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PROJECT DELIVERY FIRMS

MOTOR CITY SKIES 
Workers install the final caisson on 

Barton Malow's Hudson Redevelop-
ment project, the firs   

new skyscraper in Detroit  
in nearly 30 years.
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Over the last 10 years, before COVID-19, alterna-
tive project delivery firms reaped the rewards of a rap-
idly expanding construction market—cementing the 
boom that many firms reported in their ENR Top List 
surveys. Total revenue for construction management-at-
risk (CMAR) projects peaked in 2019 at $151.92 billion 
before the pandemic took hold last year and brought it 
down slightly to $148.3 billion.

Total design-build revenue rose to a crescendo in 2018 
at $107.65 billion and was also on track to peak in 2019. 
But Fluor Corp., ranked at No. 2 in 2018 at $10.96 bil-
lion, did not participate in last year’s survey due to inter-
nal financial audits. As a result, the design-build revenue 
total took a dip in 2019 to $96.78 billion and only slightly 
rebounded in this year’s list to $97.77 billion, which in-
cluded the return of Fluor’s revenue figures

Domestic Design-Build Rebounds

Collectively, the 2021 Top 100 alternative project 
delivery firm rankings reflect the mindset of many own-
ers during the early stages of the pandemic. Many scaled 
down and pivoted to traditional design-bid-build ap-
proaches on smaller, turnkey projects because that was 
what many contractors know best, firms have reported. 
A few firms that fell off the list this year also reported 
taking more design-bid-build work when alternative 
project delivery projects slowed down. 

Adapting to market conditions and the needs of clients  
kept many firms’ revenues strong while they navigated 
changes brought on by the pandemic.

Pandemic Pivot
The pivot by some firms to design-bid-build had an 
immediate impact on their alternative project delivery 
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ONLY INCLUDES FIRMS WHO APPEAR ON THE TOP 100 CM-AT-RISK LIST.

N
ot so “alternative” anymore is one way to describe the 
rise of alternative project delivery. Revenue for 
construction management-at-risk and design-build 
delivery reached all-time highs before the recent 
pandemic plagued the market. But this year’s company 

rankings tell a more complicated story about alternative project 
delivery during a crisis.
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revenue, in some cases dropping them off the Top 100 
Design-Build and CMAR lists. As a result, there are 
more than 15 newly ranked fi rms on each list.

With Fluor back in the fold for 2021, Top 100 Design-
Build list revenue grew just under 1%. But losing Mc-
Dermott International, since it did not participate after 
entering and exiting bankruptcy protection in 2020, re-
moved a reported $8.4 billion in revenue from the total. 
Kiewit increased design-build revenue by more than $2 
billion to reach the No. 1 spot for the fi rst time after 
consistently ranking in the top fi ve for years. Meanwhile, 
Bechtel dropped nearly $3 billion in revenue to No. 2, 
most likely the result of a shrinking cost structure previ-
ously reported by ENR (May 24/31, p. 55).

Overall, median design-build fi rm revenue rose to 
$499 million from $494.85 million on last year’s list, up 
0.8%. When it comes to overall general contracting rev-
enue, design-build has shrunk to 24.4% last year, from 
29.1% in 2016, according to ENR data.

Based on reported revenue on the Top 100 CMAR 
delivery list, the total shrank 2.4%, mostly on the domes-
tic side. But charted international revenue trends  (see 
above) clearly show a more gradual decline. CMAR con-
tinues to hold a large overall share of general contracting 
revenue, from 34.3% in 2016 (among all fi rms who sent 
in surveys) to 41.6% this year, still down from its peak of 
43% in 2019.

The median fi rm revenue for CMAR was $776.3 mil-
lion, a 10.8% drop from last year’s $870.1 million fi gure. 
Of the 41 survey respondents that listed 100% of general 
contracting revenue from CMAR (including fi rms ranked 
below the Top 100 threshold), 36.6% said their backlog 
was higher than last year, 29.3% said it was lower and 
29.3% reported no change. Those backlog percentages 

 Domestic CM-at-Risk Falls 

for all fi rms on the Top 400 Contractors list were 43.7%, 
38.2% and 18.1%, respectively.

