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Description 

In this presentation, we will discuss a case study of an ongoing $1.7 billion convention center project 
and see how a virtual design and construction (VDC)-heavy workflow combined with a design-assist 
process focused on collaboration in the preconstruction phase helped identify and resolve mechanical, 
electrical, and plumbing design issues. We will talk about the co-location process used on the project 
and the value and benefits it provided all project stakeholders. 
 

Speaker 

Ushik is a Project Engineer & VDC Coordinator with Lease Crutcher Lewis, a General Contractor with 
headquarters in Seattle, WA. Currently, he is the VDC manager for the $1.7 billion Washington State 
Convention Center Addition project. Ushik's construction project experience, ranges from Mid-Rise 
Commercial buildings to Federal and large-scale public projects costing up to $2.5 billion. Ushik has a 
keen interest in research and development of new VDC technology, especially AI/Machine Learning and 
use of Augmented reality in Construction. 

Learning Objectives 

• Learn how co-location was implemented on a large commercial project and 
stakeholder perspectives 

• Discover the advantages and challenges of implementing co-location during the 
design phase of a project 

• Learn how to implement co-location on your next project and discover the key 
drivers to success 

• Learn about how a VDC heavy workflow was used for successful coordination in 
the design and preconstruction phase of a large-scale project 
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What’s this presentation about? 

The big room. The hub. Central operations. Whatever they’re called, project team co-location ventures are 
popping up in increasing numbers as Building Teams face ever-complex projects with tighter schedules and 
budgets. The rise of BIM-driven projects, prefabrication, and highly collaborative project delivery methods—
such as design-assist and integrated project delivery—have accelerated the demand for in-person, cross-
team collaboration.  
Successful co-location ventures are not as simple as locking the team in a room for 12-18 months. They 
require a careful balance of risk sharing, trust, accountability, and scope sharing, as well as a commitment to 
collaboration. 
 
In this presentation I will be discussing the co-location process that was implemented on the Washington 
State Convention Center project being built in downtown Seattle, stakeholder testimonials and lessons 
learnt. 
 
 

The Project – Washington State Convention Center Addition (WSCCA) 

 

 
 

WASHINGTON STATE CONVENTION CENTER ADDITION, DOWNTOWN SEATTLE 
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The existing convention center has been a powerful economic driver for our community since its opening in 
1988. It provides 7000 jobs, more than $400 million in revenue for local businesses and $40 million in tax 
revenue each year. Unfortunately, it’s unable to accommodate half of the annual convention requests. That 
is a loss of nearly $2.13 billion in visitor spending in the past five years alone. 
 
Following years of study and demand from convention goers who prefer to meet in Seattle, the WSCC is 
proposing to build an additional facility, the WSCCA. This is a transformative project that provides a host of 
economic benefits including as much as 240 million annually in visitor spending, as many as 3900 direct and 
indirect jobs and some 6000 jobs during construction. The funding from the project is coming primarily from 
a bond issuance by WSCC supported by the existing tax on hotel rooms. 
 
Currently, the project is slated to cost approximately $1.7 billion and is 1.5 million sq.ft in size. The project 
also provides public benefits by supporting community projects. Benefits provided by the WSCC are to the 
tune of $104 million. The WSCCA is being built by Clark Lewis, A joint Venture, a partnership between Clark 
Construction and Lease Crutcher Lewis. 
 
 

What is Co-Location? 

Co-location: is a technique which is intended to improve collaboration through greater team integration by 
physically bringing together designers, builders, users and owner together to work in a single location, 
generally on-site or within close proximity of each other and the project site. 
 
Co-location can be a fantastic way to bring a project team together — if you execute the appropriate type of 
co-location for your particular project. There are two primary types of co-location: 
 

Off-site project office: This involves an office that will be occupied by the client and/or contractor 
only for the project duration. These are typically opened in a central location during a long, linear 
project like a new electrical transmission line. A central location provides all entities with a 
convenient home base that allows them to meet with landowners when necessary. Although it’s 
rare for the client to also work out of this office, there are some cases where the client will station a 
project manager on-site to oversee daily operations. Since the space is created specifically for that 
particular project and nothing else, a separate project office can provide a clearer sense of purpose 
and identity for the task at hand. 
 

