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Proposition S Summary

Prop. S Percent Complete Duration Expended
14-Year $2.28B Program (includes Prop. S and State Matching Funds) 21.8% 14.0%

Prop S Bond Sales Received $ 369,997,581
State Facility Program (Fund 35) Projected Revenue Thru June 2012 31,109,887
Projected Revenue thru June 2012 491,107,468
Total Expenditures-to-Date 321,066,280
FY 2011-2012 Planned Expenditures 117,277,117
Projected Fund Balance - June 30, 2012 52,764,071
Current Fund Balance 80,041,188

FY 2011 /2012 Expenditures

Planned Percentage

Percent of Ex-

FY Expended - to

Current Month

Previous Month Ex-

Category (Five-Year) penditures date Expenditures penditures
Planning & Design 14.8% 14.8% $ 11,506,174 $ 2,021,410 $ 1,908,082
Construction 80.0% 79.1% 61,646,766 4,759,878 10,318,816
Program Management Office 5.2%) 6.1% 4,776,952 1,535,633 589,202
Sub-Total 100% 100% $ 77,929,893 $ 8,316,921 $ 12,816,100
Prop. S Percent of Budget and Amount Obligated-to-Date 16.4%$ 375,396,879

Current Remaining Unobligated Balance

25,710,588

Proposition S status:

Adjusted projected Prop. S bond sales from $145M to $90M. Sales amount tentatively set to be determined in February 2012

2



Cash Flow Plan - S130M Yearly Bond Sales 1-2012
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Jul 2011 - Jun Jul 2012 - Jun | Jun 2013 - Jul | Jun 20148 - Jul | Jun 2009 - Jul

FProjected Oata Fiscal Year 201z 2013 2014 2015 2016

Yearly Expenditures 145,239,255 157,606,638 133,286,388 140,034 642 144 591504
Cumulative Expenditures 389575, 7hS S46.952,5331 GS0SES,FFa 20,903,421 A55.494,925
Frop. S Bond Salse Froceeds=s 150,000,000 120,000,000 130,000,000 125,000,000 125,000,000
Frop. 5 Bond Sale Proceeds Cumulative 513,997,364 549,997,364 Fra.8av, 564 304,997,364 1,025,937, 3654
State FMatching Fund=s 2,992,400 15,803,756 17,992,421 12,543,596 5497204
State FMatching Fund=s Cumulative 4103 T27 49,907 4583 E7.599,904 80,443,500 25,941,304
Frojected Fund=s Received 554,101,031 £99,904, 247 24 7.8997.268 925,440,264 1,115,932 662
Frojected Fund BEalance 152.852,133 21,854,001 35,960,035 27,361,915 24,376,253
Euffer For ear 16,086,320 17,336,720 14,727,502 15,403 211 15,905,055
Frogram MManagement Ofice Sosts 18,965, 7EGE 17,484,587 17. 767234 16,104,993 15,685,128
Fr10 55 13.0%2 11124 133252 11524 10,822

Preliminary Cash Flow Plan based upon 40-year Bond Sales. Will revise as more information is provided.




Proposition S
Total Indicated Costs (TIC) Comparison
$2.80 The greatest influence on costs is the length of the overall program
The Reasonable Low TIC assumes a completion of 2022
B The PM Forecast assumes a completion date of 2026
$2.70 A The Reasonable High TIC assumes a completion of 2034
1 i
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i Other risk factors include short-term favorable bidding climate, claims and litigation, impact of costs due to the
$2.60 1; Project Stabilization Agreement, change order rates, future unidentified needs and project scope refinement.
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TIC risk factors will be reassessed upon clearer determination for Prop. S Bond Sales and revised implementation plan.




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. Planned expenditures are
adjusted yearly and do not necessarily mirror the cash-flow plan shown on page 3.
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Technology Program - Planned vs. Actual Expenditures
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# Planned Technology Expenditures i Actual Technology Expenditures

Current Month
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Note: E-Rate discounts are paid by the Federal Government directly to the vendor as a discount to the i-21

1,499,119

2,065,647

project and are not included in Prop. S expenditures.
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This chart measures general contractor construction bids as a percentage of the
construction budget. Since November 2009, the median of bids has increased by 16%
indicating that construction costs are on the rise.
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Kearny H.S. Construction Tech Academy
First Prop. S Project

Crown Point Jr. Music Academy
Last Scheduled Prop. S Project




