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For this reason, and the essential need to
prove causation based upon
exceptionality, methodologies related to
such planning have evolved in order to
establish the baseline or norm, against
which exceptionality would be measured
or quantiﬁed, and such methodologies
provide the programmer, planner or
scheduler with a wide range of options,
the most frequently used of which in our
experience, are as follows:

The success and accuracy of project
planning cannot be achieved without
taking proper account of the potential
eﬀects of adverse weather 'lost time' and a
reasonable way of including/modelling
that, within the initial FIDIC 1999 First
Edition Sub-Clause 8.3 (or equivalent)
project baseline schedule/programme.
Planning for adverse weather lost time
must be one of the main considerations for
contractors, as such could be a major
cause for construction delay, additional
cost and cost overrun.

(i) increased activity durations, whereby
some of the theoretical activities'
durations would be increased by an
allowance for inclement weather risk (see J
M Antill & R W Woodhead - Critical Path
Methods in Construction Practice, Fourth
Edition, pp. 188 - 192);
(ii) weekend “make-up” days;
(iii) “weather allowance” activities;
(iv) “weather impact days”;
(v) weather calendars.

The reasoning leading to the above
statement lies - amongst other things - in
the allocation of risks under the contract,
where FIDIC (essentially Red and Yellow
Books) places the risk of the eﬀects of
adverse climatic conditions on the
Contractor in accordance with Sub-Clause
8.4, whereby entitlement to an extension
of the Time for Completion (“EOT”)
would, under Sub-paragraph (c) of the
sub-clause, stem from 'exceptionality',

Each of these methods have particular
advantages and/or disadvantages, and the
planner and scheduler's selection of the
approach would depend, amongst others,
on the nature of the project and its
susceptibility to adverse weather, the
contract clauses as they may have been
amended by the Particular Conditions of
Contract (“PCC”) and the availability of the
data required to allow/model the planning
for adverse weather conditions.
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One thing for sure, is that there is no 100%
accurate methodology, thus the planner and
scheduler's subjectivity of evaluation
parameters, could be the hinge-pin of an
employer's acceptance of a claim or give rise to
aspects of dispute between the parties to a
contract.
However, according to “Recommended Practice
(RP) for Adverse Weather Planning and
Accounting” approved and published by the
American Association of Cost Engineering (AACE
International), the most favored method
considered to have the most advantages and the
least disadvantages, is the use of “weather
calendars”, and in second-preference would be
the use of “weather allowance” activities.
All practices to various degrees, take into
account reliable historical weather data. For a
credible and reasonable weather planning as
well as for data relevance in the case of a dispute,
if not otherwise speciﬁed under the contract,
one of the challenges faced by a planner/analyst
is the extent of sampling of such data, that is to
say whether a period of 1 year, 2 years, 5 years or
more would be considered reasonable for the
period to be analysed to be representative.
Further, the weather data used should be
comprehensive in its nature, as not only
temperatures are important, but precipitations,
wind speeds and other aspects of weather
should be considered, again depending on the
type of project and the susceptibility to risk of
the activities within the project programme of
works.
As mentioned above, the Contractor's risk of
adverse climatic conditions relates directly to

almost all of the FIDIC forms of contract (with the
exception of the Silver Book EPCT), wherein SubClause 8.4 [Extension of Time for Completion]
states that “The Contractor shall be entitled […]
to an extension of the Time for Completion if and
to the extent that completion […] is or will be
delayed by […] (c) exceptionally adverse climatic
conditions”.
The approach to planning and modelling or
making allowance to take account of adverse
weather, is decisive for many reasons when a
claim for an EOT includes the eﬀects of such
exceptional weather events, and in order to
secure entitlement thereof, it must ﬁrst be
proved that an adverse weather event had
caused delay to the critical path or indeed to the
Longest path to Completion, and that such an
event had indeed been exceptional.
Therefore, as “exceptionality” is not deﬁned
under the General Conditions of FIDIC contracts,
and there is no universally accepted deﬁnition of
such a term, “appropriate” planning for such
purpose would have to be reasonable and thus, a
mix of approaches would demonstrate
reasonability in order to minimize margins of
error, contingency or ﬂoat, when assuming
adverse weather risks, especially on critical path
activities, which would give rise to delayed
Completion.
At the same time, to be considered appropriate
for a reliable and realistic claim for EOT, the
planning for adverse weather must be kept
dynamic during updates, i.e. the parameters of
adverse weather risk should be adjusted
accordingly from one season to another,
especially in respect of construction activities

