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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 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 

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 

About CSI  
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.                                                       

www.csinet.org 

CSI Membership                                          Tabletop Displays at Monthly Meetings            
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The Memphis PerSPECtive 

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 profes-
sionals—check out our magazine’s circulation.   

Advertising Info. Contact - Hans @ 901 326 9937 



 

 

 Feb 5, 2018 Board Meeting 

     See above for me and place 
 

 

Feb 8 2018 Chapter Mee ng 

     See above for me and place 

and below for our program 

GO TO    csimemphis.org  
Everything you need to know about CSI Memphis and more. 

Board Meetings: 5:30pm - Monday preceding Chapter Meeting   
Place: Allen + Hoshall Conference Room 1661 International Dr., Memphis, TN 
38120 

Chapter Meetings: 11:30 am -1:00pm  2nd Thursday of the month                                    
    (except Dec.,April, July) 

Place: Holiday Inn University of Memphis  Medallion Lounge 
           3700 Central Ave, Memphis, TN 38111 

Cost: $20 for members and guests; $12.50 for students (sponsors may cover student costs) 

CSI Memphis Chapter Meetings 

CSI Memphis Chapter Calendar 2016-2017 

The Memphis PerSPECtive 
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February  2018 
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat 

    1 2 3 

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

25 26 27 28    

 

Our  February 5th meeting will feature:  

Lisa Namie and Steve Landwehr with  

Fleming Architects 

 will be Presenting:  

The University of Memphis Centennial Place 
Dorms with a focus on Insulated Concrete 

Forms 

 



 

CSI Memphis Chapter President’s Message 

Julie Fleming 
CSI Memphis  
Chapter President  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Greeting CSI Memphis, 

We are still in the dog days of winter but we are start-
ing 2018 with some wonderful Chapter meeting pro-
grams. Reb Haizlip with Haizlip Studio presented a 
wonderful program on the University of Memphis 
Land Bridge and Parking Garage. I am looking for-
ward to walking across this iconic pedestrian bridge 
to the new plaza. The plan converts Echles Street 
into a pedestrian mall that aligns with the land 
bridge. On the north side, the project will enhance the 
existing Alumni Mall with features that include an am-
phitheater at the base of the steps leading up to the 
bridge platform. 

The focus of our February chapter meeting has al-
ready transformed the U of M campus. Centennial 
Place has become part of the landscape over the last 
couple of years. This new residence hall features a 
modern design with plenty of green spaces, private 
study areas, classrooms, study rooms and collabora-
tion areas. The entire structure will exceed Tennes-
see's Sustainable Guidelines and lessen the global 
footprint of the student body. We are very excited to 
have Steve Landwehr with Fleming Architects, Kyle 
Maxwell with SSR Engineers and David Morris with 
Fox Blocks together to present the unique structural 
details of how this project was designed and con-
structed. 

Speaking of education, Institute has released The 
Construction Specifications Institute’s Project Delivery 

Practice Guide (PDPG) 2nd Edition in January. The 
PDPG is the recommended study guide for the Con-
struction Documents Technology (CDT) exam. As an 
aid to exam preparation, the PDPG provides a con-
ceptual understanding of the entire construction pro-
cess. It also addresses skills that can be applied im-
mediately in construction documentation development 
and administration, specification writing and use, 
product research and selection, and an understand-
ing of the roles of the entire project team, aiding com-
munication and increasing your confidence. 
 
CSI offers the CDT examination twice annually, in the 
Spring and the Fall, and the program provides a com-
prehensive overview for anyone who writes, inter-
prets, enforces, or manages construction documents. 
Getting your CDT enables you to add "CDT" after 
your name, to your business card and to your re-
sume, understand how a project unfolds from concep-
tion to delivery, and understand the documentation 
involved. 

The Spring exam dates are March 27- June 2, 2018, 
and Standard Registration is from January 24- Febru-
ary 28, 2018 so it is not too late to register. Sign up 
today for the Spring 2018 CDT exam! 

