FY 2018 DEP ARC
Appendix B

Causes of Increases in Cleanup Estimates

Appendix to Section VI, FY 2018 Funding for Environmental Restoration Activities and Reasons
for Increases in Cost Estimates Since FY 2017.

This Appendix explains an increase of 10 percent or more in an installation’s or property’s
projected cost estimate over the prior year estimate.
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Appendix B: Causes of Increases in Cleanup Estimates

State

DoD
Component

Installation Name

FY 2017 Cost
Estimate
Adjusted for
Inflation ($000)

FY 2018
Cost
Estimate
($000)

FY 2018
Funds
Obligated
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
(Percentage)

Reason(s)

Connecticut

Army

1LT JOHN S TURNER USARC

21

21

43

43

198%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Maryland

Army

ABERDEEN PROVING
GROUND

109,591

120,893

3,031

14,333

13%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model.

Massachusetts

Army

ARMY RESEARCH
LABORATORY-
WATERTOWN

1,005

1,570

609

1,174

117%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual
contract cost for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior
estimate. This additional cost may also be caused by changes
in schedule.

Florida

Army

AVIATION SUPPLY FACILITY,
49-A

201

33

284

116

58%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Wisconsin

Army

BADGER ARMY
AMMUNITION PLANT

17,078

19,267

1,016

3,205

19%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Kentucky

Army

BLUE GRASS ARMY DEPOT

1,194

1,677

99

582

49%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

New Jersey

Army

CAMP KILMER

3,500

4,278

50

828

24%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual
contract cost for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior
estimate. This additional cost may also be caused by changes
in schedule.

New Jersey

Army

CAMP PEDRICKTOWN

206

611

115

520

252%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model.

lllinois

Army

CHARLES MELVIN PRICE
SUPPORT CENTER

2,648

4,217

119

1,688

64%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).
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Appendix B: Causes of Increases in Cleanup Estimates

State

DoD
Component

Installation Name

FY 2017 Cost
Estimate
Adjusted for
Inflation ($000)

FY 2018
Cost
Estimate
($000)

FY 2018
Funds
Obligated
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change

(Percentage)

Reason(s)

Oregon

Army

CLACKAMAS/CAMP
WITHYCOMBE

324

262

182

120

37%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

New Hampshire

Army

COLD REGIONS RESEARCH
AND ENGINEERING
LABORATORY

13,321

12,905

2,673

2,257

17%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Alabama

Army

COOSA RIVER STORAGE
ANNEX

490

1

810

321

65%

New Site.

Tennessee

Army

DEFENSE DEPOT MEMPHIS
TENNESSEE

7,653

11,651

1,021

5,019

66%

1) Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model. 2) Cost
Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual
contract cost for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior
estimate. This additional cost may also be caused by changes
in schedule.

Michigan

Army

DETROIT ARSENAL

341

352

268

279

82%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Massachusetts

Army

DEVENS RESERVE
TRAINING FACILITY

47,419

46,500

6,436

5,517

12%

Project Scope — Added cleanup phases as the project
progresses (e.g., feasibility study or remedial action operation
added to project scope).

Utah

Army

DUGWAY PROVING
GROUND

42,732

63,466

282

21,016

49%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Maryland

Army

FOREST GLEN

23,827

26,852

888

3,913

16%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).
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State

DoD
Component

Installation Name

FY 2017 Cost
Estimate
Adjusted for
Inflation ($000)

FY 2018
Cost
Estimate
($000)

FY 2018
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Obligated
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
($000)

Cost
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Change
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Virginia

Army

FORT BELVOIR

14,119

31,471

3,752

21,104

149%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Cost Estimate
Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Change in cost
estimating methodology or model.

Arkansas

Army

FORT CHAFFEE

1,040

1,079

74

113

11%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model.

Maryland

Army

FORT DETRICK

6,045

6,551

5,643

6,149

102%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Georgia

Army

FORT GILLEM

5,984

2,474

5,858

2,348

39%

1) Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model. 2) Cost
Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual
contract cost for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior
estimate. This additional cost may also be caused by changes
in schedule.

New York

Army

FORT HAMILTON

79

907

122

950

1209%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Arizona

Army

FORT HUACHUCA

1,548

1,561

170

183

12%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model.

California

Army

FORT HUNTER LIGGETT

1,948

1,949

229

230

12%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

South Carolina

Army

FORT JACKSON

12,738

16,761

1,106

5,129

40%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).
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Virginia

Army

FORT LEE

411

957

99

645

157%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Missouri

Army

FORT LEONARD WOOD

27,101

29,444

3,108

5,451

20%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

District of
Columbia

Army

FORT MCNAIR

108

376

272

251%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

New Jersey

Army

FORT MONMOUTH

13,969

17,792

493

4,316

31%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model.

