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** C A N C E L L E D ** 
 
 

JOINT COMMITTEE ON CAPITAL REVIEW 
  Tuesday, August 12, 2008 
  CANCELLED - 1:30 P.M. 

  House Hearing Room 4 
 
 
 

MEETING NOTICE 
 

- Call to Order 
  
- Approval of Minutes of June 25, 2008 
  
- DIRECTOR'S REPORT (if necessary). 
  
- EXECUTIVE SESSION - Arizona State Parks Board - Possible Review of Request for Proposal 

for Lake Havasu Contact Point Development. 
  
1. ARIZONA STATE PARKS BOARD - Consider Approval of State Park Enhancement Fund 

Project. 
  
2. MOHAVE COMMUNITY COLLEGE - Review of General Obligation Bond Projects. 
  
3. ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION  
 A.  Review of Arizona Department of Corrections - 4,000 Public Prison Beds and Yuma Water 

      Treatment Plant. 
 B.  Review of Lewis Prison Water Project. 
  
4. ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS - Review and Approval of Energy 

Performance Contract. 
  
The Chairman reserves the right to set the order of the agenda. 
8/4/08 
8/11/08 
sls 
 
People with disabilities may request accommodations such as interpreters, alternative formats, or assistance with physical accessibility.  
Requests for accommodations must be made with 72 hours prior notice.  If you require accommodations, please contact the JLBC Office 
at (602) 926-5491. 
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING 

JOINT COMMITTEE ON CAPITAL REVIEW 
 

Wednesday June 25, 2008 
The Chairman called the meeting to order at 8:44 a.m., Wednesday June 25, 2008 in House Hearing Room 4.  The 
following were present: 
 

 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
Hearing no objections from the members of the Committee, Chairman Russell Pearce stated the minutes of  
May 13, 2008 would stand approved. 
 
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION (ADOA) – Review of Tucson Office Complex 
Renovation. 
 
Mr. Dan Hunting, JLBC Staff, stated this item is a review of the expenditure for repairs and renovations to the 
Arizona State Office Complex at Tucson.  The FY 2008 Capital Outlay Bill appropriated $1.5 million from the 
Risk Management Revolving Fund to ADOA for this work.  The Committee has at least the following 2 options 
in this matter: 
 
• A favorable review would authorize the department to proceed with the repairs, which are to be carried out 

by state contract vendors and low-bid estimates. 
• An unfavorable review would allow these monies to be reverted to the General Fund to reduce the budget 

shortfall. 
 
Discussion on this item ensued. 
 

Members: Senator Burns, Vice-Chairman Representative Pearce, Chairman 
 Senator Aboud Representative Kavanagh 
 Senator Aguirre Representative Lopes 
 Senator Waring Representative Lujan 
  Representative Schapira 
   
   
Absent: Senator Arzberger Representative Boone 
 Senator Johnson Representative Groe 
 Senator Verschoor 
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Mr. Roger Berna, General Manager, ADOA, and Ms. Lynne Smith, Assistant Director, ADOA, responded to 
members questions. 
 
Senator Burns moved that the Committee give a favorable review to the $1.5 million State of Arizona Tucson 
Office Complex renovation project.  The motion carried. 
 
ARIZONA STATE UNIVERSITY (ASU) - Review of Energy Services and Performance Contract. 
 
Ms. Leatta McLaughlin, JLBC Staff, stated that ASU is requesting review of their proposal to enter into an 
Energy Services and Performance Contract with Energy Management Services, LLC (EMS) and Arizona Public 
Service Energy Services Company, Inc. (APSES).  EMS will issue $45.2 million in revenue bonds on behalf of 
ASU in order for them to purchase $40 million worth of energy conservation equipment from APSES.  The 
$4.8 million annual debt service payments will be paid for by annual utility cost avoidances.  JLBC Staff 
recommends a favorable review with the provision that this does not constitute endorsement of any level of 
General Fund appropriations for purchase of the energy equipment or the annual debt service payments. 
 
Discussion ensued on this item. 
 
Ms. Karla Phillips, Director, State Relations, ASU, responded to members questions. 
 
Senator Burns moved that the Committee give a favorable review of their proposal to enter into an Energy 
Services and Performance Contract with Energy Management Services, LLC and Arizona Public Service 
Energy Services Company, Inc., with the provision that this does not constitute endorsement of any level of 
General Fund appropriations for purchase of the energy equipment or the annual debt service payments.  The 
motion carried. 

 
NORTHERN ARIZONA UNIVERSITY (NAU)  
 
A. Review of Distance Learning and Arizona Universities Network Facility Bond Project. 
 
Ms. Leah Kritzer, JLBC Staff, stated that this item is a review of the NAU Distance Learning and Arizona 
Universities Network Facility bond project.  The proposed project will create a centralized location for 
approximately 140 distance learning and Arizona universities network staff.  NAU plans to renovate space in the 
School of Communications building and construct an addition.  NAU is proposing to issue $12.5 million in 
system revenue bonds, repaying the bond from 3 revenue sources:  Arizona Board of Regents’ Technology and 
Research Initiative Fund, locally retained tuition, and general university funds.  The JLBC Staff recommends a 
favorable review with the standard university provisions. 
 
Discussion ensued on this item. 
 
Ms. Christy Farley, Director, Government Affairs, NAU, and Mr. Fred Hearst, Vice President of Extended 
Programs, responded to member questions. 
 
Senator Burns moved that the Committee give a favorable review to the NAU Distance Learning and Arizona 
Universities Network Facility project to be financed with a $12.5 million revenue bond issuance, with the 
following standard university financing provisions:   
 
NAU shall report to the Committee before expenditure of any allocations that exceed the greater of $500,000 or 
10% of the reported contingency amount total for add-alternates that do not expand the scope of the project.  
NAU shall also report to the Committee before any reallocation exceeding $500,000 among the individual 
planned renovations, renewals, or extensions. 
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NAU shall submit for Committee review any allocations that exceed the greater of $500,000 or 10% of the 
reported contingency amount total for add-alternates that expand the scope of the project.  In case of an 
emergency, NAU may immediately report on the scope and estimated cost of the emergency rather than submit 
the item for review.  JLBC Staff will inform the university if they do not concur with the emergency nature of the 
change in scope. 
 
A favorable review by the Committee does not constitute endorsement of General Fund appropriations to offset 
any revenues that may be required for debt service, or any operations and maintenance costs when the project is 
complete. The motion carried. 
 
