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Continuum Advisory Group is a management consulting firm serving the building and 

construction industry. We partner strategically with our clients to solve difficult 

problems, bring about transformational change and guide their efforts to build a 

different future. Our sole focus on the building and construction industry gives us the 

technical expertise to provide insight from day one, while our management experience 

allows us to understand the cultural, political and organizational context of any 
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build Integrated, High Performing Teams. We also work with both owners and 

contractors at the organizational level to develop Lean Construction and Integrated 

Teams practices, with a focus on strategic and cultural fit to ensure successful 

adoption and implementation.
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WORKSHOP OBJECTIVES

Demystifying the 
Integrated 
Project Delivery 
Contract → How IPD Fits with Lean

→ When to use the IPD Contract

→ Types of IPD Contracts

→ Definitions

→ The IPD Team

→ Conditions of Satisfaction 

→ Validation

→ Contract Structure

→ Incentives & Risk/Reward
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SIX TENETS OF LEAN CONSTRUCTION 

1 Respect for People

2 Optimize the Whole

3 Generate Value

4 Eliminate Waste

5 Focus on Flow

6 Continuous Improvement 
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INTEGRATED 
PROJECT DELIVERY

The contractual
project delivery 
method

creates shared 
risk/reward structures, 

fiscal transparency, and 
release of liability

LEAN 
CONSTRUCTION

Tools and processes 
intended to maximize 

value

reduces wasted time, 
wasted movement, and 
wasted human potential

Motivation & Means
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Lean Integrated Project Delivery

Integrated Project DeliveryTraditional Project Delivery

An integrated team entity composes key project 
stakeholders, assembled early in the process, 

open, collaborative
TEAMS

Fragmented, assembled on “just-as-needed” or 
“minimum-necessary” basis, strongly hierarchical, 
controlled

Concurrent and multi-level; early contributions of 
knowledge and expertise; information openly 

shared; stakeholder trust and respect
PROCESS

Linear, distinct, segregated; knowledge gathered 
“just-as-needed”; information hoarded; silos of 
knowledge and expertise

Collectively managed, appropriately sharedRISK
Individually managed, transferred to the greatest 
extent possible

Team success tied to project success; value-based
COMPENSATION/ 

REWARD
Individually pursued; minimum effort for maximum 
return; (usually) first cost based

Digitally based, virtual; Building Information 
Modeling (3, 4 and 5 dimensional)

COMMUNICATION/ 
TECHNOLOGY

Paper-based, 2 dimensional; analog

Encourage, foster, promote and support multi-
lateral open sharing and collaboration; risk sharing

AGREEMENTS
Encourage unilateral effort; allocate and transfer 
risk; no sharing

Source: AIA 2007 
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Comparing Delivery Models

Integrated Project 

Delivery
Design-Build

Construction 

Manager at Risk
Design-Bid-BuildModel

Lowest Likelihood
Low likelihood (with no 

major changes)
Moderate LikelihoodHigh LikelihoodClaims

Yes, for all major 
partners

PartiallyPartiallyNoOpen Book

YesPotentiallyPotentiallyNoRisk/Reward

HighLowModerateLow
Ability to Make 

Changes to Scope in 
Construction

HighestHighMediumLowReliability of Cost

Early in Design Phase
At Completion of 

Design
Middle of ProjectEnd of Project

Timing of Budget 
Certainty



2023 Broad 

Industry Survey:

Enabling Prefab 

& Offsite

Owner & 
Owner's 

Rep
45%

GC/CM
32%

Partners & 
Providers 

23%



Two Main Areas of Focus

Contract Type Project Delivery Method
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Source: Integrated Project Delivery: An Action Guide for Leaders

IPD Timeline
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Source: Integrated Project Delivery: An Action Guide for Leaders

IPD Timeline
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When to use the IPD ContractWhen to use the IPD Contract



1 IPD is a good choice when managing projects with scopes that are not initially clear, but it will require a more extended validation period before setting targets

Source: Integrated Project Delivery: An Action Guide for Leaders



Common Contracts

Who has experience with any of these or 
others?