California

Army

FORT ORD

211,326

260,115

16,619

65,408

31%

1) Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model. 2) Cost
Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual
contract cost for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior
estimate. This additional cost may also be caused by changes
in schedule.

Virginia

Army

FORT PICKETT ARNG MTC

449

399

848

N/A

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Cost Estimate
Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Change in cost
estimating methodology or model.

Kansas

Army

FORT RILEY

26,609

33,203

4,396

10,990

41%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).
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State

DoD
Component

Installation Name

FY 2017 Cost
Estimate
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Inflation ($000)
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Cost
Estimate
($000)
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Estimate
Change
($000)

Cost
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Change
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Maryland

Army

FORT RITCHIE

3,354

5,006

77

1,729

52%

1) Project Scope — Added cleanup phases as the project
progresses (e.g., feasibility study or remedial action operation
added to project scope). 2) Cost Estimate Change Unrelated
to Change in Scope — Actual contract cost for prior or ongoing
work is greater than the prior estimate. This additional cost
may also be caused by changes in schedule.

Alabama

Army

FORT RUCKER

11,943

11,586

2,058

1,701

14%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Hawaii

Army

FORT SHAFTER

2,232

2,526

240

534

24%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model.

Alaska

Army

FORT WAINWRIGHT

41,672

46,664

3,089

8,081

19%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) New Site.

New Mexico

Army

FORT WINGATE DEPOT
ACTIVITY

77,274

98,744

6,152

27,622

36%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model.

Alaska

Army

HAINES PIPELINE

1,896

21,079

349

19,532

1030%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Cost Estimate
Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Change in cost
estimating methodology or model.

Nevada

Army

HAWTHORNE ARMY DEPOT

30,157

69,325

1,287

40,455

134%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Georgia

Army

HUNTER ARMY AIRFIELD

3,489

19,454

142

16,107

462%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model.
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DoD
Component

Installation Name
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Estimate
Adjusted for
Inflation ($000)
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Cost
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Cost
Estimate
Change
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Indiana

Army

JEFFERSON PROVING
GROUND

14,575

34,342

1,395

21,162

145%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

California

Army

JFHQ CA ARNG

3,362

12,802

9,448

281%

Standards or Regulations — Regulator-driven Change — A
change in the project as a result of negotiations with the
regulator (e.g., new requirement imposed by the regulator that
increases project scope, delay in regulatory document review
or approval).

Colorado

Army

JFHQ CO ARNG

1,215

853

610

248

20%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Georgia

Army

JFHQ GA ARNG

3,430

3,298

633

501

15%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model.

lllinois

Army

JFHQ IL ARNG

27

16

37

602%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Michigan

Army

JFHQ MI ARNG

27

19

43

1402%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Montana

Army

JFHQ MT ARNG

31

28

303%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Nebraska

Army

JFHQ NE ARNG

22

25

N/A

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).
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Appendix B: Causes of Increases in Cleanup Estimates

FY 2017 Cost  |FY 2018 |FY 2018 Cost Cost
Estimate Cost Funds Estimate |[Estimate
DoD Adjusted for Estimate |Obligated [Change [Change
State Component |Installation Name Inflation ($000) |($000) ($000) ($000) (Percentage) |Reason(s)

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
New Mexico Army JFHQ NM ARNG 0 44 10 54 N/Aladdress additional risk, additional sampling).

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
New York Army JFHQ NY ARNG 50 94 14 58 116%|address additional risk, additional sampling).

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
Rhode Island  |Army JFHQ RI ARNG 69 55 67 53 76%|address additional risk, additional sampling).

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
Utah Army JFHQ UT ARNG 0 22 17 39 N/Aladdress additional risk, additional sampling).

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
Wyoming Army JFHQ WY ARNG 6 87 36 117 1908%|address additional risk, additional sampling).

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
JOINT BASE MYER- by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
Virginia Army HENDERSON HALL 0 69 6 75 N/Aladdress additional risk, additional sampling).
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Appendix B: Causes of Increases in Cleanup Estimates

FY 2017 Cost  |FY 2018 |FY 2018 Cost Cost
Estimate Cost Funds Estimate |[Estimate
DoD Adjusted for Estimate |Obligated [Change [Change
State Component |Installation Name Inflation ($000) |($000) ($000) ($000) (Percentage) |Reason(s)

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Cost Estimate
Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Change in cost
Illinois Army JOLIET AAP 25,098 30,348 757 6,007 24%|estimating methodology or model.

