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TRACV KALDOR

FOLLOWING ARE_CASH FLOW PROJECTIONS EOR G.0. BOND PROGRAMS PER
YOUR REQUEST.

1970 GO S 1972 GO S 1974 GO S
JUNE 75 464,000 700,000 s 650,000
JAN. 78 _ X500, 000 1,500,000 3,750, 000
JUNE 76 11,709, 000) 3,000,000 1,000,000
JAN 77 5,000,000 4,000,000
JUNE 77 - 1,000,000 1,000,000
jAn 78 - (700,000) 1,800,000
JONE 8 - (500,000) (1,000,000)
JUNE 79 - (900,000)

THIS 1§, EXTREMELY _SRECULATIVE TO.SAY THE LEAST.
BUDGET, ,UNKNOWN _1S. FEDERAL GRANT REGEIPTS. RATE 2§y§5g<p|u%7|s
ND

HEAVILY DEPENDENT ON THIS AND CURRENT ADAP PROGRAM ENDS JUNE 30.
NO TELLING WHAT MAY FOLLOW.

CLARLON C. HUENERS,.

DAW* COMOFC JNU

DIW AVIA AHG
0
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- - - - OPERATING
TITLE Ketchikan 11l Contract Finalization [ BUDGETBRU
START"NG 1 . COMPLFTION Jul 1925 TOTAL PROJECT
DATE JU*J A»/3 oY COST 400.0 PRIORITY T76-1
i AREA ) ELECTION
LocaTion  Ketchikan SERVED Ketchikan DISTRICT

SOURCE COST ESTIMATE DPivision of Aviation DATE October 1974

DESCRIPTION

Additional funds
Overexpenditures
contractor clainm

incurred primarily in settlement of a $325,000
and excess engineering costs incurred due to the project being
completed almost a year later than anticipated. The original
this project was very restrictive and there was virtually no contingency to absorb

these unanticipated costs.

of $400,000 were

BUDGET YEAR  BUDGET YEAR

PROJECT EXPENDITURES TOTAL BUDGET YEAR  PLUS 1 PLUS 2 CosT
TOTAL ANNUAL EXPENDITURE (Ceo.lol Coat) 400.0 400.0
PLANNING AND ENGINEERING
LAND
CONSTRUCTION 400.0 400.0
EQUIPMENT
BRYIMSTRATON ano otner k.
gurjjjgaijscl -
OPERATIONAL COST AND MO.PERSONNEL  ULTIMATE OUDGETYEAR BUDGET YEAR |
INCREASE (DECREASE) ANNUAL BUDGET YEAR  FLUS 1 PLUS 2 i
OTHER SOURCES R
FUNDING  GENERAL FUND
SOURCE 0
TOTAL ANNUAL OPERATIONAL COST _0- 0- 1
PR ik A EQUINVAIHE S naamsar® - wrl fellsST.oel. \0-  —rmensr jrrctrg"jj oK

Public Works PROGRAM  4"runk Airport Construction

AGENCY

<p v™ CAPITAL BUDGET

oy>* PROPOSED PRO.JT.Cr

32-10.15

funding established for

REMAINING 1

00109

N D ATTACHED WITH EACH PROPOSED PROJECT REQUEST

azrs.trrcaeccan

Ky

ga-yrrzazzT Sit*

2 PROJECT TYPE 1
S CONSTRUCTION X EQUIPMENT

9 IMPROV
unuman

ENT LAND
1ANSaSM rne. FrvrdiiHT.—

are required to financially close this physically completed project.

PROJECT PURPOSE
Major Maintononco (Rohab)
Improvement or up-grading Services

Accommodation Increase domand
Now program or service
accommodation

O O 0O O

Supplomont previous authorized
miUds
|Poliminary fessibility or cost
srudies

o

[]
m!:szétcrajT?1

3 APPROPRIATION REQUEST BUDGET YEAR \
[j federal Receipts [
9 Required Genorel Fund Matching
JiOther Gonerol Fund
§G. 0. Bonds
| ASHA Bonds

Intor-Aoconcy Tronafors

Other

Other

400.0 il

-_— <0 -

nt.: atmigSiridosn-

Contract

irSitrio o:Z\ZO at

PROJECT Ketchikan 111

Jdzafcion



) Capital Kudget Project JustificationQ
00110

A Statewide system of transportation and communication responsive to the unique
STATE GOAL needs of Alaska.

Provide transportation opportunities for efficiently moving people and goods
into and within Alaska at a reasonable cost.

planning OBJECTIVE:

Expand Bofow respomos as requirod-Ropoat hoading when commencing rosponso-Uso Form 23 as continuing shoet-Rospond in numerical order-Submit justification each project listed Form 24—
Attnch feasibility studies when available.

