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PRESENTATI ON: DEFERRED MAI NTENANCE
Co- Chair Seaton addressed the neeting agenda.
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1: 35: 22 PM

ADAM BRYAN, CAPI TAL COORDI NATOR, OFFI CE OF MANAGEMENT AND
BUDGET, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNCOR, provided a Power Point
presentation titled "State of Alaska Deferred Mintenance
Overview. House Finance Committee"” dated May 8, 2017 (copy
on file).

1: 36: 02 PM

M. Bryan began on slide 2 and addressed "Wat is Deferred
Mai nt enance?":

* Mintenance that is postponed due to | ack of

resour ces
o0 Repl acenment of building conponents as they
reach end of useful |ife such as roofs or
HVAC syst ens

» Deferred mai ntenance projects are nostly itens
that entities cannot address through preventative
mai nt enance

o Preventative maintenance is inportant to
managi ng growt h and severity of future
def erred mai nt enance

o Each entity manages mai nt enance
i ndependent |y

o Legislature appropriates funding for
preventative mai ntenance annually -
facilities managenent allocations; Public
Bui | di ng Fund

o Mi ntenance deci sions nust consider changing
busi ness needs

Co-Chair Seaton asked whether there was a distinction
bet ween mai nt enance and preventative mai ntenance.

M. Bryan answered that they could be interchangeable.
Deferred rmaintenance was sonething that exceeded the
departnment’s operating budget, or it could be outside of
the expertise of the departnment's regular staff.

Co-Chair Seaton nentioned that Representative Pruitt had
j oi ned the neeting.

1:38:14 PM
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Vice-Chair Gara asked whether deferred nmaintenance was
defined by those things which were beyond repair and were
causing further damage, such as in the case of a |eaking
roof causing damage to the interior of a building.

M. Bryan replied that was a good exanple. Preventative
mai nt enance would highlight a leak in the roof. If that was
not addressed, the underlying structure may rot, and
accelerate the need to replace the roof. He suggest that as
a netric it was probably rather subjective.

1:39:16 PM

M. Bryan turned to slide 3 titled "How many Facilities
does the State Maintai n?":

e Over 2,200 facilities

e 14 entities including University of Al aska and
Courts

e 19 mllion square feet of space

e Conbi ned replacenment val ue of $8. 6B

Co-Chair Seaton asked to hold subject matter questions
until the end.

Representative Pruitt asked for wverification the 2,200
facilities on slide 3 were owned.

M. Bryan answered in the affirmative. He advanced to
slide 4 titled "What do our Facilities Look Like?":

» Types of facilities vary by entity
o DOA nmanages general office space
o DOC and DHSS both manage 24  hour
facilities
o DWA nanages base facilities and statew de

arnories
o DNR over sees par k service cabi ns,
shel ters, fire suppr essi on and

pr epar edness shops

M. Bryan indicated the graph showed space owned by each
department versus the nunber of facilities, and said the
conparison could be made for other departnents. He stated
that the mssion of an agency directly related to the
anount of square footage it required to pronote its
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nessage. For exanple, the Departnent of Transportation and
Public Facilities (DOT) had a series of rmaintenance
stations, and the University had canpuses with institutions
where they taught of conducted research.

Representative WIson wondered how DOl had the nost
facilities but appeared second in the graph.

1:42: 50 PM

M. Bryan answered the two graphs showed the nunber of
bui | di ngs and total square footage, respectively.

Representati ve G enn asked whether airports cane under DOT.

M. Bryan relayed DOT would be presenting the final part of
the presentation but he did not believe so.

Co- Chair Seaton asked about how many facilities, such as
sheds or storage, were under 1,000 square feet.

M. Bryan replied that he did not have a slide with the
dat a.

Co- Chair Seaton noted they could get the data | ater.