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual
contract cost for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior
KANSAS ARMY AMMUNITION estimate. This additional cost may also be caused by changes
Kansas Army PLANT 1,108 1,839 927 1,658 150%]|in schedule.

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Cost Estimate
LETTERKENNY ARMY Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Change in cost
Pennsylvania |Army DEPOT 4,445 5,167 592 1,314 30% |estimating methodology or model.

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
Rhode Island  |Army LINCOLN AMSA 68 115 111 53 49 42%|address additional risk, additional sampling).

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
LONGHORN ARMY by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
Texas Army AMMUNITION PLANT 49,003 82,361 7,578 40,936 84%]address additional risk, additional sampling).

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
LOUISIANA ARMY by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
Louisiana Army AMMUNITION PLANT 2,500 2,374 482 356 14%|address additional risk, additional sampling).
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State

DoD
Component

Installation Name

FY 2017 Cost
Estimate
Adjusted for
Inflation ($000)

FY 2018
Cost
Estimate
($000)

FY 2018
Funds
Obligated
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
(Percentage)

Reason(s)

Hawaii

Army

MAKUA MILITARY
RESERVATION

654

756

120

222

34%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Cost Estimate
Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Change in cost
estimating methodology or model.

California

Army

MILITARY OCEAN TERMINAL
CONCORD

35,748

95,403

1,651

61,306

171%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Mississippi

Army

MISSISSIPPI ARMY
AMMUNITION PLANT

2,693

3,370

375

1,052

39%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual
contract cost for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior
estimate. This additional cost may also be caused by changes
in schedule.

Florida

Army

MTC CAMP BLANDING

2,962

2,834

662

534

18%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model.

California

Army

PARKS RESERVE FORCES
TRAINING AREA

6,759

7,298

294

833

12%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Maryland

Army

PHOENIX MILITARY
RESERVATION

1,068

1,982

58

972

91%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

New Jersey

Army

PICATINNY ARSENAL

79,572

118,440

1,505

40,373

51%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model.

Arkansas

Army

PINE BLUFF ARSENAL

30,778

31,988

10,766

11,976

39%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).
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State

DoD
Component

Installation Name

FY 2017 Cost
Estimate
Adjusted for
Inflation ($000)

FY 2018
Cost
Estimate
($000)

FY 2018
Funds
Obligated
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
($000)

Cost

Estimate

Change

(Percentage)

Reason(s)

California

Army

PRESIDIO OF MONTEREY

1,480

1,725

112

357

24%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Ohio

Army

RAVENNA ARMY
AMMUNITION PLANT

21,850

27,846

4,448

10,444

48%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Technology —
Change to a different or improved cleanup technology (e.g.,
monitored natural attenuation did not work so active
remediation is needed, technology was ineffective). 3) Cost
Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Change in
cost estimating methodology or model.

lllinois

Army

ROCK ISLAND ARSENAL

7,367

10,550

1,254

4,437

60%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

California

Army

SACRAMENTO ARMY DEPOT

2,298

2,657

92

451

20%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual
contract cost for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior
estimate. This additional cost may also be caused by changes
in schedule.

New York

Army

SENECA ARMY DEPOT
ACTIVITY

4,228

26,831

205

22,808

539%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model.

New Jersey

Army

SIEVERS-SANDBERG
USARC

52

51

123

122

234%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Missouri

Army

ST LOUIS ORDNANCE
PLANT

4,478

5,274

98

894

20%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).
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Appendix B: Causes of Increases

in Cleanup Estimates

State

DoD
Component

Installation Name

FY 2017 Cost
Estimate
Adjusted for
Inflation ($000)

FY 2018
Cost
Estimate
($000)

FY 2018
Funds
Obligated
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
(Percentage)

Reason(s)

Massachusetts

Army

SUDBURY TRAINING ANNEX

1,234

1,252

337

355

29%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual
contract cost for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior
estimate. This additional cost may also be caused by changes
in schedule.

Kansas

Army

SUNFLOWER ARMY
AMMUNITION PLANT

30,949

31,748

18,125

18,924

61%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Cost Estimate
Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Change in cost
estimating methodology or model.

North Carolina

Army

TARHEEL ARMY MISSILE
PLANT

100

98

109

107

107%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Utah

Army

TOOELE ARMY DEPOT

49,271

54,985

2,769

8,483

17%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Cost Estimate
Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Change in cost
estimating methodology or model.

