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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Purpose

This report provides the implementation status of the “Demonstration Program on Reduction in Long-Term Facility Maintenance Costs” (hereafter referred to as the “demonstration program”) along with preliminary evaluation and recommendations as required in Public Law 107-107, Section 2814.

Background

By FY 2001, there was ample evidence that a systematic approach to design, construction, and post occupancy operations and maintenance of building facility systems provided life cycle cost savings
.  Army subsequently proposed a demonstration program to include long-term maintenance within the scope of Military Construction (MILCON) projects.

Program Authority

The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002, Title XXVII – General Provisions; Sec. 2814 (division B; 115 Stat. 1310 U.S.C. 2809 note) authorized the Secretary of the Army to 

“… conduct a demonstration program to assess the feasibility and desirability of including facility maintenance requirements in construction contracts for military construction projects for the purpose of determining whether such requirements facilitate reductions in the long-term facility maintenance costs of the military departments.”

The Act was amended in Public Law 107-314 (FY 2003 National Defense Authorization Act) to include all of the Department of Defense and transferred reporting requirements to the Secretary of Defense.

Goals/Objectives

Facility life cycle engineering represents the most effective balance of cost to construct; cost to start-up; cost to operate, and (perhaps most importantly) the users’ cost to perform the intended function of the facility over its useful life.  The demonstration program fosters true life cycle engineering by having MILCON funding include total building commissioning; the first five years of maintenance, and re-commissioning, virtually eliminating any backlog maintenance.

Discussion

General

The demonstration program takes an aggressive stance in providing proactive attention to the planning; design; construction, operation and maintenance of selected DOD facilities.  It utilizes a best business practice approach employed by private industry; colleges and universities; the medical community, and the public sector.  

Historically, DOD MILCON projects have used commissioning principles in the planning, design and construction phases to ensure that systems are designed; installed; functionally tested, and capable of being operated and maintained according to the owner’s operational needs.  Under current MILCON projects, only the initial start-up or prove-out of a facility, specifically the optimizing of facility component systems (such as heating and cooling systems), is covered under “commissioning”.  However, once the facility is completed and turned over to the “user”, other types of funds are applied to operate and maintain the facility.  The purpose of this program is to expand the “commissioning” of MILCON projects to include routine maintenance and repair of a facility for the first five years of its useful life as well as continue the optimization of facility component systems through periodic re-commissioning.

It is hypothesized that the facility will last longer, have less long-term maintenance and repair problems/breakdowns; thus, lowering long-term sustainment costs by optimizing system components and ensuring appropriate levels of sustainment for the first five years of the facility’s useful life.  Optimization of facility systems will reduce energy costs; improve conditions for facility users, and lower operating costs.

Public and Private Industry Experience

Numerous public and private industry sources discuss the “commissioning process” in many different ways.  These sources generally agree that a comprehensive, coordinated approach to commissioning in project development, design, construction, and operational phases results in lower facility maintenance and operational costs.  There are a wide variety of approaches, funding techniques and philosophies.  The preponderance of published data is generally focused on energy and operational cost while very little is revealed about facility life cycle maintenance and repair costs.

Evaluation Metrics

Metrics have been established to assess the change in facility condition of pilot and baseline projects over time using the BUILDER™ Engineer Management System (EMS) software.  Other metrics have been selected to reveal cost of maintenance and energy usage.  These evaluation metrics will be used in the cost benefits analysis of the demonstration program.

Projects Summaries

The Army has awarded seven demonstration projects and proposed five.  The Navy has awarded six demonstration projects.  Presently, the Air Force has not exercised the authority granted by Congress under this program.

One pilot project has reached beneficial occupancy date (BOD) to date and begun its five-year maintenance period.  Complete maintenance period data and the impact of this initial high-quality maintenance on facility condition and life cycle cost will not be known for five years from now for the earliest pilots.  In addition, the present number of pilot projects authorized by Congress provides a relatively small number of data points from which to draw solid conclusions.  Additional data points would be beneficial

Conclusions 

The overall assessment of the impact of commissioning processes on long-term facility maintenance costs will be determined by tracking the pilot projects from design through construction and five years of initial operation.  The data collected will be compared to analogous baseline projects over a similar period.  The results of this study will be based on a process that ensures each facility begins its life with systems at optimal productivity through total and continuous building commissioning, and that each facility will be maintained at a high level of performance. 
Recommendation

DOD recommends the military services be allowed to continue to include up to five years of facility maintenance requirements in a limited number of military construction contracts each fiscal year where the military department Secretary deems such inclusion may reduce long-term maintenance costs and may provide a significant contribution to the body of knowledge related to commissioning and maintaining new facilities.  
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1.0
Purpose

This report provides the implementation status of the “Demonstration Program on Reduction in Long-Term Facility Maintenance Costs” (hereafter referred to as the “demonstration program”) along with preliminary evaluation and recommendations as required in Public Law 107-107, Section 2814.

2.0
Background 

By FY 2001, there was ample evidence that a systematic approach to design, construction, and post occupancy operations and maintenance of building facility systems provided life cycle cost savings
.   Also, by FY 2001, Department of Army determined that facilities maintenance funding levels were insufficient.  It was recognized that when a new facility was turned over to an installation at the end of construction, the facility had to compete with aging and failing facilities that had a higher priority for available funds.  Consequently, the new facility’s needs were deferred until system breakdowns forced it to be added to the priority list.  
The Army proposed a demonstration program to include long-term maintenance within the scope of Military Construction (MILCON) projects.  While the major advantage of the program is that it ensures adequate levels of initial maintenance, many other benefits were cited.  These included:

· Protection of the Investment – Conduct an integrated design, construct and commissioning process encompassing:

•
Design – Provide a design process that translates requirements and concepts into projects that provide flexible use of sustainable facilities that meet industry construction standards and minimize operational costs over the facility’s life cycle.

•
Construct – Provide an incentive for builder / operators to use high quality materials and to install equipment that result in lower life cycle maintenance and ease of operation.

•
Commission – Assure that the facility’s systems and equipment are installed in the prescribed manner and operated within performance guidelines throughout the life cycle.  Unlike current “commissioning” included in MILCON contracts that only cover one-time start-up/prove-out optimization and limited manufacturers’ timeframes, this program extends the optimization over the first five years of a facility.

· True Life cycle Engineering

Life cycle engineering represents the most effective balance of cost for construction, startup, and operations.  The features of the proposed program include:

· MILCON funding for building system commissioning after BOD (this includes heating and cooling systems, electrical, plumbing, etc.).  Optimization of facility systems will improve energy savings; improve conditions for facility users, and lower operating costs.

· MILCON funding providing sustainment for the first five years of the facilities useful life (includes routine maintenance, repair, and preventive maintenance) reducing breakdowns of facility systems.

· Backlogged maintenance becoming virtually nonexistent 

· A facility meeting the users’ needs being built and commissioned cost effectively and providing operational savings.

Prior to FY 2002 and the establishment of the DOD Facilities Sustainment Model (FSM), DOD did not have an adequate tool to equitably measure military services’ sustainment levels.  As a result, the funding levels for sustainment were left to the individual military services and ranged from 60-70% of requirements.  With the establishment of the FSM, DOD has the leverage to provide guidance across all the military services and the confidence that the sustainment requirements follow industry standards.  DOD uses FSM to generate the sustainment budget included in the Operation and Maintenance portion of the President's Budget.  The FSM determines the sustainment resources necessary to keep a typical inventory of facilities in good working order over a 50-year service life.  It includes regularly scheduled adjustments and inspections; preventive maintenance; emergency response, and service calls for minor repairs.  It also includes major repairs or replacement of facility components expected to occur periodically throughout the facility life cycle.

This demonstration program complements the improved sustainment process within DOD by ensuring the first five years of a facility’s life are properly maintained.  

3.0 
Program Authority

The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002, Title XXVII – General Provisions; Sec. 2814 (division B; 115 Stat. 1310 U.S.C. 2809) authorized the Secretary of the Army to “conduct a demonstration program to assess the feasibility and desirability of including facility maintenance requirements in construction contracts for military construction projects for the purpose of determining whether such requirements facilitate reductions in the long-term facility maintenance costs of the military departments.”  The Act required the Secretary of the Army to provide a report to Congress on the demonstration program.

Sec. 2813 of the Bob Stump National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003 expanded the demonstration program to include all Department of Defense (DOD).  It also changed the reporting requirements from the Secretary of the Army to the Secretary of Defense encompassing both the demonstration program authorized in FY 2003 and the related Department of Army demonstration program authorized in FY 2002.  

4.0 
Goals/Objectives

The overarching goal of the long-term facility maintenance demonstration program is to determine if the anticipated benefits (better facility condition, lower operating costs, and lower long-term sustainment costs) exceed the costs of performing total building commissioning and/or re-commissioning and rigorous preventative maintenance over an initial five-year period.

This determination will be made by regular collection of data related to the benefits described above.  Data for the facilities constructed under the demonstration program will be compared against maintenance data for similar facilities being maintained by the government.  The mechanism for comparing the degradation of baseline projects to the pilot projects will be the BUILDER™ system.  (See Appendix C for a description of the BUILDER™ system.)

The primary objective of this analysis is to determine if including five years of facility maintenance in military construction contracts decreases the long-term facility maintenance cost. 

5.0
Public and Private Industry Experience

5.1
Commissioning Background

The public and private sectors have many of the same challenges as the Department of Defense.  Funds for operations and maintenance often vary from year to year based on the fiscal position or philosophies of the department or corporation/organization.

