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Vertical Infrastructure Advisory Committee - Summary
The Vertical Infrastructure Advisory Committee has met regularly since July 1999 at locations around the state to provide recommendations on repairing and maintaining more than 900 buildings at over 70 sites for 12 state agencies and divisions participating in the Vertical Infrastructure Program of the Department of Administrative Services. The Committee met 12 times at 12 different locations around the state during 2009. As in 2008, the Committee developed a plan of action to focus its work and evaluate progress. 
This report will evaluate areas that the Vertical Infrastructure Program is doing well and also areas that the program needs to improve. The evaluation will include the results of a survey and a focus group conducted in the fall of 2009 with respondents from 12 state agencies that work with the Vertical Infrastructure Program.  Recommendations based on these findings will be included at the end of the evaluation and included in 2010 Plan of Action.  
Since the Committee’s work began in 1999:

· More than $22.6 million has been distributed to 12 state agencies and divisions for routine maintenance work;
· $136 million has been appropriated for major maintenance work through FY2010;
· More than $110.4 million has been spent for major maintenance projects; and

· Work is underway or will begin shortly on the balance of projects for which major maintenance funds are available.
While a deferred maintenance backlog remains, it is important to note that work is underway or recently completed on a number of new construction and major renovation projects that are reducing some of this backlog.
Discussion: Note that this program’s primary goal is to support the 12 agencies with reducing a backlog of major maintenance at institutions across the state. Secondary goals are to help agencies with routine maintenance and ADA projects at institutions and buildings. (See outcomes to measure for more details.)
Vertical Infrastructure Program Plan of Action for 2009

In order to promote the importance of our assets and to ensure continued and increasing funding for major maintenance and routine maintenance, in 2009 we intend to:

1)
Annually update a list of facts relating to state buildings and the maintenance needs for those buildings. This information will support the case for increased and permanent funding. Include information on:

· Demolition Planning, including criteria for demolition and factors that will promote the need for demolition funding.

· Routine Maintenance Planning

· Building Code and Related Issues

2)
Encourage agencies to invite legislators and local constituencies to all committee meetings, and document participation in periodic Plan of Action progress reports. 
3)
Develop testimonials supporting the need for routine and major maintenance and how the maintenance funding is being put to work around the state on projects such as electrical distribution systems, roofing work and tuck pointing.

4)
Provide updated information and facts to advocates throughout the state so they can help carry the message on maintenance needs and adequate funding.

5)
Continue working with private sector and other groups with a common interest in major maintenance and routine maintenance funding that can spearhead the legislative effort to provide an adequate level of funding.

6)
Work with the Department of Administrative Services on consolidation of projects and alternative delivery systems for projects as a way of saving money.

7)
Deliver the message to the public that tax dollars are being well spent, through press releases and other means of public awareness.

The Plan of Action will require continued public sector support to develop the information, with private sector involvement to provide for more, consistent, and permanent funding. The Plan of Action will be reviewed again in February, June and November and a report back to the Governor will be made on our progress and accomplishments after the June and November meetings and as part of the Annual Report to the Governor in December.
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	The Vertical Infrastructure Program has three full-time staff members. The program is supported by a volunteer advisory board appointed by the governor, dedicated staff of business managers, plant managers and maintenance workers, 12+ project managers, an ADA advisory committee and the Capitol Planning Commission. 
	The Vertical Infrastructure Program works collaboratively with agencies supported by the Department of Administrative Services to identify projects and establish priorities on an enterprise-wide basis.
	The Vertical Infrastructure Program allocates funds to complete routine maintenance, major maintenance, ADA projects both on the Capitol Complex and for the 12 agencies the program supports. 
	The 12 Agencies submit their projects to the Vertical Infrastructure Committee. The committee and staff review the rankings and make recommendations. 
	Project recommendations are voted on and approved or denied. Projects are delegated to DAS project managers who work with institutions to start the projects. 
	Projects are completed and the backlog of routine maintenance, major maintenance and ADA projects is decreased. 


Focus Group Results



In the fall of 2009 Vertical Infrastructure Program Staff and DAS Marketing and Communications staff conducted a focus group with staff from several agencies. The following is a summary of the questions and the actual responses, unchanged, from the respondents themselves. 
1.   DAS has been considering implementing performance standards that provide guidelines for clean, safe and healthy physical working environments for state employees and for the general public to use while conducting business. How would this affect your agency?  
· We already have standards we have to follow through the Fire Marshal’s Office, Public Health, Veteran’s Affairs, and DPS.  