with constraints related to adverse climatic
conditions.
Not least, adverse weather could mean, in
particular locations, the occurrence of hurricanes
or typhoons which under the provisions of FIDIC
Sub-Clause 19.1 are deﬁned as “Force Majeure”
events. Even though such weather events may be
excusable and compensable, the application of a
method when planning for the eﬀects of such
adverse weather, must include not only the
eﬀects of the events themselves, but also
perceived “recovery days”, which would be
needed to perform reasonable reparation of
damage to part of the Works pursuant to SubClause 17.3 [Employer's Risks] and the
consequences thereof under Sub-Clause 17.4.
To conclude, proper management of claims for
exceptional adverse weather, i.e. claims for EOT
and/or additional payment of damages in the
form of time-related preliminaries and incurred
costs at the time of and as a direct eﬀect of such
events on the critical path, must be guided by:
(i) appropriate identiﬁcation and interpretation
of a reasonable period of historical weather data
in support of establishing the norm in order to
prove exceptionality, demonstrating adequate
planning and modelling;
(ii) evaluation of all planning methodologies in
order to select the most appropriate approach
for the type of project; and
(iii) accurate records of the event[s] of
exceptional adverse weather in support of
causation, the eﬀects thereof on the
programme, and validation of the as-built
schedule, as essential groundwork for such a
claim.
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Termination of the Contract: A means to an end or an end to the means?

Radu Giumanca
Senior Contracts Manager

The trend in Romanian large-scale
construction projects governed by FIDIC
contract conditions has exposed a
progressive paradigm shift whereby
employers appeared to have placed an everincreasing risk upon contractors. Considering
this, corroborated with misguided employers
with an increasing disregard of their
obligations under contract, a contractor may
ﬁnd itself in a predicament where the
execution of works as foreseen at tender
becomes increasingly onerous, or even a near
impossibility. If such circumstances are
unsurmountable, a cautious contractor may
do well to carefully consider termination of
the contract.
Termination of a contract represents an
ultimate action of a party to a contract. The
following analyzes the mechanism for
termination of the contract under the FIDIC
First Edition 1999 suite of contracts from a
contractor's perspective.
Irrespective of entitlement to terminate

under the contract, a contractor should
nonetheless perform a detailed risk analysis
under the applicable law, as well as a business
risk assessment before arriving at such
decision.
Under the FIDIC 1999 suite of contracts, a
contractor's mechanism to terminate is found
under Sub-Clause 16.2 [Termination by the
Contractor]. A brief analysis of each
circumstance therein is provided hereunder.
The aforementioned Sub-Clause states the
following:
“The Contractor shall be entitled to terminate
the Contract if:
(a) the Contractor does not receive the
reasonable evidence within 42 days after giving
notice under Sub-Clause 16.1 [Contractor's
Entitlement to Suspend Work] in respect of a
failure to comply with Sub-Clause 2.4
[Employer's Financial Arrangements],”
Under this initial scenario, a contractor would
have requested the employer, pursuant to
Sub-Clause 2.4 [Employer's Financial
Arrangements], to provide “reasonable
evidence that ﬁnancial arrangements have
been made and are being maintained which will
enable the Employer to pay the Contract Price
(as estimated at that time) in accordance with
Clause 14 [Contract Price and Payment]”. The
suite of contracts are silent on what
constitutes “reasonable evidence”, yet
international jurisprudence [see the Court of
Appeal of the Republic of Trinidad and Tobago
decision in the NH International (Caribbean)
Limited (Appellant) v National Insurance

