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TONY KNOWLES, GOVERNOR

DEPT. OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 
DIRECTOR’S OFFICE
555 CORDOVA STREET Telephone: (907) 269-7644
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 Fax: (907) 269-7654
http://www.state.ak.us/dec/deh e-mail: Janice_Adair@envircon.state.ak.us

February 27, 2001

The Honorable Randy Phillips 
Alaska State Senate 
Room 103, Capitol Building 
Juneau, AK 99801

HAND DELIVERED

Re: SB 24, Seafood and Food Safety Laboratory

Dear Senator Phillips:

During the hearing on the above-referenced bill in the Senate State Affairs Committee, you asked 
us to find out how Washington, Oregon, California and an East Coast slate fund their laboratories 
for seafood, monitoring. You had mentioned Massachusetts previously in the hearing, so we 
selected it as the East Coast state. We sent each state an email posing the following questions:

1) Do. you have a marine toxic monitoring program for shellfish?
2) Do you charge fees to the industry for any of the testing you do associated with that program?

a) If no, how is your laboratory funded?
b) If yes, how much are your fees and do they cover the entire operating and maintenance

costs of the marine toxin monitoring program?
c) If the fee does not cover the entire cost of running the laboratory, what percentage is 

covered and how is the balance funded?

All four states answered the questions the same. They all have a marine toxin program for 
shellfish. The laboratories that conduct this work in each of the four states are funded completely 
by general state funds. None of the states charge fees for any tests that are done.

I hope this addresses the questions that you had. If there is any other information we can gather 
for you, please let me know.

rice Adair 
Director

cc: The Honorable Gene Therriault, Chairman, State Affairs Committee
The Honorable John Torgerson, Chairman, Resources Committee 
The Honorable Drue Pearce 
The Honorable Rick Halford 
The Honorable Bettye Davis

S a f e  F o o d ,  S a f e  W a te r ,  H e a l t h y  C o m m u n i t i e s

http://www.state.ak.us/dec/deh
mailto:Janice_Adair@envircon.state.ak.us


Memorandum
I

To: Joe Balash, Senate State Affairs Committee

From:  ̂\J^rde*Adair, Director, Division o f  Environmental Health 

11/30/01

SB 24, Seafood and Food Safety Lab

Joe, attached you’ll find the additional information Senator Therriault requested in our meeting last 
week plus some other information I thought might be useful.

• Two capital appropriation details, FY 99 and FY 01 for the this project. Both were funded.
• A memo dated January 29,2001 from Northern Economics; 1 asked that they put together a more 

succinct memo that the others that we have
• Copy o f AS 36.30.080 (leases), .083 (lease extensions) and .085 (lease-purchases) with the 

pertinent parts highlighted'•) An overview photo that shows the spot where the lab will be built;
® A copy of Section 29 from last year’s capital budget that shows the appropriation to repay other 
^  certificates of participation; and• )  Another letter o f support from Pacific Alaska Shellfish, which I believe came in after I provided

the first packet o f information to you.

If there is anything else you need, don’t hesitate to give me a call.

1



JAN-26-2001 FRI 06:57 PM ADEC DIV ADMIN SERV FAX NO. 907 465 5097 P. 01
Food Safety Laboratory FY1999 Request: 

Reference No:
$145,700

30694
AP/AL: Appropriation
Category: Health/Safety
Location: Statewide
Election D is tric t: Statewide
Estimated Pro ject Dates; Unknown - Unknown

Project Type: Health and Safety 

Contact:
Contact Phone: ( ) -

B rie f Summary and Statement o f Need:

Funding:
FY1999 FY2000 FY2001

I *

FY2002 FY2003 FY2004 Total
Gen Fund $145,700 $3,854,300 $4,000,000

Total: $145,700 $3,854,300 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,000,000

Q  State Match Required 13 One-Time Project 
0% = Minimum State Match % Required

□ Phased Project
□ Amendment

□  On-Going Project
□  Mental Health Bill

Operating & Maintenance Costs:
Amount Staff

Total Operating Impact: 0 0
One-Time Startup Costs: 0

Additional Estimated Annual O&M:. , • 0 0

P rio r Funding H istory / Add itiona l Information:

State of Alaska Capital Project Summary 
1999 12/5 DEC Capital Submtd 
1/26/0 i 5:47:18 PM Page: 1

Department of Environmental Conservation 
Reference No: 30654



Food Safety Laboratory FY1999 Request: $145,700
__________________________ ___________________ ___________Reference No:___________  30694
The Palmer laboratory has been in its current leased location for over 25 years. The facility is inadequate for the demands 
of the microbiology program and must be replaced. This funding request will evaluate the replacement options and 
prepare the department to pursue the most effective replacement solution.
This request will do the following:

Prepare laboratory design needs and specifications 
Prepare a conceptual building design
Estimate cost to construct a new facility including all costs of design, equipment and inspection.
Estimate maintenance and operations cost for 20 to 40 year occupancy 
Evalute current lease market conditions for replacement options 
Evaluate potential site locations
Evaluate economic alternatives of lease versus lease-purchase

JAM-26-2001 FRI 06:57 PH ADEC DIV 6DNIN SERV FAX NO. 907 465 5097 p. 02

Concept Design 85,700
Cost Estimate 5,000
Market/Site Eval 15,000
O&M Estimate 10,000
Lease vs UP Study 30.000 

Total 145,700

State of Alaska Capital Project Summary 
1999 12/5 DEC Capital Submtd 
i/25/01 5:47:18 PM Page: 2

Department of Environmental Conservation 
Reference No: 30694



AP/AL: Appropriation Project Type: Health and Safety
Historical Category: Health/Safety
Location: Statewide Contact: Janice Adair
Election District: Statewide Contact Phone: (907)269-7645
Estimated Project Dates: 7/1/2000 - 6/30/2005

Brief Project Summary and Statement of Need:
Current food safety laboratory lease expires in December, 2000 and cannot be extended or renewed. This project 
contracts for services for programming, site planning and Bid Specification development to relocate the FSL.

Environmental Health Food Safety Lab Relocation Study FY2001 Request: $240,000
and Specifications Reference No: AMD32579

Funding:
FY2001 FY2002 FY2003 FY2004 FY2005 FY2006________ Total

Gen Fund $240,000 $240,000

Total: $240,000 0 0 0 0 0 $240,000

_ j State Match Required ' Vj One-Time Project L_j Phased Project j j On-Going Project
= Minimum State Match % Required y ]  Amendment i j Mental Health Bill

Operating & Maintenance Costs: Amount Staff
Total Operating Impact: 0 0

One-Time Startup Costs: 0
Additional Estimated Annual O&M: 0 0

Prior Funding History/Additional Information:
An appropriation of 145.7 was made for FY 1999 for a feasibility study.

State of Alaska Capital Project Summary 
FY2001 DEC Governor Amendments
2-18-2000 4:36 pm Page: 1

Department of Environmental Conservation
Project Page: 1



Environmental Health Food Safety Lab Relocation Study and Specifications Cont.

The Environmental Health (EH) Food Safety Lab (FSL) has been located at its present location for approximately 
thirty years. During that time, the Lab has received only minor upgrades or renovation. The building does not meet 
current building codes. In FY99 EH contracted for a feasibility study to relocate the FSL. The study included 
conceptual design, general layout, equipment requirements, cost estimates, and lease versus build evaluation.
The study was further refined in FYOO, concluding that a build-to-suit State-owned facility was the most economical 
option. Property evaluations were performed and a State-owned parcel in Anchorage was selected. This 
appropriation will allow the Department to contract programming and site planning services. The activities will 
include spatial delineation of activity areas, internal building utility and equipment requirements, site plan and floor 
plan design, site analysis, material quality identification, estimate refinement, detailed project schedule 
development, and partial bid specification development.

Page: 2

Department of Environmental Conservation
Project Page: 2



Memorandum
TO: Janice Adair, Department of Environmental Conservation

Bert Hartley, Department of Environmental Conservation 
From: Hart Hodges, Northern Economics 
Date: January 29, 2001 
Re: Seafood and Food Safety Lab Figures

In our report prepared in 1999, Livingston Slone and Northern Economics estimated that 
project costs for a new seafood and food safety lab would be approximately S9.3 million. 
We also estimated that an existing building of the correct size could possibly be renovated 
at a cost o f roughly S5.1 million. However, in all comparisons o f costs between the 
different options considered in that report (own versus lease, consolidate the SFSL and 
State Chemistry Lab, etc.), we included a variety o f operating and maintenance costs. We 
did not demonstrate clearly which option had the lowest capital cost.
We subsequently prepared two memoranda in January and February 2000, which focused 
on the capital cost of different options. In these memoranda, we showed that it would be 
less expensive for the state to build its own lab, as opposed to having a private developer 
construct a facility and lease it to the state or to have a private developer renovate an 
existing facility for the state. Since that time, the design criteria for the lab have changed, 
more accurate land and building costs have been prepared, and other refinements have 
been considered. This memorandum attempts to bring together all o f the revisions, but 
still focus on the capital costs of a new seafood and food safety lab.
The following assumptions reflect our best knowledge o f the cost o f a seafood and food 
safety lab:
■ Public interest rate is 6.1 percent (compared to 5.5 percent in early reports)
• Private interest rate is 9.5 percent (unchanged)
■ The capital cost for the project is estimated to be $13,655,000 (higher than in early 

reports)
The private rate is higher than the public rate to reflect the cost

880 H STREET, SUITE 210 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 
(907) 2 7 4 -5 6 00  FAX (907) 274-



of risk aVid the return necessary to attract a private developer (a private developer would 
expect to borrow money at a higher rate and earn a return on the investment). Actual rates 
available to the state or a private developer m ight differ slightly from the rates used in 
these calculations, but the relative differences should be similar to the difference in these 
figures... and it is the difference in the rates that is critical.
The following tables show cost comparisons for two different options (build to own and 
lease to own) and two different planning horizons. The lease arrangement option does not 
include adjustments to the interest rate to account for developer profit. However, the same 
principal amount o f 513.66 million is used for both the state owned option and the lease 
arrangement. It could be assumed that the private developer would complete the project 
for a smaller dollar amount and the difference could be viewed as profit.
Table 1 shows costs, by major category, when loans must be repaid within 10 years.

