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The Memphis PerSPECtive is published ten times a year by the 
Memphis Chapter of the Construction Specifications Institute. 
Appearance of products or services, name or editorial copy does 
not constitute an endorsement by the Memphis Chapter of CSI 
nor any of its members. 
Circulation of The Memphis PerSPECtive includes over 500 
people consisting of members of the Memphis Chapter of CSI, 
members of the Memphis AIA Chapter, CSI Regional editors, the 
CSI Institute and other interested persons nationwide. To be 
included on future mailings, forward your name, mailing address, 
and e-mail address to the following address: 
 

The Memphis PerSPECtive 
P.O. Box 172349 

Memphis, TN 38187-2349 
 

You may also access a complimentary copy of The Memphis 
PerSPECtive online at www.csimemphis.org.  
   
                                                                                                        
                         

SUBMITTING ARTICLES 
Readers are encouraged to submit articles of interest within the 
construction industry for publishing. Articles on individual projects 
whether currently in design, under construction, or recently 
completed are encouraged.  
Any article and its related images must be submitted before the 
20th of the month preceding publication in order to meet 
production deadlines. Any printed articles, photos or program 
inserts should be forwarded to: 

 

The Memphis Perspective 
Attn: Danny Clark 

danny62clark@gmail.com 
Or hansfaulhaber@hotmail.com 

 
Articles and images should be submitted in electronic format via 
digital media or email. Microsoft Word documents are strongly 
preferred for articles, minus tabs and any other formatting . All 
images must include a date and caption. If printed photographs 
are submitted, please include SASE 
 
 

MAGAZINE ADVERTISING 
The advertising rates for 10 issues of The Memphis PerSPECtive 
in printed version and as published in the CSI Memphis Chapter 
website (www.csimemphis.org) are as follows:                                   
        
5 Issues   10 Issues 

One-Eighth Page      $100         $   200 
One-Fourth Page      $200         $   400 
One-Half Page          $400         $   800 
Full Page                  $ 800         $1,600 

Get your company’s name in front of a variety of industry 
professionals—check out our magazine’s circulation.   
 
Advertising Info. Contact - Jay Sweeney (901) 260-9670                   
Email: jsweeney@brg3s.com 

Architects, engineers, contractors, and manufacturers—14,000 

members strong—are in touch with one another through their 

Construction Specifications Institute membership. CSI provides 

contacts in the construction industry as well as provides you up-to

-date information to help you do your job efficiently and effectively.  

Yearly Institute membership fee is $250 plus $40 Memphis 

Chapter fee = $290; Institute membership fee for an Emerging 

Professional is $125 plus $40 Memphis Chapter fee = $165.00; 

and Institute membership fee for students is $30 plus $10 

Memphis Chapter = $40.   

             

Contact:  Richard Hill     richard.hill@basf.com  

                                          662-420-9563     

  At each monthly meeting, the Chapter encourages all members 

to provide a table display of their product and/or services for 

inspection and education of those attending the meeting. After the 

meal and prior to the program, the displayer will be given five 

minutes to address the group. The table display is also 

encouraged to be represented during the social hour and after the 

program for any questions by the attendees.  

The presentation fee for this time is $25.00. 

 

 

Table Top Info. -       Mike Zielinski 
                                   mzielinski@lrk.com 
                                   901-652-5612 

CSI-Memphis Bulletin Board 

CSI            
www.csinet.org 

Founded in 1948, the Construction Specifications Institute is a not-for-profit technical organization dedicated to the advancement of 
construction technology through communication, research, education and service. CSI serves the interests of architects, engineers, 
specifiers, interior designers, contractors, product manufacturers and others in the construction industry. 

Membership                                                            Tabletop Displays at Monthly Meetings                   
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Sept 8  Board Meeting  5:30 pm  Allen + Hoshall office 
Sept 10   Chapter Meeting  “Trends in Contemporary Concrete Floor Finishes” Dudley Dolinger, CSI 
Sept 29—Oct 3   CONSTRUCT2015 St. Louis, MO    
Oct 5  Board Meeting  5:30 pm  Allen + Hoshall office 
Oct  8   Chapter Meeting    “Contemporary Fire Ratings in Gypsum Construction” Eric Marsal, CSI           
Nov 9  Board Meeting  5:30 pm  Allen + Hoshall office 
Nov 12  Chapter Meeting   “Contemporary Lighting Controls”  Michael LaMountain, PE 
Dec 7  Board Meeting  5:30 pm  Allen + Hoshall office 
December  Annual Christmas Social  Date TBD  
Jan 11  Board Meeting  5:30 pm  Allen + Hoshall office                      
Jan 14  Chapter Meeting  “What is Quality?”  Hans Dietrich Faulhaber, Architect 
Feb 8  Board Meeting  5:30 pm  Allen + Hoshall office 
Feb 11  Chapter Meeting  Panel Discussion, Topic: The State of Contract Document Quality. 
March 7  Board Meeting  5:30 pm  Allen + Hoshall office 
March 10  Chapter Meeting  Program TBD 
April 11 Board Meeting  5:30 pm  Allen + Hoshall office 
April  CSI Build/IT 2016  Date TBD 
May 9  Board Meeting  5:30 pm  Allen + Hoshall office 
May 12  Chapter Meeting  Program TBD 
June 6  Board Meeting  5:30 pm  Allen + Hoshall office 
June  Annual Awards Banquet  Date TBD 

