M NUTES
SENATE FI NANCE COWM TTEE
February 12, 2002
9:57 AM

TAPES

SFC-02 # 7, Side A
SFC 02 # 7, Side B

CALL TO ORDER

Co-Chair Pete Kelly convened the neeting at approximately 9:57 AM
PRESENT

Senat or Dave Donl ey, Co-Chair
Senator Pete Kelly, Co-Chair
Senator Jerry Ward, Vice Chair
Senator Loren Leman

Senat or Lyda G een

Senator Gary W/ ken

Senat or Lyman Hof f man

Senat or Donal d 4 son

Senat or Al an Aust er man

Al so Attending:

SENATOR BEN STEVENS; HEATHER BRAKES, staff to Senator Therriault;
DEBBI E GRUNDMAN, staff to Senator Stevens; CATHERI NE REARDON,
Director, Division of COCccupational Licensing, Departnment of
Community and Econom c Devel opnent; PAT DAVIDSON, Legislative
Audi tor, Legislative Budget and Audit Division, Legislative Affairs
Agency; ANNE HENRY, Chair: Board of Professional Counselors,
Special Projects Coordinator, Division of Mental Health and
Devel opnental Disabilities, Departnent of Health and Soci al
Servi ces

Attendi ng via Tel econference:
There were no tel econference participants.

SUMVARY | NFORMVATI ON

SB 243- CH ROPRACTORS: SUNSET/ LI CENSI NG

The Committee heard testinony from the sponsor, the Division of
Legi sl ati ve Budget and Audit, and the Departnent of Comunity and
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Econom ¢ Devel opnment. The bill was held in Conmttee.
SB 244- OPTOVETRI STS: SUNSET AND M SCELLANEQUS

The Committee heard testinony from the sponsor, the Division of
Legi sl ati ve Budget and Audit, and the Departnent of Comunity and
Econom c Devel opnment. Two anmendnents were adopted and the bil
noved from Commi tt ee.

SB 257- EXTEND BOARD OF PROFESSI ONAL COUNSELORS

The Committee heard testinony from the sponsor, the Division of
Legi sl ati ve Budget and Audit, and the Departnent of Comunity and
Econom ¢ Devel opnent. One anendnment was adopted and the bill noved
fromCommittee.

#SB243

SENATE BI LL NO. 243
"An Act extending the termnation date of the Board of
Chiropractic Exam ners; and relating to chiropractors."”

This was the first hearing for this bill in the Senate Finance
Commi ttee.

HEATHER BRAKES, staff to Senator Therriault, spoke to the details
of the bill. She informed there is an acconpanying conmttee
substitute in the packet.

Senator Lenman offered a notion to adopt CS SB 243, 22-LS1266\F
Laut erbach, as a working draft.

There being no objection, the docunent was ADOPTED as a worKking
draft.

Ms. Brakes spoke of the Division of Legislative Budget and Audit
report [copy on file] which supports restoring the Board of
Chiropractic Examners to inplenent full licensure by credentials
as outlined in Section 2 of the bill. M. Brakes referenced page 5
of the Audit Report which stated the Board of Chiropractic
Examiners is “operating in an efficient and effective manner and
shoul d continue to regulate and |icense chiropractors.” She noted
the Report also states the Board Chiropractic Exam ners “serves a
public purpose by pronoting the conpetent and safe practice of
chiropractic therapy.” She summarized this bill as being based on
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the audit reconmmendati ons.

KATHERI NE REARDON, Director, D vision of Occupational Licensing,
Department of Conmunity and Econom c Devel opnent stated the
Division provides the admnistrative support for the Board of
Chi ropracti c Exam ners.

Co-Chair Kelly asked Ms. Reardon to explain the differences in
| icensure requirements as presented in the commttee substitute.

