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Purpose and learning objectives

« Explain why many construction claims should be understood as the final
stage of an earlier risk-actualization process.

« Show how project controls can preserve traceability from design risk through
issue, impact, response, and commercial disposition.

« Examine the unapproved TIA problem as a conflict between contractual
schedule integrity and realistic forecasting.

* Present a governed dual-view scheduling model and a practical
implementation workflow.
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Presentation roadmap

01 Why claims begin earlier

02 Risk-to-claim traceability

03 The unapproved TIA problem
04 Dual-view schedule governance

05 Implementation and conclusions
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Why claims begin earlier

The claim becomes visible late. The condition that created it often existed much earlier.




From design risk to construction claim

FROM DESIGN RISK TO CONSTRUCTION CLAIM

The same underlying condition can progress over time, while the opportunity to influence
it decreases and the cost to address it increases.
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s Incomplete scope | o Ambiguities remain * Condition materializes » * Change proposal ’ * Time extension request
s Unresolved interfaces ¢ Assumptions carry forward * RFls and clarifications * Time impact analysis * Cost claim
» Late owner decisions * Risks allocated * Design changes * Costimpact * Disagreement
¢ Uncertain requirements | e Gaps in documents o Differing site conditions * Negotiation * Formal claim or litigation
» Constructability issues ¢ Unresolved issues ¢ Impacts to work * Approved or disputed * Relationship impacts

CONDITION RISK ISSUE / IMPACT CHANGE CLAIM

Exists as uncertainty Known but unresolved Becomes measurable Response required If not resolved

e®e¢ OPPORTUNITY TO INFLUENCE
THE OUTCOME

COST AND DISRUPTION
TO CORRECT

High

The claim becomes visible late.
The condition that created it often existed much earlier.

Claims often originate before construction, when greater opportunities for intervention remain.
ARC | PROJECT CONTROLS
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Why early intervention changes the outcome

During design After award

* Investigate assumptions and existing RFI, redesign, resequencing, or
conditions reprocurement

» Modify design, packaging, sequence, Lost float, added resources, and
or procurement acceleration pressure

« Clarify responsibility and allocate Change requests and time-extension
retained risk analysis

* Preserve alternatives before More expensive reconstruction of
commitments are fixed evidence and responsibility
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THE RISK-TO-CLAIM CONTINUUM

Not every risk becomes a claim.

MORE OPPORTUNITY
TO INFLUENCE
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What might
happen?

+ Identified uncertainty

+ Potential consequence

+ Assumptions and
constraints

FORECAST IMPACT
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A consequence
is anticipated.

The condition
has occurred.
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+ Actual event

« Identified in design,
procurement, or
construction

* Requires evaluation

+ Potential schedule
effect

« Potential cost exposure

« Evaluated through
analysis (e.g., TIA)

ACTUAL IMPACT /
DELAY

The consequence
becomes measurable.
+ Measurable schedule
delay
» Measurable cost impact

« Reflected in schedule
updates and records
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Take action to reduce Use available float,
likelihood or impact. contingency, or
management reserve.
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| Address through
contract terms
and responsibilities.

Formal response

is required.

« Change proposal
= Contract modification
= Negotiation
« Approved, rejected,

or settled
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APPROVE

Settle through
change process.

GREATER COST
AND COMPLEXITY

CLAIM / DISPUTE
N
S
.

If not resolved.

» Time extension request
« Cost claim

+» Disagreement

« Formal claim or litigation
+ Relationship impacts

]
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RESOLVE
Negotiate, mediate,
arbitrate, or litigate
if necessary.
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Figure 2 — Unresolved risks can progress from issues to impacts, changes, and claims.
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MULTIPLE PATHS - NOT A SINGLE OUTCOME

© Arcadis 2026

7



INTEGRATED PHASE-GATE PROJECT CONTROLS

Bring claims avoidance forward by maturing project controls with project definition.

Gate 2
Proceed
to Define

DESIGN PROCUREMENT /
DEVELOPMENT S DESIGN AWARD
Refine and Validate Complete and Issue Contract and Mobilize

CONSTRUCTION
Execute and Close

PROJECT CONTROL CONCEPT EARLY DESIGN

DISCIPLINE Define the Opportunity Develop the Basis

Scope / WBS Conceptual Preliminary Developing Defined Contracted Managed
é Cost Order-of-magnitude Preliminary estimate Refined estimate Baseline estimate Contract value Cost control
M ove C I a i ms Schedule (CPM) Conceptual Preliminary logic Developing logic Baseline schedule Contract schedule Update and forecast
avo i d ance A Risk Initial risk workshop Qualitative assessment Quantitative analysis Mitigation plans Allocated / included Monitor and manage
u p st ream o Constructability Initial review Ongoing input Detailed review Resolved / incorporated Contract requirements Field execution support
i nt o d es i g n. E Procurement Strategy development Market analysis Package planning Bid documents Bid and award Subcontract management
}&'. Contract Strategy Delivery method Risk allocation Contract terms Final contract documents Execute contracts Administer and enforce
4=p Change Controls Define approach Develop process Refine procedures Implement controls Active change process Manage changes
i g::g;::slsdaims Define requirements Establish systems Train and implement Fully in place Contractual obligation Maintain and support

Low

COST AND DISRUPTION
TO CORRECT

il

High

Advance when project definition and project controls are mature enough
to support the next commitment.
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Risk-to-claim traceability

Maintain the evidentiary connection from initial risk through continuous improvement.
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RISK-TO-CLAIM TRACEABILITY FRAMEWORK

Maintain the evidentiary connection from initial risk through continuous improvement.