M. Bryan turned to slide 5 titled "Statewi de Deferred
Mai nt enance Total s":

e Total of $1.84 billion, including

o Executive agencies and Courts - $1.6
billion

o School District Mjor Mintenance $240
mllion; $165 mllion as the State
share

« Total peaked at $2.3 billion in FY2012
0 Reduced significantly through a five-
year funding plan

* Expect to trend up without consistent funding
Representative WIlson asked if it was based on bonds or on
Regi onal Educational Attendance Area (REAA) schools, for
whi ch the state was |argely responsible.

1:45: 08 PM
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M. Bryan responded there was a program called School
District Participation in Gant Program in statute, where
school districts could apply to the state to fund new
construction for schools, or for nmjor naintenance or
deferred nmmi ntenance. The state would grant t hose
undesi gnated general funds (UGF), therefore they would
generally not bond for that.

Representative WIson assuned the same group of projects
could be utilized by bonding out for conmmunities as well
She noted that conmmunities had previously cone [to the
state] to receive free noney versus bonding. She asked what
the difference would be for comunities with the ability to
bond for the prograns if necessary versus REAA school s that
were wi t hout bonding authority.

M. Bryan would have to check with the Departnent of
Education and Early Devel opnent (DEED) for the information.
He did suggest that a school district could bond, and was
not forced to participate in the state program

Representative WIson asked if there was a point at which
DEED would say that a school could no |onger participate
and shoul d enpl oy the nmechani smto bond.

M. Bryan said he would defer to DEED and that he did not
think the departnment could force school districts to bond.

Representative WIson stated they could not be forced to
bond, but the departnent could renove themfromthe |ist.

Co-Chair Seaton replied there was a major nmaintenance |i st
and the preceding year the school bond debt reinbursenent
was around $120 nillion, of which $96 nillion was UG- He
believed the Public School Trust was involved on the bond
debt reinbursement side. The grant portion was for those
that did not have the ability to bond as they did not have
muni ci pal owned buildings. The schools that were in
muni ci palities could apply for the grants, but did not
generally receive them and generally had to bond. The
governor had vetoed $30 mllion, or 25 percent, of the bond
debt reinbursenent in the previous year.

Representative WIson responded that her point was that

there were sonme buildings for which the state was
responsible in REAAs. The state helped out municipalities
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when possi bl e and perhaps the bonding came back. She asked
whether the state's total financial responsibility m ght
shift if it was only accountable for REAAs versus other
muni ci palities that chose to be on the list, but could
potentially have the ability to bond at sone point.

1:49: 11 PM

M. Bryan relayed that statewide deferred nmaintenance
totals had peaked at $2.3 billion in FY 12 and had since
been reduced significantly through a five-year investnent
in deferred nmintenance through the capital budget. He
turned to slide 6 titled "FY2017 Deferred Maintenance
Backlog by Entity." He indicated as long as deferred
mai nt enance was not funded, the backlog would continue to
increase. The pie chart on the slide showed the mgjority of
deferred maintenance backlog was within the University of
Al aska at 54 percent ($1 billion), and DOT was at 19
percent ($347 mllion). School district Major Mintenance
requests total at 13 percent ($240 million), and all other
entities totaled 14 percent ($252 nmllion). Slide 7
included an additional chart showing the deferred
mai nt enance backl og. He underlined that about 75 percent of
t he backl og was associated with the University and DOT.

1: 50: 57 PM

M. Bryan noved to slide 8 wth a chart showing deferred
mai nt enance funding history, broken out by statew de
deferred mai ntenance and school district mmjor maintenance.
He had data going back to FY 98 for deferred maintenance
and to FY 05 for school district mjor maintenance. The
blue bar indicated statew de deferred maintenance and the
red bar indicated school districts. Starting in FY 09,
there was quite a bit of nobney going into the two prograns,
then FY 11 through FY 15 marked the period in which the
five-year program was inplenented

