
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HUNTINGTON DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

502 EIGHTH STREET 
HUNTINGTON, WEST VIRGINIA 25701-2070 

REPLY TO 

AlTENTlON OF February 22,2008 

Engineering and Construction Division 
Cost Engineering and Technical Support Branch 

SUBJECT: Technical Analysis of the 90% Cost Estimate for the Fernald Preserve Visitors 
Center Design-Build Project 

Joseph G .  Werbrich 
Department of Energy 
175 Tri County Parkway 
Suite D 
Springdale, Ohio 45246 

Dear Mr. Werbrich: 

The Department of Energy (DOE) is in the process of converting an existing warehouse 
into a visitors center at the Fernald Preserve. This is being done through a design-build contract. 
S. M. Stoller Corporation (Stoller) is performing project management for the DOE. 

the U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers, Huntington District has performed a technical analysis of 
Stoller’s $5,548,578 cost estimate for the 90% level of design for the visitors center. Mary Ann 
Rowe and Russell Craddock visited the Fernald Preserve office to gather information and review 
the pertinent data during the week of January 28 through February 1,2008. We reviewed the 
90% estimate, a draft of the 100% plans, and the integrated schedule. Following are our 
findings. 

Stoller’s 90% estimate is based upon quotes received from the design-build contractors 
Megen and URS, some suppliers, and a few items developed by Stoller. Many of the quotes are 
considered to be “worst case”, a term used by Stoller, where there is more than enough money 
included in the quote to cover work anticipated even if the design is not final. The quotes 
supporting the 90% estimate were not verified. Refer to Adobe file FPVC $5.6M Budget - 90% 
Estimate Evaluation which is bookmarked for references mentioned in these findings. For the 
previous 30% review some quotes were reviewed and they checked favorably with what was in 
the estimate. Stoller’s representative informed us that some final quotes have been negotiated 
and that the expectations are that as time progresses many of the remaining quotes will be 
negotiated, resulting in lower costs. 

The estimate was not reviewed based on a percentage. It is noted that there were no 
quantities, equipment, or labor and individual material prices to review. The estimate was based 
on quotes received and some of Stoller’s estimated items. We provided a comparison of the 
baseline estimate vs. the 90% estimate. Refer to the attachment “LRH 90% Baseline Line Item 

In response to a request by the DOE to provide a validation review of the cost estimate, 
. 



Comparison”. (LRH stated above in the attachment title is an acronym for the Huntington 
District.) This comparison illustrates the many items added and cost and scope changes since the 
30% review. We looked at the various line items identified in Stoller’s 90% estimate alongside 
the initial funding estimate and categorized the work, as necessary, to match the breakdown 
shown in Stoller’s $5.6M Budget Spreadsheet as closely as possible. There was no way for us to 
validate individual item costs. 

$30.000. Looking at the attachment, you will see a comparison showing $5,602,482 (the original 
budget) compared to $5,629,710 (the 90% estimate assessment). The $27,228 increase was 
rounded to $30,000. A review of the bookmarked comparisons and summaries in the attachment 
shows the many construction, project management, overhead, and engineering and design line 
item additions and deletions that have been made as this project has evolved. Essentially all of 
the savings resulting from Stoller’s decreased overhead percentage have shifted elsewhere in the 
estimate to cover many omissions in the initial funding estimate, and items added due to design 
changes. Work done prior to February 24,2008 is being done under a contract that has 30% 
overhead. Work after February 24 is being done under another contract carrying an 8% overhead. 
Stoller provided the time frame that work was expected to be completed in relation to February 
24,2008. We applied the 30% overhead to work to be done before that date and 8% to work 
expected to be completed after that date. (Also we moved some items in different categories 
which actually didn’t have any bearing on the cost.) Stoller’s 90% estimate was $5,548,578 
based on a little different approach related to overheads. The 90% estimate assessment was 
$8 1,132 higher than Stoller’s 90% estimate. Increased scopes for several site features from the 
60% to 100% plans were observed. Stoller’s project manager feels he will be able to remain 
within the initial budget by either (1) negotiating any scope creep with the subcontractors in 
order to construct the items shown for this design-build contract or (2) changing the design to 
either reduce or delete portions of the work. It is obvious that deletions are occurring because 
some of the items shown in the February 24,2008 set of 100% plans have already been 
eliminated from the design. An example is the 100’ long trench drain at the parking lot. 

of this design-build contract and budget, was furnished for this review. Stoller‘s schedule is 
comprehensive but includes little float time. When looking at the critical path, as well as other 
remaining work, there is a lot of work which goes on simultaneously. The schedule gives the 
impression th‘at although enough time may be scheduled to do individual items, if materials do 
not arrive on time or if a subcontractor isn’t able to start on the exact day scheduled then the 
schedule will shift. Items may have the correct duration but planning and skheduling all the 
work done by different disciplines, subs, and fabricators may present a challenge in the 
compressed construction schedule. 

Some scheduled items are unrealistic. One example is the drywall installation and 
painting where the painting is scheduled to start before all the drywall is completely installed. It 
is unlikely that painting would begin before all the drywall sanding and finishing is completed 
and the area is cleaned of dust. 

Our assessment is that S.M. Stoller will exceed the budget amount by approximately 

The FPVC Integrated Project Schedule, which includes additional work beyond the scope 
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An area of concern is the fabrication of exhibits and casework due to start on 3-10-08. 
The complete exhibit design is not due until 3-21-08. Will the work completed between 3-10-08 
and 3-2 1-08 really be acceptable or will it not have to be redone if there is a design change? 

Another concern is that some items that are not considered to be on the critical path may 
get delayed some and become a part of the critical path. Will these items get done before the 
deadline? There is work that is scheduled to be going on prior to the final design due date. How 
much if any will have to be redone if the design changes? 

not reflect overtime. 

Without knowledge of the crew and labor allocation, the duration shown cannot be verified. Our 
assessment is that Stoller will exceed the June 21,2008 allowable schedule deadline by 
approximately 30 days. This would additionally impact the overall project cost. There are just 
many things that can extend a schedule no matter how optimistically it is put together. 

The bottom line in performing a comparison between the 30% budget estimate and the 
90% estimate is that Stoller is shifting funding to remain within the budget. 

It should also be noted that Stoller has confirmed the current pricing and schedule does 

We reviewed the schedule and based on our experience; feel that it is too optimistic. 

Sincerely, 

Michael G. Ferguson, V.E. 
Chief, cost and Technical Support Branch 

Attachment: PDF files 
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