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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Guam Fire Department Emergency Procurement of Fire Trucks  
Pursuant to Public Law 27-99 
Report No. 05-01, May 2005 

 
This summary represents the results of our observation of the emergency procurement of two fire 
trucks by the Guam Fire Department (GFD) and General Services Agency (GSA).  Pursuant to 
Public Law (P.L.) 27-99, the Office of the Public Auditor (OPA) was designated as the observer 
for this procurement process.  Our objective, as an observer, was to determine whether GFD’s 
procurement request and GSA’s procurement process were conducted with due diligence. 
 
In December 2003, the GFD Chief (Chief) requested and received an emergency declaration for 
the purchase of three fire trucks. In two days, the emergency purchase was awarded to Mid-
Pacific Far East for $734,913. Morrico Equipment Corporation (Morrico), another local fire 
truck distributor, protested the emergency purchase and a lawsuit followed. 
 
In March 2004, the Superior Court of Guam issued a preliminary injunction (Civil Case No. 
CV0152-04) in favor of Morrico and GSA was enjoined from taking any actions to procure the 
fire trucks. The court further found that “the written determination of emergency by the Guam 
General Services Agency and the Guam Fire Department dated December 31, 2003, failed to 
comply with requirements of 5 G.C.A. §5425 for the procurement of Fire Trucks in this case and 
any actions taken in furtherance of the procurement is void pursuant to §5425(g).” To date, there 
have been no further proceedings on this case. 
 
In June 2004, the Chief testified on Bill 295, which would appropriate $600,000 and waive 
procurement requirements for the emergency purchase of fire trucks.   In his written testimony, 
the Chief did not disclose the preliminary injunction. Bill 295 was signed by the Governor and 
became Public Law 27-99; however, the Governor raised concern on Public Law 27-99 that GFD 
and GSA lacked guidance to make the necessary procurement because it waived all methods of 
procurement.    
 
In September 2004, GSA issued requests for quotation for the purchase of fire trucks to three 
local vendors: Mid-Pacific Far East, International Equipment of Guam, and Morrico. GSA 
allowed only four days for the three vendors to respond to over 100 pages of specifications. Mid-
Pacific Far East was the only vendor to submit a price proposal in the four-day time period 
allotted.   
 
In October 2004, GSA awarded Mid-Pacific Far East a purchase order for $551,944 for the 
purchase of two fire trucks.  
From our observations, we determined the following: 



 
• The Chief’s testimony to the Legislature on Bill 295 should have disclosed the Court’s 

preliminary injunction prohibiting the first attempt of an emergency purchase of fire 
trucks.   

• Four days for vendors to respond to over 100 pages of specifications was unreasonably 
short. 

• GSA should have taken a more active role in ensuring that an independent procurement 
process and review was conducted.   

• Price comparisons from other sources, such as the Federal GSA should have been 
obtained. 

 
GFD has not been provided a consistent source of funding to replace fire trucks and ambulances.  
Because of this lack of consistent funding, GFD has had to resort to emergency requests 
whenever the number of fire trucks and ambulances are precariously low.  The passage of P.L 
27-99 permitted GFD to purchase two fire trucks without conforming to standard procurement 
practices, thus, setting a precedent allowing emergency purchases to be obtained without 
following emergency procurement regulations. 
 
It is unknown whether the Legislature would have passed Bill 295, had the Chief disclosed the 
relevant information surrounding the court injunction. By failing to disclose this information the 
Chief was less than forthright.  P.L. 27-99 may have immediately addressed GFD’s need for fire 
trucks; however, the waiver of procurement regulations is not good procurement policy and 
should be discouraged. Further, P.L. 27-99 may be viewed as an intrusion upon judicial decision-
making and judicial independence since it voided the court’s preliminary injunction, possibly 
undermining the separation of powers among the three branches of government. 
 
We recognize the Government of Guam’s current financial difficulty, unless a consistent funding 
source is provided to GFD for the purchase of necessary emergency vehicles and equipment, 
GFD will continue to resort to emergency requests for these purchases. 
 
