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RESEARCH PROBLEM STATEMENT
Characteristics of Post-Disaster Reconstruction (PDR) Projects.  Since 1980, the United States has sustained a total of 403 weather and climate-related disasters that resulted in at least $1-billion in damage, and cumulatively, these disasters amounted to $2.9-trillion (Smith 2025). Unfortunately, research into Post-Disaster Reconstruction (PDR) projects has shown that they are rarely successful in meeting their pre-planned goals (Lyons 2009), with one source claiming that over 50% of PDR projects are considered failures (Ika et al. 2012).  PDR projects are characterized by their non-routine, complex, often chaotic, and dynamic nature, resulting from a distinct set of challenges, including the needs for special fundings sources (Culbertson et al., 2020; Ganapati and Mukherji, 2014), deep community consultation (Capell & Ahmed, 2021), schedule compression (Olshansky, et al., 2012; Fayazi et al., 2017), and urgent communication (Culbertson et al., 2020). These characteristics indicate that we should consider PDR as a separate context of the construction management industry, one in which we should be evaluating how we are meeting our client’s expectations.

Client Values as Determinants of Project Success.  Another often-cited challenge of PDR projects is the way in which client values, and by extension, client priorities and expectations, change over time (Aliakbarlou et al., 2018a; Sospeter et al., 2021: and Oo et al., 2018). This research borrows its theoretical approach from previous research into client values in disaster contexts and from architectural research that establishes Architectural Delivery Values (ADVs) as a mechanism for evaluating project success (Sahadevan, & Varghese, 2018). In the field of building construction, client values can be theorized in a similar manner as a logical departure point for determining and defining successful project outcomes throughout the delivery of the project. Client values can be either terminal, meaning values that pertain to the performance of a completed project, or instrumental, pertaining to values that are more process-oriented and related to activities during the project’s design and construction. Terminal values include time, cost and quality performance, whereas instrumental values include integration, scope, human resources, communication, risk and procurement (Aliakbarlou et al., 2018a).  Because of the global context of client value research in PDR, these values cannot be directly adopted without considering the specific geographical context of the disaster.  The satisfaction of client expectations is predicated on both the client’s ability to communicate their values and a service provider’s ability to identify and interpret the priorities of the client (Aliakbarlou et al., 2018b). Therefore, the understanding of client values is essential for enabling design and construction service providers to make well-informed decisions and recommendations regarding a reconstruction effort.  
However, existing literature on client values for PDR projects is limited and primarily contextualized outside the United States, specifically within Angola, creating a critical need to translate, recategorize, and reframe these values for a U.S.-based context (Aliakbarlou et al., 2018b). For example, global client value indices place concepts like timeliness, resource availability, meeting a budget during delivery, competency and trust and stakeholder engagement at the top of client priorities (Aliakbarlou et al., 2018a). Timeliness is a component of time compression within the United Staes, but it is unclear if solutions to time compression can help overcome complex reconstruction processes found in the U.S. (Olshansky, et al. 2012; Culbertson et al., 2020). The market-driven procurement models in the U.S. can also create a demand surge, which creates material shortages in localized geographic locations following a disaster (Pradhan et al., 2023). Meeting a budget is often impacted by liquidity traps, where money may be obligated by the government but has yet to be allocated toward the reconstruction (Culbertson et al., 2020). Lastly, competency and trust and stakeholder engagement may be impacted by the flow of government assistance, as competency may be tied to the manipulation of reconstruction funding, and stakeholder engagement is tied to how well the company positions itself to receive aid (Culbertson et al., 2020; Taylor and Goodman, 2015).

Communication of Client Values. A clear set of client values does not guarantee that those values will be delivered, especially in the execution of capital projects, which involve multiple design and construction service providers (e.g., designers, engineers, design and construction service providers), as well as both internal and external stakeholders. The communication of client values is essential at the start of the project to ensure that the goals of each party align with the client’s values. When selecting design and construction service providers, clients typically draft a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) and/or Request for Proposal (RFP) document that explains the scope of the project, their needs, and expectations.  RFQ and RFP documents are an opportunity for clients to convey their values with design and construction service providers prior to entering into a contract. The manifestation of owner values and the variability in value trade-offs is even reflected in procurement terminology, such as “Best Value” procurement strategies and statements for design-build projects. This method requires that the owner consider their values and priorities in the completion of a construction project and then create objective rating criteria to evaluate the degree to which each design and construction service provider will satisfy each value (Hasanzadeh and Esmaeili, 2022). Further research into the communication of client values identifies ways in which client values can be translated into client need factors for objective evaluation during design and construction service provider selection (Walraven and de Vries, 2009), further establishing that client values are reflected in the documentation and communications shared with the design and construction service providers during the procurement phase.