Julie Fleming, CSI 
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Emerging Professional or Architect to focus on specifications while supporting technical 
documents, quality control and construction administration 

archimania is searching for either an emerging professional or architect to focus on specifications while supporting 
quality control, technical documents and construction administration. Competency in Revit is preferred but not re-
quired. If you thrive in a collaborative culture, have quality experience, are talented and passionate about architecture 
and how you fit into this world then we are interested in you. Please contact Barry Alan Yoakum, FAIA, at  

byoakum@archimania.com or Greg M. Price, AIA, LC at gprice@archimania.com to discuss you becoming an 
archimaniac.barry 

CSI MEMPHIS MEMBERSHIP COMMITTEE 

Architects, engineers, contractors, and manufac-
turers can be in touch with one another through 
their Construction Specifications Institute mem-
bership. CSI provides contacts in the construction 
industry as well as provides you current infor-
mation to help you do your job efficiently and ef-
fectively.  Annual Institute membership fee is 
$250 plus $40 Memphis Chapter fee = $290; In-
stitute membership fee for an Emerging Profes-
sional is $125 plus $40 Memphis Chapter fee = 

$165.00; and Institute membership fee for stu-
dents is $30 plus $10 Memphis Chapter = $40.  
The Memphis chapter serves 107 members, with 
Britton Herring and Marie Hayes joining CSI in 
August.                                                              
 

Contact: Richard Hill  
richard.hill@basf.com 

662-420-9563 

INVITE A FRIEND OR COLLEAGE 



 

CSI Memphis Mission Statement  
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Officers: 

President: Julie Fleming  

President Elect: Jeffrey Parnell 

Vice President: Richard Hill 

Secretary: Lisa Namie, Architect 

Treasurer: Gary White, Architect 

Past Pres: Hans Faulhaber, Architect 

UM Student Pres: Jason Ontiveros 

 

 

Board of Directors: 

Pam Davidson: 2015-2018 

Wally Bostelmann: 2015-2018 

Tommy Smith, RA: 2016-2019 

Susan Evans: 2016-2019 

Mike Zielinski, CCCA : 2017-2020 

Michael Ragsdale: 2017-2020 

2017-2018 CSI Memphis Officers and Board of Directors 

CSI Memphis Mission Statement  
In order to enhance the process of creating and sustaining 

the built environment,  Memphis Chapter CSI: 
 

Provides opportunities for persons in the design and construction                    
industry to receive cutting edge information regarding construction              

documents and practices;   
 

Promotes members career advancement and enhancement of leadership  
and communication skills; and supports students aspiring                             

to design and construction careers. 
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Jeffrey Parnell                              
Jeffrey Parnell 
Susan Evans 
Hans Dietrich Faulhaber 
Jim Neison and Carl Drennan 
Mike Zielinski and Jeffrey Parnell 
Pamela Davidson and Tommy Smith 
Mike Zielinski 
Wally Bostelmann 
Jim Neison and Carl Drennan 
Matt Bogosian  
Carl Drennan 
Hans Dietrich Faulhaber 
Hans Dietrich Faulhaber 
Richard Hill 
Hans Dietrich Faulhaber 
Charles Cooper and John Bigham 
Mike Zielinski and Jeffrey Parnell 
Mike Zielinski and  Julie Fleming 
Dirk Veteto  
Julie Varnado and Kate Haywood 
Mike Zielinski 
Hans Dietrich Faulhaber 
John Bigham and Jim Neison 
Jeffrey Parnell 

Academic Affairs: 
Awards: 

Banquet/Christmas: 
Certification: 

Chapter Operations: 
Conference/Conventions: 

Database: 
Education: 
Fellowship: 

Finance: 
Golf Tournament: 

Historian: 
Magazine Ads: 

Magazine Editor: 
Membership: 
Nominations: 

Planning: 
Products Display Show: 

Programs: 
Publicity: 

Scholarship: 
Table Top: 
Technical: 

Bylaws / Operating Guide: 
     Web Management:  

2017-2018 Committee Chairs 

If you are interested in volunteering for service on any of these  

committees or if you have any ideas you would like to discuss with 
committee chairs– do not hesitate to call! 
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Continued on page 9 

This article is related to documents required for submission prior to and typically during construction.  The 
requirement for Submittals is found in Division 01 General Requirements and specifically in Section 01300 or 
01 13 00.  The individual specification sections will detail the specific submittals required.  

 

Multiple Submittals for One Specification Section 

There are essentially two issues related to this problem. The first is MPE engineers think in terms of specifying subcon-
tracts rather than specifying products. The second is a single specification section that applies to the product submittal 
and installation requirements of multiple subcontractors. Both of these issues have their own special set of problems. 

Engineering specifications have been traditionally known to be a sort of renegade product. That is to say they some-
times follow the CSI format and sometimes do not; more often they do not which can lead to compromising situations if 
specific issues are not identified before a particular product installation occurs. Because engineering professionals con-
sider the specification “theirs” and include all aspects of that installation, a given product might be specified in multiple 
sections. Unfortunately the engineers desire to be comprehensive can lead to confusion, a mis-match of approved prod-
ucts and potentially non-compatible products submitted for installation in the work of a given project.  