Contractually, most facilities in the private sector are planned, designed, and built by architects/engineers and contractors who, generally, transfer all operational aspects to the user without significant influence or impact on how the facility is ultimately operated or maintained.  This is also generally true in the public sector facility construction.  

While there are several terms that are applied to active, involved management of a facility’s life cycle, one that is applied most often is “commissioning”. 

Although there are various definitions of commissioning and differing levels, the General Services Administration has reported that the National Conference on Building Commissioning established an official definition of “Total Building Commissioning” as:

The systematic process of assuring by verification and documentation, from the design phase to a minimum of one year after construction, that all facility systems perform interactively in accordance with the design documentation and intent, and in accordance with the owner’s operational needs, including preparation of operation personnel.

This definition provides an insight into the holistic approach to facility planning, design, construction, and maintenance activities.  DOD has embraced this philosophy and employed this process in the past.  However, the funding stream and devoted resources identified for maintenance are often diverted.  The demonstration program provides those resources as an integral part of the commissioning process and extends this concept beyond one year of operation to the first five years of operation.  

5.2
Commissioning

Key to this demonstration program is the incorporation of commissioning into not just the design, construction, and first year of operation, but the re-commissioning through the five years of the demonstration program.  Re-commissioning addresses unique attention to facility systems from onset of planning and design and continues through construction and operation of the facility as part of a total life cycle management approach.  This approach ensures that the efforts that have taken place during the planning, design and construction phases are carried forward into the life cycle maintenance of the facility.  

Total Commissioning involves applying adequate funding and resources to ensure the facility is appropriately operated and maintained on a proactive versus reactive basis.  In this process, benchmarks and other measurement techniques are applied to ensure systems operate at an optimal level.  An appropriate level of funding must be provided to assure scheduled and unscheduled maintenance actions are appropriately executed to ensure efficient and effective facility operation.

A survey of current, applicable information sources (See Appendix E) revealed increasing attention to the importance of consistent, comprehensive facility maintenance planning, design and implementation.  Admittedly, there are a wide variety of philosophies and practices in private industry.  The spectrum of maintenance management philosophies includes “run until failure”; rigid application of maintenance tasks as specified by system(s) manufacturers, and a Reliability Centered Maintenance practice (originally developed by DOD in 1978).  Unfortunately, there are few authoritative “lessons learned” or data studies published on total facility maintenance outcomes.  The studies that are published are generally focused on one aspect of the commissioning process (e.g. energy savings) rather than a multi-dimensional approach.

5.3
Summary of Public and Private Industry Comparison

There is a plethora of information from various companies, governmental entities, universities and other organizations addressing the commissioning process.  Published literature and web-based sources generally agree that a comprehensive, coordinated approach to “commissioning” in project development, design, construction, and operational phases will result in lower facility maintenance and operational costs.  Specifically, many articles/news releases mention the success of commissioning programs in the public sector (states of Florida, Oregon, and California)
.  Further, it is a widely accepted business practice that consistently and regularly applied preventive maintenance programs extends the life of system components and reduces the frequency of breakdowns and malfunctions.  

6.0 
General Discussion

The demonstration program takes an aggressive stance on providing proactive attention to the facility planning, design, operation, and maintenance of selected DOD facilities.  

In the traditional DOD design concept, a facility is designed in the best possible manner to assure its functionality, reliability and cost effectiveness.  Certain criteria and specifications are applied based on the type of facility and its intended function.  This has been accomplished principally using MILCON dollars.  Once the facility is completed and turned over to the “user”, other types of funds are applied for operations and maintenance.  The transition from those who design and build the facility to those who operate the facility is a swift process that oftentimes results in the “user” not operating or maintaining the facility in the most efficient or effective manner due to lack of funding and/or understanding of the facility’s systems.  

The Corps of Engineers, National Guard Bureau (Army) Installations Division, and the Naval Facilities Engineering Command have a major responsibility to ensure that customer requirements, construction quality, public laws, executive orders, and mandatory design inputs are incorporated into the constructed product.  The culmination of the process is a high quality project delivered within the programmed dollar amount.  There are currently two general procurement strategies to accomplish this – the design-build process and the design-bid-build process.  The demonstration program encompasses both procurement strategies and includes maintenance requirements as part of the prime construction contract.  

7.0
Metrics Being Used to Evaluate Results

The following metrics will be used during the five-year maintenance period.

7.1
Facility Condition 

Facility condition data common to the pilot and baseline facilities will be collected for pilot projects at construction completion (Beneficial Occupancy Date – BOD) and again five years later.  Data will be input to BUILDER™ software that will assign an appropriate facility condition index.  BUILDERTM will also estimate the cost difference between the condition states of the pilot and baseline facilities. 

7.2
Cost of maintenance

Cost data common to the pilot and baseline facilities will be collected annually for scheduled and unscheduled maintenance and entered into electronic database systems.

7.3
Energy Usage

Data will be collected annually for utility costs and quantities used (where available).  Because pilot and baseline facilities are not usually identical copies at adjacent sites, the data will be normalized (for weather, size and operational differences as well as utility rate differences).  The normalized data will allow a comparison between MILCON funded building systems maintenance (pilot facility) and systems maintained by traditional methods (baseline facility).

8.0 
Project Selection Process

For specific project information, refer to Appendix A (Project Spreadsheet) and Appendix B (Individual Pilot Project Summaries).

8.1
Department of the Army

8.1.1
Active Army

As projects were considered, the Army scrutinized projects that either were in the early stages of design or would be entering their design phases within the next 3 years.  Most pilot projects were chosen to provide a wide sampling of facility types.  Comparative (baseline) facilities were chosen based on the same type of project to the pilot project (or very close to the same type of project as the pilot facility); of similar size; constructed within several years of one another, and, if possible, located on the same installation or geographic region.  

8.1.2
Army Reserve 

The Army Reserve considered only those projects in the early stages of design for inclusion in the demonstration program.  Projects were selected based on applicability to the entire Army Reserve inventory.  Baseline projects have been completed within the last five years and are located in roughly the same geographic areas as the pilot projects. 

8.1.3
Army National Guard

The Army National Guard considered all types of Guard facilities and selected one of each type wherever possible.  Pilot projects and baselines are generally within the same region, of similar size, and similar cost range.

8.2
Department of the Navy

The Navy considered several factors in selecting candidate projects.  Pilot projects were required to be design-build projects to maximize the benefit of single party responsibility.  A key factor in selecting pilot facilities was the availability of comparison projects (“baseline facilities”) of the same facility type.  Renovation and addition projects were given limited consideration because it would be difficult to find a baseline facility to compare against the pilot facility.  An attempt was also made to match pilot and baseline facilities that were of similar size, geographically close to each other, and constructed within a few years of each other.  

9.0
Program Status

Appendix B provides detailed information about each pilot project noted in the following paragraphs.  By January 2005, it is expected that all FY04 DOD MILCON pilot projects will be awarded.

One pilot project has reached beneficial occupancy date (BOD) to date and begun its five-year maintenance period.  Complete maintenance period data and the impact of this initial high-quality maintenance on facility condition and life cycle cost will not be known until a minimum of five years from now for the earliest pilots.  In addition, the present number of pilot projects authorized by Congress provides a relatively small number of data points from which to draw solid conclusions.  Additional data points would be beneficial.

9.1
Department of the Army

9.1.1
Active Army

As of the date of this report, the Active Army component awarded three pilot projects.  These projects were awarded and contract options for maintenance and repair activities were subsequently funded and exercised.  The awarded projects include:

• FY 2002 – US Army Criminal Investigation Lab at Fort Gillem, GA

• FY 2003 – Battle Simulation Center at Fort Lewis, WA

• FY 2004 – Physical Fitness Center, Fort Stewart, GA (Hunter Army Air Field)
9.1.2  Army Reserve

The Army Reserve has awarded two pilot projects, including:  

• FY 2002 – Reserve Center/OMS, Rochester, NH

• FY 2003 – Reserve Center/OMS, Fort Story, VA

9.1.3  Army National Guard

The Army National Guard has awarded two projects.

• FY 2003 – Army National Guard Armed Forces Reserve Center, Topeka, KS

• FY 2004 – Army National Guard Readiness Center, Lenoir, NC 

9.2 Department of the Navy

Department of Navy has awarded six pilot projects using construction contracts that include the authority provided by the demonstration program.  

• FY 2003 – Small Arms Range Facility, Bangor, WA

• FY 2003 – Bachelor Enlisted Quarters, Quantico, VA

• FY 2003 – Recruit Barracks, Great Lakes, IL

• FY 2004 – Littoral Warfare Research Complex, Panama City, FL

• FY 2004 – Child Development Center, Oceana, VA

• FY 2004/2005 – Tertiary Sewage Treatment, Camp Pendleton, CA
10.
Cost/Benefit Analysis of Demonstration Program
The services will be collecting data on both costs and benefits of the demonstration program to be able to perform a cost benefit analysis.  Various tools will be used in the process.

One of the analysis tools will be the BUILDER™ program (See also Appendix C).  This program will indicate the condition difference between the pilot and baseline facilities at the end of the 5 years.  BUILDER™ will also be used to project the future anticipated condition of both facilities for five years into the future.  BUILDER™ will be used to translate the condition difference in terms of the cost it will take to bring the lower rated facility up to the condition of the higher rated facility. 

Other analysis tools (See also Appendix D for a listing of METRICS) will address costs / applicable characteristics associated with energy usage and maintenance for both the pilot and baseline projects.

