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Integrated Project Delivery: 
A Collaborative Alternative to Traditional 

Contracting



Integrated Project Delivery IPD

1. Early involvement of key stakeholders

2. Multi-party agreement

3. Common development phase

4. Shared risks and reward 

5. Open relational contract, open book principle

6. Commitment on cooperation, collaboration, building trust 

and continuous improvement

Key principles of IPD Model
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Biggest challenges in firs projects;  shared responsibility between designers and builders / need of new alliance contract terms



Integration of teams and processes
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▪Development of 
design and 
implementation 
solutions

▪Determination of 
implementation and 
its schedule

▪Definition of target 
cost and its risk 
reserve

▪Definition of 
implementation 
goals and metrics

▪Preliminary planning 
of commissioning 
and post liability 
phase

▪Negotiation 
procedure

▪ Selection of 
bidders

▪Preliminary 
offers

▪Contract 
negotiations, 
development 
workshops

▪Assessment 
of bidders’ 
capabilities

▪ Final offers

Common Development Phase
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Traditional vs. Integrated Contracts

Traditional contracts

▪ Transactional (fixed) contract

▪ Bilateral agreements

▪ Precisely defined tasks and responsibilities

▪ Fixed contract price and/or content

▪ Contracting parties bear their own risks

▪ Penalties tied to quality and schedule, etc.

▪ Additional and modification works based on 
the contract

▪ No right to terminate the contract

▪ General Conditions for Building Contracts 
in use

IPD Contracts

▪ Relational (open) contract, open book

▪ Joint agreement

▪ Tasks and responsibilities at a general level

▪ Common development phase to define the 
content, scope and a target cost of a project

▪ Unanimous decision-making

▪ Joint incentives (bonuses/penalties) as well as joint 
change and risk management

▪ Joint liability for damages

▪ Joint intellectual property rights

▪ Scope changes decided by the client

▪ Client’s exit right

▪ Alliance Contract Conditions in use



Open book budgeting and invoicing

▪ Common payment basis and incentives

▪ Project costs (direct costs) + Project fee (overhead + margin)

Common incentive system

▪ Incentives based on common objectives 

(bonus / penalty)

▪ Achievement of target cost / overruns

▪ Achievement of KPIs / underperformance

Open book principle

▪ Transparent budgeting and invoicing among the contracting parties

▪ Possibility to use an external auditor

Shared risks and benefits

Project 
management 
cost
• planning
• project 

management

Building costs
• subcontracting
• materials
• plant and 

equipment 
costs

• travel costs
• etc

-

Indicative, not in scale
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Project 
fee (%)

Direct
Costs (€)

Bonus / 
Penalty

Overhead 
expenses

Vison Oy

Risk reserve



IPD Projects in Finland



Urban 1 % Housing 6 %

Infrastructure 7 %

Churches 1 %

Schools 4 %

Services 6 %

Trams 19 %

Industry 1 %

Healthcare
38 %

Real estate 7 % Roads 10 %

Project Alliances since 2011

▪ Copied from a Australian model (multi party agreement)

▪ Collaboration, focusing on people and Lean philosophy applied from 

Californian IPD-models

▪ Finnish contract model in use in 2020

Integrated Project Deliveries since 2017

▪ Project management contracting with applied alliance principles

(client and the contractor in the same contract, designers in a contractual 

relationship with the client)

▪ Traditional Industry standard contract terms (not alliance contract terms)