· Statewide standards would be better than just a DAS standard.  

· Joint Commission standards – different uses for buildings so different standards need to be implemented.

· Standards on complex should be enforced and uniform for each building.

· Guidance or a policy – something with more teeth regarding space heaters, holiday decorations and refrigerators in building on the complex would be helpful. 

· Statewide standards should be developed; this is a must. This should not be something DAS develops. DAS should however, develop a guidance or policy that is more aggressive when it comes to space heaters, fans, etc.

2. Utilities: some states use a consolidated approach to contract for, pay for, and monitor energy utilities such as natural gas and electricity.  In Iowa, should each agency or institution be responsible for this activity on complex and off?
· It’s difficult to predict weather and energy use.

· Multiple energy companies.

· Opposed to someone else managing how the different buildings manage energy. 

· Losing control of budget item.

A. Do you think one central agency should be responsible for contracting for utilities?

· No, each institution should monitor its own facilities.

B. What about a central agency for monitoring and reporting? 

· Each agency would still have to monitor their own building and feed DAS the information so it would be adding a step, adding a layer.

3.  Bidding: Are you comfortable with the amount of bids your agency is getting?  If not, what avenues could DAS utilize to advertise bidding?

· Pretty comfortable with the amount of bids.

· Would like to hire specific contractors for specific issues.

· More master contracts.

4. Do you think a central website would be a useful tool?

· DAS website makes it tough to access bid opportunities.

· Categorize by type.

· Login Security – different logins get you different access to different information.

5.  How is DAS doing with demolishing old buildings across the state?

· Security needs.

· More money.

· At some point the institution needs to take care of it and suck it up.

· Raise demolition amount.

· Protective step – life, safety.

· Why are the unoccupied buildings getting routine maintenance if they are not occupied?

· Try to extract some value from the old buildings.

· DAS should put language out to protect the facilities, move buildings and demolish.  

6. Has Major Maintenance funding been adequate to meet your agency needs in the past?

· $40 million was a good asking amount to start at.

· $6, $10 and $12 million only bandage the issue.

· $40 million was a good approach - needs to be elevated on a regular basis.

7.  What concerns do you have with contractors, consultants, and A&E project managers?

· Would like to black list some contractors.

· Prequalify contractors.

· Would like to do some sort of evaluation process after the project is completed.

· Project Manager – I really don’t like having the same project manager for every project.  Unless I have created a good working relationship. It they are not doing a good job I would prefer to work with another project manager on the next project.  

· Do not assign one project manager to a facility.

Blacklisting contractors was a common theme here, so was not having just one A/E PM assigned to a facility. Most participants requested different project managers.

8. What could VIAC do to help agencies /institutions move to more proactive approaches in eliminating these hazards?

· Money: If we had more money we could repair before it becomes an emergency.

· Old building – put off until the project becomes an emergency.

· Can’t afford to have people evaluate projects.

· Money toward surveying & evaluating.

We heard some contradictions here. Some argued we should put off old buildings with emergencies, while others said we should fix those first. Also, some people argued we can’t afford to evaluate projects and do studies while others said it was necessary.

9. What can VIAC do to help agencies change to less piecemeal approaches in eliminating hazards?

· Money.

· Phased projects fights with resources used in emergency situations.

· Phasing is inefficient – work is not consistent, different contractors for different phases.

· Can’t look at the big picture.

· Be more creative with service delivery.

· We also heard that we need to be more creative in service delivery and that phased projects are not efficient and do not work most of the time due to the turnover in contractors

· Don’t be so locked into the lowest bid.

· Lowest bid is not always the best situation.

· Flexible guidelines.

· Resources – big picture.

· Creativity with inmates, to create more revenue streams and do some of the work that we have to hire contractors to do.

We heard several comments about not being locked into the lowest bid; this might be something Mark Johnson should look at to see if the legislature would ever consider writing new legislation. 

10. What would your recommendation be regarding a funding source for major maintenance?

· Generating new sources of revenue.

· Take money out of Governor’s hands.

· Remove politics.

· Money needs to be consistent ($40 million).