Break





Management Terminology

Hanson Bridgett 2024

• Senior Management Team (SMT)

• Project Management Team (PMT)

• Project Implementation Team (PIT)

• Trade Partner

• Design Partner

• Separate Contractor/Consultant

AIA C191-2009 

• Project Executive Team

• Project Management Team

• (nothing noted for cross 
functional teams)

• Additional Parties (not actually 
defined)

ConsensusDocs® 300-2007, Rev 2015

• Senior Executive Team

• Core Group

• TVD Cluster

• Risk Pool Member

• Subcontractor



Financial Terminology

Hanson Bridgett 2024

• Base Target Cost (end of Validation)

• Final Target Cost

• Estimated Final Cost

• Final Actual Cost

• Chargeable Cost (excluding profit)

• Incentive Compensation Layer (ICL)

AIA C191-2009 
• Target Cost

• Target Criteria Amendment

• Actual Costs

• Incentive Compensation (portion of 
the difference between Actual 
Costs and Target Cost)

ConsensusDocs® 300-2007, Rev 2015
• Estimated Maximum Price (EMP)

• Expected Cost

• Actual Cost (Payable Cost plus 
Profit)

• Payable Costs

• Risk Pool

• Profit
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• Carries out initiatives and action plans

• Identifies issues and obstacles

• Regularly reports out to higher levels

• Functions like the C-level leadership 

• Establishes detailed plans to achieve goals and objectives

• Commits resources as necessary

• Accountable for established measurements

• Functions like the board of directors

• Establishes the vision and mission

• Establishes measurements of success

Senior 
Management Team

Project Management Team

Project Implementation Team(s)

► 36

Developing a “Project Organization”



Define 
Teams

SMT:  Senior Management Team

• Provide Executive Level sponsorship for the Project Team and for the Lean IPD execution 
approach

• Assure the team has adequate resourcing and support 

• Adjudicate decisions when the PMT cannot reach consensus

• Hold regular SMT meetings with reliable participation

PMT:  Project Management Team

• Overall Leadership and Guidance for the Project Team

• Assure collaboration through the planning, design and implementation phases of the Project

• Decision Making for the Project Team

• Hold regular PMT meetings with reliable participation

• Interpretation of Implementation Documents

• Responsible for Cost, Schedule and Change Management for the Project

PIT:  Project Implementation Team(s)

• Responsible for designing and implementing the Project consistent with the CoS

• Made up of members of owner, design, construction and other trades, vendors and suppliers

• Hold regular PIT meetings to advance TVD concepts and LPS planning for the PIT scope

• Drive innovation and creativity by harnessing the collective knowledge and experience of the team

37



► 38

Key Facets of an Effective Model

► An agreed upon project 

team structure

• All parties are 

represented in each 

team

• All teams are cross 

functional

• All teams are peer-to-

peer (decision-making 

authority)

• Teams are lean

► Effective systems of 

measurement and 

tracking, including 

consistent use of 

collective tools:

• Stand and deliver report-

out

• Action plans

• Metrics and dashboards

• Regular measurement of 

what’s important

► Commitment to 

collective culture, goals, 

etc.

► Clearly established rules 

of engagement and 

RRAA by team

► Leadership of all parties 

is committed to investing 

in collaboration as a 

discipline
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• Will bring decisions to the PMT on a 

weekly basis (or more often) out of the 

Cluster Group/PIT meetings

• Will make decisions on a 100% consensus basis

• Each team member has one vote (including the owner)

• Each team member can veto the overall vote with a “No”

• Will get called in if the PMT cannot decide

• SMT will negotiate a resolution of the dispute

• In some contracts, the Owner is awarded 50% of the votes, in 

order to be able to come to resolution
Senior 

Management Team

Project Management Team

Project Implementation Team(s)

► 39

Decision Making
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Source: Integrated Project Delivery: An Action Guide for Leaders

IPD Timeline
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Source: Integrated Project Delivery: An Action Guide for Leaders

IPD Timeline



• Role Model

• Leadership

• Internal Alignment

• Model Transparency

• Upper Management 
Support
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Source: Integrated Project Delivery: An Action Guide for Leaders

IPD Timeline
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Partner Selection

On a Lean IPD project, selecting the right partners is even more critical than in a traditional project 
environment. 

The buy-in of team members into executing work in a Lean and integrated way, where risk and 
reward are shared, will be key to project success.

44



Timing of Key Stakeholder Engagement

3%

9%

22%

15%
17% 16%

9%9%

25%

42%

7%

11%

3%
4%

Pre-business

case

Business case

validation

(pre-design)

During

conceptualization

(0-15% design)

During schematic

design

(15-30%)

During design

development

(30-60%)

During construction

documents

(60-90%)

End of construction

documents or later

(100% CD)

Best Projects:
76% engage key 

stakeholders before or 

during conceptualization

Typical Projects:
42% don’t engage key 

stakeholders until design 

development or later



Level of Influence
Cumulative Cost 

of Project 
Owner

Architect Hired

GC/CM Hired
Lean Coach Hired

Engineers Hired

At-Risk Trade 

Partners Hired

Owner 

Alignment
Team 

Selection
Validation Contract

Change & 

Productivity 

Tracking

Continuous 

Improvement

Target Value Delivery

Integrated Project Delivery Implementation Plan

Time

Bringing a 

team together 

early on a 

construction 

project allows 

for a high 

level of 

influence 

when costs 

are low



The Four Stages of Teaming
Te

am
 E

ff
ec

ti
ve

n
es

s

Performance Impact

Stage 1

FORMING

Stage 2

STORMING

Stage 3

NORMING

Stage 4

PERFORMING

Adapted from Tuckman 1965

Stage 1: The team act as 

individuals and there is a lack of 

clarity about the team’s purpose 

and individual roles.

