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C O M M I T T E E  R E P O R T

2 / 2 7 / 7 5

Mr .  P r e s i d e n t

The Comm i t tee  on

Date

FIMAMCE

supplemental appropriation#for international airports
un de r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  A M a j o r i t y  o f  t he  members o f  the  Comm i t t ee

( ) recommends i t  DO PASS

( ) recommends i t  DO NOT PASS

( ) recommends i t  DO PASS WITH ATTACHED AMENDMENT(S)

( X  recommends i t  BE REPLACED WITh/ ^ T oR AND THAT

CS FOR DO PASS

( ) "and" recommends i t  BE REFERRED TO THE 

COMMITTEE

( ) r e p o r t s  i t  back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION 

(  ̂ " o t h e r "

Members s i g n i n g  t he  M a j o r i t y  , r e n o r t :

. ' /i

T \ \  M i - - - g - W '

X

Members NOT c o n c u r r i n g  i n  t he  M a j o r i t y  r e p o r t :

_____________________________________________  recommends :

_____________________________________________ recommends :

_____________________________________________  recommends :

_____________________________________________ recommends :

recommend s :

Cha i rman
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i-iginal sponsor: Rules Committee by
request of the Governor Offeree: W ' / rj

Referred: Rules

N T H E  H O U S E  BY T H E  F I N A N C E  C O M M I T T E E

S E N A T E  CS F OR  H O U S E  B I L L  NO. 76 

IN T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  OF T H E  S T A T E  OF A L A S K A  

N I N T H  L E G I S L A T U R E  - F I R S T  S E S S I O N  

A B I L L

'or an Act e n t i t l e d :  "An Act m a k i n g  a s u p p l e m e n t a l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  for i n t e r­

na t i o n a l  a i r p o r t s ;  and p r o v i d i n g  for an e f f e c t i v e  date. 

IE IT E N A C T E D  BY T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  OF T H E  S T A T E  OF ALAS K A :

s S e c t i o n  1. Sec. 2. ch. 1<49 SLA 1 5 7 2  is a m e n d e d  b y  a d d i n g  a new  p a r a g r a p  

o read:

(5) $ 3 , 6 0 0 , 0 0 0  for the p u r p o s e s  set out in "An Act r e l a t i n g

tt I n t e r n a t i o n a l  A i r p o r t s  R e v e n u e  Bonds, S e r i e s  E; and p r o v i d i n g  for an 

e f f e c t i v e  d a t e . "  (SB 311) 

s Sec. 2. T h i s  Act t a ke s  e ff e c t  i m m e d i a t e l y  in a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  AS 0 1 . 1 0 . -

'70(c).

_1_ SCSHB 76
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IN T H E  H O U S E  EY T H E  F I N A N C E  C O M M I T T E E

S E N A T E  CS F O R  H O U S E  B I L L  NO. 76 

IN T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  OF T H E  S T A T E  OF A L A S K A  

N I N T H  L E G I S L A T U R E  - F I R S T  S E S S I O N  

A E I L L

F or an Act e n t i t l e d :  "An Act m a k i n g  a s u p p l e m e n t a l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  for i n t e r­

n a t i o n a l  a i r p o r t s ;  and p r o v i d i n g  for an e f f e c t i v e  d a t e , "  

EE I? E N A C T E D  BY T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  OF T H E  S T A T E  O F  ALASKA:

* S e c t i o n  1. Sec. 2 . ch. 1^9 SLA 1970 is a m e n d e d  by a d d i n g  a n e w  p a r a g r a p h  

to reaa:

(o) $ 3 ) 6 0 0 , 0 0 0  for the p u r p o s e s  set out in "An Act r e l a t i n g

to I n t e r n a t i o n a l  A i r p o r t s  R e v e n u e  Bonds, S e r i e s  E; a n d  p r o v i d i n g  for an 

e f f e c t i v e  d a t e . "  (SB 311)

* Sec. 2. T h i s  Act ua k e s  -»ffect i m m e d i a t e l y  in a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  AS 01.10.- 

070(c).

-1- S C S h B  7'6
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J u d i c i a r y

I n t r o d u c e d :  1 / 2 7 / 7 5
R e f e r r e d :  S t a t e  A f f a i r s  and

BY T H E  R U L E S  C O M M I T T E E  BY 

I N  T H E  H O U S E  R E Q U E S T  OP T H E  G O V E R N O R

H O U S E  B I L L  NO. 76
I N  T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  OF T H E  S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A

N I N T H  L E G I S L A T U R E  - F I R S T  S E S S I O N

A B I L L

F o r  a n  Act e n t i t l e d :  "An Act m a k i n g  a s u p p l e m e n t ' 1 a p p r o p r i a t i o n  for

i n t e r n a t i o n a l  a i r p o r t s ;  and p r o v i d i n g  for an

«
e f f e c t i v e  d a t e . "

B E  IT E N A C T E D  B Y  T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  OF T H E  S T A T E  OF ALASKA:

# S e c t i o n  J. Sec. 2, ch. 1*!9 SLA 1 9 7 2  is a m e n d e d  by a d d i n g  a n e w  p a r a­

gr a p h  to r e a d :  , , , „. .
p u r p o s e s  set out in A n  Act

(5) $ 3 , 6 0 0 , 0 U 0  for the a&^u-i-e4t a os-s-tr-ncLion..and

r e l a t i n g  to I n t e r n a t i o n a l  A i r p o r t s  R e v e n u e  B o n d s ,  S e r i e s  
e^u4.f)«4nE- -of- a trpor-t - 1 ias- -a.s_ autiinr.iz.ed— Ln_ AS. _J7-» 1 5. e51D_ a t
E; and p r o v i d i n g  for an e f f e c t i v e  d a t e . "  (SB 311)
AnoiKEH'-age- -and-Fa-ii*-'osh k a - ■©«a-1--M-Ppe-TMre .

*
* Sec. 2. T h i s  A c t  t a k e s  e f f e c t  I m m e d i a t e l y  in a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  AS 

0 1 . 1 0 . 0 7 0 ( c ) .

MEMORANDUM

TO: Sen. G e o r g e  H o h m a n  DATE: *1/10/75
FROM: Jay H o g a n  SUBJ: 1IB-7C

I w o u l d  r e c o m m e n d  th a t  the B i l l  be am e n d e d .  The e n c l o s e d  l e t t e r  
f r o m  Gov. H a m m o n d  b r i e f l y  states the p u r p o s e  of the Bill, h o w e v e r  
s h o r t l y  a f t e r  the B i l l  was i n t r o d u c e d  the A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  had 
a change o f  h e a r t  on all i n t e r n a t i o n a l  a i r p o r t  c a p i t a l  p r o j e c t s .  
SB 311 p r o v i d e s  for the " c a n c e l l a t i o n " o f  the e n t i r e  $ 1 0 , 6 0 0 , 0 0 0  
I n t e r n a t i o n a l  A i r p o r t s  R e v e n u e  Bonds, S e r i e s  E sold this past 
January. S e n a t e  F i n a n c e  has a l r e a d y  p a s s e d  out SB 311 w h i c h  is 
n o w  l o c a t e d  in H o u s e  C o m m e r c e .

- 1 - HB 76
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|AY S. H A M M O N D ,  Governor

D E P A U T M E X T  O F  P U B L I C  W O R K S

OFFICE OF THE COMISSIONEK j  POUCH I  —  JUHEAU 99801

February 6, 1975

Re: House Bill 76
International Airport 

Revenue Fund

Mr. Jay Hogan, Director 
Division of Legislative Finance 
Legislative Budget and Audit Committee 
State Capitol, Room 409 
Pouch WF
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Mr. Hogan:

In accordance with your request, the following is the history which explains 
the need for passage of House Bill 76. Being new in this position, and not 
knowing the total story of what transpired in the past, please accept my 
apology that all the information was not made available to the Finance Com­
mittee Hearing on February 4, 1975.

When House Bill 478 (Ch. 66, SLA 74) of the 1974 Legislative Session was 
drafted, the Department of Law failed to appropriate the $3,600,000 increase 
in the bond authorization so the money could be spent if the bonds were sold. 
The Bill therefore contained only an authorization and not accompanying appro­
priation as has been done in the past. All previous authorizations included 
an appropriation which made the bond funds available for construction. The 
absence of an appropriation in Chapter 66, SLA 74, was an administrative error 
in the Department of Law. Attached is a copy of the two statutes containing 
the authorizations and appropriations which reflects the $3,600,000 shortage 
now requested in House Bill 76.

A bond sale was held in January for the purpose of obtaining funds for capitol 
improvement projects at the Anchorage and Fairbanks Airports. There was only 
a balance of $7,000,000 remaining in appropriations so the additional $3,600,000 
available in authorizations would have to be appropriated to construct the proposed 
program. The bond buyers were informed of this difference in the bond prospectus 
on Page 33, a copy is enclosed.

An International Passenger Facility has been designed for the Anchorage Inter­
national Airport and advertised with a bid opening scheduled for February 13, 
1975. Award to be made within thirty days and construction of this facility is 
dependent upon passage of House Bill 76.

Please advise me if additional information is required.

Sincerely,

tionald Harris 
Commissioner

Enclosure



R e l a t i n g  to I n t e r n a t i o n a l  a i r p o r t  r e v e n u e  bo nd s; a nd p r o v i d i n g  for 
an  e f f e c t i v e  date.

BE ft ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

L A W S  O F  A L A S K A

Chapter No.

66

A N  ACT

• Section 1. AS 37.15.*110 is amended to read:

Sec. 37.15-<110. BOND AUTHORIZATION. For the purpose of 
providing part or a l l  of the money to be used, with or with­
out any grants or other money which may become available, 
the Issuance and sale of revenue bonds of the state ln the 
total principal sum of not to exceed JB'liBZS.OOO Is autho­
rized to acquire, equip, construct and In s ta ll the additions, 
Improvements, extensions and fa c ilit ie s  authorized In sec.
510 of this chapter. The principal of and Interest on these 
bonds shall be paid out of and secured by the gross revenues 
derived by the state from the ownership, lease, use and opera­
tion of the airports, and of a ll the f a c ilit ie s  of them and 
out of any other revenues or money which the state leg is la ­
ture may provide exclusive of any Btate tax or license.

This Act takes effect July 1, 197Jl •

u . w 0

Approved by governor: .May 7, 1979
Actual effective date: July I ,  1979

r-

S i n  71
Shspter

' (9) "revenue fund" means the Ir.terr.aticr.il -A' r-.
porta Revenue Fund created ty sec. 930 of this chapter.

<1 “ Sec. 2. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions cf
AS 37.15. 10 - 37.15.550, 'there is appropriated from the Inter­
national Airports Construction Fund the sum of

(1) 19,225,000, together with the amounts cf any 
grant or other money paid In.0 the fund for the same purpose, 
for acquisition, construction and equipping of facilities p r e -  
vlously funded through revenue bond Issues dated June 1, Iced 
and June 1, i960 (authorised by ch. 80, SLA 196c';

(2) $8,700,000 for the acquisition, construction and
equipping of airport facilities as authorized lr. I.S 37-15.510 
at Anchorage International Airport (authorizes by ch. 173, SLA 
1970);

(3) $2,000,000 for the acquisition, construetlor. and
equipping of airport facilities as authorized ln AS 37.15-510 
at Fairbanks International Airport (authorized by ch. 173, SLA 
1970); and

(9) $11,300,000 for the acquisition, construction
and equipping of airport facilities as authorized lr. AS 37.15.— 
510 at Anchorage and Fairbanks International Airports (new 
authorization). '

* Sec. 3. Ch. 88 SLA 1961; chs. 62 and 80 SLA 1568; sec. 79, 
ch. 69 SLA 1970; ch. 173 SLA 1970; and ch. 9C SLA 1971 are re­
pealed .

* Sec. 9. Thla Act codifies the "temporary" law pertaining 
to the International airport revenue bonds. The repeal of statu 
by sec. 3 of this Act does not affect existing tends or actiors 
that have been taken under the repealed provision:;..

B Sec. 5. This Act takes effect on the day after its passage 
and approval or on the day It becomes law without approval.

1

(fth
■ , c s r b  ( I 1 11

A p p r o v e d  by g o ve r n or :  
A c tu a l  e f f e c t i v e  date:

-7-

June 26, 1972 
June 27, 1972
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The Honorable Mike Bradncr 
Speaker of the House 
Alaska State Legislature 
Juneau, Alaska 99S11

Dear Mr. Speaker:

Pursuant to the Unifor in Rules of the Legislature, I am 
transmitting a bill appropriating $3,600,-000 from the 
International Airports Construction Fund for the 
Anchorage and. Fairbanks International Airports. This 
corresponds to last year's increase in the bond autho­
rization (see Chapter 66, SLA 1974) for these facilitie 
Bonds are in the process of being issued, up to the 
amount authorized, but the money derived from that 
issuance "cannot be used without an appropriation.



tii'i ii.i. n r i i i i  «*ni m
U  r  n  n  a  i :

January 27, 197 6

The Honorable Mike Bradncr 
S pc r.kcu : of the House 
A.l'usku State Legislature 
Juneau, Alaska 99311

Dear Mr. Speaker:

lu. uant to the Uniform Rules of tlic Legislature, I am 
transmitting a bill appropriating $3,600,000 from the 
international /airports Construction Fund for the 
Anchorage and Fairbanks International A ir p or t s. This 
corresponds to last year's increase in the bond autho­
rization (see Chapter 66, SLA 197c) for these facilities 
Bonds are in the process of being issued, up to the 
amount authorized, but the money derived from that 
issuance "cannot be used without an appropriation.

/SincereIv • ■/

C /
Jliy 'i:S . “ Hammo nd '

/Co'/ernor
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OFFICE OF IIIF COMMISSIONER / POOCH S-IUHFAU 99S0I

A p r i l  1 ,  1075

Hono rable Bill Ray  
C h a i rm a n
Sena te  l-'inance Committee  
A la sk a  State- L e g i s l a t u r e  
State Capitol  
J u n e a u ,  A la s k a

D ear  S e n a to r  R ay :

r e  S en ate  Bill No.  311

Sen Ue Bi l l  No. 3 1 1 ,  an Act  r e l a t i n g  to A la sk a  In te rnat io n al  A i r p o r t s  R e v e n u e  
Hon : s , S e r i e s  IS w a s  i n t r o d u c e d  in the S en ate  on M arch  24,  3975 and wa s  
refei  red to the S en ate  F in a n c e  Committee.

Although th e se  b o n d s  h a v e  been s o l d ,  the C o m m is s io n e r  of P ubli c  Works  
h a s  dete rm in ed  that it is not in the b est  i n t e r e s t s  of the Slate to c o n s t r u c t  
the p la n n e d  addit ion to the A n c h o r a g e  a i r p o r t .

T h e  S l a t e ' s  bond cou n sel  h as  a d v i s e d  us that we a r e  o b lig ate d  as  a p a r t  of 
o u r  c o n t r a c t  with the b o n d h o ld e r s  to c o n s t r u c t  the fa c i l i ty ,  lie ha s s u g g e s t e d  
that as  an a l t e r n a t i v e  we may n e g a te  this obligation by depositing; with the 
bond i s s u e  t r u s t e e  c a s h  for  the p u r c h a s e  of United S ta t e s  g o v e r n m e n t  o b l i g a ­
tions suff ic ient  to p a y  off the p r in c i p a l  and i n t e r e s t  of th ese  b o n d s  as  they  
beco me d u e .  T h is  would p r o v i d e  tnc b o n d h o l d e r s  with s e c u r i t y  as good as  
that p r o v i d e d  by the c u r r e n t  p le d g e  of the r e v e n u e s  to be p r o d u c e d  by the 
f a c i l i t y .

St:de Bond Counsel  has a d v ise d  that J o h n  Nuvecn f. Co .  , In c .  , at th e - r e q u e s t  
of the C o m m iss io n e r  of R ev en u e  ha s formula .ed a financing* plan i n v o lv in g  
the p u r c h a s e  of the United Sta le s  ( l ov crn m o n l  s e c u r i t i e s  sufficient  to p ro vid e  
moneys to pay p r in c ip a l  and in t e re s t  on the o u ts t a n d i n g  $ 1 0 , COD ,0 0 0  I n t e r ­
national  A i r p o r t s  R ev en u e  B o n d s ,  S e r i e s  L . A copy  of .-.aid plan which  
in c lu d e s  deta ils  of the e x i s t i n g  d<‘hl s e r v i c e  s c h e d u le  on the o u ts t a n d in g  
bonds an d  the pay men t s c h e d u le  on the bo nd s to be p u r c h a s e d  is a t t a c h e d .

Ra sed on said s c h e d u l e ,  which is s la ted to he n c o n s e r v a t i v e  s c h e d u l e  
giv en the bond marke t  and financially feasible within the d o l l a r s  indicated  
if elfcctUMled by a pril  15,  197 5 ,  the net co s t  to p r o v i d e  for r e t i r e m e n t  of 
IIh: S e r i e s  K bonds  is as  follows:



X

Honorublo 13ill Kay April 1, 1975

Cash required to defease Series E Bonds $10 , 7 5 8 , SOS.00

Less

B a l a n c e  in C o n st ru c t io n  F u n d  
iii c a s h  5 1 S . 1 7 8 . 9 8

$ 1 0 , 2 - 1 0 , 0 9 9 . 0 2

Less b a l a n c e  in C o n st ru ct io n  in v est ed $ 1 0 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0

2 4 0 , 0 2 9 . 0 2

L o s s  i n t e r e s t  on in v e st m e n t  in 
C o n s t r u c t i o n  Fun d av ailable  
5 - 1 9 - 7 5 1 5 5 , 8 0 0 . 0 0

Net c a s h  r e q u i r e d  from S u r p lu s  
R e v e n u e s 8 4 , 8 2 9 . 0 2

An a d d it io n al  amount of " l os t "  in t e r e s t  on 
the  g e n e r a l  fund loan from April  15,  1975  
to May 1 9 ,  J 975 should  be c o n s i d e r e d .

Est im ate d  u n r c c o u p a b l e  co st s  b y  r e a s o n  of the aba ndonm ent of the S e r i e s  E 
P r o j e c t ,  amount to $81 , 8 2 1 .0 1  and co n s is t  of c o s t s  of r a t i n g  the b o n d s ,  p r i n t i n g  
the b o n d s ,  p r i n t i n g  the official s t a te m e n t ,  c o s t s  of b o n d  c o u n s e l ,  f inanc ia l  
a d v i s o r , legal  a d v e r t i s i n g ,  e t c .

total e x p e n d i t u r e s  of the Division for the S e r i e s  1-1 P r o j e c t  to o t h e r s  in c lu d in g  
p r in c i p a l l y  co s t  of  a r c h i t e c t u r a l  d e s i g n ,  th r o u g h  the Division oJ B u ild i n gs  
c u r r e n t l y  amount to $ 5 7 4 , 5 ( 5 9 .5 8 .  He is v e r i f y i n g  t h r o u g h  the Division of 
B u i ld i n g s  addit io nal  c o s t s  n e c e s s a r y .  lie s t a l e s  that the Division of Aviation  
h a s  a l l oca te d  a p p r o x im a t e l y  $ 4 0 , 0 0 0  of i ts  b u d g e t  lor  i n - h o u s e  re v ie w  of 
p la n s  and d e s i g n s .

Assuming- total cost.-, a t t r i b u ta b le  to the Division of Aviation do not e x c e e d  
$ 0 5 0 , 0 0 0 .  the net  do l la r  loss  to tlic State of a b a n d o n in g  the p r o j e c t  a p p e a r s  
ul this  lime to be ap p ro x im a te ly  $ 7 3 4 , 0 0 0 .

T h e  Division of A via tio n a d v is e s  that no a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  a r c  n e c e s s a r y  to 
pay c o s t s  i n c u r r e d  by it as the same a r c  c o v e r e d  with e x c e s s  bond p r o c e e d s  
from the S e r i e s  1) financing", hi addit io n ,  th e r e  a p p e a r  to bo suff ic ient  
S u r p l u s  h 'e venues to c o v e r  the $ 8 -1 ,8 2 9 .0 2  need ed  to a cc o m p l ish  the bond  
t r a n s a c t i o n .

