

Public Private Partnership (PPP)

Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)

Joint Venture (JV)

O Oooo

Location of Project:

Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales

Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia

Tasmania

Victoria

Western Australia

UXODOOooon

Client

[ 1 Public Sector
Private Sector

Project Value

$ 4 m (actual project value appreciated if possible)
0-20M

20M - 50M

50M - 100M

100M - 500M

500M+

Loogog

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

III. Project Information

Design Process

The client &/or consultants developed the design

The contractor developed the design to client specifications

The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

O O X

Comments: (a5l fant bﬁuf(ofel’( e 5&4«3;\ - Cheat Hodl
(;HL ﬂ fechmeed W'Jf.

Tendering

The contract went to open tender

The contract was open to prequalified parties

Tenders were invited from limited parties

The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

OoOoxKOO

Comments:

Tendes (Ue than Nﬁok'd-ul wwh f’"‘/w‘ed et

Bid evaluation

(This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme)

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price O+ DO2 [@O3 [O4 K5
Design {1 Oz O3 O4 [Os
Functionality b1 2 O3 [O4 0Os

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Programme X1+ [z O3 [O4 0I5
Existing relationship (1 0Oz 03 @014 M5
Collaborative ability 11 Oz O3 [O4 X5
Shared values 01 02 [X3 [4 [I5
Technical competence 01 O2 X3 [O4 [O5
Reputation 11 Od2 O3 XN4 5
Safety, quality & environmental X1 (12 [OI3 [04 [5
systems

Comments:

It~ eashay Mohonylip +prce won de Yol

Subcontractor selection

The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors

The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s
approval

The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting
subcontractors

Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised
basis

O 0O OKO

Comments:

enkeely up o Ha  codenihor

Compensation

Fixed price

Schedule of rates

Cost reimbursed

Performance incentives or bonuses
Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

OoO0dOx

Comments:

F’J.\ \)ar\:td'u;.ws

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usqg.edu.au
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Collaborative tools
(Please select fram the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

Joint project delivery risk management

Team coach or facilitator

Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

Shared client/contractor office

Shared client/contractor IT platform?

Team building exercises and workshops used?

Ood O god

Comments:

Condmihas Ie/l o fﬁ/‘/on“v l‘)@rﬁ-. Congolrant Ma/laﬁel r/< toduck
fom Mellsme,  Only o Chid Al @ dogen bomes 00 1Kotk

Performance evaluation
(1 =notat all and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
(Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

1 X2 13 (14 15

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
(Monitoring the end product/s)

11 2 3 B4 s

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
(Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

R 2 []3 (14 A5

Comments:

Qu‘% Corkl  Lon lefs oy 1o e Lorbaitos cabenad Sy

Pete Frazer
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
questi OoNn (select more than one if appropriate):

Construct only

Design and Construct (D&C)

Alliance

Public Private Partnership (PPP)

Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)

Joint Venture (JV)

O OO0

Location of Project:

Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales

Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia

Tasmania

Victoria

Western Australia

OXOOOooOodo

Client

B4 Public Sector
[l Private Sector

Project Value

$__bOm (actual project value appreciated if possible)
0-20M

20M - 50M

50M -100M

100M - 500M

500M+

ooodogn

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usg.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

III. Project Information

Design Process

The client &/or consultants developed the design

The contractor developed the design to client specifications

The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

0O 0O X®O

Comments:

Clesh Concépt L’L/mj;n USCJ in tonbndos 0&4{7/\

M Clonigns vo Uy Spevfreatans

Tendering

The contract went to open tender

The contract was open to prequalified parties

Tenders were invited from limited parties

The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

Ooo0dwW

Comments:

Bid evaluation

(This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme)

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price (11 (12 [J3 4 X5
Design 11 Oz @©O3 X4 [5
Functionality (11 12 [J3 M4 [Os

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Programme O1 b2 X3 [O4 [O5
Existing relationship 01 K2 O3 [0O4 05
Collaborative ability 1 K2 O3 [O4 [O5
Shared values 01 X2 [O3 [0O4 0Os
Technical competence 11 O2 O3 X4 [O5
Reputation 01 M2 03 [4 [J5
Safety, quality & environmental [J1 2 [J3 ™4 [J5
systems

Comments:

Ma\)\L/. prce  eualvatd, oo o wades e Close | oHer
Criten wnsdeed Corefull,

Subcontractor selection

The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors

The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s
approval

The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting
subcontractors

Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised
basis

0 O ROO

Comments:

Compensation

Fixed price

Schedule of rates

Cost reimbursed

Performance incentives or bonuses
Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

O0O00OK

Comments:

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

Joint project delivery risk management

Team coach or facilitator

Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

Shared client/contractor office

Shared client/contractor IT platform?

Team building exercises and workshops used?

KOO O oo

Comments:

C,\‘EJJ Ul’.&" ‘,'(’/&M Lu.lﬂzr\tj P/ﬂcQ/LULe/) o ;.J‘-'D,O\JC LQM/'UMLGA‘W
Lebwen  porkay.

Performance evaluation
(1 =not at all and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
(Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

[11 ]2 s X 4 (=

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
(Monitoring the end product/s)

1 2 3 (14 5

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
(Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

11 2 3 (14 (A5

Comments:

QA o ;Mloon o (J«(}\}/ loatu o

Pete Frazer
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate):

[J Construct only

W Design and Construct (D&C)

[] Alliance

[~ Public Private Partnership (PPP)

[l Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)

(1 Joint Venture (JV)

Location of Project:

Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales

Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia

Tasmania

[M” Victoria

[] Western Australia

Dogoogg

Client

M Public Sector
[1 Private Sector

Project Value

$ g V10 (actual project value appreciated if possible)
0-20M

20M - 50M

50M - 100M

100M -500M

500M+

oooon

Pete Frazer

w099679@umail.usg.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

III. Project Information

Design Process

L] The client &/or consultants developed the design

[] The contractor developed the design to client specifications

[4" The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

(] The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

[J The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

Comments:

On Hor priyect Ho  Guudrachar is rasprusill b th
o/ew' chlﬂ/ -/K_n Cfbr/ rey/ews tz/mj w;/{ an
'/45%:0-2/\0/04/ Aviewer ' a//]wj-!eo/ _(e{ e~ Clart-

Tendering

4 The contract went to open tender

M The contract was open to prequalified parties

[] Tenders were invited from limited parties

(] The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
[] The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

Comments:

A sl a /wje /M_oj@cr[ m9 45 seiyen bl

Cn/hqﬁ ﬁﬁ .cfu—/oLj - o qny /ane}crfﬂﬂé'm wa) qf‘-cﬁ’j

Bid evaluation

(This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme}

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price 01 Oz O3 O+ @6
Design O+ Oz [3  [14 @/5
Functionality O+ b2 O3 0O4 E’é

Pete Frazer
wl099679@umail.usg.edu.ay
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Programme 01 D2 O3 M4 Os
Existing relationship 01 2 O3 M4 0Os
Collaborative ability 01 (]2 ™3 4 [Os
Shared values v 2 |2|/3 14 [15
Technical competence 11 Jz2 [3 @/4 15
Reputation 041 [z O3 M4 [Os
Safety, quality & environmental [J1 [J2  [13 8/4 (15
systems

g:rclemen:t;M vL £ scq/e ef %/omjeqé & ém;é/w Sfomy
aqia 7‘4&.!?’_ A/ Tens g wcuk/ {e "j;ire.a." / ge/,/e

/JMce,, O(QSIT/J/‘;JOJQ/ C au;ch wuu/é/ AQ.VC ,(62/1
V“fj /AZ/aq;\/-cml o

Subcontractor selection

[ The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors
The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

[1" The contractor was r p0n51b]e for selectlng subcontractor with client’s
approval — mé Zn sleofrach <o~ ;‘("0"""7//”;/:?

[J The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting
subcontractors

[1 Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised
basis

Comments:

Compensation

[T Fixed price

[ 1 Schedule of rates

[l Costreimbursed

[] Performance incentives or bonuses

[J Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

Comments:

Frved grrce  JAA vy,

Pete Frazer
wi(99679@umail.usg.edu.au
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

Joint project delivery risk management

Team coach or facilitator

Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

Shared client/contractor office

Shared client/contractor IT platform?

Team building exercises and workshops used?

oo 0o ood

Comments:

A)MQ Qi ){:A q.-ﬂ)ue, QWQAQZQ _(Q,I/; MA QO/
0y
on M's /M‘z")’uﬂ-

Performance evaluation
(1 =notatalland 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process contro] of the works?
(Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

iR
1 02 &5 04, Os
oMA
To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
(Monitoring the end product/s)
1 2 13 04 ./ Os

214

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
(Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

1 (]2 =5 04 Y [Os
M4

Comments:

C/r'b# M yfaui/oc/ /xo/ylw Aw‘we» 74/ oversee
ILAWA °"0/ eASurt Ow///‘v\ce £ 3/0‘&?3.

C//'ﬂﬂl )Clnmye/wu c}gpw/' s Aw //Tuc-//m/ %/xaq
need fo Lewn fl consfrictror ool . 7

Pete Frazer
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Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate}:

X

O Ooono

Construct only

Design and Construct (D&C)

Alliance

Public Private Partnership (PPP)

Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)

Joint Venture (JV)

Location of Project:

O00O0O&xs0O00

Australian Capital Territory

New South Wales
Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia
Tasmania

Victoria

Western Australia

Client

O

Public Sector
Private Sector

Project Value

aoogoono

$ 3871 W,
0-20M

20M - 50M
50M - 100M
100M - 500M
500M+

Pete Frazer

(actual project value appreciated if possible)

w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

IIL. Project Information

Design Process

The client &/or consultants developed the design

The contractor developed the design to client specifications

The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

O 0o ofOox

Comments: Ty, | Wl mebwh‘u- Wbt W af
YOGL Du‘ o ‘t‘l Laan Hp(' K\L S w ﬂy,:(tm {\Jmm LYY hm-‘\ltu ’tu
QMUJ\.»\M v S‘m.l-ul to vmunn Bt rilu Sl Gt gubwndcs \\“W Wi
s Vet el ol

Tendering

O

The contract went to open tender

Kl The contract was open to prequalified parties

Tenders were invited from limited parties

The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

HEEREE)

Comments: pm LXPMN\:M-. u'w-‘wu:& ['/a(-uu AT Iowlm}v( \‘v{,’l‘!’.‘w“ whilh wes
dowl 0 g O hwlh. e & sdote fiduua Qubfed e pq,[-u.ml M{“‘lﬂ'u
whidh v o ﬁwuh b apy Mw@l\‘ b L dit \m b o peed .

b

Bid evaluation

{This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme)

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? {1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price 01 0Oz X3 [@O4 [Os
Design NI& 01 Oz O3 @O4 Os
Functionality NlA 01 [ObO2 @—O3 @O4 [Os

Pete Frazer

w0099679@umail.usg.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Programme 01 O2 O3 X4 [Os
Existing relationship X1 Oz O3 @™—4 0Os
Collaborative ability O+ 0O2 M3 0O4 0Os
Shared values Ot 0Oz O3 X4 [Os5
Technical competence O+ 0O2 O3 [O4 X5
Reputation 01 02 O3 K4 0Os
Safety, quality & environmental 11 [2 [13 [J4 K5
systems

Comments: BMA Way « yeu *"‘WKM{ i dhaation ot Y fndudes
e wae "e an Mllu‘\'\s ‘\o‘ thut w:u&‘f\h wh sulw“:(w U‘-“w‘uc,-

Subcontractor selection

The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors

The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s
approval

The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting
subcontractors

Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised
basis

O 0 ®BOO

Comments:

Compensation

Fixed price

Schedule of rates

Cost reimbursed

Performance incentives or bonuses
Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

O000OK

Comments:

Pete Frazer

w0099679@umail.usg.edu.au
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

Joint project delivery risk management

Team coach or facilitator

Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

Shared client/contractor office

Shared client/contractor [T platform?

Team building exercises and workshops used?

