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|, the undersigned, an employee of the State of Alaska, do hereby certify
that the microfilm images on this microform are accurate reproductions
of the original records of the State of Alaska as accumulated during the
regular course of business, and that it is the established policy and practice
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC FACILITIES POUCH Z kA o081l

PHONE: (907) 465-3900

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

December 21, 1984

The Capital Projects Cleanup effort (CPC) by the Department of
Transportation and Public Facilities 1is now one year old. In
that one year, significant advancements have been made in
bringing the entire Capital Improvement Program under manage —
ment. This overview and status report will provide a descrip—
tion of the CPC effort and its status. I want to assure you
that the CPC effort hay the highest priority with both Governor
Sheffield and myself. We are equally determined to institute
policy, procedures and the organizational philosophy which

will prevent a reoccurrence of these problems.

The long and sometimes frustrating CPC effort is near comple—
tion. The knowledge and experience gained in the effort will
serve the Department well and be the best guarantee that we
will "not do it again."”
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Capital Project Cleanup
CPC

INTRODUCTION

The State of Alaska Department of Transportation and Public
Facilities engaged the firm of Arthur Young and Company to per —
form an Assumptive Audit on the Capital Improvement Program
(C.1.P.y as administered by the Department. This Assumptive
Audit began 1in June of 1983 for the purpose of assessing the
condition of C.I.P. management and reviewing existing opera—
tional processes and internal controls. The Arthur Young

and Company Final Report was given to the Department in
October 1983. The Department formally adopted this report on
November 25, 1983 and appointed an Ad Hoc Steering Committee
to oversee the implementation of the report findings. This
effort was named the Capital Projects Cleanup (CPC).

The Arthur Young and Company report identified key factors which
have 1impacted effective capital project management. These key
findings were:

1. Dispersed responsibility throughout the organization for
project and financial management.

2., Low priority placed on effective project and financial
management.

3. Inability of Departmental information systems to support
effective project management.

4. General tendency to defer action awaiting a "new system."
CPC PROBLEM STATEMENT

Although the State accounting system (PBA) serves as the offi—
cial record of expenditures at the appropriation level, only
DOT&PF"s project cost accounting system (FMS) provides the
information on specific projects funded within an appropriation.
FMS was developed in the early 1970"s for the old Department

of Highways to meet the requirements of the Federal Aid projects.
At that time it was state of the art and served quite well
within the operating philosophies prevalent in the Department.
With the greatly increased capital projects appropriations and
the formation of the Department of Transportation and Public
Facilities, the system soon became overloaded. Its® ability to
provide accurate, timely and meaningful reports to project
management deteriorated. Eventually, disbelief 1in the integrity
of the FMS project reports apparently carried over into other
areas of the Department®s project management. This, coupled
with dispersed responsibility and the lack of an effective
control system, created confusion relative to the understanding
of and accountability for the Department®"s Capital Improvement
Program.



Not only was the Department unsure of the financial aspects

of the projects, it could not provide meaningful information

for decision making and project control. Nowhere 1in the Depart—
ment was there a unified overall display of the projects,
projected schedules, commitments, appropriations, type of funo*
ing appropriated and project expenditures; nor were the pro—
jects or the related information organized match the Depart—
ment®s management structure and assignment of responsibility.

This was the condition when the Department undertook the
CPC effort.

OBJECTIVES

The Capital Project Cleanup (CPC) effort identified five mea-
sureable objectives which defined the goal of "placing all
capital projects and authorizations under management,"” These
five objectives are;

1. Restore confidence 1in Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities®™ (DOT&PF) ability to effectively manage
Capital projects.

2. Account for Departmental responsibilities in the Capital
Improvement Program.

3. Develop a System for managing the Department®s Capital
Improvement Program responsibility.

4. Provide accurate accounting data on all projects 1i,n the
Department®s Capital Improvement Program for transfer to
a new accounting systenm.

5. ldentify and develop criteria, policy, procedures and train—
ing needed for management of the Department®s Capital Improvement
Program and the individual projects.

SCOPE

The scope of the Capit \ Projects Cleanup (CPC) effort consists
of all projects or autnorizations including Reiinburseabla Ser—
vice Agreements (RSA) which are in the Capital Improvement
Program (C.1.P.) and are the Department®"s responsibility for

management. Projects or activities which are authorized in
the Operating Budget and are carried in other than the C.I.P.
are not included. However, these projects and activities will

benefit from the knowledge gained and the new systems put in
place by the CPC effort. CPC includes the following activities:



Development of a Departmenr Capital Improvement Program
consisting of all projects or other authorizations for
which the Department has responsibility.

Review and establish compatibility of the various records and
information systems.

Determination of funding source, It.ype, and status for all
projects in the Department®s Cap trai Improvement Program.

Preparation, documentation, and presentation of CPC activi—
ties and reports in order to restore confidence in the
Department > C.1.P. management tools.

Assist in developing, training arc oversight of Departmental
Capital Project Control systems.



Capital Project Cleanuo
CPC

PROCESS AND PROCEDURES

The organization of the CPC effort uses a simplified "systems"
approach. In order to reduce manpower requirements at Head-—
quarters and provide a learning experience for Regional person—
nel, the CPC effort has involved all levels and organizations

of the Department 1in a concerted effort to cleanup the Capital
Projects management system. Extensive use of computer auditing
and analysis techniques has enhanced the capability and know—
ledge of the Department. Department-wide involvement and sup-—
port enhances cur ability to "not do it again."”

Guiding Principles

Recognizing that there 1is a vast amount of information residing
in various Departmental and State records and documents, and
that it is not practical in terms of time or cost to provide

a complete "accounting" type reconciliation, CPC adopted guiding
principles which have been presented to the Administration

and various Legislative committees. The agreement to use

these guidelines has significantly helped in the CPC effort.

The basic principles guiding the CPC effort are:

1. All expenditures which have been processed through PBA (the
State Accounting System; underwent a creditable test at

that time and are considered legitimate. This precludes
extensive research for miscodings, expenditures 1in the
wrong project, etc. This 1is particularly important in the

PRE - SLA 80 projects where the records, while probably
available, are not readily available in the forms needed
for computer analysis. IT a project 1is in the closed
status, no further review of that project will be made.

2. The primary emphasis of the CPC effort will be the identi—
fication of projects which still have unliquidated liabili—
ties, placing them in the Department®"s Capital Improvement
Program management, and determining 1if the available
funding 1is adequate to complete the project. Projects
with 1inadequate funding will be given to management for
resolution. Excess funding will be identified and processed
through the Departmental review process Tfor resolution
and disposition.

3. The final report will provide a full listing of the Depart—
ment®s Capital Project commitments, their status and resour—

ces. Due to the 1inadequacies of various records and histo—
rical information, Program Accountability will be met by
an analysis of summary type data. This analysis will

provide understanding of the problems, the procedures and
the degree to which Legislative intent of the C.I.P. 1is met.



4. Full and open discussions and information about the CPC,
its methods and results are “art of the tota.i CPC effort.
It is vital that all levels of State government, the Legis—
lature and in-house personnel be included in the process.
Overview briefings and periodic status reports have and
will be given. Involvement and support by the Commissioner,
Deputies, Directors and others has been essential to keep
the effort moving.

5. The CPC effort must involve development of tine necessary
organization, policy, and procedures to prevent reoccurrence
of the C.1.P. management problem. This has been referred
to as the "...not to do it again..." agreement.

De*"elopment of CPC Methodology

The broad findings of thf Arthur Young and Company report out—
lining the C.1.P. operating conditions within the Department
were used as the basis for developing the Capital Project
Cleanup (CPC) methodology and processes. The goal of the CPC
effort was to "place all capital projects and authorizations
under management."”

The methodology developed to place the C.I.P. urder management
involved three broad segments of effort. As the name "Capital
Projects Cleanup™ 1implies, there was a need to "cleanup"™ our
project management systems and the data therein, before the
rebuilding process could begin. Recognizing that it was not
possible to just "stop everything," CPC has been using method—
ology similar to that used in hitting a moving target,--in
other words, the targeting has been task orientated which
allows day to day operations to continue while specific tasks
are accomplished and the results consolidated.

These three broad segments of the CPC effort are:
Segment A Consolidation of DOT&PF C.1.P. Responsibilities

Segment A is the consolidation segment of the CPC
effort. In this segment, every project or project
phase in the Department®s Financial Management System
(FMS) was reviewed and classified as either active

or closed. The closed projects or project phases

and their accompanying accounting records were then
removed from the active system. The remaining active
phases or projects were used as the oasis for tasks

1 through 5. These tasks were designed to "cleanup"
the project accounting and status records and form
the basis for rebuilding the Department®"s C.I1.P.
Identification of projects and project phases that
were truly active was the main thrust of Segment A.



R

Segment B

Segment C

Capital Improvement Program Development

Segment B 1is the building process which started
bringing the entire C.I1.P. under management. Tasks
*6, #7, and £8 1in this segment will, identify the
funding required for completion of previously funded
projects. During this; segment, projects will be
integi“ted into the Department®s Capital Improvement
Program and a determination made of additional
funding needs for project completion. This segment
starts the process of resolving the $859,000,000 of
restricted authorizations not included in the
Department®s Capital Improvement Program Segment A.
When tasks #6 and #7 are complete and all the viable
and funded projects are in the C.l1.P., any remaining
projects or authorizations will enter task #8.

Task #8 will develop recommendations for action on
projects which may not be appropriate, adequately
funded or valid at this; time. Information and
training in segment R will serve as the base line
for the Department®s Management Control Systems.

Operational Capital Improvement Program

Segment C is the operational phase of CPC. When this
Segment starts, the Department will have already
developed and in place the following elements;

- Capital Improvement Program which identi fies
the entire project responsibility of the Department
Department Management Control Systems
Operational policy and procedures
Identification of additional training needs
Organizational aspects and staffing require—
ments necessary to assign responsibility for
control over the Department®s Capital Improvement
Program.

During segment C, CPC will monitor the effectiveness
and efficiency of the Department®s Capital Improvement

Program and Management Control Systems. Adjustments
in policy, procedures etc. will be made as identified
and needed. Analysis will provide the Commissioner
with management overviews of the C.I1.P. and its

support systems.
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DETAILED CPC PROCESS AND PROCEDURES OUTLINE

The CPC processes for cleaning up the C.1.P. project and account—
ing records while developing a Departmental Capital Improvement
Program are separated into three segments as defined 1in the
Introduction. Within these segments are specific steps and

tasks designed to accomplish the intent of that segment. These
tasks have limited scope which allows rapid gathering and analysis
of the data while leading logically into the next task. A summary
of these steps and tasks are as follows:

Segment A Consolidation of DOT&PF C.l1.P. Responsibilities
Step 1 Project Classification and CPC Methodology development

This step initially reviewed all 11, 300 "open5”project
phases in the system to determine their status and

close those project phases which were either completed
or no longer active. An estimated completion cost

on active projects was obtained. From this information,

CPC methodology was developed for further C.1.P. analysis.

Step 2 Project Data File cleanup

This step was designed using five tasks to cleanup
the data files and accounting records of all active
project phases remaining in the system after Step #1
activities were completed.

Task #1 Master File Cleanup

This task provided a 100 percent review of

the Departmental programmatic records and the
relationship of this information to the finan-—
cial records. Corrections of the project

and accounting records were made. As a result,
active project phases 1in the system as of
9/30/84 had more reliable data on the funding

s ide.

Task #2 Correct Project Overexpenditures Conditions

The Department®s FMS records authorized fund-—
ing based upon project budgets. As a result,
over-expenditure conditions may occur 1in the
project (programmatic) records without actual
over-expenditures at the appropriation level.
Task #2 was a concentrated effort to focus
the Department®"s attention on these project
overexpenditures (negative balances). When
task #2 started, nearly 800 separate project
phases contained negative balances totaling
over $17,000,000.



Task #3 Resolve Unclassified Projects

The initial Step 1 effort identified 552
separace project phases with unknown or
questioned status. Task #3 provided fur—
ther review and analysis of these project
phases. As a result, all project phases
were 1identified and placed into an active
or closed classification.

Task #4 Error Cleanup

The objective of this task was the reduction
of accouncing, payroll, and equipment usage
errors contained in the FMS records. These
errors represent an unrecognized liability
against project funding as the activity
cost has not been charged to a specific
project account. Task #4, while 1idt tified
as a one time 1item, 1is in fact an ongoing
operation involving training, monitoring,
and correction of procedures and practices
contributing to errors in th» DOT&PF-FMS
system.

Task #5 Federal Aid Unbilled Reduction

This task was designed to significantly
reduce the backlog of Federal Aid accounts
receivable. As of January 1, 1984, there

was $38,775,000 in unbilled accounts receiv—

able. Task #5 set as an objective the

reduction of this backlog to an operational
level of approximately $10,000,000.