Survey Results
2009-2010 Program Evaluation Tables

In the fall of 2009 Vertical Infrastructure Program Staff and DAS Marketing and Communications staff conducted a survey to determine how well the program was doing and what areas it needs to improve. The survey went out to two different groups. The first went to the A/E project managers and DAS managers. The second survey went to the 12 agencies the Vertical Infrastructure Program supports. Business managers, plant operation managers and staff from the Department of Human Services, Department of Corrections, Iowa Workforce Development, Alcoholic Beverages, Iowa Public Television, Department of Administrative Services, Department of Public Safety, Department of Cultural Affairs, Veterans Affairs, etc.
 
1) On a scale of 1-10 - with 1 being very inadequate, 5 being adequate and 10 being very adequate – how would you rate the Major Maintenance funding you have received in the past 5 years?

	
	(very inadequate)
	
	(adequate)
	
	
	(very adequate)

	
	1 
	2
	3
	4
	5 
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10 

	Response percentage
	0.0%
	14.8%
	14.8%
	18.5%
	25.9%
	0.0%
	11.1%
	3.7%
	7.4%
	3.7%

	Response count
	0
	4
	4
	5
	7
	0
	3
	1
	2
	1

	Total number of responses
	27

	Skipped question
	3
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2) Have there been projects at your institution that would not have been completed without the support of the Vertical Infrastructure Program?
	
	Yes 
	No

	Response percentage
	79.2%
	20.8%

	Response count
	19
	5

	Total number of responses
	24

	Skipped question
	6


3) On a scale of 1-10 with 1 being very inadequate, 5 being adequate and 10 being very adequate - rate your experience with Major Maintenance work. Have your expectations been met with contractors, consultants, design firms, etc.?

	
	(very inadequate)
	
	(adequate)
	
	
	(very adequate)

	
	1 
	2
	3
	4
	5 
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10 

	Response percentage
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	21.7%
	26.1%
	4.3%
	13.0%
	17.4%
	13.0%
	4.3%

	Response count
	0
	0
	0
	5
	6
	1
	3
	4
	3
	1

	Total number of responses
	23

	Skipped question
	7
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4) On a scale of 1-10 with 1 being very inadequate, 5 being adequate and 10 being very adequate - rate your experience working with DAS Architectural & Engineering Services. Have your expectations been met in terms of timeliness, competence, quality of work, etc.?
	
	(very inadequate)
	
	(adequate)
	
	
	(very adequate)

	
	1 
	2
	3
	4
	5 
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10 

	Response percentage
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	4.3%
	21.7%
	8.7%
	17.4%
	13.0%
	21.7%
	13.0%

	Response count
	0
	0
	0
	1
	5
	2
	4
	3
	5
	3

	Total number of responses
	23

	Skipped question
	7
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5) Have you seen an improvement in deferred maintenance at your institution since the creation of the Vertical Infrastructure Program?

	
	Yes 
	No

	Response percentage
	72.7%
	27.3%

	Response count
	16
	6

	Total number of responses
	22

	Skipped question
	8


6) Proactive approaches to eliminating hazards at your institution since the creation of VIAC?
	
	More 
	Less
	No Change

	Response percentage
	54.5%
	4.5%
	40.9%

	Response count
	12
	1
	9

	Total number of responses
	22

	Skipped question
	8


7) Reactive approaches to eliminating hazards at your institution since the creation of VIAC?

	
	More 
	Less
	No Change

	Response percentage
	40.9%
	27.3%
	31.8%

	Response count
	9
	6
	7

	Total number of responses
	22

	Skipped question
	8


8) Piecemeal approaches to eliminating hazards at your institution since the creation of VIAC?
	
	More 
	Less
	No Change

	Response percentage
	0.0%
	50.0%
	50.0%

	Response count
	0
	11
	11

	Total number of responses
	22

	Skipped question
	8


9) Several options are being considered for recommendation regarding a funding source for Major Maintenance and Routine Maintenance funds. Please rate the following options.
	
	First Preference
	Acceptable Idea
	Would Not Be My Preference
	Not a Good Option At All

	The Legislature should establish a permanent funding source for Vertical Infrastructure projects totaling $40 million for major maintenance and $20 million for routine maintenance per fiscal year with an annual adjustment based on changes in costs of construction, inflation, etc.
	70.0% (14)
	30.0% (6)
	0.0% (0)
	0.0% (0)

	The Legislature should require each agency to request funding equal to 3-5% of the replacement cost of the buildings the agency occupies for routine and major maintenance. Furthermore, the legislature should make a commitment to funding these requests.
	0.0% (0)
	68.4% (13)
	26.3% (5)
	5.3% (1)