 



 

CSI-Memphis Bulletin Board 
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SEPTEMBER 2015 CHAPTER MEETING 
 

“Trends in Contemporary  Concrete Floor Finishes”  
Dudley Dolinger,CSI 

 
THURSDAY  September 10, 2015 

5:30 Social Hour, 6:00 Dinner, 7:00 Program 

The Racquet Club; 5111 Sanderlin Ave.   Memphis, TN 38117 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

$25.00 for members and non-members; $12.50 for students        

(non-shows will be billed).             

For reservations, contact Pam Davidson at 901-261-4671  

or email at pdavidson@allenhoshall.com 

Or reservations may also be made on-line at www.csimemphis.org using PayPal. 

GO TO    

 csimemphis.org  

Everything you need to know about CSI Memphis and more. 
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CSI Memphis Chapter President’s Message 

Hans Dietrich Faulhaber, 
Architect   
CSI Memphis  
Chapter President  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Greetings Memphis Chapter CSI!! 
 
Our program this month featured Michelle Ashbery who 
presented her excellent program on Acoustical Basics for 
Design Professionals. Next month we will feature Dudley 
Dolinger, CSI who will present his program on Contempo-
rary Concrete finishes. This will be a relatively technically 
oriented presentation that will provide information for the 
design professional, material supplier, general contractor 
and sub-contractor alike. Please plan to attend and 
bring along a friend. 
 
This month begins a series of articles, some previously 
published and recently revised, on the management of pro-
jects.  The first article defines the different Project Delivery 
methods and provides insight to what projects are appropri-
ate for what delivery methods and sets the stage for the 
subjects to come.  One size does not fit all in this arena as 
you will learn. In subsequent months we will explore sub-
jects such as Construction Administration and Contract 
Documents. In December we will publish What is Quality? 
This article, published for the first time, will address docu-
mentation issues, not always flattering or informative, found 
on contract documents.  We plan to follow that up with a 
chapter presentation of the quality article and then a panel 
discussion on the current state of construction documenta-
tion featuring an architect, engineer, contractor and code 
official. I predict lively discussions indeed. I hope you can 

join us and even participate in the dialog. 
 
What is CSI to you?  I think to the general public we are 
a TV show on crime scene investigating.  That we are con-
fused with a popular TV show might not be all that bad.  In 
keeping with my goal of increasing our organization’s visi-
bility the TV show gives us a level of recognition albeit 
somewhat off kilter. Regardless, CSI is an organization that 
accepts members from all aspects within the construction 
industry.  We are strong because of our diversity of mem-
bership so the value is in the participatory part of being a 
member.  Are you participating in our organization? Are 
you actively working on a committee to further our educa-
tional goals? Are you helping to: “build knowledge and im-
proving project delivery”? Not to worry if you’re not current-
ly…because there is still time to volunteer to make our or-
ganization better.  So consider what you want to do for our 
organization and get involved. 
 
I also want to encourage you to make a donation to our 
Dempsey B. Morrison Scholarship Fund.  CSI Mem-
phis in partnership with the University of Memphis provides 
two scholarships that fully fund the tuition for the two se-
lected students for one year.  This can eliminate a financial 
hardship that might exist and in turn provide peace of mind 
to the student allowing them to focus on their studies and 
not fund raising activities. Please consider a donation to 
this very worthy endeavor. 
 
Once again I thank you for the opportunity to serve 
the chapter in this honorable position.  I am humbled by 
the history of this chapter and its membership, past and 
present and hope to have an effective, productive and 
meaningful term.  My phone is always open so if you have 
questions, comments, recommendations or simply sugges-
tions give me a call.  I’ll see you at our next meeting! 
 
Oh, and don’t forget CONSTRUCT2015!  I’ll see you in St. 
Louis... 

Hans Dietrich Faulhaber, Architect 

MEMBERSHIP REPORT 

Architects, engineers, contractors, and manufacturers can be in touch with one another through their Construc-
tion Specifications Institute membership. CSI provides contacts in the construction industry as well as provides 
you current information to help you do your job efficiently and effectively.  Annual Institute membership fee is 
$250 plus $40 Memphis Chapter fee = $290; Institute membership fee for an Emerging Professional is $125 plus 
$40 Memphis Chapter fee = $165.00; and Institute membership fee for students is $30 plus $10 Memphis Chap-
ter = $40.  The Memphis chapter serves 107 members, with Britton Herring and Marie Hayes joining CSI in Au-
gust.                                                             Contact: Richard Hill  

richard.hill@basf.com 
662-420-9563 



 

                                               RENEW TODAY   
CSI members may renew their membership up to 3 months before their renewal date. To renew: 

login to your My CSI Page and click "Renew."  Renew today! 

Why Renew? 