An example of the engineering related specification problem is Fire Stopping. Architectural specification writers will typi-
cally place this product in specification Section 07840, wherein the specifier will list a number of acceptable manufactur-
ers.  The specifier will also provide a schedule indicating where the products are to be used and under what Underwrit-
er’s Laboratory (UL) or Factory Mutual (FM) category they fall. The architectural construction administrator would logi-
cally expect the submission of this product under one submittal covering all aspects of product submission and installa-
tion.   

One way to avoid this problem is to have the engineering specification reference the architectural specification and re-
main silent on any other aspects of that component and its installation. To do otherwise is to invite confusion and further 
the notion of specifying subcontracts which is NOT what specifications are intended to accomplish. The division of labor 
for a given project is solely the responsibility of the bidding general contractor.  The Contract Documents should in no 
way imply nor should the bidding contractor infer that there is an implicit division of labor or subcontract relationship in 
the composition of the technical specifications: there isn’t. 

When multiple subcontractors install products from the same section, a similar problem with the product and installation 
of that product occur.  For example, Joint Sealants, which apply to windows, doors, finish materials and other compo-
nents will be installed on the interior and exterior of the building by a variety of different subcontractors. The problem is 
that if the window installer and the masonry installer do not use the exact same brand of sealant, there might be an in-
compatibility problem with the final installation. One sealant may not stick to the other resulting in a leaky building. 

The way for architects and engineers to avoid this problem, as related to Joint Sealants, is to simply require the use of 
one manufacturer throughout the project.  This provides sole source responsibility and should ensure a compatibility 
review on the part of the successful bidder/supplier. To ensure that this review is accomplished, it too should be listed as 
a specified requirement. 

The way a contractor can eliminate this problem is to first recognize its existence (i.e. either example) and then be pro-
active by asking the architect for a modification of the offending requirement(s). The reasoning being for the contractor 
to provide a more comprehensive and accurate product submission and installation, a “streamlining” of the particular 
submittal would be a benefit to the project as a whole.  A prudent architect should have no issues with this sort of re-
quest and approve it immediately. 

 

Unrequested Submittals 

Unrequested submittals are just that: components submitted for review that are not contractually required for submis-
sion, review or approval. An example of this submittal is any component that is not listed in any given specification sec-
tion as being required to be submitted for review and approval. 

The reviewer should beware of the potential legal liability associated with the disposition of submittals of this nature. The 
reviewing party will inevitably take on some liability associated with submissions of this nature. The most effective 

COMMON SUBMITTAL PROBLEMS  Hans Dietrich Faulhaber, Architect, CSI, CDT 
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Continued from page 8 

COMMON SUBMITTAL PROBLEMS  Continued    

means of disposing of unrequested submittals would be to simply return them to the submitter with no action taken. The 
contractor should also be aware of the potential legal liability associated with the submission of components or infor-
mation that are not required to be submitted.  Just as the reviewing party will take on liability, the submitting party does 
too.  

 

Resubmittals 

A resubmittal, as the term implies, is the resubmission of a product or group of products for review and disposition a sec-
ond time. This may occur due to the submittal being incomplete, the submittal being vague and requiring clarification, or 
the incorrect or inferior product being submitted. Resubmission implies that the process has already been through one 
review cycle for the given product. Consequently, the reviewer will have notations ready to quickly review and dispose of 
the resubmission once it is received. 

Limiting re-submittals is an almost impossible task. Very few owners would capitulate to specification language that 
would cause proprietary components to be integrated into their project for the simple reason that acceptance would not 
be cost effective and may not provide any better quality. Not all similar products are created equal. Consequently, speci-
fications need to clear, concise, complete and coordinated to convey what is wanted for a project. Remember that any 
rejection or revision required to a submittal on the part of the submitting subcontractor will inevitably lead to a resubmis-
sion for verification. That is, unless the reviewer simply noted to provide the product with whatever notations were placed 
on the submittal and returned the submittal to the contractor. 

In practice a resubmission of a product or assembly of products that happens in a single occurrence is generally ac-
ceptable. A third occurrence calls for the contractor and reviewer to get together face to face to determine why there is 
division on what the requirements are for the submittal.  Without actually discussing the submittal issues, the submittal 
process will simply ping- pong back and forth until everyone becomes frustrated and nothing productive is accomplished 
and the project is potentially delayed.  This sort of scenario should be avoided. 

Resubmittals have professional compensation issues associated with them. Architects and engineers are compensated 
for their time. It is simply not equitable for one party to a contract (the contractor) to cause uncompensated extra work to 
another party (the architect or engineer) through their actions. The innocent party becomes the Owner when they are 
required to compensate the architect for additional services related to multiple submittal reviews.  Some AIA Owner 
Agreement forms have provisions for how many times a submittal review can occur without triggering additional service 
fees. 

