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Representative Sam Kita III 
Alaska State Legislature 

DATE: 27 January 2016 

TO: Representative Bob Lynn 
Chair, House State Affairs Committee 

FROM: Representative Sam Kito 

RE: HB 24 - Professional Services in State-Funded Contracts 

I respectfully request that the House State Affairs Committee schedule House Bill 24 - Professional 
Services in State-Funded Contracts for a hearing. If possible, we would like to schedule a hearing during 
the Alaska Professional Design Council Legislative Fly-in, which will take place on 9 and 10 February 
2016. We appreciate your consideration of this special request. 

Please find attached: 

• House Bill 24 version A 
• Sponsor Statement 
• Sectional Analysis 
• Supporting Documents 

o APDC LLC Fly-In Position Statement 11 Feb 2015 
o ASCE Policy Statement 304 Jul 2010 
o ASCE QBS State Issue Brief Aug 2011 
o Presentation ACEC Aug 2011 E-- 100 B15--lo eJ.Ylitv{ 
o Letter Pickering 23 Mar 2015 
o Email Trueblood 1 Apr 2015 
o ~-eS.JUMr~ 

Thank you for your consideration. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me or my 
staff Tally Teal at 465-4875. 

Juneau, Haines, Klukwan, Skagway, Gustavus, Excu rsion Inlet 
State Capitol -¢- Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 -¢- (907) 465-4766 -¢- Fax (907) 465-4748 

Rep .Sam.Kito.lil@akleg.gov -¢- www.repsamkitoiii.com 



~ I Catherine Fritz, AIA 
Atchitect 

February 6, 2016 

Honorable Representative Sam Kito, Ill 
Delivered via email: Representative.Sam.Kito.lll@akleg.gov 

Dear Representative Kito, 

Open competition is a fundamental premise of good government procurement. Passage of HB24 will 
establish a fair playing field by requiring that Qualifications Based Selection (QBS) be used to select 
professional design services for all projects that receive state funding. I appreciate your sponsorship of 
this bill and fully support its passage. 

QBS currently exists in AS 36.30.270, requiring that design professionals be selected in this fair, 
competitive manner for state-owned projects. However, the statute does not specify that QBS be used 
for non-state agencies or political subdivisions that receive state funds for capital projects. 

In my long career as a public sector architect, I have participated in many projects that used QBS to 
sefect the design team. I can attest to the competitive rigor and fairness of QBS, which is typical~wo­
step process: Step 1 selects the most qualified team through a proposal scoring system that the Owner 
fully controls. Step 2 brings the parties (Owner and Consultant) together to discuss fees for the needed 
design services. Fee negotiations create a strong foundation for the project, allowing both parties to 
enter the design process with clear understanding of expectations. Without negotiations (when price is 
provided without discussion), the project can result in lost opportunities for the Owner to receive the 
benefit of a designer's expertise, mlsunderstandings about scope, and poor quality of documents. These 
shortcomings, in turn, can create an unfair construction bidding environment and expensive changes 
during construction. 

For the past 8 years, I have worked on projects funded by the Federal Aviation Administration, an 
agency that requires the use of QBS. Other federal agencies, including the Federal Highways 
Administration and the Federal Transit Authority also require QBS. HB 24 would put into practice a 
similar condition without financial impact or onerous conditions for the Owner (procurement 
requirements that are tied to funding are routinely accepted by those who receive such funding). The 
State of Alaska has long used QBS as a fair and competi.t;ive process for state projects. Requiring projects 
that receive state funding to do the same will increase consistency and fairness in procurement 
throughout our state. 

QBS is endorsed by many national, state, and local design professional organizations as the preferred 
method of selection. Improving Alaska's QBS law will increase consistency in professional services 
procurement and raise our reputation as a fair and competitive state in which to do business. 

Thank you sincerely for the important work you do for the people of Alaska. 

Regards, 

u//4er17ke r;:/4 I At1t 
Catherine Fritz, AIA 

~ Repre.sentative Cathy Munoz 
Senator Dennis Egan 

4120 Birch Lane Juneau, Alaska 99801 (907) 523-1150 



Nancy Manly 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Nancy, 

John <jmwalshco@gci.net> 

Saturday, February 06, 2016 4:49 PM 
Nancy Manly; Tally Teal 
Dale Nelson; Catherine Fritz 
February 6, 2016 - RE: HB24 Testimony 

Presumably Rep. Kito (or Tally) will represent the bill. 

Unless there are others that have signed up and are called upon to testify, Catherine Fritz (Professional 
Architect), who will be here in the Committee Room here in Juneau Thursday morning for the HB24 bill 
hearing in (H) ST A Committee will present 1st for APDC. 

Following Catherine' s presentation, Dale Nelson PE, (Chair of the APDC Legislative Committee) will be 
available from the Anchorage LIO. 

I am not aware of additional APDC spokespersons. Having said that, there could be other licensed 
professionals that may sign up to testify. 

Thanks, 

John Walsh 

907.321.0983 cell 

1 



Representative Sam Kita III 
Alaska State Legislature 

Sponsor Statement 

House Bill 24 

Qualifications-Based Selection in State-Funded Contracts 

House Bill 24 extends the use of Qualifications-Based Selection (QBS) of design professionals to 

municipal and non-profit organizations receiving state funds. Currently, projects designed and 

constructed for or on behalf of state agencies are required to utilize the QBS process when selecting 

the services of an architect, engineer, land surveyor, or landscape architect (design professional). 

However, municipalities or non-profit organizations receiving state funding for construction projects 

are not currently required to use QBS. 

The QBS process allows for the selection of design professionals based on the qualifications 

provided by the hiring company or individual. The cost of the design services is still factored in 

through the contract negotiation process; if an acceptable price cannot be agreed upon with the 

most qualified respondent, negotiations can be terminated with that respondent and initiated with the 

second most qualified respondent, or the third most qualified respondent, until an agreement on 

price is reached. 

Using QBS to choose design professionals is similar to the way in which we, as individuals, consider 

the qualifications of a medical professional when selecting a doctor, or legal experience when 

selecting a lawyer. With many types of engineers, and many different specialties in architecture, it is 

important to ensure that the most qualified professional is hired to work on projects funded with 

public money. 

Use of the QBS process will result in public projects that are better and more efficiently designed. It 

will also yield cost savings to the state both in the short term through a reduction in costly 

construction change orders and in the long-term through lower operating costs. Both state and 

federal projects have used QBS, with great success. 

Thank you for your support of House Bill 24. 