Reach Outside Your Network: Meet commercial-level owners, facility managers, architects, spec-
ifiers, engineers, manufacturers and product reps at local chapter meetings, CONSTRUCT & The 
CSI Annual Convention and other special events. 

Do Your Job Better & Faster with clear, concise documentation using CSI’s standards and formats: 

CSI Memphis Student Chapter 

 
Volunteer to mentor a student  

in our CSI Memphis  

Student Chapter. 

Contact  

Scott Guidry 
scott@designshop-arc.com     

 

President 

Nestor Lobos 

Fourth Year BFA Architecture 

Treasurer 

Jordan Jafar 

Fourth Year BFA Architecture /  

BFA Interior Design Student 

 Secretary 

Brandon Vineyard 

Third Year BFA Architecture Studert 

Vice President of Community 

Jules Byers 

Second Year BFA Architecture / 

BFA Interior Design Student 

Vice President of Industry 

Lorenzo Rodriguez 

Second Year BFA Architecture /   

BFA Interior Design Student 

Faculty Advisor 

Tim Michael 

Graduate Liaison 

Jeremy Dollar 

Second Year Masters Architecture 
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Chapter Activities 

Monthly Board Meetings 

Monthly Chapter Meetings 

Bowling Night 

Weenie Roast 

Workshops 

CSI Meetings 

CSI Conventions 

CSI Products Display Show 



 

CSI Memphis August Chapter Meeting Report 
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The August Chapter Meeting had a very informative talk by 
Michelle Ashbery from Armstrong on the topic “Acoustical 
Basics for Design Professionals”. Michelle started out by 
stating that people cost more than buildings, and that there 
is an important need for balanced acoustical environments 
in the workplace. Michelle’s power point presentation drove 
home the fact that poor acoustics equals poor indoor envi-
ronmental quality. The design professional needs to be 
cognizant of a number of acoustical properties, including 
the properties of sound, reverberation time, background 
noise, and speech privacy. Sound levels and frequencies 
must also be considered. Michelle explained the differ-
ences between NRC, AC, CAC and STC ratings and how 
they gauge attenuation, absorption and transmission of 
sound. Michelle also touched on how to evaluate an acous-
tical product. All in attendance came away with a better 
understanding of the importance of a balanced acoustical 
design for interior spaces. 
 

Mike Zielinski CSI, CCCA 
Looney Ricks Kiss  
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The purpose of this article is to give the reader an elemen-
tary understanding of the various construction project deliv-
ery methods available in contemporary construction. All of 
these methods have their own set of advantages and dis-
advantages and thus application to a given construction 
project. The reader is encouraged to research the historical 
aspects of these construction methods in greater detail in 
order to form more knowledgeable and informed opinions 
of these methods. 
 
Introduction 
Construction projects can be delivered in a variety of differ-
ent ways contractually.  The most common today is the 
design-bid-build project where a number of contractors bid 
on a given project and the lowest bona fide bid received 
from that contracting pool is awarded the contract.  Howev-
er, there are other means to this constructive 
end and the purpose of this article is to ex-
plore the other options available to bring a 
building project to physical reality.  
 
Construction Project Components 
Construction of any project essentially has 
three components: quality, price and time. If 
any one of these components is compromised 
it will directly affect the other two. The chosen 
contract delivery method can and often does 
have a direct affect on each of these components. This can 
occur in good ways where the designer works with the con-
tractor and owner to arrive at an economical design taking 
into consideration quality and design having beneficial 
schedule affects. Conversely this can occur in not so good 
ways where value engineering is employed with or without 
any regard to either quality or design and the affect on the 
schedule is minimal.  
 
Design-Bid-Build 
Design-Bid-Build is the most common means of having a 
construction project built. As the name implies, the project 
is first designed, then put into the market place to solicit 
bids based on the design documentation and then built. 
This method too has its advantages and disadvantages 
and can be the most risky method to use. This method 
more or less became popular during the industrial revolu-
tion where it was determined the only equitable means of 
awarding a construction contract was based on price. 
 
A project becomes a “paper” reality when a design contract 
is executed between and owner and an architect.  Once 
this occurs there are a number of activities that take place 
that lead to the creation of what is known as: “bid docu-
ments”. Bid documents are graphic drawings and written 
specifications that will impart to the reader the require 
 

ments for the construction of the building or facility.  These 
documents form the contractual basis from which the con-
tracts for construction will be realized. 
 
As the name implies the documentation for this method of 
construction project delivery will be the traditional set of 
drawings and specifications or project manual. The docu-
ments will be completed and put in “plan houses” or other-
wise released for pricing to a given pool of contractors. 
Changes to these documents prior to bid are accomplished 
by traditionally issued addenda.  
 
Competitive bidding has been in existence since before 
1850 when bids were secured for municipal projects in 
New England in the United States. It was popularized by 
the United States government when it was determined to 
be a more fair and equitable means of procurement.  The 

downside to this method is that it placed the 
contractor and designer in opposing positions 
thus creating the adversarial relationship that 
is sometimes observed in the construction 
process even today.  There have been many 
famous construction projects but none as 
large as the Hoover Dam where the bids 
were (at $48M US) only $24K higher than the 
estimated construction cost. Most projects in 
the writer’s lifetime have been constructed 
using this method. 