We urge the Legislature to discontinue passing legislation that waives procurement regulations 
of any purchase. Even the Governor raised concern over the lack of procurement procedures in 
P.L. 27-99.  We recommend that GFD develop a 5-year and 10-year capital replacement plan and 
submit the plans to the Legislature to ensure that GFD receives the needed funding for the 
purchase, maintenance and upkeep of its emergency vehicles and equipment. 
 
The Chief and the CPO disagreed with our reference to brand name specifications, which we 
have modified in our report. The CPO disagreed with five other areas of our report; however, we 
did not change our statements.  See Attachment 4 for our response to those areas of 
disagreements. 
 

 
 
Doris Flores Brooks, CPA, CGFM 
Public Auditor 
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MANAGEMENT LETTER 

 
May 2, 2005 
 
Honorable Mark Forbes 
Speaker and Chairman on General and Omnibus Matters 
28th Guam Legislature 
155 Hesler Place 
Hagåtña, Guam 96932  
 
Subject:  Observation of Emergency Procurement of Fire Trucks 
 
Dear Mr. Speaker: 
 
This letter represents the results of our observation of the emergency procurement of two fire 
trucks by the Guam Fire Department (GFD) and General Services Agency (GSA).  Pursuant to 
Public Law (P.L.) 27-99, passed June 25, 2004, the Office of the Public Auditor (OPA) was 
designated as the observer for this procurement process.  The law waived procurement 
requirements of the Guam Procurement Law (Part B, Article 3, Chapter 5, of Title 5, Guam Code 
Annotated) for a period of 180 days from the date of enactment or until December 21, 2004.  
Although the procurement process was waived, our objective, as an observer, was to determine 
whether GFD’s procurement request and GSA’s procurement process were conducted with due 
diligence. 
 

Background 
Historically the shortage and breakdown of emergency vehicles at GFD has plagued the 
department for years.  Since 1998 GFD has presented in-service fire apparatus and assessment 
reports to the Legislature for firefighting equipment and vehicles needing upgrade and 
replacement.  The Legislature passed four public laws related to the procurement of rescue and 
fire fighting vehicles and equipment, which collectively appropriated $3.3 million1 to GFD.  See 
Attachment 1 for details. 
 
As of March 2005 GFD was also allocated approximately $1.3 million2 in federal funds from the 
Compact Impact grants for the purchase of fire trucks, ambulances and equipment. 
In order to determine how many fire trucks, ambulances, and emergency vehicles GFD has on 

                                                 
1 Of the $3.3 million, only $1.2 million was released to GFD.  According to the Bureau of Budget Management and 
Research (BBMR), the balance has not been released because they are waiting funding from the proposed bond 
issue that is currently under litigation. 
2 Of the $1.3 million, $527,301 was allocated for fire trucks and $745,521 was allocated for ambulances and 
equipment. 
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Image 1: Sample image of fire truck. 

hand and are operational, OPA requested a copy of GFD’s vehicle inventory.  GFD has yet to 
provide an inventory list as of the date of this report. 
 

An Attempt at Emergency Procurement 
In a memorandum to the Chief Procurement Officer (CPO), dated December 11, 2003, the GFD 
Chief (Chief) reported that of 12 fire stations, only 4 stations had the required fire trucks.  
Because of this shortage of fire trucks, GFD operations were severely hampered.  The Chief 
requested GFD “be allowed to use the Emergency Procurement clause . . . to assist with the 
expedient procurement of fire trucks.”  GFD proposed to “utilize U.S. Department of the Interior 
funding awarded to GFD to purchase three (3) structural fire pumpers.” 
 

In response to the Chief’s request, the CPO 
issued a certification of emergency on 
December 12, 2003, which was subsequently 
approved by the Governor on December 13, 
2003.  On the very same day, Mid-Pacific Far 
East, a Division of Bisnes Mami Inc., a local 
distributor for Emergency One (E-One) Inc., 
submitted a cost proposal of $244,971, 
including freight, for a fire truck. 
 