Property Development Company Limited
(Respondent) (Trinidad and Tobago) case]
suggests that a mere Employer's declaration
of suﬃciency of funds may not be adequate.
Not having received the requisite reasonable
evidence within the time stated, a contractor
would have given notice under Sub-Clause
16.1 [Contractor's Entitlement to Suspend
Work] of its entitlement to suspend work (or
reduce the rate thereof) unless and until the
requisite “reasonable evidence” would be
provided by the employer. In respect of the
foregoing, both the request under Sub-Clause
2.4 and the notice under 16.1 would constitute
legal grounds for the contractor to issue
notice of termination under Sub-Clause 16.2
(b) the Engineer fails, within 56 days after
receiving the Statement and supporting
documents, to issue the relevant Payment
Certiﬁcate,
(c) the Contractor does not receive the amount
due under an Interim Payment Certiﬁcate
within 42 days after the expiry of the time
stated in Sub-Clause 14.7 [Payment] within
which payment is to be made (except for
deductions in accordance with Sub-Clause 2.5
[Employer's Claims]),
Paragraphs (b) and (c) of Sub-Clause 16.2
relate to situations in which a contractor
would not receive certiﬁcation or payment
respectively. Regardless of whether such
were an engineer's failure to certify or an
employer's failure to pay, such breaches are
considered to be severe enough to give right
to a contractor to terminate the contract.
Obviously for this situation to have occurred,
a contractor would have submitted a
Statement and supporting documents (which
should include the report on progress in
accordance with Sub-Clause 4.21 [Progress
Reports]) in accordance with Sub-Clause 14.3
[Application for Interim Payment Certiﬁcates].
A more particular scenario may involve partial
certiﬁcation and/or partial payment of an IPC,
which may require a more substantial
analysis, yet under most circumstances a
prudent contractor should legal professional
advice prior to terminating the contract under
such conditions.

3

Issue 11, August 2017

(d) the Employer substantially fails to
perform his obligations under the Contract,
Substantial failure requires careful
assessment. It refers to employers
substantial failure[s] to perform key or
correlative obligations under the Contract,
such as but not limited to, the obligation to
pay the Contract Price, to give right of
access to and possession of the Site, the
obligation to provide the design (under
“Red Book” contracts) and the obligation
to appoint the Engineer, to mention a few.
It is pertinent to consider the extent to
which a contractor is prevented from
carrying out its own obligations under the
contract, and it is advisable for a contractor
not to rely solely on this aspect of the SubClause as a ground for termination.
(e) the Employer fails to comply with SubClause 1.6 [Contract Agreement] or SubClause 1.7 [Assignment]
The contract comes into eﬀect upon the
issuance of the Letter of Acceptance by the
Employer. Thereafter, if the employer
refuses to enter into a Contract Agreement
in a form annexed to the Particular
Conditions of Contract “within 28 days after
the Contractor receives the Letter of
Acceptance”, or the employer assigns “the
whole or any part of the Contract or any
beneﬁt or interest in or under the Contract”,
a contractor would be entitled to
terminate the contract.

respect of a suspension aﬀecting “the
whole of the Works” is not received within
28 days after being requested to do so.
Notably, according to Sub-Clause 8.8, such
suspension should not be under the
Contractor's responsibility.
In addition, termination of a contract under
this Sub-Clause would not require a 14-day
notice, thus such notice would have
immediate eﬀect.
(g) the Employer becomes bankrupt or
insolvent, goes into liquidation, has a
receiving or administration order made
against him, compounds with his creditors,
or carries on business under a receiver,
trustee or manager for the beneﬁt of his
creditors, or if any act is done or event occurs
which (under applicable Laws) has a similar
eﬀect to any of these acts or events.
Sub-Clause 16.2 paragraph (g) comprises a
set of circumstances under which the
Employer would unquestionably no longer
be in a position to perform its duties under
the Contract. Consequently, a contractor
may notify termination under this
paragraph with immediate eﬀect.
The foregoing endeavors to present a brief