Table 1. Cost of Seafood and Food Safety Lab, State Owned vs. Lease Arrangement -  1 0-
Year Horizon

Fiscal
Year

New Build to Suit -  State Owned New Build to Suit -  Lease Arrangement

Principal Interest Total Capital 
Cost

Principal and 
Profit Interest Total Capital 

Cost

2002 1,031,122 832,955 1,864,077 877,554 1,297,225 2,174,779

2003 1,094,020 770,057 1,864,077 960,922 1,213,857 2,174,779

2004 1,160,755 703,321 1,864,077 1,052,210 1,122,570 2,174,779

2005 1,231,562 632,515 1,864,077 1,152,169 1,022,510 2,174,779

2006 1,306,687 557,390 1,864,077 1,261,626 913,154 2,174,779

2007 1,386,395 477,682 1,864,077 1,381,480 793,299 2,174,779

2008 1,470,965 393,112 1,864,077 1,512,721 662,059 2,174,779

2009 1,560,694 303,383 1,864,077 1,656,429 518,350 2,174,779

2010 1,655,896 208,181 1,864,077 1,813,790 360,990 2,174,779

2011 1,756,906 107,171 1,864,077 1,986,100 188,679 2,174,779

Total 13,655,000 4,985,768 18,640,768 13,655,000 8,092,793 21,747,793

Table 2 shows costs for a 20 year planning horizon. The capital requirement and interest 
rates are the same as those given for Table 1. In addition, the following assumptions are 
added:
» Private develop must repay debt within 10 years.



■ Private developer will require lease payments during years 11-10 that are 75 percent of 
the payments for years 1-10.

■ The state could own the leased facility at the end o f the 20-year horizon.

Table 2. Cost o f Seafood and Food Safety Lab, State Owned vs. Lease Arrangement - 20-
Year Horizon

Fiscal
Year

New Build to Suit -  S tate Owned New Build to Suit -  Lease Arrangement

Principal Interest Total Capital 
Cost

Principal and 
Profit Interest Total Capital 

Cost

2002 367,233 832,955 1,200,188 877,554 1,297,225 2,174,779

2003 389,634 810,554 1,200,188 960,922 1,213,857 2,174,779

2004 413,402 786,786 1,200,188 1,052,210 1,122,570 2,174,779

2005 438,619 761,569 1,200,188 1,152,169 1,022,610 2,174,779

2006 465,375 734,813 1,200,188 1,261,626 913,154 2,174,779

2007 493,763 706,425 1,200,188 1,381,480 793,299 2,174,779

2008 523,882 676,305 1,200,188 1,512,721 662,059 2,174,779

2009 555,839 644,349 1,200,188 1,656,429 518,350 2,174,779

2010 589,745 610,442 1,200,188 1,813,790 360,990 2,174,779

2011 625,720 574,468 1,200,188 1,986,100 188,679 2,174,779

2012 663,889 536,299 1,200,188 1,631,084 0 1,631,084

2013 704,386 495,802 1,200,188 1,631,084 0 1,631,084

2014 747,354 452,834 1,200,188 1,631,084 0 1,631,084

2015 792,942 407,246 1,200,188 1,631,084 • 0 1,631,084

2016 841,312 358,876 1,200,188 1,631,084 0 1,631,084

2017 892,632 307,556 1,200,188 1,631,084 0 1,631,084



2018 947,082 253,106 1,200,188 1,631,084 0 1,631,084

2019 1,004,854 195,334 1,200,188 1,631,084 0 1,631,084

2020 1,066,150 134,037 1,200,188 1,631,084 0 1,631,084

2021 1,131,186 69,002 1,200,188 1,631,084 0 1,631,084

Total 13,655,000 10,348,758 24,003,758 29,965,845 8,092,793 38,058,638

These two horizons were chosen for a variety o f reasons. The major reason for not 
considering a longer planning period is the fact that leases for lab facilities would not be 
expected to extend beyond 20 years. In addition, a private developer would not be likely to 
receive a loan for much more than 10 years for this type of project.
The option to have a private developer renovate an existing facility and lease it to the state 
is not presented in the tables because o f the finding (presented in earlier reports) that the 
cost to lease a building that has been renovated is very similar to the cost of leasing a 
newly constructed facility. In addition, there is a significant amount o f uncertainty 
surrounding the cost o f renovation, as well as the operating cost o f such a facility, because 
the actual configuration o f the space cannot be known without having a specific building to 
consider.
Yet another option would be for the state to purchase and renovate a building or renovate 
an existing state building. No information was available on the stock o f buildings that 
m ight be considered for this option. In earlier reports, no building was identified that could 
be renovated (at reasonable cost) to meet the needs of the seafood and food safety lab.
The following two graphs show the same information that is provided in Table 1 and Table 
2.

Figure 1. Cumulative Cost (No Discounting) - 1 0-Year Horizon
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S t a t e  P r o c u r e m e n t  C o d e § 36.30.080
•a, and settleme- 
°f an employoj-̂ j

tracting becaus^

S S i.1
ffective September
:c change in paragTa^  
996, made section re/mC 
iph (b)(15).

.arredor suspend^ 
id maintain current  ̂
isional services, oj?'*

ssioner evidence of a ' 
by regulation in $  
section. A construe-/ 
ued under AS 08,

36 .30 .070 . Supply management. The commissioner shall adopt regulations 
ning the

?V'management of supplies during their entire life cycle;
igj'Gsie, lease, or disposal of surplus supplies by public auction, competitive sealed 
ading. or °ther appropriate method;
73) purchase of surplus supplies by an employee of the using or disposing agency; and
74) transfer of excess supplies. (§ 2 ch 106 SLA 1986)JS« % i
gee. 36.30.080. Leases, (a) The department shall lease space for the use of the state 
; jjj] agency wherever it is necessary and feasible, subject to compliance with the 

iuirements of this chapter. A lease may not provide for a period of occupancy greater 
Itban 40 years. An agency requiring office, warehouse, or other space shall lease the space 
through the department.
J p jb )  [Repealed, § 11 ch 75 SLA 1994.]

|v $ (c) if the department, the Board of Regents of the University of Alaska, the legislative 
jjl&jjbuncil, or the supreme court intends to enter into or renew a lease of real property with 

•tiffin annual rent to the department, University of Alaska, legislative council, or supreme 
ilU  eourt that is anticipated to exceed $500,000, or with total lease payments that exceed 

500,000 for the full term of the lease, including any renewal options that are defined 
WJfl the lease, the department, the Board of Regents, the legislative council, or supreme 
.̂vicourt shall provide notice to the legislature. The notice must include the anticipated

may l______
orporation - fi ' (1) requiring notice under this subsection unless the proposed lease or renewal of a
§§ 3, 24 ch 65 SLA <1 %'■ ’ 'lease has been approved by the legislature by law; an appropriation for the rent payable

j.IK j^during the initial period of the lease or the initial period of lease renewal constitutes
g^approval proposed lease or renewal of a lease for purposes of this paragraph;

fTective J u ly  9, 1996, in £  y., (2) under this subsection if the total of all optional renewal periods provided for in the
ception at the beginning yi jease exceeds the original term of the lease exclusive of the total period of all renewal
middle, and made related $

p :-°Ptlons-tv <3 5# '(d) When the department is evaluating proposals for a lease of space, the department 
opt regulations gov-:$v £'; :'shall consider, in addition to lease costs, the life cycle costs, function, indoor environment, 
r supplies, services) % f^public convenience, planning, design, appearance, and location of the proposed building, 
commissioner shall $  (e> When the department is considering leasing space, the department should consider

whether leasing is likely to be the least costly means to provide the space.
:losely as practicable |  vy p- ^  When the department is acquiring leased space of 3,000 square feet or less, the 
and Transportation '-j |lj\3epartment may procure the leased space using the procedures for small procurements 

• y-: vir under AS 36.30.320, providing public notice is given to prospective offerors in the market 
.m personnel of using X- (§ 2 ch 106 SLA 1986; am § 1 ch 58 SLA 1990; am §§ 8, 9 ch 181 SLA 1990; am
ust promote overall. I  StA# 2. 3 ch 73 SLA 1992; am § 3 ch 37 SLA 1993; am §§ 6, 11 ch 75 SLA 1994; am § 10 
satisfying the state', 137 SUV 1996)
subsection regarding 
icifications, including 
•ssionals
hysical or functional 
rvice, or construction
ng, and delivery. (§ 2

'reement tha t prefers tbe 
members of a labor union- 
n.

v • Effect o f amendments. — The first 1990 am end­
ment, effective Ju ne 5, 1990, inserted “or renew" 
before “a lease" and before “an agreem ent" in the first 
*nd third sentences, respectively, and added the final 
^ ie n c e , in subsection (c).

The second 1990 amendment^ effective Ju ly  1,1990, 
rewrote subsection (b); and, in subsection (c), rewrote 
“ e first sentence and inserted “requiring notice" in 
“‘ethird sentence.
.To® 1992 am endm ent, effective Septem ber 14, 

in subsection (c), rewrote the first two sentences 
added the last sentence; and added subsections 

w) and (e).
The 1993 am en d m en t, effective A u g u st 25, 1993, in

subsection (c), added the second sentence and rewrote 
the rem ainder of the subsection.

The 1994 amendment, effective June 6, 1994, re ­
pealed subsection (b), relating to lease-purchase and 
lease-financing agreements and rewrote subsection 
(c).

The 1996 amendment, effective Ju ly  9,1996, added 
subsection (0.

E d ito r 's  no tes . — Section 3, ch. 58, SLA 1990 
provides th a t the 1990 am endm ent to AS 36.30.080(c) 
by § 1, ch. 58, SLA 1990 “applies to an agreement that 
is entered into on or after June 5 ,1990, and does not 
apply to a lease or to the renewal of a lease if the lease 
is in existence on June 5, 1990."



§ 36.30.083 Pxmr.ic C o n t r a c t s

Section 12, ch. 37, SLA 1993 provides: “LEASE 
EXTENSIONS AUTHORIZED, (a) N otwithstanding 
AS 36.30, the Departm ent of Adm inistration, the 
University of Alaska, the legislature, and the court 
system may extend for up to a maximum extension of 
five years a real property lease th a t is entered into 
under AS 36.30, including procedures and regulations 
adopted under AS 35.30.005(c) and  36.30.07.0 — 
36.30.030, and th a t is in existence on the effective 
date of th is section if a  minimum cost savings of 

“(1) 10 percent can be achieved on the ren t due 
under the lease; or 

"(2) five percent can be achieved on the ren t due 
under the lease and the lessor agrees to make modi­
fications of the leased real property to bring the real 
property into compliance w ith the  requirem ents of 42 
U.S.C. 12101 — 12213 (Americans w ith Disabilities 
Act of 1990).

