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PROJECT GAT7025/R11075
LSR&T SHELTER CABIN PROGRAM
LOCATION MAP

O  PROPOSED 1982 CABINS
o  EXISTING 1980 CABINS

(BERING STRAITS NATIVE CORP REGION)

-

CIB



PROGRAM  INCEPTION THROUGH JANUARY 1, 1961
SOUTHEASTERN REGION

Unorganized Borough 111
Completed Projects

Kasaan Bridges : $ 2,237
Pelican Landfill Access 59,960
Craig Beach Read 14,960
Metlakatla Tamgass Trail 9,998
Angocn to Killisnoo 17,682
Tenakee Streets 3,154
Yakutat 8ayview Drive 5,393
Hoonah Front Street 23,981
Yakutat Housing Access 9,719
Kake Totem Park 6,028
Skagway Dock Street 45,412
Hyder Bridge 4,230
Hydaburg Landfill Road 5,000
Klawock Union Street 8,507
Kasaan Bridges 4,406
Craig School Bypass 20,000
Hydaburg Housing Access 7,059
Klawock Housing 20,354
Tenakee Dock Street 30,493
Kake Drainage 20,235
“'akucat Housing Access 16/11
Purt Alexander 44129

'lycaburg Townsite Road 19,971



Elfin Cove Boardwalk
Metlakatla Pavr.g
Kasaan Boardwalk
Yakutat Street Surfacing
Pelican Boardwalk
Hoonah Trail

Tenakee Bridge

Klawock Anchorage Street
Craig 4th and Main
Craig Main and Beach
Hydaburg Quarry Access
Hoonah Lumbago Road
Skagway Dewey Lake Trall
Port Alexander BW.
[*flgoon Crlbwall

Tenaxee Trall

Klawock Surfacing

Kasaan Totem Park
Skagway Trails

Yakutat Streets

Tenakee "D" Street
Elfin Cove BN

Hydaburg BV

Klawock Surfacing

Craig Hamilton Drive
Hoonah Parking

Xake Drainage

Klawock BN

TOTAL

S 45,604
26*GA0
29,705
16,200
50,911
17,348
16,568
12,335
18,481
21,501
18,636
16,081

2,668
14,252
53,000
15,275
26,600
18,057

5,522
19,230
34,823
12,619

1,850
16,354
19,431
11,117
19,621
21,190

5993,338



City & Borough of Juneau
Completed Projects
1. Trinity Drive
2. Memorial Drive |
Evergreen Bowl
Davis Avsrue
Riverside Drive
Memorial Drive I
North Riverside Drive

TOTAL

Haines Borough
Completed Projects
1 Mt Ripinskl Trail
2. Learning Center Drainage

3. Tlinglt Park Access
TOTAL

$ 53,657
48,876
13,800
111,000

13,245
144,000
208,235

$712,813

$ 46,598
1,230
8,340

$ 56,218



Citv & Borough of Sitka

Completed Projects

1. Cascade Creek
Wachusatts Street
Monastary Street
Spruce Street
Nakwasina Street
Thimbleberry Say Roid
Slrstad Street
Shuler Drive
Verstovia Street

TOTAL
No projects under construction.

City of Wrangell
Completed Projects

1. Quter Drive
2. Second Avenue

3. St. Michael Street
TOTAL

No projects under construction.

City of Petershurg
Completed Projects
1. Birch Street

Ketchikan Oateway 3orouc)i

Completed Projects
1. Carlanna Read Exit

"CoVcA

S 10,450
25.000
5.400
13,927
7.400
29.000
16,500
22,084
151,161
5280,922

$ 43,703
37,001
50,000

5130,704

Not Available
(Est. 71,000

5242,351



LOCATION
Kasaan
Pelican
Haines

Tenakee

Thorne Day

Port Protection

Ketchikan
Hyder
Sitka
Sitka
Wrangell
Hoonah
Hydaburg
Xake
Klawock
Pelican
Skagway
Craig
Yakutat
Juneau
Sitka

Haines

r SRT URnN.IFrTQ constructed

1981 - 1989
SOUTHEAST REGION

PR%FCT DESCRIPTION
G37063 Trails

632301 Boardwalk
631309 Walkway

637064 Road

G37065 Road Improvements
G37066 Boardwalk
G31408 Secondary Bypass
G37067 Streets

G31206 Lincoln Ave
G31207 Katlian

G32304 Grant

632401 Grant

632501 Grant

632602 Grant

G32701 Grant

632802 Grant

632902 Gran*,

633002 Grant

633102 Grant

69820 Gaatineau Ave,
69822 Verstovia Trail
69824 Beach Road

Ktn Gateway Rero 69826 Sidewalk/Trail

COST
10,000
1.792
5,053
58,000
33,000
30,000
67,417
27,000
13,000
42,129
24,262
1,375
3,240
2,357
3,457
171
1,230
5,849
*33
42,336
24.643
9,260
15,829



cZ-r.-K 1'CCFM

LSRT PROJECTS CONSTRUCTED
1981 - 1989
SOUTHEAST REGION

PROJECT

LOCATION NO. DESCRIPTION COST

Ketchikan G314U2 Drainage & Lighting S 43,946
Petershurg 632201 9th A Gauffin 165,600
Haines G3 1302 Chilkoot Trail 35,750
Pelican G37033 Muaael Streat 57.500
Hoonah G37035 Drainage/Parking 41,000
Angaon G37036 Surfacing 33,000
Tenakee G37038 Bridge 14,000
Skagway G37041 Sidewalks 27,000
Angoon G37042 Stairway 4,700
Tenakee G37403 Culverts 11,000
Metlakatla G37044 Road 52,000
Hoonah G37045 Stairway 48,700
yakutat G37047 Bulkhead 8,500
Tenakee G37048 "J" Street 3,000
Klawock G37049 Drainage 5.000
Uuprcexnof G370S0 Trail 55,000
Kake 637051 Access Road 92,500
Pelican G37053 Clan Street 43,000
Ketchikan 031403 Pai-king Lot 30,000
Ketchikan G31404 Firehall Access 35,000
Ketchikan G31405 Sauunan Parking 50,000
Ketchikan 031406 Harriet Hunt Rd. 20,000

Juneau G31105 Bituminous Overlay 205,126



iE°IT d i
»»

LOCATION
Wrangell
Sitka
Hydaburg
Craig
Haines
Haines
Hai.ies
Sitka
Haines
Elfin Cove
Thorne Bay
Angoon
Juneau
Haines
Pelican
Tenakee
Ketchikan
Edna Bay
Harris River
Gustavus iPE)
Yakutat
Skagway
Ka*e

2:copm ; rOTT'Ss'iSi"

Litvr fR0JCCI3 CONSTRUCTED
1931 - 1989
SOUTHEAST REGION

PR?%ECT DESCRIPTION
632303 Street Imp,
631204 Davidoff St.
637052 Surfacing

G37054 Port Bagail Blvd,
G31304 Third Ave.

G3U03 Dalluu 91.

031D0C- Bih? PAth

G31205 Katlian Ave.
631307 Chilkat Road
G37055 Trails

637056 Access Road
G370S7 Access Road
GJ11U6 Riverside or.
G31308 6 .Year Program
631058 Pelican Creek
637059 Columbia Cove
G31407 Schoenbar Lighting
G37060 Boardwalk

637061 Harris River Road
637062 Good River Bridge
633101 2nd Street

632901 Skagway Alleys
(632601 Guardrai

COST
80,159
75,000
52,140
34,000
10,073
714,600
17.823
105,228
3G.0GO
38,500
85,000
30,000
156,000
10,105
6,000
25,000
15,000
36,000
15,000
5.000
3,029
§.959
5,493



location

City Ketchikan
Petersburg
Skagway

Thorne Bay
Hoonah

Port Protection
Kasaan

Klawock

LSRT PR?&EET? %8 TRUCTED
SOUTHEAST REGION

PROJECT

NO. DESCRIPTION
69828 Sidewalk
69830 Boardwalk
69832 Streets
69834 Trail
69836 Road
69833 Boardwalk
69840 Boardwalk

69842 Stairways

COST

7,409
*2,000
14.000
14.000
14,046
10.000

7,000
12,000
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to this agreement

*

the pUrpose 0

A OBLIGATIONS OF 11® LOCAL GOVERNVENT

er acco lnhl the construction of the projects, it is agreed that the
Loca overnmen

1. Assume all respgnsibility relating to the planning, construction and
maintenance o?pghe prole%ts as crlbeg d J

2, fruct, t ts, Wh it I
C%@%r%gd Rgpgr?gl\;(eesdﬁsAclubeh B?}JQCAfGMattlaéhg #erreeto uanM nude a

part hereo

3. Acquire and certify that all necessary right-o gasements
e(|]m|s and ut*f %’3{] greements %ave geeng&tame yprlor t0
mmencement 0 struction:

A Avvard ﬁ contract for . congtrgptlon to the lowest responsible bidder
through the competitive bidding process;

5. Submit reports as required under Section 19-30.233(a);

e b e
gon Wyitten. notjce, ~ Preserve suc ﬁ ords eio } ree
ars followin Prrojegts by the Loca

X;overnment or ntr] ?CCGE%HH(%S %ﬁe sat



LSR&T Form 30

8.

roject No.
Bro ect REITE‘MHFSU'LSR&Htrant 55-T

7. Prom tlg a}/ full all Ie |t mate clalms for s?rw es_or materials
rovide consr ction ? Projects and hqh Pepar ment
armless {pm a%calms { H arsma rom the Loc
overrnoent's e or refusal to pay cfaims.

8 nden]nl gy defend ang old harmless th? Depahrtment from aLl

claims an ear IS arlsmg ran the work undertaken by
e Loc Government, 1ua employees, agents or representatives.

. p | h h Stat

9 Ac?mlir?%%rae%vr?r 6 Bﬂéd 9 0? |ch ?quﬁ?asp é %’llé%e %uedl
glggrerbne al grant monies recelved In"excess of $10 inany two

OBLIGATIONS OF THE DEPARTIVENT

The Department shall;

1. Trﬂns er f ds to the Local Government on a relén urs me t basis per
(bJ rgrr\ O‘u%ortms/W ocument tlon submlt o a
over Ahv mensmay e requeste Wit prio

appro al of epa

. uthorize funds exceed the unallocated balance of the
oca éovernmenps Lg%h 8

FURTHER CONDITIONS

1. Thg gcal GoYFrnment will coordinate all reﬂulator)( agenc[g FEVIEWS
and ohtain all necessary written approvals from all regulatory
agencies;

2. The Partles ta this agreement shall obey ail federal, state, and
local laws and regulations;

3. P P(fal Gfoverqment shall notif ly the Department one week in advance
Ing tinal project Inspections

T O S e e,
epartment an an authorized agent of ine Local overnment;

5. hIS supersedes any and a(!l ot'ner ag ements eﬁpresFed or implied
etween the Department end the Lqca %avcmr enL wit eSrPeBt to this
grodec and this agreemenc conndins the entire agreement between

parties.



LSR&T Form 30

DIOIECE Nt et ScrisReT-Gramt 8.7

The aIIo%atlon of ordsr to th% rlay if rolect shall be as shown
in Attachnent here s aI 0C a}B rPijeC
allocations wit out the prior approval or t Departme
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DATED this /.3 day of JKa*si C9&V .
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(Name o Loc overnme

A AR Padimies™ ™!

REQOFHEND FOR APPROVAL:

Local Government)] 3
ruction Engineer %ate

ATTEST APPROVED A\D BXECUTED BY:

. . Date
Design and Construction

3 0of 3
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Section 8 of the Act of July 26, 1866
Revised Statute 2477 (43 U.5.C. 932) -
Repealed October 21, 1976

Section 8 of the Act or July 26, 1866, provided: _
I

"The right of vBy for the construction of hifihwaye o-er public
lands, not reserved for public uses, is lereby granted."

Although this statute, 43 U.S.C. 932 %RS 2477), was regealed by Title VII of

the Federal Land Policy and Manaq,emen, Act of October 21, 1976, 90 Stat. 2793,
ublic highways obtained under the statute ex'it

oany righta-of-vay (R/V) fpr,?
or may exist on landa administered by the department and other Federal i‘

agencies. The existence or lack of existence of such highway r/va ha*

material bearing cn tha development and implementation of management plans for

conservation system units and other areas of Federal lande, Land managing

Bureaus of the Department should develogl, aa appropriate, internal procedures

for administratively recognizing those highways meetln? the following criteria

and recordln% auch recognized highways on the land status records for the area
a

managed by that Bureau,
Acceptance:
To constitute acceptance, all three conditions oust have been met:

I
1. The lands Involved must have teen public lands, not reserved for
public uses, at the time of acceptance.

2. Sone form of construction of the highway must have occurred.

3. The highway so constructed must be considered a public highway.

Public lands, not reserved for public uses;

Public_lands vefe those lauds of the United States that were open to the
operation of the various public land lava enacted by Congress.