M r .  Bill l i u c n c r s ,  C h i e f  E n g i n e e r  of the Division of Aviation s la te s  that



Honorable Bill Rny -3- April 1, 1975

When the t r a n s a c t io n  r o q u i r  by  the p r o v i s i o n s  of S en ate  bill No. 311 is  
completed with the bond is s u e  t r u s t e e  as  s e c u r i t y  for  the b o n d h o l d e r s ,
Slate bond C o u n sel  will i s s u e  an opinion to s u c h  effect and the p r e s e n t  
ha.'anee in the Bond C o n st ru c t io n  Fu n d  will be t r a n s f e r r e d  to the G e n e ra l  
F un d along with in t e r e s t  e a r n i n g s  due the Stale  on May 19,  1975 from tlic 
in vestm ent in time c e r t i f i c a t e s  of depo si t  of $ 1 0 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0  ul the p r o c e e d s  
of the sal e  of the bo nd s p lu s net  c a s h  from S u r p l u s  R e v e n u e s  to c o v e r  tlic 
baUiiica n e e d e d  to r e p a y  the G e n e ra l  F u n d .

T h e  S ta te 's  bond c o u n s e l ,  E r i c  E .  Wohlforth,  ha s f u r t h e r  a d v i se d  that it 
is  v e r y  im porta nt  that the p r o p o s e d  le gis la tio n bo e n a c t e d  into law a s  soon  
a s  p o ss i b le  in o r d e r  that p o s s i b l e  c h a n g e s  in the United  Sta te s  g o v e r n m e n t  
bond m ark et  do not o c c u r  w h i c h  could a d v e r s e l y  effect the cost  of p u r c h a s i n g  
the nee ded  i n v e s t m e n t s  to sa t is fy  the bond is s u e  t r u s t e e .

M r .  Donald H a r r i s ,  C o m m is s io n er  of P ubli c  Works a d v i s e d  the State  Bond  
Committee that the c a r r i e r s  in e x p r e s s i n g ’ th e i r  opposition to any  i n c r e a s e d  
fees to s u p p o r t  the now in te rn a t io n a l  te rm in a l  in A n c h o r a g e  ha d a g r e e d  to 
an up date of i c e s  n e c e s s a r y  to c o v e r  a d v a n c e  c o s t s  c o n s i s t i n g  of bond  s.ile 
c o s t s  and d e s i g n  c o s t s .

V e r y  truly  y o u r s .

R .  Jl .  S te v e n so n  
Spe ci al  A s s i s ta n t

RDS: gd

A ttachm ents

c e :  L a n g l io rn e  A . Motley
C o m m iss io n e r  of C om m erce  
C h a i r m a n ,  Stat e  bond Committee  

• Stale  Office Building'
J u n e a u ,  A la sk a

S t e r l i n g  G a l la g h e r
C o m m iss io n e r  of R evenue
S e c r e t a r y  , Sta te  Bond Committee
State  ( ) l l ice  Building'
J u n e a u , A la ska

Andrew  S .  Warwick  
C o m m iss io n e r  ul Adm inis tra tio n  
M em b er ,  Slate  Bond Committee  
Slate Office building'
J u n e a u ,  A la sk a

H o n o rab le  Hugh Malone 
C h a i rm a n
House  F i n a n c e  Committee  
A la sk a  Sta le  b o g i s la t u r e  
Slate Capitol  
J u n e a u ,  Alaska

Donald H a r r i s
C o m m iss io n e r  of Publ ic  Works  
Pouch Z 
J u n e a u ,  A la ska

E r i e  E . Wohlforth , Esq . 
Wohlforth f. Flint  
(M5 (i S t re e t  
A n c h o r a g e , Alaska



J Uy ;:d . Hanunohd 
fee;/er nor

S i  T  A  T  I - :  C> !•• T„ A  S  K  A
O f r i r . F :  D r  t h e  u I IV tC F ^ Q R  

«J i: x  it a  » :

January 27, 1975

The Honorable Kike Bradner 
Speaker of the House 
Alaska State Legislature 
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Mr. Speaker:

Pursuant to the Uniform Rules cf the Legislature, I am 
transmitting a bill appropriating $3,600,000 from the 
International Airports Construction Fund for the 
Anchorage and Fairbanks International Airports. This 
corresponds to last year's increase in the bond autho­
rization (see Chapter G6, SLA 1974) for these facilities 
Bonds are in the process of being issued, up to the 
amount authorized, but the money derived from that 
issuance "cannot be used without an appropriation.

CCMmlTTEE CCrV



MEMORANDUM

TO: Sen. George Hohman DATE: A/10/75
FROM: Jay Hogan SUBJ: HB-76

I would recommend that the Bill be amended. The enclosed letter 
from Gov. Hammond briefly states the purpose of the Bill, however 
shortly after the Bill was introduced the Administration had 
a change of heart on all international airport capital projects. 
SB 311 provides for the "cancellation"of the entire $10,600,000 
International Airports Revenue Bonds, Series E sold this past 
January. Senate Finance has already passed out SB 311 which is 
now located In House Commerce.

H B  76

I n t r o d u c e d :  1 / 2 7 / 7 5
R e f e r r e d :  S t a t e  A f f a i r s  anc
J u d i c i a r y

B Y  T H E  R U L E S  C O M M I T T E E  BY 
IN T H E  H O U S E  R E Q U E S T  OF T H E  G O V E R N O R

H O U S E  B I L L  NO. 76
I N  T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  O F  T H E  S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A

N I N T H  L E G I S L A T U R E  - F I R S T  S E S S I O N

A  B I L L

F o r  a n  Act e n t i t l e d :  "An A c t  m a k i n g  a s u p p l e m e n t a l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  f o r

i n t e r n a t i o n a l  a i r p o r t s ;  a n d  p r o v i d i n g  f o r  a n  

e f f e c t i v e  d a t e . "

B E  I T  E N A C T E D  B Y  T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  OF  T H E  S T A T E  OF A L A S K A :

* S e c t i o n  1. Sec. 2, ch. I A 9 S L A  1 9 7 2  Is a m e n d e d  b y  a d d i n g  a n e w  p a r a­

g r a p h  to r e a d :
purposes set out in "An Act 

(5) $ 3 >6 0 0 , 0 0 0  f o r  t h e  a ^ u 4 e 4 t i o i v - - c o»sir-Lictian.^Lad

relating to International Airports Revenue Bonds. Series
j^s_a.iiT..hriri?.pfi in AS 9 7 ,15 -^10 ? f,

E; and providing for an effective date." (SB 311) 
Anohe^age--and-Fa-:k>baftk9--If>te?ne-&i-esfri-Tfri-*,pe-:Hjs.

* Sec. 2. T h i s  A c t  t a k e s  e f f e c t  i m m e d i a t e l y  I n  a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  AS 

0 1 . 1 0 . 0 7 0 ( c ) .
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Introduced: 1/27/75
Referred: State Affairs anc
Judiciary

B Y  T H E  R U L E S  C O M M I T T E E  BY 
IN T H E  H O U S E  R E Q U E S T  OP T H E  G O V E R N O R

H O U S E  B I L L  NO. 76
I N  T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  O F  T H E  S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A

N I N T H  L E G I S L A T U R E  - F I R S T  S E S S I O N

A B I L L

F o r  an  Ac t  e n t i t l e d :  "An A c t  m a k i n g  a s u p p l e m e n t a l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  f o r

i n t e r n a t i o n a l  a i r p o r t s ;  a n d  p r o v i d i n g  f o r  a n  

e f f e c t i v e  d a t e . "

B E  I T  E N A C T E D  BY  T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  O F  T H E  S T A T E  OF A L A S K A :

* S e c t i o n  1. Sec. 2, ch. I A 9 S LA  197 2 is a m e n d e d  b y  a d d i n g  a n e w  p a r a­

g r a p h  to r e a d :
purposes set out in "An Act

( 5 )  $ 3 j 6 0 0 , 0 0 0  f o r  t h e  a& <54>i4^tion^-4:oustr-uct.lan.^nd
relating to International Airports Revenue Bonds, Series 
e<5u4p^4ng- -of- a  i-w>or4;_ ±es~2-s_ auiihorl z.ed_ -±n_ AS. _3J_ 1 S  JilD_ a t

E; and providing for an effective date." (SB 311)
A*w>h€H>age--&nd-Fa-i*i€««k9--I-n£epRaA>i-eHa:l--M*’pe-p4>6.

* Sec. 2. T h i s  A c t  t a k e s  e f f e c t  i m m e d i a t e l y  in a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  AS 

0 1 . 1 0 . 0 7 0 ( c ) .

MEMORANDUM

TO: Sen. George Hohman DATE: A/10/75
FROM: Jay Hogan SUBJ: HB-76

I would recommend that the Bill be amended. The enclosed letter 
from Gov. Hammond briefly states the purpose of the Bill, however 
shortly after the Bill was introduced the Administration had 
a change of heart on al j. International airport capital projects. 
SB 311 provides for the ’cancellation"of the entire $10,600,000 
International Airports Revenue Bonds, Series E sold this past 
January. Senate Finance has already passed out SB 311 which is 
now located in House Commerce.

- 1 - HB 76



I n t r o d u c e d :  1 / 2 7 / 7 5
R e f e r r e d :  S t a t e  A f f a i r s  and
J u d i c i a r y

H O U S E  B I L L  NO. 76
I N  T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  O F  T H E  S T A T E  O P  A L A S K A

N I N T H  L E G I S L A T U R E  - F I R S T  S E S S I O N

A B I L L

F o r  a n  A c t  e n t i t l e d :  " A n Ac t  m a k i n g  a s u p p l e m e n t a l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  f or

i n t e r n a t i o n a l  a i r p o r t s ;  a n d  p r o v i d i n g  for an 

e f f e c t i v e  d a t e . "

B E  I T  E N A C T E D  BY T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  O F  T H E  S T A T E  OF AL A S K A :

S e c t i o n  1. Sec. 2, ch. 1^ 9 S L A  1 972 is a m e n d e d  b y  a d d i n g  a n e w  p a r a­

g r a p h  to r e a d :
purposes set out in "An Act

(5) $ 3 , 6 0 0 , 0 0 0  f o r ti e  ^9^ui«44;i-on,--consiructian-£nd

relating to International Airports Revenue Bonds, Series 
e c u i p p 4 » g  -of- a  i:ppor.fc - facilit ies. -as_ a u t h o r !  z.ed. _Ln_ AS. _37-. 1 a.. R10 at.
E; and providing for an effective date." (SB 311)
A nchor age- -and -  Pa-l-r-ha« ks- -J*>4e en ati-en  al- -A ir p e rb s  .

* Sec.  2. T h i s  A c t  t a k e s  e f f e c t  i m m e d i a t e l y  i n  a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  A S

0 1 . 1 0 . 0 7 0 ( c ) .

BY THE RULES COMMITTEE BY
IN THE HOUSE REQUEST OP THE GOVERNOR

MEMORANDUM

TO: Sen. George Hohman DATE: V l O / 7 5
PROM: Jay Hogan SUBJ: HB - 7 6

I would recommend that the Bill be amended. The enclosed letter 
from Gov. Hammond briefly states the purpose of the Bill, however 
shortly after the Bill was Introduced the Administration had 
a change of heart on all international airport capital projects. 
SB 31jl provides for the "cancellation"of the entire $10,600,000 
International Airports Revenue Bonds, Series E sold this past 
January. Senate Finance has already passed out SB 311 which is 
now located in House Commerce.



I n t r o d u c e d :  1 / 2 7 / 7 5
Re f e r r e d :  S t a t e  Af f a i r s  and
J u d i c i a r y

BY T H E  R U L E S  C O M M I T T E E  BY 
R E Q U E S T  OF TH E  G O V E R N O R

H O U S E  B I L L  NO

I N  T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  OF T H E  S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A

N I N T H  L E G I S L A T U R E  - F I R S T  S E S S I O N

A BIL L

F o r  a n  Act e n t i t l e d :  "An Act m a k i n g  a s u p p l e m e n t a l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  for

i n t e r n a t i o n a l  a i r p o r t s ;  an d  p r o v i d i n g  for an

B E  IT E N A C T E D  BY T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  OF T H E  S T A T E  OF ALASKA:

* S e c t i o n  1. Sec. 2, ch. 1^9 SLA 1972 is amenr'ed by a d d i n g  a n e w  p a r a

g r a p h  to r ea d :

(5) $ 3 , 6 0 0 , 0 0 0  for the a c q u i s i t i o n ,  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and

e q u i p p i n g  of a i r p o r t  f a c i l i t i e s  as a u t h o r i z e d  in AS 3 7 . 1 5 - 5 1 0  at 

A n c h o r a g e  a n d  F a i r b a n k s  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Air p o r t s .

* Sec. 2. T h i s  A c t  takes e f f e c t  i m m e d i a t e l y  in a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  AS



I

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

I I

12

13

14

1 5

16

1 7

1 8

1 9

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

Introduced: 1/27/75
Referred: State Affairs anc
Judiciary

3Y T H E  R U L E S  C O M M I T T E E  BY

IN T H E  H O U S E  R E Q U E S T  OF T H E  G O V E R N O R

H O U S E  B I L L  NO. 76

IN T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  OF T H E  S T A T E  OF A L A S K A

N I N T H  L E G I S L A T U R E  - F I R S T  S E S S I O N

A B I L L

F o r  an Act e n t i t l ed :  "Ar. Act m a k i n g  a s u p p l e m e n t a l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  for

I n t e r n a t i o n a l  a i r p o r t s ;  and p r o v i d i n g  for an 

e f f e c t i v e  d a t e . "

B E  IT E N A C T E D  3Y T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  OF T H E  S T A T E  OF ALASKA:

H S e c t i o n  1. Sec. 2, ch. 1^9 SLA 197? i3 a m e n d e d  by a d d i n g  a n e w  p a r a­

gr a p h  to r e a d :

(5) $ 3 , 6 0 0 , 0 0 0  for the a c q u i s i t i o n ,  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and

e q u i p p i n g  of airp o r t f a c i l i t i e s  as a u t h o r i s e d  in AS 3 7 . 1 5 * 5 1 0  at

A n c h o r a g e  arid F a i r b a n k s  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  A i r po r t s .

■
* Sec. 2. Thi s  A c t  t akes effe c t  i m m e d i a t e l y  in a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  AS 

0 1 . 1 0 . 0 7 0 ( c ) .

HB 76

GB
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Introduced: 1/27/75
Referred: Stare Affairs anc

B Y  THE R U L E S  C O M M I T T E E  BY 

IN T H E  H O U S E  R E Q U E S T  OP T H E  G O V E R N O R

H O U S E  B I L L  NO. 76

I N  THE  L E G I S L A T U R E  OF T H E  S T A T E  OP A L A S K A

N I N T H  L E G I S L A T U R E  - F I R S T  S E S S I O N

A B I L L

Fo r  an Act e n t i tl e d :  "An Act m a k i n g  a s u p p l e m e n t a l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  for

i n t e r n a t i o n a l  a i r p o r t s ;  a nd  p r o v i d i n g  for an 

e f f e c t i v e  d a t e . "

EE IT E N A C T E D  BY  T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  OP T H E  S T A T E  OF ALASKA:

# S e c t i o n  1. Sec. 2, ch. 1^9 SLA 1972 Is a m e n d e d  by a d d i n g  a n e w  p a r a­

g r a p h  to r e a d  :

(5) $ 3 ,6 0 0 , 0 0 0  for the a c q u i s i t i o n ,  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and

e q u i p p i n g  of a i r p o r t  f a c i l i t i e s  a; a u t h o r i z e d  in AS 3 7 . 1 5 - 5 1 0  ac

A n c h o r a g e  a n d  F a i r b a n k s  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Airports.

■
* Sec. 2. T h i s  Act takes e f f e c t  I m m e d i a t e l y  in a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  AS 

0 1 .1 0 .0 7 0 (c).

H B  76



T H I S  D O C U M E N T  
H A S  B E E N  R E P H O T O G R A P E I E D  
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R e f e r r e d : 
J u d i c i a r y

: i/27/75
State Affairs anc

BY T H E  R U L E S  C O M M I T T E E  BY 

IK T H E  H O U S E  R E Q U E S T  OF T H E  G O V E R N O R

H O U S E  B I L L  NO. 76

I N  T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  O F  T H E  S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A

N I N T H  L E G I S L A T U R E  - F I R S T  S E S S I O N

A B I L L

F o r  a n  Act e n t i t l e d :  "An Ac t  m a k i n g  a s u p p l e m e n t a l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  for

i n t e r n a t i o n a l  a i r p o r t s ;  an d  p r o v i d i n g  fo r  an 

e f f e c t i v e  d a t e . "

B E  IT E N A C T E D  BY T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  OF T H E  S T A T E  OF A L A S K A :

* S e c t i o n  1. Sec. 2, ch. 1^9 SLA 1972 is a m e n d e d  by a d d i n g  a n e w  p a r a­

gr a p h  to r e a d :

(5) $ 3 , 6 0 0 , 0 0 0  for the a c q u i s i t i o n ,  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and

e q u i p p i n g  o f  a i r p o r t  f a c i l i t i e s  as a u t h o r i z e d  in AS 3 7 . 1 5 . 5 1 0  at 

A n c h o r a g e  a n d  F a i r b a n k s  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  A i r p o r t s .

* Sec. 2. T h i s  A c t  t a k es  e f f e c t  i m m e d i a t e l y  in a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  AS 

0 1 . 1 0 . 0 7 0 ( c ) .

tt

~ x~ HB 76



I

2

3

A

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 I

12

13

14

13

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

2 A

25

2o

27

28

29

IN T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  OF  T H E  S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A

N I N T H  L E G I S L A T U R E  - F I R S T  S E S S I O N

A B I L L

F o r  an Act e n t i t l e d :  "An Act m a k i n g  a s u p p l e m e n t a l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  for

i n t e r n a t i o n a l  a i r p o r t s ;  and p r o v i d i n g  f o r  an 

effectiV' d a t e . "

E E  IT E N A C T E D  BY T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  OF  T H E  S T A T E  OF ALASKA:

H S e c t i o n  1. Sec. ?, ch. 1^9 SLA 1 972 is a m e n d e d  by a d d i n g  a n e w  p a r a­

gr a p h  to read:

(5) $ 3 ,6 0 0 * 0 0 0  for the a c q u i s i t i o n ,  c o n s t r u c t i o n  a n d

e q u i p p i n g  of a i r p o r t  f a c i l i t i e s  as a u t h o r i z e d  in AS 3 7 . 1 5 * 5 1 0  at 

A n c h o r a g e  and F a i r b a n k s  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  A i r p o r t s .

* Sec. 2. Thi s  A c t  t a k e s e f f e c t  i m m e d i a t e l y  in a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  AS 

0 1 . 1 0 . 0 7 0 ( c ) .

Introduced: 1/27/75
Referred: State Affairs and
Judiciary

BY THE RULES COMMITTEE BY
IN THE HOUSE REQUEST OF THE GOVERNOR

HOUSE BILL NO. 7b

HB 76
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JS 'r .a  t  1-: c> !•’ n  a  s  k  a

o r n r .f :  o r  t h e  g o v e r n o r  

J ITNUAf:

January 27, 1975

The Honorable M ike Bradner 
Speaker o f the House 
A la s ka  S ta te  L e g is la tu r e  
Juneau, A laska  99S11

Pursuant to  the  Uniform  Rules o f the  L e g is la tu r e , I  am 
tr a n s m itt in g  a b i l l  a p p ro p r ia t in g  $3,600,000 from the 
In te r n a t io n a l / iirports C o n s tru c tion  Fund for  the  
Anchorage and Fa irbanks  In te r n a t io n a l A ir p o r ts . T h is  
corresponds to  la s t  ye a r 's  increase  in  the  bond autho­
r iz a t io n  (see Chapter 66, SLA 1974) fo r  these f a c i l i t i e s  
Bonds are in  the process o f  b e in g  is s u e d , up to  the 
amount a u th o r ize d , but the money d e r ive d  from th a t 
issuance 'cannot be used w ith o u t an a p p r o p r ia t io n .

COM M ITTEE C C A



January 27, 1975

The Honorable M ike  Bradner 
Speaker o f the House 
A laska  S ta te  L e g is la tu r e  
Juneau, A la ska  99811

Pursuant to  the  Uniform  Rules o f  the  L e g is la t u r e , I  am 
tr a n s m itt in g  a b i l l  a p p ro p r ia t in g  $3,600,000 from the 
In te r n a t io n a l A irp o r ts  C o n s truc tion  Fund fo r  the  
Anchorage and Fa irbanks  In t e r n a t io n a l A ir p o r ts . Th is  
corresponds to  la s t  y e a r 's  increase  in  the  bond autho­
r iz a t io n  (see Chapter 66, SLA 1974) fo r  these f a c i l i t i e  
Bonds are in  the process o f  be ing  is s u e d , up to  the 
amount a u th o r ize d , b u t the money d e r iv e d  from th a t  
issuance "cannot be used w ith o u t an a p p r o p r ia t io n .