B. Review of Recreation Field Expansion and Multipurpose Building. 
 
Ms. Leah Kritzer, JLBC Staff, stated this item is a review of the NAU Field Expansion and Multipurpose 
Building bond project.  The proposed project will expand the current recreation field and construct a multipurpose 
building.  NAU plans to install artificial turf and programmable lights on the recreation fields.  NAU is proposing 
to issue $8.3 million in system revenue bonds for a term of 30 years, repaying the bond with recreation and 
wellness fee revenues.  The Committee has at least the following 2 options:  a favorable review or an unfavorable 
review with the standard university financing provisions, and the provision that NAU submit a final debt service 
schedule to JLBC. 
 
Discussion on this item ensued. 
 
Ms. Christy Farley, Director, Government Affairs, NAU, responded to members questions. 
 
Senator Burns moved that the Committee give a favorable review with the condition that NAU report to the 
Committee if they  increase or decrease their recreation and health fees to cover the annual debt service 
payments, as well as the following standard university financing provisions and the provision that they submit 
a final debt service schedule to JLBC:
 
• NAU shall report to the Committee before expenditure of any allocations that exceed the greater of $500,000 

or 10% of the reported contingency amount total for add-alternates that do not expand the scope of the 
project.  NAU shall also report to the Committee before any reallocation exceeding $500,000 among the 
individual planned renovations, renewals, or extensions. 
 

• NAU shall submit for Committee review any allocations that exceed the greater of $500,000 or 10% of the 
reported contingency amount total for add-alternates that expand the scope of the project.  In case of an 
emergency, NAU may immediately report on the scope and estimated cost of the emergency rather than 
submit the item for review.  JLBC Staff will inform the university if they do not concur with the emergency 
nature of the change in scope. 

 
• A favorable review by the Committee does not constitute endorsement of General Fund appropriations to 

offset any revenues that may be required for debt service, or any operations and maintenance costs when the 
project is complete. The motion carried. 
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Without objection, the meeting adjourned at 9:32 a.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted: 
 

 
Cheryl Kestner, Secretary 

 
 
 

Leatta McLaughlin, Senior Fiscal Analyst 
 
 
 

Representative Russell Pearce, Chairman 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NOTE:  A full audio recording of this meeting is available at the JLBC Staff Office, 1716 W. Adams.  A full 
video recording of this meeting is available at http://www.azleg.gov/jlbc/meeting.htm. 
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DATE:  August 5, 2008 
 
TO:  Representative Russell Pearce, Chairman 
  Members, Joint Committee on Capital Review 
 
THRU:  Richard Stavneak, Director 
 
FROM:  Art Smith, Fiscal Analyst 
 
SUBJECT: Arizona State Parks Board – Consider Approval of State Parks Enhancement Fund 

Project 
 
Request 
 
Pursuant to A.R.S. § 41-511.11, the Arizona State Parks Board requests Committee approval of 
$1,185,000 in State Parks Enhancement Fund (SPEF) monies for repairs to the Douglas Mansion at 
Jerome State Historical Park. 
 
Recommendation 
 
The Committee has at least the following 2 options: 
 
1. Approve the Parks Board request for $1,185,000 in SPEF monies for repairs at the Douglas Mansion, 

as the project expenditures comply with statute. 
 
2. Not approve the Parks Board request.  The monies requested by the Parks Board may not be sufficient 

to cover the cost of the project. 
 
Analysis 
 
SPEF revenues come from state parks user fees and concession sales.  Pursuant to A.R.S. § 41-511.11, 
one-half of this fund is appropriated for park operations and the other half is used for park acquisition and 
development, including the lease-purchase payments for the Tonto Natural Bridge State Park, and other 
capital development projects as approved by the Parks Board and the Committee. 
 
Since FY 2004, the SPEF statute has been suspended as a budget savings measure in order to allow more 
than 50% of park fees to be used for operating purposes, thereby reducing the department’s General Fund 
expenses.  The Board, however, has been able to accumulate $6.2 million in capital monies from the 
portion of the fees still dedicated to capital projects. 
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The Parks Board is seeking approval for monies that will be used to conduct a damage assessment and to 
make repairs to the Douglas Mansion at Jerome State Historic Park.  The Douglas Mansion, which 
completed construction in 1916, was built by James S. Douglas to house mining officials, mining 
investors and members of the Douglas family.  The mansion is currently used as a museum that details the 
history of Jerome in addition to that of the Douglas family.  The museum features exhibits of 
photographs, artifacts and geological items, in addition to video presentations of the town of Jerome and 
its surrounding mines.   
 
From FY 2000 to FY 2007, Jerome State Historic Park has averaged approximately $160,000 in revenue 
per year, and has operated at costs ranging from $171,000 to $280,000 per year.  The resulting net 
revenues during those 8 years have ranged from $(120,000) to $(13,000)
 
Construction Costs 
The Parks Board states that their request would be used to repair and stabilize adobe walls at the mansion, 
which have recently crumbled and shed large sections of plaster and wood beam.  As a result of this 
damage, visitors to the mansion have been unable to visit the affected area and exhibits in that area have 
had to be removed.  The Parks Board estimates that repairs to the Douglas Mansion could take up to 3 
years from assessment to completion of repairs.  The Parks Board procurement process requires that they 
have the funding in place before they can begin hiring engineers and contractors. 
 
The Parks Board estimates a total cost of $1,269,300, or $99 per square foot, for stabilization of the 
12,859 square foot Douglas Mansion.  Although the SPEF request for approval totals $1,185,000, the 
Parks Board says that the remaining $84,300 would be financed using monies from the State Parks Board 
Heritage Fund.  The project total includes direct construction costs, furniture and equipments costs, 
professional fees, utility and other expenses, insurance fees and contingency fees in addition to other 
smaller costs.  Table 1 below provides detail on the Parks Board’s expenditure plan for the mansion’s 
stabilization. 
 

 
The direct construction costs total $715,000, or $56 per square foot, which primarily include labor and 
material costs.  Table 2 below provides detail of the Parks Board’s estimate of the costs for construction.   