OXX X 000

Comments:

Performance evaluation
(1 =notat ali and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
(Monitoring the contractor's performance throughout the construction process)

O+ Oz as N4 s

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
(Monitoring the end praduct/s)

mE O2 BE 4 X(5

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
{Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

0] 12 K (]4 &5

Comments: BN\MA gkra 'ttm w \wu, to evune ﬁ.\.{ (o
W Y -‘»‘gu.mu,\ ¢ u%,q_ (MO‘.\A’-.W* 'Q VSuLd Hm\k o bu,.,\ .AJL\
T N

Pete Frazer
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Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate):

[J Construct only

[J Design and Construct (D&C)

[] Alliance

& Public Private Partnership (PPP)

(] Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)

[] Joint Venture (JV)

Location of Project:

Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales

Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia

Tasmania

[ Victoria

[] Western Australia

odoogg

Client

IZ/ Public Sector
[ ] Private Sector

Project Value

Ll $ (actual project value appreciated if possible)
(] 0-20M

(] 20M-50M

[] 50M-100M

[] 100M -500M

[ 500M+

Pete Frazer

w0099679@umail.usg.edu.au
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II1. Project Information

Design Process

[J The client &/or consultants developed the design
The contractor developed the design to client specifications

[J The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

[] The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

Comments:

Tendering

[] The contract went to open tender
The contract was open to prequalified parties
[1 Tenders were invited from limited parties
[] The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
[J The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

Comments:

Bid evaluation

This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation,
past performance, relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to
the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget, programme & contract.

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =

not considered and 5 = very important) Genea| U loanm c‘es-gn
‘ﬁla-s"\gh Scale [ A _
| Price 01 Oz2 O3 04 &5
Existing relationship 01 b2 &3 04 0Os
Collaborative ability 01 O2 03 [O4 M5 Wertang weth
. COAVWANL '\{eg
Shared values 01 O2 O3 @4 [J5

Pete Frazer
w002%672@umail.uso.edu.au
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Technical competence g+ Oz O3 E/4 15 |
I I'L“'l o
Reputation 01 b2 [@bO3 [H4 E/S ol <
Safety, quality & environmental []1 J2 [O3 ¥ Os
systems

F.

Comments: Cov eammtiment to delwer 5\3 TJawy 20V

Subcontractor selection

[] The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors

[2/ The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

L] The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s
approval

[] The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting
subcontractors

[ Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised
basis?

Comments:

Compensation

[ Fixed price

[ Schedule of rates

[ 1 Costreimbursed

[ Performance ineentivesorbomuses bosed Q@ap - lane avos (ol L:'_\' S
[] Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

Comments:

Pete Frazer
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

[ Joint project delivery risk management

Team coach or facilitator

Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

Shared client/contractor office

Shared client/contractor IT platform?

Team building exercises and workshops used?

NOO N ~NO

Comments: < e as @wWH -

Performance evaluation

To what extent does the client monitor the contractor’s performance during
the construction process (1 = not at all and 5 = constantly)?

] 1 2 03 4 5

LA 1R

To what extent does the contractor practice self-control of the works
throughout the construction process?

1 2 3 4 A5
To what extent does the client inspect the finished product?
01 02 03 (14 5
Comments:

Pete Frazer
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Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate):

[J Construct only

[J Design and Construct (D&C)

[] Alliance
Public Private Partnership (PPP)

[l Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)

(] Joint Venture (JV)

Location of Project:

Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales

Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia

Tasmania

Z/ Victoria

[[] Western Australia

Dooood

Client

[+ Public Sector
(] Private Sector

Project Value

1 $ (actual project value appreciated if possible)
[] 0-20M

(] 20M-50M

[] 50M-100M

¥ 100M - 500M d200M (i)

(] 500M+

Pete Frazer

wOOQ%?@@umaiﬂnusq,edu:au..



University of Southern Queensland
ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

I1l. Project Information

Design Process

L] The client &/or consultants developed the design
$0% [4” The contractor developed the design to client specifications
07 [ ] The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk
[] The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

Comments: | 1 workshop
tevoctve Tender Wocesa

- Cudanee. towovd &W\QQ ccmpl\éncq,

Tendering

[] The contract went to open tender

" The contract was open to prequalified parties

[J Tenders were invited from limited parties

[J The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
[ ] The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

Comments: g5
REP
>l T
SR — Pref Buclder
ENP
— . Clase

Bid evaluation

This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation,
past performance, relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to
the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget, programme & contract.

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Desan Scale E_/
Price v Oz O3 0O4 _E_rg_
Existing@tﬁhg D1 O2 O3 &4 Os
Collaborative ability 01 O2 O3 @4 Os
Shared values 01 D2 @3 04 0Os
Fum\—xou\\*% (g
Act ve i\/\o\n\&gemem* M

Pete Frazer

w0088672@umail.usg.edu.au
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Technical competence

Reputation

Safety, quality & environmental

systems

University of Southern Queensland | 4
ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

01 02 O3 04 M5 Seciby
(]1 (12 (13 M4 (15
01 2 03 04 &5

Comments: cClient D»o3JI -

%‘@md\a\'r\’.\j /—(»v\xs—'\- )

Subcontractor selection

[J The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors
[ The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

]

approval

L]
subcontractors
L]

basis?

The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s
The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting

Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised

Comments:

Compensation

[V Fixed price ( D&\
[ ] Schedule of rates
[l Costreimbursed

[J Performance incentives-or-benuses bosed St (Cong‘,ovkuww>

[]

Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

b : )
C!U(m,’-‘x/' OniEe l(,)[)yﬂ,ffiﬂ

Comments:

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usg.edu.au
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

= Joint project delivery risk management

[3 Team coach or facilitator

M Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

vl Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

[] Shared client/contractor office

[] Shared client/contractor IT platform?

@/ Team building exercises and workshops used?

Comments: Ac Pev  RWH .

Performance evaluation

To what extent does the client monitor the contractor’s performance during
the construction process (1 = not at all and 5 = constantly)?

1 02 03 4 Os

To what extent does the contractor practice self-control of the works
throughout the construction process?

] 1 ]2 (13 (14 B{

To what extent does the client inspect the finished product?

1 (12 3 4 @{/

Comments: Secuwvh_) o&\ e»mg"h\:g VSO S Pavqmcau\rﬁ’.

Pete Frazer
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Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate):

Construct only

Design and Construct (D&C)

Alliance

Public Private Partnership (PPP)

Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)

Joint Venture (JV)

0O OROOO0

Location of Project:

Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales

Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia

Tasmania

-1 Victoria

Western Australia

ONDOODOOO0

Client

&4 Public Sector
[ 1 Private Sector

Project Value ( ca\s@ra \ >

L] $ (actual project value appreciated if possible)
] 0-20M

] 20M-50M

[l 50M-100M

[ 100M - 500M oM DT

L] 500M+ 4 DdCo ™ Tolal -\':uhoq\hg

d200 - 240 O+ ™M ( 25 }FCLVS‘>

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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III. Project Information

Design Process

[] The client &/or consultants developed the design
9c% M The contractor developed the design to client specifications
1/l The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

[] The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

Comments:

Tendering

[ ] The contract went to open tender
[ The contract was open to prequalified parties
[] Tenders were invited from limited parties
[] The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
[] The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder
_as congovhiam

Comments: g7 prose. = sShovd st /( wsvall Yy 3 )

S REP ?V\O\G, = T‘;'f&i,edk'v'&t}\ bsickdey (3 ¥ 2)
SR P ($M uckes < | &%Q-t.a-r\xowv) \/BAFQ '\s\vwase, > pr ezea.- ved b ddev’ i

P ; = 4 e s
. ol B [ 1 Tl o ) Qe |
ge e ) .

S ® Eeclusi
Bid evaluation
This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation,
past performance, relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to
the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget, programme & contract.
How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =

not considered and 5 = very important) £qual
== v
Design Scale E% _
o
Price Ll [12 FI:_|3__EI4_IE_/5 R
Existing relationship L]1 42 O3 04 s
Collaborative ability 01 b2 O3 ™% [s
Shared values [11 N2 ™3 04 05
o?eya-‘r\owo I Furcetonal \B AN ¢

Value €QV Mnoneyy

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Technical competence L)1 02 @3 [4 [Os
Reputation 11 [2 [43 [O4 0Os
Safety, quality & environmental [ ] 1 (]2 l__~/]/3 (14 [5
systems

Active MCQ\'\CAQSQW\eni \,Q/

Comments: Told we won bemuce we &%@v\g«}vo&ec:'\

erm?oj(\f?\,s Q‘ov Aent & (\S\kened 4 ‘Hwe_m )

Subcontractor selection

[] The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors

Eﬂ/ The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

[ 1 The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s
approval

[] The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting
subcontractors

[] Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised
basis?

Comments:

Compensation

4" Fixed price  ( D)

L] Schedu.le of rates Qs ™

[] Costreimbursed o el ~

/[ Performance incentives-orbonuses ( Consoviiam )  Perform fo K
[] Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

Comments:

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

A Joint project delivery risk management = ( Use <0~\"5°\*°‘L‘°'“>
L[] Team coach or facilitator
vd Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant

organisations
d Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes
[] Shared client/contractor office nete
[ Shared client/contractor IT platform? — Teewlomche= (web boosec \
M Team building exercises and workshops used? colloberaton toof

\

Comments: WMeehng scheadules /Totecolg
Communication Tratecols

Performance evaluation

To what extent does the client monitor the contractor’s performance during
the construction process (1 = not at all and 5 = constantly)?

1 X2 3 (14 15

To what extent does the contractor practice self-control of the works
throughout the construction process?

uf 02 3 4 5
To what extent does the client inspect the finished product?

71 12 3 = 15

Comments:

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au



PROJECT 17

Pete Frazer w0099679 ENG 4111/2



University of Southern Queensland | 2
ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate):

[0 Construct only

= Design and Construct (D&C)

(1 Alliance

[] Public Private Partnership (PPP)

[1 Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)

[] Joint Venture (JV)

Location of Project:

[J Australian Capital Territory
J New South Wales

(] Northern Territory

(1 Queensland

[] South Australia

[0 Tasmania

M Victoria

[0 Western Australia

Client
E’I/ Public Sector

[] Private Sector

Project Value

0 $ 1 38 m (actual project value appreciated if possible)
[1 0-20M

(1 20M-50M

[1 50M-100M

" 100M - 500M

[] 500M+

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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IIl. Project Information

Design Process

(] The client &/or consultants developed the design
The contractor developed the design to client specifications

[] The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

[1 The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

[] The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

Comments:

Urlon adlofecd scope wind Aol . Svchad e Lo
dese dorerts bod f: LMY oy b éhep (-7

Tendering

(] The contract went to open tender

[ The contract was open to prequalified parties

[ ] Tenders were invited from limited parties

[ The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
[ 1 The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

Comments:

Vi Cepds dortled &£ Tier | conbroclors
prequabficl +o bl conbrooks & brge wale. T 100

Bid evaluation

(This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme)

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price 01 D2 O3 04 ©65
Design 01 2 O3 &4 [O5
Functionality 01 O2 [@—O3 M4 [Os

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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Programme 11 [12 IZI/':’ﬁ (14 [Is
Existing relationship 01 b2 O3 &4 Os
Collaborative ability 01 0O2 =3 0O4 0Os
Shared values O+ [O2 @3 A4 Os
Technical competence 01 02 @O—O3 &4 Os
Reputation 01 ~2 O3 =4 0Os
Safety, quality & environmental [11 [J2 []3 B{i 15
systems

Comments:

D.a)-'c,._.,u‘ +O ascerde.n ‘\J“POM@ eQ tese (Zw(org
n Ceads’  decision Ma«liy szcw‘_

Subcontractor selection

[] The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors

[4” The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

[ 1 The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s
approval

(] The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting
subcontractors

[] Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised
basis

Comments:

Compensation

B/ Fixed price

[l Schedule of rates

[l Costreimbursed

[l Performance incentives or bonuses

L] Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

Comments:

Varadons were am]o% .é, %:L[Ib/ Céaf*«f

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

Joint project delivery risk management

Team coach or facilitator

Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

Shared client/contractor office

Shared client/contractor IT platform?

