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Holiday Thoughts 
Garrett Shaffer, Little Rock Chapter President  

It’s hard to believe that 2017 is about to come to an end.  It was a crazy year, with the election, the terror attacks 
across the world, the economy, and it left many people wondering how they were going to overcome all these 
things happening to us. But we did, we persevered, we lead, we kept hope, and we kept fighting for everything 
we believed in.  

As we reflect on this past year and the approaching holiday season with our families we are all anxious to see 
what 2018 has in store for us. Personally I’m looking forward to a little down time with my family, now if that hap-
pens is yet to be seen, but we can all hope. There are many things to be thankful for this holiday season and we have to keep that in 
mind as we celebrate these joyous occasions with our loved ones.  

Being the person I am, I always look forward to a new year, the challenges, the new business, meeting new people, and continuing 
to grow myself in my career. Within CSI we are continually growing and pushing forward in our segment, to make it a staple in the 
construction world. Do we face challenges, of course we do, but it’s how we deal with those challenges that separate us from the rest 
of the industry. There are a lot of things that are coming down the pipeline within CSI to help us improve, to adapt to the times, stay 
current with technologies, and to make CSI even better then it is.  

We all have to remember that we all contribute something to the whole, no matter how big or small your role is within CSI your opin-
ion matters and it makes a difference. We must move forward as a team in 2018 to make the biggest impact we can make, to contin-
ually improve on what we are doing.  

I would like to thank everyone for all their hard work this past year and I look forward to seeing what we can do next in 2018 and be-
yond. I want to wish everyone a very Merry Christmas and Happy New Year and a reminder that 2017 is behind us and it’s time to 
look at what we can do for 2018.  

 



CSI is the construction community's authority on communication and construction documentation. Through CSI's Certification 
Program, you can develop a conceptual understanding of the entire construction process, and concrete skills in: 

 

 Construction documentation development and administration 
 Specification writing and enforcement 
 Product research and sourcing 
 Communication with the design and contracting teams 
 

CSI's Construction Documents Technologist (CDT) certificate is a prerequisite to CSI's Certifications: Certified Construction 
Contract Administrator (CCCA); Certified Construction Specifier (CCS) and Certified Construction Product Representative 
(CCPR). 

 

CSI offers the CDT, CCCA, CCPR and CCS examinations twice annually in the Spring and the Fall. Open registration for the 
test begins in the Winter and Summer respectively. 
 
 

 



Time for change? 
When I became a specifier, in 1985, all of the projects I worked on used the 
"traditional" design-bid-build (DBB) delivery method. And when I started my current 
job at BWBR in 1996, all we used was DBB. That shouldn't be a surprise because, 
at the time, there was nothing else, at least in the building construction industry.  

The Design-Build Institute of America (DBIA) was founded in 1993, coincidentally 
the same year that USGBC appeared. At the time, DBIA made what seemed to be 
overly optimistic projections of a future dominated by design-build (DB), with a 
corresponding decrease in design-bid-build. That prediction is nearing fulfillment, 
though perhaps at a slower rate than first expected.  

Despite the growing popularity of DB, my office has been involved in only a few 
these projects. Even so, we rarely do DBB projects. Instead, we now use almost 

entirely one of the CM (construction manager) delivery methods.  

As we moved away from design-bid-build projects, we changed our specifications accordingly. During this period I noticed a number of 
changes in the way we did our work. In 1996, we completed design, issued bidding documents, and typically issued only one or two 
small addenda, often none. Today, in contrast, we break projects into at least two bid packs, issue documents before they are done, 
issue at least two large addenda, and finish design using shop drawing submittals.  

To accommodate these changes, AIA, EJCDC, CSI, and other organizations have been creating new documents and procedures, 
and, more importantly, contractors and design professionals have been modifying their processes, though in a less coordinated way. 
The result is less than satisfactory.  

Article Submitted by Sheldon Wolfe, RA, FCSI, 
CCS, CCCA, CSC—Construction Specifier, 

Curmudgeon, Heretic Architect 



In a nutshell, we're using documents and procedures that were written decades ago, designed specifically for DBB. Any other delivery 
method requires that we use our standard documents in at least slightly different ways, ignore some of them, and often force them to 
do something they weren't designed to do.  