	The Legislature should eliminate the current manner of providing Major Maintenance and Routine Maintenance funding to DAS and instead appropriate money directly to each of the agencies that the Vertical Infrastructure Committee serves.
	5.3% (1)
	31.6% (6)
	36.8% (7)
	26.3% (5)

	There should be no changes to the current DAS-led management of Major Maintenance projects.
	20.0% (4)
	40.0% (8)
	30.0% (6)
	10.0% (2)

	Total number who answered question
	21

	Skipped question
	9


Conclusions
The 2009 Vertical Infrastructure Program Evaluation is the first of many planned evaluations that will evaluate how well the program is doing and areas that need to be improved. The survey, focus group and background research has provided Vertical Infrastructure Program staff and Vertical Infrastructure Advisory Committee members with vital information on how to improve services in a very difficult economic time. Recommendations on Major Maintenance funding, Routine Maintenance funding, demolition projects, phased projects and other types of projects have been made and inserted into the 2010 Plan of Action. This is a necessary and prudent tool that gives Vertical Infrastructure Program staff and committee members goals and benchmarks to meet in the current fiscal year and future fiscal years. More information can be found at the Vertical Infrastructure website: http://das.iowa.gov/gse/statebldg/vertical_infra_advisory.html.
A. Evaluation of Phasing Projects
Recommendation: Use phased projects for large multi-year projects that have the potential to save taxpayer money. 
Project # 3167 was a phased project dealing with multiple roofs at the State Training School in Eldora. The following is a breakdown in funding for each phase of the project. 

	Project #
	Initial Allocation
	Allocation Adjustment
	Database Total Funds
	Sum of Expenditures

	3167.00
	$22,000.00
	$172,640.00
	$194,640.00
	$183,389.28

	3167.01
	$179,045.00
	($65,859.54)
	$113,185.46
	$112,435.46

	3167.04
	$40,848.00
	$1,476.41
	$42,324.41
	$42,324.41

	3167.05
	$27,987.00
	$1,270.49
	$29,257.49
	$29,257.49

	3167.06
	$26,000.00
	$51,000.00
	$77,000.00
	$75,795.01

	3167.07
	$62,210.00
	($11,668.10)
	$50,541.90
	$50,353.10

	3167.08
	$62,210.00
	($11,669.09)
	$50,540.91
	$50,352.10

	3167.09
	$8,637.00
	$13,013.35
	$21,650.35
	$21,650.35

	3167.10
	$61,586.00
	($13,290.58)
	$48,295.42
	$48,295.42

	Totals
	$490,523.00
	$136,912.94
	$627,435.94
	$613,852.62


Project #3167.00 was a multiple phased project that started off with an initial allocation of $22,000.00. This amount was later adjusted with another $17,640.00 bringing the total funds for the first phase to $194,640 of which $183,389.28 was expended. Throughout the phases of this project $613,852.62 was spent with $627,435.94 being encumbered. The remainder of the funds was transferred to another Human Services project. 

Project #2085 was phased project at Ft. Madison Penitentiary that upgraded the electrical system which required new distribution, secondary and emergency backup generation systems. 

	Project #
	Initial Allocation
	Allocation Adjustment
	Database Total Funds
	Sum of Expenditures

	2085.01
	$700,000.00
	$104,835.14
	$804,835.14
	$804,835.14

	2085.02
	$860,000.00
	($15,410.94)
	$844,589.06
	$844,589.06

	2085.03
	$1,500,000.00
	$295,661.15
	$1,795,661.15
	$1,795,661.15

	2085.04
	$370,000.00
	($58,448.00)
	$311,552.00
	$311,552.00

	2085.05
	$500,000.00
	$1,252,555.26
	$1,752,555.26
	$1,216,979.72

	2085.06
	$528,817.00
	$0.00
	$528,817.00
	$528,817.00

	Totals
	$4,458,817.00
	$1,579,192.61
	$6,038,009.61
	$5,502,434.07 


The initial allocations for project 2085 were $4,458,817.00. Throughout the phases of the project another $1,579,192.61 was allocated for numerous causes including but not limited to change orders and possible changes in scope. The total amount encumbered was therefore $6,038,009.61 while the total amount expended was $5,502,434.07. The remaining 500k was reallocated to another Department of Corrections Project. 
Project #2065 was phased project at Anamosa State Penitentiary that upgraded the electrical system which required new distribution, secondary and emergency backup generation systems. 
	Project #
	Initial Allocation
	Allocation Adjustment
	Database Total Funds
	Sum of Expenditures

