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Executive Summary

Value Engineering During Project Development

The effort put forth in value engineering by the department over the past ten years has
produced more than $2.5 billion in implemented cost avoidance. This effort has led to the
department being recognized as a national leader in value engineering .

The districts completed 20 studies or 77% of the original number of studies scheduled for
fiscal year 2009/2010. The original work plan had 26 studies scheduled for the year and the target
was to complete 75% or 20 of the planned studies. Due to the dynamics of the department’s work
program, 9 of the 26 scheduled studies (35%) were either dropped from the work plan altogether or
rescheduled for the 2010/2011 fiscal year, while six of the completed studies were added to the
original work plan.

During this same period, the districts acted on 102 recommendations, approving 60 for a 59%
adoption rate. Forty-five of the approved recommendations resulted in $158 million in project cost
avoidance/savings. The remaining 15 approved recommendations were value added
recommendations that increased project performance, while adding $17 million to the project cost.
Therefore, the total value of the approved recommendations, including the value added
recommendations, produced $141 million in project cost avoidance/savings.

The approved recommendations resulted in a 4.53% project saved and a Return on
Investment (ROI) of $138 to $1. The percent project saved is calculated by dividing the value of all
approved recommendations by the total costs of the projects studied, while the ROI is calculated by
dividing the value of all approved recommendations by the cost of administering the program.

There were 63 pending recommendations totaling $323.7 million in potential cost avoidance/
savings at the end of the 2010/1011 fiscal year. This is a 12.5% increase in the total number of
pending recommendations from the end of the 2009/2010 fiscal year. Thirty-nine of the 63
recommendations have been pending for more than 12 months, which is more than 60% of the total
number of pending recommendations. Since the VE Study is a ‘snapshot’ of the project at some
point in time of project development and projects are continuously moving forward in development,
this is a concern. The longer recommendations are unresolved and in a pending status the less
likely that they will be adopted because the development of the project has advanced.

Cost Savings Initiatives During Construction

Seventeen Cost Savings Initiative (CSI)’'s) Proposals were submitted during fiscal year
20010/20011, totaling more than $5.10 million in potential project savings. During this same period,
the districts acted on 22 proposals approving 19. The implemented savings from the 19 approved
CSlI's was $4.87 million. There are currently five pending VECP’s totaling $2.10 million in potential
project savings.



Program Organization

Mission: Administer the Florida Department of Transportation Value Engineering
and Cost Savings Initiative Programs, satisfying the needs of the stakeholders.

Vision: Value Engineering . . . providing an effective support function which
maximizes project and process value for the transportation systems in the State of
Florida.

CENTRAL OFFICE {Tallahassee}
Kurt Lieblong, P.E., CVS

State Value Engineer

(850) 414-4787

e-mail: kurt.lieblong@dot.state.fl.us

DISTRICT 2 {Lake City}

Bobbi Goss

District Value Engineering Coordinator
(386) 758-3769

e-mail: bobbi.goss@dot.state.fl.us

DISTRICT 3 {Chipley}
H.T. Waller

District VE Program Manager
(850) 638-0250

e-mail: h.waller@dot.state.fl.us

DISTRICT 5 {Deland}

Gary Bass

District Value Administrator

(386) 943-5254

e-mail: gary.bass@dot.state.fl.us

DISTRICT 7 {Tampa}

Larry Timp, P.E.

District Value Engineer

(813) 975-6720

e-mail: lourens.timp@dot.state.fl.us

DISTRICT 4 {Ft. Lauderdale}
Tim Brock, P.E.

District Value Engineer

(954) 777-4125

e-mail: tim.brock@dot.state.fl.us

DISTRICT 1 {Bartow}

Frank Chupka, P.E.

