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  President’s Perspective 
 
We are finally starting to open back up! It has been a wild year and a half, and while no one can truly 

say if we're out of the metaphoric woods yet, we certainly are getting a much-needed respite of 

heading toward normalcy. With this period, though, will come continued challenges. Those projects 

that have been delayed, or not yet started, will be hit with immediate urgency to move forward. 

Material pricing will take time to level back out, and may drive overall project costs up. The end result 

may also be a more prominent market value for our current industry's projects. Buffalo is becoming a 

rising star in the country. That is adding value to our markets, both home and industry. Change is 

inevitable. Growth is the goal. However, preservation of history and traditions is necessary. We can 

never lose sight of where we came from as that is our lesson in where we stand and where we can 

go. So as things open up and the gears start working their dust off, remember that with each 

challenge we face, and have faced, a new lesson in growth and moving forward has been learned. 

Many have already learned new ways of operating and performing everyday business throughout this 

last year and a half, and allowed (or forced) ourselves to be more flexible. New opportunities for 

progress will be available to those who have the vision, open mindedness, and drive to see it. 

                                                                        Devin Filipiak, CIT, CSI 

       President, Buffalo/WNY Chapter 
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Title of Presentation: DELEGATED DESIGN: MANAGING RISK AND FULFILLING CONTRACTUAL OBLIGATIONS 
 
Presenter: Kevin O’Beirne, PE, FCSI, CCS, CCCA – National Manager of Engineering Specifications at HDR 

 
Registration 

 
Delegated design is common in modern capital projects, but is frequently misunderstood and can be improperly 
implemented. Delegated design is when the construction contract requires the contractor, subcontractor, or supplier to 
engage the services of a licensed, registered design professional to prepare the final design of a specific element of the 
completed project, based on performance and design criteria in the construction contract. This is, in effect, a “mini design-
build project within a project”. Because two different design professionals have their fingers in a delegated design, many 
myths and misconceptions exist concerning delegated design and its attendant liability. This presentation will address 
appropriate means of managing the architect’s or engineer’s risk while fulfilling its contractual obligations.  
 
This presentation will discuss what is and is not delegated design; types of work that are commonly delegated design, and 
why; making the project owner aware of the need for delegated design, and associated scheduling and budgeting; 
locations within the construction documents where delegated design requirements are indicated; how to properly require a 
delegated design; and how to properly review and process delegated design shop drawings and other, related submittals. 
 
After attending this session, participants should be able to: 

• Explain delegated design’s uses 

• Discuss the architect’s or engineer’s responsibilities in delegated design 

• Indicate available resources 

• Explain how to properly delegate design responsibility 

• Discuss proper processing of delegated design submittals during construction 

 

SPEAKER INFO 

Kevin O’Beirne, PE 
HDR 
Buffalo, NY  
M: +1 (716).207-0396; D: +1 (315) 414-2234  
kevin.obeirne@hdrinc.com  

 
Kevin O’Beirne is a professional engineer licensed in New York and Pennsylvania.  He is a graduate of the State University of New York at Buffalo with a 
BS in Civil Engineering.  He has over 33 years of experience in design, construction contract administration, and project management on water and 
wastewater treatment and infrastructure projects. 
 
Mr. O’Beirne is the National Manager of Engineering Specifications for HDR—a global engineering and architecture design firm with over 10,500 

employees.  He is experienced with construction documents, construction claims resolution, alternative project delivery methods, and related matters. 
 
Mr. O’Beirne is an ACEC delegate on, and past chair of, the Engineers Joint Contract Documents Committee (EJCDC), participating on EJCDC’s 
Construction, Procurement, Design-Build, and Construction Management Subcommittees.  He is a Fellow of the Construction Specifications Institute 
(CSI), serves on various CSI national committees, writes a blog on CSI’s national website, and received CSI’s “Communicator of the Year” award in both 
2019 and 2020. He is a principal author of CSI’s book, Construction Contract Administration Practice Guide, Second Edition, published in October 2020.   
 
He frequently presents for HDR and externally on construction documents and related matters and has authored over 35 feature-length articles and 
papers and 30 blog posts on this topic. 
 