Co-Chair Seaton asked whether he was referring to the $100

mllion for five years to address deferred mai nt enance.
M. Bryan replied that the prior admnistration had
conmmitted $100 mllion per year for five years in the

capi tal budget. The actual figures exceed that anount, so
the legislature had appropriated nore. He pointed out that
funding was sporadic, with large swings and spikes. He
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turned to slide 9 and continued to address deferred
mai nt enance history:

e From FY1998 to FY2010, DM funding was sporadic
and i nconsi st ent
o Spikes in 1999 ($53M, 2006 & 2007 ($33M,
2009 (%$127M
o Low years 2000-2005 averaged $6.5M

» FY2011 began a five-year initiative to address DM
backl og
o Gov initiative of $100M annually for five
years
o Actual average funding of $123M for DM
$18.6M for School Districts

M. Bryan noved on to the deferred mai ntenance backl og on
slide 10. There had been a rapid decline between FY 15 and
FY 16. The <chart showed a decreasing overall backlog
because not all of the noney appropriated was spent in that
same fiscal year. It was typical for deferred mnmintenance
allocations to be used over several years, as agencies
began to line up for deferred nmmintenance projects. There
had been a rapid increase in the size of capital budgets,
and it took tinme for the agencies to prepare for those
proj ects.

1: 55: 00 PM

M. Bryan noved to slide 11 and provided an exanple of the
Department of Health and Social Services (DHSS) deferred
mai nt enance nanagenent :

* Annual facility condition audit

* Projects are logged on an ongoing basis in a
Capital Asset Managenent system
0 4 project categories

* Fire and Life Safety

e Security
e Building Integrity
 Code Requi renment s and M ssi on
Efficiency
o Priority weight applied (high, nedium
| ow)

o Facility Condition Index factor
0 24 hour facility factor
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M. Bryan outlined the system for prioritizing projects. He
gave the exanple of DHSS which had various facilities, such
as the Alaska Psychiatric Institute, the Pioneers’ Hones,
and others, which needed to avoid total shut-down for
mai nt enance as they ran 24 hours a day. The system gave
agenci es an objective way to rank projects.

1: 58: 09 PM

Co-Chair Seaton asked for information about the Facility
Condi tion I ndex Factor.

M. Bryan answered that this addressed how nmuch deferred
mai nt enance was required over the value of the facility.
The index would be very high if there was a | ot of deferred
mai nt enance built up. It gave an indication of the health
of a given facility relative to other facilities.

Vice-Chair Gara asked if the University ranked deferred
mai nt enance in the sane way.

M. Bryan answered that each agency had its own way to
deternmine deferred nmintenance needs; this was only the
exanple of DHSS. He noved to slide 12 and provided an
exanpl e of school district nmajor mai ntenance nmanagenent:

e Eligibility Requirements: six-year district plan,
fixed asset inventory system property | oss
i nsurance, preventative maintenance and facility
managenent program certified by DEED

» Applications evaluated on several factors resulting
in an overall total points rating
o Condition survey
District rating
Wi ght ed average age of facility
Previ ous fundi ng through grant program
Compl et e pl anni ng and desi gn
Ef f ecti veness of preventative mai ntenance program
Enmer gency condi tions and seriousness of
life/safety and code conditions

(ol elNolelolNeo]

M. Bryan remarked DEED had requirenents for deferred
mai nt enance for school districts. Points were awarded
according to the requirenents. Each school district would
have its own priority, however the departnent ainmed at
under st andi ng whi ch projects were nost urgent.
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2:01:47 PM

Co-Chair Seaton asked about the <condition survey and
surm sed each district would have to neet eligibility
requirenents to qualify for putting a project forward.

M. Bryan replied in the affirmative. He advanced to slide
13 titled "What W' ve Learned":

» Pattern of funding DM backlog coincides with years
of high revenues

 The SLA 2010-2014 initiative reversed the trend of
growi ng DM backl og
o Gave entities predictability and confidence

e Wthout a consistent Ilevel of funding, entities
cannot effectively execute planned renewal
o Funding wuncertainty l|eads to energency only

spendi ng

* In a constrained fiscal environment a statew de
approach provides DM attention to highest priority
needs across multiple agencies

M. Bryan stated that wuncertainty in funding led to
energency spending only. As the anmount of funding dw ndl ed,
t he agenci es showed hesitation in spending.