Table 1 
Arizona State Parks Board 

Douglas Mansion Stabilization Costs 

 Estimated Cost 
Construction Costs1/ $     715,000 
Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment 35,800 
Professional Fees 184,600 
Utility and Other Expenses 69,200 
Insurance, Tax, Permits, and Fees 143,100 
Inflation Adjustment 68,000 
Contingency       53,600 
 Total $1,269,300 2/ 
____________ 
1/ Parks Board estimate of total cost for supplies and supervision of labor. 
2/ Parks Board SPEF request for approval is for $1,185,000.  The remaining $84,300  
   in expenses would be covered with monies from the State Parks Board Heritage  
   Fund. 
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Table 2 

Douglas Mansion Construction Costs 
 
 Estimated Cost 
Adobe Blocks $160,000 
Wood Beams 80,000 
Windows/Lintels 60,000 
Chimneys 40,000 
Bond Beam/Parapet 90,000 
Grade Beam 40,000 
Replastering 70,000 
Repainting 20,000 
Roofing 120,000 
Electrical      35,000 

Total $715,000 
 
There are no available projects for this upgrade to do a cost comparison, but the renovation costs of $50 to 
$100 per square foot would not be unreasonable.  The Parks Board indicates, however, that it is possible 
that the cost estimates outlined above are low and that Committee approval for additional SPEF monies 
for this project might be necessary at a later date. 
 
RS/AS:sls 
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DATE:  August 5, 2008 
 
TO:  Representative Russell Pearce, Chairman 
  Members, Joint Committee on Capital Review 
 
THRU:  Richard Stavneak, Director 
 
FROM:  Art Smith, Fiscal Analyst 
 
SUBJECT: Arizona State Parks Board – Consider Approval of State Parks Enhancement Fund 

Project 
 
Request 
 
Pursuant to A.R.S. § 41-511.11, the Arizona State Parks Board requests Committee approval of 
$1,185,000 in State Parks Enhancement Fund (SPEF) monies for repairs to the Douglas Mansion at 
Jerome State Historical Park. 
 
Recommendation 
 
The Committee has at least the following 2 options: 
 
1. Approve the Parks Board request for $1,185,000 in SPEF monies for repairs at the Douglas Mansion, 

as the project expenditures comply with statute. 
 
2. Not approve the Parks Board request.  The monies requested by the Parks Board may not be sufficient 

to cover the cost of the project. 
 
Analysis 
 
SPEF revenues come from state parks user fees and concession sales.  Pursuant to A.R.S. § 41-511.11, 
one-half of this fund is appropriated for park operations and the other half is used for park acquisition and 
development, including the lease-purchase payments for the Tonto Natural Bridge State Park, and other 
capital development projects as approved by the Parks Board and the Committee. 
 
Since FY 2004, the SPEF statute has been suspended as a budget savings measure in order to allow more 
than 50% of park fees to be used for operating purposes, thereby reducing the department’s General Fund 
expenses.  The Board, however, has been able to accumulate $6.2 million in capital monies from the 
portion of the fees still dedicated to capital projects. 
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The Parks Board is seeking approval for monies that will be used to conduct a damage assessment and to 
make repairs to the Douglas Mansion at Jerome State Historic Park.  The Douglas Mansion, which 
completed construction in 1916, was built by James S. Douglas to house mining officials, mining 
investors and members of the Douglas family.  The mansion is currently used as a museum that details the 
history of Jerome in addition to that of the Douglas family.  The museum features exhibits of 
photographs, artifacts and geological items, in addition to video presentations of the town of Jerome and 
its surrounding mines.   
 
From FY 2000 to FY 2007, Jerome State Historic Park has averaged approximately $160,000 in revenue 
per year, and has operated at costs ranging from $171,000 to $280,000 per year.  The resulting net 
revenues during those 8 years have ranged from $(120,000) to $(13,000)
 
Construction Costs 
The Parks Board states that their request would be used to repair and stabilize adobe walls at the mansion, 
which have recently crumbled and shed large sections of plaster and wood beam.  As a result of this 
damage, visitors to the mansion have been unable to visit the affected area and exhibits in that area have 
had to be removed.  The Parks Board estimates that repairs to the Douglas Mansion could take up to 3 
years from assessment to completion of repairs.  The Parks Board procurement process requires that they 
have the funding in place before they can begin hiring engineers and contractors. 
 
The Parks Board estimates a total cost of $1,269,300, or $99 per square foot, for stabilization of the 
12,859 square foot Douglas Mansion.  Although the SPEF request for approval totals $1,185,000, the 
Parks Board says that the remaining $84,300 would be financed using monies from the State Parks Board 
Heritage Fund.  The project total includes direct construction costs, furniture and equipments costs, 
professional fees, utility and other expenses, insurance fees and contingency fees in addition to other 
smaller costs.  Table 1 below provides detail on the Parks Board’s expenditure plan for the mansion’s 
stabilization. 
 

 
The direct construction costs total $715,000, or $56 per square foot, which primarily include labor and 
material costs.  Table 2 below provides detail of the Parks Board’s estimate of the costs for construction.   

Table 1 
Arizona State Parks Board 

Douglas Mansion Stabilization Costs 

 Estimated Cost 
Construction Costs1/ $     715,000 
Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment 35,800 
Professional Fees 184,600 
Utility and Other Expenses 69,200 
Insurance, Tax, Permits, and Fees 143,100 
Inflation Adjustment 68,000 
Contingency       53,600 
 Total $1,269,300 2/ 
____________ 
1/ Parks Board estimate of total cost for supplies and supervision of labor. 
2/ Parks Board SPEF request for approval is for $1,185,000.  The remaining $84,300  
   in expenses would be covered with monies from the State Parks Board Heritage  
   Fund. 
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Table 2 

Douglas Mansion Construction Costs 
 
 Estimated Cost 
Adobe Blocks $160,000 
Wood Beams 80,000 
Windows/Lintels 60,000 
Chimneys 40,000 
Bond Beam/Parapet 90,000 
Grade Beam 40,000 
Replastering 70,000 
Repainting 20,000 
Roofing 120,000 
Electrical      35,000 

Total $715,000 
 
There are no available projects for this upgrade to do a cost comparison, but the renovation costs of $50 to 
$100 per square foot would not be unreasonable.  The Parks Board indicates, however, that it is possible 
that the cost estimates outlined above are low and that Committee approval for additional SPEF monies 
for this project might be necessary at a later date. 
 
RS/AS:sls 
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DATE:  August 5, 2008 
 
TO:  Representative Russell Pearce, Chairman 
  Members, Joint Committee on Capital Review 
 
THRU:  Richard Stavneak, Director 
 
FROM:  Leah Kritzer, Fiscal Analyst 
 
SUBJECT: Mohave Community College District – Review of General Obligation Bond Projects  
 
Request 
 
A.R.S. § 15-1483 requires Committee review of any community college district planned projects that will 
be funded with bond proceeds.  The Committee is required to review the bond issuance prior to the 
district seeking voter approval.  The Mohave Community College District requests Committee review of 
its proposed $111.5 million General Obligation (GO) bond issuance. 
 
