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Cost Estimate
Section 1.
Cost estimate development
a) The project cost estimate was developed in the MCACES MII cost estimating software and
used the standard approaches for a feasibility estimate structure regarding labor,
equipment, materials, crews, unit prices, quotes, sub- and prime contractor markups. This
philosophy was taken wherever practical within the time constraints. It was supplemented
with estimating information from other sources where necessary such as the previous report
from 1997, quotes, bid data, and A-E estimates. The intent was to provide or convey a
“fair and reasonable” estimate that which depicts the local market conditions. The
estimates assume a typical application of tiering subcontractors. Given the long time over
which this project/program is to be constructed and the unknown economic status during
that time, demands from non-governmental civil works projects were not considered to
dampen the competition and increase prices.
Section 2.
Estimate Structure:
a) The estimate is structured to reflect the projects performed. The estimate has been
subdivided by USACE feature codes that include levees, floodwalls, a lock structure,
pipeline relocations, and a bridge.
Section 3.
Bid competition:
a) It is assumed that there will not be an economically saturated market and that bidding
competition will be present.
Section 4.
Contract Acquisition Strategy:
a) It is assumed that the contract acquisition strategy will be similar to past projects with large
unrestricted design/bid/build contracts. There are no declared contract acquisition
plan/types at this time.
Section 5.
Labor Shortages:
a) It is assumed there will be a normal labor market.
Section 6.
Labor Rates:
a) Local labor market wages are above the local Davis-Bacon Wage Determination and actual
rates have been used. This is based upon local information and payroll data received from
the New Orleans District Construction Representatives and estimators with experiences in
past years.
Section 7.
Materials:
a) Cost quotes are used on major construction items when available. Recent quotes may
include concrete, steel and concrete piling, rock, gravel and sand. Assumptions include:
i) Borrow - Materials will be purchased as part of the construction contract. The estimate
does anticipate contractor furnished materials for borrow. Prices include delivery of
materials.
ii) Concrete - will be purchased from commercial batch plants.
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iii) Steel – Material will be fabricated by know suppliers.
b) The borrow quantity calculations followed the MVN Geotechnical guidance:
c) Hauled Levee: 10 BCY of borrow material = 12 LCY hauled = 8 ECY compacted.

d) An assumed average one-way haul distance of 21 miles was used based upon the local
Contractor Furnished pit.
e) Haul speeds are estimated using 40 mph speed average given the long distances and rural
areas.
f) Rock and stone - The New Orleans delta area has no rock sources. Historically, rock is
barged from northern sources on the Mississippi River. This decision is based upon local
knowledge, experience and supported with cost quotes.
Section 8.
Equipment:
a) Rates used are based from the latest USACE EP-1110-1-8, Region III. Adjustments are
made for fuel and facility capital cost of money (FCCM). Judicious use of owned verses
rental rates was considered based on typical contractor usage and local equipment
availability. Only a few select pieces of marine \ marsh equipment are considered rental.
Full FCCM/Cost of Money rate is latest available; MII program takes EP recommended
discount, no other adjustments have been made to the FCCM.
i) Trucking: The estimate assumed independent self-employed trucking subcontractors
due to the large numbers of trucks required.
ii) Dozers: dozers of the D-5/D-6 variety were chosen based on historical knowledge.
Heavier equipment gets mired in the mud and soft soils.
iii) Rental Rates: Rental rates were used for marsh equipment where rental is typical such
as marsh backhoes.

Section 9.
Fuel:
a) Fuels (gasoline, on and off-road diesel) were based on local market averages for on-road
and off-road for the Gulf Coast area. The Team found that fuels fluctuate irrationally; thus,
used an average.
Section 10. Crews:
a) Major crew and productivity rates were developed and studied by senior USACE
estimators familiar with the type of work. All of the work is typical to the New Orleans
District. The crews and productivities were checked by local MVN estimators, discussions
with contractors and comparisons with historical cost data. Major crews include clearing
and grubbing, hauling, earthwork, piling and concrete.
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b) Most crew work hours are assumed to be 10 hrs 6 days/wk which is typical to the area.

Section 11. Unit Prices:
a) The unit prices found within the various project estimates will fluctuate within a range
between similar construction units such as floodwall concrete, earthwork, and piling.
Variances are a result of differing haul distances, small or large business markups,
subcontracted items, designs and estimates by others.