11.0
Conclusions

The overall assessment of the impact of commissioning processes on long-term facility maintenance costs will be determined by tracking the pilot projects from design through construction and five years of initial operation.  The data collected will be compared to analogous baseline projects over a similar period.  Facility condition will be assessed at the Beneficial Occupancy Date (BOD) and five years later for both the pilot project and its baseline.  The results of this study will be predicated on a process that ensures each facility begins its life with systems at optimal productivity and that each pilot facility will be maintained at a high level of performance. 
Total building commissioning is a widely used business practice by private industry; colleges and universities; the medical community, and the public sector.  Ensuring optimal performance of facility system components and adequate maintenance and repair of facilities is consistent with DOD sustainment goals and objectives.

One pilot project has reached BOD to date and begun its five-year maintenance period.  Complete maintenance period data and the impact of this initial high-quality maintenance on facility condition and life cycle cost will not be known for five years from now for the earliest pilots.  In addition, the present number of pilot projects authorized by Congress provides a relatively small number of data points from which to draw solid conclusions.  Additional data points would be beneficial.

12.0
Recommendation

12.1
Extend Select Authority

DOD recommends the military services be allowed to continue to include facility maintenance requirements in a limited number of military construction contracts each fiscal year where the military department Secretary deems such inclusion may reduce long-term maintenance costs and may provide a significant contribution to the body of knowledge related to commissioning and maintaining new facilities.
Appendix A.

Project Spreadsheet

	Project
	FY
	Project No.
	Location
	Description
	Program Amount ($000)
	AWARD

CWE

($000)
	Scope

(SF)
	Award

Date
	Award Bldg Price Within 5 Foot Line

($000)
	Maint Actual ($000)
	BOD
	REMARKS

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Army Pilot
	02
	42032
	Fort Gillem, GA
	Criminal Investigation Forensic Lab
	34,550
	27,816
	88,700 
	Sep 02
	25,700
	3,214
	Jan 05
	Congressionally approved reprogramming in Dec 2002 increased PA from $29M to $34.55M

	Army Baseline
	02
	52101
	Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD
	Advanced Chemistry Laboratory
	44,000
	44,558
	112,700
	Sep 02
	---
	---
	Jul 05
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AR Pilot
	02
	10102
	Rochester, NH
	Army Reserve Center/OMS
	13,300
	13,252
	53,044
	Jun 03
	11,250
	690
	Apr 05
	

	AR Baseline
	99
	01521
	Fort Belvoir, VA
	Army Reserve Center/OMS
	10,314
	---
	70,359
	---
	---
	---
	May 01
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Army Pilot
	03
	25057
	Fort Lewis, WA
	Battle Simulation Center
	24,000
	 20,374
	67,400 
	Jun 03
	13,745
	1,025
	Apr 05
	

	Army Baseline
	01
	15589
	Fort Drum, NY
	Battle Simulation Center
	12,000
	11,520
	74,500
	Sep 01
	---
	---
	Jan 04
	Phase I Project shown.  Phase 2, PN 54926 programmed in FY02 for $9M

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ARNG Pilot
	03
	200008
	Forbes Field Topeka, KS
	NG Armed Forces Reserve Center
	15,440
	 

13,207
	108,801
	Sep 03
	11,026
	595
	Sep 05
	

	ARNG Baseline
	01
	400014
	Sand Springs, OK
	Armed Forces Reserve Center
	12,885
	10,906
	119,330
	May 01
	---
	---
	May 03
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AR Pilot
	03
	01164
	Fort Story, VA
	Army Reserve Center/OMS
	12,385
	 12,717
	65,413 
	Aug 03
	10,080
	848
	Sep 05
	

	AR Baseline
	99
	01521
	Fort Belvoir, VA
	Army Reserve Center/OMS
	10,314
	---
	70,359
	---
	---
	---
	May 01
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Navy Pilot
	03
	P-124
	Bangor, WA
	Small Arms Range Training Facility
	16,347
	14,634
	47,329
	Sep 03
	6,602
	929
	Dec 04
	

	 Navy Baseline
	99
	649
	Great Lakes, IL
	Small Arms Range
	6,790
	6,425
	35,004
	Apr 99
	---
	---
	Sep 00
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Navy Pilot
	03
	P-532
	Quantico, VA
	Bachelor Enlisted Quarters 
	10,114
	10,269
	45,747
	Sep 03
	8,684
	1,105
	Jul 05
	

	 Navy Baseline
	02/03
	486/
535
	Quantico, VA
	Bachelor Enlisted Quarters
	14,248
	15,662
	68,620
	Dec 02
	---
	---
	Apr 05
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Navy Pilot
	03
	P-734/ 735
	Great Lakes, IL
	Recruit Barracks
	73,764
	70,724
	344,230
	Jun 04
	57,239
	4,623
	Jun 04
	Maintenance Started

	 Navy Baseline
	02
	732/
733
	Great Lakes, IL
	Recruit Barracks
	81,389
	76,256
	344,230
	May 02
	---
	---
	Mar 04
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Army Pilot
	04
	39451
	Fort Stewart, GA

(Hunter AAF)
	Physical Fitness  Center
	15,500
	16,990
	70,800 
	Sep 04
	10,447
	 1,050
	Sep 06
	

	Army Baseline
	06
	33802
	Fort Bragg, NC
	Physical Fitness  Center
	13,400
	13,400
	44,800
	---
	---
	---
	Oct 07
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AR Pilot
	04
	10590
	Fort Meade, MD
	Army Reserve Center, Ph 1
	19,710
	 19,446
	106,004
	TBD
	
	
	TBD
	Project is being evaluated prior to inclusion of maintenance contract.

	AR Baseline
	99
	10983
	Coraopolis, PA
	Army Reserve Center/OMS
	25,512
	---
	151,981
	---
	---
	---
	Sep

01
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ARNG Pilot
	04
	370015
	Lenoir, NC
	NG Readiness Center
	6,172
	6,084
	42,977
	Aug 04
	5,312
	 165
	May 06
	

	ARNG Baseline
	04
	210214
	Moorehead, KY
	Readiness Center
	4,997
	5,683
	33,331
	Sep 04
	---
	---
	Sep 04
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Navy Pilot
	04/05
	P-002/ P-002A
	Camp Pendleton, CA
	Tertiary Sewage Treatment (Incr 1&2)
	50,650
	  47,938
	LS
	Jul 04
	TBD
	561
	Jul 06
	Includes O&M operation options & additional yrs of O&M-funded maintenance

	 Navy Baseline
	94/ 96/
97
	947/974/975
	Camp Lejeune, NC
	Wastewater Treatment Plant (PH I, II & III)
	77,030
	68,739
	LS
	Oct 96
	---
	
	Dec 98
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Navy Pilot
	04
	P-376
	Panama City, FL
	Littoral Warfare Research Complex
	9,550
	11,120
	38,384
	Mar 04
	8,012
	1,099
	Feb 06
	

	 Navy Baseline
	03
	373
	Panama City, FL
	Special Operations Facility
	10,659
	10,653
	62,259
	Sep 03
	---
	---
	Nov 05
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Navy Pilot
	04
	P-722
	Oceana, VA
	Child Development Center
	10,000
	11,442
	29,105
	Sep 04
	5,896
	779
	Oct 06
	Congressional Add

	 Navy Baseline
	03
	465
	Newport, VA
	Child Development Center
	6,844
	7,219
	28,255
	Sep 03
	---
	---
	Dec 04
	Congressional Add

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Army Pilot
	05
	55367
	Fort Bliss
	Missile Defense Instruction Facility
	16,500
	
	73,239
	TBD
	
	 
	TBD
	Scope includes 2 Buildings, 36,727 SF each  

	Army Baseline
	02
	30680
	White Sands Missile Range
	Professional Development Center
	7,600
	7,498
	34,100
	Aug 02
	---
	
	
	Scope includes 1 Building, 34,056

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AR Pilot
	05
	11492
	Fort Meade, MD
	Army Reserve Center, Ph 2
	14,642
	
	109,467
	TBD
	
	
	TBD
	Project is being evaluated prior to inclusion of maintenance contract.

	AR Baseline
	99
	10983
	Coraopolis, PA
	Army Reserve Center/OMS
	25,512
	---
	151,981
	---
	---
	---
	Sep 01
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ARNG Pilot
	05
	050089
	Camp Robinson, AR
	NG Army Aviation Support Fac (AAFS)
	33,454
	 
	147,000
	Jan 05
	
	 
	Dec 07
	

	ARNG Baseline
	05
	080119
	Buckley AFB, CO
	NG Army Aviation Support Facility
	34,000
	---
	106,136
	
	---
	---
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Army Pilot
	05
	36403
	Fort Campbell, KY
	Barracks Cmplx - 42nd St/Indiana Ave
	55,000
	
	206,900
	TBD
	
	 
	TBD
	This is Ph 1 of an Incremental project, PH 2, PN 43943, $25M, is programmed in FY06

	Army Baseline
	04
	51112
	Fort Campbell, KY
	Barracks Complex – Range Road
	49,000
	44,350
	140,500
	Nov 03
	---
	---
	Jan 07
	This is Ph2 of an incremental project; Ph1, PN 48674, $49M, was programmed in FY03.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Navy Pilot
	05
	154
	Indian Head, MD
	Joint Aircrew Escape Component Center
	9,100
	
	34,380
	Sep 05
	
	
	
	Congressional Add

	 Navy Baseline
	03
	454
	Quantico, VA
	Armory/Fleet Weapons Support Facility
	4,166
	5,083
	23,153
	May 03
	---
	---
	Oct 04
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Appendix B.