Public lands, not rnsorvod for public usoo, do not include gublic lande
reserved or dedicated by Act of_Con?_ress, Executive Order, Secretarial
Order, or, in some cases, dasaificotion actioao authorized by Statute,

during the existence of that reservation or dedication.

Public landa, not reserved for public ueee, do not Include public landa
pre-empted or entered bi/].aettlera under the public land lawa or located
under the 0|umq laws which ceased to be public lands during the pendancy

of the entry, claim, or other.
Construction:

Construction oust have occurred while the lands were public linds, not
reserved for public uses.
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bection 8 of the Act or July 28. 1866
Revised Statute 2477 (43 U.8.C. 932)
Repealed October 21, 1976

Section 8 of the Act of July 26, 1866, provided:

The right of way for the construction of hi hWays over public
landB, not reserved for public uaes, 1t hereby granted."

Although this statute, 43 U.S.C, 932 &RS 2477), Vsi regealed by Title VII of
the Federal land Policy and Manaq,emen, Act of ‘October 21, 1976, 90 Sfcac. 2793,
many righta-of-vay (B/N7) for PUb ic highways obtained under tha statute exist
or may exist on landa administered by the Department and other Federal E
agenciea. The existence or lack, of existence of aueh highway Rr/ve haa
matarlal hearing on tho development and Implementation of management plana for
conservation ayetea unite and other areao of Federal lande. Land managing
Bureaus of the Department should develog_, aa appropriate, Internal procedures
for administratively recogniring those highwaya meetln? the following criteria
and recordln% auch recognised highway# on the land status records for the area

raamged by that Bureau.

Acceptance;
To constitute acceptance, all three conditions oust hove been rcet;

1. The lands involved must have been public lands, not reserved for
public uses, at the time of acceptance.

2. Some fora of construction of the highway oust have occurred.

3. The highway so constructed must be considered a public highway.

Public lands, not reserved for public uses:

Public land3 wefe those lands of the United States that were open to the
operation of the various public I'and laws enacted by Congre99.

Public lands, not rasorvod for public uoeo, do not includa gublic lands
reserved or.deglcated by Act of.C.on(%[ess, Executive Ordar, Secretarial
Ordar, OF, in 000Q cases, classification actions authorised by stacuta,

during the existence of that reservation or dedication,

Public lands, not reserved for public usee, do not include public landa
pre-emPted or entered by lettlera under the public lend laws or located
under the mlnln? laws whicn ceased to be public lands during the pendancy

of the entry, claim, or other.

Construction;

Construction must have occurred while the land9 vera public lands, not
reserved for public uses.



Coa3dcructlon is a physical ace of readying clw highway Cor uoe by the
public according to the available or Intended node of transportation -
toot, horse, vehicle, etc. Removing high vegetation, moving large rocks
out of the way, or filling low spots, .etc., nay be sufficient as

construction for a particular case*

Survey, planning, or pronouncement by public authorities may Initiate
confltruction but does not, by Itoelf, constitute construction. Con-
struction oust have been initiated prior to the repeal of RS 2477 and
actual construction must have followed within a reasonable time.

Road maintenance over several years may equal actual construction,
The passage of vehiclea by users over time may equal actual construction.

Public Highway;

A public highway s« a definitive route or way that la frcaly oPen for all
to uoe. It need not neceoaarily be open to vehicular traffic for a

pedeatriaa or pack animal trail’ may qualify. A toll road or trail ia
still a public hlghwa)( if the only limitation ia the payment of the Coll

by all uocta. Multiple wayo through a ﬁeneral area nay not qualify aa a
definite route, however, evidence nay nhov that one or another of ‘the wayo

nay qualify.

The inclusion of a highway In a State, county, or municipal road ayoteo
constitutes being a public highway.

Expenditure of construction or maintenance m.one%/. by an appropriate public
body is evidence of the highway being a public highway.

Absent evidence to the contrary, a statement by'an appr,oRriate public body
that the highway va3 and still is considered a public highway will be

accepted.
Ancillary; uses or facilities usual to public highways;

Facilities such ns road drainage ditches, back and front slopes, turnout*,
reat areas, and the like, that facilitate use of the highway by the public
are considered part of the public higjrway R/W grant,

Other facilities such as telephone lines, electric lines, etc., that were
often placed along highways do not facilitate use of the highway and are
not considered part of the public hlghwa% RIW grant. . An exception is the
Blacenent of such facilities aloag such R/W grants on lands administered
y the Bureau of Land Mana,giement prior to November 7, 1974. Prior to this
date, the requirement of filing. an application for such facilities was
waived. Any new facility, addition, modification of route, etc., after
that date requires the filing of an application/permit for such facility.
Facilities that were constructed, with permission of the R/W holder,
between November 7, 1974, and the effective date of this policy, should
except in rare and unusual circumstances, be accommodated by iSsuance of a

RIW or permit authorizing the continuance of such facility.



For those hi%\pway R/Wa In the State county, or ttunicipal road syaten,
i.e., the R/IW 1a held and maintained by the aPpropnate government bodr*
the width of the R/W ia at specified for the type of highway under State'
law, If Any, in force at the tine the grant could be accepted.

In aooe cases, the specific RIW naK have been given a leaser or greater 1
width at the tine of creation of the public highvay than that provided in

State law.

Where State law does not exist or is not applicable tD the specific
highway R/W, the width will be determined in the s'am manner as

noa-govemnentally controlled highways.

Where the highway R/W is not held by a local govemnent or State law does
not apply, uidch is determined from the area, mcludmg appropriate
back slopes, drainage ditches, etc.. actually in use for the highway at
the later of (1) acceptance of the 2rant or &22} loss of 9rant authority
under RS 2477, e.g., repeal of RS 2477 on Octoper 21, 1976, or an earlier
removal of the land from the status of public lands not reserved for

public uses.

Abandon!)ent: .

Abandonment, including relinquishment by proper authority, 0CCurs in
accordance with Scats, local or common faw or Judicial precedence.

Rcaponaibilitieg of Agency and Right-of-Way Woldart

This policy aclidressee the Creation and abandonment of pr
under RS 2477 and the respective property rights of the
end the jvner of the servient estate. .

Under the grant offered b}/ RS 277 and validly accepted, the interests of
Che Department are that of cwner of the servient estate and adjacent
lands/resources. in this context, the Department has no management
control under RS 2477 ewer proper uses of the highway and hlgh,wa¥ RIW
unless we can demonstrate unnecessary degradation of the servient estate.
It should be noted, however, that tbi9 policy does not deal with the
applicability, if any, of other federal, state, and/or local laws on the

management or regulation of R/Vs reserved pursuant to RS 2477,

Reasonable activities within the highway R/W are within the jurisdiction 1
of the holder. As such, the Department has no authority under RS 2477 to'
review and/or approve such reasonable activities. Howeéver, review and
a?proval oay or. may not occur, depending upon the applicability, if any,

of other federal, State, or local laws or general Televance to” the use lof e

a RIW. ,

party intoroat#
older

0
holder of a R/W
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Memoracdun

To: Assistant Secretary - Land and Minerals Management

From: Director, Bureau of Land Management

Subject: Departmental Polic¥ oa Section 8 of Che Act of July 26, 1866,
Revised Statute 2477 (Repealed™, Grant of Rigit-of-Way for Public
Highways (RS 2477)

Issue:-  Department Policy on the Recognition of Public Highwaﬁ Rights-of-Way
grantted Undot RS 2477 and the Administration of 3uch Recognised
rants.

Need:

Significant icouae have bean raised, principally in Alaska, tfagarding tho
Department's interpretation and position as (0 the acceptance of tha
right-of-way (R7w) grant offered by Congreaa by Section 8 of the Act of

July 26, 1866, RS 2477, repealed by Title VII of the Federal Land policy and
Hinogetoent Act of October 21, 19.76, 90 9tat. 2793 (FLFKA)." For those grants
recognised, issues exist as to the extent;nf the grant, i.e., terms and .
conditions such aB the width, sllcvable uses, and Federal oversight.

Historically, such issues have generally affected onIY che Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), with minor impact'on other Federal land managing agencies*
Two relatively recent events have heightened the need for expressed o||c¥ at «
the Departmental or higher level. First, the reﬁeal of RS 2477 in 1976 closed
che door to the acceptance of the ?rant for new ighways or corrections to
existing road situations to perfect acceptance of the grant. Secondly, che
addition of extensive acreages ia Alaska to the National Park and National
Wildlife Refuge Systems by the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act'
of 1980 (ANILCA) reguyres the managing agency to consider the possible
ertiatenCC Of RS 2477 highways On these Conservation System Units. Other
Federal land managing agencies in Alaska, principally the Forest Service, U.S.
Department.of Agriculture, are also involved hut to a lesser extent than the
three Interior Bureaus.

Historical:
RS 2477 provided:
"The right of way for the construction of highways

over public lands, not reserved for public uses, Is
hereby granted."



In the pest, the Department paid little attention to auch public highway* on
the public lands since if the grant vas not accepted todal it could be ° .
tomorrow, In diaposing of the ‘public lands, tha General Land Office and,
subsequently, the BLH did not even include the ejciatanee of auch public
hi*waya in the patsnt document; the agency Had no duty to adjudicata the
acceptance or aon-accaptance of the highway grant. "As with other "opeo”
offers by Congress, auch as the railroad grants, the existence of such rights
were considered factual matters that the settler or cnterer of public lande
should recognize as existing at the time of settlement or-entry. Disputes
between the holder of the highway and the patentee were left for settlement in
local court under the laws of the State or Territory.

As a result, there is lacking any quantity of administrative or g.udlmal

decisions at the Federal level to provide auch assistance in setting Federal
gollcy and a plethora of local judicial decisions, often conflicting between
tates or Territories, Attachment 8 is a aunmary of published administrative

decisions regarding RS 2477.

Regulations:
Regulations promulgated, by the Department in 1938 provided;
"The grant . . . becomes effective upon the construction or establishing

of highways in accordance with the State laws, over public lands not
reserved far public uses. Mo aPpllcatlon should be tiled under sold 3.5.,
2177 as no action on th* part of th« Federal Government is necessary.”

See A3 CFR 244.55 (1938) (Par. 55, Circ. 1237a, Hay 23, 1938).

In 1949, requlations vers addad o provide for ahirvay applicant to petition
the SLH to modify a "public use” reservation to allow application of RS 2477

See 43 CFR 244.47 (1949), ' :

In 1932, Che regulations were modified to exclude from the RS 2477 grant any
RIWs for facilities with respect to which any ocher provision of law .
sPeC|f|ga|Iy required trie fl||ﬂ§1_ of an application for R/W, These reqgulations
also waived the requirement of Tiling an applicationlfor ail facilities usual
to or along a highway R/W (certain specific exceptions) where che holder of
the highway R/W “consented. = These regulations also provided that the R/W
granted under & Z477 would be subject to certain teras and conditions—
clearlln?, soil and resource conservation, prevent and suppress fires, build or
repair facilities damaged in construction of highway, restoration upon
termination, nondiscrisihstion, and reservation of certain minerals. Where
the highway holder consented to construction of related facilities, such
holder was reapc 3ible for compliance with appropriate terms- r&d conditions of
the Department for tha type of facility. See 43 CFR 244.58 (1953 Supp).

In 1974, the regulations were modified to remove the waiver provided in 1952
and required applications to be filed for facilities usual to a highway. See .

43 Cm 2822.2-2 (1979).



With the repeal of RS 2477 ia 1976, regulations were adopted allowing any
person or State or local government which has constructed public hl_c%hways
under-RS 2477 to file a map showing the locatibn of auch highway with the
BLM. See 43 CFR 2802.5(b? (1985). " Thie action was taken to facilitate che
management of the public landtf under the FLPMA.

BLM Policy;
Current policy is eontainsd in BLM Manual 2801.48B (1986). [t provide*!

Grant bacoaa fixad whan conntruetad and accepted as a public highway.
Conatruction aunt be actual} ourvey and planning axa not construction.
Rood aainCCfonee ovor several yearS nay equal construction. ,
Incremental maintenance over several ycora nay equal conntructl<m.
Construction on public londo muot hove occurred prior to 10/21/76,
Where history is unknown or questionable, its existence in condition
iukltabl?Tlf”qr public use is evidence that sufficient conotructlon has
aken pi.l- . : : :

* Hu%hway DUBt be public, an access road restricted by locked gatea is
not a public highway. . o
Expenditure of public funds on a road will equate to a public hijdwar.
State in which road is located must have a procedure to confirm the
road aa a public highway, i.e., a public highway nay not be created
contrary to local law, _ _

RS 2477"did not specify the extent', width, or nature of rl%hts conveyed
State law specifying highway wldth(s) t)rat is specific to RS 2*77
hi hwags shall be used. . o .

ere State 1» does not apPIy, width ia that reciuwed for_the road
uses existing at the time 0 apcePtance or repeal of RS'2477. .
Holder has right to maintain, inc udmg realignment and reconstruction’
within the R/W widthi activities outside require permit. .
Facilities usual to ﬁUbHC highways, i.e., telephone and elec'-:ic
lines, are to be authorised by seBa_rate SIWs granted under FLPMA}
grandfather clause for those established during application waiver

eriod,
Eiald Offisen are directed to work with each State, county, and
municipality to Identify all existing highways} .acknowledge, serialize,
and note Master Title Plat# of those meeting Criteria.