In written survey responses, fi rms reported that 
owners are looking for ways to restore certainty to a 
market suffering under the unpredictability of the CO-
VID-19 crisis. Early cost and schedule certainty is ul-
timately what many clients want, says Matt Ralston, 
senior vice president in the construction/design-build 
group at Burns & McDonnell.

“There is no secret that the industry is experiencing 
pockets of signifi cant material price escalation and 
supply chain disruptions, including increased lead 
times and freight costs as well as unpredictability of 
imported equipment and materials,” he says. “A big 
challenge for us this year will be mitigating those risks 
and supply chain constraints.”

Alternative Insights
Even in previous years of major growth for alternative 
project delivery, the construction industry was still in 
the throes of another dilemma caused by workforce 
shortages. Contractor backlogs brimmed while labor 
scarcity pressurized the bid-build process, many con-
tractors reported. Under these heightened conditions, 
owners become more open to innovation in the form 
of alternative project delivery systems, explains Mounir 
El Asmar, associate professor in the School of Sustain-
able Engineering & the Built Environment at Arizona 
State University’s Del E. Webb School of Construction. 
After an initial contraction, crisis-level market condi-
tions caused by the pandemic might again push owners 
toward innovation to lift shelved projects into produc-
tion, he says. But fi rms will need to prove to owners that 
alternative project delivery works in a crisis.
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ONLY INCLUDES FIRMS WHO APPEAR ON THE TOP 100 CM-AT-RISK LIST.

OVERVIEW#56
GRANITE CONSTRUCTION  has 
named Kyle Larkin as CEO. He had 
been acting in the role since James 
Roberts retired in September 2020.

“There is no 
secret that the 
industry is 
experiencing 
pockets of 
signifi cant 
material price 
escalation and 
supply chain 
disruptions.”

Matt Ralston, 
Senior Vice 
President, Burns 
& McDonnell
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2020 Design-Build State Laws

One clear advantage that alternative project delivery 
has over traditional design-bid-build is that project de-
sign often does not need to be completed to start con-
struction. The “overlapping of design phases with some 
of the construction phases” is a critical component of 
CMAR, design-build, integrated project delivery and 
many other alternative delivery methods, says El Asmar. 
“The other piece that is so critical is the contractor can 
provide input on the design,” he says. “They can per-
form constructability analyses and estimate the cost and 
schedule impacts of design decisions to inform the de-
sign in a way that leads the fi nal product to be a lot closer 
to what the owner intends for the budget.”

The up-and-down revenue of Top 100 fi rms isn’t 
surprising, says El Asmar. It refl ects the natural ebbs and 
fl ows of owners investing in alternative project delivery. 

In one research study measuring the scope of the ap-
proaches, ASU found that CMAR and design-build proj-
ects tend to be of larger size and complexity, since the 
amount of up-front investment requires the owner to hire 
the alternative delivery team early on.

Owners “are going to compensate them … for that 
time, effort and insight into the design that the contractor 
is bringing on,” says El Asmar. “That’s generally the case 
on complex projects with room for innovation. You want 
contractors to join the party early and develop solutions 
with you.” For some fi rms, he explains, 10 alternative 
delivery projects could account for as much as 50% of 

revenue while about 50 design-bid-build projects could 
account for the other 50%. 

Additionally, alternative project delivery is often the 
faster method because contractors help navigate market 
conditions early on. “There are good studies out there 
that show that design-build and CMAR can be twice as 
fast as your traditional design-bid-build,” says El Asmar. 
“Because contractors are grounded in the reality that 
labor is scarce, and steel and other construction material
costs are through the roof, they have a good pulse on 
prices in the construction market.” 

They then can use that insight to be sure the project 
takes the owner’s budget into consideration. “They can 
relate that to the designer to take it into account so they 
can design the project to the owner’s budget,” El Asmar 
points out.

As an integrated engineering, procurement and con-
struction provider, Burns & McDonnell says it has the 
ability to drive construction jobsite conditions during 
design, minimizing labor risks and increasing predict-
ability for stakeholders, which has helped it solve labor 
and workfl ow issues during the pandemic.