 

 

 

https://csibwny.com/meet-reg1.php?id=17
mailto:kevin.obeirne@hdrinc.com
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                              EDITOR HAS WINNING BIDS IN REGION  

                                 SCHOLARSHIP AUCTION 
 
 

 

 

 

         

                         Jim Grucella was one of the two fortunate bidders for the  

       unbelievably stocked deli selections from Katz’s 

Delicatessen sponsored by the New York Chapter of the CSI Northeast Region. It was an incredible bonanza                 

of items from the streets of NYC! A pound of Juicy Pastrami, Corned Beef and even Salami. Frankfurters, Deli 

Mustard, Sauerkraut, a half dozen Sesame Seed Bagels, Deli Rye, Frankfurter Rolls and a quart of Full Sour 

Pickles. The last was extremely interesting to me as I make my own version of the crispy pickles every summer. 

Last but not least were packed two Katz Deli T-Shirts! 

The second successful bid was donated by the Boston Chapter and includes 6 packages of Gourmet Coffee from 

a specialty coffee roaster. They will be different blends and roasts and I requested an expresso grind as we enjoy 

rich flavors. I have yet to receive my first installment and will certainly report how pleasurable they will be!               

Brad Vaillancourt was the successful bidder for my Wine Connoisseur package of my wines of Californian, 

Chilean, Italian and Western New York vintages. There was even a Blackberry Brandy and Polish Pils (from 

Bison Brewery. This package will include a few additional wines as I do not have the burden of shipping! 

Please check back for reports and additional photos forthcoming in our next issue.     
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Region Update 

 
The Northeast Region Scholarship Auction successfully raised $3400. Of that Buffalo contributed $620 between my 

wines and items Buffalo bid on. My wine selections garnered the highest bid of $190! I garnered two items and Brad 

Vaillancourt, our Membership Chair was the successful bidder on my Wine Connoisseur package! A determination 

regarding the number of scholarships will be made later this month at a Region Board meeting. If you have someone 

in mind for this program, the application can be found at: https://nercsi.com/scholarship-application-deadline-june-

15th/  

If I can help with questions, please contact me at: j.gru@verizon.net  

      Jim Grucella, CSI Member Emeritus, Region Director   

 
 

 

 

               Buffalo/WNY Chapter Historical Comment                                   
                                Our Illustrious Past Presidents                        
                         
As I look out of my office window and see all the green life that has replaced grays, browns and frozen white, I 
am overwhelmed at the fragrance of the Honey Locust Trees in my yard. There is really nothing that can rival 
the lush scent of this humble tree that lives obscurely for 50 weeks but bursts forth to take its position in my 
yard in late Spring. The vanilla blossoms burst from last year’s growth emerging from the prior year’s labors yet 
built on the years before. I find our Chapter similarly bursting with vital energy and direction sustained on the 
branches and boughs of years past. In view of this column presented in May’s issue of The Scope spent some 
time reflecting on past Presidents of the Buffalo/WNY Chapter. I was honored to meet with our first President 
Irwin Klein in a small upper craft shop he called his office many years ago on Hertel Avenue. His eyes still 
shined with purpose and ideas and we discussed a current project that was devising. Dick Crandall, I recall, in 
a walk during our 1993 Region Conference chaired by Les O’Donnell where he presented his Public Safety 
Building on Washington Street to the NER President Phil Mazurowsk, a beautiful artifice of metal and glass. Al 
Oberst was a presence who was a rich gold vein that led our Chapter for 50 years. His Buffalo Bills Practice 
Building is a functional, enormous attraction for millions to see. We jousted opinions many times, but always 
with the best interest of the Chapter in mind. Architects Floyd Caldwell and his wife Comfort were a pleasure of 
steadfastness in a changing world. I recall Henry Kwapisz bemoaning the lack of roof ice guards on his terne-
coated copper roof on the state-of-the-art Waterfront School that is still an icon along the I-190 in downtown 
Buffalo. Les O’Donnell, Dick Baer, Tom Tallman, and Phil Lechner were the architects of our 1993 Northeast 
Region Conference. Mike Graybek, Phil Lechner, Susan Beyler, Al Oberst and Jim Grucella enjoined the work 
to make the event a success. Vince Bernard chaired our highly successful Annual June Golf Outing which 
boasted over 100 participants and always added another 50 Dinner guests. This was the premier event in the 
summer months within the Building Industry in The Buffalo area. Vince was also responsible for cajoling Jim 
Grucella to take over the presidency after Paul Heerendeen demurred. Jim’s Region Conference, “The Wright 
Stuff”, was a great success with many memories across the Region. The Conference Committee of Vince, 
Dave Hornung, Chris Picone, Elisabete Moreira and Ted Czajkowski and the perennial Al Oberst created a 
memorable event that inspired further Conferences especially in New Hampshire, Eastern New York and New 
York City. It has been and continues to be an honor to be counted in the presence of Kevin Mahoney, Deb 
Seiner, Bill Diehl, Alex Grande and Devin Filipiak. The sacrifice, vision and strength of these members who 
have stepped up to direct our Chapter to the future is a lesson in generosity. Our newly revived newsletter The 
Scope announces the Buffalo Chapter’s new horizons such as the Architect’s Ski Day and Virtual Membership 
Meetings. A rich future is balanced on the secure structure of the past. The Buffalo Chapter is continuing the 
construction of a stellar future. 
 