Juneau, Haines, Klukwan, Skagway, Gustavus, Excursion Inlet 
State Capitol ~ Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 ~ (907) 465-4766 ~ Fax (907) 465-4748 

Rep.Sam.Kito.lil@akleg.gov ~ www.repsamkitoiii.com 



Representative Sam Kito III 
Alaska State Legislature 

Sectional Analysis 

House Bill 24 

Qualifications-Based Selection in State-Funded Contracts 

Section 1. Amends AS 36.90 by adding a new section to article 2. 

Subsection a. directs the contracting person to negotiate with the most qualified and 
suitable professional person of demonstrated competence to perform the services; requires 
the contract to be awarded at fair and reasonable compensation ; requires consideration of 
proximity unless federal law prohibits it. 

Subsection b. directs the contracting person to negotiate with the next most qualified 
professional person if an agreement cannot be reached with the most qualified, and so on in 
order of ranking. 

Subsection c. allows the contracting person to reject all or part of a proposal. 

Subsection d. exempts contracts awarded in a situation of public necessity from this 
section. 

Subsection e. allows price to be included as a factor in selection when the services are 
repetitious, and when the scope, nature and amount of services are thoroughly defined; 
stipulates that price may be a factor in selection only if a majority of the persons involved by 
the contraction person in proposal evaluation are registered in the state to perform 
architectural, engineering, or land surveying services. 

Subsection f. states that this section does not apply to a contract that incorporates both 
design services and construction. 

Subsection g. defines the terms "contracting person," "grant recipient," "school district," 
"professional person," and "state-funded." 

J uneau, Haines, Klukwan, Skagway, Gustavus, Excursion Inlet 
State Capitol ~ Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 ~ (907) 465-4766 ~ Fax (907) 465-4748 

Rep.Sam.Kito.III@akleg.gov ~ www.repsamkitoiii.com 



LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH SERVICES 
Alaska State l.egislatuJ e 
Oiv,slon of legal and Research Services 
Stat<! Capitol, Ju11 eau, AK 9980 1 

TO: Representative Sam Kito 

FROM: Roger Withington, Legislative Analyst 

DATE: February 24, 2015 

Re sea rch Br ief 

(907) 465-3991 phone 
(90 7) 465 -:ilJOB fax 
resea,rh@akleg.gov 

RE: Municipalities and Communities Currently Using Qualification-Based Selection Processes in Contracting for Certain 

Professional Services 
LRS Report 15.188 

You asked for information regarding the procurement practices of municipalities and communities 
in Alaska, Specifically, you asked us to determine which municipalities and communities in Alaska 
are currently using qualification-based selection (QBS) processes, or have QBS ordinances, for 
contracts for architectural, engineering, landscape architecture, and land surveying services. 

Generally, Qualifications Based Selection (QBS) is a procurement method in which the final criteria for selection of a service 
are qualifications and demonstrated competence. Price and cost are not selection criteria, but they may be considered during 
contract negotlatlon.1 We were unable to locate a comprehensive 11st of which municipalities and communities In Alaska 
currently use QBS In their procurement of architectural, engineering, landscape architecture, and land surveying services. 2 As 
a result, we searched various online municipal codes, or contacted communities via email, to determine which communities, if 
any, use such practices. 

In Table 1, we identify eight municipalities-Aleutians East Borough, Municipality of Anchorage, Barrow, Bethel, Delta 
Junction, City of Fairbanks, Fairbanks North Star Borough, and the North Slope Borough-that, pursuant to municipal code, 
use QBS to procure professional services such as architectural, engineering, landscape architecture, and land surveying 
services. We also identified eleven communities that exclude the procurement of professional services from the competitive 
bid requirement set forth In municipal code; and the one community-Juneau-that does not have QBS requirements 
delineated In code but does use QBS in practice. Please note that this list is not exhaustive, and represents a sample of 20 
communities. We attach each of the cited municipal codes. 

1 Assoclilted General Contrilctors of America, https://www.agc.org/. 

1 Neither Kathie Wasserman, Executive Director of the Alaska Municipal league {907-S86-132S), nor Jason Soza, Chlef Procurement Officer for 
the Alaska Department of Administration (907-465-5684), had the Information we seek. Lawrence Blood, Actln& Director of the Division of 
Community and Regional Affairs, Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development (907-465-4751), did not respond to 
our queries, 



Table 1: Munlclpalltles and Communities that Use Qualifications Based Selection Criteria to Procure 
Certain Professional Services or Exclude the Procurement of Certain Professional Services from 

Competitive Bidding Requirements 

Munlclpallty or 
Community Citation Summary 

Aleutians East Borough 
Aleutians East Borough Municipal Code,§§ 3.02.010 

Qualification Based Selection 
and 3.02.150 ----- --------- -·-· --·-- - --·-- - --- -- -··--·---- -------·-----· ---·----·-··- ---------··-·-----··-··-··-

Municipality of Anchorage Anchorage Code of Ordinances, § 7.20.060 Qualification Based Selection 

Barrow Barrow Municipal Code,§ 4.16.100 Qualification Based Selection 

Bethel Bethel Municipal Code,§§ 4.20.030 and 4.20.170 Qualification Based Selection 

Delta Junction 
City of Delta Junction, Municipal Code of Ordinances, § 

Qualification Based Selection 
1.41.600 

Denali Borough Denali Borough Code, § 3.35.070 
Excluded from competitive 
bid requirement 

City of Fairbanks Fairbanks Code of Ordinances, § 54-207 Qualification Based Selection -
Fairbanks North Star 

Fairbanks North Star Borough Code, § 16.55.010 Qualification Based Selection 
Borough 

Gustavus Gustavus Code of Ordinances, § 4.17.050 
Excluded from competitive 
bid reauirement 

Haines Haines Borough Code, § 3.60.170 
Excluded from competitive 
bid requirement 

Homer Homer City Code,§ 3.16.060 
Excluded from competitive 
bid requirement 

Houston Houston Municipal Code,§§ 4.10.010 and 4.10.100 
Excluded from competitive 
bid requirement<•> 

City and Borough of 
Not in code but done in practice lb) Qualification Based Selection 

Juneau 

City of Kenai Kenai Municipal Code, § 7.15.050 
Excluded from competitive 
bid requirement 

Kenai Penlnsula Borough 
Kenai Peninsula Borough Code of Ordinances, § Excluded from competitive 
5.28.250 bid requirement 

Ketchikan Gateway 
Ketchikan Gateway Borough Code,§ 11.20.100 

Excluded from competitive 
Borough bid requirement 

Kodiak Island Borough Kodiak Island Borough Code, § 3.30.070 
Excluded from competitive 
bid requirement 

Matanuska-Susitna Matanuska-Susitna Borough Code, §§ 3.08.010 and Excluded from competitive 
Borough 3.08.2010 bid requirement 

North Slope Borough 
North Slope Borough Code of Ordinances, §§ 2.36.280 

Qualification Based Selection 
and 2.36.180 

City and Borough of City and Borough of Yakutat Code of Ordinances, § Excluded from competitive 
Yakutat 6.24.170 bid requirement 
Notes: a) Appllcable to contracts under $20,001. 

b) Rorie Watt, Director of Publlc Works/Engineering, Gty and Borough of Juneau, 907-586--0877. 