For each delivery method other than DBB, the contractor has already has some relationship with the owner, and has made at least 
some decisions about how to do the project. In DB and in CM agent projects, the owner and contractor have an agreement and an un-
derstanding about how the work will be done. In those cases, there is no point in specifying what has already been agreed to. Even 
when the CM is at risk, the CM's involvement in the project during design affects the designer's work, and it affects the contractor's 
work as well.  

Because the contractor is already on board, the front end is altered drastically by removal of bidding requirements, and Division 01, 
much of which tells the contractor how the designer will run the project, can be greatly reduced.  

Specifications, instead of telling the contractor what is required, frequently can simply document the decisions of the project team. For 
example, instead of specifying and detailing a specific waterproofing system and hoping the contractor uses something similar, the de-
signer, contractor, and waterproofing sub get together and figure out the best way to do the waterproofing. The construction docu-
ments then document the decisions. The specifications, instead of being several pages long, can be reduced to a simple statement of 
which products will be used.  

Scheduling also has changed. Instead of stating a single completion date for substantial completion, the contractor, owner, and de-
signer discuss how the schedule will be determined and incorporated. Instead of issuing documents on a single document date, we 
respond to contractors who want documents when they need them, and that often means delivering incomplete documents so the 
contractor can seek subcontract bids for things that have yet to be designed. Taken to conclusion, all references to phases and bid 
packs can be eliminated, and the designer can issue information continually. A comprehensive document control system will ensure 
that everyone has access to only the current information.  

The design phase and the construction document phases, then, change from pure design and specification to collaboration and docu-
mentation of what was agreed. That being the case, why do we continue to prepare construction documents for other delivery meth-
ods in the same way we do for DBB?  

Perhaps it's time for the equivalent of a constitutional convention. Let's invite representatives of the traditional entities - owner, design-
er, and constructor - and their subcontractors, throw out all existing documents, and create new documents and procedures designed 
for the non-DBB delivery methods.  

Are you feeling revolutionary, or are you content to struggle on with what you have?  

© 2017, Sheldon Wolfe, RA, FCSI, CCS, CCCA, CSC 

Agree? Disagree? Leave your comments at  
https://swconstructivethoughts.blogspot.com/2017/11/is-it-time-for-change.html  



LetsFixConstruction.com  
What is it? 

Let's Fix Construction is an avenue to offer creative solutions, separate myths from facts and erase misconceptions about the 
architecture, engineering and construction (AEC) industry. 

 
Possessing hundreds of years of combined experience in all facets of construction, the contributors of 'Let's Fix 

Construction' demonstrate the way things are supposed to be in AEC.  It is sometimes too easy to offer complaints without offering a 
resolution and that is why 'Let's Fix Construction' was born.  

 
While we aren't here to offer solutions to all of the problems you face, we are here to let you know that you aren't the only one seeing 
issues in the office or in the field.  We are here to offer a new point of view, our thoughts on what we see and perhaps an answer or 

two along the way that you may be able to use. 
 

Would you like to contribute your voice? Read here for how 

WHO? 
Let's Fix Construction was co-founded by two opposing coast AEC professionals. 

Eric D. Lussier of Precision Athletic Surfaces, hailing from the East, just outside of Burlington, Vermont and Cherise Lakeside, 
Specifier for LSW Architects of Vancouver, WA and representing the West.   

Having met through the Construction Specifications Institute and keeping in touch through social media, 
Eric and Cherise decided to do more than just gripe about issues plaguing the industry, 

and created LetsFixConstruction.com on August 15, 2016. 

 
 



Got an 

Idea 

New on-line community called the “Suggestion Box”. 
 

This is a fully moderated community that we (the Member Connection Committee along with Lizzie Urban, our staff community 
manager) will use to “mine” suggestions about CSI and how we operate and how we bring value to the membership.   

The goal is two-fold (at minimum). 

1. Give people a place to speak and be heard about what they want and need from CSI (to reach their full professional potential). 