[~ Team building exercises and workshops used?

Od O Ood

Comments:

Lw‘fto( +eor bw \ M SN Prﬂ"i)a/(*’ b-a—(‘doqv(
wd'fc»'-j relaborslip paibaind on J:b bl poftHes .

\

Performance evaluation
(1 = not at all and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
(Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

1 2 3 % s

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
(Monitoring the end product/s)

1 2 L 4 s

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
(Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

1 02 03 4 B

Comments:

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate):

E/Construct only

[1 Design and Construct (D&C)

[1 Alliance

E/Public Private Partnership (PPP)
Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)

[1 Joint Venture (JV)

Location of Project:

[1 Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales

Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia

Tasmania

Victoria

Western Australia

ooooono

Client

Public Sector
[] Private Sector

Project Value

1§ 59 i (actual project value appreciated if possible)

] 0~20M
Mﬁ- 50M
[0 50M -100M
0 100M - 500M

[1 500M+

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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III. Project Information

Design Process

The client &/or consultants developed the design

[ The contractor developed the design to client specifications

(] The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some

client input.

[] The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

(1 The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties

responsible for risk

Comments: /
(‘”fe

e a@é

F4ES

Tendering

E/The contract went to open tender

The contract was open to prequalified parties

(] Tenders were invited from limited parties

[l The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
[] The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

Comments: j)\ ﬁpé/\e/\f Cygm M/,%/jﬂ

Bid evaluation

(This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme)

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price O1 Oz O3 [O4 25/
Design 1 0z [—O3 [0O4 [5
Functionality 4 DO2 O3 04 0Os

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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Programme 01 [Od2 E’lé (14 [15
Existing relationship 01 2 E(?: (14 [15
Collaborative ability 11 Oz [O3 @{ (15
Shared values 1 [0 IZ(?a (14 (5,
Technical competence 0+ Oz O3 [4 IZ{
Reputation 1 Oz O3 IZQ (15
Safety, quality & environmental []1 []12 [13 []4 5
systems

Comments:

Subcontractor selection

yThe client was responsible for selecting subcontractors

The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

[1 The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s
approval

[] The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting
subcontractors

[ ] Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised
basis

Comments:

Compensation

I%I/ﬁxed price
Schedule of rates

[l Costreimbursed
[l Performance incentives or bonuses
[1 Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

Comments:

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usg.edu.au
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)
[ ] Joint project delivery risk management
g/’l)e’aim coach or facilitator
Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations
[] Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes
1 Shared client/contractor office
g/gfxared client/contractor IT platform?
Team building exercises and workshops used?
a//
Comments: - -
A?(fé < wﬂ@ %&W/Qé rscass |
,4 Los§es. M, L
/ WAI\YZ q— CHITE4 /41 / 7'/
“/ %.f

%mf/m%& (/ QS Eexce s
14 aoas  gbe o e}c éﬂw/ﬁvéﬁic

Performance evaluation
(1 = not at all and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
(Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

1 2 3 E{, 5

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
(Monitoring the end product/s)

1 02 BE =4 s

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?

(Contractor self~-monitoring throughout the construction process) J
11 2 3 (J4 5

ot 27 7 o %H/ R
Mea ' eL '
NOEANA

Pete Frazer
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Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate):

[0 Construct only

M Design and Construct {(D&C)

J Alliance

[] Public Private Partnership (PPP)

[ «Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)
[J Joint Venture (JV)

Location of Project:

Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales

Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia

Tasmania

4 Victoria

[0 Western Australia

oo

Client

IZI/ Public Sector
[l Private Sector

Project Value

O $ 107m (actual project value appreciated if possible)
] 0-20M

(] 20M-50M

(] 50M-100M

[ 100M - 500M

(] 500M+

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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III. Project Information

Design Process

[ ] The client &/or consultants developed the design

4" The contractor developed the design to client specifications

[] The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

[J The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

[l The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

Comments:

Tendering

[] The contract went to open tender

[I” The contract was open to prequalified parties

[l Tenders were invited from limited parties

[l The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
[] The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

Comments:

Vie Uerdls dodbidk € Tier | codradors
P‘CQUAA-C'J o b-'o( cvu"mv/f ;{ 5( ./a,(«{ ‘z,i/ooh,

Bid evaluation

(This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme)

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price 01 D2 O3 04 ©6
Design 01 D2 ©O3 &% 0Os
Functionality 11 Oz [I3 E‘Jq 5

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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Programme 1 2 @/3 14 [5
Existing relationship 01 02 O3 M4 0Os
Collaborative ability 1 Oz @3 [O4 0Os
Shared values 01 D2 O3 @4 0Os
Technical competence 01 b2 @»O3 &4 Os
Reputation ] 1 O2 [bO3 &4 [Is5
Safety, quality & environmental [11  [12 [13 IZ[/4 15
systems

Comments:

Dcold 4o QYWAWQJM%-%
01{}(,43‘(’ d(C«erl /ﬂkﬁ fm‘%

Subcontractor selection

[] The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors
The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

(] The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s
approval

[J The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting
subcontractors

(] Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised
basis

Comments:

Compensation

[/ Fixed price

[] Schedule of rates

[l Costreimbursed

[l Performance incentives or bonuses

(] Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

Comments:

\/"'Ya‘h:‘é‘ék &MJ&&,M&’

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

[] Joint project delivery risk management
Team coach or facilitator
[J Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations
Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes
Shared client/contractor office
Shared client/contractor IT platform?
Team building exercises and workshops used?

ooo O

Comments: | .
PCAI"”/\(J‘I'M w‘b(tcps wée Ll -ﬂ;,_ »-b(,‘ W ‘)L
vhe oroget o logher G working cebiondp.

Factatel Ly Cliend ot inbatel 'gan et \{,}, Clond « €

Performance evaluation
(1 = not at all and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
(Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

1 2 3 (14 s

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
(Monitoring the end product/s)

01 02 SE o4 s

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
(Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

1 02 03 (4 =5

Comments:

Oneronc  Survedlance. kwﬁa (C&’at}> ardroilid osdput
roe Wéwl ufw:v( 3

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
guestion (select more than one if appropriate):

[1 Constructonly

[1 Design and Construct (D&C)
L Alliance

[] Public Private Partnership (PPP)

(1 Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)
[1 Joint Venture (JV)

Location of Project:

[] Australian Capital Territory
[0 New South Wales
[1 Northern Territory
[l Queensland

[ South Australia
[J Tasmania

[\ Victoria

[0 Western Australia

Client

[0 Public Sector
¥~ Private Sector

Project Value

L] $ ” OM (actual project value appreciated if possible)
] 0-20M

(] 20M-50M

J 50M-100M

1~ 100M - 500M

1 500M+

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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III. Project Information

Design Process

[] The client &/or consultants developed the design

[] The contractor developed the design to client specifications

[1 The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

[ The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

JZ]’ The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties

responsible for risk

Comments: “THEe ALWWE Paasmitves “:'.(% T A Isu.z&kn‘((.r—l(w'l)
) DEst
k&\ow((owm), Ao (‘\(MSMM),

Tendering

[l The contract went to open tender

[] The contract was open to prequalified parties

[] Tenders were invited from limited parties

[] The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
%he contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

Comments: yp aclageearl AND Aleom HAVE Al GG
MM@—:—'P AND e EHeL Do A FeAgiRiTY] STudY -
Peitiond WS Thed 1NV ED TD Provide oW MG 1V PUGT

™ T#e Pedri@ur) , Winet THOV kedd TO AN fudnle R NG

Femed (A Recommead @D OF The FeAsIRILITY 3wm) To DELVELTTE
PaosteT ,

Bid evaluation
(This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,

relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme)

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price 1 12 O3 [d4 \Zf
Design 01 A2 (13 (14 (15
Functionality 01 2 O3 04 Os

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usg.edu.au
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el

Programme (11
Existing relationship 11
Collaborative ability 11
Shared values 11
Technical competence 11
Reputation 11

Safety, quality & environmental []1
systems

12
(12
2
(12
L12
(12
]2

13
[]3
a3
s
(13
13
13

14
V¢!
a3
14
4

&
4

5
s
(15
5
%

15

4

Twleworit T HE Al ANCE,

1S of ceancar imPaendnd (€

Subcontractor selection

[ The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors

As 4 TowC orca

[ The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

[l The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s

approval

M The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting

ubcontractors

Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised

basis

Comments: -y ¢ veur@An ARC A PBA PUGLIL LUWED ComaPANY .

PRICE, proyea™  AD REIAMTIN |MPACT W (26 oF T
4

M P BN (e TD THeM, TheTeedW AL ASPES Wi

- aTwmost
B¢ VEL)
Ao iTaaIen
TO T RANEUUSAY

Comments: THe AtLiAnNE SEecatd SUL o) ACTUVA (_Qttﬁﬂ&‘a Q{&V.')_

O ¢ evozaot OtcissS <ome oF The Atudd (- PN G PR
WOLE CAGEAED THLAMGH o S U (o ITAST ALLANGIM G
Compensation

(] Fixed price

(J Schedule of rates

[] Costreimbursed

[ ] Performance incentives or bonuses

VT Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

Comments: — .ad Clovh e Fuveion DesviL & e

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question}

Q40int project delivery risk management
Team coach or facilitator
Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations
Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes
Shared client/contractor office
Shared client/contractor IT platform?
Team building exercises and workshops used?

Comments: AL o€ The ARVE Wy P VT )
THe St AmdnCEe -

Performance evaluation
(1 = not at all and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
6 8 e{ﬂtmctaf 's performance throughout the construction process)

‘ 2 3 (14
ALdericAL
D1 TP

HEA

WO
| rJ‘JU"d' To what extent does the contra

WM

M-

—

1 2

C

on;m\:a‘rrlts&\g‘(& JRT-Y ME ACE STAN =N Crvd
e ALLRNCE  IN AondAWle LT A

LA bWl

On 4 DAY To DAY EA&\S THe oAV A7) LO'N.S\AM"“
MAYE P THEC MAIowT| of e TedktM | Te TS
Presceite (8 smat HnEvt Twe Teasm WP 0063

Pete Frazer NoT (BAwWGL THC  Lrwlensetiod & Qi WedEL .
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Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in

q?ﬁ (select more than one if appropriate):
Construct only

Design and Construct (D&C)

Alliance

Public Private Partnership (PPP)

Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)

Joint Venture (JV)

O O0o0Ooo

Location of Project:

Elfﬁstralian Capital Territory
1" New South Wales

Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia
Tasmania

Victoria

Western Australia

Clien:’ul;rlic Secti:ur(//?g"74 (/‘/f/\/)

O Private Sector

Oo0o0ooo

Project Value

] C? 011, (actual project value appreciated if possible)
0-~20M

1 20M-50M

] 50M-100M

(] 100M - 500M

] 500M+

Pete Frazer

w0099679@umail.usg.edu.au
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I1l. Project Information

De;iyocess
(4 The client &/or consultants developed the design

The contractor developed the design to client specifications

The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

Comme% o oere M 4/'; W
Cﬁ/&(é] M}é\ /«(/&9 K&M%-

O 0O O

Tendering

S}hﬁ' contract went to open tender
The contract was open to prequalified parties
[] Tenders were invited from limited parties

(] The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
[J The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

Comments: 4 // C,é\ W /é@/ Qé ,é /a?e/«e/%/

Bid evaluation

(This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme)

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price 01 Oz O3 04 =5
Design t [O—2 [O3 04 0Os
Functionality & Oz O3 04 0Os

Pete Frazer

w0099673@umail.usq.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Programme v [Jz O3 E{ s
Existing relationship 01 O2 B35 [O4 - Us
Collaborative ability 01 [d2 E’ff/ @4/ (5
Shared values 01 D2 &% O4 0Os
Technical competence 1 Oz [O3, |ﬁ 15
Reputation Jt [z 3 U4 s
Safety, quality & environmental [J1 [12 [3 [4 (&5
systems

COI’IH‘I]EI‘ItS:%‘‘%}2&tj /%q
_ 7 i 4»
&% //é&}/ M- %/Zmﬂ?ph @mz/’?ﬂ‘dgé{ 2

Subcontractor selection

g)}ré client was responsible for selecting subcontractors

The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

L1 The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s
approval

[l The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting
subcontractors

O Subcontracters were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised
basis

Comments: % (Z@/ PEERY /S-L;"é;ha

B e

P
T Pewas7 [fEdGr 7 O
Compensation 4/’:& [ Gatre S
IE/FIxed price
IZI/Schedule of rates
(0 Costreimbursed
[] Performance incentives or bonuses
(] Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

Comments: —77. PET égm A—a,n« /"G'/Cé ﬁ?’?ﬂé{’
Aol e VGQ/M/Z ‘“93/ %’ M

Pete Frazer

wODQSS?Q@umai!.usq,édu.au
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project In question)

[ Joint project delivery risk management

[ Team coach or facilitator
Leadership team comprising senioxr members of all participant
organisations

[1 Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

[J Shared client/contractor office

[1 Shared client/contractor IT platform?