 
The advantage of using this method of construction project 
delivery is that (in theory) the owner will receive the lowest 
price to construct the project based on the bids received.  
The reality often differs from the theory in that there exists 
opportunity to bid low and make up the difference during 
the construction process by modifications to the contract 
based on scheduling problems or errors perceived and 
sometimes actual “errors and omissions” found in the docu-
mentation. Even with contractual language stating the con-
tractor shall not “TAKE ADVANTAGE OF DOCUMENTED DISCREP-

ANCIES”, change orders will occur and some with unrelent-
ing frequency. So what could be perceived as the primary 
advantage is also the inherent disadvantage due to the 
potential extra and unanticipated costs associated with it.  
 
The Design-Bid-Build method of construction project deliv-
ery is likely the most common means of construction pro-
ject delivery in the US.  Other global regions employ this to 
a much lesser degree opting for a more “known quantity” 
and less risk. But as noted, in the United States there are 
more construction projects that have used this method than 
any other and that will likely be the case for the near future. 
 
 
Continued on Page 8 
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Negotiated Contracts 
The Negotiated Contract method of construction project 
delivery is defined as the means to award a construction 
contract without having the project competitively bid. A Ne-
gotiated Contract is one between an owner and a contrac-
tor or an owner and multiple contractors.  In the second 
scenario there might be a construction manager who ad-
ministers the contracts. The Negotiated Contract contains 
terms that are agreed upon by both parties prior to the exe-
cution of the agreement. With this method there are typical-
ly contracts required for a designer with the owner and the 
contractor with the owner. The level of risk is lower be-
cause of the negotiated aspect of the agreement: the 
“known quantity”. 
 
The documentation that is furnished by the designer for this 
method of construction project delivery is the traditional set 
of contract documents with drawings and specifications or 
project manual.  The drawing format can be tai-
lored to match the construction and schedule. 
Typically documentation delineating project 
scope or the entire project documentation is 
available to the contractor prior to commencing 
with negotiations. This method of project delivery 
is very useful where phasing, multiple work pack-
ages or multiple sub contracts are required.  
Having the contractor on board prior to final pric-
ing allows the constructor to provide cost data 
and scheduling information to the Owner and 
architect prior to awarding sub contracts. This 
also allows the negotiating contractor to discover 
areas of ambiguity in the documentation prior to 
commencing with construction thus lowering the likelihood 
of modifications (change orders) during construction. 
 
Often owners want to commence a project with a contractor 
with whom they have had successful past professional ex-
periences.  Perhaps the contractor has constructed a build-
ing for them or managed a construction contract.  Regard-
less of the reason, this method has its own set of ad-
vantages and disadvantages that the owner must consider 
prior to executing a contract. 
 
Commonly the contractor is a known entity prior to making 
the decision to negotiate a contract.  When this is the case, 
the contractor is notified, the project parameters including 
project size, budget and other critical requirements are de-
fined and the negotiations commence. If not, the owner 
might invite selected contractors to provide specific con-
tractual information and a construction proposal for consid-
eration based on the aforementioned project parameters.  
The proposal will have the direct construction costs ulti-
mately to be paid by the owner to construct the facility. The 
proposal would also include guidelines for the amount the 
owner could expect to pay in the event of a modification of 

scope to the project. For example the general conditions or 
overhead cost, which include a variety of direct costs to the 
contractor, are compiled and conveyed to the owner as a 
percentage cost based on construction cost or as an actual 
dollar amount also based on construction or other historical 
data.  Regardless of which method is selected, the owner 
will fund the contract sum based on the general contract for 
construction and any change orders that result during the 
course of construction. 
 
Negotiated Contracts have been in existence for a long 
time.  There are records of negotiated contracts going back 
as far as 1650.  I posit that negotiated contracts existed 
before that time, perhaps not in the same format but they 
existed nevertheless. Contemporary negotiated contracts 
are found in almost every aspect of business and industry 
especially government contracts with military contractors.  
Almost every labor contract that is in existence is a negoti-

ated contract. Even though these examples do 
not directly relate to a negotiated construction 
contract, the purpose of making them known is 
to point out that negotiated contracts have a long 
and somewhat vital existence. Because of the 
nature of the negotiated contract the level of risk 
is lower. Without this form of agreement, wars 
might start, workers might strike and buildings 
might not be erected. This method of construc-
tion project delivery is certainly one that de-
serves special merit. 
 
The advantage of a Negotiated Contract is that 
all parties to the contract take part in crafting the 

terms.  In a construction related Negotiated Contract the 
general conditions costs are agreed upon giving the owner 
a level of security knowing what costs he will be expected 
to pay and knowing that those costs are fixed contractually. 
This can also be a disadvantage if the markets become 
depressed or the project experiences a negative event 
such as a structural failure or other anomaly potentially de-
laying the completion of the project.  
 