We hope this is helpful. If you have questions or need additional information, please let us know. 

LEGtsunVE REsEARCH SERVICES. LRS 15.188 ·---------- FEBRUARY 24,1015- PAGE 2 , 
MUNICIPAUT/ES AND COM/IIUN/11ES CURRENnY USING QUAL/r7CA TION BASED SELECTION PROC£5Sf.S 



Fiscal Note 
State of Alaska 
2016 Legislative Session 

Identifier: HB024-DOA-DGS-02-05-16 

Title: PROF. SERVICES IN STATE-FUNDED 

CONTRACTS 

Sponsor: KITO 

Requester: House State Affairs, Labor and Commerce 

Ex pen ditu res/Revenues 
- -- - - - - - - -- - -- -- -· .. · ··- ··---

Included in 
FY2017 Governor's 

Appropriation FY2017 
Requested Request 

-·- .. . 

Bill Version: 

Fiscal Note Number: 

() Publish Date: 

HB 24 

Department: Department of Administration 

Appropriation: General Services 

Allocation: Purchasing 

0MB Component Number: 60 

Out-Year Cost Estimates 

.. ·--- . ·-- -· - ··-·-

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2017 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 
Personal Services 
Travel 
Services 
Commodities 
Capital Outlay 
Grants & Benefits 
Miscellaneous 
Total Operating 

Fund Source (Operating Only) 

l~~;a~ I 
Positions 

~
1--tim- e­rt-time 

mporc3_ry_ 

I Change in Revenues 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

o.o] o.o] o.o] o.o] o.o] 0.0 l o.oJ 

Estimated SUPPLEMENTAL (FY2016) cost: 0.0 (separate supplemental appropriation required) 
(discuss reasons and fund source(s) in analysis section) 

Estimated CAPITAL (FY2017) cost: 0.0 (separate capital appropriation required} 
(discuss reasons and fund source(s) in analysis section) 

ASSOCIATED REGULATIONS 
Does the bill direct, or will the bill result in , regulation changes adopted by your agency? No 
If yes, by what date are the regulations to be adopted, amended or repealed? 

Why this fiscal note differs_!r~111 previous version: 
I Not applicable,ilnitial version. 

Prepared By: Tom Mayer, Director Phone: 
Division: General Services Date: 
Approved By: Sheldon Fisher, Commissioner Date: 
Agency: Department of Administration 

Printed 2/9/2016 Page 1 of 2 

(907)465-5677 
02/05/2016 03:00 PM 
02/05/16 

Control Code: sNzhp 



FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS 

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB 24 ---------2016 LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Analysis 

This bill requires that state grant recipients, municipalities, and school districts follow similar procedures as executive 
branch agencies when using state funds for architectural, engineering, or land surveying procurement. This bill does not 
change existing state statute for state procurement of architectural, engineering, or land surveying contracts. 

(Revised 9/9/15 OMB/LFD) Page 2 of 2 

HB024-DDA-DGS-02-05-16 Page 2 of 2 Control Code: sNzhp 



-----ACEC 
At.WUC:AH CoUh'CIL o, ~cu..~c Cow.uim 

m 

2013 Survey of State QBS laws and Registrations Boards 

State QBS State Statute QBS QBS Registration Bd. Registration Comments 
Law Applies Applies to Prohibits Response Bd. 

to Local To Price Proposal Enforced? 
State Units 
Contracts 

AL y 41-16-21& 72 y N y N 
AK y 36-30-270 y N Certain Exemptions 

AZ y 34-603 y y N 
AR y 19-11-802 y y N 
CA y Gov Code y y N 

Chap. 10 -
4525 -29 

co y 24-30, Sec. y N N 
1401-8 

CT y 4B-58 & 13B- y N N Dept. of Public Works is now Dept. of Const ruction 
20 Services 

DE y 29-6962 y y 

&6982 
FL y 287-055 y y N N See comment below' 
GA y 50-22 y N N 
HI y 103D-304 y y N 
ID y 67-2320 y y y y 

IL y 30-ILCS-535 y y N Local law cited as 50-ILCS-510 
IN y 5-16-11.1 y y N Price may be considered 
IA N N/A N/A N Agencies generally follow QBS. Admin Code 11-105-9 
KS y 75-5801 y N N 
KY y 45A y N N Local units may use QBS 
LA y 38:2181-2316 y y N 



State QBS State Statute QBS QBS Registration Bd. Registration Comments 
Law applies applies to Prohibits response Board 

to State local units to price proposal enforced? 
Contracts 

ME y S-1742 y N N 
MD y 13-308 y N N N Under $100,000, price is 40% of selection criteria 
MA y Part 1 Title 2 y N N QBS applies to vertical construction not horizontal 

Chap. 7 -38F 

Ml y 18-1237b y N N Only applies to Dept. of Management & Budget 
MN y 16C.095 y N N Does not directly apply to local units of govt; no 

16C.08 for the threshold; designer-selection board and other 
general rules exceptions. 
and §16C.33 
Subd. 5 for D-
B projects 

MS y 17.056 N y Administrative rule 31-7-13-2. Allows for price after 
Registration short list accomplished. 
Jaw 

MO y 8.285 y y N 
MT y 18-8-201 y y N 
NE y 81-1701-1721 y y y Projects over 40K 
NV y 625.530 y y y y Projects over 35K 
NH y Title 1-Chap. y N 

21 Sec 22 
NJ y PL 1997 Chap. y N N Local governments encouraged to use QBS. Allows 

399 price proposal from top 3 firms. Working on new law. 
NM y 13-1-117.2 y y N For contracts over SOK, surveying lOK. Universities 

THRU 13-1- exempt. 
124 

NY y 136A y N 
NC y 143-64.31 y y y See comment below2 

ND y 54 - 44.7 and y N N N 
45.7 

OH y 153.65-99 y y N Except home rule municipalities, see comment below.3 

OK y 61, 60-65 y y y N Includes all political subdivisions 



State QBS State Statute QBS QBS Registration Board Registration Comments 
Law applies applies to prohibits response Board 

to state local units to price proposal enforced? 
contracts 

OR y Statutes ORS y y N The state board enforces the use of licensed 
279C.100 to professionals only for geologists under ORS 672.695. 
279C.125. See comment below.• 
Model rules at 
OAR 137-048-
0100 to 137-
048-0320 

PA y 62, CSA 905 y N N 
RI y 45-55-8.1 y y 

SC y 11-35-3220 y N N Attempting to pass legislation this year that will 
extend QBS to local subdivisions and will be enforced 
by the Registration Board. 