2:03: 54 PM

M. Bryan noted his portion of the presentation was
concl uded.

Co-chair Seaton suggested the conmttee hear questions
regarding the current portion of the presentation before
nmovi ng forward.

Representative W/Ison asked about the overall capacity in
each of the buildings and how nuch of it was being
utilized.

M. Bryan answered that he thought that depended on each
agency’s i nformation.

Representative WIson did not understand how the issue was
separate. She gave the exanple of the State Library Miseum
Archives (SLAM building and its previous location in the
State O fice Building. She remarked that the previous space
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seened to be left wunused. She asked which agency was
responsi bl e for that.

2:05:20 PM

M. Bryan replied the admnistration was trying to nove
towards a state-wide facilities nmaintenance program He
agreed that many agencies were independent. Sone facilities
were nmanaged by Departnent of Admnistration (DOA) on
behalf of other agencies, and there was quite a bit of
overlap in the communication. Having a data set that was
al | -enconpassing was desired, and nore was on surveys for
departnments, but currently there was no aggregate system
that every departnent used for tracking the information.

Representative WIson thought the House Finance Committee
should have the information. She asked if there was
information regarding |eases that becane st at e- owned
bui | di ngs, and if it was a departnent-by-departnent
consi derati on.

M. Bryan responded that |eases were managed by DOA. Lease
costs had been increasing year after year and there had not
been sustainable growh. Departnments had been good at
negotiating leases that did not cost as nuch, elimnating
| eases that occupied |ease space or elimnating prograns
that occupied |eased space. The |ease space cost had been
reduced from $49.6 nmillion to $47.1 mllion projected,
which put it in line with FY 12 nunbers. In the DOA there
was a leasing allocation, and there would be further
reductions into FY 18 and beyond to drive down |ease costs
for the state.

2:08: 17 PM

Representative WIson asked Co-chair Seaton whether the
intent was to further examne how nany buildings were
needed. She asked about the former State Library space and
remarked there was a lot of room that the state was not
currently utilizing. She asked whether those spaces could
be consolidated, and asked whether they were renting.

M. Bryan answered that the 8th Floor of the State Ofice
Bui | ding had contained library space which had noved to the
SLAM facility. The DEED had a previous building which had
been denolished. The DOA was working with nultiple agencies
to determne which departnment was the best fit for the

House Fi nance Conmmittee 10 05/08/17 1:34 P. M



space. The departnent was attenpting to reduce the need for
| ease space and to cancel nore | eases.

Co-Chair Seaton remarked that they would ask DOA for a
report. He requested M. Bryan to coordinate with DOA to
get that information to the commttee.

2:10: 33 PM

Vice-Chair Gara noted the desire for a revenue plan. He
asked if there was a list of buildings and related costs
for which funding certain facility work would result in
nore danmage. He posited a capital budget to address only
t hose buil dings which were in nost serious disrepair.

M. Bryan replied that it was possible to put a list
together. Departnents had thus far been asked to rate
buildings in terms of life, health and safety, so they had

eval uated projects with the scope only. There was a list by
agency and it could be reprioritized.

Vice-Chair Gara hoped the funds would be available. He
believed the Bethel Ofice of Children Services building
was condemmed. He asked M. Bryan to speak to this.

M. Bryan was unaware of the situation and would speak to
DHSS.

Vice-Chair Gara stated he would like to receive an emil
regarding the plan for that facility.

M. Bryan would follow up i medi ately.

Representative Pruitt referred to 2,200 owned buil dings and
to |eased properties. He believed there currently were
fewer people working for the state. He asked whether there
had been an eval uation of overall need for space.