Finnish Project Alliance in Estonia

▪ Also used in the Rail Baltica project in Estonia

IPD Models in Finland

Total value of Alliance Projects in 2025: 
10-11 billion euros



True alliance projects since 2011-

Regional development 1 %
Housing 6 %

Infrastructure 7 %

Churches 1 %

Schools and community
centers 4 %

Infra end real estate 
services 6 %

Trams 19 %

Industrial 1 %

Hospitals 38 %

Real Estate 7 %

Roads and railroads 10 %
Regional development projects 3 %

Housing 14 %

Infrastructure 9 %

Churches 3 %

Schools and 
community centers 14 
%

Infra and real estate services 13 %

Trams 5 %

Industrial 1 %

Hospitals 14 %

Real estate 17 %

Roads and railroads 7 %

Qty Total EUR



IPD Projects in Finland 

▪ Over 80% public projects, launched by government 

agencies, cities, or other public organizations

▪ Top 15 design firms, construction companies, and 

numerous smaller architectural firms involved

▪ Public projects tendered using the negotiated 

procedure according EU procurement directive100 Project alliances

Completed or ongoing IPD Projects

12-13 

IPD Projects in Total

billion eur

Healthcare IPD Projects

18 projects 4,7 billion eur

40-50 Integrated project 
deliveries

2-3 billion eur



Espoo

IPD Model in hospital projects since 2011
Ongoing

• 2032 Tampere Hospital Expansion, €900M, IPD Project

• 2030 Helsinki, Laakso Joint Hospital €1005M, Project alliance

• 2029 Oulu C Building €160M, Project alliance

• 2026 Espoo Jorvi Hospital €259M, Project alliance

• 2026 Hämeenlinna, Ahvenisto Hospital €321M, Project alliance

• 2026 Kuopio, Phase 3 €65M, Project alliance

Completed

• 2025 Oulu Hospital, F Building €197M, Project alliance

• 2024 Helsinki Oak Hospital €115M IPD Project

• 2024 Oulu B Building €375M, Project alliance

• 2023 Rovaniemi, Lapland Central Hospital €118M, Project alliance

• 2023 Oulu A Building €240M, Project alliance

• 2023 Helsinki Bridge Hospital €295M, IPD Project

• 2023 Vaasa BothniaHigh5 €141M, Project alliance

• 2023 Kuopio Hospital Phases 1-2 €101M, Project alliance

• 2021 Helsinki Park Hospital €44M, IPD Project

• 2021 Kajaani, Kainuu Hospital €165M, Project alliance

• 2021 Kempele Health Center €14M, Project alliance

• 2021 Järvenpää Social and Health Center €51M, Project alliance

Kuopio

Kajaani

Rovaniemi

Oulu

Vaasa

Helsinki

Hämeenlinna

Tampere



www.vison.fi/wp-
content/uploads/2023/12
/Vison-Allianssiraportti-
2023_ENG_WEB.pdf



Procurement of alliance parties



Most commonly used procurement models

O

designers and builders 
as a one team

Selection of service providers as a single consortium
+ 1 public procurement
+ pre-integrated teams
- more expensive to tender
- individual members can not be selected

Selection of Designers and Builders Separately
+ cheaper to tender
+ individual members can be selected at some level
- 2 public procurement
- later team integration

O

designers and builders 
as two different teams 



Supplier selection and comparison criteria

Procurement notice

▪ Companies’ Financials, Technical 
Expertise and Resources

▪ Company references

Preliminary offers

▪ Project Team

▪ Team References

▪ Interviews with Team Members, 
Exams or Case Tasks, etc.

▪ Draft project plan, Cost critique, 
etc.

Final offers

▪ Team’s capability in workshops

▪ Project plan, etc.

▪ Project Fee (%)

Procurement by negotiation procedure



Comparing teams based on capabilities

▪ To lead and organize

▪ To integrate with each other and the client.

▪ To leverage all expertise and resources.

▪ To innovate and develope

▪ To operate efficiently and achieve results.

▪ To communicate

▪ To evaluate and improve one's own 
performance 



Case: Laakso LYS Hospital



LYS Hospital

• HYS Hospital is a common project between the City of Helsinki and HUS 
(Hospital district of Helsinki and Uusimaa).

• The LYS Hospital will provide medical treatment and psychiatric and 
neurological treatment and rehabilitation.

• The limited liability real estate company Kiinteistöosakeyhtiö Laakson 

yhteissairaala is responsible for construction management, finance, own and 

maintenance of the forthcoming hospital buildings

• The real estate company will rent the premises to HUS and the City of 

Helsinki’s Urban Environment Division, which will sublet the premises end-

user units.



New building
to the east
will be built in the Ohkola
area in Kellokoski

Main building
gross area approx. 
90,000 m2

2 existing hospital buildings to be 
retained and renovated
gross area approx. 17,000 m2

New building to the 
north
gross area approx. 
11,000 m2

The picture is in line with the new, 
proposed project plan.