At the completion of Step #2 on September 30, 1984, the data
files of both PBA (State Accounting System) and FMS (DOT&PF
Financial Management System) were adjusted to reflect the
closure of 8,582 projects or phases. These system adjustments
requiredtwo months to complete. The effect of these adjust—
ments was vreflected in the 11/30/84 reports.

CPC continues to mouitor problems which tasks 1 through 5 were
designed to correct. This monitoring has been titled the CPC
DETECT-CORRECT PROGRAM

Segment B Capital Improvement Program Development
Step 3 This step of Segment B 1is designed to change the

"phase concept" of project management to a "project
management concept™. Tasks #6 and #7 will progranm

and fully fund all active projects, or 1if not possible

to fully fund, will identify additional funding
needs so the Department will have a C.I1.P. which
identifies all projects, their funding and status.



Step 4

The actions in Task #6 and #7 will

significantly reduce the unprogrammed (or restricted)
portions of the various appropriations.

Task #6 Detailed Costs to Complete

This task will program the necessary fund-—
ing to project phases which have been iden—
tified as active in Segment A. When Task

#6 is complete, all phases of projects

which were active as of 10/01/84 will be
fully funded or their additonal funding
needs identified.

Task #7 Unprogrammed projects or phases

This task will place into the Department®s
Capital Improvement Program the unprogrammed
phases of active projects and other projects
which are fully funded but which have not
been programmed into the Program of Work.
This will require a detailed review of
unprogrammed funding and the intent of the
Legislation in that appropriation. Task

#7A is the procedure which 1is used for

valid projects or phases while Task #7B 1is
the procedure to handle projects or phases
which require additional Departmental review
(Step 4, Task #8). Task #7B will also
identify projects or phases which are not
fully funded. Task #7C will determine and
verify the amount and fund type for the un—
programmed appropriations. Task #7C Will

be coordinated with the State Annual
Financial statement.

Working Departmental C.1.P. Program of Work

This 1is the step which finally puts 1in piece a fully
operational Departmental Capital Improvement Program.
Involved in this step 1is the Depa-rtment "s review pro—
cess, policy, procedure development, training, and
installation of Project Management Control Systems,
(not to do it again).

Task #8 DOT&PF Review Process

The task provides the procedure and direc—
tion to fully review any unresolved appro—
priations and projects not placed in the
Department™s Capital Improvement Program.

As a result of this task, all project
responsibility will be defined and recommen—
dations made for the disposition of all ap-—
propriations or projects which cannot or
should not proceed.



Segment C

Operational Departmental Capital Improvement Program

This segment is the operational segment of the Depart—
mental C.I.P. In Segment C, the policy, procedures,
Project Management Control Systems, and necesary
organizational changes will be in place and operating.
CPC will monitor Segment C during 1its startup period

to assure that all support elements are operating
properly and that the Control System is functioning.

Task #9 Expenditure Control

Task #9 1is an ongoing task which will strength—
en the "human element"™ of the Department®s
systems. (Tasks #I1-#8 concentrated basically
on the Program or funding side of the C.I.P.
while Task #9 is designed to strengthen the
human element involved in the operational
C.1.P.) Issues such as motivation, stewardship,
accountability, teamwork, and acceptance of
responsibility are key to the operational
aspects of the Departmental Capital Improvement
Program. This task 1is an important part of

the "not do it again" effort.



Capital Project Cleanup
CPC

STATUS AND ACHIEVEMENTS

The CPC effort has been underway one year. During that year,
significant advancements have been made in the Department®s
goal to "place all Capital projects and authorizations under
management."

The CPC effort during December 1984 is concentrating on Tasks #6,
#7, and #8. The unprogrammed restricted balances of Authoriza—
tions as of September 30, 1984 totaled $859,000,000. During task
#6, #7, and #8 to date, $387,000,000 has already been programmed
to specific projects and placed in the developing C.I.P.

There remains $472,000,000 in restricted authorizations still

to be programmed or analyzed in CPC Tasks #7A and the review
process in CPC Task #8.

IMPORTANT ACHIEVEMENTS

- The Department has reduced the number of active projects to
2022 with 2718 active phases as of December 1984. When the
CPC started, there were 11,300 projects or project phases 1in

the system with the capability to incur expenditures. The
CPC effort has closed 8582 cf these project or project
phases.

- The knowledge and understanding of the whole DOT&PF Project
Management System including FMS has greatly increased. By
involving project personnel in the cleanup effort, the learn—
ing experience and the emphasis placed on project and finan—
cial accountability will greatly aid in the future management
of the C.I1.P. This is a keystone 1in the "not to do it
again" effort.

The CPC effort has developed a number of project management
reports which will aid in the management of the C.I.P. By
the use of exception type reporting, the Department®"s project
Management Control Systems can monitor the C.l1.P. operations

to prevent problem reoccurrence. One major achievement,
although it may seem to be logical and basic, was the ability
to produce project reports for an individual region. This

achievement provides reporting capability to the individual
region which has the responsibility for the specific project.

- The data validation efforts has been a great learning expe—
rience as well as providing reliable data. Data validation
has allowed the Department for the first time to monitor
not only the total appropriation but funding sources and
expenditures for that appropriation. This achievement will
virtually eliminate the "funny money"™ problem while providing
real appropriation integrity.



The CPC effort has enhanced the Department®s ability to
reconcile the three "systems" which are used in C.I.P. and
project management. These systems are:

PBA: State Accounting Systenm
FMS: DOT&PF Financial Management System
PDS/SRA: DOT&PF Project Management Systems

By developing and instituting monthly reconciliation proce—
dures between Departmental and State Accounting Systems,
monitoring and control of the C.I1.P. possible.

The Department has established in each Region a Capital
Project Control unit which provides the project control
aspects of the C.1.P. While this 1is a new concept to DOT&PF,
the enthusiasm and response from Project Managers has been
encouraging and speaks well for the future. CPCwill monitor
the effectiveness of these Capital Project Control units.

CPC has brought together many individuals, Departments and
Legislative Committees in the effort to "cleanup"™ the records
and develop the Departmental Capital Improvement Program.
Within the Department, this effort has fostered a new under—
standing and teamwork which will reduce internal organizational
friction. The joint effort is successful because so many
people want it to be successful. This new sense ot under—
standing, assistance, and cooperation 1is an important ingredi—
ent in the "not to do it again" efforts of the Department.



TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE DAILY AGENDA

1) CALL MEETING TO ORDER
2) NOTE MONTH/DAY/YEAR January 23, 1985
3) NOTE TIME: (i.e., 7:00 a.m.)
4) NOTE MEMBERS PRESENT AND EXCUSED
--Note: For therecord, also note any late arrivals
to the meeting.
5) RECOGNIZE VIP"s
6) REMIND PARTICIPANTS TO SIGN "HE WITNESS REGISTER
Today"s participants:
Jiin Merrill, Project Coordinator

Capital Projects Clean-Up
Department of Transportation and Public Facilities

PROCESSION OF MEETING

7) INTRODUCE Jim Merrill. He shall provide us with an overview
of the Capital Projects Clean-Up (CPC)

Note to committee members:

Inside their file folders are:

< The December 1984 Report: "C.P.C.
Capital Projects Clean-Up Overview &
Status"

0 Report on the CPC from t;re 1984 Interim Report,
Number Two, written by the House Transpor—
tation Committee (Rhonda Cargill)

8) ANNOUNCE TIME OF ADJOURNMENT



Senate Transportation Commir.tee
Committee Work Session

Anchorage Legislative Information Office
October 2, 1984
3:00 p.m.

Capital Projects C"aan-Up Report

Present: Senator Moss, Chairman
Senator F,::hrenkamp
Senator Fuiks
Absent.: Senator Kerttula
Senator G lran
Other legislators participating: Representative Abocd
Witness:

Jim Merrill

Capital

Projects Claan-Up Group

Office of the Commissioner
Department of Transportation & Public Facilities

Pouch Z
Juneau,

AK 99811

ACTION NARRATIVE -VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT

Interim tape r4, Side A

No tape

Moss:

Merril.:

log numbers are recorded as no tape counter was available.

We have Jim Merrill here. Jim, if you will give us your
name, etcetera, for the record, we"ll get started on this.

My name 1is; Jim Merrill, and 1 am the Special Projects
Engineer for the Department of Transportation. Specifically
have been for one year assigned to the capital projects
clean-up effort which was really a result of the question
from the senators and this committee previously on problems
with managing our capital projects. You have a handout
there basically of the status of our project as of the 27th
of September. I have a kind of a flip-chart presentation
here. I lave two things today, two emphases. One 1is to
bring you up to date where we are, what we have done so far
d the second is to once again like we have in the past,
come to the committee and ask for some help 1in the approach
that we doing, we are not asking for money to do that, but
we are at a crossroads where we need to know if the type of
solution is basically the type of thing that the senators,



Moss:

Merrill:

Faiks:

Merrill:

Faiks:

Merrill:

Faiks:

Merrill:

this committee can at least understand and endorse. And so
if there"s no other questions 1 can go right into ny presen—
tation.

I appreciate itvery much if you would Jin.

I*"m not much of an artist but...in honor of the railroad,
you see that we have 3 problem here. We have cere here, but
theother tracx is down here, and you might say that this

side is where we have the information and now we have to...

I wish you wouldn®t have used the railroad for this little
example of your accounting problems.

I really didn"t realize it until |1 sat back there...

You see how sensitive we are on this!

When 1 heard about moving money from one account tc the
other, you need CPC, you need the Capital Projects Clean-Up
Committee and I°m not volunteering though, remember that.
Listen you guys are going to go department to department,
you know Fish & Game has the same problem, doesn®"t it,

Bettye?

Health £ Social Services

Fahrenkamp: Oh God, don"t ever volunteer for HESS, you"ll be there

Merrill:

Faiks:

Merrill:

the rest of your 1life.

But we do have the problem that you®re well aware of, and we
do have to thank you from the Department for the help that
you“ve given. You have been a big help and we"d like to
bring you up to date on what we"re planning now to kind of
wind it up. The problem is we"re here, we"ve got to get
through there, and that®"s the problem as we"re well aware.
We have the information, how do we understand what we have
and how do you understand what we have. The approach, you
see, and the light is red here (referring to flip chart).
The first thing | want to tell you that we have discovered,
without a hundred years and a hundred accountants, and |1
saved the little newspaper article, 1 wish 1 had it with me,
it came from Argentina, where right now there is a hundred
civil servants pawing through six foot stacks of papers
trying to figure out how much they owe. They don®t know
whether they own S20 billion or $48 billion.

You"re not comparing us to the Argentines, are you?

Mo! But 1 do want to make the point to the committee that
there is no practical way, both timewise and cost-
effectiveness-wise, to make a strictly accounting reconcili—
ation.



Fahrenkamp: Ycu couldn®t make an accounting reconciliation if you

were here for the next hundred years.

Kerr.11: That"s right. And that"s, that is the first emphasis that
I1"d like to have understanding on. that we cannot make,
practically, an accounting reconciliation.

floss: That"s all past the bench now.

Faiks: How much money c.re you short 1in making that reconciliation,
are you going to tell us that or is that thric pages down
after...?

Merrill Well 1"m going to tell you hew we"re going to get there. \We
have the information, it will be coming to you 1in report
form, in maybe less than three months. Okay? But you be
aware of that.

Faiks: Now what"s the bottom line? How much, what"s the gap there
in your tracks?

Merrill One thing 1 can tell you is that we had when we starred $45
million dollars .vorth of projects overexpended. We have
reduced that, without extra money, down to S10 million by
requiring them to straighten up their records. We feel we
can get a lot closer than that. We do know we have a stack
of bills on the table that can®"t be paid, and those will be

to the legislature in form over a couple months.

Faiks: How much 1is that? Now We'L% talking hard politics.

Merrill It"s more than a million.

Faiks: Is it more than ten?

Merrill: _My guess 1it"s 1in between

Fahrenkamp: Is it bigge* than a breadbasket?

Merrill: The second thing is you can"t make an accounting
reconciliation, that our reconciliation that we"re proposing
to the committee a.id asking for guidance on too, requires
some understanding of the problem and informed judgment and
the use of summary type data...

Fahrenkamp: Wait a minute. Draw me a picture.

Merrill: Okay. Summary type data is something like this. Take the

1980 bond issue. It has right now 497 active projects yet
in it. Each one of them could be considered a line itenm
appropriation. We may not be able to do an accounting

reconciliation on each ontbut in summary we can say this is
how much money was in the bond 1issue, and this is how much
we"ve spent, we"ve closed these projects, this 1is what it



Abood:

Merrill:

Abood:

Merrill:

Will take to complete the rest. That is summary type data
that we"ve been able to get. We can"t 1in many cases pin it
down to the individual project. We are looking 1into every
project to whether we have met the legislative intent of the
project, and this 1is quite revealing to us, and in our
statement that we have there we"ve used something called
conformity factors, where we will state that we 1in fact met
legislative intent or we did not meet it in this area.
Conformity factors 1is part of the report that will be coming
to you, taken 1in what you as a legislator intended that
project to do.