overview of scenarios under the FIDIC 1999
suite of contracts whereby a contractor
may terminate a contract. As an ultimate
means of action under the Contract, with
undoubtedly serious consequences, such
an option should only be exercised with
extreme caution and only after a thorough
legal, contractual, and business risk
assessments would have been performed.
Advice from legal professionals should also
be sought on the matter by considering the
applicable law to the contract.
1. The FIDIC Contracts Guide, First Edition
2000, ISBN 2-88432-022-9
2. https://www.jcpc.uk/cases/docs/jcpc2014-0031-judgment.pdf
3.http://corbett.co.uk/wpcontent/uploads/Clause-16.pdf
4. http://www.disputesinconstruction.com
/constructin-expert-witness/constructionexpert-terminated-ﬁxed-price-contracts/
5. https://www.whitecase.com/publication
s/alert/termination-convenience-whatcontractor-entitled
6. h t t p : / / e n t r u s t y . c o m / s i t e / w p content/uploads/2012/08/IsDetermination-of-Employment-andTermination-of-Contract-the-same-inmeaning-and-implications.pdf

(f) a prolonged suspension aﬀects the whole
of the Works as described in Sub-Clause 8.11
[Prolonged Suspension],
In this instance a contractor would be
entitled to terminate the contract only in
the case of suspension instructed by the
Engineer under Sub-Clause 8.8 if it “aﬀects
the whole of the Works”. Under such
circumstances, a contractor is required to
request the Engineer's permission to
proceed with the works so aﬀected by a
suspension, which has continued for more
than 84 days.
A contractor may terminate the Contract if
an Engineer's permission to proceed in
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Changes in legislation and claims pursuant to FIDIC Sub-Clause 13.7
By choosing the FIDIC form of Contract, which
provides a protective mechanism in the form
of Sub-Clause 13.7 [Adjustments for Changes in
Legislation], the Parties would have agreed
that the Contractor is not deemed by the
Contract to have assumed the risk of changes
in legislation, and thus, pursuant to SubClause 20.1, he would be entitled to claim the
adverse eﬀects thereof, and the Contract
Price would be adjusted accordingly.

Flaviu Rusu
Quantity Surveyor

At the onset of a construction engineering
project, a contractor will have tendered for
the Works and its obligations on the
commercial basis that the future awarded
contract will bring him revenue plus proﬁts
and further, that the project will provide
continuity of its activities in the construction
industry, hence expand its business.
The whole process of tendering involves a
comprehensive and complex procurement
process, which is ultimately an expensive
exercise both for the contractor and the
employer/owner, where the contractor's
responsibility is to prepare the tender oﬀer
documents based upon the
contemporaneous cost data available from
the market at the time of formulating the bid.
From the moment of acceptance of the bid,
the contractor is placed in the position of
expenditure at market cost, which is
inevitably at the mercy of the trend of the
economy, which these days is predominantly
inﬂationary.
Prices ﬂuctuate due to a host of reasons,
which includes changes in legislation and
other regulatory aspects in respect of which a
contractor is not responsible, yet such are
almost always unpredictable, either in the
near future or later within the Time for
Completion of the Works.

Such entitlement to adjustment will stem
from a change which has taken place after the
Base Date, and when those changes produce
eﬀects during the course of the Contract. The
Base Date is deﬁned by Sub-Clause 1.1.3.1 of
the Contract as the date 28 days prior to the
latest date for submission of the Tender.
When the Contractor becomes aware, or
should have become aware of a change in the
applicable law or implementation of existing
law, he is mandatorily obliged by Sub-Clause
20.1 to give notice to the Engineer and the
Employer that the event or circumstances of
the change may give rise to entitlement to a
claim for extension of the Time for
Completion (“EOT”) and/or additional
payment, which under these circumstances
may relate to both loss in the form of
prolongation costs stemming from
consequential delay, and the direct cost
eﬀects of the change itself. Within 42 days
from the date when the Contractor became
aware or should have become aware, the
Contractor is then required under the claim

