
ANCHORAGE LIO FACT SHEET 
 
There has been considerable confusion, and an equal amount of misinformation, about the 
Anchorage Legislative Information office (“LIO”).  For example: 
 

• The LIO repeatedly been characterized as a “no-bid” project.  Not true.   
 

• The LIO has been depicted as a “deal” cut by a single legislator, without proper 
consideration of costs or alternatives.  Not true.   

 
The LIO project was the product of more than 13 separate procurement efforts by the State.  
The final project was approved unanimously following five separate motions by the 14 
legislators that make up the Legislative Council.  The Legislative Council’s decision then was 
ratified by the full Legislature when it appropriated the first year’s lease payment in the FY 2015 
budget.   
 
Original Lease 
 
The Legislative Affairs Agency, (LAA) is responsible for the legislature’s facilities and it 
administers the policy and direction set by the Legislative Council.  The LAA put the original 
Anchorage LIO lease out for public and competitive bid twice through two separate Request-
For-Proposals. The first RFP was issued in April, 2002 and the second was issued in July, 2003.  
 
Nine months later, in April 2004, after reviewing and carefully evaluating the submitted bids, 
the State awarded the lease to 716 West Fourth Avenue, LLC.   No party protested that award. 
The LAA entered into a 5-year lease with five 1-year options to extend the lease.  The awarded 
lease was for the same space that the LIO had occupied continuously for the previous 10 years 
under a lease that resulted from an RFP and review by the State of competitive bids that were 
submitted. 
 
The State’s Efforts to Find More Suitable Space 
 

5 Renewals.  Over time, it became apparent that the existing LIO space no longer was 
meeting the needs of the legislature or the public.   While the State explored various options, it 
extended its lease of the LIO space five times between 2010 and 2015. 
 

5 RFIs.  The State’s interest in upgrading the LIO space was the subject to five separate, 
publicly advertised, Requests For Information (“RFI”).  The RFIs generated considerable interest 



and proposals by building owners and developers, presenting the State with a wide range of 
alternatives and options.  The first RFI was issued in February 2006. That RFI was followed by 
subsequent RFI’s in March 2007, May 2009, June 2011 and May 2013. The June 2011 RFI 
received more than 25 responses, offering locations ranging from downtown Anchorage to 
Klatt Road. 
 

Additional Efforts to Identify Options.  In addition to the RFP’s and the RFI’s, the State 
made four efforts to pursue a government-to-government procurement of space for the the 
legislature in Anchorage.  The first effort in 2008 was directed to the Alaska Court System space 
located at at 4th Avenue and H Street.  The second effort was made the following year, 2009, 
and was directed to the Alaska Department of Administration building at 8th Avenue and E 
Street.  The third effort was made in 2011 and was directed to the Anchorage Community 
Development Authority building at at 7th Avenue and F Street.  And the fourth effort occurred in 
2011 and was directed to the Alaska Mental Health Trust Authority building at 7th Avenue and L 
Street.  None of these efforts was successful. 
 

Purchase Effort.  In addition, the State made two attempts to purchase the then-
shuttered Unocal Building located at 9th Avenue and L Street. The first effort occurred in April 
2010 and second occurred in November of 2011.   Neither of those efforts was successful. 
 

Last Run at a Solution.  By May of 2013, the State had made 13 public, competitively 
bid, open procurement attempts over a period of more than 8 years, and it still lacked a 
solution to the space issue.  Only 12 months remained before the legislature’s 10-year lease of 
its existing space would expire.  It was apparent that no new space was likely to be procured 
within the remaining time available on the lease.  So, the Legislative Council approached its 
landlord, 716 West Fourth, LLC, to discuss another extension of its lease.  
 
716 provides 3 options 
 

For its part, 716 West Fourth wanted try and accommodate the State.  But after years of 
uncertainty, and it also wanted to resolve the issue on something more than a year-at-a-time 
basis.  716 West Fourth presented three options for the LIO space at a meeting of the full 
Legislative Council on May 13, 2013.  The three proposals were: 

 
OPTION A:  Re-carpet and re-paint the space, and maintain the below-market lease rate.  
 
OPTION B:  OPTION A, plus upgrades to the public restrooms, mechanical systems, and 

elevators, with a moderate increase in the lease rate.  



OPTION C: A full renovation of the building and the associated parking area, to provide a 
solution that would solve the LIO space issue for a projected 40+ years (similar to the 
improvements that had been completed on the Unocal Building for NANA headquarters.)  
 
Legislative Council Makes Another Run at an RFI 
 
The Legislative Council evaluated the options that had been presented, but to ensure that all 
options had been explored and considered, the Council ordered that one more RFI should be 
issued to confirm if any other building would meet the State’s requirements. 
 
Lease Extension Decided 
 
On June 7, 2013 the Legislative Council met again to consider the responses to the RFI. Two 
responses had been submitted, and the Council deemed both to be unacceptable.  
 
After reviewing the submitted proposals, the Legislative Council voted unanimously to 
authorize the Chairman to negotiate an extension of its lease based on 716 West Fourth’s 
Option C, a full renovation of the facility.  As is apparent, two less-expensive options remained 
available to the State, but the Council determined that Option C would best meet the State’s 
needs. 
 
As part of its decision, the Legislative Council requested and approved that the design and 
construction team at AHFC be retained to serve as the tenant’s representative, review the plans 
and process for the renovations, and retain multiple third party experts to research, study, and 
validate the proposed extension costs and terms.  AHFC had performed this function previously 
for other major State land and building transactions. The Legislative Council authorized the 
Chairman to execute any agreements as needed with AHFC and the lease extension without 
further approval by the full Council. 
 
