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Legislative Post Audit Committee

Legislative Division of Post Audit

THE LEGISLATIVE POST Audit Committee and its
audit agency, the Legislative Division of Post Audit,
are the audit arm of Kansas government. The pro-
grams and activities of State government now cost
about $7 billion a year. As legislators and adminis-
trators try increasingly to allocate tax dollars effac-
tively and make government work more efficiently,
they need information to evaluate the work of gov-
ernmental agencies. The audit work performed by
| egislative Post Audit helps provide that information.

We conduct our audit work in accoerdance with
applicable government auditing standards set forth
by the U.S. General Accounting Office. These stan-
dards pertain to the auditor's professional qualifica-
tions, the quallty of the audit work, and the charac-
teristics of professional and meaningful reports. The
standards also have been endorsed by the Ametrican
Institute of Certified Public Accountants and adopted
by the Legislative Post Audit Committee.

The Legislative Post Audit Committee Is a bl-
partisan comrmittee comprising five senators and flve
representatives. Of the Senate members, three are
appointed by the Preslident of the Senate and two
are appointed by the Senate Minority Leader. Of the
Representatives, three are appointed by the
Speaker of the House and two are appeinted by the
Minority Leader.,

Audits are performed at the direction of the
Legislative Post Audit Committee. Legislators or

committees should make their requests for parform-
ance audits through the Chairman or any other
member of the Committee. Copies of all completed
performance audits are available from the Division's
office.
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800 SW Jackson

Suite 1200

Topeka, Kansas 66612-2212
Telephone (913) 296-3792
FAX (913) 296-4482

The Legislative Division of Post Audit supports full access to the services of State govemnment for all citizens. Upon re-
quest, Legislative Post Audit can provide its audit reports in large print, audio, or other appropriate alternative format to
accommodate persons with visual impairments. Persons with hearing or speech disabilities may reach us through the
Kansas Helay Center at 1-800-766-3777. Cur office hours are 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.
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April 18, 1996

To: Members of the Kansas Legislature

This executive summary contains the findings, conclusions, and recommen-
dations from our completed performance audit, Reviewing U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers Records Supporting the State’s Share of Development Costs for El Dorado
State Park.

This report shows that the State owes about $8.5 million for its share of
development costs at El Dorado State Park. Appendix A of the report--which is
included in this summary as well--shows how cost estimates for the Park’s develop-
ment increased over the years.

The report includes a number of recommendations for finalizing and
gstablishing a repayment schedule to meet the State’s obligation. If you would like a
copy of the full audit report, please call our office and we will send you one right
away. We would be happy to discuss these recommendations or any other items in

the report with you at your convenience.
—foubsa élﬂxmévu

Barbara J. Hinto:
Legislative Post Auditor






Reviewing U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Records
Supporting the State’s Share of

Development Costs for El Dorado State Park

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
LecisLATIVE DivisioN oF PosT AupiT

Question: What is the State’s Current Financial
Obligation to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
for Development Costs at El Dorado State Park?

The State has a current financial obligation to pay its share of
the development costs incurred at El Dorado State Park. In 1972, the
Chairman of the Park and Resources Authority (one of the predecessor
agencies to the Department of Wildlife and Parks) signed a contract with
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers agreeing o pay 50% of the
development cosis for El Dorado State Park. The contract included
language specifying that it didn’t obfigate future appropriations of the
Kansas Legislature. This language is consistent with that found in any
fong-term contract signed by a State agency. These contracts don't
obligate future appropriations but do create a financial obligation for the
State. The Stale has a financial obligation to pay for its share of the
development costs incurred at El Dorado State Park.

