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Client:  Midwestern Food Manufacturer
Project:  Plant Renovation
Hixson Construction Administration...

• While reviewing a Change Order, the Hixson CA challenged the contractor on some 
Insulated Metal Panel (IMP) costs, which seemed out of line based on the CA’s experience.

•	 Though	not	part	of	the	project,	the	Hixson	CA	observed	several	issues	within	the	plant	
that	were	occurring	and	notified	the	plant	engineer:
>	 Control	joint	caulking	for	two	different	walls	was	beginning	to	fail	and	would	eventually	

result	in	water	infiltration.
>	 The	metal	fascia	trim	on	the	west	elevation	of	the	pretreatment	building	came	loose	

during high winds and could blow off. 
>	 A	large	amount	of	corrosion	on	the	exterior	of	the	IMP	skin	of	an	adjacent	building	not	

in	this	project’s	scope	was	pointed	out.
•	 While	on	site,	the	Hixson	CA	observed	the	underside	of	existing	heater	ductwork	insulation	

(which	was	outside	the	project	scope)	had	a	belly	in	the	insulation	and	aluminum	jacketing.	
The	CA	recommended	the	condition	be	corrected	while	project	work	was	in	process.

        Total	Value	Delivered:
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Total	CA	Fee	Billed:

Value in action
         Documented Benefits from the Hixson Construction Administration Group

Hixson’s Construction Administration (CA) group acts as the client’s advocate throughout the bidding and construction 
phases	of	a	project.	Comprised	of	members	with	architecture,	engineering	and	construction	backgrounds,	the	group	
first	 drives	 project	 completion	 and	 compliance	 and	 then	 protects	 both	 our	 client	 and	 our	 client’s	 investment	 by	
verifying	that	projects	are	completed	according	to	the	approved	drawings	and	specifications.	The	data	below	outlines	
some	examples	of	the	value	achieved	by	the	Hixson	CA	group	on	projects	for	our	clients.	In	addition	to	subjective	
benefits	–	less	risk,	stress	and	time	for	our	clients	–	the	efforts	of	Hixson	CA	produce	tangible	results	for	the	project.		
Every	case,	however,	illustrates	the	value	of	including	Hixson	CA	as	integral	members	of	the	project	team.

Saved $800

Preventative

Preventative

$800+Preventative
$11,000

Client:  Food Processor
Project:		Facility	Expansion
Hixson Construction Administration...

•	 Discovered	the	hourly	rate	being	used	for	electrical	change	orders	was	a	higher-than-
normal	 rate	 agreed	 to	 on	 a	 previous	 project	 and	 challenged	 the	 contractor	 on	 the	
applicability	of	that	rate	for	this	project	and	this	work.		Rate	was	reduced	accordingly.

        Total	Value	Delivered:
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Total	CA	Phase	4	Fee	Billed:

The client was able to save nearly 80% of the Construction Administration fees through the 
insight Hixson CA brought to this project.

Saved $36,178

$36,178
$46,000
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Client:  Large Food Manufacturer
Project:  Plant Renovation
Hixson Construction Administration...

•	 The	Hixson	CA	observed	multiple	pipe	penetration	dog	houses	for	small	condensing	units	
not	being	sealed	and	insulated	inside	the	enclosure.		By	being	on	site	and	observing	this	
situation,	the	CA	probably	avoided	the	owner	later	dealing	with	condensation	issues	and	
potential damage.

•	 In	reviewing	a	Change	Order,	the	CA	felt	the	electrical	cost	was	high.		After	discussions	
with the electrical contractor and Hixson’s engineer, it was discovered that there was 
approximately	40’	of	conduit	and	wire	that	could	be	removed	from	the	proposal	saving	
the	Client	approximately	$800.

•	 During	 another	 Change	 Order	 review,	 the	 CA	 noticed	 the	 original	 quote	 indicated	
galvanized	conduit	in	lieu	of	the	specified	aluminum	conduit.		The	resulting	challenge	by	
the	CA	resulted	in	a	cost	reduction	of	approximately	$1,000.

        
Total	Value	Delivered:

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Total	CA	Fee	Billed:

Preventative

Saved $800

Saved $1,000

$1,800+Preventative
$142,000

Client:		U.S.	Based	Dairy	Foods	Manufacturer
Project:		Brownfield	Renovation
Hixson Construction Administration...