SD N N/A N/A 
TN y 12-4-106 N y N Requires qualification, allows price 

TX y 2254.004 y y y y Board enforcement just went into effect. 2013 

UT y 63-56-42 y N N N 
VT N N/A N/A Requires qualification plus price 
VA y 2.2-4300 y y y N 
WA y 38.80.040, y y y N 

050 
WV y 5G-1-1 y y 

WI N N/A N/A Not required but most state agencies use QBS 

WY y 9-2-1031 y N N Exempted: WYDOT, U of Wyo., community colleges, 
school districts. 

' FLORIDA - QBS applies to a planning or study activity where compensation exceeds $35,000 and in projects where the basic cost of construction, 
as estimated by the agency, will exceed $325,000. A "continuing contract" is defined by the statute as a contract for professional services 
entered into in accordance with all the procedures of this act whereby the firm provides professional services to the agency for which the 
estimated construction cost of each individual project under the contract does not exceed $2 million, the fee for professional services for each 
individual study under the contract does not exceed $200,000, or for work of a specified nature as outlined in the contract required by the 
agency, with the contract being for a fixed term or with no time limitation except that the contract must provide a termination clause. 

2NORTH CAROLINA's Mini-Brooks Act allows state and local entities various "Opt-Out" provisions in the current law. Proposed Design-Build/P3 
enabling legislation (HB857) would eliminate this loophole for all public entities except NCDOT. This legislation has broad support from the 
infrastructure industry, Including ACEC/NC, and should pass this session (2013). 



'OHIO - In 2011 we had our law amended to eliminate the exemption for projects with an estimated fee under $25,000 and we substituted a 
provision that allows design professionals to be "direct selected" on projects with an estimated fee of less than $50,000 provided that the fee 
and scope of services still must be negotiated with the selected firm. ohio.gov/orc/153.71. 

4 OREGON 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Oregon has a broad definition of consultants that are covered by QBS including Architectural, Engineering, Photogrammetric Mapping, 
Transportation Planning or Land Surveying Services, or Related Services. 

All state and local agencies must follow QBS. Exceptions apply when the agency finds there is an emergency or the estimated design 
fee is below $100,000. 

Projects with design fees expected to be at least $100K but less than $250K are required to use QBS but are allowed to go through a 
process described as an "informal selection process". 

Agencies must establish QBS procedures that meet the requirements of the law or adopt the model rule procedures outlined in the 
Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR 137-048-0100 to 137-048-0320) 

The Oregon Department ofTransportation and Department of Administrative Services must follow the model rules which provide 
details about the selection process. Projects with an estimated design fee of more than $100K but less than $250K use an "informal 
selection process". The process allows the agency to screen and select a consulting firm from a prequalified list. A request for 
proposals that are solicited from a minimum of five firms will be rank ordered and negotiations will begin with the top ranked firm as 
in a regular QBS process (See OAR 137-048-0210). For projects with expected design fees above $250,000, a full public contracting 
process must be used with responding firms ranked. Negotiations and discussions on the final contract, scope and price occur with the 
top ranked firm first and terminate if an agreement is not reached within a reasonable time before moving to the second ranked 
consultant (See OAR 137-048-0220). 

This table consists of information provided to ACEC by the Member Organizations regarding QBS laws in the states. This information is provided for educational purposes anly and 
is not intended to constitute legal advice. ACEC provides na warranties as to the accuracy of this information, especially as it is by its nature subject to change at any time. ACEC 
and its officers, directors, agents, volunteers, and employees are not responsible for, and expressly disclaim, liability far ony and all losses, damages, claims, and causes of action, 
including but not limited ta direct, indirect, incidental, consequential or punitive damages and attorneys' fees and costs, arising out of or resulting from any use, reference to, or 
reliance on information contained In this table. Any reproduction or redistribution of this table in whole or in part without the express written consent of ACEC is strictly 
prohibited. Copyright © 2013 American Council of Engineering Companies /ACEC). All Rights Reserved. 



------- -------ACE C 
AMERICAN COUNCIL OF ENGINEERING COMPANIES 

100 Years of Excellence 

QUALIFIG'ATIONS-,B 
SJE:LECTI ON~.-~ ---------------

WBIY pUALITY 'OUTWEIGHS COST IN 
. r 
ufHE SELECTION OF QESIGN 

- ' 

SERVICES 



Whclt is 'Q,BS? 

• A nationally end9rsed procedure for SJJ~ing ~ 1 

and retaining design professionals (Architects 
c:-' 

and Engineers) that will provide _t!le b~st_ v_alue 
-~ ----- ... 

to the owner in terms gf Q.!@lity and tota~ 
1 " _ _ _ ~ I I .I __.J 

roject.,:co-st. 
, -~-\) ~ \J 1J ~~ ~ ,r \.\ ~ ~ ,T' __ ~~ :-.~ ~--:, 

• A comp¢fitive ~rocurell}ent approach that 
emphasizes qualify attributes. 

~ ............... 

ACEC 
AMERICAN COUNCIL O F ENGINl!l!RING COMPANIES 

100 Years of Excellence 



•J Prior to 1939 

m ~ tory n1S ,_ .', 

• Most design done by federal employees 

• 1939 A/E Selection Provision 

• 194 7 Armed Services Procurement Act and 19,49 
Federal Property and Administrativ~e~EroceclureSAct 

197~ ~ 1 he=Federa~~r@qh"~11w (P:L: 92-5&21 
sign,e_d '" ... I r . . . . .. ·- -· -- . . . . ·~---
• Codified into ~ederall law the qualifications-based selection~process for 

A/E services 

•· 1984 Competition in Contracting Act 
---- .._..._ 
ACEC 

AMERICAN CoUNCIL OF ENGINEERING COMl'AN[ES 

100 Years of Excellence 



Wh . /U Q. B· ~s? 
r Q, 1 

' sJes., I ~ • • 

•· Local, state and federal governmental agencies 
that procure A/E services 

• Private industry 
= 

• Other public and private institutions 
----

• "-oe~n Pt0f essi~n<;1,l&.;¥~e11?hir,ing other--,clesign 
I r""I '- • ""'\ ~J ,,c. 

prof eSsiO.rlals 
ll I I I 

• , 11 Other USerS of Services/products who p1ace 
quality ~.rst ("The doctor example") 

--- -----ACE C 
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Engineering Services 

• Are services; not~commodities 
" 

• Engineers proviOe: 
• Technical Expertise 
• Innovation _., ,-

~ 

•· ~-Latest=Terchnology 
'\, 1 l r- . 

