[image: image1.png]letters
FROM THE 3/19/2007 ISSUE OF ENR

Bridging/CM Comments

Though I respectthe creathity and vision that George Heery brings to our industry, his
angoing attempt to package bridging as a new project delivery system, as in
‘Bridging/CM Is a New System That Gives Owners Results,” only adds confusion

Heery applies bridging to a variation of Cta coin"bridgingiCM," which is basically CM
at-Risk focusing on two classic issues: the fiming of the price guarantee and the
aption of using a guaranteed maximurn or a fixed-price contract, Owners using CM at-
Risk have addressed both topics in numerous ways for decades.

Are there challenges with guaranteed maximum price? Sure, but smart awners
understand these risks and have leamed howto manage and mitigate them. They get
the beneftof a collaborative, open-book process while a coniractor focuses on giving
them the bestvalue. Bridging/CM takes this choice away. BridgingiC s heavily hased
on locking in an early ied price, removing the option to use @ GMP and the abilty o
use itas an incentive to enhance collaharation. Is adding a new term really
necessary?




[image: image2.png]| understand very well Michae! Kenig's concem aboutthe introduction of bridging/CM,
1t s well as bridging, was developed with the best interests of the owner in mind. The
major advance in bridgingiCht aver CM at-Risk is that t deals decisively with a vexing
problem, namely, that a GMP is not very dependable unil 100% completion of contract
documents. Far public-sector awners and certain athers who cannat or should not rely
upon relationships in procuring fair prices and conditions for major construction
projects, bridging/Ch may well be the answer o their real needs

Starting April 10, our company wil host a new Website, bridgingmethod.com, as a free
resource for dstailed information about bidging and bridging/CM. Owners and
industry professionals will be able to submit their questions, which wil be answered
as quickly as possible.
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