Negotiated Contracts work best when all parties fully un-
derstand all aspects of the contractual relationship and are 
willing to “give and take” in the negotiations. Negotiated 
contracts usually, but not always, come into existence be-
tween parties who have a known history and are thus 
“known quantities”.  As has been pointed out, this type of 
contractual arrangement has a long history which address-
es mutual advantages for both the Owner and Contractor.  
 
 
                              Continued on page 10 
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 Design Build  
The Design Build method of construction project delivery is 
defined as the construction method where the designer 
and builder are the same entity.  This provides for a single 
point of responsibility for the project in total. With this meth-
od of construction project delivery there is usually a single 
contract between the owner and design builder. A greater 
benefit to the owner is that this method of construction pro-
ject delivery limits the risk for those reasons.  
 
Design Build was the “master-builder” form of construction 
project delivery up to the Industrial Revolution. With this 
method the designer and the contractor 
worked together as a single entity to deliver 
the project for the client. Because of this 
synergy, there was a higher level of respect 
for each other’s role in the construction pro-
cess and thus a higher level of attention 
paid to each component in the construction 
project delivery process. In particular quali-
ty did not suffer to the degree that it does 
with other means of construction project 
delivery.   
 
The documentation commonly furnished by 
the designer for this method of construction 
project delivery is packaged in units of work 
such as foundations, flat concrete work, 
structure, exterior cladding, interior finish 
out, etc. The traditional set of contract documents with 
drawings and specifications is not delivered although the 
architect will have an idea of what the documentation re-
lease sequence will be in order to maintain the contractor’s 
schedule.  The drawings can be in varying formats. In 
some cases the format might be such that it can be shared 
with the contractor’s on site personnel for rapid identifica-
tion of construction issues. With this delivery method, the 
documentation prior to commencement might or might not 
be to the level that a detailed construction cost can be de-
veloped. 
 
The contemporary form of Design Build has been in exist-
ence since the latter half of the 1800s. Cornelius Vanderbilt 
employed fast track in the construction of his railroad em-
pire.  Design Build was employed very early in recorded 
history and only fell out of fashion during the Industrial 
Revolution when it was determined that the only fair means 
of contract award was based on a cost driven system, thus 
Design Bid Build was born. Design Build provides for a 
single point of responsibility in the construction process 
and limits the risk to the owner in the process.  
 
The advantages to this method of construction project de-
livery are a better working relationship between the builder 
and designer who are often a single entity. This can have 

advantages in quality, price and design if there is a com-
mon goal of delivering these at equal levels, usually as 
high as possible given any budgetary constraints. The level 
of risk is lowered due to the single point responsibility of 
the design builder. One disadvantage of Design Build is a 
tendency to evaluate all decisions based on cost and not 
explore all design options.  The Design Build team compo-
sition usually controls this tendency.  
 
The Design Build method of construction project delivery 
was the forerunner to the Integrated Project Delivery (IPD) 
method which is becoming more in favor today.  There is 

more on IPD later in this article. 
 
Fast Track 
The Fast Track construction project deliv-
ery method is defined as a method of con-
struction where some portions of the pro-
ject are constructed before the entire de-
sign is completed.  While this seems like 
the definition to a: “recipe for disaster”, it 
really isn’t.  The reason is because of the 
extensive planning that goes into the build-
ing prior to commencement of those com-
ponents that are not affected by an incom-
plete design.  A building type where this 
works really well is warehouse construc-
tion.  The plumbing and other utility loca-
tions are known and will likely not deviate 

so foundation and underground work can commence with 
little risk. Another example where this method might be 
economically viable is a casino/resort development where 
the profit margins are so high that additional expenses in-
curred during construction will be off set by the improved 
construction schedule and having the facility in operation 
sooner than later.  A regularly shaped and planned high 
rise building would also be a good candidate for this type 
of construction project delivery. One of the first commercial 
applications of this type of construction project delivery 
method was with the Empire State Building which took only 
13 months to construct from ground breaking to occupan-
cy, an astonishing accomplishment.   An example where a 
much higher level of attention to detail is required would be 
a hospital. The engineered systems in a hospital are much 
more complicated than a warehouse.  The structural sys-
tem with floor to floor heights of 15’ or more required to 
accommodate the massive mechanical systems and med 
gasses required for a contemporary medical facility can be 
constantly in flux during construction making completed 
construction documents more desirable for healthcare con-
struction. This is not to say that with careful planning Fast 
Track healthcare construction could not be done, it can. 
But, the planning is much more intense and complex for 
this building type. 
                                       Continued on page 11 
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The documentation that is furnished by the designer for 
this method of construction project delivery is packaged in 
units of work such as foundations, flat concrete work, 
structure, exterior cladding, interior finish out, etc. The tra-
ditional set of contract documents with drawings and speci-
fications is not delivered although the architect will plan the 
documentation release sequence in advance in order to 
maintain the contractor’s schedule.  The drawing format 
should be tailored to match the project requirements. In 
some cases the format might be such that it can be shared 
with the contractor’s on site personnel for rapid identifica-
tion of construction issues. With this construction project 
delivery method, the documentation prior to commence-
ment might or might not be to the level of detail that con-
struction cost can be developed. 
 