•	 While	reviewing	the	construction	manager’s	Phase	3	proposals,	the	Hixson	CA	noticed	
the	General	Conditions	 cost	was	 being	 allocated	 to	 the	 renovation	 contract.	 	Due	 to	
the	CA’s	experience	 in	 the	Dallas	area,	he	 realized	 the	General	Conditions	would	be	
subject	to	the	State	of	Texas	renovation	tax	rate	of	8.25%.		Because	there	is	only	new	
construction and product conversion scope in Phase 3, the CA suggested the General 
Conditions	and	future	General	Requirements	costs	be	allocated	to	the	new	construction	
contract,	which	is	subject	to	the	same	tax	rate,	but	on	materials	only,	saving	the	client	
$40,000	in	un-assessed	sales	taxes.

•	 Though	not	 part	 of	 the	Hixson	CA’s	 contracted	 responsibilities,	while	 on	 site,	 the	CA	
noticed	 no	 steam	 traps	 or	 condensate	 returns	 installed	 at	 any	 of	 the	 process	 steam	
connections at Lines 1, 6, 7 and 8 Fillers, resulting in condensate accumulating at the 
process	equipment	control	valves	affecting	filler	operations.		The	CA	met	with	the	owner’s	
rep and process contractor to have the proper connections made, which allowed the 
owner’s	fillers	to	properly	run	at	higher	efficiency.

        
Total	Value	Delivered:

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Total	CA	Fee	Billed:

Saved	$40,000

Preventative

$40,000+Preventative
$25,000
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Client:		Fortune	500	Company
Project:  Plant Renovation
Hixson Construction Administration...

•	 While	on	site,	the	Hixson	CA	discovered	a	floor	drain	appeared	to	be	out	of	place	by	10	
ft	and	asked	the	CM	if	the	layout	was	correct.		While	the	CM	stated	it	was	correct,	the	CA	
pressed	the	issue,	causing	the	CM	to	recheck	the	layout	and	discover	the	mistake.

•	 Pay	Applications	–	While	reviewing	Pay	Applications	on	a	monthly	basis,	the	Hixson	CA	
found	multiple	 instances	of	overbilling	by	 the	contractor.	 	While	not	 “saving	 the	client	
money,”	per	se,	by	challenging	the	CM	and	reducing	the	monthly	Pay	Application	amount,	
the	CA	prevented	the	client	the	premature	cash	outlay,	and	also	protected	the	Client	from	
over-paying	in	case	of	contractor	bankruptcy.		Examples	of	this	advocacy	include:
>	 Saved	approximately	$10,000	on	construction	access/stabilization.
>	 Saved	approximately	$4,000	by	reducing	plumbing	underground	to	1%	complete	to	

cover	submittals	and	some	in-place	sleeving.
>	 Saved	approximately	$20,000	by	 reducing	 the	contractor’s	 fee	 to	correspond	with	

lower	monthly	amount.
>	 Saved	$24,050	by	challenging	a	HVAC	General	Conditions	line	item.	A	trailer	had	not	

been	moved	onto	the	site,	although	some	overhead	work	had	been	performed.		
>	 Saved	$6,000	on	a	temporary	wiring/lights	line	item	since	there	was	no	steel	erected	

or	spaces	enclosed	that	would	need	the	wiring/lights.
>	 Saved	$84,775	on	a	deaerator	 that	was	not	on-site	even	 though	 the	HVAC	boiler	

material	line	item	indicated	100%	complete.	
>	 Delayed	a	$30,000	payment	by	challenging	the	fact	that	the	slab	in	the	maintenance	

area	was	not	placed	by	a	cutoff	date	for	the	pay	application.
>	 Saved	$8,000	by	noting	the	elevator	CMU	had	been	billed	to	the	roof	deck	but	was	

only	placed	to	the	second	floor.
>	 Saved	approximately	$57,000	by	realizing	the	plumbing	contractor	“overstated”	work	in	

place.
>	 Saved	$40,000	from	the	underground	plumbing’s	“mobilization.”	
>	 Saved	$65,000	from	a	total	for	HVAC’s	“mobilization.”

  
Total	Value	Delivered:

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Total	CA	Fee	Billed:

Preventative

Preventative

Preventative
$250,000

Client:  Corporate (Southern U.S.)
Project:  Plant Renovation
Hixson Construction Administration...

•	 By	flying	out	of	a	nearby,	lower-cost	airport,	Hixson	CA	was	able	to	save	the	client	as	
much	as	$500	per	trip.