“When craft availability is limited, strategic use of 
off-site prefabrication and modularization is effective in 
driving down the peaks in personnel demands, eliminat-
ing trade stacking and minimizing overall fi eld construc-
tion hours, all of which improve safety, quality and pro-
ductivity,” says Burns & McDonnell’s Ralston. “Having 

THE TOP 100 PROJECT DELIVERY FIRMS
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“Because 
contractors are 
grounded in 
the reality that 
labor is scarce, 
and steel and 
other 
construction 
materials costs 
are through the 
roof, they have 
a good pulse on 
prices in the 
construction 
market.”

Mounir El Asmar, 
associate 
professor,  
Arizona State 
University
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CM-AT-RISK 
MARKET SHARE  41.6%

DISPLAYS PERCENTAGE OF GENERAL CONTRACTING 
REVENUE CLASSIFIED AS CM-AT-RISK FOR FIRMS WHO 
COMPLETED THE 2021 TOP 100/400/500 SURVEY.

DESIGN-BUILD STATE AUTHORIZATION 2021

SOURCE: DESIGN-BUILD INSTITUTE OF AMERICA, 2020
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the fl exibility to self-perform construction, both in open 
shop and union spaces using our wholly owned subsidiar-
ies Ref-Chem and AZCO, respectively, provides further 
direct control over the skilled labor and eliminates insol-
vency risks that exist in the construction sector.” This 
helped the fi rm expand its capacity in power generation, 
oil, gas, chemicals, electrical transmission and distribution 
markets, as well as in process and manufacturing.

Companies further report reorganizing their portfo-
lios to better meet developing business markets. For ex-
ample, Black & Veatch is preparing for an ongoing energy 
transition that it calls “repowering” the power industry.

“We’ve rewired our entire power business to be broader 
in renewables and distributed energy,” explains Mario 
Azar, president of Black & Veatch’s power business. “We’ve 
introduced more focus on smaller power transmission and 
distribution solutions, and we’re actively engaged in hy-
drogen as a clean fuel alternative for power generation.”

Infrastructure in Flux
With a trillion-dollar proposed infrastructure spending 
bill launched by the White House in the form of the 
American Jobs Plan, alternative project delivery could 
be poised to take a major piece of the post-pandemic 
contracting market share. 

Public agencies need legislative authority to engage 
in design-build delivery, and currently 45 states, plus 

the District of Columbia, either widely or fully permit 
design-build delivery (see chart, p. 46), says Lisa Wash-
ington, CEO of the Design-Build Institute of America.

 “We saw a lot of legislative activity during COVID, 
and it’s been that way for many years in a row,” she 
says. “What this means is that design-build is a tool in 
the toolbox for public agencies across the country.” 
Washington notes that “as an organization, we believe 
that having the option to consider design-build as a 
project delivery method is important, but it may not 
be right for every project.” A lot depends on project 
goals and what the owner wants to achieve, she adds.

Overall, fi rms should prepare to meet their backlog 
of work. “Our member fi rms have, pretty unanimously, 
indicated that they are very busy, and we do believe 
that there is going to be a backlog of projects that need 
to be completed post-pandemic,” says Washington, 
predicting contractors will be busier than designers 
because many projects that broke ground only to be 
shelved last year have restarted. 

“We truly believe that, very similar to the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act, these [infrastructure] 
projects are going to come with some stipulations 
about getting them off the ground quickly,” Washing-
ton adds, “and we think design-build is going to play 
a major role in that.” �

  Additional reporting by Jonathan Keller

“We saw a lot 
of legislative 
activity during 
COVID, and it’s 
been that way 
for many years 
in a row. What 
that means is 
that we 
continue to 
have broad 
authority in the 
majority of the 
country.”

Lisa Washington, 
CEO, Design-
Build Institute of 
America
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#26
MOSS CONSTRUCTION  is nearing 
completion of the 250,000-sq-ft 
Miami Dolphins training facility in 
Miami Gardens, Fla.