California

Army

TS AFRC LOS ALAMITOS

9,579

9,179

1,785

1,385

14%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Minnesota

Army

TWIN CITIES ARMY
AMMUNITION PLANT

30,324

30,909

3,372

3,957

13%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Technology —
Change to a different or improved cleanup technology (e.qg.,
monitored natural attenuation did not work so active
remediation is needed, technology was ineffective).
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Appendix B: Causes of Increases

in Cleanup Estimates

State

DoD
Component

Installation Name

FY 2017 Cost
Estimate
Adjusted for
Inflation ($000)

FY 2018
Cost
Estimate
($000)

FY 2018
Funds
Obligated
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
(Percentage)

Reason(s)

Oregon

Army

UMATILLA CHEMICAL
DEPOT

38,226

68,269

1,420

31,463

82%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual
contract cost for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior
estimate. This additional cost may also be caused by changes
in schedule.

Ohio

Army

USARC KINGS MILLS (AMSA
59)

4,342

7,241

153

3,052

70%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Virginia

Army

VINT HILL FARMS STATION

1,084

1,275

209

400

37%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual
contract cost for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior
estimate. This additional cost may also be caused by changes
in schedule.

Missouri

Army

WELDON SPRING TRAINING
AREA

2,000

2,714

98

812

41%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

New Mexico

Army

WHITE SANDS MISSILE
RANGE

3,479

2,981

1,524

1,026

30%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

West Virginia

Navy

ALLEGANY BALLISTICS LAB

38,107

37,659

7,727

7,279

19%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Technology —
Change to a different or improved cleanup technology (e.g.,
monitored natural attenuation did not work so active
remediation is needed, technology was ineffective). 3) Cost
Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Change in
cost estimating methodology or model. 4) Cost Estimate
Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual contract cost
for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior estimate.
This additional cost may also be caused by changes in
schedule.
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Appendix B: Causes of Increases

in Cleanup Estimates

State

DoD
Component

Installation Name

FY 2017 Cost
Estimate
Adjusted for
Inflation ($000)

FY 2018
Cost
Estimate
($000)

FY 2018
Funds
Obligated
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
(Percentage)

Reason(s)

Maryland

Navy

ANNAPOLIS NSWC DET BAY
HEAD ANNEX

359

253

299

193

54%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model.

California

Navy

AZUSA NCCOSC MORRIS
DAM FACILITY

686

1,616

705

1,635

238%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Washington

Navy

BANGOR NSB

101,741

146,672

2,784

47,715

47%

1) Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model. 2) Cost
Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual
contract cost for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior
estimate. This additional cost may also be caused by changes
in schedule.

Hawaii

Navy

BARKING SANDS PMRF

2,087

2,189

162

264

13%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual
contract cost for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior
estimate. This additional cost may also be caused by changes
in schedule.

Tennessee

Navy

BRISTOL NWIRP

357

355

189

187

52%

Standards or Regulations — DoD Policy or Directive — A
change in DoD policy or directive that redefines the costs
included in the CTC.

New York

Navy

CALVERTON NWIRP

13,501

18,516

1,991

7,006

52%

1) Standards or Regulations — DoD Policy or Directive — A
change in DoD policy or directive that redefines the costs
included in the CTC. 2) Technology — Change to a different or
improved cleanup technology (e.g., monitored natural
attenuation did not work so active remediation is needed,
technology was ineffective).

Hawaii

Navy

CAMP H.M. SMITH OAHU

1,446

1,405

1,264

1,223

85%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model.
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Appendix B: Causes of Increases in Cleanup Estimates

State

DoD
Component

Installation Name

FY 2017 Cost
Estimate
Adjusted for
Inflation ($000)

FY 2018
Cost
Estimate
($000)

FY 2018
Funds
Obligated
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
(Percentage)

Reason(s)

North Carolina

Navy

CAMP LEJEUNE MCB

139,207

140,772

12,718

14,283

10%

1) Project Scope — Added cleanup phases as the project
progresses (e.g., feasibility study or remedial action operation
added to project scope). 2) Project Scope — Added
requirements due to other site-level project change (e.g., newly
discovered contaminants, increased physical dimensions of
the cleanup, additional risk pathway such as vapor intrusion
(that is required and initiated by DoD), change in future
property reuse, site reopened to address additional risk,
additional sampling). 3) Standards or Regulations —
Regulation Change — A broad-scale or national change in
regulation that impacts multiple sites (e.g., newly promulgated
or modified Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirement). 4) Standards or Regulations — Regulator-driven
Change — A change in the project as a result of negotiations
with the regulator (e.g., new requirement imposed by the
regulator that increases project scope, delay in regulatory
document review or approval). 5) Technology — Change to a
different or improved cleanup technology (e.g., monitored
natural attenuation did not work so active remediation is
needed, technology was ineffective). 6) Cost Estimate Change
Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual contract cost for prior
or ongoing work is greater than the prior estimate. This
additional cost may also be caused by changes in schedule.