“(b) The cost savings under (a) of th is section shall 
be calculated on the rem aining term  of the  lease and

any renewals, including extensions allowed under (a) 
of th is section. j

“(c) The Departm ent of Administration, the Univerl 
sity of Alaska, the A laska Court System, and the' 
Legislative Affairs Agency shall subm it a  quarterly 
report to the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee 
detailing the leases extended and the cost savings 
achieved under (a) — (b) of th is section. The first 
report is due Ju ly  1,1994, and m ust cover the period 
from the effective date of this section through March 
31,1994. The subsequent reports shall be made Octo­
ber 1, 1994, Jan uary  2, 1995, and April 1, 1995."

Under § 14, ch. 37, SLA 1993, § 12(a) and (b) are 
repealed December 31, 1994 and § 12(c) is repealed 
April 1, 1995.

O p in io n s o f a t to rn e y  g e n e ra l. — Equipment- 
lease financing is covered by the  procurement code 
and the statutory  requirem ent of legislative approval. 
Sept. 17,1987 Op. A tt’y Gen.

NO TES TO  DECISIO N S

L e a se -p u rc h a se  a g re e m e n t b e tw e e n  D e p a r t­
m e n t o f  N a tu ra l  R e so u rces  a n d  A lask a  C o u rt 
S ystem . — This section (prior to Ju ne 7, 1994), 
§ 38.05.035, and § 12, ch. 75, SLA 1994, provided the 
D epartm ent of N atural Resources w ith authority to 
en ter into a lease-purchase agreem ent w ith Alaska 
Court System for the purchase of a building. Carr- 
Gottstein Properties v. State, 899 P.2d 136 (Alaska 
1995).

Funds placed in escrow for the renovation of a 
building th a t was the  subj. c of a lease-purchase 
agreem ent between the Departm ent of N atural Re­
sources and Alaska Court System did not constitute 
unrestricted "program receipts’ for deposit in the 
sta te  treasury and did not violate Alaska Const., art. 
IX, § 13. Carr-Gottstein Properties v. State, 899 P.2d 
136 (Alaska 1995).

Sec. 36.30.083. Lease extensions authorized, (a) Notwithstanding any other pro­
vision of this chapter, the department, the Board of Regents of the University of Alaska, 
the legislative council, or the court system may extend, for up to a maximum extension 
of 10 years, a real property lease that is entered into under this chapter including 
procedures and regulations adopted under AS 36.30.005(c), 36.30.020, and 36.30.030 and 
has at least six months remaining under the lease term, if a minimum cost savings of

(1) 15 percent can be achieved on the rent due under the lease; or
(2) 10 percent can be achieved on the rent due under the lease and the lessor agrees to 

make modifications of the leased real property to bring the real property into compliance 
with the requirements of 42 U.S.C. 12101 — 12213 (Americans with Disabilities Act of 
1990).

(b) The cost savings under (a) of this section shall be calculated on the remaining term 
of the lease and any renewals, including extensions allowed under (a) of this section.

(c) The department, the University of Alaska, the court system, and the Legislative 
Affairs Agency shall submit individually an annual report to the Legislative Budget and 
Audit Committee detailing the leases extended and the cost savings achieved by that 
entity under (a) or (b) of this section. Reports are due August 31 of each year. (§ 11 ch 137 
SLA 1996)

E ffec tiv e  d a tes . — Section 53, ch. 137, SLA 1996, 
makes this section effective Ju ly  9, 1996, in accor­
dance w ith AS 01.10.070(c).

E d ito r ’s n o tes. — Section 52, ch. 137, SLA 1996

provides th a t “(n)otwithstandingAS 36.30.083(c), en­
acted by § 11 of th is Act, the first lease extension 
report under AS 36.30.083(c) is due August 31, 1997, 
and must cover fiscal year 1997.*

Sec. 36.30.085. Lease-purchase agreements, (a) To perform its duties and statu­
tory functions, the department, the Board of Regents of the University of Alaska, the
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jrlegislative council, or the supreme court may enter into lease-purchase agreements. The 
i deoartment, the Board of Regents, the legislative council, or the supreme court may enter 
: jjjto a lease-purchase agreement only if the department, the Board of Regents, the 
|legislative council, or the supreme court is the lessee under the agreement. 
l'^(b) When evaluating proposals to acquire or improve real property under a lease­

es purchase agreement, the department, the Board of Regents, the legislative council, or the 
supreme court shall consider 

(1) in addition to lease costs, the life cycle costs, function, indoor environment, public 
|r convenience, planning, design, appearance, and location of the real property proposed for 

acquisition or improvement; and
i5T(2) whether acquisition or improvement of the real property by lease-purchase 
agreement is likely to be the least costly means to provide the space.
, (c) A lease-purchase agreement

(1) may not provide for a period of occupancy under the full term of the lease-purchase 
agreement that is greater than 4 0  years;
" (2) must provide that lease payments made by the department, the Board of Regents, 
the legislative council, or the supreme court are subject to annual appropriation.

(d) If the department, Board of Regents, legislative council, or supreme court intends 
to enter into or renew a lease-purchase agreement for real property, the department, 
Board of Regents, legislative council, or supreme court shall provide notice to the 
legislature. The notice must include the

(1) anticipated total construction, acquisition, or other costs of the project;
(2) anticipated annual amount of the rental obligation; and
(3) total lease payments for the full term of the lease-purchase agreement.
(e) The department, the Board of Regents, the legislative council, or the supreme court 

may not enter into a lease-purchase agreement to acquire or improve real property unless 
the agreement has been approved by the legislature by law.

(f) The provisions of (d) and (e) of this section do not apply to a lease-purchase 
agreement

(1) related to the refinancing of an outstanding balance owing on an existing lease- 
purchase agreement; or

(2) by the University of Alaska if the lease-purchase agreement is secured by student 
fees or university receipts as defined in AS 1 4 .4 0 .4 9 1 .

(g) In this section,
(1) “full term of the lease-purchase agreement” includes all renewal options that are 

defined within the lease-purchase agreement;
(2) “lease-purchase agreement” includes a lease-financing agreement. (§ 7 ch 75 SLA 

1994; am §§ 2, 3 ch 36 SLA 1995)

E ffec t o f  am en d m en ts . — The 1995 amendment, 
effective May 25, 1995, inserted “or improve" in sub­
sections (b) and (e) and “or improvement" in para­
graphs (b)(1) and (b)(2).

E ffec tive  d a te s . — Section 13, ch. 75, SLA 1994 
makes this section effective Ju n e  7, 1994, in accor­
dance with AS 01.10.070(c).

N O TES TO DECISIO N S

C ited  in Carr-Gottstein Properties v. State, 899 
P.2d 136 (Alaska 1995).

Sec. 36.30.090. Delivery of supplies. [Repealed, § 48 ch 137 SLA 1996.] 

Sec. 36.30.095. Procurement of paper. [Repealed, § 48 ch 137 SLA 1996.]
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Stfuncil, or the supreme court may enter into lease-purchase agreements. The 
or, the Board of Regents, the legislative council, or the supreme court may enter 
^purchase igreement only if the department, the Board of Regents, the 
Cfe&uncil, or the supreme court is the lessee under the agreement, 

^'evaluating proposals to acquire or improve real property under a lease- 
5&greement, the dej. artment, the Board of Regents, the legislative council, or the 

STcourt shall consider 
Pfn'flddition to lease costs, the life cycle costs, function, indoor environment, public 
aSence> planning, design, appearance, and location of the real property proposed for 

»tj0n or improvement; and 
j^vhether acquisition or improvement of the real property by lease-purchase 
fitment is likely to be the least costly means to provide the space.

StK'tA jeQse-purchase agreement
jfl) may not provide for a period of occupancy under the full term of the lease-purchase 
oiment that is greater than 40 years;
w^'must provide that lease payments made by the department, the Board of Regents, 
('legislative council, or the supreme court are subject to annual appropriation,
d) If the department, Board of Regents, legislative council, or supreme court intends 

Jfljntor into or renew a lease'-purchase agreement for real property, the department, 
of Regents, legislative council, or supreme court shall provide notice to the 

_jtolature. The notice must include the
|(1) anticipated total construction, acquisition, or other costs of the project;
fcj(2) anticipated annual amount of the rental obligation; and 
pS) total lease payments for the full term of the lease-purchase agreement.

The department, the Board of Regents, the legislative council, or the supreme court 
not enter into a lease-purchase agreement to acquire or improve real property unless 

agreement has been approved by the legislature by law.
The provisions of (d) and (e) of this section do not apply to a lease-purchase

ifsjgreement
>|£(1) related to the refinancing of an outstanding balance owing on an existing lease- 
i'Hptlrchase agreement; or
v'.j; (2) by the University of Alaska if the lease-purchase agreement is secured by student 
Îfees or university receipts as defined in AS 14.40.491. 

jig (g) In this section,
'f-(l) “full term of the lease-purchase agreement” includes all renewal options that are 
defined within the lease-purchase agreement;
/. (2) “lease-purchase agreement" includes a lease-financing agreement. (§ 7 ch 75 SLA 
1994; am §§ 2, 3 ch 36 SLA 1995)

Effect o f am e n d m e n ts . — The 1995 amendment, 
effective May 25, 1995, inserted “or improve" in sub­
notions (b) and (e) and “or improvement" in p a ra ­
graphs (b)(1) and (b)(2).

E ffec tive  d a te s . — Section 13, ch, 75, SLA 1994 
makes this section effective Juno 7, 1994, in accor­
dance with AS 01.10.070(c).

NOTES TO DECISIO N S

Cited in Carr-Gottstein Properties v. State, 899 
P.2d 136 (Alaska 1995).

Sec. 36.30.090. Delivery of supplies. [Repealed, § 48 ch 137 SLA 1996.] 

Sec. 36.30.095. Procurement of paper. [Repealed, § 48 ch 137 SLA 1996.]
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is appropriated to the Regulatory Commission of Alaska for fiscal year 2001 expenditures.
* Sec. 26. RETAINED FEES. The amount retained to compensate the collector or trustee 

of fees, licenses, taxes, or other money belonging to the state during the Fiscal year ending 
June 30, 2001, is appropriated for that purpose to the agency authorized by law to generate 
the revenue.

