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Changing the Preconstruction 
Paradigm in Today’s Volatile Market 



This program is registered with the AIA/CES for continuing professional 

education.  As such, it does not include content that may be deemed or 

construed to be an approval or endorsement by the AIA of any material of 

construction or any method or manner of handling, using, distributing, or 

dealing in any material or product.  Questions related to specific materials, 

methods, and services may be addressed at the conclusion of this presentation. 



Today’s Program 

 Project Challenge Overview 

 Three Point Solution 

1. Continuous Cost Modeling 

2. Design as Schedule Accelerator 

3. Streamlined Review Process 

 Review Learning Outcomes 



Participants Will Learn  . . . 

 Ideas for integrating design and construction process 
for more efficient project delivery 

 Ways to utilize continuous cost modeling as a means to 
meet tight budgets and schedules on complex projects 

 Ways to streamline design review processes for 
complex owners/user groups 

 How design can be used as a schedule accelerator 



About UT MD Anderson Cancer Center 

 Integrated in Major Medical Center 

 (Extremely Complex) Single Focus  

 Significant Faculty Size (>1,500 faculty) 

 Well-Funded Research Programs (> $600 M in 
2012) 

 Close Relationship Between Clinical Care and 
Science 

 Research Capability of Basic, Discovery, 
Development, Scale-up, Preclinical and Clinical 
Trials  

 > 15,000,000  SF of Facilities 

 Large, Complex Facility Planning and Design 
Review Teams 

 Well-established Design Review Process 



Zayed Building for Personalized Cancer Care 

Project Challenge Overview 



Project Background 

 How Zayed Came to Be 

 Challenges from MDACC’s 
Perspective 

 Foundation 

 Cornerstone of MDACC 
campus 

 Researcher recruiting tool 



Failure is Not an Option 

 Donor Dollars Contingent on Meeting Deadline 

 “Typical” Design Schedule Accelerated by > 6 
Months 

 

 



Design Intentions 

 Attract World-Class Researchers (Moon Shots) 

 Encourage Interaction Within and Between Teams 

 Support Shift from Departments to Programs, 
Centers and Institutes 

 

next generation social interaction warehouse laboratory 



Design Intentions 

ZAYED – 2011  BSRB1 – 2002 SCRB4 – 2006 



Design Intentions 







Zayed Design Schedule – 6 Months Faster In 1 Month 
• Set Building Cost 
• Set Building Height 
• Set Column Grid 
• Set Weight of Exterior Skin 



1.  Continuous Cost Modeling 
2.  Design as Schedule Accelerator 
3.  Streamlined Design Review Process  

3-Point Solution 



Continuous Cost Modeling 



Aggressive Cost Modeling 

 Cost review at design 
milestones would not 
work  

 Schedule too aggressive 

 “Over budget” was not 
an option – no time to 
back up 

 

 HDR/Vaughn agreed 
on cost bucketing by 
division 

 Had to meet MD 
Anderson guidelines 

Challenge Solution 



Design to Buckets of Money 

Site 
Foundations 

Crawl Space 

Structure 

Skin 

Plumbing 

Fire Protection 

HVAC 

Electrical 

Comm/AV/IT 

Roof/Parapet 

Elevators 

Window Wash 

 

Build-Out Core & Shell 
Lab 

Office 
Elevator Core 

Podium 
 

Site Utilities 
Site Demolition 
Earthwork/Civil 

 

BSRB2 Cost Model - for 3-3-11 Meeting with HDR.xlsx


Big Decisions Early On 

  

  

• Column Grid Layout 
• Basement vs Crawl Space 
• Horizontal vs Vertical Build-out 

Scheme 
• Structural vs. Non-Structural 

Glazing 
• Architectural Glazing 



Cost Model Factors 

 Historical Data for Building Type 

 Owner Standards for Equipment & Systems 

 Discussions between AE and CM 

 Meeting of the Minds regarding Process 

 Allow flexible design w/real time cost feedback 

 

 

 



Cost Model Comparisons 

Site 
5% 

Core 
& 

Shell 
42% 

Build-
out 
53% 

Site 
4% 

Core 
& 

Shell 
75% 

Build-
out 
21% 

So. Campus Research Bldg. 3 So. Campus Research Bldg. 4 Zayed Bldg. for Personalized Cancer Care 

