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Our world and our lives are complicated, often chaotic, and nowhere is 
that more evident to those of us in engineering and construction than in our 
daily business. Technology slings us forward and requires us to keep up, get 
smart, or get out the way. But we’re in a people business and our people are 
the most important asset we have. How can we bring order to the forefront, 
and how do we prepare our employees for tomorrow’s changes? 

We feel that the answer is leadership. This year’s Annual Conference 
theme, Leadership of Tomorrow — Bridging the Gap, points to a need 
to develop our industry’s leaders of tomorrow now. It is a particularly 
tough challenge because today’s young people are looking for interesting 
work, career paths that are clearly marked, and technology that they 
can immediately use to advance on those paths. Amid the chaos and 
complications of the capital facility delivery process, however, gaps in 
leadership are evident. Providing young people with the mentors they 
need, with the newest tools from computer science to help them, and most 
importantly with the skills to lead is a huge task, but if we falter, our future as 
an industry truly is at risk. 

Here in Grapevine we’ve gathered leaders from inside and outside 
engineering to provide you with several perspectives. Our keynote and 
featured speakers in particular will be offering new ideas and proven 
methods, and our case studies from member organizations all touch on the 
ability to communicate, to have vision, and to follow through on construction 
projects from the amazingly complex Walt Disney Concert Hall in Los Angeles 
to the efforts to establish safety standards at a project site on a small island 
in the Caribbean. Our goal is to inspire you to help us in “bridging the gap.”

We hope that you find Grapevine and the greater Dallas/Ft. Worth 
Metroplex an interesting and exciting destination. Our conference 
accommodations at the Gaylord Texan Resort are spectacular, and of course, 
Texas is known for its friendly folks and bigger than life feel. Enjoy the 2005 
CII Annual Conference. We’re glad you’re here.

Foreword

SUE STEELE

Conference Chair

vii

HANS VANWINKLE

CII Director
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Abstract

The principles of leadership are timeless, because even in a rapidly 
changing world, human nature remains a constant. The first rule of 
leadership — treat people with dignity and respect — the way you would 
like to be treated. This principle has been validated again and again over the 
last 2,000 years. It is nothing more than a restatement of the Golden Rule 
— “Do unto others as you would have them do unto you.”

Plenary Session Presenter

H. Ross Perot – Founder and Chairman Emeritus of the Board, Perot 
Systems Corporation

Ross Perot ran for president of the United 
States twice, once as an independent candidate 
and again on the Reform Party ticket. He founded 
Perot Systems in 1988 and subsequently led it to the 
Fortune 1000 status it holds today. Prior to that, he 
started Electronic Data Systems (EDS) in 1962 and 
built it into one of the world’s largest technology 
services firms. Perot worked for IBM in the late 1950s 
as a salesman. The author of seven books, Perot is a 
graduate of the U.S. Naval Academy, where he was 
class president, chairman of the honor committee, 
and battalion commander.

Leadership
Keynote Speaker
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Abstract

How does leadership drive implementation of CII products? How do I 
increase the value to my organization? What does the Education Committee 
do for my organization? How can I gain valuable information from the 
Knowledge Management Committee work? As a leader, how can I assure 
a sustainable implementation program for my company? What attributes 
or values are necessary to grow and develop successful improvement 
processes using CII products? How do the committees, Education, 
Knowledge Management, and Implementation Strategy, work in synergy 
to help my organization through the implementation process? What CII 
education programs (Executive Leadership Course, Education Modules, 
Continuing Education Courses, and Technology Assisted Learning) are 
available to CII members? How does my organization tap into the resources, 
cases studies, and expert knowledge within CII? These questions and more 
will be addressed in a unique presentation by the Education, Knowledge 
Management, and Implementation Strategy Committees.

The plenary presentation will be facilitated by Tom Koulopoulos. Co-
presenters are Carol Arnold, Richard Danks, and Bill Beck.

The implementation session will feature the Implementation Tool Box 
(ITB). The ITB is the best of the best in implementation, providing tools, case 
studies, and expert collaboration in pursuit of sustainable implementation.

Leadership Drives Successful Implementation
CII Knowledge Management, Implementation Strategy & Education 
Committees
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Plenary Session Presenters

Carol P. Arnold – Knowledge Management Leader, DuPont 
Engineering

Carol Arnold is the co-chair of the CII Knowledge 
Management Committee. During her 30-year career 
at DuPont, she has had assignments in investment, 
cost control, manpower forecasting, and training. 
Currently, she is leading both DuPont Engineering 
University and the knowledge management 
implementation project in DuPont Engineering. Active 
in CII activities for several years, Arnold served on the 
Education Committee prior to her recent commitment 
to CII’s knowledge management efforts. She earned 
a bachelor’s degree in business administration from Wilmington College in 
New Castle, Delaware.

e-mail: carol.p.arnold@usa.dupont.com

William C. Beck – Vice President and Director of Quality Management, 
WorleyParsons

Over the past 25 years, Bill Beck has served 
in numerous areas including project management, 
procurement management, safety, business 
development, and materials management. He 
currently manages WorleyParsons’ Global Quality 
Management Group and is responsible for business 
processes, project improvement, company 
certifications and registrations, and quality services. 
Active in CII for over 15 years, Beck helped with 
research efforts on international standards, lesson 
learned, and the work breakdown structure. He also 
has served on the Implementation Champions Committee and is currently a 
member of the CII Implementation Strategy Committee. 

e-mail: william.beck@worleyparsons.com

Leadership Drives Successful Implementation
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Leadership Drives Successful Implementation

Richard A. Danks – Deputy Chief, Facilities & Test Engineering Division, 
Glenn Research Center, National Aeronautics & Space Administration

Rick Danks is responsible for managing the 
Glenn Research Center’s facilities operations, 
maintenance, facilities engineering, and construction. 
He has been recognized as the Federal Engineer 
of the Year for NASA by the National Society of 
Professional Engineers. He chaired the CII Design for 
Maintainability Research Team, is principal author 
of the CII publications on design for maintainability, 
and is a member of the CII Education Committee. 
Danks, a registered professional engineer (Ohio 
and Pennsylvania), earned a bachelor’s degree in 
mechanical engineering from Lafayette College, Easton, Pennsylvania, and 
an MBA from Cleveland State University, Cleveland, Ohio. 

e-mail: richard.a.danks@nasa.gov

Tom M. Koulopoulos – President and Founder, Perot Delphi Group

Tom Koulopoulos founded Delphi Group, a 
Boston-based firm that provides advice on leading 
edge technologies. Named one of the industry’s most 
influential information management consultants by 
InformationWeek, he is recognized as an authority on 
the implications of information technology on global 
organizations. The author of six highly popular books, 
his works have introduced core industry concepts, 
frameworks, and vernacular such as single point of 
access, touch points, digital control rooms, business 
operating systems, and corporate IQ. Koulopoulos 
has been an adjunct professor at the Boston College Wallace E. Carroll 
Graduate School of Management and a guest lecturer at Boston University 
and at Harvard. 

e-mail: tk@delphigroup.com
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Implementation Session Moderator

Virgil L. Barton – Manager of Quality Services, Bechtel Power 
Corporation

Virgil Barton has over 33 years of experience 
in power, petrochemical, industrial, shipbuilding, 
and telecommunication projects. During his career, 
he has had both domestic and international project 
assignments. Prior to his current assignment, he held 
various positions in quality and construction services. 
An advocate of Six Sigma, he is a certified Six Sigma 
Champion. Barton currently serves as co-chair of the 
CII Implementation Strategy Committee.

e-mail: vbarton@bechtel.com

Implementation Session Participants

Carol P. Arnold – Knowledge Management Leader, DuPont Engineering
e-mail: carol.p.arnold@usa.dupont.com

William C. Beck – Vice President and Director of Quality Management, 
WorleyParsons
e-mail: william.beck@worleyparsons.com

Richard A. Danks – Deputy Chief, Facilities & Test Engineering 
Division, Glenn Research Center, National Aeronautics & Space 
Administration
e-mail: richard.a.danks@nasa.gov

Jay C. Hoover – Senior Project Manager, Johnson Space Center, 
National Aeronautics & Space Administration
e-mail: jay.c.hoover@nasa.gov

Tom M. Koulopoulos – President and Founder, Perot Delphi Group
e-mail: tk@delphigroup.com

Other Knowledgeable Points of Contact

Manuel A. Garcia – Associate Director, Construction Industry Institute
e-mail: manuel.garcia@engr.utexas.edu

Donald G. Giles – Regional Engineering Manager, Eastern Facilities, 
U.S. Steel Corporation
e-mail: dgiles@uss.com

Leadership Drives Successful Implementation
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Leadership Drives Successful Implementation
Plenary Slides
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Abstract

Early preparation of high school students for professions important 
to the construction industry is a critical need. The ACE Mentor Program is 
designed to bridge the gap in work force diversity. Introducing students to 
the industries while they are in their early high school years allows them to 
prepare properly for the professions.

Implementation session participants will receive a step-by-step 
agenda on how to start a program and what to anticipate in the first two 
years. 

Plenary Session Presenter

Charles H. Thornton – Chairman, Charles H. Thornton and Co., Inc.; 
Consultant and Founding Principal, Thornton-Tomasetti Group; Founder and 
Chairman of the Board, ACE Mentor Program of America

Charles H. Thornton, co-chair of the Thornton-
Tomasetti Group, an engineering and architectural 
services firm, also is founder and chairman of 
the ACE Mentor Program, which offers guidance 
to inner-city youth in architecture, construction, 
and engineering across the U.S. Thornton’s 41 
years of experience with the Thornton-Tomasetti 
Group have included design and construction of 
millions of dollars worth of projects in the U.S. 
and overseas, ranging from hospitals, arenas and 
high-rise buildings, to airports, transportation 
facilities, and special projects. An expert witness in many construction-
related trials, he participated in FEMA’s Building Performance Assessment 
Team to investigate the Oklahoma City bombing. Thornton is a member of 
the National Academy of Engineering and was awarded the Engineering 
News-Record Award of Excellence in 2001. He holds graduate, masters, and 
doctoral degrees from Manhattan College and New York University.

e-mail: cthornton@thettgroup.com 
cthornton@chtandcompany.com

Blueprint for the Future: Workforce Diversity
ACE Mentor Program of America
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Implementation Session Moderator

Charles H. Thornton – Chairman, Charles H. Thornton and Co., Inc.; 
Consultant and Founding Principal, Thornton-Tomasetti Group; 
Founder and Chairman of the Board, ACE Mentor Program of 
America
e-mail: cthornton@thettgroup.com 
cthornton@chtandcompany.com 

Implementation Session Participants

Pat Coleman – Senior Associate, Thornton-Tomasetti Group
e-mail: pcoleman@thettgroup.com

Larry Kiser – Project Executive, Medical Cities Inc.
e-mail: lkiser@medicalcities.com 

Steve Milner – Principal, Perkins and Will / CRA
e-mail: steve.milner@pwcra.com 

Matt Papenfus – Vice President and General Manager, Turner 
Construction Company
e-mail: mpapenfus@tcco.com 

Cathy Zaccarello – Thornton-Tomasetti Group, Inc.
e-mail: czaccarello@thettgroup.com

Other Knowledgeable Points of Contact

Pamela Mullender – Acting Executive Director, ACE Mentor Program of 
America
e-mail: pamela@mullenderassociates.com

Blueprint for the Future: Workforce Diversity
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Abstract

The plenary session will focus on the Vision of Engineering in 2020, 
the Construction Engineering Professional 2020, and the link between 
organization leadership and successful project outcomes. Recent research 
findings in leadership also will be presented

Participants at the implementation session will have the opportunity 
to obtain personalized leadership quality evaluations through tests provided 
at the session. The session will conclude with discussions from two CII 
members (one owner, one contractor) on their experiences and challenges 
concerning leadership in their organizations. Specifically, they will discuss 
the barriers to developing future leaders as well as the opportunities for 
leadership to bring productive changes to the organization.

Plenary Session Presenter

Paul S. Chinowsky – Associate Professor, Department of Civil, 
Environmental & Architectural Engineering, University of Colorado–Boulder

Paul Chinowsky is currently conducting 
research in leadership and management of architect-
engineer-construct organizations and the role of 
technology in engineering collaboration. His book, 
“Strategic Corporate Management in Engineering,” 
introduces civil engineering organizations to the 
concepts of strategic management. Chinowsky also 
is working with an international team to develop 
benchmarks for computer-based collaboration 
environments. Chinowsky, also a consultant to 
industry, holds bachelor and master’s degrees in architecture from Cal Poly 
San Luis Obispo and a PhD in civil engineering from Stanford University.

e-mail: paul.chinowsky@colorado.edu 

Current Trends in Leadership Research and Implementation
Special Topic
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Implementation Session Moderators

Paul S. Chinowsky – Associate Professor, Department of Civil, 
Environmental & Architectural Engineering, University of Colorado–Boulder

e-mail: paul.chinowsky@colorado.edu 

Anthony D. Songer – Associate Professor, Department of Civil & 
Environmental Engineering, Virginia Polytechnic Institute

Tony Songer is program coordinator for the 
Vecellio Construction Engineering and Management 
program at Virginia Polytechnic University in 
Blacksburg, Virginia. His research and teaching are 
in the area of project delivery and management, 
including organizational design, project management 
and leadership, and IT applications. Songer is a 
National Science Foundation Early Career award 
recipient. Additionally, he was awarded young 
researcher and outstanding teaching awards by the 
University of Colorado Civil Engineering Department. Songer is a graduate 
of the United States Military Academy and holds master’s and doctorate 
degrees from the University of California–Berkeley.

e-mail: adsonger@vt.edu 

Implementation Session Participants

Jim Breson – Director, Project Academy Training Program, BP America, 
Inc.
e-mail: jim.breson@bp.com

Christopher L. Parker – Senior Vice President, Houston Operations, 
WorleyParsons
e-mail: chris.parker@worleyparsons.com

Current Trends in Leadership Research and Implementation
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Current Trends in Leadership Research and Implementation
Plenary Slides
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Current Trends in Leadership Research and Implementation
Implementation Slides



Notes

25

Current Trends in Leadership Research and Implementation



Notes

26

Current Trends in Leadership Research and Implementation



Notes

27

Current Trends in Leadership Research and Implementation



Notes

28

Current Trends in Leadership Research and Implementation



Notes

29

Current Trends in Leadership Research and Implementation



Notes

30

Current Trends in Leadership Research and Implementation



Notes

31

Current Trends in Leadership Research and Implementation



Notes

32

Current Trends in Leadership Research and Implementation



33

Abstract

This presentation will show that communication between owners and 
contractors is blocked by misperceptions and lack of common language. 
Common terms for a constructive industry dialogue will be introduced. 
Also, the need for a contractors’ perception of differentiators to align with 
the owners’ perception of differentiators will be discussed.

The implementation session will present a decision-making model for 
strategic procurement by owners and strategic marketing by contractors. 
This strategic decision model is based on economic and marketing theory, 
proven industry application tools, and interpretation by construction 
industry leaders of key findings from the data collection. The team will 
present sound definitions to promote a construction industry dialogue and 
present the key findings from the team’s workshop and data collection 
efforts.

Plenary Session Presenter

Stanley G. Schaffer – Manager of Architectural, Civil, and Structural 
Engineering, Anheuser-Busch Companies, Inc.

Stan Schaffer joined Anheuser-Busch in 
1992 and is responsible for architectural, civil, and 
structural design of all domestic and international 
operations, including various Anheuser-Busch 
subsidiaries. Schaffer began his career with 
the Procter & Gamble Company in corporate 
engineering. At P&G, he served as project manager, 
construction manager, and technical manager 
positions. He co-chairs the CII research team studying 
commodity vs. value-added contractor services. 
Schaffer earned a civil engineering degree at the 
University of Nebraska. 

e-mail: stan.schaffer@anheuser-busch.com

Commodity vs. Value Added Services: Lost in Translation
Commodity vs. Value Added Contractor Services Research Team
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Implementation Session Moderator

Lewis T. Garrett – Director, Business Development, Honeywell Process 
Solutions

Tom Garrett has more than 25 years of 
experience in the process automation industry. For 
the past two years, he has been a member of the 
CII research team investigating commodity versus 
value-added engineering services. Garrett has 
held engineering leadership roles with operating 
companies, engineering contractor companies, 
and process control manufacturing companies. 
He has extensive experience in the oil and gas, 
petrochemical, and food and beverage industries. 
Garrett holds a bachelor’s degree in mathematics from McNeese State 
University in Lake Charles, Louisiana, and an MBA from the University of 
Colorado at Boulder.

e-mail: tom.garrett@honeywell.com

Implementation Session Participants

Robert W. McManus – Region Manager, Southern Company
e-mail: rwmcmanu@southernco.com 

Donald L. Sutphin – Manager, Pre-Construction Services, Baker 
Concrete Construction Inc.
e-mail: sutphin@bakerconcrete.com 

Graeme Telford – Sourcing Group Manager, GlaxoSmithKline
e-mail: graeme.h.telford@gsk.com 

Travis E. Twardowski – Project Engineering Team Leader, Rohm and 
Haas Company
e-mail: ttwardowski@rohmhaas.com 

Kenneth D. Walsh – Associate Professor, AGC – Paul S. Roel Chair 
of Construction Engineering & Management, San Diego State 
University
e-mail: kwalsh@mail.sdsu.edu

Commodity vs. Value Added Services: Lost in Translation
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Commodity vs. Value Added Services: Lost in Translation
Plenary Slides



Notes

36

Commodity vs. Value Added Services: Lost in Translation



Notes

37

Commodity vs. Value Added Services: Lost in Translation
Implementation Slides
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Abstract

Good construction project managers know how to control costs, 
schedule, quality and safety — but few of them know how to control 
disputes. The construction industry has developed an astonishingly rich 
variety of tools for preventing, controlling, managing, and achieving 
early resolution of construction project disputes, yet few managers have 
developed the skills to use those tools.