Concern in Alaaka» *

By 1985 many issues were raised ia Alaska con_cernln% possible RS 2477 R/tfa and
management plana bemﬂ Rrepared_ for the individual Conservation System Dojte
created under the ANICCA* " Positions and concerns expressed by the Scat* (both
administrative and legislative), Native.entities, minerals industry, .
conservation groups, and othera illustrated a need for a single Dépareacntil
or Federal Government Ro_smon_on RS 2477. In 1986, the BLM State Director,
Alaska, was asked to chair an_ interagency group ponswtmg of the regional
heads of the BUI, Fish and Wildlife Service,, National park Service, and tho



Portet Sarvica co formulata a Bolicy eccajtablo co thaoa regional headn. A
P_roposed policy was submitted by that grouv, together with Comments by tho
icace of Alaoke, to the Director, BLM, ia Augunt 1987 requesting qgencg
appcwral (Attachment 1). This proposed policy deviatas from existing BLM
0|IC% in two arcaai (1) establlshln? thu width «b that which wae necessary
or the use involved at the time the land was reserved for a public use or the
repeal of RS 2477 (ignoring State acacuces) amd (2) prowdlngz that the federal
land managing agency had administrative control over use of the public highway

Expreflulng reservations with the proposed p0|IC_¥, the Governor of AlaoJta's , ,
Washington reR/]r,esentatlve requested meetings with the Assistant Secretaries <
for Land and Minerals Management and for Fish and Wildlife and Parka to

preocnt the State's views and Beek a policy acceptablo to both the State and
the Department. As a result of such a meéting on November 24, 1987, the
Governor's representative submitted four issues needing resolution, including
the State's.reasoning for its position on the issues. These issues and our
response are contained in Attachments 5 and 6. With some clarification, BLMIa
existing policy is' acceptable to the Governor's represeutativa on all but one
laaue-~legialative acceptance of RS 2477 on section lines.

* Tk

Interior's Position is critical;

As the steward of the public lands, not racosvod for public purposes, tha
Depertaent'e poBt and current policy and rulings on the acceptance of the
rant of R/Vs for public highways can have impacts on the management of
ederal lands In the 30 "}7)Ub_|IC land" 3tatea—basically those vestof the
Mississippi River. RS 2477 issues Involvm% the creation of "Federal reserves
- Forests, parks, Refulges" at che turn of the century and che early 19(30's
have, generally, been fong resolved either throu#> Federal recognition,
abandonment, or Judicial decisions, although socne issues bum as utility lin‘ea
usual to a public highway still occur. Federal reserves created from
‘unreserved .public landa in Che near past, especially the Conservation Systen
Units in Alaska established ur.der the AJILCA, contain or poaaibly contain

numerous RS 2477 issues.

The one remaining |9eue involving recognition of acceptance of the
congressional grant by State/Territorial law or local government ordinance not
diligently followed b;{ actual construction ia an issue that haa a.Potentlal
affect on many Federal reserves in the public domain States as veil aa the
remaining public landa uoder ELM jurisdiction.

In addition there ia a perclePtion, with some reality, that.decisions cade
reflecting Federal lands will carry over into tha private realty arena.
Concern has been expressed horn by the Alaska Federation of Nafives.



Section Line RS 2477 r/Mb:

Alaska contends, as do some other States, that a positive act toy the pubLic
authorities, l.e., State/Territory legislative branch-, county or municipal
authorities pursuant to State law, declaring a public hlghway along all
oectloa/twaship lines la acceptance of the grant offered by Congress under
RS 2477. ‘It is contended that such a covenant tuns with the land, vhether a
hi hwa}/ Is actually constructed or not, until there is approgrlate action
taken to abandon or otherwise terminate the R/W pursuant to State law or
Judicial action. To mollify private landowners who received title from the
United Stiteu Hufc«er,uRnt to” such eecticn line legislation, the Alaska
Coveroor'n representative has indicated that the State would compensate such

owners prior to actual construction of a ooetlcn line highway.

While aection line statutes constitute the ?rimacy diaeuooion laoue, thin
issue would alao include those eaaeo where the appropriate local authority,
Counties, for example, by resolution or other appropriate action declared Cb*
establishment of a Publlc highway along a route which, for some reaaon, was .

never actually constructed.

western States which have/had section line statutes include Alaska
(Territorial and State), Arizona (hwever State law requires a road to be
adopted by tho county or cCher jurisdiction after It has been constructed to
become a public highway); north and South Dakota %Dakot_a Territorial law), and
Kansas. Montana, although it does not have a section line statute, has
interpreted RS 2477 aa requiring construction.  Various counties I
California, Colorado, and Washington are known to have enacted suction line
ordinances, Local courts have held that, once dedicated, the highway ma% only
be terminated according to the procedures of the local jurisdiction which,
depending on the local jurisdiction, mag be only through a public procedure of
latent to abandon, hearing, and final abandonment or may occur through non-uae

and/or adverse possession.

As early aa 1898 the Department held that such section line statutes or
ordinances did not apply unless the hi*iway was actually constructed (26 LD
446) (Attachment ?). In 1980, the Deputy Solicitor provided a lengthy and
detailed position on RS 2477 to the Department of Justice (Attachment” 3),
Included In this letter was the reguwement that construction ausc have
occurred for acceptance.of the RS 2477 ?rant. At the request of the District
Court, Alaska, the United States submitted an Amicus Curiae brief to the Court
in 1986, which included detailed reasonm% that RS 2477 requires construction

la order to establish a R/W (Attachment 4

Problems If Seotion Linan Adopted!

A number of Idgubb arise if such section line laftiulatlan/ordinaneea are
considered acceptance of tha grant under RS 2477. Among those are:

When/Khat doce it actach?

If the land was covered by a rectan?ula_r eutvey out ronition would be
that the grant would have become effective on the date of tho

legislation or ordinance.



6

If the lend Is subsequently surveyed, does the effective date of the
great relate beck to the date of the legislation or ordinance or to the
ace of survey? Ve believe the latex would be the answer.

If the land is reserved for public 'use prior to aurveK but subsequent
to the legislation or ordinance, does the effect of the Ioc%IsIatIon or
ordinance attach upon survey? We believe that it vould not.

Are officially accepted Protractlon diagrams, which are used for

rL 'rce sale/lenae and from which subsequent surveys conform as to tha
location of township and section comers, considered as establishing
section lines for which the grant becomes effective? We would not

concur with auch a proposition.

In Alaska, departures fton the usual r«L  gular survey system ere
authoriied, especially for conveyances ta the State and to Native
Corporations, Since these surveys are based on the township grid
(identified as T.-N., R.-E.» -M) but do not necessarily identify
sections, i.e.. the interior of the township lb designated Tract A or
Tracts A5 B, would the surveyed lines that would otherwise correspond
to section lines be impressed with the R/W grant? We think they would,

mh [aska. Sopandiag an the scwera to the above questions, only a Small AflOUUt
of federally ounad land vould b« subfect to a R/tf (t;rant if applied to only
actually aurv«y*d uaction lines éby 976 only about 15 percent of the State
had been surveyed) and aost all Federal lands if applied to protracted survey

lines..
Inpacts out: ; of .Alaska

Assume that the R/W grant attaches to the acction line where auch land
was public land, not reserved for public use, at the time of the
legislative act or subsequent date when actually surveyed,

North and South Dakota. All surveyed public land, not reserved for public
use, in these two States in 1372 would be impressed with a section line R/W
grant. At time of subsequent survey,, such public lands not entered, vould also
e impressed with the R/W grant.

In 1872, little public lands had been set aside for public uses; Forest.
Reserves, the forerunners to National Forests, and National Par.ks_, case into
existence in the 1890'a dad later. In these two States, 9.5 million acc*ifl are
owned 'bY' the Federal Government (1981 Public Land Statlstlcs%, including aocoe
A.0 million reacquired acres. Acres by H?ency are:  Forest Service 3.0
millions sctou, Corps of Engiacers 1.1 million, Fish and Wildlife Service 0.5
million, and BLM, National P»xk Service, Bureau of Reclamation, and Bureau 'of

Indian Affaire at 0*2 million each.

Kansas. All ourveyed public land, not reserved for public uso,  this State
in 1907 would be impressed with a section lino R/W grant. At t  of _
subsequent surveg, such public lands not entered would also ba ocsod uith
the R/W grant. By 1976 all lands in the State had been flurvevad.

o



Only swoo 730,000
3205000; Army 123,
acreage is acquire

Other Ycaccrn States. Arizona had (has) section line legislation, however,
the courts there ruled that Arizona law also required an acceptance action
after construction for the road to becooo a public higjivay.

In Washington, California, and Colorado, there are published cases involving

section line ordinances enact b{ county %overnment, l.e., the Douglas'
County, Washington, ordinance \pril 65 I897. To identify the extant of
such county ordinances would require a historical search of individual County

actions. C

i
It is our recommendation that we do not modify our interpretation of the
Statute that construction must have occurred in order for a R/W grant under R5

2477 to attach,
Federalism - Executive Order 12612;

With the possible exception of the section line issue, eX_IS'[IIHQ( BLM policy and
. che action we are hereio recommending comport with the principles of Executive
Order 12612. Ihe section line issue involves interpretation of a Federal
statute and the progerty rights cf the United States and various States,
including Alaska. To accede to the position of the State of Alaska would have
adverse Impact on numerous properties of the Federal Government, including the
possibility of having to reacquire such' property interests to protact Federal

Interests. ,

acres are_wned by Federal agencies—Corps of Engineers
SOP;ngPd Forest Service 105,000, Ihe majority of this

Recommendation;

It id recommended that the Department retain the policy established in BLM
Manual 1SD1.48B (1986) and adopt it as Dapartoantal policy for .se by othor
land managing Bureaus in the Department.

8 Attachments
- D AK BLK Memo of 0/1/87 + Attachment

-26 L.D. 466

SOL letter of 4/23/00 o
- Fgs 14 16-26 of US Amicus Brief in.Greenhouse
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1

8

—

I res?onse
- Race letter of 2-29-83 . .
- Summary of published Administrative Decisions






CD

UL



TOTH ®IF t Ef%%
| J&D

TTCai UITiOoO ilLM IIS i

LEGSIATIVE AHFAIRS ASEMCY
LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE LIBRARY

Co ies of minutes listed below were originall mcluded
pB H“e T?me minutes are avallabI% tyhe STA

da ta ase CMPR. -In‘order to. save space cop|es 0f mmutes

have not been left in the files. .. m Nimwegen



W hatcom

County
and Bellingham

in the late 1800s. Bellingham s
Fairhaven District was alive with the
sounas ot progress. Local business-
men were busy constructing proud new
banks and office buildings in anticipa-
tion ot Fairhaven being selected as the
termius of the Great Northern Railroad.
It was the beginning ol a great new
age ol prosperity for Whatcom County,
and locals reckoned Fairhaven would
be its centerpiece.

Then the news came that Seattle,
not Fairhaven. would be Northern's rail
head. The community went into shock.
A worldwioe depression sapped what
was left of its resources, and by the
early 1900s, Fairhaven's glory days
were over.

It took ne~;l/ a century, but
Whatcom County got its own taste of
success last year when the Alaska
Department ot Tr nsportation selected
Bellingham, not Seattle, as the
southern terminus of the Alaska Marine
Highway System. Echoing the hopes of
100 years ago, construction workers
not long ago put tha finishing touches
on Bellingham Cruise Terminal, a $10-
million. 22.000 square foot, brick and
glass structure that serves the Alaska
Marine Highway System's home base
in the lower 48 states.

At last, Whatcom County seems
ready to fulfill its destiny as a hub of
regional and international commerce.

Today, the county has a popula-
tion of 122,200. Roughly two thirds ol
the eastern pan of the county (1.350
square miles) is in the Mount Baker-
Snoaualmie National Forest and North
nacraripc National Park. The western
portion is a mix of forestry and agricult-
ural land, urban and rural areas which
include seven incorporated cities.
Bellingham, the largest city (47.290), is
the county seat and the economic and
cultural cen'.ar of the region.

At present, in the unincorporated
portion of the 735 square miles of the
county not in federal ownership, 44%
of the area is zoned for commercial
forestry, 28% lor agnculture; 26% lor
rural low density living; 6% lor a variety

Golfis aUractUig louruis to Wtiaicom County. I'hoto by Rod del Pazo.

of urban residential densities and 4%
for commercial and industrial uses.