Ms. Reardon explained both the conmmttee substitute and the

original bill include licensure by credentials which applies to
peopl e applying for a license in the state of A aska who have had a
previous license in another state. The commttee substitute

establishes identical criteria; however the Board has the option of
permtting an applicant to pass two of the four sections of the
national exam or pass another special national exam that 1is
designed for people who have been in practice. She stated sone
sections of the current test are geared for people who are com ng
right out of nedical school, and this comrittee substitute all ows
for a different sort of test for those who have been out of school
for a while and have been in practice.

Ms. Reardon continued that the original bill specifically nentions
paying a licensing fee; however, licensing fees are not nentioned
in this commttee substitute as fees are addressed in other
stat utes.

Ms. Reardon stated the commttee substitute specifies the applicant
must have graduated from a licensed chiropractic school; the
original bill does not. She continued that the commttee substitute
states the applicant nust have passed the national exam and nust
have held a license in another state for five years; whereas the
“original bill gave you an option of one or the other.” She
continued that the commttee substitute states the applicant nust
have been in active practice three of the past five years; recent
practice guidelines are not specified in the original bill. She
outlined other differences in the bills including the new provision
for a different test if the applicant has been practicing in
anot her state.

PAT DAVI DSON, Legislative Auditor, D vision of Legislative Budget
and Audit, Legislative Affairs Agency, spoke to the audit review on
the sunset of the Board of Chiropractic Exam ners and verified the
audit recommends the standard four-year extension wth the
addi ti onal recomendati on of |icensure by credentials.

Senator Green, referring to page 2, line 26, Section 2(C)(3), of
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the commttee substitute, asked for clarification of what qualifies
as length of practice.

Ms. Reardon responded the section regarding prior |length of
practice is “pretty common” and “within the typical range of other
prograns.” She noted the intent of this requirenent is to address
that an applicant has practiced recently and “not twenty years
ago.” She inforned that the dental board has “even nore strident
time requirements with no break in tine” of active practice.

Senator G een asked what the requirenent is for medical doctors.

At ease 10:08 AM/10: 12 AM

Ms. Reardon responded there is no recent active practice
requi renent for nedical doctors, but reiterated there are such
requi renents for dentists.

Senator A son asked what constitutes active practice and howis the
time accounted for if a practitioner works, for exanple, only three
days a week.

Ms. Reardon replied that the Board would have to interpret what
constitutes active clinical practi ce. She surmised if a
practitioner were actively seeing patients for only nine nonths of
the year, the time would have to accunulate to 36 nonths within a
five-year span to qualify for the three-year active practice
requirenent. She reiterated this would be a decision of the Board.

Senator Geen voiced she is not confortable supporting this
commttee substitute without this active practice requirenment being
further clarified.

Co-Chair Kelly asked Senator Green to work with Ms. Davidson and
the Division of Legislative Budget and Audit to work on appropriate
| anguage.

Senator O son stated there are many circunstances to consider, and
he supports holding the bill pending further clarification.

Co-Chair Kelly asked Senator Geen to form a subcommittee to
address this concern and to report back to the Committee by
February 18.

The bill was held in Comm ttee.
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#SB244

CS FOR SENATE BI LL NO. 244(L&C)
"An Act extending the termnation date of the Board of
Exam ners in Optonetry; and relating to optonetrists.”

This was the first hearing for this bill in the Senate Finance
Committee.

Ms. Brakes explained this commttee substitute provides for a new
termnation date for the Board of Optonetrists and allows for
statutory changes to enable the Board to “nore effectively |license
by credential, update continuing education requirenents” and bring
the requirenents in line with current practice and regul ati ons. She
detail ed sonme of the changes such as the replacenent of the state
tactical examwith the National Board of Exam ners and Optonetry
exam nati on

Ms. Brakes referred to the Division of Legislative Budget and Audit
report on the issue [copy on file] which supports the extension
date proposed for the Board. She referenced page seven of the
report which details the findings and recommendati ons of the audit.