On December 15, 2003, GFD notified GSA 

that it had selected Mid-Pacific Far East and submitted two requisitions, totaling $734,913, for 
the purchase of three fire trucks. 
 
On December 20, 2003, Morrico Equipment Corporation (Morrico), another local fire truck 
distributor, protested the procurement and subsequently filed a lawsuit3 in the Superior Court of 
Guam against GSA and Mid-Pacific Far East on February 4, 2004. 
 
On December 31, 2003, the CPO transmitted the emergency certification for GFD’s emergency 
procurement of fire trucks to the Legislature.   
 
On March 11, 2004, the Superior Court of Guam found that GFD and GSA “did not comply with 
5 G.C.A. §5215.”4  The court further found that “the written determination of emergency by the 
Guam General Services Agency and the Guam Fire Department dated December 31, 2003,5 
failed to comply with requirements of 5 G.C.A. §5425 6 for the procurement of Fire Trucks in 
this case and any actions taken in furtherance of the procurement is void pursuant to §5425(g).”  
The preliminary injunction issued by the Court stated that GFD and GSA “shall not proceed with 
further solicitation or with the award… prior to the final resolution of such protest…” To date, 
there have been no further proceedings on this case.  A detailed sequence of events of this 
emergency procurement is provided in Attachment 2. 
 

                                                 
3 Superior Court of Guam Civil Case No. CV0152-04.  See Attachment 3 for the Court decision and order. 
4 Reference to GSA’s Emergency Procurement Regulations. 
5 Date was incorrectly transcribed as December 31, 2003 instead of December 13, 2003. 
6 Reference to GSA’s Authority to Resolve Protested Solicitations and Awards. 
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Waiver of Procurement Regulations 
Instead of re-soliciting the procurement of the fire trucks under the normal procurement process, 
GFD received an appropriation and an exemption from all procurement regulations.   A timeline 
of these events follows: 
 
On June 4, 2004, the Chief testified for the passage of Bill 295, which granted an exemption 
from the procurement regulations, and re-appropriation of the $600,000 from the GFD Lease-to-
Purchase Program for the emergency purchase of two fire trucks.  Our review of the Chief’s 
testimony found that the Chief did not disclose that GFD and GSA had been enjoined from 
taking further action on the previous emergency procurement of three fire trucks. 
 
On June 25, 2004, the Governor signed Bill 295 into law.  On July 7, 2004, the Governor 
transmitted a letter that raised concern on Public Law 27-99 that GFD and GSA lacked guidance 
to make the necessary procurement because it waived all methods of procurement.  The 
Governor requested the Legislature to amend the law to provide procedures for the purchase or 
repair of emergency equipment or permit GSA to develop rules for the procurement.  
 
On August 31, 2004, nearly two months later, GFD submitted a requisition, totaling $495,896, 
which was prepared by GFD Fire Captain Federal Programs Coordinator (Captain), for the 
emergency procurement of two fire trucks.  Each truck was estimated to cost $247,948 including 
freight. 
 
On September 13, 2004, GSA issued a request for quotations (RFQ) to three local vendors: Mid-
Pacific Far East, International Equipment of Guam (International Equipment) and Morrico.  The 
RFQ stated that vendors must respond “no later than September 17, 2004.” The three vendors 
were required to pick up the detailed requirements and technical specifications, which were more 
than 100 pages, and were given only four days to respond.  According to the Captain, for all 
intents and purposes the specifications used in this procurement were similar to the specifications 
issued in December 2003.  However, there was no notation in these specifications to indicate that 
the December 2003 and September 2004 specifications were similar, therefore a vendor would 
have to review both sets of specifications in order to ascertain the similarities. 
 
On September 16, 2004, pursuant to P.L. 27-99, the CPO notified OPA of its involvement as an 
observer for the procurement of two fire trucks. 
 
