


Facilities Manager  |  november/december  2008  |  23 

and similar facilities op-
erations functions.

The most mature of the 
models is the sustainment 
group, with a separate 
cost factor for each of 440 
FACs. Overall, facilities sustainment represents an $11 billion re-
quirement for Defense. The sustainment cost factor for each FAC 
is obtained from three source categories; the most valued source is 
based upon commercial or non-DoD sources. This includes about 
200 parametric models built at the component level with the R.S. 
Means CostWorks© product. Other significant sources in this 
category include commercial quotations, trade association data, 

research reports, and state/local governments. The second source 
category is defined as costs obtained from DoD sources. The third 
source, representing only 3 percent of the total requirement, is 
developed by analogy to other FACs of similar complexity and 
durability. This category represents those very few unique facilities 
that typically only the military owns – for example, missile shelters 
or gunnery ranges.

Unit costs for each FAC are published as Unified Facilities 
Criteria (UFC) 3-701-(current year), and are available on the 
Web at www.wbdg.org/ccb. Updates are published annually.

The basic formula for using the cost factors is simple:

Summing for each of 440 FACs, and for each site, the total is the 
sustainment requirement for the Service, or for the entire Depart-
ment of Defense. The models in which these cost factors are used 
allow for costs to be segregated in a number of ways. The costs for 
each funding organization or fund source can be identified – for 
example, the Naval Reserve (organization) is funding a requirement 
using its “operations and maintenance” (fund source) account.

Selected Defense Facilities Requirements
FY-10   •   $ Billions

Utilities	 3.3

Fire and Emergency Services	 1.1

Sustainment	 11.1

Facilities Engineering	 1.3
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Applications for Educational 
Facilities

The use of a similar approach in an aca-
demic environment could directly solve the 
shortcomings Manns and Katsinas described. 
The meta-system used by the DoD and 
being adapted by other federal agencies 
allows for a single, formula-based method 
of estimating requirements, performing 
comparisons, and objectively allocating 
resources. At the state or local school system 
level, a similar methodology could allow 
sustainment requirements to be quickly and 
inexpensively estimated, and allow available 
funding to be applied where needed.

For example, in a multi-institution 
system, requirements would be determined 
by the facilities components (use, roof type, 
mechanical system complexity) and allocated 
based on objective, modeled requirements. 
Boards or legislative bodies could rely 
upon the objectivity of the requirements. 
Needless to say, this approach works only 
for sustainment, while restoration – that is, 
repair work carried out because of the lack 
of sustainment or damage – would be sepa-
rately estimated through inspection. 

To adapt such an approach, the system 
would first either make use of the cost factors 
in the Unified Facilities Criteria, or develop 
specific new cost factors for its facilities. In 
the federal system, the use of a single average 
cost factor for a group of buildings is work-
able because there are a sufficient number of 
each kind of facility to allow a major cost in 
one year for one building to be balanced by 
lower costs for other buildings. For example, 
a significant peak cost occurring in the 20th 
year of a instructional building, (say, the 
replacement of its air conditioning plant) 
is smoothed (averaged) by other, similar 
buildings requiring the air condition plant 
replacement in different years. 

With a sufficient number of similar 
buildings (the facility asset category or FAC 
mentioned earlier), each with a different  
in-service date, peak requirements are 
spread over multiple years. The larger the 
number of buildings, the smoother the annual 
average. This reliance upon the “law of 
large numbers” becomes less robust as the 
number decreases. But, for small numbers 
of facilities, for example, a local school sys-
tem with only 10 or 20 school buildings, it 

becomes economical to construct individual 
cost models for each building. 

Results
Engaging as this process may be, it is 

the results that count. And the results have 
been significant for the Services. Interest-
ingly, the results closely parallel the recom-
mendations of Manns and Katsinas. The 
tangible results have been:

Recognition by the Congressional budget •	
committees of a reasonable and consis-
tent method of justifying requirements. 
This has, in turn led to a remarkably 
easy approval process for facilities budget 
requests within the Congress.
Within each Service, retention of facilities •	
funds for facilities requirements and 
a decrease in the tendency to migrate 
resources out of facilities. In large part, 
this has been the result of Congres-
sional language requiring the Services to 
report reductions in the appropriations 
for facilities sustainment. 
Creation of a means to benchmark •	
facilities requirements across Services 
and within each Service among installa-
tions (campuses). This has proven useful 
in the resource allocation process by 
providing an independent and objective 
means to allocate, rather than relying 
upon subjective methods. 
A 2008 U.S. Government Accountability 

Office (GAO) audit lauded this approach 
and its cost factor methodology, while 
suggesting improvements and additional 
funding be applied to hone the cost factors 
for a small group of factors representing 
about 3 percent of the total sustainment 
requirement. 

Additional models have been developed 
for modernization and operations costs, 
such as utilities, facilities management 
and engineering, pavement clearance, 
and custodial. Overall, the methodology 
has proven itself as a robust means of 
determining long-range requirements and 
garnering the support needed to ensure 
those resources are available.  

Frank Kaleba, P.E., is a senior engineer with 
R&K Engineering, Roanoke and Alexandria, 
Virginia. He can be reached at fkaleba@rkeng.
com. This is his first article for Facilities Manager.
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