The Role of the Project Delivery Method. The nature of interactions between the client and their design and construction service providers is primarily determined by the project delivery method. The delivery method establishes the operating boundaries of each party throughout the project, defining roles, responsibilities, and how design, procurement, construction, operation, and sometimes maintenance are organized, contracted, and financed to turn an owner’s goals into a completed facility (Engebø, et al., 2020; Zhong, et al., 2022). In addition, the project delivery method selected can, to varying degrees, reflect the value set that an owner possesses (Zhong, et al., 2022; Ahmed, Aswed, & Mohammed, 2024; Ahmed, & El-Sayegh, 2020). The characteristics of PDR projects, including the need for communication and collaboration, community involvement, time compression, and resource conservation, should be key criteria when selecting a project delivery method. Research has suggested that collaborative delivery methods, such as Design-Build, are well-positioned to address these needs (Chester et al., 2021).

Defining the Research Scope.  As discussed, there is a lack of research regarding how a US-based context shapes client values for PDR projects. The disaster reconstruction mechanisms are different within the United States than they are globally. There are multiple methods of communicating values, but there is no indication of how these values are most clearly communicated to design and construction service providers in US-based disaster reconstruction scenarios. Furthermore, it is not well understood which project delivery methods are most effective at achieving client values in PDR projects. This research aims to explore how client values are being communicated to design and construction providers on PDR projects and proposes a framework for evaluating the efficacy of those values in producing a project that meets the expectations of the client, community, and other project stakeholders.  Specifically, the paper addresses the following research questions: (1) How do client values found in a global post-disaster context transfer to a U.S.-based PDR context? (2) In what ways can client values be communicated during the procurement of design and construction service providers? (3) How does the communication of client values affect the satisfaction of those values at the completion of PDR projects?  To answer these questions, we will conduct a survey of building owners and related owner-personnel to first contextualize the reconstruction in the U.S., and then to ultimately establish a framework for evaluating owners’ values during procurement. 

FUTURE RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND APPROACH
Traditional project delivery methods, like Design-Bid-Build, can create transactional barriers that limit the necessary cooperation among the communities, governments, and design and construction service providers to address these challenges. Conversely, collaborative project delivery approaches, like Design-Build are known for their benefits of improved collaboration, faster delivery speed and cost reliability, making them more logically suited to address the demands of PDR projects. Still, little research has been conducted in the U.S. to determine how owner values are communicated during procurement activities and how these values are satisfied during construction. More research is necessary to determine how values found in a PDR context are applicable to construction projects in the United States and this framework is expected to fill in these knowledge gaps. 
To identify how client values are met through design-build project relationships in a post-disaster reconstruction setting, this research follows several steps. The first step is meant to contextualize client values in a U.S.-based context and will be accomplished via survey questionnaire. After establishing owner values for PDR projects in the U.S., we can then use semi-structured interviews to identify strategies for communicating those values at the start of a project, using project-level artifacts such as RFQ and RFP documents. The third step will use a research charrette to evaluate how design and construction service providers interpret client values from those RFQ and RFP documents. The combination of surveys, interviews and charrettes are expected to yield a rich data set of both qualitative and quantitative data that can be used to analyze how well client values are being communicated in post disaster recovery contexts. 

Study Participants. Initial survey data collection will solicit participation from 30-50 owners or developers who have completed disaster reconstruction projects within the United States. Participants who also have experience with design-build project delivery will be prioritized. From the pool of participants, we anticipate that a small subset (e.g., 3-5) can be recruited to share their RFQ/RFP document for a recently completed PDR project.

Survey Questionnaires. To address how owner values found in a global post-disaster reconstruction context can be applied to reconstruction activities in the U.S., we will collect data from U.S.-based owners and construction developers via survey questionnaire. This survey will allow research participants to review the current client value indices we developed from the literature while reordering the importance of these values for one or more recently completed PDR projects. At the end of the survey, respondents will be given the option to provide their contact information and a file upload of a RFQ/RFP from a recently completed PDR project.

RFQ/RFP Review. For those respondents who provided an RFQ/RFP, we will contact them and conduct a semi-structured interview to discuss where their client’s values were expressed in the document.  We will also categorize the common ways owners communicate values (e.g., directly, indirectly). During this interview, participants will be asked to share additional contextual information about the project, including size, scope, and performance measures of cost, schedule, quality, and other relevant measures. 