Hammond
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BY  T H E  R U L E S  C O M M I T T E E  BY 
IN T H E  H O U S E  R E Q U E S T  OF T H E  G O V E R N O R

H O U S E  B I L L  NO. 77

I N  T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  O F  T H E  S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A

N I N T H  L E G I S L A T U R E  - F I R S T  S E S S I O N

A B I L L

F o r  an Ac t  e n t i t l e d :  "An Act m a k i n g  a s p e c i a l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  to the

U n i v e r s i t y  of Alaska; a n d  p r o v i d i n g  for a n  e f f e c t i v e  

d a t e ."

B E  IT E N A C T E D  BY T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  O F  T H E  S T A T E  OF ALAS K A :

* S e c t i o n  1. T h e  s u m  o f  $ ^ 5 2 , ^ 0 0  an d  eight p e r  cent a y e a r  I n t e r e s t  on 

t h a t  a m o u n t  f r o m  J u l y  10, 197^ to the d a t e  of p a y m e n t  is a p p r o p r i a t e d  f r o m  

the g e n e r a l  f u n d  to the U n i v e r s i t y  o f  A l a s k a  for the p a y m e n t  to M o d e r n  

C o n s t r u c t i o n ,  Inc., of court a w a r d e d  " i m p a c t "  d a m a g e s  a r i s i n g  f r o m  the 

c o n s t r u c t i o n  of W o o d  Center.

* Sec. 2. T hi s  Act t a k e s  e f f e c t  i m m e d i a t e l y  in a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  AS 01. 

1 0 . 0 7 0 ( c ) .

Introduced: 1/27/75
Referred: Health,Education &
Social Services and Finance
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November 6, 1274

T he  H onorab le  W ill iam  A . Cnr.n 

G ove rno r of the State o f A laska  

Pouch A

J uneau , AK 92301 

D ear G ove rno r Egan :

A t the Seoi&mbc-r 25 meeting o f the Beard o f R egents , ! w as ins truc ted  to rccjucs 

y o u r suppo rt for the fo llo w in g  supp lem en ta ry  a p p ro p r ia t io n s  to ho presentee to t 

f irs t  sess ion  of the N in th  State L e g is la tu re .

1 . T h ro u g h  tbs g ro a t efforts of the State adm in is tra t io n  and  the* Lon is  is lu r e , the* 

F a irb a n ks  campus of the u n iv e rs ity  was a b le  to obta in  a student ac t iv ity  ccp 

A  b u i ld in c  was des igned  and  la te r constructed by M odern  Construction ., in c .

A s  a re su lt  of ce rta in  a d d it io n a l expenses In c u rre d  d u r in g  the course  of con­

s truc t io n , M odern C onstruction  saw  fit to f i le  an " im pact11 c la im  a ga in s t the 

U n iv e rs it y . T h is  c la im  was f in a l ly  reso lved  b y  the State Suprem e C ourt an ;, 

an  aw ard  was made am ounting to $452 ,359 .04  as cf J u ly  10, 1974, w ith  in te r 

o f 8% c o n t in u in g . (See Attachment 1 for fu rth e r d e ta ils .)

T h e  U n iv e rs ity  has ne ithe r the; funds to pay  th is aw a rd  o f tlic courts or an 

au tho riza t io n  to spend funds fo r the settlement of th is  c la im . T h e re fo re , we 

request you r assistance to h e lp  us obta in  an a p p ro p r ia t io n  to p e rm it  settle­

ment of the c la im .

2 .  Fo r severa l yea rs  the Board o f Regents have au tho rized  a s a la ry  schedu le  

that p ro v id ed  for an area cost o f l iv in g  d iffe re n t ia l fo r the c la s s if ie d  staff of 

the U n iv e rs it y . T h is  schedu le  was iden tica l to that p ro v id e d  to other State 

em p loyees . In  W ay 1274, the Regents adopted a new  s a la ry  .^.neeLne that 
p ro v id e d  for a s im ila r  a rea d iffe re n t ia l for the rem a in d e r at its em p loyees .

C hapter 47, SLA1974, r d e lk .g  to c o m p e n s a te , i r .  State em p loyees , extends ' 

the p ro fess iona l em ployees of the U n i '" .  „ it y  pay  inc rem ents com parab le  to Lh



T h e  H o n o r a b l e  W i l l i a m  A .  E g a n - 2 - N o v e m b c r  6, 1 9 7 4

•any rece ived  b y  c lass if ie d  and p a r t ia lly  exempt em ployees o f the State. How­

e v e r , there was no money p ro v is io n  in  the a p p ro p r ia t io n  to fund the pay  s tep .

Wo so lic it you r he lp  in  o b ta in in g  a supp lem en ta ry  a p p ro p r ia t io n  in  the amount 

o f $ 1 , 5 2 1 , CO to extend the pay  step d iffe re n t ia l to the p ro fe ss iona l staff of 

the U n iv e rs ity  in  accordance w ith  the intent of A S 39 .27 .020  and Sections 3 and 

4 of Chapter 47 , Laws of A la s ka  1974. (See Attachment 2 .)

3 . T he  U n iv e rs ity  is d e fend in g  a ga in s t two law  su its  that c h a rge  it w ith  fa ilu re  

to p ro v id e  adequate sa fe ty , secu r ity  and  life  suppo rt p ro g ram s  fo r persons 

and p rope rty  on the F a irb a n ks  cam pus . O ur Safety end S ecu r ity  D epartm ent, 

u n d e r the d ire c t io n  cf M r . U nde rw ood , has id en t if ie d  two areas o f n e e d . Both 

o f the areas have been o f concern  fo r seve ra l yea rs  and have  now  reached the 

po in t cf r e q u ir in g  im m ediate c o rre c t io n . T hese  a re :

a . Protection o f p e o p le . In c lu des  a state troope r on cam pus , 

a d d it io n a l secu r ity  g u a rd  s u p e rv is o rs , a se c u r ity  in v e s t i­

g a to r , and suppo rt item s .

b . Protection of p ro p e r ty . Inc ludes  add it io n a l p ro fess iona l 

firem en  arid yea r- a round  cove rage  b y  the student f ir e ­

f ig h te rs .

Y ou r assistance in  o b ta in in g  a supp lem en ta ry  a p p ro p r ia t io n  in  the amount cf 

$195,250 for the c u rre n t fisca l y e a r and  continuation  fu n d in g  in  fu tu re  yea rs  

w ou ld  be g re a t ly  apprec iated  b y  a ll the students and em ployees o f the F a iro an ks  

cam pus , p lu s  the p ro p e r ly  ow ne rs  in  ou r f ire  protection a re a . (For fu r th e r  

d e ta ils , p lease see Attachment 3 .)

Wc acknow ledge  that ou r supp lem en ta ry  requests a re  g re a t , and I re g re t to m ake 

th is  request of you because you  have done a lin e  jo b  in  suppo rt of the U n iv e rs ity  

d u r in g  m y tenure h e re . H ow eve r , I m ust, of necess ity , in fo rm  you of these ad d it io n a l 

requ irem ents  cf funds for the c u rre n t fisca l year w h ic h  are  u rg e n t  and w ere  im po ss ib le  

to p la n  fo r .

P la i.se let us know  If you d e s ire  a d d it io n a l in fo rm ation

S in c e re ly ,\

Robert V/. H iatt 

P res ident

KW H : cb

Attachments - 3
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AttMTJlATIOh' AWARD ON' lvOOl) CKNTKK 1SI.DC.

1. A r b i t r a t i o n  o c c u r r e d  d u r i n g  S e p t e m b e r  3972 in w h i c h  M o d e r n  C o n­

struc t i o n  c l a imed $1.2 m i l l i o n  for cn impact on th e i r  c o n s t r u c t i o n

• b e c a u s e  of:

1. U t i l i d o r  C h a n g e  Order

2 .  bean F a i l u r e
3. D e l a y  in C o l o r  D e c i s i o n s

A r b i t r a t o r s  a w a r d e d  $333 , 7 7 9  to M o d e m  cn O c t o b e r  10, 1972. The 

A r b i t r a t o r s  gave n o  b r e a k d o w n  as to w h i c h  cf three i t e m s  of the . 

cl a i m  a c c o u n t e d  for w h a t  p o r t i o n  of the a w a r d .

2. U n i v e r s i t y  A t t o r n e y  (Steve DeLisio) appe a l e d  the case to t h e  

S u p e r i o r  C o u r t  m o v i n g  that Court v a c a t e  the A r b i t r a t o r s’ A w a r d  

on the g r o u n d  that A r b i t r a t o r s  e x c e e d e d  their p o w ers, that there 

vras e v i d e n c e  cf p a r t i a l i t y  and that they impai r e d  the r i g h t s  of 

U  of A. This w a s  h e a r d  on M a r c h  15, 3973 and the U n i v e r s i t y’s 

n o t i o n  w a s  denied.

•
3. T h e  r u l i n g  of the supe r i o r  Court w a s  a p p e a l e d  to tlic A l a s k a  

S u p reme Co u r t  and filed on O c t o b e r  4, 1973. A  p e t i t i o n  for 

R e h e a r i n g  as k e d  that there be c l a r i f i c a t i o n  of the A r b i t r a t o r s '  

a w a r d  and that the A r b i t r a t o r s  f o l l o w  the contract in a w a r d i n g  .
J _______

T h e  S u p r e m e  Co u r t  u pheld the award to M o d e m  on J u n e  3 0, 1974.

T h e  U n i v e r s i t y ' s  A t t o r n e y  filed for Rehearing. T h i s  w a s  d e n i e d  

on J u n e  24, 1974.

4. T h e  a c c o u n t i n g  on the total funds n e e d e d  to p ay the a w a r d  to 

M o d e r n  and o t h e r  expenses, is attached.



THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA

A p p e l l a n t

V . F i l e  No. 1977

M O D E R N  C O N S T R U C T I O N ,  INC

M A N D A T E
A p p e l l e e

To: S u p e r i o r  C o u r t  of the S t a t e  o f  A l a s k a ,
F o u r t h  J u d i c i a l  D i s t r i c t  at F a i r b a n k s .

U n i v e r s i t y  o f  A l a s k a  f i l e d  a n  a p p e a l  f r o m  a j u d g m e n t  

o f  the S u p e r i o r  Court, F o u r t h  J u d i c i a l  D i s t r i c t  at  F a i r b a n k s  

in C i v i l  A c t i o n  No. 7 2 - 9 G B  e n t i t l e d  " I n th e  M a t t e r  o f  the 

A r b i t r a t i o n  b e t w e e n  M O D E R N  C O N S T R U C T I O N ,  P'C. a n d  U N I V E R S I T Y  

OF A L A S K A ,  C a s e  No. 75 10 0059 72". T h e  c a s e  w a s  h e a r d  b y  

this c o u r t  o n  D e c e m b e r  12, 1973. On M a y  31, 1974, the c o u r t  

f i l e d  its w r i t t e n  o p i n i o n  a f f i r m i n g  t h e  j u d g m e n t  of th e  

S u p e r i o r  Court. A p p e l l a n t ' s  p e t i t i o n  f o r  r e h e a r i n g  w a s  d e n i e d  

on J u n e  24, 1974.

I t  Is O R D E R E D :

,1. T h e  j u d g m e n t  of t h e  S u p e r i o r  Co u r t ,  e n t e r e d  

A p r i l  5, 1973, is aff i r m e d .

A p p e l l e e  s h a l l  r e c o v e r  f r o m  a p p e l l a n t  c o s t s  

a n d  a t t o r n e y ' s  f e e s  as s h o w n  below.

W I T N E S S  the H o n o r a b l e  J a y  A. R a b i n o w i t z ,  C h i e f  

J u s t i c e  of the S u p r e m e  Co u r t,  S t a t e  o f  A l a s k a ,  t h i s  1 s t  d a y  

o f  July, 1974.

C o s t s  a n d  A t t o r n e y ' s  F e e s

D u p l i c a t i n g  a p p e l l e e ' s  b r i e f  
A t t o r n e y ' s  f e e s  ...............

$ 1 2 4 . 0 0
350.00

T o t a l  $ 4 7 4 . 0 0

[S E A L ]



n o n ? ’rd!_c.'o:c;7 r.-;cttop, j k c ^  v r.. i n i t v j ; j j n r r / _ o i a l a s k a

ACC:OiinTT]C(l

(P 0.r J i1 c'J y me n t: 1-5 ay 23, 1973)

P r in c ip a l  amount $333, 779 . 00
In t e r e s t  aL 9V; front Oct-.. 10 ,  197?., 
to  J u ly  10 , 197*1 139 , 9 7 1 . 1 9

$439, .390^19

Costs $ 2 ,7  0 3 .13
In t e r e s t  a t  03 from Jan . 1 ,  19 73 , 
to  J u ly  1 ,  197-0 ' 24 3 .7 5

$ 2 ,9 5 1 .3 O

Costs • $ 2 ,5 9 7 .0 5
In t e r e s t  a t 30'. from May 23, .1973, 
to  J u ly  10 , .197/1 2 35. 1 2

$ 2 ,3 3 2 ^ 17

/ literacy  fees  $ 6, 200.00
In t e r e s t  a t 39. from May 23 , 19 73 , 
to  J u ly  10 ,  1974 560.30

$ 6 ,76 0 .3 0

(Per Judgm ent: Supremo Court J u ly  1 ,  1974)

A p p e a l C osts  and A tto r n e y  fees  474.00
In t e r e s t  a t 35 from J u ly  1 ,  1974 _________

T O T A L  $ 4 5 2 , 3 6 9 . 0 4

In c re a se  over  o r ig in a l  award 63 ,590 .04
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J u ly  1 7 ,  1974

l uw/.r.n w. /.i i i i; 
COll!4!.L'L

JIU. 2
Mtrnv.s. : 
S T /.U iV  -•

h o r d e s , Pen a iib le , S ta le y  & D c L is io  7) t  Leu::i ay s a L Law 
2*'.00 Speuarci Road 
A nc ho ra g e , /.la.aha Si 9 5 0 3

K g : Modern C o n s tr u c t io n , I n c . ,  v s .
U n iv e v s it v  o f  .Alar.}:a

Gcivt lcnen:
V7e no te  th a t  th e  above a c t io n  has nov; been reiv.i.ti 

to  th e  S u p e r io r  C o u r t . . A c c o rc lin g ly  our c l i e n t ,  Modern 
Cons true: L io n , I n c . ,  is  in te r e s te d  in  e f f e c t in g  a 
s a t is  f a c t io n  o f  th e  ;judgr:ent w h ich  i t  has a g a in s t  the 
U n iv e r s it y  o f  h is s h a , your c l ie n t s , .

V?o have prepared an a c c o u n t in g  c o n ta in in g  the  
p r in c ip a l  amounts awarded by way o f  judgm ent w ith  
com puta tions  o f  in t e r e s t  up to  J u ly  10 , 19 7 4 , per  
copy a tta c h e d  show ing a to  tea 1  aaioun L due as o f  J u ly  10 ,  
1974 , o f  $/■•;?., 363.04.

I  w ould a p p re c ia te  yo u r  a d v is in g  when we way 
e xp e c t s a t is f a c t io n  o f  t h is  judgm ent, a t  w h ich  tim e  
the  in t e r e s t  c or ,n a ta tio ns  can bo brought up to  d a te .

Yours very t r u l y ,

DcGARMO, J.UTJDY, 0 1,KS & M0KKIS0'.;

»y
.

•>’ -/

Jirucc T . R in k c r

D TK : g f  

c c : I . .  R . Gunderson 
Jon Go.! e

Mocl'.'l’ ii Cons Lru .cti.on , I n c .

K:i clia.rd R. C o le  
/ iL lorney a t haw
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a l i  r .U  

COUf.T.I.l

J3 Is* .-. ,,
• 41 ? i' ! ff ■>

1,1 V  V;

/!; •»*. n .
*  >< / W ,

A ug us t .13 , 1974

M r. Sv.cpl:f:n 5J. P e L is .io
MorcV.’.?;, S c h a ib la , S ta le y  f< D e L ic io
2400 Sponnrd Rsad
Anchorage , A la s k a  9 9 503

Re : Modern C o n s tr u c t io n , In c .
vs . U n i v or s i  tv  o f  A.lr> £; k a _

Dear S te v e :

I  vrrotc your  o f f ic e  on J u ly  1 7 ,  3.57A reg a rd in g  the  
unsa t:i.«fi-ecl judgm ent in  the  above a c t io n , r e q u e s t in g  
some a d v ic e  as to  v.'hcn Modern c o u ld  rupee t .s a t is fa c ­
t io n  o f  th e  ;jv.dg.'Tiajik. . I  know o f  n o th in g  v.v.ich exempts 
th e  U r .iv a r s it y , i t s  ban): accounts  and i t s  a sse ts  from 
le v y  and e xe c u t io n  fo r  the  s a t is f a c t io n  o f  the  ju d g ­
m ent. t’c are no t o v e r ly  n n ::io u c  to  ta ke  t h is  a p proach , 
b u t  c e r t a in ly  v ; i l . l  u n le s s  some assurances are g iv e n  
r e s p e c t in g  arrangements fo r  s a t is f u c k io n , and , i f  i t .  
i s  your  d e s ir e  to  a v o id  such l e v ie s ,  J. v;ou3d a p p r e c ia te  
h e a r in g  from you .

Yours very  t r u ly ,

DeGAU'iC), LREDV , OLDS f, MORhlSC
—  - " I

--"7 V - > < -  X
b y - - -   . . . . .  - >■' -  l r .  -  -----s ’ " J3 r u c c T .  I’, in  leer

IVj'R: be 
e e :  L R. G u n d e r s o n  

d o n  Sol-;- - M o d e r n  C o n s t r u c t i o n , Inc.. 

R i c h a r d  R. C o l e
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the intent to pennr ently reside there, hut 
the strong prcsuin|ition of domicile which 
arises from physical presence is usually 
difficult to rebut.1" Thus, as a practical 
matter, domicile may he established cither 
through a “subjective" test—examination 
of the proponent’s actual state of mind—or 
through an "objective" test—c. g., a dura­
tional residency requirement.

[5] The subjective test is, of course, 
dependent to a large extent upon conduct 
traditionally indicative of domiciliary in­
tent, e. g., local voter registration.47  It is 
also heavily dependent upon the ex parte 
testimony of an interested party—the di­
vorce complainant. As such, it is likely 
that any form of subjective test would in­
crease the burden upon the divorce courts. 
But there is no concrete evidence that.a 
subjective test would produce any less re­
spect for the state's divorce decrees or 
would encourage fraudulent allegations of 
domicile. A subjective test for domicile 
thus appears to be a reasonable, less re- 
sfriutlvk alternative io the objective test 

winch does not infringe upon or penalize 

the fundamental constitutional right of in­

terstate travel. It is therefore our view 
that, when scrutinized under the compel­

ling state interest test, AS ('9.55.1-10 also 

cannot be sustained upon tlic basis of the 
state’s interest in assuring the validity of 

its divorce decrees.

We tints conclude that the trial court 

was correct in determining that AS 09.55.- 
HO violates the equal protection clauses of 

the Alaska and United States Constitu- 

tions.'M

The decision of the superior court is af­

firmed.

4G. Sre gciicntllii, Aiuiot. 2 A.T«.U.2il 271
(liM N ) iiihI (lit? ciises discussed thori'in,

•17. F u r  dllc-r relevant erilerSa, see fm m nent,
::o M d.ii.itcv. :iii7. :w> u. n :t  ( i i i t o ) .

•in. O ur decision of the ease on the equal pro­
tection grmtiitl nml the failure of niipelliiiit

U N IV E R S IT Y  O F A L A S K A , Appellant,

v. I

M O D E R N  C O N S T R U C T IO N , INC., !

Appellee.

No. 1977. J

Supreme f'n tir t  o f Alaska.

M ay 21. 11)71.