COOPERATIVE EFFORT

For much ot its history, Belling-
ham Mayor Tim Douglas says. What-
com County suffered from the cyclical
boom-and-bust of farming, timber and
fishing. In the 60s ~nd 70s. the general
business climate spiraled down into
recession, and young people, growing
up in one of the state's most physically
attractive areas, were forced to look
elsewhere for a secure future.

"Even as recently as six years
ago when Ilirst came into this office,
Douglas says, "the economy was
stagnant at best."'

But the seeds ol change had
been sown. In 1979, vhe chamber of
commerce and council of governments
commissioned the Stanford Research
Institute io conduct a thorough eco-
nomic study of the region. On one level
the results simply underscored the ob-
vious: the county s ideal location lor
trade with Canada, Alaska and the
Pacific Rim: the recreational potential
of the area; and the community's
excellent educational system.

One immediate outgrowth of the
Stanford study was the creation ot

Fourth Corner Development Group, a
cooperative organization which re-
mains active in mameting Whatcom
County and Bellingham. Another result
ot the study. Dougias believes, was
that it put the buraen of change directly
on the community. This has always
been a bootstrap kind of community,’'
he says. "Gradually people began to
accept the idea that ifwe were going to
survive and prosper, we were going to
have to make some changes."

THE EXPO DIFFERENCE

Meanwhile another catalyst was
brewing |ust over the border as work
on Expo 86 in Vancouver, B.C. sprung
into high gear. To Whatcom County,
Expo 86 meant opportunity. Every
entity from the Visitor and Conventions
Bureau to tne ;jcrt ot Bcinngnam re-
gan working to attract the attention ot
the tens of thousands ol visitors who
would be passing through the countv
on their way to the World's Fair.

Preparations tor Expo 86 under-
scored another weakness in the local
economy — the lack ot an adequate
retailing base. There was a tremen-
dous leakage out of Beiiinoham and
W hatcom County from our own
resident population and from Canadi-



Whatcom Irc.

ans driving past to go to the Seattle
area to snop.' Douglas rennemoers.

Diverting that economic potential
mto local dollars was a top priority tor
area deveiooers ||ke DaVld Syre.
president ot The Trill.um Corp.

Syre s oeliel in the fundamental
vitality ol Whatcom County led him to
some hold investment decisions that

o AOOAM «

had local skeptics snaking their neaos.
With the neiD ot San Francisco-Daseo
Questor Research Group. Trillium
came ud with a three part development
strategy that included a maior ptanneo
resort community a mix-use business
residential.industrial development ano
a regional shopping complex.

Today, Syre s vision seems cear

W eGo Places M ost Companies W ontGo ...

-i v, —

Tb Do Jobs They W ouldntTackIll .
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we'vo cleared a rocksllide from tho North Cascades Highway. And

saved Labor Day weekend for tourists ond merchants.

. UUNOWU
o MIfTT

Bhsiu

We've conquered unforgiving conditions to build roads and bridges m

In Alaska. And beattough logistics to build the runway

fora south sea Island airport. -

We've sealed waste sites and solved other environmental problems

thatcall for unique expertise. Creativity. Experience.

2006 North State, Bellingham, WA 206-733*2060

SmQrimith - NVAVIITTA

mdeed The Resort at Semiahmoo
near Blame, witn its Arnold Pa.mer
designed goil course ano tour-star
rated inn. has become one ol ihe
Northwest s most successtui resorts:
the Beilis Fair regional mail, on
Interstate-5 near downtown Belling-
ham. ranks in the top 10% ol malls
nationwide, with many ot its tenant
retailers the lop grossmo stores in their
chains: and the 600-acre Cordata Busi-
ness Park already has attracted a
number ot m-tior tenants.

PORT IN HIGH GEAR

Unoer me leaaersnm ct D.rector
Don Fleming, tne Port ol Beilingnom
embarked on an aggressive urogram
ot its own

"In a way, we re at the ngnt place
at the ngnt time, says Bonnie
McDace. Port ot Bellingnam s directoi
cl marketing ano Dublic affairs. We
nave an increoiDle advantage decause
of our location.'l

The October start-up ol weekly
passenger ano cargo terry service to
Alaska signaled a renewal ct long-
standing ties with the North Star State.
Thousands ol southeastern Alaskans
rely on me system to connect them
with frienas ana families ano to provide
an economic lifeline tor tne snipment o!
groceries, building materials ano
vehicles. Thousanas mem visitors use
tne terry system to tour one ot the last
unspoiled coasts ct North America.

The ports foreign trade cones
have become can ol integrating tne
local economy on a global scale. KAP
International will soon degm operations
al FTZ No. 129 at the 300-acre
Bellingham International Arood
Industrial Park. KAP will report
helmets and components Irom
production facilities in China tor
assembly, warehousing and distribu-
tion trom Bellingnam — a classic use
ot the cones.

Vamato Engine Soecialists. me
largest importer ol used Japanese
engines, is building a plant at lie
airport FTZ to expano its business into
tne Uniteo States. Yamato will imoort
engines into the cone, rehabilitate
them, ano ship tnem to markets in
Southern California

Since the start ol jet service in
October 1985. passenger traffic using
Bellingnam International Airport has
grown over 400 percent. In mid-1989.
Alaska Airlines ana United C*oress
joined USAIir ana Horicon Airlines.



escalating passenger and cargo ser
vice to a new level The close proximity
to the Lower Mainland, ease ol clear-
ing U.S. Customs, low parking rates,
and the lower U.S. tares have compm-
ed to attract thousands ot Canadian air
travellers to the rapidly-growing airpoil.
Now the port hopes to entice

pocket cruise lines to operate out ol
the Bellingham Cruise Terminal, add-

ing a new layer ol activity to the econo-

my ol Whatcom County.

We knew we were in the right
piace at the rignt time. McDade savs.
New I think oeopie are tmaily stanmn
to oeiieve it

REAL ESTATE BOOM

Like others in the community .
Scott Lipton, president of InterPacitic
Realty Group, credits the Canadian
connection tor much of the area s cur-
rent resurgence: When Vancouver
received international attention De-
cause ol the World's Fair, so did next-
door Whatcom County, which came
into locus as a desirable place to live.

Interfacing

Whatcom it

*0 expand, to grow

Ano to prosper Whatcom County
nas watcned one real estate develop
ment alter another spring up in recent
/ears. The Resort at Semianmoo was
perhaps the lirst venture to realize the
area s potential. Since then the county
nas become a retirement mecca. doi-
stered by Rand McNally nominating
Bellingham as the 13th best place to
retire in America.'

A Hurry ot commercial deveioo
ment occurred in 1989 with another
-150 000 souare teet neino aoaea to
Sunset Mall, ano Koil Cos plans ror i

power mail at Coroata. ewith 360,000
ouare teet anchored oy Costco
Wholesale Corp. Slated lor this year

a maior manufacturers outlet man is &
planned lor Blame. And as many as
've golt course communities are on
now on the drawing board.
On the industrial side, there s the
pianneo major expansion ol lacilities at
lhe Cherry Fomt Arco Refinery, with an
5800 million capital expenditure over
tne next three years. The Pod ol

InterPacific Realty G roup Inc.
InterPaC|f|c C onsulting G roup Inc

" . Scott Lipton, President

FEATURE PROPERTIES

InterPacificRealty Group offers A APPROVED GOLF COURSE SITE with 2

great investment values in CO[EHOS 177dacre|sof pnrrt]e "POItnt R(I)bert,%\ll Ianal
= with majoraevelopmentpcrmitin piace. AlS0
Bellingnan, lihatcom County a0ies PRIMIE INVESTMENT SITE af srte I

and beyond includingcommer — 15|nterchange inNW Whatcom County.
cial, industrial, income proper— ]. Scott Lipton.

es, resort/recreational and A COMMERCIALSITE—14bacrcswith 1-5front-

land assenblies.

age!! Outstandm% Hotel S|te Currently amobile
home park to Beilis Fair Regional Mall,
$9. 25/sq ft. Call Cliff Zacharias.



WImti oin Inc.

Bellingham foresees a $100-million
/lalortront convenlion notei complex on
I'landlill silo created by the dredging ol
bquancuin Harbor Marina. Tlio propos-
ed silo will include a 300-room hotel,
conveniion laciliuos. public prome-
nades, ollices and exclusive boutiques.
As real estate values have sky-
rockeied. housing has bacome ex-
tremely tight: the area sutlers lrorn less
than t rental vacancy rale and ihe
demand lor single family housing has
increased dramaiically. Homes in now

mubdivisions are being snatched up
betcre combletion ot construction as
evidenced ny rapid absorption at
Sudden Valley a largo recreational
community on the shores ot Lake
Whatcom The number ol new homos
being bunt there has quadrupled in tne
past three years

'he mtluenCQ ol Canadian invest
ment continues to be significant. When
the Canadian dollar recenily nu a one-
re.V nigh. Canadian investors began to
.now up m Whatcom County m force

Contributing to the Growth and Prosperity
in Whatcom County

Asa nencomer o tte RaficNorttwest, BP Gil purdesad te
Farrchle Refirery franMdoil Gill n 1988, Amgjor proclcer
of Aleda North Slgee auck arland a 51% onrer of tre Tras
Aleda Pdire, BP Gl mce o move o te Northvest T is
straiegac kot and market growth poiential.

As tte fastpetroleum refirary intre Stole ofesshingtan,
BP Gl s aomittsd bpesavirg tre Rfirary’s log hiday
of prceand acoopligmant by potedary teeviramant
I 1990, tre Farchle Refirery adhievad Sixyearswithout a
vater qality vioktion

Wrth avorkforce of rearly 300 men adwamen, BP Gll's
Farrchle Refirary mokes a Sgifat antrivtion b tre
ecoonicvelHerg o tre cammunirty through kallly
purdresad gooos, o sizeble @avdll, arial pgE! ty e,
and aomunity entriutios el caticdl, adiud, avcad

BP (il spraud e amember of tisgroving comunity!

reportedly 1 romp,-unpin ncrt) ol land
.vmcb itfift tor 55,000 »< W hatcom
bounty goes lor up to 525.000 id
British Columbia Willi ovui 13 million
rwopiu crossing tho bordor each way
:-or year. Lipton says, its not tiara to
tie these prices someday equalising
(ol Canada is only one ot the
mmmvestment torcos shaping Whatcom
County 'wo years ago wnu-> the
,romm'it boom began, -.ays |lipton
steiPacitic Realty wan working v/ith
mwesters orimanly horn California,
intish Coiurnnin and Seattle Now tnnv
ano ‘rom an over me worm

RETAIL DEVELOPMENT

Led o/ tne Bollis Fair, with nearly
" million square teet tuily leased, retail
.aies in Whatcom County have been
one ol lThe mam engines ol the region s
recent economic growth

When Icame to Bellingnam in
‘985. retail was very sott. says Beilis
Fair General Manager Gary Shimada.
There was a lot ol resistance in the
retail cc imumty against any change
that would alfect the status quo.’

Then things began to change.
F'om 1985 through 1988. taxable retail
sales grew at more than 8"/~annually
Preliminary oaia lor 1989 indicates that
-he rate ol growth will have increased

an even greater rate

With a saies-aollar-per-sauare-
;sot average suroasseo only Dy that cr
Bellevue Sauare Mall (S300 Der sauare
‘cot vs. Bellevue Square s S350). Beilis
-air. whicn ooened in August 1988.
has dramatically increased the number
of retail dollars moving through W hat-
com County.

According to Shimada there are
several factors that account lor this
growth First, tne underlying causes.
-or cne. tne U.S. has enioyed sus-
tained economic expansion tor over a
cecade: that nas tostered an increase
n disposable incomes. Another is ihe
‘act that beilmgham has emerged as a
transportation ano commercial hub ai
"e center ot a 5 o million population
base within 15 hours drive time

The Bnnsh Columbia economy,
with its S66 Dillicn ol personal income,
nas a major impact on the- region: a t°o
increase in personal income in British
Columbia will translate into an increase
at S726.000 of taxable retail sales in
Whatcom County. Equally important is
tne influence ol exchange rates. The
Center tor Economic and Bu' ness
Research at Western s College ol
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liusmiias ana Economics estimates a
| m cnange in the value ot the C.ma-
in,in denar leads to a S5 million change
m retail sales in Whatcom County
Beyond these basic factors.
Shimada oomts to a number ot things
mat vail mlluence the areas retail trade
at the corning years. Among them, the
U.S.-Canada Free Trade Agreement
which v/hi ultimately eliminate all duties
on prooccts carried to or Irom the U S
muto Canada. Canaaa s imposition ot a
>3% to 9'--. value added" tax on all pro
duct ana services as ol Jan. 1 ”J91
.vmcn win maKe retail products even
more e«oensive m Canada; the exoan
aon ot Bemrtgnam International Air-
port. which will open up new marnels.
especially m Canada and AlasKa: ano
steady g'ov/lh ol the Seattle Everett
metropie*. winch will inevitably drive
more snoopers to Bellingham

TOURISM

With Expo 86. Ihe arrival ol the
Alaska Ferry and continual media cov-
erage ol the region s unspoiled envi-

ronment. Whatcom county tourism n.is
become a tnnving industry For officials
like Priscilla Sabin. director ot the Bell-
ingham ano Whatcom County Visitors
and Convention Bureau. The biggest
problem we have is tigurmg out how to
describe the incrediDle array ot
vacation options

For vacationers nearly every lotm
ol outdoor recreation is available
Goiters have a cnoice ot lour PGA
courses, the area ranxs 2bth among
300 locales nationwide *or access to
goll iccoromn to tne National Goil
Foundation Both Sunden Valley and
.emianmoo otter oaukage oeais
ileather Meadows nestled between
Mt. Baker and Ml Shuksan. otters the
longest ski season in the Northwest,
witn cross country, down hill skiing ana
snowooardmg lrom mid-November
until April. Backroaas scenery provides
mites or salislaction lor picyclists.
Other visitors satisfy their wanderlust
by exploring the many art galleries,
bakeries, museums in'erpretive
centers, antique shops ana parks

Sidewalk cates ana espresso oars
provide a corwortaoie amDience lor
uman explorers.