Asst. District Design Engineer
(863) 519-2572

e-mail: frank.chupka.dot.state.fl.us

DISTRICT 6 {Miami}

John Dovel, P.E., AVS
TURNPIKE ENTERPRISE {Orlando} % E:’),'gg'ci;’oagjseﬁng'”eer

Michael Shannon, P.E. ( ). e

Assistant Design Engineer e-mail: john.dovel@dot.state.fl.us
(407) 264-3628

e-mail: michael.shannon@dot.state.fl.us



Value Engineering Overview

What is Value Engineering

Value Engineering (VE) is the formal application of a proven and effective tool used to im-
prove the value of a project, product or service. VE strives to optimize the use of allocated funds
without reducing the quality or performance. A multi-disciplined team is assembled and the six
phases of the VE Job Plan (Information, Functional Analysis, Creative, Evaluation, Development and

Presentation) are used to guide the team through the process.

VE Job Plan

» Project Selection

Pre-Stud .
y » Team Selection

» Information Phase
» Functional Analysis
» Creative Phase

» Evaluation

» Development

» Presentation

VE Study

» Recommendation Resolution
» Report Results

Post-Study

The administration of the VE Program can be broken down into the following key processes.

Pre-Study Study Post Study
Project Selection Conduct VE Study Recommendation Resolution
Team Selection Report Results




Value Engineering Overview

Performance Measures

The VE Program and the Cost Savings Initiative (CSI) Program are managed through the use
of the Process Control Systems found in Appendix B. Each process has a set of Quality and In-
Process measures that are used to evaluate the performance of the program. The Quality Meas-

ures for the overall VE program are defined below.

VE Program
Quality Measure Calculation
Q1: Approved Cost Avoidance Sum of all approved cost avoidance/
Recommendations savings recommendations
Q2: Approved Value Added Sum of all approved value added
Recommendations recommendations
Q3: Adoption Rate # of Approved Recommendations
# of Proposed Recommendations
Q4: Percent Project Saved Value of Approved Recommendations
Total Project Costs
Q5: Percent Program Saved Value of Approved Recommendations
3 Year Monthly Average Lettings
Q5: Return on Investment Value of Approved Recommendations
(only reported annually) Total cost of VE Program




Cost Savings Initiative Overview

What is Cost Savings Initiative

The Cost Savings Initiative Program offers an opportunity for the contractor to propose cost
savings ideas prior to work beginning and as work progresses on a project. Contractors can
demonstrate their innovation and ingenuity by proposing ideas that contribute to the cost
effectiveness of the project. The contractors are then rewarded for this ingenuity and innovation by

sharing in any project savings generated from an approved Cost Savings Initiative (CSI) proposal.

Performance Measures

CSI Program
Q1: Number of CSI’s Sum of all CSI’s
Q2: Approved Cost Savings Sum of all approved CSI savings
Q3: Percent Project Saved Value of Approved Proposals
Total Project Costs
Q4: Percent Program Saved Value of Approved Recommendations
3 Year Monthly Average Lettings




Fiscal Year 2010/2011

Value Engineering
Performance Measures




Adopted Recommendations

Q1: Annual Approved Cost Avoidance/Savings
$600.0
Total Approved Recommendations: $2.5 billion
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Approved $$$| $143.3 $168.8 $103.8 $151.6 $486.2 $309.2 $515.1 $310.4 $192.4 $158.0
Q1: Cost Avoidance Recommendations
Annual Report FY 2010/2011
$160,000,000
$120,000,000 Approved Recommendations: $158 million F
$80,000,000
$40,000,000 A
%0 | [ .—| B
District1 District2 District3 District4 District5 District6 District7 Turnpike

B $ Recommended| $57,218,827 | $150,687,536| $4,896,663 | $83,848,821 | $38,533,500 $0 $15,497,900 | $13,964,536
O $ Approved $55,518,827 | $12,987,536 $112,723 $62,115,089 | $15,232,500 $0 $3,655,700 $8,415,346




Adopted Recommendations

Q2: Annual Approved Value Added Recommendations
$60.00
$50.00 7\ Approved Value Added: $212.7 million I //’\X\
$40.00 / \
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2 $30.00
$20.00 / \ \
$10.00 / \//\ \// \//
$0.00
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Approved $$$|  $0.89 $54.09 $4.15 $13.49 $1.87 $9.28 $54.69 $53.35 $3.80 $17.05
Q2: Value Added Recommendations
Annual Report FY 2010/2011
$20,000,000
$16,000,000 Approved Value Added: $17.1 million '7
$12,000,000 A
$8,000,000 A
$4,000,000
District1 District2 District3 District4 District5 District6 District7 Turnpike
B $ Recomended| $1,616,473 | $17,553,000 $1,824 $4,407,949 $0 $0 $0 $0
0 $ Approved $1,616,473 | $12,163,000 $1,824 $3,272,528 $0 $0 $0 $0

* A Value Added Recommendation significantly increases the performance of a function while also
increasing the cost.