DELAY / IMPACT RESPONSE ROOT CAUSE RECOMMENDATION OPTIMIZATION
A 2 2l
»p EO0 p = il =l
What could What actually What did i What did the project L What should How can we
id it affect? Why did it happen? |
go wrong? ‘ happened? ’ ‘ do about it? ‘ ‘ ¥ Epene| ‘ change? prevent recurrence?
Typical Evidence | Typical Evidence ' Typical Evidence Typical Evidence Typical Evidence l Typical Evidence Typical Evidence
« Risk register * |ssue log + CPM schedule  Mitigation actions = Design review e Design criteria + Updated standards
» Assumptions « RFI/ design change ¢ TIA/ fragnet » Revised work plan = Scope / interface « Specifications « Improved processes
« Design inputs « Meeting records « Schedule updates « Directives / change analysis » Schedule o Enhanced reviews
« Potential » Field conditions « Cost impacts orders (interim) » Process evaluation Jid o R « Training / guidance
cost/schedule - Deciiarieeord « Productivity records » Reowavity strategies = Contractual analysis + Contract language « Integration into
CXpPSOUE « Communications e Lessons learned * Project controls phase-gate criteria

from team procedures

TRACEABLE EVIDENCE THROUGH THE PROJECT LIFECYCLE

Design Procurement Construction Closeout Future Projects

t FEEDBACK FOR CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT ] I
Apply lessons learned to reduce future risk and claims. J

Figure 4 - Traceability connects risk identification through root cause and continuous improvement.
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The critical handoffs are where traceability is commonly lost

* Risk — issue: preserve the originating identifier, trigger date, affected
scope, and first response.

 Issue — impact: measure the effect in the context of the CPM plan and the
conditions existing when the event occurred.

* Impact — response: document mitigation, direction, assumptions, and the
forecast effect expected from the response.

 Response — root cause: test schedule evidence against
contemporaneous records before assigning an underlying cause.

 Root cause — optimization: return the lesson to design criteria,
specifications, controls, and future phase gates.
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Closing the traceability gap

RISK REGISTER DESIGN / DECISION LOG CPM/TIA CHANGE LOG COMMERCIAL RECORD

Without a persistent identifier, each record may contain part of the story while the evidence
chain remains incomplete.

PERSISTENT EVENT / CONDITION

ID

ONE CONDITION | MULTIPLE RECORDS | ONE TRACEABLE EVIDENCE CHAIN
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The unapproved TIA problem

One schedule is often expected to satisfy two legitimate but different purposes.




The scheduling conflict

Contractual schedule
perspective

» Recognize actual progress and
approved changes

* Preserve the accepted plan and
contractual completion basis

* Avoid implying that unresolved
entittement has been granted

ARC | PROJECT CONTROLS

Management forecast
perspective

» Represent credible known impacts
before approval is complete

» Support mitigation, procurement,
resource, and interface decisions

» Avoid an optimistic forecast that
ignores emerging conditions

© Arcadis 2026 14



FORECAST VS. ACTUAL DELAY RECOGNITION

Different timing of recognition — similar overall result.

Similar Final Result

Analyses converge on
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The timing of delay recognition can differ significantly
while the overall cumulative delay is similar.
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What the forensic comparison establishes, and what it does not

* The contemporaneous updates forecast substantial delay earlier; the half-
step analysis recognized much of the same delay later through progress.

* The curves ultimately converged on approximately the same cumulative
delay, providing an independent reasonableness test.

* The comparison does not establish that every prospective TIA prediction
was precisely correct.

» Each event, fragnet, logic path, duration, status, and predicted critical-path
effect still requires validation and preferably contemporaneous
corroboration.