Typically this method is employed to save time, 
not necessarily money as related to construction 
cost.  It is employed because the owner would 
like to get the facility up and running as soon as 
possible so commencing with construction is the 
logical way to achieve that end. The downside to 
this method is any modifications required to criti-
cal systems during construction will likely involve 
demolition and reconstruction.  Therefore the 
risk for this type of construction project delivery 
method is higher.  
 
Integrated Project Delivery 
Integrated Project Delivery originated in the late 1980’s 
and was formally organized in the mid 1990s as a reaction 
to the productivity declines in the construction industry as 
compared to other industries. This method of construction 
project delivery was created in an effort to increase 
productivity by concentrating on adhering to construction 
schedules, increasing project quality and eliminating the 
adversarial relationship that has developed in the construc-
tion industry between designers and contractors. This rela-
tionship came to fruition primarily because of the Design 
Bid Build method of project delivery where the lowest bid 
was awarded the contract and the project’s success 
hinged on how complete the pricing was which was directly 
related to how complete the contract documents were. 
This balance of “completion”, that is what is not specifically 
documented, has led to what is known in our industry as 
“intent”.  
 
Integrated Project Delivery (IPD) is the new version of De-
sign Build with a twist.  This method of construction project 
delivery typically includes a three party contract feature 
where the owner, contractor and designer are all parties to 
the contract and ultimately share in any monetary savings 
(or losses) derived from this contractual arrangement. The 
three participants work together in a common location to 
determine the most economical project logistics, collabo-

rate on the design and strive to produce the best solution 
to the owner’s program. 
 
This construction project delivery method integrates new 
technology that other delivery methods have heretofore not 
considered or at least not fully integrated.  With the advent 
of Building Information Modeling (BIM) and, in particular 
the program Revit, three dimensional file sharing has been 
developed for use by all members of the design team.  
Documentation is intended to literally construct the building 
on paper before it is planted in the dirt. BIM has real bene-
fits to the contractor and Owner in that a huge data base is 
created during the design process that can be used by the 
contractor for construction purposes and the Owner for 
building management purposes.  As an example: when a 

facilities manager clicks on a given door, the 
submittal information on the door, frame and 
hardware are accessible.  The same would oc-
cur if the facilities manager clicked on a given air 
handling rooftop unit. This makes replacement of 
components to be much simpler instead of fer-
reting through a gaggle of “close out” notebooks 
in order to find the door, the frame and then the 
hardware or, as in the case of the air handler 
where all of the pertinent technical information is 
accessed in one location at one time. 
 

IPD integrates the tenants of “lean construction” which 
minimizes waste of material, time and effort. This philoso-
phy stresses multi-party collaboration early in the project 
planning phase to achieve the minimal waste goal and to 
foster a collaborative partnership among participants. This 
philosophy requires that the processes are considered in 
order to achieve the most economical and efficient process 
thus eliminating down time and fostering a continuous pro-
duction process leading to the successful conclusion of the 
construction project. 
 
The documentation furnished to construct the building is a 
typical set of construction documents.  The difference is 
that there has been three party scrutiny and approval of 
what is on paper and delivered to the field for implementa-
tion.  Because all parties were involved in design and doc-
umentation down to the subcontractor level the documents 
will indicate tried and tested assemblies that can be simply 
integrated into the project. This differs from all other con-
struction document delivery methods in that all parties to 
the contract have been parties to the development of the 
contract documents and may have likely contributed to 
their creation. 
 
 
                           Continued on page 12 
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The Construction Manager  
The Construction Manager (CM) is not so much a con-
struction project delivery method as it is an entity identified 
to carry out the work of the construction project. The CM 
can work within the parameters of any construction project 
delivery method and is more akin to being the symphonic 
conductor of the entire constructive process.  For example, 
the construction manager could bid or negotiate a project; 
the project could be a design build project or a fast track 
project and have a construction manager being in the pri-
mary constructive leadership position. The construction 
manager is charged with planning and coordi-
nating the project from beginning to end. The 
project planning as related to construction may 
or may not include the design professional, that 
is to say the design professional may or may 
not collaborate with the CM.  Often the design 
professional and the CM are distinct entities 
with specific contracts with the Owner and spe-
cific yet separate duties required by their con-
tractual relationships. 
 
The typical contractual duties of the construction manager 
are to develop the cost structure, create and track the 
schedule, subcontract various components of work and 
monitor the construction while it is in progress.  These du-
ties are contractually defined and will require that the CM 
prepare reports to the Owner relative to project progress. 
The higher the level of oversight by the CM, the more likely 
a successful outcome will occur. 
 
There are two types of construction manager contracts: “at 
risk” and “not at risk”.  As the names imply if the construc-
tion manager signs an “at risk” contract then there are spe-
cific terms to which he must adhere or pay a penalty for not 

doing so.  The “at risk” contract has terms similar to other 
contracts that assess liquidated damages where a given 
sum of money is collected from a contractor for failing to 
complete a project per a given schedule. The “not at risk” 
CM will not become liable for damages if certain terms of 
the contract are not met depending on how the contract is 
written.   
 