Sabin. ano others in Whatcom
County s travel industry, are pleased
with the growth ot tourism ana its pos-
itive influence on the economy As well
they should bo Five years ago moat
travelers stopped i. r a tank o! gas and
drove on Last year. Whatcom County
hosted an estimated 250.000 visitors,

But today not all visitors to the
.ounty are looking lor recreational
pursuits. Some are on tneir way to me
Cruise Terminal lo eaten tne Alaska
Ferry; others are exploring tne county
to locate an exonnomg business: wnile
others are attending a conference, or
working out imoog'expoit aeats with
Pacific Fnm customers.

And in a way all ot them are
investing in tne tuture ot tins promising
new”corner ot Washington state

This report was owparca ay
McDade & Co tor Washington CEO

THE MULAT GROUP IS COVMITTED TO
WHATCOM, SKAGIT AND ISLAND COUNTY
by providing Leadership, Professionalism and unprecedented

<T™I

Real Estate service to you!

“TreMdjdl Group ickdicated inprovidig
eperiaTe pokssiod Rel BHesie

o BT e

RESIDENTIAL ¢ INCOME/COMMERCIAL * BUILDING LOTS « NEW SUB DIVISIONS
FULL TIME CORPORATE RELOCATION 0 RECREATIONAL PROPERTIES

The Miljat Grap hes tre higest
Real Etete dosad olure par gt

RELO nWhatoon Gunty.

The Muljat Group

510 Lakenay Drive Belllirgem, WA 98225 Phore (06) 733-3030 FAX (X6) 6714124
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TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE MEETING AGENDP\0

CALL MEETING TO ORDER

2)  NOTE MONTH/DAY/YEAR WEDNESDAY,) JANUARY 31ST, 1990

CV 3 )/-NOTE TIME:
s' 10 tfp'C 4" Ar,\,\WJCi ™ A
8- 15 Ifi 4)NOTEMEMBERSPRESENTANDEXCUSED Al . OVA
/ly)/(\ ; (For the record, note any late arrivals to the meeting)

’\yAs J¥m y PARTICIPANTS TO SIGN WITNESS REGISTER

/ N

Ah* A A ORDER OF BUSINESS: Vv

| Iecon erenced overview on the State Equipment File

0 e % q(l?ne ?}chuc{ Anc%orage, Jtuneauqr\l%me Valo\

A Fa|r anks and Ketch

7)  INTRODUCE WITNESSES
***  FEor the record, 5 itnesses %othstafe their name, title,

it
mailing address and the name of the firm or agency they
repres nt.

8) THE NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING IS SCHEDULED:

MOrrow, Thurso\ Februar Tst at 8.15. a.m.
%s me[etln ibe a teleconference with the R
aska Trucking Association.
state eqmpment fleet. \
T A\
9)  ANNOUNCE TIME OF ADJOURNMENT . Qf\A %(

N T A



* ORIGINAL.

# SENT: 01/31/90 TIME: 08:18

of FROM: LIOCINE

& SUBJECT : = 90-01 —147; F'L; EQUIPMENT; 1-31
of PRINT DATE: 01/31/90 TIME: 08:1(3

ot

OFX OFX X OF0OX X OFX X K OFXX OFA-A XX GRX-X X X-CFX X X OFOFX X X X @BX X OFX X @FX X X X X

T\C NO: 90-01-147
DATE: JANUARY 31, 1990
SPONSOR: HOQ@SE TRANSPORTAT1ON
SUBJECT: STATE EQUIPMENT FLEET
%ffERATOR: INEZ WEBB

Z ANCHORAGE

PARTICIPANT LIST

OEOFX @FX X X @X X X X OFOFOFGEX X OECECROFX X CEX OECECEOFOEORX OFX OROFOFX X OFX OEX OFORCEX OEGF
TO TESTIFY:

1* LOUIS P. RUBINO, HOWARD COOPER CORP.

(2) CHARLES PARKER, SAHLBERG EQUIPMENT
MORRY [I-10LLOWELL, YUKON EQUIPMENT

4. GARY SCHADE, ALASKA TRUCK CENTER

XX X X CEX OECEAEX X X X OEX X X X X X X X X X XX X X Ce@RX CEX X X X CEX X @EX CEX X CEOFX X X

TO OBSERVE:

6. JOHN BUCK, ALASKA SALES AND SERVICE

AL A

BACKUP NUMBER - 361-1199
EMAIL ADDRESS - LIOCINE



X AAEX X X XXX XXX XF DX X XXX XX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XX

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

DELIVER TO: "..I10CROD

ORIGINAL

SENT: 01/31/90 TIME: 08:34

FROM: LIOCINE

SUBJECT : 90-01 -147; FLI1I=2;EQUIPMENT ;1-31
PRINT DATE: 01/31/90 TIME: 08:35

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

T\C NO: 90-01-147

DATE: JANUARY 31, 1990
SPONSOR: HOUSE TRANSPORTAT 10N
SUBJECT: STATE EQUIPMENT FLEET
MODERATOR: INEZ WEBB

SITE: ANCHORAGE

PARTICIPANT LIST

XXXXXXXIX XXX XXX XXX XXXX XXX X 0EX X X Oe0eCroeX X CeX OeoedeX X X X CeEX X OeX

T0

*

1

2.
3.
4.

TESTIFY:

LOUIS P. RUBINO, HOWARD COOPER CORP.
CHARLES PARKER, SAHLBERG EQUIPMENT
MORRY HOLLOWELL, YUKON EQUIPMENT
GARY SCHADE, ALASKA TRUCK CENTER

XXX XXX XX XXX XXX XX XXX XXX XX XX XXX XX XXX X X X X X X X X

T0

~
NN WN

OBSERVE:

JOHN BUCK, ALASKA SALES AND SERVICE
DON REDMOND, DJ1S ALASKA RENTALS, INC.
WARREN POLSKY, FREIGHT LINER ALASKA
JOHN SNOW, CRAIG TAYLOR EQUIPMENT

BACKUP NUMBER - 561-1199
EMAIL ADDRESS - LIOCINE



X XXX XOEX XOEX X X XX OEX X 0EX X X X OEX X OEX X CEX X X X X CEX X X X X X XX XX X X

%DELIVER TO: LIOCROD
X ORIGINAL

é IENI %&& IS\)/IO TIME: 08:46
§ BRINTDATE:  01/31/00 " TIME 08°46

OFX XX X OEX X CEX X X OEX X X X OEX CEX X X X X X X X X X X XX XX X CEX X 0EX X X X X X CCEX

T/C NO: 90-01-147

DATE: JANUARY 31, 1990

SPONSOR: HOUSE TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
SUBJECT: STATE EQUIPMENT FLEET
MODERATOR: BECKA BAKER

SITE: NOME

PARTICIPANT LIST

X 0e0EX OECEX CECEX OEX X OECECEX OEX CROEX OFX X X X X X OFX X X X X OFCECRCECEX OFX X OFCROFCEX
TESTIFIED

%AME/REPRESENTING ADDRESS
!

A.. A

3.
4.

5

GXXXXXXQXXXXXQXQXXXXXXXXXXQXXQXXQXQXXQXXXXXXGQXQX
OBSERVED

NAME/REPRESENTING ADDRESS

1. LARRY LABOLLE/REPRESENTATIVE FOSTER 1S OFFICE
FFFANK RICHARDSON/DEPTTOF*TRANSFORATION
iA

CEX XXX XXX XX 0EX X CEOFOFX X CROEDX X X XX X X X X GEX X X CEX OEX X X X XX X X X X X ot

TESTIFIED:
UNABLE:
OBSERVED:

TOTAL:

START TIME: END TIME:

XXX



X 3 X tox toé-x-X X X biob-oiobitoto b bt biotbbioiobbiotbd
L]

B DELIVER TO: LIOCROD

L)

o ORIGINAL

# SENT: 01731790 TIME: 08:27

* FROM: LTCCKTN

o SUBJECT: <H) TRANS; PL1 ; EQUIPMENT;1-31
o PRINTDATE: 01/31/90 TIME: 08:27

X
(o] 8] 8] 0] (0] (0110] (8] (8] (8] c3 (0] (0] (0] (9] cX CZ 0] C2 (0] € €4 €5 €5 2 €4 (0] 0] e (8] (8] (0] cX (0] 0] c3 (0] CX (0] (0] €4 cx 0] (0] (0] 0] (0] 3 (0] 5

T/C NO: 90-01-147

DATE: JANUARY 31, 1990

SPONSOR: HOUSE TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
SUBJECT: STATE EQUIPMENT FLEET
MODERATOR: JUNE ROBBINS

SITE: KETCHIKAN

PARTICIPANT LIST

B-obbt-bbhibbbhhbhiobhDDXDDXOX PHODHXXXDD-XDX DX X X X
TESTIFIED

iAME/REPRESENTING ADDRESS

Am A

XX XDX X XXX X X X X X totoX tototoX X X X X X X tototoX toX X X X X X X ©oX X toX X X
OBSERVED

NAME/REPRESENTING ADDRESS
1* STEVEN A _ KNUTSON, ADPS

BOX 8700, KETCHIKAN, Al 9990
2. CHRISTOPHER S. RANKIN, ADPS

BOX 8700, KETCHIKAN, AK 9990

XX 10X X oto0X X totoX X X X X X X X ooX XX X X DX X DX X X X X X X DX X X X

TESTIFIED:
UNABLE:

OBSERVED:
TOTAL:

START TIME: END TIME:



R epresentative Bette C ato, C hair

H ouse Transportation C om m ittee

DATE: PLACE:
DO YOU WANT WHAT SUBJECT/
NAME REPRESENTING  BUSINESS/PERSONAL MAILING ADDRESS ZIP (H PHONE (W) P'ONE  TO TESTIFY? WHICH BILL?
SEF l N
‘KeN U/HNGG6L T X T ToQH <D
H<#r-
N _
wr/pp AL SCF=
Y N
Y N
Y N
Y N
Y N
Y N
Y N
Y N
Y
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etc., 1S not substantial. See the attachment which shows
these costs tfor the first 9 months of 1 589
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SEF PROCUREMENT OFFICER TRAVEL HISTORY 1989

COST
UATB
-20- -Bi Bu 531.00
01-20-89 Pre-Bid 8 4B ﬂ]ceGr S $
Ope 05 Police Vehicles . 166.00
%2088889 Tri |ncIuded 2 ay Reglonap Equip. Mgr. Meeting)
17- : 1,
02 1&89 PrefBld B%g gﬁgengﬁr&ars 4S/\(/)\/n 531.00
y it 4 Truc %ton
02-21-89 Open 044 Bush Graders 486.00
03-0(3-89 Opsn Eﬁ P?aﬁ(ss:e%g@r (iag 4Si\é\/n 531.00
48 Trucbs’ %/4 ?ton
06-08-89 Open 051 Hitches and Plows 506.00
07-18-89 Open 060 Used Belly Dumps 408.00
08-14}(89 Pre-Bid Eg§ Water Tankers 516.05
L Uses
" overnor's Car Lease
08-15-89 Pre-Bid Jet Runway Brooms
08-39-89 Opsn EE% %{tﬁu? Y(eBrooms 465.00
! Governor's Car Lease
-05- Pre-Bid 055 Wheel Loaders 7166.00
§§§§§§ (Corﬁ%uclted otherstantemgus?ness in Anchorage)
el Ope 08 EDY
-19- 057 26,
s 19 o Opgn 8?8 érloron] Og]o%eséoﬁs Reducer °20.00
Wheel Loader
-27- 064 Forklift .
o8 27 o BPeePBid 058 gno wplow Truck 03 fo

12 Trips - January-September = 9 months = 1.33 trips/month

Total Cost = $6,565.55 - Average I\/Ionthéy Cog $729 51
veraae Trip Cost
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INTRODUCTION TO STATE EQUIPMENT
FLEET (SEF) AND OVERVIEW OF
FLEET MANAGEMENT CONCEPTS

PREPARED BY:

SEF HEADQUARTERS STAFF
DECEMBER 14, 1989



STATE EQUIPMENT FLEET (SEF) ORIENTATION
SEF OVERVIEW

SEF is responsible for overall management of the state's vehicle
and equipment resources.