Mr. Chairman, 1if | may. It"s very startling to you when you
find out what you"re talking about in the legislative intent
when there have been very few pieces of legislation or very
few appropriations that hasn®"t violated the legislative
intent, so how do you know what that legislative intent is
if it"s been changed so many times...to conform to what they
wanted to do regardless of legislative intent.

We"re going back to the commission to which 1is commonly
called in our language the form 35, 35

That"s where the startling part is coming in.

I know that, but 1it"s only in nany cases the only intent
that was originally put down and we know that legislative
intent is sometimes not very clear for us to determine. And
the last thing on our approach 1is to put in place procedures
not to do it again, and that |1 think 1is important for you to
enow. One of the questions "that you might is why can"t we
make an accounting solution, As you can see the railroad
here, there"s only one common rail on this track, and the
other tv/o tracks don"t meet.

Fahrenkamp: That"s due to the differences 1in the accounting system,

Merrill:

the differences ir practices and changes down the line in
government, right?

Right. One of them is that in the state accounting systenm,
in PBA, it"s only balanced forward ever., year. We run from
inception to date, and so we"re always in a problem of
trying to make things match, and we don"t match and we
didn*"t match significantly on June 30th and we"re now trying
to find out why.

Fahrenkamp: Did you find that account that things used to oe stuck

Merrill

into when they didn"t know where to put them and wanted to
hold it over, has that been straightened out?

The "11" account, that you are well aware of. They will be
addressed what they are and maybe not totally accounted for
but they will be addressed the best we can on that. The
reason here that the funding side, the state acccuntina



Moss:

Merrill:

Moss:

Merrill:

Abood:

Merrill:

system, only carries total dollars regardless cf what the

legislation. The legislation says you have total dollars
made up of so many dollars of general fund and so many
dollars of other. The state accounting system only takes a

total and tracks that, regardless cf what kind of money it
is. Our own accounting system...

Does that include the funny money?

This is where the funny money comes from. Because our own
accounting system then takes this general fund here and
breaks it down into whether it"s match money to go with the
federal money, and that looks really good, and that becomes
into what we called non-participating or participating.
Now, when we go out to spend it in the operations, we
collect cost by project and it has more than one appro—
priation in it, it loses it"s identity of where the money,
of what appropriation the money came cut of. It goes up to
our accounting and we have something called the "ML"™, the
missing link that allow us to track through and say we
didn*t spend all of the general fund portion here, or we

nt more general fund and less of this. That"s your funny

ay. We have a solution for that which 1is, which will
bring materiality, if you"re an accountant you know what
that term means. It means they can®"t reconcile exactly, but
they can get it close enough to where it"s not material
anymore. We feel that we can bring it within the limits of
materiality by the process that 11l explain to you. Now
the solution. Remember. ..

Can 1 ask you a question Jim? If this thing works out it
could be applied to not only DOT but to other departments as
well, couldn®"t it?

The same types of problems exist because of being with the
same accounting problems.

If I may. Isn"t there some, 1is it the legislator®s position
dr job to set forth regulations or statutes that prevent the
different agencies from doing this or is this strictly an
in-house, DOT if you will, using that as an example, can
they do anything they want to do with these funds? Is there
anything legislatively that we could do to prevent that. As
an example, appropriations within appropriations, moving
those funds around which 1is against the statute to start
with. But they do it., Now what"s going to prevent that?

The only thing that"s going to prevent anything like that is
basically a control system that we have, 111 be talking 1in
a minute about that, putting in place and .1 can tell
you this our commissioner 1is very concerned about this
himself, and 1°m sure the Administration is. One of the
things 1is you as a legislature have recognized this by line
item appropriating so we can"t theoretically put more than



one appropriation ,n a project. The matter of fact is that
we have put other appropriations in projects and that"s tne
problem because we lose the identity of which one of the
apDrcpriations it went to. As an example, in one of the
bond issues there 1is a project right here in Anchorage that
the bills that we paid were S5.2 million dollars, this is
just last spring, May, the bills were $5.2 million dollars
paid out of the bond issue. When the federal receipt came
back, the federal money, the check, it was deposited to the
general fund, wh=ch means now when you get the general fund,
and you get back 1in session, you say we have a surplus in
the general fund this year, you®"re really reappropriating
the money that belongs in the bond issue.

Moss: It"s already been appropriated.

Merrill;. It"s a bend issue appropriated, what it"sgoing to do is,
and the thing that we"re determining 1is, what"s the effect
on the bond balance, the cash balance in the bond. It could
mean that some of the projects started inthat bend issue
will in fact be short of money. So there is something that

is not controlled anywhere in the legislation, anywhere in
DOT, anywhere 1in the Dept, of Revenue, anywhere 1in the
Department . There 1is a major flaw that was un-—
covered in our own system and we"re taking action on that.
Anyway, our solution.

Fahrenkamp: There was a project in Fairbanks, maybe six years ago,
maybe more. Okay. It was funded by the legislature through
DOT. DOT 1in its wisdom decided it shouldn®t he done so they
did something else with it. It was funded again, DOT in its.
wisdom decided it shouldn®t be done, they did it again. To
this date it hasn"t been done, at this time if it were done
it would cost eight times what it v/ould have, in fact it"s
prohibitive now. What recourse if any do we have on that,
and is that kind of thing still going to be able to go on.

Merrill: One of the things to answer your firs= part is that we have
identified, as of the 31st of August, some $897 million
dollars worth of authorization - could be general fund, or

federal authorization that you have g-ven us for projects
that we have not yet started, or in other words started by
putting the project in our own accounting system, or that
we"re never going to start, we just have never programmed
them to start. There®s $897 million dollars. What we are
doing 1in the report is that we are right now accounting for
that - the projects that haven"t been started, the projects
that we are never going to start and give a reason why.
That will be 1in the report, and that should interesting in
some projects.

Fahrenkamp: It should be in the interest of some legislators who



sweated blood to get some of those projects that are not
going to start.

Merrill: Representative Cato, everytime | see her, asks about her
Lackinaw Bridge. That 1is in that category, that it was
funded, properly funded again, and the money was moved, in
this case to the Juneau-Douglas bridge. So all that money"s
gone. The authorization®s still there, we have just never
programmed it into our own accounting system to start work
on.

Abcod: Where®s the money then?

Merrill: It"s sitting restricted in the state accounting system. Now
whether 1it, the thing is...

Moss: What you"re saying 1is we"ve got S800 and something million
bucks laying somewhere we ain"t spent?

Merrill: Of authorizations, no money. Well that"s the thing that we
are determining, how much of it is actually general fund,
how much of it is federal authorization.

Fahrenkamp: You"ll find that there"s a hell of a bunch in the
general fund and a hell of a bunch of it that was never
collected from the federal government, simply because we
didn"t do our damn paperwork.

Abood: Two years ago, three years ago, there was over a billion
dollars in DOT that was unaccounted for, that they had money
that was appropriated, and there it sat.

Merrill: That figure is now $897 as of the end of August. Since 1
surfaced this issue and got people working on it to try to
account for that, what projects did the legislature author—
ize for that authorization. We have programmed an addition—
al 105 million of them so this figures down right now,
because we"ve started to put some emphasis on that. In our
report we will be accounting for all of the funding that"s
been restricted in there and never put to a project...that |
can find.

Moss: $897 million.

Faiks: $897 million. You're kidding!

Merrill: Don"t panic on that, Senator, flake them give you the facts
first. We are identifying, within that is S50 million
dollars for a...

Faiks: No wonaer you have time to make little colored pictures.

Merrill: Within that money is $50 million dollars that was



appro:: riated for a replacement for the TUSTUMENA, and it was
basically all federal money. It*s highly unlikely that the
Department is going to Dut a third of its federal monev into
one project 1in one year but those are the kinds of pro—
jects. ..

Fahrenkamp: Tnat kind of depends on whether Bill i S nnance
chairman or not.

Merrill: Ycu can comment on that, 1 can"t.
Faiks: Somebody ought to.
Moss: In othiar words what you"re sayingwe®ve beenallocated $50

million for the TUSTUMENA already.

Merrill: The authorization is there, if it was set ud and the reds
approved it now, there"s nothing says we coull "t start
working on it.

Faiks. And the* TUSTUMENA, that®"s our highway dollars, 1ibn"t it, |1
mean tfat*s part of our interstate highway system, so 1in the
southern region, they don"t get S50 million dollars a year,

do they?
Merrill: No, about ten.
Faiks: That®"s right, because we get $50 million right here in River

City fcr all of southcentral Alaska.

Merrill: Let me tell you one of the benefits of surfacing this and
trying to account what were the projects that the legisla—
ture intended to be done with that. It allows you to come

back ani reprioritize that and that will...

Moss: In othe* words, what you"re saying Jim, out of that $857
million, the TUSTUMENA 1is one of them, do we want to keep
that up there as a number one, two, three or four priority?
That"s what we need to tell you all again, right?

Merrill: 1°d 1ikizi to get it out jf our books, because you know, every
year we have to look at $800 million dollars.

Faiks: I bet tiose legislators that aren"t there anymore that have
the projects in are the first one to go.

Merrill: Anyway. But we are accounting that will be in the report,
as best as we can identify what the project, legislative
intent it, what our status on those projects are.

Fahrenkamp: One question. Now that $800 million that"s somewhere,
that"s at least appropriated, how much is that under what it
would ta<e to do all the jobs that have been appropriated
and don®t have enough money to do.



Merrill: I don"t know that figure but 1 can rell you knew tnat you
C3n"t buy a TUSTUMENA for S50 million bucks.

Fahrenkamp: Well, | know that but...
Merrill: And 1 am nota naval architect but 1I...
Fahrenkamp: ...it sounds like you"ve got a whole heap o~ money, and

yet, there might be, we"ll pick up a round figure, $11, $12,
$15 million, $100 million, $1 billion, oh give o- takea 0
or two. that had been authorized, but there®snot enough
money yet to do, huh?

Merrill: My own personopinion is that the bulk of that 1is excess
federal authorization. We may be looking at maybe $*00
million dollars worth of general fund, don"t hol"d me .o
those figures, but 1 have a feeling it"s about that amount.
The rest of it is excess federal authorization “mhat we've
asked for, and you"ve given us.

Faiks: Excuse me for having to run out for a phone call, maybe
somebody"s already asked this question, are you going to be
able to give us the project that was authorized, what year
it was authorized, how much it was supposed to be...

Merrill: We are accounting back, 1 used summary type data, | can't,
maybe not be able to get back to the very line item in the
appropriation. Some of them are just allocations where it
says go build highways, but I will take it back to the
legislation., session law, chapter and year.

Faiks: I guess if it says it"s a block grant to go build highways,
then that would be fairly easy to take care of. Vlhat we"re
having trouble with 1is go put $5 million dollars into the
Steese Highway. ..

Merrill: Or LaTouche.

Faiks: Right,or L.aTouche, okay. So then we"ll have to...but that
might have been ten years ago, or seven years ago or what—
ever and maybe the Steese Highway has already had it's
upgrade 1in that spot. We have to have the tools to be able
to decide what gets dropped off and what doesn"t.

Merrill: Vie are going to, the best we can, give that, and what the
present, current status of it is...we hope to surface some
kind of an add/delete bill to you.

Fahrenkamp: I tell you one thing - we know a hell o~ a lot more
than we did when you started this.

Merrill: So do I, and if I knew it, | don"t think 1°d have done it,
accepted the challenge.



Fahrenkamp: Scared you half to death, wouldn"t it?

Merrill:

Abood:

Merri 11:

Faiks:

Merrill:

Faiks:

Merrill:

Moss:

Merrill:

Yeah...our approach, you know 1 said couldn®"t do an
accounting approach, I can account for all the projects, £nd
we"re going to try to account for the scope, thelegislative
intent, the intent of the bill, interchange, I can account

for that. Going to the appropriations, and we can account
for the dollars spent on appropriations. Then we come over
to the funds...here we have the revenue problem, 1is that we

are trying to determine in the factor the revenue shortfall
which will point out the funny money. We e going to do
that in summary, because | can"t, there"s nowhere in our
records get back to the individual project.

Will you be able to tell why the shortfall?

