M NUTES
SENATE FI NANCE COWM TTEE
April 30, 2002
4: 43 PM

TAPES

SFC-02 # 82, Side A
SFC 02 # 82, Side B

CALL TO ORDER

Co-Chair Pete Kelly convened the neeting at approxi mately 4:43 PM
PRESENT

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

Senat or Al an Aust er man

Senat or Lyman Hof f man

Senat or Donny O son

Senator Lyda G een

Senator Gary W/ ken

Al so Attendi ng: REPRESENTATI VE JOHN COGHI LL; REPRESENTATI VE DREW
SCALZI; SENATOR GENE THERRI AULT, MARY MCDOWELL, Conmmi ssioner,
Division of Commercial Fisheries Entry Comm ssion, Departnent of
Fish and Gane; DENNY DEW TT, Staff to Representative El don Mil der;
PH L CUTLER, staff to Co-Chair Donl ey

Attendi ng via Tel econference: From Cordova: SUE ASPELUND, Executive
Director, Cordova District Fishernen United; O fnet: DON JOHNSON

SUMVARY | NFORMVATI ON

HB 160- REPORTI NG OF ABORTI ONS

The Committee heard testinony from the sponsor, adopted a fiscal
note for the Departnent of Health and Social Services, and reported
the bill from Committee.

HB 504- WAGES FOR WORKERS | N FI SHERI ES

The bill was reported fromComittee.
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HB 288- LI M TED ENTRY BUY- BACK PROGRAM ASSESSMENT

The Conmittee heard testinony fromthe sponsor, the Departnent of
Fish and Gane, and took public testinony. The bill was reported
fromCommittee.

HB 515- OPERATI NG BUDGET M SSI ONS AND MEASURES

The Conmittee heard fromthe sponsor, considered and adopted three
anendnents, and reported the bill from Conm ttee.

#HB160

CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO 160(JUD)
"An Act requiring the reporting of induced term nations of
pregnanci es. "

This was the first hearing for this bill in the Senate Finance
Commi ttee.
REPRESENTATI VE JOHN COGHI LL, sponsor of the bill, informed the

Commttee this legislation would require physicians to report a
termnation of a pregnancy to the State’'s Bureau of Vital
Statistics within 30 days and require the Bureau to publish an
annual report of the findings. He stated this data is valuable for
nunerous reasons including: policy decisions based on abortion
data, related health policy decisions, and teen pregnancy i ssues.

Representative Coghill explained that Section 1 of the |egislation
establishes the procedures for the reporting. He conveyed that
t hese procedures are fashioned after simlar legislation in place
in many ot her states.

Representative Coghill stated subsection (d) of Section 1 defines
the information that would be included in the annual statistic
report produced by the Bureau of Vital Statistics. He noted that
the names of the physician, the facility where the abortion
occurred, and the name of the comunity the wonman resided in would
not be included in the report. He specified that the aggregate
statistical information would be reported according to federally
defined standards regarding i nduced term nati on of pregnancies.

Representative Coghill infornmed the Commttee that Sections 3 and 4
of this legislation authorize the Bureau of Vital Statistics to
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report specified information regarding induced term nation of
pr egnanci es.

Representative Coghill comented that Section 8 of the bill
contai ns a new paragraph addressing the difference in reporting of
a stillborn or mscarriage pregnancy and an i nduced abortion.

Representative Coghill conveyed that the State’'s House of
Represent atives supports this |egislation.

Co-Chair Kelly asked, “how broad is this information”: specifically
whet her it would contain denographic information

Representative Coghill responded there is a nodel reporting form
included in the nenbers’ packets [copy on file] that reflects the
types of information the report would include such as: “the
education level, the race, the gestational period.” He stated the
report would supply a limted, but not regional, denographic
profile.

Co-Chair Donley asked the vote tally of the House of
Representatives in passing this bill

Representative Coghill replied it passed unani nously.

Senat or Leman asked if information specifying the reason for the
abortion would be available as that type of nedical information
“could be helpful to future |awmkers” in “establishing social
policy in this State.”

Representative Coghill stated that “just the type of pregnancy, the
gestational period that it’s in, and those types of things” would
be identified according to public policy. He continued that he is
not sure if asking “the notive” behind a termnation of a pregnancy
woul d be allowed or would need to be worded in such a manner that
the resulting information would be too broad as to not be useful.