Established office: This is probably the most common co-location scenario and is either utilized for teaming 
on a specific project or when the client needs to augment their staff on one or more projects. Already 
established offices offer the greatest control over staff and resources, which could be a pro or a con 
depending on the desired outcome. This is the type of co-location that we used on the convention center 
project. 
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Benefits of Co-Location 

Technology has changed how we interact with each other, especially at work. We increasingly opt to 
communicate through technology rather than talking face-to-face, even in scenarios where the person we 
want to speak to is sitting right next to us. In physical meetings too, people are still glued to their laptops 
and phone screens. With that in mind, why does physical co-location matter? 
1. Increased efficiency due to direct communication with functional leads 
2. Access to all team members in one room when needed 
3. Better/faster problem-solving 
4. Reduced coordination time 
5. Fewer requests for information due to more immediate information sharing 
 
When design, engineering and construction are able to sit together, a cohesive client/contractor team is 
formed, reducing the need for email and instant messaging thereby increasing communication efficiency. 
When individuals collaborate to resolve issues, they begin to see everyone as a member of the group as a 
whole. Tags identifying people as ‘client’ or ‘contractor’ cease to exist, unique relationships are built based 
on personal interactions in a way that isn’t possible when clients and contractors operate separately. 
Needless to say, building positive relationships with your client establishes trust that can give the contractor 
a greater likelihood of earning future work. Ultimately, everyone wants to do business with people they 
know and trust. 
 

 

Co-Location on the WSCCA 

Co-location isn’t a one size fits all solution and is implemented differently on different project. We ran into 
several challenges on the WSCCA which prevented us from implementing the more traditional brand of co-
location where everyone co-located to one big office. 
 
1. Downtown Seattle is seeing a huge boom in construction. There are 60+ tower cranes in the city, the 

most of any city currently in the US. Because of that, finding a large enough space to fit everyone 
involved in this mega project was not only difficult but also very expensive. 

2. Having teams co-locate to already established offices with all the required infrastructure saved a 
considerable amount of time and cost to implement co-location. 

 
Starting at 50% Design Development and through to the completion of Construction Documents, the Clark 
Lewis PreCon Team and key members from the Pine Street Group (Owner’s Rep) co-located at LMN 
Architects' office to promote on-the-spot collaboration. We also placed the MEP construction team (the 
MEP subcontractors) at the design engineering team office. The map below shows the location and 
proximity of the architect’s office and the design engineers office. 
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CO-LOCATION BUILDINGS – ARCHITECT’S OFFICE (RED) & DESIGN ENGINEERS OFFICE (YELLOW) 

 
The intent was for the Clark Lewis general contractor team to provide feedback regarding pricing, cost-
trends, schedule, constructability and bid preparation. Trade managers for early-procurement scopes of 
work - including Curtainwall, Fire Protection and Vertical Transportation - also co-located to facilitate the 
development of those scopes in tandem with design evolution. Conversely, the architect's team provided 
the general contractor with design updates and insights for areas where the design was less documented or 
undergoing changes to inform procurement plans, logistics and scheduling. 
Meanwhile the MEP construction team focused on constructability assistance and alternative design 
suggestions to the actual placement of the systems in design models to evaluate their feasibility and value 
to the project. The contractors were also tasked with elevating the Revit design model to coordinated Revit 
design models. This allowed the team to come up with solutions to client driven requirements and 
constructability challenges earlier in the process so that the larger issues could be addressed while the 
design was still very fluid. 
 
 
 



 
 

 

Page 6 

Stakeholder Perspectives 

a. Owner 

i. What Worked 

1. One of the main intents was to minimize RFI’s & change orders and to get a cohesive 

coordinated set of construction drawings. Co-location helped with getting a much higher 

quality 100% CD set in a shorter period than would have been possible with a traditional 

process. 

2. The general contractor team was able to provide accurate and quick cost input for 

design options being considered. Our team could quickly review these and were 

promptly able to steer the design team in the right direction saving time all around. 

3. This being a GC/CM project, there was uncertainty between the architect and the GC 

teams as to what they could/couldn’t ask each other to do. Co-location helped break 

down some of those barriers and introduced a level of informality between the two 

teams. 

 

ii. Suggestions for Improvement 

1. Our team wasn’t as involved as we would have liked. Co-location would have benefited 

from establishing some formal processes. 

2. Network connection issues and not having access to our internal server in the initial part 

of the process reduced work efficiency and affected internal team communication that 

was back at the home office. 

b. General Contractor Perspective 

i. What Worked 

1. Relationship building occurred far more naturally for those of us who were co-located. 

2. Being in the architect's space and observing their organization helped us understand 

their team structure and know whom to speak with regarding various issues.  We did 

achieve better cross-team collaboration – Clark Lewis team members were pulled into 

Design Meetings when questions arose; both teams freely approached each other with 

questions or to ask for updates. 