 

Incomplete Submittals 

All specification sections have an article devoted to the requirements for the submittals under Part 1 General Require-
ments for the given product or assembly being specified. An incomplete submittal occurs when on or more of the listed 
components is omitted from the submission for review that the submittal becomes incomplete. 

Incomplete submittals are product or component submissions that do not have all of the requisite submittal components 
attached to them as required by the specification for the given product. For example: Section 08800 Glazing typically 
requires small samples (12” x 12” or smaller) of the glass proposed for inclusion in the project in addition to product data 
on each individual glass component. Submission of the product data without the sample would be considered incom-
plete. The reviewer has a choice of reviewing that which was submitted and comment on it, noting that the submission of 
samples is required or he may reject the submittal in favor of receiving a complete submittal to review in one sitting. The 
contractor in this example may want to obtain approval based on the submission of the product data prior to procuring 
and submitting samples and in some cases this would be acceptable. However, if there is no extraordinary glazing re-
quirement and the glass that is specified is commonly available then there is no compelling reason not to submit all of 
the required components at one time, the first time. 

Incomplete submittals are a reality of the construction industry.  In order to provide a thorough “three C” review, the sub-
mission has to be complete, clear and concise. (I like to add my 4th “C” to the process: coordinated.  A fully coordinated  

  Continued on page 10 
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set of documents will provide the contractor with the proper information in the right locations without duplication.) The 
easiest way to eliminate repeat submissions of incomplete submittals is to return the first incomplete submittal to the 
contractor with no action taken. The reviewer should note on the return transmittal the fact that the submittal is incom-
plete and why, thus requiring a resubmission and reactivation of the review timetable. Often this method will result in 
better submissions.  The negative aspect of taking this action is being perceived as a non team player and one who will 
forever be a hindrance to the construction schedule.  

 

Nonresponsive Submittals 

A non-responsive submittal can be best described as a submittal that is incomplete or where all the components have 
been submitted by multiple selections exist on the submittal data or cut sheet and none had been marked signifying that 
particular product for review. In other words, it does not respond to specified requirements. The reviewer has the option 
of marking and noting the correct or acceptable component and returning it to the contractor or simply taking no action 
and returning it to the contractor to make the selections and resubmit. The danger in marking the submittal with the ac-
ceptable component is that the contractor may respond that the marked component was not the priced component and 
there will be an up charge for what was indicated. Consequently I recommend reviewers return the submittal with no 
action taken thus reactivating the review time and placing the responsibility on the contractor for indicating which com-
ponents he intends for review. 

Informational submittals are assessed solely on the basis of whether they are responsive or non-responsive and not on 
correctness of content. For example, contractors are routinely required to submit construction progress schedules.  The 
architect is required to review this submittal solely based on its requirement to be submitted and not the actual content, 
although comments may be forthcoming. 

 

Inadequate Contractor Review 

The contractor is contractually obligated to review all of the submittals it receives prior to officially submitting them to the 
architect for review. The contractor is required to make notations for coordination with related work and to list any items 
that are not in conformance with the contract documents. A product substitution may also be specified to have a listing 
of the features of the substitution versus the specified product so that the reviewer does not spend an inordinate 
amount of time determining the suitability of a given substitution. It should be noted that most specifications do not allow 
post-bid substitutions to be processed as ordinary submittals. 

The contractor has a responsibility to verify that submissions from their subcontractors that are intended to be submitted 
to the architect for official review have all of the components required by the specifications. This verification process 
takes only minutes to perform and can potentially save hours in time. Typically inadequate contractor review will result 
in resubmission of the submittal which will take the subcontractor’s, the contractor’s and the architect’s time to process. 
The waste of re-processing time can be avoided by simply reviewing the submissions as the come in and verify that 
they comply. 

Simply stamping the submission and affixing initials and a date do not constitute a review of a submittal.  Once the sub-
mittal is received it should be compared to the specifications for compliance and any deficiencies or omissions annotat-
ed on the submittal.  If the submittal is found to be complete, it should then be forwarded to the architect for their review.  

The General Conditions for AIA document A201 state the following relative to contractor submittal review state the fol-
lowing under Article 3.12.6: “By submitting Shop Drawings, Product Data, Samples and similar submittals, the Contrac-
tor represents to the Owner and Architect that the Contractor has (1) reviewed and approved them, (2) determined and 
verified materials, field measurements and field construction criteria related thereto, or will do so and (3) checked and 
coordinated the information contained within such submittals with the requirement of the Work and of the Contract Doc-
uments.”  