I will be able to tell you generally what the main reason is
for shortfall, that the project was programmed to spend S10
million dollars state money and $100 million dollars federal
money and when it all ended up we spend S20 million dollars
of state money, $80 million dollars of federal money and we
still hadn"t overspent the appropriation. We changed the
funding mix of the appropriation just from our spending
patterns. This 1is going to be revealing to the Department
how widespread that 1is too and it is reasonably widespread.
And that"s why going back to our legislation you alv/ays have
a total appropriation and you have a funding source.

Nowhere have we overspent the total out there, but what we
don*t know is what have we done to the mix.

Why do you need a supplemental 1if you haven®t overspent the
total?

Because it maybe. ..
Because you have unpaid bills sitting on the...

And one other reason, that we may never get the federal
money, the feds won"t ever participate.

Fur what reasons?

On of the things 1is that the work that v/as done was declared
non-participating, or it might have been like the
right-of-way on a project here that they said wait a minute,
you didn"t do it right, and that v/as $9 million dollars.

And if they come back and say they"re never going to pay
you, the state"s going to eat the $9 million dollars, and we
have found a lot of that, and we"re going to...right in the
report so you know exactly where that is. The approach is,
and this is where |1 need some feedback within the next three
or four weeks if 1 can get 1it. Is this approach, 1 can't
hard-wire between the...in the accounting practices, but 1
can take all the information in the project, the information



of the appropriation, the summary, and the funds and 1 can
do a threshold analysis and give you what 1 believe has
occurred and the ranges of problems, and like 1| say we may
have spent $10 million dollars more general fund here than
was in the mix appropriated on top. That we feel we can do
it, and do it in time for when you come back co the next
session, that you will have that report in your hand so you
can look at 1it. That is what I need to know, 1if that kind
of approach would answer your questions. You probably
wouldn*t be happy with it, 1 don"t expect you to be happy,
but at least you would understand why 1 feel 1 have to go
that way.

Fahrenkamp: Now you and I both know, or let"s say suppose, that

there"s been a project here DOT"S doing, oh well, they just
lack $13 million of having enough, or S20 million of having
enough, or whatever, and we®"ve got this kiddy over here to
do this little jobby, so let"s just take S13 million of it
and cash it,..

Merrill: From v/nat | heard from the railroad this afternoon 1 would
go ask them how they do it. It*s about the same. It has
happened in the past, traditionally, that you"ve just gone
down to the next fund source. However that is net a prac-—
tice now.

Fahrenkamp: Hopefully not.

Merrill: One of the reasons is that your line item appropriation,
however, mistakes are made, | just saw one the other day
where there was on the same page as Chapter 24 which was
just last year®"s session was a totally state funded project
and right below it was a federal aid project. Guess where
the federal aid expenditure was on the state project. In
this case it was $1.24 thousand dollars. The feds will never
get billed for that. Now if that had gone undetected
through next June 307h, v/e could not have corrected it, and
that*s what"s happened in the past, that nobody ever looked,
and corrected those. V/e"re putting into place now an effort
to make sure tnat that does not...

Moss: Would the FIS do this?

Merrill: FIS will, FIS is only the computer part of it, but it would
help.

Moss: How come they aren"t proceeding on with FIS?

Merrill: FIS has had some implementation problems that has delayed
it.

Moss: Is it Lrue they scent S4 millii

Merrill:

I"m unsure of that.



Moss:

Merrill:

Moss:

Merrill:

Moss:

Merrill:

I Just want to get that on record.

I"n unsure of that. We have accomplished some firsts 1in
this effort that I"m proud of, and 1| think that you as a
committee ought to be proud of too because you were involved
too. We have closed 8351 projects that were always there
open...and involved in doing this has become an increased
knowledge and emphasis in the department that the old days
are gone, that accountability is now part of the game. As |1
said before we have reduced the collars of overexpended
project budgets - from S45 million to below $10 right now,
and we"re going to gpt that ere/! more. We have developed
new report capability to allow us to pinpoint our problems
before they get where we can®t do anything about them. We
call the annunciators. Papp,\, you"re an old airplane driver
like 1 am. Annunciators always is a little lignt that says
you“"ve got some problems, and hopefully in time that you can

correct. One of the annunciators was the three red lights
and three white lights that says red over white, airman
delight, white over red, airman dead. Anyway, we have done

this in depth study, and one of the things that I'm very
pleased about 1is the teamwork and the understanding that we
have developed with the legislature and other departments
over this, it"s no longer a hush-hush subject, we are
starting to level with each other and there®s becoming
solutions to problems, There has been an agreement which has
not happened in the department before, the agreement there
is a problem and that we can do something about, and 1 think
that"s an important one, recognizing that we had the prob—
lem, and that v/e can do something about it. Now, we Teel
that we"ve gone over this piece right up here right now
because we"re in the process of writing a file report right
now to the administration of which you will get a copy. We
have one more little hole to go across here, and |1 hope that
we don"t fall 1into that, and that is, that we"re going to
have to be able to maintain our data until we have a new
system in place to out it in for caretaking. That system is
not there yet. It was originally scheduled for October 1
and it"s sor.ewhere down the future yet.

What do you call that?

That"s FIS. What we have done as CPC and we are going to be
incorporated in the department and it will be an ongoing
affair.

Let me get this straight before you go any further past that
little hole there. FIS has got to be online to make sure
it"s corrected.

There is really no pure way to spit out whether the money is
general fund or other that you spend without having that
capability. We are starting to keep records on mini—
computers that allow us to keep track...that"s part of our



Fahrenkamp:

Merrill:

effort here. You can see up here, the little man here he"s
looking here and there®s been a break 1in the hitch between
the system and integrity and we up here, we didn"t do it in
the first place, we"re not admitting anything but we promise
not to do it again. This is what we"re going :0 what we
have :n place now as control feature. We have our reports
that are much more accurate and mere timely and ooint out
the problem areas to us quickly. We are now put in what we
call alpha-control. For instance if a charge is charged, if
a bill 1is charged to the wrong project, we have a way to
catch it, and the reason |1 caught this other one... is
because | was reviewing one of these alpha-control and there
it was, it stands out. We have established in each region
what we call the project control groups comprised of five to
seven people, who watch the projects, their funding, and
their expenditure, whether they®"re 1in scope or out of scope,
and those kind of things. These are all human type controls
because we do not have any really computer control available
to us at this time. Training, quality assurance, we are
assigning responsibility now to where we know who has the
responsibility, this isn"t everybndv®s job now, it is an
assigned responsibility and ve have, by using these, we have
the ability now to validate the information that fiov/s
within our system. Now in closing you see the little train.
It is just starting over the hump, and we not only think we
can we know we can accomplish it if v/e can use the approach
that vwe have of being able to take the three areas - the
projects, the appropriation and the funds and do a real
professional analysis job and then present summary type data
too.

This time it"s summary type data. Now 1if we get
this..._but if after all this < rk that you®ve done, which
has been very pneouraging * ,ie, we have this system in
place, will we from now nave to go to analysis type or
can we have absolute ~ . that will check project against
project, funds agains. funds, or 1is that a dream that will
never happen?

The state has a new accounting system that is scheduled to
go on-line the first of July. Within that accounting system
is the ability to track other than total practice fund mix
that you have in the legislature. That would be the single
biggest help that we have, to be able to know whether we"ve
spent the general fund portion of that appropriation. Right
now there®s nothing controls that, other than humans looking
at that. We also feel that these human controls that 1 have
just been over will have to continue on. We still have
haven"t replaced the human overlooking what the machine
does, because the machine will accept anything. Sc we will
continue these human elements in our controls which 1is new
to our department and 1 feel that you will see a progres—
sively better accuracy where we can do an accounting recon—
ciliation whenever you need it. Hopefully to the point that



the Legislature would then have enough continence in our
project management ability to where we would once again be
able to have a little more leeway than we now have with
line-item appropriations. This 1is causing us some problems,
but it"s very understandable why the Legislature has done
that.

Fahrenkamp: If we hadn®"t done that we"d never get there. Can we
tell now from your work, excuse me Mr. Chairman, can we tell
now from what*s in this report that"s coming up, would we be
able to say okay, what®"s done did anc gone, | hope it
doesn"t happen anymore, but there®"s been S3 million dollars
worth of federal funding that should have been applied for
that was never applied for by the state and received?

Merrill: Yes. V/e have that ability now and in fact it"s on track.
We run any. here from S25 to 335 million dollars of unbilled
federal receipts that's in the process. We"re reasonably
sure, 1"ve checked back to 1972 which 1is the last recordsl

could find available, and it looks that we have received all
the federal money we"ve billed them for.

Fahrenkamp: Yeah, but did we bill them for allwe were supposed to
bill them for.

Merrill: That"s the problem that | can"t address, only 1iIn summary
type data, and 1 have to do it on the revenue side. I have
to say okay, in this fund, Fund 474 for instance, we spent
money, so many million dollars that should have been federal
aid. How much did v/e receive? And we"re not going to get
data out of that because of the problem 1 just told you
about where they deposited the money to the wrong fund, but
at least we"ll have some summary data. One of the other
things that we will have as of October 1, a very accurate
counc of the dollars it"s going to take to complete every
active project we have, and the type of money, whether it"s
general fund or federal money. We®"ll have a very accurate
account and we will keep that up, obtaining that every three
months, wuntilwe have FIS up to where we don"t need to do
that anymore.

Moss: flow will that carry us back through all of our previous
projects that we know of 1in history?

Merrill: I M going back as far as there"s records. I know now that
records in many areas are incomplete, because there has been
lapses...

Moss: I know that at times when Casey was over there he was

wanting to goback to "82, 83, as far as he"d want togo
back to bringthis data up to date.

Merrill: What we"re doing is dividing them into two spots. We"re



coing to identify every project that"s 1in the records
somewhere as completed and done, and that will be in the
appendix, there"s going to be pages and pages. Then we"re
going to identify active projects by project anc how much
money was set up and what's the status of that project.

Moss: You got some kind of time frame on that?
Merrill: Our report to our executive, to cur commissioner -n draft

form, we are expecting around the 15th of December, and then
you can expect the published document maybe abcut a month

later. This is, the reason we can meet this time schedule

is because we have not had to do a strictly accounting

reconciliation. Summary data 1is much easier and |I...
Fahrenkamp: You do have to do that strictly accounting type stuff

which would leave big holes as well, wouldn®"t it?

Merrill: Yes. What it would do is it wouldn"t be any more accurate
than the summary because of the holes in the data. And we
have a consultant, Arnold Young, from one of the big ac—
counting firms, who also agrees that this approach probably
better than a strictly accounting approach.

Fahrenkamp: Well, Mr. Chairman, I1"ve got to say again, even though
it's summary data, I1"m very encouraged to see this coming on
line.

Moss: (inaudible) ... I"m kind of proud of it myself.

Merrill: Any successes we"ve had so far has been because of this
committee, has been willing to work with us on this, and |1
think it speaks well for the cooperation to the department

on this project. Both are benefit.
Moss: Anything else.
Fahrenkamp: Let"s go heme. Unless he needs anything from us. What

do you need from us?
Merrill: The only thing that 1 would need is some feedback 1is on the
approach that 1 can"t do a strictly accounting and that this

would be an approach at least you"d be willing to look at.

Fahrenkamp: What you really expect is to hear some yelling about
it, right?

Merrill: Yeah.
Fahrenkamp: Well all 1 can tell you is that... as |1 know how,
because 1 don"t know how you can do anything else unless

you“'ve get fifty years to do it in.

Merrill: And that®"s the conclusion.



Fahrenkamp: If you did do it strictly accounting then somebody®s
going to do a witch hunt.

Merrill: Oh yeah, there would be jail talk, and that"s really not
what we"ve been cut to do.

Fahrenkamp: What we set out to do is get this thing straightened
up.

Merrill: 1 do appreciate the interest. This thing could have died if
it hadn*"t been for the commissioner and your interest as the
committee. It hasn"t been totally an easy road internally.

Fahrenkamp: Have you had any encouragement on the part of any cf
the other agencies or are they knowledgeable about what
you"re doing, have you had any encouragement from the
agencies wanting this type of approach taken into their
accounting?

Merrill: We have not contacted them, other than |1 know they do have
basically the same problem, that could be approached the
same way.

Moss: This is one of the biggest problems we had in the
department, Bettye, when you look at it. Actually if this
system works here, it could be applied to any other depart—
ment.

Fahrenkamp: We could get them up to snuff and start somewhere
clean. .

Merrill: The one thing, Senator, that"s got me a little concerned,
that we have set up these human controls that we"re going to
try to keep the data clean now, but that has to be always a
little pressure, always emphasis maintained, the human has a
tendency to relax. There 1is nothing in the system developed
as we have today that will allow it to, set it to motion and
forget it. Our commissioner 1is not willing to do that, he"s
not willing to set it in motion and forget it, we stress
that he is going to keep the pressure on.