 

ii. Suggestions for Improvement 

1. Architect's office was only able to accommodate a small team and because it was 

removed from the job site, we sacrificed some of our internal face-to-face collaboration 

in service of maintaining that relationship with the architect. 

 
c. Architect Perspective 

i. What Worked 

1. Timely costing of design options (with an eye toward staying on budget) allowed us to 

proceed with confidence in selected design directions. 

2. Constructability reviews were extremely helpful in establishing preferred direction for 

detailing. 
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3. Rapid response to cost and construction questions help expedite the overall design 

process. 

 
ii. Suggestions for Improvement 

1. Design team meetings are often spontaneous and having the right people from the GC 

team present was not always possible. 

2. More day to day QA input rather than an end of phase QA/QC review & input would 

have been beneficial. 

3. The Co-location process could have been more engaging – have Contractor more 

involved in every design & owners discussion/meeting, rather than a more of an ‘on call’ 

approach. 

 
d. Sub-Contractor Perspective 

i. What Worked 

1. This process allowed the contractors to get a jump start on modeling and become 

familiar with the building and design intent. Larger issues were addressed before they 

typically get looked at. Relationships were built between the team members and that 

facilitated the MEP process. 

2. What really worked was that the MEP schedule could be accelerated as the contractors 

were familiar with the project and had already produced a large amount coordinated 

modeling. This will allow the construction schedule to begin much earlier than would 

have been possible without the co-location. 

3. Another significant advantage is the contractors were able to affect significant design 

changes that are typically too far along in the process when they arrive. Examples 

include: 

a. Getting beam penetrations installed on the steel shops vs. field cuts 

b. Getting larger beams or haunches into the steel beam package. 

c. Major changes and adjustments in the architectural backgrounds to 

accommodate the MEP systems. 

 
ii. Suggestions for Improvement 

1. The contractors were being asked to produce MEP/fabrication level models on design 

team programs that did not support a fabrication level of detail. 

2. The design team and contracting team were given divergent end goals that were not 

compatible with the established processes of their crafts.  This created conflict and 

tension. 

3. The fact that the contractors were engaged to assist in modeling seemed to take the 

urgency of modeling away from the design team as they defaulted to letting the 

contractors populate the models.  This also had the unintended consequence of having 

the design team members focus on other projects that didn’t have the contractor 

resources committed to them which meant less engagement in solving the design issues 

as brought forth by the contracting team. 
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Lessons Learnt – Best Practices to Implement Co-Location on your Next Project 

 

• A clear project implementation strategy needs to be laid out at the beginning of co-location. 
Clear end goals, roles, responsibilities and basic workflows and processes need to be defined 
early on to give the team a head start rather than allowing them to figure it out on the go. 

 

• Make sure the team doing the actual work is present. The biggest issue: when firms only send 
their team leaders to the co-location collaboration sessions; the professionals doing the actual 
work stay back at the home office. Work cannot get done efficiently when it’s only the team 
leaders co-locating. 

 

• Create spaces that are conducive to collaboration. Large, open, flexible spaces are essential so 
that teams can quickly reconfigure when needed. The space should have plenty of whiteboards, 
tack-up boards, and blank wall space for pull planning and other Lean process exercises. 
Creature comforts are also important like clean bathrooms and phone booths, so people can 
duck out to take a personal call.  

 

• Offer a mix of meeting room sizes and breakout spaces. People need spaces so that when a 
problem arises, a team can go off into an area and start whiteboarding to see what to do with it. 

 

• You need to specific and structured when laying the groundwork for the co-location. The 
following questions should be answered before starting the co-location process: 

o Who is paying for the space, equipment, technology? 
o Who is required to attend? Do they need to be compensated for their time away from 

the home office? 
o What are the requirements for digital information transfer, responsibilities, and 

governances? 
o Who is going to provide the software infrastructure and tech support? 

• Strip all branding. The most successful co-location ventures are ones that are completely 
unbranded, where you don’t see tribes within the facility. That defeats the whole purpose. The 
goal of co-location is total integration and silo-less stationing. 

 

• “Subs” shouldn’t exist in co-location ventures. A healthy co-location culture is one that breaks 
down the traditional silos. Ditch the term “subcontractor” and instead use something like “trade 
partner”. It’s not just a name but everyone is a true partner in the process. 

 

• Maintaining accountability is important. Use simple graphics and visual cues to maintain 
accountability. Whether using large-screen monitors or simple signage, presenting real-time 
performance metrics performance on budget, KPIs, etc.—help in maintain accountability across 
the team. 

 

• Take steps to unify the team; host team-building sessions, happy hours and other group activities 
that will help make the working environment as enjoyable as possible. 