(] Team building exercises and workshops used?

£ — ya O
Comments: @ w & M &/AM{ //%éyj_ oA
z@%é/ ﬂﬂ% '@w/ é/zwx/wgﬁfmg A&?@y
dgé'v/&ms XW:) 2e9ErC /W/}L}é_f//"‘e«

f")/

(o B = g g B

Performance evaluation
{1 = not at all and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
{Monitering the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

11 02 J3 14 I'Ei’(

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
(Monitoring the end product/s}

11 02 3 4 FEI'(

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
{Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

11 12 13 (14 [9'{

Comment% 667[ s /;\ accero/-nC.Q
ik ;@m//pm e Aﬁ‘,éémé Wi 62A

J/";ﬁt‘c:, A }'é/w

Pete Frazer
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Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one ifappropriate):

J Construct only
Design and Construct (D&C)
(J Alliance
(3 Public Private Partnership (PPP)
[] Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTE] Sth

e

B/\ﬂst, not simply early design input)
Joint Venture (JV)
' - pnots X
Location of Project: /V 7 /%’éf‘ﬂﬁé‘)
g)u-stralian Capital Territory % oS
New South Wales %0 ). 745;7/1‘2)&{7

[1 Northern Territory c//
[0 Queensland N Qﬂm M
AL AR g

(1 South Australia Z4 é ;I ; ;
[J Tasmania /4 _
[l Victoria 67’04@/47\ X 69“ /G
] Western Australia

Aot
Client .-

[ Public Sector
[ Private Sector

Project Value

{
0 s gis ’; g“/@?l/ (actual project value appreciated if possible)
[l 0-20M
(1 20M-50M
0 50M - 100M

B/LOOM— 500M
500M+

Pete Frazer

w0899679@umail.usq.edu.au
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III. Project Information

Design Process

E.ﬂ}h’é client &/or consultants developed the design

The contractor developed the design to client specifications

[J The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

L] The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

L] The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

S VNI
Q& Ao genrs.

Tendering

B/Tbe contract went to open tender
T

he contract was open to prequalified parties
[ ] Tenders were invited from limited parties
(] The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
[[] The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

Comments:

Bid evaluation

{This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme)

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price Ot 2 [13 [O4 E{
Design v Oz @33 E4/ []5
Functionality 01 Dbz O3 Di«/ s

Pete Frazer

w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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E}é[m

Programme 1 [O2 s
Existing relationship 01 0Oz 3 U4 (Os
Collaborative ability O+ O2 O3 04 @F
Shared values 1 Oz O3 E’lé 5.
Technical competence (Jv Oz O3 [0O4 [E/S
Reputation o+ 0Oz O3 [@O4 BS/
Safety, quality & environmental 01 [OJ2 [O3 4 @{
systems

Comments:

Subcontractor selection

g)}l‘éclient was responsible for selecting subcontractors

The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors
{0 The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s

approval

[] The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting

subcontractors

[J Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised

basis

Comments:

Cc{myﬁﬁan
Fixed price

[] Schedule of rates
0 Costreimbursed

[J Performance incentives or bonuses
O Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

Comments:

Pete Frazer

w0029679@umail.usq.edu.au
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

L1 Joint project delivery risk management

[J Team coach or facilitator

[ Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

[J Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

[ ! Shared client/contractor office

[ Shared client/contractor IT platform?

[] Team building exercises and workshops used?

Comments:

Performance evaluation
(1 =notatall and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
{Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

1 Oz mE 14 m%//

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
(Monitoring the end product/s)

O 12 03 (14 oz

To what extent daes the contractor engage in process control of the work?
(Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

O+ 12 3 04 DZ//

Comments:

Pete Frazer

w0099675@umail.usg.edu.au
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Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate):

[J Constructonly

v.4 Design and Construct (D&C) Wit  Sruscervcarions

(] Alliance

M Public Private Partnership (PPP) @krwen.a Rruccormxsgegmnns CNL (( Giton

[J Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)
[J Joint Venture (JV)

Location of Project:

Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales
Northern Territory
v Queensland
South Australia
Tasmania
Victoria
Western Australia

Client

\/ Public Seclor
Private Sector

Project Value

§280 Wt (actual project value appreciated if possible)
0-20M

20M - 50M

50M-100M

100M - 500M

500M+

OoNgOooa

Pete Frazer
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IIl. Project Information

Design Process

i The client &/or consultants developed the design

v/ The contractor developed the design to client specifications

_ The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some

client input.

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party

responsible for risk

. The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

Comments:

Tendering

i The contract went to open tender

\f The contract was open to prequalified parties
Tenders were invited from limited parties
The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

Comments: .
AQQ RODED To A-upoo Lu\hg pll.e:r;,(g‘ B

Bid evaluation

(This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme)

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price i 12 3 P4 I 5
Design i 2 3 4 5
Functionality P e 3 4 i5

Pete Frazer
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Programme A J2 5
Existing relationship 04 »O2 5
Collaborative ability M1 12 5
Shared values [11 e 5
Technical competence J1  [0Oz2 5
Reputation (i1 Q=2 5
Safety, quality & environmental [J1  [J2 5

systems

Comments:

O7 TINVOLLED 00 B o LEvpros?ow P"I—Ocatsg-

Subcontractor selection

[ ] The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors
The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

L1 The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s
approval

(J The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting
subcontractors

[] Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised
basis

Comments:

Compensation

Q/ Fixed price

[} Schedule of rates

LI Costreimbursed

[1 Performance incentives or bonuses

[! Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

Comments:

I'ete Frazer
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Collaborative tools
{Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

joint project delivery risk management

Team coach or facilitator

Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

Shared client/contractor office

Shared client/contractor IT platform?

Team building exercises and workshops used?

oo o odaag

Comments:

NON'E_ Gyi Twg RGDU{') --r's Ab‘\e

Covvmney ,

Performance evaluation
(1 = notatall and 5= constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
{Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughoeut the construction process)

/i

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
{Monitoring the end product/s}

{ 2 3 Ja 5

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
{Contractur self-manitoring throughout the construction process)

01 02 s

Comments:

PPele Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question fselect more than one if appropriate):

[[E]/e‘nstruct only
Design and Construct (D&C)

Alliance

Public Private Partnership (PPP)

Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)

Joint Venture (JV)

O 000

Location of Project:

[] Australian Capital Territory
(] New South Wales
[] Northern Territory
J Queensland
[] South Australia
(0 Tasmania
Victoria
] Western Australia

Client _
B{blic Sector

{1 Private Sector

Project Value

$_{F 5N (actual project value appreciated if possible)
0-20M

20M - 50M

50M - 100M

100M - 500M

500M+

Ooo0OoOoO

Pete Frazer
w0099678@umail.usq.edu.au
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III. Project Information

Design Process

S}Ihe client &/or consuitants developed the design

The contractor developed the design to client specifications

[J The contractor developed the design ta client specifications with some
client input.

L1 The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

[1 The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

Comments:
’f»)p\cq\ Vieloods Or& procefsS HMmard conbra cho

deavlops o debaled dlﬁx%\/\ Losed oan M

cliends coace o d&axc;/\

Tendering

[J The contract went to open tender

[2~The contract was open to prequalified parties

[1 Tenders were invited from limited parties

[1 The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
[J The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

Comments:
Vielosod s prz%waukmhoA sheme > Ofen o

o precv;\o\\&-\-eé conrrnclo~s

Bid evaluation

{This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation ete. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme)

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price 1 Oz O3 [O4 @5
Design ot Oz [#3 [O4 [Is
Functionality 01 Oz ©F 0O4 Os

Pete Frazer

w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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Programme 0t O2 o [O4 0Os
Existing relationship M7 [J2 [@—s3 04 0Os
Collaborative ability 1 D2 ©5 04 Os
Shared values 01 Oz % 0O« 0Os
Technical competence 01 D2 =5 DO4 Os
Reputation 1 (12 @’3/ 4 [O5
Safety, quality & environmental [J1 []2 W5 [O4 Os
systems

Comments:

VieRood-> -‘—bp\.f-a\\ wwed o lowesy tendar
M&-wasHJ\durj Q(\\D & e~ Q'Q-J'Vj

Subcontractor selection

[] The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors
[[] The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s

approval

[1 The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting

subcontractors

(] Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised

basis

Comments:

Aatihate) procadurcal .

t""’\"""QL\’U\m\\ CA"SL\QOO Modﬂ_\() \JQ- R few‘ﬁe_d\
‘o o pove sfcty Whowoire— 1on Pr—g.chc_g_ Ywis weoly

Compensation

[ Fixed price

[0 Schedule of rates

[J Costreimbursed

] Performance incentives or bonuses

[J Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

Comments:

Lormp Sunn Conrroe ¢

Pete Frazer

_\:\IEOQ%;;@U&;#.usq.edu.au
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|

Collaborative tools
{Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

g)ﬂﬁlt project delivery risk management

Team coach or facilitator

Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

Shared client/contractor office

Shared client/contractor IT platform?

Team building exercises and workshops used?

oo o O

Comments:
VieZood pro@eek roann Secilabed a vro-\eshmo p

e e pcrv\-:\er-l Q@n?ru\meukb rMnere M*—"M o
forword =sy “ A& cotd wrrejgondenca” el

Performance evaluation
{1 =notat all and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
{Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

11 02 =g 4 (15

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
(Monitoring the end product/s}

(1 i O3 O4 15

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
(Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

11 02 13 Cc s

Comments: e Boods SFurvrial\once ABAS N2 WS
\.r@.r\a eoWladnroha Lul NUS kRandsy bp e, Mase

edcepon ralme— Mo e ~ale

Pete Frazer
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Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate):

B/onstruct only

O 0000

Design and Construct (D&C)

Alliance

Public Private Partnership (PPP)

Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)

Joint Venture (JV)

Location of Project:

ogooog

Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales

Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia

Tasmania

E/Vlctorla N‘L“"&)
[1 Western Australia

Client
IZI/Public Sector

£

Private Sector

Project Value

0
L
L
L]
[]
L]

§ A2 (actual project value appreciated if possible)
0-20M

20M - 50M

50M - 100M

100M - 500M

500M+

Pete Frazer

w099679@umail.usg.edu.au
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III. Project Information

Design Process

The client &/or consultants developed the design

The contractor developed the design to client specifications

The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

0O OO

Comments:
Claen\- d»ewn_lOQe.c& éut‘.-\%w\ as el as Sq“)'\\eé
a\\ ParMvo/'d( NWLOKS Q frie> 3

Te\;deyg
The contract went to open tender

The contract was open to prequalified parties

Tenders were invited from limited parties

The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

uooog

Comments:

Bid evaluation

(This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme}

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price 01 D2 I3 O+ @5
Design 91/ O2 @©O3 [@0O4 0Os
Functionality 01 O2 3 O+ Os

Pete Frazer

w0099679@umalil.usg.edu.au
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Programme 01 Oz &3 0O+ Os
Existing relationship 01 Oz 3 04 Os
Collaborative ability 0r Oz &3 [O4 0O3s
Shared values o Oz B O4 [Os
Technical competence 01 O2 ™3 [O4 0Os
Reputation 01 D2 M3 O4 0Os
Safety, quality & environmental [ 1 Ll2 Qé (14 [Is
systems

Comments:

was aok%  Sull immesed 1A Lid procas
90 cowld o\  make orey volued tomme-ds

Subcontractor selection

g)he client was respousible for selecting subcontractors

The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

L1 The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client's
approval

I] The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting
subcontractors

[] Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised
basis

Comments:

Compensation

[] Fixed price

Q/Schedule of rates

(] Costreimbursed

[1 Performance incentives or bonuses

L] Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

Comments:
turne> were Hurrmed as speatcabmon os ro\e

‘zg.sc:.r\g"‘arﬂ- [Py, VN r'q_gpsg& sy  anRaaun &b@

P QL:)VV\MA"

Pete Frazer
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

Joint project delivery risk management

Team coach or facilitator

Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

Shared client/contractor office

Shared client/contractor IT platform?