On September 17, 2004, GSA received two responses to the RFQ from Mid-Pacific Far East and 
International Equipment.  Mid-Pacific Far East submitted a proposal for three options as 
illustrated in Table 1.  International Equipment responded with a “no quote… time given to 
quote is too short.”  Morrico did not provide a response to the RFQ. 
 

Table 1: Mid-Pacific Far East Quotations 
 

Options No. of 
Trucks Unit Price Total Price Maintenance 

Cost Total Cost 

1 2  $   276,444 $   552,888 $  37,500 $    590,388 
2 3       273,564        820,692            56,250      876,942 
3 5       270,744     1,353,720            93,750  $ 1,447,470 

 
On September 21, 2004, the GSA Buyer II orally requested a cost breakdown from Mid-Pacific 
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Far East. 
 
On September 24, 2004, GSA followed up with Morrico as to why they had not responded to the 
RFQ.  The follow-up was initiated by GSA after OPA raised the issue that adequate 
documentation of the procurement process was needed and suggested GSA obtain or document 
attempts made to contact vendors.  Morrico did not provide a response to GSA. 
 
On September 30, 2004, GSA received a revised quotation of $551,944 for two fire trucks from 
Mid-Pacific Far East.  The revision was  $38,444 lower than the initial $590,388 previously 
quoted.   
 
On October 4, 2004, GSA provided GFD the lower quotation from Mid-Pacific Far East and 
requested GFD to review and evaluate the specifications and submit a response no later than 
October 11, 2004. 
 
On October 5, 2004, the Chief and the Captain reviewed and responded that Mid-Pacific Far 
East’s proposal met the requirements and specifications.  The Captain also noted his non-
acceptance of the estimated cost of $590,388.  In a discussion with the Captain, he indicated that 
the reason for his non-acceptance of the original quotation was because of a price miscalculation 
by the vendor. 
 
On October 6, 2004, OPA staff met with GFD and GSA officials to discuss how Mid-Pacific Far 
East was selected.  The GSA Buyer II and the Captain stated that Mid-Pacific Far East was the 
only vendor who responded to the RFQ and that, in actuality, GSA did not have to do anything 
further since the procurement regulations were waived. 
 
On October 8, 2004, GSA issued a notice of award to Mid-Pacific Far East, in the amount of 
$551,944, for the purchase of two fire trucks including maintenance, and requested Mid-Pacific 
Far East submit a performance bond no later than October 22, 2004.  GSA subsequently accepted 
a letter of credit from Mid-Pacific Far East in lieu of the performance bond. 
 
On October 28, 2004, GSA issued a purchase order (PO), totaling $551,944, to Mid-Pacific Far 
East.  We noted that although the PO was dated October 28, 2004, the PO was signed by the 
CPO on October 26, 2004, and picked up by Mid-Pacific Far East on October 27, 2004. 
 
Mid-Pacific Far East was given 220 days to deliver the two fire trucks, or no later than June 4, 
2005.  
 

OPA Observations 
From our observations, we determined that: 
 

1. The GFD Chief, in his testimony to the Legislature, should have disclosed the Court’s 
preliminary injunction that prohibited the first attempt of an emergency procurement for 
the fire trucks. 

 
2. The four days that GSA allowed prospective bidders to respond to the RFQ was 

unreasonably short.  As part of our observation, we contacted the representatives of 
International Equipment and Morrico, each of which confirmed that the four-day period 
for submitting a price quotation for the fire trucks was too short. The representatives 
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informed us that their efforts to respond to more than 100 pages of specifications would 
have been a futile exercise since the specifications were namely for fire trucks 
manufactured by E-One Inc.  The Morrico representative stated that the company 
(Morrico) would not have been given “a fair chance” because they had a previous 
litigation with GFD.  See Attachment 3 for details. 