OVERVIEW

CM-AT-RISK 
MARKET SHARE  41.6%

GROUND COVER   Turner is construction manager for the 418,000-sq-ft  headquarters of healthcare software fi rm CoverMyMeds in Columbus, Ohio. 
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The Top 100 Design-Build Firms

COMPANIES ARE RANKED IN $ MILLIONS BASED ON 2020 REVENUE FROM DESIGN-BUILD CONTRACTS WHERE THE PROJECT IS DESIGNED BY EMPLOYEES OF THE FIRM OR JOINT-VENTURE PARTNER AND BUILT BY ITS OWN FORCE OR SUBCONTRACTORS 
UNDER ITS SUPERVISION. **NOT RANKED IN 2020 AMONG THE TOP DESIGN-BUILD FIRMS.

THE TOP 100 PROJECT DELIVERY FIRMS
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RANK TOTAL REV. INT’L
  2021  2020 FIRM ($ MIL.) REVENUE

1 3 KIEWIT CORP., Omaha, Neb. 8,598.6 1,058.3

2 1 BECHTEL, Reston, Va. 8,337.0 1,482.0

3 ** FLUOR, Irving, Texas 5,882.3 4,726.0

4 5 CLAYCO, Chicago, Ill. 3,400.0 0.0

5 4 HENSEL PHELPS, Greeley, Colo. 2,779.8 0.0

6 6 BURNS & MCDONNELL, Kansas City, Mo. 2,502.2 51.3

7 7 ARCO CONSTRUCTION COS., St Louis, Mo. 2,447.4 23.8

8 11 MORTENSON, Minneapolis, Minn. 2,271.9 6.6

9 13 THE WALSH GROUP, Chicago, Ill. 2,007.7 2.4

10 12 SWINERTON, San Francisco, Calif. 1,962.6 0.0

11 23 RYAN COS. US INC., Minneapolis, Minn. 1,938.0 0.0

12 15 MCCARTHY HOLDINGS INC., St. Louis, Mo. 1,778.1 0.0

13 29 INFRA. AND ENERGY ALTERNATIVES INC., Indianapolis, Ind. 1,752.9 0.0

14 8 SKANSKA USA, New York, N.Y. 1,751.6 0.0

15 9 BLACK & VEATCH, Overland Park, Kan. 1,708.5 377.7

16 16 DRAGADOS, New York, N.Y. 1,686.0 756.0

17 38 TUTOR PERINI CORP., Sylmar, Calif. 1,579.7 108.8

18 14 THE TURNER CORP., New York, N.Y. 1,567.1 4.0

19 ** S&B ENGINEERS AND CONSTRUCTORS LTD., Houston, Texas 1,540.0 0.0

20 19 PCL CONSTRUCTION, Denver, Colo. 1,439.8 825.7

21 39 FERROVIAL US CONSTRUCTION CORP., Austin, Texas 1,360.0 0.0

22 17 CLARK GROUP, Bethesda, Md. 1,276.8 0.0

23 37 JACOBS, Dallas, Texas 1,264.3 459.4

24 24 ALSTON CONSTRUCTION, Atlanta, Ga. 1,247.0 0.0

25 25 DEVCON CONSTRUCTION INC., Milpitas, Calif. 1,010.0 0.0

26 32 STO BUILDING GROUP INC., New York, N.Y. 990.0 140.0

27 33 GILBANE BUILDING CO., Providence, R.I. 972.2 125.7

28 27 LANE INDUSTRIES INC., Cheshire, Conn. 962.9 0.0

29 28 HASKELL, Jacksonville, Fla. 951.7 106.6

30 50 DPR CONSTRUCTION, Redwood City, Calif. 934.9 76.0

31 49 BARNARD CONSTRUCTION CO. INC., Bozeman, Mont. 925.1 0.0

32 46 BALFOUR BEATTY US, Dallas, Texas 899.2 1.5

33 30 ZACHRY GROUP, San Antonio, Texas 895.4 0.0

34 31 JE DUNN CONSTRUCTION GROUP, Kansas City, Mo. 844.3 0.0

35 41 FCL BUILDERS LLC, Itasca, Ill. 800.0 0.0

36 18 MATRIX SERVICE CO., Tulsa, Okla. 794.4 72.4

37 48 WALBRIDGE, Detroit, Mich. 738.2 63.5

38 36 STELLAR, Jacksonville, Fla. 675.2 1.0

39 ** THE RUDOLPH LIBBE COS. INC., Walbridge, Ohio 664.5 0.0