> \
I

Proceeding on motions by university to 
vacate arbitrators’ award to prime contrac­
tor under contract for construction of 
building on university and for clarification 
of award. The Superior Court, Fourth Ju­
dicial District, Fairbanks, Warren W. Tay­
lor, J., ruled that it had no authority to or- ,
dcr aggregation of award, denied motion to 
vacate and confirmed award, and universi­
ty appealed. The Supreme Court, Erwin,
J., held that superior court had statutory 
authority to compel arbitrators to clarify 
award, that arbitrators had power to inter­
pret contract, that arbitrators’ dcrmina- 
lion that contractor's claims against uni­
versity for "impact” damages due to delays 
were arbitrable was not based on an unrea­
sonable interpretation of contract, that pre- j
sumption did not arise that r.warcl was 
based in part on unverified claims of sub­
contractors who were not parties to con­
struction contract, that arbitrators’ accept­
ance into evidence of claims of such sub­
contractors was not reversible error and 
that arbitrators could determine merits of 
claims under their own notions of fairness 
without consider ng legal precedent of is- ,
sues involved. ;

Judgment affirmed. \

I. A rb itra tio n  and Award C=-’ 7l

S tatute  p e rta in in g  to m o d ific a tio n  of 

a rb itra to rs ’ aw ards gives superior court a u ­

to brief the din' process issue i i i s Iu 'n  it i m p  
necessary to consider whether there lire due 
process problems with the denial of aeci"-'1 >" 
the slate's divorce courts to I hose rc.snlcnH 
who have resided in the slate, for less than 1)1,11 
yenr.
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award. AS 09.13.090.

2. A rb itra tion  and A w ar
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3. A rb itra tion  and Awar

Where arbitration 
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interpret contract.
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form Arbitration Act c 
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iug court should dctei 
struction of contract i 
was a reasonably poss 
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tract was made. AS 09

5. Contracts C=2G5(2)

Where parties hav 
arbitrate only those disj 
nection with contract, : 
not arbitrable if it is n< 
tract, but fact that a pa 
designated by "dear at: 
tract language as being 
mean that it is not arbil

G. Contracts C=»2G4(I)

Ambiguous cor.trac 
strued in favor of arbr 
construction is not or. 
parties' intent, especial 
ing arbitrability draf'ec

7. Colleger, and Unlvcrsi

Arbitrators' tlcterr 
contractor’s claims ag 
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trable under contract 
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tliority to compel arbitrators to clarify 

award. AS 09.4.1090.

2. A rbitration and Award 0 2 9

Powers of arbitrators arc confined lo 
those conferred on them by arbitration 
agreement, subject to further limitations 
imposed by law of jurisdiction.

3. A rbitration and Award 0 = 2 9

Where arbitration clause empowered 
arbitrators to decide all “cLims, disputes 
and other matters in question arising out 
of, or relating to this contract or the 
breach thereof," arbitrators had power to 
interpret contract.

4. Arbitration and Aw ard 0 = 7 3

When award is attacked under Uni­
form Arbitration Act on ground that arbi­
trators exceeded their powers through er­
roneous interpretation of contract, review­
ing court should determine whether con­
struction of contract made by arbitrators 
was a reasonably possible one that could 
seriously be made in context in which con­
tract was made. AS 09.-43.010 et scq,

5. Contracts 0=205(2)

Where parties have clearly agreed to 
arbitrate only those disputes arising in con­
nection with contract, a particular claim is 
not arbitrable if it is not mentioned in con­
tract, but fact that a particular claim is not 
designated by “clear and unequivocal" con­
tract language as being arbitrable docs not 
mean that it is not arbitrable.

6. Contracts C =2B4(I)

Ambiguous contract terms will be con­
strued in favor of arbitrability where such 
construction is not obviously contrary to 
parlies* intent, especially if parly contest­
ing arbitrability drafted contract.

7. Colleges and Universities C =5

Arbitrators’ determination that prime 
contractor's claims against university for 
"impact" damages due to delays were arbi­
trable under contract for construction of 
building on university was not based on an 
unreasonable interpretation of such con­
tract which, inter alia, required arbitration 
f|f all "claims, disputes and other matters 
Ul question arising out of this Contract or

AljnU Rep. J20-524 P.Jd—1)

the breach thereof" and which provided 
that any "claim, dispute or other matter 
that has been referred to the Architect 
* * * shall be subject to arbitration
upon the written demand of either party." 
AS 09.-43.010 et scq.

8. A rb itra tio n  and Award C=G3

Presumption did not arise that arbitra­
tors' award, which made no allocation be­
tween prime contractor’s claims for, inter 
alia, impact expenses due to delays, repair 
work made necessary by delays and cost 
incurred by subcontractors due to delays, 
was based in part on veriiicd claims of 
such subcontractors who were not parties 
to construction contract. AS 09.43.0S0(a),

9. A rb itra tio n  and Award C =B 2(I)

I f  possible, arbitration award rendered 
in statutorily required form should be re­
garded as presumptively valid and should 
be upheld without inquiry into merits of 
dispute.

10. A rb itra tio n  and Award C = l

Law favors arbitration with a mini­
mum of court interference.

11. A rb itra tio n  and Aw ard C =73

In arbitration of prime contractor’s 
claims for, inter alia, impact expenses due 
to delays, repair work made necessary by 
delays and costs incurred by subcontractors 
due to delays, arbitrators' acceptance into 
evidence of claims of such subcontractors, 
who were not parties to construction con­
tract, was not reversible error.

12. A rb itra tio n  and Award C=>29

Arbitrators need not follow otherwise 
applicable law when deciding issues prop­
erly before them unless arbitrators are 
commanded to do so by terms of arbitra­
tion agreement.

13. A rb itra tion  and Award C=>29

Where arbitration clause of construc­
tion contract did not require arbitrators to 
follow otherwise applicable law when de­
ciding issues before them, arbitrators could 
determine merits of claims under their own 
notions of fairness without considering le­
gal precedent on issues involved.
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John \V. IMctclior, 111, of Mcrdcs, Schai- 
Ide, Staley & DcLisio, Anchorage, for ap­
pellant,

Richard R, Cole, Fairbanks, Rrncc T. 
Rinker, of DeGarmo, Lccdy, Olc.s & Mor­
rison, Seattle, Wash., for appellee.

OPINION

Before RAB1XOVVITZ, C. J., and CON­
NOR, ERWIN, BOOCII EVER, and FITZ­
GERALD, JJ.

ERWIN, Justice.

This appeal presents the question wheth­
er the superior court properly confirmed 
an arbitration award.

I. Art. 12 of the contract provided in part:
12.1.1 The Owner, without invalidating the 
Contract, may order Chances in the W ork 
w ithin the general scope of the Contract con­
sisting of additions, deletions or other revi­
sions. the Contract Slim and the Contract 
Tim e Heine adjusted accordingly. A ll such 
Changes jn the W ork shall tie authorized hy 
Change Order, and shall be executed under the 
applicable conditions of the Contract Docu­
ments.
12.1.2 A  Change Order is a written order 
to the Contractor signed by the Owner and 
the Architect, issued n ttrr tite execution of 
the Contract, authorizing a Change iu tlic 
W ork or an adjustment in the Contract Sum or 
the Contract Time. Alternatively, the Change 
Order may he signed h.v the Architect nlonc, 
provided lie has written authority from the 
Owner for such nroccdlirc and that a copy 
of such written authority is furnished to 
the Contractor upon request. The Contract 
Sum and the Contract Tim e may he changed 
only by Change Order.

2. Art. 2 of the contract stated in part:
2.2.0 The Architect w ill he, in the first in ­
stance, the interpreter of tin; requirements of 
the fo n t met Documents and the judge of the 
performance thereunder hy both the Owner 
and Contractor. The Architect will, within a 
reasonable time, render such interpretations as 
he may deem necessary for the proper execu­
tion or progress of the Work.
2.2.7 Claims, disputes and other matters in 
question between the Contractor and the Own­
er relating to the execution or progress of the 
W ork or the interpretation of the Con tract 
Documents slntll he referred in itia lly  to the 
Architect for decision which lu: will render 
iu writing within it reasonable time,
2.2.S A ll interpretations and decisions of 
the Architect shall he nmsislelit with the in­
tent of the Contract Documents, fn his cn-

Appellee Modern Construction, Inc,, was 
prime contractor for construction of a 
"Campus Activity Center’ 1 building oil the 
appellant University of Alas! 's College 
campus. The $3,-181),000 contract between 
Modern and the University empowered 
the University to alter the scope of the 
work during the period of construction. 
These changes, as well as necessary adjust­
ments to the contract price, were to he au­
thorized by a “change order” issued by the 
University or its architect. 1  The contract 
also provided that disputes between the 
parties would be referred initially to the 
University’s architect, and, if necessary, ul­

timately resolved hy arbitration. 2

pneity ns interpreter and judge, he w ill exer­
cise his best efforts to insure faithful per­
formance hy both I lie Owner and the Con­
tractor and will not . ow partiality to either.

2.2.10 Any claim, dispute or other matter that 
has been referred to the Architect, except those 
relating to artistic effect us provided iu Sub­
paragraph 2.2.0 and except any which have 
been waived hy the making or neceptnneo of 
final payment ns provided in Subparagraph*
9.7.5 and 9.7.5. shall lie subject to arbitral ion 
upon the written demand of either party.

Art. 7 of the contract provided in part:
7.10.1 A ll claims, disputes and other mat­
ters in que-‘ion arising out of, or relating 
to, this Co,.tract or the breach thereof, ex­
cept as set forth in Subparagraph.2.2.9 with 
respect to the Architect's decisions on mat­
ters relating to artistic .effect, and except 
for claims which have been waived hy tin- 
making or acceptance of final payment us 
provided hy Subparagraphs !).7.r, and 9.7.9. 
shall ho decided hy arbitration in 'tivonluin c 
with the Co .structinn Industry Arbitration 
Rules of the American Arbitration Associa­
tion then obtaining unless the parties mu­
tually ngreo otherwise. This agreement mi 
to arbitrate shall he specifically oufnrectlhl" 
under III" prevailing arbitration law. The 
award rendered hy the nibitralnrs shall I"  
final, and judgment may he entered upon It 
iu accordance with applicable law in any 
court having jurisdiction thereof.
7.19.2 Notice of the demand for arbitra­
tion shall he filed in writing with the oilier 
part to the f'n iilrnei and with the Ami-i'ieiin 
Arbitration Association, and a copy idialt 
lie filed with the Architect. The demand 
for arbitration shall lie made within the to11'' 
lim its specified ill Subparagraphs 2.'..Mt> nn>t
2.2.1 t where lip n-ahlc, lllol in nil other cue 
es within a reasonable time after the china.
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Citens. Atusi a a iv .M  11:12
During construction the University ex­

panded the project to include construction 
of an underground "uliltdor" (utility corri­
dor). After Modern completed this work 
the architect issued a change order allow­
ing Modern an additional ?110 ,0 0 0 . Mod­
ern signed the order and returned it with a 
separate letter explaining that it was im­
possible to then determine the extent of de­
lay caused hy the extra work and that 
Modern reserved the right to subsequently 
claim extra "impact" costs.

Later, defects were discovered in certain 
concrete beams used in construction of the 
building itself. These defects stemmed 
from architectural design errors, as was 
admitted by tlic architect. Modern cor­
rected the beam problem, and two addition­
al change orders allowing $65,000 were is­
sued to compensate Modern for this extra 
work. One order granted a 35-day exten­
sion on the main contract which Modern 
had requested. Tlic other order allowed 1 10  

extra time, because Modern had asked for 
none. In contemporaneous letters to the 
architect, Modern again reserved the right 
to later claim additional stuns for delay 
caused by the beam work.

After all contr et work was completed, 
accepted and paid for, Modern presented 
the University with additional claims for 
impact costs incurred due to delays attrib­
utable to the University and its architect 
during the course of construction. The 
University rejected these claims, evidently

dispute or other matter in qiiesloin has nris- 
cn, nml in no cvi-nt shall it In- ninth- nfter 
institution of legal or equitable prnci-cdingx 
based 011 sin-li vbiim, dispute or other mat­
ter iu question would he barred hy the up- 
plieiildo .statute of limitations.

3. As to delays, the contract provid-d :
I f  the Contractor is tlelavrd ul any time 

in the progress of the W ork by any net or neg­
lect id the Owner or the Architect, or hy tiny 
employee of cither, or hy any separate enn- 
tmotor emphi.M-d by the livelier, or hy changes 
ordered in the Work, or by l.-ihm- disputes, lire, 
uiiiiMinl delay iu transportation, unavoidable 
eii.-.iiiillies or any eimses beyond the < ‘nnlrae- 
tur’ii i-nulriil. or hy ih lay Miilluui/ed hy the 
Owner pending urbitrati-.u, or by tiny cause 
which the Areliiteet determines in 11 y justify 
till! delay, then ttie Conlrael lin e shall he

because it fell that impact rosts due to de­
lay were consequential damages not com­
pensable under the contract.3

Modern then demanded arbitration of its 
claims. The University went to arbitration 
under objection, restating its position that 
Modern’s claims were not covered by the 
contract and were therefore not arbitrable. 
Hearings were held in Fairbanks before a 
panel of three arbitrators chosen under the 
auspices of the American Arbitration As­
sociation. Both parties were ably repre­
sented by counsel.

Modern submitted six claims to the pan­
el, representing approximately $950,i>00. 
The claims were generally as follows:

1. $4S(),000 for impact expenses due to 
delay caused by the milidor work.

2 . $61,000 for impact expenses due to 
delay caused by the beam repair.

3. $9,000 for other repair work made 
necessary hy the delays.

4. $19,000 for general manpower and 
utility costs due to the delays.

5. $-16,000 for additional costs incurred 
by Modern’s subcontractors due to tlic de­
lays, and for payment, of which Modern 
claimed to be ultimately responsible,

6 . $304,000 for interest, taxes, bond, in­
surance, overhead and p*ofit costs.

After tlic hearings, the arbitrators 
awarded Modern a lump sum of nearly 
$384,000 "in full settlement of all claims 
submitted to this arbitration." No alloca-

extemleil hy Change Orih-r fur such reason­
able time as the Arehitei-t may determine.
S.2.2 A ll claims fur extension of time shall be 
made in w riting to the Architect no more than 
fifteen days nfter the nn-iirn-ui-e of the delay: 
otherwise they shall In- waived. In the ease 
of 11 continuing cause of delay only one claim 
is nm-ssiiry.
K.2.:> I f  110 schedule or ngreement is made 
stating the ilntcs upon which written inter­
pretations ns set fuith in Subparagraph 1.2.5 
shall la- furnished, then no claim for delay 
shall In- a I Imvi-d on areotiut of failure lu fur­
nish such interiU'Pliilimis until fifteen days 
nfter ilemiiud i-i made fur them, and not then 
unless such claim is reasonable,
■S.:i,l T his  1 ‘arngrnph dm-s not exclude 
tin' recovery of damages for delay hy fit  her 
parly under ulliei* provisions of the Cunlrnei 
Dut-uiiicuts.
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tion of tlic award among tlic various 
claims was made, and there was no men­
tion of findings of fact or conclusions of 
law made by the arbitrators in reaching 
their decision.

The University’s attorney wasted little 
time in requesting a clarification of the 
award. lie  wrote to the regional director 
of the American Arbitration Association 
requesting that the arbitrators be directed 
to allocate their award among the various 
claims made by Modern. Apparently the 
University’s request for clarification of the 
award was denied.

Next the Univcristy filed a motion to 
vacate the arbitrators’ award in the superi­
or court. Thereafter it also moved to 
compel clarification of the arbitrators' 
award. Modern filed opposition to both 
motions, and itself moved the court to con­
firm the award. After hearing arguments, 
the superior court ruled that it had no au­
thority to order segregation of the award. 
After further hearings, the superior court 
issued an order denying the University's 
motion and confirming the award. The 
University the" brought this appeal.

[1] Appellant first argues that the su­
perior court erred in failing to compel 
clarification of the award. Tn denying the 
University's motion, the superior court 
ruled that AS 09.-13.090 did not give it au-

4. AS 00.-13.0SX) states iu p a rt:
Modi lieu I inn of ninted lit/ urhilnilorx. On 
application to the arbitrators by a party or, 
if  tin application to the court hy u party is 
pending under 110, I'JO, or 130 of this 
chapter on submission to the a rh it rut ora hy 
I ’. .! court under the conditions the court may 
order, the arbitrators may modify or correct 
the award upon the grounds .stilted in |i 
13 0 (a )(1 ) and (.'!) of this chapter, or for the 
purpose of clarifying the award.

5. The court made reference In the language of 
A S 00.-1.3.000 that " . . . the arbitrators
vm/i modify or correct the award
for the purpose of clarifying the award." (em­
phasis added)

6. One commentator has observed:
. . . I f  the award is before the court
on u motion of the ch.mo ler indicated, | to 
confirm or viirulc| the court in its discre­
tion limy return the award to the arbitrators 
to make such champ's as the ai-t permits mol 
under taicli road it ions iis the court specifics, 
(footnote omitted)

tliority to compel arbitrators to clarify the 
award.4 Apparently the court reasoned 
that, under the statute, discretion to decide 
whether or not to clarify the award was 
properly vested in the arbitrators rather 
than in the court.0

The court’s ruling on this point was er­
ror. Section 9 of the Uniform Arbitration 
Act, from which AS 09.13.090 is taken, 
was intended to cn-- vcr the court to or­
der clarification.6 in our view, AS 09.- 
43.090 clearly authorizes the superior court 
to return an award to the arbitrators lor 
clarification. We hold the error here to he 
harmless, i.owcvcr, because of our further 
conclusion thal the court properly con­
firmed the award a- made.

The University also contends that the 
decision below to confirm the award was 
erroneous because the arbitrators exceeded 
their powers when they considered Mod­
ern’s claims. The University insists, as it 
nas throughout this dispute, that the terms 
of the contract afforded Modern no right 
to claim “impact" damages due to delays. 
Consequently, it contends that none of 
Modern's claims were subject to arbitration 
and that the panel had no power to consider 
them. If  the arbitrators exceeded their 
powers in this regard, the award should 
have been vacated under AS 09.43.120(a)
(3) or (5) . 1

Pirsig, Some Comments mi Arbitration r.egis- 
hit ion nml tlm Uniform Art, 10 Viiml.L.Itcv. 
fisn, 703 (1037). See nIso the followim; eases 
construing sim ilar slate arbitration statutes 
to the same effect: LaValc Plaza, Ine. v. I!. 
•S. Norman, Inc., 378 K.2.1 30!), 571 (3il Cir. 
I!>li7) (Pennsylvania statute) : Solari v. Oue- 
lii, tflfi <'nl.App.2il H o, 3.13 P.J4 218. 221 
(I05S) ; Weis-i v. Mi.'talsalts Corp., 15 A.D.24 
•111, 222 N .V S .2.1 7. 8 (A p p .Iliv .lW il), aft’il. 
11 N.V.'Jil JOI2, 250 X.V..S.24 32, 183 N'.K.
2.1 !>I3 (1902).

7. AS ti0.l3.120 provides in part:
VnritliiKj on ti tea id. (a) On application of a 
party, the emirt shall vacate an award i(

(3) the arbitrators exceeded their powers:

(5) there was no arbitration agreement 
and the issue was not adversely di lei ioim d 
in proeeedimjs under 5 JO of this chapter iiud 
the parly did not pnrlieipule in the nrhilni' 
tion henriip: without raising tlm objection.

[2,3] The powers 
confined to those coufr 
tlic arbitration agree 
course, to further linn 
the law of the juris.: 
contractual arbitration 
tlic arbitrators !o dccid 
pules and other matter: 
out of, or relating to t 
breach thereof , 
mcul necessarily gave t. 
to interpret the con: 
would have been imp. 
determine which clain 
conlil properly arbitr; •< 
concluded that the intc: 
evidenced by their writ 
arbitrate any claims Me 
damages caused by d< 
the University. 1 1

[4 ] When an awar ! 
tlic Uniform Arbitr: 
grounds that the arbitr 
powers through errone 
the contract, tlic rcvi. 
determine 

. . . whether the,; 
contract made by tl 
reasonably possible <■ 
ly be made in the c I 
contract was made. ; 
ly, if all fair ail. 
would agree that tb

I
8. I.midgrrii v. Krcoina ! 

110 (0th Cir. 1002) : ■' 
Corp. v. Caddis Minin, 
051 (10th Cir. J9C2) ; 
Ins. Co. v. Coring, 01 1 
2d 118. 420 121 (III.A  

!). Note 2 mipeii.
10. Tlimimsvilh: Chair ( 

Workers of Anierira, : 
535. 537-533 (N .C .IO !. 