procedures provided by the same sub-clause,
to submit a detailed and particularized claim,
which is to be responded to by the Engineer or
the Employer with approval or with
disapproval and detailed comments, within a
period of 42 days from receipt thereof.
The Engineer is then required - if approval of
part or of the whole claim was previously
given - to proceed in accordance with SubClause 3.5 [Determinations] to determine the
EOT to which the Contractor is entitled,
pursuant to Sub-Clause 8.4 [Extension of Time
for Completion] (if any), and/or the amount of
additional payment, accordingly.
However, in other respects, depending on the
legislative system of the country where the
project is located, the provisions of SubClause 13.7 may be wider than they may
appear at ﬁrst glance. For an example, FIDIC
Sub-Clause 13.8 [Adjustments for Changes in
Cost] would normally deal with inﬂationary
changes, by means of the rate of change
evidenced by published National Consumer
Price Indices of the Country.
Yet, to a certain extent, prices and wages are
often governed or regulated by law, and
implemented by governmental decisions or
emergency ordinances. Thus, in such cases,
ﬂuctuations in Cost under Sub-Clause 13.8
may well stem from the consequences of
changes in legislation, and would thus be
recoverable pursuant to Sub-Clause 13.7,
whereas adjustments as a consequence of
Sub-Clause 13.8 (if active) could be argued as a
“double-count” of such amounts. To further
this argument, Sub-Clause 13.8 may
automatically provide adjustment for
ﬂuctuations in wages, the costs of fuel,
aggregates or energy, yet the prices of these
commodities may also be controlled by acts
or articles of legislation.
Hence, under these circumstances, it is not
uncommon for the Employer to argue that
though the Contractor had indeed suﬀered a
loss due such a change in the law, such a
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change may not in fact be “additional Cost” as
referred to under Sub-Clause 13.7, as the
adjustments stemming from the mechanism
of Sub-Clause 13.8 could arguably have
already compensated the Contractor for such
loss or to an extent.
Conversely, the Contractor may argue that
the basis of adjustments between the two
clauses is vastly diﬀerent, to the extent that a
claim under Sub-Clause 20.1 stemming from a
Sub-Clause 13.7 Change in Legislation relies
upon evidencing actual loss stemming from
the change, whereas an entitlement to an
adjustment for changes in Cost under SubClause 13.8 is automatic (i.e. not subject to
Sub-Clause 20.1) and is not based upon proven
loss or gain as a consequence of the
application of the polynomial formula, but a
pre-agreed adjustment irrespective of the
facts relating to costs incurred.
It is our experience that in many cases, the
Employer has taken measures to establish
such a relationship between the two subclauses by means of amendments within the
Particular Conditions of Contract (“PCC”), yet
such attempts may or may not be successful.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, Contractors
could if they so choose, take measures to
avoid such aforementioned “double-count”
by deducting amounts recovered through the
provisions of Sub-Clause 13.8 from claims
pursuant to Sub-Clause 13.7, where such may
be obvious. However, the process of
identifying perceived overlap between the

two sub-clauses is rather complex, as there
are usually no indexes nominated for speciﬁc
items that would usually be individually
aﬀected by Changes in Legislation, and we
would suggest that contractors would be illadvised to pre-empt such deduction from its
Sub-Clause 13.7 related claims.
As far as changes in the applicable laws are
concerned, the parties bear their own
respective risks arising from such changes,
yet as noted above, an exception to this
general principle is provided under FIDIC SubClause 13.7, which allocates the risk of
changes in the applicable law, which
adversely aﬀects the Contractor's
implementation of its contractual
obligations, to the Employer.
As well as entitlement to pursue claims for an
EOT, Sub-Cause 13.7 provides for adjustments
to the Contract Price, subject to a Sub-Clause
3.5 determination by the Engineer/Employer,
in the event of “any increase or decrease in
Cost resulting from a change in the Laws of the
Country” made:
(i) after the Base Date; and/or
(ii) which causes delay to the Contractor's
performance of obligations under the
Contract.
The monetary eﬀect of the changes in
legislation on the Contract Price is to be
assessed by a thorough review of relevant
contemporary documents and the speciﬁc