* Sec. 27. SALMON ENHANCEMENT TAX. The salmon enhancement tax collected 
under AS 43.76.010 - 43.76.028 in calendar year 1999 and deposited in the general fund under 
AS 43.76.025(c) is appropriated from the general fund to the Department of Community and 
Economic Development for payment in fiscal year 2001 to qualified regional associations 
operating within a region designated under AS 16.10.375.

* Sec. 28. SHARED TAXES AND FEES. The amount necessary to refund to local 
governments their share of taxes and fees collected in the listed fiscal years under the 
following programs is appropriated to the Department of Revenue from the general fund for 

payment in fiscal year 2001:
REVENUE SOURCE FISCAL YEAR COLLECTED
fisheries taxes (AS 43.75) 2000
fishery resource landing tax (AS 43.77) 2000

aviation fuel tax (AS 43.40.010) 2001
electric and telephone cooperative tax (AS 10.25.570) 2001
liquor license fee (AS 04.11) 2001

* Sec. 29. STATE DEBT AND OTHER OBLIGATIONS, (a) The amount required to pay 
nterest on any revenue anticipation notes issued by the commissioner of revenue under 
\S  43.08 is appropriated from the general fund to the Department of Revenue for payment 

)f the interest on those notes.
(b) The amount required to be paid by the state for principal and interest on all issued 

md outstanding state-guaranteed bonds is appropriated from the general fund to the state bond 
:ommittee for payment of principal and interest on those bonds.

(c) The sum of 513,813,530 is appropriated from the general fund to the Alaska debt 

etirement fund (AS 37.15.01.1).
(d) The sum of $12,857,805 is appropriated from the Alaska debt retirement fund 

AS 37.15.011) to the state bond committee for trustee fees and lease payments relating to

WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 1-LS1304U

ICS CSHB 312(FIN) -46-
New T e x c  U n d e r l i n e d  [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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certificates of participation issued for real property.
(e) The sum of $7,906,977 is appropriated from the International Airports Revenue 

Fund (AS 37.15.430) to the state bond committee for payment of debt service'and trustee fees 
on outstanding international airports revenue bonds.

(f) The sum of $52,818,852 is appropriated to the Department of Education and Early 
Development for state aid for costs of school construction under AS 14.11.100 from the 
following sources:

(g) The sum of $3,541,385 is appropriated from the general fund to the Department 
of Administration for payment of obligations to the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation for 
the Robert B. Atwood Building in Anchorage.

(h) The sum of $ 1,680,000 is appropriated from interest earnings of the Alaska clean 
water fund (AS 46.03.032) to the Alaska clean water fund revenue bond redemption fund 
(AS 37.15.560) for payment of principal of and interest, redemption premium, and trustee fees, 

if any, on bonds issued by the Alaska clean water fund under AS 37.15.560.
(i) Section 69, ch. 2, FSSLA 1999, is amended to read:

Sec. 69. The [IN ADDITION TO THE AMOUNT REQUIRED TO BE PAID 
BY THE STATE FOR PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST ON ALL ISSUED AND 
OUTSTANDING STATE-GUARANTEED BONDS, THE] sum of $2,450,000 is 
appropriated from the general fund to the Alaska debt retirem ent fund 
CAS 37.15.011) [STATE BOND COMMITTEE FOR PAYMENT OF ADDITIONAL 

PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST ON THOSE BONDS].
* Sec. 30. STATE TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM. The lapsing balance 

of the employment assistance and training program account (AS 23.15.625) on June 30, 2000, 
is appropriated to the employment assistance and training program account for the fiscal year 

ending June 30, 2001.
* Sec. 31. STATEWIDE PRIMARY AND GENERAL ELECTION YEAR COSTS, (a) 

The. sum of $1,629,000 is appropriated from the general fund to the Office of the Governor, 
division of elections, for costs associated with conducting the statewide primary and general 

elections in the fiscal year ending June 30, 2001.

Alaska debt retirement fund (AS 37.15.011) 
School fund (AS 43.50.140)

$23,481,517
29,337,335

-47-
New T e x t  U n d e r l i n e d  (DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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Ja n ic e  A d a ir
D ire c to r  o f  E n v iro n m e n ta l  H e a lth  
555 C o rd o v a  St. F if th  F lo o r  
A n c h o ra g e  A K  99501

D e a r  Jan ice ,

I w a n t to  re ite ra te  th e  p o in t  I m a d e  la s t y e a r  w h e n  w e  
d isc u sse d  th e  fu tu re  o f  th e  L ab  a n d  its  m o v e m e n t to  a  n e w  
lo c a tio n  in A m chorage. I  a m  to ta l ly  b e h in d  su c h  a  m o v e . A  
m o v e  to  A n c h o ra g e  is, in  m y  o p in io n , b e s t  fo r  e v e ry o n e  
in v o lv ed . A n d  w ill b e t te r  b e  a b le  to  se rv e  th e  in d u s try  fro m  
a  m o re  c e n tra liz e d  lo ca tio n .

L e t m e  a lso  g iv e  y o u  a  little  h is to ry  c o n c e rn in g  m y  
in v o lv e m e n t w ith  th e  L ab . I  w as  th e  f ir s t  p e rs o n  in  th e  
in d u s try  to  lo b b y  fo r  th e  L a b  to  b e  m o v e d  to  A n c h o ra g e  in  
1 9 8 1 .1  f le w  to  Ju n e a u  a n d  p e rso n a lly  d is c u s s e d  it w ith  
S e n a to r  K u rtu la  &  M r. M a lo n e  o f  th e  F in a n c e  co m m ittee .

T h a t e ffo rt w a s  su ccessfu l a n d  th e  L ab  w a s  m o v e d , b u t  to  its 
p re se n t lo ca tio n  in s tea d  o f  A n ch o ra g e . W e  w e re  th a n k fu l to  
h av e  it in S o u th  C en tra l, b u t A n c h o ra g e  s till  s e e m e d  a  b e tte r  
lo ca tio n  d u e  to  lo g is tic s  a n d  its  p ro x im ity  to  th e  industry .

i



J a n u a ry  24, 20 01
P a g e  2

T h is  y e a r  w ill b e  o u r  2 1st se a so n  o f  u s in g  th e  fa c il i ty  fo r  
w a te r, tissu e , P S T  an d  a ll th e  o th e r  te s ts  th a t  a re  a sso c ia te d  
w ith  th e  h a rv e s tin g  a n d  p ro c e s s in g  o f  o u r  ra z o r  c la m s  fo r  
h u m an  co n su m p tio n . W e  lo o k  fo rw a rd  to  a n o th e r  21years.

M o v in g  th e  L ab  to  A n c h o ra g e  w o u ld  m o s t d e f in ite ly  e n h a n c e  
th e  lo g is tic s  o f  o u r  o p e ra tio n  w ith  re g a rd  to  g e tt in g  sam p les  
to  the  L ab . I a m  su re  all th e  p ro c e s so rs  in  S o u th  C e n tra l 
w o u ld  b e n e fit and  su p p o rt th e  m o v e . L o n g  te rm  it c an  o n ly  
be c o n s id e re d  a  p o s itiv e  m o v e .

Ja n ic e , p le a se  c a s t m y  v o te  in  fa v o r  and  k e e p  m e  p o s te d  as to  
th e  o u tc o m e  o f  th e  m o v e . I f  th e re  is  a n y th in g  e lse  I c an  
c o n tr ib u te  p le a se  ca ll m e . T h a n k s  fo r  y o u r  c o n tin u e d  s te lla r 
su p p o rt o f  o u r  in d ustry . K u d o s  to  th e  e n tire  c rew .
S in c e re ly



State S uppo rted  D eb t
Prepared by Deven Mitchell, State Debt Manager 
Department of Revenue

State Supported Debt is debt for which the ultimate source of payment is, or may include, 
appropriations from the State's General Fund. The debt does not have the full faith and 
credit of the State pledged to it but, it may have the full faith and credit of another public 
issuer, as in the case of municipal school debt.

State Supported Debt is not considered debt under the Alaska Constitution because the 
State's payments on the debt obligations, even if they are the subject of a contractual 
commitment, are subject to annual legislative appropriation. As a result, voter approval of 
such debt is not required.

The total of State Debt and State Supported Debt is the measure of debt burden used by 
Moody's, Standard & Poor's, and Fitch's in assigning a credit rating to State debt 
obligations.

State Supported Debt includes a portion of University of Alaska debt, lease-purchase 
financing obligations, and the share of municipal G.O. bonds issued for school 
construction which is reimbursable by the State. Lease-purchase financing consists of 
lease revenue bonds and certificates of participation (COP's) issued by lessors of facilities 
used by the State. Historically, Alaska State Housing Authority (ASHA) was the lessor 
for many of the facilities. Beginning July 1, 1992, Alaska Housing Finance Corporation 
(AHFC) became the lessor of those State facilities as a result of ASHA's merger with 
AHFC.

Some State Supported Debt has been authorized by voter referendum as in the case of 
municipal school debt, some by law as in the case of the University, some by legislative 
resolution pursuant to AS 37.05.280 (now repealed) as in the case of ASHA, and some 
issued without specific legislative authorization of the obligation as in the case of some 
COP's.

In 1986, legislation increased legislative control over lease-financing. Chapter 106,
SLA 1986, effective January 1, 1988, requires approval by law of any executive branch 
lease-financing agreements with annual lease payments exceeding $1 million. Chapter 
73, SLA 1992, effective September 14, 1992, adds the requirement of approval by law of 
leases with total lease payments exceeding $10 million. Chapter 75, SLA 1994, effective 
June 7, 1994, generally requires prior legislative approval of all lease-purchase 
agreements, other than the refinancing of outstanding balances on existing lease purchase 
agreements and certain University of Alaska transactions.

Lease-Purchase F inancing



a. General
Lease-purchase financing involves the issuance, by a lessor, of debt which is secured by 
the lease payments from the lessee (State) and by the leased facilities.

Lease-purchase obligations may provide for the acquisition of the property by the lessee 
by the end of the lease. Alternatively, the term of the lease, the lease payments, or 
purchase option price are such that the lessee (State) is considered the owner of the 
property for accounting, credit, or federal tax purposes from the outset of the lease. As a 
result, the interest portion of the lease payments is treated as tax-exempt interest income 
under the federal income tax.

