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ABSTRACT

This report analyzes the economical, technological, and environmental challenges
U.S. Navy engineers face in constructing quality, usable facilities while meeting the
constraints of the Unspecified Minor Military Construction (UMMC) threshold. By
examining the Department of the Navy’s Minor and Military Construction programs,
conducting a comparative analysis of DD Form 1391s from past projects to evaluate cost
escalation factors and analyzing construction escalation indices, this report supports the
recent increase of the UMMC threshold from $750K to $1M and provides
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. OVERVIEW

Unspecified Minor Military Construction (UMMC) authority grants permission to
unit-level military commanders to expend Operating and Maintenance (O&M) funds on
capital improvements and facilities construction projects. From 2001 until 2015, section
2805 of title 10, United States Code limited the threshold for UMMC projects to $750K.
With the recent passing of the Carl Levin and Howard P. “Buck” McKeon National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2015, Congress increased the threshold by
$250K to $1M. For large-scale construction projects, over $1M, commands have to
submit their project to the lengthy, Congress-governed military construction (MILCON)

process.

For the Navy and Marine Corps, Naval Facilities Engineering Command
(NAVFAC) is the executing agent for all construction services. The Navy and NAVFAC
refer to UMMC as minor construction (MINCON). Since this paper focuses solely on
Navy UMMC, it will furthermore be referred to as MINCON.

Navy MINCON and MILCON projects are prepared and executed in order to
support the department’s missions and to meet its goals. The Chief of Naval Operations
Instruction 11010.20G (OPNAVINST 11010.20G) Facilities Project Instruction, dictates
that NAVFAC and its customers are bound to adhere to the guidelines, policies and laws
therein. OPNAVINST 11010.20G is the guiding document that Navy engineers use in
navigating the facilities construction process. Failure of adherence and expenditures over
the $750K threshold can result in a violation of the Antideficiency Act (ADA). An
example of an ADA violation is incrementation or project splitting. Incrementation
occurs when a project is split into separate parts that individually stay below the
threshold, but collectively exceed it. Violation of the ADA can lead to administrative or
penal consequences to the individual responsible, most often the contracting officer or

comptroller who authorized the expenditure. Administrative penalties may include



suspension from duty, with or without pay, or possibly removal from position. Penalties

imposed may include fines, imprisonment, or both (Antideficiency Act, 1982).

One of the founding principles of our government is the separation of powers.
Based on this principle, Congress has been charged with the purse strings and they take
that duty very seriously. Congress’ power of the purse is evident in their establishment of
the MINCON threshold and their authority over MILCON. Their preference is to approve
MILCON on a line item basis, but they also understand the flexibility MINCON provides
commanders. In the political world, money is power and controlling what money gets
spent where is a power that Congress does not want to give up. Allowing unit
commanders to use larger amounts of O&M for construction projects essentially reduces
their power. Congress has the bite of the law to prevent this. According the Currency Act
of 1870,

it shall not be lawful for any department of the government to expend in

any one fiscal year any sum in excess of appropriations made by Congress

for that fiscal year, or to involve the government in any contract for the

future payment of money in excess of such appropriations. (Currency Act,
1870)

B. SIGNIFICANCE OF STUDY

Facing dynamic mission requirements, military unit commanders require an
execution vehicle to provide their units with expeditious, quality facility requirements
solutions. Even when fast-tracked, the soonest a MILCON project can be brought online
is between three and four years. A unit commander’s ability to use O&M funds to
execute a MINCON project that meets their expeditious mission critical facilities
requirements is essential in sustaining a ready force capable of meeting the threats of a
modern enemy and maintaining mission readiness. In order to continue to surpass the
capabilities of our enemies, it is absolutely critical to ensure the appropriate MINCON
threshold, one that allows commanders to purchase the same amount of construction
despite cost escalation factors, has been established and that the proper methodology for

determining future increases is employed.



The MINCON threshold limits the amount of O&M funds a unit-level
commander can spend on capital improvements. The threshold was recently raised to
$1M after being held at $750K since 2001. This study will evaluate the methodology
used by Congress to determine the timing and amount of this increase, compare
alternative methods, provide areas of consideration and provide recommendations for

future increase considerations.

C. RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The primary research questions are as follows:

o Was the increase to the MINCON threshold the appropriate

amount?

o What methodology did Congress employ to determine the increase
amount?

o Were increases in environmental, utilities and technology cost
factors incorporated into the increase?

. How much should the next increase amount be and when should it
occur?

D. BENEFITS OF RESEARCH

The authority to use O&M for capital improvement expenditures is a powerful
tool for unit-level commanders. Ensuring that they have the appropriate level of monetary
authority, to contend with the dynamic state of their missions, combat debilitating
infrastructure, overcome technological requirements and the constraints of environmental
and energy savings mandates and to be able to train and maintain their combat forces, is
essential to the success of our Navy.

Examining the methodology Congress uses to determine the timing and the
amount of increase to this powerful tool will support the process, validate the decision,
and present alternative approaches. Addressing excluded cost escalation considerations
and exploring ways to incorporate them into the methodology will furthermore
substantiate the process and allow the DOD to recognize when to prudently request future

increases.



E. LIMITATIONS OF RESEARCH

This report will limit its research to the Navy MINCON and MILCON programs
and processes. The majority of the issues, case studies, and examples will be “Navy-
centric” and based on the author’s experience and research as a Navy Civil Engineer
Corps (CEC) Officer and employee of NAVFAC.

This report will also be limited to open source data supporting Congress’
methodology for MINCON threshold increase determination. Assumptions and

inferences will be made and stated as to the rational employed in their methodology.

F. SCOPE

This report is an assessment of the Navy’s MINCON Program and the recent
congressional increase to the MINCON threshold. This report examines the purpose of
the MINCON threshold, Congress’s methodology for determining the timing and amount
of increasing the threshold, the factors that should be considered when determining the
timing and amount of increasing the threshold, and if the methodology is appropriate.
This analysis identifies whether the methodology is sufficient or if improvements should

be made or if alternative methodologies should be considered.

G. METHODOLOGY

This report will use applicable inflation indices, a historical evaluation of
MINCON and MILCON projects and previously conducted studies to evaluate the key
cost escalation factors of the MINCON threshold increase.

By utilizing the Consumer Price Index (CPI), RS Means Historical Construction
Cost Indexes, Naval Center for Cost Analysis’ Inflation Index for MILCON, Office of
the Secretary of Defense (OSD) derived inflation index and NAVFAC’s Building Cost
Index (BCI) a quick comparison analysis can be conducted to determine the
appropriateness of the threshold increase.

In order to determine if environmental, infrastructure and technological cost
factor escalations were considered in the threshold increase, an analysis of hand selected,

historical Navy minor construction and MILCON projects was conducted. The projects
4



were retrieved from an online database call Electronic Project Generator (EPG). EPG can
be viewed from NAVFAC’s employee portal page, which the author has permission to
access. The author retrieved 12 MINCON and 12 MILCON projects from FY03 and
compared them to 12 MINCON and 12 MILCON projects from FY15. The number 12
was chosen because the number of projects available on EPG in FY03 was the limiting
factor. Also, FY03 was chosen vs. FY01 for the same reason, the number of FYO1 or

FY02 projects available for comparison was insufficient.

The comparison of the projects from EPG allowed the author to attempt to prove
that cost factors other than inflation, environmental, infrastructure and technological,
were not accounted for in the threshold increase. Lack of consistency in Department of
Defense Form 1391 (DD 1391) preparation and deficient pricing data prevented precise
environmental analysis. As environmental standards became the norm, delineating the
costs by line item ceased to subsist. The author was able to acquire an internal NAVFAC
document that approximates the increases in environmental construction costs. This
document was used to estimate an environmental cost factor while the EPG DD 1391

analysis was used to estimate an infrastructure cost factor and a technology cost factor.

The combination of the inflation index analysis and the cost escalation factors
determination was then used to evaluate the MINCON threshold increase for aptness

determination.

H. OBJECTIVES

MINCON projects and the use of O&M funds for capital improvements are
critical for the success of military units. Expenditure of these funds is governed by laws
and the trust of the American people. The objective of this study is to determine whether
Congress is employing the proper methodology and is taking into consideration the
appropriate factors when shaping MINCON appropriation limitations. By doing so, this
will confirm that military commanders are being given the tools they need to ensure they
are properly taking care of their people and are simultaneously able to meet their mission

requirements while demonstrating they are being good stewards of taxpayers’ money.
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Il.  NAVY FACILITIES PROGRAM

A. GENERAL INFORMATION AND DEFINITIONS

In order to dissect and show the value of the MINCON program, a basic
understanding of the Navy facilities projects program and its terms is required. Chapter
Two of the OPNAVINST 11010.20G, Facilities Projects Instruction is provided in
Appendix A for additional background.

B. MINCON PROGRAM OVERVIEW

The Military Minor Construction Program was established to provide the DOD
with the authority to acquire, repair, or construct urgently required permanent or
temporary facilities that do not surpass statutory cost limitations. OPNAVINST
11010.20G defines a MINCON project as

A minor construction appropriated fund (APF) project is a single

undertaking with a funded cost of $1,000,000 or less (including contract

administration, SIOH, and contingency) at a military installation. The
project shall include all work necessary to produce a complete and usable
facility, or a complete and usable improvement to an existing facility. All

minor construction projects for an addition, expansion, extension or

alteration must be supported by the facility planning documents, Regional

Shore Infrastructure Plans (RSIPs), or applicable design criteria. (Chief of

Naval Operations, 2005, p. 4-2)

MINCON is a highly decentralized program that allows unit-level and installation
commanders to acquire minor construction projects utilizing O&M funds. O&M funds
are appropriated yearly and typically must be obligated by the end of the fiscal year in
which they were appropriated. The funds are appropriated to support activities such as
base operating support, travel and training, not to acquire things. This allows
commanders the autonomy to fund high priority, low cost and short fused facilities

projects without facing heavy scrutiny or a lengthy approval process.
According to the Defense Contingency Contracting Handbook,

O&M funds also pay for maintenance and repair work. “Maintenance” is
recurring work to prevent deterioration (to preserve or maintain a facility

7



so that it is usable for its designated purpose). “Repair” is the restoration
of a facility so that it can be used for its designated purpose by
overhauling, reprocessing, or replacing parts or materials that have
deteriorated because of the elements (or wear and tear) and have not been
corrected through maintenance. When construction and maintenance (or
repair) are performed together as an integrated project, each type of work
is funded separately unless the work is so integrated that the separation of
construction from maintenance or repair is not possible. In the latter case,
all work is funded as construction. (Department of Defense, 2015, p. 75)

MINCON repair authority is instrumental in permitting commands to sustain
mission readiness by ensuring the facilities that they use in the performance of their
duties are safe, fully functional and are not impairing or impeding operations. If a critical
component or function of a facility is inoperative, the unit has the ability to immediately
execute repair services, using O&M funds, to bring the facility back on line. Each
command can prioritize their own requirements based on their own O&M budgets.

C. MILCON PROGRAM OVERVIEW

When a construction project exceeds the MINCON threshold of $1M, it must be
appropriated through the multi-faceted and extremely lengthy MILCON process.

MILCON includes construction projects for all types of buildings,

facilities, roads, airfield pavements, and utility systems costing more than

$1,000,000. The Navy MILCON program objective is to provide quality
facilities to support the Navy mission. A MILCON project includes all
construction work necessary to produce a complete and usable facility or
complete and usable improvement to an existing facility. (Chief of Naval

Operations, 2005, p. 2-2)

The MILCON process begins with the planning and development stage. Here the
requirement for a project is identified. Once a requirement is defined and validated, an
analysis of alternatives is completed. The analysis of alternatives permits decision makers
to choose between different courses of action. The alternative selected as the best course
of action will then be documented on a DD 1391. The DD 1391 serves as the justification
and budgeting source that will eventually seek OSD and congressional approval. Also,
during the planning and development stage, site approvals and environmental analysis is

completed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969.



Once planning is complete, the DD 1391 will be submitted for programming. This
begins the programming phase. In this phase the project will be prioritized and identified
in the Program Objective Memorandum (POM) for the respective service that initiated
the project. All projects are then individually listed on the service’s Budget Estimate
Submission (BES). Next, the services will submit their BES to OSD in the hopes that

their projects will make it on the President’s Budget request to Congress.

Next comes the approval phase, in this phase Congress can decide whether or not
to authorize and appropriate the project. Each MILCON on the President’s Budget will be
approved line item by line item by congressional committees. After many hearings,
reviews and testimonies, legislation is passed that authorizes and appropriates the

approved projects.

Finally, once funding is available, the project can be executed in its programmed
year. The execution phase involves the design, acquisition and construction portion of the
project. Once a design is approved, the designated construction agent puts out a Request
for Proposal (RFP), advertises and awards the project, then constructs and closes out the
project. The project is then turned over to the original requirement owner for occupancy

and operation.

MILCON is not the solution to swift and dynamic facilities requirements. From
the time a commander programs a MILCON until the time it is fully operational can be
five years. (Figure 1) In today’s environment, five years is too long to construct short-
term facilities requirements. Due to the high rate of change associated with the DOD’s
mission and the difficulties associated with forecasting requirements, many MILCON
projects require expensive modifications to correct unforeseen deficiencies that were
unaccounted for during the planning process. For example, a unit that had programmed a
$30M operations facility in Little Creek, VA was reassigned to Pearl Harbor, HA due to
the increased threats in the Pacific Ocean. The unit was reassigned when the project was
approximately 60 percent complete with the construction phase (3 years into the
MILCON process). Another $18M had to be programed into the project in order to
modify the building to support a new unit that was commissioned the year prior and had

the requirement for an operations facility.



Figure 1. MILCON Project Execution Timeline
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1. MINCON THRESHOLD DETERMINATION

A. OVERVIEW

Although Congress establishes and provides oversight to the construction limits of
authority, they do not conduct the research and provide the justification for increases.
Congress instead defers to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and their
escalation rate estimates as a baseline to determine construction inflation levels. If there
is a conflict with OMB’s estimates or for validation, Congress will turn to OSD or more
exactly the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Energy, Installations and
Environment (ASD EI&E). ASD EI&E is charged with providing the primary oversight
of the DOD’s acquisition, budgetary support, management and policy initiatives
associated with base operations and installation energy requirements. Under the policy

umbrella, MINCON threshold determination is a primary focus.

In order to ensure the DOD is able to fulfill its mission, the office of the ASD
EI&E must provide its subordinates with the proper tools; one of those tools is a
MINCON threshold that accounts for construction cost increases. ASD EI&E keeps a
close watch on many of the major construction inflation indices and has developed their
own inflation index based on correlation analysis. Also, when Congress requests in-depth
evaluation due to increased concerns, ASD EI&I will respond to those requests.
Following is an example of such a request from the House Armed Services Committee as
documented in DOD’s Military Construction Pricing Inequities report to Congress in
2008:

Military Construction Pricing Inequities

The Committee remains concerned that the current pricing models used by
the Department of Defense understate the overall cost of the military
construction program. While the committee understands that the use of the
OMB inflation factors for construction has understated the construction
industry by 10 percent over the last two years, the committee believes that
this has the concurrent effect of reducing the scope of the entire military
construction program. Although the committee understands that the OMB
cost factors used to support the fiscal year 2008 budget request are

11



coincidently close to industry standards, the committee remains concerned
about the fluctuation of the account.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) to
submit an analysis of the current inflation factors as they compare to
industry cost factors to the congressional defense committees by February
1, 2008. This analysis shall include a review of the program over the last
five years, the methods that the Department of Defense employs to
overcome a diminished program, an analysis of available industry metrics,
and recommendations that the Department proposes to reduce the
fluctuation of the military construction account. (Department of Defense,
2008, p. 1)

B. OSD ANALYSIS OF CONSTRUCTION INFLATION

Although OSD’s analysis focuses primarily on the MILCON program, it gives a
comprehensive understanding as to the considerations and key factors used in
determining DOD construction inflation calculations and provides the foundation for the
methodology and rational used by Congress in raising the MINCON threshold.

Every year OSD distributes inflation assumptions that DOD components use in
establishing their budget requirements. One element of the component’s budget is their
MILCON program. In order to ensure they are allocating the proper amount to each
project, estimates using the OSD inflation assumptions are produced. Although there are
many private sector industry indexes available for use, these indexes do not always
accurately translate to the DOD’s operations. One of the most commonly applied indexes
for construction predicted rates is the Engineering News Record Building Cost Index
(ENR BCI).