Conclusions 
Speaking with some of my contractor friends, I hear com-
ments such as: “if you pay peanuts then you get monkeys” 

when discussing the traditional design-bid-build 
project delivery method.  These same contrac-
tor’s say there are unscrupulous contractors out 
there who bid low to get projects and increase 
their profit margins by initiating change orders for 
even the most minor modifications to the project.  
This is not illegal but questionable morally.  
 
I predict IPD method will overcome all other de-
livery methods and become the standard for the 

construction industry in the future.  The reason is this 
method fosters productivity and collaboration where virtual-
ly all others do not. The others tend to pit contractors 
against designers with the owner often in the middle of the 
fray. The IPD method will tend to eliminate the legal entan-
glements that construction projects often find themselves in 
post construction.  Finally, this method tends to be more of 
a win-win for all parties involved who share in the fruits of 
their labor, good or bad and where the successful outcome 
is a shared responsibility. After all, isn’t a successful pro-
ject outcome what we all strive for anyway?  
 

Hans Dietrich Faulhaber, Architect, CSI, CDT ©2015  
University of Tennessee 

…”if you pay 
for  

peanuts then 
you get  

monkeys…” 



 

The Memphis  PerSPECtive                     June / July 2015 Issue                                          13 

Dempsie B. Morrison Scholarship Fund, Inc. 

                                                              Dempsie B. Morrison Scholarship Fund 
2015‐2016 Campaign 
 

The CSI Memphis Chapter honors the memory of Dempsie B. Morrison, Jr., FCSI by awarding the Morrison Scholarship 
to talented Architectural students at the University of Memphis.  
 
The University of Memphis matches the contribu ons collected by the CSI Memphis Chapter, allowing two students 
to benefit from this valuable scholarship (well over $100,000.00 in scholarship monies have been awarded over the 
years).  
 
By contribu ng to the Morrison Scholarship, you can make a difference in the life of two students who will one day be 
making an impression on the world of design and construc on. 
 
This scholarship makes a difference….. 
 
 “By awarding me the Dempsie B. Morrison Scholarship, all of my financial burdens 
 have been lightened, which allows me to focus on the most important aspects of 
 school: learning and gaining experience. The Construc on Specifica on Ins tute’s 
 generosity has inspired me to help others and give back to the community.  I plan 
 to work very hard this academic year and eventually make a difference in the  
 world through design.” 
       ‐Sarah Hawkins, 2014‐2015 Recipient 

 
 “As a non‐tradi onal student at the age of 46, you are providing a special kind of  
 financial help for me and my family. It has been my life‐long dream to complete my 
 architectural educa on and become a licensed registered architect.” 

 
       ‐George Burns, 2014‐2015 Recipient 

 

 
The 2015‐2016 Contribu on Form is enclosed, or you can donate online at csimemphis.org.  
The Dempsie B. Morrison Scholarship Fund is recognized as a public charity by the IRS and your contribu on is fully 
tax deduc ble. 
 
Thank you for your support of the Morrison Scholarship Fund!!   
 
Julie Varnado 
Scholarship Chair 
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Dempsie B. Morrison Scholarship Fund, Inc. 

 
Dempsie B. Morrison Scholarship Fund 
2015‐2016 Contribu on Form                                                                           

    
Levels of Participation: 
___$500+ Diamond   

 ___$400 Platinum                                                                                  
 ___$200 Gold      
         ___$100 Silver  
 ___Other      
        
 Your contact Information: 
  
 Name: 
 ___________________________________ 
 

Address:  
_____________________________________________________________ 
 
Email: 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Is your contribution a Memorial? 
  
In memory of___________________________________________________________  
Send acknowledgement to: 

 _____________________________________________________________
  
  

 Make check payable to:   

Dempsie B. Morrison Scholarship Fund, Inc. 
 
Mail this form with payment to:      

Farrell-Calhoun Paint   Attn:  Julie Varnado 
 221 E. Carolina Ave.  Memphis, TN 38126     

“On behalf of the staff, students 
and faculty at University of Mem-
phis, I would like to express my 
sincere appreciation for your gen-
erous gift to the Dempsie B. Morri-
son, Jr. Memorial Scholar-
ship.  With the rising costs of tui-
tion and living expenses, your gift 
will make a significant difference in 
the life of two architecture stu-
dents. 

  

We take Pride in this valuable 
memorial to Mr. Morrison and we 
are very fortunate to have caring 
alumni and friends like you and the 
Memphis Chapter of CSI to help 
the University of Memphis and its 
surrounding community.  The ben-
efits of generous gifts like yours 
are innumerable, and we are 
thankful for the opportunities you 
are providing in memory of Mr. 
Morrison.”             