Alaska

Navy

CAPE PRINCE WALES

NCCOSC

1,628

1,829

14

215

13%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Maryland

Navy

CARDEROCK NSWC

37

201

260

424

1154%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Florida

Navy

CECIL FIELD NAS

11,100

11,528

1,652

2,080

19%

1) Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model. 2) Cost
Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual
contract cost for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior
estimate. This additional cost may also be caused by changes
in schedule.
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Appendix B: Causes of Increases in Cleanup Estimates

State

DoD
Component

Installation Name

FY 2017 Cost
Estimate
Adjusted for
Inflation ($000)

FY 2018
Cost
Estimate
($000)

FY 2018
Funds
Obligated
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
(Percentage)

Reason(s)

Virginia

Navy

CHESAPEAKE NSGA NWEST

123

943

269

1,089

889%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

New Jersey

Navy

COLTS NECK NWS EARLE

41,617

50,258

850

9,491

23%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Cost Estimate
Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Change in cost
estimating methodology or model.

California

Navy

CONCORD NWS

61,850

60,446

8,111

6,707

11%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Standards or
Regulations — Regulator-driven Change — A change in the
project as a result of negotiations with the regulator (e.g., new
requirement imposed by the regulator that increases project
scope, delay in regulatory document review or approval). 3)
Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model.

California

Navy

CORONADO NAB

4,958

3,710

2,146

898

18%

1) Project Scope — Added cleanup phases as the project
progresses (e.g., feasibility study or remedial action operation
added to project scope). 2) Cost Estimate Change Unrelated
to Change in Scope — Actual contract cost for prior or ongoing
work is greater than the prior estimate. This additional cost
may also be caused by changes in schedule.
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Appendix B: Causes of Increases in Cleanup Estimates

State

DoD
Component

Installation Name

FY 2017 Cost
Estimate
Adjusted for
Inflation ($000)

FY 2018
Cost
Estimate
($000)

FY 2018
Funds
Obligated
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change

(Percentage)

Reason(s)

Virginia

Navy

CRANEY ISLAND FISC

6,013

6,476

442

905

15%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Technology —
Change to a different or improved cleanup technology (e.g.,
monitored natural attenuation did not work so active
remediation is needed, technology was ineffective). 3) Cost
Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual
contract cost for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior
estimate. This additional cost may also be caused by changes
in schedule.

Maine

Navy

CUTLER NCTS

15,067

16,769

733

2,435

16%

1) Project Scope — Added cleanup phases as the project
progresses (e.g., feasibility study or remedial action operation
added to project scope). 2) Standards or Regulations — DoD
Policy or Directive — A change in DoD policy or directive that
redefines the costs included in the CTC.

Virginia

Navy

DAM NECK FCTC

1,842

2,988

496

1,642

89%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

California

Navy

DIXON NRTF

878

1,323

98

543

62%

Project Scope — Added cleanup phases as the project
progresses (e.g., feasibility study or remedial action operation
added to project scope).

Virginia

Navy

DRIVER NAVRADSTA

474

521

15

62

13%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).
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Appendix B: Causes of Increases in Cleanup Estimates

State

DoD
Component

Installation Name

FY 2017 Cost
Estimate
Adjusted for
Inflation ($000)

FY 2018
Cost
Estimate
($000)

FY 2018
Funds
Obligated
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
(Percentage)

Reason(s)

Texas

Navy

FT WORTH TX NAS JRB

8,408

8,222

1,187

1,001

12%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Cost Estimate
Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual contract cost
for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior estimate.
This additional cost may also be caused by changes in
schedule.

Guam

Navy

GUAMI COMNAVMARIANAS

3,682

2,109

3,165

1,592

43%

Project Scope — Added cleanup phases as the project
progresses (e.g., feasibility study or remedial action operation
added to project scope).