The Mohave Community College District plans to hold a bond election in November 2008.  If approved 
by the voters, the district would be authorized to issue $111.5 million in GO bonds.  The $111.5 million 
in bond proceeds would be used to fund construction and renovation projects to address student growth 
and age of the buildings in the district.  The bonds would be issued in 6 installments beginning with $15 
million in FY 2010 and the last installment occurring in FY 2018.  
 
Recommendation 
 
The Committee has at least the following 3 options: 
 
1. A favorable review. 
 
2. A favorable review with the provision that the district return to the Committee for review prior to 

each actual bond issuance.  Requiring the district to return for review prior to each actual bond 
issuance would allow the Committee to receive greater detail on the projects to be funded with each 
individual issuance. 

 
3. An unfavorable review. 
 
In the past, the Committee has chosen the second favorable review option for Maricopa, Yuma/La-Paz, 
Pinal, and Cochise Community College Districts, prior to their bond elections.   
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The $111.5 million issuance will have an estimated interest rate of 5.25% for FY 2010, and 6.0% for the 
remaining 5 issuances.  All issuances have 25-year terms.  Total interest would equal $103.2 million, 
which means the total debt service would be approximately $214.7 million.  The first payment of $2.8 
million would be paid in FY 2010.  Over the life of the bond, the average annual debt service payment 
would be $6.5 million (see Attachment 1). 
 
The Mohave Community College District currently does not levy any secondary property tax.  In order to 
pay the annual debt service payments, the district estimates increasing the secondary property tax rate to 
8.6¢ in FY 2010.  This rate changes slightly over the remaining 5 issuances, increasing to 16.3¢ in 
FY 2016 and declining again in FY 2019 as debt service payments decrease.  Over the life of the bonds, 
the district estimates increasing secondary property tax rates by an average of 11.3¢.  This would annually 
result in approximately $1.33 in additional taxes for every $100,000 of house value. 
 
At the end of FY 2008, the district had a total outstanding debt balance of $12,066,100.  This amount 
consists of Pledged Revenue Obligations (PRO), revenue bonds and lease-purchase agreements.  The 
Constitution limits the amount of GO debt a community college district may incur; however, the district 
would still be below its constitutional limit after the proposed new GO issuances. 
 
Analysis 
 
Project Costs 
Mohave Community College has 4 campuses in Bullhead City, Colorado City, Kingman, and Lake 
Havasu City.  Of the $111.5 million GO issuance, $22.6 million will be used for renovations, $74.6 for 
new construction, $3.0 million for infrastructure improvements, $1.5 million for property acquisition, and 
$9.8 million for contingency.  Mohave will cover the operating and maintenance of new facilities using 
operating funds. 
 
Both tables in Attachment 2 provide greater detail on the district’s expenditure plan.  Table 1 provides 
detail on new construction projects, while Table 2 provides detail on the renovation projects.  The 
expenditure plan includes the renovation of approximately 178,600 square feet of current space for a total 
cost of $22.6 million, or a cost per square foot of $126.  As a comparison, the Committee recently 
reviewed a renovation project for Northern Arizona University for a cost per square foot of $111.  Given 
the increased cost of construction in the remote location of Mohave County, these costs appear 
reasonable.  
 
New construction will total $74.6 million, adding approximately 342,200 square feet, for a cost per square 
foot of $218.  As a comparison, recent new construction projects submitted to the Committee for review 
by the Cochise and Yuma/La-Paz Community College Districts had an average new construction cost per 
square foot of $271 and $262, respectively.  Given the similarity in costs per square foot between the 
districts, the estimates for new construction in Mohave appear reasonable.   
 
Enrollment Growth
The district projects that the FY 2010 Full-Time Student Equivalent (FTSE) enrollment will be 
approximately 3,824.  By FY 2020, the district estimates annual FTSE growth of 25% for an enrollment 
of 4,765 students.  Total existing square footage within the district is approximately 360,700.  The 
planned projects would provide an additional 340,100 square feet to the existing space, and demolish 
49,600 square feet of current space, for a new total of 651,200.   
 
Based on FY 2020 enrollment projections, Mohave will have approximately 137 square feet per FTSE 
after adding the new space.  As a comparison, Cochise projected it would have 67 square feet per FTSE 
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after it added new space from its GO bond issuance, while Yuma La-Paz projected 123 square feet per 
FTSE at its campuses.   
 
Bond Issuances and Debt Service 
Attachment 1 provides information on each issuance and the district’s estimated debt service payment 
schedule.  Each of the bond issuances would have a 25-year payment term. 
 
At the end of FY 2008, the district had a total outstanding debt balance of $12,066,100, which will be 
retired by FY 2021.  None of this is GO debt; instead it represents outstanding debt from PROs, revenue 
bonds, and lease-purchase agreements.  The district would still be below its constitutional debt limit after 
the new GO issuances. 
 
The Constitution limits the amount of outstanding GO debt the district may incur to 15% of the district’s 
total Secondary Net Assessed Valuation (NAV).  The FY 2010 planned issuance of $15.0 million would 
equal 0.5% of Secondary NAV, and the FY 2011 issuance would increase that amount to approximately 
0.9%. 
 
Tax Rates 
To pay for the annual debt service costs, the district estimates it will have to increase secondary property 
tax rates.  Attachment 1 details the estimated tax rates associated with the new issuances.  Over the life of 
the debt service payments, the district estimates that rates would increase by an average of approximately 
11.3¢.   
 
To determine the level of tax rates necessary to make the debt service payments, the district has assumed 
no growth in FY 2010, a decline in FY 2011 through FY 2012, followed by increases in FY 2013 and 
FY 2014. For each subsequent year, the district has assumed 3% growth of the Secondary NAV.   
 
Since the actual tax rate for each year is calculated based on actual Secondary NAV, the actual tax rates 
required to fund the debt service payments will depend on future NAV growth.  Over the past 10 years, 
Secondary NAV in Mohave has grown by an average of 13.8%, with substantial growth in FY 2007 of 
33.4%.  Based on the overall economy of Mohave County, the district is projecting an economic decline 
and, therefore, has adjusted its Secondary NAV growth to reflect this trend through FY 2012.  If actual 
growth is above the district’s projections, it could result in lower secondary property tax rate increases if 
Secondary NAV is above the original assumed rates.  
 