Team building exercises and workshops used?

oo o good

Comments:
No @iuo\e rokue reo\y wera ws o Conbroek

UReanme g\j.p-’rﬂll G-AVQ.J‘SQ.K"@J :

Performance evaluation
{1 =notatall and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
(Monitoring the contractor's performance throughout the construction process)

01 2 3 (4 cegl

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
(Monitoring the end product/s}

01 (12 nE ved 5

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
{Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

11 2 94/ 4 Os

Comments: (),-.,ucpq\ had somQ soud jpecephoan
ook STOP T anrd &d\v&‘é ol eare nob- pracassordly
reMecked A hao d‘ou.uuen-‘f . Svrve\lornce Mn.maq,-s

eo:sdwk—c)\’ ok hmos was dtﬁqWL QQLMLE\MU:&‘

Pete Frazer




PROJECT 26

Pete Frazer w0099679 ENG 4111/2



University of Southern Queensland | 2
ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question select more than one if appropriate):

[ Construct only

[J] Design and Construct (D&C)

[~ Alliance

[J Public Private Partnership (PPP)

[ Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)
[1 Joint Venture (JV)

Location of Project:

Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales

Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia

Tasmania

il Victoria

[0 Western Australia

pnooood

Client

[¥"~ Public Sector
[ 1 Private Sector

Project Value

@/$ /40m (actual project value appreciated if possible)

20M - 50M
50M - 100M
100M - 500M
500M+

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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ENG4111 & 4112 Research Questionnaire

Programme 1+ 002 03 [4 B{
Existing relationship 01 —O2 @—O3 &% Os
Collaborative ability 01 Oz2 O3 04 @5
Shared values 01 C2 03 [O4 M5
Technical competence 11 2 I3 M4 Os
Reputation O1 @~—2 ©—O3 &4 0Os
Safety, quality & environmental [J1 [J2 [3 []4 BS/
systems

Comments: #¢ a. nee Mf//., // uc/ou:e»--e-

~o/ aoilolifiA, of Mo Nolirilind pree W/G«—

P/O &v?“nn—t-q. ,/‘T,‘,./Mwéo/Wau/v .
M,,./—A/fs o/d:a_wm 44‘»70/-//:. %//4\/ r/)"“f-*-‘é»f'-

Y

Subcontractor selection

[ The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors

[1 The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

[ 1 The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s
approval

4" The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting
subcontractors

Ei/Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised
basis

Comments: A a. /éyo-.oc w/%@- %
MMI o«v/co--)cﬂ-./w; o~ oa’; e Mv//7
7‘6— u-—-’o"-v/v 44 a {W#/c/

P el Yl ‘.,to—e

co-—-:»o/ww’ ot /e-..._(/jm shane ,_ca._/-wu Mﬂh/o//G"IM¢
Compensation bee o Heomen

[] Fixed price

[] Schedule of rates

[l Costreimbursed

[] Performance incentives or bonuses

(@ Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

Comm PPy / v om MJT o=t ‘DUH-'-"( 0"-- € o ao/

h(:'é uelltsﬁf?’vkbx’lf“% Flede m—ah 4 P Wp/,é &

){6-%‘ odroa/aoM‘d WMJ— N@m&/ﬁ»//we/ey‘(ow% ./.”("
A""'-f . S O/Mm Mot on éﬁv—J‘Av-L n.ca_.%n—” an a M‘./»‘ -/

y a//«M befineo Hehont OMfErn Cost (PO oot Fle #5rtaol 7o ),/a.,/,amé/
Pete Frazer (Tba)
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

I_Tﬁ‘/joint project delivery risk management

4" Team coach or facilitator

> Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations
Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

B/Shared client/contractor office
Shared client/contractor IT platform?
Team building exercises and workshops used?

Comments:

Performance evaluation
(1 =not at all and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
(Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

71 02 s 4 Os

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
(Monitoring the end product/s)

71 2 E‘é 4 s

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
(Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

O 02 3 4 Cl

CommentS:-‘é A I’//o\;(/— M /V/M ot W/Ika/o-..f%
e Mo e o hlld ,:u,/b»»‘u bl . Clik S
y& &b)lf'\.q/;o-,.

Pete Frazer
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Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate):

[] Construct only

[] Design and Construct (D&C)
M Alliance

[] Public Private Partnership (PPP)

[] Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)
[] Joint Venture (JV)

Location of Project:

Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales

Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia

Tasmania

Victoria

[ Western Australia

oooogd

Client

M Public Sector
] Private Sector

Project Value

B/$ 260 ™M . (actual project value appreciated if possible)
0-20M

20M - 50M

50M - 100M

100M - 500M

500M+

Ooodgd

Pete Frazer

w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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III. Project Information

Design Process

[J The client &/or consultants developed the design

[] The contractor developed the design to client specifications

[] The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

[] The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

@/ The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

Comm:;]::S:o\-eve(CQed U;\’\/\\NV\ Alllo~ce. WA’\ C“C/-_—Jk K—

SHedkel oo resne proess ‘S,

Tendering

@/The contract went to open tender

(] The contract was open to prequalified parties

[ Tenders were invited from limited parties

[] The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
[] The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

Comments: -
Novrr—ol Allle—ce o2’ .. A ckoes . ||

uo/‘(?\'\ﬂ(-)) - .

Bid evaluation

(This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme)

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price 01 02 &3 04 0Os
Design 01 ™2 O3 04 O
Functionality 1 D2 3 04 0Os

Pete Frazer

w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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Programme 01 O2 M3 [—4 Os
Existing relationship 01 02 O3 M4 Os
Collaborative ability 01 0Oz O3 [ [Os
Shared values 1 2z [M3 [O4 [Os
Technical competence (J1 Oz O3 [w4 [Os
Reputation 01 Oz O3 ™4 Os
Safety, quality & environmental [] 1 Oz O3 Ma (15
systems

Comments:

Subcontractor selection

[ ] The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors
" The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors

[] The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with client’s

approval

The client & contractor were jointly responsible for selecting

subcontractors

[]
[J Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance, Partnering or incentivised

basis

Comments:

Trcicase) Aedered\

cpodmgc/ﬁ o\

LWwee o —~ovr—e\

L C evymch . crverd nGr—edl £ kesy
\ co~Mechers ATTergses

(

WEATY. clie~t Aoe an onea C)C C"LLQl\ﬂ\.' P N
no—ledst o= expvhise. (€9 Plont specthc
Compensation eqv‘w R
.a\-ec'hr\-o\t:fjj)

(0 Fixed price -

(] Schedule of rates

[] Costreimbursed

[] Performance incentives or bonuses

b4 Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

S e el Shedl G eoct~  "RcJeck"

ek~ e s\l “oramnan oF Lores .

Pete Frazer

w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

L] Joint project delivery risk management

S)‘eam coach or facilitator
Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

[J Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

" Shared client/contractor office
Shared client/contractor IT platform?

K} Team building exercises and workshops used?

Comments:

Ses—e —\ve—X WU \v-é&@ﬂ:«:‘.—ee/\
L~ OLQ_K\\J-Qﬂ Acea— |

Performance evaluation
(1 =notatall and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
(Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

01 02 O3 =8 Os

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
(Monitoring the end product/s)

1 02 13 4 s

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
(Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

01 02 O3 &4 Os

Comments: W = - \
B o v~ c@erad\o—m erens
a@%m(j ey , ‘oe~ca clherd ~ay

CC)I‘\SATL\A— Pre SRACL_ .

Pete Frazer
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Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate):

[] Construct only

[] , Design and Construct (D&C)
Alliance

[] Public Private Partnership (PPP)

[] Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)
(] Joint Venture (JV)

Location of Project:

[] Australian Capital Territory
[ ] New South Wales

[]  Northern Territory

1 Queensland

South Australia

Tasmania

Victoria

Western Australia

ODUoOK]

Client

[Z/ Public Sector
[ ] Private Sector

Project Value

L] $ 580 (actual project value appreciated if possible)
[] 0-20M

(] 20M-50M

[] 50M-100M

 100M - 500M

(] 500M+

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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III. Project Information

Design Process

[] The client &/or consultants developed the design

[] The contractor developed the design to client specifications

[] The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

[[1 The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

If( The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

Comments:

Tendering

E( The contract went to open tender

[] The contract was open to prequalified parties

[ ] Tenders were invited from limited parties

[J The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
[] The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

Comments:

Bid evaluation

(This aims to determine the weighting given to 'soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme)

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price 01 [O2 EI/B (14 [15
Design []1 Oz [O3 E’ﬂ% [15
Functionality O+ 2 O3 0O4 s

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

E’I/ Joint project delivery risk management
Team coach or facilitator

v Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations
Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own

~disputes

(4 Shared client/contractor office

[ Shared client/contractor IT platform?

[4" Team building exercises and workshops used?

Comments:

Performance evaluation
(1 =notatall and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
(Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

01 s O3 O4 Os

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
{Monitoring the end product/s)

(11 Fvé 13 [14 (15

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
(Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

(11 (12 (13 (14 @{

Comments:

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select mare than one if appropriate):

Construct only

Design and Construct (D&C)

Alliance

Public Private Partnership (PPP)

Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI Sth
Aust, not simply early design input)

Joint Venture (JV)

0 UodOdn

Location of Project:

Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales

Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia

Tasmania

Victoria

Western Australia

DoooNOdo

Client

7 Public Sector
(] Private Sector

Project Value

O $ Yi® (actual project value appreciated if possible)
] 0-20M

] 20M-50M

(] 50M-100M

@ 100M - 500M

(] 500M+

Pete Frazer

w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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II1. Project Information

Design Process

[[1 The client &/or consultants developed the design

[[] The contractor developed the design to client specifications

[L] The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

[[] The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

IZ( The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

Comments:

Tendering

[l The contract went to open tender

[L] The contract was open to prequalified parties

[ ] Tenders were invited from limited parties

[] The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
4 The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

Comments:

Bid evaluation

(This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,
relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget &
programme)

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price O+ O2 ™3 04 Os
Design []1 02 [—O3 ™4 0[5
Functionality 01 02 @©—O3 04

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

(<L

Joint project delivery risk management

[ Team coach or facilitator

[/ Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

[/l Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its own
disputes

[/ Shared client/contractor office

[/ Shared client/contractor IT platform?

4 Team building exercises and workshops used?

Comments:

Performance evaluation
(1 =not at all and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
(Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

1 2 3 (4 5

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
(Monitoring the end product/s)

11 2 3 (14 5

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
(Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

11 12 13 4 (45

Comments:

Pete Frazer
w0099679@umail.usq.edu.au



APPENDIX C — QUESTIONNAIRE ADAPTED TO DISPLAY
VALUES

Research Questionnaire

This research topic falls under the very broad heading of Relational
Contracting (RC). It aims to analyse the Australian Construction Industry with
respect to project delivery methods and determine the market share of each.
Secondary questions will then be asked to establish the level of relational
behaviours implemented within each.

The questions will determine the responsibility split between client &
contractor and will allow assessment against a predetermined set of RC
criteria. The term contractor is used in place of supplier, constructor,
consortium, joint venture, alliance or any other constructing entity.

In the interest of confidentiality this initial page containing respondent details
will not be published. It will be used by the researcher only.