•I.  Early in the arid'.', 
University moved for 
■•hums, alleging llm t I' 
under tlm runt met. T  
nii'd the motion.

■2. Pirsig, Some Coir 
I'mishit ion and the V 
Jtrv, I'.s5, 700 (10571 
8 lilt'; As.n'ii of Mai 
51.3 (Till Cir. 1071) ; 
tVurki'ra, Inn. v. West 
I'.Supp. 1277, I2.V0 ( 

SJ2 l*.2.l— V2
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[2,3] The powers of arbitrators arc 
(•unfilled to those conferred upon them by 
the arbitration agreement, subject, of 
course, to further limitations imposed by 
die law of the jurisdiction." 1 lore, the 
contractual arbitration clause empowered 
the arbitrators to decide "[a]ll claims, dis­
putes and other matters in question arising 
out of, or relating iu this Contract or the 
breach thereof . . . . ” 9 This agree­
ment necessarily gave the arbitrators power 
to interpret the contract; otherwise it 
would have hccii impossible for them to 
determine which claims or disputes they 
could properly arbitrate. 10  The arbitrators 
concluded that the intent of the parties, as 
evidenced hy their written contract, was to 
arbitrate any claims Modern might have for 
damages caused hy delays attributable to 
the University. 1 1

[4] When an award is attacked under 
the Uniform Arbitration Act 0 1 1  tlic 
grounds that the arbitrators exceeded their 
powers through erroneous interpretation of 
the contract, the reviewing court should 
determine

. . . whether the construction of the 
contract made by the arbitratorfs] is a 
reasonably possible one that can serious­
ly be made in the context in which the 
contract was made. Stated affirmative­
ly, if  all fair and reasonable minds 
would agree that the construction of the

0. Luiidgreri v. Freeman. 307 b\2<! 10 1, 109- 
110 (Utli Cir, 10(12) ; Continental Materials 
Corp. v. Gaddis M in in g  Co., WHS l'V2d 052, 
051 (IO 1 I1 Cir. 30(12) : L iberty M utual b’iro 
Ins. Co. v. Luring, 01 lll.App.2d 372, 235 N.M. 
2d 4IS, -120-121 (III.App.lO IIS).

9. Note 2 su/ira.
10. Tliotuasville Chair Co. v. fa ile d  Furniture. 

Workers of America. 233 X.C . III. 02 S.K.Jd 
035. !i:t7-(i3X (N.C.105O).

11. F n rly  in (lie arbitration proeeedings the 
University moved for dismissal of Modern's 
claims, alleging that they were m il arbitrable 
under tlic contract. The iirbiftulinti panel de­
nied (lie motion.

• 2. Pirsig, Smiie Comments on Arbitration
1-'•giststion nml the filifo r m  A d , 10 Yiind.L. 
Jtev. 0X5, 700 (1057). •See Mogge v. f is t .  
•X 1 tit*1 A ss' ii of M iicliiiiisls, 4 5 1 F.2d 510. 
515 (7 lli Cir. 1071); fo n in iiin irn l ions lepiip. 
Workers, Inc. v. West chi flee. Co., Inc., 320 
F.Xnpp. 1277, 12X0 (Il.M d . 1070).

522 P.2it—72

contract made by the arbitrators] was 
not possible under a fair interpretation 
of the cunt met, then the court would be 
hound to vacate or refuse to confirm the 
award. 12

In Harrison F. Blades, Inc. v. Jarman. 
Memorial Hospital Building Fund, Inc. , 13  

the Appellate Court of Illinois was faced 
with the question whether a contractor's 
claim for damages due to the owner’s de­
lays was arbitrable. The arbitration clause 
in the contract there involved stated in 
part:

It is mutually agreed that all disputes 
arising in connection with this contract 
shall be submitted to arbitration in ac­
cordance with the provisions of the cur­
rent Standard Form of Arbitration Pro­
cedure of the American Institute of 
Architects. 1 1  

The only mention of delay damages in the 
contract was a clause protecting tlic con­
tractor from being compelled to pay liqui­
dated damages for delays caused by the 
owner. 1 3  In affirming a lower court deci­
sion to slay arbitration, tiic court first not­
ed that "in Illinois for an issue to be the 
subject of arbitration, it must he included 
in the contract in clear and unequivocal 
language. " 10  Examining the contract lan­
guage, the court found no provision deal­
ing with the contractor’s right to claim 
damages due to owner delays. 17  Consc-

13. 100 UI.App.2d 221, 21.X N .F.2il 2X0 (1000).

14. /</. at 201.

15. hi. at 2 0 2 .
1C. hi. at 290.

17. In  this regard, the court stated:
It is one tiling to excuse the eontraelur from 
liquidated damages because of delays duo 
to nets of tlic owner— it is quite another 
tiling to provide for liquidated damages to 
the conlnielor for delays due to nets of I lie 
owner. T lm  former as noted was provided 
for in the contract. There is nothing I lint 
we have been able to fital nor pointed out 
to us in tlm coiitrnel diiciimciils which re­
quires .Inruum to pay the contractor |fori 
any damages for losses ■leeasiimeil by de­
lays or the changes of the owner. 

hi. ill 292. Nee X ilv i r t'rnss Itosp. v. S. 
X . Nielsen Co., X lll.App.5il IIHHI, 291 N.M. 
2d 2 17. 2 IX (19721. Hut e/. I'nschen t'on- 
Iriiclnr.'i, Inc. v. .loliti .1. ('illlinn Co., 13 III. 
A pp. 3d '1X5, 5(1(1 N.f.'Jd 795, 799 (1973).
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qucntty, l l ic  court he ld that the contractor's 

c la im s  were  not " 'd isputes a r is in g  in  con­

nection w ith  this con trac t '"  w ith in  the 

m ean in g  o f the a rh it ra t io n  c lause , and 

were therefore  no t a rb it ra b le ,1*

[5,6] W e  agree  w ith  the I l l in o is  court 

that w here  the parties have c le a r ly  agreed 

to a rb itra te  on ly  those "disputes a r is in g  in  

connection w ith  th is contract" a pa rt ic u la r 

c la im  is not a rb itra b le  i f  it  is nowhere  

m entioned in  the contract. H o w e v e r , we 

do not agree that in  a ll eases a p a rt ic u la r 

c la im  is not a rb itrab le  unless it  is so des ig­

nated by “clear and unequ ivoca l” contract 

la n gu age . A la s k a’s a rb it ra t io n  act evinces 

a s trong  pub lic  po lic y  in  fa v o r  o f 

a rb it ra t io n .19 W e  w o u ld  the re fo re  a llo w  

am b iguous  contract ‘nrm s to be construed 

in  fa v o r  o f a rb it ra b ility  w here  such con­

struction is not obv ious ly  con tra ry  to the 

pa rt ie s’ intent, espec ia lly  w he re , as here , 

the pa rty  contesting a rb it r a b il it y  d ra fted  

the contract.”0 W e  arc conv inced , h o w ­

ever, that the c r it ic a l contract la n gu age  in 

the present case w o u ld  reasonab ly  support 

the in te rp re tation  g iv e n  it  by the a rb it ra ­

te. 24S N.E.2.1 at 292.

19. X iziuski v. (trillion Valley Flee. Ass’n, Tnc., 
509 P.2.1 2S9. 2S3 (Alaska 1973).

Although arhitration agreements wore given 
some effort at common low the attitude of 
the courts toward them was m ainly hostile un­
til u change in judicial philosophy and the 
advent of commercial arhitration statutes com­
bined to chuu;;c public policy on the desir­
ability of ttrldlration. Comment. Arbitration 
and Award— Commercial Arhitration in Ore­
gon, 20 Ore.E.Tlev. 2M), 2.S1 (1971) : .Sym­
posium on Arhitration, S3 1’. of Penn.L.Uov. 
119-215 (1931).

Alaska reflected this early view, M arl Ida 
v. Jimineji, I Alaska I,..T. 20 (Snper.(7r.10fit>), 
until the present arbitration statute was 
enaelcd iu 19(iS. At that lime Alaska adopted 
the I aliform Arbitral inn Act with its broad 
poliey favnriiii; arid teal ion. Illli-S .lournal 
of the Alaska limine of llepresent.alives .StU— 
(!2 ; itno Layne MiliiteMiln Co. v. lteaeiils of 
U niv. of M inn, 2(ltl M inn. 2SI, 123 N.\V.2d 

•371 (M in n .1903).

20. The rule in insurance ciuilraet eases is that,
dun to ua inherent disparity in hnnpiiiiin;:
power between the insurer who drafts tin; erne
tract anil the insured, amhiauoits coverage and
exclusion clauses must he resolved in favor

tors even under tlic more restrictive Illi­
nois standard,

[7] The arbitration clause here man­
dated arbitration of "[ajll claims, disputes 
and other matters in question arising out 
of this Contract or the breach thereof 
. . . . ” 2 1  Section 2.10 of article 2 of
the contract expressed the parties’ further 
intent that “ [a]ny claim, dispute or other 
matter that has been referred to the Archi­
tect . . . shall he subject to arhitration 
upon the written demand of either party. ” 23 

Finally, section 3 of article S, which spe­
cifically addressed delays attributable to 
the owner, provided in section 3.4:

This Paragraph S.3 docs not exclude the 
recovery of damages for delay by cither 
party under other provisions of the Con­
tract Documents. 23

In view of this specific language we agree 
with the superior court that the arbitrators’ 
decision on the aibitrability of Modern’s 
claims for "impact” damages due to delays 
was not based upon an unreasonable inter­
pretation of the contract.2 '1

of coverage wherever possible. United Fire 
Ins. Co. v. Schnabel, 504 P,2d S17, S5I it. 
13 (Alaska 1973) ; Marwell (.'oust., Jne. v. 
Underwriters at Lloyd's, Loudon, 405 P.2d 
29S, 313 (Alaska 1970): 1 cpsi Cola Uottlini: 
Co. v. New I latiipshire Ins. Co., -107 l ’.'-'d 
lOitl). 1013 n. 4 (Alaska 1903) ; Lumbermen's 
M ut. Cits. Co. v. Contineolal (7ns. Co. 3-S7, 
P.2d 101, 109 (Alaska 1903). W e recognize 
that arbitration clauses are not necessarily 
imposed under tidhcsiotial circumstances. 
Nevertheless, we feel that the poliey of our 
arbitration statute will he best nilvatteeil hy 
a ride of construction sim ilar to that em­
ployed to further public policy in insurant e 
situations.

21. Note 2 mi/ini. ,

22. hi.

23. Note. 3 xiiinn.

2-1. We mile in passim; that AS 09.13.020 pro­
vides lor court determination of the issue of 
arhil la b ility  prior to t'endiliim of an ttwaid 
and before I lie parlies have subjected them 
selves to the effort and oxprme of arguing 11**' 
merits of the dispute to the panel. AS 09.43.' 
020(h) stales:

On application, the court, may slay an nr- 
hitrnlion pruivcdiiig commenced or threaten* 
ltd oil n allowing that then: is no acrcemeiil

[8 ] Next the Uni 
the arbitrators cxcu 
awarding cottipens.it: 
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stnotinl and bona fiV 
mediately and sum' 
stay ordered if no . 
exist. It' found fe: 
the court shall order 
to arhitration.

A t least one court has 
sildlily of waiver or 
a parly fails to seek i 
hitralors’ decision on a 
rendition of the award 
mini it y .School Dist. N> 
Ai-s'n, 15 Ill.App.3d .' 
112-113 (1073). Tie 
raised here, and wo ii-

25. AS 09.43.OS!)(a) si 
requirements as to the 
/heard, (a) Thu aw: 
and signed by the . 
tho award. The an 
a copy to citi-li party 
istored mail, or as i 
inont.

Most courts have held 
Range docs not require 
mit written findings i> 
" f law. /;. //., Fidelit • 
lo r k  v. Uooke, 357 Mur? 
4 IS (1970) ; no: alio V 
v. Spiegel, 131 lll.Ap; 
’i'll, 507-503 (1970).

2|>. Nizinski v. fiiihlen \
I '.2d 2.M), 2-S3 (Alaska i;

c

U . Even iissmiiin:; that ’ 
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[8 ] Next the University contends that 
ihe arbitrators exceeded their powers by 
awarding compensation based upon tlic 
claims of Modern’s subcontractors, who 
were not parties to tlic. contract. Had it 
been alleged that the panel attempted to 
adjudicate the rights and liabilities of the 
subcontractors, who were neither parties to 
the contract nor represented at the hear­
ings, close inspection would, indeed, be 
warranted. The University, however, has 
not made such allegations. Instead, it 
argues that the panel exceeded its powers 
hy awarding Modern an unknown amount 
in reliance upon the unverified claims of 
subcontractors. The thrust of the Univer­
sity's argument is that, since the record is 
silent as to how the panel arrived at the

to arbitrate. The issue, w lr n  in sub­
stantial and bona fide dispute, s mil be im ­
mediately and summarily tried and (lie 
stay ordered if  110 agreement is found lo 
exist. I f  found for tlic opposing party, 
tlm court slmll order the parties to proceed 
to arbitration.

A t  least one court lias implied that tlic pos­
sibility of waiver or estoppel exists where 
n party fails to seek court review of the ar­
bitrators' decision on nrbil rubilily  until after 
rendition of the award, lid . of Ed. of Com­
m unity School D isl. No. 1 v. Champaign Ed. 
Ass’11. 35 Ul.App.3d 335, 301 X'.E.2d 335, 
1-12-343 (3073). The issue 1ms not been 
raised here, nml we do not decide-it.

25. A S  00.-13.0S0(n) sets out the minimum 
requirements ns to the form of mi nwnr/1:
■ AtrarJ. (a) The award shall lie is- writing 

nml signed by the arbitrators joining in 
the award. The arbitrators shall deliver 
a copy to each party personally or by rrg- 

.islcrcd mail, or us provided in the agree­
ment.

Most courts lmvc held that this type of lan­
guage docs not require the arbitrators in sub­
m it written findings of fa d  or conclusions 
of law. li. p., b'idelily & fa s . Co. of New 
York v. Cooke, 357 Mass. 7il3, 25(1 X.E.2/1 117. 
•MS (1070) ; Mi- 1i/.m) W illiam  It. Burke, Inc. 
v. Spiegel, 131 lll.App.2il 532, 2Gli X .K .’Jd 
501. 507-508 (1070).

2G. X iziuski v. Golden Valley Elee. 
l ’.2d 250, 253 (Alaska 3073).

Ass’n, 500

27. Even assuming tlmt there is evidem-e in 
tlm record to rebut Ibis presiiuiiiliim, we nolo 
it siileitunliiil line of authority holding that 
11 prime contrnelor may, 011 behalf of a null-

lump sum award, it is possible that tjie 
award was based in part upon unverified 
subcontractor claims. Consequently, the 
University contends that the award must 
be presumed invalid.

[0-11] We disagree with appellant’s ar­
gument and decline to adopt this presump­
tion as the law in Alaska. Instead, we 
conclude that whenever possible an arbitra­
tion award rendered in the form required 
by otir statute25 is presumptively valid and 
shall be upheld without inquiry into the 
merits of the dispute. It is our belief that 
“ [t]he law now favors arbitration with a 
minimum of court interference. " 20 We 
find nothing in the record to rebut the pre­
sumption of validity due the award.27

contractor, m aintain n claim ngninst the gov­
ernment for nn equitable adjustment due to 
government-caused delay where the claim is 
provided for in the prime contract nml any 
exculpatory language releasing the prime con­
tractor from lia b ility  is limited to damages re­
sulting from a breach of the contract. Ov.ens- 
Corning 1’ibergJns Corp. v. United States, 410 
F.2d 34!). 455-4DS, 390 Ct.Cl. 213 (3909) ; 
Blount Bros. Conslr. C’o. v. United States, 
3 IS F.2d 471, 172 Ct.Cl. 1 (39(15) ; S .3. 
McBride and L . W aelitcl, Government Con­
tracts S 49.30 [4] (1973, Supp.1974). Com­
pare Sevcrin v. United States, 99 Ct.Cl. 435, 
cert, denied, 322 U.S. 733, 01 S.Ct. 3015, 55 
B.Ed, 3507 (1 9 )4 ). In  the present case, the 
contract provided for equitable adjustments for 
delay ibrougli the mechanism of arbitration, 
and Modern's subcontractors released it  from 
all liab ility  in excess of the amount it would 
recover from the 1 oiversity 011 their behalf. 
Regarding n sim ilar contract and exculpatory 
provision in Jlloinit /Iron., the court staled:

As p la in tiff points out, the exculpatory 
clause was intended to insulate the general 
contractor from the possibility of being (1) 
liable lo the subcontractor for delay caused 
by the Government, yet (2) unable to re­
cover from the Government. The need for 
swell 11 protective clause is clear when the 
contractor's remedy against the Govern­
ment is till action for breach of contract. Oil 
the oilier Imnd, the same necessity does not 
exist when the millrncl provides that Ibe 
Government w ill eompeusiilc the contractor 
for such delay. Tim s, we accept l lie con­
tention of p la in tiff  tlmt Ibe cxctdpulur.v 
clause did not nffccl plaintiff's liability lo 
ils Kiilieoiilriielor insofar ns rlniini umlrr 
the /irfiiin co/i 1 Iilr'l were concerned. 315 
l'MM al 47-1 (emphasis in original).

- 1 
' 1 

]
3

c n  i 
r'i I
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[1 2 ,1 3 ] Finally, the University claims 
that the arbitrators exceeded their powers 
hy ignoring legal precedent on the issues 
of ( 1 ) recoverability of “consequential” 
damages; (2) accord and satisfaction; (3) 
proof of liability for delays; and (•!) pro­
priety of the “total cost.—total time" meth­
od for computing the amount of Modern’s 
damages. The general rule in hotli statu­
tory and common law arbitration is that 
arbitrators need not follow otherwise appli­
cable law when deciding issues properly 
before them, unless they arc commanded to 
do so hy the terms of the arbitration 
agreement. 88 Since the relevant clause 
here contains no such command, the arbi­
trators were free to determine the merits 
of Modern’s claims under their own no­
tions of fairness. 23

The judgment of the superior court is 
affirmed.

(o | to mmmi siimi}

James E. D A V E N F O H T , Appellant,

v.
Frederick M c G IN N IS , Commissioner of tho 

Department of H ealth and Social 

Services, et al., Appellees.

No. 1912.

Supreme Court o f A laska.

M a y  31, 1974.

Action against Commissioner of 
Health and Social Services, Superintendent 
of Youth Center and other employees of

W o realize that Ibis linn of authority per­
tains to standardized gnvornincnt. emit raws. 
1 tut it nevertheless persuades us that iu this 
case the arlulrators' aeeeptaueo into eviileuec 
of tho sulieontraolors' claims ilitl not constitute 
reversible error. Wo do not reach the ques­
tion of whether such claims could properly hi: 
considered hy nrhit ralors iu dutoriuiuin^ a 
prime contractor's damages.

20. In  re Il.-ytmbl's 14s I ale. 221 X .C . 119, 20
S. 14.24 IMS, :;r.l (1912): Kamomis v. Kerr I is,
102 lil.App.2d 202, 2 i:i X.14.2.1 711. 717
(1%.S).

Deput intent of Health and Social Services 
brought hy plaintiff who alleged that he 
had liven wrongfully placed in facility with 
adults and wrongfully imnrisonetl past his 
19th birthday. The Superior Court, Third 
Judicial District, Anchorage, Kdmotul W. 
Burke, J., granted summary judgment for 
defendants on one issue and entered judg­
ment on verdict for defendants and plain­
tiff appealed. The Supreme Court, Booch- 
evcr, J., held that where at time minor 
committed act which conferred jurisdiction 
upon juvenile court and at time he was 
sentenced the applicable statute required 
that minor found to lie delinquent he com­
mitted lo Department for indeterminate pe­
riod to end not later than day he became 
2 1  years of age, fact that, shortly after he 
was committed, statute reducing age for 
release to 19 became effective did not man­
date his release on day he attained age of 
19; thus he was not wronged by incarcera­
tion beyond that day and that wh’crc plain­
tiff had attained age of IS at time of his 
commitment to facility for young offenders 
up to 27 years of age, such placement did 
not violate statute requiring juveniles to 
be held in custody in place separate from 
adults.

Affirmed.

Erwin, J., with whom Rabinowitz, C. 
J., joined, concurred iu part and dissented 
in part and filed opinion.