• ]cligh D~gr~~ of Pirofes~ional, Competence 

--- ----ACE C 
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Why no.t use low-bid? 
• To those not famil iar with our industry low..--bid 

l 
may seem logical 

THS BJ<fDGS IS OURS/ 



The Reality 'Of Bidding 

• Low-bidding leads to inferior results and . 
actually increases overall project ccfsts 

. 
/V\ 

I"" 
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The cost of A/E services is typically less than 
1 % of the project ~1ife-cycle costs. 

THAT ONE= ~f?CE:t-lT 
DESIGN COST k:'.2?~ 
PR~TTY £3'1e, Now. 

M 

(Yl 

AM'ERlCAN COUNCIL OF EN'GJNEEIUNG CoMPANl'. 

100 Years of Exccllcncc 



Choose Quality First and Then Decide If You 
Can Afford It 

I 

Everyday decisions are based on this principal. 

Vs. 

----ACE C 



What D,oes the_ Owner Really Want? 

DLowest Construction Cost 
.,: 

DLowest A/E Cost 
j 

DLowest Life-Cycle Cost 
~- ~ 

@1PerfoTinance an(fl •. ong-Tefm Value 

---- -----
~- r¥M ACEC 
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QjBS~ /The Process 

• Selecting a Design Firm 
1. An owner identifies the general scope of work and 

develops a selecti'on schedule. 

2. A request for qualifications is issued. 

3. ~St9:Je111ents~ of quaITfic_ati@ls.areevaluated. 
r:.i ... ~ 

4.~A shbrt~Iistrof-qualifieci firms to -be interviewed is 
I j I ' 

determiraed. 
I jJ" 

5. Interviews are conducted and the firms are ranked. 

ACEC 
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Q;B,S.:1 tfhe Process 
•

1 Negotiating a Contract 
~ 

6. The owner invites the highest ranked firm to assist in defining-.-a detailed 
_/ 

scope of work. 

7. The design firm develops and submits to the owner a detailed fee 
Q 

proposal, based on the agreeo upon scope of work. 

8. If the proposed fee 'fs not acceptable to the owner, the owiier and ... 
designer wot;!<: together t\ modi:fy-the.s.c~ pe of work, schedul5 lt,@1 ·1 ~~ · ~ 

13udgef 'tp d@termine if r.an agref ment on fee c~n be achieved. 

9. I~ ; n ~ ~eeM~mt canner£ be reached with the top ranked firm, those 
negotiati~nsf a'r~ end~d and negotiations begin with the next most 
qualified firm. · 

' 10. An agreement covering the above is executed. 

11. Firms involved in the selection process are giYen-post-seJe_ction 
~ ... 

feedback, when requested. AC EC 
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, 

. A Elo_w-C.hart 
TYPICAL HOWOIART 

USE Of CONSULJANT SERVICES 

t 
Project to be Designed and (onshuded or ot~heF Need for Technical Work 

t 
Decisio11t to Utilize Consultant· Services 

t 
Development of- Basic Information PO(ket and Issuance of an· RfQ or RFP 

t 
Receipt of Consultant Responses 

+ 
Review of Responses and ldentif ication of- Group for Interview 

t 
Issuance of Invitations to Appear, for Interview Including Further Work Details 

t 

, .. ~ " -1"-

Formation of Interview Panel 
t 

Conduct of the Interviews 
t 

Evaluation of Qualifications and Determination of A\ost Qualified firm 
t 

Notification of the Selected firm and Negotiation of Conhad Including 
Scope of Services, fees, and Other Details 

+ 
Approval of the Negotiated Agreement 

t 
Issuance of Notice to Proceed, followed by Monitoring 

and Support of Consultant 
t 

Project or Study Completion and· final 
Compensation to (onsultcrnt 

--- ----ACE C 



Evaluating QUalifications 
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Why. o 11PJ~s? 
, l ~ n ~-I 

• 1 Life Cycle Cost Considerations 
I 

•· ··. Team Building 
I 

• Technology/Innovation 

• Reduced Changes l 

• Flexible Contract Approaches 

I'M 'PUTTING "YOU 
IN CHAP.·GE. Q,f 
BUILDING OUR NEW 
TECHNOL.OGY 'LAB·. 

PICK T,HE CONTRACTOP. 
l.JITH, T1HE LOWEST 'BID .. 
I DON'T FOR.E.SEE AN'll' 
PP..0B'L .• EM5 WITH THAT 
STP.ATEGY, 

~ SO • '/OUR BID ·SA 'iS 
i YOU'LL DO THE. J'OS 
! fOR , .. .. A C1HANCE 
'; TO GNAW O!N WO.OD,* 
;! 
• • ... ... • i 
3 

TOO HIGH? 

~ 

.~ ~ ei~cEC 



Qllestions? 

• What happens if the Owner and A/E can riot 
agree on the fee for the services? 
• The Owner terminates negotiations with the first rank~_d ---~ _ _. 

firm and begins negotiation with the second-ranked firm. 
The OWneP is alway--s~n C()ntrolof the process. .T-his r-~-1 -~ i=-~ i 
.. ,,,,.- = ,, -
haDpens onl¥ rarely, since l]the A/E has~ invested significant 

. l II .f ( ,1 \' 

resourcesrto arriv.e at this point; 

~ a.............. 

ACEC 
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Qllestions? 

• Why not ask for prices from three qualifred 
I 

firms? ,?~ 

• Each firm will offer a price based on its own in!_.emre_tation 
of the scope and not necessarily that of tlfeo wner. Each 
pric~ tllerefore, rej)resents-af,unique aRd unilateral-scope~~ 

__.i i::i = c::-;: ;...'IJ -
...-,, 

• Sine~ 'ino'st 
1
~qually qu~lified firms have similar labor cost, 

overh~a!fi;Pand pr@fit strµctures ; they will cut scope first to 
be price competitive. 

--- ----ACE C 
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Qllestions? 

• Does QBS enc6urage competitio9't·-~ 
• Absolutely. The A$ will make a seriOus 

investment i~ the preparation of qualificatic1ns 
packages and th~ interview process at mini~~l -rT o•• t·-1 
ex-pe-1?-se-to the O~ er~ investment Will also 
ensure _ti 4at the A/E~- Own~r neg=otiations are 
successful~ "1 

---

---- -----...... 
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Questions? 

., Does QBS resulf in higher A/E fees? 
• Not when you con,sider the final project cosfs. 

Maryland experiejice between 1976 and 1982 showed that 
fee bidding or t~ o envelope bidding (teehnicaI-a1ioprlCe 

... 

prop_?Sa~sLmay ofi-err lo~ ~-i~~itistl price but the "s_IDTjngs" =. -'I 
ai;e-Iost 1n~change orders and time delay--s. 
~ ' n {J/( ~ C"""l •\ I 

_..,.,,.... ............... 
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Qllestions? 