RS/LK:ss 
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Attachment 2 
 

Mohave Community College District  
Estimated Expenditures 

 
Table 1 

New Project Expenditures 
 Total Project Cost 

($ in millions) 
 

Square Feet 
Cost per  

Square Foot 
Bullhead City Campus    
Classroom/Office $  2,175,600 9,900 $220 
Student Services 4,927,500 21,900 224 
Conference Center 4,620,000 21,000 220 
Classroom/Labs 6,232,500 27,700 225 
Faculty Space   2,790,900 14,700  190 
   Subtotal $20,746,500 95,200 $218 
    

Lake Havasu City Campus    
Classroom/Office $  3,975,200 18,100 $220 
Student Services 4,185,000 18,600 225 
Conference Center 4,620,000 21,000 220 
Classroom/Labs 8,404,400 37,400 225 
Faculty Space 1,953,200 10,300 190 
Maintenance Space       380,000    2,000   190 
   Subtotal $23,517,805 107,400 $219 
    

Neal Campus - Kingman    
Classroom/Office $  6,733,800 31,300 $215 
Student Services 4,620,000 21,000 220 
Conference Center 4,620,000 21,000 220 
Library 1,125,000 5,000 225 
Classroom/Labs 7,783,400 34,600 225 
Faculty Space    2,891,200   15,200   190 
   Subtotal $27,773,400 128,100 $217 
    

North Mohave Campus – Colorado City    
Multi Purpose Facility  $1,326,600 5,800 $229 
Classroom/Lab 876,300 3,800 231 
Faculty Space      363,700   1,900  191 
   Subtotal $2,566,600 11,500 $223 
    
  TOTAL $74,604,300 342,200 $218 

 



 

 

 
Table 2 

Renovated Project Expenditures 
 Total Project Cost 

($ in millions) 
 

Square Feet 
Cost per  

Square Foot 
Bullhead City Campus   
Student Services Building $1,923,100 15,400 $125 
Classrooms, Building 300 1,405,600 10,400 135 
Classrooms, Building 313/314 208,800 1,700 123 
Office and Classrooms, Building 400 445,300 3,600 124 
Classrooms, Building 500 1,539,600 12,300 125 
Multipurpose Room 702,700 5,900 119 
Office and Classroom Pod    863,900   6,900 125 
   Subtotal $7,089,000 56,200 $126 
    

Lake Havasu City Campus    
Hero Building $3,606,900 26,700 $135 
Classrooms, Building 300 432,000 3,600 120 
Science Building 474,000 3,800 125 
Computer Lab 1,422,700 11,900 120 
Multipurpose Room 376,800 3,100 122 
Office and Classrooms, Building 700    325,800  2,600 125 
   Subtotal $6,638,200 51,700 $128 
    

Neal Campus - Kingman    
Administration Building $   368,000 2,900 $127 
Administrative Offices, Building 101 249,600 2,100 119 
Administrative Offices, Building 102 227,800 1,900 120 
Building 104/111 399,600 3,300 121 
Maintenance Building 105 1,334,600 10,700 125 
Administrative Offices, Building 106 111,500 900 124 
Student Services  1,720,300 14,300 120 
Building 401 410,900 3,300 125 
Building 402 156,300 1,300 120 
Computer Center 1,662,800 12,300 135 
Classrooms, Building 1100 403,200 3,400 119 
Science Pod 437,000 3,500 125 
Restrooms       97,000     800 121 
   Subtotal $7,578,600 60,700 $125 
    

North Mohave Campus – Colorado City    
Multipurpose Facility, Building 100 $   501,800 4,000 $125 
Office and Classrooms, Building 200 176,400 1,400 125 
Multipurpose Facility, Building 300 334,000 2,800 120 
Multipurpose Facility, Building 400    239,500   1,800 135 
   Subtotal $1,251,700 10,000 $125 
    
  TOTAL $22,557,500 178,600 $126 
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DATE:  August 5, 2008 
 
TO:  Senator Bob Burns, Chairman 
  Members, Joint Committee on Capital Review 
 
THRU:  Richard Stavneak, Director 
 
FROM:  Kimberly Cordes-Sween, Principal Fiscal Analyst 

Martin Lorenzo, Senior Fiscal Analyst 
 
SUBJECT: Arizona Department of Administration (ADOA) – Review of the Arizona Department of 

Corrections 4,000 Public Prison Beds and Yuma Water Treatment Plan 
 
Request 
 
In compliance with A.R.S. § 41-1252, the Arizona Department of Administration (ADOA) requests 
Committee review of the scope, purpose, and estimated cost of $202 million for the construction of 4,000 
new public prison beds, including a Yuma water treatment plant.   
 
Laws 2007, Chapter 261 (the FY 2008 Criminal Justice Budget Reconciliation Bill) authorized ADOA to 
construct 4,000 new public prison beds using lease-purchase financing totaling no more than $200 million.  
Pursuant to A.R.S. § 41-791.02, the Committee favorably reviewed and approved the projects financed 
with Certificates of Participation (COP) in December, 2007 and this request is for review of the project 
specifics.   
 
ADOA is also requesting that the Committee favorably review the inclusion of the Yuma water treatment 
plant project into the scope of 4,000 bed proposal.  Laws 2006, Chapter 345 (the FY 2007 Capital Outlay 
Bill) appropriated $2.2 from the Corrections Fund for this water treatment project, but ADOA was unable 
to secure a competitive bid at this cost.  As a result of the inclusion of this project, total funding available 
for both projects is $202 million.  While the total project cost is currently estimated to be $195.3 million, 
including $6.7 million in contingency, ADOA is seeking a favorable review of the full $202 million to 
allow for any necessary cost adjustments. 
 
Recommendation 
 
The Committee has at least the following 2 options:  
 
1. A favorable review of an ADOA expenditure of $202 million for the 4,000 bed contract and Yuma 

water treatment plant.  The projects are within the total financial limitation set by the legislative 
authorization and ADOA’s contracted engineer believes that the cost estimates are reasonable.   
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2. An unfavorable review.   
 
Under any option, JLBC Staff recommends that ADC report to the Committee on: 
1) The final cost details and timeline for each of the 4 bid components. 
2) Any increase in cost above the current estimate of $195.3 million. The Committee, however, would 

review any project expansion not already addressed in this memo. 
3) The timing for opening the 4,000 beds. 
 
