CONDITION INDEX

Membership:

1. Bob Serrano, BA, Chair person

2. Lynn Williams, NPA

3. Harry Solhjoo, MSA

4. Donna Forbes, FD

Schedule:
In order to meet the December 31, 2005 reporting deadline to OMB, we are proposing an ambitious schedule of the following. 

1. Establish sub-groups - April, 2005

2. Sub-groups present findings/recommendations - July, 2005

3. Implement findings/recommendations - September, 2005.

Summary of Condition Index performance measure to date:

1. Information from the Federal Real Property Guidance, December 2004. 

Definition:  The Condition Index (CI) is a general measure of constructed asset condition at a specific point in time.  

CI is calculated as the ratio of repair needs to plant replacement value (PRV) (also known as functional replacement value).  The CI will be calculated annually, will be reported on an Agency or Department-wide basis, will be reported as a “percent condition” on a scale of 0% to 100%, and will be calculated as (1 - $repair needs/$PRV) x 100.   The higher the CI the better the condition the constructed asset is in.

“Repair needs” is the amount necessary to ensure that a constructed asset is restored to a condition substantially equivalent to the originally intended and designed capacity, efficiency or capability.  Agencies/Departments will initially determine repair needs based on existing processes, with a future goal to further refine and standardize the definition.

“Plant replacement value” (or functional replacement value) is the cost of replacing an existing asset at today’s standards.

2. Information from the USDA Real Property Council Sub-working Group, March 2005.
CI is a general measure of constructed asset condition at a specific point in time.  It is the ratio of repair needs to plant replacement value.  It is calculated as: 

(1 - $repair needs/$PRV) X 100

· $ Repair Needs = Includes all repairs needed on the building.

· $PRV = Present Replacement Value.  PRV determined from appraisals or RS Means or other qualified approach. 

· Only mandatory to report for assets greater than $25,000 with a life over 5 years. Agencies may optionally report for assets less than $25,000 if desired.

The use of a third party program, such as RS Means, will ensure consistent application for determining repair needs and present replacement value.  An analysis needs to be performed by the Systems Sub-committee to evaluate packages that may be purchased by agencies to fulfill this need.  This task referred to the Systems Subcommittee
Focus Points and Issues for the Working Group:

1. What is currently available within ARS?  Five Year Plan, ARMPS…What do the Area Engineers and the Site Managers have?  Is it enough?

2. What is the appropriate level to capture data for determining the repair needs, ie what is the minimum dollar value for a project to be considered a repair need?

3. Should there be two levels of data (site level and management level) for decision-making? Management data could be from models, where field data could be from actual projects in a program (like RS Means) for execution purposes.

4. Should we look at modeling for the short term, and more discrete data (actual project estimates) for the long term?

5. What systems/options are available for estimating?  What are their one time costs and their annual costs?  RS Means, Whitestone, VFA… Can these systems be linked to CPAIS?

6. What should be ARS’ targets for CI?  Should CI targets be based on Mission Dependency, something else, or all the same CI target?

7. Who is responsible for maintaining the data?  How frequently should it be updated?

8. How should we track CI for leased or University-owned space occupied by ARS?  Do we need to track CI for leased or University-owned space?

9. What are other issues that could impact condition index? Is the research program
 relevant for CI, and should research program be entered in CPAIS? 

10. Given the above findings - what should CPAIS capture, and what can CPAIS capture?

11. What is the timeline to implement this measurement (short and long term goals)?

Working Groups in ARS:
	Performance Measure
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Utilization


	Archie Tucker, MSA
	Erica Jones,

MSA
	Roy Wells
	Jill Stelka
	Judy Morrison
	

	Condition Index


	Bob Serrano, BA
	Lynn Williams, NPA
	Harry Solhjoo, MSA
	Donna Forbes
	
	

	O&M Costs


	Mike Wigget, NPA


	Linda Theesfeld, MWA


	Tom Garbacik, Facility Manager, Corvallis, PWA


	Joe Lacour,  BA

Christi Gibson, MWA
	Lisa Baldus


	Rommy Ignacio


Notes:

=  Chair

� Human Nutrition (107), Food Safety (108), Quality and Utilization of Agricultural Products (306), Food Animal Production (101), Animal Health (103), Veterinary, Medical, and Urban Entomology (104), Animal Well-Being and Stress Control Systems (105), Aquaculture (106), Water Quality and Management (201), Soil Resource Management (202), Air Quality (203), Global Change (204), Rangeland, Pasture, and Forages (205), Manure and Byproduct Utilization (206), Integrated Agricultural Systems (207), Bioenergy and Energy Alternatives (307), Plant, Microbial and Insect Genetic Resources, Genomics and Genetic Improvement (301), Plant Biological and Molecular Processes (302), Plant Diseases (303), Crop Protection and Quarantine (304), Crop Production (305), Methyl Bromide Alternatives (308), 
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