•· How does the owner know that he is getting a 
__,,. -

fair price in the negotiation? 
I I 

• A/E's typically get about 85% of their business from repe-at 
clients. Client satisfactio/n ranks secondinify-to the A/E 's 
publi_osafety prof~ 'tonaI-t espofrsibilitf. A reputatien-of .~~ 
-- ==i = ' \, 
infla tecl":£:ees without commensurate high quality (value) is 

C a ( r 1 C l . \\ 1 · d . - h b f b r . a· surell1@n.nu a 1or os1ng c 1ents an not 1n t e est us1ness 
II u l j l 

interest of the A/E. -,, I, I \ \ ' 

•· If the owner can not be convinced that the fees are fair, he 

does not have to buy the A/E's service~. ----------------

ACE C 
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C'ommon iMisc6nceptions 
•· QBS takes longer - Fa]se: QBS fosters teamwork betwe9n the 

client and engineering :and facilitates constructionJ .@a'd}ng .. to ~l 

faster project delivery: 

• QBS is a waste oftaxpayer money-False: In fact, low-bid is 
more expensive because it leads to increased ehange orders -
and high proj~ct maint€nanc.e-oost-s.-E,urthermore, QB(S.~€Jasures 

' \,' ' 
the pti0Iic .. ge~ a. high __ LJ.ua\lity and safe design. 

, L ' ~ ( • r ~.., ~ ,, ..J ~ 

• QBS elimiiaates.J price as a selection criteria ~ False: Price is a u l LJ ~ --

factor! ;Price b~comes a factor only aftef the most qu'alified 
firm has been identified add a detailed scope of work has been 
jointly developed by the owner and desigq professional. 

------- ~ ·------
ACE C 
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I' I QBS /Case Study #1 

~ J You are one of three engineers that an owner has 
asked for a price prdposal for a site plan for a 
business park. Your work will include per!}ltttfng and 
stormwater manag€ment. 

• You have determined that the site is suitable for an 
I .,,,,,,. 

inn~v~tive bio-filtration st9rm~ater management-l..-i--c 0 ~~ 1 

faCff~!)' ., ~.'.f11,,t~, innoyative if ~sign: may-a!low,.,.more ~-
parting and !office1!: floo'r space, when compared to a 

· 1. I j 1 u :J b . convent1ona lstormwater management as1n. 
However, the design anld permitting effort (scope) for 
the innovative design is about 1.5 times the cost of 
the conventional basin design. I -------------

ACE C 
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QB S /Case Study # 1 
Here are your choices of action: 

J 

, 1. Call the owner alld ask to explain the opportunities =----
of innovative design in the hope that he ~ lJ~epf =-" 
your higher price.'° 

r1 c:::::a 

2. Ask the owner'1to tell the other engineers _to-base 
their fee on 1:he bio: filtration design sO 1:hat 
evecyone'sJ ees ar~ mfn:Ctable. 

~ = \ . - . (I "rlJ . : 
L - e \ ( f; ~ i....,. - • 3. _ Orve th.e_·owner two1 fees, one for the conventional 

design a'.ntl Ohe f dr the lnnova'tive design and ~let him 
decide. 

"- ': 1. - I I 11 \ \ 

4. Base your fee on the conventional desigg so ~our 
fee is low and hope you get the job. A CE C 

AMERICAN Cou"NCtL OF ENGINliERING COMP. 
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QBS 1Case Study #1 

Who Chose Option # l? ( Call the owner to 

explain the opportunities of innovative design ... hope he~accepts 
' -

your higher price.) 

•- The owner says that it is a great idea. So you 
give him your higher fee based on the 
inno_vativ"e appr<0ach. - - ~ ,____ -~ 
. --· ,.. " = = ~ -,, -~13- - - - - .. --- .. -, ~ ·-

• Butthe p'W,ner call~, a week later to thank you 
f oJ yo\iinl ~f fort but he just haq' to take tP.e 
engil)eer whose fees were 65% less than yours. 
But he will invite you to bid next time. _ 

--- ------ACE C 
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QBS Case Study #1 

Who Chose Option #2 (Owner tells other 

engineers to base tht r fee on the bio-filtra~~ign1=-

• The owner says, fine,. Just write a scope so he~can·hand it to 
the other engineers. ,· 

• One of the other engineers calls you to ask what a hio:-f1ltratran 
facility is. -

~ -
• 1 The owner calls a wee-k'later-af:iasays that he chose ·th-e-

'eng,ill~~ ~Iw,pe nricfWJs 65% l~wer t~~ yours .. Without ~­
telltng Y;Ol.1;~ Hd'thmk!s that\\you pnce gouge and will not call . 
you again . 

• , The 'selected engine~r later talks the owner out of the risky bio­
something ,design and goes ahead and designs the big ugly 
hole. Yes, he was the one with the low (ee. -~ _______ -. ____ 

ACEC 
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QBS 1Case Study#] 

Who Chose option #3 (Give the owner two 
fees, one for the conventional design and one f9r... the ·~,-=-

innovative design. £ · ·-L.== 
/ l ~ .u -

• The owner calls and says that he really likes the innovative 
option but the low cony entional design fee lg_oks r@ally ------

""" 
tempting. Even though you were not the lowest fee amopg th 

/ --..:, ------ ..J.:~ --"~ 
thr~e, errgipeers, he would be\nappy to giv0 you the job if you 
would g1c wil~ ~he in,nO va~ive option for"the conVentiOnal 
optiop. fde. ~Nyou cai,n't, he willilave to1 go with the lowest fee 
of one of the other engineers. 

--- ------ACE C 
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QBS Case Study #1 
j ~ 

Who Chose Option #4 (Base your fee on the 
conventional •design so your fee is low~ .~ 

,i; 

• Congratulations, yo11 got the job. Your price was 65% lower 
than the next engineer. This client thinks you're a great guy. -

• Three months later your multipli,er is 1.4 and the project is 
behind schec!ule. y e~~and th~-Ow~r are barely spe-51.!s;ing ocsinG-e· I -

you-haV~ su+>mitted seven ~ ange orders for out-of-scope 
work t he ro\Viner says, ~.How can t his be'! Yoll said that this 

I H I ' ., l ' 
is a conveptio.mal d~signq~Don~t you lqiow your own 
business!" 

-- ~ 
ACEC 
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QBS Case Study #1 

Moral- of the Story 
• When price is on the table it trumps other 
- considerations, even quality and innovatipn. 

However, in many1cas~s, the difference in quality 
outweighs the apparent savings in fees when -
considering the life cycle costs. 