Mississippi

Navy

GULFPORT NCBC

19,627

18,408

7,381

6,162

31%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

California

Navy

IMPERIAL BEACH OLF

13,770

13,154

2,878

2,262

16%

1) Standards or Regulations — Regulator-driven Change — A
change in the project as a result of negotiations with the
regulator (e.g., new requirement imposed by the regulator that
increases project scope, delay in regulatory document review
or approval). 2) Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in
Scope — Actual contract cost for prior or ongoing work is
greater than the prior estimate. This additional cost may also
be caused by changes in schedule.
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Appendix B: Causes of Increases in Cleanup Estimates

State

DoD
Component

Installation Name

FY 2017 Cost
Estimate
Adjusted for
Inflation ($000)

FY 2018
Cost
Estimate
($000)

FY 2018
Funds
Obligated
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
(Percentage)

Reason(s)

Maryland

Navy

INDIAN HEAD NSWC

177,294

186,366

8,523

17,595

10%

1) Project Scope — Added cleanup phases as the project
progresses (e.g., feasibility study or remedial action operation
added to project scope). 2) Project Scope — Added
requirements due to other site-level project change (e.g., newly
discovered contaminants, increased physical dimensions of
the cleanup, additional risk pathway such as vapor intrusion
(that is required and initiated by DoD), change in future
property reuse, site reopened to address additional risk,
additional sampling). 3) Standards or Regulations — Regulator-
driven Change — A change in the project as a result of
negotiations with the regulator (e.g., new requirement imposed
by the regulator that increases project scope, delay in
regulatory document review or approval). 4) Cost Estimate
Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Change in cost
estimating methodology or model.

Florida

Navy

JACKSONVILLE NAS

37,017

42,601

4,275

9,859

27%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Standards or
Regulations — Regulator-driven Change — A change in the
project as a result of negotiations with the regulator (e.g., new
requirement imposed by the regulator that increases project
scope, delay in regulatory document review or approval). 3)
New Site. 4) Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in
Scope — Change in contract or contract method. 5) Cost
Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual
contract cost for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior
estimate. This additional cost may also be caused by changes
in schedule.

Hawaii

Navy

KANEOHE BAY MCB

11,686

13,529

3,444

5,287

45%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Cost Estimate
Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual contract cost
for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior estimate.
This additional cost may also be caused by changes in
schedule.
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Appendix B: Causes of Increases in Cleanup Estimates

State

DoD
Component

Installation Name

FY 2017 Cost
Estimate
Adjusted for
Inflation ($000)

FY 2018
Cost
Estimate
($000)

FY 2018
Funds
Obligated
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
($000)

Cost

Estimate

Change

(Percentage)

Reason(s)

Washington

Navy

KEYPORT NUWC

17,752

19,759

2,908

4,915

28%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Cost Estimate
Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual contract cost
for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior estimate.
This additional cost may also be caused by changes in
schedule.

Georgia

Navy

KINGS BAY NSB

3,308

3,321

494

507

15%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Texas

Navy

KINGSVILLE NAS

3,038

6,789

725

4,476

147%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) New Site.

California

Navy

LONG BEACH NS

1,275

1,050

404

179

14%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual
contract cost for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior
estimate. This additional cost may also be caused by changes
in schedule.

Kentucky

Navy

LOUISVILLE NSWC

2,599

2,937

933

1,271

49%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Pennsylvania

Navy

MECHANICSBURG SPCC

3,171

4,204

361

1,394

44%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).
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Appendix B: Causes of Increases in Cleanup Estimates

FY 2017 Cost  |FY 2018 |FY 2018 Cost Cost
Estimate Cost Funds Estimate |[Estimate
DoD Adjusted for Estimate |Obligated [Change [Change
State Component |Installation Name Inflation ($000) |($000) ($000) ($000) (Percentage) |Reason(s)

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Standards or
Regulations — Regulator-driven Change — A change in the
project as a result of negotiations with the regulator (e.g., new
requirement imposed by the regulator that increases project
Louisiana Navy NEW ORLEANS NAS 780 1,071 475 766 98% |scope, delay in regulatory document review or approval).

1) Project Scope — Added cleanup phases as the project
progresses (e.g., feasibility study or remedial action operation
added to project scope). 2) Project Scope — Added
requirements due to other site-level project change (e.g., newly
discovered contaminants, increased physical dimensions of
the cleanup, additional risk pathway such as vapor intrusion
(that is required and initiated by DoD), change in future
property reuse, site reopened to address additional risk,
additional sampling). 3) Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to
Change in Scope — Change in cost estimating methodology or
Rhode Island  [Navy NEWPORT NETC 61,473 65,971 4,620 9,118 15%|model.

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Technology —
Change to a different or improved cleanup technology (e.g.,
monitored natural attenuation did not work so active
remediation is needed, technology was ineffective). 3) Cost
Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Change in
Virginia Navy NORFOLK COMNAVBASE 28,383 31,571 3,104 6,292 22%|cost estimating methodology or model.