SEF is a service organization providing equipment support services
to all state agenc?es P g £quip Py

Support services are provided in the following functional areas:
0 Overall Polrcy and Procedures for Fleet Management
arr ou sa r}]
rov de centra 0 ersignt to Statewide Equipment Fleet

0O Financial Mana%ement of Highway Equipment Working Capital Fund

RNt B aB%
Fue? credrtycar
0 tPorO\LlllsdeersData and Management Analysis to Regional SEF Shops and
O Provide and Main arn a Statewide Computerized Equipment
Management System rr)
Earrs | vento anagement
Mua? mna]g gata and cost apalysis
— Utrn zatlon cata ang anaﬁysrs
O Equipment Related . Procur me t Servic s
Man |n quipment egnacement ram

% as ng equrpment d major parts

Pur
‘;ea
quipment Surplus



Bids Awarded
60T

50"
40

Nunber of

Bids Awarded 70

10-

86 87
Calendar year



STATE EQUIPMENT FLEET (SEF) ORIENTATION
ORGANIZATION
EF is a division of the rtment of Transportation and Public
EaCIﬁtIES a33|rgned o}b HF?IM-Iead uarters in |3uneau %[I} reports
to the Directo Management &Flnance

The SEF Headguarters unit has a staff of 12, all Jocate Juneau
except for on aErquEpment Operations Analyst who ; %ncmorage

unction a| SEF rovides ov rsight of the wide equipme
Ieetae nagemeH(%p 't to vegre IggJ SE 0ps 91 0s |t

egmpm nt user groups % l9 does not ¥ pe v %
of reglonal sho They report | ect | as
f“ er%lsPr(s) q Ma atters, and yt SE@?—I ove
leet policy a proce ures
he relationship between SEF HQ, regional shops, and user groups
|Ts shown in npfol?owmg |agrgm : P 4roap

DOT PF

VRO

SEF HQ

. . 4 .
Providing Equipment Support Services To

4 .
User Agencles
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STATE EQUIPMENT FLEET SHOPS
PRIMARY and SECONDARY
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STATEWIDE EQUIPMENT FLEET (SEF)
HEADQUARTERS STAFF - JUNEAU
TELEPHONE 465-2086

Ken Langel, Statewide Fleet Manager
Jess Bulkley, Procurement Officer
Bob Cramer, Equipment Coordinator

Steve Sims, Equipment Analyst

Barbara Bowns, Management Analyst
Cathy August-Miller, Accountant

Daryl Methvin, Equipment Analyst (Specifications)

SEF Anchorage - 269-5614

INFORMATION NEEDED

Replacement of Equipment
Status of New Equipment Delivery

Equipment Specifications

Heavy Parts Buying
Vehicle Leasing

Equipment Rates, Computer
Reports, Computer System
Questions, Data Analysis

Bids for New Equipment

Billing Information

General Fleet Information,
Problems, Complaints

PERSON TO CONTACT

Bob Cramer
Il I

Daryl Methvin

Steve Sims
n i

Barbara Bowns
Jess Bulkley

Cathy August-Miller

Ken Langel



STATE EQUIPMENT FLEET
FLEET SIZE AND COMPOSITION

Light Vehicles 3504
Trailers 630
Heavy Trucks 387
H
(ga éel%gmpme? 894
ers

ozers

owblowers

1SC

TOTAL VEH/EQCJIP 5415

In addition to tne above listed .items tQ fleet maintains over 1200
%leces 0f nonro nb ock h includes such F]e S as snowglows
ounted welders, boilers, brus c utters, and other accessories of

attacnments to eqmpment

The, fleet provides three individual levels of support for state
equipment.

Wet Re{ntal = For those thlcles/egm ment which ?re on the road
network or accessible to fleet se J e shops, fuel, repair, main-
tenance, and replacement are provide

ry Rental = road network, replacement of vehicles only (note;
Py repair provnfed upon request gs avalpab? Vi

Non Rental Agency ow edvehlcl ! |nvent and record keepi onl
I eyuser upon e ue(?

note: fve re a|r WI| be v to t
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STATE EQUIPMENT FLEET ORIENTATION

HIGHWAY EQUIPMENT WORKING CAPITAL FUND (HEWCF)

FINANCIAL INFORMATION

STATUTORY AUTHORITY: AS 44.74.010 - .050 establishes the HEWCF
and designates the fund to receive revenue from equipment rental
and expend these monies for a centralized equipment fleet.

OVERVIEW OF FUND ACTIVITY AND BUDGET PROCESS:

The HEWCF 1is a separate fund, which receives revenue from each
user of SEF equipment. User agencies receive an annual
appropriation for the equipment operating and replacement fees
charged by SEF from the General Fund.

HEWCF funds are wused for replacement of -equipment, for
operating and maintenance costs for all wet rental equipment
and to support SEF Headquarters.

HEWCF REVENUE:

1. Operating Revenue- Revenue received from monthly billings
to users for operating rates. These rates are designed to
recover labor, parts and other repair costs as well as fuel
costs for wet rental vehicles.

2. Replacement Revenue- The revenue received for the eventual
replacement of a vehicle. A monthly fee 1is charged based on
the acquisition cost less salvage value divided by the useful
life of the vehicle.

CURRENT VALUE OF EQUIPMENT: $95,000,000

ANNUAL OPERATIONS BUDGET: ANNUAL REPLACEMENT BUDGET:
REVENUE: $16 to $17 M REVENUE: $9.5 TO $10.5 M
EXPENDITURES: $19 to $20 M EXPENDITURES: $7 TO $10M
SUMMARY: Operating and replacement rates have not been sufficient
to cover actual expenditures since FY 1985. This was the result

of legislative budget cuts. Replacement of equipment has been
postponed in order to live within actual revenue.

In addition to budget cuts, $62.7 million of HEWCF reserve funds
were reappropriated back to the General Fund.



Fiscal Year 1989 Expenditures

Total $23.9 Million

Fuel Purchases
$2.3 Million
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FUNDAMENTAL FLEET MANAGEMENT CONCEPTS
Fleet management is generally divided into two broad areas:

Asset Management

General management of the Fleet®"s resources
(What to buy, when to buy, how much to own, how to distribute

resources, etc.)

Maintenance Management

Specific management of the facilities, personnel, and techniques of
maintaining (service, repair, and overhaul) these resources.

Goals of Fleet Management

1 To provide equipment resources to users at the lowest possible
cost, and 2) To optimize the return on 1investment 1in equipment by

getting the most use for the least cost.

Optimization of Fleet Resources can only be accomplished by managing the
resource throughout its life cycle.

Equipment Life Cycle

Sometimes referred to as "cradle to grave equipment management", the
life cycle contains three distinct phases which need to be optimized

through good management.

Phase 1. Birth: Theoriginal purchase. What equipment is purchased
and how it is purchased will affect costs for its entire
life.

Phase 2. Life: Called the equipment®s economic life, the operation

and maintenance of equipment throughout its life. How much
it does and how long it lives for what maintenance cost

affects total life cost.

Phase 3. Death: Final disposal. Once it is no longer economical to
operate and maintain a unit, it should be disposed of. How
this phase is managed affects the total life cost.

Only when all three of these phases are integrated and managed

together, will return on investment be optimized.



Equipment Fleet Organization

Administrative

Some form of centralized fleet management is almost always used to
achieve optimization of fleet resources.

This 1is simply a function of the economy of scale that is possible 1in
areas of purchasing, repair part standardization, computer resources,
standardization of maintenance, and flexibility of shifting resources.
This economy of scale also allows for professional management of fleet
resources at a level not possible in smaller groupings.

Economic

Experience has shown that most fleets operate at lower cost when a
single agency owns the equipment and charges users a rental fee. Rates
are established to recover the cost for the unit"s eventual replacement.

Equipment 1is usually rented to customers in one of three ways:

1. Full Support, sometimes called wet rental, where the equipment company
provides maintenance and fuel. Sometimes maintenance is provided

without Tfuel.

2. Limited Support, sometimes called dry rental, where equipment 1is
provided with major maintenance only. Daily maintenance, service, and
fuel are provided by the customer.

3. Non Support. The customer pays a rental fee which represents
replacement costs only. The customer provides all fuel, service, and
minor as well as major repairs.

Equipment rates can be based on a combination of Tfactors, including
hours, miles, a flat rate per day, per week, or per month.

Most companies with central fleets base equipment rental on a fixed rate
per month or at least a minimum rate per month per unit. This
simplifies accounting, vreduces administrative cost, and creates an
incentive for the customer to not check out any more equipment than is
needed to get the job done.



Basic Areas of Focus for Fleet Management

Equipment Procurement. Buying the right eguipment for the job,
balancing guality with cost.

Equipment Utilization. Companies don"t want to spend money Tfor
equipment that 1isn"t going to be wused. Short-term needs can
often be better met through renting or leasing. Most companies
require a minimum annual utilization on equipment to justify

ownership.

Equipment Maintenance. A good preventive maintenance program is
essential for all units. A well managed overhaul and rebuild
program is usually found in fleets with heavy equipment and large

trucks.

Control of Damage and Abuse. Equipment costs will soar and life
be shortened if unnecessary abuse and damage is tolerated. Most
companies have policies that require users to pay for damage

caused by abuse.

Parts Inventory Management. Repair parts inventories for large
fleets can run in the millions of dollars. Attention must be
given to ensure these inventories are managed properly.

Data Analysis. Making the correct decisions about equipment
requires certain data about its use, cost of repairs, etc. For
large fleets, this represents a large volume of data. It can
only be managed effectively with a computerized system.
Equipment Downtime. Equipment can"t perform its function when
down for any reason. Fleets must manage this parameter.

Other Areas of Fleet Management

Warranty Recovery
Failure Analysis
Training

Quality Control

Fleet Standardization
Equipment Specifications
Equipment Surplus

Safety

Manpower Productivity
Equipment Productivity
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As stated in the Report Objectives, Scope, and Methodology
section, the audit primarily involved a review of state
equipment fleet bids and contract *ards. Special attention
was given to those bids which ha\ been protested and the
reasons for the bid protests.

The audit was conducted in accordance with generally
accepted governmental performance auditing standards.

Randy Welker, CPA
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Division of Legislative Audit
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REPORT OBJECTIVES, SCOPE. AND METHODOLOGY

In accordance with a Legislative Budget and Audit Committee
request and the provisions of Title 24 of the Alaska
Statutes, a review was performed of the Department of
Transportation and Public Facilities (DOTPF), State
Equipment Fleet"s (SEF) procurement policies and practices.
The objectives, scope, and methodology of our review were as

follow:
Objectives
The objectives of our review were to:

1. Identify the total number of equipment contracts
entered into between July 1, 1987 and August 15, 1989;

2. Determine which of the* invitations to bid or contract
awards had been protested and for what reasons; and,

3. Analyze the award process for compliance with the
State"s procurement code (AS 36.30).

Scope and Methodology

The scope of our review 1included all invitations to bid
issued in FY 88, FY 89, and the first six weeks of FY 90.
Bid files maintained 1in the SEF offices were examined to
determine compliance with the procurement code and to gather

information on protest/appeals.

Members of the vendor community, SEF user agencies, and SEF
staff were contacted for information about SEF procurement

practices followed during our review period.
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ORGANIZATION AND FUNCTION

The Department of Transportation and Public Facilities
(DOTPF), wunder AS 44.42.020(11), 1is empowered to "supervise
and maintain all state automotive and mechanical equipment,
aircraft, and vessels, . . DOTPF has delegated these

duties to the State Equipment Fleet (SEF).

SEF 1is divided into two parts to carry out 1its responsi—
bilities: headquarters “staff and regional maintenance
staff. The headquarters staff performs the financial
operations for the fleet; the regional maintenance staff
fulfills the operational functions.

SEF Headquarters has a thirteen member staff including a
manager, contract officer, and three equipment operations
analysts. One equipment operations analyst position is
located 1in Anchorage; the rest are 1in Juneau. The manager
reports to the Director of the Division of Management and
Finance who 1is responsible tothe Deputy Commissioner of

Budget and Finance.

SEF Headquarters functions are administrative and financial.
They 1include management of the Highway Equipment Working
Capital Fund, developing rates for the operation and
replacement of equipment, billing and collecting revenue,
issuing statewide policy and procedures for the fleet,
preparing budgets, and managing the statewide equipment
program. Management of the equipment program consists of
procurement (bid specification writing, proposal evaluation,
and contract award) and scheduling equipment replacement.