•· Hid 'the oW~er used QBS he wbul(f haVe wo rked witli 
the innoV! tiv~ enkineer to deVelop a layollt that 
would have generated in.ore rentable office space and 
a higher rate of return on his development __ _ 
investmenL v " · - ., I A CE C 
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Case Study #2 
., Three engineers were invited to submit technical and price 

proposals for a wastewater treatment plant upgrade project. 

• ~aii~»tacepPr=-@pm~~ffl~~}a~a~ 
1. $ 349 ,0.00 88 
2. $ 388)000 ~ 85 

j 

3. $ 325,000 84 

• Y ou .. are the Qirector of-Public Works and have to recommend 
i.!_ l ,, \ r \. , _ • 

a firm for th.e~project. 
) 

•- aHererare your choices: 

l ~' Choo$e the firm wit}_l the highest ranked technical 
proposal for $349,000. 
2. Choose the firm with the low price. ----- .___ 

ACEC 
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Case Study #2 
l 

Who Chose Option#] (the firm with the 

highest ranked techpical proposal for $319,t>do.) 
,. 
? 
J 

• After you have.1notified the win11jµg _firm,.Jh@ 
President -of the i;ountY- Council<""cans and_asks ~ 
Yoltt<( atU\-~nd thi d'ex'f'Collnci1 meeting to 

i_ ' 'fl r ~ .. \\ ~ I ~-- ( I: . 

explain ~ y y~u agreed tS) pay an adclitl onal 
$24,000 when the tJchnical sCores of "eqlia11y 
qualified ~firms" were so close. __ __ _ 

---- --...... 
ACEC 
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Case Study' #2 
' Who Chose Option #2 cthe firm with the tow 
· price.) 

•· You have made the Council and the County Procnrement 
Agent happy. 11i 

• At the 50% submissfon, you realize that an important item,Qf 
scope was not included in your Request of ;l1Foposn1 o r in the 
A/E's original fee. bQ~be fair_you_ask the-A/E for a cl}411ge.~ ~ 

i:::i ~ ~ C ~- --, , _J! 

oraer·.~--It am~unts to $30)000. 
•· ThJ Coililt~h ~:f>Ullci( Pres1fldent c~ll~~ and-asks-you' to ~xplain --

why your1 d~dm'1t select the most v.qtfalifie1d firm who "would 
'\ \ . l 

have known about this" a11d would have charged $6,000 less 
considering the change order that you now ask for. 

--- ...___ 
ACEC 
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Case Study #2 
Morar of the Story . 

•· When the owner writes the scope without the A/E's i9 pu( he __ =~ 1 

is exposed to a greater risk of change orders. 

• When multiple prices are on the table, the qwner iw ot.it:1: 
control; the price is. 

•· HadJ lie flire'Otpr us9d QB'~, he would hav~ been' ablerto 
identify cpv-t'ingencies and have~a ~ontract means to pandle 
1them:1,~He would alsd haveJbeen able toltell the Council1that 
the procurement method he used is widely endorsed by 
governmental and professional organizations. ___ _ 

--- -----ACE C 
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Case Stlldy #3 
:\ 

•J What the City Wants. • 1 • . 

•· Consultants are reque.sted by a City to submit price propo,$als for ~ 
1 

providing complete engineering services for a Water 7 · ---
Transmission Line Replacement Project. ~ 

• The advertisement states that the City wishes to replace 5,000 
feet of an existing 8-inch transit line with~a t.1-ew-12~incn asphalt 
dipped ancr:,wrapped ~,teel transmis~ n line. The City ~~:i<! r-i~~=r'r--1i 
policf !'.)fusing steel.f)ip'e 0Ul1 transmis~ions lines, and the 
.,,--. ,~ (>p. ~ \ ~ r 
-~ oHncil has 1&etert1Jined ~hat they can afford only ra 12-inch 
d. l fl~r tt, 

~amete1u ln6. \' t: _ ~.--~, f r ,;-- - l • -· .. -. tL 

• The city desires a lump s-dm "bid" for all of the engineering, 
including surveying, design, contract administration, and 
inspection. ,l r, ~~2 ,. ~---..::-------....... 

ACEC 
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Case Strid)! #3 
•J Problems....... r-

•. If a consultant wants to be competitive on this job he mus! first 
accept the fact that the line size must be 12 inches, an ct the -~1 
material used must be asphalt dipped an wrapp€~ el pipe. 

• Several assumptio11s could cause the engineer to price himself 
out of the job. ForJ e~ample. .... -----

• He includes costs for soil testing to see if corrosive soils may exist on the 
........ . :.. rQute, this~making s~~pe ~ ~ .JJ>1 1 1 

· 
... i..---~ ,:a = r:= \, 

, ~-!le in'illf-df s, the -cost to e~aluate the City's over.all )Yater supply: and 
trails11'i~}Jn faciliiies beyi nd the limits of this proje'ct to see if a 12-iiich 
line~Jwh l fitlthe lonk-range needs 8f the City. 

• Several stream crossing are involved in the project, and if the engineer 
assumes the responsibility for securing the necessary crossing permits as a 
part of his work. 

---- ---ACE C 
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Case Strid)' #3 
I 

•J The City thinks it is getting a valuable product for the 
least engineering cost. 

•· In fact ... 
,j 

• The choice material m&-ybe wrong for the type of soil . 

• , , The size of the l1ne maybe too small for the_long-range 
~ 

needs of the City. 
f ~ ~ 

• ~~ ~!onr ~ ork (!ec~ ing-:steam crossing penpits 1 may 
hll've to be!done by the~City themselves. 

• 11These p}o~le\ns a~e likf lY to lead to change of ders, 
time delays, higher life-cycle project costs, and 
contention between the engineer anol eity_._,___ __ __ 

i ACEC 
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Case Study #3 
.I 

., What if the City had used QBS instead .... 
.. 

•· After the selection of tlte most qualified engineer, the engineer could .. 
meet with the City to discuss the various items of work to)J~one. ~ 

•· The engineer could explain the various elements of'"tlieproJ~ t, from a 
technical standpoint, and pgint out potential problems. 

• The engineer and ctiy collaborate to develop a detailed _§cope.of-work 
so that bot~ parties are fully aware of what is ==to-oe done during the 
proj~ t/.,. 5-\ ~ r - ~~ ,_,µrJ ;er l I ~-rn-·--'I 

• j he~epgine~,er and City negotiate a fair and reaSOnabletprice Lbased on 
_ _ 1 ~ \ (I ('., ,\ i.: L ,. 

the scop,e 9f work. 

• 1 The rCity' ri c! i~es tJ~· bes!.valu; f~r its b~~k. 

--- ----ACEC 
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Case Study #4 
• 1 The community of Knob Hill's main water transmission line which bring 

drinking water to the citizens was exposed by winter floods. Anxious tq, get 
the problem resolved the cqbmunity asked for bids from consultants. 