40 26 GRAY CONSTRUCTION, Lexington, Ky. 651.3 32.1

41 45 FLATIRON CONSTRUCTION, Broomfield, Colo. 610.3 0.0

42 43 THE WHITING-TURNER CONTRACTING CO., Baltimore, Md. 605.7 0.0

43 52 DENNIS GROUP, Springfield, Mass. 588.2 11.6

44 ** CRB, Kansas City, Mo. 586.4 0.0

45 85 FAGEN INC., Granite Falls, Minn. 578.5 0.0

46 44 PARSONS, Centreville, Va. 567.5 118.9

47 95 OLTMANS CONSTRUCTION CO., Whittier, Calif. 535.0 0.0

48 51 DUKE CONSTRUCTION, Indianapolis, Ind. 531.0 0.0

49 ** PERFORMANCE CONTRACTORS INC., Baton Rouge, La. 517.1 0.0

50 89 BBL CONSTRUCTION SERVICES LLC, Albany, N.Y. 503.8 0.0

RANK TOTAL REV. INT’L
  2021  2020 FIRM ($ MIL.) REVENUE

51 67 H&M CO. INC., Jackson, Tenn. 494.2 0.0

52 76 DEPCOM POWER, Scottsdale, Ariz. 489.2 0.0

53 75 AUSTIN INDUSTRIES, Dallas, Texas 488.6 0.0

54 65 ELECTRICAL CONSULTANTS INC., Billings, Mont. 468.0 0.0

55 34 SUNDT CONSTRUCTION INC., Tempe, Ariz. 454.8 0.0

56 ** GRANITE CONSTRUCTION INC., Watsonville, Calif. 444.8 4.4

57 70 AECOM, Los Angeles, Calif. 432.0 0.0

58 56 LENDLEASE, New York, N.Y. 431.0 0.0

59 40 BL HARBERT INTERNATIONAL, Birmingham, Ala. 422.5 321.9

60 ** EXYTE US INC., Albany, N.Y. 422.2 0.0

61 73 BARTON MALOW HOLDINGS LLC, Southfield, Mich. 418.7 0.0

62 21 AMES CONSTRUCTION INC., Burnsville, Minn. 417.0 0.0

63 ** CDM SMITH, Boston, Mass. 416.4 32.2

64 ** MIRON CONSTRUCTION CO. INC., Neenah, Wis. 407.0 0.0

65 68 THE YATES COS. INC., Philadelphia, Miss. 402.4 0.0

66 84 AEGION CORP., Chesterfield, Mo. 388.2 121.2

67 58 THE OPUS GROUP, Minnetonka, Minn. 380.1 0.0

68 61 CHOATE CONSTRUCTION CO., Atlanta, Ga. 376.0 0.0

69 98 EMJ CORP., Chattanooga, Tenn. 372.1 0.0

70 54 IPS-INTEGRATED PROJECT SERVICES LLC, Blue Bell, Pa. 369.9 23.7

71 ** SLETTEN COS., Great Falls, Mont. 364.3 0.0

72 72 KLINGER COS. INC., Sioux City, Iowa 358.0 0.0

73 71 THE BECK GROUP, Dallas, Texas 351.5 0.0

74 ** WORLEY, Houston, Texas 337.0 0.0

75 69 TRAYLOR BROS. INC., Evansville, Ind. 330.3 0.0

76 83 CADDELL CONSTRUCTION CO. (DE) LLC, Montgomery, Ala. 319.0 183.0

77 88 THE KORTE CO., Highland, Ill. 314.9 0.0

78 87 OHL USA INC., College Point, N.Y. 308.0 0.0

79 80 ADOLFSON & PETERSON CONSTRUCTION, Minneapolis, Minn. 289.0 0.0

80 93 THE WEITZ CO. & AFFILIATES, Des Moines, Iowa 281.8 22.3

81 ** UNITED E&C INC., Piscataway, N.J. 270.2 0.0

82 57 FINFROCK, Apopka, Fla. 270.0 0.0

83 ** TRUEBECK CONSTRUCTION, San Mateo, Calif. 265.8 0.0

84 ** GEMMA POWER SYSTEMS, Glastonbury, Conn. 264.1 0.0

85 94 BERNARDS, San Fernando, Calif. 253.2 0.0

86 ** HOLDER CONSTRUCTION, Atlanta, Ga. 244.0 0.0

87 81 PARIC HOLDINGS, St. Louis, Mo. 241.0 0.0

88 ** SEVENSON ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES INC., Niagara Falls, N.Y. 239.6 0.0