Senat or Leman responded this information exists on a nationw de
|l evel, and suggested this legislation could require this
information specifically for Al aska.

Representative Coghill stated that Alaska is included in the
averages of the national reports, and stated this |egislation would
provide simlar information for the State.

Co-Chair Donley asked if the sponsor supports the Departnent of

Heal t h and Soci al Services $90,000 fiscal note acconpanying this
bill as, he opined, it is one of the largest fiscal notes to cone
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before the Commttee this year.

Representative Coghill replied “it could be zeroed out” as the
Center for Disease Control (CDC) “does have funding avail able for
information gathering in these circunstances.” He furthered that
the Departnent indicates it would need to hire an additional
“quarter person per quarter” to fulfill the additional duties this
| egi sl ation woul d i ncur; however, he opined, other funding could be
sought .

Co-Chair Donley offered a notion to replace the Departnent of
Heal th and Soci al Services’ $89,400 fiscal note with a Finance
Committee zero fiscal note.

Senator Lerman noted the Departnent has denonstrated the ability to
secure funding for projects that the Legislature has not support ed;
therefore, he agrees the Departnent “would have the ability to
absorb” the expenses this legislation mght incur.

Senator Hoffman objected and stated that contrary to the
Department’s FY 02 budget, the FY 03 budget mght not allow for
this absorption.

Aroll call was taken on the notion.

I N FAVOR Senator Austerman, Senator Lenman, Senator O son, Co-Chair
Donl ey, Co-Chair Kelly

OPPCSED: Senat or Hof f man
ABSENT: Senator W1 ken, Senator G een, Senator Ward
The notion PASSED (5-1-3)

The notion to allow a zero fiscal note to acconpany the bill was
ADOPTED.

Senator Leman “noved to report HB #160 from Conmittee wth

i ndi vidual recomendations and the acconpanying adjusted fisca
note.”

There being no objections, CS HB #160(JUD) was REPORTED from
Commttee wth a zero fiscal note, dated 5/01/02 from the
Department of Health and Soci al Services.

#HB504
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CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO 504(FIN) am
"An Act relating to the wages of people working in the
fisheries business."

This was the second hearing for this bill in the Senate Finance
Commi ttee.
Senator Austerman offered a notion to report the bill from
Conmittee.

Co- Chair Donl ey objected, stating this |egislation should be held
until separate m ni numwage | egislation currently under discussion
in the Legislature is determ ned.

Aroll call was taken on the notion.

IN FAVOR: Senator d son, Senator Austerman, Senator Hoffman,
Senat or Leman, Co-Chair Kelly

OPPCSED: Co- Chair Donl ey
ABSENT: Senator Ward, Senator W/ ken, Senator G een
The notion PASSED (5-1-3)

CS HB #504(FI N am was REPORTED from Comm ttee with a previous zero
fiscal note, dated 4/16/02 from the Departnent of Labor and
Wor kf orce Devel opnent.

AT EASE 5:01 PM/ 5:02 PM

#HB288

CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO 288(FIN) am

"An Act relating to conmmercial fishing limted entry permt
buy-back prograns, to a permt buy-back assessnent, and to
voluntary relinquishnment of commercial fishing permts; and
defining 'optimum nunber."'"

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

REPRESENTATI VE DREW SCALZI infornmed the Commttee this |egislation

addr esses repurchasing conmercial fishing permits. He stated that
current State statutes allow this buy-back provision; however, it
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has been problematic and never inplenented because “an optinmum
nunber study has to be conducted in order to establish what the
economc |level is that would support the fishery, but yet not go
bel ow a certain level to not nake it too exclusive.” He continued
that once the optinmum nunber study is conpleted, current statute
“mandates that there be a buy-back.” He stated that sim/lar optinum
nunber studies have been considered by different fisheries
t hroughout the State, but not inplenented because of concerns
regarding the requirenent to purchase the permts, coupled with the
inability to predict when the permits would becone avail able. He
furthered that the current statute specifies that, in addition to
purchasing the commercial fishing permt, the fishing industry is
al so required to purchase the vessels and gear.

Representative Scal zi infornmed the Commttee that this bill would
allow for the purchase of the permt wthout the obligation to
purchase the vessel and the gear. He stressed that the bill would

additionally allow the buy-back to be studied “voluntarily” w thout
mandati ng a buy- back.