Individual Pilot Project Summaries

Forensic Laboratory, Ft. Gillem, GA

Awarded Pilot Summary Report

PROJECT #:  42032                             PROGRAM YEAR:  FY 2002

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/SCOPE:  This work includes construction of an approximately 88,700 sq. ft. state of the art criminal investigation (forensic) laboratory to include laboratory, administrative, indoor firing range and evidence-storage areas, break area and locker/shower facilities, and mission support areas such as a hazardous waste holding facility and a training conference room.  A building management system, including fire protection and security systems will be installed.  An intrusion detection system will be installed.  Supporting facilities include utilities, electric service, paving, walks, curbs and gutters, parking storm drainage and sanitary sewer, information systems and site improvements.  Additionally, this work includes the operation and maintenance of the laboratory for a period of 5 years following construction completion.

PROGRAMMED AMOUNT:
$ 34,550,000 (Reflects original PA of $29M plus reprogramming that increase project by $5.55M)
AWARD CWE:                     

$ 27,816,000 (excluding maintenance)

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION COST:  
$ 25,700,000 (excluding maintenance, site work,

utilities, demolition, etc.)
5-YEAR MAINTENANCE BID RESULTS:

  Government Estimate:  
$ 3,698,915

  Best Value Award:        
$ 3,213,600       (12.5% of Bldg Const Cost; $7.25/SF/YR)
  Const. Contract Amt.  After addition of options:  $31,035,600

SCHEDULE;  
Issue RFP:                                                          
11 June 2002

                       
Award:





28 September 2002

                         
Option for 5-Yr Maint.  Awarded


11 March 2003

           
BOD                                                                  
30 January 2005

 
           
Commissioning/Start Maintenance:                   
01 February 2005

                        
 5-Year Maintenance Period Complete:              
01 February 2010

GENERAL:  The project was completely designed and advertised for construction.  Some notes and lessons learned are as follows:

· The Maintenance Specification was written in a prescriptive specification for maintenance activities.  This was the first of the 5-year maintenance pilot projects.  This is an extremely complex building with several HVAC systems controls systems.

· This project was included under the demonstration program late in the design/programming stages of its development.  For best results, the demonstration program requirements should be included as early as possible in the design stage of the project.

· It will be critical that the climate control systems work properly in all the laboratory rooms to maintain integrity of the tests.

· The maintenance portion is five single year options.  Payments will be made monthly based on the yearly quote divided by twelve and adequate performance of contract.

Army Reserve Center, Rochester, NH

Awarded Pilot Summary Report

PROJECT #:  10102                             PROGRAM YEAR:  FY 2002

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/SCOPE:  Construct a 300 member 4,103 m2 (44,164 sf) U.S. Army Reserve Center (USARC), 652 m2 (7,018 sf), Organizational Maintenance Shop (OMS), and 173 m2 (1,862 sf) Unheated Storage Building (USB).  Buildings will be permanent construction utilizing concrete foundations, steel frame and brick exterior with standing seam metal roofs.  Minimum USAR Anti-terrorist / Force Protection standards will be applied.  Supporting facilities will include: MEP and POV pavement, utilities and telephone.  Project includes 5-year re-commissioning maintenance by the construction contractor.      
PROGRAMMED AMOUNT:

$13,300,000 
AWARD CWE: 



$13,252,090 

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION COST:  
$11,250,433 (excluding maintenance)

5-YEAR MAINTENANCE BID RESULTS:
  Government Estimate:  
     $730,000

  Best Value Award:        
     $690,000 (6.13% of Const. Contract Amount; $2.60/SF/YR)

SCHEDULE:  Issue RFP:



14 April 2003

Award:




23 June 2003

Issue NTP after Design Complete: 
04 August 2003

BOD:




25 April 2005

Commissioning/Start Maintenance:
26 April 2005

5-Year Maintenance Period Complete:
26 April 2010

GENERAL:  This is a design-bid-build project advertised as a Request for Proposals.  Selection was made on a “best value” basis.  Some notes and lessons learned are as follows:

· Project added as first USAR pilot project under the DA pilot program pertaining to the “demonstration program on Reduction in Long-Term Facility Maintenance Costs” (PL 107-107).  

· Unable to make FY 2002 year-end negotiated procurement that included 5-year maintenance.  Project reprogrammed to full CWE.  

· Project plans and specs updated to eliminate previous bid options and reworked the 5-year maintenance spec per ACSIM-ARD direction.

· Rochester O&M Spec is model for CESAS / CEHNC standard RFP for DOD pilot program.
Battle Simulation Center, Ft. Lewis WA
Awarded Pilot Summary Report

PROJECT #:   25057                             PROGRAM YEAR:  FY 2003

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/SCOPE:  This project consists of the construction of a 67,400 SF Battle Simulation Center and a five-year period of operation and maintenance of the facility: both by the same contractor.  The single story air-conditioned facility will feature a concrete slab on grade floor with concrete foundation, steel framing with exterior brick veneer walls, metal and Electrometric roofing.  Access for the handicapped will be provided.  Building systems include communications system raceways, fire detection/protection, and other necessary support features.  The facility includes a 250+-seat auditorium, classroom space, simulation exercise areas, a computer room, VIP area, conference rooms, briefing areas, audiovisual projection rooms, administrative space, communications room, secure compartmentalized intelligence facility (SCIF), general, secure, and sensitive material storage areas, and a mechanical room.  Force protection measures will include site fencing and a guard shack.  Work includes site clearing and excavation, utility systems, roads, paved parking, sidewalks, curbs and gutters, and landscaping.  Following completion of construction, the facility will be continuously maintained for a period of five years by the construction contractor under a performance-based requirement. 

PROGRAMMED AMOUNT:

$24,000,000
AWARD CWE: 



$20,374,000 (including maintenance)

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION COST:  
$13,745,000 (excluding maintenance, site work, utilities, demolition, etc.)

5-YEAR MAINTENANCE BID RESULTS:
  Government Estimate:

  Best Value Award:        
     $1,025,000 (7.46% of Bldg Const Cost; $3.04/SF/YR)

SCHEDULE:  



Issue RFP:



22 Apr 2003



Award Date



30 Jun 2003

BOD Date:  



19 Apr 2005
Commissioning/Start Maintenance:
19 Apr 2005
5-Year Maintenance Period Complete:
19 Apr 2010
GENERAL:  This is a design-bid-build project advertised as a Request for Proposals.  Some notes and lessons learned are as follows:

· Selection was made on a “best value” basis.  

· Operations and maintenance of the first year for entire building was advertised as part of the base bid.  Other years were options.  The first and last years were the most expensive.  

Armed Forces Reserve Center, Forbes Field, Topeka, Kansas

Awarded Pilot Summary Report

PROJECT #:  200008                             PROGRAM YEAR:  FY 2003

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/SCOPE:  Construct a new two story Armed Forces Reserve Center for joint-use between Army National Guard and U.S. Marine Corps.  This is a specially designed center, co-located with an Army aviation support facility.  The facility will be permanent masonry type construction, brick and concrete block units with single membrane and standing seam roof with concrete floors.  A two-story structure with mechanical, electrical, includes military and privately-owned vehicle parking, fencing, sidewalks, energy management system and back-up power generator, exterior fire protection, outside lighting, access roads, detached facility sign, wash platform, and flagpole.  The facility accommodates normal administration five days per week with four two-day training assemblies per month.

PROGRAMMED AMOUNT:

$15,440,000
AWARD CWE: 



$ 13,206,741 (including maintenance)

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION COST:  
$ 11,088,829 (excluding maintenance, site work, utilities, demolition, etc.)

5-YEAR MAINTENANCE BID RESULTS:
  Government Estimate:  
     $833,000

  Best Value Award:        
     $595,268 (5.37% of Bldg Const Cost; $1.09/SF/YR)

SCHEDULE:  Issue RFP:





Award:




September 2003

BOD:




September 2005

Commissioning/Start Maintenance:
September 2005

5-Year Maintenance Period Complete:
September 2010

GENERAL:  The Project is a design-bid-build-maintain contract.  

Army Reserve Center, Fort Story, VA

Awarded Pilot Summary Report

PROJECT #:  01164                             PROGRAM YEAR:  FY 2003

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/SCOPE:  Construct a 600 member, 60,118 sf Army Reserve Center (ARC), 2,756 sf Organizational Maintenance Shop (OMS), and 2,539 sf Unheated Storage Building (USB).  Buildings will be permanent construction utilizing concrete foundations, masonry and steel structures with standing seam metal roofs.  Minimum USAR Anti-terrorist / Force Protection standards will be applied.  Supporting facilities will include:  Site and utility work, parking, lighting, fencing and wash rack.  Project includes 5-year re-commissioning maintenance by the construction contractor.      
PROGRAMMED AMOUNT:

$12,385,000 
AWARD CWE: 



$12,717,103 

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION COST:  
$10,079,520 (excluding maintenance and options)

5-YEAR MAINTENANCE BID RESULTS:
  Government Estimate:  
     $848,000

  Best Value Award:        
     $848,000 (8.41% of Const. Contract Amount; $2.59/SF/YR)

SCHEDULE:  Issue RFP:



NA

Award:




11 August 2003

Issue NTP after Design Complete: 
17 September 2003

BOD:




06 September 2005

Commissioning/Start Maintenance:
07 September 2005

5-Year Maintenance Period Complete:
07 September 2010

GENERAL:  This is a design-bid-build, low bid award.  Some notes and lessons learned are as follows:

· Project added as second USAR pilot project under the DA pilot program pertaining to the “demonstration program on Reduction in Long-Term Facility Maintenance Costs” (PL 107-107).  