Final Review and Approval by Legislative Council 
 
Although the Council gave the Chairman authority to act on its behalf in completing the lease 
extension, on August 23, 2013, the Chairman reconvened the Legislative Council again to 
present an update of the scope and costs associated with the proposed extension.  By this time 
the construction improvements had been fully specified, and reviewed and validated by 
independent cost consultants.  Likewise, the proposed lease extension terms had been fully 
reviewed and validated by an independent real estate appraiser.  
 



On June 7, 2013, the Legislative Council ratified its prior authorization to the Chairman to 
proceed, and added only one additional request by motion that was unanimously approved: 
“that the Chairman attempt to negotiate a right to purchase the building upon its completion”.  
 
Execution of Lease Extension  
 
The lease extension was signed by authorized representatives of the landlord and the LAA on 
September 19, 2013. The lease extension dictated the level of renovations to be completed, the 
schedule within which to complete them, and the total “Not-To-Exceed” cost. The lease 
amendment obligated the landlord to complete the specified level of improvements and 
provided that the landlord would be held liable to the State for liquidated damages if it did not 
perform. 
 
Another Discussion About Purchase 
 
Between January and February of 2014, after work on the improvements was well underway, 
AHFC and the Legislative Council’s Chairman met with the landlord to discuss the details of a 
possible purchase of the building.  On March 17, 2014, the Legislative Council considered an 
offer by the landlord to sell the building to the state and a fully executed MOU was signed by all 
parites. No action was taken at that time in response to the offer.  
 
Lease Extension Commences 
 
Following 16 months of renovations, on December 22, 2014, authorized representatives of the 
State signed a Subordination and Non-Disturbance Agreement for the benefit of the project’s 
lender, confirming that the landlord had completed the full scope of the tenant’s requested 
improvements within the agreed upon time and for the agreed upon amount. On January 1, 
2015 the LAA commenced payment of its new lease amounts, following approval of the funding 
supporting those lease payments by the legislature in adopting its FY 2015 budget. 
 
Lease Rate 
 
The lease rate for the LIO space was confirmed by multiple independent real estate experts to 
be at or below the cost of providing the same facility -- in size, design, amenities, and age -- in 
downtown Anchorage.  Some of the public discussions of the lease terms have made inaccurate 
comparisons and claims about the lease rate.  The rate is higher than the rate that typically is 
charged for simple office space in downtown Anchorage for a number commercially valid 
reasons: 



 
• The lease rate has numerous features that were requested by the LAA to make it a 

“single lump sum number,” rather than more traditional and common lease structures.  
 

• The lease rate includes 100 parking space equivalents contained in an exclusive-use, 
and recently improved parking structure.   
 

• At the State’s request, the lease rate was structured on a “flat” rate over the ten-year 
term.  Typical downtown office leases run for 2-3 years, and rates historically have 
escalated at 2-3% per year. Under an escalating rate, the beginning lease rate would be 
lower, but would rise substantially over a ten-year term.  A flat-rate caries a higher than 
currently normal rate at the beginning of the term, but a lower than normal rate at the 
end. 
 

• Both the core and the exterior shell of the building contains numerous “customized” 
features to accommodate the ways in which the LAA operates differently than standard 
office space (e.g., public hearing rooms, meeting rooms, annual move in-move out 
staging, and special security features). 
 

• The lease rate was inclusive of all costs associated with relocation. 
 

• The lease rate was guaranteed. The LAA was protected from any adverse impacts 
associated with project delay or cost overruns 
 

• The Lease rate is reflective of the high cost of and demand for real estate in and around 
the Alaska Court System complex on Fourth Avenue. 
 

• The lump sum amount of the lease increased not just because of an increased rate per 
square foot but also because the amount of space leased increased by 1.5 times  

 
Were There Options 
 
Could the LAA have found cheaper space? Yes.  In fact, the landlord, 716 West Fourth, itself 
offered the LAA two options that would have been less expensive.  The State did not believe 
those options offered the best solution.   
 
In comparing options fairly and accurately, a host of factors needs to be taken into 
consideration, including: 



 
• Is the space located downtown, near the administrative branch of government and the 

court system?  
 

• Does it have dedicated public parking?  
 

• Does it have public hearing rooms accessible to citizens?  
 

• Does the space offer a short-term or a long term solution?   
 

• What happens to the lease rate 5, 7 and 10 years out? 
 

• Was the space available when the LIO needed it? 
 

• Does the building offer equivalent space and features? 
 
716 West Fourth Did What It Was Asked 
 
In the end the LIO today is a solution that is the result of 13 separate procurement efforts, 
approved first by the 14 legislators on the Legislative Council and then agreed to by the full 
Legislature by way of the first years lease appropriation. Rather than a “No-Bid” deal, it’s a 
solution to a multi-year procurement. The State asked the Landlord to solve a problem that 
they could not solve after 13 attempts. The Landlord did exactly what was asked, within the 
schedule that was asked and within the amount that was proposed. 
 
Impact of Termination 
 
The “subject to annual appropriation” clause is standard and found in every State lease.  But 
use of that clause to terminate this lease, so the State can pursue a new and presumably 
cheaper lease, would represent a significant change in policy by the State and untested an 
legally questionable application of the clause.  It also will likely have significant adverse effects 
on lenders, property owners and, ultimately, on the State, according to industry experts. Refer 
to relevant quotes sheet for this information. 
 
 
 
 