 
3. Although brand names were utilized throughout the specifications, the Captain informed 

us that the references to “brand” names as part of the specifications were used for 
descriptive purposes to guide contractors in interpreting GFD requirements.  Specifically, 
the RFQ stated that: 

 
“References to a particular trade name, manufacturer’s catalog or model number 
are made for descriptive purposes to guide contractors in interpreting the 
requirements of the Guam Fire Department.  These references should not be 
construed as excluding proposals of other types of materials, equipment and 
supplies, unless otherwise stated…. Contractors submitting specifications that 
are equal to or greater than these specifications, hereinafter referred to as 
“Equivalent(s)”, could be allowed after review for said quality and compliance. 

 
Therefore, vendors were not excluded from submitting other specifications that were 
either equal to or greater than those specified. 

 
4. GSA should have taken a more active role in ensuring that an independent procurement 

process and review was conducted.  GSA’s role in this emergency procurement was 
merely to process GFD’s request.  

 
5. GSA should have obtained price comparisons from other sources such as the Federal 

GSA.  By obtaining more proposals, the lower the price of the purchase is likely to be.7  
OPA accessed the Federal GSA website and found quotations of fire trucks ranging from 
$196,888 to $241,780.  Although these quotations did not include detailed specifications, 
our efforts suggest that lower prices could have been obtained.  There was no 
documentation in the procurement file at the time to show that either GFD or GSA made 
any price comparison to Federal GSA. 

 
 
GFD Submits Another Invitation for Bid 
On February 16, 2005, almost 11 months after the preliminary injunction was issued in March 
2004, GFD and GSA issued a new invitation for bid (IFB) under standard procurement 
procedures for the purchase of the three fire trucks.  One has to wonder why it took GFD and 
GSA nearly a year to solicit for the purchase for another three fire trucks. However, we did not 
review this bid. 
  

Conclusion 
GFD has not been provided a consistent source of funding to replace fire trucks and ambulances.  
Because of this lack of consistent funding, GFD has had to resort to emergency requests 
whenever the number of fire trucks and ambulances are precariously low.  The passage of P.L 

                                                 
7 An Elected Official’s Guide to Procurement by Patricia C. Watt. 
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27-99 permitted GFD to purchase two fire trucks without conforming to standard procurement 
practices, thus, setting a precedent allowing emergency purchases to be obtained without 
following emergency procurement regulations. 
 
Although P.L. 27-99 may have immediately addressed GFD’s need for fire trucks, the waiver of 
procurement regulations is not good procurement policy and should be discouraged. It is 
unknown whether the Legislature would have passed Bill 295, had the Chief disclosed the 
relevant information surrounding the court injunction.  By failing to disclose this information, 
the Chief was less than forthright.  Further, P.L. 27-99 may be viewed as an intrusion upon 
judicial decision-making and judicial independence since it voided the court’s preliminary 
injunction, possibly undermining the separation of powers among the three branches of 
government. 
 
GFD should develop long-range capital plans for emergency vehicles and equipment.  The 
capital plan should be updated and submitted with GFD’s annual budget in order to provide the 
basis for funding the necessary vehicles and equipment.  If funding is not consistently provided, 
GFD will continue to resort to emergency requests for fire trucks and ambulances. 
 

Recommendations 
We urge the Legislature to discontinue passing legislation that waives procurement regulations 
of any purchase. Even the Governor raised concern over the lack of procurement procedures in 
P.L. 27-99.   
 
We recognize the Government of Guam’s current financial difficulty, however, unless a 
consistent funding source is provided to GFD for the purchase of emergency vehicles and 
equipment, GFD will continue to resort to emergency requests for these purchases. 
 
  
We recommend that GFD develop and submit a 5-year and 10-year capital replacement plan to 
the Legislature to ensure that GFD receives the needed funding for the purchase, maintenance 
and upkeep of its emergency vehicles and equipment. 
 

