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In 2009-10, the Dutch highway agency Rijkswaterstaat (RWS) followed a fast track 

approach in the tendering process for highway reconstruction projects – involving a 

total sum of 600 million euro in six contract packages. To reduce time to delivery, the 

selection process made use of Best Value Procurement. In this paper, we describe and 

analyse this programme as a single case. We introduce the concept of Best Value 

Procurement and highlight the preliminary results. Data from two evaluation studies 

are used to highlight specific insights, to build the bigger picture and to draw lessons 

about the instruments used in best value selection and about the transaction costs. The 

analysis includes a survey conducted amongst key personnel from the bidding 

organisations. Although pointers for further improvements were identified, all parties 

involved, including the bidders, urged for greater use of this innovative procurement 

approach. 

Keywords: best value procurement, contractor selection, public procurement, 

tendering. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

New types of procurement and delivery models come and go. In the last few years we 

have seen the introduction of the competitive dialogue (Hoezen and Doree, 2009), the 

Design, Build, Finance and Maintain concept, alliances and early contractor 

involvement (Nijsten et al., 2008) in the Netherlands. Recently the Best Value 

Procurement/Performance Information Procurement System (BVP/PIPS) has been 

finding solid support in the Netherlands. So much so that is was used in the context of 

speeding up highway reconstruction projects which starting using the BVP/PIPS 

selection process while the projects were still in the planning and consultation phase. 

In this introduction, we will briefly introduce BVP/PIPS as applied in the Netherlands. 

The project context will then be explained, describing the case this paper reports on.  

BVP/PIPS was developed and refined by Dean Kashiwagi (Kashiwagi et al., 2004).  

BVP/PIPS is a process where both price and performance are considered rather than 

price alone. BVP/PIPS has been used on at least 900 occasions worldwide between, 

1994 and, 2010, delivering services worth over $4.6bilion (PBSRG, 2011). Kashiwagi 

(2004), in assessing the process, concluded that: 98% of clients were satisfied and that 

there were no vendor-caused cost deviations, 90% of the client's risk and project 

management costs were minimised, and vendors increased profits by up to 100% 

without increasing the cost to the client. Van Duren and Doree (2010) assessed the 

relevance and applicability of BVP/PIPS in the Dutch context. They also re-examined 
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the success claims made for BVP/PIPS and concluded that while projects do show 

significantly better results than traditional projects, the benefits are not always as large 

as suggested in the early publications.  

BVP/PIPS was introduced in the Netherlands some eight years ago. The first pilot 

projects evaluated were part of the Dutch construction industry reform programme 

(van Duren and Doree, 2010). Since these first BVP/PIPS projects in the Netherlands, 

a Dutch BVP/PIPS working group meets annually to exchange and discuss 

experiences. Rijkswaterstaat participates in this group to remain involved in new 

developments in procurement methods, and is often one of the first to pilot new 

procurement methods. After testing BVP/PIPS on some smaller pilot projects, 

Rijkswaterstaat currently runs the world’s biggest BVP/PIPS programme – the 

reconstruction of six road projects worth a total of 600 million euro. This is notable 

because BVP/PIPS has never been tested [a] in the construction industry on such a 

large scale, and [b] whilst planning and consultation are yet to be finalised.  

In this paper, we describe and analyse this programme of six projects as a single case 

study. The structure of the paper is as follows: the next section describes the research 

aims and questions; followed by a description of the instruments and criteria used. The 

following section then highlights the results of the case study, and the paper then ends 

with conclusions.  

DESCRIPTION OF THE CASE STUDY 

The road network in the Netherlands is heavily congested, resulting in unreliable 

journey times during rush hours – especially in the urban western region. With the 

many stakeholders and vested interests in the densely populated delta area it is 

difficult to plan new routes. To safeguard a fair planning process, Dutch legislation for 

infrastructure planning requires extensive procedures to be completed prior to any 

road construction. The process from formalising an initial idea to actual road 

construction can last, 20 years.  