2. De-clutter other (more technical) threads so that advancement of knowledge stays the focus there. 

Go to https://www.csiresources.org/home, log in and go to the Communities Tab.  You will find it there.  Join and help everyone do 
better, improve your Member experience, and maybe even offer a suggestion for something great. 



Interested in being 
a Sponsor for the 
annual Little Rock 
Chapter CSI Golf 
Tournament 



Interested in 
playing or fielding 
a team in the 
annual Little Rock 
Chapter CSI Golf 



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.   
 
1. Old Business 
 
 a. Set up a Task Team to begin consideration of the Re-Organization of the Chapter doing away with committees.  The  
  groundwork has been done by Billy Mathis who will finalize the presentation and publish in the upcoming issue of the  
  Newsletter and on the Website, Facebook and Linked-In for all to review. 
 
 b. Certification Scholarship.  We consistently have cash reserves exceeding $20,000.  What if we could use some of that  
  money to provide incentive for persons to take the CDT test and become members. This concept is being successfully  
  utilized by the Portland Chapter and is being looked at for adaptation to the Little Rock Chapter.  Billy Mathis and Dave  
  Bradke are working on this and should have a report to the Board at the September Board Meeting.  
 
2. New Business: 
 
 a. Review and record approval of the Chapter By-Laws.  These will be sent to each member of the Board for review and the  
  vote will be taken at the September Meeting. 
 c. Report from Secretary on the corporate update to the Secretary of State.  The Secretary is reviewing the requirements  
  and will report at the September Board Meeting. 
 e. Set up Audit Team to audit the books for FY2017.  Jan Sanders will be asked to head the Audit which should be   
  completed by the September Meeting. 
 f. Set up Budget Team to set Budget for FY2018 (once the Audit is complete).  Garrett Shaffer, Clark Wood, Dave Bradke  
  and the incoming President Elect were selected to meet after the Audit is complete to prepare the FY2018 Budget.   
  Should be complete by the October Meeting. 
 g. Little Rock to Host Gulf States Region Leadership Conference in 2021.  Form a committee to start this and who will be  
  involved.  This is just a heads – up.  The Chapter should begin committee and task team assignments and selection  
  process. 



Little Rock Chapter is in Trouble 
By:  Billy J. Mathis, FCSI, CDT 

Folks, the Little Rock Chapter is in deep trouble.  We are losing members at a steady pace.  We are currently down to 60 members on 
the rolls and we are having an extremely difficult time getting members to step up and take on leadership roles.   

How does a Chapter die?  It starts out with one or two active leaders changing jobs or moving to pursue a better career opportunity.  
Then a few of the elder statesmen of the Chapter retire, become ill or even pass away.  Next thing you know, there are not enough 
members willing to take on leadership roles to fulfil the requirements of the Chapter.  Because of that, the services the chapter used to 
provide begin to wane and the programs that were so successful begin to fail.  Then some economic situation arises which further re-
duce the Chapter’s numbers and the general downfall of the Chapter is in full swing.  Couple this, with the loss of key leaders who have 
either reached the “burn-out” point or who have taken roles at the Region or Institute which takes a great deal of their time and you end 
up with a vacuum in the leadership.  These factors, taken individually would cause concern, however, when you put them all together, 
you end up with a Chapter that is in dire straits and could cause it to fold and turn-in it’s Charter.  

So what I am trying to say here.  This is a snapshot of the Little Rock Chapter right now.  We have experienced the movement of some 
very active leaders, we have seen several of the more seasoned leaders and mainstays of the Chapter retire, we have had a couple of 
founding members die, we experienced the economic drawdown of both personnel and budgets, and we have past leaders either in the 
‘burn-out” condition of fast approaching it as they are called on to continue to lead the Chapter.  We have experienced a greater than 
50% loss in membership in the last 10 or so years.  While we have some new leaders stepping up, we do not have enough to take up 
the slack and run the Chapter at the level people are accustomed to.  