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
Virginia Navy NORFOLK NSY 12,243 16,309 678 4,744 39%|address additional risk, additional sampling).
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Appendix B: Causes of Increases in Cleanup Estimates

State

DoD
Component

Installation Name

FY 2017 Cost
Estimate
Adjusted for
Inflation ($000)

FY 2018
Cost
Estimate
($000)

FY 2018
Funds
Obligated
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
(Percentage)

Reason(s)

California

Navy

NORTH ISLAND NAS

82,289

85,172

13,358

16,241

20%

1) Project Scope — Added cleanup phases as the project
progresses (e.g., feasibility study or remedial action operation
added to project scope). 2) Project Scope — Added
requirements due to other site-level project change (e.g., newly
discovered contaminants, increased physical dimensions of
the cleanup, additional risk pathway such as vapor intrusion
(that is required and initiated by DoD), change in future
property reuse, site reopened to address additional risk,
additional sampling). 3) Standards or Regulations — Regulator-
driven Change — A change in the project as a result of
negotiations with the regulator (e.g., new requirement imposed
by the regulator that increases project scope, delay in
regulatory document review or approval). 4) Cost Estimate
Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Change in cost
estimating methodology or model. 5) Cost Estimate Change
Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual contract cost for prior
or ongoing work is greater than the prior estimate. This
additional cost may also be caused by changes in schedule.

Virginia

Navy

OCEANA NAS

90,984

167,207

7,033

83,256

92%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Standards or
Regulations — Regulator-driven Change — A change in the
project as a result of negotiations with the regulator (e.g., new
requirement imposed by the regulator that increases project
scope, delay in regulatory document review or approval). 3)
Technology — Change to a different or improved cleanup
technology (e.g., monitored natural attenuation did not work so
active remediation is needed, technology was ineffective). 4)
New Site. 5) Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in
Scope — Change in cost estimating methodology or model. 6)
Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual
contract cost for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior
estimate. This additional cost may also be caused by changes
in schedule.
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Appendix B: Causes of Increases in Cleanup Estimates

FY 2017 Cost FY 2018 |FY 2018 Cost Cost
Estimate Cost Funds Estimate |[Estimate
DoD Adjusted for Estimate |Obligated [Change [Change
State Component |Installation Name Inflation ($000) |($000) ($000) ($000) (Percentage) |Reason(s)
Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
Maryland Navy PATUXENT RIVER NAS 35,462 38,448 4,582 7,568 21%]address additional risk, additional sampling).

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Cost Estimate
Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Change in cost
estimating methodology or model. 3) Cost Estimate Change
Unrelated to Change in Scope — Change in contract or contract
method. 4) Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in
Scope — Actual contract cost for prior or ongoing work is
greater than the prior estimate. This additional cost may also
Hawaii Navy PEARL HARBOR FISC 15,432 16,248 2,274 3,090 20%|be caused by changes in schedule.

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual
contract cost for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior
estimate. This additional cost may also be caused by changes
Hawaii Navy PEARL HARBOR NSB 327 493 1 167 51%]in schedule.

Standards or Regulations — DoD Policy or Directive — A
change in DoD policy or directive that redefines the costs
Pennsylvania [Navy PHILADELPHIA NS 1,071 4,326 178 3,433 321%]included in the CTC.

Technology — Change to a different or improved cleanup
technology (e.g., monitored natural attenuation did not work so
Pennsylvania [Navy PHILADELPHIA NSWC-CD 217 418 39 240 110%]|active remediation is needed, technology was ineffective).
Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
Alaska Navy POINT BARROW NARL 32,169 30,877 4,493 3,201 10%|address additional risk, additional sampling).

Standards or Regulations — Regulation Change — A broad-
scale or national change in regulation that impacts multiple
PORT HADLOCK NOC PAC sites (e.g., newly promulgated or modified Applicable or
Washington Navy DIV DET 3,400 3,509 673 782 23%|Relevant and Appropriate Requirement).

FY 2018 Defense Environmental Programs Annual Report to Congress Page 22 of 64



Appendix B: Causes of Increases

in Cleanup Estimates

State

DoD
Component

Installation Name

FY 2017 Cost
Estimate
Adjusted for
Inflation ($000)

FY 2018
Cost
Estimate
($000)

FY 2018
Funds
Obligated
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
(Percentage)

Reason(s)

California

Navy

PORT HUENEME NCBC

9,147

8,265

2,094

1,212

13%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Cost Estimate
Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual contract cost
for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior estimate.
This additional cost may also be caused by changes in
schedule.

Maine

Navy

PORTSMOUTH NSY

4,958

5,035

441

518

10%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model.