Traffic congestion had become a political issue and a former Minister for Transport, 

Public Works and Water Management promised parliament that he would deal 

urgently with thirty bottlenecks in the road network. To that end, the Minister drafted 

the Spoedwetwegverbreding (the Road Widening Emergency Act) and asked RWS to 

speed up the development of 30 projects as far as possible. A special law was passed, 

the ‘Besluitvorming Versnelling Wegprojecten’ (Decision for Accelerated Road 

Projects). This law simplifies some of the public procedures concerning consultation 

and environmental issues for these 30 specific bottlenecks, starting from January 1
st
, 

2009. This legislation enabled RWS to take some quick measures to expand highway 

capacity and reduce congestion at several locations on the Dutch road network.  

The objective of the Programma Spoedaanpak Wegen (Priority Roadworks 

Programme) was to have all thirty projects started before May 1
st
, 2011 (the 

anticipated end of the minister’s term of office) and to have at least ten of these 

reconstructions open for traffic by that date. His ambition - for thirty “shovel cutting 

ground” celebrations and ten “ribbons being cut” ceremonies during his time in office 

- meant that RWS had to put a number of contracts out to tender in, 2009 in addition 

to the tenders already planned. The question was whether both ‘the market’ and RWS 

could handle so many concurrent tender procedures. 

RWS’s default contracting philosophy is Design-Build. In, 2009, the tendering 

capacity of the Dutch market was limited and suppliers had asked Rijkswaterstaat to 
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develop a procurement strategy that was heavily based on quality (most economically 

advantageous tender (MEAT)) to reduce transaction costs and shorten the tender 

procedure. Several vendors proposed ideas for market approaches that would allow 

the thirty projects to be accelerated. Given time pressures and capacity concerns, by 

both clients and contractors, the use of BVP/PIPS was considered. It was concluded 

that the standard design-build tendering approach would take too long, but could be 

shortened significantly by including BVP/PIPS elements in the selection process. 

In the spring of, 2009, an extensive market consultation on the new ‘Innovative 

Market Approach’ (BVP/PIPS) was organised, and a clustering of 16 of the 30 

projects into six packages (Table 1) was presented. In the summer of that year, the 

first three of the six contracts were put out to tender. The first contract was awarded in 

November, 2009. In January, 2010 the sixth and final contract was put out to tender, 

and a contract was awarded by the end of June, 2010. This therefore completed the 

procurement phase for all six packages within fifteen months.   

Table 1: 16 projects in 6 packages 

Package   Projects              Value (million Euros) 

A A9 Velsen - Raasdorp, A9 Raasdorp -Badhoevedorp,     20-40 

A4 Badhoevedorp- Nieuwe Meer,  A10 Nieuwe Meer - Amstel 

B N50 Ramspol - Ens       70 - 90 

C A9 Alkmaar - Uitgeest       10 -, 20 

D A1 't Gooi, A1-A6 Diemen - Almere,  A1 Watergraafsmeer - Diemen  190-250 

E A2 Maasbracht - Geleen, A2 's Hertogenbosch - Eindhoven,    185 -275 

A2 Leenderheide - Valkenswaard, A58 Eindhoven - Oirschot 

F A12 Gouda - Woerden, A12 Woerden - Oudenrijn, A2 Oudenrijn - Everdingen 125 - 220 

Note that the project scope varied: 

 Dynamic Traffic Management (DTM) with road construction: Package A; 

 Civil works with small road construction element: Package B; 

 Road construction with DTM, Package C; 

 Civil works, road construction and DTM, Package D, E and F. 

INSTRUMENTS AND CRITERIA 

The adopted procurement strategy primarily focused on accelerating the delivery of 

the projects and, for this, a shorter tendering procedure was developed and applied. 

The new procedure had to optimise price and quality (best value – as sought by the 

industry) and it was important to maintain a competitive environment (sufficient 

competitors - required by RWS). 

The first measure to speed up the process was to start the tendering process before the 

right-of-way plans (spatial planning) had received final approval. When a draft right-

of-way plan is published, stakeholders have to approve and agree on its legality. In the 

event of environmental issues (such as noise or pollution) stakeholders can object to 

the road widening and an appeal procedure has to take place. This means that the 

exact moment that the contractor will be able to start actually executing a project is 

uncertain. Appeals may easily delay the start for half a year or more. For the six 

packages, RWS did not wait for these processes to be complete before tendering. 