A lease-purchase financing obligation may take the form of either revenue bonds or 
certificates of participation. In cases where the State is the lessee, the fact that the lease 
payments are subject to annual appropriations precludes the obligations from being 
considered State debt under the Constitution and thus requiring voter approval. However, 
because the debt obligation is paid from the State's General Fund, these obligations are 
counted by the rating agencies in measuring the State's debt burden.1

b. Certificates of Participation ( COP’s)

Certificates of participation in rent (COP's) are similar to lease revenue bonds. The 
certificates represent fractional interests or shares in lease payments from lessees, in this 
case the State, and are sold to finance construction or purchase of the leased facilities.
The issuer can be a private developer, public agency, or other party acting as lessor. It 
can be the State itself, utilizing a trustee to hold title to the property and serve as lessor.

COP's are payable solely from the annual lease payments made by the State. These 
payments are subject to legislative appropriation. Therefore, COP's are not considered 
State debt and are not subject to voter approval.

The following Table 2.6 summarizes issued and outstanding COPs.

1 The S ta le  is a lso  a  le sse e  in a  n u m b e r  o f  b u ild in g s  f in a n c e d  b y  p r iv a te  d e v e lo p e r  le sso rs  b y  p u b lic  
is su a n ce  o f  d e b t th ro u g h  A ID E  A. In  th e se  f in a n c in g s , th e  le a se s  a re  a lso  th e  s e c u r ity  f o r  th e  fin a n c in g .
W hile  th e  S ta te  d o e s  n o t a c q u ire  o r  h a v e  a n  o p tio n  to  a c q u ire  th e  fa c i l i t ie s  leased , in  s o m e  c a se s  th e  te rm  o f  
the  le a se  o r  a m o u n t o f  le a se  p a y m e n ts  w o u ld  b e  su c h  a s  to  q u a lify  th e  f in a n c in g  a s  a  le a se -p u rc h a s e  f r o m  
a n  a cco u n tin g , cred it, o r  fe d e r a l  ta x  s ta n d p o in t. In  o th e r  cases, th e  lea se s  w o u ld  n o t q u a lify  a s  le a se -  
p u rc h a se s , a n d  a re  c a l le d  o p e ra tin g  leases. T h ese  f in a n c in g s  a ll  r e l ie d  on  th e  s m a ll  is su e s  e x e m p tio n  
ra th e r  th a n  th e  S ta le  le a se s  to  o b ta in  ta x -e x e m p t sta tus. M o st o f  th e se  le a se  f in a n c in g s  a r e  r e v e n u e  b o n d s  
o f  A ID E A , b a c k e d  b y  th e  le a se  reven u es , b u t w ith  a  s ta n d b y  p u rc h a se  a g re e m e n t f r o m  a  b a n k  in  th e  e v e n t  
th e  S ta te  f a i l s  to  re n e w  th e  tease. I f  exerc ised , th e  b a n k  p u rc h a se s  th e  b o n d s  a s  a n  in v e s tm e n t a n d  h e ld  n o t  

f o r  resa le . O th e r  le a se  f in a n c in g s  a re  g e n e r a l  o b lig a tio n s  o fA ID E A , b a c k e d  b y  th e  A u th o r ity 's  g e n e r a l  
a sse ts  a n d  reven u es . A t  th is  p o in t, th e  S ta te  h a s  n o t d e te rm in e d  w h a t a m o u n t o f  c re d it  ex; o su re  it h a s  f o r  
th e se  A ID E A  le a se  f in a n c in g s . I t  m a y  b e  th a t s ta n d b y  p u rc h a se  a g re e m e n ts  a n d  A ID E A 's  g e n e r a l  
o b lig a tio n  p le d g e  w o u ld  c o v e r  a l l  f in a n c in g  req u ire m en ts  o f  le a se -p u rc h a se  o b lig a tio n s . T h is w o u ld  
p r o v id e  a  la y e r  o f  c re d it in su la tio n  b e tw e e n  th e  d e b t a n d  th e  S ta te  th a t w o u ld  a rg u e  a g a in s t th e  d e b t b e in g  
c o n s id e re d  S ta le  S u p p o r te d  D ebt.



TABLE 2.6
State of Alaska Lease-Purchase Financing1 

Issued and Outstanding 
$(thousands)

Certificates o f Participation (COP's)
Amount Outstanding Final

Date Issued at 6/30/00 Maturity
Seward Student Service Center 7/24/90 . $ 4,560 $ 6/15/00
Kenai Court House 7/24/92 4,275 1,630 7/1/02
Wildwood Correctional Center Acquisition 12/10/92 5,655 - 4/1/00
Palmer Court House 7/1/93 3,300 1,155 12/1/02
Court Plaza Building 8/1/93 5,500 435 9/1/00
Anchorage Times Building 6/2/94 6,153 2,969 9/1/03
Soldotna Maintenance Facility 9/1/97 4,900 4,165 1/1/08
Fairbanks Courthouse 10/15/97 29,900 27,410 1/1/13
Palmer Airport Fire Facility 12/15/97 5,995 4,460 6/15/07
Anchorage Health Lab 1/1/98 18,440 15,435 1/1/08
Spring Creek Correctional Center (refunding) 6/15/98 28,040 21,881 9/1/06
Total Certificates of Participation S 116,718 s— 7 9 ^ R T

1 Excludes Alaska State Housing Authority lease revenue bonds. 
S o u rce : D e p a r tm e n t o f  R ev e n u e  o ffic ia l s ta te m e n ts



D E P T .  O F  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  C O N S E R V A T I O N

TONY KNOWLES, GOVERNOR

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 
DIRECTOR’S OFFICE 
555 CORDOVA STREET 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 
http://www.state.ak.us/dec/deh

Telephone: (907) 269-7644 
Fax: (907) 269-7654 

e-mail: jadair@envircon.state.ak.us

January 18, 2001

The Honorable Gene Therriault 
Alaska State Senate 
Room 121, Capitol Building 
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Subject: SB 24, Seafood and Food Safety Laboratory 

Dear^^»rorTherriault:

The above-referenced bill has been referred to your committee. The purpose of this letter is to 
request that it be scheduled for a hearing as soon as possible. Its passage this session is critical 
not only to the long term costs to the state but also to the food industry in Alaska.

Enclosed you’ll find a brochure we have put together that I hope will answer all the questions you 
may have about this facility, why we find ourselves needing to replace it, and why we have 
chosen to pursue a state owned facility.

In a nutshell:

♦ The lease expired in December of last year, and can only be extended on a short-term basis. 
AS 36.30.083 allows the Division of General Services to extend a lease under two conditions: 
1) a 15% lease reduction can be achieved or 2) a 10% reduction can be achieved and the 
American with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements met. In the case of our current facility, 
the lease rate is $.98/sq ft and it complies with the ADA. The owners are not interested in a 
15% reduction in their lease rate. In addition, the building is up for sale.

♦ This means that one way or the other we have to move. With money previously appropriated 
by the Legislature to look at the most cost-effective way to replace the lab, we hired a private 
consultant to do an economic evaluation. Hands down, the most cost-effective means is a 
state-owned facility. In fact, leasing a laboratory rather than owning would cost the state 
56% more over the 20-year term of the bond repayment.

S a f e  F o o d , S a f e  W a te r ,  H e a l th y  C o m m u n i t i e s

http://www.state.ak.us/dec/deh
mailto:jadair@envircon.state.ak.us
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The Honorable Gene Therriault 
Janua^ 18, 2001

♦ The functions of the laboratory are required regulator)' functions for the sale of shellfish and 
dairy products in national and international commerce. No other laboratory in the state 
performs these functions, nor could they under tne federal rules.

♦ The laboratory also certifies private, commercial laboratories to conduct tests required under 
the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) for public water systems. Unless a private lab is so 
certified, EPA will not accept their test results. Since Alaska is a primacy state for the 
drinking water program, we cannot accept them either.

This laboratory is currently in Palmer, and our plan includes relocating it to Anchorage I realize 
that decision alone is fraught with political considerations, so let me explain why it was made.

♦ We had to have a central location that could receive shellfish samples as quickly as possible 
from many areas of the state since, in most cases, PSP testing is required before the product 
can be placed into commerce. That meant it had to have easy access to the Anchorage 
International Airport.

♦ We needed a site on a public sewer system, as many of the chemicals used at the lab cannot 
be placed in a septic tank.

♦ We also needed a site without excessive vibration, dust or electromagnetic interference as all 
of these things interfere with the performance of the analytical equipment.

♦ The lot needed to be between 4 - 6  acres in size to accommodate the building, parking, and 
snow storage from the parking lot.

♦ To keep the overall cost of a new facility as low as possible, the land should be state-owned.

We looked at land in the Municipality of Anchorage and in the Matanuska-Susitna Borough. 
There was only one lot that met all of the above-criteria -- an undeveloped site on the southern 
side of Tudor Street. A happy side benefit of this location is that we will be close to the new 
Public Health Laboratory. That will allow for easier professional interaction, which will be 
particularly important when investigating a food borne illness.

The location in Anchorage will significantly benefit the shellfish industry and they are fully 
behind this project. Shellfish growers and harvesters have to arrange and pay for transportation 
of their product to the laboratory themselves. An Anchorage location will therefore reduce their 
costs slightly, but most importantly to them, speed up the delivery of these time-sensitive samples 
to the laboratory for testing. On the other hand, our staff picks up samples for the dairy industry 
and delivers them to the laboratory as part of their routine tasks, so an Anchorage location will 
not result in any additional costs to the dairy farmers. Also, their samples are as not time- 
sensitive as shellfish.
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Thank you for your consideration of this request. If you have any other questions or need 
additional information, don’t hesitate to contact me.

I also want to congratulate you on your election to the Senate. I hope you find it professionally 
challenging and personally rewarding.

Director

Enclosures:
♦ Laboratory Bullets
♦ Laboratory Brochure
♦ Letters of Support

Cc: Devon Mitchell
Department of Revenue

Chris Parce
Department of Administration

Sincerely,



Safety
Laboratory

State o f A laska 
Department of Environmental Conservation 

Division of Environmental Health

Our
e x p i r in g  

c a n n o t  
e x t e n d e d  

lo n g  te r m  
J a n u a r y  1, 
w e  m u s t  
s o l id  p la n  

r e p la c e m e n t .

T he State's Seafood and Food Safety Laboratory has resided at its present 
location in Palmer for over thirty years with only minor renovations or 
upgrades. The lease expired December 2000 with two one-year extensions 

available. A long term renewal is not an option. By January 2003, we must have 
a solid plan to replace the current lab.