I. DOCUMENTATION OF NEED (Cito quanitativo and measurable need)

Il. DOCUMENTATION OF ESTIMATED CAPITAL COST (Discuss degree of reliability)
ILANALYSIS IMPACT ON OPERATIONAL EXPENSE (Estimate and justify)

IV. IDENTIFICATION OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED (Strto why rejected)

| DOCUMENTATION OF KEEP - Supplemental funding of $4Q0,000 is required to financially close out the completed
Ketchikan 11l project which overran previously authorized funds (G.0. Bonds & ADA? = $2,042,999) due to a
$325,000 contractor claim settlement and excess engineering costs
This supplemental General Fund appropriation will
G.0. Bond Fund.

incurred due to late project completion.
also provide for repayment of $255,000 loan from the 1972

|
11 ANALYSIS IMPACT ON OPERATIONAL EXPENSE - Supplemental

funding for contract finalization will have no effect on
operational expense.

11 DOCUMENTATION OF ESTIMATED CAPITAL COST - Total costs of this project have been established.

v IDENTIFICATION OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

1. Supplement with new G.0. Bond appropriation. Rejected because of 1977 timing for receipt.

2. Do nothing. Rejected as project costs are established and financial closure is required.

Public Works Trunk Airnort Construction Ketchikan 111
AGENCY PROGRAM PROJIXT

Contract
Finalization
(@] CAPITA! BUDGET

N ® PROJECT JUSTIFICATION
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from:

date | January 14, 1974

Memo for Record
Ketchikan Il Claims
ADAP 8-02-0144-02-72

William A. Allison subject:
Claims Engineer

This memo is an explanation of Supplemental Agreement No. 9and in-
cludes the'reasoning used in settling contractors claims totalling 51,101,9 43.46
for $325, 000. 00 plus release of liqguidated damages amounting to $274,800.00 and
aretention of $37,000.00. Paragraph numbering corresponds to that of the
Claim Items.

1. Snow and lee in Shot Rock Stockpile (23,095.00)

This condition was known to the State, but was not shown on the plans
nor mentioned in the specifications. The crushing subcontractor claimed that the
condition slowed down his work such that five added crusher shifts were required.
We agree.

2. Added Base Course Laydown Costs (76,822.00)

The contractor required some six weeks to get any of the base course
in condition for priming and paving. He claims that surveying by the State was
faulty and that 22 added base course laydown shifts were required as a result.
The contractor had equipment problems on this phase of the work, particularly
in obtaining parts for his CMI Autograde machine. This resulted in the necessity
of using graders for base course laydown on all of the left half of the runway. The
Slate survey crew slaked this area for CMI. use and apparently refused to place
the added stakes needed for the grader operation. Also, the contractor has pointed
out that the "red tops" used were miniature hubs approximately 5/8 x 5/8 by
51/2 inches long. They were easily disturbed by equipment and, no doubt, con-
tributed greatly to the errors in the top of base course elevations. The State has
agreed to accept 50%responsibility for the cost of the 22 added base course laydown
shifts,

3. Additional Asphalt Laydown Costs (23,622)

The contractor claims this as the cost of seven additional paving shifts
required because of actions by the State, Although the specifications required
priming before paving, the conditions under which priming was permitted were
admittedly rare in Ketchikan. The contractor was delayed considerably during
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the period from August 7, 1972, until August 28, 1972, at which time it was decided
that priming could be deleted. Also included in this claim is the delay entailed
with attempting to meet theoretical finish grades on the second lift of runway
paving when, as it was later found, the top of base course did not meet its
theoretical grade. See item 2. The State has agreed to accept 50%responsibility
for this item,.

4. Removal of Pavement (33,404.00)
t

The calculations for this item include equipment and crew costs for
removing '670 tons of pavement rejected for failure to meet the smoothness
tolerance. The State has admitted that cross sections show the top of base course
to vary from design grade by more than 0.1 feet in places, and that this was not
known until after the end of the 1972 paving season. It is concluded that this
would contribute to difficulty in meeting smoothness tolerance and the State
should bear 50%of the responsibility for this item.

5. Patching Pavement (39.&44.00)

This applies to the same 670 tons of pavement removed in item no. 4
and the State has accepted 50%responsibility.

