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OUR MISSION

New Main Lines

Investigating and implementing the expansion of new
main lines between the three metropolitan regions in
Sweden; Stockholm, Goteborg and Malmé.

The three lines that are decided are:

WSS Ostlanken
Hassleholm-Lund
mmmm GOteborg-Boras

= = m m Proposed investigation areas

STOCKHOLM

JARNA

SKAVSTAX VAGNHARAD

NYKOPING
NORRKOPING

LINKOPING

® TRANAS

® JGNKOPING

@ VARNAMO

@ HASSLEHOLM
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Collaborative contracting
- when, how and pitfalls to avoid



@in
Q:; TRAFIKVERKET

Agenda

« A brief retrospect at how organisations in Sweden have practiced collaborative
contracting.

 When is collaborative contracting suitable?

 What conditions need to be in place?

« How should collaborative contracting be performed?
« What are the biggest challenges and pitfalls?

* Which forms of remuneration support cooperation and which should we avoid?



THALL 0156 Stratsgisskument 4.0

@i

O TRAFIKVERKET  STRATEGIDOKUMENT 1)
[T F— vasion

TDOK 20160190 2022-03-01 10

[— o -

Chef CF Inksp och logistk 2022-04-01 Ersitter]
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Aldin Niklas, ILu +5j Kinslig

Trafikverkets affirsstrategi fér entreprenader
och tekniska konsulter

nnehalisfarteckning
1 Bakgrund och syfte
11 Bakgrund

12, Syfte

13 Forviintade effekter 3
2 Strategins omfatt 3
3 Strateger

31 Planening av affar

32, Val av aftirsform och upphandiing,

33.  Ikentraktsgenomférandet.

a

Uppfalining av strategienna.......
Vversionslogg.
Bilaga 1 - Affarsformer for tyg

Bilaga 2 - Affarsformer i
entreprenader med bety

Bilaga 3 - Affirsformer

Bilaga 4 - Definitioner

Business

strategy
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TOOK rummer Dokumentazum Version
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Faststillt av. Giller frin Ersitter

Chef VO Investering 2020-10-15 30

Skapatav Kerfidensaltetsnivs
Jan-Olof Andersson, ILvs Begrinsad

Val av affarsform for entreprenad och tekniska
konsulter

1 Sytte

Syftetar att ze stod och saberstalla enlighet med
och inriktningar, vid upphandling av:
o tekniska i
projelteringsuppdrag med byggplatsuppfolining
+  entreprenader avseends investering och naderhill

planuppdrag och

Val av affirsform ska vtgd frin 2 g e att uppai
Bog produlivitet samt okad innovationsgrad i den enskilda upphandlingen samt i
anléiggningsbranschen p# bade kort och Ling sikt. Det vidg i <lcapa mer vasde for

pengama

Styrande och vigledande dolument sgg

s

Routine
Choice of
business

form

Val av affarsform
‘genomfes - detalje
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TDOK 2015:0233 2019-00-13

Fasamar Gater im

Chef CF Inksp och logistik [Gille
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Sohlberg, Torbjém, ILu Ej begrinsad

Kontraktsmodell Samverkan Hog niva

Syfte
Fér Trafikverket ir rkan viktigt i utvecklandst av anliggningsbranschen mot skad
produktivitet och innovationsformiga.

Denna riktlinje beskriver hur Lot jobbar med Kontraktsmodall Samverkan Hog nivd i
de mest komplexa kontrakten som Trafikverket ingir med sina leverantGrer.

IT amdiga och drag galler BAS,

Riktlinje TDOK 2015:0021,

Omfattning
Desuia siktlinfe gl 5 projelt som gaa Stara Projekt och
Investering. Kontraktsmodell S: kommer att
tillimpas i en begrinsad omiag omplexa
50ch
E6, samt uppdragstyp
Teknicka

Guideline

Collaborative
contracting

in entreprend
frin faststilld vigplan/jirnva
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Katarina Norén, eIL Galler frdn [Exsatier]
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Strimberg, Ove, IL5s Ej begrinsad

Kontraktsmodell Samverkan Hég niva.

Syfte

Denna handledning éir tinkt att ge stod vid arbete med Trafikverkets
modell for Kontraktsmodell Samverkan Hog nivii. Denna handledning
utgir frin Riktlinje Kontraktsmodell Samverkan Hag nivd, TDOK
2016:0233.

Omfattning
Idenna bilaga beskrivs Trafikverkets Kontraktsmodell Samverkan Hog
nivh.

Kontraktsmodell Samverkan B
moment/aktiviteter

preeas Tutorial

skervid TG o
I samband my

Collaborative
contracting

Entreprenader och T




Traditional contracts

_~ — without pronounced collaborative ambitions

Collaborative contracting
Early Contractor Involvement
Infrastructure

sector

= Collaborative contracts

sverige = — Without shared responsibility for project economy
I I I I I
I I | I I

2000 2005 2010 2015 2020
Traditional contracts
_~ — without pronounced collaborative ambitions
House building
sector
Offices,

hospitals etc.

Collaborative contracting
Partnering
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When is collaborative contracting suitable?

The project's outcome is difficult to define in detail at the time of procurement.
« Extensive changes from the sponsor / customer are expected.
* Unclear and changing interfaces between the project and the environment / stakeholders.

« The project has a high degree of complexity that requires knowledge the project's individual
parties do not possess.

« Short time frames, close collaboration prevents delays.

« A way to get the right resources - if the market situation requires so .
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What conditions need to be in place?

« Partnering competence exists, or can be developed, in the client organization.
« Partnering competence exists, or can be developed, in the contractor organization.
« The contract in question is large, e.g. a contract sum > 50 million euros.