We want to do our part to lessen the costs of government and provide long term 
savings. With a capital project approved in FY98, we hired a private consultant to 
evaluate the best option for replacing the Seafood & Food Safety Laboratory. That 
evaluation showed the most cost effective option to be a state owned facility. 
Because of the highly specialized needs of any laboratory, building a new facility 
was found to be much less expensive than renovating pre-existing space.
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$38,056,00040,000,000

35,000,000

30,000,000

r -  25,000,000V7
</>
Js 20,000,000
oQ 15.000.000

10.000.000 

5,000,000

V

y r M “
-  »  B

"V

*vO<e  ▼  $24,443,600

s
- ■

°  2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

L e a s e V  Own £ !

A s s u m p t i o n s :
Private developer must repay debt within It) years.
Private developer will require lease payments during yrs 11-20 that arc 75% of payments for yrs 1-10.



W h a t  T h e  S e a f o o d  &  F o o d  S a f e t y  L a b  D o e s

45 Conducts product and water sampling required by the National Shellfish 
Sanitation Program (NSSP) so that shellfish can be commercially 
marketed.

45 Routinely tests commercial shellfish for marine toxins responsible for 
paralytic shellfish poisoning and domoic acid poisoning to protect both 
public health and public perception of Alaska shellfish products.

45 Evaluates and randomly samples finfish for parasites and chemical and 
bacterial contaminants, which help determine the health and safety of 
our ocean resources.

45 Evaluates raw and finished dairy products for bacterial contamination, antibiotics, butter fat content, and 
effectiveness of pasteurization as required under the Pasteurized Milk Ordinance so Alaskan milk 
products can be sold to schools and the military.

45 Certifies private laboratories to do bacteriological monitoring - required by the Safe Drinking Water Act - 
so these labs can run official drinking water samples.

45 Works with commercial food industry to develop safe, ready-to-eat, shelf-stable food products by 
ensuring the water activity, water phase salt, and moisture of their products are within acceptable levels.

45 Performs animal testing to maintain USDA brucellosis certification, which is required for interstate and 
international shipment of cattle.

45 Tests for equine infectious anemia in horses intended for interstate shipment or that will be entered in state 
fairs or other special events to prevent the spread of disease.

45 Evaluate fish kill samples to determine possible causes.

C a i t r n m  o f  U &  S e a fo o d  &  F o o d  S a fe ty  L a h o ^ tc d M f

She llfish  G rowers/Harveste rs S e a f o o d  a n d
0 o&  S a W

Dairy Farmers and P rocessors %  _  J *

Private/Commercial Labs

P riva te /Com m erc ia l Horse & L a b o r a t o r y
Cattle Owners

Seafood Processors 

M un ic ipa litie s

Reindeer Herders /S laugh te re rs



H o w  m u c h  w i l l  t h e  n e w  S e a f o o d  a n d  F o o d  S a f e t y  L a b  
c o s t  a n d  h o w  w i M  i t  b e  f i n a n c e d ?

We have examined four basic financing alternatives for design and construction of a new 
Seafood and Food Safety Laboratory: 1) capital budget appropriation, 2) general obligation 
financing. 3) lease financing, and 4) private lease. A brief description of each, including 
advantages and disadvantages, is presented below:

S t a t e  C a p i ta l  B u d g e t  A p p ro p r ia t io n
Least expensive in the long-run. Debt issuance costs of $200,000 and all interest could be 
avoided but the full construction cost of $13,765,000 would need to be appropriated in one 
year.

G e n e ra l  O b lig a t io n  B o n d s
In accordance with state law, this option is available for supporting debt only with voter 
approval, a process that would add at least 2 years to the construction period, meaning a new 
facility would not be ready for 5-6 years.

L e a s e  F in a n c in g
This is commonly used technique of financing construction of public facilities purchased by 
State agencies around the U.S. Since the facility would be used for a "public purpose," the 
interest on such debt would carry the same tax-exempt status as the State's general obligation 
debt, however, the interest rate would likely be .2 to .3% higher.

P r iv a te  L e a s e
This is the most expensive option. No existing laboratory facilities are currently available for 
lease. A private developer would need to construct a new, build-to-suit facility to meet 
requirements. Loan packages available to private developers for construction have higher 
interest rates, and are typically repaid within 10 years. Annual lease costs would therefore be 
much higher than finance options available to the State. It is estimated that a new build-to- 
suit leased facility would cost approximately $38,056,000 over a twenty year period.

R e c o m m e n d e d  A p p r o a c h
Lease financing through the sale of bonds with a small capital budget appropriation of 
$310,000 to cover non-bondable construction costs.
S te p  1 : The Legislature enacts a bill that authorizes the Department of Administration to 
enter into a lease financing transaction.
S te p  2 : The Legislature approves capital budget appropriation to fund non-bondable 
project costs.
S t e p  3 : The State Debt Manager submits recommended bond sale plan to the State 
Bonding Committee. After review and approval by the Committee, the State Debt Manager 
negotiates rate and terms.
S t e p  4 : Funds available for project execution (approximately 90 days after legislative 
approval).

Recommended! 
approach - lease 
financing through 
sa le  of bonds.

Total bond sale: 
$13,655,000 
(including 
$200,000 
issuance costs) 
w ith a cap ita l 
appropriation of 
$310,000 for 
nonbondable 
construction 
co sts .

Total debt w ith 
in terest over 20 
year term is 
estim ated at 
524,433,600.





H o w  T h e  L a b  S u p p o r t s  P r i v a t e  I n d u s t r y
No o n e  e ls e  c a n  do  w h a t 
w e do
Paralytic Shellfish Poisoning, PSP
No commercial or private 
laboratory in the United States tests 
food products for PSP. U.S. FDA 
no longer certifies private 
laboratories for PSP testing. Several 
factors discourage private industry 
from PSP testing, such as the legal 
liability, seasonal need for testing, 
use of live animals, and high start­
up costs.

Dairy Product Evaluation
The Seafood & Food Safety Lab is 
the only lab in Alaska permitted by 
FDA to evaluate commercial dairy 
products. This enables dairy 
processors to comply with the 
testing requirements of the U.S. 
Pasteurized Milk Ordinance, 
making their products eligible for 
sale to the military and public 
schools.

A pprove C om m ercial Labs to 
Test D rinking W ater
Under the federal Safe Drinking 
Water Act, private laboratories that 
test public water supplies must be 
certified by state governments. The 
Seafood & Food Safety Lab 
performs this service for those 
private labs.

A ffo rdab le  la b o ra to ry  
s e r v ic e s  a r e  n e e d e d  on  
a  l o n g - t e r m ,  
d e p e n d a b l e  b a s i s
Continued access to national and 
international markets, especially 
for Alaska's shellfish and daily 
products.
Over 50% of all seafood 
processed in the U.S. comes from 
Alaskan waters. The shellfish 
industry is a growing, integral

part of Alaska's diverse economy. The 
Seafood & Food Safety Laboratory 
helps ensure these products meet 
federal food safety standards, and in 
doing so, supports one of the largest 
industries in Alaska. Since private 
labs are not legally mandated to 
conduct PSP testing, a state-owned 
lab is necessary to guarantee PSP 
testing availability, which is needed 
for market access.

Continued e lig ib ility fo r m ilitary and 
school contracts fo r daily processors. 
To bid on military and school 
contracts, dairy processors must be on 
the Interstate Milk Shippers List, 
which requires compliance with the 
Pasteurized Milk Ordinance (PMO). 
The Seafood & Food Safety Lab staff 
routinely evaluate Alaska's milk 
producers and processors to make sure 
they meet PMO requirements.

Private/commercial labs must be 
certified by the State in order fo r EPA 
to accept their analyses o f public 
water system samples.
The Lab supports private laboratories 
by certifying their capacity to test 
public drinking water sources. Thirty- 
three laboratories, all located in the 
state, are certified by the Seafood & 
Food Safety Lab for microbiological 
analysis of drinking water as required 
by the federal Safe Drinking Water 
Act. By having certified laboratories 
to test their water supplies, the public 
can be sure that the test results are 
accurate.

Low-cost product testing is helping 
Alaskan industries.
The State Seafood & Food Safety Lab 
is able to keep PSP testing costs low 
since insurance premiums and profits 
are not an issue. Milk products are 
tested for free by the Seafood & Food 
Safety Lab. Private labs would have to 
charge for these services.

• The Seafood & Food 
Safety Lab is the only lab 
in the state that is or can 
be approved by FDA to 
evaluate dairy products 
and shellfish.

- The shellfish industry 
depends on the Seafood & 
Food Safety Lab to quickly 
test for marine toxins so 
they can sell their 
products in interstate 
commerce.

To be sold in national and 
international markets, 
Alaska's food products 
must be tested for 
compliance with federal 
food standards.

<■: Alaska is the largest wild 
salmon producer in world.

-5 It is the only lab in the 
state that is approved by 
EPA to certify private labs 
for microbial testing of 
public water supplies.



Q u e s t i o n s  a n d  A n s w e r s

W h y  d o e s  o w n i n g  m a k e s  m o r e  s e n s e  t h a n  l e a s i n g ?
W hy n o w ?
Our lease expired December 2000 
and we cannot obtain another long­
term lease. Also, the building the 
lab is currently in is for sale. O ne  
way or another, w e have to m ove.

W hy n o t p r iv a tiz e ?
There are no commercial/private 
PSP/Marine toxin labs in the U.S. 
FDA will not approve a private lab 
for these tests. Also, the federal 
dairy rules require certain tests be 
done by a state regulatory lab.

C an you c o - lo c a te  w ith  
n e w  P u b lic  H e a lth  L ab ?
The Public Health Lab has limited 
expansion capability and is 
surrounded by wetlands or 
easements.

W h ere  w ill th e  n e w  
S e a fo o d  & Food S a fe ty  
Lab b e ?
We need a site that:
. Has ability to receive samples 

as quickly as possible;
. Has access to roads and public 

utilities;
. Is state-owned; 
o Would not be subject to

No a c c e p ta b le  s p a c e  is  
c u r re n t ly  a v a ila b le .
We heavily researched all options. 
No building in Anchorage or Mat- 
Su would meet our needs without 
extensive renovation.

Because of the limited need for 
laboratory space, private developers 
do not build them without a pre­
existing contract. Thus, there is no 
"lab" space on the rental market.

L ab s  r e q u ire  h ighly  
s p e c ia l iz e d  w o rk  
e n v iro n m e n ts  th a t  m u s t b e  
in c o rp o ra te d  in fo  th e  
d e s ig n  o f th e  s t r u c tu r e .
Not only do labs have equipment 
such as incubators and walk-in 
freezers, they also have specific 
structural needs such as expanded 
ventilation systems and vibration- 
free areas. Because of the highly 
specialized needs of a lab facility, 
it's cheaper to build a new facility 
designed from the get-go as a lab.