Stage 2: Conflict arises as people begin 

to establish their place in the team.

Stage 3: There is a level of consensus 

and agreement within the team. There is 

clarity about individual roles. The role of 

the leader is important in managing this.

Stage 4: The group has a clear strategy 

and shared vision. It can operate 

autonomously and resolve issues 

positively.
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Team Assessments (Examples)

• Communication and Work Style Assessments

• DiSC

• StrengthsFinders 2.0

• Team Health Assessments

• Culture

• Communications 

• Performance on Goals

KH0
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Architect

IPD 
Risk/Reward 

Partners

IPD Design 
Consultant

Traditional 
Design 

Consultant

Traditional 
Trade 

Partners

Pro: Any Company Inside 

the circle is contractually 

obligated to Profit-at-

Risk model

Con: “Taxation 

without 

Representation” for 

all Risk/Reward 

Partners.  Profit is at 

risk but they do not 

have an actual seat at 

the table.  
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IPD Design 
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Design 

Consultant

Traditional 
Trade 
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Pro: More direct 

interaction with the MEP 

Engineering Firms

Con: The more 

parties that get 

involved with signing 

the contract, the 

more complex it 

becomes
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Poly-Party 
Agreement

Owner

General 
Contractor

Mechanical/
Plumbing 

Contractor

Electrical 
Contractor

Mechanical 
Engineer

Electrical 
Engineer

Architect

IPD 
Risk/Reward 

Partners

IPD Design 
Consultant

Traditional 
Design 

Consultant

Traditional 
Trade 

Partners

Pro: More direct 

interaction with the MEP 

Engineering Firms and 

MEP Contractors

Con: The potential 

movement of dollars 

from the GC to a MEP 

Contractor becomes 

complicated and 

wasteful



Poly-Party 
Agreement

Owner

General 
Contractor

Mechanical 
Engineer

Electrical 
Engineer

Architect

R
is

k/
R

e
w

a
rd

 P
a

rt
n

e
rs

Steel Contractor

Carpentry/Drywall 
Contractor

Mechanical 
Contractor

Plumbing 
Contractor

Fire Protection 
Contractor

Electrical 
Contractor

Risk/Reward Partners are chosen based on 

the trade contractors that are determined 

to bring the most risk mitigation to the 

team
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Source: Integrated Project Delivery: An Action Guide for Leaders

IPD Timeline
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Conditions of Satisfaction (CoS)

• An explicit description of all the actual requirements that must be satisfied for the initiative to be 
successful. CoS are collaboratively developed and committed to by all team members.

• A set of statements, each with a clear pass/fail result, that specify requirements at a defined stage 
of a project (often completion). 

• There is no partial acceptance: either a criterion is met, or it is not.

w
w

w
.C

o
n
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n

u
u

m
A

G
.c

o
m

What conditions must be met to declare success?
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Conditions of Satisfaction (CoS)

• Top priorities – critical for project success 

• What would cause you to consider the effort to be a failure if it does not happen?

• Co-developed – everyone must buy-in

• Define what “success” means for the project team

• Guide decision making throughout development and implementation

• Point of reference and measurement when reaching consensus is difficult

w
w

w
.C

o
n

ti
n

u
u

m
A

G
.c

o
m

What does “done” look like?
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• % improvement in productivity

• Rapid improvement

• Exceptional teamwork

• Quality at acceptable levels the first time

• Total project transparency

• Strong stakeholder involvement

• Application of Lean Tools/Practices

• Community engagement

• Sustainability

A team might establish CoS around any of the following:

• Budget, schedule, safety

• Profitability (ex: everyone is profitable)

• The number of months in which the project is 

delivered

• Number of RFIs

• Number of Change Orders

• Number of punch list items

• % below market cost

• % operational cost improvement

Source: Lean Construction Institute, CAG Experience
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Establishing CoS: Best Practices

• SMART Goals – Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Relevant
and Time-Based