Adoption Rates

Q3: Annual Adoption Rate
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Annual Report FY 2010/2011
45
55%
40
35 Target Range: 40%-60% I
30
@ 25
o
g 20
z 92%
15
550 55% 58% 50%
10 A
5 33%
0%
0 [
District1 District 2 District3 District4 District5 District6 District7 Turnpike
B # Recomended 13 11 11 40 12 0 12 3
O # Approved 12 6 6 22 7 0 6 1




Percent Project Saved

Q4: Annual Percent Project Saved
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Percent Program Saved

The Percent Program Saved is a new measure introduced this year. The intent is to compare the
cost avoidance/savings to the overall work program. The measure is calculated by dividing the three
year average monthly lettings into the overall cost avoidance/savings. Line charts showing trends
will be developed in future years as data becomes available.

Q3: Percent Program Saved
Annual Report Fiscal Year 2010/2011
35.00%
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Return on Investment

Q5: Return on Investment
Annual Report Fiscal Year 2010/2011

Return on

141,000,000
Investment $

s
$200,000,000

$138 to $1

r

$100,000,000

$1,019,919

$0 : ’
Program Costs Adopted Recommendations

Q5: Annual Return on Investment

$350
FDOT Average $148to $1
$300
FHWA Average $173to $1
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FYO01/02 | FY02/03 | FY03/04 | FY04/05 | FYO05/06 | FY06/07 | FY07/08 | FY08/09 | FY09/10 | FY10/11
BFDOT $108 $101 $78 $110 $234 $145 $216 $156 $196 $138
OFHWA Avg. $116 $120 $145 $325 $219 $157 $205 $99

*  FHWA data for fiscal year 2009/2010 or 2010/2011 was not available at time of publication.
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Work Plan Completion

P1: VE Studies Scheduled vs. Completed
Annual Report FY 2010/2011
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Pending Recommendations

P4: Annual # Pending Recommendations
Annual Report FY 2010/2011
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Fiscal Year 2010/2011

Cost Savings Initiative
Performance Measures
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CSI Summary

Q1: Annual CSI (VECP's) Acted Upon
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CSI Approved Savings

Q2: Cumulative CSI (VECP) Construction Cost Savings
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CSI Percent Project Saved

Q3: CSI (VECP) Annual Percent Project Saved
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CSI Percent Program Saved

The Percent Program Saved is a new measure introduced this year. The intent is to compare the
cost avoidance/savings to the overall work program. The measure is calculated by dividing the three
year average monthly lettings into the overall cost avoidance/savings. Line charts showing trends
will be developed in future years as data becomes available.

Q5: CSl Percent Program Saved
Annual Report Fiscal Year 2010/2011
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Appendix A
5 year History

Annual Performance Measures
by District
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District 1

Q1: Annual Approved Cost Avoidance/Savings
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Q2: Annual Approved Value Added Recommendations
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District 1

Q3: Annual Adoption Rate
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District 1

P1: % Scheduled VE Studies Completed
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District 1

Q1: Annual VECP's Acted Upon
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District 2

Q1: Annual Approved Cost Avoidance/Savings
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District 2

Q3: Annual Adoption Rate
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District 2

P1:% Scheduled VE Studies Completed
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District 2

Q1: Annual VECP's Acted Upon
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District 3

Q1: Annual Approved Cost Avoidance/Savings
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District 3

Q3: Annual Adoption Rate
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District 3