This implementation session will review available tools, offer some 
practical examples of the use of those tools, and demonstrate their 
success in getting all disputes resolved at the project level without ever 
experiencing the kinds of contentious and expensive post-project disputes 
that have to be turned over to courts, arbitration panels or even mediators.

Implementation Session Moderator

James P. Groton – Attorney, Sutherland, Asbill & Brennan, LLP 
(Retired)

Jim Groton, an attorney, is a widely recognized 
expert in preventing, controlling, and achieving 
prompt resolution of project disputes. Now retired 
from law practice, Groton in recent years has served 
as an arbitrator and mediator and has been engaged 
in many educational and public service activities 
in construction and dispute resolution. He has 
been honored many times for his work in dispute 
resolution and was a founder and chairman of the 
Dispute Avoidance and Resolution Taskforce (DART). 
A member of the National Academy of Construction, Groton is a graduate of 
Princeton University and the University of Virginia Law School. 

e-mail: jpgroton@sablaw.com

Implementation Session Participants

Andrew B. Blumenfeld – Construction Counsel, Pentagon Renovation 
Program
e-mail: blumenfeld@army.pentagon.mil 

David B. Ratterman – Attorney, Stites & Harbison, PLLC
e-mail: dratterman@stites.com

How to Keep Your Project Out of Litigation, Arbitration, 
and Even Mediation
Special Topic – Implementation Session only
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How to Keep Your Project Out of Litigation, Arbitration, 
and Even Mediation
Special Topic – Implementation Session only

The Problem:

The infinite complexities of designing and delivering a constructed 
project, the multiplicity of organizations and individuals involved in the 
process, and the pressures of time and money, create many opportunities 
for disagreements during the course of a construction project. If these 
disagreements are not promptly resolved, they can escalate into disputes 
and conflict.

Disputes on construction projects disrupt and delay the process, 
increase construction costs, and cause the parties to incur substantial 
transaction costs in getting disputes resolved or adjudicated. CII research 
has shown that the costs of resolving disputes rise astronomically once the 
project is completed, and that they often wipe out the profits of all parties 
to the dispute. The cumulative economic effects of disputes substantially 
increase the costs of construction in the United States.

The construction industry has recognized this problem, and has taken 
steps to correct it, by devising many techniques, practices and tools, to 
prevent, control, manage, and achieve early resolution of disputes, thus 
avoiding the high costs of litigation and arbitration. Experience has shown 
that if these practices are instituted and implemented by leaders and 
managers of construction projects, disputes can be avoided or promptly 
resolved, saving the project participants the crippling costs of post-project 
dispute resolution through litigation, arbitration, or mediation. 

Unfortunately, too few owners, contractors and managers of 
construction projects are aware of or use these dispute resolution tools. 
The National Academy of Construction and other industry leaders have 
concluded that the costs of disputes are one of the greatest problems facing 
the industry today. They have identified an urgent need to “light a fire” 
under key decision makers on projects, to motivate them to demand the 
use of proven dispute prevention and resolution practices on their projects. 

Purposes of the Implementation Session:

This session will highlight the costs and benefits of preventing 
and achieving early resolution of disputes on construction projects, 
identify the proven tools that have been developed to accomplish this, 
provide examples of projects that have been successful and unsuccessful 
in resolving disputes, and demonstrate how the tools can be used to 
prevent disputes and to make sure that any disputes that do arise are 
resolved promptly. Presenters will give special emphasis to the two most 
important aspects of project dispute control: Equitable Risk Allocation, and 
Collaboration and Communication.
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Tools for Preventing, Controlling and Achieving Early Resolution of 
Disputes

The construction industry has developed an astonishingly wide 
variety of proven tools to avoid, control, manage, limit and quickly resolve 
problems and disputes. These tools fall into four categories: 

• Prevention Tools, implemented during the Planning and Pre-
Project Planning stages of a project, structure the project in ways 
that avoid many of the problems that can create disagreements 
among project participants. Chief among these tools are Equitable 
Allocation of Risks and Partnering.

• Problem-Solving Tools create a project environment that is 
conducive to mutual collaboration in solving problems. Essential to 
this process are open communications and sharing of information.. 

• Control Tools level the playing field and provide transparency. Tools 
that help to achieve these objectives are the Geotechnical Baseline 
Summary Report and Escrowed Bid Documents.

• “Real Time” Resolution Tools, chiefly the highly successful Dispute 
Review Board, not only provide expert, objective, and prompt 
solutions to problems, but also help the parties mutually solve 
problems.

All of these tools have been successfully used by knowledgeable 
owners, contractors and project managers for many years; they are not 
difficult to understand; and they are easy to implement.

Equitable Risk Allocation

One of the principal functions of a contract is to allocate risk, 
and doing it well is critically important. No form of alternative dispute 
resolution, partnering, or other dispute minimization techniques can 
overcome a fundamentally flawed allocation of risk. A carefully considered, 
project specific, allocation of risk between the owner, the general contractor 
and the subcontractors can greatly increase the prospects for project 
success.

All too frequently, risk is allocated on the basis of the relative 
bargaining power prior to contract award. Provisions such as “no damage 
for delay,” “pay if paid,” and limiting recovery for differing site conditions 
and/or defective specifications, are all examples of risk shifting provisions 
imposed by superior bargaining power. Hard experience has proven that 
allocating risk based on bargaining power, versus allocating risk to the 
party in the best position to mitigate that particular risk, fails with alarming 
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frequency.

Bargaining power, or “leverage,” in construction shifts between three 
principle parties: the owner, the general contractor, and the subcontractors 
as the project progresses. The owner’s leverage, very strong prior to award, 
declines rapidly thereafter. The subcontractor’s leverage, nonexistent 
prior to award, grows steadily after mobilization. Owners (and general 
contractors) who impose harsh contract provisions offered on a “take it or 
leave it basis” in the pre-award phase should expect similar treatment when 
leverage shifts to the subcontractor(s). For owners, resisting the temptation 
to include burdensome risk shifting provisions can create an atmosphere of 
trust that is indispensable to dispute minimization and project success.

Collaboration and Communication

The third portion of the presentation will deal with tools, both tangible 
and intangible, that enhance collaboration, communication, and the 
potential for success on complex construction projects.

Communication and collaboration are among the most ancient of 
tools known to human kind. Progress has been made in the evolution of our 
civilization when barriers to communication and collaboration have been 
broken down.  Progress has stagnated when human kind has allowed fear 
and distrust, and uninformed self interest, to isolate us into individualized 
interest groups and build walls that separate those interest groups.

Unfortunately, lawyers are all too proficient at building walls 
between people. Overly zealous contract documents and  liability- and fear-
based management paradigms isolate and exclude. Collaboration and 
communication are inclusive tools that can unite project team members in 
common efforts and tear down unnecessary barriers to common success.

The Construction Industry’s Adversarial Problems and the Steps It Is 
Taking to Solve Them

The Problem:

The Construction Industry Institute has concluded that “the U. S. 
construction industry is ill,” and has complained that “litigation related to 
design and construction continues to increase.” Engineering News-Record 
has editorially lamented “the awful litigious nature of this industry.” The 
Business Roundtable has concluded that the U. S. construction industry 
is one of the country’s least efficient industries, and blames much of 
this inefficiency on the “adversarial dance” between the parties to the 
construction project, which creates “a constant state of confrontation.”

The adversarial nature of the construction industry wastes 
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incalculable energies and economic resources in dealing with disputes. 
This takes a terrible toll on the efficiency of the industry. In the words of The 
Business Roundtable, the construction industry is “a particularly seminal 
industry. The price of every factory, office building, hotel or power plant 
that is built affects the prices that must be charged for the goods or services 
produced in or on it.” These prices affect not only the purchasers of the 
particular goods and services, but also the ability of American business to 
compete in a global market.

History of Efforts to Deal with the Problem:

1975: First Dispute Review Board was established, on the Second 
Bore of Eisenhower Tunnel.

1970s and 1980s: The Business Roundtable’s CICE project, and early 
CII studies, addressed Realistic Risk Allocation, Strategic Alliances, 
Long-Range Partnering and other Best Practices.

Late 1980s: The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers experimented with 
innovative uses of Mediations, Mini-Trials, and Project-Specific 
Partnering.

1990–1991: The CPR Institute for Dispute Resolution Construction 
Committee undertook a comprehensive study of all construction 
industry dispute resolution tools, memorialized in the CPR book, 
“Preventing and Resolving Construction Disputes.”

1991: CII made Dispute Prevention and Resolution the subject of its 
Forum at its Annual Conference held in Monterey, California.

Early 1990s: The CII Dispute Prevention and Resolution Research 
Team engaged in a multi-year detailed study of all dispute 
prevention and resolution techniques, conducted numerous 
surveys, investigated the use of Dispute Review Boards on 
conventional construction, developed the Disputes Potential Index, 
and produced many dispute prevention and resolution studies and 
products.

Early 1990s: The Dispute Avoidance and Resolution Task Force 
(“DART”), an industry-wide coalition of owners, contractors, 
subcontractors, design professionals, and insurance and bonding 
companies worked with CII in an effort to inform the industry about 
and implement best practices in dispute prevention and early 
resolution.

Late 1990s: CII continued with its efforts to implement dispute 
prevention and early resolution best practices.
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Current Status of Acceptance of Dispute Prevention and Early Resolu-
tion Best Practices

There have been some notable successes on many U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, Air Force, and Navy projects in achieving resolution of all 
disputes during construction.

The use of DRBs has increased, and they have had a remarkable 
record of success, as documented by the DRB Foundation.

Some enlightened private project owners have achieved remarkable 
cost savings and other benefits by following CII best practices and best 
practices in dispute prevention and early resolution.

At the same time, these successes have largely been isolated and 
fragmentary, and limited to pockets within the construction industry. The 
vast majority of construction projects still lack any serious effort to establish 
team relationships or set up in advance efficient systems for controlling and 
resolving disputes. And these construction projects produce an enormous 
amount of very expensive arbitration and litigation.

Recent Dispute Resolution Initiatives

The National Academy of Construction, from its inception in 1999, 
has recognized the severity of the disputes problem and its impact on the 
construction industry, and undertaken to use its influence, and the influence 
of its individual members, to attack the problem of disputes in the industry. 
The Academy noted that the problem is not an unavailability of tools to 
prevent and resolve disputes, but rather the failure of the vast majority of 
industry participants to learn about and actually implement these tools. It 
reported:

“CII has sponsored research resulting in a series of published best 
practices for managing projects. We believe adoption and adherence to 
these best practices is the single most important step in dispute prevention. 
It is analogous to preventive medicine. Such topics as partnering, good 
project front end definition, role definition, building project teamwork, etc. 
provide guidance relative to how to effectively manage a project. A direct 
outcome of these practices is that significant disputes are either avoided or 
the team puts procedures in place to quickly and effectively resolve them. 
However, if a dispute does occur and cannot quickly be resolved among the 
immediate parties, there are proven dispute resolution techniques available 
that should have been agreed to in the original project contracts [to resolve 
all disputes promptly during the course of construction].”
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It further pointed out that “The primary need today is to ‘light a fire’ 
under the key decision makers in the owner community and with design/
construction companies so that they use the available tools faithfully.” “We 
believe the key to success is our ability to enlist the key owner/contractor 
decision makers in sponsoring or better yet demanding use of best 
practices on their projects.”

As a first step in carrying out this mission the National Academy of 
Construction, in collaboration with the Federal Facilities Council and the 
National Research Council, presented a national Forum at the National 
Academy of Sciences in September 2004 on the subject “Reducing 
Construction Costs: Uses of ‘Best Dispute Resolution Practices’ by Project 
Owners.” The Proceedings of this Forum will soon be published by the 
National Academies Press. 

Another initiative, supported by the National Academy of 
Construction, CII, the American Arbitration Association, the International 
Center for Conflict Prevention and Resolution, is a research study, 
financed by the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation, now underway at the Center 
for Construction Industry Studies at The University of Texas at Austin to 
determine empirically the costs and impacts of various forms of dispute 
resolution. Preliminary results of that study demonstrate that there 
are astronomical differences between the costs of post-project dispute 
resolution through litigation, arbitration and even mediation on the 
one hand, and the relatively modest costs and considerable benefits of 
implementing dispute prevention and early resolution methods. This 
research should lead to wide recognition of the economic benefits of 
dispute avoidance and early resolution, and provide convincing evidence to 
corporate managers and project leaders that they should institute dispute 
prevention and early resolution best practices on their projects.

The Path Forward 

Based upon the construction industry dispute resolution experience 
outlined above, the keys to dispute avoidance and/or resolution certainly 
include the following:

 a. Both contracting parties view their relationship as one of working 
together to advance the project.

 b. Both contracting parties understand and respect the forces 
driving their opposite number; neither seeks unfair advantage or 
“something for nothing.”

 c. Both parties recognize the expense and waste inherent in an 
extended and escalated dispute resolution process.

How to Keep Your Project Out of Litigation, Arbitration, and Even Mediation



56

 d. Senior managers of both parties make their policies regarding 
dispute avoidance and resolution clear to subordinates, and they 
insist on adherence.

 e. Channels of communication are kept open and functioning.

 f. When disagreement surfaces, both parties seek quick, fair, and 
equitable resolution without escalation to the dispute level.

 g. Exemplary performance is recognized and rewarded.

“Construction” embraces a wide variety of building and erection 
activities. A “job” may range from a small work crew and some specialty 
subcontractors to a gigantic dam or billion-dollar process plant. The 
construction industry, at all levels, should be concerned with the 
unnecessary costs and effects of disputes, wherever they may arise.
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An Outline of Construction Dispute Prevention and Early 
Resolution Tools

by James P. Groton

More than other industries, the construction industry depends upon 
coordination, cooperation and teamwork among multiple participants. 
Ironically, the construction industry in recent years is probably the 
country’s most adversarial, with ever-increasing numbers of construction 
disputes and claims, antagonistic relationships, “win-lose” attitudes and a 
tendency to postpone the resolution of disputes until the end of the project. 
Unfortunately, unresolved disputes that accumulate and fester inevitably 
interfere with the overall success of a project by holding up payments, 
creating uncertainty, and impairing relationships and efficiency. The 
postponement of dispute resolution to the end of a project also increases 
the difficulty and expense of reconstructing the project record “after-the-
fact” and causes a geometric increase in transaction costs in the form of 
fees paid to lawyers, claims consultants and expert witnesses, as well as the 
lost time of the parties themselves. 

The disputes that are ordinarily dealt with for the first time in 
mediation, arbitration or litigation do not spontaneously erupt overnight. 
Instead, they escalate and mature from differences of opinion, to 
disagreements, and finally to conflicts that require traditional dispute 
resolution techniques and the attendant transaction costs. 

As a reaction to this spiral of conflict, there is a growing movement 
within the construction industry to move the dispute resolution process 
“upstream,” closer to the source of disputes. The industry has developed an 
array of dispute resolution tools and techniques, described below, that can 
prevent disputes or encourage their earliest possible resolution. 

Wise use of these “up-front” techniques will deal with the root causes 
of disputes rather than just the symptoms. These techniques will also 
minimize or eliminate the time and expense associated with conventional 
dispute resolution and have the added benefit of helping the parties 
preserve their valuable business relationships. 
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How to Keep Your Project Out of Litigation, Arbitration, and Even Mediation

A. Pre-Project Planning and Prevention Tools

1. Follow the CII Best Practices that recommend how to set up the 
project in a way that will minimize problems, e.g.

Pre-Project Planning

Alignment

Constructability

Design Effectiveness

Planning for Startup

Team Building

Quality Management

Change Management

Partnering

Dispute Prevention and Resolution

Other CII Practices:

Project Definition Rating Index (PDRI)

Disputes Potential Index

2. Select the most appropriate project delivery method. The 
construction industry has developed many different methods of delivering 
a project, such as traditional design-bid-build, cost-plus, cost plus subject 
to a guaranteed maximum price, construction manager at risk, construction 
manager as agent, design/build, bridging with design/build, etc. The project 
delivery method for the project must be chosen with care, depending on the 
nature of the project.