89 79 SOUTHLAND HOLDINGS LLC, Roanoke, Texas 235.3 1.3

90 ** PEPPER CONSTRUCTION, Chicago, Ill. 234.8 0.0

91 63 MWH CONSTRUCTORS INC., Broomfield, Colo. 228.6 223.7

92 ** HUDSON MERIDIAN CONSTRUCTION GROUP, New York, N.Y. 225.1 0.0

93 86 PRIMUS BUILDERS INC., Woodstock, Ga. 221.3 0.0

94 97 THE KOKOSING GROUP OF COS., Westerville, Ohio 215.6 0.0

95 99 EUROVIA USA, Winter Park, Fla. 208.3 0.0

96 ** MESSER CONSTRUCTION CO., Cincinnati, Ohio 205.0 0.0

97 ** IHC CONSTRUCTION COS. LLC, Elgin, Ill. 201.6 0.0

98 ** ALLAN MYERS, Worcester, Pa. 198.6 0.0

99 ** F.A. WILHELM CONSTRUCTION, Indianapolis, Ind. 197.0 0.0

100 ** WILLIAMS BROTHERS CONSTR. CO. INC., Houston, Texas 192.0 0.0

#23
JACOBS will be the design-builder of 
a $150-million project to modernize 
the McCarrons water treatment plant 
in St. Paul, Minn.
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Construction Management-at-Risk Firms

BASED ON 2020 REVENUE IN $ MILLIONS FROM “AT RISK” CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT OR PROJECT AND PROGRAM CONTRACTS IN WHICH A FIRM IS EXPOSED TO FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITIES AND RISK SIMILAR TO THOSE OF A GENERAL CONTRACTOR 
**NOT RANKED IN 2020 AMONG THE TOP 100 CM FIRMS-AT-RISK.

THE TOP 100 PROJECT DELIVERY FIRMS

RANK TOTAL REV. INT’L 
REVENUE 2021  2020 FIRM ($ MIL.)