Analysis 
 
Background 
The FY 2008 Criminal Justice Budget Reconciliation Bill (Laws 2007, Chapter 261) authorized ADOA to 
contract for 2,000 new private prison beds as well as the construction of 4,000 new public beds – to be 
funded via a 20-year, $200 million lease-purchase agreement.  All 4,000 public beds will be constructed at 
existing facilities and will be minimum custody beds.  The beds are to be constructed as follows: 1,000 
female beds in Perryville, 1,000 male beds in Tucson, and 2,000 male beds in Yuma.  The 2,000 private 
beds are to be located in Kingman. 
 
Relative to the 4,000 public beds, during the second half of FY 2008, ADOA issued $200 million in 
Certificates of Participation (COP’s), resulting in a total of $199.9 million being available for the design 
and construction of the beds.  This COP, in conjunction with the $2.2 million in cash for the Yuma water 
treatment plant, brings total available project funding to $202 million.  Also in the second half of FY 2008, 
the programming, conceptual design and estimate (which is currently within budget), and the schematic 
design were completed.  Recently, ADOA and the Construction Manager at Risk (CMAR) completed the 
design development estimate. 
 
These projects will have an average full-year debt service payment of approximately $16 million 
beginning in FY 2010.  
 
Proposed Plan 
The CMAR is proposing to “fast-track” the construction process by offering 4 bid packages with notices to 
proceed issued between September 2008 and February 2009.  Each of the 4 bid packages will be 
contracted out separately to the most qualified and cost effective bidders and, in doing this, ADOA 
believes this will speed up the issuance, review and award process for this large project, rather than 
offering it in a single Request for Proposals (RFP).  By “fast-tracking” the process, the CMAR hopes to 
avoid potential increases in construction materials.   
 
The 4 bid packages include, in order of bid and issuance of notice to proceed, 1) Yuma water and waste 
water treatment equipment (as will be discussed later), which is first due to long lead times required for 
delivery and permitting, 2) pre-engineered steel framework for the buildings and site preparation, 3) 
foundations, electrical, plumbing, and all remaining site-work, and 4) water storage facilities.  The project 
will provide 9 buildings for each 1,000 beds, including 2 200-bed units, 2 300-bed units and 1 building 
each for education, kitchen/dining/medical, administration, work-based education (WBE), and inmate 
search.   
 
ADOA, in consultation with the Construction Manager at Risk and architect, has determined that a phase-
in of the beds will be more costly.  With a phased-in approach, ADOA believes that the project will take 
months longer and therefore would be more subject to possible cost increases.  The phase-in would also 
generate security concerns to the contractor since inmates would be located on site while construction is 
underway.  As a result, the current construction schedule indicates the construction of all 4,000 beds would 
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be finished in February 2010.  Previously, ADOA anticipated a phase-in of these beds between April and 
December of 2009.  It is unclear how the availability of 4,000 beds simultaneously would impact ADC 
staffing and operations.  JLBC Staff has requested this information from ADC, but as of the publication of 
this report, Staff had not received a response.  
 
Construction Costs 
ADOA is projecting that the 4,000 bed project will cost $195.3 million, or $303 per square foot, which is 
within the limit of financing available at $202 million.  This project total cost includes direct construction 
costs, architect and support fees, furniture and equipment costs, and contingency fees.  The direct 
construction costs total $175.3 million, or $272 per square foot, which include labor, material costs and 
contingency fees.  This includes funding for 644,734 gross square feet of construction.  A breakdown of 
the costs is identified in Table 1. 
 

Table 1 

Arizona Department of Administration / Arizona Department of Corrections 
4,000 Public Prison Beds Costs Projections1/ 

        
Location Perryville Tucson Yuma Total Total/Bed

Number of Beds 1,000 1,000 2,000 4,000   
        

Land Acquisition $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Professional Services 3,944,400 3,944,400 8,490,600 16,379,400 4,095
Construction Services 38,788,200 41,025,200 88,826,500 168,639,900 42,180
Other Contract Services 637,400 659,100 1,326,000 2,622,500 656
Project Support 213,500 222,400 470,000 905,900 226
Contingency 1,521,200 1,633,200 3,560,700 6,715,100 1,679
Total $45,104,700 $47,484,300 $102,673,800 195,262,800 $48,816
Total/Bed $45,105 $47,484 $51,337 $48,816  
      
1/ In total, construction estimates assume 644,734 gross square feet at an average cost of $272 per  
    square foot, including direct construction costs and contingency, or $303 per square foot for the  
    total project cost.  

 
There are no Arizona prison construction projects that have recent cost projections available to complete a 
cost comparison.  As a result, ADOA contracted with a professional construction consulting firm to 
determine what this 4,000 bed project, including the Yuma water treatment plant, may cost.  The 
consulting engineer based their cost estimate on the current market prices for construction and the 
CMAR’s/ADOA’s estimate is based on these documents.  The consultant determined that a reasonable 
construction cost, including contingency, would be $176 million, or $275 per square foot.  Since the 
construction cost being considered by the Committee is $175.3 million, or $272 per square foot, the 
current ADOA proposal appears to be reasonable.  
 
While the 4,000 bed project is complete in scope, the following items were not included in the current 
construction plan to ensure that ADOA remained within their budget: 
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1) Medium security perimeters for all 3 minimum security facilities for possible multi-custody use, as 
was originally assumed with the project plan.  The current project will only have a medium security 
perimeter at 1,000 of the new Yuma beds, while the other 3,000 beds will have minimum security 
perimeters.  A medium security perimeter adds a 14 foot fence with an electronic detection system.  
Other than the perimeter, there is no difference between minimum and medium security facilities.  
The total cost to provide medium security perimeters at the remaining 3,000 beds would be an 
estimated $1.7 million. 

 
2) Construction of 1 additional Work-Based Education (WBE) building at the Yuma site for Yuma 

minimum security inmates.  The construction plan originally included 1 WBE building for each 1,000 
beds, but 1 of the 2 has been excluded from the Yuma site.  The WBE building is for work education 
to better facilitate offender re-entry into society and the workplace.  The cost would be an estimated 
$1.2 million to add this building. 

 
The current $195.3 million total project cost includes $6.7 million in contractor contingency costs, or 4% 
in addition to the currently estimated direct construction cost.  By favorably reviewing the full $202 
million, ADOA would have an additional $6.7 million available for contingencies and possible project 
additions, such as medium security perimeters or the WBE building. 
 