Table 1 compares OSD’s assumed rates and ENR BCI predicted rates over four,
consecutive three-year intervals from 2002 and 2007. The table also shows the OSD
assumed rates registering below the ENR BCI rates for the same time periods, with
cumulative shortages averaging 3.4 percent.

12



Table 1.  OSD vs. ENR BCI Compounded Inflation Predictions

- 1.60 | 1.60 | 1.80 . 5.08
> 130 | 1.60 | 1.60 _ 4.57

. 140 | 150 | 1.80 477
200 | 210 | 2.10 6.34

- 229 | 229 [ 229 7.03
e Nl 225 | 225 | 225 ' 6.90
i 3.01 3.01 9.30
359 | 3.59 11.16

Source: Office of the Secretary of Defense (2008, p. 2-3).

To further demonstrate how different OSD rates are compared to industry rates, a
comparison of OSD assumed rates to actual rates was completed, using four of the top
industry indexes (the RS Means indexes, the Boeckh index, the Lee Saylor, Inc. (LSI)
Subcontractor Index and the Rider Levett Bucknall (RLB) index). According to OSD’s

report to Congress

data from these four historical indices was averaged to generate a
representative annual historical inflation rate for the MILCON program.
Table 2 displays these rates across successive three-year time periods
between 2002 and 2007, and then compares the compounded three-year
rates with the OSD rates previously identified in Table 1. (Department of
Defense, 2008, p. 2-4)

Table 2.  Top 4 Indexes’ Average Historical Inflation Rates over a
Three-Year Period

Avg % Infla_tion Per Year

Historical || OSD/OMB |
2002 || 2003 (| 2004 || 2005 || 2006 (| 2007 || Compounded || Compounded || Variance
Rates | Rates

Source: Office of the Secretary of Defense (2008, p. 2-4).
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What these tables show is that the DOD has historically underestimated its
assumed construction escalation rates. From these actions it can be inferred that
construction limits of authority, like the MINCON threshold, were not keeping pace with
actual construction costs and were limiting the amount of construction that could be
purchased. With regards to the MILCON program, OSD stated. “This escalation shortfall
impacted the MILCON program during the last two to three years, resulting in lost scope,
reprogramming actions, and delayed projects” (Department of Defense, 2008). In order to
mitigate the effects of the shortfall, OSD has implemented counter measures, such as

scope reductions and improved acquisition methods,

C. ANALYSIS OF INDICES

When OSD did their analysis of the construction industry’s leading inflation
indices, they looked at several components of each index to determine how closely each
index represented historical MILCON inflation. Each index uses different components
and thus some better represent the MILCON program than others.

The majority of the indices incorporate input costs such as material and labor and
use historical data on completed construction contracts to ascertain escalation rates. Some
even go as far as including productivity rates, taxes and insurance costs. A complete
breakdown, conducted by OSD, of all the major indices and their key components can be
found in Appendix B.

Although the analysis of the indices shows that certain indices more closely
correlate to historical MILCON rates, they do not take into account key factors that
directly drive DOD construction. Government directives and initiatives compel Navy
engineers to incorporate environmental, energy savings and legal cost drivers, into
facilities construction. These cost drivers are not always required in the private sector.

This creates even further disparity and justifies further analysis.

D. ESCALATION DETERMINATION CHALLENGES

OSD faces many challenges in determining when a request to increase the
MINCON threshold should be submitted. As previously discussed, cost drivers that only
affect the DOD and cannot be easily calculated make it difficult to use private sector
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indices as an approach to sustain a MINCON threshold that maintains a commander’s

purchasing power.

1. Time Value of Money

When Congress increased the MINCON threshold to $750K in 2001, it had done
so because the prior threshold of $500K had become inadequate. For this same reason,
Congress increased the threshold from $750K to $1M in 2015. The primary reason these
thresholds become obsolete over time is due to inflation and the time value of money.
The time value of money concept states that a dollar today is worth more than a dollar
tomorrow based on the interest you could have earned by investing that dollar. This
means that over a long period of time a dollar, not invested, loses more and more of its
value. In the case of the MINCON threshold and based solely on this factor, $750K worth
of construction in 2001 was definitely a higher value than $750K worth of construction in
2015.

2. Aging Infrastructure

The DOD’s installation inventory consists of more than 555,000 facilities, on over
5,000 installations. The cost of operating and maintaining these facilities at an acceptable
level is extremely costly and often takes a lower priority to the more significant, mission
critical items. This subordinate classification has led to the degradation of a large percent
of the DOD’s installation portfolio. The Government Accountability Office (GAO)
documented this in their report, Defense Infrastructure: Long-term Challenges in
Managing the Military Construction Program, and determined that a $164B construction
shortfall existed (Holman, 2004). This degradation has placed an undue burden on
military commanders who are now required to allot a small portion of their already
limited O&M budget on infrastructure upgrades. These upgrades are necessary to support
the modern facilities commanders need in order to be fully mission capable and in some

cases to sustain current operations.
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3. “Green” Construction

Since the passing of Executive Order 13148-Greening the Government through
Leadership in Environmental Management in April of 2000, there has been a large
“green” movement within the DOD. Environmental initiatives in construction have
resulted in increased costs in sustainable processes, environmentally friendly material and
energy efficient equipment. These escalating cost factors are reducing the purchasing
power a commander can execute while staying under the MINCON threshold.

Established in 1993, the U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC) has developed a
green building rating system that eventually became Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED). LEED is internationally recognized as the industry leader
for establishing and recognizing environmentally sound facilities. “LEED certification
earns points across several areas that address sustainability issues. Based on the number
of points achieved, a project then receives one of four LEED rating levels: Certified,
Silver, Gold and Platinum. LEED-certified buildings are resource efficient. They use less
water and energy and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. As an added bonus, they save
money” (“About LEED,” n.d., About LEED section, para. 3). In accordance with the
Department of Defense Sustainable Buildings Policy, all new construction executed
within the DOD mandates at least LEED Silver certification, thus increasing the upfront

construction costs of the project (Department of Defense, 2005).

4. Technology

When the $750K MINCON threshold was established in 2001, a study conducted
by Steven Hipple and Karen Kosanovich, economists with the Bureau of Labor Statistics,
showed that only 67 percent of federal government workers used computers at work and
only 52.5 percent used the Internet at work (Hipple and Kosanovich, 2004). As
technology advanced exponentially in the 2000°s, more and more workers in the federal
government required the use of interconnected computers for their daily functions. This
requirement led to additional construction costs associated with information technology

infrastructure.
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Modern facilities are now designed with information technology requirements
that were not even considerations in 2001. Today, all workstations are required to have at
least one, sometimes two Internet junction boxes that use expensive category 5 (CATS5)
or category 6 (CAT6) cable to connect to the server rooms. Increased electrical outlets
and cabling is also required to support the additional computer systems and peripherals.
Depending on the size and purpose of the facility a server room may be required. Each
server room requires a large electrical infrastructure, a battery back-up system, and a self-
contained cooling unit to maintain the room at the lower, optimal temperatures servers

require.

Since technology is primarily driven by automation through electrical devices and
even though those devices, over time, require less power, the costs associated with
constructing and installing the infrastructure to support those technologies is often
overlooked. These costs rise proportionally with improved technology and should be

considered in threshold determination.
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IV. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

A. METHODOLOGY

An analysis of the $250K increase to the MINCON threshold by Congress
compared to increases based on industry and DOD historical escalation indices will show
whether or not the increase was sufficient to provide commanders with the same
purchasing power they had in 2001. An analysis of historical indices will show the actual
purchasing power of the threshold for all types of construction instead of concentrating

primarily on MILCON like the previous indices mentioned.

B. DATA AND ANALYSIS

The private industry provides open source information that allows for comparison
analysis of construction escalation rates. That information combined with DOD data

sources provided the results.

1. Inflation and the CPI

Based solely on inflation and using the average CPI, $750K in 2001 would be the
equivalent of $1,003,742 in 2015. A simple calculation can be conducted on the Bureau
of Labor Statistics’ website by using their CPI calculator or by using the CPI History
Table (Appendix C) and using this formula:

2001 Price x (2015 CP1 /2001 CPI) = 2015 Price
Therefore:

$750,000 x (237.017/177.1) = $1,003,742

2. Construction Escalation Indices

Deciding which construction escalation index or indices to use when comparing
construction costs from 2001 to 20015 can be difficult. Many of the private sector indices

incorporate location cost factors, labor cost factors and material cost factors into their
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methodology. Since the DOD is reasonably unaffected by those cost factors an analysis

of the most relative indices is required.

a. Building Cost Historical Index

According to the 2014 National Building Cost Manual, construction costs have
increased by approximately 64 percent since the MILCON threshold of $750K was
established in 2001 (Appendix D). Combine that with the fact that present day facilities
require more expensive infrastructure in order to support information technology systems
and commanders are relegated to purchase significantly less construction today compared
to 2001. For example, a 5,000 square foot, steel framed pre-engineered building (PEB)
constructed in 2001 with a price tag of $750K would have cost approximately $1,230,000
in 2015 (Figure 2).

Figure 2. Comparison of PEB Construction Costs

Year: 2001 Year: 2015
Type: PEB Type: PEB
SF: 5,000 SF: 5,000
Cost: $750K Cost: $1,230K
b. RS Means Historical Cost Index

According to the RS Means Historical Cost Indexes (Appendix E), one of the
most trusted references in the construction industry, $750,000 of construction in 2001
would be the equivalent of $1,236,211 in 2015.
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Time Adjustment Using the RS Means Historical Cost Indexes:
(Index for 2015/Index for 2001) x Cost in 2001 = Cost in 2015
Therefore:

(206.2/125.1) x $750,000 = $1,236,211

C. Naval Center for Cost Analysis Inflation Index for MILCON

Using the Naval Center for Cost Analysis’ Inflation Index for MILCON
(Appendix F) we can determine that $750,000 of construction in 2001 would be
equivalent to $958,728 in 2015.

This is found using a Base Year of 2010 (BY10), which has a raw index of 1.00.
The raw index for Constant Year 2001 (CYO01) is 0.8444, so $750,000/0.8444 =
$888,205. This normalizes the $750K to BY10. Next to convert to 2015, you use the raw
index of 1.0794 for Constant Year 2015 (CY15) and $888,205 x 1.0794 = $958,728.

d. NAVFAC Building Cost Index

Using NAVFAC’s Building Cost Index (Appendix G) we can determine that
$750,000 of construction in 2001 would be equivalent to $1,049,365 in 2015. This is

found using the formula:
Escalation Factor = “Escalated to” date / “Escalated from” date
Therefore:
Cost in 2015 = 4960/3545 x $750,000 = $1,049,365
3. Environmental Cost Escalation

Since 2001 the large green movement within the DOD has resulted in increased
costs in construction processes, environmentally friendly material and energy efficient
equipment. Everything from recycling construction waste to Low Impact Development
(LID) increases the overall cost of a project and reduces the actual construction a

commander can purchase.
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In order to quantify these costs, industry professionals at NAVFAC have
developed a LEED for New Construction Workbook. In it they created a LEED checklist
and cost list to determine the percent cost to acquire LEED certification on a new
construction project by facility type. Of the 16 facility types identified, 10 facilities
exceeded 4 percent the total cost of the building in order to achieve the lowest LEED

certification and only four did not. (Appendix H)

From this it can be inferred that the total environmental cost of a construction
project is at least 4 percent. Thus, 4 percent of $750,000 is $30,000 and 4 percent of
$1,000,000 is $40,000.

4. Technological Cost Escalation

As technology advances in all aspects of life, construction is no different.
Buildings are being constructed with technology that is designed to increase energy
efficiency and decrease operation and maintenance costs over the life of the building.
Some examples of these technologies are motion activated light switches, automatic
control systems, equipment monitoring systems and web-enabled security systems. The
increased costs associated with procuring and installing the smart technologies will be
recovered by the savings they will generate over the operational life of the facility. These
savings, however, do not reduce the initial cost of construction and the increased costs are
not accounted for in threshold determination.

Information technology infrastructure is another area that increases the
construction costs of new facilities. With more and more employees within the DOD
being designated as knowledge workers, the infrastructure required to support the
equipment for their duties is increasing the cost of facilities. High speed cable, multiple
computer connections at every work station, server rooms, temperature control
equipment, battery back-up devices and increased electrical capacity are all technology
based cost drivers. For example, barracks or recreational facilities have increased
requirements as cable or satellite television, electric card locks, high speed Internet

connections and Wi-Fi have become mandatory quality of life staples.

22



Comparative analysis of DD 1391s from MINCON and MILCON projects from
FY03 and FY15 shows that there has been a 2.43 percent increase in the amount and
quantity of expenditures for information systems and technology for MINCON projects
and only 0.4 percent increase for MILCON projects. (Appendix I)

5. Infrastructure Cost Escalation

The Department of the Navy and the DOD has seen a long-term degradation of its
installations. Due to the long wars in Irag and Afghanistan and coupled with the fact that
spending money upgrading aging infrastructure not being high on the priority list has
directly affected the MINCON program. It is not uncommon for a large portion of a
MINCON project’s budget to be spent on upgrading the degraded infrastructure so that it
can support the new facility being built. GAO’s report on defense infrastructure stated
that OSD had recognized the need to halt the degradation of defense facilities. The report
also went on to state

Increasing current funding thresholds for using construction funds and

operation and maintenance funds for unspecified minor military

construction projects would give DOD more funding flexibility at the
installation level but might need to be balanced against reducing
congressional oversight of funding for the projects affected by these
thresholds. Construction costs have increased 41 percent since the existing

$1.5 million threshold for using unspecified minor construction funds and

7 percent since the existing $750,000 threshold for using operation and

maintenance funds were last adjusted respectively upward in 1991 and

2001. As a result, fewer projects that are smaller in scope can now be

completed using unspecified minor military construction funds or
operation and maintenance funds. (Holman, 2004, p. 6)

Comparative analysis of DD 1391s from MINCON and MILCON projects from
FY03 and FY15 shows that there has been a 7.54 percent increase in the amount and
quantity of expenditures for infrastructure upgrades for MINCON projects and a 1.32
percent decrease for MILCON projects. (Appendix I)

C. SUMMARY

Based on results of the DD 1391 comparative analysis and NAVFAC’s LEED

analysis; environmental, technological and infrastructure cost escalation factors do affect
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construction escalation rates and should not be considered negligible when determining

increases to the MINCON threshold.

Table 3.  Summary of DD 1391 Analysis
Cost Factor Increase
Infrastructure Technological Environmental Total
MINCON 7.5% 2.4% 4.0% 13.9%
MILCON -1.3% 0.4% 4.0% 3.1%

Inflation indices used within the DOD are significantly lower than private sector

indices and historical cost indices provide the most significant impact on threshold

determination. Congress’ decision to raise the MINCON threshold by $250k was correct

but inadequate as $1M in 2015 does not provide the same purchasing power as $750K in

2001. Taking into account that the majority of the inflation indices already show that a

threshold of $1M is already below current escalated costs (Table 4), the fact that cost

escalation factors not considered in inflation indices add an additional 13.9 percent to the

escalation and longevity assurance of the threshold, the increase should have been

considerably greater.

Table 4.  Summary of Inflation Indices Analysis
Cost Escalation Indices 2001 2015
Consumer Price Index (CPI) $750,000 $1,003,743
Building Cost Historical Index $750,000 $1,230,000
RS Means Historical Index $750,000 $1,236,211
Naval Center for Cost Analysis Inflation Index $750,000 $958,728
NAVFAC Building Cost Index $750,000 $1,049,365
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V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

By using comparative analysis, standard industry inflation indices, government
produced reports and a detailed breakdown and evaluation of hand selected DD 1391s
from FYO03 and FY15, this report attempted to determine the adequacy of the

congressional increase to the MINCON threshold.

B. CONCLUSIONS

This project aspired to address the following issues:

. Was the increase to the MINCON threshold the appropriate

amount?

o What methodology did Congress employ to determine the increase
amount?

o Were increases in environmental, utilities and technology cost

factors incorporated into the increase?

. What should the next increase amount be and when should it be
applied?
1. Amount

The results of this study show that the amount of the increase to the MINCON
threshold was on the lower end if you took into consideration factors that are typically
not considered. If you take away environmental, technological and infrastructure factors,
the threshold increase to $1M provides approximately the same buying power as $750K

in 2001. However, each year the threshold remains unchanged buying power is reduced.

2. Methodology

Congress relies on OMB and OSD to provide them reports on inflation indices
and recommendations for increasing thresholds. Ultimately, it is up to Congress to decide
when to raise and by how much, but OMB and OSD input is critical. Their analysis and
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estimation of military construction escalations rates closely resembles actual private

sector escalation but does not factor in DOD specific cost increase factors.