. Respondent Details

Name & Position

Years Experience

Your Organisations Role on the Project

Client

Contractor

Consultant
Coach/Facilitator

Other (please specify if possible)

Oogn

Il. General Project Information

Name of the Project (Please do not leave blank, if you wish to keep the project confidential
please comment as such)
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Which of the following describes the delivery method of the project in
question (select more than one if appropriate).

Construct only

Design and Construct (D&C)

Alliance

Public Private Partnership (PPP)

Early contractor involvement (ECI as used by Qld Main Roads & DTEI
Sth Aust, not simply early design input)

Joint Venture (JV)

O gogog

Location of Project:

Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales
Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia

Tasmania

Victoria

Western Australia

ODdodgogo

Client

[ ] Public Sector
[ ] Private Sector

Project Value

L] $ (actual project value appreciated if
possible)

0 - 20M

20M - 50M

50M — 100M

100M — 500M

500M+

O odn
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lll. Project Information

Design Process

1 The client &/or consultants developed the design

2 The contractor developed the design to client specifications

3 The contractor developed the design to client specifications with some
client input.

4 The client & contractor jointly developed the design with one party
responsible for risk

5 The client & contractor jointly developed the design with both parties
responsible for risk

Comments:
Tendering
1 The contract went to open tender
2 The contract was open to prequalified parties
3 Tenders were invited from limited parties
4 The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with several bidders
5

The contract was awarded by direct negotiation with a single bidder

Comments:

Bid evaluation
(This aims to determine the weighting given to ‘soft criteria’ such as reputation, past performance,

relationship, attitude towards cooperation etc. compared to the traditional ‘hard criteria’ being budget
& programme)

How important were the following criteria in the bid evaluation process? (1 =
not considered and 5 = very important)

Price L]1 (J2  [I3 [J4 [J5
Design 1+ 2 03 04 [J5
Functionality L]1 Jz2  [Os3 [J4 [J5
Programme L]1 (J2  [I3  [J4 [J5
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Existing relationship
Collaborative ability
Shared values
Technical competence
Reputation

Safety, quality &
environmental systems

[]1
[]1
[]1
[]1
[]1
[]1

[]2
[]2
[]2
[]2
[]2
[]2

[]3
[]3
[]3
[]3
[]3
[]3

[]4
[]4
[]4
[]4
[]4
[]4

[]5
[]5
[]5
[]5
[]5
[]5

Comments:

Subcontractor selection

1 The client was responsible for selecting subcontractors

2 The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractors
3 The contractor was responsible for selecting subcontractor with

client’s approval

4 The client & contractor were jointly

subcontractors

5 Subcontractors were engaged on an Alliance,

incentivised basis

responsible for selecting

Partnering or

Comments:

Compensation

Fixed price
Schedule of rates
Cost reimbursed

g r w N =

Performance incentives or bonuses
Incentives based on pain &/or gain share

Comments:
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Collaborative tools
(Please select from the following list each option that may be found on the project in question)

1 Joint project delivery risk management
2 Team coach or facilitator

3 Leadership team comprising senior members of all participant
organisations

4 Dispute resolution mechanism that allows the project to resolve its
own disputes

5 Shared client/contractor office

Shared client/contractor IT platform?

7 Team building exercises and workshops used?

)}

Comments:

Performance evaluation
(1 = not at all and 5 = constantly)

To what extent does the client engage in process control of the works?
(Monitoring the contractor’s performance throughout the construction process)

1 ]2 13 []4 5

To what extent does the client engage in output control of the works?
(Monitoring the end product/s)

1 ]2 13 []4 5

To what extent does the contractor engage in process control of the work?
(Contractor self-monitoring throughout the construction process)

1 ]2 13 []4 5

Comments:
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APPENDIX D — SPSS DATA OuTPUT

GET

FILE="/Users/Pete/University/USQ/ENG4111:4112 Research
Project/Dissertation/Survey Analysis 1.sav'.

DATASET NAME DataSet1 WINDOW=FRONT.

MEANS TABLES=DesignProcess TenderFormat PriceEval DesignEval
FunctionalityEval ProgrammeEval ExistingRelationshipEval
CollaborativeAbilityEval SharedValuesEval TechnicalCompetenceEval
ReputationEval SystemsEval HardCriteria SoftCriteria

SubcontractorSelection Compensation JRMCollab CoachCollab JLTCollab
DisputeCollab  SharedOfficeCollab  SharedITCollab = TeamBuildingCollab
CollaborativeCat ClientEval ContractorProcess BY ModelCat DeliveryModel

/CELLS MEAN COUNT STDDEV.

Means
Notes
Output Created 26-0Oct-2010 19:58:14
Comments
Input Data /Users/Pete/University/USQ/ENG4111:4112
Research Project/Dissertation/Survey

Analysis 1.sav
Active Dataset | DataSet1

Filter <none>
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Weight <none>

Split File <none>

N of Rows in 29

Working Data

File

Missing Value Definition of|For each dependent variable in a table,

Handling Missing user-defined missing values for the
dependent and all grouping variables are
treated as missing.

Cases Used Cases used for each table have no missing
values in any independent variable, and not
all dependent variables have missing
values.

Syntax MEANS TABLES=DesignProcess
TenderFormat PriceEval DesignEval
FunctionalityEval ProgrammeEval
ExistingRelationshipEval
CollaborativeAbilityEval SharedValuesEval
TechnicalCompetenceEval ReputationEval
SystemsEval HardCriteria SoftCriteria
SubcontractorSelection Compensation
JRMCollab CoachCollab JLTCollab
DisputeCollab SharedOfficeCollab
SharedI|TCollab TeamBuildingCollab
CollaborativeCat ClientEval
ContractorProcess BY ModelCat
DeliveryModel
/CELLS MEAN COUNT STDDEV.
Resources Processor 00:00:00.025
Time
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.000
[DataSet1] /Users/Pete/University/USQ/ENG4111:4112 Research

Project/Dissertation/Survey Analysis 1.sav
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Case Processing Summary

Cases

Included

Excluded

Total

N

Percent

N

Percent

Percent

Design Process
Model Category

Tender Format
Model Category

Price Evaluation
Model Category

Design Evaluation
Model Category

Functionality
Evaluation * Model
Category

Programme
Evaluation * Model
Category

Existing

Relationship
Evaluation * Model
Category

Collaborative Ability
Evaluation * Model
Category

Shared Values
Evaluation * Model
Category

Technical
Competence
Evaluation * Model
Category

Reputation
Evaluation * Model
Category

29

29

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

100.0%

100.0%

96.6%

96.6%

96.6%

96.6%

96.6%

96.6%

96.6%

96.6%

96.6%

0%

0%

3.4%

3.4%

3.4%

3.4%

3.4%

3.4%

3.4%

3.4%

3.4%

291 100.0%

291 100.0%

291 100.0%

291 100.0%

291 100.0%

291 100.0%

291 100.0%

291 100.0%

291 100.0%

291 100.0%

291 100.0%
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Systems Evaluation
* Model Category

Hard Criteria *
Model Category

Soft  Criteria *
Model Category

Subcontractor
Selection * Model
Category

*

Compensation
Model Category

JRM Collab * Model
Category

Coach Collab *
Model Category

JLT Collab * Model
Category

*

Dispute Collab
Model Category

Shared Office
Collab *  Model
Category

Shared IT Collab *
Model Category

Team Building
Collab *  Model
Category

*

Collaborative Cat
Model Category

*

Client Evaluation
Model Category

Contractor Process
* Model Category

*

Design Process
Delivery Model

*

Tender Format
Delivery Model

28

28

28

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

96.6%

96.6%

96.6%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

3.4%

3.4%

3.4%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%
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Price Evaluation
Delivery Model

Design Evaluation
Delivery Model

Functionality
Evaluation
Delivery Model

Programme
Evaluation
Delivery Model

Existing
Relationship
Evaluation
Delivery Model

Collaborative Ability
Evaluation *
Delivery Model

Shared Values
Evaluation *
Delivery Model

Technical
Competence
Evaluation
Delivery Model

Reputation
Evaluation
Delivery Model

Systems Evaluation
* Delivery Model

Hard Criteria *
Delivery Model

Soft  Criteria *
Delivery Model

Subcontractor
Selection * Delivery
Model

Compensation
Delivery Model

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

29

29

96.6%

96.6%

96.6%

96.6%

96.6%

96.6%

96.6%

96.6%

96.6%

96.6%

96.6%

96.6%

100.0%

100.0%

3.4%

3.4%

3.4%

3.4%

3.4%

3.4%

3.4%

3.4%

3.4%

3.4%

3.4%

3.4%

0%

0%

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%
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JRM Collab *
Delivery Model

Coach Collab *
Delivery Model

JLT Collab *
Delivery Model

Dispute Collab
Delivery Model

Shared Office
Collab  * Delivery
Model

Shared IT Collab *
Delivery Model

Team Building
Collab  * Delivery
Model

*

Collaborative Cat
Delivery Model

*

Client Evaluation
Delivery Model

Contractor Process
* Delivery Model

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Design Process Tender Format Price Evaluation Design Evaluation
Functionality Evaluation Programme Evaluation Existing Relationship
Evaluation Collaborative Ability Evaluation Shared Values Evaluation

Technical Competence Evaluation Reputation Evaluation Systems

Evaluation Hard Criteria Soft Criteria Subcontractor Selection
Compensation JRM Collab Coach Collab JLT Collab Dispute Collab
Shared Office Collab Shared IT Collab Team Building Collab
Collaborative Cat Client Evaluation Contractor Process * Model

Category
Model Category Price Design
Design | Tender | Evaluatio | Evaluatio | Functionality
Process | Format n n Evaluation
Traditiona Mean 1.74 2.47 4.67 2.83 2.94
I
N 19 19 18 18 18
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Std. .733 1.264 .840 1.425 1.349
Deviatio
n

Relational Mean 3.90 2.40 4.00 3.40 3.60
N 10 10 10 10 10
Std. 1.524 1.506 1.054 1.350 1.713
Deviatio
n

Total Mean 2.48 2.45 443 3.04 3.18
N 29 29 28 28 28
Std. 1.479 1.325 .959 1.401 1.492
Deviatio
n

Design Process Tender Format Price Evaluation Design Evaluation Functionality
Evaluation Programme Evaluation Existing Relationship Evaluation
Collaborative Ability Evaluation Shared Values Evaluation Technical

Competence Evaluation Reputation Evaluation Systems Evaluation Hard Criteria

Soft Criteria Subcontractor Selection Compensation JRM Collab Coach Collab

JLT Collab Dispute Collab Shared Office Collab Shared IT Collab Team Building

Collab Collaborative Cat Client Evaluation Contractor Process * Model Category

Model Category Existing Shared | Technical
Relationshi | Collaborative [ Values | Competenc
Programme p Ability Evaluatio e
Evaluation | Evaluation | Evaluation n Evaluation
Traditiona Mean 3.50 3.11 3.17 2.89 3.94
I
N 18 18 18 18 18
Std. .924 1.367 1.200 963 .802
Deviatio
n
Relational Mean 2.90 3.60 4.50 3.80 4.20
N 10 10 10 10 10
Std. 1.524 1.075 527 919 .632
Deviatio
n
Total Mean 3.29 3.29 3.64 3.21 4.04
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N

Std.
Deviatio
n

28
1.182

1.272

28

28
1.193

1.031

28

28

744

Design Process Tender Format Price Evaluation Design Evaluation
Functionality Evaluation Programme Evaluation Existing Relationship
Evaluation Collaborative Ability Evaluation Shared Values Evaluation

Technical Competence Evaluation Reputation Evaluation Systems

Evaluation Hard Criteria Soft Criteria Subcontractor Selection
Compensation JRM Collab Coach Collab JLT Collab Dispute Collab
Shared Office Collab Shared IT Collab Team Building Collab
Collaborative Cat Client Evaluation Contractor Process * Model

