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Proposition S

Prop. S Percent Complete Duration Expended
15-Year $2.28B Program (includes Prop. S and State Matching Funds) 40.0% 25.9%
Prop S Bond Sales Received $ 583,191,477
State Facility Program (Fund 35) Projected Revenue Thru June 2014 34,251,860
Current Revenue-to-Date 621,547,771
Projected Revenue thru June 2015 621,547,771
Total Expenditures-to-Date 592,067,256
2014 / 15 Planned Expenditures 45,851,581
Projected Fund Balance - June 30, 2015 * 25,830,278
Current Fund Balance * 29,480,514

FY 2014/ 2015 Expenditures

Planned Percentage | Percent of Ex- | FY Expended -to | Current Month Previous Month

Category (Five-Year) penditures date Expenditures Expenditures

Planning & Design 14.8% 4.8%| $ 2,022,226 $ 272,459 $ 466,122
Construction & Equipment 80.0% 93.6% 39,505,572 2,237,753 2,550,620
Program Management Office 5.2% 1.6% 673,547 56,129 51,916
Sub-Total 100% 100%|$ 42,201,345 $ 2,566,341 $ 3,068,658
Prop. S Percent of Budget and Amount Committed-to-Date** 26.4%|$ 603,565,493

Current Remaining Uncommitted Balance*** 17,982,277

* Fund balance is the unspent balance of revenue (received or projected)

** Committed amount is the amount committed by salary, check authorization, contract or purchase order.

*** Uncommitted balance is the amount that has not been committed by salary, check authorization, contract or purchase order.
Management Costs include all labor, services, equipment and supplies that are not direct charges to projects.
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Proposition S
Total Indicated Costs (TIC) Comparison

Total Indicated Costs have been revised due to the passing of Proposition Z. Much of the uncertainty related to
unbudgeted costs has been removed. The overall factors related to the length of the program have been
mitigated largely because of the reduced operating expenditures requirements. The anticipated reduction of

__‘_ﬁ classroom space has been factored into the latest analysis leading to a reduction in both the reasonable low and

high TIC.

Other risk factors include short-term favorable bidding climate, claims and litigation, impact of costs due to local

market conditions, change order rates, future unidentified needs and project scope refinement.
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Proposition S

Proposition S - Planned vs. Actual Expenditures
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Planned Expenditures shown above are adjusted based upon anticipated bid climate, change order rate and project execution plan.
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Technology Program - Planned vs. Actual Expenditures
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Technology Expenditure Burn Rate

Current Month

Last Month

FY 2015 to date

Total-to-date

603,556

1,655,737

8,039,364

187,094,901

Note: E-Rate discounts are paid by the Federal Government
directly to the vendor as a discount to the i-21 project and are
not included in Prop. S expenditures.




Proposition S

Actuals-to-Date - Categories of Work that Reduce the
FCI Facility Repair Needs

Student Health, Safety &
Security, $386,321

Major Building Systems
Repair & Replacement,
$12,349,487

| Actual-to-Date $ 95,369,069 |

[ Planned Total = $1,004,000,000 |

Major Repair and Replacement (MRR) type work is repairs to existing facilities. MRR work is done in several categories with the
MRR category being the largest. For example, under Accessibility and Code Compliance restrooms, kitchens, stadiums and hard-
scape are repaired and replaced.
+ MRR Type work reduces the Total Cost of Facility Repairs Needs, in the Facilities Condition Index (FCI):

FCI = Total Cost of Facility Repair Needs / Current Replacement Value




Proposition S

Actuals-to-Date - Facilities Capital Improvement Work
by Category

Accomodating Future
Student Enrollment,
5298,431

Student Health, Safety &
Security, $33,205,587

| Actual-to-Date  $ 156,467,950 |

[ Planned Total = $669,550,000 |

Capital improvement work is done in many categories in Prop. S projects. Capital improvement work includes new facilities as well
as upgrades to existing buildings and systems. For example, under the category Replacing Inadequate Buildings, new classroom
buildings replaced old portables.
+ Capital improvements contribute to the increase in the plant value of the Facilities Condition Index (FCI):

FCI = Total Cost of Facility Repair Needs / Current Replacement Value




Proposition Z

2.8B Prop. Z Planned Revenue - 15-Years Duration Expended
Prop. Z Percent Complete 12.4% 11.0%
Prop Z Bond Sales Received $ 530,000,000
State Facility Program (Fund 35) Received-to-date 26,463,385
State Facility Program (Fund 35) Projected Revenue Thru June 2015 1,945,701
Projected Revenue thru June 2015 559,021,839
Total Expenditures-to-Date 308,533,293
FY 2015 Planned Expenditures 214,861,734
Projected Fund Balance - June 30, 2015 * 186,471,523
Current Fund Balance Y 250,488,546

FY 2015 Expenditures

Percent of Ex-

FY Expended - to

Current Month

Previous Month

Category Planned Percentage penditures date Expenditures Expenditures
Planning & Design 14.8% 10.7%[($ 16,197,791 $ 1,897,749 $ 1,872,249
Construction & Equipment 80.0% 83.6%|$ 126,170,734 21,714,559 10,549,773
Program Management Office 5.2% 5.6%]| $ 8,476,186 558,759 609,675
Sub-Total 100% 100%|$ 150,844,711 $ 24,171,067 $ 13,031,697
Prop. Z Percent of Budget and Amount Committed-to-Date** 92.2%$ 515,297,995

