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Guest Message
The Gulf States Region
Needs Volunteers

By: John Dunaway, CSI, CCS, AIA
From the April Edi on of the Gulf States
Region Leader
If you’re reading this I bet you’re already
a CSI volunteer. CSI volunteerism runs all the way up the ladder to the Institute level and
there are many who have served at this level of commitment, but this is not for everyone.
Serving at the Chapter level is a time consuming commitment but I know many of you who
are serving and have served feel that you learned and grew through your service, much as I
have. You may have also made an impact on your Chapter and helped bring about changes
that improved your Chapter by implementing better operating procedures, raising funds for
Chapter activities, increasing your Chapter’s membership, or educating others.
Now you can take those skills you learned to the next level. You may not be ready or willing
to take the reins as a GSR officer yet, but serving as a committee chair will “get your feet
wet”.
I will use my self as an example of this growth of service. I started as a member of the
Publications Committee in my Chapter back in the day when we printed and distributed a
newsletter. My first task was to just do a little writing, then later on I took on the task of
newsletter distribution by spending one night a month putting address labels and postage on
the newsletters and then mailing them. Later on I took on the task as Committee Chair. When
our Chapter went digital I had no idea what “Publisher” was so someone else served as
editor and I managed the committee, but through the editor's tutelage I learned how to use
the program and later became Chair and Editor.

I took on the job as GSR Editor/Publications Chair because I felt I could bring my skills to
bear on GSR publications and make a difference. I think I have done that and believe we
have a worthwhile publication in the GSR Leader. Now it’s your turn! You could take on publications and continue my work, or better yet, you could take on publications and make it yours
by taking us into a new realm of communication. I know many of you have the experience,
training, and knowledge to do this task. Now all you have to have is the commitment to make
a difference and serve. Look at the back page of committee chairs and see where you fit.
Contact the GSR President or Vice President and discuss how you could help. You CAN
make a difference.
GSR Publication Chair - John Dunaway, CSI, CCS, AIA

Desire is the key to motivation, but it's the determination and
commitment to unrelenting pursuit of your goal - a commitment
to excellence - that will enable you to attain the success you
seek.
Mario Andretti

The difference between involvement and commitment is like ham
and eggs. The chicken is involved; the pig is committed.
Martina Navratilova

Member FYI
CSI Member Services has expanded its Member Service Center
hours, and is now available 8:00 AM to 8:00 PM Eastern Time
(ET), Monday through Friday.

YOUR CHAPTER BOARD OF
DIRECTORS AT WORK
Your Little Rock Chapter Board of Directors is working hard to make the Little Rock Chapter
more relevant to the local Construction Community.
LRCSI Board Meeting – February 3, 2017
1.

President Call to Order:
Meeting called to order at 12:06 by President Clark Wood.
Quorum present:

2.

Secretary’s Meeting Minutes:
No comments – Minutes approved.

3.

Reading of Financial Report:
Treasure’s Report.
Upcoming expenses – Memphis Conference in April. Allocation of $2,500 to the
Memphis Conference. Treasure’s Report – approved

4.

Secretary: No Correspondence to review.

5.

Old Business:
a.

6.

No Old Business to Discuss

New Business:
a.

Strategic planning with the Committee Chairs.
1.

b.

Looking to fill vacancies in the committees.

Upcoming Activities:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Habitat for Humanity—Rock the Block
Awards—Region (Submitted) and Institute:
Golf Tournament—May 12th
Region Conference in Memphis, Tennessee

c.

New members. To use cash reverses to provide incentive for persons to take
the CDT exam and become members.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.
7.

Discussed what this would pay for. CDT exam? Training and study materials? 1st year membership paid?
Clark suggested to pay for 1st year membership first and then the CDT
exam.
Possibly limit to have 3 people, and if successful possibly more the next
time. Try to promote.
Implementation. Advertise the application on the CSI Newsletter.
David to motion that $2,000 be used to make a program that would pay
half dues to those who agree to take the CDT exam – Motion approved
12:27.
Discussed that this would not interfere with the scholarship fund.
David to put together a small committee to get this rolling.