So how do we fix this?  That is the $50,000 question.  Some long term members who have stepped back, need to step forward and 
take on leadership roles.  Mentors from the “past glory days” of the Little Rock Chapter need to get deeper involved and help us get this 
Chapter back on its feet.  Finally, we need to recognize that the  Little Rock Chapter is in the rebuilding phase and needs people to step
-up and lay bricks for the future.   

No longer can we go by the older, mostly outdated, model for managing the Chapter.  We must be more adaptive to new systems, new 
technologies and most especially new ideas.  This will only come from new, fresh leaders.  The old system of grooming leaders for 
years and then allowing them to lead under the tutelage and strong eye of the “elder statesmen” of the Chapter are gone.  We need 
people willing to step up, jump in with both feed and totally redefine what the Little Rock Chapter is.  In short, we need a new crop of 20 
and 30 year olds to rise to the occasion and take over.  Of course the more seasoned leaders will still be around to provide mentorship 
and guidance when needed and asked for, but a new, vibrant and connected leadership need to take over.  

Are you that person?  We are waiting for you. 
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TELL ME AGAIN: SAY IT ONCE IN THE RIGHT PLACE  
EXTRACT FROM WEBSITE WWW.LETSFIXCONSTRUCTION.COM—10/30/2017 

I’m sure you’ve heard the Army way of presenting information: Tell them 
what you’re going to tell them; tell them; tell them what you told them. 

While that may be a practical way of doing some things, it has no place in 
construction documents. For those, we have a different rule: Say it once in 
the right place. I think it’s safe to say that specifiers believe this rule, though 
convincing those who create the drawings is difficult; the result often is that 
the specifications may state things but once, while it’s common for drawings 
to repeat things many times, and it’s also common for drawing notes to re-
peat what is stated in the specifications. 

So what’s the big deal? Why not repeat things?  I believe the intent is good, 
and that everyone working on drawings or specifications simply wants to 

make sure the contractor knows what is needed. That’s the theory, but what really happens? 

 Let’s start with specifications; it’s quite common for a specification section to say the same thing twice. Here’s an example I have 
used when teaching specification writing classes. It’s from a specification I found online, but the same problems are found in manufac-
turers’ specifications and in commercial guide specifications. 



2.02    Materials 

A.    Flat roof board insulation: Extruded polystyrene board to ASTM C578, Type IV, rigid, closed cell type. 

1. Thermal resistance (ASTM C518): R-5 per 1 inch of thickness. 

2. Board size: 24” x 96”. 

3. Board thickness: As indicated on the Drawings. 

4. Compressive strength (ASTM D1621): Minimum 25 psi. 

5. Water absorption: 0.7% by volume maximum. 

6. Edges: Square.    

7. Water vapor permeance (ASTM E96): Maximum 1.1 perms. 

 That looks pretty good, right? Not really. Here’s the problem: Much of the information in the numbered paragraphs is already required 
by ASTM C578, and is, therefore, redundant. 

2.02A. ASTM C578 – Standard Specification for Rigid, Cellular Polystyrene Thermal Insulation, is, as the title states, for rigid polysty-
rene insulation. The standard states that the insulation shall “have essentially closed cells.” The standard also states the following re-
quirements for Type IV insulation: 

• R value: 5 per inch. 

• Compressive strength: Minimum 25 psi. 

• Water vapor permeance: Maximum 1.1 perms. 

 The stated water absorption is a bit of a mystery; ASTM C578 allows only 0.3 percent, while the specification allows 0.7 percent. I 
can’t tell if this is a typo, or if it’s measured by the same standard. 

 



 If we remove the redundancies, along with 2.02A.3 – a needless statement – we’re left with this: 

A.    Flat roof insulation: ASTM C578, Type IV. 

1. Board size: 24” x 96”. 

2. Edges: Square.  

And that could be further reduced to a single statement by including the subparagraphs in the main paragraph. Instead of 9 paragraphs 
and 71 words, the insulation can be specified in a single paragraph using 14 words. 

 The usual objection I get is, “So what? What’s a few extra words? They’re correct, aren’t they?” 