--Jim Grucella, Editor 

                  

https://nercsi.com/scholarship-application-deadline-june-15th/
https://nercsi.com/scholarship-application-deadline-june-15th/
mailto:j.gru@verizon.net
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                            Promote Your Presence In the SCOPE  
 

For as little as $100.00 for ten issues a business card can be placed on the inside pages of the 

SCOPE. The ad size would be approximately   3”x 2”. The newsletter is sent by e-mail to over 

100 members as well as individuals in sundry aspects of the Construction Industry. Our sponsors 

benefit from exposure to Architects, Builders, Engineers, Product Representatives, Construction 

Managers, Construction Inspectors, Building Owners and Educators in our immediate area as 

well as the Northeast. 

 

Please forward your card with payment by mail or e-mail to: 

   Jim Grucella, CSI Emeritus 

   SCOPE Editor 

5575 Big Tee Road 

   Orchard Park, New York 14127 

 

   Or, e-mail to: j.gru@verizon.net 

 

We are currently accepting enrollments for the Fall of 2021 to the Summer of 2022, but will 

include your information at no charge for the balance of our fiscal year which ends in June.  
 

 

 

 

 

mailto:j.gru@verizon.net
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Article for The Scope (June 2021 issue)—newsletter of the  
Construction Specifications Institute’s Buffalo-Western NY Chapter 

 
 

Shop Drawings and Submittals 
Part 2 – Types of Submittals 

by Kevin O’Beirne, PE 
 
This is the second in a six-part series of articles on shop drawings and submittals.  The first article, published in the 
May 2021 issue of The Scope, addressed definitions, purpose, and necessity of submittals.  Forthcoming articles in 
the series will address: liability associated with design professionals’ review of submittals, submittal review stamps, 
submittals with deviations from contract requirements; and delegated design submittals.. 
 
 
Construction specifications often require a very large number of contractor-furnished 
submittals.  Without differentiation, the various submittals may become a tangled 
muddle for the contractor’s team, the design professional, and others involved in 
construction contract administration, such as an owner-hired construction manager as 
advisor (CMa) or program manager.   
 
The following advantages accrue when submittals are assigned to defined categories:  

1. Clarity is increased.  
2. The construction contract is more orderly.  
3. Both the contractor’s project management and the design professional’s and 

CMa’s construction contract administration become more efficient. 
4. During the design stage, design professionals may more-readily observe the 

omission of a necessary submittal from the list of required submittals and, 
conversely, can more-easily identify which submittals, if any, are unnecessary for 
the project.   

5. During construction, project participants have greater understanding of each 
submittal’s purpose and, to a certain extent, when the submittal must be 
furnished by the contractor. 