The State’s share of the development costs at El Dorado State
Park have risen from an estimated $2.6 million to about $8.5 million,
largely because of inflation and design changes or additions. When
the Siale and the Corps signed the coniract to develop recreational
facilities at EI Dorado Stafe Park, the total development costs were
estimated at $5.1 million. The Stale’s share of this total was $2.6 miltion.
In 1975, the two parties agreed fo a master plan for the Park’s
development. This Plan, and its later supplements, authorized many
changes and additions to the Park, which caused the development costs
to increase considerably. In addition, the development cosls were
affected by inflation. Overall, about half of the cost increases were
caﬂused by design changes and additions and about half were caused by
inflation,

From 1988 to 1992, the Department ignored the Corps’
repeated requests to meet on and discuss its cost figures. The actual
development of El Dorado State Park began in 1978. The contract
required the Corps to begin finalizing the profect’s cost figures 10 years
after development of the Park began. In June 1988, the Corps notified the
Department that it had awarded the final construction contract for the Park
and was finalizing cost figures. The Corps asked the Department to
submit estimates for costs the State had incurred in working on the Park.
The Corps also requested a meeting betwean the two parties to discuss
the Park’s development costs. The Department did not respond to this
request, nor to similar requests from the Corps in Novermber 1989 and
April 1991. The April request included a proposed payback schedule
based on costs incurred by the Corps, with the first payment due in
August 1992
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When the Corps contacted the Department in August 1992 to
fearn why no payment had been made, the Department finally
responded by providing its list of costs incurred during the Park's
development. The Corps agreed to credit the State for about $750,000,
which left the State with a balance due of $8.45 millfon.

The Corps of Engineers’ financial records generally
support the $8.5 million it claims the State owes, although it is
possible the State shouldn’t pay the $214,000 cost of buying an
area that may bhecome a wildlife management area. Corps officials
told the Department’s internal auditor that most of the otiginal contracts
supporting the accounting records had been destroyed. This caused
Department officials to question whether the Corps’ accounting records
were reliabie.

Wae reviewed the Corps’ supporting worksheets and accounting
records and found that these generally supported the Corps’ cost
figures. We found three discrepancies but these were in the Corps’
favor and, if adjusted, would increase the Corps’ final cost figures by
about $16,000.

The status of an area known as Lost Lake needs to be
resolved. The State currenily Is being charged for part of the
purchase price of this area . But it is unclear whether the area is to be
developed for recreation or for wildlife management. The State should
not be charged for wildlife management.

~ Although the Corps may not have some original documents fo
support development costs due from the State, the Department
assigned a project manager to oversee development activities. This
individual closely monitored the work as it progressed, and he also
reviewed copies of soma of the original doctumeniation.

The Department first requested appropriations to fund this
repayment in its fiscal year 1995 budget request. The Department
requested funding to begin payments to the Corps in each of its C-level
budget requests for fiscal years 1995, 19986, and 1997. However, in
each request, the Department gave this item the lowest priority of all
items. The Division of Budget denied the requests, recommending that
the Department seek funding from other sources, The Depariment has
not done this.

Conclusion: Cost figures developed by the Corps were
reasonable and logical compared with project cost estimates reviewed
and approved by the State, and generally were internally consistent
with othar Corps records. Based on our review, it appears the Depart-
ment of Wildlife and Parks owes the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
about $8.5 million for the State's share of development costs at El
Dorado State Park. In annual instaliments over the time allowed, total
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payments wilf add to about $15 miffion, including interest, Afthough
some cost issues still need to be resolved--such as the infended use of
the Lost Lake area--resolution of these issues would not need to delay
the process of repayment. ,

Recommendations: A brief summary of the report’s recom- e page 12
mendations, with a summary of applicable comments from the agen-
cles, is presented befow,

We recommended that the Department work with the Corps of
Engineers, the Governor’s Office, and the Legistature to agree fo
a schedule of repayments for the State’s share of development
costs at El Dorado State Park, and that the Department and the
Corps clarify the designalion of the Lost Lake area.

We recommended that the Department consider requesting and
reviewing any records for the development of El Dorado State
Park that the Corps may have avallable at its records retention
center in Fort Worth.