3. Cost Factors

Environmental, infrastructure and technology cost factors were not considered in
the recent increase. Under the assumption that these cost factors are not being considered
in the industry indices, Congress, OMB and OSD are neglecting significant cost drivers
that will continue to have immense limiting effects on the MINCON program.

4, Future Increases

The best way to gage when the next threshold increase should be will be by
averaging the RS Means, Boeckh, LS| Subcontractor and RLB indices. In order to stick
to the $250k theme, it is recommended that the increase should be instituted when the
average of those four indices show an escalation rate that equates a FY 15 value of $1M to
a CY value of $1.25M. However, if a percentage themed increase is utilized, the increase
should occur when the FY 15 value of $1M equals a CY value of $1.33M ($750K to $1M
is a 33 percent increase). According to NAVFAC’s Building Cost Index, if escalation

rates continue at the current rate the next increase would occur in FY 2025. (Appendix G)

C. RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Threshold Increases

The current system used to evaluate MINCON threshold increases could be
improved. However, the ability to determine escalation factors on characteristics that are
not adequately measured proves too nebulous and cumbersome to be considered. The
system that is in place accomplishes the mission as precisely and accurate as possible
while minimizing the level of effort involved and given the limited amount of data

available.

The timing of the threshold increases could also be improved upon. Instead of

increasing the threshold as a step function with large step increases over long periods of

26



time, shorter steps of smaller amounts over shorter periods of time would enable the

threshold to more closely follow actual escalation.

2. Future Research

A study that analyzes the feasibility of a MINCON threshold that increases every
year according to the NAVFAC BCI would provide interesting and valuable results.
Evaluation of increasing the MINCON threshold by a percentage amount instead of a
blanket $250K could provide a more adequate amount and increase the longevity of
future threshold increases. Also, further research into the amount of O&M funds being
expended on improving degraded infrastructure in order to allow commanders to perform
their missions would be beneficial to show the lack of priority the Department of the
Navy (DON) places on debilitating infrastructure.
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APPENDIX A. CHAPTER 2 OF FACILITIES PROJECT
INSTRUCTION, OPNAVINST 10010.20G

2. PROCEDURES FOR FACILITIES PROJECTS
2.1 GENERAL INFORMATION
2.1.1 Definitions

a. Contract Administration

Contract  Administration is a service performed by
COMNAVFACENGCOM as identified in NAVFACINST 7820.1J
or other source, for example Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) or
Fleet Industrial Supply Center (FISC), in administering and
executing maintenance, repair, minor construction, and service
contracts.

b. Funded Project Costs

Funded project costs are costs used to determine who holds
approval authority for a facilities project. (See FMR Volume 3,
Chapter 17, paragraph 170203.) Funded project costs for facilities
projects include the following:

(1) Construction Equipment

Costs applicable to maintenance and operation of
government-owned equipment used in the execution of a
project or costs applicable to construction equipment
rentals at contractor or government expense.

(2) Equipment
The cost of all built-in equipment (government or
contractor furnished).

(3) Labor

Labor costs for in-house civilian employees are calculated
based upon guidance in the FMR. When the work is
accomplished by contract, include the labor component of
all contract costs, except architectural and engineering
(A&E) fees. Military labor is not a funded cost. See
paragraph 2.1.1.k(2).

(4) Land
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The cost of land for the proposed project is a funded cost
only if acquired under the authority of 10 U.S.C. Section
2673.

(5) Material
The cost of direct material (government or contractor
furnished) used in accomplishing the project.

(6) Overhead

That portion of installation operations or support that
represents additional overhead costs and would not have
been incurred were it not for the project. Contractor
overhead and profit is a funded cost. Government
Supervision, Inspection, and Overhead (SIOH) and contract
administration as identified in NAVFACINST 7820.1J are
funded costs. SIOH for O&MN and O&MNR projects is
transferred from NAVCOMPT to
COMNAVFACENGCOM for those projects.

SIOH for MILCON projects is funded with each project.

(7) Project Design

Design/Build costs can include design, post construction
award of A&E service (PCAS) and Operation and
Maintenance, Support Information (OMSI) work.

(8) Surplus Stock
Cost of materials, supplies, and items of installed
equipment obtained from surplus stocks within the Navy or
Marine Corps. Pricing of the property must be equal to that
charged by the surplus stock manager or at the estimated
fair market value.

(9) Transportation

The costs applicable to transportation of materials,
supplies, Class 2 equipment (see paragraphs 2.1.4 and
4.1.1.h) and government owned material and equipment.
Projects accomplished by Naval Construction Forces
(NCF) shall include these costs only when a deployment is
intended for the sole purpose of accomplishing that
particular project. The cost of transportation of materials
transferred between supply offices is not included as a
funded project cost.

(10) Travel

30



The cost of travel and per diem applicable to Seabee labor
is a funded project cost only when a deployment is intended
for the sole purpose of accomplishing that particular
project.

c. Military Construction Project

Military Construction, as defined in 10 U.S.C. Section 2801,
includes any construction, development, conversion, or extension
of any kind carried out with respect to a military installation.
MILCON includes construction projects for all types of buildings,
roads, airfield pavements, and utility systems with a funded project
cost greater than $750,000. Planning, programming, and
documentation requirements for MILCON projects are explained
in Chapters 2 and 4.

d. Navy Working Capital Fund (NWCF)

NWCEF is a revolving fund established to finance a cycle of
operations to which reimbursements and collections are returned
for reuse in such a manner as to maintain the principal of the fund.
It is established to finance inventories of supplies or to provide
working capital for industrial type installations.

e. Plant Replacement Value (PRV)

The Plant Replacement Value is the cost to construct a replacement
facility to current building codes, design criteria, and materials.
PRV is calculated using the size of the current facility, published
DOD unit costs for that type of the local area cost factor, design,
contingency, SIOH, and historic adjustment factor. Project
documentation shall reflect the “PRV (at EOY)” field from the
Internet Navy Facility Assets Data Store (iNFADS). See DOD
Facilities Pricing Guide, UFC 3-701-FY and FMR Volume 3,
Chapter 17, Appendix C, Attachment 2.

f. Project

A single planned undertaking of construction, repair, maintenance,
or equipment installation, performed either separately or in
combination, to satisfy a finite requirement of work.

g. Real Property Facility

A real property facility is a separate and individual building,
structure, or other real property improvement assigned a 5-digit
category code (DODINST 4165.3 and NAVFAC P-72). The 5-
digit category code making up the largest floor area in the building
is used as the category code for a multiple-use facility. All Real
Property Facilities shall have a property record card in the Real
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Property Inventory (RPI) of the Internet Navy Facility Assets Data
Store (iNFADS).

h. Real Property Requirements Generators

After the stand-up of CNI, the eight former Installation Major
Claimants (IMCs) became known as “Enterprise Claimants.” ASN
(FM&C) has eliminated the use of the term Claimant. In this
OPNAVINST, these commands will be referred to as Real
Property Requirements Generators (RPRG). They are Commander,
U.S. Atlantic Fleet (now Commander, Fleet Forces Command);
Commander, U.S. Pacific Fleet; Commander, U.S. Naval Forces
Europe; Commander, Naval Reserve Forces; Director, Field
Support Activity; Commander, Naval Education and Training
Command; Commander, Naval Sea Systems Command; and
Commander, Naval Air Systems Command.

i. Special Project

A project whose funded cost exceeds the Regional Commander’s
approval limits as specified in Appendix C, and in the case of
construction projects, is below the Military Construction
(MILCON) threshold for cost. Regional Commanders may set the
approval limits of their installations at levels below those
contained in this instruction.

J- Supervision, Inspection, and Overhead (SIOH)

These are funded costs charged by Naval Facilities Engineering
Command (COMNAVFACENGCOM) for support associated with
the administration of contracts for facilities projects. See
NAVFACINST 7820.1J.

k. Unfunded Project Costs

Costs excluded when determining who holds approval authority for
a facilities project. See FMR Volume 3, Chapter 17 for additional
information. Unfunded project costs for facilities projects include
the following:

(1) Depreciation
Costs applicable to the depreciation of government-owned
equipment.

(2) Military labor

All costs financed from Military Personnel Appropriations.
See also FMR Volume 11A, Chapter 1, paragraph
010203.B.1.
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(3) Personal property

Iltems bought from appropriated funds (OPN, APN,
O&MN, O&MNR, RDT&E), revolving funds (NWCF), or
nonappropriated funds (NAF) for procurement. Class 3 and
Class 4 plant property are defined in paragraph 2.1.4.

(4) Professional services

Cost associated with engineering services, (ex: soil boring,
surveys, inspections, and various types of testing and
analyses, and post construction award services (PCAS)).

(5) Project design

Costs associated with preparation of design plans and
specifications (Architect and Engineering (A&E) contracts
and in-house design and review costs) and costs to develop
Operation and Maintenance Support Information (OMSI)
products for specific projects. However, in design/build
contracts, the cost of design is part of the project funded
cost. The cost of preparing the design/build request for
proposal (RFP) is an unfunded design cost. Costs to
develop OMSI and electronic as-built deliverables after
award of construction shall be project funded. For
MILCON projects, the design does not pay for OMSI.
OMSI is covered within the project construction cost.

(6) Surplus stock from outside the Navy or Marine Corps
Cost of materials, supplies, and items of installed
equipment obtained for a project from sources outside the
Navy or Marine Corps (ex: excess distributions from other
government agencies).

2.1.2 Limits of Authority

Approval authority limits for facilities projects are listed in Appendix C.
The dollar amounts listed are total funded project cost as discussed in
paragraph 2.1.1.b.

2.1.3 Fund Sources
Facilities projects are financed from one of three broad categories of
funding sources.

a. Appropriated Funds

Appropriated Funds are funds provided by Congress through
specific legislation. Examples include MILCON appropriations,
operations and maintenance (O&M) appropriations, and
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appropriations for procurement such as Other Procurement, Navy
(OPN) or Weapons Procurement, Navy (WPN).

b. Nonappropriated Funds (NAF)

NAF consist of cash, investment income, and/or other assets
received from sources other than that appropriated by Congress.
Examples include revenues generated from retail sales, services, or
private funds received from non-government entities, and public
funds from governments other than the United States of America.

c. Working Capital Funds

Working capital funds are generated locally through the sale of
products and services (generally industrial). The predominant
working capital fund in the Navy is the Navy Working Capital
Fund (NWCF).

2.1.4 Classification of Government Property

When a facility requirement is identified, the government property must
first be classified according to the classification of Government property.
Government property includes all physical assets owned by the
government. The Navy Comptroller (NAVCOMPT) Manual, which has
been superseded by the DOD Financial Management Regulation (FMR),
introduced the definitions of the four classes of plant property in Volume
3, Chapter 6. While the FMR Volume 4, Chapter 6 does not reference
these definitions, they are still in use. The four classes of plant property
(Navy-owned real property and personal property of a capital nature) are:

a. Class 1
Land is Class 1 property.

b. Class 2

Real property improvements to land are Class 2 property. Class 2
property can include improvements such as buildings, structures,
ground improvement structures, and utilities located within a
building or structure. Class 2 property also includes installed or
“built-in” equipment (see paragraph 4.1.1.h).

c. Class 3

Personal property of a capital nature, other than industrial plant
equipment, having an estimated fair market value or initial
acquisition cost that meets or exceed the DOD -capitalization
threshold of $100,000 is Class 3 property. (See FMR Volume 4,
Chapter 6, paragraph 060103.)

d. Class 4
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Industrial plant equipment (personal property) having an estimated
fair market value or initial acquisition cost that meets or exceed the
DOD capitalization threshold or $100,000 is Class 4 property. This
equipment is generally used for cutting, abrading, grinding,
shaping, forming, joining, testing, measuring, heating, treating, or
otherwise altering the physical, electrical or chemical properties of
materials. SECNAVINST 7320.10 establishes policies and
procedures for personal property management that meet
accounting and accountability requirements for personal property.

2.1.5 Classification of Work

The work associated with satisfying that requirements must be classified
according to the four Classifications of Work. Once the classification of
work is determined, the appropriate funding source for the requirement
can be determined. The four Classifications of Work are:

a. Repair

Work to restore a real property facility, system, or component to
such a condition that it may be effectively used for its designated
functional purpose. (Reference 10 U.S.C. Section 2811) For
additional information on Repair, see Chapter 3.

b. Construction

Work to build or expand a new facility, add to an existing facility,
or alter an existing facility. For additional information on
Construction, see Chapter 4.

c. Maintenance

Work to maintain an existing facility and existing facility
components in their customary state of operating efficiency. For
additional information on Maintenance, see Chapter 5.

d. Equipment Installation

Work to support the installation of an item of personal property in
other than new real property facility. For additional information on
Equipment Installation, see Chapter 6.

2.2 SPECIAL PROJECT DOCUMENTATION

Special Project documentation is a critical first step in the planning process with
three principal objectives. First, documentation provides a clear methodology for
addressing all aspects of the facilities requirement including operational,
technical, financial, legal, environmental, and social. Second, documentation
provides a vehicle for obtaining, when required, approval and/or funding. Third,
documentation provides a record of what actions were taken to address a
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particular facilities requirement and how those actions were funded. Detailed
procedures for project documentation are discussed in the following sections.

2.2.1 Special Project Planning, Programming, and Budgeting

Planning and programming are administrative steps involving projecting
requirements into the future and allocating resources to the highest priority
needs. These actions are generally carried out at the local level for NWCF
funded commands, and at the installation, Region, and CNI levels for
mission funded commands. The purpose for these steps is to provide a
mechanism for making investment decisions concerning real property
assets.

2.2.2 Special Project Documentation Requirements

Documentation is required for all projects over $500,000 (see Tables of
Authorities in Appendix C). Dollar amounts are total funded project costs
as discussed in paragraph 2.1.1.b. CNI or Regional Commanders may set
lower cost thresholds to correspond to approval authority delegated to
Installations. The project documentation needs to include discussion of the
Classification of Work, Facility Investment SIC, and appropriation(s) or
funding source. Note, the documentation requirements listed below do not
apply to MILCON projects. Planning, programming, and documentation
requirements for MILCON projects are discussed at the end of this
Chapter and also in Chapter 4.

2.2.3 Special Project Documentation

a. The DD1391 is the primary format to document facilities
projects. This form may also be used for those projects for which
specific documentation requirements do not apply. Appendix D
contains a sample DD1391 for a Special Project.
b. Supporting documentation in the form of attachments is required
to the extent necessary to fully communicate the location, scope,
complexity, cost, and urgency of the project. Common attachments
include (but are not limited to) the following:

(1) Brief Sheet

(2) Vicinity Plan

(3) Site Plan

(4) Photographs

(5) Detailed Cost Estimate
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(6) Economic Analysis

(7) National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA)
Documents

(8) Basic Facility Requirements (BFR), Facility Planning
Document (FPD)

(9) Facility Data from Facility Readiness Evaluation
System (FRES) and Internet Navy Facility Assets Data
Store (iNFADS)

(10) Engineering Evaluation

2.2.4 Electronic Project Generator (EPG)

Special Project documentation will be submitted using the Electronic
Project Generator (EPG) online at: https:/jersey-navfac.navy.mil/prd/
epg.htm. See Appendix D for a sample DD1391 and additional
information on EPG.

2.2.5 Special Project Numbering and Project Titles

Each Special Project must be assigned an identification number. Each
project identification number shall consist of a two-letter prefix followed
by a five-digit number. These identification numbers are recorded on the
DD 1391 and are used throughout the project’s life. Project numbers are
also used for updating key components of CNI’s Facilities Investment
Model (FIM), shown in Appendix C. Components of the FIM include the
Facility Condition Assessment Program (FCAP), Facility Readiness
Evaluation System (FRES), and the Internet Navy Facility Assets Data
Store (iNFADS).

a. Regions shall assign project numbers and maintain an ongoing
annual list to ensure that no two projects from each Region have
the same five-digit project number, regardless of program year,
Special Interest Code (SIC) or Classification of Work.

b. The two-letter prefix of the project identification number shall
represent the Special Interest Code (SIC) indicating the project
investment account as follows below. The two-letter prefix for
projects with a combination of more than one investment type of
work shall reflect the predominant type of investment work in the
project, calculated by cost.