M. Bryan asked whether he was speaking in terns of the
def erred mai nt enance backl og.

Representative Pruitt spoke about |owering the cost of
| easi ng and opening up opportunities to invest in deferred
mai nt enance. He asked if they had found ways to be nore
efficient.
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M. Bryan answered the cost of rent was an operating cost.
Def erred mai ntenance was addressed in the capital budget.
Savings did not automatically equate to an appropriation
for deferred nmaintenance but <creates an opportunity to
| ower cost or even arrive at net zero cost. There was not a
mechani sm where they would see a lower |ease cost that
translated to a deferred maintenance project unless it
could be used in the sane budget. The departnment had a fund
source called Public Building Fund to nmake inprovenents to
the facilities, and departnents pay for it through DOA
There was not an upfront UG- cost in the capital budget
but it was borne by the operating budget for the agencies
payi ng rent to DOA.

2:17:10 PM

Co-Chair Seaton ained at clarifying the question. He
t hought Representative Pruitt was asking about negotiating
contracts for lowering |ease space and asking whether the
state was getting out of I|ease space and noving to
bui | di ngs which it owned.

Representative Pruitt was trying to ensure the correct
anount of space for the needs of the state. He referred to
a discussion on reduction in |eases. He asked if they were
potentially | ooking at situations where sonme space may not
be needed. He wondered whether certain costs associated
with a facility could be elimnated because that facility
coul d be sol d.

Co-Chair Seaton asked M. Bryan whether |ease space cost
$49.6 and had been a reduction. The FY 18 had $2.8 mllion
| ess appropriated for |leasing. He asked for confirmation
that those were the figures.

M. Bryan replied in the affirmative. He detailed it was a
conmbination of the two. They had gotten rid of |eases and
prograns and had renegotiated |ease prices. Md-Iease
adj ustnents had al so been done to |ower costs. Al of that
activity lead to the decrenent. He stated that currently
there was overall savings of 184,000 square feet of

property.
2:20: 34 PM

Representative Pruitt asked if there was such a separation
from capital budget itens that there was not a way to
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consider nmaking reductions elsewhere. He explained that
when he had gone to the University of Alaska, Anchorage,
they had twice renodeled the conmmons. He was concerned
there was not proper managenent of deferred mai ntenance. He
asked how the facilities were being managed in the |ong-
term

M . Bryan did not have experience working for the
University and did not want to speak for it. He did not
believe there was a “disconnect” between capital and what
was in a facility' s operations budget. He underscored that
t he agenci es were independent from one another and that was
sonmet hing the adm nistration was attenpting to address.

Representative Pruitt provided an exanple of a sprinkler
system that needed to be replaced. He asked about keeping
the system running even if it cost nore than what was
consi dered preventative naintenance, and whether there was
mai nt enance on those systens while waiting for deferred
mai nt enance to cone through

M. Bryan answered that it was a good exanple. Such things
were a code violation if not maintained, and that there
were probably facilities where the deferred mai ntenance far
exceeded the value of buildings. Determning whether a
project was worthwhile or whether there was better value in
denolishing was a major issue for the departnent. He felt
t hat the mai nt enance noney was being spent very well.

2:25: 26 PM

Co-Chair Seaton rem nded nenbers that nost of the snall
mai nt enance was covered. However, |arger nmaintenance costs
would have to be appropriated by the Ilegislature. He
t hought that there was still sonme noney in the deferred
mai nt enance budget but that it would be discussed in the
capi tal budget hearings. He spoke to a conprehensive fiscal
pl an. He posed the question about doing deferred
mai nt enance when the state had such a |large deficit.

2:27:08 PM

Representative WIlson asked if the departnment or the
| egi sl ature decided to sell assets.

Co- Chair Seaton woul d get the answer.
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Vice-Chair Gara did not know if it was necessary to have a
hearing on the topic. He thought it wuld be a good
question for the conmm ssioner of DOA.

2:28:21 PM

Representative Wl son confirned that she was not asking for
a separate hearing. She asked that when the |egislature was
| ooki ng at deferred mai ntenance nonies. She wondering if it
was smarter to have a lease or to pay into deferred
mai nt enance. She asked who was responsible for making the
call.