3. Allocate project risks realistically. Assign each project risk to the 
party who is best able to manage, control or insure against the risk. If a 
party is saddled with a risk that it cannot handle, this creates resentment 
and adversarial relationships, and sows the seeds of countless potential 
disputes.

4. Provide financial incentives to parties to encourage cooperation. 
An example is a “bonus pool” which will be divided among all the 
subcontractors in proportion to their contract amounts provided they all 
meet certain defined goals of cooperation and teamwork. The bonus is 
payable either to everyone or to no one, thus encouraging the participants 
to support and assist each other by focusing on legitimate project goals, 
and subordinating selfish interests for the ultimate benefit of all project 
participants.

5. Try to predict the likelihood of the project to generate disputes, 
and take action to prevent the most likely disputes. The Construction 
Industry Institute has developed a predictive tool for this purpose called the 
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Disputes Potential Index. If administered at the beginning of the project, 
project leaders can take action in certain vulnerable areas to minimize the 
risks of project disputes.

6. Use Partnering. This is a team-building effort in which the parties 
establish cooperative working relationships to work together to achieve 
project goals and resolve potential problems. It can be used for long-term 
relationships or on a project-specific basis.  

B. Problem Solving Tools

7. Negotiation. This is the time-honored method of discussing 
problems and resolving them consensually by focusing on the legitimate 
interests of both parties in getting the problem solved so they can move 
ahead with the project. The focus should be on “First, let’s fix the problem,” 
rather than “First, let’s fix the blame.”

8. Step Negotiations. Sometimes the negotiation process is structured 
so that if the jobsite representatives are not able to resolve a problem at 
their level, their immediate superiors, who are not as closely identified with 
the problem, are asked to resolve the problem. If they fail, the problem 
will be passed up to higher management of both parties. Because of an 
intermediate manager’s detachment and interest in demonstrating to higher 
management the intermediate manager’s ability to solve problems, there is 
a built-in incentive to resolve disputes before they go to the higher level.

C. Dispute Control Tools

9. Geotechnical Baseline Summary Report. Where a project may 
encounter unanticipated geotechnical conditions, it is useful to establish, at 
the time of contracting, a geotechnical “baseline” of expected underground 
conditions, from which any changed conditions can be measured, with 
price adjustments at pre-agreed unit rates. This device generally results in 
more uniform bid prices, less exposure to claims involving interpretation 
of subsurface data, and a transparent non-controversial changes procedure 
which should foster a climate of openness and candor.

10. Escrowed Bid Documents. Because of the likelihood of changes 
to any construction project and the need to obtain the most reliable pricing 
information for changes, it is often helpful to place the successful bidder’s 
estimating calculations in escrow, so they can be consulted whenever either 
party believes that reference to the original quantity and price calculations 
can provide information helpful to the pricing of changes. This device also 
fosters a climate of openness and candor on the project.
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D. “Real Time” Dispute Resolution at the Job Site

11. Architect’s or Engineer’s Decision [less effective]. The expert 
design professionals who designed the project have traditionally been 
called on to make rulings on questions of compliance with the contract 
requirements and workmanship. These decisions, while not binding on the 
parties, can often help resolve problems in the field promptly.

12. Dispute Review Board. A more modern and much more successful 
alternative to architect’s or engineer’s decisions is the dispute review board, 
usually consisting of three neutral construction experts, chosen mutually 
by the owner and contractor at the commencement of the project, who are 
asked to become generally familiar with the project and its progress, and be 
available to render advisory decisions promptly on any problems that the 
parties have been unable to resolve between themselves. The existence and 
ready availability of trusted expert neutrals who have been chosen by and 
have the confidence of the parties, and the knowledge that if asked they will 
render objective decisions which will administer “a dose of reality” to the 
parties, has many advantages in encouraging the parties to resolve disputes 
promptly. This process has enjoyed great success in both preventing 
disputes and achieving early consensual resolution of disputes on virtually 
every project in which it has been used.

13. Standing Arbitration Panel [less effective]. A variant of the dispute 
review board process is the designation by the parties of one or more 
arbitrators at the commencement of the project to render binding decisions 
promptly on problems that the parties have been unable to resolve between 
themselves. This technique has not been as successful as dispute review 
boards have been, largely because the prospect of a binding decision will 
almost invariably cause the parties to get lawyers involved, thus adding 
expense, polarizing positions, and escalating adversarial attitudes. This 
process also takes away the ability of the parties to cooperatively work out 
their own mutual resolution of the dispute.

14. Standing Mediator [less effective]. Another variant of the dispute 
review board process is the designation by the parties of a mediator at the 
commencement of the project to assist the parties in resolving disputes. 
This technique is rarely used, probably because what the parties need 
at this point is not a facilitator to encourage them to compromise every 
dispute, but rather an objective expert who can administer the “dose of 
reality” referred to above, a process that is more likely to give the parties a 
principled basis for resolving the dispute. Also, as in the case of arbitration, 
parties confronted with the prospect of mediation are likely to get lawyers 
involved; thus adding expense, polarizing positions, and escalating 
adversarial attitudes. 
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E. Overall Project Organization and Dispute Control and Management 
Techniques

15. Designing “Stepped” Approaches to the Prevention, Control and 
Early Resolution of Disputes. There are many techniques and approaches 
to preventing, controlling and resolving disputes. Since problems and 
potential disputes can occur in many different ways and at different times 
during a construction relationship, no one size of dispute resolution 
mechanism fits all problems and disputes. Therefore the most successful 
approach is, at the beginning of a construction relationship, to acknowledge 
the reality that problems and disputes will occur, try to anticipate the kinds 
of problems and disputes that are most likely to occur, and design a system 
of techniques, controls, filters and dispute resolution devices that will insure 
that all disputes are promptly and realistically dealt with by the parties 
and resolved at the earliest possible time, before they fester and grow into 
serious disputes. A typical “stepped” approach would be for the parties to 
design a system of techniques that will, first, establish a cooperative project 
environment; second, set up controls that will minimize the frequency and 
severity of problems and third establish real time or jobsite techniques 
designed to get disputes resolved during construction. Then, in the unlikely 
event that these techniques do not resolve all problems, provide for a 
“backstop” combination of mediation and finally arbitration before expert 
construction industry arbitrators as the final resort.

16. Employing a “Project Neutral.” On some large, complex, many-
phase construction projects involving many different parties over a long 
period of time, it has been useful to employ a full-time expert in both 
construction and dispute resolution to continuously monitor the project 
to make sure that all of its dispute prevention, control and resolution 
mechanisms are operating well, and if they are not, to recommend to the 
parties other dispute resolution techniques that will make it certain that all 
disputes are successfully resolved.

17. Designating a “Project Counsel.” On large projects which are 
expected to involve many different complex legal relationships and 
questions, the project can be well served if all of the parties collectively 
select and employ an expert construction lawyer who would be the legal 
advisor for, and represent, the “project” as a whole, not any individual 
party. The task of Project Counsel would be to help the parties to select the 
most appropriate project delivery system, assure that all contracts and 
insurance arrangements on the project are consistent with each other and 
integrated, participate in team building processes, work with the parties to 
design project-wide systems for dispute prevention, control and resolution, 
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and otherwise guide the project through the thicket of the complex 
legal relationships between the parties so that the project as a whole is 
successful, thus benefiting all parties to the project.

18. Project Alliancing. This is a process of structuring the organization 
of the Project in such a way as to align the commercial interests of all the 
parties, share risks and rewards equitably between the parties, provide 
incentives to work cooperatively and openly and perform well and even 
exceptionally, and align attitudinal objectives of the parties so as to create 
mutual commitment, trust, openness, flexibility, and teamwork.
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Equitable Risk Allocation

by Andrew Blumenfeld

The single most important element of dispute minimization is the 
equitable distribution of risk, which begins well before the contract is 
awarded.

One of the principal functions of a contract is to allocate risk, and 
doing it well is critically important. In my view, no form of alternative 
dispute resolution (ADR), partnering, or other good dispute minimization 
techniques can overcome a fundamentally flawed allocation of risk. There 
must be an allocation of risk which reflects the commercial reality of the 
project, not merely the relative bargaining power of the owner in relation to 
the general contractor.

There are two principal methods of allocating risk. One is the active 
method, which is most appropriate for large, complex projects. This is a 
project-specific plan where the owner develops a detailed understanding of 
his risk profile. Active risk allocation typically requires substantial planning, 
time, and cost. There is an up-front cost the owner must be able to bear. 

Active risk allocation is suitable for large projects that involve 
renovation of an existing structure, which is always risky, and projects with 
unknown factors that are beyond the control of either party. Such factors 
include geotechnical or environmental conditions, restricted site access, 
permitting, historic preservation, political issues, hidden conditions, and 
market/inflation risk in a multiyear contract. Rather than write a contract 
that puts all of the risk on the contractor, the owner can write a contract 
with a common baseline. If the actual situation turns out significantly 
different from the baseline, the contract price can be adjusted (Figure A).

Active Risk Allocation: Managing Unknowns

• Fixed bidding assumptions “Assume 100,000 CY of contaminated 
soil removal.”

• Pre-priced general 
condition costs

Bid a daily cost for general conditions 
in the event of an owner-caused delay.

• Market basket Shared risk for inflation in market 
priced commodities such as rebar, 
drywall, concrete, etc.

• Bilateral exercise of options  

• Limitations on markups

Figure A. Active risk allocation.
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The second useful risk allocation procedure is to pre-price general 
conditions cost. If the project is likely have some delays, as the owner I 
want the general contractors who are bidding on the project to tell me 
how much it is going to cost for each day the project is delayed. Then, as 
exigencies arise, I can have a fairly good estimate of what some of the delay 
costs are going to be. 

With multi-year projects such as the Pentagon, inflation of materials 
costs is a significant cost driver. The Pentagon hired a cost estimating firm 
to create a custom inflation index of the materials used on the project. 
Every three years the base price is adjusted to reflect changing market 
conditions. 

For multi-year projects, it is also in the owner’s interest to have a 
bilateral exercise of options: First, as an owner, I don’t want to work with a 
contractor who doesn’t want to be there. Second, bilateral option exercise 
dramatically reduces risk for a general contractor and, as a result, the initial 
bids will be somewhat lower.

Contract provisions imposing limits on “soft” overhead costs on 
owner-directed changes is a prudent practice, particularly in projects with 
a large number of specialty subcontractors. Where the physical work 
is performed by a second or third tier subcontractor, permitting each 
intervening layer of subcontractors and the general contractor to apply 
their burdens in a formulaic manner can skew the relationship between 
value-added work and total costs. Imposing a cumulative limit on markups, 
defined as a not-to-exceed percentage of the performing subcontractor’s 
price, helps the owner manage overhead costs while permitting the 
contractors to recover legitimate overhead costs on changes. 

Active risk allocation also includes contract type, of which there is a 
range: from hard money lump sum, to guaranteed maximum price, cost, 
incentive, time and materials; or a hybrid combination of any of these.

Passive risk allocation is the standard package of clauses found in 
government contracts or the American Institute of Architects standard form 
contract. These are allocations of general purpose for items such as differing 
site conditions, site investigations, unusually severe weather, permits and 
responsibilities, changes, and the like. Passive risk allocation is appropriate 
for vertical construction on a previously undeveloped or “green” site, 
smaller projects with manageable unknowns, standard commercial office 
spaces, and most federal construction projects. 
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Using Leverage Wisely

It is not uncommon for owners to attempt to shift the project risk to 
the contractor up-front because of their leverage at this point in the process. 
Owners do this by adding clauses that impose no damages for delay or shift 
the risk of defects in specifications and drawings to the general contractor. 
However, a commercially unreasonable allocation of risk almost always 
fails. First, it drives away the top firms, who will choose not to bid on the 
project. Second, it creates an atmosphere of distrust. Third, it requires 
contractors to include in their proposals large risk contingencies that may 
not be realized. Fourth, is the phenomenon called “balloon theory”.  This 
is where the owner uses the contract or a regulation, or other leverage to 
attempt to squeeze costs out of one area. However, these costs will pop up 
in another area. The courts disapprove of these risk-shifting provisions. 

The key is using leverage wisely. Leverage in a construction project, 
particularly a big construction project, shifts between three principal parties: 
the owner, the general contractor, and the subcontractors. 

In the solicitation and award phase, owners have all the leverage. They 
can dictate the contract type, the specifications, the project delivery method, 
who can bid (based on past performance, bonding or other factors), award 
criteria (low bid, best value), allocation of risk through specific contract 
clauses.

The owner then awards the contract, shifting leverage to the general 
contractor. The general contractor then selects the subcontractors. The 
general contractor can choose whether or not to honor the subcontractors’ 
pre-award bids, he may “shop” the bids, or adjust significant terms and 
conditions. In many cases, the subcontractors are relatively powerless at 
this point and faced with a take-it-or-leave-it contract. 

At the mobilization and construction phases of the project, the 
leverage shifts from the general contractor to the subcontractors, who 
are responsible for delivering a significant portion of the job. Some 
subcontractors may feel the need to recover losses through change 
orders and claims if the general contractor has used them badly. In short, 
what goes around comes around. If the situation has reached this point, 
partnering or other ADR techniques will not work: Effective partnering 
requires that people be treated fairly from the beginning. 

Another good reason that owners and general contractors should use 
their leverage gently is the time factor (Figure B).
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Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3
Duration of Project1—3 months 1—3 months

Phase 1: Solicitation to Award: Owner has the leverage.

Phase 2: Award to Buy-Out: General contractor has the leverage.

Phase 3: Mobilization to Completion: Subcontractors have the leverage.

36—Month Project Schedule

Figure B. Leverage timeline

Phase 1, where the owner has the leverage is very brief, probably 
1–3 months. Phase 2, award to the general contractor, may last 1–3 
months. For the remainder of the project, which may take several years, 
the subcontractors have the leverage. No one should be surprised if 
subcontractors who have been treated unfairly in Phase 2 “return the favor” 
in Phase 3.

ADR, partnering, and other hybrid methods of dispute minimization 
begin with equitable allocation of risk where leverage is used to create 
an atmosphere of trust. Complex projects require active risk allocation 
and careful planning. To help create trust and foster communication in 
the Pentagon renovation project, the owner’s representatives, the general 
contractor, and the subcontractors, all work closely in the same space or 
trailer. Maximizing communication is critical, but trust cannot be achieved if 
the allocation of cost and risk is fundamentally flawed.

Background Materials

Exploring why best practices and effective dispute prevention and 
early resolution techniques are so little used, and what can be done 
about the problem

Why is there such a disconnect between the existence of proven 
Dispute Avoidance and Resolution Best Practices, and their adoption? 

What are the barriers that impede constructive change?

CII has done considerable research on barriers to adoption of best 
practices. Though each project and each best practice is unique, the 
problems within the construction industry that impede the adoption of 
best practices tend to be quite uniform. There are substantial differences 
in the frequency of adoption of various best practices. Those most often 
adopted promised a high payoff potential. They are often associated with 
cost reimbursable projects where the owner bears the risk of innovation 
failure. Implementing companies typically have a recognized as having a 
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“continuous improvement” culture. Implementing companies commonly 
employ a supervisory “champion” to push changes.1 

However, the de-centralized nature of most construction project site 
management allows maximum discretion to the project manager, rewarding 
success with substantial financial bonuses, and punishing failure, often 
with employment termination. Accordingly there is minimum motivation 
for experimentation by project managers, especially if the prospect of 
success is not considered very high. CII found, as have others studying 
the phenomenon, that the greatest barrier to change in construction is the 
successful project manager.

Finally, successful construction people, whether purchasing or 
providing the service, tend to be strong, decisive personalities. Seldom 
is there real doubt in the minds of key people as to where fault lies in a 
dispute. People may be wrong, but they are seldom in doubt. This attitude 
is manifest in willingness to spend more than a dispute is worth to prove a 
point. 

Owner organizations that have limited financing are sometime 
motivated to fight even admittedly meritorious claims because funds are 
not available to pay an award. Even when the money is there, managers 
may be reluctant to admit that the budget has been exceeded, so the 
claim is fought in the hope that it will go away, or maybe even be won. 
Contractors suffering from cash flow pressure have presented claims 
generally lacking in merit, or minor meritorious claims with greatly inflated 
costs associated with them, hoping to obtain a settlement in excess of true 
merit. This “crap shoot” mentality opposes reasonable efforts to obtain just 
settlements. Attorneys will usually do what clients want done, even if they 
have recommended a different course of action.

Barriers

CII has identified several attitudinal barriers to adoption of new 
practices that apparently apply to the adoption of dispute prevention and 
resolution techniques:

 a. “We’re doing all of that already”

 b. “We’re too busy at the project level to be learning new things”

 c. “Who’s going to pay for us to do these things?”

The same reference listed some other common barriers:

 a. General lack of commitment to the proposed concept.

 b. Relatively low familiarity with the concept at the project level.
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 c. Limited emphasis on training and education in concept usage.

 d. Failure to integrate new ideas into company procedures.

 e. No proof of savings.

 f. A no-risk or minimum risk environment.