(1) “ST” for Sustainment
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(2) “RM” for Restoration and Modernization
(Recapitalization)

(3) “NF” for New Footprint
(4) “DE” for Demolition

c. Follow the two-letter prefix with a five-digit number. The first
three digits of this number shall be assigned in numerical
sequence, running consecutively as projects are identified within a
fiscal year, regardless of the SIC or Classification of Work
involved. The last two digits of the project identification number
shall represent the fiscal year the project was identified. A dash (“-
””) shall separate the first three digits from the last two digits.

d. Project identification numbers shall not be used to indicate
project priority.

e. The project identification number will not change when the
work is accomplished in phases. The project documentation must
include the cost of each phase. The phase of the project should be
reflected in the project title as “Phase 1,” “Phase 11,” etc.

f. Project titles must be specific; a vague or misleading title for a
project may confuse reviewers. The title should specifically
identify the facility function, building number, and the type of
work to be done.

(1) Construction project titles shall include the terms
addition, extension, alteration, restoration, replacement, and
expansion, as appropriate.

(2) Titles for equipment installation projects shall use
wording that indicates the work applies to installation of
personal property, (ex: “Installation of Computer System,
Building 43 or “Alterations and Equipment Installation of
UPS, Building 21”).

(3) Repair project titles shall include the terms “repair” or

“replace” as appropriate; avoid less specific terms such as
“rehabilitation” or “renovation.”

4) Demolition and Consolidation project titles shall include
the terms “demolish” or “consolidate” as appropriate.
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g. Combination projects shall include in the title terms that
highlight the major types of work being accomplished

h. Examples of project identification numbers are listed below:
(1) ST101-04, Repair Roof, Administration Building 162.

(2) NF102-04, Construct Addition to Warehouse Building
64.

(3) RM103-04, Replace HVAC, Administration Building
261

(4) DE104-04, Demolish 22 Buildings at NAVSTA
(5) DE105-04, Consolidate FISC to Building 44.
2.2.6 Special Project Scope

a. The Special Project scope is developed from the requirement to
satisfy a facility deficiency or deficiencies. The project scope must
include all work necessary to produce a complete and usable
facility, or a complete and usable portion of a facility. Complete
and usable is defined as having all necessary or normal parts,
components, or steps, as well as being fit for the intended purpose
of the facility or project.

b. Facilities Special Projects generally encompass a single real
property facility. All work associated with meeting a requirement
in a particular facility must be incorporated into the project scope.

(1) Where multiple projects are contemplated in a single
real property facility, see paragraphs 3.2.2, 3.2.3, and 4.2.3.

(2) Where a requirement may involve work in more than
one real property facility, see paragraphs 3.2.2 and 4.2.1.

c. Projects that repair or construct facilities that also require
extensions to utility systems to be complete and usable must
include these utility extensions as part of the project scope and
cost.

d. Properly identifying the project scope is independent of the
selected method(s) of accomplishing the work. If the selected
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method of accomplishment is a construction contract, then
appropriate consideration should be given to the proper scope of
the contract. There is, however, no direct relationship between
contract scope and project scope. Additional guidance on project
scope can be found in paragraphs 3.2.2, 4.2, and Appendix D.

2.2.7 Special Project Justification

The project justification must clearly describe the requirement for the
project in terms of impact to mission, life-cycle economics, health and
safety situation, environmental compliance aspect, quality of life
improvement, or some combination of the above. The project must include
a verifiable cost estimate that correlates to the project description and
scope. Project requirements for repair and maintenance should also list the
Facility Readiness Evaluation System (FRES) Quality (Q) rating for the
associated Facility Analysis Category (FAC). Projects with any minor
construction work should state the FRES Quantity (N) rating.

2.2.8 Special Project Technical Solution

The proposed solution to a facilities requirement must withstand critical
review by competent technical experts. Technical solutions should be
responsive to all performance criteria and should address concerns for
reliability, maintainability, constructability, and safety. When applicable,
technical solutions must also address concerns for legal compliance,
energy conservation, environmental compliance, and the use of unproven
technologies. In all cases, the benefits resulting from the technical solution
must be weighed against the cost through a formal or informal cost/benefit
analysis.

2.2.9 Economic Analysis

a. A formal net present value life-cycle economic analysis is
required for:

(1) All maintenance and repair projects with an estimated
cost that is greater than $500,000 and more than 50 percent
of the facility plant replacement value (PRV).

(2) All repair projects with an estimated cost greater than
$2,000,000.

b. Maintenance dredging does not require an economic analysis.
c. If an economic analysis is required for your project, the Net
Present Value (NPV) of each alternative considered must be

included in Block 11 of the DD1391. The Office of Management
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and Budget (OMB) publishes discount rates annually at
www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars/index.html.

d. Guidelines and formats for preparing economic analyses are
contained in the NAVFAC P-442. Results of analyses are to be
summarized and listed on the DD 1391. Economic Analysis should
be prepared using Army Corps of Engineers Econpack software.

2.2.10 Special Project Detailed Cost Estimate

a. Detailed cost estimates shall be accurately reflected in Block 9
of the DD1391. For combination projects, the cost estimate must
identify the Classification of Work (repair, construction,
maintenance, or equipment installation) and respective Special
Interest Code (sustainment, restoration and modernization, new
footprint, or demolition) for each line item or group of line items in
the cost estimate.

b. The project cost estimate shall include separate line items for
SIOH, contingency, and the design cost of a design/build project.
Funded and unfunded project costs are discussed in paragraphs
2.1.1band 2.1.1.k.

c. Itemize specific quantities and unit costs for each item whenever
possible, instead of using lump sum costs.

d. ldentify separately all government furnished or installed
equipment and materials that are funded costs.

e. ldentify non-additive costs for design (Special Projects only, not
MILCON) and equipment furnished by others.

f. Estimated costs must be based on current prices and escalated to
the year proposed for project execution. The year should be clearly
indicated on the DD1391.

g. When a project is phased, a cost estimate must be prepared for
each phase. Combination projects that include minor construction
must show the construction cost (including SIOH and contingency)
in each phase to assure the $750,000 minor construction threshold
is not exceeded. This minor construction threshold applies to the
project as a whole, the sum of all phases. See paragraph 2.5.4.

h. For real property projects outside the United States, the
international balance of payment evaluation process required by
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DODINST 7060.1 must be included in the cost estimate at the 35
percent design stage.

2.3 SPECIAL PROJECT SUBMISSION

2.3.1 Special Project Submission Process

Figure 2.1 illustrates the typical process flow for facilities Special
Projects. This process balances the Navy’s decentralized operation and
maintenance of physical plant assets with appropriate Region and CNI
oversight to ensure consistency and integrity. Figure 2.1 does not attempt
to address the process flow for all projects under all circumstances, but
rather provides a general framework for satisfying a facilities requirement
from project documentation to execution. Regions can request the
servicing Facilities Engineering Command (FEC) to conduct an
independent technical review and endorsement of Special Projects.
Regions should consult with CNI for specific submission requirements.
Key steps in the process are discussed in the following paragraphs.

2.4 SPECIAL PROJECT VALIDATION
2.4.1 Special Project Regional Validation

a. The Regional Commander is responsible for the validity and
accuracy of facilities Special Projects prepared for his or her plant
account, including satisfying requirements for site approval such as
explosive or airfield safety and seismic safety investigation. When
required, the Regional Commander will forward project
documentation to CNI for review and approval. The Regional
Commander may delegate these responsibilities to the Regional
Engineer. See the Tables of Authorities in Appendix C. Lower
installation authority thresholds may be established at the
discretion of the Regional Commander.

b. The Regional Commander will validate all Special Projects that
meet the criteria listed below; dollar amounts are total funded
project costs as discussed in paragraph 2.1.1.b.:

(1) Minor construction projects over $500,000.

(2) Repair or specific maintenance projects over $500,000
for O&MN or O&MNR funded work.

(3) Repair or specific maintenance projects over
$3,000,000 for NWCF or RDT&E funded work.
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(4) Equipment installation projects over $500,000.

(5) Combination projects (more than one Classification of
Work) over $500,000.

(6) Repair projects over $500,000 and in excess of 50
percent of plant replacement value (PRV).

c. Prior to submitting projects to CNI, the Regional Commander
should ensure the following:

(1) Proper classification of government property.

(2) Proper Classification of Work (i.e., maintenance, repair,
construction, or equipment installation).

(3) Proper classification of Special Interest Code (SIC).
(4) Proper source of funds.

(5) Adequacy of technical solution.

(6) Completeness of scope and cost estimate.

(7) Adequacy of economic analysis (when required).

(8) Compliance with the Shore Facilities Planning System.

(9) Environmental compliance, environmental review (see
OPNAVINST 5090.1), cultural resources compliance, and
safety compliance.

(10) Proper site approval (as required).

d. For projects requiring additional approvals, the Regional
Commander will prepare an endorsement and forward the project
to the appropriate approval authority. Such endorsement can either
be in the form of the Regional Engineer’s signature on the DD1391
or an electronic signature in EPG. The Regional Commander shall
approve valid projects requiring no further approvals, either by
letter of approval to the submitting installation or by directly
authorizing design and/or construction of the project.
Alternatively, the project may be returned to the installation
disapproved, or with comments and desired actions. The Regional
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Engineer shall retain a copy of installation project documentation,
correspondence, and project

validations, approvals, and authorizations in the Region’s project
files for a minimum of 5 years.

e. Although project validation by NAVFAC Facilities Engineering
Command (FEC) is not required, the Region may request the FEC
to provide technical review of Special Projects. At the request of
the respective Region or installation, the servicing FEC will assist
the Regional Engineer and make recommendations concerning
Special Projects with emphasis on the technical review. The FEC
will forward their recommendations to the Regional Engineer or
preparing installation as appropriate.

f. Projects involving restricted facilities, as discussed in paragraph
11.6, should be forwarded by the Region to the appropriate
approval authority. g. Projects involving work classified as
construction  exceeding $750,000 (including SIOH and
contingency) follow a different process (see paragraph 2.10) since
they are MILCON scope.

2.4.2 Commander, Navy Installations (CNI) Approval for Special Projects

a. Special Projects Exceeding Regional Engineer’s Authority
Special Projects above the Regional Engineer’s authority must
receive approval by CNI N4 (SRM) or higher authority. The
approval levels for approval of facilities projects are shown in the
Table of Authorities in Appendix C.

b. Special Project Notifications

Projects will be documented, validated, and approved in
accordance with paragraphs 2.2 and 2.4 of this instruction. An
endorsement by CNI indicates the project has been validated and
approved for funding at a specific funded cost level.

c. Special Project Cost Increases and Approvals

Cost increases due to changes at any time during execution are
funded at the installation or regional level even if the project was
originally centrally funded by CNI. If the increase in the
construction portion of the Special Project cost is within 10 percent
of the construction threshold (i.e., over $675,000 including SIOH),
then the project shall be submitted to CNI N4 (SRM) or higher
authority for approval and should address any changes in scope,
the reason for cost increase, and include an updated cost estimate
in as much detail as required.
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d. CNI Special Project Documentation Requirements

The CNI Special Project Checklist is included Appendix D for
reference. This checklist is used by the CNI Program Manager to
ensure all required documents have been submitted for each
project.

2.4.3 Assistant Secretary of Navy (I&E) Approval for Special Projects

a. Delegation of Approval Authority
ASN (I&E) delegated approval authority to DASN (I&F) by
Memorandum in May 1995.

b. Special Projects Exceeding $5,000,000

In addition to the project validation discussed in the preceding
paragraphs, repair projects exceeding $5,000,000 must receive an
additional review by OPNAV N46 via CNI N4 (SRM) and must be
approved by DASN (I&F). Any repair project originally having a
current working estimate (CWE) greater than $4,900,000 or that
may exceed $5,000,000 (due to changes during execution) shall be
submitted to OPNAV N46 via CNI N4 (SRM) and approved by
DASN(I&F) prior to being granted authority to advertise (ATA) by
CNIL.

c. Special Project Notifications

Projects should be forwarded to OPNAV N46 with CNI
endorsement. The project documentation and endorsement should
indicate the fiscal year (or years in the case of “swing” or phased
projects) in which the project will be funded.

d. Special Project Cost Increases over 25 Percent

Once approved by DASN (I&F) at a specific cost level, that
amount may not be exceeded by more than 25 percent during
execution without additional approval. CNI may approve within-
scope cost increases if the project cost exceeds the original DASN
(I1&F) approved amount by up to 25 percent. Requests for
increased authority over 25 percent must be submitted to DASN
(1&F) via CNI. Installations, in coordination with the contracting
office handling the construction contract, must advise the Region
and CNI of pending changes which will result in exceeding the
prior approved amount. The following supporting documents will
expedite the process:

(1) Endorsement letter from the Regional Engineer or
electronic signature in EPG
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(2) Revised DD1391 showing new funded cost and
indicating the original approved amount, identifying work
classifications, and including endorsement from NAVFAC

(3) Description and detailed estimate if necessary of new
work items and justification for the increase

(4) New economic analysis using current discount rate

(5) Regions in coordination with the contracting agent
handling the construction contract must advise OPNAV
N46 via CNI N4 (SRM) of pending changes that will result
in exceeding the prior approved amount.

e. Special Projects Cost Increases Exceeding $7,500,000

Projects with a current working estimate (CWE) cost greater than
$7,000,000 or that may exceed $7,500,000 (due to changes during
execution) shall be submitted to OPNAV N46 via CNI N4 (SRM)
for

Congressional notification to the Appropriations and Authorization
Committees of Congress. The Congressional notification process
must be completed before issuing the contract change order.

f. CNI Special Project Documentation Requirements

The CNI Special Project Checklist is included Appendix D for
reference. This checklist is used by the CNI N4 (SRM) Program
Manager to ensure all required documents have been submitted for
each project. g. End of Year (EOY) Regions requesting DASN
(1&F) project approval should submit completed documentation to
OPNAV N46 via CNI N4 (SRM) no later than 15 July of each
fiscal year to ensure sufficient review and approval time.

h. Appropriated and Nonappropriated Funded Minor Construction
Projects

Projects that include minor construction and combine appropriated
and nonappropriated funds (NAF) in a single undertaking must
also be approved by ASN (I&E) and are discussed further in
Chapter 12. These projects shall be submitted by OPNAV N46 via
CNI N4 (SRM).

2.4.4 Congressional Notification for Special Projects

a. Background
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Congressional Notification is a period of 21 calendar days in which
Congress is given an opportunity to comment on the project. This
is not an approval or disapproval, simply a notification.
Installations and Regions must verify with CNI that the ASN
(I&E) approval has been granted and the congressional notification
phase is completed. No project shall be awarded until the ASN
(I1&E) approval and Congressional notification process is complete
and the 21-day notification period has expired. (Reference: 10
U.S.C. Section 2811).

b. Special Project Notifications

In addition to the project validation discussed in the preceding
paragraphs, DASN (I&F) shall submit a 21-day notification for any
project estimate over $7,500,000. Notifications will be made to the
Appropriations and Authorization Committees.

c. Phased Special Projects
Phased projects shall consider the sum of all phases for
Congressional notification threshold.

d. Special Projects Cost Increases Exceeding $10,000,000

Special Projects awarded after the Congressional notification
process has been completed with a total project cost greater than
$7,500,000 that may exceed $10,000,000 (due to changes during
execution) do not require additional notification to Congress.
However, additional notifications will be made to Appropriations
and Authorization Committees to advise them that the project cost
will exceed $10,000,000 and will reference the original
Congressional notification. DASN (I&F) may require additional
notifications as deemed appropriate. The installation shall forward
a memo through the Region to CNI N4 (SRM) stating the current
situation for this purpose.

e. Procedures

Projects that require Congressional notification will be forwarded
to the Authorization and Appropriations Committees after DASN
(I1&F) approval. f. Pre-Award Considerations The contracting
officer must have a commitment of funds prior to issuing a
Request for Proposal (RFP). The contract cannot be awarded until
after the 21-day Congressional notification period has expired.

2.5 SPECIAL PROJECT EXECUTION

2.5.1 Special Project Execution Options

47



Once approved and programmed for funding, a facilities Special Project
may be executed. The execution agent may be the installation, the Region,
the servicing FEC, or a special program sponsor. Options for
accomplishing the work include using in-house shop forces, a construction
contract, tasking a Base Operating Support (BOS) contractor, utilizing a
turnkey contract, employing the Naval Construction Forces (NCF),
applying self-help labor, or a combination of the above. Whichever option
is selected, installations and Regions must continually balance workload,
resources, and readiness to optimize the condition of their real property
assets.