Fahrenkamp: I would hope that your commissioner would encourage
other commissioners to lock at the...and to share with~them
what he feels about the value of this kind of approach,
because I know we®ve had good people to leave government
agencies for the fear that, good Lord, the way some of the
accounting processes are, somebody"s going to go to jail,
and it"s not going to be me, I quit.

Merrill: 1 thought about that myself.

Chairman Moss adjourned the meeting.



CAPITAL PROJECTS CLEANUP
STATUS 9/27/84
The Capital Projects Cleanup (CPC) effort was started in November
1983 as a result of the Arthur Young 1Inc. Capir.al Projects
Assumptive audit of October 1983. The CPC team is now preparing
the Final Report of its year long effort.

Important Accomplishments

The CPC effort has some significant accomplishments, both as a
direct result and as indirect spinoff.

1. The wuniverse of projects 1in the system has been signifi—

cantly reduced. 8,351 projects or project phases have
been closed. Our project computer reports are now 3/4 inch
thick instead of 3 1/2 inches. AIl projects have been
assigned to the responsible Region and the Departments”
reports are now available by Region. Special exception
reports have been developed to highlight problems and
errors.

2. Increased knowledge and awareness of good project management
techniques and responsibilities. Projects with expenditures
in excess of budget have been reduced from $45,509,539 to
less than $10,000,000.,

3., A detailed look into the idiosyncrocies of FMS and our whole
project management and accounting system.

4. Confirmation of the continuing belief that our present
"system”™ is not serving us well. This knowledge has streng—
thened the development of the Department®s new Project
accounting system (F.1.S.) and the Project Control Groups
in the Region.

I5. Development of an integrated approach to reconciliation of
the Department®s present project accounting system which
would be acceptable to most interested parties. This
involves a three element program accountability analysis.

6. Better understanding and teamwork between various Depart—
ments and the Legislature concerningthe whole Capital
Projects problem area. These various groups have become
part of the solution, not critical onlookers.

CPC OBJECTIVES

The CPC Process and Procedures manual published 1in January of
1984- listed five objectives of our effort. TheFinal Report
will show that these objectives either can be or have already
been met by the Department.



Objectives

1. Restore confidence in Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities (DOT&PF, ability to effectively manage
Capital projects.

2. Separate the Department®s C.l1.P. program of work initially
into active and inactive categories for analysis and account—
ability of current and previous C.lI.P. activity. Subsequent

refinements of status will place all projects in active,
complete, closed, and unclassified classifications.

3. Find a suitable way to account for Departmental responsibilities
in the past which will allow those old issues to be resolved.

4. Provide a "cross walk" to F.l1.S. by idenfitying the projects
and information reliability to be included in the new
system.

5. Identify criteria, policy, procedures and training needed
for effective future project management.

These five objectives will be thoroughly discussed with
recommendations in the report.

CPC FINAL REPORT FORMAT

The CPC Final Report will contain five main sections and an

extensive, detailed Appendix. The Report will include these
sections:
1. CPC Objectives s

This section will show how the CPC effort has met the objectives.
2. CPC Process

This section will bu.ild confidence :.n the solution and
provide a detailed history of the effort which will provide
an audit outline for future use by providing a complete
outline of the whole CPC effort, the solution that the
Department has developed, 1its strenghts, weaknesses, etc..

3. PBA/FMS Reconciliation

This section will establish the reliability of FMS in
relationship to PBA. Some old problems will be discussed
and the conclusions that CPC arrived at will be detailed.

4. Program Accountability

This section will be a summary type presentation of how well
the Department has met its obligations. The detailed data

will be cross-referenced from the Appendix. Use of charts
and graphs will be extensive.



CPC will provide program accountability usinj three basic

methods:
By Project: This will treat projects as a single entity
regardless of funding source. This will
show scope accomplishment including conformity
factors.
By Appropriation: This method will provide the account-
ablity (or lack of) based on approba-—
tions .

By Fund: This method will provide the accountability
by both project and appropriation within the
designated fund.

The Program Accountability section will concentrate on the
strengths of DOT&PF program/project management while readily
admitting the weakness and unreconciliable problems. This
section will be strictly "up beat"™ with concentration on
understanding and acceptance. The three basic methods will
be brought together in a rational analyses which will show
the overall condition and accountability of the C.I-.P.
program activities.

The Program Accountability Section will also address
program irregularities, program status, fund status and
revenue questions. Appendices will be correlated to provide

information in detail for those who wish the backup.

Corrective Action and Time Schedule

®d
This section will detail the actions recommended by CPC
using three general groupings.

a) Departmental

This group of recommendations and corrective actions
including implementation schedules will cover items
such as:

program accountability recommendations
- system integrity and development
- recommended supplementals, etc.

training

policy, procedures
- Quality Assurance and Control

organizational needs

b) Administration (other Departments of State)

This section will discuss interrelationships and
recommendations with units such as OMB, DOA Finance,
etc. Items such as:
- State Accounting System

Revenue accountability
- RSA"s etc.



c) Legislative

This section will present and discuss CPC recommendations
for Legislative Actions. Items such as:
Pevenoe

C.1.P. implementation problems due to structure of
appropirations, etc.
Capital projects flexibility

The CPC effort will also produce for the Commissioner a
Confidential Executive Report which will speak frankly about
any strictly in-house items which he should be aware of.

This report can include items such as:
confidential personnel matters
inter-intra Departmental relationships and problems
Legislative Recommednations
Policy Recommendations

Time Schedule

The CPC Final Report will be ready for detailed Executive review
by December 15, 1984. The Report data will reflect the C.I.P.
status as of October 1, 1984. It is intended that the Final

Report will be made available soon after the final Executive
approval.
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CAPITAL PROJECTS CLEANUP COMMITTEE
INTERIM REPORT

This reoort is the first of several planned interim reports which will
provide status of the project and outline the next steps needed in the
Capital Projects Cleanup (CPC) effort. Included in this rerort will be
problem identification, recommended solutions, and listing of resources

needed to successfully keep the project on target and on schedule.

I. CPC PROJECT STATUS: (As of 4/1/84)
The major emphasis of the CPC to date has been focused on three principle
areas:
1. a) classification of all projects listed as active ard open
in FMS and PDS into four categories (element III. See CPC Process
and Procedures Manual for definitions).
1) active
2) complete
3) closed
4) unclassified
b) proper assignment of Regional or Unit responsibility
c) freezing "closed"™ projects in FMS (element 1V)
2. determination of fund source status (elements V and VI)
3. verification of PBA/FMS reconciliations (elements 1 and 11)
The effort in classification has. been very successful. The areas wUere
significant gains can be made have beon highlighted and recommendations

for these actions are contained in the recommendations section of this report.



CLASSIFICATION RESULTS

CLASSIFICATION total 1 :TO"IJ'ZL NUN3ER OF PROJECTS/PHASES IN CLASSIFICAATION flY REOION OR UNIT RESP
CENTRAL NORTHERN SE NC'E VALDEZ STATEWIDE HHS STATEWIDE
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Active 1360 45" 593 491 195 1! 7 21 41 3
Complete i>52 191 388 94 56 2 3 2 6 0
Closed 086 34i 272 395 227 28 36 1 17 0
L'ndassl ffied 52 mn 13 18 1 3 1 4 0 c
total 2550 100i 1255 998 489 44 47 37 64 5

* The CPC had concentrated its efforts on FMS cleanup as the timing, priority,
relationship to PBA, and resources available do not allow full operations on both
FMS and PDS at this time. This does not mean that the PDS effort is dropped,
only delayed until FMS is cleared up. In this interim, on-going activities

in PDS should be coordinated with the results of the CPC classification and

cleanup effort..

ESTIMATED COSTS TO CLOSE

CLASSIr1CATION  TOTAL S(l.OOO) REC.ION 03 UNIT RESPONSIBILITY S(1.OOO)
CENTRAL NORTHERN SE NOVE VALCEZ STATEWIOE HHS STATEWIOE
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Active 453,800 194,458 130,532 60,021 464 128 24,666 42,634 897
Complete 28.409 20.747 2,343 1.543 203 43 2.350 580 -0-
TOTAL 482,209 215,205 132,875 61,664 667 171 24516 43,214 897

* Does not Include liabilities In 52 unclassified projects



ON LINE FMS ACTIVITY
Using the information supplied during the Regional CPC classification effort,
954 of the 986 projects or project phases identified as closet! were "frozen"
in the on-system FMS. This freezing action was accomplished by placing
00/00/00 as a cutoff date and where fund resources allow, funding the project
equal to expenditures. This action will undoubtedly increase the number of
transactions on the error register due to "after cutoff date.” We plan to let
these errors accumulate during April. A "window"™ will be opened during May for
clearance of the error register. During this time period, CPC intends to correct
all the "after cutoff date"™ errors caused by the CPC closure effort. This 1is
a manual process which will impact the Headquarters unit. No regional effort
will be required for this action. Other error types must also be cleared. This

will be a regional responsibil ity.

The effect on the error register so far has been negligible, but we expect

the April 30, 1984 errors "after cutoff date” will show a substantial increase.

# OF ERRORS # OF ERRORS
TYPE OF ERROR 2/29/84 3/31/84
After cutoff date 1472 1339

DETERMINATION OF FUND SOURCE STATUS
Determination of fund source status has been one of the most difficult and
labor intensive efforts. While some of the information already resided within
the FMS data base, considerable effort has been expended to correlate this
information to the original legislation and fund type. This effort involved
a project-by-project search of the legislation, correlation of fund type (billable
versus non-billable) with programmatic records and legislative appropriations.
This effort is still in progress. Due to the magnitude of the difficulties
encountered, additional resources from other units will be needed to verify and

correct the data. This effort is the highest priority within CPC at this time

as the data will also be required for FIS implementation and loading.



PBA/FMS RECONCILIATIONS
Elements I and Il of the CPC task required verification of P8A/FMS reconciliation.
The CPC team has monitored these elements frr three months and has concluded that
for all practical purposes PBA and FMS are 1in basic balance. By the term "in
e>alance™ it must be understood this represents an accounting balance which reflects

the net collocode status "n PBA/FMS.

NET ACCOUNT[MG BALANCE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PBA AND FMS

DATE AMOUNT
1/31/84 $5,132.00
2/29/84 $4,651.27
3/31/84 $4,674.02

The matter of "reconciliation™ to the project level is another problem.

When documents do not pass the edit checks built into FMS, it must be remembered
that PBA already paid the bill and charged the collocode. When the document tries
to process 1in FMS and tannot, it goes to errors. The costs already paid by PBA

are placed in clearing accounts such as 799996 and the collocodes in both FMS and
PBA are then in an "ac:ounting balance” but have not been reconciled to a specific
project. If the error s ultimately identified to a specific project, it is removed
from the error clearing accounts and charged to the project by manual adjustment.

If it remains unclearec , project level reconciliation has not occurred.

The question of project specific reconciliation then becomes a matter of cost
benefit. It makes very little sense to spend $100 to "reconcile” $5 to the specific
project. Where federal aid projects are involved, these uncleared costs will never
be reimbursed by federal aid. The general fund has already paid the bill. This

may contribute to the runny money" problem.



As of 3/31/84, the scope of these "unreconciled project specific" expenditures
amounts to $39,275,057. This amount resides in various M and Z accounts 1ir FMS.
$16,001,892 of the total $39,275,057 of "unreconciled” expenditures is in the

M90001 pre-FMS Accounting Transactions account. Some of this amount may represent
actual unrecorded expenditures tc- specific projects,. However, this condition may not
be the case if the original expend"tures were actually recorded to a project which
has been lapsed imoroperly from the system. It would be difficult to determine

the exact status of these "unrecouci.ed” project specific expenditures.

A policy decision 1is needed relative to the resouces reqjired to resolve th s

"unreconciled” project specific expenditure problem.

Il. ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND BENEFITS OF THE CPC EFFORT (To 4/1/84)

The CPC effort so far has made several significant contributions to the

Department®s program/project management effort:

1. For the first time, all active projects have a Regional or Unit
responsibility assignment. This has been previously impossible due to
the many statewide procrams and appropriations. Early in April , the
first regionalized R01-TBR-1515 (suppressed version) will he available to
the CPC Regional Coordinator and Project Cortrol Groups. This will allow
regions to have a 1615 with just their projects shown.

2. Closing of 983 projects/phases which were previously identified "active”
in FMS,

3. In addition to closing projects, the CPC has determined the scope of
our "completed"” project problem by categorizing those unresolved

liabilities which do not allow closing of the project.



4. The CPC effor:: has identified the estimated costs-to-close of all active
and completed projects. During the classification effort, costs-to-close
for the active and completed projects were estimated to be $432,209,000
as of 1/31/84.