Management Responses and OPA Reply 
On March 21, 2005 we met with GFD and GSA officials to discuss the preliminary draft report.  
As a result, certain changes were made to the report, more specifically our comments on “brand” 
specifications. Based on the response provided by the Chief and the CPO, we modified the report 
as appropriate and clarified the reference to “brand” name specifications, to state that references 
to “brand” names were used for descriptive purposes to guide contractors in interpreting GFD 
requirements 
 
The Chief disagreed with our statement that he was not forthright by failing to disclose the Court 
injunction during the public hearing.  The Chief stated, “It is true that in my written testimony, I 
did not disclose in the public hearing of the Court injunction that prohibited the procurement of 
fire trucks. This information was omitted with the knowledge that the Chairman, Committee on 
Public Safety & Tourism, 27th Guam Legislature and members of the committee were aware of 
the court injunction.”  In our review of the Committee Report there was no written comment 
about the Court injunction.  See Attachment 5 for the Chief’s complete response. 
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The CPO disagreed with six areas of our report.  As stated earlier, we modified our report’s 
reference to brand name specifications. The CPO disagreed with our statement that the four days 
allowed for vendors to respond to the RFQ was unreasonably short.  Yet in the attempted 
emergency procurement of December 2003 the CPO allotted nine days.  The CPO also disagreed 
with our statement that GSA should have taken a more active role in the procurement process.  
However, there was nothing in the procurement file to document that GSA did any additional 
review. A GSA Buyer II also stated that GSA did not have to do anything further since 
procurement regulations were waived.  See Attachment 4 for more detailed discussion. 
 
We appreciate the cooperation shown by the Guam Fire Department and the General Services 
Agency.   
 
The legislation, creating the Office of the Public Auditor, requires agencies to submit an action 
plan to implement audit recommendations within six months or by October 28, 2005 after report 
issuance.  Accordingly, our office will be contacting the Chief to provide the target date and title 
of the official(s) responsible for implementing the recommendation. 
 

Limitations of Report 
This report does not provide conclusions involving legal determination and contains only 
evidentiary conclusions based on documentation available during our review. Our review was 
conducted in accordance with the Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards.  This 
report has been released to the Governor of Guam, the Speaker and the members of the 28th 
Guam Legislature, the Director of Department of Administration, the Chief of Guam Fire 
Department, the Chief Procurement Officer of General Services Agency, the Director of Bureau 
of Budget and Management Research, the Chief Justice of Supreme Court, the Presiding Judge 
of Superior Court, and the Attorney General of Guam.  This report is a matter of public record 
and its distribution is not limited. 
 
 
 
Senseramente, 
 

 
 
Doris Flores Brooks, CPA, CGFM 
Public Auditor 
 
Attachments 
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Attachment 1 

Summary of GFD Legislations 
 

Effective 
Date 

Public 
Law 

 Amount 
Appropriated  Description 

25-Jun-04 27-99         $  600,000  

Emergency procurement of fire trucks, emergency lifesaving 
equipment or supplies, and fire fighting apparatus for the 
Guam Fire Department, which waived procurement 
requirements. 

       

31-Oct-03 27-35           2,075,000 

Creation of “Community Advancement Fund" which shall be 
maintained for the purchase of no less than five ambulances 
and not less than four structural pumper fire trucks in the 
amount of $875,000 and $1,200,000, respectively. 

       

1-Oct-01 26-35             600,000 

Creation of the GFD Lease-to-Purchase Program Fund to 
implement a lease purchase and/or loan program not to 
exceed 10 years with the United States Department of 
Agriculture (USDA), which shall be expended exclusively 
for the financing of fire apparatus, protective personnel 
equipment and emergency response vehicles. 

       

25-Mar-99 25-03              600,000 Creation of Firefighters Equipment Replacement Fund for 
the replacement of essential fire fighting equipment. 

      
  

         $ 3,875,000  

Less             -600,000 Amount was re-appropriated from P.L. 26-35 to P.L. 27-99. 

Total Appropriations:            3,275,000  

Less             2,075,000  These funds have yet to be released to GFD pending the 
bond issuance currently in litigation. 