 

Continued from page 9 

COMMON SUBMITTAL PROBLEMS  Continued    

           Continued on page 11 
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Contractor Refuses to Approve 

Prior to submission for an official review, the contractor is required to verify the completeness of a given submittal and 
approve it as complying with the contract documents. Typically this approval takes the form of a project manager or oth-
er reviewer looking over the submittal and stamping the submittal with the contractor’s stamp signifying that the contrac-
tor has in fact reviewed the subcontractor’s submittal and concurs that the submittal components and that the contents 
of the submittal comply with the contractual requirements. 

In my experience it is very rare that the contractor will refuse to approve the subcontractor’s submission for review by 
the A/E team. The architect or reviewer’s action will typically be to reject the submittal based on the fact that there is no 
indication that the contractor has reviewed the submittal prior to submission for official review, which the contractor is 
contractually required to do. 

Reasons for the contractor refusing to approve submittals can vary from the contractor not believing that the submittals 
are the purview of the architect and thus should not carry the review signification from the contractor. Another potential 
reason is that the contractor was provided with advice from his counsel advising him not to approve submittals as a mat-
ter of practice to avoid any liability associated with them. 

Regardless of the reason, the contractor has a duty to review and dispose of submissions on the part of his subcontrac-
tors that are deemed to be official submittals. Failure to do so will result in time wasted. 

 

Overloading 

Overloading is a practice by contractors where they submit a large amount of submittals on a certain date expecting 
them to be disposed of within the contractual timeframe, typically two weeks. If the Project Manual specifies that the 
contractor is to produce a submittal schedule prior to the review of any submittals, the potential for overloading is miti-
gated to some degree. This practice does not serve the project well as there may be truly critical submissions that will 
enable the contractor to move quickly and meet its schedule that might not be reviewed in as timely manner as if they 
had been properly submitted. The problem of overloading can be compounded when the reviewing party is located in a 
different city from the project or the contract administrator. 

Overloading can be eliminated by enforcing the contract requirements related to the submission of a Submittal Sched-
ule.  The Submittal Schedule is or should be a living (constantly updated) document typically required to be submitted 
within a very short period of time after execution of a construction contract. The Submittal Schedule defines the submit-
tal process to come and is the “road map” to the submittal process orchestrated by the general contractor. If the Submit-
tal Schedule is submitted then there should be an orderly progression of submissions once the contract has been exe-
cuted. 

 

Multiple Submittals Requiring Coordination 

“Multiple submittals that require coordination” is a good reason to require the contractor to provide a Submittal Sched-
ule. This problem occurs when there are a number of specified components on the project that require close coordina-
tion with each other. An example for this would be a curtain wall system that is directly adjacent to an exterior metal 
panel system. While the two systems are independent of one another they intersect with each other and thus coordina-
tion between the two is necessary. 

As previously stated the contractor is required to review submittals prior to official submission for review. When there 
are submittals that require coordination, the contractor should request these submittals concurrently from his subcon-
tractors. The contractor should allow for sufficient time to review and provide the coordination as required for the submit-
tals. The contractor’s review may require that the submittals be returned to the subcontractor for corrections prior to offi-
cial submission to the architect for review. 

 

 

COMMON SUBMITTAL PROBLEMS  Continued    

  Continued on page 12 
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The complexity of the submissions requiring coordination may be such that a meeting between the subcontractors 
providing and erecting each of the components is conducted with the contractor and the architect and his consultant 
involved. The procedure would generally eliminate the potential for resubmissions as all or many of the problems would 
be worked out in the meeting prior to the submission of the components. 

Some of these issues will be touched on in upcoming articles. These are problems that are experienced industry wide 
and tend to have a negative impact on the whole construction administrative process. Enforcing all aspects of the con-
tract documents, particularly requiring Submittal Schedules to be submitted, will enable the contractor and architect to 
work together to avoid these sorts of problems. Avoiding these problems will go a long way to producing a successful 
project that is on time and on budget and results in the level of quality prescribed in the specifications. After all, we are 
in business to satisfy the clients and to produce high quality products.   

Hans Dietrich Faulhaber, Architect, CSI, CDT ©2018  
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Continued on page 13 

Read the  
Construction Specifier Magazine 

On Line at csinet.org 
Or get your copy by  

joining CSI 
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EFFECTIVE COMMUNICATIONS   
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GSR PRODUCTION SPONSORS 

GENERAL SESSION SPONSORS 

PROFESSIONS LOUNGE SPONSOR KEYNOTE SPONSOR 
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CORPORATE SPONSORS 

DOOR PRIZE SPONSERS 
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