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Project management is the coordinated application of knowledge, skills, tools, and techniques to achieve defined project requirements (PMI, 2021). Although planning, scheduling and control are central to delivery, a project must also decide who will perform the work and where responsibility will sit. Contracting and procurement are therefore strategic decisions. RICS (2024) explains that procurement strategy shapes participant selection, relationships, and responsibility allocation. Morledge et al. (2021) similarly argue that procurement should align with client objectives and project risk. Projects may contract out activities to access specialist expertise, expand delivery capacity, overcome internal resource constraints, and allocate risks to suppliers better equipped to manage them. However, outsourcing may reduce direct control and create dependence on external parties, so the decision should reflect capability and risk rather than an assumption that external delivery is automatically superior.
Contracting methods should not be confused with pricing methods. Fixed-price, cost-reimbursable and time-and-materials arrangements determine payment, whereas contracting methods determine who performs the work and where responsibility sits. This essay critically evaluates the four methods specified by the module: Turnkey, Multicontract, Do-It-Yourself (DIY), and Multicontract + DIY. The analysis uses the refurbishment and reopening of Bloom Coffee, a small independent coffee shop in Chatham, Kent, involving decoration, flooring, lighting, counter improvements, coffee-equipment installation, furniture, signage, supplier preparation and staff readiness.
No method is automatically superior. Zhao et al. (2022) identify a wide range of procurement-selection criteria, while Bolomope et al. (2022) show that an appropriate route depends on project characteristics, client priorities and organisational capability. The central question is therefore which allocation of responsibility best fits Bloom Coffee's size, complexity, risk, and management capacity. A route that appears cheaper or simpler may perform poorly if it creates coordination gaps, weak accountability or demands capabilities the client does not possess.
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Under turnkey contracting, one principal contractor accepts extensive responsibility for delivering a complete, operational outcome. The client defines the required result, while the contractor coordinates the work needed to achieve it. This resembles the comprehensive responsibility described by APM (2025) and the EPC/Turnkey approach in the FIDIC Silver Book, where substantial execution risk is placed on the contractor (FIDIC, 2022).
For Bloom Coffee, a turnkey contractor could coordinate decoration, flooring, electrical works, counter alterations, equipment installation, furniture, and final completion. Its strongest advantage is single-point responsibility. The owner deals primarily with one contractor rather than several specialists, reducing administrative burden and making accountability clearer. Greenhalgh et al. (2022) note that procurement routes differ fundamentally in how responsibilities are distributed; concentrating responsibility can reduce fragmentation and interface management.
Turnkey can also improve time and cost certainty where requirements are clearly specified. However, this advantage requires critical qualification. FIDIC (2022) recognises that contractors accepting greater risk generally price that exposure. Risk is therefore transferred rather than eliminated. A contractor may include contingency in its tender, while unclear requirements or unforeseen refurbishment conditions can still lead to variations. Hidden services, damaged finishes or unexpected electrical issues may only become visible after work begins.
Evidence for integrated delivery is positive but not universally transferable. Finocchiaro Castro et al. (2023) found performance benefits from design-and-build public works in Italy, partly through lower transaction costs. Yet their setting is much larger and institutionally different from a small UK coffee-shop refurbishment. Applying the finding directly to Bloom Coffee would therefore overstate the evidence.
The main disadvantages are higher visible cost and reduced client control. A principal contractor may add management overhead and margin, while the client may have less direct influence over individual suppliers and working methods. For a complex hotel, factory or large restaurant fit out, this premium may be justified by coordination certainty. For Bloom Coffee, where many activities are straightforward and the owner can retain some management involvement, full turnkey appears convenient but potentially disproportionate.
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Under Multicontract, the project is divided into separate work packages contracted directly to different specialists. Bloom Coffee could appoint separate firms for electrical work, flooring, decoration, counter modifications, coffee-equipment installation, and signage. This provides direct access to specialist expertise and allows the owner to compare quotations package by package.
A major advantage is control and transparency. The client can select specialists based on competence, price, and availability instead of accepting a principal contractor's supply chain. Separate packages can also provide flexibility: changing signage, for example, need not reopen the electrical or flooring agreement. Parallel activities may shorten the programme where dependencies are managed effectively.
However, removing the principal contractor does not remove the management function. It transfers that function to the client or project manager. Bloom Coffee would need to define scopes, arrange access, coordinate programmes, monitor quality and resolve interfaces. Harris et al. (2021) emphasise the importance of supply-chain and subcontractor-interface management in construction, which means any saving in contractor margin must be weighed against additional internal management time.
Interface risk is the central weakness. If electrical work is delayed, counter installation may be affected, which may then delay connection of the coffee machine and ultimately reopening. Each contractor could satisfy its own agreement while the overall project still fails to meet the programme. This concern is supported by Panakaduwa et al. (2025), whose UK retrofit research identifies fragmented specialist delivery and the need for effective coordination across contractors. Although housing retrofit is not identical to commercial refurbishment, the coordination problem is relevant.
Multicontract therefore creates a trade-off: greater client control can improve specialist selection and cost visibility, but it also increases exposure to coordination failure. It is suitable where work divides clearly into specialist packages and the client has sufficient management capability. For Bloom Coffee, the route is realistic, but its short reopening programme requires clear sequencing, interfaces, and active communication.
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DIY means that the client uses internal labour, management, and resources rather than purchasing the relevant activities externally. Strictly, DIY is closer to a make-or-buy decision than a conventional external contract because an organisation cannot contract with itself in the same legal sense. The term is nevertheless retained because it is one of the four methods specified by the module.