I. In fa n ts  O I G . I 2

Where, at time minor committed act 
which conferred jurisdiction upon juvenile 
court and at time lie was sentenced, appli-

29. T-eiitini! v. Fmnhirii, 29 X .Y .2it 3S2, X ’S 
X.Y.S.gd -I IX, 121. 27S X . 14.2-1 (1:13, 
(1972). It should ho noted that n different 
rule applies whore the a rl.ilralors have shown 
intent, to adhere to leant doctrine hut through 
mistake have misapplied I lie law. Country 
M ill.  Ins. Co. v. X a t'l Hank of I Veal nr, 1<i9
lll.App.2d Kiri. 2 IS N.I4.2d 299. :U)2 (1999). 
There, seems lo lie no imliealiini tlmt sin'll 
is tlm ease here. See also Note, The Knfniro- 
ability of an Arbitrator's Award of a Penally. 
92 Colom.l-.ltev. 91.'! (I9.Y2); Note, Judicial 
Jteview of Arbitration Awards oil tlic Merits. 
03 iliirv .li.llc v . (iSl (1930).

&
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after he was con 
age for release tc 
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age of 19 and he 
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came 19. AS 25 
1 0 . 1 0 0 (a, c).

2. In fan ts  0 1 6 .1 2

Statute rcduc 
venile comniitnicn 
retrospectively. A 
47.10.100(a, c).

3. In fa n ts  <3=16.12

Department 
Services is not lr 
taining to selcctio 
those over IS yea 
of incarceration : 
crs. AS 47.10.19

4. In fan ts  <3=16.12
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ag of IS at time 
not a "juvenile" 
juveniles to be It 
separate from adt 
to facility for yo 
years of age was i 
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Robert IT. Wag: 
pellant.

Theodore M. P 
Kurtz, Anchorage,

Before RABIN 
and CONNOR, 1 
and EITZGERAL

I. AS 17.10.0X0 ( IA 
nmi'odcd In redm i 
Irani! upon itnlrfini 
Tint .statules pro ; 
nolo .10.



ACCOUMTIKO

P r in c ip a l  amount $383 ,779 .00
In  tercet: a t 03 from O c t . 10 , 19 7 2 , 
to  d u ly  10 , 197*1 5 5 ,5 7 1 . 1 9

$ 4 3 9 ,3 5 0 .19

Costs $ 2 , /OS.13
In t e r e s t  a t  63 from Jan . 1 ,  19 73 , 
to  J u ly  1 ,  1974 24 3 .75

$__2,951. 8£
Costs $ 2 ,5 9 7 .0 5

In t e r e s t  a t  83 from May 23, 19 73 , 
to  J u ly  10 , 1974 235.12

$ 2 ,8 3 2 .17

(Per J u d g m e n t  May 23, 1973)

A tto r n e y  fees  $ 6 ,200 .00
In t e r e s t  a t 83 from May 23, 19 73 , 
to  J u ly  10 , 1974 _____ s b u .o u

$ 6 ,760 .8 0

(Per Judgment Supreme Court J u ly  1 ,  3.974)

A ppea l Costs and A tto r n e y  fees 474.00
In t e r e s t  a t  83 from J u ly  1 ,  1974 ____________

TOTAL
In cre a se  over o r ig in a l  award

$452,369 .04

68,590.04



U  i V I : It S 11 V O F  A  I. A S K A

T R O O P E R  RUDC-ET

A. P e r s o n nel S e r v i c e ^:

T r o o p e r  Salary S I , 5/mo x 12 ;uo =

Overtime 20 hrs/mo x S S . S 9 / h r  x  12 mo 

Shift d i f f e r e n t i a l  .OS x 200 0  hrs = 

Standby duty 25 days x S G . 6 0 / d a y  =

Benefits G  lSTc of $ 2 1 , 6 4 0  =

$17,3-10

1 , 3 6 0

165

$ 2 1 , 6 1 0

3 , 8 9 5

$ 2 5 , 5 3 3

B. C o n t r a c t u a l :

I n s u r a n c e
10 0

C. T r a v e l :

M i n i m u m  m i l e a g e  p e r  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P u b l i c  W o r k s  = $ 1 , 9 2 0

30 m i l e s / d a y  x 5 d a y s  x 50 w e e k s  O  19c = 1 , 4 2 5

3 , 3 4 5

D, C o m m o d i t i e s :

U n i f o r a  - C o m p l e t e  I ssue 5 0 0

E. Eoui p m c n t :

O n e  ti m e  c h a r g e  f o r  v e h i c l e  c o m p l e t e l y  e q u i p p e d 6 , 5 0 0

TOTAL BUDGET $ 3 5 , 9 3 3

/



h e i j u k s t  e e e c i a l  APPtioi'Ki.vno.v 

S AEEEY A N D  SKCl/IUTY u \:vM ‘r ^ c

I. S e c u r i t y  (Cont'd.)

4) A n  a s s a u l t - a t t e m p t e d  rap e  o c c u r r e d  o n  c a m p u s  i n  A u g u s t  o f  1071,

5) I n c r e a s e s  are n o t e d  in r e p o r t e d  c a s e s  o f  B r e a k i n g  and E n t e r i n g - B u r g l a r y , 

L a r c e n ty ,  N a r c o t i c s ,  V a n d a l i s m ,  T r e s p a s s  ( p o t e n t i a l l y  -dar .jrous e s p e c i a l l y

* i n  d o r m i t o r i e s ) , H a z a r d o u s  S a f e t y  C o n d i t i o n s ,  and M i s u s e  o f  U n i v e r s i t y  

P r o p e r t y ,

O n e  of th e  c h a n g e s  i n  r e c e n t  y e a r s  t h a t  a p p e a r s  to h a v e  b e e n  a f a c t o r  i n  t h e  

d c m i n i s h i n g  c o n c e r n  f o r  the s e c u r i t y  e n v i r o n m e n t  ha s b e e n  t h e  r e m o v a l  of a 

S t a t e  T r o o p e r  f r o m  the campus, A  s e c o n d  f a c t o r  is t h e  i n c r e a s e d  l e v e l s  of 

c r i m e  b e i n g  e x p e r i e n c e d  s t a t e — .vide d u e  to i n c r e a s e d  e c o n o m i c  a c t i v i t y .

1) A s s i g n  a s t a t e  t r o o p e r  to t h e  c a m p u s .

C o n t r a c t e d  p r i c e  per S t a t e  T r o o p e r s  i s  e s t i m a t e d  o n  . 

a t t a c h e d  m e m o .
$ 3 6 , 0 0 0

2) U p g r a d e  S e c u r i t y  P a t r o l  s u p e r v i s o r s  f r o m  2 . 0 0  F T E  to 5, 3  F T E  

to a l l o w  l o r  nour, i ua y  p u r  \vu«k c o v e r a g e  as uac/v-up xuj. 

s t u d e n t  s e c u r i t y  patrol. G r a d e  13 S SJ.3,356 x  3,3 F T E  p l u s  

1 7 %  b e n e f i t s

3) Ad d  a s e c u r i t y  i n v e s t i g a t o r  to sta-ff. S a l a r y  p l u s  b e n e f i t s .  2 1 , 0 0 0

4) S u p p o r t  s e r v i c e s  - desks, chairs, v e h i c l e s ,  files, radio, etc, 2 0 , 0 0 0

T O T A L  $ 1 2 8 , 6 0 0

N O T E :

T h e  a m o u n t  r e q u e s t e d  is o n  a full  f i s c a l  y e a r  f u n d i n g  basis, S i n c e  O c t o b e r  1 is 

th o  e a r l i e s t  p o s s i b l e  d a t e  to i m p l e m e n t  any p o r t i o n  of tlic p ro g r a m ,  the a c t u a l  

m a x i m u m  F Y - 7 3  b u d g e t  r e q u i r e d  w o u l d  be 9 / 1 2  o f  $ 1 2 8 , 6 0 0  o r  $ 9 6 , 5 0 0 ,  E a c h  m o n t h  

of  d e l a y  w o u l d  r e d u c e  t h e  co s t  by $ 1 0 , 7 0 0 .
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This article is reproduced with the permission of the building Systems 
Information Clearing He use (ItSIC).

IJl'I.l iKTIN

As litis issue (.f the Xrirslcltcr was going to press, the voters of 
Alaska approved the MS.(I million dollar capital improvements bond 
issue in the November 7, If»7:' C.'eneral I ’leetion. As a result, monies 
are available for the UJ73 Capital Improvements Program described 
in the following article.

IN T R O D U C T IO N

Part I of this series on “building Systems on the Campus” described 
systems projects in New Jersey, Florida and Oregon. Part II details 
tlic* efforts of the University of Alaska lo develop a systems approach 
that will provide facilities for higher education in a stale with an area 
more than three, and one half limes that of New Jersey, Florida and 
Oregon combined.

The University of Alaska is responsible for all publicly supported 
higher education in the state. This means that, in addition tc it: o.m- 
puscs at Fairbanks, Anchorage and Juneau it operates numerous 
community colleges throughout the stale. Just how scattered and 
isolated some of these facilities arc was brought home to the BS1C 
staff on its fact-finding trip prior lo the preparation of this article. The 
staff spent one entire day attempting to get to Kodiak from Anchorage 
—about as far as New York City to Washington, D.C.— and never 
made it.

The problems involved in providing appropriate facilities in a state 
such as Alaska are compounded by four conditions: 1) climate, 2) dis­
tances, 3) labor and contractor shortages, and -I) inflation. While 
other areas of the country may have to contend with one or two ot 
these factors, Alaska must find the means lo ameliorate the combined 
elb-ct of all four.

The innovative pioeedures devised by the University and its con­
sultants to combat the effects of these factors are a result of a willing­
ness on the part of those charged with the resj isihility for program­
ming, design and construction to challenge act ’cd practices and to 
seek better solutions. Development of new jne edurcs is, however, 
only part of the solution. The real lest comes in getting new pro­
cedures accepted hy those who are affected and in turn ailed the 
solution,

I lie University’s decision lo apjily three sets of innovative design 
and construction procedures at the same time could not have suc­
ceeded without the strong hacking of Dr. Donald Mover, Kvoculivo 
Dina lor ol the University's O liiir of Manning and Institutional Stud­
ies. architect Kichard llolden and construction administrator W il­
liam King, ol his stall. I'he leadership and dedication of those men
siicu.'ssbdjy guided the pinjeel through many periods nl crisis.______

What is piesented here is not the final solution to the University’s 
I a i ilits |*i * *1 ik an It is a promising lirst step which has already given 
use lo the development ol new procedures which will he used in a 
second pingum. It is this quality ol dynamic evolution that makes 
the Alaska piugram an important one to watch.

S Y S T E M S  
O N  T H E  
C A M P U S  
P A R T  I I

T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  

O F  A L A S K A

I M  m m  i i ll it
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7 Vie University of Alaska.
In order In servo llu- higher education needs of (lie slate, (lie Uni­

versity of Alaska operates University campuses at Fairbanks, Anchor­
age and Jinieau, and numerous community colleges wliieli oiler voca- 
tioual training programs. Administratively, the facilities are orga­
nized into three geographic regions under the University's Hoard of 
Regents. Stall lunetions for the entire system are perlormed hy olliecs 
located on the Fairbanks campus.

To serve a slate with vast area and sparse population, the Univer­
sity has adopted policies on the location of new facilities. Community 
colleges will he established jointly with any eligible school district, 
while new university level campuses will be placed only where pop­
ulation pressure and demand clearly define a need. As a result of these 
policies. University construction programs contain both large scale 
buildings located near major urban centers and much smaller facilities 
located near remote population centers.

The Office of Planning and Institutional Studies. All University con­
struction programs, including those for the community colleges, arc 
administered hy the Office of Planning and Institutional Studies under 
Dr. Donald Moyer, Executive Director, located at Fairbanks. This 
office combines the functions of institutional planning, physical plan­
ning, and construction administration under one bead (see Figure 1). 
The small size of the stall of this office makes possible close cooper­
ation between its three divisions and a high degree of personal inter­
action.

Advanced Planning and Project Funding. The Institutional Studies 
section prepares enrollment and stalT projections, program develop­
ment studies, and analyzes existing space utilization on each campus. 
Under the generic space planning method adopted in the 1971 Capital 
Improvements Program and described in detail later in this article, 
the Facilities Planning Section converts these projections into campus 
by campus generic space needs. From these two sets of studies, the 
Capital Improvements Request is derived.

Funding of University construction programs comes from the sale 
of state bonds, authorized by the voters of the state at biennial gen­
eral elections. In order to place a bond issue on the ballot, the Uni­
versity must submit a Capital Improvements Request to the Gov­
ernor. The Governor may reject the request, or approve or modify 
the request and send it lo the Legislature as a request for a bond 
authorization. If  the legislature approves placing the bond authoriza­
tion on the ballot, and it may also reject or modify the recpiest, the 
authorization is submitted to the voters.

Programming and Construction. While the legislative process is 
going on, the Facilities Planning .Section converts the various projec­
tions into generic space programs and construction budgets for each 
campus. II the bond issue succeeds, the generic space program, tho 
Iindgot, and other information provided hv the University, are formed 
into a design manual lor each project. These design manuals are re­
leased to the architects and schematic design begins.

Relore turning to tho .processes and procedures developed bv the 
University and the ( Riioe of Planning and Institutional Studies, it will 
be useful to Inielly discuss some of the problems facing the Alaskan 
construction industry.

nkw.m.kti in
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Figure 1
Office o f riaiminii anil Institutional Studies

Problems of Construction in Alaska.

Alaska's location and environment present a number 
of problems to its construction industry. Key among 
these are: 1) the climate; 2) logistics; 3) labor and con­
tractor shortages; and -1 ) construction cost inflation. 
While none of these problems is unique to the state, they 
are exaggerated by its remoteness and extreme condi­
tions.

Weather— the Humber One Problem. Alaska is a land 
of elimalologieal extremes: in virtually every area there 
are mild but short summers and long, bitterly cold 
winters. During the winter season it is nearly impossible 
to work outdoors within existing construction technol­
ogies. Where outside work is essential, it is costly and 
unproductive. As a result, outside construction work is 
confined to the summer period of mild weather.

Although there is some variation, outside construction 
is typically scheduled to start about the first of April in 
Anchorage, and about a month later iu Fairbanks. In 
both areas, frosts and cold weather are anticipated by 
the first ol October, ending the seaso i.

l.o'dstie.s—the Problems of Distance. Most construc­
tion products used in Alaska are manufactured "outside” 
iu the "lower forty-eight" and shipped into the stale. 
W it 1 1 the exception of concrete products which are avail­
able loc.dk in the major cities, construction products 
require considerable lead-in lime for fabrication, ship­
ment and deliv cry to the construction site. Communica­
tion between designer and manufacturer, for example 
m the submission of shop drawings, is made more diffi­
cult I localise ol the dist.nu cs involved.

1 'radii ally all shipments into the state come via 
Seattle, where many consultants and contractors em- 
ploied in \l.iska are also located. Most construction 
piodiuls go I toiii .Seal I It lo Alaskan ports \ i.i water 
li iirspoil. ol ten with destiiialiou at a port near the con- 
• 11 u. t a it i sit,. In the summer months, some const nit lion 
iti ms aie shipped bv road over the Alaska Highway.

Shipping delays and transshipment problems are a re­

current p.n I of Alaskan construction.
Labor ami Specialty Contractor Sliorlajtes. As in any 

frontier area, skilled labor and specially contractors are 
in short supply in Alaska. Many workers spend only the 
simm er season, when sixty-hour work weeks are stan­
dard. n the state. As a result of short supply and high 
demand in the lour summer months, labor costs are 

high.
Inflation cf Construction Costs. The combined effect 

of long distance shipment of materials and products, 
high labor costs, and other factors is to drive Alaskan 
construction costs up to J-10 lo 200 per cent of Seattle 
costs. For Fairbanks and Anchorage, construction costs 
arc about 1.7 times those in Seattle.

In addition to these increased costs, inflation takes a 
killing toll of budgets. The University estimates that its 
construction costs inflated:

4.5 per cent a year through 1966
5.5 per cent in 1967

9.0 per cent in 196S
10 lo 12 per cent in 1969
12 to IS per cent per year from 1970-1972.

The rate of inflation may have fallen off in the second 
half of 1972 but data is not available.

Costs and the. University. From the University's point 
of view, the most serious effect of cost escalation and its 
erratic pattern lies in its effect on what they can get for 
their money. As a public agency, the University must 
build within the budgets established when projects are 
undertaken— the only way additional funds can be 
made available for a project are lo take them from other 
projects. When a building has a long construction period 
of three to five years in an inflation ridden environment, 
the Univ ersity’s experience has been that ii is impossible 
to balance the construction budget.

Fxpericiice has led the Uni"ersily planning stall to 
conclude that two approaches a controlling costs in an 
inflationary environment exist. The first and least ac­
ceptable of these is to admit defeat and simply set 
higher budgets for construction— or build less. The sec­
ond is to find techniques of construction and manage­
ment which offer belter cost performance and control.

T i l l s  1971 C A P I T A L  
IM P R O V K M L N T S  P R O G R A M

In the fall of 1969 the University prepared and sub­
mitted to the ( mvernor a request lor funding of the 1971 
eonstrmlion program. This program included thirteen 
consti in tion pn>|eels on eight campuses, costing about 
$31) million!

Appieheie ion about the impact ol the construction of 
the ti.ms Alaska oil pipeline and stale coiistnietion pin-



grams on labor and costs created a desiie on (lie Univer­
sity's part to undeitake and complete Ibis construction 
program as quickly as possible. I hiring the summer and 
fall, studies were made by the University and its con­
sultants, Lawrence Lackey and Associates ( I.I.A ) and 
building .Systems Development, Inc. (USD), into vari­
ous techniques by which construction could be speeded 
up.

These Studies led to the University’s decision to apply 
three sets of innovative design and construction meth­
ods to the program. These three were: 1) fast-tracking 
of design and construction process by the generic space 
design method; 2 ) application of building systems tech­
nology; and 3) use of management contracting. Al­
though each of these techniques was considered and 
adopted as a largely independent approach, it will be 
seen that they complement one another.

In November 1970, the voters approved the sale of 
$29,7 mil'ion of bonds to finance the 1971 Capital Im ­
provements Program of the University. The University 
immediately commissioned architects for tho construc­
tion projects and began converting the bond funds into 
individual site budgets,

Design and Construction by the Generic Space Method.

The shortness of the period between bond approval 
in November and the end of the first construction season 
in October of the following year does not allow enough 
time for the architects to complete the programming, 
design, and bidding of large University projects using 
traditional linear approaches. As a result, construction 
of University projects has traditionally begun no earlier 
than the second outdoor construction season following 
approval of a bond is. uc.

In order to speed the project delivery process, the 
University sought a design and construction method 
which would allow construction to begin the first sea­
son. To solve this problem, the University and LI.A 
found that a building could he divided into two func­
tional packages—the basic building shell and the inter­
nal functional division. These packages could form the 
basis of two separate but interrelated design and con­
struction processes which could he overlapped.

By separating the time consuming process of pro­
gramming,and designing the functional layout of the 
building from the process of designing the basic build­
ing shell, it was It’ll that the design schedule for the shell 
could be sufficiently shortened to allow on-site construc­
tion lo begin during the first outdoor construction sea­
son following issuing ol bonds. In fact, this process of 
devgn and construction in two phases docs not difler 
greatly I com the | accesses used to piovidc shopping 
centers, oilier buildings, and other l.aililies where an 
early return on investment is vital.

in order to achieve this type of two stage design on

projects as functionally complex as university buildings, 
two elements are essential — I)  adequate criteria lor 
performance and planning of the "generic spaces” of 
the building shell, and 2 ) a compatible and flexible 
means of conditioning and subdividing the interior into 
functional units.

The Generic Spare Method. To satisfy the need for 
adequate generic criteria, the Univcrsitv defined nine 
categories of space use, or "generic space types," cover­
ing, all ol its facilities:

1. Classroom ( “dryacademic” )
2. Laboratories ("wet academic")
3. Heavy shop
*1. Special use
5. Residential.

For each of these defined generic space types, the Uni­
versity and LLA prepared performance and planning
criteria which were included in the design manual for
each project.