The referenced publication categorized these barriers as failures in:

 a. Management leadership

 b. Organizational culture

 c. Education and training

 d. Performance measurement

 e. Communications

 f. Objective setting and action planning

Conclusion

The construction process involves numerous stakeholders, each 
with its own agenda. These agendas are not congruent; they overlap 
in part, with the extent of overlap depending on contracting strategy, 
organizational culture of the stakeholders, project urgency, and personality 
factors. Historically, construction has been an adversarial process, made 
even more so by the adversarial legal system that often is enlisted at the 
first suggestion of dispute. Construction, as one of the nation’s largest 
industries, in aggregate involves huge sums of money.

With some providers of construction services, disputes are an 
expected, integral part of doing business. These companies apparently 
believe that at least in the short term, benefit-to-cost analysis favors 
conflict over amity. Where a party has in-house counsel, or attorneys on 
retainer, conflict theoretically “costs nothing”. The problem tends to be more 
prevalent in public construction, where good will has very little to do with 
contractor selection, a low bid wins the job despite the contractor’s claims 
track record, and a successful claim wins the profit.

One way for an owner to combat this thinking is to obtain and 
implement (at considerable cost and risk) such high quality, professional 
administration that the adversarial strategy fails more often than it 
succeeds.

Other more constructive approaches are to institute dispute 
prevention and resolution practices that reward good performance and 
behavior and motivate contractors to perform well.
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Motivation programs do in fact motivate. Poorly conceived programs 
encourage counterproductive behavior. Well considered programs can drive 
change, and with change, produce improvement. 

How can corporate and project leaders be motivated to use best 
practices in dispute prevention and early resolution?

Products, regardless of their quality or merit, rarely sell themselves. 
CII observes that implementation of new, improved practices involves 
change, and both people and organizations resist change.2  To overcome this 
most fundamental and deeply rooted obstacle, the change must be strongly 
supported by senior management. This support must be in the form of both 
pronouncements of support, and action. Clearly senior management must 
be convinced that there is a financial benefit to the organization and its 
stakeholders before making such a commitment.

Risk aversion is usually inherent in organizational and employee 
behavior. If such aversion is not to become a major obstacle, senior 
managers must not only commit personally, but they must convince 
employees that willingness to try something new will be rewarded – even if 
the trial is unsuccessful.

The first challenge isto convince senior managers to make this 
personal and institutional commitment.

CII has invested heavily in studying techniques for advancing 
adoption of its recommended practices. It has published several papers 
on the subject of implementation based upon the collective experience of 
members. 

The Implementation Model

In trying to encourage wider implementation of its research products, 
CII formed an Implementation Strategy Committee in 1995. CII undertook 
benchmarking and metrics as a major function of the organization when 
it became apparent that future implementation success was based upon 
demonstrable results. 

The CII Implementation Strategy Committee developed a generic 
model to guide implementation efforts, once an organization’s senior 
management had decided to move forward. It was thought to be universally 
applicable, hence useful to advancing recommendations relating to dispute 
avoidance and resolution. The model is based on Product Information and 
Benefit / Cost Data. In order of application the recommended action steps 
are:3

 a. Obtain the corporate commitment
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 b. Designate a corporate level implementation champion

 c. Conduct an organizational self-audit to determine the situation

 d. Develop implementation plans and goals

 e. Designate product champions and, where applicable, establish 
review boards to assign product implementation priorities

 f. Undertake product training

 g. Implement the product

 h. Measure results of implementation

 i. “Celebrate” success

While more detailed, these model actions follow the familiar “Plan 
– Do – Check – Act” sequence recommended for implementation of a 
continuous improvement program. Implementation of change is neither 
mystical nor easy. There must be a reason to change that is apparent to 
many, preferably all of those involved in making it happen. People generally 
try to please their supervisors; if he or she wants it done badly enough, and 
if those who must implement the change know this, it will probably happen.

Sources of Information and Points of Contact

Panelists:

James P. Groton

Suite 2300 

999 Peachtree Street, NE

Atlanta, GA 30309

Telephone: 404-853-8071

Fax: 404-853-8806

E-mail: jim.groton@sablaw.com

Andrew Blumenfeld

Construction Counsel

Pentagon Renovation Program

100 Boundary Channel Drive

Arlington, VA 22202-3712

Telephone: (703) 693-8966

Fax: (703)693-6416

Email: andrew.blumenfeld@whs.mil 
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David B. Ratterman

Attorney

Stites & Harbison, PLLC

Suite 1800 

400 West Market Street 

Louisville, KY 40202 

Telephone: (502) 681-0539 

Fax: (502) 587-6391 

Email: dratterman@stites.com

Representatives of the National Academy of Construction Dispute 
Resolution Committee:

Gerald H. Greene

71 Jewett Drive

Wyoming, OH 45215

Telephone: 513-821-1445

Fax: 513-821-0645

Email: greenehouse@cinci.rr.com

Robert A. Rubin

Postner & Rubin

17 Battery Place

New York, NY 10004

Telephone: 212-269-2510

Email: RARubin@postner.com

Michael C. Vorster

Department of Civil Engineering

200 Patton Hall

Virginia Tech

Blacksburg, VA 24060-6105

Telephone: 540-231-5009

Fax: 540-231-7552
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Email: mike@vt.edu

Organizations involved in promoting dispute prevention and early 
resolution concepts:

Construction Industry Institute

3925 West Braker Lane (R4500)

Austin, Texas 78759-5316

Telephone: (512) 232-3000

Fax: (512) 499-8101

  

Dispute Resolution Board Foundation

6100 Southcenter Boulevard

Suite 115

Seattle, Washington 98188-2441

Telephone: 206-248-6156

Fax: 206-248-6463

Email: home@drb.org

website: drb.org

National Construction Dispute Resolution Committee of the American 
Arbitration Association

Systems Design Subcommittee

231 Salina Meadows Parkway

Suite 135

North Syracuse, New York 13212

Telephone: 315-457-4249, extension 204

Fax: 315-457-8560
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Email: chanpionm@adr.org
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Abstract

The Benchmarking and Metrics Committee has been extremely 
successful and busy enhancing the benchmarking system. Based on 
member input, new metrics were developed to assess engineering and 
construction productivity and small project performance and practice use. 
Membership has responded well to the fielding of these new metrics by 
providing an abundance of data.

This session will update attendees on progress made in data 
collection and reporting to include new online reports that improve access 
to benchmarking results. Early results of small project performance and 
practice use metrics will be presented and discussed. Progress will be 
presented as well on a project to develop absolute (hard dollar) metrics for 
the pharmaceutical industry. The session also will introduce the productivity 
metrics implementation session scheduled for later in the Annual 
Conference.

Implementation Session Moderator

Charles M. Green – Engineering Specialist, Aramco Services Company

Charlie Green has more than 31 years 
of experience in the specification, evaluation, 
development, and testing of process control and data 
acquisition systems, with over 21 years of service 
with Aramco Services Company. At Aramco Services 
Company, these control systems have been installed 
as part of new oil & gas processing facilities as well 
as infrastructure projects. At CII, he has been active 
on the Benchmarking & Metrics Committee for five 
years and is co-chair of the committee. Charlie earned 
a bachelors degree from Rice University.

e-mail: charlie.green@aramcoservices.com 

Implementation Session Participants

Deborah L. DeGezelle – Systems Analyst, Construction Industry 
Institute
e-mail: debdeg@mail.utexas.edu

Harold L. Helland – Manager, Project Engineering, Abbott
e-mail: harold.helland@abbott.com

Grant G. Landry – Manager, Business Development, Jacobs
e-mail: grant.landry@jacobs.com

Benchmarking Focus 2005
CII Benchmarking & Metrics Committee – 
Implementation Session only
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Mark T. Owens – Director, Global Facilities Delivery, Eli Lilly and 
Company
e-mail: mtowens@lillly.com

Stephen R. Thomas – Associate Director, Construction Industry Institute
e-mail: sthomas@mail.utexas.edu

Benchmarking Focus 2005
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Abstract

Reconstruction efforts underway in Iraq show the importance of 
public and private sector partnerships. As the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
continues to support the nation around the globe in a rapidly changing 
environment, the need for greater collaboration and agility is on the rise. 
New technologies, materials, and techniques are driving engineering and 
construction and will grow in influence in the future. 

Public leaders play an important role as a catalyst for advancing 
R&D capabilities. Now, industry partners must provide flexibility that will 
encourage and promote innovation in methods, materials, and project 
delivery strategies. In an effort to drive innovation in the private sector and 
enhance the Army’s ability to deliver required facilities at reduced cost and 
in less time, the Corps of Engineers is transforming its approach to military 
construction. Such strategies are already being implemented for Corps’ 
reconstruction projects in both Iraq and Afghanistan.

Plenary Session Presenter

Lieutenant General Carl A. Strock – Chief of Engineers and 
Commanding General, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

 Lieutenant General Carl A. Strock grew up in an 
Army family, receiving his commission as an infantry 
second lieutenant following graduation from Officer 
Candidate School in 1972. After completing Ranger 
and Special Forces training, he served primarily with 
infantry units before transferring to the Engineer 
Branch in 1983. In September 2003, he returned from 
a six-month tour of duty in Iraq as the Deputy Director 
of Operations for the Coalition Provisional Authority. 
Strock holds a bachelor’s degree in civil engineering 
from the Virginia Military Institute and a master’s in civil engineering from 
Mississippi State University. He is a Registered Professional Engineer.

Leadership Imperatives in a Global Environment
Luncheon Speaker
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Plenary Session Presenter

David M. Walker – Comptroller General of the U.S. and Director of the 
Government Accountability Office, Office of the Comptroller General

As Comptroller General, David Walker is the 
nation’s chief accountability officer and head of the 
U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO). Before 
his appointment as Comptroller General, Walker 
had extensive executive level experience in both 
government and private industry. Between 1989 and 
1998, Walker worked at Arthur Andersen, His earlier 
technical, professional, and business experience 
was with Price Waterhouse, Coopers & Lybrand and 
Source Services Corporation, an international human 
resources consulting and search firm. He has written 
two books and numerous articles on a variety of subjects. He earned a 
bachelor’s degree in accounting from Jacksonville University.

Leadership in Changing and Challenging Times
Keynote Speaker
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Abstract

Are industry participants “walking the walk” or just “talking the 
talk”when it comes to concerns for managing quality and reducing field 
rework? This plenary presentation will offer some compelling evidence that 
the principles and processes that have resulted in successful field safety 
management can also be applied to reduce field rework. Key research 
findings requiring leadership commitment and industry-wide improvement 
will be presented. The presentation makes the business case for “making 
zero field rework a reality.”

The implementation session will introduce participants to a self-
assessment tool that can be applied throughout the project process to help 
reduce field rework. Comments will be shared about its applicability from 
projects where it was reviewed. A panel of research team members will 
address questions and discuss the research findings and how they relate to 
the self assessment.

Plenary Session Presenter

Cynthia J. Richartz – Manager, Technical Center of Excellence in Global 
Engineering Services, Abbott

Cindy Richartz and her organization have 
responsibility for providing technical discipline 
consulting and engineering standards leadership for 
Abbott facilities and projects worldwide. During her 
22 years with the company, she has held leadership 
and professional positions in facilities consulting, 
materials administration and investment recovery, 
facilities planning, inventory management, and 
hospital sales. Richartz, who is actively involved in 
the Society of Women Engineers, earned a bachelor’s 
degree in industrial engineering from the University 
of Illinois.

e-mail: cindy.richartz@abbott.com

Making Zero Field Rework a Reality
Do It Right the First Time Research Team



108

Implementation Session Moderator

Lewis C. Coles – Engineering Manager, DuPont Engineering

Lew Coles chairs the CII Do It Right the First 
Time Research Team. At DuPont, he is responsible 
for capital project implementation for more than 
30 electronic and communication technologies 
plant sites worldwide. He also is global leader of 
both corporate contractor safety competency and 
the corporate center for deployment of mobile 
equipment for plant sites and operations. Coles, 
whose career with DuPont spans 31 years, has held 
staff, management, and professional assignments in 
domestic and international engineering, construction, 
procurement, safety, and manufacturing. He holds bachelor’s degrees in 
civil engineering and business administration from Rutgers University.

e-mail: lewis.c.coles@usa.dupont.com 

Implementation Session Participants

Chris G. Gower – Regional Engineering Manager, Consumer 
Healthcare, GlaxoSmithKline
e-mail: chris.g.gower@gsk.com 

John S. Lucente – Project Site Manager, Ontario Power Generation
e-mail: j.lucente@opg.com 

Cynthia J. Richartz – Manager, Technical Center of Excellence in Global 
Engineering Services, Abbott
e-mail: cindy.richartz@abbott.com

Gary R. Smith – Dean, Engineering and Architecture, Construction 
Management & Engineering, North Dakota State University
e-mail: gary.smith@ndsu.edu

Making Zero Field Rework a Reality
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Abstract

Intel has demonstrated over the last six years that world-
class construction safety performance is not only achievable, but 
sustainable. The plenary presentation will identify the challenges with 
obtaining, maintaining, and improving on world-class construction 
safety performance. Various techniques will be presented that enable 
the continuous improvement of management systems and cultural 
development in the quest to eliminate injuries that occur in a “world-class” 
environment.

The implementation presentation will outline the challenges and 
breakthrough solutions developed to drive elimination of injuries and 
continue the quest toward injury-free performance.

Plenary Session Presenter

Steve Bowers – Environmental, Health, and Safety Manager, 
Worldwide Projects, Intel Corporation

With Intel since 1996, Steve Bowers has 25 years of EHS management 
experience within the petrochemical and semiconductor manufacturing 
industries. He also has extensive expertise in both 
process operations and construction safety. In his 
current role at Intel he oversees EHS for all of the 
company’s construction projects around the globe. 
Bowers is a member of the American Society of 
Safety Engineers and maintains the Certified Safety 
Professional designation from the Board of Certified 
Safety Professionals.

e-mail: steve.bowers@intel.com

Implementation Session Moderator

Steve Bowers – Environmental, Health, and Safety Manager, 
Worldwide Projects, Intel Corporation
e-mail: steve.bowers@intel.com

Implementation Session Participant

Robert A. Predmore – Manager of Projects, Corporate Services 
Construction, Intel Corporation
e-mail: bob.predmore@intel.com

The Quest for Injury-Free Performance
Intel Case Study
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Abstract

The plenary presentation will describe how the FIATECH Automating 
Equipment Information Exchange (AEX) project has undertaken a pragmatic 
approach to attain interoperability in equipment supply chains and improve 
supplier integration with project delivery.  A summary will be presented of 
a cooperative industry demonstration project of owner-operators, EPCs, 
equipment suppliers, and software suppliers to apply the XML technology 
developed by the AEX project. The presentation will emphasize the 
importance of industry leadership for achieving the benefits of equipment 
supply chain interoperability.

The implementation session will provide a detailed explanation 
of the underlying technology, project work processes, and involvement 
of industry stakeholders. An overview of recent demonstrations of AEX 
implementations will be presented to show how multiple companies 
using different software systems can share information seamlessly using 
AEX project results. Further information will be presented about the work 
products, upcoming project activities and how companies are using 
the AEX results. A discussion session will be facilitated to discuss how 
companies can get started in using and deploying AEX project results to 
achieve software interoperability across the equipment supply chain.

Plenary Session Presenter

Mark E. Palmer – Project Manager, Building and Fire Research 
Laboratory, National Institute of Standards & Technology

Mark Palmer researches the integration of 
IT, automation, and work process re-engineering. 
Also active in national and international standards 
development activities, Palmer works with numerous 
initiatives to advance the IT competence and 
competitiveness of the U.S. He currently is the 
project leader for the FIATECH AEX Project. He 
recently led a CII research team investigating how 
to improve construction supply chain performance. 
Palmer earned a bachelor’s degree in architecture 
at the University of Oregon and a master of science 
degree at MIT.

e-mail: mark.palmer@nist.gov 

Achieving Interoperability for Equipment Supply Chains
FIATECH
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Implementation Session Moderator

Mark E. Palmer – Project Manager, Building and Fire Research 
Laboratory, National Institute of Standards & Technology
e-mail: mark.palmer@nist.gov

Implementation Session Participants

Manoj Dharwadkar – Senior Software Development Manager, Bentley 
Plant Division, Bentley Systems Inc.
e-mail: manoj.dharwadkar@bentley.com

James Klein – Application Consultant, AVEVA
e-mail: jim.klein@aveva.com

Judith W. Passwaters – Global Director, Facilities Services & Real 
Estate, DuPont Company
e-mail: judith.w.passwaters@usa.dupont.com 

Brett A. Phillips – Project Engineer, S&B Engineers and Constructors 
Ltd.
e-mail: baphillips@sbec.com

Arthur A. Stout – Director, Capital Development Group, Intel 
Corporation
e-mail: art.a.stout@intel.com 

Thomas L. Teague – President, ePlantData, Inc.
e-mail: teague@eplantdata.com

Achieving Interoperability for Equipment Supply Chains
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Abstract

The plenary presentation will illustrate the importance of organizing 
global virtual engineering teams (GVET). An overview of the successful 
implementation of the GVET tool also will be introduced. This tool allows 
project leaders to develop a comprehensive project plan for effectively 
developing virtual engineering teams which efficiently utilize the global 
engineering workforce. The tool also allows companies to capture lessons 
learned from previous projects and provide the lessons to future project 
leaders during their plan development.