Washington

Navy

PUGET SOUND FISC
BREMERTON

3,422

3,720

519

817

24%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Washington

Navy

PUGET SOUND FISC
MANCHESTER

1,994

3,256

358

1,620

81%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

California

Navy

SALTON SEA TEST RANGE

2,948

2,945

518

515

17%

Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model.

California

Navy

SAN CLEMENTE ISLAND
NALF

2,032

2,466

666

1,100

54%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Cost Estimate
Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual contract cost
for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior estimate.
This additional cost may also be caused by changes in
schedule.
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Appendix B: Causes of Increases in Cleanup Estimates

State

DoD
Component

Installation Name

FY 2017 Cost
Estimate
Adjusted for
Inflation ($000)

FY 2018
Cost
Estimate
($000)

FY 2018
Funds
Obligated
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
(Percentage)

Reason(s)

California

Navy

SAN DIEGO NCCOSC

7,039

8,653

808

2,422

34%

1) Project Scope — Added cleanup phases as the project
progresses (e.g., feasibility study or remedial action operation
added to project scope). 2) Project Scope — Added
requirements due to other site-level project change (e.g., newly
discovered contaminants, increased physical dimensions of
the cleanup, additional risk pathway such as vapor intrusion
(that is required and initiated by DoD), change in future
property reuse, site reopened to address additional risk,
additional sampling).

California

Navy

SAN DIEGO NISE WEST

2,841

898

2,538

595

21%

1) Project Scope — Added cleanup phases as the project
progresses (e.g., feasibility study or remedial action operation
added to project scope). 2) Project Scope — Added
requirements due to other site-level project change (e.g., newly
discovered contaminants, increased physical dimensions of
the cleanup, additional risk pathway such as vapor intrusion
(that is required and initiated by DoD), change in future
property reuse, site reopened to address additional risk,
additional sampling). 3) Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to
Change in Scope — Actual contract cost for prior or ongoing
work is greater than the prior estimate. This additional cost
may also be caused by changes in schedule.

California

Navy

SAN DIEGO NSB

500

69

569

N/A

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Virginia

Navy

ST JULIEN'S CREEK ANNEX

9,232

13,983

2,109

6,860

74%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Cost Estimate
Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual contract cost
for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior estimate.
This additional cost may also be caused by changes in
schedule.
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Appendix B: Causes of Increases in Cleanup Estimates

State

DoD
Component

Installation Name

FY 2017 Cost
Estimate
Adjusted for
Inflation ($000)

FY 2018
Cost
Estimate
($000)

FY 2018
Funds
Obligated
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change

(Percentage)

Reason(s)

California

Navy

STOCKTON NCS

1,446

482

1,928

N/A

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

California

Navy

TREASURE ISLAND NS
HUNTERS PT ANNEX

200,991

218,221

85,766

102,996

51%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Cost Estimate
Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Change in cost
estimating methodology or model.

New Jersey

Navy

TRENTON NAWC

22,574

24,448

1,552

3,426

15%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling).

Puerto Rico

Navy

VIEQUES EAST

256,093

261,969

29,854

35,730

14%

1) Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e.g., newly discovered contaminants,
increased physical dimensions of the cleanup, additional risk
pathway such as vapor intrusion (that is required and initiated
by DoD), change in future property reuse, site reopened to
address additional risk, additional sampling). 2) Technology —
Change to a different or improved cleanup technology (e.g.,
monitored natural attenuation did not work so active
remediation is needed, technology was ineffective). 3) Cost
Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Change in
cost estimating methodology or model. 4) Cost Estimate
Change Unrelated to Change in Scope — Actual contract cost
for prior or ongoing work is greater than the prior estimate.
This additional cost may also be caused by changes in
schedule.

Puerto Rico

Navy

VIEQUES PUERTO RICO
NASD

7,575

8,350

291

1,066

14%

1) Technology — Change to a different or improved cleanup
technology (e.g., monitored natural attenuation did not work so
active remediation is needed, technology was ineffective). 2)
Cost Estimate Change Unrelated to Change in Scope —
Change in cost estimating methodology or model.
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Appendix B: Causes of Increases in Cleanup Estimates

State

DoD
Component

Installation Name

FY 2017 Cost
Estimate
Adjusted for
Inflation ($000)

FY 2018
Cost
Estimate
($000)

FY 2018
Funds
Obligated
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
($000)

Cost
Estimate
Change
(Percentage)

Reason(s)

Pennsylvania

Navy

WARMINSTER NAWC

47,335

49,156

6,806

8,627

18%

Project Scope — Added requirements due to other site-level
project change (e