•	 The	price	quoted	for	a	process	sewer	installation	seemed	extremely	high.		Because	of	
Hixson	CA’s	 familiarity	 with	 the	 site	 and	 underground	 installation,	 we	 challenged	 the	
contractor’s	breakdown,	eventually	saving	$28,000	for	the	client.

  
Total	Value	Delivered:

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Total	CA	Fee	Billed:

All of the CA fees billed to the client on this project, and then some, were recouped through 
better management and strong attention to detail made possible by CA’s involvement.

Saved	approximately	
$500	(per	trip)

Saved	$28,000

$29,500
$29,000
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Client:		Fortune	500	Company
Project:  New Line
Hixson Construction Administration...

•	 While	on	site,	the	Hixson	CA	realized	the	control	room	door	opening	was	not	placed	per	
design and was not code compliant.  In addition, the door was centered in the wall which 
was	problematic	for	the	addition	of	future	equipment.

•	 During	a	scheduled	site	visit,	the	Hixson	CA	noticed	blistering	of	a	roof	that	was	outside	
the	scope	of	the	project.		He	notified	the	plant	so	they	could	address	the	problem	with	
their roofer.

•	 During	submittal	review,	Hixson’s	engineer	marked	up	the	diffuser	submittal,	identifying	
a	 number	 of	 specified	 components	 that	were	 later	 not	 required.	The	CA	 realized	 the	
deleted items were in the original bid and pursued a credit.

       
Total	Value	Delivered:

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Total	CA	Fee	Billed:

Preventative

Preventative

$7,665

$7,655+Preventative
$50,000

Client:		Meat	Processing	Facility
Project:  Site Expansion
Hixson Construction Administration...

•	 Observed	the	installation	of	non-specified	piping	insulation.		While	the	owner	had	already	
accepted the installation since the same insulation was installed in other areas of the 
plant,	 they	 did	 not	 realize	 the	 installed	 material	 was	 cheaper	 than	 the	 specified	 bid	
material.  Hixson CA pushed the contractor for the appropriate credit.

       
Total	Value	Delivered:

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Total	CA	Phase	4	Fee	Billed:

Saved $3,176

$3,176
$42,485

Client:  Food Processor
Project:		Facility	Expansion
Hixson Construction Administration...

•	 Participated	heavily	 in	 site	visits	and	day-to-day	communication.	 	Over	 the	 life	of	 the	
project,	more	 than	 93%	 of	 the	 CA	 fee	 was	 recouped	 simply	 by	 challenging	 Change	
Orders.

•	 Reviewed	contractor	submitted	“as	builts”	and	found	them	to	be	substantially	incomplete.		
Due	to	CA’s	involvement	in	the	project,	the	Client	received	“as	builts”	that	were	of	value.

•	 Helped	the	contractor,	using	experience	in	refrigerated	construction,	successfully	work	
through	problems	with	condensation	after	the	project	was	completed.

  
Total	Value	Delivered:

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Total	CA	Phase	4	Fee	Billed:

Close monitoring of Change Orders meant that nearly all of the CA fees billed to the client 
were recouped by eliminating duplicates and items that should not have been charged 

to the client.

Saved	$54,260

Preventative

Preventative

$54,260+Preventative
$58,100
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Client:  Fortune 100 Corporation
Project:  Line Addition
Hixson Construction Administration...

•	 Recommended	the	contractor	perform	appropriate	due	diligence	on	what	appeared	to	be	
a	low	HVAC	controls	bid.		The	contractor	ultimately	complied	and	found	the	bidder	had	
missed	$100,000	in	PLC	controls	and	programming.		This	catch	was	made	prior	to	the	
finalization	of	the	client’s	budget.

•	 Initiated	discussions	with	Hixson’s	electrical	 department	after	 reviewing	 the	$100,000	
noted above and helped cut those costs in half.

•	 Discovered	the	contractor	had	money	in	the	bid	to	paint	a	platform	during	a	review	of	the	
contractor-approved	low	galvanized	platform	bid;	however	painting	was	not	required	nor	
specified.

•	 Observed	ductwork	being	supported	by	unistrut	and	supported	off	 the	 joist	bridging…
both	of	which	were	specification	violations.

        
Total	Value	Delivered:

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Total	CA	Phase	4	Fee	Billed:

By catching the ductwork problem early, Hixson CA saved reinstallation of 75% of the 
ductwork supports and nearly certain interference with the owner’s vendor installation.