Ms. Brakes noted that page 15 of the audit report contains the
Department of Comrunity and Econom c Devel opnent’ response to the
audit recommendations. She inforned that SB 244 was drafted based
on the findings and recommendati ons of the audit.

Senat or Green noted that the original bill included a requirenent
that the applicants submt a photograph with their application
however that requirenment was omtted fromthe conmttee substitute.
She asked for clarification about this change.

Ms. Brakes responded on page seven of +the audit report,
Reconmmendati on No. 1 recomrends the Board rescind the application
requi rement of requiring a photograph of the applicant. She stated
the drafters attenpted to draft the | egislation based on the audit
recommendati ons, and, as the sponsor, “we wanted to put those out
on the table for discussion and to let that work through the
Comm ttee process.” She noted the Senate Labor and Commerce
Commttee reinstates the photograph requirenent; however, it
specifies photographs are not permtted to be forwarded to the
Board at tinme of |icensure.

Senat or Green asked if the photograph requirenent is typical of all
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| i censes.

CATHERI NE REARDON, Director, Division of Occupational Licensing,
Departnent of Conmmunity and Econom c Devel opnent responded that the
Departnment “l ooked through all of the prograns, as a result of this
issue comng up. Approximately two-thirds of the 38 licensing
progranms do require photographs with the application; however, in
nost of those instances, it is not because of a statute or a
regulation that requires it, but a board policy.” She continued the
requirenent is on the application form which was approved by a
Board. She continued that this particular wording stating a
phot ogr aph shoul d be submtted, but would not be “forwarded to the
Board during the application process, is unique to this bill.”

Senator Green inquired as to the purpose of the photograph.

Ms. Reardon responded the photograph is included in the file and is
used for identification purposes. She qualified that the
application is signed and notarized; however there are instances in
whi ch “people do try to pass thensel ves off as other people.” She
continued that sone boards view having the photograph as “useful.”
She noted that photo identification is useful at exam check-in, to
make sure that a “ringer” is not taking the test for the “correct
person.”

Senator Green asked if the photograph is used for the issuance of a
state of Alaska photo identification card when a person is
| i censed.

Ms. Reardon responded that the Departnent only issues paper
licenses printed on a laser printer that do not contain
phot ogr aphs.

Senator Ward inquired as to “how many ringers have been used to
take tests.”

Ms. Reardon responded she “is not aware of that happeni ng” during
the seven years she has been with the Departnent. She continued
that “very rarely, if at all” can that Departnent prove that this
has occurred. She continued that on the national level, there is “a
| ot of concern about that, particularly with the big professional
exans,” such as engi neering. She noted there has been “an instance
in Alaska in the last two years where a nurse applicant tried to
pass herself off as an entirely different person.” She detailed how
this person “was caught” during the application process. She
inforned that “strange things” do happen.

Senator Geen asked if “we expect this |language to start appearing
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in all licensure and renewal s” for these various |icenses or would
this be better addressed in a separate statute.

Ms. Reardon responded the photograph requirenment is addressed in
this particular bill because of the audit recommendation to renove
“the board’ s ability to require photographs.” She stated this is
“not an effort to add photographs to the process, it is a reaction
to the recommendation that the ability to require photographs be
renoved.” She stated “there was discussion in the Senate Labor and
Commerce Conmittee about whether that was a good idea.”

Ms. Reardon summari zed the | anguage in the committee substitute is
per haps, “a conprom se.” She continued, “the recomendati on to not
require a photograph was to elimnate a potential opportunity for
di scrim nation based on the photograph.” She continued “there was
sone debate about whether it was necessary, whether that really was
a significant risk,” and this |language is “a way of comng up with
protecting against discrimnation while retaining the ability to
ask for photographs.”

Senator O son asked if the Dwvision is in favor of having
phot ogr aphs.