New access road from 
Auroranportti underneath 

Central Park



1 in Ohkola

LYS Hospital in figures

more than 900 hospital beds

5 hospital buildings

2 to be 
renovated

more than 900 bathrooms

550 underground 
parking spaces

2022–2030 construction schedule

EUR 1 110 000 000 (1/2024)
in construction costs

500,000 solid cubic meters of rock 
to be excavated

2,000 people working 
when hospital operations 
begin

50,000 truckloads of blasted 
rock

3 new

4 in Laakso



Building the project system in phases

I Procurement 
of designers

2. Preliminary 
design phase

II Procurement of 
main contractor 
(SRV)

3. Development phase 1 

▪ Project system planning, 
organisation and 
management, main 
processes

▪ Detailed program 
planning (sub-projects, 
integration of following 
parties)

▪ Continuing the general 
design of the whole 
program

4. Sub-project 2 – Infrastructure
Development / Implementation phases

5. Sub-project 3 – Main building
Development / Implementation phases

6. Sub-project 4 – Ohkola
Development / Implementation 
phases

7. Sub projects 5 & 6
Development / 
Implementation phases

V Procurement of HVAC 
contractors for all sub-projects

1. Project system 
planning

III Procurement of infra 
companies (Destia)

IV Procurement of strucural
and facade contractors

2017 2021 2022 2030



203020292028202720262025202420232022

Infrastructure work

Construction

Meilahti–Laakso logistics tunnel

Auroranportti tunnel and underground parking, and 
maintenance facility

Maintenance
building

Demolition work

Old 
maintenance 

building

Building schedule

Main building

Health 
center, 
daycare 
center

Main building Apartments

Schedule to be 
confirmed

Schedule to be confirmed

New building to the 
north

New building 
to the north

Building 6

Buildings undergoing 
basic renovation

Ohkola



LYS Hospital alliance parties

19 different organizations in same commercial framework, collective goals and risk 
sharing

• Client: Real Estate Company LYS Hospital (50% HUS, 50% City of Helsinki)

• Main contractor: SRV

• HVAC, electrical and automation design: Granlund

• General and architectural design: Laakson Latu consortium: Tähti-Set Architects, AW2 Architects, 
Lukkaroinen Architects and UKI Architects

• Structural, geotechnical and rock engineering: UNITAS consortium: AFRY Finland, AINS Group Civil 
and Planning

• Infrastructure alliance: SRV, Destia

• Technical building services alliance: Amplit, Consti, Quattroservices



Common goalsAlliance agreement Joint organisation

A single commercial model Joint development phaseShared risks and opportunities

Contract and commercial model

Operating culture

Efficient operations Continual development Building trust

Client/owner Contractor(s) Designers

Principles of integration



Building collaborative LYS Culture 
values organisation processes 

objectives management
Respect and continuous development



Results Achieved



International and domestic recognition



The benefits achieved in IPD Projects

More value for money and less waste

• Improved on-budget and on-schedule 
project delivery

• Faster turnaround time

• Higher quality and improved user 
satisfaction

• Improved lifecycle sustainability and 
reduced environmental impact

• Better collaboration and transparency 
among different parties

Enhanced social and industry impacts

• Improved transparency, governance, and 
industry and corporate responsibility

• Greater transparency, openness, and 
compliance

• Advancement of healthcare and hospital 
processes

• Increased sustainability of construction and 
buildings

• Accelerated sustainable and digitalization

• Adoption of lean construction

• Takt time production

• Target value design

• Collaborative management etc.



• Use of external expert consultants

• Client’s resources

• Procurement through negotiated procedure, evaluation of bidders in development workshops, 
offering based on fees (not price)

• Determination of target cost during the development phase

• Integration of subcontractors

• Transparency of production plans

• Change management

• New leadership."

Key challenges, lessons learned



▪ Lean Construction Institute Finland:  https://lci.fi

▪ Research and development project on IPD models by Finland’s leading public organizations: 
www.IPT-hanke.fi

▪ Report of project alliances: www.vison.fi/wp-content/uploads/2023/12/Vison-Allianssiraportti-
2023_ENG_WEB.pdf

▪ Integrated Hospital Design Alliance: https://ihda.fi

▪ Vison: www.vison.fi

Futher information
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