2.5.2 Execution Packaging for Special Projects

a. Installations and Regions are afforded maximum flexibility in
packaging work for execution as necessary to enhance readiness
and to take advantage of economies of scale. Work planned for
execution by contract may, for example, be packaged in any of the
following ways:

(1) A single project accomplished with a single contract.
(2) A single project accomplished with multiple contracts.
(3) Multiple projects accomplished with a single contract.
(4) Multiple projects accomplished with multiple contracts.

b. Decisions regarding execution packaging must be based on an
understanding of the distinction between project scope and contract
scope. Project scope is addressed in this instruction. Contract scope
is addressed in the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and
implementing directives.

2.5.3 Combination Special Projects

Combination projects consist of more than one Classification of Work or
more than one Special Interest Code. They generally require special
handling during execution because of funding concerns.

a. Classification of Work and Special Interest Code

Classification of Work and SIC shall be clearly delineated in Cost
Estimate (Block 9 of DD1391), Description of Proposed
Construction (Block 10 of DD1391), Scope (Block 11 of
DD1391), and Detailed Cost Estimate (attached electronically in
EPG) at a minimum.
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b. Special Project Numbers
Project numbering will reflect the predominant Special Interest
Code, calculated by majority of cost.

c. Execution Agents
Execution agent(s) shall be familiar with Classifications of Work
as they pertain to the scope of work to be accomplished.

d. Split Funded Special Projects
Appropriations from more than one source, such as for equipment
procurement and installation, shall follow applicable instructions.

e. Minor Construction Changes

CNI shall be notified of any increases in minor construction
throughout the Construction contract from any type of
appropriation.

f. Minor Construction Threshold

CNI N4 (SRM) shall be notified when the statutory limitation of
minor construction is exceeded or is imminent. (See paragraph
2.4.2.c). Work on the Special Project shall cease.

2.5.4 Special Project Phasing

Large projects may be phased to ensure efficient use of available
resources. Phasing is also possible in combination projects (i.e., projects
with more than one Classification of Work). Regions and installations
shall determine whether phasing is advantageous and cost effective.
Projects shall not be phased for purposes of incrementation. See
paragraphs 2.2.6, 2.2.10(g), and 3.2.3. Phasing requires approval of the
entire project scope at a total cost for all phases of the project in advance.
Incrementation is sub-dividing a project into smaller projects to avoid
higher approval thresholds.

a. Phased Special Project Documentation

Phased projects shall be documented per paragraph 2.2. In
addition, phased projects that include minor construction must
show the construction cost in each phase and sum of construction
costs to ensure that the $750,000 minor construction threshold is
not exceeded. Supporting documentation shall represent how
phases are to be accomplished.

b. Special Project Scope

The entire project scope must be submitted for approval prior to
funding of any individual phases. Each phase must be a complete
and useable portion of the entire approved project. “Complete”
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means having all necessary or normal parts, components, or steps.
“Useable” means fit for use, convenient to use, or that which can
be used.

c. Phased Special Project Validation
Phased projects shall be considered in their entirety with respect to
project validation.

2.5.5 Self-Help

Department of Defense policy requires that real property projects must be
accomplished through the most economic means available, consistent with
military and statutory requirements. To support the morale and retention
of Navy personnel, there is a continuing need to enhance the habitability
of Bachelor Quarters and improve personnel support, welfare, and
recreational facilities. A Self-Help Program can make such improvements
using military personnel for maintenance, repair, alterations, and new
construction. Additional guidance and responsibilities have been provided
to all Navy commands for the development and use of local Self-Help
Programs (see OPNAVINST 11000.8H).

2.6 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Military Construction (MILCON), as defined in 10 U.S.C. Section 2801, includes
any construction, development, conversion, or extension of any kind carried out
with respect to a military installation. MILCON includes construction projects for
all types of buildings, facilities, roads, airfield pavements, and utility systems
costing more than $750,000. The Navy MILCON program objective is to provide
quality facilities to support the Navy mission. A MILCON project includes all
construction work necessary to produce a complete and usable facility or
complete and usable improvement to an existing facility. Additionally, instances
may occur when maintenance and repair work will be accomplished as MILCON
as part of a large project.

2.6.1 MILCON Project Authority

Authority to carry out a MILCON project includes authority for surveys
and site preparation, acquisition, conversion, rehabilitation, or installation
of facilities; acquisition and installation of equipment and appurtenances
integral to the project; acquisition and installation of supporting facilities
(including utilities) and appurtenances incident to the project; and
planning, supervision, administration, inspection, and overhead incident to
the project.

2.6.2 Project Limitations

Each MILCON shall result in a complete and usable facility or
improvement to a facility. Combining multiple facilities of different types
into a single MILCON project is not recommended, except when each
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project is in the same Facility Class (FC) and the required completion date
of each facility necessitates programming all of the facilities in the same
fiscal year.

2.7 MILCON PROGRAMMING

Programming is the process of developing and obtaining approval and funding for
Military Construction (MILCON) Projects. The programming process for Military
Construction Projects, Navy (MILCON) from the shore installation level to Navy
Comptroller (FMB) is illustrated in Figure 2.2, MILCON Programming Process.

2.7.1 Shore Installation to Navy Comptroller

Shore installations identify, develop, and validate MILCON projects and
submit their projects to their respective Regions. Each Region will
prioritize their projects and submit to OPNAV N46/CNI N4 (MILCON) in
an Integrated Priority List (IPL). After OPNAV N46/CNI N4 (MILCON)
and NAVFAC staffs assess and score each project, a Draft MILCON
Programming Board IPL is sent out to the Regions and Real Property
Requirements Generators (RPRG) in preparation for the OPNAV
N46/CNI MILCON Programming Board. Each region presents their
respective

projects (program year and program year +1) at the OPNAV N46/CNI
MILCON Programming Board. A Programming Board IPL is developed
and sent to the Regional Engineers and RPRG Engineers for review. After
obtaining feedback from Regional Engineers, a Pre-Final IPL is sent out to
the Regional Commanders and Real Property Requirements Generators
(RPRG) for review. Following their review, OPNAV N46/CNI N4
(MILCON) will provide the OPNAV N46/CNI MILCON IPL to OPNAV
N4 who then submits the program to N8 then to the Navy Comptroller.

2.8 MILCON BUDGETING
The Budgeting process starts with the submission of the CNO program to the
Navy Comptroller (FMB). FMB submits the Navy’s Budget to OSD.

2.8.1 MILCON and Program Objective Memorandum Schedules

The Navy Comptroller (FMB) submits a biennial MILCON budget (two
fiscal years at one time) to OSD and Congress each even numbered fiscal
year. OSD reviews both years in detail and issues decisions on each.
Congress, however, does not normally review the second year program,
and therefore, that program is resubmitted by the Navy to OSD the next
year as an amended program. OSD reviews the amended program, and
after approval, it is submitted to Congress as part of the President’s
Budget (PB) for that respective year. Additionally, each even numbered
year, a six-year MILCON program or Future Year Defense Program
(FYDP) is developed for the Program Objective Memorandum (POM),
which outlines the forces and resources proposed for the next six years.
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Scheduling of these submittals is subject to change and guidance is
provided annually by CNI.

2.8.2 Office of the Secretary of Defense Budget Review

The Navy submits the MILCON budget to OSD by facility category (such
as operations and training facilities, maintenance and production facilities,
research and development facilities, etc.). OSD reviews every project
submitted and issues Program Budget Decisions (PBDs) that transmit their
proposed decision on every project (approve, disapprove, revise, or defer
to a future year). OSD provides reasons for their decisions. If the Navy is
not satisfied with these decisions and a strong case can be made to rebut
the proposed decision, a reclama is developed and submitted. OSD review
and consideration of these reclamas, along with senior level negotiations,
determine the final PBD decision and ultimately the content and size of
the MILCON program to be included in the President’s Budget. The total
Navy budget goes through a similar process. After approval by OMB and
the President, the budget is submitted to Congress.

2.8.3 MILCON Congressional Review

The Secretary of Defense submits the MILCON portion (for all services
and DOD Agencies) of the President’s Budget to Congress in listings
aggregated by country and state. The Secretary of Defense requests both
authorization and appropriation from Congress.

2.8.4 MILCON Congressional Authorization

Authorization of MILCON projects is provided by the National Defense
Authorization Act that includes authorization requests for other Defense
accounts such as Procurement; Research, Development, Test and
Evaluation; Operations and Maintenance; and Military Personnel.
Normally, all projects that comprise the MILCON total obligation
authority are included in the authorization request. However, items
authorized in a prior year for which only appropriation is being requested
are not included in the authorization request. They are included in the
appropriation request only.

2.8.5 Armed Services Committees

The House and Senate Armed Services Committees review the MILCON
authorization request and hold hearings attended by witnesses from each
service. These two committees then issue reports detailing their
recommendations. The full House and Senate then act on the committees’
recommendations and each pass its own version of the authorization
program (referred to as committee marks).

2.8.6 Congressional Authorization Conference Actions
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Differences between the House and Senate versions are resolved by a
conference of the Armed Services Conference Committee that also issues
a report that shows how the differences were resolved. Congress then
passes the authorization program approved by the conference that
becomes the authorization act. After the President signs the act, it becomes
law (National Defense Authorization Act).

2.8.7 MILCON Authorization Expirations

If no obligation is made for a project within three years after an
authorization act becomes law, the authorization for that project will
expire, unless an authorization extension is included in the authorization
act passed before the end of the third year. Navy Regions shall submit
requests for extensions to OPNAV N46/CNI N4 (MILCON) via
NAVFAC describing the circumstances that prevented obligation.
OPNAYV N46/CNI N4 (MILCON) will validate the request and ask OSD,
through FMB, to include requests for the extension in the authorization
bill submitted to Congress.

2.8.8 MILCON Congressional Appropriation

The Secretary of Defense requests, for all services, appropriations for all
items in the MILCON total obligation authority. The MILCON
appropriation is a separate bill from all other DOD appropriations. The
House and Senate Appropriations Committees follow the same procedure
outlined for the Armed Services Committees in reviewing the
appropriation request. After the President signs the Appropriations Bill,
which includes Military Construction, it becomes law. MILCON funds are
normally available for obligation for five years. At the end of the five
years, the MILCON appropriations expire. From time to time, general
reductions and rescissions reduce funds available in prior years.
Supplemental Appropriations are discussed in Section 4.4.

2.8.9 MILCON Incremental Appropriations

Generally MILCON projects greater than $50,000,000 will be
programmed for incremented appropriation amounts. The project will
receive full authorization during the programmed year and will be
appropriated for the amount of expected expenditure in the program year
(typically no more than $50,000,000 per year) and outyears. The project
will keep the same P number coded alpha-numerically (A,B,C) for the
follow-on increments in the program years +1, +2 , +3. The project title
will include Project Description and INC | of XX (# of increments).
Individually, incremented MILCON appropriations do not produce
complete and useable facilities, but rather in aggregate produce a complete
and useable facility. 2.9 MILCON PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

2.9.1 Advanced Planning for Military Construction Projects
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The Military Construction Codification Act, Report of the Committee on
Armed Services, dated 17 June 1982, addresses Architectural and
Engineering Services and Construction Design. The Act authorizes the
Navy to carry out architectural and engineering services and construction
design for any military construction project or land acquisition project
using appropriated military construction funds. It permits the use also of
such appropriations for construction management of projects that are
funded by foreign governments for which funds would not be available for
the normal United States oversight functions of design review and
supervision and inspection of construction including associated overhead
costs. It is not intended that functions related to the planning process be
performed under the authority of this section. Advance planning functions
are: (1)

developing the requirement for a military construction project, (2)
developing a master plan for an installation, (3) alternative site studies, (4)
developing and validating military construction project documentation
prior to commencing project design, (5) preparing engineering analyses
and studies to develop technical design parameters, and (6) preparing
environmental impact assessments and statements. Planning should be
funded from funds available in the operations and maintenance (O&MN,
O&MNR, NWCF, RDT&E) accounts. 2.9.2 MILCON Team Planning and
Programming Process (MTP3) The project development process for
Military Construction Projects (MILCON) is called the MILCON Team
Planning and Programming Process (MTP3). Project development is one
of the most important actions in MILCON programming and is
documented using a DD Form 1391. The MTP3 guidance provides
specific details of DD1391 preparations with respect to the submission
timeline and level of review. The DD Form 1391, by itself, shall explain
and justify the project to all levels of the Navy, OSD, OMB and Congress.
Justification data shall clearly describe the impact on mission, people,
productivity, life-cycle cost, etc., if the project is not accomplished. This
process is explained in detail in the paper “MILCON Team Planning and
Programming (MTP3) Guidance which is available at the website,
http://navfacilitator.navfac.navy.mil/mcn/progdir.htm. Also available at
this website is a MILCON checklist and a DD1391 example developed for
the use of MILCON teams in the MTP3 process.

2.9.3 Electronic Project Generator (EPG)

The Electronic Project Generator (EPG) will be used for all DD1391
preparation, routing, and review by Navy and Marine Corps installations
worldwide, Real Property Requirements Generators (RPRG), the Marine
Corps, Regional Commands, OPNAYV, CNI, and Naval Facilities
Engineering Command (NAVFAC). EPG is available for registered users
at https://jersey-3.navfac.navy.mil/prd/epg.htm.
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2.9.4 Integrated Priority List (IPL)

Each installation will submit DD1391’s to their respective regions.
Regions are required to submit their Integrated Priority List (IPL) and
Requirements List (RL) via the web-based application Internet Navy
Facility Assets Data Store (iNFADS), located at website
https://jersey3.navfac.navy.mil/prd/nfa.htm. A user manual is available in
the IPL/RL guide at the website http://navfacilitator.navfac.navy.mil
/mcn/progdir.htm.

2.10 MILCON PROJECT VALIDATION

Each project is reviewed and validated at each tier as indicated in Section 2.7.
Prior to release of construction funds, the cognizant NAVFAC office is
responsible for obtaining a certification from the Installation Commander that the
project is still a valid requirement.

2.10.1 Installation Validation of MILCON Projects

The installation Commanding Officer and Real Property Requirements
Generators (RPRG) (if applicable) are responsible for the validity and
accuracy of facilities projects prepared for his or her plant account,
including satisfying requirements for site approval such as explosive or
airfield safety and seismic safety investigation (see NAVFACINST
11012.145). At the request of the installation or region, the servicing FEC
will provide assistance in preparation of 1391 documentation. The
Installation Commander will forward project documentation to the
Regional

Commander for review and approval. The Regional Commander may
delegate his/her responsibilities to the Regional Engineer. Submission of
the Activity 1391 to the Region via EPG is considered the Installation’s
validation of the requirement.

2.10.2 Regional Validation of MILCON Projects

a. The Regional Commander will validate all MILCON projects by
verifying the requirements that create the need for the proposed
projects and confirming that proposed projects are the most cost
effective means of satisfying the requirements. Regions will ensure
that all alternatives have been exhausted prior to submission of a
MILCON project. Regional Commanders shall prioritize their
installations” MILCON  facility  requirements.  Regional
Commanders shall also take into consideration Real Property
Requirements Generators’ (RPRG) priorities in development of
their region’s MILCON priorities (Integrated Priority List).
Submission of Region’s Integrated Priority List to OPNAV
N46/CNI N4 (MILCON) through the Internet Navy Facilities Data
Store (INFADS) is the Regional Commanders’ requirement
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validation. NAVFAC FEC’s will validate technical requirements
of projects through submission of EFD 1391 to NAVFAC HQ and
OPNAV N46/CNI N4 (MILCON) through Electronic Project
Generator (EPG).

2.11 MILCON PROJECT EXECUTION

After the President signs the Appropriations Act which includes Military
Construction, the funding is made available for execution. Naval Facilities
Engineering Command will coordinate the execution of most Navy
Military Construction Projects. NAVFAC will develop and execute an
Acquisition Strategy for each project. In certain cases, the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers may be the construction agent for Navy Military
Construction projects. See DOD Directive 4270.5 for additional
information.

2.12 SCOPE CHANGES ON PROJECTS AUTHORIZED BY
CONGRESS

2.12.1 Definition of MILCON Project Scope:

a. The scope of an individual project is defined by the
following, in order of precedence:

(1) Public Law
(2) Comments contained in committee reports

(3) Military Construction Project Data, DD Form
1391, certified “as enacted” by NAVFAC MILCON

(4) Military Construction Project Data, DD Form
1391, presented to Congress as justification for each
project

(5) Testimony before the Congressional committees

(6) Witness data, if applicable, prepared for use
during Congressional hearings, or

(7) Documents contained in NAVFACENGCOM
files which describe the content, intent, and cost
estimate for the project at the time of submission to
Congress.
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b. For the purposes of “Scope Variation” the term “scope”
designates the major quantitative unit of measure of the
primary facility of a project, such as 10,000 SF
administrative building. While major emphasis must be
placed on monitoring the scope of the primary facility, it is
also necessary to maintain control of the supporting
facilities since they often contribute significantly to the
total cost of a project.