Yuma Water Treatment Project 
 
Laws 2006, Chapter 345 (the FY 2007 Capital Outlay Bill) appropriated $2.2 million to ADOA from the 
Corrections Fund for completion of Yuma Water Treatment Project.  Due to difficulty in awarding a 
competitive bid that included both a cost within budget and quality construction, the Yuma project has 
instead been included in the Request for Proposals for the 4,000 new public prison beds.  The new Tucson 
and Perryville bed expansions do not require wastewater treatment since they can be served by municipal 
sewers. 
 
The estimated Yuma water treatment cost is $8.2 million. While Laws 2006, Chapter 345 appropriated 
$2.2 for existing facility water treatment, this proposal provides additional funding to accommodate the 
Yuma prison expansion for both water and wastewater needs.  The existing Yuma facility holds 2,500 
inmates, which will be expanded to 4,500 under this prison bed project.  According to ADOA, combining 
the water treatment and the prison beds projects will provide “efficiencies in construction management”. 
 
ADOA would contract this project using Construction Manager at Risk (CMAR).  In CMAR, ADOA 
competitively selects a general contractor according to quality and experience.  The general contractor 
manages a construction project, including the associated architect and other subcontractors, from design to 
completion.  The general contractor chooses a qualified subcontractor for each trade based on price 
competition, selecting the lowest bid.  Additionally, CMAR defines a guaranteed maximum price, after 
which the general contractor must absorb almost all cost increases except those caused by scope changes 
or unknown site conditions.  Occasionally, in the case of substantial materials price inflation, an agency 
may partially cover higher costs to maintain good contractor relations.   
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DATE:  August 5, 2008 
 
TO:  Representative Russell Pearce, Chairman 
  Members, Joint Committee on Capital Review 
 
THRU:  Richard Stavneak, Director 
 
FROM:  Caitlin Acker, Assistant Fiscal Analyst 
 
SUBJECT: Arizona Department of Administration - Review of Lewis Prison Water Project 
 
Request 
 
In compliance with A.R.S. § 41-1252, the Arizona Department of Administration (ADOA) requests 
Committee review of the scope, purpose, and estimated cost of $1,900,000 for the Arizona State Prison 
Complex (ASPC) Lewis water treatment system project.  The FY 2008 Capital Outlay Bill (Laws 2007, 
Chapter 257) authorized ADOA to issue up to $6,800,000 in Certificates of Participation (also known as 
COPs or lease-purchase agreements) for state prison water and wastewater projects.  The Committee 
favorably reviewed and approved the concept of the $6,800,000 issuance in December 2007 and is now 
being asked to review the project specifics. 
 
Recommendation 
 
The Committee has at least the following 2 options:  
 
1. A favorable review.  Based upon an independent engineering assessment, the cost appears reasonable. 
 
2. An unfavorable review. 

Under either option, JLBC Staff recommends the provision that ADOA report on the use of contingency 
funds exceeding $120,000.  (ADOA is reporting a contingency amount of $689,800.) 
 
Analysis 
 
The FY 2008 Capital Outlay Bill authorized ADOA to issue up to $6,800,000 in COPs for state prison 
water and wastewater projects, which the Committee favorably reviewed and approved in December 
2007.  Of the $6,800,000 issuance, ADOA plans on spending $1,900,000 at ASPC-Lewis in Buckeye.  
The $6,800,000 issuance will result in an average annual debt service payment of $657,300 beginning in 
FY 2010.   
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A.R.S. § 41-1252 requires that the Committee review the scope, purpose, and estimated cost before the 
release of monies for construction of a new capital project costing over $250,000.  ASPC-Lewis is the 
first of 4 proposed prison water or wastewater projects that would use the $6,800,000 in COPs proceeds.  
According to ADOA, the current Lewis water treatment system produces too little usable potable water 
and too much by-product brine.  The latter is the waste produced by the treatment process that is 
temporarily placed in a lined pond and later transported to a landfill.   
 
Construction Costs 
ADOA estimates a total cost of $1,900,000 for the water system upgrade.  Table 1 below provides detail 
on ADOA’s expenditure plan for the water system improvements.   
 

 
Construction will consist of 2 phases, beginning with the upgrade and repair of the current water 
treatment system.  Table 2 below provides detail of the vendor’s estimate of the costs for this phase.  The 
second phase of construction will involve creating a new well to supply additional water to ASPC-Lewis, 
which is the $200,000 amount in Table 1 above.     
 

Table 2 
Water Treatment System Construction Cost 

 
 Estimated Cost 
Membrane Stacks $618,500 
Antiscalant Pumps and Tank 12,100 
Stack Interconnecting Piping 22,200 
Electrical and Mechanical Parts 88,600 
Engineering and Design by Vendor 78,000 
Installation Supervision and Startup      33,600 

Total $853,000 
 
There are no available comparable projects for this upgrade to do a cost comparison.  GE is the sole 
proprietor of the system so ADOA must use their parts and services.  ADOA has attempted to ensure the 
costs are low and reasonable in 2 ways.  First, rather than hiring a contractor, ADC staff will be 
completing the improvements, which would result in lower costs than if the contractor were to do the 
improvements.  Second, ADOA hired a consulting engineer who verified that the vendor’s quote is the 
lowest cost solution and the most reasonable. 
 
Repairs and installation of new equipment will be supervised by the vendor’s technicians and the 
consulting engineer.  ADOA estimates the project will begin in August 2008 and the total project duration 
will be 6 months. 
 

Table 1 
Arizona Department of Administration 

ASPC-Lewis Water System Upgrades Cost 

 Estimated Cost 
Engineering Services $     75,700 
Well Evaluation 41,400 
Water Treatment System Construction1/ 853,000 
Well Construction 200,000 
ADOA Expenses and Fees 40,100 
Contingency2/       689,800 
 Total $1,900,000 
____________ 
1/ Vendor estimate of total cost of supplies and supervision of ADC labor. 
2/ As reported by ADOA. 
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DATE:  August 5, 2008 
 
TO:  Representative Russell Pearce, Chairman 
   Members, Joint Committee on Capital Review 
 
THRU:  Richard Stavneak, Director 
 
FROM:  Leatta McLaughlin, Senior Fiscal Analyst 
 
SUBJECT: Arizona Department of Corrections – Review and Approval of Energy Performance 

Contract 
 
Request 
 
A.R.S. § 41-791.02 requires Committee review and approval of any lease-purchase agreement relating to 
energy management systems before the agreement takes effect.  The Arizona Department of Corrections 
(ADC) requests Committee review of their proposal to enter into an Energy Performance Contract with 
Ameresco, Inc.  This contractor will issue $5.0 million in lease-purchase agreements on behalf of ADC to 
purchase and install energy conservation equipment at the Arizona State Prison Complex (ASPC) in 
Tucson.      
 