· Due to limited funds, scope of maintenance was reduced.

Small Arms Training Center, SUBASE Bangor, Silverdale WA

Awarded Pilot Summary Report

PROJECT #:  P-124                             PROGRAM YEAR:  FY 2003

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/SCOPE:  Construct a new 47,329 SF Small Arms Training Facility including site improvements and utilities, tilt-up construction, 48 firing lanes, 2 training classrooms, weapons cleaning room, armory, and administrative spaces for 4 full time staff personnel.  The total built area is 4397 m2.  Construction includes four 12-lane firing range modules with special lighting, communication systems, target retrieval systems, bullet traps, and a complex ventilation system to support an estimated 20,000 trainees per year workload.  Expansion of the base utilities by approximately 1.5 miles to provide gas, water, and electricity to the site is included.

PROGRAMMED AMOUNT:

$16,347,000
AWARD CWE: 



$14,634,000 (including maintenance)

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION COST: 
$ 6,601,556 (excluding maintenance, site work, utilities,

         demolition, etc.)

5-YEAR MAINTENANCE BID RESULTS:
  Government Estimate:  
     $750,000

  Best Value Award:        
     $928,541 (14.1% of Bldg Const Cost; $3.91/SF/YR)

SCHEDULE:  Issue RFP:



30 June 2003

Award:




29 September 2003

Issue NTP After Design Complete: 
01 March 2004

BOD:




08 December 2004

Commissioning/Start Maintenance:
09 December 2004

5-Year Maintenance Period Complete:
09 December 2009

GENERAL:  This is a design-build project advertised as a Request for Proposals.  Selection was made on a “best value” basis.  5-year maintenance of the entire building is a single option included in the initial award.  Some notes and lessons learned are as follows:

· Baseline project is FY 1999 Small Arms Range at Great Lakes, IL.  Its size (approximately 50% smaller than the pilot) and location will require the data be normalized for valid comparison.

· The maintenance specification was written on a performance basis with expected maintenance outcomes identified in lieu of prescriptive specifications for maintenance activities.  It is believed that this approach appears to have resulted in a lower maintenance cost proposal.

· Sureties do not like to bond contractors beyond the construction period, or much longer than 2 years.  The 5-year maintenance period has a serious impact on contractor bonding.  Sureties may allow the performance and payment bonds to be reduced once the construction is complete, or have separate bonds for the construction and the maintenance periods.  This pilot caused the Navy to revisit and subsequently drop the requirement for bonding during the maintenance period.

· EFANW awarded maintenance as a single five-year duration option.  Awarding five 1-year options results in annual adjustment of the Service Contract wage rates, whereas a single 5-year option only requires adjustments every two years.

Bachelor Enlisted Quarters, MCCOMBDEV CMD Quantico, VA

Awarded Pilot Summary Report

PROJECT #:  P-532                             PROGRAM YEAR:  FY 2003

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/SCOPE:  Construct a new BEQ for 184 residents and administrative office space for eight people.  The total built area is 10,275 SF.  Construction will provide 46 modules, each with two sleeping/living areas and two residents per sleeping/living area to accommodate the total 184 residents.  Supporting utilities are included.

PROGRAMMED AMOUNT:

$10,114,000
AWARD CWE: 



$10,269,000 (including maintenance)

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION COST: 
$ 8,684,000 (excluding maintenance, site work, utilities,

         demolition, etc.)

5-YEAR MAINTENANCE BID RESULTS:
  Government Estimate:  
   $ 528,000

  Best Value Award:        
   $1,105,000 (12.7% of Bldg Const Cost; $4.83/SF/YR)

SCHEDULE:  Issue RFP:



10 July 2003

Award:




25 September 

Issue NTP After Design Complete:

10 October 2003

BOD:




31 July 2005

Commissioning/Start Maintenance:
01 August 2005

5-Year Maintenance Period Complete:
31 July 2010

GENERAL:  This is a design-build project advertised as a Request for Proposals.  Selection was made on a “best value” basis.  5-year maintenance of the entire building is a single option that will be exercised at BOD.  Some notes and lessons learned are as follows:

· Baseline project is FY 2002/2003 BEQ/BEQ Addition at MCCOMBDEV CMD Quantico, VA.  Its size (approximately 50% larger than the pilot) will require some normalization of the data for valid comparison.

· The maintenance specification was written on a performance basis with expected maintenance outcomes identified in lieu of prescriptive specifications for maintenance activities.

· We believe the bid price suffered from not obtaining a sufficient number of bidders interested in maintaining the facility.

· The maintenance includes a one-time painting at the end of five years consistent with normal base maintenance of other BEQ’s at Quantico, and an optional yearly eddy current tube analysis for the chiller.

Recruit Barracks, Recruit Training Command, Great Lakes IL

Awarded Pilot Summary Report

PROJECT #:  P-734/735                             PROGRAM YEAR:  FY 2003

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/SCOPE:  Design and construct two Recruit Barracks, P-734 and P-735, totaling 344,230 SF.  The basic design of the barracks is a site adaptation from a previous contract.  Each facility is a fully integrated messing, berthing, and training environment that includes a galley to seat 352 recruits at a time, 2 automated electronic (computer) classrooms, 2 lecture-style classrooms and berthing compartments for 12 – 18 recruit divisions.  Limited administrative support spaces are in a central quarterdeck area.  A loading dock is included for galley deliveries and recruit laundry/supplies.  The two buildings are supplied via a central mechanical plant with steam absorption chillers and a variable airflow HVAC system.

PROGRAMMED AMOUNT:

$73,764,000
AWARD CWE: 



$70,723,828 (including maintenance)

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION COST: 
$57,239,377 (excluding maintenance, site work, utilities,

         demolition, etc.)

5-YEAR MAINTENANCE BID RESULTS:
  Government Estimate:  
   $4,186,046

  Best Value Award:        
   $4,622,987 (8.1% of Bldg Const Cost; $2.69/SF/YR)

SCHEDULE:  Issue RFP for OMR Modification:

06 November 2003

Award OMR:



02 June 2004

Issue NTP:


 
02 June 2004

BOD:




02 June 2004

Commissioning/Start Maintenance:
02 June 2004

5-Year Maintenance Period Complete:
31 May 2009

GENERAL:  This is a design-build project advertised as a Two-Step Request for Proposals.  Selection was made on a “best value” basis.  5-year maintenance of the entire building was a negotiated modification to an existing HVAC maintenance option made post award.  Some notes and lessons learned are as follows:

· Baseline project is two FY 2002 Recruit Barracks at Great Lakes, IL.  Its size is the same as the pilot and all four buildings are located in the same campus with the same equipment, turned over to the Navy in the same year and have the exact same expected tenant usage.

· Both sets of buildings have a central mechanical plant that serves the buildings.

· The construction of the buildings and the maintenance work are a part of a larger contract that includes a 48-acre site development with all utility and infrastructure work with a base award of two barracks (the baseline buildings) and contract options for five more barracks.

· The maintenance specification was written on a performance basis with expected maintenance outcomes identified in lieu of prescriptive specifications for maintenance activities.

· The maintenance award process was a sole source renegotiation of an existing limited two-year HVAC maintenance option that initially resulted in a very high price.  Subcontract competition and fact-finding communications achieved an acceptable proposal.

· Contractor maintenance is currently underway as the first Navy pilot to begin the 5-year maintenance period.

· Lessons learned include having a competitive pricing environment, coordination with the existing maintenance department to ensure that work is not in a vacuum for tracking purposes, and inclusion of data gathering requirements in the contractor SOW.

Physical Fitness Center, Hunter Army Airfield, GA (Ft. Stewart)

Awarded Pilot Summary Report

PROJECT #:  39451


PROGRAM YEAR:  FY 2004

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/SCOPE: 
Design and construct approximately 70,800 square foot physical fitness center at Hunter Army Airfield, Savannah, Georgia.  Work includes construction of a gymnasium, natatorium (indoor swimming pool), racquetball courts, locker rooms and other multi-purpose rooms.  Physical fitness equipment including bleachers is included in the solicitation.  Supporting facilities include roads, parking lots, utility connections, landscaping, building management and information systems, and a 400-meter outdoor running track.  Demolition of one building (approximately 27,000 square feet) and its associated asbestos abatement is also required.  The contract will also include operations and maintenance of the completed facilities for five (5) years following acceptance for use by the Government. 
PROGRAMMED AMOUNT:

$15,500,000
AWARD CWE:



$16,990,000

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION COST:  
$10,447,000 (excluding maintenance, site work, utilities, demolition, etc.)

5-YEAR MAINTENANCE BID RESULTS:
  Government Estimate:  
     $ 985,079

  5 Year Maintenance Award:     
     $ 1,050,000 (10% of Bldg Const Cost; $2.97/SF/YR)
SCHEDULE:  Issue RFP:



25 March 2004

Award:




    September 24 2004

BOD:




    September 18 2006 

Commissioning/Start Maintenance:
    October 2006

5-Year Maintenance Period Complete:
    October 2011

GENERAL:  This is a design-build project advertised as a Request for Proposals.  Selection will be made on a “best value” basis.  5-year maintenance of the entire building is designated as options with each year broken out separately for ease of analysis.  Some notes and lessons learned are as follows:

· Sureties do not like to bond contractors beyond the construction period, or much longer than 2 years.  The 5-year maintenance period has a serious impact on contractor bonding that has to be considered and addressed.  Sureties may allow the performance and payment bonds to be reduced once the construction is complete, or have separate bonds for the construction and the maintenance periods.  Contracting language allows for this.