Assessing the probability of appeals, they started the tendering procedures in parallel 

with the spatial planning process, gaining valuable time that would otherwise be spent 

waiting. 
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The precise scope of the clusters was also not fully defined at the start of the tendering 

procedure. Given the importance of speed, Rijkswaterstaat looked to suppliers that 

well understood such project complexities and the overall design-construction process. 

Once these suppliers had been identified, RWS would work out the details in 

cooperation with these suppliers (the actual design and realisation plan). The idea 

behind this approach was that it would increase speed and minimise transaction costs 

for all the suppliers since only the best-value vendor would have to do the detailed 

preplanning and scope definition work (technical aspects).  

Rijkswaterstaat adopted this strategy for 16 of the 30 bottleneck projects. For each of 

the projects, very clear concrete project goals were set. In designing the process, the 

intention was to stay as close to the original BVP/PIPS methodology as possible 

although some adaptations were felt necessary. Van de Rijt and Witteveen (2011) 

have summarised the 11 diversions from the ‘pure’ BVP/PIPS methodology. The core 

philosophy however remained: finding the highest quality vendor within the overall 

budget. This assessment was to be based on the risk assessment plan, the valued added 

plan, the planning, interviews and price.  

 The qualitative criterion of the Risk Assessment Plan was meant to show how the 

vendors intended to minimise risks (mostly risk they do not control) in order to 

realise the project goal. 

 The Value Add Plan, another qualitative criterion, was meant to demonstrate how 

the vendors could add value in realising the project goal. 

 The Schedule, again a qualitative criterion, was meant to show how the vendors 

had defined the plan from beginning to end in relation to the risks and value added. 

 The final qualitative criterion, Interviews, was meant to ensure that the key people 

from the vendors understood their plan from beginning to end. 

The aim was to award the package to the tenderer who demonstrated it was best able 

to minimise risks and identify value-added opportunities – showing an understanding 

of the client’s needs and the expertise to do the job. This contractor is then, together 

with RWS, expected to be the best in realising the objectives of the package and 

facilitating its acceleration. Naturally, the project goals are central in the evaluation 

although the qualitative criteria were somewhat generic in order to provide the 

vendors with freedom to come up with fresh ideas. This would hopefully lead to clear 

differentiation between the vendors and the possibility of being pleasantly surprised 

by a vendor’s bid. 

For each of these qualitative criteria a vendor could gain points on a ‘2 to 10’ scale. 

To ensure objectivity, Kashiwagi’s concept of “dominant information” was used to 

evaluate the various bids. This refers to information that is straightforward and easy to 

observe: different ratings could only be given if there was dominant information that 

showed there was a qualitative difference in a bid. As in the BVP/PIPS process, each 

team member independently rated the Risk Assessment plans, the Value Added plans, 

the Schedules and the Interviews in assessing a bid. These individual scores were then 

discussed as a team to reach a consensus score. Unlike in the ‘pure’ methodology, the 

Risk Assessment plans, the Value Added plans, and the proposed scheduling were 

assessed by two teams (rather than just one). As such, the process consisted of the 

following three steps:  

 Each member of each team rated the vendors individually on all the qualitative 

criteria (risk assessment plan, value added plan, schedule and interviews) with the 

project goals as a reference. 
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 Reaching a consensus score as a team: 

o The five members of team A came to a consensus score for each of the vendors 

on each of the qualitative criteria. 

o The five members of team B did likewise. 

 Using the consensus scores of teams A and B a ‘final’ score for each of the vendors 

(for each criterion) was determined. 

Using this three-step approach and only dominant information should ensure 

objectivity in every different process than the more traditional reliance on very 

detailed and prescriptive criteria. 