5. The CPC effort has identified several short-term objectives which should be
accomplished before year-end closirg and FIS startup:

determinationof fund source status (billable and non-billable),

correction ofa serious over-programming situation (see page 8),

identification of training, policy, and procedure needs,

correction ofproject overexpenditures, both 1in individual
collocodes and projects level.

o 0O T o

These items will be discussed in the recommendations section.

6. Possibly more important than the information gained from the CPC effort is
thj renewed interest in program/project management. The CPC found a great
enthusiasm among all DOT/PF personnel for development of a dynamic and
on-going operation to overcome our program/project management problems.

This opportunity must not slip away, nor this enthusiasm go unrewarded.

1. RECOMMENDATIONS

The CPC team has several recommendations which we feel must be carried forward.
These recommendations will require significant expenditures of resources to
accomplish and will impact the Regions and other units. Committment of these

resources 1is essential for continued progress.

The recommendations 1in this section have been divided into CPC operational
recommendations (which are usually short term) and Departmental policy and

systems recommendations.



CPC OPERATIONAL

The CPC effort has identified several major problem areas which demand a

concentrated effort for correction before full accounting ar.a project reconciliation

can be accomplished. ihe Department has many levels or responsibilities.
Some of these responsibilities are internal to the organization and some
external. In the program/project management area, these responsibilities
can be characterized as a series of "agreements" between certain positions,

sections, etc. and higher levels of responsibilities. For Example:



From the simplified diagram given, there are at least four levels of agreements
witnin the Department®s CIP program administration. Each of these levels

car-y basically the same responsibilities: the Commissioner "agrees" to
administer the CIP program/projects within scope, budget, and time constraints,
if any. This same "agreement™ 1is present between the Directors and their
Project Managers only at a more detailed level. The main goal of the

CPC effort is to determine if these agreements are still applicable, if

the parties are "out-of-agreement”, and to correct areas where "out-of-agreements

occur.
CPC has 1identified projects in each region which are "out-of-agreement.”™ "Out-
of-agreement™ 1in CPC context 1is defined as projects or programs which:

1. expenditures have exceeded budgeted or authorized fundings,
. expenditures exceed individual funding source or type,
3. project scope, etc. is significantly different from the
"agreement”™ with the next level of responsibility.
The CPC effort has identified several major areas where these "out-of-agreement"”
conditions appear to be present. Other areas of "out-of-agreement” will be covered
in later Interim Reports as more detail and corrective action has been identified.
These problem areas are:
< A serious, possibly long term, over-programming problem 1is apparent.
On 2/29/84 FMS records indicated a total of $5,845,732 over-programmed
in 158 different collocodes. This represents a serious differential
between our accounting, programmatic and project budget records. For
example, 1in collocode 24-84-7-001, there is $1,240,180 programmed to

specific projects in excess of funding available. There is only one

project funded in this collocode...K93511 Fairbanks Flood Control.



€Il project authorization balances

rotMtbrftiis = a0 T *oean " mohth enoiho-"o0j/ji/se
COLLOCATION CUTOFF DATE LAST
PROJECT HAME CODE DATE ACTIVITY FUHOIHG ENCUMBRANCE ITO EXPENDITURE BALANCE
X93448- KCDIK BOAT"HARSOR BONDS 24341750 12/31/34 03/31/33 114.400.00 125, 023. 66 " 10,4* 3 16-
24343232 12/J1/8L 02/01/E4 51.00- 52.03
24347004 1?.°H/S4 08/17/83 1.000. 000. 00 1,030.330.35 JT, 330.85-
K33A48.PROJECT TOTALS* 3,614,400. 00 0 00__ 3.417,445.47 3,043.47-
K93SU  FAIRBAIKS FLOOD CONTROL 24347001<06/30/35 08/12/83 1, 930.000. 00 1,415.220.86 6,936, 113 .29 1,248,380.85
R9_35n_PROJECT_707ALS! 9,930,000 .00 1,695,220.86__ 6.936, 118.29 1,243,580. S3_
R02-TBR-1415 DEPT 24 CIP COLIOCATIOH"p,!0JECT AUTHORIZATION BALANCES
COMrg FInfINPT7r,Ti” 1 e CUTOFF-0ATE"CAST -—--mmmmmmmm— NONTH_ENO!HG_03/731/Si
*E  ACIIVITT FUNDING ENCUMBRANCE ~ ITD EXPENDITURE BALANCE
24847001 G%’?E& F RSW%WLQQB é‘@PITﬁQJS 06/30/33 08/12/83 ? 32’?’8 900 89 1444 94 4 " ' [
————————— —éq“l« NOT-0H-PROJECT-TIASTETnTCE-T 1240117 : b1 = -3 41136,118,2} ;24838085 _
COLLOCATION TOTALS. 8.681.820:31 1,415,220.36 6,136,118 .21 SJIoNI
Z181700~" KJ1106<“*SAMO*POINT* JoCa, DD70070in?70ri/8<-rijr- B - Tt TV w1 -
K31438 UNALAS6A HAROOR 03/31/34 N i , .nn 438, 9:2.
MM GEn  wavamum A fadell Ry
' H ' '
H H H 0 .
KI11ir3na?Sir,SITylilr""w— Hsr tt) oM t
693443 KODIAK BOAT HARBOR DOHOS5 12/31/34 03/17/83 l.0jo 00 00 1
e M90007 UNCLEARED 799916 PRE 81 12/31/3300/00/00 : . 1,032"12?5 25 -
uvAtio— xtT-HoroN-pRojEcrpis T nm m tit-xt. 2i- uxajas-—_L .jia.73_
213910 P/R SUSPEHSE AFTER 00/30/83 03/31/84 i-J-339.29 223.5a1.21-
791919 A/P EQUIPMENT USAGE 12731782 ,5H5
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The $1,240,180 was placed as a "negative unallocated” in the code

to bring it in balance with PBA. The project budget still reflects
funding of $9,930,000 with an unencumbered balance of $1,248,581.
However, the funding source code as shown in the R02-TBR-1615 has only
$8,401 unencumbered balance. Simply stated, the project thinks it has

$1,248,580 when in reality it has only $8,401.

These "negative unallocated” funds must be brought to zero so the project
budget accurately reflects the funding available. Of interest on the same
chart, the very next code -24-84-7-004 -- also has "negative unallocated”

funding of $223,839. This code also reflects similar conditions.

There are 796 projects/phases with expenditures 1in excess of budget

as indicated by FMS records of * "31/84. This situation of "negative
balances™ can be caused by a variety of reasons including data

entry errors. In any case, this representsa failure to recognize

in the Department®s programmatic and budget records the actual funding

necessary to offset expenditures which have already occurred.

The 3/31/84 records in FMS show $17,358,221 expenditures 1in excess budget.
This does not mean the appropriation is overexpended. It does indicate,
however, a lack of discipline in keeping the project records current.

The lack of corrective action indicates an "out-of-agreement™ situation.
The summary of "out-of-agreements™ by regional or unit responsibility

are as follows:
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# OF AEXPENDITURES IN EXCESS OF BUDGETS

REGION § REGION OR UNIT PROJECT/PHASE "AMOUNT OUT OF AGREEMENT"

N

a Central 184 $12,988,908
g Northern 141 813,736
g Southeast 76 1,213,326
i Nome 11 44,667
2 val dez 14 31,329
2 Statewide 9 130,540
. Marine Highways 8 26,513
38 Statewide Planning 1 5,005

Headquarters/Financial
Management 352 2,103,597
(00/00/00 projects in
process of closing)
TOTAL* $17,358,221
* Included in the $17,358,221 is $1,409,921 expenditures in Departments

"16" and "25" and $344,118 in advance Right-of-Way funds (Q Funds)
which may or may not be correctable at this time.

0f particular concern in the $17,000,000 total negative balances

is the occurrence of expenditures which are not Federal-Aid
reimbursable. Within project categories which are usually general-
funded (and many times 1in a single appropriation) there has been

$3,200,000 of expenditures in excess of FMS recorded project

budgets.
$ EXPENDITURES IN EXCESS

CATEGORIES OF BUDGET

State Funded Highway Projects $912,377

LSR&T 61,294
Buildings 593,686

Harbors 98,118

RSA and Department Contracts 1,139,845

Special State-Funded Projects 34,743

There are many active project budgets which have one or more funding
codes overexpended in FMS. In many cases, the correction will only

involve moving expenditures to another code within the same project.
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It is essential that these be corrected before year-end closing.

Due to the rolling forward of net balances available in PBA, the
Department®s ability tc correct this problem, 1in many cases, exists only
until about August 15, 1984. After that date, correction will be virtually
impossible. The over-expenditures in the project funding collocodes,

if not corrected, could have serious consequences on the Department®s

ability to complete other projects in the same collocodes.

Numerous examples exist which show that collocode over-expenditure

can have serious consequences for other projects funded in the same

code. For Example:
- CIP PROJECT AUTHORIZATION BALANCES
Kopna-Kir DEPT'ZA MONTH ENDING  03/31/34
COLLOCATION CUTOFF DATE LAST
PROJECT NAME CODE DATE ACTIVITY FUMDINO EHCUMBRAHCE ITD EXPENDITURE BALANCE
HO020A DIOMEDE HIGH SCHOOL 248C1190 01/01/84 04/06/SS 1.007.949.00 1,145,498.91 47.521.11-
24581350 01/01/84 11/28/81 2,541.000.00 47.529 91 2,513,470. 09
"24881454*01/01/84"11/23/31" i.eoo.000".ciT 630.000.00 313,969.91" "51703070))
H00204 PROJECT TOTALS: 4.658.969.00 677,529.91 3.977.938.91 3,500. ia
51841 104T4735/55"ir57J357ai ITIolDSrbo- "JJTSroToo 177147028. 00" 46.10b.00
24882045 04/10/85 11.442.00 19.442 .00
H00206 PROJECT TOTALS: 1,813.149.00 33,570.00 1,714.028.00 65.551.00
CIP COLLOCAT TOH-PROJECT AUTHORIZATION BALANCES
RO2-18R-1613 0EPT 24
MONTH. ENDING 03/31/84.
COLLOCATION ————-mm-mm "CUTOFF DATE*fIST"
CODE PROJECT NAME DATE ACTIVITT FUNDING ENCUMBRAHCE ITO EXPENDITURE BALAHCE
24881100 HO00207. ELIM HICH SCHOOL 12/30/85 03/13/80 899 835.00
. N h . " - ) 000 899.835.00.
HO0203"R5HIXTOOIIK® NIGH SCHOOC 12/30/3511/02/32" 12.444.00 905 388 .30
H00204 DIOMEDE HIGH SCHOOL 01/01/84 04/04/33 1.097.969.00 1145 298 91 7.356.00
1100205 ST MICHAEL HIGH SCHOOL 06/30/85 04/25/33 1.793.707.00 33.570.00 177127023 00 47,529.91-
1100207 GOLOVIN HIGH SCHOOL . . ; . . 46, 109.00
; -12/30/85 01/04/33 = |, 570.149.00. 31.403.03___1.538.744.00.
H0020S KOYUX HIGH SCHOOL--------- 12/30/85 12/02/82" 1,343,272.00 T 12,360.09  1,333,912.00
H00209 PSTE381HS HIGH SCHOOL 12/30/85 01/05/83 2.020,421.30 60.613.30 1.959.622.34
H00210 BREVIG HIGH SCHOOL 12/30/85 11/02/82 1.583.659.00 2 03430 17541 655 00 14.34-
COLLOCATION TOTAI,3j_ 11, 221%506 .00_ -139.950-00__ 11.075.935.25. s 620.75-
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The over-expenditure in H00204, Dicmede High School, occurred in the

same collocode as the St. Michael High School project, project

i?H00206. The St. Michael High School with a cutoff date of

6/30/85 shows a project balance of $46,109 in collocode 24-83-1-100.

The total code has only $5,620 unencumbered balance. Unless the Diomede
project expenditures are transferred to 24-88-1-454, an additional funding
source for the St. Michael project must be found. The St. Michael project
has been put in jeopardy by the over-expenditure in this collocode of

the Diomede High School project.

One interesting sidelight brought to light in the CPC cost-to-close
effort is an estimate by the region that St. Michael School
project #H0Q206 has cost-to-close of $99,000. If this estimate

is correct, the project will also need additional funding to complete.

To aid in the CPC effort of determining fund source status (elements

V and VI), Financial Management has. developed a series of reports which
will tie each collocode and project to the proper authorization and
fund source type [billable and non-billable). Within the Department,
there has not beet uniformity from one mode to another in how

funding sources and expenditures are treated. Expenditures have
usually been recc "ded as billable (participatiing) o~ non-billable
(nonparticipating) but the authorized funding for these

expenditures by find source type has not been correlated in the FMS
system with the expenditures. The Department must now validate

the data in these reports to determine the true fund status.
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This will require considerable effort by the regions and other units
but it 1is essential to the CPC and regular Departmental operations
efforts. Benefits of this effort will:

a) provide validated data on fund source statusfor cross-walking

to the new FIS

b) determine if fund type (billable 0r non-billable) has been over-
expended (this information is not available at current time)
and the true status of the fund type

c) allow a better look at the revenue questions within the

Department 3 systems.