Army Reserve Center (PH I), Fort Meade, MD

Awarded Pilot Summary Report

PROJECT #:  10590                             PROGRAM YEAR:  FY 2004

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/SCOPE:  Project will construct Phase 1 of a 1,800 member training facility.  Phase 1 will include 58,010 sf training building, 38,643 sf maintenance building, and a 9,351 sf unheated storage building.  Buildings will be permanent construction utilizing concrete foundations, masonry and steel structures with standing seam metal roofs.  Minimum USAR Anti-terrorist / Force Protection standards will be applied.  Supporting facilities will include:  Site and utility work, paving, fencing and wash rack.  Project includes 5-year re-commissioning maintenance by the construction contractor.      
PROGRAMMED AMOUNT:

$19,710,000

CWE: 




$19,445,652 (excluding maintenance)
AWARD CWE: 



TBD
BUILDING CONSTRUCTION COST:  
NA

5-YEAR MAINTENANCE BID RESULTS:
  Government Estimate:  
     $452,904

  Best Value Award:        
     NA 

SCHEDULE:  Issue RFP:



06 July 2004

Award:




TBD
Issue NTP after Design Complete: 
TBD
BOD:




TBD
Commissioning/Start Maintenance:
TBD
5-Year Maintenance Period Complete:
TBD
GENERAL:  This is a design-bid-build project advertised as a Request for Proposals.  Selection will be made on a “best value” basis.  Some notes and lessons learned are as follows:

· Project added as third USAR pilot project under the DA pilot program pertaining to the “demonstration program on Reduction in Long-Term Facility Maintenance Costs” (PL 107-107).  As such, 5-year maintenance was adequately funded and well-developed scope was in place.  

· Project not yet awarded.
· Project being evaluated prior to inclusion of maintenance contract.
Readiness Center, Lenoir, NC

Awarded Pilot Summary Report

PROJECT #:  370015                             PROGRAM YEAR:  FY 2004

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/SCOPE:  This project is a specially designed readiness center of permanent masonry type construction, brick and concrete block units with concrete floors, and a built-up or single membrane roof.  The facility is a one-story structure with mechanical and electrical equipment.  Outside supporting facilities include military and privately-owned vehicle parking, fencing, sidewalks, exterior fire protection, outside lighting, access roads, detached facility sign, wash platform, fuel storage and dispensing system, and flagpole.  Physical security measures will be incorporated into design, including maximum feasible standoff distance from roads, parking areas, and vehicle unloading areas, and berms, heavy landscaping, and bollards to prevent access when standoff distance cannot be maintained.  Cost effective energy conserving features will be incorporated into design, including energy management system and high efficiency motors, lighting, back-up power generators and HVAC systems.  The facility accommodates normal administration five days per week with a two-day training assembly two or three times per month.
PROGRAMMED AMOUNT:

$6,172,000
AWARD CWE: 



$6,083,013


BUILDING CONSTRUCTION COST:  
$5,311,718

5-YEAR MAINTENANCE BID RESULTS:
  Government Estimate:  
$218,000

  Best Value Award:        
$165,000 (3% of Bldg Const. Cost: $1.30/SF/YR)

SCHEDULE:  





Award:




August 2004
BOD (Estimate):



May 2006
Commissioning/Start Maintenance:
May 2006
5-Year Maintenance Period Complete:
May 2010

GENERAL:  The Project is a design-bid-build-maintain. 

Tertiary Treatment Plant, MCB Camp Pendleton, CA

Awarded Pilot Summary Report

PROJECT #:  P-002/P-002A                            PROGRAM YEAR:  FY 2004/5

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/SCOPE:  This acquisition is a Design-Build Operate and Maintain Combination Firm Fixed Price/IDIQ Contract for Water and Waste Water Compliance at Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton.  The subject project is an incrementally funded, firm fixed price component for Design-Build and Maintain for a 5 million gallon per day (MGD) tertiary treatment plant.  Operation of the plant by the construction contractor is an option available to the base on an O&M funded basis.  This is a streamlined procurement based entirely on performance specifications and engineering studies.  The Design-Build Team will develop a detailed description of the facility.

PROGRAMMED AMOUNT:

$50,650,000 (both increments)
AWARD CWE: 



$47,938,200 (including maintenance)

SYSTEM CONSTRUCTION COST: 
TBD (excluding maintenance, site work, utilities,

           demolition, etc.)

5-YEAR MAINTENANCE BID RESULTS:
  Government Estimate:  
   $1,262,000

  Best Value Award:        
   $   561,000 (1.2% of System Construction Cost;

          $307.40/MGD/YR)

SCHEDULE:  

Issue RFP:



17 Sep 2003

Award:




8 July 2004

Issue NTP After Design Complete:

TBD

BOD:




13 July 2006

Commissioning/Start Maintenance:
13 July 2006

5-Year Maintenance Period Complete:
13 July 2011

GENERAL:  This is a design-build project advertised as a Two-Step Request for Proposals.  Selection was made on a “best value” basis.  5-year maintenance of the system was included in the Request for Proposal.  Notes:

· Baseline project is FY 1994/1996/1997 Wastewater Treatment Plant at Camp Lejeune, NC.  Its capacity (15 MGD) is three times that of the pilot (5 MGD), however the difference can be normalized on a per gallon of production basis at each plant.  Weather differences between the project locations do not affect production efficiency.

· The project required preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement.

· Companion Projects P-110/P-110A for Conveyance and Reclamation are considered for incremental funding in FY06/07

· The government estimate for maintenance was based on the “industry average” as a reasonably expectable outcome.

· The RFP stressed low life cycle cost and low maintenance as an important part of the selection criteria.  The low maintenance price received reflects the winning contractor’s decision to make an “up-front” investment in quality that reduces overall maintenance for the 5-year period.

Littoral Warfare Research Complex, NSWCCSTSYS Panama City, FL

Awarded Pilot Summary Report

PROJECT #:  P-376                             PROGRAM YEAR:  FY 2004

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/SCOPE:  Construct a new 38,384 SF multi-story structure on the waterfront to provide launch and recovery capabilities for various autonomous and unmanned research platforms.  This facility will contain inside laboratories for work on sensors, batteries, guidance, communications, control systems, and support spaces, including covered storage.  The facility will have an automatic sprinkler system, Intrusion Detection System, HVAC, elevator, bridge cranes, and laboratory space.  The project also includes site improvements such as waterfront access stairs, boat ramp, test tank, cranes, and demolition of various buildings.  The Cable Assembly compound and the Oil/water Separator facility will be removed and relocated as new facilities.
PROGRAMMED AMOUNT:

$ 9,550,000
AWARD CWE: 



$11,120,340 (including maintenance)

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION COST: 
$ 8,012,433 (excluding maintenance, site work, utilities,

         demolition, etc.)

5-YEAR MAINTENANCE BID RESULTS:
  Government Estimate:  
   $ 440,000

  Best Value Award:        
   $1,099,000 (13.7% of Bldg Const Cost; $5.73/SF/YR)

SCHEDULE:  Issue RFP:



20 September 2003

Award:




25 March 2004

Issue NTP After Design Complete: 
01 September 2004

BOD: 




01 February 2006

Commissioning/Start Maintenance:
01 February 2006

5-Year Maintenance Period Complete: 
01 February 2011

GENERAL:  This is a design-build project advertised as a Request for Proposals.  Selection was made on a “best value” basis.  5-year maintenance of the entire multi-story building is a single option that will be exercised at BOD.  The contractor will not maintain other facilities in the complex after BOD.  Some notes and lessons learned are as follows:

· Baseline project is FY 2003 Special Operations Facility at NSWCCSTSYS Panama City, FL.  It is similar in size and function to the pilot and provides a valid comparison.

· The maintenance specification was written on a performance basis tailored to match the work procedures and requirements of the existing BOS contract to simplify contract administration and comparison to baseline facility.

· The Government Estimate was based on a facility maintenance cost analysis largely based on the DOD Facility Sustainment Model assuming a standard maintenance approach.  The higher price received reflects a more rigorous and comprehensive maintenance approach.
· Based on the details provided with the contractor’s proposals, it is apparent that the associated risk of total liability for unknown repair and maintenance costs as well as the disproportionate project management (i.e. high ratio of management to direct labor effort) resulted in the higher than expected pricing for the 5-year maintenance option.
· Several rounds of discussion were necessary to get enough detailed information regarding the contractor’s maintenance proposal and supplemental pricing to adequately evaluate the reasonableness of their pricing.  A lesson learned is to include more detail in the Source Selection Plan and to provide a thorough brief of the DBC pilot at the pre-proposal conference.
Child Development Center, NAS Oceana, VA

Awarded Pilot Summary Report

PROJECT #:  P-722                             PROGRAM YEAR:  FY 2004

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/SCOPE:  Construct a new 29,105 SF one-story handicapped accessible facility to support 305 children.  The facility has a pile foundation, concrete floor, masonry walls, and terne-coated stainless steel roof, gutters, and downspouts.  The facility includes a closed circuit TV system, intrusion detection system, a public address system, a fire protection system, heating, ventilation, and air conditioning system, mechanical and electrical utilities.  Functional areas include a mechanical room, offices, toilets, isolation room, staff lounge, kitchen, food storage, teacher’s storage, teacher’s preparation room, reception area, and activity rooms for infants, toddlers, and preschool children.  Supporting facilities include mechanical/electrical utilities, sidewalks, roads, drop & pick up lane, 80 vehicle parking lot, 1,925 m2 fenced playground (5% of the playground area to be covered) and site improvements that include earthwork, borrow, topsoil/seed, storm drainage, environmental protection, wetlands mitigation, and landscaping.  The existing 818 m2 child development center will be demolished.