Ms. Reardon responded that the Division supports the position of
the Boards and “if a board feels this is inportant,” then the
Di vision woul d support “obtaining the photographs” for them” She
voi ced support for not submtting the photograph to the Board
during the application review process as the current bill describes
“to elimnate anyone’s concern that that m ght be influential.”

Senator O son asked if “there have been any conplaints by mnority
groups that they have been discrimnated against through the
application period.”

Ms. Reardon responded she was not aware of any conplaints.

Co-Chair Kelly stated that one of the reasons not to include a
photograph is just a “general sense” that the Board may nake a
deci si on based on a phot ograph.

Senator O son spoke of his experience as a nenber of the Board of
Optonetrists and stated it was “quite hel pful” to have photograph
as it made it easier to identify a person and easier to recall the
person if their name cane up at a |ater proceeding. He stated he
“did not necessarily agree with the findings of the audit.”

Senator Ward asked if the Board coul d nake a deci sion as to whet her
a phot ograph woul d be required.
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Ms. Reardon comented “boards review the application forns” so she
woul d “l ook to boards for direction.”

Senator Ward clarified that if Board did not require a photograph,
t he Departnent woul d not object.

Ms. Reardon concurr ed.

Senator Ward clarified that if Board did want a photograph that
al so would be fine with the Departnent.

Ms. Reardon concurred, stating “as long as it was not contrary to
statute.”

Senator Leman voiced he did not agree wth the audit
recommendati on, and he believes it is inportant to have photographs
on file. He stated that the terrorist events of Septenber 11, 2001
make him “realize what sonme people will go through to defraud and
harm ot her people.” He opined that requiring a photograph is
appropriate. He continued “this | anguage i s not necessary because
the policy of division has been to do this and if that is the
boards policy they can continue to do that.” He does not foresee a
“problem with discrimnation” as these people wll interact with
ot her professionals and the public in their profession.

Senator G een stated the current |anguage takes the decision
whet her to require photographs away fromthe Board and perhaps it
woul d be nore appropriate to let the Board nmake that decision.

Co-Chair Kelly asked “if it is not the statute to |et Board dea
with this anyway.”

Ms. Reardon replied the current statute |anguage authorizes such
discretion to the Board. She suggested changing the |anguage to
clarify that the Board and not the Departnent nmake this decision.
Amendnent #1: This amendnent changes the wording in Section 2, |ine
11 to reflect “the board may require..” instead of “the Departnent
may require..

Senat or Green noved for adoption.

Co-Chair Kelly reiterated the change.

There being no objection, Amendnent #1 was approved.

Senator Lenman asked if the Commttee shoul d address this photograph
i ssue through statute instead of through Board policy. He suggested
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renmoving a portion of Section 2 fromthe bill. He discussed the
normal application process.

Ms. Reardon clarified that photographs are handl ed vari es anong the
boards. She detailed that sone boards require photographs at
different stages of the application process. She stated that the
Optonetri st Board has not been view ng the photographs during the
application process.

Senat or Green stated this | anguage shoul d be addressed throughout
all licensure boards.

Co- Chair Kelly agreed.

Senator Green suggested statutory |anguage could be enacted to
| eave the photograph requirenment up to the discretion of all
boar ds.

Ms. Reardon infornmed that the Departnent does have a statute, AS
08. 01. under which sonething of this nature could be addressed.

Co-Chair Kelly acknow edged this change could be done in this bill
and then addressed in a “nore generalized statute” at a |ater date.

Anmendment #2: This anendment del etes Section 2 of the committee
substitute in its entirety.

Senat or Leman noved for adoption. He stated if Section 2 were
del eted, there would be no change to existing practice.

There bei ng no objections, Arendnent #2 was ADOPTED.

Senator Leman offered a notion to report CS SB 244 (FIN, 22-
LS1267\J with a prior $17,700 Departrment of Comunity and Econom c
Devel opnment fiscal note from Commttee.

Wt hout objection, the bill MOVED from Conm ttee.