A demo of the GVET planning tool will take place in the 
implementation session through an engaging mock team meeting to 
develop a plan for a portion of the tool. The remainder of the session will be 
devoted to a panel of experienced global virtual team members/planners 
who the panel will share their experiences, answer audience questions, and 
provide feedback on the implementation of the GVET planning tool.

Plenary Session Presenter

James B. Mynaugh – Director of Manufacturing Services, Engineering 
Division, Rohm and Haas Company

Jim Mynaugh currently serves on the CII 
research team investigating the global engineering 
work force. At Rohm and Haas, Mynaugh and his 
team of capital project engineers, risk management 
staff, technical specialists, and reliability engineers 
support more than 100 international manufacturing 
sites. He has over 25 years of experience with 
Rohm and Haas, largely in manufacturing. He has 
served as site manager for the company’s plant in 
Grangemouth, Scotland, and has held other senior 
management roles at Rohm and Haas’ offices in Houston, Texas, Knoxville, 
Tennessee, and Bristol, Pennsylvania.

e-mail: jmynaugh@rohmhaas.com

Global Virtual Engineering Team Implementation
Effective Use of Global Engineering Workforce Research Team
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Implementation Session Moderator

Karl E. Seil – Director of Engineering, Shaw, Stone & Webster

Karl Seil has been involved in the setup and 
interface with global virtual engineering teams 
(GVETs) for the last eight years and was instrumental 
in the startup of a joint venture in Mumbai, India, 
for Shaw Stone & Webster. Prior to joining the Shaw 
Group in 2002, Seil spent 22 years at Bechtel, where 
he was involved in various petrochemical, fossil, and 
nuclear power projects. He is a member of the CII 
research team studying effective use of the global 
engineering work force. Seil holds a bachelor’s 
degree in mechanical engineering from Brigham Young University and he is 
a Registered Professional Engineer in both Texas and California. 

e-mail: karl.seil@shawgrp.com

Implementation Session Participants

Jiri Gregor – Director, Engineering, ABB Lummus Global   
(via virtual link)

Aivars E. Krumins – Vice President, Engineering & Procurement, ABB 
Lummus Global
e-mail: aivars.e.krumins@us.abb.com 

John I. Messner – Assistant Professor, Architectural Engineering 
Department, Pennsylvania State University
e-mail: jmessner@engr.psu.edu

James B. Mynaugh – Director of Manufacturing Services, Engineering 
Division, Rohm and Haas Company
e-mail: jmynaugh@rohmhaas.com

Matthew J. Petrizzo – Project Engineering Manager, Washington Group 
International, Inc.
e-mail: matthew.petrizzo@wgint.com

Marcel Prunaiche – Managing Director, Washington E&C Romania   
(via virtual link)

Pooran Tripathi – President, Stone & Webster Rolta Limited   
(via virtual link)

Todd White – Engineering Manager, Anheuser-Busch Companies, Inc.
e-mail: todd.white@anheuser-busch.com

Global Virtual Engineering Team Implementation
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Abstract

Subcontractors in developing countries can work “accident free.” This 
implementation session will describe success in achieving zero accidents on 
an international project as the result of applying “Zero Accident Techniques” 
and “Safety Practice Use” metrics. Lessons learned and innovative 
thinking that resulted in the consistent continuous improvement in safety 
performance will be discussed. The strategies used and opportunities for 
improvement during construction of a major project also will be discussed. 
The remainder of the session will be reserved for questions from the 
audience and the shared experiences on managing subcontractor safety 
performance.

Implementation Session Moderator

DaCosta Kirton – Safety and Health Manager, Atlantic LNG Expansion 
Project, Trinidad Train 4 Project, Bechtel International Inc.

With Bechtel since 1989, DaCosta Kirton has 
over 25 years of experience in the engineering and 
construction industry, primarily in ESH assignments. 
Other international assignments include work 
on Bechtel projects in Mexico and Saudi Arabia. 
Domestically, his work has included projects at Oak 
Ridge National Laboratory. He previously worked 
for the American Cyanamid Company in Princeton, 
New Jersey. An OSHA certified trainer and former 
chair of the Safety Council of Trinidad and Tobago 
(Southwest Chapter), Kirton holds a bachelor’s degree 
in environmental science from the University of Southern Colorado. 

e-mail: dkirton@bechtel.com

Implementation Session Participants

Geoffrey B. Cislo – Area ES&H Manager, Bechtel Corporation
e-mail: gbcislo@bechtel.com 

Thomas C. Hill – Site Manager, Trinidad Train 4 Project, Bechtel 
International Inc.
e-mail: tchill@bechtel.com

Benchmark Subcontractor Safety Performance 
through Leadership and Ownership
Bechtel Case Study – Implementation Session only



Notes

162

Benchmark Subcontractor Safety Performance 
through Leadership and Ownership
Implementation Slides



Notes

163

Benchmark Subcontractor Safety Performance through Leadership and Ownership



Notes

164

Benchmark Subcontractor Safety Performance through Leadership and Ownership



Notes

165

Benchmark Subcontractor Safety Performance through Leadership and Ownership



Notes

166

Benchmark Subcontractor Safety Performance through Leadership and Ownership



Notes

167

Benchmark Subcontractor Safety Performance through Leadership and Ownership



Notes

168

Benchmark Subcontractor Safety Performance through Leadership and Ownership



Notes

169

Benchmark Subcontractor Safety Performance through Leadership and Ownership



Notes

170

Benchmark Subcontractor Safety Performance through Leadership and Ownership



Notes

171

Benchmark Subcontractor Safety Performance through Leadership and Ownership



Notes

172

Benchmark Subcontractor Safety Performance through Leadership and Ownership



Notes

173

Benchmark Subcontractor Safety Performance through Leadership and Ownership



174



175

Abstract

After several years of development and alignment activities, CII has a 
set of engineering and construction productivity metrics that are based on 
design and installed quantities, respectively. Data collection has been most 
successful for these metrics: more than 80 projects have been submitted 
with engineering productivity data and more than 50 projects have been 
submitted with construction productivity data.

This implementation session will describe the data set received 
to date, preview early analysis of the data, and discuss reports being 
developed to present benchmarking comparisons for those submitting 
data. The four levels of reports in development will be discussed to 
include the development of an overall construction industry productivity 
metric. Participants will be invited to join the effort as CII continues to take 
advantage of recent breakthroughs in productivity measurement.

Implementation Session Moderator

Daniel E. Scott – Manager, Engineering Project Controls, BE&K 
Engineering Company

Danny Scott is responsible for engineering 
cost and scheduling, document control, and project 
support at BE&K. He has over 17 years of engineering 
and construction experience on heavy industrial 
and process-intensive projects, both domestically 
and internationally. His roles at BE&K have included 
project engineer, subcontract coordinator, expeditor, 
project scheduler, and project cost analyst. At CII, 
he has served as a member of the Benchmarking 
Committee for the past three years. Scott holds a 
bachelor’s degree from the University of Montevallo and an MBA from 
Samford University.

e-mail: scottd@bek.com

Productivity Metrics Preview
CII Benchmarking & Metrics Committee – 
Implementation Session only
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Implementation Session Participants

James B. Gibson – Vice President, Projects, ALSTOM Power Inc.
e-mail: james.b.gibson@power.alstom.com 

David G. Hile – Operations Manager, Fru-Con Construction Corporation
e-mail: david.hile@frucon.com

David M. Perkins – Project Manager, Rohm and Haas Company
e-mail: david_m_perkins@rohmhaas.com 

James G. Slaughter, Jr. – President, S&B Engineers and Constructors 
Ltd.
e-mail: jgsjr@sbec.com

Stephen R. Thomas – Associate Director, Construction Industry Institute
e-mail: sthomas@mail.utexas.edu

Paul N. Woldy – Staff Engineer, Chevron Inc.
e-mail: pwoldy@chevron.com

Productivity Metrics Preview
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Plenary Session Presenter

Rex Tillerson – President, ExxonMobil Corporation

With Exxon since 1975, Rex Tillerson has 
held several executive, engineering, technical, 
and supervisory assignments. In the late 1980s as 
business development manager in the natural gas 
department, his responsibilities included developing 
long-range plans for commercialization of Alaska and 
Canadian Beaufort Sea gas. He also has served as 
president of Exxon Yemen. In 1998 as vice president 
of Exxon Ventures and president of Exxon Neftegas 
Limited, he was responsible for the company’s 
holdings in Russia and the Caspian Sea. Tillerson is 
a member of the U.S.–Russia Business Council, the Society of Petroleum 
Engineers, and the American Petroleum Institute. He earned a bachelor’s 
degree in civil engineering at UT Austin.

Construction Industry Leadership in the Changing Energy 
Marketplace
Keynote Speaker
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Abstract

The CII Forum will address some key issues facing the development 
of leaders for CII member organizations with capital-intensive enterprises.
Owners and contractors alike are faced with a gap in talent caused by the 
boom in the software industry in the late 1990s and the severe reduction in 
capital spending since 2000. Owners have downsized and emerging talent 
has left. 

One common debate is whether great leaders are “born” to lead 
or is leadership a “learned” skill? If it is learned, then what type of 
formal and informal leadership programs have been effective to create 
stronger leaders? When is the best time to begin leader training, and are 
external programs preferable to in-house programs? What part do on-
the-job training and real world experiences play in creating leadership 
competency? Is strategic leadership a specialized skill?

When selecting a new leader, common traits such as initiative, 
technical skill, good communications, and trustworthiness are sought. Is 
there a proven road map for leadership? If someone is a good manager, 
does that mean they will be a good leader? The forum will explore leader 
characteristics, examples of effective leadership, and the difference between 
a good manager and a good leader.

Moderator

Susan M. Steele – Vice President, Industrial Services, BE&K 
Construction Company

Sue Steele is involved in strategic planning 
implementation, business development, and 
operations management. Steele previously was 
operations manager for the BE&K–GE Alliance, which 
included work at 30 project sites in the U.S., Canada, 
Mexico, and Brazil. Arizona State University’s Del 
Webb School of Construction has recognized her as 
an “Outstanding Woman in Construction.” A graduate 
of Auburn University, she also holds an MBA from 
the University of Miami.

e-mail: steeles@bek.com

CII Forum: Leadership of Tomorrow – Bridging the Gap
(Where have all the great leaders gone or are they just waiting to be 
discovered?)
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Panelists

Deborah L. Grubbe – Vice President, Group Safety, BP p.l.c.

Based in London, Deborah Grubbe is 
accountable for providing global safety leadership 
in all business areas: exploration and production, 
refining and marketing, gas, solar, and renewables. 
Formerly with DuPont, she has held corporate 
director positions in safety, operations, and 
engineering and has had assignments in capital 
project implementation, strategic safety assessments, 
manufacturing management, and human resources. 
Grubbe has served as a consultant to NASA, NIST, 
and the National Academy of Sciences. A graduate 
of Purdue University, she received a Winston Churchill Fellowship to 
Cambridge University, where she received a certificate of post-graduate 
study in chemical engineering.

e-mail: deb.grubbe@uk.bp.com

Theodore C. Kennedy – Founder, BE&K, Inc.

Ted Kennedy and two colleagues established 
BE&K over 30 years ago. He is one of the original 
members of the CII Board of Advisors, served as 
chairman of CII in 1989, and is a recipient of the 
Institute’s highest honor, the Carroll H. Dunn Award 
of Excellence. His company has achieved world-class 
rankings in several categories and BE&K projects 
have been honored with three OSHA Star Awards. 
Fortune has called BE&K one of the “100 best 
places to work for.” Kennedy is a summa cum laude 
graduate of Duke University and has been recognized 
by his alma mater with its Distinguished Alumnus Award.

e-mail: kennedyt@bek.com

Leadership of Tomorrow – Bridging the Gap



189

Dr. Charles H. Thornton – Chairman, Charles H. Thornton and Co., Inc.; 
Consultant and Founding Principal, Thornton-Tomasetti Group; Founder and 
Chairman of the Board, ACE Mentor Program of America

Dr. Charles H. Thornton is responsible for 
millions of dollars worth of projects in the U.S. and 
overseas. He participated in FEMA’s investigation of 
the Oklahoma City bombing. Thornton was awarded 
the Engineering News-Record Award of Excellence 
in 2001. He holds graduate, masters, and doctoral 
degrees from Manhattan College and New York 
University. 

e-mail: cthornton@thettgroup.com 
cthornton@chtandcompany.com

Leadership of Tomorrow – Bridging the Gap
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Abstract

Challenges of a wide variety must be faced now to ensure the 
construction industry builds facilities that can deliver sustainable, 
competitive advantage.  Topics ranging from needed technological 
innovations and work process changes to resource availability and 
behavioral shift issues will be discussed.  This presentation is the first in 
a new series by CII that provides industry perspective from the previous 
year’s recipient of CII’s highest honor, the Carroll H. Dunn Award of 
Excellence.

Plenary Session Presenter

James B. Porter, Jr. – Vice President, Safety, 
Health & Environmental Engineering, DuPont 
Engineering

Jim Porter served as CII Chairman in 2000 
and has a lengthy association with CII in various 
executive capacities. Porter’s career with DuPont 
began in 1966 as a chemical engineer in Newark, 
Delaware. After a two-year tour of duty with the 
U.S. Army, he returned and took an assignment as 
a field engineer. He was promoted to field manager 
in 1979, followed by an assignment as Manager of 
Investment Engineering. With the restructuring of DuPont Engineering in 
1990, Porter became Director of Engineering Operations. In 1992, he was 
named Director of Operations for the Fluoroproducts business. He has been 
in his current post since 1999. Porter holds a degree in chemical engineering 
from the University of Tennessee.

e-mail: james.b.porter-jr-1@usa.dupont.com 

More Value for the Money
Featured Speaker: Dunn Award of Excellence Address
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Abstract

A major scientifically-based investigation of the World Trade Center 
(WTC) disaster was completed recently by the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology (NIST). This study was carried out under the 
mandate of the National Construction Safety Team Act of 2002, which 
authorizes NIST to investigate major U.S. building failures. The purpose of 
such investigations is to establish the technical causes of building failures 
and evaluate the technical aspects of emergency response and evacuation 
procedures. Since NIST is not a regulatory agency and does not issue 
building standards or codes, the institute is viewed as a neutral investigator. 

The orientation will describe the NIST-led building and fire safety 
investigation of the WTC disaster and how it seeks to make buildings, 
occupants, and first responders safer in future disasters. The following will 
be described:

• The probable collapse sequence for each of the WTC towers due 
to the aircraft impact and subsequent fires to which the buildings 
were subjected during the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001.

• The rigorous and detailed methodology used to analyze the aircraft 
impacts, fire dynamics, thermal response of the structure, and the 
collapse of the structure due to the combined effects of aircraft 
impact and fire damage.

• The study of evacuation and emergency response that included 
nearly 1,200 first person interviews of building occupants, first 
responders, and families of victims.

• The investigation’s specific recommendations for improvements 
to building and fire codes, standards, and practices, including 
improvements to structural integrity, fire protection, building 
evacuation, and emergency response.

NIST Investigation of the World Trade Center Disaster
Luncheon Speaker
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Luncheon Speaker

Dr. Sivaraj Shyam-Sunder – Deputy Director, Building and Fire 
Research Laboratory, National Institute of Standards and Technology

Dr. Shyam Sunder serves as the lead 
investigator for the Federal building and fire safety 
investigation into the World Trade Center disaster of 
September 11, 2001. Prior to joining NIST in 1994, he 
held a succession of positions at the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology: instructor, assistant professor, 
associate professor, principal research scientist, 
and senior research scientist. He holds a bachelor’s 
degree in civil engineering from the Indian Institute 
of Technology, Delhi, a master’s in civil engineering 
from MIT, and a Sc.D. in structural engineering from MIT.

e-mail: sunder@nist.gov

NIST Investigation of the World Trade Center Disaster



Notes

203

NIST Investigation of the World Trade Center Disaster
Presentation Slides



Notes

204

NIST Investigation of the World Trade Center Disaster



Notes

205

NIST Investigation of the World Trade Center Disaster



Notes

206

NIST Investigation of the World Trade Center Disaster



Notes

207

NIST Investigation of the World Trade Center Disaster



Notes

208

NIST Investigation of the World Trade Center Disaster



209

Abstract

This presentation will focus on the challenges one company faced, 
leadership required, and lessons learned on the path from Chapter 11 
reorganization a few years ago to becoming a leading global company in 
the engineering and construction industry:

ｷ How integrating CII Best Practices into standard work processes for 
projects helped merge many heritage company cultures into one 
way of doing business and resulted in consistent, improved project 
performance.