» Forecast information should be preserved and tested, not automatically
accepted or retrospectively removed.
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Evidence-based dual-view governance

Preserve contractual integrity without requiring management to ignore credible
emerging impacts.
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DUAL SCHEDULE GOVERNANCE

One controlled process — Two valid views - Better decisions

& 85 & P (O

Approved Changes

COMMON INPUTS
Progress & Status Data
Approved Scope / WBS

Resource & Cost Data

Logic, Calendars & Constraints

~ -

CONTROLLED
UPDATE PROCESS

» Same data

+ Same status date
* Same base logic

» Same governance

—

SCHEDULE OF RECORD

(Contractual View)

Current status + approved changes = contractual position

ID Activity T':"e

Al00
A200
A300

Site Prep
Foundations +
Structure

Building Enclosure

AS00  Interiors
Commissioning

Data Date

v Contractual baseline integrity

v Includes only approved changes

v Supports contractual reporting and compliance
v Used for entitlement and dispute resolution

* ¢ ¢ ¢+ ¢

ALL IDENTIFIED IMPACTS
:j Unapproved TlAs (Potential)

[ Under Review
[__ "1 Approved (Not Implemented)

R

| PR |

Owner / External Impacts

Include All Known Impacts

DIFFERENT
PURPOSES 7
D Activity
I Actual / Complete NOT A100  Site Prep
Bl Remaining Duration COMPETING A200  Foundations
@ viesione SCHEDULES | A0 sweur
A400  Bullding Enclosure
AS00  Interiors
A600 Commissioning

- )

USED FOR - CONTRACTUAL POSITION

Contractual reporting
Entitlement and claim support
Approved changes only

Recognized delays only

an )3 I,

FORECAST IMPACT SCHEDULE

(Management View)

Current status + all known impacts = forecast reality

B Actual / Complete

| B Remaining Duration
(Base Scope)

T~ Unapproved TIAs

{ " Under Review
Approved (Not Impl.)

{77 Owner / External
Impacts

‘*- Concurrency Point

| -

Data Date

v Includes all known and potential impacts (regardless of approval)
v Provides realistic completion forecast

v Supports delay analysis, risk assessment, and decision-making
v Used for internal management and proactive mitigation

FORMAL RECONCILIATION

» Review and evaluate all identified impacts

« Approve, reject, or revise as appropriate

« Incorporate approved changes into both schedules
« Maintain a single, traceable update process

O

USED FOR - MANAGEMENT & FORECASTING

Forecasting and planning
Risk assessment and mitigation
Concurrency and time-risk analysis

Management decision-making

© Arcadis 2026
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Dual views must remain one controlled scheduling process

» Both views begin with the same status, actual dates, and accepted base
logic.

» Differences are limited to identifiable unresolved events and documented
forecast assumptions.

« Each update reconciles approved, rejected, superseded, mitigated, or
absorbed impacts.

» The Forecast Impact Schedule is not a second baseline and is not
represented as an approved contractual schedule.

» Configuration control and reconciliation prevent divergence and preserve
credibility.
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Implementation

Connect identifiers, evidence, responsibilities, and schedule governance across the
project lifecycle.
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RISK-TO-CLAIM MANAGEMENT WORKFLOW

From early identification to continuous improvement.

KEY INPUTS

@ Project documents

@@ Design and execution
teams

Risk, cost, and schedule
data

Past project lessons

= @ 8

ENABLING CONTROLS

‘_I_‘ Common identifier
structure

- Integrated processes
(¥
and tools

Defined roles and
responsibilities

o®e

T

o Governance and
review cycles

LEARN
Capture lessons
and update
controls

ANALYZE

Determine
root cause

DISPOSE
Resolve through
change process

or settlement

E

RECONCILE
Update contractual
and forecast
views

IDENTIFY

Recognize and
document risk

CONTINUOUS
IMPROVEMENT

Apply lessons learned
to future projects
and phase-gate
criteria.

RESPOND
Implement
mitigation or
execution actions

Assign a common

MONITOR
Track triggers
and conditions

ACTUALIZE

Risk becomes
an issue

KEY OUTPUTS

7

¢ (o m

Updated risk and
issue records

Schedule and cost impacts

Change documentation

Decision and commercial
records

Lessons learned

BENEFITS

Earlier identification
of potential claims

More informed decisions
Reduced dispute risk
Improved project outcomes

Continuous improvement

A disciplined, end-to-end process turns today’s risks into better projects tomorrow.
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Responsibility should follow the decision, not the software

>
>
>
>
>
COMMERCIAL
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Technical resolution

Risk characterization and response tracking

Integrated cost and schedule measurement and
forecasting

Execution decisions

Contractual disposition
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Conclusions

« Every claim has an earlier risk origin, even when contractual entitlement is
determined later.

 Many downstream impacts have design-phase contributors that can be
identified while more response options remain available.

* Phase-gate integration improves visibility by testing whether controls and
project definition are mature enough for the next commitment.

» Dual-view scheduling can preserve both contractual discipline and realistic
management forecasting when reconciliation is formal and continuous.

» Evidence traceability improves contemporaneous decision-making and
reduces the reconstruction required if a dispute develops.
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Integrate early.
Preserve the evidence.
Forecast realistically.
Reconcile continuously.

Claims avoidance is the cumulative result of disciplined decisions and evidence
maintained from design through completion.
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From Design Risk to Construction Claim
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