#SB257

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 257(L&Q)

"An Act extending the termnation date of the Board of
Prof essi onal Counselors; and relating to |licensing of
pr of essi onal counsel ors.™
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This was the first hearing for this bill in the Senate Finance
Conmittee.

DEBORAH GRUNDMAN, staff to Senator Stevens, detailed the specifics
of SB 257. She informed that the D vision of Legislative Budget and
Audit report [copy on file] reconmmends continuation of the Board.
She noted that the audit al so recommends the nerger of the Board of
Pr of essi onal Counsel ors and the Board of Marital and Fam |y Therapy
into a “single oversight and licensing Board.” She infornmed that
Division of Legislative Budget and Audit al so reconmends simlar
sunset dates for the two boards in order to address the possible
mer ger .

Ms. Grundman noted Section 2 of the conmittee substitute addresses
sone changes in the educational requirenments of professional
counselors at the request of the Board and the Departnent.

ANN HENRY, Chair, Board of Professional Counselors, Departnent of
Communi ty and Econom c Devel opnent infornmed that Commttee that the
di vi si on supports the extension of the Board.

PAT DAVI DSON, Legislative Auditor, Legislative Budget and Audit
Commttee, D vision of Legislative Audit, notified the Commttee
that the Audit report did recommend extension of the Board to allow
tinme to nerge “two very simlar groups.” She clarified each group
woul d have their own separate |icensing statute but “would be
controlled by one Board.” She continued this recomrendati on was
“based on effectiveness and econony of scale.” She noted the nerger
“would not result in any substantial inpact on costs associated
with either of those boards.”

Ms. Davidson stated all behavioral science boards including
Pr of essi onal Counsel ors, Mari t al and Fam |y Ther api st s,
Prof essi onal Social Wrkers, and Psychol ogists “would be up for
review at the sane tinme” in the year 2005.

Senator Ason inquired if there were any objections to the nerger
of “these two disciplines.”

Ms. Davidson reported the Division conducted surveys during the
audit period. She inforned there were no strong di sagreenents from
prof essional counselors or from marital and famly therapy
counsel ors; however psychologists “strongly objected to being
conbined with either of those boards.”

Amendnent  #1: This anendnment would delete “conpleting the

requi renent of” and insert “earning the degree required under” on
page 2, line 19, Section 2(a)(6).
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Senator Leman offered a notion to adopt Amendnent #1. He expl ai ned
this anmendnent allows counselors to begin earning supervised
experience as soon as they conplete their education” instead of
having to wait wuntil they conplete their graduate hours of
trai ni ng.

Ms. Reardon informed the Committee this amendnent is supported by
the Board and the Division of COccupational Licensing. She stated
this amendnment would allowit to be “nore feasible” for people who
need to work while they are obtaining graduate hours.

Senat or O son exanpled that the effect of this anmendnent woul d be
to all ow sonmeone to do “noonlighting.”

Ms. Reardon characterized the |language as clarifying “when
soneone’s supervised experience would start counting for
licensure.” She stated current |aw requires people to get 3,000
hours of supervised experience, in addition to a 60-hours master
degree requirenment. She noted this anmendnment would allow those
people who have a Masters degree with less than 60-hours of
required degree time to wrk toward getting that 60-hour
requi renent.

SFIN 02 # 7, Side B 10:47 AM

Ms. Reardon continued that with this anmendnent a person with a
Master’ s degree could count hours as “supervised hours” while they
were working toward the 60-hour requirenent.

There bei ng no objection, Amendnent #1 was ADOPTED.

Senator Leman offered a notion to report CS SB257 (FIN), 22-LS
1336\J from Committee with the previous fiscal note of $51,400 from
t he Departnent of Conmmunity and Econom ¢ Devel opnent.

There being no objection, the bill MOVED from Comm ttee.
#

ADJ CQURNIVENT

Co-Chair Pete Kelly adjourned the neeting at 10:48 AM
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