ｷ How focus on employee development and training not only helped 
retain top talent, but actually made it possible to recruit and retain 
entry level as well as experienced talent from outside the company 
during the most challenging of times.

ｷ How to develop leaders at all levels in the company and why it is 
important.

ｷ How to motivate project management and team performance 
based on CII Best Practices.

Panelists in the implementation session will briefly provide additional 
details and respond to audience questions.

Plenary Session Presenter

Stephen G. Hanks – President, Chief Executive Officer, and Director, 
Washington Group International, Inc.

Steve Hanks joined the company, then known 
as Morrison Knudsen, more than 25 years ago as 
a corporate attorney. He was promoted to vice 
president in 1991 and senior vice president and 
general counsel in 1992. He was named president 
of the company in April 2000 and a member of 
the Board of Directors, and has been WGI’s chief 
executive officer since June 2001. Hanks earned an 
accounting degree from Brigham Young University, 
an MBA from the University of Utah, and a law 
degree from the University of Idaho. 

e-mail: steve.hanks@wgint.com

Leadership Through Challenging Times
Keynote Speaker
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Implementation Session Moderator

Michael M. Cate –  Corporate Functional Leader, Global Procurement, 
Washington Group International, Inc.

Mike Cate has 39 years with Washington 
Group International, including both foreign and 
domestic assignments. Functional responsibilities 
have included engineering, procurement, project 
management, and field assignments. His long 
association with CII began in 1986 as a member 
of the Contracts Research Team. Since then, he 
has participated on the Dispute Prevention and 
Resolution Research Team, the Education Committee, 
and the Knowledge Management Committee. 
He is principal author of two CII publications on dispute prevention and 
resolution and currently chairs the CII Research Committee. Cate holds an 
electrical engineering degree from the University of Tennessee.

e-mail: mike.cate@wgint.com

Implementation Session Participants

Robert Gomez – Florida Design Manager, Washington Group 
International, Inc.
e-mail: robert.gomez@wgint.com 

Stephen G. Hanks – President, Chief Executive Officer, and Director, 
Washington Group International, Inc.
e-mail: steve.hanks@wgint.com

Jennifer A. Large – Vice President, Integrated Staffing and Talent 
Management, Washington Group International, Inc.
e-mail: jennifer.large@wgint.com 

Thomas H. Zarges – Senior Executive Vice President, Operations 
Officer, Washington Group International, Inc.
e-mail: tom.zarges@wgint.com
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Abstract

This plenary presentation will look at the need for a learning 
organization culture within the engineer-procure-construct (EPC) industry. 
This need will be outlined through an introduction to learning organizations, 
the move to a knowledge era, and the development of a learning 
organization evaluation and implementation framework. The current state 
of learning organizations in the EPC industry and the need to move to a 
learning organization focus will be discussed. The conclusions will illustrate 
a path for organizations to follow including a maturity model, an evaluation 
matrix to determine where an organization is currently positioned, and 
where the weaknesses in the industry were found.

The implementation session will provide participants with an 
introduction to LEONARDO, a tool that evaluates an organization’s progress 
to a learning organization and provides a path forward for implementing a 
learning culture.

Plenary Session Presenter

Christopher L. Parker – Senior Vice President, Houston Operations, 
WorleyParsons

Chris Parker is responsible for overall 
operations including profit and loss, development 
and execution of business plans, strategic planning, 
and resource and facility management. Parker chaired 
the CII research study on virtual teams from 2000-
2002. He currently is the chair of CII’s Achieving 
Learning Organizations in the EPC Industry Research 
Team as well as a member of the CII Research 
Committee. He also is active in the Process Industry 
Practices (PIP) initiative. A licensed professional 
engineer, Parker earned a bachelor’s degree in 
mechanical engineering from the University of Houston. 

e-mail: chris.parker@worleyparsons.com

Leadership in a Knowledge Era
Achieving Learning Organizations in the EPC Industry Research Team
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Implementation Session Moderator

Christopher L. Parker – Senior Vice President, Houston Operations, 
WorleyParsons
e-mail: chris.parker@worleyparsons.com

Implementation Session Participants

David P. Burford – Manager, Nuclear Fleet Security & Emergency 
Preparedness, Southern Nuclear Operating Company
e-mail: dpburfor@southernco.com

Julius J. Chepey – Director of ITS, M. A. Mortenson Company
e-mail: julius.chepey@mortenson.com 

Paul S. Chinowsky – Associate Professor, Department of Civil, 
Environmental & Architectural Engineering, University of Colorado–
Boulder
e-mail: paul.chinowsky@colorado.edu 

George T. R. Land – Senior Risk Engineering Consultant, Zurich 
Services
e-mail: tom.land@zurichna.com 

Keith R. Molenaar – Assistant Professor, Construction Engineering & 
Management, University of Colorado–Boulder
e-mail: keith.molenaar@colorado.edu 

Allan Reid – Project Manager, Northeast Plant Group, Ontario Power 
Generation
e-mail: allan.reid@opg.com

Leadership in a Knowledge Era
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Abstract

This presentation will explain the concept of owner core competencies 
and the use of the CII Owner-Contractor Work Structure (OCWS) process 
as a rational approach to help owner companies address this issue. The 
presentation will also explain how project competency benchmarking 
results were used by engineering organizations within owner companies to 
convince their businesses about maintaining certain competencies in-house 
instead of outsourcing.

The OCWS process was recently updated and published by CII under 
the title Core Competency Toolkit. This toolkit presents a decision process 
and associated worksheets that owners and contractors can use to devise 
work relationships that make optimal use of their respective resources. The 
implementation session will demonstrate the use of the OCWS process 
through a case study. In this session the audience will use the key steps in 
the OCWS process and complete the accompanying worksheets, thereby 
gaining insights into how they can use this process to develop competitive 
owner-contractor work relationships in their respective organizations.

Plenary Session Presenter

Edward W. Merrow – Chairman, President, and Chief Executive 
Officer, Independent Project Analysis, Inc.

Ed Merrow began his career as an assistant 
professor at UCLA. He joined the Rand Corporation 
after four years in academia and developed and 
directed Rand’s Energy Program and its research 
program for the chemical process industries. He has 
testified before Congress in matters pertaining to 
overruns in major capital projects and served as a 
panel member for the National Academy of Sciences 
and the National Academy of Engineering on the 
analysis of project risks. Merrow, a recipient of 
CII’s highest recognition, the Carroll H. Dunn Award of Excellence, earned 
degrees from Dartmouth College and Princeton University.

e-mail: emerrow@ipaglobal.com

Owner Core Competencies
Independent Project Analysis, Inc., Construction Industry Institute, 
and Center for Construction Industry Studies
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Implementation Session Moderator

Stuart D. Anderson – Professor, Department of Civil Engineering & 
Management Program, Texas A&M University

Stu Anderson teaches a variety of classes 
in project management as well as a course that 
integrates design and construction processes. Active 
in CII research for several years, he is credited with 
developing the owner/contractor work structure and 
the CII tool for project delivery and contract strategy 
approaches. He currently is the principal investigator 
on CII research investigating leading indicators of 
project outcomes. A licensed professional engineer 
(Texas) and an industry practitioner for over 12 years, 
Anderson has been recognized by CII as the Outstanding Researcher (1997). 
He earned his doctoral degree as a CII researcher at UT Austin.

e-mail: s-anderson5@tamu.edu 

Implementation Session Participant

Shekhar Patil – Senior Project Analyst. Independent Project Analysis, 
Inc.
e-mail: spatil@ipaglobal.com 

Other Knowledgeable Points of Contact

W. Edward Back – Professor of Civil Engineering, Clemson University
e-mail: wmeback@clemson.edu

G. Edward Gibson, Jr. – Professor of Civil Engineering, The University 
of Texas at Austin
e-mail: egibson@mail.utexas.edu

Robert A. Herrington – Manager of Quality, Southern Region, Jacobs
e-mail: bob.herrington@jacobs.com

Richard J. Jessop – Senior Vice President, Comstock Canada Ltd.
e-mail: rjessop@comstockcanada.com

Tom E. Will – Director of Capital Deployment, Coatings, Rohm and 
Haas Company
e-mail: twill@rohmhaas.com

Owner Core Competencies
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Owner Core Competencies
Independent Project Analysis, Inc., Construction Industry Institute, 
and Center for Construction Industry Studies

Executive Summary

CII published the Owner/Contractor Work Structure (OCWS) Process 
Handbook, Implementation Resource 111-2, in April 1997. The intent of the 
handbook is to provide owners with a decision-making process to identify 
project competencies, determine whether these competencies are core or 
non-core to the owner, and decide upon the most effective approach to 
source different project competencies. The handbook presented a sourcing 
framework that defined five possible owner/contractor work relationships. 
The second edition, Implementation Resource (IR) 111-3, Core Competency 
Toolkit, is an updated, practical toolkit for individuals in a position to 
influence outsourcing decision.

Why Update Is Needed?

Shortly after Implementation Resource 111-2 was published, CII 
conducted a survey in conjunction with the Center for Construction Industry 
Studies (CCIS) to assess the use and effectiveness of the OCWS process. 
This survey was deemed necessary because owners of capital projects 
continued to downsize their organizations, reduce or eliminate central 
project engineering organizations, shift project responsibilities to business 
units and operating facilities, and outsource more work to contractors. 
The OCWS process was an attempt to provide a structured and rational 
approach to such organizational rearrangements, and the CII was interested 
in learning whether owners engaged in organizational rearrangements used 
the OCWS process. The findings from the survey indicated that the OCWS 
process was not used by the owner community, which then led CII and the 
CCIS to investigate the reasons behind the lack of use and to improve the 
process itself as necessary.

Three case studies were performed with CII member organizations 
in which the process was implemented in different situations. This effort 
provided a richer understanding about the practicality of OCWS process 
use. The case studies also validated the applicability of the process for 
decision-making with regard to the evaluation and sourcing of various 
project related human resources. A Delphi study was then conducted 
that validated the steps in the OCWS process and confirmed its value to 
industry.

As a result of the CII-CCIS case study, the original OCWS process was 
modified and improved substantially. The basic framework and theoretical 
basis of capital project sourcing based on competencies did not change. The 
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original benefits of the process cited by CII were clearly confirmed in the 
more recent CII-CCIS studies. These benefits were:

ｷ Systematic approach to determine key project competencies and 
their sourcing.

ｷ Vehicle for documenting decisions related to competency 
evaluation and sourcing.

ｷ Vehicle for discussion when different viewpoints are represented 
(i.e., stakeholders).

ｷ Rationale for evaluating project skills and resources needed.

ｷ Leads to efficient operations by eliminating gaps and minimizing 
overlaps through alignment of work structures between owners 
and contractors.

ｷ Instrument for rational organizational change.

ｷ Can be a source of improved capital project effectiveness and an 
ingredient in achieving project success.

The OCWS process has now been simplified to encourage greater use 
and to achieve the benefits that the OCWS process can provide to owners 
and contractors as well. The simplified OCWS process is described in the 
Core Competency Toolkit with the goal of providing a product that is easier 
to implement.

How much effort?

The OCWS process is intended as a guide to assist in the decision 
process for defining owner and contractor roles in capital projects. The 
users of the process need to decide the steps and tools that are relevant 
for achieving their objectives. As a consequence, the effort involved in 
using the process could vary substantially depending on the objective 
and the scope of the application. In a survey of project executives and 
managers that were familiar with the OCWS process, the average estimated 
effort for an owner team to implement the capital program level process 
was approximately six person-months; the average estimated effort to 
implement the project level process was approximately one half person-
months for a typical capital project.

What is the Benefit of Using the OCWS Process?

The main benefit of using the OCWS process is ensuring proper 
alignment between the specific engineering, construction, and project 
management skills that owners and contractors provide to projects. 
The need for such alignment has continued to increase over the last few 



227

years as owner companies look for ways to outsource project functions to 
contractors. Particularly, in the manufacturing industries in the US, Canada, 
and other nations in the western hemisphere, owners continue to face 
increasing pressures to reduce the number of project personnel as they 
compete with low-cost manufacturers in foreign countries. Contractors, 
conversely, are moving their engineering operations to developing 
economies in search of low-cost labor.

Regardless of whether the OCWS process is used for an individual 
project, for the entire project portfolio, or for forming owner-contractor 
alliances, seamless alignment of owner and contractor personnel is key 
to project success. The OCWS process is designed to enable owners to 
achieve such alignment of owner and contractor resources while minimizing 
the costs associated with maintaining in-house engineering and project 
management personnel.

How to Learn about the Core Competency Toolkit?

The plenary session will make the case as to why owners and 
contractors should use the Core Competency Toolkit and what the benefits 
are for both organizations. The implementation session will provide an 
overview of the OCWS process and then apply key steps in the process 
through audience interaction. Attendees will make decisions regarding 
the owner-contractor work structure for a proposed alliance relationship 
between a mid-sized Chemical Company and a contractor. Key attributes of 
the new Core Competency Toolkit also will be presented.

References

Patil, S. S., and Anderson, S.D., Core Competency Toolkit, Implementation 
Resource 111-3, Construction Industry Institute, June 2005.

Anderson, Stuart D., Patil, Shekhar S. and Gibson, G. Edward, Jr., Developing 
optimal owner-contractor work structures – Case studies, Report No. 
12, Center for Construction Industry Studies, The University of Texas 
at Austin, 2000.

Anderson, Stuart D., Patil, Shekhar S. and Gibson, G. Edward, Jr., Developing 
optimal owner-contractor work structures – Validation of the OCWS 
process, Report No. 15, Center for Construction Industry Studies, The 
University of Texas at Austin, 2000.
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Abstract

Just as the process of design and construction calls for the input of 
different disciplines and trades at various points, often many owners—
different entities (for example executives, technical personnel, and end 
users)—within owner organizations participate over the life cycle of a 
capital project. With all these players and variables, determining the “right” 
level of owner involvement is the key to success. This plenary presentation 
will discuss the owner’s role in the management and delivery of capital 
construction projects. The recent trend of downsizing and outsourcing 
within owner organizations now means that in-house personnel are 
managing the contracting of design, engineering, and construction services. 
The presentation also will describe owner’s recommended roles and 
responsibilities.

Plenary Session Presenter

Debra Nauta-Rodriguez – Project Executive, Smithsonian Institution

Debra Nauta-Rodriguez is responsible for two 
of the Smithsonian’s largest capital projects: the 
design and construction of the Mall Museum of the 
National Museum of the American Indian (NMAI) and 
the renovation and enhancement of the Patent Office 
Building. Nauta-Rodriguez joined the Smithsonian 
in 1990 and soon began work on the NMAI facilities. 
She was responsible for the design management 
of the NMAI Heye Center, housed in the historic 
Alexander Hamilton U.S. Custom House in New York 
City, and the NMAI Cultural Resources Center in Suitland, Maryland. Nauta-
Rodriguez, a registered architect, holds bachelor of architecture and master 
of planning degrees.

e-mail: nautad@opp.si.edu

The Owner’s Role in Project Success
Owner’s Role in Project Success Research Team
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Implementation Session Moderator

James B. Vicknair – West Coast Manager of Construction, 
WorleyParsons

Jim Vicknair began his career in the 
construction industry 25 years ago as a steamfitter 
apprentice. His career path has taken him from 
steamfitter craftsman to the management side 
of construction. Vicknair joined the construction 
management group of WorleyParsons in 1990 and 
currently manages all construction management 
services for the company’s offices in Los Angeles, 
California. At CII, he is a member of the research 
team studying the owner’s role in project success. 
Vicknair teaches construction management at Diablo 
Valley College in Northern California.

e-mail: jim.vicknair@shellopus.com 

Implementation Session Participants

Andrew J. Bates – PhD Candidate, Polytechnic University of New York
e-mail: abates01@utopia.poly.edu 

Dan Christian – Industrial Business Development Manager, Victaulic 
Company of America
e-mail: dchristian@victaulic.com

Fletcher H. Griffis – Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs, 
Polytechnic University of New York
e-mail: griffis@poly.edu 

Scott S. Hill – Construction Engineering Supervisor, Air Products and 
Chemicals, Inc.
e-mail: hillss@airproducts.com 

Debra Nauta-Rodriguez – Project Executive, Smithsonian Institution
e-mail: nautad@opp.si.edu

Other Knowledgeable Point of Contact

Bryan Vicknair – Project Controls Associate, Performance Mechanical 
Inc.
e-mail: bvicknair@perfmech.com

The Owner’s Role in Project Success
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Abstract

The U.S. economy has managed to resist the drag of higher interest 
rates and high oil prices better than anyone expected. Although growth is 
slowing, to 3.5% in 2005 from 4.4% last year, it remains strong. Inflation has 
not repeated the surge that occurred in the 1970s oil price spikes. Interest 
rates have remained low – perhaps too low for the Fed. Although there are 
clear dangers still in the economy, if nothing to bad happens growth and 
inflation are expected to remain in a comfortable range.