Eliminated future
budget problems

Saved	$49,080

Saved	$950

Saved an estimated four 
days	of	schedule	time

$50,030+Preventative
$54,891

Client:  Ingredients Processor
Project:		Building	Expansion
Hixson Construction Administration...

•	 Challenged	a	claim	 from	 the	contractor	 for	additional	ductwork	construction	changes.	 	
After	 reviewing	 the	 drawings	 and	 specifications	 with	 the	 contractor,	 the	 claim	 was	
dropped.

•	 Reviewed	 specifications	 with	 the	 contractor,	 who	 had	 submitted	 a	 non-design	 basis	
condensing	 unit.	 Because	 the	 contractor’s	 unit	 was	 acceptable,	 but	 was	 ultimately	
rejected	due	to	additional	weight	and	size	differences,	the	contractor	was	going	to	claim	
an	extra	cost	to	supply	the	design	basis.		Through	the	review,	Hixson	was	able	to	get	the	
design basis unit supplied at no additional cost.

  
Total	Value	Delivered:

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Total	CA	Phase	4	Fee	Billed:

Through a strong review process, Hixson was able to recoup nearly one-third of its 
Construction Administration fees for the client.

Saved	16,988

Saved scheduled time in 
ordering	the	equipment	
& potential wasted time 

debating the issue.

$16,988
$55,000
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Client:  Ingredients Processor
Project:  Warehouse
Hixson Construction Administration...

•	 Observed	that	the	wall	panel	subcontractor	was	not	installing	sealant	in	the	panel	joints.		
The	general	contractor	and	client	were	not	aware	of	this	omission.		The	installation	was	
corrected.

  
Total	Value	Delivered:

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Total	CA	Phase	4	Fee	Billed:

Prevented future water, 
condensation	and/or	rain	

infiltration	problems.

Preventative
$47,809

Client:  Food Processor
Project:  Slicing Room Renovation
Hixson Construction Administration...

•	 Discovered	and	corrected	change	orders	to	reflect	work	already	included	in	the	existing	
base	 bid	 contract	 documents	 based	 on	 a	 review	 of	 the	 contractor-approved	 change	
orders	and	on	site	involvement.		Discovered	work	that	was	being	charged	for	a	second	
time,	 incorrect	 labor	 rates,	excessive	 labor	 time	charges	and	 taxable	 vs.	non-taxable	
work.

•	 Discovered	the	Boiler	Room	and	Compressor	Room	did	not	have	the	specified	horizontal	
flashing	or	vertical	control	joints	at	the	door	openings.

  
Total	Value	Delivered:

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Total	CA	Phase	4	Fee	Billed:

Had the client not received the designed flashing and control joints in the boiler and 
compressor rooms, the lifecycle of the addition would have been diminished, resulting 

in higher and earlier maintenance costs.

Saved $66,000

Prevented premature 
deterioration of the

addition.

$66,000+Preventative
$139,894

Client:		Fortune	100	Company
Project:  Line Expansion
Hixson Construction Administration...

•	 Discovered	a	previously	rejected	line	item	for	“base	bid	recovery”	during	a	routine	review	
of	the	project	Change	Order	Log.		The	contractor	admitted	that	the	cost	was	resubmitted	
because	they	felt	that	the	subcontractor	had	‘stepped	up	and	met	the	schedule.’		Hixson	
CA again refused to approve the Change Order and the client concurred.

  
Total	Value	Delivered:

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Total	CA	Phase	4	Fee	Billed:

Saved	$17,125

$17,125
$60,845
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Client:  Food Processor
Project:		Facility	Renovation
Hixson Construction Administration...

•	 Discovered	that	the	on-site	owner’s	representative	was	ready	to	agree	to	a	contractor	
proposal	to	place	a	new	concrete	slab	in	an	existing	grease	trap/lift	station	over	hardened	
sludge	in	the	bottom	of	the	grease	trap/lift	station.		After	Hixson	CA	presented	a	thorough	
analysis	 of	 the	 situation,	 the	 owner	 followed	 Hixson’s	 recommendation	 and	 had	 the	
sludge removed.

•	 Advised	the	client	against	a	contractor	proposal	to	add	a	strainer	basket	that	was	not	
required	 for	 proper	 equipment	 function.	 	 The	 client	 was	 in	 favor	 of	 the	 contractor’s	
proposal.  After Hixson CA explained to the client the original design intent, the client 
decided against the strainer.