• Needing the work, and despite the fact that their engineers ~ er(...mainly 
trained in designing roads and highways, Firm XYZ suc€e ssfully submitted 
the lowest bid and proce~ded to complete the project design. 

• Soon after construction..-b~gan a stop work order was issued by t_heJ)er~ of 
Fish and Wildlife because Knob Hill had obtained neither a "Dredge and 
Fill _P_ermit' or"~--: stream ~~Q, sing~ ermit~ om the Departmen1J~ r_J- -x- "'1~;:x~c r--, 
addition, w1ork In the flow1ng"s{re~rwas not allowed for another SIX 

weekise--., aft~r the native,salmon had hatched an moYed downstream. By ., ,, · , , , \, ~ r -
contract, Fiftn Xii"t(Z was!not responsible for obtaining the necessary 
perm*, ha\riMg mJde it ~ob Hill's,ri sponsibilfty in order to keep their 
"bid" low. Having never done this type of project before, however, the 
firm's staff was unaware that in-stream work was only allowed for a six 
week period late in the summer. 

--- ---· ACEC 
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Case Stud)' #4 
• Claim letters began to arrive weekly from the contractor, claiming damages 

for delays on the contract. The same contractor had already bid and had 
~ 

been awarded other construction work during the late summer J hey had -~ 
only bid on this job because of the early timing of the wor~in the 
construction season. ,? 

IC::" 

• Whether or not Firm xy~ knew the permits were required it did n~o~t:--____ _ 
concern them because they were not responsible for .this task:-. 

• In the end, :&nob Hill paid 111qre tha} d6tt-ble3the stream crossing -- t-- ~- i 
transmission line cost to anot&er cbntractor whorri they hired under force 
conti~et. Friffi X'[i was1,blame\.t by the Council members for their failures 
to point ou~ tqe11seriousne1ss of having the _necessary permits and not 
scheduling the construction duripg the" proper tilne frame. 

--- ----ACE C 
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Case Stud)' #4 
1! 

•
1 Had Knob Hill used QBS ..... 

cl 

• They probably would have selected a firm with experience 
in water line crossings of streams and woulde~ Deen 
familiar with the permitting process and Dept. of Fish and 
Wildlife in-streaffi construction regulations.~ .------------

~ --
• By working with th.~ consultant to develop a proper SG9I2~~~ 

ef-wofk c0upled wi~ ap~ fee§ that were etfo~gh to 
cpver sonrerpr the "extra services", suclf as the- perlnitting, 
instead M\implylbiddin.g th~ design1 work out, Kn.ob Hil:l 
would have been able to save time and money in the long ,, 

''\.;.. , ' run. 
,,..--, ~ -----
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Federal Initiatives 

• ACEC secured QBS language in ne~ j 
federal procurement regulations aiia" Pending 

' 

water legisls1tion. 
~ ~~ 

~ t-.1" ~ 

• Ong9ing defense of-QI3S., with federal ri:cr:J :-· ·-
• . age~cies. 
• { , II',_ ) , o q 

e,"TEA-i{i Reallthorizatidn language 

~ ..___ 
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State Initiatives 
[ 

., Forty-five states currently have QBS (mini-
Brooks") laws · 

JJ) 

•· Hundreds of municipalities use QBS 

• QBS is pr9ne?o attack by state a~min1Stration.8. ---n 
andJegislators UoI .:;imtliar With 'the proces-Srn """" 
•· .. A'(ab1ki sitmition '' 'W ~ 

l ::·· I ~ ~ ~ -
' l ' 

• ReVer'sd1 auCtions lin Minnesota & K~ntucky 

• 'Louisiana attempts to ul e the "two-e~velope" system 

• The key· is education! __.- -----
ACE C 
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State Initiatives 
.... The Good News 

1,1 JI 

•· The list of QBS states c;'bntinues to grow 

• Alabama, Michigan, Georgia, and Hawaii all in t1J~,1>ast 4-years 
i::;; 

• Many states are successfully promoting QBS at the local level. 

• Oregon: Amen~a QBS law to include local agencies using st~ 
money for projects. Twenty-one states have similar law. 

• Ne~ Yor_k: Was abl~~ o expJIDd_t}zj[ QBS.law to includ~ r,J81!ic-;_~i 
w . _benefic_corporatio1;1,and atltqor ities.· 

Cofor~flo pl others: Currently trying to expand QBS to the local 
level. 

•J Attempts to skirt the QBS process still arise - usually by contracting 
officers unaware of the law. 

. , Again, the key is education! ---AC EC ----
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Wh E... d d QBS? 1/ o n ors~e I ; · ~ . ~ . I~ 

., The American Council of Engineering CompanieB 
(ACEC) 

• The American Public Works Association 

• The American Bt Ass~ciation in their model ~- . -

municipal code. 

• "Th€A:meri-Ofln Instf tut'e of Al:cl}itec,ts ~1 -J ~ .. '( - - ,, \\ ~ [ 

• The Natiolllal1Society q
1
f~f6fes,siof al Engineers 

•. , Numerous Engineerind Technical Societies such as 
the American Society of Civi] Engiqeers, etc. -------------ACE C 
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T estimOnials 
"QBS is an invaluable tool for us. It consistently delivers high-quality, on-time infrastructure 
projects for the citizens of New York." - William F. O'Connor, Deputy Commissioner, New 
York State Office of General Ser.vices . 

"The public interest is best served when government agencies select engine~ers~ ~rchitecfs and 
related professional services andJechnical consultants for projects and studies through QBS." -
Marty Manning, Former President, American Public Works Association . 

"In general, QBS has allowed us greater flexibility, placed minimal financial burden on 
prospective consulting firms, initiated greater understanding of the-scope of w ork, and 
facilitated the development of contracts that are based on common understanding and sound ,- _ _ , 
fiscal principles assq~iated withctke:~~xpected-wer-k~arry Judd, Manager of-11\'lDL~ ~ 
. Utah State--Dhdsion_of Water Q_uality. 

_, 

"Thetyhole QBS(lproce·ss was very helpful. My only regret is that I wish we would have 
adopted it sobpet]."r_ $ .ck Maqchester~ 1Parks and Recreation Dire~toi;, City of Two Rivers, 
WI. 

"QBS means that the owner gets a qualified, competent engineer who is known to have the 
qualifications for a specific project. And the taxpayer receives a quality infrastructure system 
that is well-designed and meets the required service life." - Paul I6nshella, Synerintendent 
for the City of Phoenix, Water Services Department. 1 
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Resources 

• ACEC's Online QBS Resource Center 
~ ~~ 

• http://www.acec.o 

Mark-Steiner, P·.E. 
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