Section 12. Relocation Cost:
a) Relocation costs are defined as the relocation of utilities required for project purposes. In
cases where potential significant impacts were known, costs were included within the cost
estimate. The St. Claude Bridge is to be relocated as part of this project. Costs related to
relocations were taken from the ’97 report and escalated to current prices due to constraints
in time.
Section 13. Mobilization:
a) Contractor mobilization and demobilization are based on the assumption that most of the
contractors will be coming from within the Gulf Coast/Southern region. Mob/demob costs
are based on historical studies of detailed Government estimate mob/demobs which
averaged 4.9 to 5% of the construction costs. With undefined acquisition strategies and
assumed individual project limits for the large number of potential contracts in this
program, the estimate utilizes a more comprehensive approx. 5% value applied at each
contract rather than risking minimizing mob/demob costs by detailing costs based on an
assumed number of contracts. The 5% value also matches well with the 5% value
previously prescribed by Walla Walla District, which has studied historical rates.
Section 14. Field Office Overhead:
a) The estimate used a field office overhead rate of 7% for the prime contractors at budget
level development. Based on historical studies and experience, Walla Walla District has
recommended typical rates ranging from 7% to 11% for large civil works projects;
however, the range does not consider possible incentives such as camps, allowances, travel
trailers, meals, etc. which have been used previously to facilitate projects. With undefined
acquisition strategies and assumed individual project limits for the multiple number of
potential contracts in this program, the estimate utilizes a more comprehensive percentage
based approach applied at each contract rather than risking minimizing overhead costs by
detailing costs based on an assumed number of contracts. The applied rates were
previously discussed among numerous USACE District cost engineers including Walla
Walla, Vicksburg, Norfolk, Huntington, St. Paul and New Orleans.
Section 15. Overhead assumptions may include:
a) Superintendent, office manager, pickups, periodic travel, costs, communications,
temporary offices (contractor and government), office furniture, office supplies, computers
and software, as-built drawings and minor designs, tool trailers, staging setup, camp and
kitchen maintenance and utilities, utility service, toilets, safety equipment, security and
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fencing, small hand and power tools, project signs, traffic control, surveys, temp fuel tank
station, generators, compressors, lighting, and minor miscellaneous.
Section 16. Home Office Overhead:
a) Estimate percentages range based upon consideration of 8(a), small business and
unrestricted prime contractors. The rates are based upon estimating and negotiating
experience, and consultation with local construction representatives. The applied rates
were previously discussed among numerous USACE District cost engineers including
Walla Walla, Vicksburg, Norfolk, Huntington, St. Paul and New Orleans.
Section 17. Taxes:
a) Local taxes will be applied, using an average between the parishes that contain the work.
Reference the LA parish tax rate website: http://www.laota.com/pta.htm
Section 18. Bond:
a) Bond is assumed 1% applied against the prime contractor, assuming large contracts.
Section 19. E&D and S&A:
a) USACE Costs to manage design (PED) and construction (S&A) are based on New Orleans
District Programmatic Cost Estimate guidance:
i) Planning, Engineering & Design (PED): The PED cost includes such costs as project
management, engineering, planning, designs, investigations, studies, reviews, value
engineering and engineering during construction (EDC). Historically New Orleans
District has used an approximate 12% rate for E&D/EDC, applied against the estimated
construction costs. Other USACE civil works districts such as St. Paul, Memphis and
St. Louis have reported values ranging from 10-15%. Additional costs were added for
project management, engineering, planning, designs, investigations, studies, reviews,
value engineering. Specific PED costs were originally calculated and then that same
percentage was carried forward on all future updates.
ii) Supervision & Administration (S&A): Historically, New Orleans District used a range
from 5% to 15% depending on project size and type applied against the estimated
construction costs. Other USACE civil works districts such as St. Paul, Memphis and
St. Louis report values ranging from 7.5-10%. Consideration includes that a portion of
the S&A effort could be performed by contractors. Based on discussions with MVN
Construction Division, an S&A cost based on contract durations was developed.
Specific S&A costs were originally calculated and then that same percentage was
carried forward on all future updates.
Section 20. Contingencies:
a) Contingencies were developed using the USACE Abbreviated Cost Risk Analysis (ARA)
cost related risks. See summary in Cost Schedule Risk Analysis (CSRA) section.
Section 21.

Escalation:

7

a) Escalation used in the TPCS is based upon the US Army Corps of Engineers Engineering
Manual (EM) 1110-2-1304 Civil Works Construction Cost Index System (CWCCIS)
revised 30 Sept 2015.
Section 22. HTRW:
a) The estimate includes no costs for any potential Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste
(HTRW) concerns. Some material to be removed from the canal is assumed to be
contaminated and will be contained in a Confined Disposal Facility (CDF).
Section 23. Cost Estimates for Final Array of Alternatives:
a) The preliminary cost estimates were developed during the planning process as a means of
evaluating each restoration alternative and for use with the Institute for Water Resources
(IWR) analysis. The costs estimated for all alternatives are shown on the section
Alternative Formulation Cost Summary. Please note these preliminary costs estimates were
used for planning purposes only and do not represent a fully funded costs estimate. These
costs include contingencies calculated using the MCX Abbreviated Cost Risk Analysis
program.

Schedule
a) The project schedule was developed based on the construction of the individual features of
work which includes the dredging of a channel bypass, canal excavation, construction of a
cofferdam, the new IHNC lock, a temporary and new bridge for St Claude, earthen levees
and floodwalls.
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Alternative Formulation Cost Summary
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Total Project Cost Summary (TPCS)
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This section will present the Total Project Cost Sheet for the Tentatively Selected Plan.
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MII Cost Estimate
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This section will present the MII Cost Report Summary for the Tentatively Selected Plan.

Project Construction Schedule
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Cost and Schedule Risk Analysis (CSRA)
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A Cost and Schedule Risk analysis will be prepared alongside a report once a Tentatively
Selected Plan has been chosen. This section will serve as a summary of the Risk report.
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