Meeting adjourned at 12:45.

If you are interested in following the Little Rock Chapter, our links are as follows (for Facebook and LinkedIn look for the Little Rock Chapter):
Website: http://littlerock.csinet.org/

Facebook: www.facebook.com

LinkedIn: www.linkedin.com
If you are interested in Joining CSI or if you are just interested in keeping up with the information provided by CSI, See the slides shown from the “Why CSI” presentation

Gulf States Region Vice President
Candidate:
Bruce Martin, CSI, CDT, RRC: Current Member of the
Chattanooga Chapter and active
member in both the Chattanooga and
Gulf States Region.

Are We as Involved as we could be?
Many of us are active in some program, organization or activity.
Some are driven by our kids, some are driven by our need to
enhance our professional standing, and many others are simply
because we believe in a specific cause or effort. Being “Active” can
be measured in many different ways.
We can be a player in the operation, we can be a supporter and
worker in an effort, and we can belong and attend meetings for
education and credit. But being “Active” involved so much more.
Using CSI as an example, you can be someone who volunteers to
help out on specific activities where your involvement is limited and
finite; or you can be someone who takes on the task of being a
leader at one of many levels; or you can be someone who takes on the responsibility for
running a program within the Chapter, Region or Institute levels. These are all examples of
being “Active”. But there is so much more that you could do. Some examples are:
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Responding to surveys put out by your leadership trying to get your opinions on
various topics that are being developed, in the process of being introduced, or simply
to get your feedback.
Voting in elections that are held. You are electing the volunteer leadership at all
levels. This should be very important to you as the leadership elected will set the
course for the Chapter, Region and Institute for years to come.
Attending as many of the Chapter Lunch and Seminars as possible. These are free
and are often very interesting. We would love to have 25 to 35 people at each
meeting, especially members.
On the Region and Institute Levels, get involved with committees. Help the current
Chair plan and execute their goals and reach the visions as expressed by the
Leadership. There is a lot to do and if enough people get involved, the actual
involvement time would be minimal.
Recruit new members. Talk with the younger members of our Firm or Organization
and see what they want in an organization. Let them know that CSI is moving
towards a modern method of governance and that we need the infusion of new,
young, leaders to step up and make the move to the next level. Without new member
involvement, we have the potential to stagnate and possibly wither and die on the
vine. If this were to happen, on one truly open construction organization would be
lost.

I know that in the past, Institute has “talked the talk” but not “walked the walk”. They have
made promises that on the surface got everyone excited, however they failed to fulfil their
promises and even worse did not let the membership know what had happened. While this
turned off some members, the work at the Chapter and Region Levels did not slow down and
we, working together, have maintained the Institute membership at the level we are now.
But we have to do more.

Under the new governance system, the Board of Directors has established a vision of the future of CSI and developed “Ends” that will help us get to that vision. These Ends are what the
board uses to measure the effectiveness of the Staff and Mark Dorsey, the CEO. While these
are still evolving as are the measurement systems to be used, I think that you will notice the
changes to the Website, the more receptive and available the Staff have become, and the
programs and updates promised are being actively pursued. I am quite excited about where
we are headed as an organization and I hope you can see where we are in relation to where
we were just a scant two to three years ago.
Another adjustment we need to make is the path to leadership. In the past, it was more or
less understood that someone would first work in an committee, chair a committee, work as
Secretary, Treasurer or even Director, and finally move to a full Leadership Role as President
of the Chapter and Region. This progression is not how the younger generations see themselves becoming Leaders. They feel that they are ready to step up with far less experience
and change the way the Chapters and Regions feel about leaders. I have seen this in actions
and I fully support this movement as long as the younger generations don’t lose touch with
the more experienced members who are in every Chapter and Region and who can provide
mentorship, advise on methods that may have been tried before, and who can be that sounding board for new ideas.
That is all I have from my soapbox. I hope you will get more active and bring in lots and lots
of new members, excited to step in and lead us to the next level.