1 1 THE TURNER CORP., New York, N.Y. 14,409.9 680.5

2 4 STO BUILDING GROUP INC., New York, N.Y. 8,080.0 483.0

3 2 THE WHITING-TURNER CONTRACTING CO., Baltimore, Md. 6,226.7 0.0

4 3 AECOM, Los Angeles, Calif. 5,702.8 32.9

5 5 DPR CONSTRUCTION, Redwood City, Calif. 5,496.9 271.6

6 6 GILBANE BUILDING CO., Providence, R.I. 5,414.3 131.2

7 7 HOLDER CONSTRUCTION, Atlanta, Ga. 4,023.0 0.0

8 8 SUFFOLK CONSTRUCTION CO. INC., Boston, Mass. 3,891.3 0.0

9 10 BALFOUR BEATTY US, Dallas, Texas 3,586.0 0.0

10 11 CLARK GROUP, Bethesda, Md. 3,578.7 0.0

11 16 SWINERTON, San Francisco, Calif. 3,532.8 0.0

12 9 SKANSKA USA, New York, N.Y. 3,024.0 0.0

13 15 MCCARTHY HOLDINGS INC., St. Louis, Mo. 2,919.1 0.0

14 13 JE DUNN CONSTRUCTION GROUP, Kansas City, Mo. 2,841.3 0.0

15 19 HITT CONTRACTING INC., Falls Church, Va. 2,513.4 3.9

16 22 HOFFMAN CONSTRUCTION, Portland, Ore. 2,494.0 0.0

17 12 BECHTEL, Reston, Va. 2,354.0 2,354.0

18 18 MORTENSON, Minneapolis, Minn. 2,287.4 0.0

19 20 HENSEL PHELPS, Greeley, Colo. 2,246.1 0.0

20 14 PCL CONSTRUCTION, Denver, Colo. 2,105.8 1,230.8

21 17 LENDLEASE, New York, N.Y. 2,038.5 0.0

22 21 HATHAWAY DINWIDDIE CONSTR. CO., San Francisco, Calif. 1,755.9 0.0

23 25 BARTON MALOW HOLDINGS LLC, Southfield, Mich. 1,649.3 43.0

24 28 OKLAND CORP., Salt Lake City, Utah 1,576.5 0.0

25 36 BIG-D CONSTRUCTION, Salt Lake City, Utah 1,511.0 0.0

26 31 MOSS, Fort Lauderdale, Fla. 1,501.3 0.0

27 24 CONSIGLI CONSTRUCTION CO. INC., Milford, Mass. 1,463.0 0.0

28 37 KIEWIT CORP., Omaha, Neb. 1,428.9 12.1

29 23 WEBCOR, San Francisco, Calif. 1,386.1 0.0

30 32 DAVID E. HARVEY BUILDERS INC., Houston, Texas 1,385.0 0.0

31 40 CLUNE CONSTRUCTION, Chicago, Ill. 1,336.0 0.0

32 29 ALBERICI-FLINTCO, St. Louis, Mo. 1,311.2 279.6

33 42 ADOLFSON & PETERSON CONSTR., Minneapolis, Minn. 1,212.0 0.0

34 30 FORTIS CONSTRUCTION INC., Portland, Ore. 1,164.0 218.0

35 26 J.T. MAGEN & CO. INC., New York, N.Y. 1,043.3 0.0

36 47 COASTAL CONSTRUCTION GROUP, Miami, Fla. 1,037.8 0.0

37 39 ROBINS & MORTON, Birmingham, Ala. 992.2 0.0

38 58 MESSER CONSTRUCTION CO., Cincinnati, Ohio 988.0 0.0

39 57 CORE CONSTRUCTION GROUP, Frisco, Texas 972.8 0.0

40 41 PEPPER CONSTRUCTION, Chicago, Ill. 917.0 0.0

41 50 POWER CONSTRUCTION CO. LLC, Chicago, Ill. 890.0 0.0

42 27 MANHATTAN CONSTRUCTION GROUP, Tulsa, Okla. 882.6 0.0

43 34 HUNTER ROBERTS CONSTR. GROUP LLC, New York, N.Y. 880.0 0.0

44 38 THE WALSH GROUP, Chicago, Ill. 875.5 10.9

45 44 HOAR CONSTRUCTION, Birmingham, Ala. 845.1 0.0

46 ** SHAWMUT DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION, Boston, Mass. 823.7 0.0

47 ** CBRE, Dallas, Texas 806.0 773.0

48 54 THE CHRISTMAN CO., Lansing, Mich. 786.0 0.0

49 56 LEVEL 10 CONSTRUCTION, Sunnyvale, Calif. 783.0 0.0

50 43 TRUEBECK CONSTRUCTION, San Mateo, Calif. 777.6 0.0

RANK TOTAL REV. INT’L 
REVENUE 2021  2020 FIRM ($ MIL.)