Finally, we recommended that the 1996 Kansas Legisiature
consider authorizing the Department to make the first annual
payment due to the Corps.

The Department of Wildlife and Parks concurred with thase
recommendations, but noted it was uncomfortable about spending its
staff time to review records from the Corps’ retention center because
these records appear to be incomplete. The Department said the initial
payment to begin repaying the Corps should occur this calendar year fo
avoid potential litigation with the Corps.

The Corps of Engineers also concurred with these recommen-
dations, and agreed to work with the Department to resolve any issues
with the Lost Lake area and to negoliate a payment schedule. The
Corps also said receipt of the initial payment would facilitate the Corps’
ability to negofiate with the Dapariment.

APPENDIX A: incremental Changes fo the 1972 Estimale ............... page 15
For Costs of Ef Dorado State Patk
For this summary, Appendix A has been included on page iv

APPENDIX B: Agency Response

This audit was conducted by Cindy Lash and Tracey Elmore. {f you need any ad-
ditional information about the audit's findings, please contact Cindy Lash at the Division's
offices. Our address is: Legislative Division of Post Audit, 800 SW Jackson Street, Suite
1200, Topeka, Kansas 66612, You also may call (913) 296-3782, or contact us via the
Internet at; LPA@PostAudit.ksleg.state.ks.us.

Legislative Post Audit .
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APPENDIX A

Incremental Changes to the 1972 Estimate for Costs of El Dorado State Park

Running
Added Total for
Item Year Description Amount State Park
Coniract 1972 |Stage I Facilities $4,300,000
Master Plan 1976 |Expansion of Stage I facilities based | $3,745,000 $8,045,000
on detailed plan that specified roads,
buildings, boat ramps, picnic tables,
etc. to be included in the park
Supplement No. 3 1980 |Added two buildings to the park at $288,000 $8,333,000
' |the State's specific request
Supplement No. 4 1980 |Added fencing at the State's specific $23,000 $8,356,000
request
Supplement No. 5 (a) 1980 |Added excavation, breakwaters, $470,000 $8,826,000
topsoil
Supplement No. 7 1983 |Stage . Added docks, camping and| $4,845,600 $13,671,600
picnicking areas, bathhouses,
playgrounds, roads. (b)
Supplement No. 9 1985 |Added quarry road at the State's $323,000 $13,994,600
specific request
State Development Expenses (c) $289,828 $14.284.428
Total Estimated Costs $14,284,428
Corps' Final Cost Determination {d) $18,398,639
Difference Between Estimates and Corps' $4,114,211
Final Costs
Minus Interest During Construction (&) ($1,449,242)
Net Difference Not Explained by Estimates $2,664,969
Percent Difference 18.7%

(a) no authorization letter from State Park and Resources Authority, but work appeared to be for recreational purposes,
and it.appeared the Authority was informed
(b} in the 1972 contract, Stage II costs were estimated at $800,000; by the time the 1976 Master Plan was issued the
estimate for these facilities had risen to $1.8 million
(c) total amount was $889,828; however, $600,000 for roads appeared already to be included in the estimate from
1976; it was excluded here to avoid duplication

(dy the State's share—$8.5 million--equals half the total cost, minus eredit for work performed by the State

(e) payment of interest during construction was agreed to in the 1972 contract, but was not included in the estimates

This table outlines the increases in the costs for El Dorado State Park from 1975 until the park's completion. The
estimate provided to the U.S, Congress in 1975 was based on a rough outline of the park facilities to be built. In 1976, the
master plan was completed, which specified the exact facilities to be built. From 1980 to 1985, changes were made to the
master plan which added to the park's total estimated costs.

All cost estimates were based on current dollars for the year the changes were approved. However, some construction
contracts were not let until up to ten years after the construction was approved, which meant costs were higher than
estimated because of inflation, not because of changes in the facility. When the Corps determined the park's final costs,
the total was almost $2.7 million more than the total estimated costs, Inflation is likely to have accounted for most of

this difference.
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