Site 
5% 

Core 
& 

Shell 
52% 

Build-
out 
43% 



Structural Skin Comparisons  

So. Campus Research 
Bldg. 3 

Glass/Floorplate: 22% 

 

So. Campus Research 
Bldg. 4 

Glass/Floorplate: 19% 

 

Zayed Building for 
Personalized Cancer Care 

Glass/Floorplate: 60% 

 



Fixed vs Variable Cost Components 

 Structure 

 Vertical 
Transportation 

 Core Spaces 

 Skin 

 Crawl Space 

 MEP 

 Build-out Schemes 

Fixed Costs Variable Costs 



Zayed Cost Model 

MEP 
 46% 

Zayed Cost Risk Model 

MEP 
 76% 



Design as Schedule Accelerator 



Accelerated Schedule 



Preview, Review, Endorse 



Preview, Review, Endorse 



Preview, Review, Endorse 



Preview, Review, Endorse 



Preview, Review, Endorse 



Streamlined Design Review Process 



Design-Assist as Schedule Accelerator 

 
Glass & Glazing 

23% of Cost of Work 
 

1 

2 Vaughn  
procures glass & 

glazing sub to design, 
manufacture & 

install under a GMP 
agreement 

3 
Glass & glazing sub 
completes design 

(6’ vs. 12’ modules) 

4 
Glass & glazing sub 

starts manufacturing 
before construction 

commences 

5 
Glass panel 

manufacturing 
completed half way 
through structure 

6 
Achieved budget 
certainty for glass 

prior to Vaughn GMP 
Allowed savings to  

be reallocated 



What Is a “Ben Franklin?” 

 Rely on Owner/Design/CM Team as Virtual IPD 

 Bring Options and Pros/Cons 

 MD Anderson Core Team Makes Quick, Well-
informed Decisions, w/Finality 



Ben Franklin Process 



Ben Franklin Process 

1. Evaluate Reasons “For” vs. “Against” 
 

Ben Franklin #3 – Vertical vs. Horizontal Fit-out 
     Option A – Vertical Strategy        Option B – Horizontal Strategy 



2. Evaluate Schedule/Budget Impact 
 

Ben Franklin #3 – Vertical vs. Horizontal Fit-out 
Schedule Impact: None 
Budget Impact: 

Ben Franklin Process 



Ben Franklin #3 – Vertical vs. Horizontal Fit-out 

Ben Franklin Process 



Ben Franklin Process 

Ben Franklin #3 – Vertical vs. Horizontal Fit-out 



  

  

  

  

  

Revise 
Drawings 

Facilities 
Review & 
Comment 

Maintenance 
Review & 
Comment 

Users 
Review & 
Comment 

Revise 
Drawings 

Revise 
Drawings 

2 weeks 

1 week 

  

  

  

  

  

Facilities 

Architect 

Engineers Users 

Maintenance 

CM 

Typical: 4-6 Weeks of Back/Forth Streamlined: 2 Day Jam Sessions 

Design Review “Jam Sessions” 



Design Review “Jam Sessions” 

Pros 
 Longer review period for 

users/reviewers 

Cons 
 Slower to next phase of 

design 
 No conversations on 

reviewer comments 

Pros 
 Consensus on review 

comments 

 Group review provokes 
thought  

 Collaborative approach 

Cons 
 Condensed review time 

Typical: 4-6 Weeks of Back/Forth Streamlined: 2 Day Jam Sessions 



Conclusion 

 Started Construction in 8 
Months 

 Added Scope (Phase 2) 

 Added Benefit to MD 
Anderson 

 



Review Learning Outcomes  

 Ideas for integrating design and construction process 
for more efficient project delivery 

 Ways to utilize continuous cost modeling as a means to 
meet tight budgets and schedules on complex projects 

 Ways to streamline design review processes for 
complex owners/user groups 

 How design can be used as a schedule accelerator 



Seminar Evaluation 

We hope you enjoyed this session… 

Please take a moment to complete the evaluation form.  

Thank you! 