• Avoid absolutes

• All CoS must be met for the project to be successful

• Choose CoS wisely, as partial credit does not apply

• Can be adjusted by the team
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Recap: CoS Define What “Success” Means

DECISION MAKING 
CRITERIA

COMMON 
LANGUAGE 

DEVELOPMENT

SET BEHAVIORAL 
EXPECTATIONS

DRIVE TEAM 
CULTURE

DESCRIBE POSITIVE 
OUTCOMES



© LEAN CONSTRUCTION INSTITUTE

S U R F I N G  T H E  W A V E  O F  L E A N  D E S I G N  A N D  C O N S T R U C T I O N

Beyond Development: Best Practices for Using CoS

• Publish and commit

• Make them visual

• Measure progress (and use as a reference point for course correction)

• Review at project milestones

• Refer to them when reaching consensus is difficult

• Revisit during onboarding or other major changes (and revise as needed)

• Conduct lessons learned 
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CoS Example

1. Safety: 50% reduction in TRIR from last project

2. Operations: Zero interruptions to production

3. Schedule: Certificate of Occupancy on May 15, 2020

4. Quality: 60% reduction of punch list items & NCRs

5. Budget: Shared savings incentive – 5% of budget cost improved

6. Documentation: RFI submittal turnaround time of 3 business days

7. Culture of Trust: 80% positive feedback from anonymous survey

8. Customer Goal: Apply at least five “Industry 4.0” principles during design phase
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CoS Example

1. Safety: 2 Safety/Behavior Observations per week for all site 

supervision foreman and above (superintendents, PMs, etc.)

2. Design/Engineering: Reduce design phase from 12 weeks to 10 weeks

3. Schedule: Plant steam available by November 22, 2020

4. Quality: <1% weld rejection rate

5. Budget: <10% change orders

6. Team Building: At least 1 team event per quarter 

7. Continuous Learning: Lessons learned session after each major milestone is achieved

8. Customer Goal: Increase production capacity by 30%



© LEAN CONSTRUCTION INSTITUTE

S U R F I N G  T H E  W A V E  O F  L E A N  D E S I G N  A N D  C O N S T R U C T I O N

CoS Example
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CoS Example



© LEAN CONSTRUCTION INSTITUTE

S U R F I N G  T H E  W A V E  O F  L E A N  D E S I G N  A N D  C O N S T R U C T I O N

CoS Example
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Source: Integrated Project Delivery: An Action Guide for Leaders

IPD Timeline
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Source: Integrated Project Delivery: An Action Guide for Leaders

IPD Timeline



What is Validation and 
Why is it Important? 



Traditional 
is broken

Value Engineering 
becomes Scope 
Reduction Tool



The Purpose 
of Validation 
is Certainty



The Statement:
“We can build this building for this budget, with this scope, in this much time, with 
this level of quality.”



• Image courtesy of Integrated Project Delivery – An Action Guide for Leaders, 2019



Allowable Cost Established*

*subject to change



KH0



Slide 85

KH0 John working on new one
Kelcey Henderson, 2024-10-16T20:48:19.858



• Developer Provides Budget for Renovation at $30M

• Owner Hires Lean Coach

• Conditions of Satisfaction Established

• Owner Selects IPD contract

• Architect and General Contractor Hired For Validation 
Process

• THE ISSUE: Validation Process completes with a Target 
Value of $60M

• THE SOLUTION: Owner Can Now Make a Good Business 
Decision For Next Step

• RESULTS: Validation: 3 Months at 1% of Budget Cost vs. 
Traditional: 12 Months at 15% of Budget 





Risk/Reward Essentials

Labor Rates Material Rates Overhead 
Percentage

Profit Percentage



FINAL TARGET COST
$                            170,000 Architect 

$                               95,000 Mechanical Engineer 

$                               60,000 Electrical Engineer 

$                         9,750,000 General Contractor (w/Trade Partners) 

$                            400,000 IFOA Contingency 

$                      10,475,000 

FINAL TARGET COST vs. FINAL ACTUAL 

COST ANALYSIS
$                         287,500 ICL

(all costs + contingency)$                   10,187,500 Final Target Cost

(A value below Final Target 

Cost)$                      9,787,500 Incentive Threshold

(actual costs)$                      9,416,500 Final Cost

(shared incentive)$                         371,000 Variance

INCENTIVE CALCULATIONS
OwnerR/R MembersShared Incentive $371,000

(R/R Members/Owner)Final cost < Incentive

(35% / 65%) $                            65,000 $                            35,000 $1 to $100,000

(50% / 50%) $                            50,000 $                            50,000 $100,001 to $200,000

(65% / 35%) $                            59,850 $                         111,150 $200,001 to $500,000