Oil is clearly the main worry, but oil prices aren’t as critical to the 
economy as they were 25 years ago. In 1981, energy was 14% of US GDP; 
today, it is only 7%. Oil could still cause a recession, but only if it goes much 
higher.

The other major concern is the twin deficits. The federal deficit is 
dropping faster than expected, but when the baby boomers start to retire, 
will surge because of higher pension and health costs. The trade deficit is a 
bigger danger in the short run, since that is continuing to rise. The US has 
a problem because it sells to the slow-growth industrial countries but buys 
from the high-growth emerging economies. These emerging economies are 
getting much bigger; China is already the world’s second largest economy, 
measured in terms of purchasing power rather than official exchange rates.

The Federal Reserve is raising interest rates not to slow the economy 
down, but to keep it where it is. They would like to raise the federal funds 
rate to neutral, but aren’t sure where neutral is. We expect continued 
increases, to perhaps 4% at yearend.

But the puzzle for the Fed is that long-term interest rates are not 
rising in line. The yield on the 10-year Treasury bond is about where it 
was a year ago. No one is quite sure why, but we believe it is related to 
the globalization of world bond markets. Although 4% doesn’t look very 
attractive, it beats the 3.2% paid on German bonds or the 1.2% on Japanese. 
High saving rates in the developing countries and central banks attempts to 
strengthen the dollar are also pushing US yields down.

The low interest rates have been a major boon for construction, 
especially residential. Single-family housing starts and home sales are at a 
record high. We believe this year will be the peak — but we said that a year 
ago as well. The real worry is that homebuyers are bidding prices too high 
in order to get in. The average home price is at a record 3.1 times average 
household income; we expect that to drop. If the rise in interest rates is 
gradual, that will occur by home prices stabilizing while incomes rise.

The Energetic Economy
Featured Speaker



262

The Energetic Economy

Featured Speaker

David A. Wyss – Chief Economist, Standard & Poor’s

David Wyss is responsible for S&P’s economic 
forecasts and publications, and co-authors the 
monthly Equity Insight and the weekly Financial 
Notes. Often quoted in the press, he also manages 
research projects, especially in financial risk. He 
formerly was a senior staff economist with the 
President’s Council of Economic Advisers, senior 
economist at the Federal Reserve Board, and 
economic advisor to the Bank of England. Wyss 
holds a bachelor’s degree from MIT and a Ph.D. in 
economics from Harvard University.

e-mail: david_wyss@standardandpoors.com
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Abstract

The use of technology tools and innovation reduces the time and 
cost of construction. The presentation will provide an overview of 3D and 
4D technology and identify its advantages in promoting innovation and 
fostering project communication, constructability solutions, schedule 
enhancement, and cost control/reduction.

Examples of how Mortenson developed and implemented 3D and 4D 
technology on the Walt Disney Concert Hall, Denver Art Museum, and other 
projects will be presented in the implementation session, illustrating the 
unique design and construction techniques the project team employed 
during each project.  These examples also will demonstrate how innovation, 
cooperation, teamwork, and expertise resulted in added value in various 
phases of design and construction.

Implementation Session Moderator

Jim Yowan – Director, M. A. Mortenson Company

Jim Yowan was Mortenson’s project director 
for the construction of perhaps the most difficult 
construction project in recent memory, the Walt 
Disney Concert Hall in Los Angeles, California. He 
also completed Mortenson’s largest design-build 
project, a semiconductor manufacturing facility 
in Northern Ireland, and led his team in obtaining 
the first ISO 9001 and 14001 certifications for 
design/construction by a building contractor in both 
Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland. A much 
sought after speaker on innovation and technology 
in the building industry, Yowan earned a bachelor’s degree in architectural 
engineering from Penn State University. 

e-mail: jim.yowan@mortenson.com

Implementation Session Participant

Derek Cunz – Director of Project Development, M. A. Mortenson 
Company
e-mail: derek.cunz@mortenson.com 

Other Knowledgeable Point of Contact

Greg Knutson – Construction Executive, M. A. Mortenson Company
e-mail: greg.knutson@mortenson.com

The Future of Project Delivery
Mortenson Case Study – Implementation Session only



278



279

Abstract

This session will explain the reasons that CII has developed its 
Executive Leadership Course in conjunction with the McCombs School of 
Business at UT Austin, and will discuss the value that the course will bring 
to CII member organizations.

The course is directed toward individuals who have significant 
leadership experience in owner and contractor companies, and who have 
demonstrated strong potential to assume the highest leadership positions 
in their organizations. The curriculum will be made available, and panel 
members will discuss why they are strongly supporting the program by 
sending participants or by making one of the course presentations. Ample 
time will be allowed for questions and discussion.

Implementation Session Moderator

Judith W. Passwaters – Global Director, Facilities Services & Real 
Estate, DuPont Company

Judy Passwaters is responsible for the 
acquisition and operation of DuPont offices and 
laboratories worldwide and for corporate real estate 
in the U.S. Her lengthy career with DuPont includes 
several assignments in manufacturing as well as 
corporate engineering. She served as the DuPont 
Director of Engineering for Europe, Middle East, and 
Africa, and was headquartered in The Netherlands for 
this late 1990s assignment. She moved to her current 
position in 2004. Passwaters holds a bachelor’s 
degree in chemistry and a master’s degree in electrical engineering and 
computer science, and is a certified Six Sigma Green Belt and Champion.

e-mail: judith.w.passwaters@usa.dupont.com

Implementation Session Participants

Manuel A. Garcia –Associate Director, Construction Industry Institute
e-mail: manuel.garcia@engr.utexas.edu

Richard J. Haller – President and Chief Executive Officer, Walbridge 
Aldinger Company
e-mail: rhaller@walbridge.com

James A. Scotti – Vice President and Chief Procurement Officer, Global 
Sourcing & Supply, Fluor Corporation
e-mail: jim.scotti@fluor.com

CII Executive Leadership Course
Special Topic – Implementation Session only
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Chad Hennings – former Dallas Cowboys Lineman and three-time 
Super Bowl Champion

Chad Hennings is president of Virtus Inc., a 
marketing consulting company. An outstanding 
athlete, Hennings is also a combat veteran who flew 
45 missions as a U.S. Air Force pilot in Operation 
Provide Comfort in Northern Iraq. He is a graduate of 
the Air Force Academy, where he excelled in football 
and earned unanimous All-American honors as well 
as being named Academic All-American twice. In 
1987, he was selected as the recipient of the Outland 
Trophy, given to the nation’s outstanding college 
defensive lineman, and named the Freedom Bowl’s Most Valuable Player. 
Hennings played nine seasons with the Dallas Cowboys and participated on 
three Super Bowl Championship teams.

It Takes Commitment
Banquet Speaker
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Dr. James T. O’Connor has 
been selected as the recipient of the 
Outstanding Researcher Award for 2005. 
The panel of judges has determined that 
he meets or exceeds all criteria and as one 
of the earliest researchers in CII funded 
studies, brings added distinction to the 
award.

A professor of civil engineering 
and the C. T. Wells Professor of Project 
Management at The University of Texas 
at Austin, Dr. O’Connor began his CII 
research in the early 1980s. His research 
report on constructability improvement 
during engineering and procurement, a groundbreaking effort, was among 
the first published reports from CII. He then went on to study and write 
on constructability during field operations and eventually helped write 
the definitive text on constructability concepts. He later developed the 
first university course on constructability, and has been both an instructor 
for industry short courses on the topic and a consultant to dozens of 
organizations. Constructability later became a CII Best Practice, as did 
another research topic he investigated, Planning for Startup. 

Dr. O’Connor’s other CII research efforts cover a broad spectrum of 
the engineering and construction industry. He led a study in the early 1990s 
on graphical simulation software, and then worked closely with the U.S. 
Navy on a demonstration project that not only was a test bed for CII best 
practices, but laid the groundwork for the stellar CII programs today that 
involve benchmarking and metrics and implementation. In addition, he led 
a unique CII study on improving industrial piping. Most recently, he was 
the principal investigator for CII’s research on value management, which 
details over 40 value management practices and their effect on project 
performance.

CII takes great pride in recognizing Dr. O’Connor for his outstanding 
research contributions. He has demonstrated true leadership, has mentored 
dozen of students working on CII research, and is richly deserving of 
this prestigious award. Congratulations to Dr. James T. O’Connor on his 
selection as the Outstanding Researcher for 2005.

Outstanding Researcher for 2005
James T. O’Connor
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Award Criteria

• The research significantly contributed to the improvement of the 
construction industry.

• The research is completed and products delivered.

• The researcher’s excellence is recognized by his or her CII team 
members, the staff, and the membership.

• The researcher’s report to CII is innovative, well written, and timely.

Previous Recipients of the Outstanding CII Researcher of the Year 
Award

1995 – Mike Vorster, Virginia Polytechnic University

1996 – Edd Gibson, The University of Texas at Austin

1997 – Stu Anderson, Texas A&M University

1998 – Gary Oberlender, Oklahoma State University

1999 – Ed Back, Texas A&M University

2000 – Jeff Russell, University of Wisconsin–Madison

2001 – Ed Jaselskis, Iowa State University

2002 – Carl Haas, The University of Texas at Austin

2003 – Jimmie Hinze, University of Florida

2004 – Edd Gibson, The University of Texas at Austin

Outstanding Researcher Award Panel of Judges

Edward R. Bardgett Senior Vice President, Zachry Construction 
Corporation

Wayne A. Crew Associate Director for Research, Construction 
Industry Institute

Richard J. Haller President and Chief Operating Officer, 
Walbridge Aldinger Company

Dr. Jeffrey S. Russell Professor, Civil & Environmental Engineering, 
University of Wisconsin–Madison

Arthur A. Stout Director, Capital Improvement Group, Intel 
Corporation

Outstanding Researcher for 2005
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CII has selected Dr. W. Edward Back, 
Professor of Civil Engineering, Clemson 
University, as the Outstanding Instructor 
of the Year for 2005. The award recognizes 
excellence in imparting knowledge about 
CII material and in enhancing the learning 
process. The panel of judges views Dr. Back 
as meeting or exceeding all of the criteria 
for the award and is pleased to have him 
as the 2005 recipient.

Dr. Back becomes the first person to 
receive this award more than once, having 
been recognized Outstanding CII Instructor 
in 2001 as well. During the intervening four 
years, he has:

• Completed the development of over 150 hours of classroom 
training on more than 20 topics related to project management 
based on CII Best Practices and candidate Best Practice.

• Converted over 15 modules of project management training to 
Web-based training for Washington Group International.

• Served as instructor for all CII campus-based courses at Clemson 
on all 13 of the currently offered CII Education Modules.

• Developed and presented courses for corporations. 

• Developed and taught a graduate level course at Clemson that 
highlights CII Best Practices, for which he has received the highest 
teacher evaluation ratings each semester it has been offered. 

• Presented highly rated workshops for past CII Annual Conferences 
and Construction Project Improvement Conferences.

• Presented sessions at recent Board of Advisors and Executive 
Committee gatherings.

Dr. Back continues to stay current on the latest CII research findings 
and integrates them into the university curriculum. This effort has produced 
in Dr. Back a strong understanding of CII research in every aspect of project 
management. His effectiveness in the delivery of CII Best Practices for 
project management, in either privately or publicly offered courses, is 
unmatched. His interest and abilities are not focused solely on traditional 
presentation methods, but he is intent on mastering cutting-edge 
presentation techniques as well. CII is pleased to recognize Dr. Back as the 
recipient of the Outstanding Instructor Award for 2005.

Outstanding Instructor for 2005
W. Edward Back
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Outstanding Instructor for 2005

Award Criteria

• The nominee is an exceptionally effective instructor whose 
contributions, talent, and efforts have been recognized for 
outstanding performance by the participants in learning activities 
involving CII education material.

• The nominee has presented CII material in ways that have 
significantly enhanced the learning process.

• Consideration will also be given to the degree to which the 
nominee has contributed to the development of CII education 
material.

Previous Recipients of the Outstanding Instructor Award

1995 – Jorge Vanegas, Georgia Institute of Technology

1996 – Stan Nethery, Dow Chemical

1997 – Steve Sanders, Clemson University

1998 – Edd Gibson, The University of Texas at Austin

1999 – Don Shaw, Ontario Hydro

2000 – Gary Aller, Arizona State University

2001 – Ed Back, Clemson University

2002 – Ed Ruane, J. A. Jones Construction Company

2003 – James M. Neil, Morrison Knudsen    
  Emmitt J. Nelson, Shell Oil Company

2004 – Michael R. Peters, Washington Group International

Outstanding Instructor Award Panel of Judges 

Manuel A. Garcia Associate Director for Education, 
Implementation, Knowledge Management, 
Construction Industry Institute

Arnold M. Manaker Project Manager, Paradise SCR, Tennessee 
Valley Authority

Leo McKnight Director, Training & Development, Hilti 
Corporation

Dr. Gary R. Smith Dean, Department of Civil Engineering & 
Construction, North Dakota State University
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CII has selected Brett Phillips, S&B 
Engineers & Constructors, Ltd., as the 
Outstanding Implementer of 2005. The 
award recognizes outstanding achievement 
in enhancing implementation of CII Best 
Practices within one or more CII member 
organizations. In the opinion of the panel 
of judges, Phillips meets or surpasses all 
criteria and adds distinction to the award. 

Brett Phillips has been a prime 
motivator for continuous improvement 
and an advocate of using CII Best 
Practices within S&B. He leads S&B’s CII 
Implementation Team, which is comprised 
of key managers within the company who meet monthly to review the latest 
CII products, discuss their merits, decide their application value to S&B, and 
determine how they should best be implemented. He also helped create 
the S&B Best Practices website, one of the company’s most useful tools for 
integrating these concepts throughout the company. 

Some other areas where S&B has shown notable improvement after 
implementation of best practices under Phillips’ leadership include:

• Zero Accidents Safety — instilled new ideas such as sharing the 
program with subcontractors to improve their safety behavior and 
starting a design for safety program. 

• Pre-Project Planning — applied the CII Project Definition Rating 
Index and Alignment Thermometer tools directly with project 
teams. 

• Design Effectiveness — acts as a key motivator in the S&B design 
effectiveness practices and constructability program. 

• Materials Management — encourages use of an electronic 
database integrated into engineering and procurement files; 
alliances and quality assurance programs with suppliers; field 
partitioned lay-down; and bar coding.

• Management & Technology — formed a FIATECH implementation 
team at S&B to promote new ways of using technology. 

Phillips also is the S&B associate for the Benchmarking 
Committee, the S&B data liaison resource for CII, and is a member of the 
Implementation Strategy Committee. Because of his continuous efforts 
to enhance implementation of best practices, CII is pleased to present the 
Outstanding Implementer Award for 2005 to Brett Phillips.

Outstanding Implementer for 2005
Brett A. Phillips
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Award Criteria

• The nominee has made a significant contribution to enhancing 
the implementation of CII Best Practices and/or CII Proposed Best 
Practices within one or more member organizations.

• Objective and specific data are available from the nominating 
organization that demonstrates the improvements attained through 
the enhanced implementation of CII Best Practices or CII Proposed 
Best Practices. The categories of improvements should include: 
cost, schedule, safety, quality, and process improvement.

• The nominee has demonstrated a commitment to the 
implementation of CII Best Practices or Proposed Best Practices.

• The nominee has developed and/or employed creative and 
innovative means to enhance the implementation of CII Best 
Practices or CII Proposed Best Practices. The nominee has also 
willingly informed others of these means and has shared the 
details of their use with those interested in implementation.

Previous Recipients of the Outstanding Implementer Award

2001 – Richard J. Jessop, Ontario Power Generation

2002 – Mohammad S. Al-Subhi, Saudi Aramco

2003 – Bernard J. Fedak, United States Steel Corporation

2004 – Melissa Herkt, GlaxoSmithKline

Outstanding Implementer Award Panel of Judges 

Virgil L. Barton Manager of Quality Services, Bechtel Power 
Corporation

Manuel A. Garcia Associate Director for Education, 
Implementation, Knowledge Management, 
Construction Industry Institute

Robert F. Jortberg National Academy of Construction and former 
Associate Director, Construction Industry 
Institute

Richard F. Kibben National Academy of Construction and 
President, Kibben Consulting

Charles I. McGinnis National Academy of Construction and former 
Associate Director, Construction Industry 
Institute

Outstanding Implementer for 2005
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The Benchmarking User Awards, given to both an owner organization 
and a contractor organization, recognize exceptional use of and 
contributions to benchmarking. 

Owner: 3M Company

3M demonstrates a remarkable corporate commitment to 
benchmarking and improvement. Last year the company submitted more 
than 50 projects to the CII database, the most any company has ever 
submitted in one year. Later that year, 3M shared their story at the CII 
Annual and CPI Conferences, as well as at the Benchmarking Users Forum.