 
Four Types of Submittals 
 
The most common categories of submittals are set forth in CSI SectionFormat—2007, 
which establishes the four basic types described below.  Examples of common 
submittals in each of the four categories are presented later in this article. 
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Action Submittals are typically required prior to purchase, fabrication, and delivery of 
products to be incorporated into the permanent construction.  Each action submittal 
needs an express, written response from the design professional, who assigns each a 
disposition such as, “approved”, “approved as noted”, “revise and resubmit”, and others.  
A forthcoming article in this series will address the dispositions assigned by the design 
professional, indicated via submittal review stamps or their electronic facsimiles.  Action 
submittals are usually among the first submittals required for a given part of the 
construction and include shop drawings, product data, and samples, among others. 
Most standard construction documents require that action submittals be approved 
before the item is installed. 
 
Informational Submittals indicate other information about the subject work, typically in 
a manner that allows the design professional or other reviewer to determine whether the 
submittal clearly demonstrates full compliance with the contract documents.  Examples 
of the myriad of informational submittals are presented below.  Informational submittals 
may be required at various times prior to, during, and following performance of the 
associated work. When they indicate full compliance with the contract documents, 
acceptance of informational submittals is often indicated only in the design 
professional’s or CMa’s submittal log, although some design professionals may issue a 
written “acceptance” for each acceptable informational submittal.  When no written 
acceptance is issued, the design professional or CMa should furnish to the contractor a 
copy of the design professional’s or CMa’s submittal log not less-often than monthly.  
When informational submittals do not indicate full compliance with contractual 
requirements, the design professional or CMa must promptly furnish a written response 
to the contractor expressly indicating non-acceptance, with clearly articulated reasons 
for non-acceptance.  
 
Closeout Submittals are, as their name implies, furnished at or near the end of the 
subject work to which they apply, or prior to completion of the entire construction.  
Whether a written response by the design professional or CMa is required is the same 
as discussed above for informational submittals. 
 
Maintenance Materials Submittals are documentation of the delivery to the owner or 
facility manager of spare parts, extra materials, and special tools required by the 
contract.  A specifications section’s list of required maintenance material submittals is 
typically the only location where the specific, required spare parts, extra materials, and 
tools are indicated for that section.  The, contract may require, or the contractor may 
request, written receipts from the owner or facility manager upon delivery of the physical 
items; such receipts are often the actual maintenance materials submittals furnished to 
the design professional or CMa. .  The approach to the design professional’s or CMa’s 
written response on maintenance materials submittals is the same as described above 
for informational submittals. 
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Submittal Type Does Not Affect Responsibility to Review 
 
The responsibility of the design professional or other entity reviewing submittals is the 
same regardless of submittal type.  There is no distinction of submittal types in the 
model language of the design professional’s scope of services in standard professional 
services agreements in widespread use in the United States, such as EJCDC E-500—
2020, Agreement between Owner and Engineer for Professional Services (Exhibit A, 
Paragraphs 1.06.B.20 and 1.06.B.8), and AIA B101—2017, Standard Form of 
Agreement between Owner and Architect (Section 3.6.4.2).  Thus, all submittals must 
be reviewed using the same level of skill, care, attention, and professional judgment. 
 
Despite this, this writer has observed a widespread and often stubbornly held view by 
many design professionals that only action submittals require “real” review, or that 
informational and closeout submittals need not be reviewed at all.  In fact, all submittals 
required by the contract documents need appropriate, careful review by the design 
professional or CMa.  Design professionals who require—via the specifications they 
prepare, seal, sign, and issue—and accept contractor submittals without properly 
reviewing them may court significant risk.   
 
If the design professional has no intention of reviewing a submittal, then that submittal 
should not be required by the contract documents.  To do otherwise may not only invite 
unnecessary risk, but also indicates a failure to recognize the very purpose of 
submittals, as explained in the first article (“Shop Drawings and Submittals: Part 1 - 
Definition, Purpose, and Necessity”) in this series. 
 