2.12.2 General Principle

The general principle for evaluating requests for project scope
changes is based the Navy’s intent at the time the project was
presented to Congress. Although project scope changes may be
necessary and desirable on occasion, these changes can only be
accommodated when consistent with the original intent of Navy,
Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), and Congress.

2.12.3 MILCON Project Scope Changes

All changes to the scope of a MILCON project must first be
approved by OPNAV N46, CNI N4 (MILCON), and NAVFAC
MILCON.

a. MILCON Project Scope Decreases

(1) A reduction in the Congressionally approved
scope of a project may be necessitated by funding
limitations or may be desired due to a change in
requirements or mission. However, before any
scope reduction can be approved, two basic
requirements must be met. First, the reduced scope
must still provide a functionally complete and
usable facility. If a proposed scope reduction will
require follow-on authorization to provide a
complete and usable facility, it will not normally be
approved. Secondly, it is mandatory that the
reduced scope still meet the original intent of the
project as approved by Congress. A facility that will
not perform the basic function that Congress
approved shall not be constructed.

(2) A report of the facts relating to the scope
reduction must be submitted to Congress prior to
award if the proposed change will reduce the
approved scope of the project by more than 25
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percent, or Congress has otherwise mandated the
scope.

(3) Proposed scope changes that meet the above
criteria must be submitted to the Congress per the
requirements of 10 U.S.C. Section 2853 (10 U.S.C.
Section 18233a for MCNR) regardless of the reason
for the scope reduction. The 21-day notification
period is still required before construction at this
reduced scope may proceed.

(4) Scope reduction on projects for which the
primary facility scope is defined as “lump sum” or
for which the primary facility scope is otherwise
difficult to quantify shall be submitted to NAVFAC
MILCON for review and approval.

(5) To ensure a construction contract award within
the dollar availability, NAVFAC FEC’s may adjust
the scope of a contract to provide for a base bid
item and one or more additive bid items. The base
bid item must provide a complete and usable facility
within the original intent of the project, should have
user concurrence, and the scope must not be
reduced in excess of 25 percent. The FEC is
authorized to proceed with scope reductions that are
consistent with this policy.

b. MILCON Project Scope Increase

(1) The Navy has no authority under law to increase
the scope of a project after enactment. However,
modification or “redefinition” of scope may be
considered under the following circumstances
provided it is considered within the intent of the
enacted scope:

(@ Planning, design, or construction
deficiencies uncovered after the project was
approved by Congress require corrective
action in order to provide a complete and
useable facility

(b) Changes are necessary to conform to a
revised external requirement, (ex: laws,
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environmental permit requirements, building
codes, or criteria revisions related to safety
and adequacy), or

(c) Changes in methods or technology
disclose a superior means of
accomplishment that logic or economics
indicate should be adopted.

(2) OPNAV N46/CNI N4 (MILCON) and
NAVFAC MILCON must approve redefinition of
primary facility scope. Changes to supporting
utilities and roads may be made by the FEC within
budgetary limits, providing there is no change in the
basic concept of the supporting utilities and roads
and there is no change in scope or concept of the
primary facility. Any other changes to supporting
facilities must be submitted to OPNAV N46/CNI
N4 (MILCON) and NAVFAC MILCON for
approval.

c. A request must be submitted to OPNAV N46/CNI N4
(MILCON) and NAVFAC MILCON whenever a scope
decrease in excess of 25 percent or any scope redefinition is
recognized except as previously noted with regard to
supporting facilities.

d. When the redefinition of scope causes an increase in the
project cost by 25 percent, reprogramming and cost
variation procedures must be followed.

2.13 MILCON REPROGRAMMING AND COST VARIATION PROVISIONS

2.13.1 MILCON Project Reprogramming

The Services are require to obtain Congressional House and Senate
Appropriations Committees (HAC & SAC) approval prior to exceeding
the project’s appropriated amount (reprogramming base) by more than the
lesser of 25 percent or $2,000,000 based on the total funding requirements.
Approval is obtained through a formal reprogramming request to the HAC
and SAC that requires processing through NAVFAC, OPNAV N46/CNI
N4 (MILCON), NAVCOMPT, and OSD (COMPT). This reprogramming
procedure is in addition to the Cost Variation procedure that is required by
10 U.S.C Section 2853 if the cost increase exceeds the lesser of 25 percent
or $3,000,000, and may be in addition to a Scope Variation procedure. See
FMR Volume 3, Chapter 7. Reprogramming approval requires a written
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response by the Appropriation Committees, not just expiration of a
waiting period. Courtesy notifications to the HASC and SASC are also
required for any reprogramming request for which a Cost Variation is not
required (i.e., below cost variation threshold). A description of the cost
problem should be forwarded to NAVFAC MILCON for a case-specific
reprogramming determination. Reprogramming may not be required in the
following instances:

a. Completing a project in its entirety with expired funds may not
require reprogramming. Project cost increases are only allowable
for valid upward price adjustments which exclude any work not in
the scope of the original contract.

b. Cost increase above threshold is due solely to the final
resolution of a contractor claim.

c. Cost increase above threshold is due solely to the excess cost
attributable to a reprocurement contract. The basis for not
reprogramming is based upon ultimate anticipated recovery from
surety. The reprogramming process is not available to initiate a
new project or to fund a project that was denied appropriation in
the Congressional budget cycle. The only exception is for projects
qualifying under authority for Exceptional Construction, including
Unspecified Minor Construction (UMC), Emergency Construction
and Restoration of Damage or Destroyed Facilities projects, and
Contingency Construction projects. Other exceptions are made for
urgent land acquisition per 10 U.S.C. Section 2672a or for new
Reserve component projects when the requirement was not known
in time to be included in the annual budget submission.

2.13.2 MILCON Project Escalation (below threshold reprogramming)
When projects are increased above the appropriated amount but less than
the reprogramming threshold, the action is referred to as a below threshold
reprogramming or “escalation.” The authority to approve below threshold
escalations is given to SECNAV per 10 U.S.C. Section 2852 (10 U.S.C.
Section 18233a for MCNR) and further delegated to NAVFAC.

2.13.3 MILCON Project Cost Variation 10 U.S.C. Section 2853 (10
U.S.C. Section 18233a for MCNR) requires approval in writing from the
Service Secretary and notification to the Congressional Committees when
increasing a MILCON project funding amount above the appropriated
amount by more than the lesser of 25 percent or $3,000,000 based on the
total funding requirement. The Congressional criteria for evaluating the
need to increase a project funding amount above this limitation are: (1) it
must be required for the sole purpose of meeting unusual variation in cost,
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and (2) it could not have been reasonably anticipated at the time the
project was originally approved by Congress. Cost Variations for the
purpose of accommodating scope increases will not be approved.

a. MILCON Project Cost Variation

Project cost increases exceeding the lesser of 25 percent above the
appropriated amount or $3,000,000 (for other than within-scope
change orders to a contract or final settlement of a contractor
claim) require NAVFAC, OPNAV N46/CNI N4 (MILCON), and
SECNAV approval, Congressional notification, and expiration of a
21-day waiting period.

b. MILCON Project Cost Notification

NAVFAC approval, OPNAV N46/CNI N4 (MILCON) approval,
and Congressional notification (no waiting period) are required in
the following instances after a contract for a project has been
awarded:

(1) Project cost increases exceeding the lesser of 25 percent
above the appropriated amount or $3,000,000 for within-
scope change orders to a contract

(2) Final settlement of a contractor claim
(3) Reprocurement

(4) Project completed in its entirety with expired funds.
Cost Notification procedures do not apply to MCNR
projects. MCNR is not appropriated by individual project.
Therefore, the cost variation provisions apply to the
appropriation in its entirety and not to an individual project.
Reprogramming limits do apply to individual MNCR
projects in the same manner as MILCON.

c. Subsequent MILCON Project Cost Increases

Once a project has been given Congressional approval to exceed
the cost increase limits in 10 U.S.C., additional Cost
Variation/Notification requests may or may not be required for
further increases. All such cases must be directed to NAVFAC
MILCON who will make the final determination and seek
appropriate approvals.
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APPENDIX B. ANALYSIS OF INDUSTRY CONSTRUCTION COST
INDICES

INDEX/ COMPONENTS COMPONENTS
INDEX TYPE DESCRIPTION OF HISTORICAL OF PREDICTIVE
(ACTUAL) INDEX INDEX
ENR incorporates
68.38 hours of the new wage rates
! 3 skilled labor at the | for nultiyear,
TheEHIS .BCI oo hFed 20-city average of collective-
aggregate index qf_the prices bricklayers, bargaining
of constant quantities of carpenters and : gr; ernenteand
a3 sucoural stecl, poftiand The ENR structural estimates for areas
Engineering cement, lumber and common BCTis O —— hire W oot
News Record | labor. The labor component Jevdloned s .
b : ; evelope plus fringes terms will be
Building Cost | is the average union wage fostithe negotiated
Index (ENR rate, plus fringes, for 3
BCI) carpenters, bricklayers and average cost | 25 cwt of fabricated
structural ironworkers. The of materials | channel bea,n}S, -
General baseline is a cost of $100 for Eld lazbo(){JS beams gnd wide- . |EMR cstimaies the
Purpose Index | this package of construction | - flanges at the 20-city | materials
items in 1913. The costs are et price comp.onent by
derived from 20 US cities, 1.128 tons of studying )
and are quoted from the poﬁland_ cementat | consumption
same suppliers each month. the 20-city price f:refiam and price
1,088 board ft of Tt
2X4 lumber at the
20-city price
Turner issues a quarterly
cost index, which they term
a "forecast", but in reality is ; ;
more a historical reporting g:;ﬁg;: dlsby
Turner mdexd 2T &0 fﬁre'catst tlis Turner gets | several factors
Building Cost NS i ma(;f: 1111 R data from considered on a
Index (Turner ;m‘ren. ArEr>eME | their offices | nationwide basis- . .
BCT) orecast, therefore, providing iaian | Bioraiesd N/A. Historical
historical data only. The diff Bt Index Only
’ ; index is widely used by the - et procucty,
Selling Price . cey. Y cities inthe | material prices and
Trdex construction industry and Us. I
Frdcu) ad siatc condition of the
governments. Turner has ——
issued these quarterly A
forecasts for more than 75
years.

Source: Office of the Secretary of Defense (2008, A-1).
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DESCRIPTION

GEO-

GRAPHIC
COMPO-

NENTS

COMPONENTS
OF HISTORICAL
(ACTUAL) INDEX

COMPONENTS
OF PREDICTIVE
INDEX

The index covers 11
El s Boecl§h and S building types in
arshall & Swift companies ik e 313
merged in 2000 to form oifee Mhe s
Marshall & Swift/Boeckh 2 c<.)sts for 115
(MS/B). Even after the I ‘ t; 2. eacl;
Boeckh: merger, the company still The index fo?;il)ln _19
Commercial / | issues two separate valuation | covers 213 buildi
z i 5 uilding trades, 89
Manufacturing | indices: the Boeckh cities P T N/A. Historical
Index Commercial/Manufacturing | throughout meée:na o e In d : Olzlonca
index, and the M&S the US and a111 msuratge ih cass |
Valuation Industrial index. Data for s | T, ot
Index both indexes come from Canada. res.earchzs bOd.l
over 2,700 zip codes in the u}xlnon z'm ment d
US, hundreds of material :'h:?ngige i EESZ’?I
and labor prices, and data AR
from the Bureau of Labor p P e g
Statistics. S et
location.
The E.H. Boeckh and The index is an
Marshall & Swift companies average of 100 US
merged in 2000 to form cities that M&S
Marshall & Swift/Boeck combines into
(MS/B). Even after the various regional,
merger, the company still district and national
issues two separate valuation indices. These basic
indices: the Boeckh indices can be
Marshall & Commercial/ Manufacturing The index further divided into
Swift: index, and the M&S ) 5 building types:
Industrial Index | Industrial index. Data for o erage;s fire-proofed steel, /A. Historical
both indexes come from ‘1:(())?)“(}05‘ . reinforced concrete, | Index Only
Valuation over 2,700 zip codes in the s masonry, wood and
Index US, hundreds of material = pre-engineered steel
and labor prices, and data frames. Selected
from the Bureau of Labor materials, labor
Statistics. rates, taxes, business
factors, as well as
the cost of
construction funds,
are factored into the
indices.

Source: Office of the Secretary of Defense (2008, A-2).
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INDEX/

INDEX TYPE

RSMeans Index

General
Purpose Index

DESCRIPTION

To create this General
Purpose Index, RSMeans
used the nine most
constructed building types to
create a composite model.
The various material, labor
and equipment rental rates
are combined to form a
composite building
representing as closely as
possible the actual usage of
materials, labor and
equipment used in the North
American Building
Construction Industry. All
costs are updated for each
city on a quarterly basis.
Material and equipment
price quotations are gathered
quarterly from 316 cities in
the US and Canada and
reflect the latest negotiated
labor wage rates for 21

different building trades.

The
RSMeans
Index
averages the
costs of the
building
model over
30 US cittes,
however,
they collect
material and
price
quotations
from 316
cities in the
US and
Canada.

COMPONENTS
OF HISTORICAL
(ACTUAL) INDEX

The index is based
on pricing a building
model made up of 9
of the most
constructed
commercial building
types. This model is
priced quarterly
based on 66
materials, 21 trades
and specific days of
equipment rental for
6 types of
construction
equipment used to
install the 66
materials by the 21
trades. Each of
these components 15
priced in 30 US
cities, getting quotes
from 3 different
supplies from each
city and averaging
the cost. Labor
component is
derived from a
database of union
wage rates or Davis-
Bacon rates for the
21 most common
trades.

COMPONENTS
OF PREDICTIVE
INDEX

N/A. Historical
Index Only.
RSMeans’ parent
company, Reed
Construction Data,
may produce an
annual forecast, but
we were unable to
obtain this data
during the study
timeframe.

Source: Office of the Secretary of Defense (2008, A-3).
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DESCRIPTION

As one of the world's largest
commercial and industrial
property insurance and risk

GEO-
GRAPHIC

COMPO-
NENTS

COMPONENTS
OF HISTORICAL
(ACTUAL) INDEX

The FM Industrial
Index is a weighted
aggregate cost index
based on the wage
rates of eight trades
and costs of seven
materials. The

COMPONENTS
OF PREDICTIVE
INDEX

Factory management organizations | The FM weight of these
Mutual: specializing in property Industrial factors in the index
Industrial Index | protection, FM has an Indexisthe |[isderived froman | N/A. Historical
extensive database of average of analysis of Index Only
General construction cost 164 locations | construction inputs
Purpose Index | information which they in the US. to five typical
utilize to build their industrial buildings,
historical and predictive cost ranging from a
indices. single-story, steel
framed warehouse to
a multistory,
reinforced-concrete
building.
The CCI
locations . .
include: The index mcluées The RLB forecast
labor and material .
Boston, MA; ; does not provide
costs for the typical s
; Denver, CO:; ; quantitative data
RLB provides a quarterly 16 trades found in :
A Honolulu, : from which to
. look at the comparative cost most construction :
Rider Levett s HI: Las . .. | compare against the
of construction in 12 US contracts ina 12-city | .. *. :
Bucknall o Vegas, NV; historical reporting
- cities, indexing them to data set. General :
Comparative Los Angeles, of the index. The
show how costs are - Contractor and :
Cost Index e CA; New S forecast is a general
(RLB CCI) 1§ng ity York, NY; ' narrative of
particular, and against the overhead costs and RE
: 5 Orlando, FL; anticipated
; . costs in the other 11 : fees (profit) are also :
Selling Price : : Phoenix, AZ; | . €conomic
e locations. Their CCI tracks included. All . :
Index : Portland, OR; ; conditions and their
the true bid cost of applicable sales or :
: San . effect, in general,
construction. . use taxes on typical :
Francisco, ; on construction
construction 2
CA; Seattle, cost prices in the
contracts are ;
WA and considered as well, | "PEOTRE YEAL
Washington, ¢
DC.