Contractor: BE&K

Active since the beginnings of the CII Benchmarking program in 
the mid-1990’s, BE&K has continually supported the program through 
committee membership and consistent submittal of project data. Taking 
a lead role in the productivity measures initiative, BE&K has set an 
unparalleled example of benchmarking excellence. The company shared its 
experiences at the 2001 Benchmarking Users Forum and last year hosted a 
Benchmarking Associate training session.

Award Criteria

• Best application of benchmarking for project system improvement.

• Contributions to benchmarking through active participation (forum, 
training, project submittal, committee).

• Willingness to share ideas.

Previous Recipients of the Benchmarking User Awards

2000 – Owner: Champion International     
  Contractor: Jacobs Engineering

2001 – Owner: General Motors Corporation    
  Contractor: BE&K

2002 – Owner: Aramco Services Company    
  Contractor: Dillingham Construction Holdings   
   S&B Engineers and Constructors Ltd.

2003 – Owner: Rohm and Haas Company    
  Contractor: CDI Engineering Group Inc. 

2004 – Owner: GlaxoSmithKline     
  Contractor: Aker Kværner

Benchmarking User Awards for 2005
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Benchmarking User Awards Panel of Judges

The Benchmarking & Metrics Committee selects the recipients of the 
award each year. The committee includes the following individuals:

Carol Allmen Project Planner for Capital Projects, Worldwide 
Facilities Group, General Motors Corporation

Tom Butts Director, Southwest Operations, Lockwood 
Greene

Robert E. Chapman Economist, Office of Applied Economics, 
National Institute of Standards & Technology

Gregory D. Clum Manager of Project Controls, Black & Veatch

Deborah L. DeGezelle Systems Analyst, Construction Industry 
Institute

James B. Gibson Vice President, Projects, ALSTOM Power Inc.

Charles M. Green Engineering Specialist, Aramco Services 
Company

Harold L. Helland Manager, Project Engineering, Abbott

Robert A. Herrington Manager of Quality, Southern Region, Jacobs

David G. Hile Operations Manager, Fru-Con Construction 
Corporation

Howard Kass Senior Facility Engineer Program Manager, 
National Aeronautics & Space Administration

Michael S. Mitchell Director, Project Management Office Refining 
& Chemical Industry Center, Emerson Process 
Management

Mark T. Owens Director, Global Facilities Delivery, Eli Lilly and 
Company

David M. Perkins Project Manager, Rohm and Haas Company

Daniel Scott Manager, Engineering Project Controls, BE&K 
Engineering Company

Benchmarking User Awards for 2005
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Florencio Sepulveda Project Manager, Kiewit Industrial Company

James G. Slaughter, Jr. President, S&B Engineers and Constructors 
Ltd.

Dr. Stephen R. Thomas Associate Director, Construction Industry 
Institute

Stephen D. Warnock Project Manager, Washington Group 
International, Inc.

Paul N. Woldy Staff Engineer, Process Technology Unit, 
Chevron Inc.

Benchmarking User Awards for 2005
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Gerry H. Greene is the second 
recipient of the Richard L. Tucker Leadership 
and Service Award. In the judgment of the 
Executive Committee, he meets or exceeds 
all criteria. Because of the leadership role 
he played in a critical juncture of CII and 
because of the outstanding contributions 
he has made as a role model for others, he 
makes an excellent choice to receive this 
prestigious award. 

Gerry Greene began his association 
with CII as a Board representative from the 
Procter & Gamble Company in the early 
1990s. By the mid-1990s, he was serving as 
chairman of the Strategic Planning Committee. He was elected to serve as 
the Chairman of CII in 1998. Little did he realize that the ensuing 12 months 
would be among the toughest served by any chairman in the history of 
the Institute. The retirement that year of CII’s first Director, Dr. Richard L. 
Tucker, would throw a challenge at Greene that he would later describe as 
one of the most complicated activities that he ever imagined he would lead 
a group through. Over 120 resumes were submitted, a national executive 
search firm was hired, and Greene personally interviewed the final eight 
candidates face-to-face.

That transition was made even tougher because of Tucker’s vision for 
CII, his love of the industry, and his expertise in research had all combined 
to bring CII to the forefront of engineering and construction research. With 
the selection of Ken Eickmann as the new Director, however, Greene, the 
Executive Committee, and the CII staff were able to build the foundation for 
a bridge to the future. Greene’s other initiatives during his term included 
creating the focus for the “value added” benefits of being a CII member; 
the creation of Implementation Champions; introduction of the three-
year budget plan; and globalization forums on China and Brazil. He also 
strengthened ties with the President’s Office at The University of Texas at 
Austin.

Greene retired from the industry, but pursued a “late blooming” 
career in law, graduating from the University of Dayton Law School. Upon 
graduation, he and a law professor devised a course to help law graduates 
pass the Bar exam and increased the law school’s passing rate dramatically. 
He now works pro-bono for Legal Aid in the Cincinnati-Dayton area, and 
is deeply involved in helping the less fortunate and the abused to better 
themselves in society. 

Richard L. Tucker Leadership & Service Award
Gerald H. Greene
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CII takes great pride in selecting Gerry Greene as the recipient of the 
Richard L. Tucker Leadership and Service Award. He is a fitting example of 
all that the award stands for. Congratulations to Gerry, his wife, Kat, and 
their family on this momentous occasion.

Award Criteria

The recipient must have:

• Been active in CII programs or have provided significant 
exceptional service to further the mission accomplishment of CII.

• Demonstrated strong and lasting commitment and support for the 
mission and the objectives of CII. 

• Served as a role model for other CII participants. 

• Normally the period of service appropriate for consideration for 
this award will be three years or more.

Previous Recipient of the Richard L. Tucker Leadership & Service Award

2004 – J. Kent Underwood, Solutia Inc.

Richard L. Tucker Leadership & Service Award
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The Construction Industry Institute established the Carroll H. 
Dunn Award of Excellence in 1985 to honor an individual for significant 
achievements in improving the engineering and construction industry. 
The award is CII’s highest honor and is recognized as one of the most 
prestigious awards of its kind in the construction industry. A recipient 
for 2005 has been selected by the CII Executive Committee and will be 
recognized at the CII Banquet.

Carroll H. Dunn

Carroll H. Dunn was the Project 
Director of the Construction Industry 
Cost Effectiveness (CICE) Project, 
which was sponsored by The Business 
Roundtable and led to the creation of 
the Construction Industry Institute. Dunn 
had a highly decorated career in the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers, 
retiring as a Lt. General. During his 
military career, Dunn served in World 
War II and later served as Director of the 
Titan II Missile Program and was Division 
Engineer of the Corps’ Southwestern 
Division.

In 1980, Dunn began work full-time on the CICE Project and later 
was instrumental in the establishment of CII. Dunn’s service to CII was 
considered so valuable that he was appointed an ex-officio member of all 
the original committees and research task forces. 

Criteria of the Dunn Award

Criteria for the Dunn Award include the following:

• Significant contributions to the construction industry.

• Demonstration of the highest degree of personal dedication to 
improving costs, schedule, quality, and/or safety of the capital 
facilities delivery process.

• A level of knowledge and breadth of experience that distinguish the 
recipient as an eminent authority.

• A leadership position in the construction industry from which 
others can be influenced by example and direction.

• A record of accomplishment that brings added distinction to 
the recipient, the organizations with which he or she has been 
associated, and to the industry at large. 

Carroll H. Dunn Award of Excellence
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Recipients of the Dunn Award of Excellence

Carroll H. Dunn (1985) – inspiring leader and project 
manager of the CICE Project who guided the 
establishment of CII as a principal national forum for 
construction research

Charles D. Brown (1987) – early application of cost-
effectiveness principles led to stellar engineering career; 
DuPont representative to CICE study; energetic advocate 
of CICE findings

Ted C. Kennedy (1988) – a founder of BE&K; influential 
member of original CII Board of Advisors; recognized 
industry leader in education, training, and employee 
development

Robert H. Miller (1989) – intense DuPont participant 
during CICE who later chaired CII, oversaw its first 
published research, and helped to establish its 
educational program 

Louis Garbrecht, Jr. (1990) – pioneered “engineering” of 
the construction process and proved that constructability 
is cost-effective; early advocate of project management 
research; original chairman of CII

Clarkson H. Oglesby (1991) – research pioneer and 
author of classic construction engineering textbooks who 
established the first graduate studies in construction at 
Stanford University

James M. Braus (1992) – Shell Oil and CICE leader and 
diplomat who bridged diverse opinions within CII to 
keep the Institute unified and authored the original CII 
Strategic Plan

Gary D. Jones (1993) – hard-working, determined 
1987 CII chairman whose “implementation challenge” 
that year led to a dramatic change in how CII viewed 
implementation

Jack E. Turner (1994) – originated idea that led to 
establishment of The Business Roundtable, and later 
suggested a study of owner-contractor issues that 
became the CICE Project
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Recipients of the Dunn Award of Excellence

John W. Morris II (1996) – led effort to unite Corps of 
Engineers, Federal government, and environmentalists in 
shaping national water resources policy during turbulent 
transition era 

Daniel J. Bennet (1995) – aspiring association executive, 
CICE participant, and author of CII by-laws who led 
establishment of the National Center for Construction 
Education and Research 

Richard L. Tucker (1997) – professor, productivity 
research pioneer, CICE participant, and renowned 
industry speaker who personally led efforts to establish 
CII at UT Austin; served as first Director from 1983-1998

Edward W. Merrow (1998) – researcher who developed 
the Project Evaluation System, an analytical tool to 
benchmark project data, and founded Independent 
Project Analysis (IPA)

Donald J. Gunther (1999) – hard-driving Bechtel 
executive whose leadership, dedication, and teamwork 
influenced others personally and professionally as well 
as changed Bechtel’s approach to worldwide business

Arthur J. Fox, Jr. (2000) – long-time editor of Engineering 
News-Record; traveled around the world to report on 
more than four decades of industry progress, created 
ENR’s Engineer of the Year award

H. B. Zachry, Jr. (2001) – a born constructor who led a 
road contracting firm founded by his father to a worldwide 
leadership role through dedication to his employees and 
the principles of quality, safety, and client satisfaction

Joseph J. Jacobs (2002) – Jacobs Engineering founder 
who led his company to the top echelons of the 
engineering world and whose entrepreneurial spirit and 
ethical beliefs inspire those who work for him

James B. Porter, Jr. (2004) – innovative engineer 
and executive with experience in business methods, 
investments, design, and operational management who 
focuses on efficiencies that increase competitiveness
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AC Annual Conference

ACE Architectural, Construction, and Engineering

AEX Automating Equipment Information Exchange

ADR Alternative Dispute Resolution

API American Petroleum Institute

ASTD American Society for Training and Development

B2B Business-to-Business

BA Benchmarking Associate

BLS Bureau of Labor Statistics

BOA Board of Advisors

BP Best Practice

BM&M Benchmarking and Metrics

BMC Benchmarking and Metrics Committee

BPR Business Performance Results

BTSC Breakthrough Strategy Committee

CCIS Center for Construction Industry Studies

CEC Continuing Education Course

CEP  Construction Engineering Professional

CEU Continuing Education Unit

CICE Construction Industry Cost Effectiveness

CII Construction Industry Institute

CKII CII Knowledge Implementation Index

CP Contractor performs

CP/OI Contractor performs/owner input

CPI Construction Project Improvement [Conference]

CPI  Consumer Price Index

CPR Cost or Budget Performance Results

CURT Construction Users Roundtable

CY cubic yard 

DART Dispute Avoidance and Resolution Taskforce

DB Design-Build

DBB Design-Bid-Build

Glossary of Acronyms — 2005 Annual Conference
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DL Data Liaison

DOD Department of Defense

DPI Disputes Potential Index

DPR Duration Performance Results

DRB Dispute Review Board

E&C or E/C Engineering and Construction

EC Education Committee

ECC Engineering Contracting & Construction [Conference]

ECI European Construction Institute

EEC European Economic Community

EM Education Module

ENR Engineering News-Record

EPC Engineer-Procure-Construct

EQ Emotional Intelligence

ESH Environmental, Safety, and Health

ExCom Executive Committee

EU European Union

FEL Front-End Loading

FIAPP Fully Integrated and Automated Project Processes

FIATECH Fully Integrated and Automated Technologies

FRI Field Rework Index

FTE Full-Time Equivalent

GAO Government Accountability Office

GDP Gross Domestic Product

GPS Global Positioning System

GVET Global Virtual Engineering Team

HI Hydraulic Institute

IC Implementation Champion

IDS Industry Data & Statistics

IFC Issued for Construction

IFE Injury-Free Environment

IMF International Monetary Fund

Glossary of Acronyms — 2005 Annual Conference
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Glossary of Acronyms — 2005 Annual Conference

IPA Independent Project Analysis, Inc.

IR Implementation Resource

ISC Implementation Strategy Committee

JSA Job Safety Analysis

KA Knowledge Area

KM Knowledge Management

KMC Knowledge Management Committee

KSFG Knowledge Structure Focus Group

LCI Lean Construction Institute

LEONARDO Learning Organization Rapid Diagnostic

LL Lessons Learned

LNG Liquefied Natural Gas

LPI Leadership Performance Inputs

LWCIR Lost Workday Case Incidence Rate

MC Membership Committee

MM millions

NGL Natural Gas Liquids

NIST National Institute of Standards and Technology

NSPE National Society of Professional Engineers

NTSB National Transportation Safety Board

NVA Non-Value Added

OCWS Owner Contractor Work Structure

OII Owner Involvement Inputs

OL/CI Owner leads/contractor input

OL/CP Owner leads/contractor performs

OLA Online Administrator

OMB Office of Management and Budget

OP Owner peforms

OP/CI Owner performs/contractor input

OQ Operation qualification

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration

P&ID Piping and Instrumentation Diagram



307

PBP Proposed Best Practice

PDCS Project Delivery and Contract Strategies

PDH Professional Development Hour

PDRI Product Definition Rating Index

PE Professional Engineer

PEPW Project Executive Planning Workshop

Pharma Pharmaceutical

PIP Process Industry Practices

PM Project Manager or Productivity Metrics

PMI Project Management Inputs

PO Purchase Order

POL Products Online

PPI Pre-Project Planning Inputs

PPP or P3 Pre-Project Planning

PRB Product Review Board

PSM Process Safety Management

PSR Overall Project Success Results

QM Quality Management

QPR Quality Performance Results

R&D Research and Development

RC Research Committee

RD&D Research, Development, and Deployment

RFP Request for Proposal

RIR Recordable Incidence Rate

RR Research Report

RS Research Summary

RT Research Team

S&P Standard & Poor’s

SAME Society of American Military Engineers

SF square foot

SME Subject Matter Expert

SPC Strategic Planning Committee

Glossary of Acronyms — 2005 Annual Conference
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Glossary of CII Acronyms

SPR Safety Performance Results

SRI Security Rating Index

TAL Technology Assisted Learning

TED Training, Education, and Development

TIC Total Installed Construction

TISP The Infrastructure Security Partnership

TQM Total Quality Management

TRIR Total Recordable Injury Rate

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

USGBC U.S. Green Building Council

VE Value Engineering

VM Value Management

WGI Washington Group International

WHS Washington Headquarters Service, Dept. of Defense

WTC World Trade Center

WTI World Trade Institute

XC Executive Committee

XML Extensible Markup Language
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CII Staff — 2005 Annual Conference

Hans VanWinkle, Director

Wayne Crew, Associate Director, Research, Breakthrough

Manny Garcia, Associate Director, Implementation, Education, 
Knowledge Management

Bob Ryan, Deputy Director, Strategic Planning

Steve Thomas, Associate Director, Benchmarking and Metrics

Nuria Ayala, Administrative Associate

Sharon Boni, Executive Assistant

Michael Burns, Technical Illustrator

Terri Buvia, Senior Administrative Associate

Frances DeCoux, Administrative Associate

Deborah DeGezelle, Systems Analyst

Christy Foster, Administrative Associate

Rusty Haggard, Technical Writer-Editor

Ron O’Neill, Senior LAN Administrator

Donna Rinehart, Administrative Associate

Debbie Samilpa, Administrative Assistant

Jana Shinn, Administrative Assistant

Sam Shinn, Administrative Associate

Jewell Walters, Executive Assistant, Membership

Additional Support

Janie Bushn, FIATECH

Rachael Bushn, FIATECH

Wynette Nash, BE&K

Arty Passes, Sunset Video

Susan Wasley, BE&K
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2005 Annual Conference Committee

Susan M. Steele, BE&K Construction Company

Conference Chairman

G. Wayne Burchette, Eastman Chemical Company

Michael M. Cate, Washington Group International, Inc.

R. Michael Davis, Ontario Power Generation

G. Edward Gibson, Jr., The University of Texas at Austin

Harold L. Helland, Abbott

Rex E. Largent, ConocoPhillips

Dennis A. Schroeder, BE&K Engineering Company

Arthur A. Stout, Intel Corporation
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