PROGRAMMED AMOUNT:

$10,000,000
AWARD CWE: 



$11,441,850 (including maintenance)

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION COST: 
$ 5,896,433 (excluding maintenance, site work, utilities,

         demolition, etc.)

5-YEAR MAINTENANCE BID RESULTS:
  Government Estimate:  
   $ 539,182

  Best Value Award:        
   $ 779,100 (13.2% of Bldg Const Cost; $5.35/SF/YR)

SCHEDULE:  Issue RFP:



23 July 2004

Award:




22 September 2004

Issue Site Work NTP (begin “fast track”): 
12 December 2004

BOD: 




31 October 2006

Commissioning/Start Maintenance:
31 October 2006

5-Year Maintenance Period Complete: 
31 October 2011

GENERAL:  This is a design-build project advertised as a Request for Proposals.  Selection was made on a “best value” basis.  5-year maintenance of the entire multi-story building is a single option exercised at contract award.  Some notes and lessons learned are as follows:

· Baseline project is FY 2003 Child Development Center at NAVSTA Newport, RI.  It is similar in size and function to the pilot and provides a valid comparison.  Its location will require the data be normalized for valid comparison.

· The pilot is a Congressional insert to the FY04 program.  Four of six multiple award contract (MAC) contractors chose not to submit proposals due to end of year workload crunch.  Earlier or later release of RFP might have increased maintenance price competition.

· Contract includes more rigorous re-commissioning requirement than previous Navy DBC pilots.  Re-commissioning is required at the end of the 2nd and 5th years of the maintenance period.

· Contract also includes more extensive refurbishing requirement reflecting a typical child development center’s higher than usual wear and tear due to the nature of the occupancy.  Interior wall repainting, re-carpeting, and replacing ceiling tiles are DBC contractor requirements at the end of the maintenance period.

Air Missile Defense Instruction Facility, Fort Bliss, TX

Proposed Pilot Project

PROJECT #: 55367

PROGRAM YEAR:  FY 2005

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/SCOPE: 
Construct a consolidated Air Missile Defense Instruction Facility (AMDIF).  The facility will support US and allied personnel in air defense weapons systems training.  Features will include classrooms, labs, administrative and storage space.  Costs to meet historical area requirements (historical viewshed) for clay tile roof are included.  Supporting facilities include utilities; electric service; security lighting; fire sprinkler, fire protection and alarm systems; fencing; upgrade Pleasonton Road; paving, walks, curbs and gutters; parking, storm drainage; information systems; and site improvements.  Access for persons with disabilities will be provided.  Heating, ventilation and air conditioning (371 tons) will be provided by self-contained units.  Demolish one building (77,239 SF).  Demolition includes hazardous materials abatement.  

PROGRAMMED AMOUNT:  

$16,500,000

Army Reserve Center (PH II), Fort Meade, MD

Tentative Pilot Project

PROJECT #:  11492                             PROGRAM YEAR:  FY 2005

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/SCOPE:  Construct Phase II of a 1,800 member Army Reserve Center (ARC).  The buildings will be permanent construction with reinforced concrete foundations and floor slabs; structural steel framing; masonry veneer exterior walls; standing metal seam metal roofing; mechanical and electrical systems.  The ARC will be designed for maximum energy efficiency.  Ground source heating and cooling systems will be considered for heating/cooling the buildings.  Supporting facilities will include paving, fencing, and site improvements.  The training building will be protected by fire and intrusion alarm systems.  Force protection (physical security) measures will be incorporated into design including maximum feasible standoff distance from roads; parking areas, and vehicle unloading areas.  Berms, heavy landscaping, and bollards will be used to prevent access when standoff distance cannot be maintained.  Air Conditioning: 300 kw/85 tons.
PROGRAMMED AMOUNT:

$14,642,000

Army Aviation Support Facility, Camp J.T. Robinson, N. Little Rock, AR

Proposed Pilot Project

PROJECT #:  050089                             PROGRAM YEAR:  FY 2005

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/SCOPE:  Construct a new two story 147,000 square feet Army Aviation Maintenance/Hanger facility for helicopter aircraft.  The specially designed aviation maintenance facility will be constructed of masonry, steel and metal wall panels with standing seam metal roof, concrete floors, and CMU block and gypsum interior walls, mechanical, electrical and communication systems.  The facility will include lightning protection system, energy management/control system, high efficiency HVAC, lighting, back-up emergency generator system, building and aircraft fire protection systems.  Supporting systems will include fuel storage/dispensing system, aircraft wash area, utilities, landscaping and parking spaces for POV and military parking.  The facility will be designed and constructed to include antiterrorism/force protection and sustainable design SPiRiT certification requirements.

PROGRAMMED AMOUNT:            $33,454,000

 

Barracks Complex – 3100 Block North, Fort Campbell, KY

Proposed Pilot Project

PROJECT #: 36403


PROGRAM YEAR:  FY 2005

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/SCOPE: 
Construct an incrementally funded barracks complex.  This project requests full authorization of $55M, and a Phase 1 funding increment of $30M.  The remaining Phase 2 funding increment ($25M) will be requested in a future year.  The complex includes barracks and a dining facility.  Also included are connection to energy monitoring and control systems (EMCS), and connection to existing utilities and energy sources.  Supporting facilities include utilities; electric service; fire protection and alarm systems; paving, walks, curbs and gutter; parking; access roads; storm drainage; information systems; and site improvements.  Heating will be provided by gas-fired units and air conditioning (200 tons) by self-contained units.  Anti-terrorism/force protection (AT/FP) will be provided by structural reinforcement, special windows and doors, and site measures.  Demolish existing buildings (82,000 SF) including asbestos removal and lead based paint abatement.  Access for persons with disabilities will be provided in public areas.  Comprehensive interior and furnishings related design services are required.  

PROGRAMMED AMOUNT:  

$55,000,000

Joint Aircrew Escape Component Center, NSWD Indian Head, MD

Proposed Pilot Project

PROJECT #:  P-154                             PROGRAM YEAR:  FY 2005

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/SCOPE:  Construct a new 34,724 SF consolidated Joint Escape Component Center to include a Cartridge Actuated Device/Propellant Actuated Device (CAD/PAD) receiving, segregation, storage, and issue (RSSI) facility; a connected magazine storage facility for CAD/PAD materials; a facility to support ammunition, distribution, and control (AD&C) functions with change and break rooms; and space for management and operations control.  Building structures will be single-story pre-engineered metal building, grounded, and explosion-proof.  Construction features will include metal roofing with light panels, insulated metal wall panels, heavy-duty gypsum board or reinforced metal interior walls, concrete flooring to support forklift operations and mechanical storage systems, open ceilings for operational areas, acoustical ceiling tile for administrative areas, explosion-proof high-bay lighting, electrically operated overhead doors, and task lighting.  Operable windows will have polycarbonate glazing (rather than glass) to mitigate explosive hazards.  Construction includes utilities, HVAC systems with Direct Digital Controls (DDCs), information systems, and lightning protection.  Site improvements include storm water management, parking areas, road improvements and loading areas for delivery vehicles (including tractor-trailers), building grounding systems, and antiterrorism/force protection measures.

PROGRAMMED AMOUNT:

$9,100,000
Appendix C.

BUILDER™ Information Paper

BUILDERTM - Engineered Management System

US Army Corps of Engineers

Engineer Research and Development Center – Construction Engineering Research laboratory

Public Affairs Office · PO Box 9005 · Champaign, IL 61826-9005 · (217) 373-6714 · http://www.erdc.usace.army.mil

BUILDER™ consolidates a variety of building-related management issues into a single decision-support package.  The system gives facility managers and decision-makers instant access to data about their building inventory and through modeling a current condition estimate of condition and remaining service life based on the last inspection whenever that occurred.  Thus, condition data are not “stale”.  In addition, BUILDER™ provides a fact-based prediction of future condition, current and potential regulatory compliance issues, and so on.  Users are able to develop multi-year SRM strategies and plans based on site-specific information and imposed budget constraints.

BUILDERTM is a Windows®-based software application EMS for buildings that is being enhanced into a web-based multi-user system with increased capabilities.  BUILDER™ features pertinent to the pilot and baseline project assessments are: objective and standardized condition survey inspections using hand-held computers and optional sampling techniques; distress-based condition indexes for components, systems and  buildings; condition prediction capabilities; revised remaining service lives based on condition; functionality ratings to measure “obsolescence,”;  the remaining maintenance life computation based on user tailored condition standards and policies; budget planning procedures; prioritized annual and long-range (up to ten years) work-planning procedures. Cost information is based upon R.S. Means and can be customized for each inventory item based upon geographic differences.

For more detailed technical information on BUILDER™ refer to   http://www.cecer.army.mil
Appendix D.