Category
Model Category Systems | Hard
Reputation | Evaluatio | Criteri | Soft |Subcontractor
Evaluation n a Criteria| Selection
Traditiona Mean 3.50 3.50(4.0833| 3.2361 2.32
I
N 18 18 18 18 19
Std. .985 1.150(.52159| .69780 478
Deviatio
n
Relational Mean 4.00 4.30(3.4500]| 3.9250 2.80
N 10 10 10 10 10
Std. 471 .8231.68516| .50069 1.317
Deviatio
n
Total Mean 3.68 3.79(3.8571| 3.4821 2.48
N 28 28 28 28 29
Std. .863 1.101(.65060| .70932 .871
Deviatio
n
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Design Process Tender Format Price Evaluation Design Evaluation
Functionality Evaluation Programme Evaluation Existing Relationship
Evaluation Collaborative Ability Evaluation Shared Values Evaluation

Technical Competence Evaluation Reputation Evaluation Systems

Evaluation Hard Criteria Soft Criteria Subcontractor Selection
Compensation JRM Collab Coach Collab JLT Collab Dispute Collab
Shared Office Collab Shared IT Collab Team Building Collab
Collaborative Cat Client Evaluation Contractor Process * Model

Category
Model Category JRM JLT Shared
Colla [ Coach | Colla | Dispute | Office
Compensation| b ([Collab| b Collab | Collab
Traditiona Mean 1.47 .05 .26 .16 .M .16
I
N 19 19 19 19 19 19
Std. 1.020( .229| .452( .375 315 375
Deviatio
n
Relational Mean 3.50 .80 50| 1.00 .80 .50
N 10 10 10 10 10 10
Std. 1.958( .422| .527( .000 422 527
Deviatio
n
Total Mean 2.17 31 .34 45 .34 .28
N 29 29 29 29 29 29
Std. 1.692( 471| .484( .506 484 455
Deviatio
n

Design Process Tender Format Price Evaluation Design Evaluation
Functionality Evaluation Programme Evaluation Existing Relationship
Evaluation Collaborative Ability Evaluation Shared Values Evaluation

Technical Competence Evaluation Reputation Evaluation Systems

Evaluation Hard Criteria Soft Criteria Subcontractor Selection
Compensation JRM Collab Coach Collab JLT Collab Dispute Collab
Shared Office Collab Shared IT Collab Team Building Collab
Collaborative Cat Client Evaluation Contractor Process * Model
Category
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Model Category Team
Shared | Buildin Client
IT g Collaborative | Evaluatio | Contractor
Collab | Collab Cat n Process
Traditiona Mean A1 .21 1.05 3.5526 453
I
N 19 19 19 19 19
Std. .315 419 1.471 91127 612
Deviatio
n
Relational Mean .50 1.00 5.20 3.3500 4.80
N 10 10 10 10 10
Std. 527 .000 1.619| 1.17969 422
Deviatio
n
Total Mean .24 48 2.48 3.4828 4.62
N 29 29 29 29 29
Std. 435 .509 2.502 .99537 .561
Deviatio
n

Design Process Tender Format Price Evaluation Design Evaluation
Functionality Evaluation Programme Evaluation Existing Relationship
Evaluation Collaborative Ability Evaluation Shared Values Evaluation

Technical Competence Evaluation Reputation Evaluation Systems

Evaluation Hard Criteria Soft Criteria Subcontractor Selection
Compensation JRM Collab Coach Collab JLT Collab Dispute Collab
Shared Office Collab Shared IT Collab Team Building Collab
Collaborative Cat Client Evaluation Contractor Process * Delivery

Model
Delivery Model Price Design
Design | Tender | Evaluatio | Evaluatio | Functionality
Process | Format n n Evaluation
Construc Mean 1.00 2.38 4.38 1.63 1.88
t Only
8 8 8 8 8
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Std. .000 1.302 1.188 1.188 1.246
Deviatio
n

D&C Mean 2.27 2.55 4.90 3.80 3.80
N 11 11 10 10 10
Std. 467 1.293 316 .632 .632
Deviatio
n

Alliance Mean 5.00 2.67 3.33 3.33 4.00
N 6 6 6 6 6
Std. .000 1.966 .816 1.033 1.265
Deviatio
n

PPP Mean 2.67 2.00 5.00 4.33 3.67
N 3 3 3 3 3
Std. 577 .000 .000 1.155 2.309
Deviatio
n

ECI Mean 1.00 2.00 5.00 1.00 1.00
N 1 1 1 1 1
Std.
Deviatio
n

Total Mean 2.48 2.45 443 3.04 3.18
N 29 29 28 28 28
Std. 1.479 1.325 .959 1.401 1.492
Deviatio
n
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Design Process Tender Format Price Evaluation Design Evaluation
Functionality Evaluation Programme Evaluation Existing Relationship
Evaluation Collaborative Ability Evaluation Shared Values Evaluation Technical
Competence Evaluation Reputation Evaluation Systems Evaluation Hard
Criteria Soft Criteria Subcontractor Selection Compensation JRM Collab Coach
Collab JLT Collab Dispute Collab Shared Office Collab Shared IT Collab Team
Building Collab Collaborative Cat Client Evaluation Contractor Process *

Delivery Model
Delivery Model Existing Shared | Technical
Relationshi | Collaborative| Values | Competenc
Programme p Ability Evaluatio e
Evaluation | Evaluation | Evaluation n Evaluation
Construc Mean 3.50 3.38 3.38 3.00 4.13
t Only
8 8 8 8 8
Std. 1.195 1.685 1.506 1.069 .835
Deviatio
n
D&C Mean 3.50 2.90 3.00 2.80 3.80
N 10 10 10 10 10
Std. 707 1.101 943 919 .789
Deviatio
n
Alliance Mean 3.83 4.00 4.67 4.17 4.17
N 6 6 6 6 6
Std. .983 1.095 516 .983 408
Deviatio
n
PPP Mean 1.00 3.00 4.33 3.33 4.00
N 3 3 3 3 3
Std. .000 1.000 577 577 1.000
Deviatio
n
ECI Mean 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.00 5.00
N 1 1 1 1 1
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Std.
Deviatio
n

Total Mean

N

Std.
Deviatio
n

3.29
28
1.182

3.29
28
1.272

3.64
28
1.193

3.21
28
1.031

4.04
28
744

Design Process Tender Format Price Evaluation Design Evaluation

Functionality Evaluation Programme Evaluation Existing Relationship
Evaluation Collaborative Ability Evaluation Shared Values Evaluation

Technical Competence Evaluation Reputation Evaluation Systems
Evaluation Hard Criteria Soft Criteria Subcontractor Selection

Compensation JRM Collab Coach Collab JLT Collab Dispute Collab

Shared Office Collab Shared IT Collab Team Building Collab
Collaborative Cat Client Evaluation Contractor Process * Delivery

Model
Delivery Model Systems
Reputation | Evaluatio Soft | Subcontractor
Evaluation n Criteria | Criteria Selection
Construc Mean 3.62 3.50| 3.9375]| 3.0625 2.38
t Only
8 8 8
Std. 744 1.309| .72887 | .74402 518
Deviatio
n
D&C Mean 3.40 3.50| 4.2000]| 3.3750 2.27
N 10 10 10
Std. 1.174 1.080| .25820( .66406 467
Deviatio
n
Alliance Mean 417 4.33| 3.5833| 4.1042 3.33
N 6 6 6
Std. 408 .816| .80104| .45701 1.506
Deviatio
n
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PPP Mean 3.67 4.00| 3.0000]| 3.7917 2.00
N 3 3 3 3 3
Std. 577 1.000( .00000]| .50518 .000
Deviatio
n

ECI Mean 4.00 5.00| 4.0000]| 3.2500 2.00
N 1 1 1 1 1
Std.
Deviatio
n

Total Mean 3.68 3.79| 3.8571| 3.4821 2.48
N 28 28 28 28 29
Std. .863 1.101| .65060| .70932 .871
Deviatio
n

Design Process Tender Format Price Evaluation Design Evaluation
Functionality Evaluation Programme Evaluation Existing Relationship
Evaluation Collaborative Ability Evaluation Shared Values Evaluation

Technical Competence Evaluation Reputation Evaluation Systems

Evaluation Hard Criteria Soft Criteria Subcontractor Selection

Compensation JRM Collab Coach Collab JLT Collab Dispute Collab

Shared Office Collab Shared IT Collab Team Building Collab

Collaborative Cat Client Evaluation Contractor Process * Delivery

Model
Delivery Model JRM JLT Shared
Colla | Coach | Colla [ Dispute | Office
Compensation| b Collab b Collab | Collab
Construc Mean 2.13 13 25 25 25
t Only
N 8 8 8 8 8
Std. 1.356| .354 463| .463 463
Deviatio
n
D&C Mean 1.00{ .00 27 .09 .09
N 11 11 11 11 11
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Std. .000| .000 467 .302 .000 .302
Deviatio
n

Alliance Mean 5.00 .83 83| 1.00 .83 .83
N 6 6 6 6 6 6
Std. .000| .408 .408( .000 408 408
Deviatio
n

PPP Mean 1.00( 1.00 .00] 1.00 1.00 .00
N 3 3 3 3 3 3
Std. .000| .000 .000( .000 .000 .000
Deviatio
n

ECI Mean 2.00 .00 .00] 1.00 .00 .00
N 1 1 1 1 1 1
Std.
Deviatio
n

Total Mean 217 .31 .34 45 .34 .28
N 29 29 29 29 29 29
Std. 1.692| .471 484 .506 484 455
Deviatio
n

Design Process Tender Format Price Evaluation Design Evaluation
Functionality Evaluation Programme Evaluation Existing Relationship
Evaluation Collaborative Ability Evaluation Shared Values Evaluation

Technical Competence Evaluation Reputation Evaluation Systems

Evaluation Hard Criteria Soft Criteria Subcontractor Selection

Compensation JRM Collab Coach Collab JLT Collab Dispute Collab

Shared Office Collab Shared IT Collab Team Building Collab

Collaborative Cat Client Evaluation Contractor Process * Delivery

Model
Delivery Model Shared [ Team Client
IT Building [ Collaborative | Evaluatio | Contractor
Collab | Collab Cat n Process
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Construc Mean .25 .25 1.63 3.7500 4.63

t Only
N 8 8 8 8 8
Std. 463 463 2.066 96362 744
Deviatio
n

D&C Mean .00 18 .64 3.4091 4.45
N 11 11 11 11 11
Std. .000 405 674 .88933 522
Deviatio
n

Alliance Mean .83 1.00 6.17 2.7500 483
N 6 6 6 6 6
Std. .408 .000 1.329| 1.08397 408
Deviatio
n

PPP Mean .00 1.00 4.00 4.3333 4.67
N 3 3 3 3 3
Std. .000 .000 .000 .76376 577
Deviatio
n

ECI Mean .00 1.00 3.00 4.0000 5.00
N 1 1 1 1 1
Std.
Deviatio
n

Total Mean .24 48 2.48 3.4828 4.62
N 29 29 29 29 29
Std. 435 .509 2.502 .99537 .561
Deviatio
n

SORT CASES BY ModelCat.
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SPLIT FILE LAYERED BY ModelCat.

FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=DesignProcess TenderFormat PriceEval
DesignEval FunctionalityEval ProgrammeEval ExistingRelationshipEval
CollaborativeAbilityEval SharedValuesEval TechnicalCompetenceEval
ReputationEval SystemsEval HardCriteria SoftCriteria

SubcontractorSelection Compensation JRMCollab CoachCollab JLTCollab
DisputeCollab  SharedOfficeCollab  SharedITCollab  TeamBuildingCollab
CollaborativeCat ClientEval ContractorProcess

/ORDER=ANALYSIS.

Frequencies
Notes
Output Created 26-0Oct-2010 20:04:33
Comments
Input Data /Users/Pete/University/USQ/ENG4111:4112
Research Project/Dissertation/Survey

Analysis 1.sav

Active Dataset | DataSet1

Filter <none>

Weight <none>

Split File Model Category

N of Rows in 29
Working Data

File

Missing Value Definition of | User-defined missing values are treated as
Handling Missing missing.
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Syntax

Resources

Cases Used

Processor

Time

Elapsed Time

Statistics are based on all cases with valid
data.