Its main advantage is direct control. Bloom Coffee could undertake premises clearance, furniture arrangement, basic decoration, stock preparation, staff briefing and final cleaning internally. This may reduce cash expenditure by avoiding contractor overhead and profit and can allow rapid adjustments without formal variations.
The weakness is that internal work is not genuinely free. Owner and employee time has an opportunity cost; time spent decorating or moving furniture cannot simultaneously be used for supplier coordination, staff preparation or operational planning. More importantly, capability limits must be recognised. Zhang et al. (2025), drawing on construction outsourcing cases, show that successful make-or-buy outcomes depend on the interaction between project characteristics, transaction considerations and organisational capabilities rather than a simple assumption that internal or outsourced delivery is always cheaper.
For Bloom Coffee, complete DIY would therefore be inappropriate. The owner may competently manage simple preparation activities but is unlikely to possess all specialist skills required for electrical alterations or commercial coffee-equipment installation. Attempting technical work internally to save labour cost could create rework, delay, quality problems or safety exposure. DIY is most suitable for small, low-complexity tasks where the organisation already has the necessary skills, capacity, and time. In this project, selective DIY is defensible; full DIY is not.
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Multicontract + DIY is a hybrid method in which the client retains suitable activities internally while directly contracting specialist packages. It combines Multicontract procurement with deliberate make-or-buy decisions. For Bloom Coffee, the owner could retain project coordination, clearance, furniture arrangement, supplier preparation, staff readiness and final cleaning, while appointing specialists for electrical work, counter modifications, specialist flooring and coffee-equipment installation.
The principal advantage is selective risk allocation. Rather than transferring the whole project to one turnkey contractor or retaining all work internally, the client keeps tasks that match its capability and outsources activities where specialist competence adds value. This reflects the argument of Morledge et al. (2021) that procurement strategy should follow project objectives and risk rather than be selected mechanically. Laryea and Watermeyer (2024) likewise demonstrate that procurement strategy can be structured around wider project objectives rather than lowest initial price alone.
For a small business, this approach can offer a stronger balance between cost and control. Bloom Coffee avoids paying a contractor margin for simple internal tasks while still accessing specialist expertise for higher-risk work. Yet hybridisation creates its own weakness: responsibility boundaries can become unclear. If Bloom Coffee prepares an area for an installer but the installer considers the preparation inadequate, delay and additional cost may become disputed. Amoah and Nkosazana (2023) identify poorly defined rights, obligations, work scope and change arrangements as important sources of construction contract disputes.
Consequently, Multicontract + DIY should not be informal. Each package needs a clear written scope, dependencies, completion criteria and named responsibility. The method also relies heavily on the owner's management capacity. The apparent saving exists partly because Bloom Coffee assumes coordination duties that a turnkey contractor would otherwise perform. If the owner lacks time or competence, the saving may become false economy.
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The four methods represent different allocations of control, risk, and coordination responsibility. Their suitability can be assessed against five practical criteria: cost visibility, client control, technical capability, coordination burden and certainty of completion. Turnkey provides the clearest accountability and lowest client coordination burden, but this certainty is purchased through contractor risk pricing and reduced client influence. Multicontract increases specialist choice and cost transparency but makes the client responsible for integrating separate packages. DIY maximises direct control and can reduce cash expenditure, but only where internal capability and time genuinely exist. Multicontract + DIY combines direct procurement with internal delivery, while requiring disciplined interface management.
For Bloom Coffee, Multicontract + DIY provides the strongest fit. The project is too technically varied for complete DIY, yet too small and relatively straightforward to make full turnkey obviously economical. Retaining simple tasks internally and procuring specialist packages directly should preserve control and reduce unnecessary management margin without accepting technical risks that the business is poorly equipped to manage.
This recommendation is conditional. If the owner were inexperienced, unavailable, or unable to coordinate a short programme, turnkey could represent better value despite a higher tender price. Conversely, stronger in-house technical capability could justify more DIY. This supports the view of Bolomope et al. (2022) and Zhao et al. (2022) that procurement selection is multidimensional and should reflect the specific client and project rather than generic assumptions such as 'turnkey is safest' or 'DIY is cheapest'.
The evidence also has limits. Much of the literature concerns construction or infrastructure projects larger than Bloom Coffee. Finocchiaro et al. (2023) study Italian public works, while Laryea and Watermeyer (2024) examine a South African context. These studies provide useful principles, but not direct proof that the same outcomes will occur in a small UK refurbishment. RICS (2024) is therefore particularly useful in reinforcing the practical principle that procurement strategy should be selected in relation to project objectives, risk, and client capability.
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This essay has shown that Turnkey, Multicontract, DIY and Multicontract + DIY are not competing routes with one universally 'best' answer. Each distributes responsibility differently. Turnkey simplifies accountability and can improve certainty but transfers rather than removes risk and may cost more. Multicontract provides specialist choice and transparency but increases coordination exposure. DIY gives direct control but can become false economy when internal time, competence and rework are ignored. Multicontract + DIY offers selective outsourcing but requires clear interfaces and capable client management.
For Bloom Coffee, Multicontract + DIY is the most appropriate method because it aligns responsibility with capability: straightforward preparation and coordination can remain internal, while specialist technical work is outsourced. The recommendation depends on clear written scopes, sequencing, and responsibility boundaries. The wider lesson is that effective contracting is not about choosing the route with the lowest apparent price, but about matching project complexity, risk, client capability and desired level of control.
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