MILCON Maintenance Demonstration Metrics 

PROPOSED BASIC METRICS
	A.  PHYSICAL CONDITION AT START AND END OF FIVE-YEAR MAINTENANCE PERIOD

(BOTH BASELINE AND PILOT BUILDINGS)


PARAMETER 1:  Condition of All the Building Systems
METRIC:  Objective / Credible assessment of facility condition

TOOL / SOURCE:  Engineered Management System (EMS) BUILDER™ Assessment

UNITS MEASURED:  Results provide a condition index number (0-100)
FREQUENCY OF COLLECTION:  Pilot & Baseline Facilities – After construction completion and at the end of year five 

RESPONSIBLE OFFICE:  Project Responsible Army District / Navy Engineering Field Division (EFD) coordinating the CERL / NFESC effort

COMMENTS:  See Appendix C for EMS BUILDER™ Information Paper

PARAMETER 2:  Deferred Maintenance Impact
METRIC:   Estimated repair dollars needed to bring the lower rated building up to the condition of the higher rated building.
TOOL / SOURCE:  Engineered Management System (EMS) BUILDER™ module

UNITS MEASURED:  Estimated Repair Dollars 
FREQUENCY OF COLLECTION:  Pilot & Baseline Facilities – At the end of year 5 assessment

RESPONSIBLE OFFICE:  Project Responsible Army District / Navy Engineering Field Division (EFD) coordinating the CERL / NFESC effort

COMMENTS:  The “IMPACT” module of BUILDER™ will be used for this evaluation

PARAMETER 3:  Service Life Impact

METRIC:   Estimated extended service life in years after the fifth year of maintenance.
TOOL / SOURCE:  Engineered Management System (EMS) BUILDER™ module

UNITS MEASURED:  Estimated years of extended service life 
FREQUENCY OF COLLECTION:  Pilot & Baseline Facilities – At the end of year 5 assessment

RESPONSIBLE OFFICE:  Project Responsible Army District / Navy Engineering Field Division (EFD) coordinating the CERL / NFESC effort

COMMENTS:  A module of BUILDER™ will be used for this evaluation
	B.  QUANTIFYING MAINTENANCE FOR BOTH BASELINE AND PILOT BUILDINGS


PARAMETER 1:  Total Cost To Accomplish maintenance.
METRIC:  Quantitative comparison of total cost to complete maintenance actions.

TOOL / SOURCE: Pilot Facilities - Contractual costs of maintenance option, costs of valid change orders (see comment below)

Baseline Facilities - Cost data from Government’s maintenance management tracking system used on facility and any extended warranties purchased.

UNITS MEASURED:  Dollars - $/SF for each year

FREQUENCY OF COLLECTION:  Annually
RESPONSIBLE OFFICE:  Pilot Facilities - Contractor  

Baseline Facilities - Public Works Office.

COMMENTS:  Data will be obtained from computerized maintenance management system(s).  Baseline costs will need to be filtered to include only those costs for maintenance that are within the scope of the pilot project.  Vandalism, occupant damages and occupant requested services due to mission changes should not be included.

	C.  QUANTIFYING ENERGY COSTS FOR BOTH BASELINE AND PILOT BUILDINGS


PARAMETER 1:  Energy Consumption

METRIC:  Cost of utilities / measure of raw quantities
TOOL / SOURCE:  Measured consumption data.
UNITS MEASURED: Costs, Kwh, Kw, Gallons of fuel, Gallons of Water, Pounds of steam, etc
FREQUENCY OF COLLECTION:  Annually

RESPONSIBLE OFFICE: Public Works Office
COMMENTS:   Data needs to be normalized to consider weather, occupancy, & operation of specific facilities.  ($/SF; $/FY; % of const cost, etc).
Appendix E.

Selected References

Florida State Total Building Commissioning reference site, retrieved on August 10, 2004 from http://sustainable.state.fl.us/fdi/edesign/resource/totalbcx/
FMLink, web site www.fmlink.com  (Note:  This website requires you to register to access articles)

International Facility Management Association, IFMA Foundation Survey Identifies Top 10 Industry Trends, retrieved on June 21, 2004 from www.ifma.org
Model Commissioning Plan and Guide Specifications, Oregon Department of Energy, Salem Oregon, Feb 1977

National Institute of Building Sciences, web site www.nibs.org
Oregon Department of Energy, Commissioning for Better Buildings in Oregon, retrieved on August 10, 2004 from http://www.energy.state.or.us/bus/comm/bldgcx.htm
Portland Energy Conservation, Inc, web site http://www.peci.org
Steve Guzzardo, (July 1, 2003) Commissioning Mission Critical Facilities EC&M Magazine, retrieved on May 12, 2004 from www.ecmweb.com
US Department of Energy, Rebuild America Guide Series, retrieved July 7 through August 12, 2004 from http://www.rebuild.org/index.asp
US General Services Administration Commissioning Program, retrieved on August 10, 2004 from http://www.gsa.gov
Appendix F.

Excerpts – Enabling Legislation

Public Law 107-117

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2002

Excerpt

………..

SEC. 2814.  DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM ON REDUCTION IN LONG-TERM FACILITY MAINTENANCE COSTS.

(a) Authority To Carry Out Program.--The Secretary of the Army may conduct a demonstration program to assess the feasibility and desirability of including facility maintenance requirements in construction contracts for military construction projects for the purpose of determining whether such requirements facilitate reductions in the long-term facility maintenance costs of the military departments.

(b) Contracts.--Not more than three contracts entered into in any year may contain requirements referred to in subsection (a) for the purpose of the demonstration program.  The demonstration program may only cover contracts entered into on or after the date of the enactment of this Act.

(c) Effective Period of Requirements.--The effective period of a requirement referred to in subsection (a) that is included in a contract for the purpose of the demonstration program may not exceed five years.

(d)  Reporting Requirements.--Not later than January 31, 2005, the Secretary of the Army shall submit to Congress a report on the demonstration program, including the following:

(1) A description of all contracts that contain requirements referred to in subsection (a) for the purpose of the demonstration program.

(2) An evaluation of the demonstration program and a description of the experience of the Secretary with respect to such contracts.

(3) Any recommendations, including recommendations for the termination, continuation, or expansion of the demonstration program, that the Secretary considers appropriate.

(e) Expiration.--The authority under subsection (a) to include requirements referred to in that subsection in contracts under the demonstration program shall expire on September 30, 2006.

(f) Funding.--Amounts authorized to be appropriated for the Army for a fiscal year for military construction shall be available for the demonstration program under this section in such fiscal year.

Public Law 107-314

BOB STUMP NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2003

Excerpt

………..

SEC. 2813.  MODIFICATION OF DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM ON REDUCTION IN LONG-TERM FACILITY MAINTENANCE COSTS.

    (a) Administrator of Program.--Subsection (a) of section 2814 of the Military Construction Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002 (division B of Public Law 107-107; 115 Stat. 1310; 10 U.S.C. 2809 note) is amended by striking ``Secretary of the Army'' and inserting ``Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of a military department''.

(b) Contracts.--Subsection (b) of such section is amended to read as follows:

[[Page 116 STAT. 2710]]

    `` (b) Contracts.--(1) Not more than 12 contracts per military department may contain requirements referred to in subsection (a) for the purpose of the demonstration program.

    `` (2) The demonstration program may only cover contracts entered into on or after the date of the enactment of the Bob Stump National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003, except that the Secretary of the Army shall treat any contract containing requirements referred to in subsection (a) that was entered into under the authority in such subsection between that date and December 28, 2001, as a contract for the purpose of the demonstration program.''.

(c) Reporting Requirements.--Subsection (d) of such section is amended by striking ``Secretary of the Army'' and inserting ``Secretary of Defense''.

    (d) Funding.--(1) Subsection (f) of such section is amended by striking ``the Army'' and inserting ``the military departments or defense-wide''.

    (2) The amendment made by paragraph (1) shall not affect the availability for the purpose of the demonstration program under section 2814 of the Military Construction Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002, as amended by this section, of any amounts authorized to be appropriated before the date of the enactment of this Act for the Army for military construction that have been obligated for the demonstration program, but not expended, as of that date.   

Appendix G.

Abbreviations / Definitions

	Abbreviation
	Meaning
	Remarks

	
	
	

	AE
	Architect / Engineer Firm
	

	AR
	Army Reserve
	

	BOD
	Beneficial Occupancy Date
	

	BOQ
	Bachelor Officers’ Quarters
	

	BUILDER™
	A proprietary Engineered Management System
	Developed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Engineer Research and Development Center – Construction Engineering Research Laboratory  (See Appendix C)

	CERL
	US Army Corps of Engineers Research Laboratory
	

	CWE
	Current Working Estimate
	Includes S& A/ SIOH plus Contingency

	DOD
	Department of Defense
	

	DoN
	Department of the Navy
	

	EMS
	Engineering Management System
	An automated program that assists in managing engineering support of or action within a facilities system.

	FSM
	Facilities Sustainment Model
	DOD model that estimates dollars to keep a typical building in good condition.

	FY
	Fiscal Year
	

	IDIQ
	Indefinite Delivery Indefinite Quantity
	IDIQ contracts are long-term contracts defined as base year plus two to four optional year renewals against which delivery orders are issued.  The contracts provide an annual minimum guarantee and maximum thresholds, generally defined in terms of a dollar amount.

	Maint.
	Maintenance
	

	MILCON
	Military Construction
	

	NFESC
	Naval Facilities Engineering Service Center
	

	NG
	Army National Guard
	

	O&M
	Operations and Maintenance
	A category of funding that addresses those funds required to operate and maintain a real property asset.

	OMS
	Organizational Maintenance Shop
	

	PA
	Program Amount
	

	PN
	Project Number
	

	“Re-Commissioning”

	This term applies to commissioning of existing projects that were previously commissioned during design and construction.  Re-commissioning then works to bring a building back to designed condition. 


	

	RFP
	Request for Proposal
	

	TBD
	To Be Determined
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