FREQUENCIES
VARIABLES=DesignProcess TenderFormat
PriceEval DesignEval FunctionalityEval
ProgrammeEval ExistingRelationshipEval
CollaborativeAbilityEval SharedValuesEval
TechnicalCompetenceEval ReputationEval
SystemsEval HardCriteria SoftCriteria

SubcontractorSelection
JRMCollab

DisputeCollab
SharedITCollab
CollaborativeCat

CoachCollab

Compensation

JLTCollab

SharedOfficeCollab
TeamBuildingCollab

ClientEval

ContractorProcess

/ORDER=ANALYSIS.

00:00:00.013

00:00:00.000

[DataSet1]

/Users/Pete/University/USQ/ENG4111:4112

Research

Project/Dissertation/Survey Analysis 1.sav

Statistics
Model Category Design Price Design
Proces | Tender | Evaluatio | Evaluatio | Functionality
S Format n n Evaluation
Traditiona N Valid 19 19 18 18 18
I
Missin 0 0 1 1 1
g
Relational Valid 10 10 10 10 10

Page 214




Statistics
Model Category Design Price Design
Proces | Tender | Evaluatio | Evaluatio | Functionality
S Format n n Evaluation
Traditiona N Valid 19 19 18 18 18
I
Missin 0 0 1 1 1
g
Valid 10 10 10 10 10
Missin 0 0 0 0 0
g
Statistics
Model Category Existing Shared | Technical
Relationshi | Collaborative [ Values | Competenc
Programme p Ability Evaluatio e
Evaluation | Evaluation | Evaluation n Evaluation
Traditiona N Valid 18 18 18 18 18
I
Missin 1 1 1 1 1
g
Relational N Valid 10 10 10 10 10
Missin 0 0 0 0 0
g
Statistics
Model Category Systems | Hard | Soft
Reputation | Evaluatio | Criteri | Criteri | Subcontractor
Evaluation n a a Selection
Traditiona N Valid 18 18 18 18 19
I
Missin 1 1 1 1 0
g
Relational N Valid 10 10 10 10 10
Missin 0 0 0 0 0
g
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Statistics

Model Category JRM JLT Shared
Colla |Coach | Colla | Dispute | Office
Compensation| b |[Collab| b Collab | Collab
Traditiona N Valid 19 19 19 19 19 19
I
Missin 0 0 0 0 0 0
g
Relational N Valid 10 10 10 10 10 10
Missin 0 0 0 0 0 0
g
Statistics
Model Category Team
Shared | Buildin Client
IT g Collaborative | Evaluatio | Contractor
Collab | Collab Cat n Process
Traditiona N Valid 19 19 19 19 19
I
Missin 0 0 0 0 0
g
Relational N Valid 10 10 10 10 10
Missin 0 0 0 0 0
g
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Frequency Table

Design Process

Model Category Valid
Percen | Cumulative
Frequency | Percent t Percent
Traditiona Vali Client 8 42 1 42 1 42 1
I d
Contractor 8 42 1 421 84.2
Contractor With 3 15.8 15.8 100.0
Client Input
Total 19| 100.0( 100.0
Relational Vali Client 1 10.0 10.0 10.0
d
Contractor 1 10.0 10.0 20.0
Contractor With 2 20.0 20.0 40.0
Client Input
Joint With 6 60.0 60.0 100.0
Shared Risk
Total 10| 100.0( 100.0
Tender Format
Model Category Valid
Percen | Cumulative
Frequency | Percent t Percent
Traditiona Vali Open Tender 3 15.8 15.8 15.8
I d
Prequalified 10 52.6 52.6 68.4
Parties
Limited 3 15.8 15.8 84.2
Invitation
Direct 3 15.8 15.8 100.0
Negotiation
Single Bidder
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Total 191 100.0( 100.0

Relational Vali Open Tender 3 30.0 30.0 30.0

d

Prequalified 4 40.0 40.0 70.0
Parties
Limited 1 10.0 10.0 80.0
Invitation
Direct 2 20.0 20.0 100.0
Negotiation
Single Bidder
Total 101 100.0( 100.0

Price Evaluation

Model Category Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent| Percent Percent
Traditiona Valid 2 1 5.3 5.6 5.6
| 3 1 5.3 5.6 11.1
4 1 5.3 5.6 16.7
5 15 78.9 83.3 100.0
Total 18 94.7 100.0
Missin Syste 1 5.3
g m
Total 19| 100.0
Relational Valid 3 5 50.0 50.0 50.0
5 5 50.0 50.0 100.0
Total 10| 100.0 100.0

Design Evaluation
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Model Category Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent| Percent Percent
Traditiona Valid 1 6 31.6 33.3 33.3
| 3 4 21.1 22.2 55.6
4 7 36.8 38.9 94.4
5 1 5.3 5.6 100.0
Total 18 94.7 100.0
Missin Syste 1 5.3
g m
Total 19| 100.0
Relational Valid 1 1 10.0 10.0 10.0
2 2 20.0 20.0 30.0
3 1 10.0 10.0 40.0
4 4 40.0 40.0 80.0
5 2 20.0 20.0 100.0
Total 10| 100.0 100.0
Functionality Evaluation
Model Category Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent| Percent Percent
Traditiona Valid 1 5 26.3 27.8 27.8
| 3 5 26.3 27.8 55.6
4 7 36.8 38.9 94.4
5 1 5.3 5.6 100.0
Total 18 94.7 100.0
Missin Syste 1 5.3
g m
Total 19| 100.0
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Relational Valid 1 2 20.0 20.0 20.0
2 1 10.0 10.0 30.0
3 1 10.0 10.0 40.0
4 1 10.0 10.0 50.0
5 5 50.0 50.0 100.0
Total 10| 100.0 100.0
Programme Evaluation
Model Category Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent| Percent Percent
Traditiona Valid 1 1 5.3 5.6 5.6
| 3 8 42.1 44 4 50.0
4 7 36.8 38.9 88.9
5 2 10.5 11.1 100.0
Total 18 94.7 100.0
Missin Syste 1 5.3
g m
Total 19| 100.0
Relational Valid 1 3 30.0 30.0 30.0
3 4 40.0 40.0 70.0
4 1 10.0 10.0 80.0
5 2 20.0 20.0 100.0
Total 10| 100.0 100.0

Existing Relationship Evaluation
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Model Category Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent| Percent Percent
Traditiona Valid 1 3 15.8 16.7 16.7
| 2 3 15.8 16.7 33.3
3 4 21.1 22.2 55.6
4 5 26.3 27.8 83.3
5 3 15.8 16.7 100.0
Total 18 94.7 100.0
Missin Syste 1 5.3
g m
Total 19| 100.0
Relational Valid 2 2 20.0 20.0 20.0
3 2 20.0 20.0 40.0
4 4 40.0 40.0 80.0
5 2 20.0 20.0 100.0
Total 10| 100.0 100.0
Collaborative Ability Evaluation
Model Category Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent| Percent Percent
Traditiona Valid 1 1 5.3 5.6 5.6
| 2 4 21.1 22.2 27.8
3 8 42.1 44 4 72.2
4 1 5.3 5.6 77.8
5 4 21.1 22.2 100.0
Total 18 94.7 100.0
Missin Syste 1 5.3
g m
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Total 19| 100.0
Relational Valid 4 5 50.0 50.0 50.0
5 5 50.0 50.0 100.0
Total 10| 100.0 100.0
Shared Values Evaluation
Model Category Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent| Percent Percent
Traditiona Valid 1 1 5.3 5.6 5.6
| 2 6 31.6 33.3 38.9
3 5 26.3 27.8 66.7
4 6 31.6 33.3 100.0
Total 18 94.7 100.0
Missin Syste 1 5.3
g m
Total 19| 100.0
Relational Valid 3 5 50.0 50.0 50.0
4 2 20.0 20.0 70.0
5 3 30.0 30.0 100.0
Total 10| 100.0 100.0
Technical Competence Evaluation
Model Category Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent| Percent Percent
Traditiona Valid 3 6 31.6 33.3 33.3
| 4 7 36.8 38.9 72.2
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5 5 26.3 27.8 100.0
Total 18 94.7 100.0
Missin Syste 1 5.3
g m
Total 19| 100.0
Relational Valid 3 1 10.0 10.0 10.0
4 6 60.0 60.0 70.0
5 3 30.0 30.0 100.0
Total 10| 100.0 100.0
Reputation Evaluation
Model Category Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent| Percent Percent
Traditiona Valid 2 3 15.8 16.7 16.7
| 3 6 31.6 33.3 50.0
4 6 31.6 33.3 83.3
5 3 15.8 16.7 100.0
Total 18 94.7 100.0
Missin Syste 1 5.3
g m
Total 19| 100.0
Relational Valid 3 1 10.0 10.0 10.0
4 8 80.0 80.0 90.0
5 1 10.0 10.0 100.0
Total 10| 100.0 100.0
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Systems Evaluation

Model Category Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent| Percent Percent
Traditiona Valid 1 2 10.5 11.1 11.1
| 3 6 31.6 33.3 44 4
4 7 36.8 38.9 83.3
5 3 15.8 16.7 100.0
Total 18 94.7 100.0
Missin Syste 1 5.3
g m
Total 19| 100.0
Relational Valid 3 2 20.0 20.0 20.0
4 3 30.0 30.0 50.0
5 5 50.0 50.0 100.0
Total 10| 100.0 100.0
Hard Criteria
Model Category Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent| Percent Percent
Traditiona Valid  3.00 2 10.5 11.1 11.1
| 3.50 1 5.3 5.6 16.7
4.00 8 42.1 44 4 61.1
4.50 6 31.6 33.3 94.4
5.00 1 5.3 5.6 100.0
Total 18 94.7 100.0
Missin Syste 1 5.3
g m
Total 19| 100.0
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Relational Valid 3.00 6 60.0 60.0 60.0
3.50 1 10.0 10.0 70.0
4.00 2 20.0 20.0 90.0
5.00 1 10.0 10.0 100.0
Total 10| 100.0 100.0
Soft Criteria
Model Category Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent| Percent Percent
Traditiona Valid 1.88 1 5.3 5.6 5.6
| 2.50 1 5.3 5.6 11.1
2.75 3 15.8 16.7 27.8
2.88 4 21.1 22.2 50.0
3.00 2 10.5 11.1 61.1
3.75 1 5.3 5.6 66.7
3.88 2 10.5 11.1 77.8
4.00 1 5.3 5.6 83.3
413 2 10.5 11.1 944
4.38 1 5.3 5.6 100.0
Total 18 94.7 100.0
Missin Syste 1 5.3
g m
Total 19| 100.0
Relational Valid 3.25 1 10.0 10.0 10.0
3.50 3 30.0 30.0 40.0
3.63 1 10.0 10.0 50.0
413 1 10.0 10.0 60.0
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4.25 1 10.0 10.0 70.0
4.38 1 10.0 10.0 80.0
450 1 10.0 10.0 90.0
463 1 10.0 10.0 100.0
Total 10| 100.0 100.0
Subcontractor Selection
Model Category Valid
Percen | Cumulative
Frequency | Percent t Percent
Traditiona Vali Contractor 13 68.4 68.4 68.4
I d
Contractor With 6 31.6 31.6 100.0
Client Approval
Total 191 100.0( 100.0
Relational Vali Contractor 7 70.0 70.0 70.0
d
Client & 1 10.0 10.0 80.0
Contractor
Incentivised 2 20.0 20.0 100.0
subcontractors
Total 10| 100.0( 100.0
Compensation
Model Category Valid [Cumulative
Frequency | Percent| Percent Percent
Traditiona Vali Fixed Price 14 73.7 73.7 73.7
I d
Schedule of 3 15.8 15.8 89.5
Rates
Cost 1 53 53 94.7
Reimbursed
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Pain/Gain 1 5.3 5.3 100.0
Share
Total 19| 100.0 100.0
Relational Vali Fixed Price 3 30.0 30.0 30.0
‘ Schedule of 1 10.0 10.0 40.0
Rates
Pain/Gain 6 60.0 60.0 10