	2065.02
	$2,050,000.00
	($40,969.00)
	$2,009,031.00
	$2,009,031.00

	2065.03
	$800,000.00
	$259,490.26
	$1,059,490.26
	$1,094,538.08

	2065.04
	$1,500,000.00
	($1,443,819.31)
	$56,180.69
	$56,180.69

	2065.05
	$250,000.00
	$2,508,634.50
	$2,758,634.50
	$2,408,221.41

	Totals
	$4,600,000.00
	$1,283,336.45
	$5,883,336.45
	$5,567,971.18


The initial allocations for this project were $4,600,000.00 with adjustments of $1,283,336.45. The total amount encumbered was $5,883,336.45 with a total amount expended of $5,567,971.18. This is an example of a project that needed approximately another $1.2 million in adjustments to keep it on budget. This was due to many probably causes such as change orders, scope change, unforeseen weather difficulties, etc. 
Conclusion Phased Projects: 
While these three projects all had remaining balances after the projects were completed they all needed allocation adjustments throughout the process to account for unforeseen problems or issues. At this time the program staff has not been able to conclude whether these projects have been successful in saving money. Therefore, staff is recommending to continue evaluating phased projects and to use them whenever money can be saved in the future. 
B. Routine Maintenance and Major Maintenance Funding 
Recommendation: Establish a permanent funding source for Routine and Major Maintenance.
The focus group and survey conducted by Vertical Infrastructure Program staff provided some excellent information on how agencies feel about routine maintenance and major maintenance. Fiscal Year 2010 has been difficult for the Vertical Infrastructure Advisory Committee and Vertical Infrastructure Program staff with little money to distribute for Routine Maintenance and Major Maintenance across agencies. Fiscal year 2011 looks even worse with only $3 million being in the Governor’s budget for Major Maintenance and none being approved for Routine Maintenance. 

Historically, agencies have been used to receiving little to no outside help from groups like the Vertical Infrastructure Advisory Committee. In 2000, agencies began to receive more support from the committee and in 2006 the program received an unprecedented $40 million in Major Maintenance and $5 million in Routine Maintenance funds. Needless to say, this only scratched the surface of the State’s vertical infrastructure needs with a decade-old calculation of deferred maintenance sitting at a staggering $250 million. This was, however, the first time the program had received a multi-year appropriation of $8-, $10-, $40- and $40 million, with the last $40 million being reduced to $15 million, which was then de-appropriated and replaced by another approximately $17 million.

The survey results and focus group results gave program staff a significant amount of information to work with. First, the results indicated that a majority of agencies thought that Routine Maintenance and Major Maintenance had been adequate in the past 5 years (see question #1 of the survey). 79.2% of respondents said that they would not have been able to complete projects at their institutions without the funding the Vertical Infrastructure Advisory Committee provides (see question #2 of the survey). 
There was a long discussion during the focus group that indicated agencies do share a uniform view on how Major Maintenance funding should be funded. In question #9 of the survey, 70% of respondents agreed that the Legislature should establish a permanent funding source for Vertical Infrastructure projects totaling $40 million for major maintenance and $20 million for routine maintenance per fiscal year with an annual adjustment based on changes in costs of construction, inflation, etc.
This is probably the most significant piece of information that the program evaluation has revealed. Therefore, Vertical Infrastructure Program staff has included this recommendation into the 2010 Plan of Action. Vertical Infrastructure Program Staff and Advisory Committee members will be tasked with determining the best route of obtaining this goal. 
C. Demolition
Recommendation: Consider demolition of deteriorated facilities as a priority.
Question #5 of the focus group provided detailed information on demolition projects and how agencies believe that these projects should proceed. While some agencies said that demolishing old buildings is a protective step for life and safety issues and saves the agency and the State routine maintenance and utility costs in the long run others did not agree. Several agencies said that some of these old buildings can still add value to the institution or campus where they were built. In fact, some of these buildings still serve useful needs like storage. And while not all of the agencies agreed on what to do with these buildings they did all agree on the fact that more funding is needed, especially for those buildings that do have health life and safety issues. 