I t’s  c h e a p e r!
By constructing our own building, 
the State would immediately realize 
savings. With construction costs 
spread out over 20 years, the State 
would have lower annual loan 
payments than lease payments. This 
is primarily because private 
developers typically try to recover 
their investment within the first 10 
years whereas the State could take 
20 years to pay off the debt. Also, 
private developers would have a 
larger investment than the State due 
to higher borrowing rates. But, the 
most significant cost savings would 
occur after loan paym ents end. 
Lease payments would continue.

Also, AS 36.30.080 limits lease 
terms to 40 years, and requires the 
State to consider whether or not 
leasing is the least costly means to 
provide space. It's not - leasing is the 
m ost expensive o f  all options.

excessive vibration, dust, or 
electromagnetic interference.

Based on these criteria, we’ve 
selected an undeveloped parcel of 
approximately 5 acres, beside the 
National Guard facility on the 
southern side of Tudor Road in 
Anchorage. The site is up-land - 
not wetland - and adjacent to the 
new Public Health Lab.

The Anchorage Planning and 
Zoning Commission approved the 
location of our lab at this site, 7-0.

As the Alaskan 
economy has grown, 
so has the demand 

for laboratory 
services. The food 
samples received 

have increased from 
600 in 1966 to over 

10,000 in 1999.

D i v i s i o n  o f  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  H o a l t h  
Safe W ate r*  S afe F o o d ,. Healthy C om m un itie s^ ,

1/10/01



S e a f o o d  a n d  F o o d  

S a f e t y  L a b o r a t o r y  #

mt A f t e r  3 0  y e a r s  in  t h e  s a m e  l o c a t i o n ,  t h e  S e a f o o d  a n d  F o o d  S a f e t y  L a b  
m u s t  m o v e .

** T h e  l e a s e  e x p i r e d  D e c e m b e r  2 0 0 0  w i th  t w o  o n e - y e a r  e x t e n s i o n s  
a v a i l a b l e .  S t a t e  l a w  ( A S  3 6 . 3 0 . 0 8 3 )  p r o h i b i t s  a  l o n g  t e r m  e x t e n s i o n  
w i t h o u t  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e d u c t i o n s  in  t h e  l e a s e  p a y m e n t s .  T h e s e  r e d u c t i o n s  
w e r e  g i v e n  d u r i n g  a  p r e v i o u s  l e a s e  e x t e n s i o n .  A l s o ,  t h e  b u i l d i n g  i s  f o r  
s a l e .



W h a t  d o e s  t h e  S a b  d o ?
m  P S P  a n d  s h e l l f i s h  g r o w i n g  w a t e r  a n a l y s i s  s o  s h e l l f i s h  c a n  b e  s o l d  in  
i n t e r s t a t e  a n d  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  c o m m e r c e .

4 * D o m o i c  a c i d  a n a l y s i s  s o  c r a b  c a n  b e  s o l d  in  i n t e r s t a t e  a n d  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  

c o m m e r c e .

&  D a i r y  p r o d u c t  e v a l u a t i o n  s o  A l a s k a ’s  d a i r y  p r o d u c t s  c a n  b e  s o l d  t o  A l a s k a n  

s c h o o l s ,  t h e  m i l i t a r y ,  a n d  in  i n t e r s t a t e  c o m m e r c e .

m  L a b  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  s o  p r i v a t e  l a b s  c a n  r u n  d r i n k i n g  w a t e r  a n a l y s i s  f o r  p u b l i c  

w a t e r  s y s t e m s .

&  W o r k  w i th  c o m m e r c i a l  f o o d  i n d u s t r y  t o  d e v e l o p  s a f e  r e a d y - t o - e a t  f o o d

p r o d u c t s .  .................. .......................
N o  o n e  e l s e  c a n  d o  w h a t  w e  d o !



W h y  c h o o s e  t h i s  p l a n ?
&  I t ’s  c h e a p e r  t h a n  l e a s i n g .  O v e r  a  2 0  y e a r  t e r m ,  l e a s i n g  w o u l d  c o s t  t h e  
S t a t e  5 6 %  m o r e  t h a n  o w n i n g .

** L a b o r a t o r i e s  a r e  u n i q u e .  T h e y  r e q u i r e  h i g h l y  s p e c i a l i z e d  w o r k  e n v i r o n m e n t s  
t h a t  m u s t  b e  i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n to  t h e  d e s i g n  o f  t h e  s t r u c t u r e .

#  A f f o r d a b l e  l a b o r a t o r y  s e r v i c e s  a r e  n e e d e d  o n  a  l o n g - t e r m ,  
d e p e n d a b l e  b a s i s .  T h i s  i s  c r i t i c a l  t o  t h e  g r o w t h  o f  o u r  s h e l l f i s h  a n d  d a i r y  
i n d u s t r i e s .

m  W h y  c h o o s e  A n c h o r a g e ?  W e  n e e d e d  a  l o c a t i o n  t h a t

m  c o u l d  r e c e i v e  s h e l l f i s h  s a m p l e s  q u i c k l y  f r o m  t h e  A n c h o r a g e  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  
A i r p o r t ,

m  w a s  o n  a  p u b l i c  s e w e r  s y s t e m  s o  w a s t e w a t e r  c o u l d  b e  d i s p o s e d  o f  s a f e l y ,  
a n d

*  d i d  n o t  h a v e  e x c e s s i v e  v i b r a t i o n ,  d u s t ,  o r  e l e c t r o m a g n e t i c  i n t e r f e r e n c e  t h a t  
w o u l d  a f f e c t  t h e  a n a l y t i c a l  e q u i p m e n t .



W h a t ’s  t h e  r e c o m m e n d e d  p l a n ?

&  W i th  m o n e y  p r e v i o u s l y  a p p r o p r i a t e d  b y  t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e ,  a n  
i n d e p e n d e n t  e c o n o m i c  a n a l y s i s  w a s  d o n e

4 * N e w  s t a t e - o w n e d  l a b o r a t o r y  l o c a t e d  in  A n c h o r a g e  o n  
s t a t e - o w n e d  l a n d  i s  t h e  m o s t  c o s t - e f f e c t i v e  r e p l a c e m e n t  p l a n

&  L e a s e - f i n a n c i n g  t h r o u g h  s a l e  o f  b o n d s

&  T o t a l  b o n d  s a l e :  $ 1 3 , 6 5 5 , 0 0 0  ( i n c l u d e s  $ 2 0 0 , 0 0 0  i s s u a n c e  
c o s t s )

&  C a p i t a l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  $ 3 1 0 , 0 0 0  f o r  n o n - b o n d a b l e  c o s t s



W h y  n o t  p r i v a t i z e  t h e s e  s e r v i c e s ?

** F D A  d o e s  n o t  c e r t i f y  p r i v a t e  l a b s  t o  c o n d u c t  r e g u l a t o r y  P S P  t e s t i n g  

&  F e d e r a l  d a i r y  r u l e s  r e q u i r e  c e r t a i n  t e s t s  t o  b e  c o n d u c t e d  b y  s t a t e  r e g u l a t o r y  l a b s  

&  T h e  F e d e r a l  D r i n k i n g  W a t e r  A c t  r e q u i r e s  p r i v a t e  l a b s  t o  b e  c e r t i f i e d  b y  t h e  S t a t e  

In  a d d i t io n ,  w e  k e e p  c o s t s  f o r  i n d u s t r y  d o w n :

#  A ll r e g u l a t o r y  t e s t i n g  f o r  P S P ,  d o m o i c  a c i d ,  a n d  d a i r y  p r o d u c t s  a r e  f r e e ;  w e  
c h a r g e  o n l y  f o r  r e g u l a t o r y  P S P  t e s t i n g  o f  e x p o r t - o n l y  s h e l l f i s h

T e s t i n g  d o n e  a t  t h e  r e q u e s t  o f  f o o d  m a n u f a c t u r e r s  i s  a l s o  a  b a r g a i n  b e c a u s e  o f  
h o w  s t a t e  l a w  r e q u i r e s  f e e s  b e  e s t a b l i s h e d  - -  n o t  a ll  o v e r h e a d  i s  i n c l u d e d  n o r  is  
t h e r e  a n y  p r o f i t  b u i l t  in



W h a t  h a p p e n s  i f  t h i s  b i l l  i s n ’t  
p a s s e d ?

&  T h e  S t a t e  w ill h a v e  n o  o p t i o n  b u t  t o  g o  o u t  f o r  a n  R F P  t h i s  s u m m e r  o r  f a l l .

m  W h i l e  t h e  D i v i s io n  o f  G e n e r a l  S e r v i c e s  h a s  c o n t r a c t  p r o c u r e m e n t  e x p e r t s ,  
t h e y  d o  n o t  n o t  h a v e  t h e  e x p e r t i s e  t o  d e v e l o p  a n  R F P  f o r  a  l a b o r a t o r y .  
P r o f e s s i o n a l  s e r v i c e s  c o n t r a c t s  - -  a n d  t h e  f u n d i n g  t o  p a y  t h e m  ~  w o u l d  b e  
r e q u i r e d .

mt L e a s e  c o s t s  w ill g o  u p  a n d  s t a y  u p  - -  u n l i k e  b o n d  r e p a y m e n t s ,  w h i c h  w h e n  
p a i d  o f f ,  a r e  d o n e .

Http://www.state.ak.us/dec/deh/
Off 901

Http://www.state.ak.us/dec/deh/


W h y  o w n  i n s t e a d  o f  l e a s e ?

L e a s e  w h e n : O w n  w h e n :

The program or function to be housed is temporary or 
the duration of need for the space is uncertain.

The program or function to be housed is a basic service 
needed on a long-term basis in that location.

There is reasonable competition in the marketplace to 
provide the type and quantity of space required at the 
time it is required.

There is little or no competition in the marketplace 
to provide the type and quantity of space at the 
time it is required.

The service is normally provided in the marketplace. The service is difficult to find in the marketplace.

Space needs can be described in clear terms and 
conditions so that owner and vendor will easily 
agree on performance criteria of the space.

Space needs are complex and difficult to describe, 
expertise for interpretation of performance are 
found mainly with the owner.

Life cycle cost analysis indicates cost of lease is less. Life cycle cost analysis indicates cost of ownership is less.