P1: % Scheduled VE Studies Completed
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120%
100%
100%
100% A Target: 75%
80%
80% 1
60% -
40% A
20%
0% T T T T
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
Fiscal Year
P4: Annual # Pending Recommendations
District 3
20
15
10 ya ™~
. ~
0 n
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
——0-3 Months 6 0 0 0 3
—®—4-6 Months 0 0 0 0
—A—7-12 Months 5 0 0 0 0
—%—>12 Months 0 11 11 5 0
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District 3

10

0

Q1: Annual VECP's Acted Upon

06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
B Acted Upon 8 4 2 4 5
0 Approved 7 2 2 3 4
Fiscal Year
Q2: Annual Approved VECP Savings
$2,000,000 +
‘ Approved Savings: $4.62 million I
$1,354,282
$1,500,000
$1,034,965 s
884,257
$1,000,000 A
$677,036 $671,181
$500,000
$0
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
Fiscal Year
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District 4

P1: Annual Approved Cost Avoidance/Savings

District 4
$350,000,000
$300,000,000 Approved Recommendations: $556 million I
$250,000,000 / \
$200,000,000 / \
$150,000,000 \
$100,000,000 / \ /\
$50,000,000 \/
$0
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
—¢—Approved $$$ $96,093,670 $298,089,209 $5,942,092 $94,108,581 $62,115,089
Q2: Annual Approved Value Added Recommendations
District 4
$35,000,000
$30,000,000 Approved Value Added: $41 million I
$25,000,000 //\\
$20,000,000 / \
$15,000,000 / \
$10,000,000 ’/ \
$5,000,000
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
——Approved $$$ $8,730,000 $29,056,098 $674,000 $0 $3,272,528
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District 4

Q3: Annual Adoption Rate

100%

90% A
Target Range: 40%-60%
80% A

70% o

58%

60%

50% -
37%
40% p——

30% A

20% A

10% A

0% T T T T T T
01/02 02/03 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11

Fiscal Year

Q4: Annual Percent Project Saved
District 4

35.00%

- 504- 0,
30.00% - Target Range: 5%-10% 27.38%
‘; 24.90%

25.00%

20.00% 1 17.01%

15.00% 1 13.87%
7.03%

10.00% \/

5.00%

0.00% T T T T
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11

Fiscal Year
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District 4

P1:% Scheduled VE Studies Completed

District 4
120%
100% * < < < >
80% -
60% -
40% A
‘ Target: 75% I
20% A
0% . .
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
Fiscal Year
P4: Annual # Pending Recommendations
District 4
25
20
15 \
10
5 =~
\ D
0 % = == —————aa
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
——0-3 Months 15 0 1 0
—®—4-6 Months 7 0 0 0 0
—4&—7-12 Months 0 0 1 0
—%— > 12 Months 0 0 0 0
Fiscal Year
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District 4

Q1: Annual VECP's Acted Upon

10
8
6
4 -
2 -
. N __ I
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
B Acted Upon 5 6 1 0 1
B Approved 5 6 1 0 1
Fiscal Year
Q2: Annual Approved VECP Savings
$2,000,000
‘ Approved Savings: $2.53 million I
$1,500,000
$1,340,973
$1,150,076
$1,000,000
$500,000
$43,450 $0
$0
$0 . < <
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
Fiscal Year
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District 5

Q1: Annual Approved Cost Avoidance/Savings
District 5

$100,000,000

$80,000,000 Approved Recommendations: $163 million F

$60,000,000

$40,000,000 \/-
$20,000,000 \/‘

$0
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
—¢— Approved $$$ $66,352,000 $29,958,000 $40,471,500 $11,482,000 $15,232,500
Q2: Annual Approved Value Added Recommendations
District 5
$1,000,000
$800,000 Approved Value Added: $536,000 '—
$600,000
$400,000 /\
$200,000
$0 A \ 4 L 4
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
—e— Approved $$$ $72,000 $0 $464,000 $0 $0
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District 5