 
For example, source quality control submittals (e.g., results of factory tests and 
inspections) and field quality control submittals (e.g., results of tests and inspections of 
the installed work) are informational submittals that obviously require careful evaluation 
by the design professional.  When such submittals do not indicate full compliance with 
the contract documents, the owner is relying on the design professional to be aware and 
reject the defective (nonconforming) work. A design professional who believes they do 
not have a responsibility to carefully evaluate informational and closeout submittals is 
analogous to a physician who refuses to read their patients’ laboratory test results 
before rendering a diagnosis. 
 
Design professionals who do not intend to review some or all informational or closeout 
submittals required by the construction contract may eventually need to answer the 
following questions from an owner’s or contractor’s lawyers:  

• “Do you habitually not review submittals required by the construction 
specifications you wrote?” 

• “Why would you review some submittals and not others?” 
• “Is neglecting to review certain submittals consistent with the standard of care in 

your professional services agreement?  Please explain the reason for your 
answer.” 

 

https://www.csiresources.org/blogs/kevin-obeirne-pe-fcsi-ccs-ccca-cdt1/2020/12/01/shop-drawings-and-submittals-definition-purpose-an?CommunityKey=80c3b4dd-0d3f-4d4e-90f2-3bc6e4135dc2
https://www.csiresources.org/blogs/kevin-obeirne-pe-fcsi-ccs-ccca-cdt1/2020/12/01/shop-drawings-and-submittals-definition-purpose-an?CommunityKey=80c3b4dd-0d3f-4d4e-90f2-3bc6e4135dc2
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The Fifth Type: Unnecessary and Not Desired 
 
Some design professionals require informational submittals that address the 
contractor’s construction means and methods, or the contractor’s programs for safety 
and protection, or other “means and methods” matters.  Many design professionals who 
require such submittals correctly recognize such submittals pose significant liability 
when reviewed, so the design professional never intends to review them.  The rationale 
for requiring such submittals is often articulated as, “We want to make the contractor 
think it through before they act,” or, “We want them to submit it to prove they have a 
plan,” or similar, befuddling rationales. 
  
The contract documents should typically avoid requiring contractor submittals on 
construction means and methods, and safety and protection measures.  Requiring such 
submittals has strong potential to impart to the design professional or CMa some 
responsibility for construction means and methods, safety and protection, or 
other matters normally the contractor’s sole responsibility.  Standard general conditions 
in widespread use in the United States clearly state the contractor has responsibility for 
construction means, methods, techniques, procedures, and sequences, and for all 
associated safety and protection, because the contractor is in the best position to 
control the associated risks.  When the contract requires submittal of means and 
methods, or safety and protection measures, to the design professional or CMa, the 
potential exists that the contractual waters for responsibility for the means and methods, 
or safety and protection, may be muddied, even when the design professional or CMa 
never intends to review the submittal. 
 
It is best to maintain a clear, “bright line” of responsibility and liability for construction 
means and methods, and safety and protection.  Thus, regardless of what submittal 
type is assigned them, the design professional should carefully consider whether 
“means and methods” or “safety and protection” submittals should be required at all. 
 
Review by a Construction Manager as Advisor 
 
In design-bid-build and design-negotiate-build projects, the design professional has full 
responsibility to review all the required submittals furnished by the contractor (subject to 
any limitations of their scope of professional services).  However, in project delivery 
methods where a third-party is involved, such as construction manager as advisor and, 
in many cases, construction manager at risk (which often include an “owner’s 
representative” serving as a de-facto CMa), the question arises: Which owner-hired 
entity should review which submittals?  Carefully apportioning all submittals into the 
categories suggested in CSI’s SectionFormat helps owners, design professionals, and 
CMa’s determine which entity should review which submittals. 
 
As discussed more fully in the forthcoming, next article in this series (“Shop Drawings 
and Submittals: Part 3 – Liability Associated with Submittal Reviews”), the architect’s or 
engineer’s review of submittals is, in many respects, an extension of their design 
services.  Therefore, it is essential that the design professional-in-responsible-charge 
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(i.e., the architect, engineer, or geologist who sealed and signed the subject 
specifications section) to also have responsible charge of personnel reviewing the 
associated submittals, when the submittals are directly related to the design intent and 
the quality of the work. 
 