Co-Chair Seaton thought that consolidation and |owering
| easi ng costs were contributing and they would talk to DOA

2: 30: 19 PM

MARK  DAVI S, DI RECTOR, STATEW DE FACI LITIES SERVI CES
DI VI SI ON, DEPARTIVENT OF TRANSPORTATI ON AND PUBLI C
FACILITIES (via teleconference), spoke to slide 14 related
to statewide facilities maintenance:

Ti el i ne:

2015 — EFMAC* Creation & Recomendati ons

2016 — State Facilities Council Fornmed, Centralization
Anal ysi s Recommendati on & Approval

2017 — Determnation of |ead agency for Centralized
Facilities Services

* Advant ages to centralized oper ations and

mai nt enance of state facilities

o Enterprise approach

One | ead agency (DOT&PF)
Econom es of scale
Commonal ity of processes, procedures
Consol i date contracts
Juneau Pilot - four waves thru 2017
(approximately 20 buildings) followed by
expansi on st at ew de

O O0OO0O0Oo

M. Davis relayed that the division was working towards
centralizing facilities maintenance across nobst of the
departnents. The effort had begun in 2017 with the EFMAC
[ Executive Facilities Maintenance Advisory Commttee]. This
developed into a facilities council and subconmittees. The
body had done a great deal of work towards analyzing the
potential advantage to centralizing maintenance facilities
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across the state. It was determned that DOl would be the
central agency for that project, beginning with a pilot
program involving around 20 buildings around Juneau. He
t hought taking an enterprise approach, finding econom es of
scale, consolidating contracts were part of the first wave
of the Juneau pilot, the governance body would be consulted
for key policy decisions.

2:33: 14 PM

M. Davis noted that the scope of the effort did not
include leasing activity, which remained with DOA The
i ssue of consolidating and perhaps closing and no |onger
renting was al so outside of the project’s scope.

M. Davis advanced to slide 15 titled “Opportunities Going
Forwar d” :

e Qpportunity to conpr ehensi vel y pl an
recapitalization of State buildings
e Starts with inspections to develop a Facilities
Condi tion I ndex (FCl)
o Provide holistic view of all state building
assets
o Baseline health of our assets; prioritize
def erred mai nt enance needs
0 Analyze backl og of exi sting deferred
mai nt enance itens in relation to actual needs
» Develop a framework built on best practices:
processes, procedures; provide data/netrics to
neasur e progress

* | nmpl enent a comon Conputerized Maintenance
Managenent System

e Assess risk and prioritize work

e Strive for a systematic funding program for nmajor
mai nt enance and system life cycle replacenment—
ensure consi stency, predictability

M. Davis and spoke to the Facilities Condition Index. This
elenent would be very inportant in determning the
condition of buildings across the state. He was not aware
of another department that had done that. The departnent
was ained at understanding where the problem set was and
how to prioritize funding. Going forward it would be used
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to learn |essons, adj ust pr ocedur es, and increase
ef ficiency.

2:35:18 PM

M. Davis addressed slide 16 and provided best in class
st at e exanpl es:

e Uah - Dvision of Facilities Construction and
Managenent

o Provides centralized facilities rel ated

services — mmintenance, operations, design and

construction to 200 plus buil di ngs.

o Facilities Conditions Indices (FCls) renewed
every 5 years per facility.