Recommendation 
 
The Committee has at least the following 3 options:  
 

1. A favorable review and approval of the contract, as presented.  The Energy Performance Contract 
states that ADC would retain 50% of any savings above the debt service payments, while the 
contractor would retain the other half of the savings. 

 
2. A favorable review and approval, with the provision that ADC retains all energy savings in 

excess of the debt service payments.  ADC says they intend to only accept the contract if they 
retain the full savings.   

 
3. An unfavorable review and no approval.   

 
Under either option 1 or 2, JLBC Staff recommends the provision that this does not constitute 
endorsement of any level of General Fund appropriations for purchase of the energy equipment or the 
debt service payments.   
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A.R.S. § 31-456 requires 50% of the after-contract energy savings be used to undertake additional energy 
conservation measures.  Under either option 1 or 2, the JLBC Staff recommends that ADC also report to 
the Committee when they annually report to the Speaker of the House of Representatives, the President of 
the Senate, and the Governor concerning the expenditures, account balances, and energy and dollar 
savings for their energy conservation measures as required by A.R.S. § 31-456.   
 
Analysis 
 
ADC is requesting to implement energy conservation measures, equipment, and technological 
improvements at ASPC-Tucson.  The contractor would provide the energy conservation equipment, along 
with the installation, maintenance, and services. 
 
A.R.S. § 34-451 mandates all buildings in the Arizona Department of Administration (ADOA) building 
system to reduce their energy use by 10% per square foot of floor area on or before July 1, 2008 and by 
15% per square foot of floor area on or before July 1, 2011.  ASPC-Tucson met the 2008 10% mandate in 
terms of their electrical usage but not for their natural gas usage.  According to ADC, the implementation 
of this proposal will allow them to move closer to the 2011 15% mandate.   
 
ASPC-Tucson consists of about 190 buildings that occupy over 850,000 square feet.  According to ADC, 
their electrical rates will increase by 6% beginning in January 2010, which will result in an annual 
increase of about $109,000.  Their natural gas costs have increased by $206,000 in the past 12 months.  
Their water and wastewater rates have increased 12% in the last 12 months and will increase by 6% every 
6 months through 2010.  ADC says an increase in inmate population will also increase their utility costs.  
Due to new construction, their inmate population at ASPC-Tucson will increase by over 500 in the next 
24 months.   
 
ADC estimates that this proposal would reduce average annual energy costs by at least $419,700 and 
reduce average annual operation and maintenance costs by $39,900 for total annual savings of $459,600, 
which they expect to increase by 3% each year.  The contractor will annually review the energy-related 
cost savings.  They have developed measurement and verification procedures to comply with the 
requirements of the International Performance Measurement and Verification Protocol (IPMVP) 2000.  
The IPMVP is published by the U.S. Department of Energy and provides an overview of current best 
practice techniques available for verifying results of energy efficiency, water efficiency, and renewable 
energy projects.      
 
Construction Costs 
The following projects would be pursued with the purchased equipment:  
 

• Lighting upgrades – install energy-efficient lighting fixtures, bulbs, and ballasts 
• Cooling tower replacement – install a cooling tower to increase cooling efficiency and eliminate 

patching/sealing of the system that is at least 25 years old 
• Water conservation – replace all old standard flow domestic water fixtures with low flow fixtures 

including toilets, urinals, showers, and lavatory and kitchen faucets 
• Administrative buildings temperature reset – replace all thermostats with light-sensing 

thermostats  
• Transformer replacement – replace existing step-down transforms with energy-efficient 

transformers 
  
Financing 
The vendor would issue $5.0 million in lease-purchase agreements on behalf of ADC to purchase and 
install the energy conservation equipment at ASPC-Tucson.  The $5.0 million lease-purchase agreement 
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would be tax-exempt and includes 14 months of capitalized interest during construction and installation, 
as well as issuance costs.  Table 1 shows a cost break-out of the $5.0 lease-purchase agreement.   
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The term of the bond is for 13 years at an expected interest rate of 4.5%.  Once the agreements are repaid, 
ownership of the equipment will revert from the contractor to ADC.  Total interest over the 13-year 
period would be $1.7 million, which means total principal plus total interest would equal $6.7 million (see 
Table 2 below).  The average annual debt service payments would be about $515,500, which would be 
paid for by annual utility cost avoidances.   
 
As noted previously, the project is expected to generate about $459,600 in savings and cost avoidances, 
which would increase by 3% each year.  Through a performance contract, the contractor will guarantee to 
find additional energy savings to at least equal the debt service payments of about $515,000.  (The total 
ASPC-Tucson energy budget is about $2.6 million.)  The contractor has the fiscal obligation of paying the 
annual debt service payments if the guaranteed savings are not met.    
 

Table 1 
Estimated Project Costs 

 
Subcontractor $   844,000 
Equipment/Supplies 1,790,700 
Design 26,600 
Construction Management 184,500 
Commissioning  118,400 
Training 118,400 
Measurement/Verification of Savings 32,900 
Financing Cost 397,700 
Performance/Payment Bond Costs 81,000 
Energy Audit & Contingencies 545,400 
Overhead 511,700 
Profit      341,100 
   TOTAL $4,992,400 

Table 2 
Debt Service Payments 1/ 

 
 Principal Interest Debt Service 
Year 1 $   233,233  $   219,894  $   453,127  
Year 2 262,960  208,790  471,750  
Year 3 289,724  196,410  486,134  
Year 4 276,831  183,636  460,467  
Year 5 303,887  170,625  474,512  
Year 6 332,617  156,362  488,979  
Year 7 363,109  140,771  503,880  
Year 8 395,458  123,769  519,227  
Year 9 429,764  105,272  535,036  
Year 10 466,130  85,188  551,318  
Year 11 504,665  63,424  568,089  
Year 12 545,484  39,879  585,363  
Year 13     588,706       14,448     603,154  
  TOTAL $4,992,567  $1,708,469    $6,701,036  
 

1/ Even though debt service payments would be paid on a monthly            
basis, they have been depicted on an annual basis.  
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