Internal configuration of space is fairly constant, 
needs do not change significantly over time.

Internal configuration of space is subject 
to significant change.
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January 19, 2001

.Ittnice; director
ADKG; Div. o f  Environmental Health
.5$$ Cordova Street
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Ms. Adair:

t .

• * * • • • • S'. * * • .J * •' * •**
** '•*'.! .*;• ; *v' • .1 -

. Tnvpleased to offer the support of shellfish growers, tor the corlstnieTion i)ew :
f o o d  s a f e t y  laboratory in Anchorage. Jo addition to being cost effective' lor tiiei^te^ the: .

. new lab will significantly improve service to the overvvhelmi.nginaiOrity ofilicvbustomers ’.. 
it serves. . . ' ••>;. •!'./. •.

I have visited the lab on several occlusions over the past 10 years hrid'i ajriifiilly • ,
aware of the antiquated nature of tlie facility, The lapsing of the lease irv'Uiex’m'reail. ' • f
facility may; be a blessing in disguise since, the facility should have b e e n •• 
.ago'.'.:.; - „ Y •! YV:?"‘-■/ ■’ ' "
•; ; i' :-.;Fof.shellfish growers, the shift to an Anchorage location makes a ; tremendous:.- 
amoiint of sense, since logistics to Palmer have proven to be difficult and c.vponkive.. .For; 
exariiple ■ when we send in water samples for analysis, we have 30 hours Jfrnttbb time.:. 
•ttiby,a?e collected until they have to be in the hands of lab technicians..-- WhUe/th<3$eg : 
from-Anchorage to-Palmer doesn't sound .significant, courier service.-to. Palmer.i.^imited V 
arid Cxpenbive. I've had to have my lather, who lives in Anchorage, pick up.ja'ks^pie at ••. 
the airport and run it out to Palmer simply because my time window Would have mapsed V;. 
If tfre samples had to wait for a courier delivery. ■

.It is my understanding-that roughly 80 per cent of the lab's busiriess.invpl^es^ 
seafood, and the Anchorage location would be considerably more corivehierit'M.roost of;  ̂
the customers served by the lab. As a geoduclc buyer, I am painfully aware^ftfib;. 
difficult and expensive logistics of getting.PSP’Samples to Palmer from the Ancfijdrage , 
airport. From my long involvement on the AS MI board. Jam aware that thiVt .isajiJrpliferri 
tliat many in the industry have iri common. . . •

;• According to information we received through briefings.by DEC.pcrsprinei, the 
shift to a facility in Anchorage also makes good fiscal sense since the buiIding v/oliid be • 
amortized over a 20-year period, resulting in significant savings in lease fees for tlie . . 
remaining life ofthe structure.* • ■ \ 'Y :A\ •
■).; ,,V.Orie ofthe concerns I've heard voiced about the new lab is tlmt the.serytcM should 
becbhtraeted out to the private sector, ratherthan investing in a new pablic sttri'djiune;; f .' 
have been active in PSP testing and water certification issues on a national level for 
ASGA, and have investigated the use of private labomtuiy services for ray own farm. 1

'.M
i : ; ; a
'M
i-sijF

m

"■yM.-&JSK

R oilger P ain ter, v ice-president +  P .O .B o x  20704 .lunenuiAK 99802 +■ Phone/fa^::(907) 46j-36 ()0
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have found that there are no private labs providing PSP tests in the 1J.S; arid the process 
of obtaining FDA certification for fcca 
attract interest from the private secror.

nerw food safety lab in Anchorage. Please let me know if there's anything I can do to 
further support this important project.



Marine Blotoxln Testing

November 7, 2000

AT'cC/ANCHORAGE
E W  i R P..*.'M M TAIH F A LTH

NO'/ 1 4 2000

REGEiVEO'

Ms. Janice Adair
Director, Division of Environmental Health 
555 Cordova Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 
USA 99501

Dear Ms. Adair;

I am writing to you to express Jellett Biotek’s support for the development of an 
enhanced Food Testing Laboratory for Alaska.

As you know, Jellett Biotek has been closely partnered with the Department of 
Environmental Conservation Lab in Palmer for approximately two years. During 
this time we have developed and validated test kits for marine biotoxins, with the 
intention to make shellfish safer for consumers in Alaska, as well as ensure high 
quality fisheries export products.

The United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) see aquaculture as 
the fastest growing protein source for the world, and has projected shellfish 
growth at 15% annually over the next 5 years.

We believe Alaska will participate in this growth and has the right combination of 
elements to permit a rapid expansion in the shellfish aquaculture industry. A 
critical factor in the growth ofthe industry is to ensure the products are of the 
highest sanitary quality. It is essential for the State of Alaska to maintain state of 
the art, comprehensive testing services to ensure this quality is maintained.

It is for these reasons we support the development of enhanced testing 
capabilities for Alaskan shellfish resources.

Attached are excerpts from an online discussion group discussing the shellfish 
aquaculture potential in Alaska. Please feel free to contact me if you would like 
to discuss this further.

Yours

Joanne F. Jellett, 
President J

I0I R esearch Dr., PO B ox 790  D artm outh , N S  B2Y 3 Z 7  Canada Tel: 9 0 2  4 2 4  8 6 7 0  Ext. 14 7  Fax: 9 0 2  4 2 4  4 6 7 9
W eb site  A ddress: http:\\w w w .in novacorp .ns.ca \jb iotek

http://www.innovacorp.ns.ca/jbiotek


Alaska
Seafood
International

January 15, 2001

AK Department of Environmental Conservation 
Attn: Janice Adair 
555 Cordova St.
Anchorage, AK 99501-2617

Dear Janice,

I am writing this letter in support of your endeavors in upgrading the state microbiology 
lab. I believe that the State of Alaska may better support the seafood industry by having 
applicable state of the ait services to enhance already existing testing abilities. Moreover, 
the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) Division of 
Environmental Health will be better prepared to meet the challenges of the evolving food 
industry needs such as a third party verifications.

Sincerely,

David B. Kang 
Manager, Quality Controi

ALASKA SEAFOOD INTERNATIONAL, I.l.C • 6639 Seafood Drive • Anduirnijc-. Alaska 99518 
Tel (907) 770-3200 • Fax (907) 770-3.370 • wwwaLHhwwfad.com

2 . d  9AE80Z. AAOG t u i p o o j e a s e ^ e i b  TO 8 1  u e r



M a r i n e  A d v i s o r y  P r o g r a m

University of Alaska Fairbanks School of Fisheries and O cean Sciences

January 18, 2001
2221 e. Northern Lights Blvd., #iio

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99508-4140 
PHONE: 907-274-9691 
FAX: 907-277-5242

Subject: Proposal to move the Seafood and Food Safety Laboratory

Dear Ms: Adair

The University of Alaska Marine Advisory Program (MAP) applauds the initiative of the 
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation and legislative action contained in HB 
51, SB 24 to move the Seafood and Food Safety Laboratory to Anchorage. Moving the 
laboratory to Anchorage is good news for the seafood industry. As an outreach program of 
the University of Alaska Fairbanks School of Fisheries and Ocean Sciences, MAP provides 
technical assistance, education, and applied research to the seafood and aquaculture 
industries. An Anchorage based Seafood and Food Safety Laboratory greatly assist shellfish 
farmers and seafood processors who often complain about the necessity to shuttle time 
sensitive seafood and water samples to Palmer. Since the amount of seafood and aquaculture 
products are expected to increase, an Anchorage based laboratory will best suit the testing 
needs of these important industries. If you need any additional support information, please 
contact us.

Respectfully,

Raymond RaLonde 
Aquaculture Specialist

Dr. Donald Kramer 
Seafood Safety Specialist
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S Southeast 

A Alaska
M i s s i o n  S r a t c tn e r t :  T o  d e v e lo p ,  e x p a n d ,  a n d  e n h a n c e  
n e w  a n d  e x i s t in g  d i v e  f i s h e r i e s  In  S o u t h e a s t  A l a s k a .

R  Regional 

D Dive Julie Decker, Executive Director
Gig Decker, Executive Directors Assistant
Box 2138, Wrangell, AK 99929
Ph: 9D7-874-3110; Fax: 1:07-874-4270
glgjulie@apialaska.net

F Fisheries 

A Association

S ta te  o f  Alaska Legislators 

February 5th, 2001

RE: SARDFA's support o f  new Food Safety Lab In Anchorage

Dear Legislators,

I  am  writing to  you on behalf o f the  Southeast Alaska Regional Dive Fisheries Association, o r  
SARDFA. SARDFA is a  non-profit, econom ic developm ent corporation w hose mission Is to  
develop, expand, and enhance new  and existing dive fisheries In Southeast Alaska. SARDFA w as 
created  by AS 43.76.100-210. SARDFA's Board o f Directors is com posed o f six harvest diver 
representatives, one processor representative, and one munldpal representative,

SARDFA would like to  express its support of HB 51 an d  SB 24, which provide funding for th e  
construction of a new Seafood & Food Safety Lab In Anchorage.

SARDFA uses th e  curren t lab In Palmer for w ater testing and Paralytic Shellfish Poisoning (PSP) 
testing in order to  conduct the geoduck dive fishery. SARDFA hopes to  Increase th e  am ount o f  
PSP testing In th e  fu ture which will aliow for g rea ter utilization of th e  live geoduck m arkets In 
Asia, which are w orth th ree to five times the ex-vessel value o f processed geoducks. W ithout a 
properly certified lab to  conduct the  PSP testing needed to ship geoducks live, th e  geoduck 
industry would be severely ham strung.

Relocating th e  lab In Anchorage may, unfortunately, be a  hit to  Palmer residents, however, it will 
be  b e tte r for the  statew ide users o f th e  lab who will no longer need to  have sam ples make th e  
extra jou rney  from Anchorage to  Palmer. This can be a critical factor In getting sam ples to  th e  
lab in tim e. For example, th e  w ater sam ples w hici a re  taken in rem ote areas o f S outheast 
Alaska m ust m ake It to  th e  lab within 30 hours In o r le r  to  perform testing. If  th e  sam ples a re  
even one hour late, they m ust be retaken by sending boats out to  th e  rem ote a re a s  again, which 
Is very costly.

Again, SARDFA would like to express its support o f th e  construction of a new Seafood & Food 
Safety Lab In Anchorage. I hope I  personally get a  chance to speak with you ab o u t this su b je c t 
Feel free to  contact me if there  are  any questions about this issue

mailto:glgjulie@apialaska.net