RESEARCH AIMS AND QUESTIONS 

The primary objective of the evaluation is to examine whether the objectives of the 

procurement strategy have been met. The following were seen as the main risks: 

1. Delays in road studies causing delays throughout the entire chain. 

2. Insufficient tendering capacity in the market resulting in insufficient or poor 

quality tenders, many discussions, modifications and delay. 

3. Insufficient capacity at RWS to prepare contracts resulting in poor-quality 

tender dossiers or insufficient control of outsourcing. 

Given the suggestions made by the market, the tendering stage had to be short and 

focus on quality. The most important objective of the procurement strategy was to 

facilitate acceleration so that the objectives of the programme (in terms of projects 

being started and finished within a ministerial deadline) could be achieved. 

The second objective was to meet targets set in the Rijkswaterstaatstrategy: 

 sufficient contenders at all times (sustainable competitive market); 

 good value for money in the products and services delivered; 

 efficient tendering process (reducing time commitment and transaction costs); 

 optimisation of contracts: 

o integration and clustering of work to avoid fragmentation and allow lifecycle 

optimisation; 

o considering the road users when clustering and integrating activities; 

o setting contract size at a level that allows sufficient competition. 

The secondary aim of this evaluation is to decide whether BVP/PIPS can be applied 

more widely in terms of the contents, process and organisation of tendering, and 

whether it could also be used for purposes other than ‘facilitating acceleration’ 

These aims gave rise to the following questions: 

 Has BVP/PIPS brought 'acceleration'?  

 Has the acceleration required to meet the programme objectives been realised? 

 Did BVP/PIPS secure sufficient contenders? 

 Did the procurement result in better value for money? 

 Did the contenders understand the BVP/PIPS assessment process? 

 Could best-value procurement be applied more widely? 

METHOD 

Based on a literature and document review, an evaluation protocol was designed with 

different questionnaires for clients’ representatives as well as contenders. Forty-six 

respondents in all were interviewed. Furthermore, interviews were held with 
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contractors that had not participated in the tendering process and with construction 

industry associations and professional bodies.  

Finally, a third party conducted a anonymous survey amongst vendors (AEF, 2010). 

Many vendors were approached, including those who initially expressed an interest 

but decided not to participate in the tender. The respondents were asked to evaluate 

statements on the effectiveness, fairness, impact and applicability of the BVP/PIPS 

method using a 1-10 scale ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. Thirty 

persons responded. When all studies were finished the results were discussed in three 

expert panel meetings.  

RESULTS  

To assess the effects of BVP/PIPS the six packages were compared with four 

(common procurement practice) Design and Construct road reconstruction projects of 

comparable size. It is important to keep in mind that the actual experience with 

BVP/PIPS is still limited and that not all the projects are yet finished. The evaluation 

study, the results and recommendations are therefore based on incomplete data. 

Despite this methodological concern, the results of the investigations point strongly in 

a direction that can be seen as valid observations. 

Acceleration 

The results show that the tendering procedures for almost all BVP/PIPS based projects 

started, as intended, very early on in the road planning process. Projects in which the 

tendering process took place later - in the feasibility stage - will not be finished by the 

date set by the minister. The differences show that an early start to tendering could 

potentially shorten a project’s duration by about 6-12 months. In a number of cases, 

the BVP/PIPS projects were prepared in a record time of four to six months. Overall 

contract preparation was significantly faster than for the standard DandC projects. The 

rapid contract preparation enabled an early start to the tendering procedure (fulfilling 

the primary objective of the scheme). 

Vendors viewed the parallel running of procedural and tendering processes as an 

improvement and gave it an average ‘score’ of 7.3. Vendors congratulated the 

contracting authority on the acceleration achieved in the tendering process and 

considered this the most positive element of the procurement strategy. They gave it a 

higher score than the MEAT evaluation, and they also expected the objective of 

accelerating the packages would be achieved.  

Sufficient competition 

Based on the information reviewed, no differences in competition level were observed 

between the six BVP/PIPS packages and the comparable projects. There was no 

substantial difference in the prequalification criteria used. The numbers of contenders 

were similar. In particular, two contractors, Heijmans (3x) and Volker Wessels (2x), 

were very successful in the awarding of contracts. Eight consortia comprising 

different combinations of 26 individual companies participated in the tenders. Six 

parties prequalified for each contract, and on average four to five consortia bid. 