Design and Construction Service Provider Reviews. Using the results of the survey, design and construction service providers with PDR experience will then be asked to participate in a series of research charrettes. Data will be collected using one research charrette for each RFQ/RFP document made available during the RFQ/RFP Review process. Charrettes will held virtually with SMEs specifically recruited for the study. A research charrette can be defined as a structured workshop, led by the researcher or research team, that combines elements of surveys, focus groups, and interviews to facilitate discussion and knowledge transfer from industry practitioners (Gibson and Whittington 2010). Participants will be asked a series of questions meant to aid them in aligning the value set to parts of the RFQ/RFP. The expected output of this research step is an annotated RFQ/RFP that delineates the sections within the document that contain, indicate, or otherwise reference owner values. The charrettes will continue to further identify and determine the degree to which owner values were adequately communicated during the procurement process by evaluating past performance data for each project being studied that was provided in the follow-on survey questionnaire distributed as part of the survey data collection process.

KEY FINDINGS
This research is expected to make an original academic contribution by developing a comprehensive framework that maps client values to specific elements within design and construction service provider procurement documents for PDR projects in the United States. While existing client value indices have been geographically limited to contexts outside the U.S., this study bridges a critical gap by translating, recontextualizing, and validating these values for U.S. disaster reconstruction settings. The research integrates the analytical layers of value identification and procurement translation as the initial step toward creating a holistic model that moves beyond transactional relationships toward relational contracting approaches suited to PDR's high-pressure demands.

Framework. In addition to the survey results and initial findings, it is expected that this research will also result in a framework that can be used to determine how owners are communicating their values during procurement activities and, subsequently, how design and construction service providers are satisfying their clients’ value sets. The elements of this framework will include measurement of project performance to meet client values, means and methods by which clients have communicated their values through the RFQ/RFP, and how design and construction service providers understand these values as they are communicated. Additionally, the framework considers the presence and impact of noise and interference —ambiguous specifications, market conditions, communication breakdowns, scope misinterpretations, or competing stakeholder pressures—that can detract from a design and construction service provider’s ability to discern owner values through the procurement process (Henderson, 2004). The framework will focus on the procurement phase of construction because it is during this phase that owners evaluate potential design and construction service providers and their perceived ability to meet owner values. Because different project delivery methods use different procurement techniques, the research will build the framework around collaborative delivery approaches, such as Design-Build.
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Figure 1 – Framework for Conceptualizing Owner Values

This framework illustrates how client values are translated into constructed outcomes through a communication-and-feedback system analogous to a signal transmission process, most commonly attributed to Stuart Hall’s encoding and decoding model for how messages are created, understood and interpreted (1980). It begins with the client, whose identifies specific values that must be encoded into an RFQ/RFP document that conveys project intent, performance expectations, and procurement criteria to the market. Design and construction service providers receive this document and respond through a value decoding process during the selection process, ultimately translating the encoded values into design and construction service provider actions implemented during project execution. The project execution phase required quality control processes which are ultimately used to inform a final design and construction service provider evaluation performed by the owner. Based on the feedback received during this evaluation, owners make adjustments internally to their organization, adjust their values or adjust the way in which values are encoded in future procurement processes. Noise and interference, which represents the distortions that degrade the alignment between what the owner values and what the design and construction service provider ultimately delivers, are possible during the value encoding and decoding processes. The framework therefore positions successful project delivery as a function of how clearly owner values are encoded, how faithfully they survive transmission noise, and how effectively the quality control feedback allows the owner to verify and reinforce alignment throughout the design and construction service provider's actions.
Finally, 

FUTURE WORK AND IMPLICATIONS
Expected future contributions include the emergence of a U.S.-specific hierarchy of client values that likely prioritizes time compression mitigation, community engagement protocols, and transparent communication mechanisms differently than global indices suggest. The research charrettes should reveal systematic patterns in how these values manifest within specific RFQ/RFP sections, potentially showing concentration in evaluation criteria, scope definitions, and project management requirements rather than traditional technical specifications. Another anticipated finding is the identification of value-to-criterion translation gaps where owner priorities remain inadequately communicated through procurement language, creating interpretation failures that compromise design and construction service provider performance. These findings have significant implications for reforming procurement practices in disaster contexts, suggesting that standardized RFQ/RFP templates incorporating validated value-mapping frameworks could substantially improve design and construction service provider selection outcomes and project success rates. The research ultimately provides practitioners with actionable tools for embedding collaborative delivery principles into procurement documents, fundamentally enhancing the industry's capacity to meet urgent PDR demands.
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