The other section of SEF is the maintenance staff which 1is
part of the Division of Maintenance and Operations (M&) in
each region. Their duties 1include providing preventative,
routine, and major maintenance for all state equipment and
the assignment of vehicles according to SEF Headquarters
guidelines. The regional staffs report through the M&O
directors in their respective areas and the regional

directors to the Deputy Commissioner of Operations.

The two Deputy Commissioners account directly to the DOTPF
Commissioner.

This audit is concerned primarily with State Equipment Fleet
Headquarters and the equipment procurement function.
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REPORT CONCLUSION

Between the time that the Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities (DOTPF) was first delegated the purchasing
authority for the State Equipment Fleet (SEF) by the
Commissioner of Administration in June 1986 and the
completion of SEF reorganization in February 1989, there was
a distinct lack of management over fleet operations. This
was especially true for procurement operations as evidenced
by the number of protests and appeals filed by the vendors.

In our review of the contracts awarded during the time
period July 1, 1987 through August 15, 1989, we determined
that one hundred seventeen "bids" were requested for
proposals on equipment items. A "bid," as used here, counts
each individual lot listed 1in an invitation to bid as one
bid. Of the total number of items, twenty-two protests of
the bid awards (19%) were filed with the procurement
officer. Ten of the twenty-two decisions made on the
protests were further appealed to the DOTPF Commissioner.
Appendix A shows these statistics 1in more detail.

Filing a protest is the first step in obtaining a legal
remedy as provided by AS 36.30. A protest may be filed with
the nrocurement officer of the contracting agency against
the award of a contract, the proposed award of a contract,

or a solicitation for supplies, services, professional
services, or construction. The procurement officer has
fourteen days to 1issue a decision on the protest. The
protestor may appeal that decision to the Commissioner. The

Commissioner may dismiss the protest appeal without a
hearing, 1issue a decision without a hearing or provide for a
hearing of the protest appeal. The Commissioner may act as
the hearing officer or appoint someone to act for him. The
hearxng officer recommends a decision to the Commissioner
whc in turn makes the final decision on the protest appeal.
The last step may be an appeal of the Commissioner®s
decision to the Alaska superior court.

The protests received by SEF were focused on issues relating
to the bid specifications and whether or not deviations from
those specifications were material. Protestors alleged that
low bids were either unresponsive or prototypes (forerunners
of a model line, non-production models) or that rejected
bids contained only minor deviations which should have been
acceptable. Recommendations 1ave been made <calling for
improvement 1in the specification writing process, for the
development of specific procedures for establishing product

equivalents, and for the consistent application of
guidelines for the determination of material deviation from
the bid specifications. Appendix B details information on

the protested bids.
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Between July 1987 and August 1989, twenty (20) bids were

cancelled. Cancellations are very costly not only for the
vendors but also for the users and the state equipment fleet
itself. "Inadequate specifications” in the imitation to

bid was the reason for thirteen (65%) of the cancellations.
Two bids (10%) were cancelled as the result of changes 1in
user needs and the entire 1invitation to bid had to be
rewritten. Clarification of the bid specifications and the
implementation of a new policy requiring users to approve
the specifications before the 1invitation to bid 1is 1issued
should help decrease the number of bid cancellations.
Appendix C identifies the cancelled bids and the
justification for their cancellation.

For almost two years after the SEF procurement function was
delegated to the Department of Transportation and Public
Facilities, there was no one in a management position
overseeing fleet operations. DOTPF®s decision in the fall
of 1988 to reorganize SEF was a positive step. The
reorganization of the fleet, including the hiring of a
manager, should 1improve the effectiveness and efficiency of

its operations.

Our review of the invitations to bid and procedures leading
to the subsequent contract awards indicated that the State
Equipment Fleet 1is in compliance with the provisions of
Alaska Statute 36.30, the State"s procurement code.

STATE OF ALASKA -6 - DIVISION oF UCOISLATIVK AUDIT
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AUDITOR'S COMMENTS

The equipment procurement function for the State Equipment
Fleet (SEF) was delegated to the Department of Transporta—
tion and Public Facilities (DOTPF) by the Commissioner of
the Department of Administration (DOA) 1in June 1986. This

authorization was given 1in anticipation of changes to be
made by new procurement statute, AS 36.30 which was

effective January 1, 1988. Prior to this delegation, the
Department of Administration, Division of General Services &
Supply, was responsible for SEF procurement. SEF developed
the bid specifications for 1its desired purchases and DOA
issued the invitations to bid, received the proposals,

conferred with SEF regarding the bid evaluations, made the
bid awards, and responded to protests and appeals. SEF now
performs the entire process.

After SEF received the delegation of purchasing authority
for state equipment purchases, the contract officer assumed
the responsibility for the whole procurement function.
Serious management problems began to surface and a series of
studies and reports were published regarding SEF
organization and management procedures.

The first of the studies was the Office of Management and
Budget®s (OMB) "Audit of State Equipment Fleet Management

Procedures™ in November 1987. The OMB audit recommended

that:

1. DOTPF should assume a larger management vrole over
equipment purchased and operated with state general
funds;

2. The Highway Equipment Working Capital Fund (HEWCF)
should be placed on a sounder financial base; and,

3. Existing policies should be followed by the department.

The audit was followed by a multi-agency task force study of
the "State Equipment Fleet.” While that report has yet to
be released final, some draft copies have been distributed.
Areas of concern addressed by the task force included HEWCF
rates, billing process, and cash flow system, SEF equipment
replacement policies, organizational structure, and the
establishment of a better communications network between SEF
and its users.

The final review was an in-house study released in September
1988 which recommended reorganization of SEF Headquarters,
including the upgrade of positions to establish a manager,
management analyst, equipment operations analyst, and
accounting staff. AlIl  three reviews concluded that the
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State Equipment Fleet needed "strong administrative,
financial, and technical guidance™ in order to 1improve its

efficiency and effectiveness.

As a result of the studies, DOTPF reorganized SEF and hired
a manager. The reorganization was completed 1in February
1989 with the hire of the new manager. Since that time the
manager has reviewed SHF"s past performance and problems and
started to implement changes necessary to improve
headquarters operations. Improvements to the procurement
function include the publishing of a new bid package, a
quarterly newsletter from SEF Headquarters to the vendors
outlining future planned acquisitions, and the establishment
of the -equipment operations analyst/specification writer
position 1in Anchorage. Toll free phone and fax lines have
been set up in Anchorage and Fairbanks allowing easy access

to SEF in Juneau.

Many of the vendors 1 complaints about SEF operations were
based on decisions made bv the previous contract officers.
Until recently, no new invitations to bid for equipment had
been distributed. Vendors are waiting to see how the "new
regime™ operates before they are willing to confirm that
things are improving. They are pleased that things that the
new manager promised them in the spring have been done or
are in planning stages. However, until SEF becomes
consistent 1in applying guidelines for assessing materiality
and whether or not a deviation from bid specifications is
major or minor, vendors will still protest contract awards.

The majority of the vendors who bid on state contracts
maintain their businesses in the Anchorage area. They would
have liked to have the entire procurement section of the
state equipment fleet moved to Anchorage instead of only the
specification writer. The vendors feel that the move would
improve user and constituent communications, save funds
spent on travel and per diem expenses by both the State and
the vendors, and make SEF more readily available to the

business community.

DOTPF, on the other hand, feels the added expenses of the
additional administrative support that would be necessary
outweigh the travel costs, and, 1in order to function as a
headquarters wunit, SEF should be. in Juneau with access to
its users, the Legislature, and DOTPF Headquarters personnel
and support staff. Regardless of how a cost analysis may
turn out, the Commissioner has decided to Kkeep SEF
Headquarters close to his office until it is determined to
be functioning effectively and efficiently again.

Any decision to relocate SEF procurement to Anchorage should
be postponed until the equipment operations analyst position
and other new methods of communication with the vendors have
been operating long enough to properly evaluate their



effectiveness. Reevaluation of the situation should be
performed in six to twelve months.

The department admits that a lot of mistakes were made in
the past but feels that they are working hard to correct the
situations that created them.
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation No. 1

The State Equipment Fleet should improve 1its specification
writing m the invitation to bid, should establish specific
procedures ror determining product equivalents, and should
consistently apply guidelines ror assessing material and
immaterial deviations from bid specifications during the

evaluation process.

The State Equipment Fleet (SEF) provides a service to all
state agencies by purchasing and maintaining fleet vehicles
and equipment for them. When a user desires to purchase new
equipment, he notifies SEF of his needs. An invitation to
bid (ITB) is prepared containing the bid specifications for
the desired item(s). Our review included all invitations to
bid and awards made by SEF during the period July 1, 1987
through August 15, 1989, a toral of 117 lots. Twenty-two
protests were made concerning those bids. Two of the
protestors were successful in ~heur. protests of the bids.
All of the protests addressed”aroblems with the bid
specifications in the inviratify bid. Twenty bids were
cancelled completely; fifte"T the cancellations were due
to inadequate specificat<effc \p the ITB.

a. SEF should impé&vy 1its specification writing 1in the
invitation to bzar

The Dbid specifications are drawn wup by the -equipment
operations analyst (specification writer) based on user
needs and information supplied by vendors. Users notify SEF
of their desire to acquire specific equipment. The spec
writer meets with them and tries to obtain a detailed
description of the requisite items before he writes the ITB.
He also meets with the vendors in a pre-solicitation
conference to determine if there 1is equipment available in
the marketplace that can fulfill the user®s demands. Then
the spec writer produces the bid specifications which are
incorporated into the invitation to bid.

IfT the final specifications 1in the invitation to bid do not
accurately reflect the user"s needs, either the user ends up
with equipment he does not want or the bid 1is cancelled.
SEF 030, 1ot 3, a bid for radial stacking conveyors, was
cancelled because subsequent review of the 1TB indicated
that the specifications were inadequate to describe the type
of item desired. When a bid is cancelled, everyone loses.
The user does not receive his desired equipment in a timely
manner; the vendors have to absorb the costs of putting a
proposal together; and, SEF 1loses all the time and money
already spent on the procurement as well as usually having
to start the whole process over again.
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Specifications have been written that asked for products
that are outdated and not 1in production anymore. SEF 039
requested bids for a "progressive build process diesel
powered cab and chassis.” It specified a battery disconnect
switch which had been discontinued for sale to original
equipment manufacturers in early 1987. It is now only
available from parts distributors as long as their supplies
last. In SEF 039 the successful bidder substituted another
switch which was more vreadily available. SEF finally
accepted. the substitute switch after considerable
correspondence and compromise. The substitute switch was
allowed to remain on the trucks, but the vendor was required
to supply a spare switch of the discontinued model 1in case

the substitute failed.

Demand for products that are outdated or not 1in production
anymore wusually occurs becaus™®/>the end user desires a
specific type of item on the”~Qu”ment. However, it is not
the responsibility of tjteNruser to keep abreast of

technological advances 1in Industry. More care needs to

be wused by the speciifTt”on writer in combining user

desires with prod™ 1”1l currently available in the
N

marketplace.

We recommend that  SEFMr"” continue its pre-solicitation
workshops with the users *atfcl vendors 1in order to get the
clearest possible 1TBs 1issued. - Ther"GEF manaeer has informed
us that a new

users to sign-o _r
distributed 1in the 1invitation to bid. These policies, if

followed through on, should be effective in cutting down on
bid cancellations and protests.

b. The State Equipment Fleet should establish specific
procedures for determining product equivalents.

Bid specifications in some 1invitations to bid make use of
brand or trade names to identify the "standard of quality,

performance or characteristics desired” in an item. The
statement "or State approved equivalent” follows the brand
name in an attempt to open competition. The new bid package

just developed by SEF states that "All such brand substitu—
tions shall be subject to the State"s approval."™ However,

no written standard procedures have been established as to
how to obtain designation as a substantially equivalent
product or when that designation needs to take place.

One vendor, on the basis of discussion at a pre-bid meeting
on February 17, 1989, concerning SEF 048, Ilot 7f, a bid for
light duty trucks with a towing package and power angle
snowplow installed, submitted a proposal listing what he
thought was a state-approved equivalent for the specified
snowplow. The contract was awarded to him; later SEF would



not accept his substitute saying it had not been previously
approved. The vendor ended up having to supply the snowplow
specified 1in the [1TB. We recommend that processes for
determining state-approved equivalents be established,
published, and circulated throughout the vendor community.

C. SEF should consistently apply guidelines for assessing
material™ and immaterial deviations from the ITB
specific ations during the evaluation process.

According to AS 36.30.170, 1in order to win a contract award
a bid must "conform in all material respects to the
requirements and criteria set out in the invitation to bid."
A minor informality is described in 2 AAC 12.990 as "matters
of form rather than substance which are evident from the bid
document, or are insignificant matters that have a
negligible effect on price, quantity, quality, delivery, or
contractual conditions and can be waived or corrected
without prejudice to other bidders."