Only 2 of the 30 respondents were negative here, with one small to medium-sized 

business and one medium-sized civil engineering contractor being critical, as they 

could not submit tenders due to firms’ size and relevant turn over. Such medium sized 

companies could form consortia to fulfil these criteria, but do not see benefits in such  

a strategy. 
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Value for money 

The analysis of tender result shows that quality has been a prominent distinguishing 

criterion. Expressed as a percentage of the tender sum (target price), the difference in 

the score for the quality-criteria between the successful tenderer and the lowest 

scoring tenderer was 40% on average. The notional prices for Package D were very 

low (high quality scores) due to the deductions for controlling inconvenience to 

traffic. Naturally, a traffic reference model is required to use this performance 

criterion so that appropriate amounts can be factored in. Timely and accurate 

completion of the reference model was problematic and limited its application. 

Based on the BVP/PIPS tendering results, we see that the successful bidders had the 

highest or second highest quality scores. With the DandC projects, the successful 

tenderer was always the one offering the lowest price. Using the BVP/PIPS, this was 

not the case for four out of the six contracts tendered where the successful tenderer 

had offered only the second or third lowest price. The analysis of the scores provides 

an important indication as to why the tenderer with the lowest price had always 

submitted the ‘most economically advantageous tender’ for the DandC projects. In 

practice, only, 20% of the score range was used (6 to 8) and a consequence of this is 

that the price/quality ratio is largely determined by the price offered, and so in DandC 

the tenderer submitting the lowest bid is almost certain to be successful. Under the 

BVP/PIPS evaluation the balance is typically 30-40% quality versus 60-70% price. 

Although quality had been a key component in contractor selection, the effective 

weight given to quality in the bid evaluations was less than had been anticipated.  

In the DandC projects the bids were proportionally lower relative to the client’s initial 

estimates - more so than with the BVP/PIPS projects. Three comments should be 

made related to this. First, the pricing policy under the BVP/PIPS was based on a 

fixed starting point (a target price). To limit transaction costs, optimisation was not 

permitted if it resulted in a price deviation. Optimisations with price impacts were 

only allowed after a contractor had been selected, during the detailing of planning and 

design. In comparison, with the standard DandC procedure, contractors can include 

optimisations in their offers. Secondly, total project costs cannot be established until 

completion, and the use of RWS staff (ex-post transaction costs) must also be taken 

into account. Under the BVP/PIPS, the contract contains a number of incentives to 

reduce contract extras and to control the price - more so than with the DandC projects. 

Thirdly, the BVP/PIPS looked for distinguishing features in terms of offering added 

value (through which a decisive score could be obtained). The data clearly show that 

the design and construction period has been shortened, and maybe acceleration costs 

have been factored into the target prices. In terms of minimising traffic inconvenience, 

it will only become clear during implementation what added value is delivered. 

Assessment 

More weight has indeed been put on quality in the new procedure but, due to limited 

variation in scores for quality, the impact was not as large as intended. This may be 

due to individual tenders failing to stand out and so warrant higher quality scores, or 

to the assessment process by Rijkswaterstaat. During the interviews most vendors 

actually advocated an even greater weight on quality in the overall assessment. 

Interviewees indicated that extreme quality scores are rarely given: there seems to be a 

natural tendency to avoid this. However, the range of marking does prove to be wider 

when the variation in assessment scores for the individual components is looked at. It 

seems that quite often the highest scores are given for the interview component 
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whereas the risk files often received the lowest scores: a 4 or even a 3. The spread 

among competing contractors was smallest for the schedule component, with the 

exception of Package E (Table 2). 

Table 2: Scores for the MEAT criteria 
 A  B  C  D  E  F  

 Max. Min. Max. Min. Max. Min. Max. Min. Max. Min. Max. Min. 