Actual Allocations:            $1,200,000  
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Attachment 2 
Page 1 of 3 

 

Sequence of Events 
 
 
 

November 2003:  GFD solicited quotations for three fire trucks. 
 
December 11, 2003: The Chief sent a letter to the CPO of GSA requesting for a 

“declaration of emergency.” 
 
December 12, 2003: The CPO executed an emergency certification. 
 
December 13, 2003: The Governor approved the emergency certification. Mid-Pacific 

Far East submitted a proposal to the Chief, as the local distributor 
of an off-island vendor. 

  
December 15, 2003: The Chief notified GSA that he had selected Mid-Pacific Far East.  

GFD executed two requisitions for three fire trucks for the sum of 
$489,942 and $244,971, including freight, listing Mid-Pacific Far 
East as the suggested source. 

 
December 17, 2003:  Four days after Mid-Pacific Far East had submitted its proposal, 

GSA faxed a request for quotation (RFQ) to Morrico that stated a 
response was due no later than December 19, 2003. This allowed 
Morrico only two days to secure a price quotation for the fire 
trucks. 

 
February 4, 2004: Morrico filed a lawsuit in the Superior Court of Guam against 

GSA because of the manner in which GSA had utilized the 
emergency procurement of three fire trucks awarded to Mid-
Pacific Far East. 

  
March 11, 2004:  The court issued a preliminary injunction in favor of Morrico and 

GSA was enjoined from taking any actions to procure the fire 
trucks.   

 
March 2004 to   GFD and GSA did not issue new solicitations or bid 
June 2004:    to procure the fire trucks. 

 
June 4, 2004: The Chief provided written and oral testimony to Bill 295, which 

would re-appropriate $600,000 from the GFD Lease-to-Purchase 
Program and waive procurement requirements. 
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Attachment 2 
Page 2 of 3 

 
 
June 25, 2004:  Almost three months after the court ruling, the 27th Guam 

Legislature passed P.L. 27-99, which appropriated $600,000 to 
GFD for the emergency procurement of fire trucks and related 
equipment and waived procurement regulations. The law also 
mandated the Public Auditor be an observer throughout the 
procurement process and that any remaining funds will revert back 
to the General Fund if not used within 180 days or until December 
21, 2004. 

 
July 7, 2004: The Governor sent a letter to former Speaker Pangelinan 

requesting for an amendment to P.L. 27-99 to provide procedures 
or permit GSA to develop rules for the procurement of fire trucks 
since GSA is left without guidance because it waived procurement 
regulations. 

 
August 31, 2004: Nearly two months later, GFD submitted a requisition for two fire 

trucks, estimated to cost $247,948 each, including freight for this 
“emergency procurement.” 

 
September 13, 2004: GSA issued requests for quotation (RFQ) to three different 

vendors, specifically, Mid-Pacific Far East, International 
Equipment of Guam, and Morrico.  The RFQ stated that vendors 
must respond “no later than September 17, 2004.” The three 
vendors were required to pick up the detailed requirements and 
technical specifications, which were more than 100 pages, at GSA 
and were given only four days to respond.   

 
September 16, 2004: CPO notified OPA of its involvement as an observer for the 

procurement of fire trucks, pursuant to P.L. 27-99. 
 
September 17, 2004: GSA received two responses, from Mid-Pacific Far East and 

International Equipment of Guam, for the RFQ. International 
Equipment of Guam responded with a “no quote… time given to 
quote is too short,” and Morrico did not provide a response.  Mid-
Pacific Far East submitted three options. 

 
September 21, 2004: GSA Buyer II orally requested a cost breakdown from Mid-Pacific 

Far East. 
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Attachment 2 
Page 3 of 3 

 
 
September 24, 2004:  GSA followed up with Morrico as to why they did not respond 

after OPA raised the issue. 
 
September 30, 2004: Mid-Pacific Far East submitted the revised lower cost breakdown. 
 