data in respect of the loss so caused, such as:
(I) The legislation in force at the Base Date
stipulating the prices that the Contractor is
deemed to have taken into consideration
when formulating its Tender;
(ii) All changes in legislation that have
occurred after the Base Date, which may
typically be changes to mining royalties for
aggregates, changes to the minimum wage,
legislated energy prices, changes to excise
duties levied on fuel, and any other prices that
can be demonstrated to have been aﬀected
by a change in the law (or its implementation),
which will set the applicability period of the
change and the regulated new price;
(iii) All changes to the Fiscal Code, which
would regulate currency exchange rates
between international currencies (typically
Euro) and the local currency where the
project Works are carried out, thus setting the
exchange rate to be used when converting
local prices subject to a change in the law;
(iv) Quantiﬁcation, either of the materials
consumed by production activities, such as
aggregates, fuel and energy, or the number of
employees and their respective work/paid
hours subject to the criterion of the minimum
wage, as extracted from and evidenced by the
Contractor's accounting system within the
respective analysed periods, will be endorsed
by the actual quantities consumed on the Site
and registered in the warehouse database,
invoices and payrolls.
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Interestingly, Sub-Clause 13.7 refers to
adjustments “… to take account of any
increase or decrease in Cost resulting from a
change in the Laws of the Country…” which in
the case of a contractor's claim would be
rather contradictory should there be a
decrease in Cost consequent such change.
Under these circumstances, a contractor
simply wouldn't “claim” a decrease. However,
by its wording, one may ask would the
Employer be entitled to pursue a Sub-Clause
2.5 claim of a decrease in Cost as a
consequence of a change in legislation? SubClause 13.7 does not appear to exclude the
Employer from doing so. Cost is expenditure
which can vary on a daily basis, for a multitude
of reasons, and decreases in Cost as a
consequence of world market prices or other
factors may indeed oﬀset increases in Cost as a
consequence of changes in legislation, would
that mean there would be no entitlement for
either party to claim in these circumstances?
We suggest the answer to this question may lie
in the overall legal principle that a party should
be reverted to the position that it would have
been in should the change not have occurred.
Thus, the overall price paid, or Cost to a
contractor would become irrelevant, as the
claim and the sub-clause concerns only the
eﬀects of the change in legislation.

at the time of the claim, and secondly,
multiplying the diﬀerence in price by the actual
quantities consumed in the period so deﬁned
by the change.
However, this simple though eﬀective method
of ascertaining actual loss, remains only an
interim assessment up to the date of the
current analysis, for reasons that further
changes may occur, which should be
separately notiﬁed, and any prevailing
circumstances whereby the PCC may
necessitate Sub-Clause 13.8 adjustments for
changes to be considered in the calculation.
We note here that FIDIC GCC is silent on this
issue, meaning that any interaction or
perceived overlap between Sub-Clauses 13.7
and 13.8 would be subject to legal
interpretation.

Thus, the Contractor should produce
periodically updated interim Claims for the
Adjustments for Changes in Legislation, up to
the moment when the ﬁnal quantities have
been ascertained and the ﬁnal claim can be
submitted to the Engineer.
In conclusion, a responsible and experienced
Contractor should always be prepared to face
risk that may otherwise be considered
unforeseeable as they can be caused by
external circumstances such as changes in
legislation, tax regime changes or inﬂuenced
by the general economic climate, and may,
among many other factors, have serious
eﬀects on progress and/or the Costs of
implementation of the Works, which may or
may not be excusable and compensable under
the terms of the Contract and/or at law.

In any event, when compiling an Adjustment
for Changes in Legislation Claim, as with
others, there is no room for errors or
estimations in the assessment of the loss
incurred by Contractor, for reasons that the
criteria of such changes are exacting, and will
attract close scrutiny of such proof.
The text comprised in the modiﬁed law may
stipulate prices (and hence the change) of
commodities and the date from when they are
applicable, and this information can be
precisely identiﬁed from the law, thus
resulting in an accurately established change
and the period when the quantities consumed
in that period have been aﬀected by the
veriﬁable change.
From the above, it would take only two
relatively simple (in principle) mathematical
operations to ascertain actual loss incurred by
the Contractor. Firstly, to identify the increase,
by deducting the eﬀects of the legislation
relevant at Base Date from the eﬀects
imposed by the changed Law currently in force
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Ofelia Ganea named as Claims Manager & Head of Forensics International
Giovanni Battista Rigoni named as Claims Manager &
Head of Contracts Department International