6,7,9,10,11, and 12. Winter Shutdown Costs (826,490)

No attempt is made here to discuss the merits of each-one of these six
items. They comprise 75%of the total claim and are based on the contention
that the project could have been completed in 1972 had it not been for actions by
the State. There is much evidence to show that the contractor supervision was
poor, that he was late getting set up and ready to pave, that the equipment
caused continual problems and that many good daylight paving hours were not
utilized for that purpose, to avoid working the crews overtime. Areasonably
good case can be assembled attributing all of the fault for the carryover to
the 1973 season to the contractor. However, there would be a considerable
risk in doing this if the case were carried to its conclusion in litigation. The
contractor would point out that he placed the required thickness of pavement
( see item 8 below) and it was not known until after the winter shutdown that
the State had accepted a top of base course which did not meet the elevation
tolerance required for that top of pavement. For the most part, this is attribu-
table to a failure to recheck elevations before the base course finish was declared
ready for pavement. The State has agreed to participate in items 2,3,4, and 5
which, of course, involved time. It appears to be prudent to admit to 20%of
the winter shutdown costs in the negotiated settlement of this claim in order
to avoid the risk of being assessed the entire $826,490.00 in court.
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§. Sife Investigation Cost (12,290.00)

In a meeting with the contractor in February, 1973, at which time the
surveying deficiencies were discussed, it was decided to verify pavement
thickness by an extensive coring program. It was agreed that the State would
participate in the costs if it was found that thicknesses were within tolerance.
Some 230 cores were cut, almost all of which were of the proper thickness. The
State agreed to accept 50%of this cost.

13. Compacted Backfill in Electrical Trenches (1,523.00)
14. Crushed Rock Backfill in Electrical Trenches (8,463.00)

These two small items are considered together because they resulted
from the same specification oversight. No trench backfill compaction requirement
is included in the specifications for the direct burial runway, taxiway and apron
lighting cable. However, the base course specification requires compaction of the
top 6inches of the subbase before the crushed rock was placed. The State took
the position that the entire trench backfill had to be compacted in order to meet
the requirement for the top 6 inches. Obiously, this would not stand up in litigation
and the State accepted full responsibility for these two items.

15. Finish Area Under Shot Rock Stockpile (8,463)

This stockpile was placed by the previous contractor, Dravo Corporation,
on the upper apron, The area had not been graded to finish subgrade when it
was decided to stockpile there. This work remained for Stewart-Erickson to do
and the State admitted responsibility.

16. Bituminous Surface Placed but not Paid (11,570.00)
17. Delete Retention for Low Density a. ¢. (18,105.00)

These items were included in the contract close out negotiations
but were not considered as a part of this claim settlement. They are a part
of a $37,000 retention of the semi-final Pay Voucher, the release of which was
included in the settlement. The State felt justified in this release because
the marginal workmanship involved does not affect the utilization of the facility.

Included are such items as below specification density in the non traffic lanes
immediately in front of the terminal building and out of tolerance lateral

smoothness in places on the runway.
18. Payment for Crushed Rock Stockpile (8,000.00)

Upon completion of the work a stockpile of crushed rock of this value
remained at the batch plant site. It is proper that the State should pay for this
crushing cost.
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Miscellaneous Items (12,509.46)

No attempt will be made here to enumei ate all of these items. They
include such matters as a subcontractors claim fo.* repainting the interior of
the Regulator Building because moisture came thrc ugh the walls. Exterior
waterproofing was not originally required, but it was later added. Another
item was a subcontractors claim for the cost of replacement of a section of direct
burial cable damaged by the shot rock backfill. Prior to placing this cable, the
subcontractor pointed out the risk of using shot rock backfill as was specified.
He fell that this risk should be borne by the State, not by him. This seems
reasonable. The State accepted responsibility for all of these miscellaneous
items.

Time Change, 229 Days

Although this paving project should have been completed on October
30, 1972, the State would not have been in a position to use it until June, 1973,
when other contractors finished their work. The State would not be able to
prove any substantial actual damages and could not justify retention of
$274,800 in liquidated damages. A 229 day time extension and release of the
liguidated damages was a part of the close out negotiations.
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TO

X a
George W, Easley
Commissioner
Department of Public Works
DATE : June 14, 1973

Ketchikan Airport, Stage ill

Granger, Director SUBJECT:
ADAP No. 8-02-0144-02-72

Division of Aviation

Attached is a letter from Stewart-Erickson dated June 8, 1973, and a claim
in the amount of $1,089,434. Addison has acknowledged receipt and has pointed

out that the claim is not in the proper format 'msince each item is not referenced to

an appropriate contract article or section. A copy of this acknowledgement is

attached.

We propose to handle these claims (once they are submitted in proper
form) in the same manner as the Dravo Claims. That is, we will provide an
Engineei*'s decision on each item of claim prior to your involvement in the matter,
assuming, of course, that the Engineer denies each claim. We will nol admit to

any State liability without first obtaining your concurrence.