 They are, but why are the requirements restated? Doing so adds nothing; more important, one could argue that because only those 
performance criteria are stated, the specifier doesn’t care about the other things required by ASTM C578, such as density, flexural 
strength, dimensional stability, oxygen index, the test temperature for the R value test, or acceptable defects. Part of the problem is that 
specifiers often state requirements that don’t matter, simply because they’re in a manufacturer’s specification. 

 The usual counter is, “Of course we want all that, too. The contractor has to provide it because it’s part of the standard.” If that’s the ar-
gument, then why list any of the properties required by the standard? 

 Another argument is that specifying those properties makes it easier to review submittals. I suppose that’s true, but again I ask, what 
about the other properties? 

Another problem with restating parts of the reference standard is that doing so introduces another possibility for conflict. In this case, it’s 
quite possible that the specified water absorption is a typo. Another possible problem arises when a person unfamiliar with the standard 
changes the Type, say, from Type IV to Type V, and doesn’t change the compressive strength. 

 Virtually any reference standard contains a multitude of requirement, some stated, some incorporated by reference. Their value lies in 
the fact that requiring compliance with them automatically makes the entire standard part of the contract documents. Selectively restat-
ing selected parts of those standards is not only unnecessary, but it suggests that the few things cited are the only ones that are im-
portant. 



Another redundancy in specification sections is created when a manufacturer’s instructions are included in the section. A simple 
“Comply with manufacturer’s instructions” makes those instructions part of the contract documents. It also avoids problems created by 
incorrect copying, and by changes in the manufacturer’s instructions. 

 Further complicating the issue is the fact that different manufacturers may well have different instructions. If a specification section is 
based on Really Great Coatings Super Stuff, which is applied at 30 mils, but you get Coatings-R-Us, which goes on at 60 mils, the 
specification is simply wrong. You could address the problem by specifying requirement for one product, followed by “Or other as re-
quired by manufacturer” but why not take it a step further, and simply require compliance with the manufacturer’s instructions? 

 Of course, your personal experience may have been that you want something other than what the manufacturer requires. If that’s the 
case, you may be justified in changing the manufacturer’s instructions. Be aware, though, that if something goes awry, the contractor 
may well blame the problem on you. 

Excerpt from the Construction Specifier Express – November 21, 2017 Edition. 
Design guidance for building safe rooms 
November 20, 2017 
by Paul Brown 

Community safe rooms that need to be tornado- and/or 
hurricane-safe will need to be designed under FEMA P-
361.   Photos courtesy Bautex Systems 

Safe rooms are specially designed structures that offer an enclosed space for peo-
ple to seek refuge in the event of extreme weather, such as tornadoes and hurri-
canes. They are designed to provide what the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) considers to be “near-absolute protection”—a term describing the 
level of protection necessary to significantly lower chances of people within the 
room suffering injury or death. 

Building a safe room is not an easy process, as designing a FEMA-approved struc-
turerequires following specific guidelines. While the majority of FEMA’s guidelines 
apply to both residential and community safe rooms, there are key differences 
when designing a shelter capable of protecting a large group of people. FEMA 
breaks down safe room design guidelines into two separate documents: FEMA P-
320 for private residences or small businesses and FEMA P-361 for community 
shelters. 



The addition of a safe room on a residential property contributes to a homeowner’s peace of mind and increases the value of the home. 
A community or small-business safe room has a similar advantage. 
 
FEMA guidelines for constructing safe rooms 
 
Local building codes may affect the construction process of a safe room, but a permit is almost always needed. Due to the nature of a 
safe room, the design plan must be drawn up by an engineer and submitted for review in the local planning department before building 
begins. Community or public safe rooms adhere to more strict guidelines in comparison to residential safe rooms.  Most new construc-
tions require a building inspection, even if the shelter is detached from the main building. Depending on the neighborhood, contractors 
may also need to have their plan for an exterior safe room for a business or community center approved by a local architectural commit-
tee. 
 
Consulting with a local engineer is also recommended. This ensures regional weather concerns are considered in the planning process. 
 
What should be considered when designing a safe room? 
 
Some questions must be answered when planning a residential or commercial safe room. 
 