Source: Office of the Secretary of Defense (2008, A-5).
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GEO-

wiring, and wood
studs.

crapaic  COMPONENTS  COMPONENTS
DESCRIPTION compo. OF HISTORICAL  OF PREDICTIVE
3 ]
NENTS (ACTUAL) INDEX INDEX
The Labor-Material
The labor The labor factoris | Index weighs labor
Savl The Labor-Material Index, | portion of the | based on quotes for | at 54% and
ngl i which weighs labor and Labor- 9 trades (carpenters, | materials at 46%.
61'011 g materials at 54% and 46%, | Material bricklayers, iron The labor factor i
(fomi e respectively. The index can | Indexisan | workers, laborers, | based on quotes for
Salia Ix?c ) be broken out by concrete, | average of 16 | operating engineers, | 9 trades in 16 cities.
Myt . L'L. b steel, and wood frame US cities. plasterers, plumbers, | The materials
In:;eim 0T | construction. This index is a | The materials | electricians, and factor reflects 23
good predictor of pricing component of | teamsters) in 16 materials in 20
o over the long term, but the index 1s | cities. The materials | cities. The index
P;lne;:e Tndex | 00t address rapid change | the average | factor reflects 23 can be broken out
P over short periods of time. | over 20 US | materials in 20 by concrete, steel,
cities. cities. and wood frame
construction.
T The Subcontractor
Index expresses an
Index expresses an .
; unweighted
unweighted T
G composite of in-
composite of in- o
. . | place unit prices for
place unit prices for G
; 2w 21 materials:
Saylor 21 materials: R
; S acoustic tile, brick
Consulting acoustic tile, brick ;
The Subcontractor Index . ) e veneer, ceramic
Group ; . The index veneer, ceramic tile, | .. ;
expresses an unweighted . tile, copper tubing,
(formerly Lee A : tracks copper tubing, 1 :
composite of in-place unit | . . ductwork, flooring,
Saylor Inc.) : 3 .| installed ductwork, flooring,
prices for 21 materials. This | " glass, glu-lam
Subcontractor I SO -~ prices froma | glass, glu-lam beams. GWB
Index X T 12UScity | beams, GWB, 5 /
moving index of "real : . insulation, metal
data set. insulation, metal :
— world costs. : roof deck, paint,
Selling Price roof deck, paint, i
: ; piles, plywood
Index piles, plywood deck, deck BUR.
BUR, reinforcing g e
‘ reinforcing steel,
steel, structural :
teel. stuceo. VCT structural steel,
steel, stuceo, VCT, | o, VCT,

wiring, and wood
studs.

Source: Office of the Secretary of Defense (2008, A-6).
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DESCRIPTION

The Bureau of Reclamation

GEO-
GRAPHIC
COMPO-
NENTS

COMPONENTS
OF HISTORICAL
(ACTUAL) INDEX

COMPONENTS
OF PREDICTIVE
INDEX

Bureau of
Reclamation
(BuRec)
Construction
Cost Trends
(CCT) Index

General
Purpose Index

publishes construction cost
indices for 34 types of
projects including dams,
pumping plants,
powerplants, pipelines,
canals, tunnels,
distribution/lateral pipelines
and transmission lines,
roads, bridges, and general
property (offices and
maintenance buildings
associated w/ BuRec
projects). The index profiled
here is the general property
index. The indices were
originally developed based
on the actual data from the
substantial amount of
construction work performed
by the Bureau, however, a
significant decline in
projects necessitated the
creation of cost models
consisting of appropriate
labor, equipment, and
materials as the principal
costs reference in lieu of
actual field data. The data
for the models is extracted
from PPI, ENR, and Price
Trends for Federal-Aid
Highway Construction.

BuRec pulled
their data
from actual
construction
projects
under their
jurisdiction
in 17 states:
AZ, CA, CO,
ID. KS. MT,
NE, NV,
NM., ND,
OK., OR, SD,
TX. UT, WA
and WY.

The BuRec indices
all consist of two
elements: contractor
labor and equipment
costs, and contractor
supplied materials
and equipment.

N/A. Historical
Index Only

Source: Office of the Secretary of Defense (2008, A-7).
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APPENDIX C. CPI HISTORY TABLE

Year Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.
1913 98 98 938 98 9.7 938 99 99 100 100 10.1 10.0
1914 10.0 9.9 99 9.8 99 99 100 102 10.2 10.1 102 101
1915 101 100 99 100 101 101 101 101 101 10.2 103 103
1916 104 104 105 106 107 108 108 108 111 13 115 116
1917 11.7 120 120 126 128 130 128 130 133 135 135 13.7
1918 140 141 140 142 145 147 151 154 15.7 16.0 163 16.5
1919 165 16.2 164 16.7 16.9 16.9 174 177 178 18.1 185 18.9
1920 193 195 19.7 203 206 209 208 203 200 199 198 19.4
1921 19.0 184 183 18.1 177 176 37:& 177 175 175 174 173
1922 16.9 16.9 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.8 166 166 16.7 16.8 16.9
1923 16.8 16.8 16.8 16.9 16.9 17.0 17.2 171 172 173 173 173
1924 173 17.2 171 17.0 17.0 17.0 171 17.0 171 172 172 173
1925 173 17.2 173 172 173 175 177 177 177 177 18.0 179
1926 179 179 178 179 178 17.7 175 174 175 176 177 17.7
1927 175 174 173 173 174 176 173 172 173 174 173 173
1928 173 171 171 171 172 171 171 171 173 172 172 171
1929 171 171 17.0 169 170 171 173 173 173 173 173 17.2
1930 171 17.0 169 17.0 169 16.8 166 165 166 165 164 16.1
1931 159 157 156 155 153 151 151 151 150 149 147 146
1932 143 14.1 14.0 139 137 136 136 135 134 133 132 13.1
1933 129 127 126 126 126 127 131 132 132 132 132 13.2
1934 13.2 133 133 133 133 134 134 134 1386 135 135 134
1935 136 137 137 138 138 13.7 13.7 137 137 137 138 138
1936 138 138 137 137 137 138 139 140 140 140 140 140
1937 141 141 142 143 144 144 145 145 1486 146 145 14.4
1938 142 141 14.1 14.2 141 14.1 141 14.1 141 140 140 14.0
1939 140 139 139 138 138 138 138 138 141 140 140 14.0
1940 139 14.0 14.0 140 140 141 140 140 140 140 140 14.1
1941 141 141 142 143 144 147 147 149 151 153 154 155
1942 157 158 16.0 16.1 16.3 16.3 16.4 165 165 16.7 16.8 16.9
1943 169 169 17.2 174 175 175 174 173 174 174 174 174
1944 174 174 174 175 175 176 17.7 177 17.7 17.7 177 17.8
1945 178 178 178 178 179 181 18.1 18.1 18.1 18.1 181 18.2
1946 18.2 18.1 183 184 185 18.7 19.8 202 204 208 213 215
1947 215 215 219 219 219 220 222 225 230 230 231 234
1948 237 235 234 238 239 241 244 245 245 244 242 241
1949 240 238 238 239 238 239 237 238 239 237 238 236
1950 235 235 236 236 237 238 241 243 244 246 247 250
1951 254 25:7 258 258 259 259 259 259 261 26.2 264 265
1952 265 263 263 264 264 265 267 26.7 267 267 267 26.7
1953 266 265 266 266 26.7 268 268 269 269 270 269 269
1954 269 269 269 268 269 269 269 269 268 268 268 26.7
1955 26.7 26.7 26.7 26.7 26.7 26.7 268 268 269 269 269 26.8
1956 268 268 268 269 270 272 274 273 274 275 275 27.6
1957 276 27.7 278 279 280 281 283 283 283 283 284 284
1958 286 286 288 289 289 289 290 289 289 289 29.0 28.9
1959 290 289 289 290 290 291 292 292 293 294 294 294
1960 293 294 294 295 295 296 296 296 296 2938 298 298
1961 298 298 298 298 298 298 30.0 299 30.0 30.0 300 30.0
1962 30.0 301 301 302 30.2 302 303 303 304 304 304 304
1963 304 304 305 305 305 306 30.7 307 30.7 308 308 30.9
1964 309 309 309 309 309 310 311 31.0 311 311 312 312
1965 31.2 31.2 313 314 314 316 316 316 316 4 7 A 317 318
1966 318 320 321 323 323 324 325 327 327 329 329 329
1967 329 329 33.0 331 33.2 333 334 335 336 337 338 339
1968 341 342 343 344 345 347 349 350 351 353 354 355
1969 356 358 36.1 36.3 364 36.6 36.8 370 371 373 375 37.7

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics (2016, p. 68).

69



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

70



APPENDIX D. NATIONAL BUILDING COST MANUAL INDEX

Building Cost Historical Index

Use this table to find the approximate current dollar building cost when the actual cost is known for_any year since
1948. Multiply the figure listed below for the building type and year of construction by the known cost. The result is the
estimated 2015 construction cost.

M y C Steel Wood-Frame Agricultural Year of
Year Building Building: Buildings Buildings Building C i
1948 14.58 15.62 18.33 13.60 12.22 1948
1949 14.66 15.44 18.25 13.77 12.60 1949
1950 13.95 14.74 17.90 13.16 11.71 1950
1951 13.05 13.92 16.25 12.31 10.87 1951
1952 12.58 13.58 15.90 12.10 10.77 1952
1953 12.41 13.13 15.18 11.80 10.54 1953
1954 12.18 12.66 15.18 11.80 10.54 1954
1955 11.68 12.08 14.38 11.17 10.08 1955
1956 11.08 11.55 13.24 10.70 9.66 1956
1957 10.76 11.11 12.71 10.63 9.43 1957
1958 10.46 10.69 12.10 10.60 11.24 1958
1959 10.13 10.35 11.81 10.15 9.01 1959
1960 9.89 10.16 11.62 10.00 8.83 1960
1961 9.69 9.81 8.80 1961
1962 9.48 9.70 8.67 1962
1963 9.33 9.51 7.86 1963
1964 9.06 9.19 8.26 1964
1965 8.77 8.99 8.04 1965
1966 8.38 8.60 7.81 1966
1967 8.18 8.18 7.50 1967
1968 7.84 7.73 A7 1968
1969 7.41 7.45 .76 1969
1970 7.1 7.08 .43 1970
1971 6.67 6. 5.99 1971
1972 6.20 6.11 5.57 1972
1973 566 5.23 1973
1974 5.04 5. 4.86 1974
1975 458 496 433 1975
1976 429 477 4.10 1976
1977 4.00 4. 4.43 3.86 1977
1978 3.72 4.48, 4.08 3.49 1978
1979 3.42 4.00 3.74 3.31 1979
1980 3.10 3.56 3.35 2.99 1980
1981 292 3.26 3.20 2.80 1981
1982 283 3.16 3.09 2.69 1982
1983 269 3.10 295 254 1983
1984 252 2.96 2.72 2.47 1984
1985 245 288 264 2.43 1985
1986 2.39 283 2.60 2.38 1986
1987 2.38 2.80 2.55 2.36 1987
1988 233 274 253 2.32 1988
1989 227 2.61 2.48 2.24 1989
1990 2.14 2.48 2.30 214 1990
1991 2.32 2.36 2.18 2.03 1991
1992 2.07 233 217 201 1992
1993 2.02 ? 224 214 1.98 1993
1994 1.97 2.00 2.16 2.06 1.84 1994
1995 1.87 1.83 2.00 1.94 1.73 1995
1996 1.81 1.80 1.95 1.89 1.70 1996
1997 1.74 1.74 1.87 1.85 1.66 1997
1998 1.66 1.66 1.80 1.77 1.64 1998
1999 1.60 1.60 1.75 1.75 1.61 1999
2000 1.56 1.56 1.68 1.69 1.56 2000
2001 1.51 1.51 1.65 1.63 1.52 2001
2002 1.47 1.47 1.61 1.61 1.49 2002
2003 1.45 1.45 1.57 1.60 1.46 2003
2004 1.39 1.39 1.53 1.56 1.42 2004
2005 1.29 1.29 1.37 1.39 1.39 2005
2006 1.21 1.21 1.26 1.25 1.24 2006
2007 1.17 1.17 1.20 1.16 1.15 2007
2008 1.10 1.10 1.14 1.11 1.09 2008
2009 1.09 1.09 1.10 1.11 1.09 2009
2010 1.07 1.07 1.04 1.10 1.08 2010
2011 1.08 1.08 1.07 1.12 1.11 2011
2012 1.07 1.07 0.96 1.08 1.09 2012
2013 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 2013
2014 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 2014
2015 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2015

Source: Moselle (2014, p. 9).
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APPENDIX E. RS MEANS HISTORICAL COST INDEXES

Historical Cost Indexes

The table below lists both the RSMeans® historical cost index based on
Jan. 1,1993 = 100 as well as the computed value of an index based on
Jan. 1, 2016 costs. Since the Jan. 1,2016 figure is estimated, space is left
to write in the actual index figures as they become available through
the quarterly RSMeans Construction Cost Indexes.

To compute the actual index based on Jan. 1, 2016 = 100, divide the historical
cost index for a particular year by the actual Jan. 1, 2016 construction cost index
Space has been left to advance the index figures as the year progresses.

Historical Current Index Historical Current Index Historical Current Index
Cost Index Based on Cost Index Based on Cost Index Based on
Year | Jan.1,1993=100| Jan. 1,2016=100| Year |Jan. 1,1993-100(Jan.1,2016=100 | Year |Jan.1,1993=100] Jan. 1, 2016 = 100
Est | Actual | Est | Actual Actual Est | Actual Actual Et | Actud

Oct 2016 My 2001 125.1 604 July 1983 &2 387
July 2016* 2000 1209 583 1982 76.1 368
Aprl 2016 1999 1176 56.8 1981 700 38
Jan 016" | 2072 1000 | 1000 1998 1151 55.6 1980 629 304
July 2015 2062 1997 1128 544 1979 578 219
2014 2049 | 989 199 1102 532 1978 535 258
2013 2012 | 971 1995 1076 519 1977 495 239
2012 1946 | 939 199 1044 504 1976 469 26
2011 1912 | 923 1993 101.7 491 1975 448 216
2010 1835 | 886 1992 994 480 1974 414 200
2009 180.1 | &9 1991 %38 4.7 1973 317 182
2008 1804 | 871 1990 u3 455 1972 348 168
2007 1694 | 818 1989 21 445 1971 321 155
2006 1620 | 782 1988 899 434 1970 287 139
2005 1516 | 732 1987 817 23 1969 269 130
2004 1437 | 694 1986 8.2 40.7 1968 249 120
2003 1320 | 637 1985 856 399 1967 235 113

y 2002 1287 | 621 vy 1%4 80 396 y 1%6 217 110

Adjustments to Costs

The "Historical Cost Index” can be used to convert national average building
costs at a particular time to the approximate building costs for some other time.

Time Adjustment Using the Historical Cost Indexes:

Index for YearA . o in Year B = Cost in Year A

Index for Year B
Example:
Estimate and compare construction costs for different years in the same dity. INDEX 1970
§ . : g —— x Cost 2016 = Cost 1970
To estimate the national average construction cost of a building in 1970, INDEX 2016

knowing that it cost $900,000 in 2016:
INDEX in 1970 = 287
INDEX in 2016 = 207.2

Note: The city cost indexes for Canada can be used to convert
U.S. national averages to local costs in Canadian dollars.

Source: “Historical Cost Indexes”( n.d.).
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287
—— x $§900,000 = 139 x $900,000 = §124,662
207.2 ! o

The construction cost of the building in 1970 was $124,662.
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APPENDIX F. NAVAL CENTER FOR COST ANALYSIS

MILCON (Purchases) = Military Construction.

INFLATION INDEX

(1205)

Navy

Source: “Joint Inflation Calculator” (n.d., Multi Appn tab).