Attachments: As Stated

ComissiaT,

kb

Deputy Comissianer/y y'7

Adrinistrative Di'ecto |]

.
Baldinp
Gomunicatios
Marino Trargaortatin
V-h mHatos



June- 12, 1973

HP: Ketchikan Airport, Stage Hi
ADAP ?lu. 3-02*014-1-02-72

S5tewart-Friclison Company
4242 22nd Avenue, \/"act
Seattle, Washington 93199

Gentlemen:

This will acknowledge your letter of June C, 1973, fcy which you transmitted
totalling 51,(39,434. Your attention jr. invited to the requirement that a
pi'operly submitted claim nurd bo referenced to an appropriate contract section or
m ot I .l 1\ . ¢Ecrr-fEiicr U\ ilid! yvitli \]trc*'.n"‘ Irte>*

not satisfy the legal requirement:! of a cieirn notification. In pthcr words. each
item of claim vaunt allege -i violation of the-Cj notruction Specification or of a Gen-
eral Contract Provision (e.rr. CCP 50-13, I>JctSugrhchumn forE>:tra Work).This
should be done prior to n meeting invo!ving detailed dinCL\;I_/JSSiOI’l of the merits of
any or all of the claims. Hewjiver, we \yill be available toVscut with you at nny
lime to discuss our differences in general \

rldy yours,

J. IC. Addison
Chief Construction Engineer



tewaol- Untoksoir

4242 -22nd Avenue West

Seattle, Washington 98199 Post Office Box 670

Phone: (206) 253-5225 Libby, Montana 59923

Cable: AOSENG Seattle Phone: (406) 293-6261

Telex: 320-167 Mobile 85
June 8, 1973

Mr. J. K. Addison

Chief Construction Engineer
Stale of Alaska

Department of Public Works
Division of Aviation

4510 Intei*national Airpoi’t Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Subject: Ketchikan Airport
ADAP No. 8-02-0144-02-72
Claim for Equitable Adjustment

Dear Mr. Addison:

Submitted herewith are three (3) copies of our claim for an equitable
adjustment of costs and time extension of referenced job. it includes
costs for delay of contract completion occasioned by actions of the State
of Alaska personnel, additional work as a result of such actions and
also includes other costs which had been presented earlier and have
either been rejected by the State or subject to further consideration by
you for an equitable adjustment.

Pertinent data outlining basis and justification for this claim have been
presented to you previously in the form of correspondence, charts,
diagrams, and have been discussed in detail at several meetings between
our respective personnel. No useful purpose would be served to reiterate
it here. In lieu thereof you will find applicable inferences listed on each
of the cost detail sheets included in the claim.



STEW ART-KIIICKSOX

State of Alaska June 8, 1973
Anchorage, Alaska : S Page Tv/o
As for time extension for contract completion, refer you to our lettei

of April 4, 1973, in which we requested a minimum, of 229 calendar days
and the justification for such an extension. It ntw appears that time in
excess of the 229 days will be required ?-3 certain tests for the emergency
generator are dependent on the availability of permanent power, which is
the responsibility of others. We assume that in view of this fact, addi-
tional contract time will be granted to allow for this situation.

In submitting this claim it is not our intention to request a contracting
officer's decision at this point, but rather be afforded the opportunity to

meet with you and your people to discuss this claim in detail as suggested
in your telex of April 11, 1973.

We will be available to meet at your convenience, at the time and place
you desire and will await your suggestion in that regard.

Sincerely,

STEWART-ERICKSON

RJIM:bjs
Enclosures



CLAIM- FOR EQUITABLE ADJUSTMENT
KETCHIKAN AIRPORT, STAGE HI
ADAP NO. 8-02-0144-02-72

Stewart-Erickson
June 8, 1973

e el
o0 WNPRO

=
0o ~

PNk oopE=

SUMMARY OF COSTS

ITEM DETAIL SHEET NO." AMOUNT

Snc. /lce in Stockpile I $ 23,095.00
Added Base Course Laydown Costs , 2 76,822.00
Ad-" d A/C Laydown Costs 3 23,622.00
Re. oval of Pavement 4-5 33,404.00
Patching | &/ement 6 39,664.00
Wii er Shutdown Costs 7-8 34,529.00
WIr er Maintenance Costs 9 22,025.00
Site Investigation Costs 10; 12,290.00
Equipment Standby Costs 11-13 347,514.00
Equipment Costs - 1973 11-13 235,531.00
Remobilization Costs 14-16 "56,457.00
Added Job Overhead- 17 130,404.00
Compacting Backfill - Electrical Trenches 18 1,523.00
Clushed Rock Backfill " i 18 8,463.00
Finish Area Under Shot Rock Stockpile 19 6,386.00
Bituminous Surface Placed -Not Paid 20 o o 11,570.00
Pajctp Retention for Low Density 20 18,105.00
Paymient for Crushed Rock Left in Stockpile 21° 8,000.00
TOTAL CLAIM: $1,089,434.00
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