Will the room need flood protection? 
Safe rooms designed to withstand winds and debris will not necessarily offer adequate refuge in the event of flooding. Proper design is 
even more important for buildings located in hurricane regions where flooding is a risk. Even a tightly sealed shelter that protects occu-
pants from flooding can become dangerous if rescue personnel are unable to reach those inside due to high water. Further, intense 
flooding could lift these shelters from the ground.  Safe rooms constructed in flood-prone areas are commonly built above-ground in are-
as with the lowest risk of flooding (i.e. on high ground) to alleviate this issue. 
 
Should the room be attached or detached? 
There are three options for the location of a safe room: attached, basement, or detached. 
It is easiest to construct a communal safe room during new construction of a public building. However, if the building has a sound base-
ment and is in an area with a low flooding risk, it is possible to remodel and build a below-ground safety shelter.  When installing a safe 
room for public use, detached spaces are often preferred. These shelters are the easiest to construct in an accessible area that is 
above water and centrally located. 
 
 



Can the room serve a dual purpose? 
Devising a dual-purpose design is useful for communities. Rather than constructing a safe room that can only be used in emergency, 
one might consider constructing a shelter that also serves as a cafeteria, gym, rec center, or similar space. These types of projects re-
quire more planning and a larger budget, but are a worthy venture for communities that could also benefit from additional public recrea-
tional space. 
 
Does the blueprint fall under ICC 500 standards? 
It is important to ensure the blueprint and schematics meet International Code Council (ICC) 500, Standard for the Design and Con-
struction of Storm Shelters. This standard includes building codes and recommendations of FEMA. At the very least, the building must 
meet ICC 500, but for maximum protection, it should be built to FEMA P-361, Safe Rooms for Tornadoes and Hurricanes: Guidance for 
Community and Residential Safe Rooms. 
 
FEMA has numerous resources on its website that go into design ideas, as well as its own stringent guidelines for approval. During the 

brainstorming phase of safe room design and construction, it is important to thoroughly read through the 
material provided by FEMA. Projects involving safe rooms for community/public use will need to adhere to 
different building specifications than residential. For example, community safe rooms that need to be tor-
nado- and/or hurricane-safe will need to be designed under FEMA P-361 whereas residential safe rooms 
must be built to FEMA P-320 and P-361 specs.  Concrete blocks consist of a combination of cement and 
foam, creating durable, storm-resistant, and soundproofed walls.  
 

Other considerations for safe room design 
When reviewing safe room designs, it is important to reference up-to-date guidelines—especially when considering construction and 
material technology. While old construction designs approved by FEMA are likely safe, using more advanced materials means a more 
resilient structure with added benefits. For example, HVAC and air-circulation systems—specifically those designed with safe rooms in 
mind—are significantly more efficient than those manufactured 15 years ago. 
 
Another example relates to the walls of the structure. Instead of traditional concrete masonry units (CMUs), designers might opt for in-
sulated concrete block wall systems. These blocks consist of a combination of cement and foam, creating durable, storm-resistant, and 
soundproofed walls. Not only does this speed construction of the room, but these blocks also offer fire resistance. While wind and flood-
ing are often the focus in safe rooms, fire-resistant walls are generally beneficial. Some insulated concrete form (ICF) wall systems 
have passed both U.S. and foreign standards for safe room protection, including FEMA P-361. 
 
Construction costs are also a consideration. According to FEMA, a typical 2 x 2-m (8 x 8-ft) safe room can be constructed for under 
$10,000. Community safe rooms differ widely in cost, but single-use safe rooms tend to range between $150 to $240/sf. 



If the cost of building a safe room is an obstacle, one should keep in mind FEMA-approved structures for residential safe rooms can be 
funded through grants. The specifics of these grants vary by organization. Community safe rooms can also be funded via similar 
means. Grants are typically funded on a case-by-case basis, often depending on the cost-efficiency of the project. In 2008, accepted 
safe rooms were anywhere from 65 to 2,973m2 (700 to 32,000 sf) with an average square footage construction cost of $188/sf. 

You May Also Like  Port Canaveral's Exploration Tower: Specifying unitized curtain walls and wind tunnel tests 

Community safe rooms are an invaluable means of protection in regions prone to catastrophic weather events. It is paramount to strictly 
adhere to FEMA guidelines when designing a community safe room, regardless of how small or large it may be. For those involved in a 
community safe room project, using FEMA’s website and scouring the appropriate documents is vital. 