It Awards Time!
The Region Awards time frame has come and gone and we will celebrate those selected to
receive an Award at the upcoming Region Awards Banquet to be held on Friday Night, April
21st, 2017 in Memphis, Tennessee. If you have never attended an Awards Banquet, I would
encourage you to make the time to be there as members from various Chapters in the Gulf
States Region are recognized for their efforts. Even if you personally will not be receiving an
Award, it is always great to have a large crowd there showing their appreciation for each
member’s efforts. I truly Hope to see you there.
Institute Award Nominations are coming due on May 5th. These Awards are presented to
members in CSI who have accomplished things above and beyond that normally expected
of an active Member. There are many categories that people can be nominated for
including:
A.

Several Named Awards which encompass the many ways in which members work
hard to keep CSI in the forefront of the Construction Industry, help or mentor Students
and other Members, and contribute directly to the advancement of specifications and
technology.

B.

Some others are tied to service to the Chapter, Region and/or Institute which reaches
a new level of achievement.

C.

Next, there are those which celebrate the various ways we communicate with each
other or provide information to people and/or members pertaining to a specific topic or
event.

D.

Finally there is the Outstanding Chapter Commendation which is presented to those
Chapters who have worked hard to meet the expectations of the Institute for a Chap
ter. While this award seems like a simple one to receive, it does require a Chapter to
meet standards and requirements in all the various activities of the Chapter, from the
Committee involvement, to the Officer actions, and carrying on through the actions of
Individual Chapter Member. The idea is that there are a set number of requirements,
some considered crucial and others considered necessary. To gain points, you must
complete taskings, take action, and complete items which are common to a good
functioning Chapter. This Award is one that is living and breathing and is adjusted
each year to reflect new and changing requirements within CSI as a whole.

As you can see, the Awards Program is quite extensive and opens up the possibility for
many active members to receive recognition for their efforts. Since we are all volunteers,
this is the only may the Institute can “Pay” its members for their efforts. If you have never

been to the Awards Ceremony because you think it is boring, not something you could learn
anything from, or because you feel that only the “well connected” can get them. Nothing
could be further from the truth. The ceremony is not boring as it recognized many different
members from all over the Institute for things that we may not have thought of. You can take
back to your chapters some very good ideas for recruitment, activities, and many other things
that can benefit all of us. Finally, it is not easy to receive an Award, the Awards Committee
spends hours going over the nominations and takes great pains to ensure all those who meet
the criteria for the award are identified and the award given. There is no favoritism involved
and everyone on the Committee takes their responsibility very seriously. If you have some
suggestions for changes, new awards, or updates to older awards, please let the Committee
know.
That should do it for the Awards for now. Let’s get out there and nominate people.

Recognize those who have
made contributions to your
Chapter, Region, and Institute

Article Submitted by Sheldon Wolfe,
FCSI, CCS—Construction Specifier,
Curmudgeon, Heretic Architect