Tne determination of fund source status is probably the most difficult part

of the CPC. It is in this area that the Commissioner®s ™"agreement" with

the CIP legislation is most vulnerable. At this time, we are unable to determine
if tneCommissioner is "out of agreement”™ with the CIP Legislation, and if

out of agreement, by how much, and what type of funding is involved.

< The CPC effort identified 552 separate projects or phases in which
all workhas been completed but the project cannot be closed due to
claims, right-of-way problems, etc. The cost-to-close of these projects
is estimated to be $28,409,000. Some of these "completed” projects have
cutoff dates as far back as 1975; others are more recent but could be
several years old. A concerted effort must be undertaken to

close these projects and liquidate the liabilities.
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KECOVXENDATION gl:
Each region or unit designate a minimum of two individuals with at least one
from the accounting office, to review the new reports, verify or correct the
data and expenditures, and prepare the input documents necessary for their
corrections. As a part of this effort, these individuals will:
a) assist the CPC in driving the "negative unallocated”" funding to zZero
by correcting if possible the funding programmed to each project within
each collocode where this occurs, (discussed on page 8)
b) review all projects/phases where there are expenditures in excess of funding
and correct either the collocode over-expenditure or provide funding to bring
the project/phase back into budget, (discussed on page 10)
c) clear error register assigned to the region (discussed on page 3)
d) update the programmatic records on active and complete projects to reflect

the actions in a), b), and c).

These activities need to be completed before the fiscal year ends to prevent
"locking" these conditions into the official State records when PBA rolls over.
Since many collocodes contain projects from more than one region, any unilateral
action on one specific project may impact other projects in the collocode. It is
recommended that the Division of Statewide Planning and Policy be included in this
effort and provide staffing and assistance to the CPC to resolve this problem.

Tne committment of resources is needed to assure completion of this

activity prior to the fiscal year end.

PECOMMENDATION #2:
For those projects classified as "completed projects” by the regions with

anticipated additional expenditures, assign specialists from the Division of
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Standards and Technical Services to assist CPC in spearheading a concerted

effect to close these projects. Suggested assignments are:
Utili ties Bruce Freitag
Claims Loren Rasmussen
Right-of-Way Jack Bodine

Completed projects with "other"™ types of anticipated expenditure classifications
should be hardled on the same expedited basis by designatingan individual in each
re:icn or unit, to work full time to determine:

- exact nature of liability

- problem preventing closure

- recommended closure action

- schedule for closing action

determination of costs and availability of funding to close

Close coordination with CPC is essential.

To prevent further erosion of the project funding required to liquidate the
estimated cost-to-close of completed projects, it is recommended that where project
funding 1is available to cover the cost-to-close, the amount be encumbered

and the balance released back to unallocated. For those completed projects

without sufficient funding to cover the cost-to-close, additional funding

will need to be located or a management decision on project termination

considered . If additional funding is found, it shouldalso be encumbered.

The following table summarizes the problem based on CPCanalysis performed

to aate:
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SURPLUS FUNDING UNDER FUNDED

W REGION f. PROJECTS S EXCESS # PROJECTS $ UNDER

| Central 157 $5,409,135 231 $14,426,518
2 Northern 48 1,541,724 46 515,014
3 Southeast 30 1,477,995 25 1,652,031
4 Nome 2 61,812 1 43,041
5 Valdez 0 0 3 41,970
6 Statewide 0 0 2 161
7 MHS 4 604,124 2 3,636

8 Statewide

Pianning 0 0 0 0
Misc., already

closed, etc. 2,631,839
Total 241 $9,094,790 311 $19,314,210

RECOMMENDATION 3:

The CPC team believes that there is a great need for basic departmental
program/project Financial management training. This training must be tailored
to a basic level as there is a wide range of knowledge levels in the project
managers and Project Control Groups. The recent decentralization of DOT/PF
activities has made it imperative that the Regions and units have a basic arid
broad understanding of DOT&PF program/project financial management principles.
Training should be "targeted"™ to non-accounting personnel. If the training
becomes too accounting-oriented the impact to on-going project management
personnel will be lost. The training could establish the ground work for the
"agreements" concept of program/project management. The concept, while very
simple is a departure from prior Departmental philosophy and will require the

support of both top management and project personnel for implementation.
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DEPARTMENTAL POLICY AND SYSTEMS RECOMMENDATIONS

The CPC effort has identified several areas where policy decisions and system
changes would increase tne efficiency of our program/project management and
would prevent recurrence of the problems which the CPC is now addressing.
These recommendations should be considered as long term committments and

not instituted as temporary measures to an ongoing problem. It is recoqgnized
that some elements of the recommendations are already underway within the

Department. Other elements still need to be addressed.

The major deficiencies in the Department®s program/project management efforts
can be summarized into the following four categories:

1) fractional ization of the authority/command structure

2) lack of dependable and accurate CIP Regional and Statewide reports

3) lack of coordinated efforts, program goals, and objectives

£) Tack of a comprehensive "systems" apa}gach which not only would

provide the needed subsystems but would include personnel training, motivation,

and development of a reliable quality assurance program.

From CPC experience, the department does not have defined lines of responsiblity
within either the headquarters or regional level relative to responsibility

for CIP financial and programmatic direction and information. There does not
seem to be a clearly defined responsibility assigned to develop, administer

and monitor the performance of our programs, budgets and projects.

Tne C?C team feels that the many and varied efforts and approaches to the same
basic problem of program/project management must be brought together into a

unified effort. To our knowledge, there are at least 8 groups actively
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working on the sane effort, some only on a part of the problem. In most cases
& single focus of reponsibility (similar to CPC effort) could contribute

sigm ficantly to efficient, coordinated problem resolution.

The Department needs to be able to tie its operating budget requests

to project workloads. (The capability exists within MIS). As the downward
pressures on the operating budget increase, detailed analyses and backup tied
to the CIP workload must be developed to assure full recognition of program
impacts and allow alternatives to be developed and presented. The organization
of Project Control Groups 1is a start but from the understanding the CPC

team has of their duties, the PCG as presently staffed cannot provide

the management analysis, direction and information needed for effective
control. Classification problems may need to be overcome to allow

qualified staffing at the appropriate levels of expertise and experience.

Tne CPC team has not seen clearly defined goals and objectives in Departmental
program/project management. This lack of goals and objectives allows divergent
development and management which does not contribute to our ability to pull
together. For example, Southeast Region Design and Construction saw a vacuum
in terminology used in program/project management and has developed a small
guide. We applaud this effort but the same vacuum exists elsewhere and without
a coordinated effort, the Department will have as many definitions as

there are individuals dealing with program/project management.

RECOMMENDATION #1:

Tne Department should unifv its efforts in program/project management by

-19-



developing an organizational structure with a single point of focus responsible
for program/project management, development, direction and leadership.

This recommendation is concerned with the operational procedures, coordination
of programmatic and accounting information, evaluation, analysis, and

monitoi ing of program and CIP performance.

RECOMMENDATION £2:
Tne Department should broaden its "systems" management approach to its
operations. The more decentralized and diverse an organization the stronger

its systems must be.

One of the first systems which should be installed is the Department Quality
Assurance Program (QAP), This umbrella system wouid provide the Depart ent-wide
system for quality control. To be effective it must be highly visible. This
visibility can be acheived by requiring each region to develop a quality

control system in conjunction with the Department®s QAP. The region

quality control information base must be compatible with the Department®s

QAP. A commonly managed MIS would provide this.

RECOMMENDATION ?3

Develop within the Department®s CIP program/project management the concept
of "agreements.”™ This will clearly define the responsibility for

corrective action when programs or projects '"go out of agreement.™
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additional policy issues needing resolution

he CDC has identified additional pol"cy issues which will need addressing
in the near future. The investigation, analysis, and coordination has not
been completed on these issues so recommendations are not given in Interim

Report #1.

iheSc. issues are listed for identification purposes and to develop understandi

for future discussion. This list may not be all inclusive.

ndditional policy issues needing resolution are:

Reconciliation™ of clearing and suspense accounts to the project level
Audit requirements on TORA"s, Grants, Agreements, etc.
< Over expenditure of RSA"s
< Disposition of REAA balances
Lapsing Policy for completed or closed projects

< Resolution of unfunded expenditures
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By LARILY CAMPBELL
Daily Newij reporter

Tl-c Department of
Trans?:..rtavion las failed to
undertake more than $800
million in construction
projects approved by the
Marku Legislature since
statehood, according to a pre-
liminary audit of the depart-
ment released this week.

The whereabouts of some
of the money is difficult to
determine, the audit said.

In many cases, hard cash
intended /.or those never-to-be
projects was shifted to other
efforts. The state also may
have paid more than neces-

said Sen. Pappy Moss, D-
Delta Junction, committee
chairmen, of the accounting
review. "The philosophy has
always been build it now and
we'll straighten out the
records later. Well, it's later
now.

The problem grew as each
Legislature through the years
would approve appropria-
tions for projects, Moss said.
Each appropriation would
contain formulas designating
how much the state would
pay and how much would
come from the federal govern-
ment. J

While the dollar approval

sary for some projects be-
cause it failed to apply for
available federal funds.

The audit, called the Capi-
tal Projects Cleanup prelimi-
nary report, was made public
in a state Senate Transporta-
tion Committee work session
Tuesday afternoon. The re-
port is the result of two years
of sifting through convoluted
DOT accounting procedures
used for the last 25 years, said
Jim Merrill. DOT special
projects eng’.vfeer.

Auditors siill are working
to straighten out the confus-
ing DOT accounting system in
time to submit a final report

for projects grew, the paper
work necessary to obtain fed-
eral funds for those projects
fell behind in many cases,
Moss said. In other .instances
the DOT never intended to
begin the projects, at least
within a time frame viewed
by the Legislature.

Lax accounting procedures
also may have cost the state
hundreds of thousands of dol-
lars because some projects
would occasionally use state
funds where federal dollars
should have been sed, Mer-
rill said. An estimated
counting of how much >.2«
state has overspent also will

to the Legislature on Dec. 15,
Merrill said.

Perhaps 75 percent of the
$397 million in DOT unfunded
projects represents federal
matching funds that no one
apparently ever bothered to
request, Merrill said.

“We're talking about a lot
of small projects that just
added up over the years,"
Merrill said. "In some cases,
these projects were put back
because they just weren’t
ready to go. In others, the
DOT never had any intention
of building them."

"This is something we ha-
ven’t done since statehood,"”

be included in the Dec. 15
report.

Until recently, the depart-
ment had kept about 11,000
projects in an open status that
should have been closed or
were never intended to be
built, Merrill said. In the past
month, Merrill and his staff
have closed out more than
8,000 accounts that should
have been dosed years ago,
he said. ji

One example was a $50
million plan years ago to
build a new ferry to replace
the state system's Tustumena

ferry that sails between Ko-
diak and southcentral Alaska.
The project was to be com-,
pleted with $3 million in state
funds and the balance coming
from the federal government.
But the money was never
requested. r
Meanwhile, the Tustumena
account was kept open, since
the project was never com-
pleted. Merrill said, however-,
thar building a new ferry is
not in any future DOT plans.
Moss “said the Capital
Projects Cleanup evaluation
at least has brought to light
the ’ack of proper accountin%
procedures within the DO
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Martin Nushaum, Director 465-3950
Administrative Support

Pouch R

Juneau. Alaska 99811

Mail Stop 2505

Management of all administrative functions of the Marine Highway System
such as personnel, supply, financial management, and office services is
the responsibility of this director.

Josephine Emery, Director 465-3946
Marine Marketing & Services

Pouch R

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Mail Stop 2505

Management of reservations, ticketing, terminal operations, vessel
schedule development, tariff development, and marketing strategy and
policy rests with'this director,
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MARINE HIGHWAY SYSTEM

IJjoe hCaRmp, Deputy Commissioner 465-3055
ouc

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Mai! Stop 2505

The Deputy Commissioner of Marine Transportation maintains overall con-
trol of all programs and activities necessary to administer the Alaska
Marine Highway System. He makes recommendations to the Commis-
sioner regarding the establishment of policies and implements the Com-
missioner’s policy decisions in managing day-to-day operations. In addi-
tion, the Deputg Commissioner supervises preparation of the annual
operating and Capital Improvement Program (CIP) budgets for the Marine
ighway System.