Shirley Raines                                 
Univ of Memphis Past-President  
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    I’m sure you’ve heard the Army way of presenting infor-
mation: Tell them what you’re going to tell them; tell them; tell 
them what you told them. 
    While that may be a practical way of doing some 
things, it has no place in construction documents. 
For those, we have a different rule: Say it once in 
the right place. I think it’s safe to say that specifiers 
believe this rule, though convincing those who cre-
ate the drawings is difficult; the result often is that 
the specifications may state things but once, while 
it’s common for drawings to repeat things many 
times, and it’s also common for drawing notes to 
repeat what is stated in the specifications. 
    So what’s the big deal? Why not repeat things? I 
believe the intent is good, and that everyone work-
ing on drawings or specifications simply wants to 
make sure the contractor knows what is needed. 
That’s the theory, but what really happens? In the next couple 
of articles, we’re going to look at unintentional redundancies. 
Let’s start with specifications; it’s quite common for a specifi-
cation section to say the same thing twice. Here’s an example 
I have used when teaching specification writing classes. It’s 
from a specification I found online, but the same problems are 
found in manufacturers’ specifications and in commercial 
guide specifications. 
 2.02  Materials  
 A.    Flat roof board insulation: Extruded polystyrene      
        board to ASTM C578, Type IV, rigid, closed cell type. 
         Thermal resistance (ASTM C518): R-5 per 1       
           inch of thickness. 
      Board size: 24” x 96”. 
      Board thickness: As indicated on the Drawings. 
      Compressive strength (ASTM D1621): Minimum 
           25 psi. 
      Water absorption: 0.7% by volume maximum. 
      Edges: Square. 
      Water vapor permeance (ASTM E96):Maximum 
           1.1 perms. 
    That looks pretty good, right? Not really. Here’s the prob-
lem: Much of the information in the numbered paragraphs is 
already required by ASTM C578, and is, therefore, redundant. 
2.02A. ASTM C578 – Standard Specification for Rigid, Cellular 
Polystyrene Thermal Insulation, is, as the title states, for rigid 
polystyrene insulation. The standard states that the insulation 
shall “have essentially closed cells.” The standard also states 
the following requirements for Type IV insulation:       R value: 
5 per inch. 

          Compressive strength: Minimum 25 psi. 
          Water vapor permeance: Maximum 1.1 perms. 

    The stated water absorption is a bit of a mystery; ASTM 
C578 allows only 0.3 percent, while the specification allows 
0.7 percent. I can’t tell if this is a typo, or if it’s measured by 
the same standard. 
If we remove the redundancies, along with 2.02A.3 – a need-
less statement – we’re left with this: 

A. Flat roof board insulation: ASTM C578,      
 Type IV. 

Board size: 24” x 96”. 
Edges: Square. 

 
 

And that could be further reduced to a single statement. 
The usual objection I get is, “So what? What’s a few extra 
words? They’re correct, aren’t they?” 

    They are, but why are the requirement restat-
ed? Doing so adds nothing; more important, one 
could argue that because only those performance 
criteria are stated, the specifier doesn’t care about 
the other things required by ASTM C578, such as 
density, flexural strength, dimensional stability, 
oxygen index, the test temperature for the R value 
test, or acceptable defects. Part of the problem is 
that specifiers often state requirements that don’t 
matter, simply because they’re in a manufacturer’s 
specification. 
   The usual counter is, “Of course we want all 
that, too. The contractor has to provide it because 
it’s part of the standard.” If that’s the argument, 

then why list any of the properties required by the standard? 
Another argument is that specifying those properties makes it 
easier to review submittals. I suppose that’s true, but again I 
ask, what about the other properties? 
    Another problem with restating parts of the reference stand-
ard is that doing so introduces another possibility for conflict. 
In this case, it’s quite possible that the specified water absorp-
tion is a typo. Another possible problem arises when a person 
unfamiliar with the standard changes the Type, say, from Type 
IV to Type V, and doesn’t change the compressive strength. 
    Virtually any reference standard contains a multitude of re-
quirement, some stated, some incorporated by reference. 
Their value lies in the fact that requiring compliance with them 
automatically makes the entire standard part of the contract 
documents. Selectively restating selected parts of those 
standards is not only unnecessary, but it suggests that the few 
things cited are the only ones that are important. 
    Another redundancy in specification sections is created 
when a manufacturer’s instructions are included in the section. 
A simple “Comply with manufacturer’s instructions” makes 
those instructions part of the contract documents. It also 
avoids problems created by incorrect copying, and by changes 
in the manufacturer’s instructions. 
Further complicating the issue is the fact that different manu-
facturers may well have different instructions. If a specification 
section is based on Really Great Coatings Super Stuff, which 
is applied at 30 mils, but you get Coatings-R-Us, which goes 
on at 60 mils, the specification is simply wrong. You could ad-
dress the problem by specifying requirement for one product, 
followed by “Or other as required by manufacturer” but why 
not take it a step further, and simply require compliance with 
the manufacturer’s instructions? 
     Of course, your personal experience may have been that 
you want something other than what the manufacturer re-
quires. If that’s the case, you may be justified in changing the 
manufacturer’s instructions. Be aware, though, that if some-
thing goes awry, the contractor may well blame the problem 
on you. 
     Next time, we’ll look at how specifications frequently repeat 
requirements stated in Division 00 and in Division 01. 
© 2015, Sheldon Wolfe, RA, FCSI, CCS, CCCA, CSC 
 
Agree? Disagree? Leave your comments at  

http://swconstructivethoughts.blogspot.com/  
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