51 76 J.H. FINDORFF & SON INC., Madison, Wis. 775.0 0.0

52 55 SUNDT CONSTRUCTION INC., Tempe, Ariz. 759.9 0.0

53 59 THE YATES COS. INC., Philadelphia, Miss. 752.7 0.0

54 97 CATAMOUNT CONSTRUCTORS INC., Lakewood, Colo. 737.2 0.0

55 61 LEE LEWIS CONSTRUCTION INC., Lubbock, Texas 718.0 0.0

56 51 AVALONBAY COMMUNITIES INC., Arlington, Va. 717.9 0.0

57 83 RODGERS BUILDERS INC., Charlotte, N.C. 705.7 0.0

58 35 CHINA CONST. AMERICA/PLAZA CONST., Jersey City, N.J. 685.9 0.0

59 33 AUSTIN INDUSTRIES, Dallas, Texas 682.4 0.0

60 ** THE BECK GROUP, Dallas, Texas 675.7 90.0

61 52 WALBRIDGE, Detroit, Mich. 664.2 32.2

62 67 BARTLETT COCKE, San Antonio, Texas 662.7 0.0

63 45 VCC LLC, The Colony, Texas 649.0 0.0

64 64 ANDERSEN CONSTRUCTION, Portland, Ore. 640.0 0.0

65 60 MCGOUGH, St. Paul, Minn. 637.0 0.0

66 68 JACOBSEN CONSTRUCTION CO. INC., West Valley City, Utah 630.0 0.0

67 48 GLY CONSTRUCTION, Bellevue, Wash. 600.0 0.0

68 53 O’NEIL INDUSTRIES INC., Chicago, Ill. 587.1 0.0

69 93 GE JOHNSON, Colorado Springs, Colo. 553.7 0.0

70 49 THE PENTA BUILDING GROUP, Las Vegas, Nev. 545.9 0.0

71 100 ROGERS-O’BRIEN CONSTRUCTION, Dallas, Texas 527.0 0.0

72 ** KAST CONSTRUCTION CO. LLC, West Palm Beach, Fla. 523.9 0.0

73 78 MCCOWNGORDON CONSTRUCTION, Kansas City, Mo. 516.1 0.0

74 69 LECHASE CONSTRUCTION SERVICES LLC, Rochester, N.Y. 506.0 0.0

75 84 KITCHELL CORP., Phoenix, Ariz. 494.0 0.0

76 92 GARNEY HOLDING CO., Kansas City, Mo. 481.2 0.0

77 89 CLANCY & THEYS CONSTRUCTION, Raleigh, N.C. 473.3 0.0

78 72 POGUE CONSTRUCTION CO. LP, McKinney, Texas 469.2 0.0

79 88 W. M. JORDAN CO., Newport News, Va. 464.1 0.0

80 66 KRAUS-ANDERSON CONSTRUCTION CO., Minneapolis, Minn. 458.0 0.0

81 85 FCI CONSTRUCTORS INC., Grand Junction, Colo. 453.8 0.0

82 73 DIMEO CONSTRUCTION CO., Providence, R.I. 451.8 0.0

83 ** DEACON CONSTRUCTION LLC, Portland, Ore. 450.8 0.0

84 80 THE BOLDT CO., Appleton, Wis. 442.1 0.0

85 99 BOZZUTO CONSTRUCTION CO., Greenbelt, Md. 440.1 0.0

86 90 THE MCSHANE COS., Rosemont, Ill. 438.3 0.0

87 71 IMC CONSTRUCTION, Malvern, Pa. 419.0 0.0

88 63 THE PIKE COS. LTD., Rochester, N.Y. 418.0 0.0

89 ** NIBBI BROTHERS GENERAL CONTR., San Francisco, Calif. 417.4 0.0

90 ** JOERIS GENERAL CONTRACTORS LTD., San Antonio, Texas 415.0 0.0

91 ** INTECH CONSTRUCTION, Philadelphia, Pa. 414.5 0.0

92 ** IPS-INTEGRATED PROJECT SERVICES LLC, Blue Bell, Pa. 402.2 20.6

93 ** BUTZ ENTERPRISES INC., Allentown, Pa. 398.5 0.0

94 ** F.A. WILHELM CONSTRUCTION, Indianapolis, Ind. 392.0 0.0

95 91 KAUFMAN LYNN CONSTRUCTION, Delray Beach, Fla. 390.0 0.0

96 ** JAMES R. VANNOY & SONS CONSTR., Jefferson, N.C. 387.0 0.0

97 ** PJ DICK - TRUMBULL - LINDY PAVING, Pittsburgh, Pa. 385.9 0.0

98 ** PLANT CONSTRUCTION CO. LP, San Francisco, Calif. 381.4 0.0

99 ** CG SCHMIDT, Milwaukee, Wis. 381.0 0.0

100 ** MIRON CONSTRUCTION CO. INC., Neenah, Wis. 380.0 0.0

50    ENR    June 7/14, 2021  enr.com

#2
STO BUILDING GROUP subsidiary LF 
Driscoll is construction manager on 
the 85,000-sq-ft reconstruction of the 
Penn State University James Building.
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