In this view, each building consists of three func­
tional elements— the shell, one or more space modules, 
and a spine. The shell or "generic space structure’’ con­
tains and provides services to blocks of generic space or 
“space modules." Each space module contains one type 
of generic space and its direct supporting functions, 
such as storage. The spine element provides general 
supporting services for all types of space modules— 
stairs, toilets, service chases, utility runs, etc. The spine 
may exist as a continuous backbone element or as iso­
lated service elements on multibuilding campuses.

module is a separate process although constrained by 
the design of the generic space structure and the build­
ing’s overall program.

Application of Building Systems Technology.

In addition to belter value for the dollar and quicker
on-site assembly, building systems appeared to oiler the 
University two types of flexibility needed in this pro­
gram. The first of these was design flexibility which 
gives each architect design freedom within basic sys­
tem constraints, The second was adaptive flexibility 
which would a) allow internal functional planning 
during the construction process and b) provide rela­
tive ease of change of layout in the future.

After further research, it was decided to group the six 
projects committed lo building systems into a single 
bidding package. T his was done in order lo achieve cost 
swings from volume purchasing, to simplify the Uni­
versity’s administrative problems, and to gain certain 
benefits lor the smaller projects. Bv bidding as part of a 
large slate-wide program, the smaller projects, as small 
as 7200 square leet and in remote locations, could ob­
tain participation Iron) bidders who would otherwise 
only be interested in the larger urban projects.
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shorter ronstructinn linn* required makes possible 1 1 it* 
completion of doeumeiits, bidding of oowlrai I s , and con­
struction on tho slimier delivery schedules witliin the 
framework of traditional general cnnliaoling.

Aecouliiigly in Jiine 1970 (lie University asked its ron- 
Mili.tiit*> lo sludy and report on alternative methods o f 

nmtiaeting. '| liree pir sidle methods were studied 
phased bidding w ith a inaiia'.'.eineiit eonsiiltaiil. design 
eolisti uet eontraets. and management i niilraelihg on the 
l ‘ni\eisily o | ( .‘.dilornia model.

A lav 1 ol specialty eontr.n tors. es|)eeiaily in tin' site 
work and foundation categories, eomliined with reluc­
tance lo aecept exposure as its own general contractor, 
led the University to reject phased bidding and manage- 
ment consultancy. Design construct contracts were felt 
to he undesirable because of the difficulty of developing 
and enforcing an effective design/construct specifica­
tion.

Maiwiznncnt Contracting— California Style. The use 
of management contractors along lines similar to those 
used in the University of California’s UURS program 
appear' d to offer the most to the University, 'flu’s pro­
cess is characterized by:

1 . use of experienced general contractors in a largely 
management capacity;

2 . prcqualificalion of candidates on the basis of ex­
perience and financial ability;

3. selection of a management contractor (M C ) by 
competitive bills based on fees and expenses;

•1 . performance of most of the actual construction 
work by subcontractors who bid publicly lo the 
M C  or the owner— (lie MC performs a specified 
percentage of the work and may bid on the sub­
contracts;

5. establishment of an “upset" fixed price by tin: 
MC based on known costs:

G. consultancy by the MC during the design phase;

Alaska's extreme climate lias produced numerous specialized 
1 j11iI■ 1 iin; elcn cuts. An example is ihe '‘upside-down" roof used 
mi laiiversi'y buildings. In this niof, rigid insulation is laid on

r — •
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7. reimbursement nf the M C s direct and some in­
direct costs.

In order lo introduce (lie management contracting 
concept to the state and to answer questions about it, 
the University held a series of seminars- with the ACC 
and active contractors in the slate. Initial opposition to 
the concept and procedures w as somewhat lessened by 
these meeting;,, although uncertainty and relnel.tnee re­
mained through the pitigram. On the oilier hand, the 
pivqn.ilificatiuii feature of the process was abandoned 
in the face of contractor opposition.

Specifications* and bidding documents for manage­
ment eonlraeU on the three largest 1971 program proj­
ects were prepared and released in March .1971. The 
three projects using MCs arc: the Community College 
Expansion and the Higher Education Library at An­
chorage, and the Resources building at Fairbanks.

Modification-v. During the discussions between the 
University and the contractors. Governor William Egan 
had become concerned about the procedure because of 
possible inefficiencies and high costs. As a result of bis 
concern and at bis direction, the State Rond Committee 
—stale officials charged with the proper sale of bonds— 
looked further into the matter. This committee dis­
cussed the matter with the University and hired De- 
Lcuw-Cathcr, Associates, of San Francisco, California— 
an engineering consulting firm familiar with manage­
ment techniques— to assist them in their analysis.

After careful analysis of the process and the contract 
documents, DeLouw-Calher recommended some n. 
ideations and alterations which xvere adopted. Although 
still not convinced of the value of the approach, the gox-- 
ernor fell that sufficient improvement had been made lo 
insure the protection of the public interest and that the 
process could be attempted. DeLcuw-Cathcr remained 
with the program, as a consultant providing a monitor­
ing service.

lop o( llu* weatherproof iiicm liiniic and liclil in place by pavers. 
Pavers and insulation may be removed for maintenance access 
to tin* membrane.

\
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Shrll Sinn lure Si//»\i/v/( »ii.v. An ■tidin.i'Jv in line 
witli llir two sl.ii't* design .mil cmisliiictinn pioeess, 
work was I x *i' tin on the design lot' I In* geiniie space 
stiurlure for each site and on (lit* llit'cc building stib- 
s) stems—sllnclmc. 11\"Cand lit'.lilim' ceiling wliicli 
would he included iu I lie lit si hid package. I lie I ni\ er- 
sity’.s eoiisiillanls de\eloped liie necessary inlorni.ition 
which was hound, alum; w itli llie g r i n  l ie space program 
and erileria. inlo llie piojeel pingi.im hook lor each 
silt*, released to llie architects in earls December 1970,

The schedule called lor completion ol schema lies on 
each project early in 15)71. Building systems were lo he 
hid in March or April to allow maximum lead-in time lor 
the .successful bidders, especially .structure, to submit 
shop drawings, fabricate and deliver their subsystems. 
The architects would have lo complete their schematic 
designs, obtain approval, and prepare necessary sys­
tems bidding drawings by February.

The consultants undertook the development of the 
performance specifications and other contract docu­
ments for the program immediately after the bond elec­
tion. These documents required, in addition to proof of 
performance, that each bidder submit two sets of prices 
for his subsystem—one a price covering tlic entire six 
project package, the other a breakdown for each of the 
projects.

Systems bidding documents— two printed books, one 
containing the performance specifications and contract 
docmne': cs, the other drawings for each project neces- 
sarv for bidding of the subsystems—were released to 
potential bidders on February 21,1071. Bids were taken 
on April 11, 1971. Al that time, seventeen bidders— four 
in structure, five in 1 1 VC, and eight in lighting,'ceiling 
— submitted 198 compatible building systems proposals.

The proposal submitted by the successful bidders was 
considerably below established budget costs:

Subsystem Successful bidder liudgct/sf liid/sf
stiiucii'HG: Bomae .Steel. Inc. $ 5.92 $ -1 . 0 0

live;: MacDonald Miller 8  5.10 $ *1.30
lighting/

ceiling: Crash* Flectric $ 2.70 $ 2.17

TOTAL $1 -1 . 1 1 $10.-17

These subsystems were127 per cent less than budget and 
20 per eeut'Iess than target costs prepared by BSD.

Following the Humiliation of successful bidders, llie 
architects began design development and preparation 
of working drawings lor nous'.stem elements of the ge­
neric space structures. The University signed contracts 
with Bomae and Ma -Donald Miller on May 21, 1971 
and w ith (basic in rail) |nne,

In spile ol the logistics problems involved in shipping 
the structural subs) stem Inxa the Florida manufactur­
ing plant to the various Alaskan sites, made more dilli- 
cult by the length) West (-’oast dmk strike, structural

deliver) schedules Were met. Film ol the si\ • ,
projects were enclosed by the end ol the hist mil.!. ,| 
const i net ion season follow ini; the bond issue ’I Ins w ,. 
achieved bv the tomliin.itioii ol llie ipink a in,!.!'. 
i hai at lei is lit s ol llie si i in I lira I suhsv stem and I In m.ia 
agemen! lei hltiipies <|es< rihed below,

hili i'ior Sii/ni/sh iiiv. \s the desic.n ol the p i ' i - i l .  
dev elopi 1 1 and I he in lei ior space plan became ih ! , I 
bids w ere requested Im interior suhsv stems mov < a I !■ 
partitions, service columns, and carpeting Based again 
on performance specifications and contract document-, 
prepared bv BSD and on .subsystems bidding drawings 
prepared by the architects, these subsystems were hid 
on November 2 .  1971.

Tin* bidding package for the Moveable Partitions and 
Service Columns .Subsystems consisted ol the six proj­
ects in tlic April bidding package plus the Itesouivcx 
and General Classroom Buildings at Fairbanks. Only 
four of these projects used carpeting, however, and car­
peting bidders were allowed to bid for either a four 
project package, the two Fairbanks projects, tlu* two 
Anchorage projects', or a single project.

The results of the bidding arc shown on page I I. The 
low partition bid was 30 per cent below the target 
figures established by BSD, while the service column 
and carpeting were 2 0  and 18 per cent below respective­
ly. Separate bids lor each project provided the lowest 
combined price for the Carpet Subsystem.

Fi/niiv/mig Subsystems. On May 2, 1972, bids were 
taken on two furnishing subsystems— furniture and 
chairs— for the eight projects in the interior subsystems 
bid package. Performance specifications lor these two 
subsystems were prepared by McClure Nixon. AIA, of 
Seattle. Full results of this bidding are shown on page 
1 -1 . Successful bids for the furnishings and chairs were 
10 and -I per cent below .McClure.'Nixon's targets re­

spectively.

Management Contracting.

In addition to the possible cost and time savings 
inherent in the process, the University turned lo a man­
agement contracting approach to cope with the* prob­
lems ol phased construction unique to public works 
construction. Because Alaska's laws do not permit nego­
tiation of public* works contracts, the application of the 
fasltracked design and construction processes of ge­
neric space design meant that traditional general con­
tracting procedures could not lie followed. The delay 
caused by withholding the shut of construction until 
the completion ol all piojeel documentation, in ecvsary 
ill geiieial contracting because bills are based nil these 
completT’ document'., was one ol llie problems generic* 
sp.iee design w as intended to solve.

These problems alfeet primarily the larger construc­
tion projects of the University. On smaller jobs, the
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M(inti(!,i'ini‘iil ('oiitroiiinii— Alaska Sltjlc. Tin* docu­
ments were re-rele .sod lo bidders embodying I Ik* 
changes and modifications. Tho basic- features of man- 
agement contracting as bid by llu* University in April 
15)71 are:

1 . use of experienced conlraclors in a management 
role;
selec tion of NK’s on llie basis of 
a. a fee covering all work 
1 1 . cost of obtaining bonding 
c. cost of workmen's compensation insurance 
n. cost of indirect job labor as defined in contract 

documents;
3. performance by the M C  of fifteen per cent of tlic 

work with his own forces on a guaranteed price 
basis;
taking of bids from subcontractors for the re­
mainder of the. nonsystems portion of the work— 
the M C may also bid on this work; 
administration of the subcontracts and, on systems 
projects, of the subsystem contracts by the MC;

6 . provision of value engineering services during the 
design phase by the MC, reimbursed on a per diem 
basis;

7. establishment by the M C  of a Guaranteed Outside 
Price (CO P) for each project, based on known 
costs, lo bo changed only by authorized change 
orders.

College 

Anchorage Higher 
Ed. Library 

Resources Building

Modern 

Peter Kiewit

Seven firms submitted bids on the three projects on 
April 30, 1971. In order to provide a comparison price 
for each bidder, the fees bid were applied lo the bud­
geted costs of each project. The following table sum­
marizes the results of the bidding:

Project Pan tic pf Fee "Piils" Successful Didder
Anchorage Comm. $357,45)3-$673,552 Modern 

$4,730,000°

$362,335-$7S-1,78*1 
$5,100,000°

$309,880-$50G,G25 
$3,S00,000°

Construction Budget

Management contracts for the three projects were 
awarded to the successful bidders in May and June 
15)71, On-site construction work began soon thereafter 
on each sil<-. As will be seen in the next section, the man­
agement contractor on the Resources Building had his 
work cut out for him.

The Resources Riiildiiijj.

The con sir uclion of the Resources Building at l ’air-
anks employed the generic space design and manage­

ment contracting methods ol the 15)70 program, but was 
not included iu the volume bidding ol building system

11 M.WM I 1 1 1 II
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The Resources Building :it Knirbnnks combines modules of "wet 
acndemic" space svilh deep iulcrslilial spaces for service rims, 
The value and flexibility of management contracting was dem­
onstrated on this project.

components. This building is a three-story, 60,000 
square font facility, housing several modules of labora­
tory or “wet academic" space.

Because the building's pro am called for an eight- 
foot deep interstitial service space between floors, the 
architects, Jennings II. uaham, AIA, of Ketchikan, 
Alaska, and Knorr and Kinotl, AIA, of San Francisco, 
fell that a custom designed structural system would 
serve heller than available building .systems structures. 
Working lo certain constraints of the building system, 
notably tho five-foot planning discipline, the project en­
gineers ill-signed a structure of deep preeast concrete 
trusses. A precast concrete ceiling grid supported ceil­
ing elements and catwalks providing aeei ’ to inter­
stitial services.

This precast structure was budgeted, based on the 
engiiieei s estimates, at about $ H5»).(•()(). Iu July 1971, 
Peter Kiewit’s Sons, the project M l!, look bids on the 
construction .subcontracts Im the building. The low 
structural bid eniite iu al $720,001) plus an additional 
$NO,(KK) |or the precast concrete ceiling gt id.

The University could not allots! to eseeed their bud­
get mi badly on this project so the architects were in-

sli in led to tedesigu. The M l !, having seen the results ul 
building systems application on the other projects, sug­
gested that the approach be used hei e. Aceoidingl v. the 
architect and M l! tinned to a building system structure 
which could lie planned on the Inundations already in 
place under the accelerated schedule.

Documents were prepared and released for bidding 
of three subsystems—structure, 1 1 \ ' l !. and lighting 
veiling—in November 1971. Bids were taken ami con­
tracts awarded in December 1971. Successful bidders 
were Bomae Steel for the structure, ()wens-(!oniing 
Fiberglas for the lighting ceiling, and Trans-Alaska 
Mechanical for 11 Ml!. While Bomae was structural con­
tractor and ()wciis-Corning the partition eon tractor for 
the other systems projects, Trans-Alaska was bidding 
systems for the first time.

The successful structural bid of $295,000 contributed 
to a combined savings with the three subsystems of
S500.000 over the rejected bids. The only major alter­
ation in performance was the elimination of the catwalk 
support grid. The catwalks arc now suspended by books 
from the structure and moved along as the worker 
moves tlirougli the interstitial space.

In addition, the rapid on-site assembly of the subsys­
tems and the flexibility and control afforded by manage­
ment contracting has made possible the redesign, rebid. 
and delivery of the building on a schedule which has 
slipped only two months from the target dates set in 
1970.

Results of the 11)71 Capitol Improvements Program.

Advantages of the Innovative Methods to the Univcr- 
sitij. In a discussion with BSIC staff, Richard Holden, 
Architectural Planner on the University staff, was asked 
what advantages had accrued to the University from 
the use of innovative techniques in the 1971 program. 
Holden listed three major advantages:

1 . The flexibility inherent in the building systems is 
of definite value both for design and for future 
adaptability.

2. Although data is not available for cost compari­
sons, the University obtained greater areas of 
building than anticipated and without exceeding 
a single budget.

3. Tho reduction in project delivery time due to the 
combination ol generic space design, use of build­
ing systems, and management contracting has 
given the University its buildings almost a year 
sooner than with traditional methods.

Perhaps the clearest indication of the University's sat­
isfaction with these methods is their decision to apply 
them, liuiililied in the light of experience, when they 
undertake their 1973 capital improvements prog,rain. 
Dn the other hand, these advantages have not accrued

Nr.wsi.irri'KU 10



without eonsiderahlp elfort and participation by the 
University ;»*; a stinng. direetive elienl. In I Iu* lollowing 
si clinn.s. ibis iiierc.ised inleol llie \hiivcrsily in building 
programs will be further discussed.

1073 C A P I T A L  IM P llO V E M ID N T S  
P H O C J IA M
At the timi' ol this writing. tin* University is awaiting 
action b\ I In* voters on November 7. 1972 on ,i bond 
issue authori/alimi lor SIS.O million worth ol capital 
impio,cmenls. As itemized in I ablo I. about SI I .(> mil­
lion ol these Innds will go for projects upon which 
generic spacr design, building s\ stems, and manage­
ment contracting w ill be used. Most of the buildings 
in the program are scheduled to go into service in the 

fall of 197-1.
Experience gained in the 1971 program has led the 

University lo make some significant changes in the ap­
plication of building systems and management contract­
ing to the 1973 program. Generic space design has 
proven successful and, with necessary modifications to 
criteria and standards, will be used largely unchanged. 
In applying all of these processes, the University has 
realized and accepted the role of a strong, participatory 
client, a necessary condition for success.

The following discussions will be more eably under­
stood if the reader will first study Figure 3, the chart of 
activities for the first year of the 1973 program, found 
on pages S-9. Data for this chart was provided by Carl 

Bryant of McClure, Xi.xon, systems consultants,

Application of Building Systems.

Satisfaction with building systems, especially in the 
areas of cost control and speed of assembly, lias led the 
University to increase the proportion of the building in

the system in llie 1973 program lo 55-90 per cent of 
building cost. As in the 1971 program, Ibe ten systems 
projects will be bid as one package. Al the same time, 
however, some problems encountered in the lit? I pro­
gram have caused changes to lie made in the process of 
selection of certain subsystems.

I'nlarging tin• System. I.itlle mollification has been 
made in the technical performance requirements of the 
1971 subsxstems which were:

1. Structure
2. I1VC
3. 1 .ighling; ceiling
■1. Moveable Partitions
5. Service Columns
6 . Carpeting
7. Furnishings
S. Chairs

To these, the University has added for 1973:

9. Secondary Electrical Distribution
10. Roofing
11. Fire Protection Sprinklers.

Changes in the Bidding Process. For most of the sub­
systems used in the 1971 program, the bidding process 
calling for the submittal of a priced system proposal 
was successful. With the liV C  and lighting/ceiling 
and the partitions and demountable furnishings sub­
systems, however, problems of interface following selec­
tion wire encountered which delayed acceptance of 
the components by code officials and hence delivery 
and installation schedules. In order to counteract those 
problems, the University has decided to further fast- 
track the bidding of subsystems in the 1973 program.

In the modified process, systems bidding documents 
will be released for all subsystems immediately after

TA BLE I
1973 C APITAL IM PR O VEM EN TS PROGRAM PROJECTS USING 

B U ILD IN G  SYSTEMS AN D M A N A G EM EN T CONTRACTING

Facility 
Laboratory Building0

Classroom/office Building*

Music Wing

Vocational Ed. Building

Location 

UA Fairbanks

UA Anchorage

Anchorage CC

Juneau CC

Budget 

$2.5 million

$1.25 million

$1.0 million

$1.35 million

Architect

Jennings II. Graham 

Lane/Knorr/Elliott 

Blomfield/McClure/Nixon 

George Filler

Vocational Ed. Additions

Extension Centers

[ Kcnai CC 
- • Kodiak CC 
[ M at-SnC C( Palmer)

$1.5 million Maynard and Wirum

W. Wellcnsleim
f Nome CC ]
■ Sitka CC J- $1 , 0  million
[ Koskokwim CC ( Bethel) J

* In.Ill ,ili s p i. ij. it  usiiu: liiiil.liii): sssh ins .mil 111.111.i; 11h -111 eiuili.ii hue. pnierdnivs; all others use Im ililiii); systems and general (.'ini­
tial Ini)! pieeednies.
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approval of the bond issue, Tliu preparation of selie- 
malie designs and .svst<,ins bidding thawings liv (lie 
arehileels and performauee spceifiealinns and eonlraet 
doeuuieiifs In- McGlute'Xixen. AIA, (lie I niversity’s 
consultant, will lie completed liv (lie I mi id election.