Accordingly, all action submittals and certain informational submittals, such as source 
quality control submittals and field quality control submittals, typically must be reviewed 
and acted upon by the design professional-in-responsible-charge. 
 
A CMa or owner-hired program manager may review and take action on administrative 
and procedural submittals that do not affect the design or the acceptability of the 
completed work.  Examples of submittals for which a CMa or program manager may 
determine acceptability include construction progress schedules, schedules of values, 
construction photographic documentation, certain closeout submittals, all maintenance 
materials submittals, and perhaps others.  Prior to the start of the construction stage, 
there should be agreement between the owner, design professional, CMa, and program 
manager (if any) on which entity will review and act on each submittal. 
 
Examples of Submittal Types 
 
Presented below is a list of common submittals by type, adapted from CSI 
SectionFormat.  The assignments below for action submittals and informational 
submittals are this writer’s alone; the reader should understand SectionFormat lumps 
the examples together so the user can use their own judgment in assigning submittals 
as “action” or “informational”.   
 

1. Shop Drawings  
2. Product Data  
3. Samples 
4. Delegated Design “Instruments of Service” Submittals: 

Delegated design submittals may be apportioned into two broad types: (1) the delegated design 
professional’s “instruments of service”, which are sealed and signed by the delegated design professional 
and are listed below, and (2) other submittals, such as shop drawings (not sealed and signed), product 
data, samples for the subject work, and traditional informational submittals.  In accordance with the 
provisions of both AIA A201—2017, General Conditions, and EJCDC C-700—2018, General Conditions, 
concerning delegated design, the architect or engineer is to expressly “approve’ the submitted delegated 
design (i.e., “instruments of service” submittals) for limited purposes.  This writer categorizes the second 
broad type of delegated design submittals as “informational submittals” because they must be reviewed 
and approved by the delegated designer.  Delegated design submittal review is a complex topic to be 
addressed in the forthcoming article, “Shop Drawings and Submittals: Part 6 - Reviewing Delegated 
Design Submittals”, in this series.  

a. Submit the following design documents prepared, sealed, and signed by licensed, registered 
design professional retained by Contractor, Subcontractor, or Supplier: 
1) Design drawings, including Shop Drawings when sealed and signed by the delegated design 

professional. 
2) Design specifications. 
3) Design calculations. 

5. Testing Plans, Procedures, and Testing Limitations: 
a. Test procedure, apparatus, and limitations of apparatus and procedure, for: 

1) Source quality control activities indicated in this section. 
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2) Field quality control activities indicated in this section. 

B. Informational Submittals: Submit the following: 
1. Certificates. 

As indicated above, the following will be described in the forthcoming article, “Shop Drawings and 
Submittals: Part 6 - Reviewing Delegated Design Submittals”, in this series. 

2. Delegated Design Shop Drawings (not sealed and signed by the delegated design professional), 
Product Data, Samples, Test Plans, Source Quality Control Submittals, Field Quality Control 
Submittals, and Other Submittals Approved by Contractor’s Design Professional: 

Submittals for “Contractor’s Test and Evaluation Reports” cover pre-construction and post-construction 
test and evaluation reports, such as the results of investigations of potentially hazardous environmental 
conditions at the site and similar reports prepared by or for, and submitted by, the contractor. These are 
not submittals for source quality control and field quality control activities. 

3. Contractor’s Test and Evaluation Reports 
Below, “supplier” means a manufacturer, fabricator, supplier, distributor, materialman, or vendor having a 
direct contract with the contractor or subcontractor of any tier to furnish materials or equipment to be 
incorporated in the work by the contractor or a subcontractor. 

4. [Supplier] [Manufacturer] Instructions and Information: 
a. Serial numbers of items furnished, equipment nameplate information, and similar information 

for items furnished. 
b. Instructions for handling, installation, startup. 