« The choice of contract form is made on objective grounds. The client should have
procedures that govern the choice of:
- contracts and
- the extent of cooperation
for portfolios, programs and individual projects.
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How should collaborative contracting be performed?

——  Phase 1 Planning phase @ -———

— —— Phase 2 Executing phase ——

IF
||
||

I

Preliminary design Detailed design Contract works

Cost Plus ' a) Cost plus
contract fixed fee

(Cost- contract or
reimburs- b) Cost plus
able Incentive
contract) fee contract

Early Contractor Involvement, collaborative ambitions and shared responsibility for project economy
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Cost plus fixed fee

TENDER

Contractor fee:
9.5%

=

TARGET COST

100 MEUR

Cost-reimbursable
part: 100 MEUR

— 109.5 MEUR

Fixed fee: 9.5 MEUR
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Cost plus fixed fee

Cost-reimbursable
part: 100 MEUR Cost-reimbursable
109.5 MEUR — part: 95 MEUR
— 104.5 MEUR

Fixed fee: 9.5 MEUR Fixed fee: 9.5 MEUR




@n
14 \:_l'j TRAFIKVERKET

Cost plus fixed fee

Cost-reimbursable

Cost-reimbursable part: 105 MEUR
part: 100 MEUR — 114.5 MEUR
109.5 MEUR -

Fixed fee: 9.5 MEUR Fixed fee: 9.5 MEUR
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Cost plus incentive fee

109.5 MEUR

—_—

Cost-reimbursable
part: 100 MEUR

Fee: 9.5 MEUR

=

Cost-reimbursable
part: 95 MEUR

— 105.5 MEUR

Incentive fee: 9.5 +
0.2x5=10.5 MEUR
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Cost plus incentive fee

109.5 MEUR

—_—

Cost-reimbursable
part: 100 MEUR

Fee: 9.5 MEUR

=

Cost-reimbursable
part: 105 MEUR

— 113.5 MEUR

Incentive fee: 9.5 —
0.2x5=8.5 MEUR
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What are the biggest challenges and pitfalls?

* Lack of openness, trust and transparency.

* The client takes a back seat position and uncritically swallows an contractors partnering
concept — instead of creating own working methods.

* The parties think the collaboration works well - and do not complete the agreed
collaboration activities.

» The contractor and subcontractors inflate the target price in order to increase the incentive
fee / fixed contractor's fee .

 The client is not equipped to have his own opinion about the target price
— cost assessment competence is lacking in the client organization.
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What are the biggest challenges and pitfalls?

» Lack of cost control by the contractor — and the client ...

* The client does not have the organization required to manage the Cost Plus contract (Cost-
reimbursable contract). Project management needs support by project economist as
Invoice control is time consuming.

« The contractor violates the agreed rules, e.g. by converting administrative costs to project-
specific costs or invoices a-prices instead of the contractors’ actual cost.

* Cost plus Incentive fees with profit/loss sharing
... as they tend not to promote collaboration



Form of
remuneration in
phase 2

Span for
contractor's fee
at reprocurement

Fee in winning
bid

Distribution
client/contractor

Original budget
at procurement

Agreed target
price ~~
The lower limit
in the possible
contractor fee
in the winning

bid was too

low
(7 or 8 %)

Planskildhet
Olskroken

Cost plus
incentive fee
ntract
/7 -CD\

| 7-j12%
~ 7~

—_—

7 N\
\ 7%

~ 7

50/50
renegotiated to

2900 MSEK

4 000 MSEK

... all winning
contractors
offered the

lowest
possible
contractor fee

Vastlanken
Centralen

Cost plus
incentive fee
ntract
/7 'Qo\

| 7-j12%
~ 7~

—_—

7 N\
\ 7%

~

50/50
renegotiated to

to get the
contract
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E20 Vargarda
Ribbingsberg

Cost plus
fixed fee contract
+ incentive fee

11,8 %

(Fixed fee)
50/50 (if over)
40/60 (if under)

290 MSEK
(price Ivl 2016)

436 MSEK

... but the
offered fee do
not cover the

contractor's
actual cost ...

Lund - Flackarp

Cost plus
incentive fee
contract

9 %

Fixed contract
term

... so the
contractor
inflate the
target price in
order to
increase the
incentive fee

Varbergstunneln

Cost plus Cost plus Cost plus
incentive fee award/penalty fee incentive fee
Lcontract Lontract Lontract
8\12"/ 8\12"/ ,8\12"/

\ ©-jle% \ S-jle% \ 8-j12%
~ - ~ - ~ -
VEREN VEREN ERRN
\ 8 %, \ 8 %, \ 8 %,
~ -7 ~ -
80/20 - FORSKNNGaprony
(award/p¢
fee | m:,pl.e‘_-nente" ing 3V samyerky,
tidjg entreprendrsmedver:sen,trewe" ader
Erfarenhete, fran s N Trafikverket.
3 500 MSEK 500 M | W projekt
I Lilly Rogang,
I oty
|
|
... leading to -
friction in the v
target price \f“'»
s
agreements kv Ap

and schuedle
delays...

Trafikplats
Vinsta

Sundbyberg -
Solna
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Conclusion - Which forms of remuneration support
cooperation and which should we avoid?

» The experience is that Cost plus Incentive fee contracts with profit sharing and loss sharing

tend not to promote collaboration the way it was intended.

» |In Cost plus fixed fee contracts the tender has to offer a fee that covers the costs and profit

needed.

» Cost plus fixed fee contracts may therefore be a wiser choice than Cost plus Incentive fee

conftracts.