Shared Incentive $371,000$                         174,850 $                         196,150 

$                         400,000 Contingency

$                         574,850 $ 196,150Total Incentive

RISK/REWARD DISTRIBUTION

Total R/R ProfitAdded Profit PoolRisk/ Reward %Risk/Reward AmountR/R Members

$                            25,234 $                            10,234 5.22%$                               15,000 Architect

$                            15,981 $                              6,481 3.30%$                                 9,500 Mechanical Engineer

$                            10,094 $                              4,094 2.09%$                                 6,000 Electrical Engineer

$                         176,637 $                            71,637 36.52%$                            105,000 General Contractor

$                            50,468 $                            20,468 10.43%$                               30,000 Steel Trade Partner

$                            92,524 $                            37,524 19.13%$                               55,000 Carpentry Trade Partner

$                              8,411 $                              3,411 1.74%$                                 5,000 Fire Protection Trade Partner

$                            21,028 $                              8,528 4.35%$                               12,500 Plumbing Trade Partner

$                            46,262 $                            18,762 9.57%$                               27,500 Mechanical Trade Partner

$                            37,010 $                            15,010 7.65%$                               22,000 Electrical Trade Partner

$                         483,650 $                         196,150 100.00%$                            287,500 

Incentive Pool Calculations



FINAL TARGET COST
$                            170,000 Architect 

$                               95,000 Mechanical Engineer 

$                               60,000 Electrical Engineer 

$                         9,750,000 General Contractor (w/Trade Partners) 
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FINAL TARGET COST vs. FINAL ACTUAL COST 

ANALYSIS
$                         287,500 ICL

(all costs + contingency)$                   10,187,500 Final Target Cost

(A value below Final Target Cost)$                      9,787,500 Incentive Threshold
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(shared incentive)$                         371,000 Variance
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(50% / 50%) $                            50,000 $                            50,000 $100,001 to $200,000

(65% / 35%) $                            59,850 $                         111,150 $200,001 to $500,000

Shared Incentive $371,000$                         174,850 $                         196,150 

$                         400,000 Contingency

$                         574,850 $ 196,150Total Incentive



RISK/REWARD DISTRIBUTION

Total R/R ProfitAdded Profit PoolRisk/ Reward %Risk/Reward AmountR/R Members

$                            25,234 $                            10,234 5.22%$                               15,000 Architect

$                            15,981 $                              6,481 3.30%$                                 9,500 Mechanical Engineer

$                            10,094 $                              4,094 2.09%$                                 6,000 Electrical Engineer

$                         176,637 $                            71,637 36.52%$                            105,000 General Contractor

$                            50,468 $                            20,468 10.43%$                               30,000 Steel Trade Partner

$                            92,524 $                            37,524 19.13%$                               55,000 Carpentry Trade Partner

$                              8,411 $                              3,411 1.74%$                                 5,000 Fire Protection Trade Partner

$                            21,028 $                              8,528 4.35%$                               12,500 Plumbing Trade Partner

$                            46,262 $                            18,762 9.57%$                               27,500 Mechanical Trade Partner

$                            37,010 $                            15,010 7.65%$                               22,000 Electrical Trade Partner

$                         483,650 $                         196,150 100.00%$                            287,500 





(What did we find was valuable?) (What would we adjust for next time?)

• Contract comparison
• Quality accurate info
• Good graphic examples
• Learned something new 

• disbursement of profit pool
• Polls
• Better understanding of the IPD contract

• Poll technical difficulty
• Took too long to get started
• Maybe do icebreaker at tables for efficiency
• Example projects not as useful 
• How to sell the benefits of IPD to owners
• More about IPD light differences?



Kelcey 

Henderson
President

704.806.8246

KHenderson@ContinuumAG.com

John 

Zachara
Vice President

847.714.7481

jzachara@ifspm.com
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In the spirit of continuous improvement, we would like to remind you to 

complete this session’s survey! We look forward to receiving your 

feedback. 
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Download the Congress Event App
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Download the Congress Event App

• Plan your schedule in your personal agenda

• Browse all available sessions

• Read speaker profiles 

• Navigate to your session on the venue map

Scan this QR Code to 

download the app
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Rate This Session In Event App

Plan to evaluate 

each session you 

attend in the 

event mobile app!



© LEAN CONSTRUCTION INSTITUTE

2 5  Y E A R S  O F  L E A R N I N G :  S U P E R C H A R G E  Y O U R  L E A N  J O U R N E Y  I N  T H E  M O T O R C I T Y

Thank you for attending this presentation. Enjoy the rest of the 26th Annual

LCI Congress! 
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