In the past there has been the reoccurring question at Vertical Infrastructure Committee meetings of whether or not old buildings which are not occupied should be receiving Routine Maintenance money. The current policy is that they do receive Routine Maintenance Money. Many agencies want to change this. The 2010 Plan of Action will address this debate and with the help of Vertical Infrastructure Program Staff and Committee members a decision will be made on whether this policy is still acceptable. 
The Vertical Infrastructure Program currently has authorization to use up to $1 million for demolition, and in 2010 the committee is recommending we proceed with demolition since there is no routine maintenance money.
D. Plan of Action 2010 

Vertical Infrastructure Plan of Action 2010

In order to promote the importance of our assets and to ensure continued and increasing funding for major maintenance and routine maintenance, in 2010 we intend to:

1)
Annually update a list of facts relating to state buildings and the maintenance needs for those buildings. This information will support the case for increased and permanent funding. Include information on:

· Demolition Planning, including criteria for demolition and factors that will promote the need for demolition funding.

· Routine Maintenance Planning

· Building Code and Related Issues

2)
Encourage agencies to invite legislators and local constituencies to all committee meetings, and document participation in periodic Plan of Action progress reports. 

· Draft a form letter to be sent to legislators by the institutions and designated committee members in advance of each meeting. 

3)
Develop testimonials supporting the need for routine and major maintenance and how the maintenance funding is being put to work around the state on projects such as electrical distribution systems, roofing work and tuck pointing.

4)
Provide updated information and facts to advocates throughout the state so they can help carry the message on maintenance needs and adequate funding.

· Use current marketing information and send it to stakeholders who share a common interest in major maintenance and routine maintenance funding.

· Periodically review Program Evaluation results to provide additional information and facts. 

5)
Continue working with private sector and other groups with a common interest in major maintenance and routine maintenance funding that can spearhead the legislative effort to provide an adequate level of funding.
· Invite local contractor associations and local building trade councils to meetings that share a common interest in major maintenance and routine maintenance.
6)
Work with the Department of Administrative Services on consolidation of projects and alternative delivery systems for projects as a way of saving money.

7)
Deliver the message to the public that tax dollars are being well spent, through press releases and other means of public awareness.
· Utilize the current web page as the first stop for citizens and interested parties to gather information about the Vertical Infrastructure Advisory Committee.
8)
Make use of the 2009 Program Evaluation and the following recommendations:

· Recommendation 1: Use phased projects for large multi-year projects that have the potential to save taxpayer money. 

· Recommendation 2: Establish a permanent funding source for Routine and Major Maintenance.

· Recommendation 3: Consider demolition of deteriorated facilities as a priority.

The Plan of Action will require continued public sector support to develop the information, with private sector involvement to provide for more, consistent and permanent funding. The Plan of Action will be reviewed again in February, June and November and a report back to the Director of the Department of Administrative Services will be made on our progress and accomplishments after the June and November meetings and as part of the Annual Report to the Governor in December. 
2010 Plan of Action Prepared by the Vertical Infrastructure Advisory Committee.
Next Steps:

2010 marks a difficult time for the Vertical Infrastructure Program staff and advisory committee members. With only 3 million in Major Maintenance funds budgeted for fiscal year 2011 the backlog of deferred maintenance is surely to rise. Therefore, it is important to focus on several of the recommendations made in this report. First, DAS staff should focus on a marketing campaign that might secure a permanent funding source for Routine and Major Maintenance in the future. Second, with 1 million in Major Maintenance funds dedicated to demolition, the Vertical Infrastructure Advisory Committee should focus on prioritizing buildings across the State that are in need of being demolished. Third, Vertical Infrastructure Program staff and Advisory Committee members need to focus on projects that are multi-year and phased out over the duration of the project. The evaluation remains inconclusive on whether these projects save money. In the future, staff will focus on current phased projects to determine whether they are in fact saving money. 

The 2009-2010 Vertical Infrastructure Program Evaluation is an ever evolving document and will be updated periodically by staff. Furthermore, phased projects, demolition projects and new construction projects will all be evaluated for cost-saving factors and general effectiveness of the project. 
Thank you to the Department of Administrative Services Marketing and Communication Staff, Vertical Infrastructure Program Staff, Vertical Infrastructure Advisory Committee Members and Agency Business Managers, Plant Operations Managers and Agency Representatives who contributed to this evaluation. The report would not have been completed without everyone’s input and time.  

Dean Ibsen – Vertical Infrastructure Program Manager 

Nick Smith – Vertical Infrastructure Program Planner 

Christine Suckow – Vertical Infrastructure Management Analyst 2008-2009

�You have 9 of 12 listed -- I think it would be better to list the last 3 for methodology purposes.
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