Risk Ass’m’t 7 3 8 3 7 5 8 5 7 4 7 3 

Value added 8 5 9 4 8 6 8 5 7 4 9 6 

Schedule 7 5 7 5 8 6 8 6 8 4 8 7 

Interviews 9 4 9 4 8 5 8 5 9 3 9 6 

Package B scored best overall. Like Package B, Packages A, D and F also achieved 

'sufficient' scores for each of the elements being assessed.  

In discussion over low scores for innovation and creative input some contractors 

complained over insufficient room for innovation. Also, they felt it difficult to 

understand as to how “value added” could be an assessment element of the tender 

price. This is an important difference to other contract forms where contractors are 

used to cashing in on value-added components once a contract is awarded.  

An essential question was whether vendors understood why their offers were assessed 

and scored as they were. Except in the case of some vendors on Package C, the 

vendors seemed to understand the process and outcome (Table 2). This could explain 

why Package C received the worst average score (Table 1). The vendors for Package 

B were clearest about the process, and maybe this relates to the relatively small 

number of contenders (three). The fact that some vendors were unhappy about some 

of the contract awards may have had an effect on their answers although we cannot 

assess whether bias exists because the questionnaire was completed anonymously. 

Table 3:  Understanding the reasons for assessment  

(Legend: 1 = strongly disagree, 10 = strongly agree) 

Package  A B C D E F 

Score  6.6 7.8 5.9 6.8 7.2 6.9 

During the interviews, most vendors advocated giving even greater weight to quality 

in the overall assessment. Only a limited number of interviewees were in favour of 

putting a slightly greater weight on price.  

Although critical comments were made, the assessment of the interviews and of the 

professional quality of RWS during the interviews was judged as generally positive. 

Wider application 

Vendors expressed their support for the BVP/PIPS method of awarding contracts, 

giving it an 8 out of 10. All the vendors and trade association representatives 

advocated the wider use of this procurement strategy. 

Arguments in favour: 

 Under this procurement strategy, vendors focus not only on price, but also on 

quality in their tenders. 

 As the emphasis is on quality, vendors are forced to produce distinctive proposals. 

 The short duration of the tendering process and the limited scope of the tender 

require concise proposals. 

 Continued development of this type of sourcing strategy places increasing 

responsibility on vendors. 
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 The approach results in lower transaction costs. 

Arguments against: 

 Qualitative assessments are much more difficult to objectify and thus more open to 

criticism. However, all tenderers 'suffer' from this equally. 

 Vendors note that if quality assessments become similar, then price once again 

becomes an important determining factor. 

 Vendors note that, if the ceiling price is 'tight', then tender prices will be close to 

each other and quality therefore becomes a more distinguishing aspect. 

 Medium-sized companies are less well equipped than larger companies for 

qualitative assessments. This has to do with skills, and the more limited value 

added by employing specialist tender managers with international experience. 

 Packages are of such size that this forms a barrier to participation by independent 

smaller companies. 

All those involved on the contracting authority's side, experienced the procurement 

strategy as positive and challenging in situations when a) speed is called for, b) the 

price is not all decisive, and c) the contracting authority wishes to create more room 

for the contractors to come up with new ideas and innovations. RWS employees have 

indicated their wish to continue working with the BVP/PIPS procurement strategy. 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

The results of the studies show that the use of BVP/PIPS elements did not reduce the 

number of contenders or the level of the competition. Another important finding is 

that high scores for quality not automatically mean high prices. However if they do 

the risk assessment, value added plans, and the interviews, than function as the 

discriminating selection criteria. 

Within the Priority Road Works Programme, various parameters had an influence on 

the acceleration and on the reduction of transaction costs. All the vendors and the 

RWS project teams advocate the wider rolling out and development of a BVP/PIPS 

strategy. Those involved from RWS see the strategy as positive and able to stimulate 

market creativity, when speed is called for, and when the (low) price is not the only 

decisive factor.  

Naturally, final conclusions can only be drawn once the programme is concluded and 

all the projects are finished. However, the evidence to date suggests that the adopted 

BVP strategy has a positive impact on time, budget, quality and client satisfaction. 

On-going research is continuing to closely follow the programme. 
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