5. Source Quality Control Submittals: 
Indicate required shop tests, inspections, and other source quality control requirements, and criteria for 
acceptance, in the “Source Quality Control’ Article at the end of “Part 2 – Products”.   

a. Results of tests, inspections, and other quality control activities required by the Contract 
Documents and performed at the place of production or fabrication. 

6.  [Field] [Site] Quality Control Submittals: 
Indicate required field tests, inspections, and other onsite quality control requirements and criteria for 
acceptance in the “Field Quality Control’ Article in “Part 3 – Execution”.   

a. Results of tests, inspections, and other quality control activities required by the Contract 
Documents and performed at the Site. 

7. Supplier Reports: 
a. Report of each visit to the Site by Supplier, summarizing purpose of visit, activities while onsite, 

problems encounter, advice given to Contractor or Subcontractor, and actions taken. 
8. Sustainable Design Submittals (other than sustainable design closeout documentation): 
9. Special Procedure Submittals: 
10. Qualifications Statements: 

When required, clearly indicate qualifications requirements in the “Quality Assurance” Article in “Part 1 – 
General”.   

a. Manufacturer 
b. Installer or applicator 
c. Contractor’s delegated design professional 

Informational submittals may also include other administrative submittals, such as construction progress 
schedules, schedules of submittals, schedules of values, photographic documentation, copies of permits 
obtained by the contractor, contractor’s daily reports of onsite work activity, survey data, and other 
administrative submittals.  

C. Closeout Submittals: 
1. Maintenance Contracts 
2. Operations and Maintenance Data  

The provision below addresses bonds such as roofing bonds and special bonds for specific materials or 
equipment, such as a warranty bond required when a substitute is approved.  

3. Bonds  
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Before specifying special or extended warranties, (1) determine if such warranties are available; (2) their 
cost, (3) whether the owner requires them, (4) whether adequate protection is available under the 
General Conditions’ correction period and the General Conditions’ general warranty.  Coordinate with 
Section 01 78 36 – Warranties, when used.  Requirements for special or extended warranties should be 
indicated in the “Warranty” Article at the end of “Part 1 – General”. 

4. Warranty Documentation 
Below, indicate only those record documents submittals specific to the work of the given specifications 
section.  General provisions for record documents are typically set forth in the General Conditions 
(including EJCDC C-700 and AIA A201) and in Section 01 78 39 – Project Record Documents, when 
used.  

5. Record Documentation 
6. Sustainable Design Closeout Documentation 
7. Software 
8. Keys 

D. Maintenance Material Submittals: Furnish the following items and submit documentation of delivery to 
and acceptance of such items by Owner or facility manager (as applicable):  
1. Spare Parts 
2. Extra Materials 
3. Tools 

 
Conclusion 
 
This article has described the benefits of allocating submittals into categories 
recommended by CSI, addressed how the design professional is responsible for 
devoting the same care and attention to all required submittals regardless of type, 
addressed types of submittals that should not be required at all, discussed what 
submittals may be reviewed by persons not under the direct supervision of than the 
design professional-in-responsible-charge, and presented examples of common 
submittals by CSI’s suggested submittal categories. 
 
Forthcoming articles in this series will address: liability associated with design 
professionals’ review of submittals, submittal review stamps, submittals with deviations 
from contract requirements, and delegated design submittals. 
 
 
Text © 2020-2021 by Kevin O’Beirne 
The opinions expressed herein are the views of the author alone and should not be attributed to any other individual or entity. 
The author of this article is not an attorney and nothing in this article constitutes legal advice. Readers in need of legal advice should 
consult with a qualified attorney. 

 
 

Kevin O’Beirne, PE, FCSI, CCS, CCCA is a professional engineer licensed in NY and PA with 
over 33 years of experience designing and constructing water and wastewater infrastructure for 
public and private clients.  He is the engineering specifications manager for a global engineering 
and architecture design firm.  He is a member of various CSI national committees and is the 
certification chair of CSI’s Buffalo-Western New York Chapter.  He is an ACEC voting delegate 
in the Engineers Joint Contract Documents Committee (EJCDC) and lives and works in the 
Buffalo NY area.  Kevin O’Beirne’s LinkedIn page.  
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