0o A conputerized naintenance nmanagenent sSystem
used to manage their portfolio, reactive and
preventative rmaintenance and real estate
managenent .

o Deferred nmintenance funding appropriated into
t he annual budget as percentage of the val ue of
all state facilities

o Key Performance |Indicators are neasured - FC's,
mai nt enance costs per sq. ft.

e Texas has benchmar ked success as wel |l

M. Davis provided Uah as an exanple. The state had used
consol i dated mai ntenance since the md-1980s. Mst of the
state’s policies in this area were in statute. Deferred
mai nt enance funding was the percentage of the value of the
property and was funded annually and therefore predictable.
He turned to slide 17 titled "The Long View"

* Build on Successes of Juneau Pil ot
* Advance in waves to bring in all state facilities

* Resul ts-based reporting to i nvestors,
st akehol ders, public

 Continuous inprovenent culture

e Best stewardship of public funds rooted in
consi stency and predictability

M. Davis indicated they were looking to build on the
successes of the Juneau pilot. The aim was to advance in
waves across the state. A key conponent was putting all of
the mai ntenance in one database. Sone departnents did not
have a mai ntenance managenent system O hers had inadequate
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systens. For the state to inplenent the concept, the
conput eri zed managenent system woul d be necessary.

2:37:49 PM

Co-Chair Seaton referred to a question about when a
facility was no longer worth the nmjor nmintenance. He
asked if there was a cutoff where the facility index says
t o abandon mai nt enance.

M. Davis answered that once the index was conpleted, a
decision like that would be brought before the facilities
council and perhaps before EFMAC for review It would
require a lot of planning to nove whatever function was in
a given building and to ensure there was available capita
f undi ng.

Co-Chair Seaton pointed to the exanple related to Utah on
slide 16. He asked whether, if there was not sonme dedicated
funding going forward due to deficits, the system gave
information but did not actually put the state on a pat hway
to getting the repairs done.

M. Davis believed that once operations conmenced, they
woul d be able to determine the need. He detailed that 2,000
or so buildings would not require maintenance, and storage
sheds or other small buildings that would not have
significant deferred nmintenance. He thought there may be
old buildings for which the department was underestinmating
the amount of deferred nmmintenance required. He was not
currently able to answer the anount of deferred maintenance
that the departnment needed. It would be managed by priority
based on the building condition.

Co-Chair Seaton asked if there was a |ist of buildings that
were under 1,000 square feet and rel ated cost estinates.

2:42: 00 PM

M. Davis did not believe the |ist had been conpiled, but
t he departnent would do so and woul d fol |l ow up.

Co-Chair Seaton asked if there were costs associated wth
t he Juneau pilot project.

M. Davis answered the primary cost was the conmputerized
mai nt enance  program with estimates of $350,000 to
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$400, 000. The departnent was currently in the request for
proposal and fundi ng stage.

Co-Chair Seaton asked if the ambunt was the software and
i npl ement ati on conponent .

M. Davis replied in the affirmative.

Vice-Chair Gara asked whether there buildings that needed
to be maintained and the current condition was costing nore
and asked whether there was an assessnent of damage
currently occurring.

M. Davis replied that he could not answer the question.
They were at the beginning of inplenmenting the program
initially with DOA and DOT. He imagined there could be sone
buil dings in that category but could not currently answer.

2:44:41 PM

Co-Chair Seaton referred to slide 18 and asked if the
governor's 10-year plan was |ooking at the pilot program or
to the state-wi de deferred nmai ntenance pl an.

M. Bryan replied that slide 18 was not related to M.
Davis's portion. He clarified that there was an early
estimate of $70 million to $90 mllion between school ngjor
mai nt enance and entity deferred maintenance. It was
i ndependent of statewi de facility maintenance.

Co-Chair Seaton observed it was obvious there was a
deferred mmintenance problem in Al aska. There were
considerations that needed to be made and if the budget
deficit continued there would not be funding for deferred
mai nt enance.

Co-Chair Seaton addressed the schedule for the follow ng
day.

Representative WIson asked which bills the committee was
heari ng public comment on.

Co-Chair Seaton noted that if the bill had not been heard
there woul d not be public comrent.

Representative WIlson noted it was not |isted. She
requested the information for the entire week.

House Fi nance Conmmittee 18 05/08/17 1:34 P. M



#
ADJ QURNVENT

2:49: 00 PM

The neeting was adjourned at 2:48 p. m
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