Eugene Black, Director 465-3955
Marine Operations

Pouch R

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Mail Stop 2505

Management respon5|b|||t¥ for the operations and maintenance of the
Marine Highway System fleet rests with this director. Th's includes naviga-
tion, safeiy, training, routine maintenance and overhaul, all shipboard
operating procedures, and implementation of personnel policies.

Harold Mocser, Director 462734
Marine Facilities

Pouch R

Juneau. Alaska 99811

Mail Stop 2505

Management of the Marine Highway Systems planning function, vessel
design and major refurbishment, and the design, construction and
maintenance of terminal facilities such as terminal buildings, dock facilities,
transfer bridges, and dolphins, is this director's responsibility.

11



Jeff Morrison, Director 789-6257
Administrative Services

Box 3-1000

Juneau, Alaska 9 '02

Mail Stop 2506

In addition to providing support to all regional offices, this division is
responsible for personnel services, airport leasing, purchasing, regional
equipment fleet operations, and the financial accounting system. The
director coordinates these functions between the various regional offices.

Dave Waldron, Director 1896221
Maintenance & Operations

Box 3-1000

Juneau, Alaska 99802

Mai! Stop 2506

Maintenance of regional state-owned highwa*s, seaplane floats, boat har-
bors, airports, and buildings is the responsibility of this division.
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A Message From The Commissioner

The Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities
construes, operates, and maintains all state transportation
systems and public facilities statewide. In addition, the
Legislature has mandated that the department is responsible for
long-range statewide planning of both transportation and other
public works projects. The on-gong services provided by the
department include air. water, and highway transportation: con-
struction. operation, and maintenance of public buildings and
facilities: and design and contracting performed for other
departments of state government.

Because of the departments vast and varied responsibilities,
our work impacts virtually every Alaskan, every day. through
the roadways, airports, and other transportation and public
facilities we build and operate. As a matter of dallz operation, it
is the departments function to cover all areas of the state,
responding to the needs and concerns of Alaskans as we
develop solutions to the many issues facing our communities.

We have published this directory to increase our effectiveness
and provide Alaskans an easy access to the individuals respon-
sible for the departments various functions. In an effort to
simplify the departments operation, it has been broken down
into geographical reﬁlon_s. efer to the enclosed map to deter-
mine which regional office can best serve your needs. If you
have a concern, or need to do business with he department,

>ntact the appropriate individual named in this directory.

luiaryi u. ruiciup, vArnrnissioner S
epdnment of Transportation and Public Facilities

SOUTHEAST REGION

Jonathan Scribner, Deputy Commissioner  789-6261
Box 3-1000

Juneau, Alaska 99802

Mail Stop 2506

The Deputy Commissioner maintains overall control of all regional efforts
and directs these activities, implementing policies and procedures esta-
blished by the Commissioner. This includes the supervision of all transpor-
tation and public facilities operations within the re%lon,.as well as pro-
viding the direction for all functions of the regional divisions.

Mort Cook, Director 189-6264
Planning

Box 3-1000

Juneau, Alaska 99802

Mail Stop 2505

Conducting feasibility studies, project assessments, local and regional plan-
ning smdies, as well as preparation of the region's Capital Improvement
Program .ﬁ_CIP) is the responsibility of this division. It is the directors
responsibility to supervise all activities and develop transportation planning
appropriate to community needs.

Donald Dseckmeyer, Director 304-4347
Design & Cons‘ruction

Box 1467

Juneau, Alaska 99802

Mail Stop 2504

Supervising all activities associated with the design and construction of
transportation projects and public facilities is tue responsibility of this direc-
tor. Specifically, this includes preliminary engineering, design, right-of-way
acquisition, construction contracting, and monitoring the budgetary aspects
of all piojects within the region.



Jack Morro  Director 835-4322

Maintenance & Operations
Southcentral District

POB 507

Valdez, Alaska 99686

Maintenance of state-owned highways and airports within the (e%jon, with
éhe. exception of Fairbanks International Airport, is the responsibility of this
ivision.

Doyle Ruff, Director 452-2151

Fairbanks International Aitport
Main Terminal

Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

Mail Stop 2551

The airport director is responsible for all activities associated with the
management of Fairbanks International Airport. This includes planning,
budgeting, leasing, operations, security, fire and rescue, maintenance, and
accounting.

HEADQUARTERS

Eichﬁrg J. Knapp, Commissioner 465-3000
ouc

Juneau. Alaska 99811

Mail Stop 2500

The Commissioner manages and directs all departmental efforts, deyeloP-
mt}; policies and Procedures which are then implemented by the regiona
offices. He establishes and maintains overall control of all departmental
activities. The Commissioner is a member of the Governors cabinet and
serves as the departments representative to the Legislature and other state
agencies. Because the Commissioner's Office is the headquarters for the
entire department, in addition to providing overall policies and procedural
guidelines, it prepares the department's annual budget and provides
administrative support to all other offices.

Warren S. Sparks, Deputy Commissioner  465-3900
Headquarters

Pouch Z

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Mail Stop 2500

The Deputy Commissioner of Headquarters provides the primary state-
wide coordination for the administrative operation of the department’s of-
fices by the direction of the Commissioner. Policy and administrative staff
assist in the development, monitoring, and reporting of departmental acti-
vities, with particular emphasis on the development of policies and proce-
dures, fiscal reporting, budget preparation, engineering standards, and
equal employment opportunity.

Daniel Malick, Director 465-2171
Statewide Plans & Programs

Pouch Z

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Mail Stop 2500

Developing policy recommendations and program reviews necessary to
B]an the departments Capital Improvement Program (CIP) is the responsi-
llity of this division. The director's function includes coordinating regional
efforts in CIP development, determining whether departmental goals have
been met, and providing strategic planning services.

1



Ronald Lird, Director 465-3011
Administrative Policy & Fiscal Management

Pouch Z

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Mail Stop 2500

implementing guidelines for the department's accounting, supply and
payroll functions is the responsibility of this division. In addition, the direc-
tor is responsible for the department's policy and procedures manual, and
contract administration.

John Simpson, Director 465-2951
Standards & Technical Services
Pouch Z

Juneau, Alaska 99811
Mail Stop 2500

Developing procedures in the areas of transportation pre-construction,
construction, and maintenance are the primary re.sp.on5|b|l|tﬁ of this divi-
sion. In addition, the director has overall responsibility for the design and
inspection of bridges and specialized geotechnical engineering; these serv-
ices are provided to the three regions as a part of centralized service from
Headquarters.

Mike Staso, Director 465-2839
Information Systems
Pouch Z

Juneau, Alaska 99811
Mail Stop 2500

Providing single management services for the operation of automated
information systems for all departmental activities, including mana%_enal,
administrative, emgmeenng, and technical services is the responsibllit, —of
this division. It is the directors responsibility to provide standard policies
and procedures for all the departments data processing programs.

Justin Swift, Director 452-1911
Adm'nistrative Services

2301 Peger Road

Fairbanks. Alaska. 99701

Mail Stop 2550

in addition to providme; support to all regional offices, this division is
responsible for personnel services, airport leasing, purchasing, regional
equipment fleet operations, and the financial accounting system. The dir-
ector coordinates these functions between the various regional offices.

John Horn, Director 452-1911

Maintenance & Operations
Interior District

2301 Peger Road
Fairbanks, Alaska, 99701
Mail Stop 2550

Maintenance of state-owned highways and airports within the [eqjon, with
éhel exception of Fairbanks International Airport, is the responsibility of this
ivision.

Henry Springer, Director 443-5266

Maintenance & Operations
Western District

POB 1048

Nome, Alaska 99762

Maintenance of state-owned highways and airports within the reqjon, with
éhel exception of Fairbanks International Airport, is the responsibility of this
ivision.



NORTHERN REGION

H. “Glen” Glenzer, Jr., Deputy Commissioner 452-1911
2301 Peger Road

Fairbanks. Alaska 99701

Mail Stop 2550

The Deputy Commissioner maintains overall control of all regional efforts
and directs these activities, implementing policies and procedures esta-
blished by the Commissioner. This includes the supervision of all transpor-
tation and public facilities operations within the re%mn,.as well as pro-
viding the direction for all functions of the regional divisions.

Mim Dixon, Director 479-4281
Planning

600 University A.venue, Suite D

Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

Mail Stop 2552

Conducting feasibility studies, project assessments, local and regional plan-
ning studies, as well as preparation of the regions Capital Improvement
Program S,CIP? is the responsibility of this division. It is the directors
responsibility to supervise all activities and develop transportation planning
appropriate to community needs. In addition, this regional division is also
responsible for conducting the departments Statewide Research Program.

William McMullen, Director 452-1911
Design & Construction

2301 Peger Road

Fairbanks, Alaska, 99701

Mail Stop 2553

Supervising all activities associated with the design and construction of
transportation projects and public facilities is the ".esponsibility of this direc-
tor. Specifically, this includes preliminary engineering, design, right-of-way
acquisition, construction contracting, and monitoring the budgetary aspects
of all projects within the region.

g.K. hGianer Johnson, Information Officer  465-3900
ouc

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Mail Stop 2500

The public information officer works under the general direction of the -
Commissioner. She is responsible for planning, coordinating and reviewing
all information dissemination programs for the deBa.-'mlent. This includes
the preparation of news releases, publications, public displays, .
Photo raphs, reference and ducationa! materials, and graphic illustrations.
n addition, the public information offi-er answers inquiries and corres-
pondence from the genera! public regarding the department’s activities, ex-
plamstdepartmental actions to concerned groups, and assists in special
projects.



CENTRAL REGION

David Haugen, Deputy Commissioner 206-1440
Pouch 6900

Anchorage. Alaska 99502 0900

Mail Stop 2525

The Deputy Commissioner maintains overall control of all regional effort?
and directs these activities, implementing policies and procedures esta-
blished by the Commissioner. This includes the supervision of all transpor-
tation and public facilities operations within the reg{mn,. as well as pro-
viding the direction for all functions of the regional divisions.

Ri'ey Snell, Director 206-1440
Plannlng

Pouch 6900

Anchorage, Aiaska 99502-0900

Mail Stop 2525

Conducting feasibility studies, project assessments, local and regional plan-
ning studies, as well as preparation of the region’s Capital improvement
Program $CIP2 is the responsibility of this division. It is the directors

r:sponsibility to supervise all activities and develop transportation planning
appropriate to community needs.

John Olson, Acting Director 206-1500
Design & Construction

Pouch 6900

Anchorage, Alaska 99502-0900
Mail Stop 2525

Supervising all activities associated with the design and construction of
transportation projects and public facilities is the responsibility of this direc-
tor. Specifically, this includes preliminary engineering, design, right-of-way
acquisition, construction contracting, and monitoring the budgetary aspects
of all projects within the region.

Joe Merrill, Director 266-1460
Administrative Services

Pouch 6900

Anchorage, Alaska 99502-0900

Mail Stop 2525

In addition to providing support to all regional offices, this division is
responsible for personnel services, arport leasing, purchasing, regional
equipment fleet operations, and the financial accounting system. The
director coordinates these functions between the various regional offices.

Dean Redick, Director 206-1450
Maintenance & Operations

Pouch 6900

Anchorage, Alaska 99502-0900

Mail Stop 2525

Maintenance of state-owned highways and airports within the region, with
m_e %xceptlon of Anchorage International Airport, is the responsibility of
is division.

Guy Russo, Director 266-1400
Anchorage International Airport

Pouch 6900

Anchorage, Alaska 99502-0900 _

Mail Stop - Anc. Int’. Airport Main Terminal

The airport director is responsible for all activities associated with the
management of Anchorage International Airport. This includes planning,
budgentng, leasing, operations, security, fire and rescue, maintenance, and
accounting.
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
AND PUBLIC FACILITIES REGIONS

AND
MAINTENANCE STATIONS
JULY, 1983

PREPARED BY THE
STATE OF ALASKA
DEPARTMENT OIZNERANSPORTATION

PUBLIC FACILITIES
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TRANSPORTATION COMMUTE DAILY AGENT*

CALL MEETING TO ORDER

NOTE MONTH/DAY/YEAR JANUARY 17, 1985

NOTE TIME: 7:00 a.w.

NOTE MEMBERS PRESENT AND EXCUSED

--Note: For the record,also note any late arrivals

TO THE MEETING.

RECOGNIZE VIP's
REMIND PARTICIPANTS TO SIGN THE WITNESS REGISTER

PROCESSION OF MEETING

INTRODUCE COMMISSIONER KNAPP

.. 1S HERE TO PROVIDE ANoVERVIEW orDOT/PF.. .a
CHANCE FOR THE COMMITTEEMEMBERSTO MEET HIM AND TO
ASK HIM QUESTIONS., .

According to Susan Fleischhauer (Legislative Liai—

son), THE COMMISSIONER SHALL BRING:
°  DOT/PF organization chart

0 DOT/PF girectory

ANNOUNCE TIME OF ADJO AT
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