October 4, 2004: GSA provided GFD with Mid-Pacific Far East’s revised quotation 

and requested GFD review and evaluate the specifications and 
respond no later than October 11, 2004. 

 
October 5, 2004: The Chief and the Captain reviewed and indicated that Mid-Pacific 

Far East’s proposal met the requirements and specifications. The 
Captain also notated his non-acceptance of the estimated cost of 
$590,388. 

 
October 6, 2004: OPA staff met GFD and GSA officials to discuss how the selection 

was made to Mid-Pacific Far East.  The GSA Buyer II and the 
GFD Fire Captain Federal Programs Coordinator stated that Mid-
Pacific Far East was the only vendor who responded to the RFQ 
and that in actuality GSA did not have to do anything further since 
the procurement regulations were waived. 

 
October 8, 2004: GSA issued a notice of award to Mid-Pacific Far East for $551,944 

and requested Mid-Pacific Far East to submit a performance bond 
no later than October 22, 2004.  In a subsequent discussion with 
the CPO, GSA accepted a letter of credit in lieu of the performance 
bond. 

 
October 11, 2004: Mid-Pacific Far East acknowledged GSA’s notice of award.   
 
October 28, 2004: GSA issued a purchase order to Mid-Pacific Far East in the amount 

of $551,944 for two fire trucks, including freight with a time for 
delivery of 220 days, or no later than June 4, 2005. 
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Attachment 3 
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Civil Case No. CV0152-04 
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Attachment 4 
 
OPA Reply to GSA Management Response 
 
The CPO disagreed with six areas in our report.  

1. The CPO disagreed with our statement that “GSA did not comply with 5 G.C.A. §5215.”  
The CPO’s response was, “Although the Superior Court of Guam found that GFD and 
GSA did not comply with 5 G.C.A. §5215, GSA did provide your office with substantial 
evidence showing that GSA did comply with 5 G.C.A. §5215. (Refer to Exhibit 1).” 
Since March 2004, there has been no evidence submitted to the Court to overturn the 
Court’s ruling of non-compliance, therefore this statement remains. 

2. The CPO disagreed with our statement that it has taken GFD and GSA almost 11 months 
to re-solicit for the purchase of the three fire trucks.  The CPO responded that GSA 
begins solicitation once a request is received from the agency and that sequence of events 
took place, which caused GFD’s delays.  Although, we did not review this particular IFB, 
the 11-month time frame was derived from March 11, 2004, when the court issued its 
injunction to February 11, 2005, when GFD and GSA began the new solicitation.  
Therefore, this statement remains. 

3. The CPO disagreed with our statement that the four days allowed for vendors to respond 
to the RFQ was unreasonably short.  In her statement in Exhibit 1, dated December 19, 
2003, the CPO acknowledged, “that (2) days was not adequate to submit a response.  The 
CPO instructed the buyer to immediately issue a revised request for quotation… and to 
extend the due date for submission of quotations to December 26 that will allow the 
vendors adequate time to put together a quotation.”  The time allowed by the CPO totaled 
nine days.  By not applying the same extension to the September 2004 procurement, 
where only four days was given, the CPO was inconsistent in her practices.  Therefore, 
this statement remains. 

4. The CPO disagreed with our reference to brand name specifications, which we have 
modified in our report. 

5. The CPO disagreed with our observation that GSA should have taken a more active role 
in the procurement process.  There was nothing in the procurement file to document that 
GSA did any additional review. A GSA Buyer II stated that GSA did not have to do 
anything further since procurement regulations were waived, thus this statement remains. 

6. The CPO disagreed with our observation that GSA should have obtained price 
comparisons from other sources, such as the Federal GSA because GSA requested for a 
revised quotation from Mid-Pacific Far East and that “on 21 March 2005, GFD 
representative did inform OPA… that he did compare prices with the Federal GSA…” 
However, there was no documentation in the procurement file at the time to show that 
either GFD or GSA made any price comparison to Federal GSA, thus this statement 
remains. 
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