Current Remaining Uncommitted Balance***

43,723,844

* Fund balance is the unspent balance of revenue (received or projected)
** Committed amount is the amount committed by salary, check authorization, contract or purchase order.
*** Uncommitted balance is the amount that has not been committed by salary, check authorization, contract or purchase order.
Management Costs include all labor, services, equipment and supplies that are not direct charges to projects.
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Proposition Z

Proposition Z
Total Indicated Costs (TIC) Comparison

$2.95

Total Indicated Costs have been established based upon current trends for Proposition S and Z. Proposition Z is
seen as a having a constant revenue stream which reduces much of the uncertainty. Risk factors include

construction escalation, claims and litigation, impact of costs due to the local bidding climate, change order -
rates, future unidentified needs and project scope refinement.
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Proposition Z
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Proposition Z

Prop. Z FPC - Planned vs. Actual Prop. Z Technology Program - Planned
Expenditures vs. Actual Expenditures
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Proposition Z

Actuals-to-Date - Categories of Work that Reduce the
FCI Facility Repair Needs

Meighborhood Schools,

Energy Efficiency, $809,559

$643,499

Student Health,
$5,063,874

Career Technical
Education Projects &
Other, $5,763,522

Special Education, $-
Student Learning,

$5,763,522

| Actual-to-Date $ 76,878,838
| Total Planned = $1,112,526,758

Major Repair and Replacement (MRR) type work is repairs to existing facilities. MRR type work is done in several categories with
the BSRR category being the largest. For example, under Accessibility and Code Compliance restrooms, kitchens, stadiums and
hardscape are repaired and replaced.
+ MRR Type work reduces the Total Cost of Facility Repairs Needs, in the Facilities Condition Index (FCI):

FCI = Total Cost of Facility Repair Needs / Current Replacement Value
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Proposition Z

Actuals-to-Date - Facilities Capital Improvement Work
by Category

Energy
Efficiency,
$1,501,497
Special Student Health,
Education, $- $85,938,963

Career Technical
Education Projects &
Other, $9,247,465

| Actual-to-Date  $143,895,960 |

Capital improvement work is done in many categories in Prop. Z projects. Capital improvement work includes new facilities as well
as upgrades to existing buildings and systems. For example, under the category Replacing Inadequate Buildings, new classroom
buildings replaced old portables.

+ Capital improvements contribute to the increase in the plant value of the Facilities Condition Index (FCI):
FCI = Total Cost of Facility Repair Needs / Current Replacement Value
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Propositions S and Z

Engineering News Record’s (ENR) most recent Construction Cost Index, Building Cost Index, Materials Cost Index, which are updated monthly. Tables in-
clude monthly and annual percent changes. The indices base of 100 started in 1913 and are based upon costs at 20 cities throughout the United States. More

information is available at ENR.Com. ENR’s most recent data is shown here.

Trends
IAnnual inflation tracked by the CCI 1913 = 100 INDEX VALUE MONTH YEAR
Construction Cost Index
(CCl) slipped back to 2.9% from 3.2% the CONSTRUCTION 9961.8 -10.0% 2.9%
0 previous month, as the wage compo-| cOMMON LABOR 21228.8 0.0% 2.8%
+2.9% nent held steady.
WAGE $/HR. 40.33 0.0% 2.8%
. 1913 =100 INDEX VALUE MONTH YEAR
] The escalation rate of the BCl fell to
Builder Cost Index (BCI) [3.1% from 3.3% in January, due to a BUILDING 5488.1 -0.2% 3.1%
+3.1% 0.5% monthly decline in the materials| sk |LLED LABOR 9468.3 0.1% 3.0%
component.
WAGE $/HR. 52.55 0.1% 3.0%
1913 =100 INDEX VALUE MONTH YEAR
Material Cost Index (ICI) The MCI declined 0.5% this month, s ERALE 3056.1 0.5% 3.4%
Wwiping out a 0.3% gain during the CEMENT $/TON 116.5 0.5% 5.7%
+3.4% previous month.
STEEL $/TON 50.4 -0.1% 1.9%
LUMBER $/TON 462.86 -1.8% 6.6%
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e The Common Labor Index is the labor component of ENR’s Construction Cost Index and tracks the union wage, plus fringe benefits, for laborers.
e The Skilled Labor Index is the labor component of ENR’s Building Cost Index and tracks union wages, plus fringe benefits, for carpenters.

Overall Impacts

e The CCI, BCl and MCI all increased over the last year. Lumber and steel declined while cement increased over the last month. Labor held steady

over last month and is up over 3.0% over the last year.

e According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the mean hourly wage for San Diego Construction trade workers is 16% higher than the U.S. mean. Over-

all the Consumer Price Index for San Diego is up 1.3 over last year.

e SDUSD FPC is currently applying a 2.5% yearly escalation factor for our internal construction estimates. The Office of Public School Construction is

applying 4.28% per the Marshall and Swift CCI.

e Over the last 39 months SDUSD construction projects were awarded at 2.8% less than the budget, down from the average of 20% during the initial
project awards from 2009-2011. The median of bids to budget is now at a 1.2% variance.

e  Program change order (CO) rate is 2.6%.




Propositions S and Z
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This chart measures general contractor construction bids as a percentage of the construction
budget for projects awarded since July 2011. The award amount during this period is 3% under
budget. Since the inception of Prop. S, the overall award amount is 8.2% under budget.
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