75

Budget Year
Fiscal | Infiation Raw Weighted Year Infiation
Year Rate % Index Index Index Rate %

1970 7.84% 0.1845 c 2251 02199
1971 8.69% o2114 02390 02336 6.19%
1972 S5.94% 0.2239 02561 02503 7.16%
1973 5.55% 02364 02798 02734 S9.23%
1974| 11.76% 0.2642 0.3134 0.3062 12.01%
1975 16.12% 0.3067 0.3373 0.3296 7.64%
1976 3.02% 0.3160 0.3524 0.3443 4. 45%
19771 1.56% 0.3209 03738 0.3653 6.09%
1977 2.80% 0.3299 0.3753 0.3667 0.39%
1978 7.68% 0.3553 o.4139 0.4044 10.28%
1979 9. 31% 0.3883 0.4226 04130 2.12%
1980 10.59% 0.4295 0.4879 0.4767 15.44°%
1981 10.61% 0.4750 0.5168 0.5050 5.92%
1982 7_.60% 05111 0.5455 0.5330 5. 55%
1983 4_.90% 0.5362 0.5649 0.5520 3.56%
1984 3.80% 0.5565 0.5842 0.5708 3.42%
1985 3.40% 0.5755 0.6018 0.5880 3.01%
1986 2.80% 0.5916 0.6196 0.6054 2.96%
1987 2.70% 0.6076 0.6407 0.6261 3.41%
1988 3.00% 0.6258 0.6640 0.6488 3.64%
1989 4. 20% 0.6521 0.6906 0.6748 4.00%
1990 4.00% 06781 0.7110 0.6947 2.95%
1991 4 30% 0.7073 0.7366 O.7197 3.60%
1992 2.80% 0.7271 0.7545 0.7372 2.42%
1993 2.70% 0.7467 0.7694 0.7518 1.98%
1994 2.00% 0.7617 0.7878 0.76938 2.39%
1995 1.90% 0.7761 0.8009 0.7826 1.66%
1996 2.00% 0.7917 08116 0.7930 1.33%
1997 1.80% 0.8059 0.8166 o.7979 0.62%
1998 0.70% 08116 0.8240 0.8052 0.91%
1999 0.80% 0.8181 0.8371 0.8179 1.58%
2000 1.40% 0.8295 0.8479 0.8285 1.29%
2001 1.80% 0.8444 0.8575 0.8378 1.13%
2002 0.80% 0.8512 0.8697 0.8498 1.43%
2003 1.00% 0.8597 0.8890 0.8687 2.23%
2004 2.00% 0.8769 0.9123 0.8914 2.62%
2005 2.80% 0.9015 0.9382 0.9167 2.83%
2006 3.10% 0.9294 0.9637 0.9416 2.72%
2007 2.70% 0.9545 0.9829 0.9604 2.00%
2008 2.40% 0.9774 0.9986 0.9757 1.59%
2009 1.50% 0.9921 1.0096 0.93865 1.11%

0.80% 1.0234 1.37%
2011 1.30% 1.0130 1.0389 1.0151 1.51%
2012 1.40% 1.0272 1.0559 1.0317 1.64%
2013 1.60% 1.0436 1.0738 1.0492 1.69%
2014 1.70% 1.0614 1.0921 1.0671 1.70%
2015 1.70% 1.0794 1. 1106 1.0852 1.70%
2016 1.70% 1.0978 1.1295 1.1037 1.70%
2017 1.70% 1.1164 1.1487 11224 1.70%
2018 1.70% 1.1354 1_1682 1.1415S '-llzgﬁ
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APPENDIX G. NAVFAC BUILDING COST INDEX

NAVFAC Building Cost Index (BCI) 2016-05-25(1200)
Consistent With DoD UFC 3-701-01 March 2011; Change 10, May 2016 *

Fiscal

Year Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep
1995 3116 3109 3110 3112 3111 3103 3100 3096 3095 3114 3121 3109
1996 3117 3131 3128 3127 3131 3135 3148 3161 3178 3190 3218 3239
1997 3277 3295 3302 3323 3324 3316 3364 3377 3396 3392 3385 3378
1998 3372 3350 3370 3363 3372 3368 3375 3374 3379 3382 3391 3414
1999 3423 3424 3419 3425 3417 3411 3421 3422 3433 3460 3474 3494
2000 3505 3498 3497 3503 3523 3536 3534 3558 3553 3545 3546 3539
2001 3547 3541 3548 3545 3536 3542 3541 3547 3572 3626 3605 3597
2002 3603 3596 3548 3581 3581 3597 3583 3612 3624 3652 3648 3655
2003 3651 3654 3640 3648 3655 3649 3652 3660 3667 3683 3712 3717
2004 3745 3765 3757 3767 3802 3859 3908 3956 3996 4013 4027 4102
2005 4129 4128 4123 4112 4116 4127 4168 4189 4195 4197 4210 4219
2006 4265 4312 4329 4335 4337 4330 4335 4331 4340 4356 4359 4375
2007 4431 4462 4440 4432 4432 4411 4416 4475 447 4493 4513 4533
2008 4535 12 4555 4574 4594 4612 4630 4649 4668 4688 4708 4724 4741
2009 4757 4753 4748 4744 4683 4623 4562 4537 4512 4487 4469 4451
2010 4459 4420 4408 4396 4393 4390 4388 4390 4393 4395 4394 4392
2011 4391 4396 4401 4406 4417 4427 4438 4449 4461 4473 4483 4493
2012 4503 4511 4519 4527 4534 4540 4546 4551 4555 4559 4566 4574
2013 4582 4594 4606 4618 4630 4643 4656 4668 4681 4693 4710 4727
2014 4744 4759 4774 4788 4800 4812 4824 4841 4859 4876 4896 4917
2015 4938 4954 4970 4986 5000 5014 5028 5044 5061 5077 5098 5118
2016 5139 5146 3% 5154 p 5162 p 5169 p 5177 p 5185 p 5193 p 5200 p 5208 p 5216 p 5224 p
2017 5231 p 5239 p 5247 p 5255 p 5264 p 5272 p 5280 p 5289 p 5297 p 5306 p 5314 p 5322 p
2018 5330 p 5338 p 5347 p 5356 p 5365 p 5374 p 5383 p 5392 p 5401 p 5410 p 5419 p 5428 p
2019 5436 p 5445 p 5454 p 5463 p 5472 p 5481 p 5490 p 5499 p 5508 p 5518 p 5527 p 5536 p
2020 5545 p 5554 p 5563 p 5572 p 5582 p 5591 p 5600 p 5610 p 5619 p 5628 p 5638 p 5647 p
2021 5656 p 5665 p 5674 p 5684 p 5693 p 5703 p 5712 p 5722 p 5731 p 5741 p 5750 p 5760 p
2022 5769 p 5778 p 5788 p 5797 p 5807 p 5817 p 5826 p 5836 p 5846 p 5856 p 5865 p 5875 p

Escalation Factor =

Note 1:

Note 2:

Note 3p:

Index of the "escalated to" date

Index of the "escalated from" date

See DoD UFC 3-701-01 March 2011; Change 10, May 2016 Table 4-2: Military Construction Escalation Rates

The index from OCT FY1993 (OCT CY1992) through OCT FY2008 (OCT CY2007) is the Engineering News Record
(ENR) Building Construction Index (BCl). The ENR BCl is a historical index that tracks the cost of three basic
materials and one skilled labor type, but does not account for other pricing influences (such as risk and competition)

that impact total delivered price to the project owner.

The index from OCT FY2008 (OCT CY2007) through OCT FY2016 (OCT CY2015) is consistent with the DoD Selling
Price Index (SPI). The SPI is a historical index representing the average of the RLB Construction Cost Index, Turner
Construction Cost Index, and Saylor Subcontracting Index. Saylor ceased publishing their index in OCT 2009, and
the BLS PPI for NAICS 236223 is now the third index used in the computation. DoD established the SPI to more

accurately represent actual (historical) market escalation as experienced by DoD as the project owner for the type of

construction in the portfolio.

The index from OCT FY2016 (OCT CY2015) through OCT FY2022 (OCT CY2021) is projected based on annual rates

for military construction budget authority published by USD (Comptroller) in FEB 2016.

Source: “NAVFAC Building Cost Index” (n.d.).
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APPENDIX H. NAVFAC’S LEED FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION

WORKBOOK SUMMARY OF COST TABLES

LEED for New Construction v2.2
NAVY Administrative Building Project Cost List

Year of Projec 200
Cost of Primary Facility: 18,000.000
Size of Primary Facility (m2): 13,860
Number of Occupants: 3968
LEED Total Cost Less Than 4% of Primary Facility Cost !
LEED for New Construction v2.2
NAVY Administrative Building Project Cost List
TestProec Year of Projec: 1 2008
50 Cost of Primary Facility: 12,000,000
A Anyvinere Soms Gy X0 Size of Primary Facility (m2): 13,860
1.M. Number of Occupants: 396
LEED T otal Cost Less Than 4% of Primary Facility Cost
LEED for New Construction v2.2
NAVY Airfield Pavement Project Cost List
Year of Projec § 2008
Cost of Primary Facility: 19,000,000
ty. X Size of Primary Facility (m2): 12,880
Number of Occupants: 3968
LEED T otal Cost Less Than 4% of Primary Facility Cost
LEED for New Construction v2.2
NAVY Air Traffic Control Facility and Tower Project Cost List
Vear of Project i 2008
Cost of Primary Facility: 19,000,000
Cine XX Size of Primary Facility (m2): 13,860
Number of Occupants: 396
LEED for New Construction v2.2
NAVY Bachelor Quarters Project Cost List
Year of Project: F 2008
Cost of Primary Facility: 19,000,000
Size of Primary Facility (m2): 13.860
Number of Occupants: 398
LEED for New Construction v2.2
NAVY Child Development Center Project Cost List
Year of Projec: v 2008
Cost of Primary Facility: 19,000,000
Size of Primary Facility {m2): 12.880
396

Number of Occupants:

Source: “Leed for New Construction Workbook” (n.d.).
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LEED for New Construction v2.2
NAVY Communications Centers Project Cost List

Year of Project
Cost of Primary Facility:

Number of Occupents:

LEED for New Construction v2.2
NAVY Fire Station Project Cost List

Year of Project

Cost of Primary Facility:

Number of Occupants:

LEED for New Construction v2.2
NAVY Fitness Center Project Cost List
Project Title: Test Projec ‘Year of Project
Project Numbper:  P00! Cost of Primary Facility:
2 Size of Primary Facility (m2):
:’ Number of Occupants:
LEED for New Construction v2.2
NAVY Magazine Project Cost List
TestProec ‘Year of Project
P00! Cost of Primary Facility:
"-\.45 Anyviners Some City XX Size of Primary Facility (m2):
|

.M. Somecne Number of Cccupants:

LEED for New Construction v2.2
NAVY Operation Training Facility Project Cost List

Year of Projec:

Cost of Primary Facility:

Number of Occupants:

LEED for New Construction v2.2
NAVY Ordnance Operations Project Cost List

Year of Progject

Cost of Primary Facility:

Number of Occupants:

Source: “Leed for New Construction Workbook” (n.d.).
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Size of Primary Facility (m2):

Size of Primary Facility (m2):

Size of Primary Facility (m2):

Size of Primary Facility (m2):

r

2008
—=S
19,000,000
13,860

v

2008
19,000,000
12,880

i

2008
—=_NS
18,000,000
13,860

19,000,000
12,860

v

2008
i
713,000,000

13,880

r

2008
—=_NS
19,000,000
12,880



LEED for New Construction v2.2
NAVY Pier Project Cost List

Year of ProjiPro
Cost of PrirPro, Facility:

Size of PrimPrgFacility (m2):

Number of CPrzupants:

LEED T otal Cost Less Than 4% of Primary Facility Cost

LEED for New Construction v2.2

NAVY Vehicle Maintenance Project Cost List

Project Tite Test Project

Project Numper:  'P00!

Project Logtion:  NAS Anwvshere Some City, XX
— 14

Prepared By 1.M. Someone

-

LEED for New Construction v2.2

YYear of ProjetPro,

Cost of Prim Pro, Facility:

Size of Prim g Facility (m2):

Number of CPreupants:

NAVY General Warehouse (High Bay) Project Cost Lis¢

TestProec

LEED for New Construction v2.2
NAVY Project Cost List

Vesr of ProjeiPrg,
Cost of PrimPrg, Facility:

Size of PrimProFacility (m2):
Number of CPrzupants:

Year of ProjetPro,

Cost of PrirrPrg Facility:

Size of PrimPrgFacility (m2):

Number of CPreupants:

LEED T otal Cost Less Than 4% of Primary Facility Cost

Source: “Leed for New Construction Workbook” (n.d.).
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y—— 2000
12,000,000
e T

13,860



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

82



APPENDIX |. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF DD 1391S

Project Number|Project Total Environmental Total]l Env % |[Utilities Total| Utilities %| ITTotal | IT%
H-65-97 $410,000 $11,000 0.00 [ $37,000 0.00 30 0.00
H-1-03 $437,000 $28,000 641 | $39,000 0.00 30 0.00

CTC11-03 | $456,000 30 0.00 [ $90,000 0.00 30 0.00
H-646 $326,000 $9,000 2.76 | $30,000 0.00 30 0.00
H-2-97 $468,000 $80,000 17.09 | $69,000 | 1474 30 0.00
H-01-21 $536,000 $15,000 280 | 49,000 9.14 30 0.00
PR3-03 $690,000 $30,500 442 | s100000 | 1449 30 0.00
H-1-01 $333,000 $9,000 270 | $30,000 9.01 30 0.00
PC15-03 $730,000 30 0.00 | $40,000 5.48 30 0.00
H-3-1 $400,000 $26,000 650 | $36,000 9.00 |$43,949| 0.00
PC11-03 $196,000 30 0.00 $0 0.00 30 0.00
H-66-97 $392,000 $27,000 689 | $18,000 459 30 0.00

| Total |[$5374000|  $235500 | 438 | $538000 | 1001 [$43949] o0.82 |

Project Number|Project Total Environmental Total]l Env % |[Utilities Total| Utilities %| ITTotal | IT%
RM 13-1202 | $521,000 $16,000 3.07 $0 0.00 [$248,000] 47.60
NF15-0158 | $649,000 $0 0.00 | $18,000 2.77 $0 0.00
NF14-2665 | $675,000 $0 0.00 | $240,000 | 3556 $0 0.00
NF09-2001 | $690,000 $0 0.00 | $47,000 6.81 |$20,000] 2.90
NF10-9028 | $699,000 $0 0.00 30 0.00 $0 0.00
NF09-0459 | $699,000 $17,600 2.5 $0 0.00 $0 0.00
RM 14-2179 | $700,000 $8,000 114 | $371,000 | 53.00 $0 0.00
NF09-3040 | $704,000 $0 0.00 30 0.00 $0 0.00
RM 15-2888 | $704,000 $0 0.00 | $600,000 | 8523 $0 0.00
RM 15-0406 | $707,000 $0 0.00 | $160,000 | 2263 $0 0.00
ST12-1334 [ $745,000 $0 0.00 | $10,000 1.34 $0 0.00
RM 12-2159 | $748,000 $0 0.00 50 0.00 $0 0.00

Total | $8,241,000 | $41,600 | 050 | $1,446000 | 1755 [s268,000 3.25 |
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Project Number| Project Total |Environmental Total| Env%  |UtilitiesTotal| Utilities% | IT Total IT %
P026 $2,432,000 50 0.00 $120,000 193 | 69,660 | 2.6
P271 $5,349,000 $190,000 3.55 $430,000 804 | 60000 | 1.12
P182 $6,547,000 50 0.00 $110,000 168 | $73400 | 112
P465 $6,844,000 30 0.00 30 0.00 30 0.00
P199 $6,973,000 50 0.00 $880,000 | 1262 |$359990| 5.6
P345 $8,996,000 30 0.00 $580,000 6.45 50 0.00
P138 $7,340,000 $80,000 1.09 $280,000 381 50 0.00
P293 $18,863,000 $199,433 1.06 $100,000 053 | 5275080 | 146
P149 $17,650,000 $160,000 091 | $2,940,000 | 16.66 50 0.00
P735 $36,085,000 50 000 | $2,690,000 | 745 50 0.00
P243 $59,010,000 |  $3,340,000 566 | 51,780,000 | 302 50 0.00

| Total  |$176,089,0000 $3969433 | 225 | $9910000| 563 [$838130| 048 |

Project Number | Project Total | Environmental Total] Env% |UtilitiesTotal| Utilities% | IT Total IT %
P658 $15,190,000 $790,000 520 | $1,670000 | 1099 | $83705 | 055
P112 $15,550,000 50 0.00 $520,000 334 | 363173 | 041
P755 $15,810,000 $390,000 247 | $1,960000 | 1240 | 3320000 | 202
P23 $20,980,000 $350,000 167 $900,000 429 50 0.00
P479 $22,990,000 $290,000 126 | $1,070000 | 465 | $580,000 | 252
P450 $26,901,000 $980,000 3.64 $400,000 149 $0 0.00
P287 $27,313,000 $270,000 0.99 $860,000 345 [ 3850000 | 3.11
P975 $36,936,000 $640,000 173 | $2570000 | 696 $0 0.00
P745 $38,570,000 $280,000 073 | $2190000 | 568 3490000 127
P648 $42,240,000 $410,000 097 | $1,230000 | 291 50 0.00
P900 $47,560,000 $1,180 000 | $1,250000 | 263 $1,550 | 0.00
P452 $58,970,000 $420,000 071 | $1,290000 | 219 |[s721416| 122
Total  [$369,010,000]  $4,821,180 131 [ 615910000 431 [$3,109.844] 0384 |
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