Judging materiality during a bid evaluation <can be a

difficult process. What one person decides 1is a material
difference or a major deviation”iom the bid specifications
that will cause a proposal ermined unresponsive and

rejected, another sees a””™al”inor deviation that can be
ignhored. A recent invifanton» to bid (SEF 061) requested
proposals for a bus to feVsed for transporting prisoners 1in
the Anchorage area.”fclypiximum allowable width for the bus
was listed in the SOTLcmrications. One bid was received that
exceeded that width 5r one foot. How material 1is one foot?
In this case it was very material- as a van that was wider
than specified would not be able to access the sally port at
the Cook Inlet Pre-Trial Facility or the unloading area at

the Court House.

Of the twenty-two bid protests made between July 1, 1987 and
August 15, 1989, eight debated whether or not a deviation
was material or immaterial.

We recommend that guidelines established by SEF Dbe
consistently applied when personnel are trying to determine
whether a deviation from a bid specification is material or
immaterial. It is essential to have the proposals reviewed
to determine compliance with the bid specifications and the
contract award recommended by more than one individual,
preferably an equipment operations analyst and the contract
officer. Any deviations from the bid specifications
determined during the review need to be documented. The
reviewers should have technical knowledge of the equipment
being sought as well as procurement experience. If
agreement on a contract award cannot be reached by the two
people, a third person should be consulted to evaluate the
proposals and recommend an award.

The bid evaluation process should be considered a feedback
and reinforcement tool for the evaluators, and the entire
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procedure should be documented. IT one person is in
disagreement with the rest, it is necessary to support the
reasoning behind both that conflicting opinion and the final
decision. As the process is repeated through successive
bids, each evaluator will gain more experience in dealing
with materiality issues, and SEF will establish consistency

in determining materiality.
Recommendation No. 2

The State Equipment Fleet should develop an office policies
and procedures manual and a desk manual for each o01 1its

start positions.

An operations/policies and procedures manual provides office
orientation to new staff members and assists individuals who
need guidance 1in their responsibilities. It should clarify
all specific office policies and procedures.

An individual desk manual outlines 30b task specifications

for each position in the office. It enables a person not
familiar with the position to take over and perform the job
in an efficient and satisfactory manner. It serves as a

reference and a checklist for~Aring that all steps have
been accomplished in completi”Moa an assignment.

SEF does not currently haA”"these eorganizational/management

tools. In the last eigtff*tenunonths, there has been a high
turnover rate in SEF atMyand addition of new staff posi—
tions. Without an «pfcrations manual or a desk manual

available, each new ~jrson has had to start in a new job
without any guidance materials. This deficiency has contri—
buted to errors and omissions in the SEF procurement process
such as lack of proper notice of the invitations to bid and,
in SEF 052 relating to procurement of motor graders, the use
of an 1incorrect procurement method which resulted 1in a bid

cancellation.

SEF 052 was a rebid of an earlier ITB which had also been
cancelled. Because the contract officer felt that there was
a very limited amount of time available to procure the motor
graders, he attempted to purchase them through the use of an
alternative procurement method, a type B emergency
procurement. Approval for the use of the type B emergency
method should have been obtained from the DOTPF Commissioner
prior to the issuance of the ITB. This was not done and the
Commissioner, when the request reached him, decided that
there was not sufficient urgency to warrant an emergency
procurement.

We recommend that state equipment fleet personnel develop

desk manuals for their own positions and have them approved
by the SEF manager. These manuals should be continually
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updated so that they are kept current with present job
responsibilities. An office operations manual should also
be produced that will provide a guide to office policies and

procedures.

Recommendation No. 3

The State Equipment Fleet should identify pertinent
documents to be retained and implement a filing system for
its bid files that will ensure they are organized and

complete.

The new procurement code, Alaska Statute 36.30, transferred
the delegation of purchasing authority for SEF purchases to
DOTPF. The DOTPF Commissioner in turn delegated the author —

ity to SEF itself.

SEF did not, at that time, set up a filing system for its

bid files. A file 1is maintained for each bid but there is
no organization of the information. Many files either
contain more than one copy S~"fspecific item or are
completely missing important” *3b”iation. Not only are
there usually several coplE~AVFf \n 1item in the files, they
are placed in it in anirfflillcrsminate fashion. There 1is no

orderly arrangement o~~h~"tnformation within the file and,
in order to find anyt!\rpg, it is necessary to sort through
all the papers.

The statutes require certain steps to be taken in the
procurement process 1including adequate public notice of the
invitation to bid, written notice of intent to award a
contract, justification for the use of alternative
prjcurement methods, and deadlines for legal protests. In
order to prove compliance with those requirements, it is
necessary to have some physical evidence that they have
taken place. The bid files are the logical place to store
the appropriate documentation.

We recommend immediate implementation of a filing system for
the bid files. A check list of documentation required for
each bid should be maintained in each file. As an 1item is
placed in the file, it should be checked off. An occasional
review of the check list would ensure that not only has all
the required documentation baen acquired and stored, but
also that all the obligatory steps in the bid process have

been taken.

Attention should also be giver, to a system of file

organization. It could be set up so that each 1item of
information can be found in the same place in each bid file
or a system of indexing could be developed. Whatever design

is chosen for organizing the bid files, the effort should be
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1B ) - ITEM

SEF 01A -
Rnplil Intervention
Vehicle

SEF 015 -
Crash/Flre/Rescue
Vehicle

=, SEF 016 -

Crash/Fire/Rescue
Vehicle

SEF 023

Light Vehicles

SEF 024 -
Sweeper

Crawler dozer

SEF 027 -
Rotary Snowplows

SEF 028 -
4 yard Street
Sweepers

AWARDEE

Emergency
One

Emergency
One

Emergency
One

Alaska Sales
* Service

Sahlberg
Equipment

N.C. Hachin-
ery

Alaska Truck
Center

Sahlberg
Equipment

$ PROTESTED

$146,379

206,792

206,762

889,026
4 lots

27,875

94,870

485,222

217,172

PROTESTOR

Fire-Banti

Fire-Batin

Fire-Bann

Sahlberg
Equipment

Construction
Machinery

Craig Taylor
Equipment Co.

Sahlberg
Equipment

Howard Cooper

APPENDIX B

DOTPF - SEF

SCHEDULE OF PROTESTS AND APPEALS

July 1, 19t)7 = August 15, 198?

ISSUE PROTESICD/APPEAI.ED

Questioned why their hid was
rejected.

Same as SEF 014.

Same as SEF 014.

Low bid did not conform to
ITB specifications.

CM (low bid) should not have
been determined unresponsive
Equal offered was state-of-
the-art product.

State accepted offer that
would not be in compliance
with the performance
specifications.

Low bid was a prototype. (1)
4 parts did not meet bid
specifications.

Howard Cooper's low bid
vejec :ed as determined to be
a prototype.

DECISION on PROTEST

Did not lollow
required format In
proposal.

Same as SEF 01A

Same as SEF 014.

Determined to be
minor deviations
by SEF. Untimely
protest.

Product offered by
CMI was unacceptable
equal.

Untimely protest.

Low bid was not a
prototype. 4 parts
were in conformance.

Subsequent review
determined HC not
a prototype.

RESULT

Withdrawn

Withdrawn

Withdrawn

Denied

Denied

Denied

Denied

Revised
Award

APPEALED?

0

no

no

no

no

no

yes

DECISION on
APPEAL

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Denied by
Hearing Offi-
cer.



APPENDIX A

DOTPF - SEF
Summarv of Bid Awards
July 1, 1987 - August 15, 1989

Number of Dollar Value % of Total % of Total
Type of I temn _ ltems (D) of Items (4) Bids Requested Dollar Value
Bids Requested 117 $14,487,336 100.00% 100.00%
Bid Cancellations (3) 20 17.09%
Bids are Rebids of
Previous Bids 15 12.82%
Protests Made (2) 22 $4,150,502 18.80% 28.65%
Appeals Made $2,016,370 8.55% 13.92%

Note: (¢))
€)
®

*

Number of bids requested includes all individual lots in each request.
Number of protests made includes multiple protests on a single bid.

Bid cancellations include bids canrelled as a result of the appeal
protest.

Dollar value amount of items does not include any funds expended on
long-term vehicle leases.
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Bid Number - Item

SEF 018 -
Long-Term Vehicle Lease

SEF 030 -
Stacking conveyors

SEF 033 -
Crash/Fire/Rescue Vehicle

SEF 036 -
Crash/Fire/Rescue Vehicle

SEF 038 -
Jet Runway Brooms

SEF 041 -
Snowplows & Hitches

SEF 044 -
Motor Graders

SEF 049 -
Trucks/Service Bodies

«T»Tr or ALASKA

APPENDIX C

DOTPF - SEF

Schedule of Bid Cancellations
July 1, 1987 - August"15, 1739

Lot O
1-8
7
8
10

E ntity
Requesting
Cancellation

SEF

SEF

User

User

SEF

SEF

SEF

SEF

User

User

SFF

SEF Justification for Cancellation

Specifications were inadequate.
(Rebid as SEF-021.)

All bids were rejected.
Specifications were inadequate.
(Rebid as SEF-035.)

User determined needed 3,000 gal.
unit instead of 1,500 pal. as
listed in ITB. (Rebid as SEF-036.)

Rebid of SEP 033. Cancelled due
to "unexpected charges in the
needs of the user group” as a
result of accident with similar
vehicle. (Not rebid yet.)

As a result of an appeal to the
Commissioner, all bids were
rejected. Inadequate specs in ITB.
(Rebid as SEF-054.)

Proposed equipment did not meet
ITB design specifications.
(Rebid as SEF-051.)

No bids received for item.
(Rebid as SEF-051.)

Low bid contained material
deviation from specs; 2nd low
exceeds available funding.
(Rebid as SEF-052.)

No need for 24,000 pound trucks;

Specs did not require early
delivery; Specs were inadequate to
describe size required; not in
State's best interests. (Rebid as
SEF-063.)

Specs did not require early
delivery; not in State's best
interests.  (Not rebid yet.)

Ne bids received. (Not rebid yet.)

DIVISION or LEGISLATIVE AUDIT
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SEF 030 »
Sand Spreaders

SEF 031 -

Crash/Fire/Rescue
Vehicle

-mSEF 038 -

5

9

Jet Runway Brooms

-

mMSEF 048 -

5
<
n
>
0
h

Light Duty Trucks

SEF 049 -

Heavy Trucks

(1)
N/A - Not applicable.

A prototype

AWARDEE

Howard Cooper

Alaska Truck
Center

Alaska Truck
Center

Sahlberg
Equipment

Emergency One

Howard Cooper

Alaska Sales
Alaska Sales
Nye Ford

Cal
Worthington

Cal
Worthington

is defined as a one

$ PROTESTED

$179,998

138,095

13,101

170,156

305,582

161,999

222,893
545,61
46,913

68,262

23,644

of a kind model;

PROTESTOR

Sahlberg
Equipment

Sahlberg
Equipment

Sahlberg
Equipment

Alaska Truck
Center

Oshkosh
Truck Corp.

Sahlberg
Equipment

Anch
Anch
Anch

Chrysler
Girysler
Qtrysler

Anch Chrysler

Anch Oiryslcr

3uTy 1,

not produced commercially;

APPENDIX B
(continued)

DOTPF - SEF

SCHEDULE OF PROTESTS AND APPEALS
1987’ -7Ggi.S't'l5," . l« ¥/ "

ISSUE PROTESTED/APPEALED

Howard Cooper product reallly
la a prototype.

Alaska Truck Center product
is a prototype.

Alaska Truck Center product
is a prototype.
State la sole sourcing a

competitive product.

OTC's (low bid) deviations
were minor and therefore
acceptable.

Last minute specifications

were added that were not ftilr

or reasonable, eliminated

competition or were ambiguous.

Material error by both the
low bidders and SEF.
Independent verification was
used.
on bid documents.

Same as SEF 048.

Unlinltlaled alterations

a forerunner of a model

DECISION on PROTEST

Howard Cooper
product not a

prototype.

ATC product la not
a prototype.

ATC product Is not

a prototype.

Untimely protest.

Deviations were
material.

Amendments were
result of pre-bid
mtg. with vendors.

RESULT

Denied

Denied

Denied

Denied

Denied

Denied

Bids evaluated fairly.

All deviations were
Judged to be minor.
Use of independent
verification is
okay.

Same as SEF 048.

line.

Denied
Denied
Denied

Denied

Denied

APPEALED?

yes

yes

no

yes

yes

yes
yes
yes

yes

yes

DECISION on
APPEAL

Commissioner
upheld contract
officer. Denied
hearing.

Hearing officer
overturned bid
award.

n/a

n/a

Commissioner
denied appeal
w/out a hearing.

Comnissioner
rejected <4*
bids. Rebid as
SEF 054.

Commissioner
upheld hearing
officer's deci-
sion to affirm
contract officer
decision.

Same as SEF W48.