Ofelia Ganea
Claims Manager & Head of
Forensics International

Giovanni Battista Rigoni
Claims Manager &
Head of Contracts
Department International

Our President, Mr. Giovanni Di Folco and
our Managing Director, Mrs. Eugenia
Dunca believe that over the years the
professionals comprising our company
have had steady satisfactory professional
growth, which encourages promoting
individuals to available management
positions within the Company.
We have received numerous applications
for the advertised Claims Manager'
positions and we wish to thank all the
candidates that took the time to apply.
After due assessment and deliberation,
the management committee made a
decision. Therefore, please join us in
congratulating Ing. Ofelia Ganea, who
was promoted to the position of Claims
Manager & Head of Forensics
International, and Ing. Adv. Giovanni
Battista Rigoni who was promoted to the
position of Claims Manager & Head of
Contracts Department International.
Mrs. Ganea brings a wealth of experience
to her new role, working at Techno
Engineering & Associates for 11 years, ﬁrst
as a Project Scheduler (2005 - 2006) and
soon afterwards she was promoted as
Manager of Planning and Scheduling
Department (2007 - 2017).
“I have a long-term professional
relationship with Techno Engineering &

Associates and I am excited and privileged
to take on this new challenge. Since
joining the company 11 years ago I was
impressed by the strength and depth of
talent of our leaders and I am certain that
TE&A's family will be there as always to
support and to reﬂect on how we can
collaborate further together to build a
company shaped on a competitive
advantage and providing superior
services. I feel that I am qualiﬁed for this
position for several reasons. First of all, I
have excelled in this position and I am
conﬁdent that I have what it takes to help
others to succeed as well. Secondly, I have
seen an excellent example of leadership in
my own manager. He has been preparing
me for some time for the day that I would
move into a management role, and today I
am capable to do so. I'm also very familiar
with the company strategy, requirements
and policy. Finally, but most importantly, I
always do my work with pleasure, passion
and continuous desire of development
and improvement”, said Mrs. Ofelia
Ganea.
Mr. Giovanni Rigoni was chosen by the
directors with full agreement, as
s o m e o n e w h o c a n l e a d Te c h n o
Engineering & Associates in a new
direction. Giovanni Battista Rigoni has
been our Senior Contracts Advisors for 2
years. “It is a tremendous honor to be
promoted to this position. My
background closely matches the
requirements of the new position and
allows me to be a solid contributor to
TE&A, due to my 35 years of professional
experience in the civil engineering
industry. For most of my career I have
been involved in Dispute Settlement on
FIDIC based contracts and Contract
Management thereof, providing technical
and contract management assistance to
many major international Consulting
Firms and Contractors.” said Mr. Rigoni. In

the early stages of his profession, after
attaining his BSc in Civil Engineering, Mr.
Rigoni acquired site engineering
experience on various projects in Italy and
Africa. He soon became involved in largescale dam & hydroelectric power plant
projects such as the Gilgel Gibe
Hydroelectric Project in Ethiopia.
However, his project experience also
includes highways, motorways and
bridges, railways, water supply and
sewerage systems, land reclamation and
civil buildings.
The Board of Directors sought after
visionary managers with strong
leadership experience, who will guide the
company in its evolution, to better meet
the needs of our existing collaborations
and improve the strong development
opportunities in our asset portfolio.
Mr. Giovanni Di Folco, President & Senior
Partner, shared his comment:
“The quality of management is crucial to
whether a company is successful, and an
important attribute in any management
team is a blend of experience. And this
was also the deciding factor in our
strategy. Experienced managers can not
only lead a company through market
cycles, but they can also provide
mentorship for the next generation of
managers and employees. Here, at
Techno Engineering & Associates every
motivated and ambitious individual who
wishes to further his/her management
position and career growth within the
company is encouraged and supported. I
am sure that both of them will continue
giving their best to our company for it to
continue its growth and success for many
years to come!”
The entire company congratulates them
in their new well-deserved positions!
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