Q3: Annual Adoption Rate
District 5
100%
80% - ‘ Target Range: 40%-60% I
60% .
58% R 58%
60% - * —3
40%
21% 25%
20% A
0% T T T T
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
Fiscal Year
Q4: Annual Percent Project Saved
District 5
35.00%
30.00% -
‘ Target Range: 5%-10% I
25.00% A
20.00% A
15.00% A
10.00%
4.10%
5 00% 4.55% 3.61% 2.75% 4.45%
.00% -~ H\‘\_‘/6
0.00% T T T T
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
Fiscal Year
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District 5

P1:% Scheduled VE Studies Completed

District 5

120%

100% 100%

100%
100% - 89%
80% A
67%
60% -
40% -
Target: 75%
20% - ‘ I
0% T T T T
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
Fiscal Year

P4: Annual # Pending Recommendations

District 5
20
15 \
10
5
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
——0- 3 Months 18 2 2 3 0
—#—4-6 Months 2 0 0 0
—&—7-12 Months 0 0 1 0
—>—> 12 Months 0 8 1 2 1
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District 5

Q1: Annual VECP's Acted Upon

10
8
6
4
2 -
o .
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
B Acted Upon 4 0 1 2 4
O Approved 3 0 1 2 4
Fiscal Year
Q1: Annual VECP's Acted Upon
$2,000,000
‘ Approved Savings: $732,689 I
$1,500,000
$1,000,000
500,000
$ $373,121
$172,658
$124,510 )
62,400
— w0 ¥
$0 T <>
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11

Fiscal Year
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District 6

Q1: Annual Approved Cost Avoidance/Savings
District 6
$200,000,000
/\ | Approved Recommendations: $234 million I
$150,000,000
$100,000,000
$50,000,000
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
—— Approved $$$ $3,384,000 $42,147,083 $188,426,838 $300,000 $0
Q2: Annual Approved Value Added Recommendations
District 6
$2,500,000
$2.000,000 /\ Approved Value Added: $2.4 million I
$1,500,000 / \
$1,000,000
$500,000
$0 ¢ \ 4 \ 4
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
—¢—Approved $$$ $0 $2,166,003 $274,101 $0 $0
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District 6

Q3: Annual Adoption Rate

District 6
100%
Target Range: 40%-60%
80% A ‘ I
60%
42% 43%
40% 40%
* -
40% * e .
20%
0%
0%
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
Fiscal Year
Q4: Annual Percent Project Saved
District 6
35.00%
30.00% ‘ Target Range: 5%-10% I
25.00% A
20.00% A
15.00% - 13.28%
8.13% /\
10.00% /
5.00% -
0 97:/ 0.51% 0.00%
0.00% . . T . *

06/07 07/08 08/09
Fiscal Year

09/10 10/11
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District 6

P1:% Scheduled VE Studies Completed

District 6
120%
100% Target: 75%
- ‘ I
75%
4 0,
80% 1% 67%
60% 1
40% A
20% A
0% 0%
0% A 4 \ 4
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
Fiscal Year
P4: Annual # Pending Recommendations
District 6
20
” %
10 haN
5 N
0 X5
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
——0-3 Months 11 0 0 8 0
—®—4-6 Months 17 1 0 0
—&—7-12 Months 4 0 0 5
—*— > 12 Months 15 13 1 2 10
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District 6

Q1: Annual VECP's Acted Upon

10
8
6
4
2 -
o n_
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
B Acted Upon 3 1 1 0 0
O Approved 2 1 1 0 0
Fiscal Year
Q2: Annual Approved VECP Savings
$2,000,000
‘ Approved Savings: $1.16 million I
$1,500,000
$1,000,000
$626,818
$416,018
$500,000 A
$114,913
$0 $0
$0 * *
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
Fiscal Year
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District 7

Q1: Annual Approved Cost Avoidance/Savings
District 7

$25,000,000 Approved Recommendations: $59 million I
$20,000,000 \ A
$15,000,000
$10,000,000 \ /
* — ¢
$5,000,000 \
$0
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
—*—Approved $$$ $22,086,988 $6,341,126 $5,916,637 $21,212,700 $3,655,700

Q2: Annual Approved Value Added Recommendations

District 7
$1,000,000
$800,000 Approved Value Added: $560,000 I—

$600,000
$400,000
$200,000

$0 4 4 g 4

06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
—¢—Approved $$$ $0 $560,000 $0 $0 $0
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District 7