SPOCK as a Specifier
In our never-ending search for truth in specifications, we
often lose sight of reality. We're inundated with advertising, product data, test reports, and white papers; where
once specifiers complained about a lack of information,
we now struggle to keep up with what we receive. We
can't know what we don't know, and we have no time to
evaluate what we have seen. As if that weren't bad
enough, we often find that what we thought we knew
isn't true.
As an example, consider building insulation. The way it works and its value have been understood since antiquity, and until recently we have felt comfortable with evaluating, specifying,
and detailing various types of insulation. And then, several years ago, everything began to
unravel.
Several years ago, the accepted nominal R-value of polyisocyanurate insulation was reduced.
Until then, manufacturers conditioned insulation for six months prior to testing and those properties were published, even though it was known that the R-value continued to decline after
six months. Architects typically assumed the published values to be constant and gave no
more thought to the issue.
When plotted, the insulating value of foam insulations is seen to follow an asymptotic curve,
always decreasing, but at a rate that also decreases. The result is a curve that always decreases toward a limit, but never reaches it. The term LTTR (long-term thermal resistance)
became part of our vocabulary, a method to calculate a nominal R-value closer that more
closely represents the properties of insulation. The reason for the reduction is the off-gassing
of the blowing agents, which slows down as the concentration in the cells decreases.
I recall the discussion surrounding the introduction of LTTR. Maybe my memory is faulty, but
as I recall it was focused on polyisocyanurate insulation. As it happens, extruded polystyrene
also loses R-value. More important is the definition of LTTR, “the time-weighted average of
thermal resistance over 15 years.” In other words, it does not show the R-value of insulation
that remains in place longer than 15 years. What does that mean for buildings designed for a
service life of 50 or 100 years? How will the operating costs change? The nature of the curve,
which has been shown to be reasonably accurate, means there won't be much change, but
it's a question worth asking.

The reported performance of insulation is in itself suspect. In Info-502: Temperature Dependence of R-values in Polyisocyanurate Roof Insulation, Building Science Corporation shows
the results of testing 15 samples of polyisocyanurate insulation. The range of R-values is
about 1.5 points at 25 degrees mean temperature, a 30 percent difference. Yet all manufacturers, with one exception, claim the same, ASTM-standard R-value for their products. The
exception is a company that reports a 50-year R-value for its XPS. As you might expect, it's
not the usual 5.0 we all use, but 4.2. Doesn't it make sense to calculate energy use and mechanical system performance based on the lower value?
One of the problems with all testing is confidence in the results. ASTM and other standardsproducing bodies often refer to two aspects of measuring this confidence - repeatability and
reproducibility. In theory, a given test method would always produce the same results for the
same material. In practice, that rarely occurs due to a number of influences. Because humans
are involved, results can vary even when tests are performed by equipment. There may be
slight differences in the type of equipment used, and even when equipment is regularly recalibrated, it may not give the same readings.
Briefly, repeatability is a measure of consistency of a test when performed by the same person in the same laboratory using the same equipment, within a short period of time. In contrast, reproducibility measures the differences caused when a test is performed by different
people in different locations using the same equipment. I looked at several ASTMs and found
both repeatability and reproducibility reported as 95%, which means that the accuracy of test
results will be consistent.
The point of all this is that we seem to be caught in a Spock syndrome, citing performance
values to unsupportable accuracy. If, for example, you specify an R-value of 5.0, that is the
number you expect after rounding. In practice, of course, you would accept a higher R-value
regardless of rounding, but the minimum would be 4.95. But when test results show a variation of 30 percent, and manufacturers simply claim a nominal value stated in a standard, what
are you really specifying, and what are you getting? Sprayed products present even more
problems. I wasn't completely comfortable with material that went on at 60 mils; I cringe when
I see product data that claims only 6 mils is required.
I understand the problems involved in manufacturing, application, testing, and so on, and we
need some way to compare materials, but I question the validity of Spock-like precision.
© 2017, Sheldon Wolfe, RA, FCSI, CCS, CCCA, CSC
Agree? Disagree? Leave your comments at http://swconstructivethoughts.blogspot.com/

The growing concern with vapor intrusion
by Wesley Robb

[1]Petroleum hydrocarbons and
chlorinated solvents can be present in
the soil, groundwater, or soil vapor.
These chemical vapors can make their
way into a building’s habitable zone,
having a severe negative impact on a
space’s indoor air quality (IAQ).
Mitigation systems help.