Paul Brown, MBA, LEED GA, is president of Bautex Systems, a manufacturer of insulated concrete block for build-
ing envelope and other wall systems. He writes about design and construction of mass wall systems to meet new energy and life safety 
codes for commercial and residential buildings. Brown is also a board member at-large for the U.S. Green Building Council’s (USGBC’s) 
Texas Chapter. He can be contacted via e-mail at paul.brown@bautexsystems.com. 
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Chapter Info 

Chapter Website:         http://littlerock.csinet.org/ 
Chapter Newsletter:        SpecWork 
Chapter Meeting Day and Time:     2nd Wednesday of Each Month unless otherwise specified by the  

   Chapter President 
Chapter Board Meeting Day and Time:     1st Friday of each Month unless otherwise specified by Chapter  

   President 
 

 
        

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  



Chapter Microsite (Website) Status Update: 

To All, 

I have heard your feedback and I have passed it on to Mark Dorsey.  He has notified the Institute Board of your concerns around timing 
and cost (as well as the similar concerns of a handful of others).   

Please allow me to make an important point. If what a Chapter or Region wants is simply a “website”—which we define as static content 
similar to what’s been posted on the old microsites – then the chapter can put together one very independently and very inexpensively, 
as several have done using tools like Wix.com). The chapter can link to Institute content, and have hosting and content management 
services that are well within their capabilities. Chapters are also using event registration tools and email services independent of the ex-
isting microsites.  The fact is, several chapters have already abandoned the old microsites in favor of their own (notably http://csi-
slc.org/index.php, http://www.lacsi.org/) and others have been considering doing so for quite some time. 

Maintaining the old microsites isn’t what chapters and regions have been telling us what they want. However, we have heard that the 
schedule for taking them down is untenable for some, and an extension is already under consideration.  But they are going away.  They 
are limited in functionality, they are very expensive to maintain, and many microsites have not been updated in some time, and the traf-
fic is quite low.   

What we hear [broadly] is the desire for a more robust and expansive set of tools, including: email broadcast, integrated and inexpen-
sive event registration, the ability to post ads, community functionality, more expansive and integrated calendar options, mobile-friendly, 
a degree of support for these services, volunteer management tools, and much more. 

The offer on the table is for far more than a website. CSI is underwriting the lion’s share of the cost to bring these tools together. The 
additional expense that is passed on is to cover what we believe the chapters expect CSI to provide, as far as personnel to support the 
Chapter’s increased demands for technology.  

Chapters do, however, have options: 

 Build independent websites, as several have done, and link to other content. 

 Wix would run a chapter $120 to $300 a year, Web hosting alone via GoDaddy is cheap too ($100/year for WordPress), but the work 
all is done by the chapter, and requires additional skill and/or investment. In this option, there would be no community or email function-
ality. 

 Seek solutions to their bigger needs via third-party vendors such as http://www.starchapter.com/Plans or https://silkstart.com/pricing/ 

 Good “association management” tools, but no community engagement focus, and more expensive than what we offer. 

 Choose not to have a chapter site and communicate via social media channels (Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn, essentially 
modern brochureware) 

 

 



Or consider this program, which offers considerably more functionality, security, and end user engagement than the above 
options. And, for the record, only those regions and chapters signing up for the service pay for the service.  The cost is just 
over $450 per year for a community site.  That $450 is less than one days labor cost for a professional web-developer. 

Each option has tradeoffs based on the amount of time and resource a chapter wants to spend.  

We know the results of the current tools (existing microsites), and the proposed tools are not simply a “website”.  The new 
community tools are robust and will help us to build membership.  

I, personally, am asking you all to keep an open mind about this transition, and if at all possible, please register and attend 
one of the upcoming webinars.  I have already heard from Cathy Stegmaier that if there is interest, she can host a second 
webinar on the Community Option. 

Cam Featherstonhaugh 
Chair, Member Connection Committee 
 
 