These activities have been on since August
197:2. liii.ineeil hy funds Irom a revolving advanced 
planning loud. This hind consists piimarilv ol interest 
pay men Is made on the L'ni\ ersily s land grant, iceenllv 
supplemented hy large appropriations Irom the stale 
legislature. 'I lie resolving fimd is reimbursed lor its 
advances from hood lunds mi passage ol the hond issue,

The suhsy-tems most affected hy the changes in the 
bidding proce.ss are HY’C and lighting ’ceiling. Because 
of their crucial effect on project schedules, a priced hid 
proposal will be taken on the structural and moling 
subsystems* in early December 1 t)Ti?. A week later, de­
sign proposals only for the 11VC and lighting ceiling 
subsystems will be taken by the University.

The design proposals for these subsystems will be 
carefully evaluated for technical suitability, compatibil­
ity, and code acceptance before returning them for 
final design and pricing by the bidders. To insure 
rapid code approval, the University has signed a special 
contract with the International Congress of Building 
Officials ( 1CBO), who write and administer the Uni­
form Building Code, which is in force in Alaska.

Priced bid proposals will be taken on IIV C  and light­
ing'ceiling, and on the remaining subsystems late in 
January 1973. Contracts will be awarded in these sub­
systems in mid-February simultaneously with the re­
lease of documents for bidding the management con­
tracts. Erection of structural steel on some of the proj­
ects is scheduled to begin in May 1973.

Management Contracting Procedures—the General 
Coen liack In.

Although generally satisfied with the management 
contracting procedures used in the 1971 program, Iho 
University has made some important changes to the 
procedure in its application to the 1973 program proj­
ects. As a result ol these changes it is probably more 
descriptive to use the term "management general con­
tractor" lo identify this participant.

The mana; • ment 'general eonlrae'lor role remains vir­
tually the same with one significant difference. In the 
1971 program, the Umversitv lonnd that the manage­
ment contractor's role as value engineering consultant 
(I'd not result in any significant benefit. They did find 
that the contractors were, in lari, ijiiite competent to 
consult in the areas in which tlicv possessed espeilise 
and that such advice was iim IuI However, the role of 
the general contractor has become so heavilv manage­
ment oriented (hat most t i t ! linos do not possess over­
all boil.ling espeilise iu house, lather they subcontract

out most ol tbe work to other parties. The University 
has therefore decided to drop the per diem rousulluucy 
ir(|uireincnls of the 1971 contracts.

llie  major procedure changes have to do with bid­
ding for the in ana gemen I < on tract s. Instead ol the bid­
ding hv fee and seh vied espouses lolluwvd iu 1971. llie 
I niversity svill this time sola it lump-sum bids Irom the 
potential contractors. In the bidding documents llie 
t niversity will include the pi is i s of the suhsvsteins 
contracts plus its estiiuati s o| the costs of other work 
broken down into the sisteen disisjon standard fonnat.

Kach bidder will then submit in mid-March 1973 a 
lump-sum bid based on factors similar to those in the 
1971 program—costs of work with own forces, costs of 
administering .subsystems contracts and other subcon­
tracts, and other expenses. Reimbursement will be on 
a lump-sum basis, however, similar to that employed 
in general contracting procedures.

The management general contractor for each project 
will still be responsible for establishing the Guaranteed 
Outside Price— tho upset fixed price—for the project 
after subcontract bids are taken. As before this GOP 
can only be modified hy legitimate change order from 
the University. Establishment of the GOPs should take 
place in May 1973.

Increased University Involvement.

In addition to the procedural and substantive changes 
in the building systems and management contracting 
processes, the University plans to increase its participa­
tion in the 1973 program. One key area of such partici­
pation is in the ty pe and cjtialily of information lo bo 
provided to architects and contractors. As will bo dis­
cussed further in the section on program costs lo the 
University, the staff lias found that it can prepare belter 
and al less cost, or provide more efficiently through con­
sultants, some of the services it formerly obtained from 
architects and contractors.

A second area of increased participation is in super-
vi..ion of the smaller projects. In the 1971 program, some 
of the smaller projects fell behind their original sched­
ules in the absence of continuous University super­
vision. Also, the smaller project architects and con­
tractors felt that the systems contractors had favored 
the larger projects at their expense. While some of this 
complaint is due to point of view, the University feels 
that the relationship between .smaller projec ts and sub­
system enntraetois could definitely be improved and 
will si ek lo do something about it.

F R O M  T I I F  C l  J  F A T 'S  S I O F

Even il the refills jie.tily them, an innovative pro;',ram 
reipiiiing increased elienl participation costs him soiue- 
tliing in time, manpower, and other resources. In this
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section, tin* view of part of the University's staff as lo 
program costs will lie presented.

Vrograni Costs to tlic University.

In interview with I IS 1C peisounel, members of (lie 
st. , 1 1  ol llie Ol'iee ol I’l.inning and Institutional Studies 
suggested that use of tlic various innovative approaches 
in die 1971 program had im reased llieir work load hy as 
unit It as twenty ]ier cent. They li It that this increase 
was due entirely to procedural changes, that, lor ex­
ample. the use of building systems had not directly 
inlhieiiccd them as most of the documentation, etc., had 
been prepared by consultants.

In addition to these manpower commitments to pro­
cedural innovation, much time had been spent on solv­
ing political problems. The problems attendant upon 
the introduction of management contracting in 1970- 
1971 have already been mentioned. Other problems this 
program encountered could be mentioned.

Consultants and their Costs. On these programs tlic 
University is employing expert consultants to prepare 
doc uments and define procedures. The goal of the Uni­
versity is to develop staff and industry expertise to the 
point that consultants will no longer be required lo 
repeat activities. Counterbalancing these costs, it lias 
been estimated by BSD that their involvement as con­
sultants in the program resulted in large savings to the 
University, on the order of a SI0 saving for each 31 paid 
to the consultants.

Economics of Scale. The University has found that 
hy its participation at the overall program level, it can 
accomplish more efficiently and at less cost some of the 
activities formerly entrusted lo its architects and con­
tractors. This has been especially true in information 
collection, establishment of criteria, and hiring of con­
sultants.

'I'lie Architect and His Eec. At this point one could 
logic ally ask, if the architect is not cluing parts of his 
tradition.d role why not alter his fee to correspond with 
what lie is doing? Richard Holden of llie University

staff ventured to answer this question. I lolden for Is that 
although certain aspects of the* architect's role— infor­
mation gathering, drafting, cost analysis, etc.— have 
been reduced or disappeared, the actual cost of doing 
a project in the architect's oilier has stayed the same, 
if not increased. More time is now required in division 
making and in ioloimalion How, both activities requir­
ing larger input nl more expensive principal time.

As a result of the feeling that the architect dees not 
haw access to the type ol ioloi nution ret pi i red fur best 
decision making—and because ot this he is unfairly 
condemned for failure to control costs— llie staff has 
developed various tools for use on the projects. One 
of these is a means of trading off quality and quantity 
levels and costs. This tool was used in the decision lo 
abandon the precast ceiling grid in the Fairbanks Re­
sources Building and to use a less cosily method of sus­
pending the access catwalks.

The University as an Educational Institution.

Holden further commented on what he saw as (he 
University’s role in education in the broadest sense. The 
question of using local architects, contractors, and con­
sultants or to go “outside" for this assistance came up 
continuously in the program development. The staff 
arrived al the following conclusion: as a state agency, 
and an educational one, the University should use its 
resources to sponsor programs which not only fulfill its 
needs within the limits of serving the public good, but 
it should also use these programs to develop and ad­
vance the local professions.

In an environment such as Alaska with limited expert 
resources, it may be necessary to go outside and hire 
expertise. But these cxpci Is should bring the local pro­
fessions and industry along and work themselves out of 
a job. In the 1971 program, such lias been the ease. 
Holden feels that llie University can now rely on 'lie 
stale's architects lo deliver buildings on short schedules 
using procedures which insure good cost control and 
performance.
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University ol Alaska, Fail banks, Alaska

Building Teams:
1'iirility 1.1 ie lit ion Architect Contractor

( unnimmily ( iullege Addition Anchorage CC \V. J. W'ellenstein, AIA, Anchorage 
McClure/Nison, Sea I tie

Modi rn Const met ion Co.,® 
Fairbanks

1 li'tlu i Kdnealion Library UA-Aneborage Crittenden. Cassetta and Cannon.
Anchorage 

I lehnulh, Ohata and Kassabamn, 
San rraneiseo

Modern Construction Co. , 0 

Fairbanks

Community College Addition Juneau CC George FilUr, AIA, 
Juneau

Triplet lo Construction Co., 
Juneau

Community College Kenai Jenkins and Bridges, Anchorage Sandland Construction Co., 
Anchorage

Community College Kodiak Maynard and Wirmn, AIA, 
Anchorage

F&W Construction Co., 
Anchorage

Mal-Su Comnnmity College Palmer Ralph M. Alley, Jr., Anchorage Firor-Janssen Construction 
Co., Anchorage

Resources Building0 0 UA-College Jennings H. Graham, AIA, 
Ketchikan 

Knorr/Elliott, San Francisco

Peter Kiewit s Sons, 0 

Fairbanks

0 Dcnolcs ninnaKcincnt contractor.
00 Indicates build ings systems not in itia lly  used on project.

Volume Purchased Subsystems and Costs:

G E N E R I C  S P A C E  S U B S Y S T E M S :  6  p r o j e c t s  w i t h  t o t a l  a r e a  o f  2 0 6 , 3 5 0  s q u a r e  f e e t

S U B S Y S T E M S U C C E S S F U L  B I D D E R P R O D U C T  L I N E C O N T R A C T  V A L U E

S T R U C T U R E R o t n a c  S t e e l  C o m p a n y ,  I n c . R o r r . a c  M O D U L O C $ 8 4 0 , 5 2 7

H V C M a c D o n a l d  M i l l c r / H o h n  C o r p . T r a n e  V A V ?  9 1 3 , 0 3 6

L I G H T I N G / C E I I . I K G W .  R .  G r a s l e  E l e c t r i c  C o . C o n w e d  5 ,  +  5 ?  3 4 6 , 1 1 9

I N T E R I O R  S P A C E  S U B S Y S T E M S :  0  p r o j e c t s  w i t h  t o t a l  a r e a  o f  3 6 6 , 3 5 0  s q u a r e  f e e t

M O V E A B L E  P A R T I T I O M S O w e n s - C o r n i n g  F i b c r g l a s D o n n  V A N G U A R D $  3 6 0 , 8 3 8

S E R V I C E  C O L U M N S E l c c t  r o .1 i n k ,  L t d  . $  2 3 , 6 5 1

C A R P E T I N G

C o m m e r c i a l  C a r p e t  C o r p .
F l o r c r a f t
T i p t o n

F l o o r i n q

c c c
M o h a w k
L e e s
A l e x a n d e r  S m i t h

$  7 4 , 6 1 0  
$  3 6 , 6 4 9  
$  6 2 , 4 6 3  
$  6 4 , 2 1 8

1 - T . i U H I  S i l l  K G  S U B S Y S T E M S :  ! i  p r o - j o c t s  w i t h  t o t a l  a r e a  o f  3 6 6 , 3 5 0  s q u a r e  f e e t

F U R N I T U R E W e s t  i n i j h o u s e A N D $  2 9 1 , 5 1 0

C 1 I A 1  R S A l a s k a  C u r t a i n  W a l . l / j . K . G i l l H e r m a n  M i  1 1 o r / K n o l l 5  1 7 1 , 4 4 6

T O T A L  V A L U E  O F  V O L U M E  P U R C H A S E  C O N T R A C T S  $ 3 ,  1 9 3 , 8 7 5



Projects, Sizes, Costs mid Schedules:

l-’A C I L I T Y L O C A T I O N
A R E A
( s f )

B U I L D I N G  S Y S T E M S C O N S T R U C T I O N  C O S T S C O N S T R U C T I O N

C O N T R A C T S $ / « f C O N T R A C T S $ / s f 0 K G U N C O M P .

H i g h e r  E d u c a t i o n  
L i  i i r . t r y

A n c h o r a g e ( 1 6 , 0 0 0 5 1 , 0 0 7 , 3 3 9 $ 1 1 . 7 1 $ 5 , 0 3 7 , 5 7 0 $ 5 0 . 5 0 6 / 7  1 1 1 / 7 2

C r r . m u n i L y  C o l  1  e g o  
E x p a n s  i o n

A n c h o r a g e H i , 6 9 0 5  0 3 0 ,  0 - 1 7 $ 1 0 . 1 7 $ 4 , 4 0 6 , 0 3 9 $ 5 3 . 9 7 5 / 7 1 1 1 / 7 2

R e s o u r c e s  B u i l d i n g  
( s e e  b e l o w )

F a i r b a n k s 6 0 , 0 0 0 5  7 7 ( 1 , 2 2 0 $ 1 2 . 9 0 $ 3 , 9 0 7 , 1 3 3 $ 6 6 . 4 5 6 / 7 1 2 / 7  3

C o m m u n i t y  C o l l e g e K e n a i 1 2 , 0 0 0 ?  1 0 0 , 8 7 3 $ 1 4 . 5 9 $  6 2 5 , 6 5 1 $ 5 0 . 4 6 8 / 7 1 1 0 / 7 2

C o m m u n i t y  C o l l e g e  
E x p a n s i o n

J u n e a u 1 0 , 8 0 0 $  1 9 6 , 3 8 0 $ 1 8 . 1 8 $  6 2 0 , 8 9 4 $ 5 8 . 2 3 0 / 7 1 1 0 / 7  2

C o m m u n i t y  C o l l e g e K o d i a k 7 , 7 0 0 $  1 1 0 , 0 8 3 $ 1 4 . 3 0 $  4 0 3 , 2 0 6 $ 5 2 . 3 7 4 / 7 2 9 / 7 2

M a t - S u  C o m m u n i t y  
C o l l e g e

P a l m a r 7 , 2 0 0 $  1 1 3 , 9 6 1 $ 1 5 . 8 3 $ 4 2 2 , 9 6 4 $ 5 8 . 7 4 4 / 7 2 0 / 7 2

B u i l d i n g  S y s t e m s  C o s t s  a r e  t o t a l  a m o u n t s  o f  c o n t r a c t s  p l u s  c h a n g e  o r d e r s  n s  o f  S e p t e m b e r  1 ,  
1 9 7 2  f o r  t h e s e  s u b s y s t e m s :  s t r u c t u r e ,  H V C ,  l i g h t i n g / c e i l i n g ,  m o v e a b l e  p a r t i t i o n s ,
s e r v i c e  c o l u m n s  a n d  c a r p e t i n g .

C o n s t r u c t i o n  C o s t  i s  a s  d e f i n e d  b y  t h e  A I A  a n d  i n c l u d e s  B u i l d i n g  S y s t e m s  C o s t s .  A m o u n t s  
s h o w n  a r e  t o t a l  a m o u n t s  o f  c o n t r a c t s  p l u s  c h a n g e  o r d e r s  a s  o f  S e p t e m b e r  1 ,  1 9 7 2 .

G e n e r i c  S p a c e  S u b s y s t e m s  f o r  t h o  R e s o u r c e s  B u i l d i n g  w o r e  s e l e c t e d  s e p a r a t e l y ,  s e e  t e x t  
p a g e  9  f o r  d e t a i l s .

T lic  Anchorage Community College Expansion provides over SO,000 square feet of general class­
room space. T lic  lly-lnft is for a theater to lie lm ill in the next construction piof'ram. The exterior 
walls of the loft arc precast concrete panels reaching its full height— amonj; the tallest ever 
erected.

I.'i \i.\\m i.i-11 n
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F I N A N C E  C O M M I T T E E  R E P O R T

ON

H O U S E  B I L L  77

T h e  m a j o r i t y  of m e m b e r s  of t h e  H o u s e  F i n a n c e  C o m m i t t e e  
r e c o m m e n d e d  a "do pass" on H o u s e  Bill 77. H o w e v e i 1, the 
m a j o r i t y  feel that this s u p p l e m e n t a l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  to 
p a y  for the cost of b u i l d i n g  c f  W o o d  €■nter  at the 
U n i v e r s i t y  of Alas ka ,  F a i r b a n k s  campus, is u n w a r r a n t e d  
as m o r e  c a r e f u l  p l a n n i n g  an d  m a n a g e m e n t  c o u l d  h a v e  b een 
p r a c t i c e d  p r i o r  to the c o n s t r u c t i o n  p h a s e  of this  
s t r u c t u r e  in ordei’ to a v o i d  t h i s  a d d i t i o n a l  cost.

W e  urg e  that the U n i v e r s i t y  o f  A l a s k a  a v o i d  any f ut u r e  
c ost overrun.

H u g h  M a l o n e , C h a i m n a n  
H o u s e  F i n a n c e  C o m m i t t e e

i s
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JUSTTFTCATIOX:

T h e  p r e s e n t  c o n d i t i o n s  i n  t h e  S a f e t y  and S e c u r i t y  Department, s u r e s t  that 

c o n s i d e r a t i o n  be g i v e n  f o r  an e m e r g e n c y  s u p p l e m e n t a l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  d u r i n g  FY-75.

T w o  m a j o r  a r e a s  o f  c o n c e r n  exist. E a c h  of  t h e s e  w i l l  be d i s c u s s e d  i n  d e t a i l  w i t h  

f u n d i n g  a m o u n t s  i d e n t i f i e d .

I. S e c u r i t y :  T h e  c a m p u s  p r e s e n t l y  is d i v i d e d  i n t o  p a t r o l  zo n e s , S t u d e n t  s e c u r i t y

p a t r o l m e n  c o v e r  t h e  a s s i g n e d  a r e a s  o n  an a f t e r - h o u r s  b a s i s  b e g i n n i n g  at 

1 0 : 0 0  pm and e n d i n g  at 6 : 0 0  a n . D u r i n g  the clay o n e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  w h o  s e r v e s  

as C h i e f  of t h e  S e c u r i t y  P a t r o l  is o n  d u t y .  H i s  m a j o r  t a s k  i s  c o o r d i n a t i n g  

t h e  e f f o r t s  n f 22 s t u d e n t  p a t r o l m e n ,  t w o  f u l l - t i m e  s u p e r v i s o r s ,  as w e l l  as 

f i v e  r a d i o  c l e r k - d i s p a t c h e r s  and c l e r i c a l  p e r s o n n e l .  He  r e v i e w s  e a c h  i n c i d e n t  

r e p o r t  f i l e d  by p a t r o l m e n  o n  duty, a i d s  i n  necessary' c o o r d i n a t i o n  w i t h  

S t a t e  T r o o p e r s ,  f i l e s  repor t s ,  3tter.Js m e e t i n g s ,  a s s i s t s  w i t h  t r a f f i c  c o n t r o l  

and p a r k i n g  p r o b l e m s .

W i t h  n e a r l y  1 , 2 0 0  h o u s i n g  r e s i d e n t s  o n  campus, n e a r l y  3 , 0 0 0  v e h i c l e s  r e g i s t e r e d  

o v e r  1 , 0 0 0  e m p l o y e e s  o n  c a m p u s  d a i l y  i n  a d d i t i o n  to a p p r o x i m a t e l y  3 , 0 0 0  s t u d e n t  

p l u s  t h e  i n c r e a s e d  n u m b e r  of b u i l d i n g s  and e x p a n d i n g  d o l l a r  v o l u m e  o f  e q u i p m e n t  

t h e  n e e d  f o r  s e c u r i t y  is e v i d e n t .  P r e s e n t  s t a f f  d o e s  no t  a d d r e s s  t h e  m a g n i t u d e  

o f  t h i s  problem.

E v i d e n c e  of this l a c k  of s e c u r i t y  h a s  b e e n  a p p a r e n t  o v e r  t h e  pjist- s e v e r a l  

m o n t h s .  A r e c a p  of i n c i d e n t s  w i l l  aid i n  f o c u s i n g  o n  t h e  n e e d  f o r  an e n v i r o n­

m e n t  t h a t  is m o r e  " s e c u r i t y "  c o n s c i o u s .

•?.) I n c i d e n t  r e p o r t s  o r  v i o l a t i o n s  r e p o r t e d  lias i n c r e a s e d  f r o m  57 6  i n  1 9 7 0 - 7 1  

t o  7S 3  in 1973-7-1. T h i s  i s  a 3 7 %  i n c r e a s e  and d o e s  n o t  a d d r e s s  the 

u n r e p o r t o d  e v e n t s ,  ,

2) A  r a p e - m u r d o r  o c c u r r e d  o n  c a m p u s  i n  D e c e m b e r  o f  1972, ;

3) A n  a s s n u l t - r a p o  o c c u r r e d  o n  c a m p u s  i n  J u n e  of 1C7T.