•	 Helped	develop	an	alternate	piping	solution	to	the	contractor’s	by-pass	piping	solution,	
saving	on	labor	and	excavation	and	lowering	the	price	from	$90,000	to	$9,000.

•	 Advised	the	client	against	a	contractor/plant	proposal	to	change	the	Variable	Frequency	
Drives	(VFDs)	from	the	specified	VFDs	which	met	the	design	criteria	to	a	more	expensive	
type	that	was	not	required	for	proper	equipment	function.

•	 Discovered	a	make-up	air	unit	 that	 included	a	cooling	coil,	which	was	not	 indicated	in	
Hixson’s	design.	 	After	verifying	 the	cooling	coil	 issue	with	Hixson’s	mechanical	 lead,	
discussed the situation with the contractor and got the coil deducted.

  
Total	Value	Delivered:

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Total	CA	Phase	4	Fee	Billed:

The owner saved more than four times what they spent in fees to the Hixson CA group.

Prevented future 
problems the proposed
procedure could cause.

Saved	$9,000

Saved $81,000

Saved	$23,000

Saved	$12,629

$125,629+Preventative
$28,600

Client:		Fortune	100	Company
Project:  Line Expansion
Hixson Construction Administration...

•	 Challenged	the	price	for	a	component	because	it	appeared	out	of	line.		After	refusing	to	
approve	the	change	order	without	having	backup,	the	contractor	admitted	that	they	tried	
to	“slip-in”	$46,466	missed	in	the	original	bid.

  
Total	Value	Delivered:

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Total	CA	Phase	4	Fee	Billed:

Saved	$46,466

$46,466
$67,285
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Client:		Fortune	100	Company
Project:		Facility	Expansion
Hixson Construction Administration...

•	 Discovered	 and	 rejected	 numerous	 contractor	 overcharges	 by	 being	 involved	 in	 Pay	
Request	reviews.

•	 Noticed	the	fire	tank	access	ladder	did	not	meet	OSHA	requirements,	a	fact	which	had	
been	missed	by	others.

•	 Reviewed	 drawings	 and	 determined	 that	 an	 addition	 for	 fire	 tank	 heaters,	 priced	 at	
$3,000,	was	the	responsibility	of	the	GC.		By	pointing	this	out,	the	price	was	reduced.

•	 Reminded	the	GC	about	a	$25,000	“winter	protection”	bid	allowance	that	had	not	been	
used, but which had not been credited to the client.

•	 Explained	to	the	client	that	a	trench	drain	P-trap,	claimed	as	an	extra	by	the	plumbing	
contractor,	was	 the	only	 one	not	 on	 the	 “indirect”	waste	 system	and	was	 required	 to	
be	 installed	by	 the	contractor	per	both	 the	code	and	common	plumbing	practice	and	
standards.		The	client	believed	the	contractor	had	left	the	P-trap	out	of	his	bid	and	agreed	
to split the cost.

•	 Discovered	 numerous,	major	 items	missing	 in	 the	 “as-builts”	 through	a	 review	of	 the	
drawings	as	part	of	the	close-out	requirements	and	informed	the	GC	of	these	omissions.

•	 Disputed	a	 contractor-submitted	 change	order	 for	water	 line	 tie-in	work	by	producing	
Pre-Bid	Meeting	Notes	in	which	contractors	had	agreed	to	bid	all	utility	tie-ins	as	off-hour	
work.

•	 Refused	to	approve	a	change	order	for	a	non-specified	overhead	door	that	was	rejected	
by	the	architect	because	the	GC	failed	to	show	that	the	door	was	equal	to	the	door	that	
was	originally	specified.

  
Total	Value	Delivered:

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Total	CA	Phase	4	Fee	Billed:

*Protected client from pre-paying the contractor for work not accomplished.

Protected client*

Saved	$7,500

Saved	$1,960

Saved	$25,000

Saved	$1,328

Prevented future issues.

Saved	$6,500

Saved $1,866

$44,154+Preventative
$137,000

Client:		Southern	Manufacturing	Facility
Project:  Plant Addition
Hixson Construction Administration...

•	 After	carefully	reviewing	bids,	Hixson	CA	discovered	the	fire	protection	bidders	included	
painting	galvanized	sprinkler	piping	that	was	not	required.

  
Total	Value	Delivered:

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Total	CA	Phase	4	Fee	Billed:

The client was able to save more than 30% of the Construction Administration fees through 
the insight Hixson CA brought to this project.

Saved	$12,000

$12,000
$37,800