Photos courtesy Vapor Mitigation

In extreme cases, vapors may accumulate in dwellings or occupied buildings to levels that
may pose near-term safety hazards (e.g. explosion) or acute health effects. This occurs
when there is a migration of chemical-containing vapor from a subsurface source into an
overlying building.
At various sites, manufactured chemicals such as petroleum hydrocarbons and chlorinated
solvents can be present in the soil, groundwater, or soil vapor. These chemical vapors can
make their way into a building’s habitable zone, having a severe negative impact on a
space’s indoor air quality (IAQ). The issue of vapor intrusion has become a major
consideration for both site-selectors choosing a location for development and architects
designing a building.
The types of chemicals of particular concern are:
 volatile organic compounds (VOCs), such as trichloroethylene (TCE);
 semi-volatile organic compounds, such as naphthalene; and

petroleum hydrocarbons, such as gasoline.
So what does this mean?
Properties being developed or currently occupied by buildings on contaminated soil,
groundwater, or soil vapor, or are adjacent to properties similarly contaminated, require the
evaluation of the vapor intrusion pathway. Typical businesses associated with the risk of
vapor intrusion are dry cleaners, printers, manufacturers, automobile repair shops, and
gasoline/service stations. Should an evaluation determine there is a risk for the migration of
contaminated vapor into the indoor air of those existing or planned structures, it is
necessary to consider how that can be mitigated. At this point, the architect must consider
the inclusion of a vapor mitigation barrier.

As of late, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has paid particularly close
attention to TCE due to findings this industrial solvent poses potential human health
hazards, including cancer. Of notable concern is the possibility fetal heart defects may
result if pregnant women are exposed to TCE in their earliest stages of gestation. Mitigation
systems have proven to be effective in proactively diverting dangerous vapors from
entering a building.
Chemical vapor barriers are not to be confused with standard moisture barriers (often
simply referred to as ‘vapor barriers’). The latter is designed to keep moisture out of a
building in an attempt to reduce the potential for mold, which can also be a health risk, and
water damage. Chemical vapor barriers, on the other hand, are designed to not degrade or
allow penetration of vapor phase chemicals. The fact moisture barriers are often described
as ‘vapor barriers’ in the industry can lead to confusion.

[2]It is important for architects and their environmental
consultants to perform their due diligence on a site before
specifying a chemical vapor barrier

Generally, there are two approaches to the construction of a vapor mitigation system. One
such option consists of the installation of a polyethylene or polyolefin tarp product.
Another, more advanced construction product uses a spray-applied composite membrane in
addition to specified tarp materials to provide the spray material a substrate on which to
adhere. The polyethylene/polyolefin barrier materials are often recycled from postconsumer products that can make them less expensive. However, in the absence of a sprayapplied composite membrane, these barriers are often difficult to seal around penetrating
uprights and slab perimeters.
Those vapor mitigation systems employing a combination of specified tarp materials and a
spray-applied composite membrane have the advantage of superior sealing at tarp seams,
upright penetrations, and slab perimeters. Often, installation of these vapor mitigation
systems is conducted only by manufacturer-trained installers. Additionally, these products
can include a warranty that is only enforceable when the installation is inspected by a
manufacturer-trained inspector, who certifies the thickness of the spray-applied composite
material and confirms the effectiveness of the barrier as demonstrated by a smoke test. The
choice between these two approaches will depend on the assessment of the risk for vapor
intrusion and the acceptable risk level of the responsible party to potential litigation.

It is important for architects and their environmental consultants to perform their due
diligence on a site before specifying a chemical vapor barrier. The lack of a vapor
mitigation system where it is needed, or the installation of an inadequate one, can lead to
unwanted litigation and may put the health of the building occupants at risk.

[3]Wesley Robb is the director of technical strategies and applications at Vapor Mitigation
Strategies, a Wellington Environmental Company. He has 23 years of environmental field
and laboratory experience, including several years of soil vapor sampling and analyses.
Since joining Wellington in 2004, Robb has managed onsite activities of various kinds,
including underground storage tank removals, soil remediation, Phase I investigations,
and vapor/soil/groundwater sampling. He can be reached at
wes@vapormitigationstrategies.com[4].
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