Q3: Annual Adoption Rate

District 7
100%
Target Range: 40%-60%
80% 1
0,
60% 0%
43% /
0,
40% A i
29%
20%
20%
0% T 1 T T
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
Fiscal Year
Q4: Annual Percent Project Saved
District 7
35.00%
30.00%
Target Range: 5%-10%
25.00%
20.00%
15.00%
10.00%
5.63%
& 00% . 3.54%
o
0.00% . =~ . — . — .
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
Fiscal Year
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District 7

P1: %Scheduled VE Studies Completed
District 7

120%

Target: 75%
100% A

80% T

63%

60%

40% A

20%

0%
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
Fiscal Year

P4: Annual # Pending Recommendations

District 7

20

15

10

5 A
—A— X
0 L3 L 3
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11

——0-3 Months 0 6 0 0 0
—#®—4-6 Months 0 10 0 0 0
—4—7-12 Months 0 0 0 1 0
—*—> 12 Months 0 0 0 1
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District 7

Q1: Annual VECP's Acted Upon

10
8
6
4
2
0 -
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
B Acted Upon 1 3 4 0 3
O Approved 1 3 2 0 3
Fiscal Year

Q1: Annual VECP's Acted Upon

$3,500,000

$3,000,000 Approved Savings: $6.44 million I $2,899,009
$2,500,000 //

$2,000,000

$1,751,009 $1,738,506 /
$1,500,000 \

$1,000,000 /
$500,000
$51,732 i‘/

$0 : . > - &
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
Fiscal Year
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Turnpike Enterprise

Q1: Annual Approved Cost Avoidance/Savings

Turnpike Enterprise

$50,000,000

$40,000,000 /’\ Approved Recommendations: $78 million I
$30,000,000

$20,000,000

$10,000,000 /

$0 X
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
—&—Approved $$$ $5,877,457 $42,250,400 $21,191,113 $0 $8,415,346

Q2: Annual Approved Value Added Recommendations

Turnpike Enterprise

$20,000,000
‘ Approved Value Added: $885,500 I
$15,000,000
$10,000,000
$5,000,000
O
$0 A o <+ *
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
—— Approved $$3| $0 $885,500 $0 $0 $0
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Turnpike

Q3: Annual Adoption Rate
Turnpike Enterprise

120%
Target Range: 40%-60%
100% ‘ I
80%
56%
60%
/\ 33%
40%
0,
16% 16%
20% 1 o
. * 0%
O% T T T v T
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
Fiscal Year
Q4: Annual Percent Project Saved
Turnpike Enterprise
35.00%
30.00% | Target Range: 5%-10% I
25.00% -
20.00% -
15.00% 1
10.00% 087%
4.67%
/0\ 3.76%
5.00%
0.35‘2’/r 0.00%
0.00% - . > .

06/07 07/08 08/09
Fiscal Year

09/10 10/11
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Turnpike

P1:% Scheduled VE Studies Completed
Turnpike Enterprise
120%
100%
100% 100% 100%
100% A & * *> ® | Target: 75% '
80%
60% -
40%
20% 1
%
0% . r . : >
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
Fiscal Year
P4: Annual # Pending Recommendations
Turnpike Enterprise
20
15
10 * /-
5 —
0 >
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
——0-3 Months 0 0 6 10 0
—®—4-6 Months 0 0 0 0 0
—4—7-12 Months 0 0 0 10
—*%—>12 Months 0 0 0 6
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Turnpike

Q1: Annual VECP's Acted Upon

10
8
6
4
2
. Il
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
B Acted Upon 1 4 3 0 3
O Approved 1 1 3 0 2
Fiscal Year
Q2: Annual Approved VECP Savings
$2,000,000
| Approved Savings: $896,153 I
$1,500,000
$1,000,000
$522,721
$500,000 7Y
$275,000
$98,432
$0 $0/—0
$0 & . . <> :
06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11
Fiscal Year
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Appendix B

Process Control Systems
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