Co-Chair Kelly asked what fundi ng source would be available for the
buy- back program

Representative Scalzi responded that the State’'s Commerci al
Fi sheries Entry Comm ssion envisioned creating a | oan programto be
funded by a tax of up to seven percent assessed on the fishing
i ndustry. He stated the tax woul d be collected by the Departnent of
Revenue.

MARY MCDOWELL, Conm ssioner, Conmercial Fisheries Entry Conm ssion

Departnent of Fish and Gane, stated the fundi ng nechanismcurrently
in place for the buy-back programlaw is unconstitutional because
it mandates a dedicated fund to be funded by an assessnment on
fishermen. She qualified that another problemw th the current |aw
is that the Entry Conm ssion would be responsible for collecting
t he noney assessed on the fishing industry for the dedicated buy-
back fund; however, the Conm ssion does not have taxing authority.

Ms. McDowel | el aborated that this proposed |egislation would allow
the fund to operate simlar to the operation of the Aquaculture
Assessnent by Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute (ASM). She
continued that the new process would entail the Entry Conmi ssion
under taki ng an opti mum nunber of permts study to determ ne whet her
a buy-back program should be undertaken. Ms. MDowell continued
that if an optimm nunber study determned there were too nany
permts in a fishery, a buy-back programwoul d be established, and
the Comm ssion would work with the industry to devel op an action
plan to establish a tax levy for the fishermen. She stated this tax
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woul d be assessed on the “fish tickets,” a common practice for
| evying taxes in the fishing industry by the Departnent of Revenue.
She stated the Comm ssion would request the Legislature to
appropriate funds to the buy-back program thereby, enabling the
fund to be a constitutionally approved fundi ng nechani sm

Ms. McDowel |l continued that | anguage currently under discussion in
HB 286 would create a nechanism whereby the industry could
establish its own program to buy-back permts, would allow the
Entry Conmi ssion the |eeway to discuss options for the buy-back
fundi ng source nechanism and would allow for the establishnent of
the assessnent |evel. She remarked this process would essentially
tax the remaining fishernmen who would be “nmaking a better |iving”
because with fewer fishernen in the fishery, the remaining fleet
woul d, “hopefully, earn nore revenue.”

Senat or Hof f man voi ced concern that if a buy-back price for permts
is not determned, a reduction of the nunber of permts in a
fishery could result in the renmaining permts beconming too
expensi ve.

Representative Scal zi replied this could occur; however, if a buy-
back plan were established, the individual fishernen could decide
if they wished to sell or purchase at the established price.

Senator Green asked for clarification whether individual fishernen
or a fishing industry group could participate in the buy-back plan.

Ms. McDowel | explained that the State woul d establish a buy-back
plan and notify the industry that a pool of noney would be
avail able to purchase permts. She noted that permt hol ders woul d
deci de whether to sell their permts at the price established in
the plan, and that the nunber of permts bought back would be
determ ned by the anobunt of noney in the pool.

Representative Scal zi stated the opti mum nunber study is “the key”
to the program He hypothesized that if 100 permts existed and the
study determ ned “30 to be the optimum nunber that coul d be bought -
back wi thout making it an exclusive fishery,” the industry could
decide to only buy-back and be assessed for 20 permts. He stated
“It is up to the fishernen remaining in the industry to contro

their own destiny on how nuch they would want to pay.” He rem nded
the Commttee that the current | aw gives the fishernmen no choi ce,
little flexibility, and is not conducive for devel opnment of a plan.

Co-Chair Donley, referring to an Alaska Suprenme Court case

regarding a limted entry programconstitutional anmendnent, voiced
his understanding that there is a requirement for a buy-back
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program whenever a fishery is endangered, and that the funding for
t he buy-back program woul d be the responsibility of the people in
the industry. He asked if this legislation is consistent with that
rul ing.

Ms. MDowell responded that the Court and the |aw have been
consistent in supporting the State Constitution regarding
protection fromallow ng a fishery from becom ng too excl usive. She
stated that nmore harm would result from the fishery being too
excl usive than from having too many fishernmen in the fishery. She
stressed that the study would assist in determning the optinal
nunber of permts, which is the constitutional concern. She stated
the limted entry programis constitutional as “long as it is no
nore excl usive than necessary for the resource and the econom cs of
the fishery.” She stressed that the study is crucial in this
determ nation

Co- Chair Donl ey asked how the funding nmechanismin this |egislation
conforns to the Suprene Court ruling specifying that funds be from
t he fishernen.

Ms. McDowel | voiced uncertainty that the Court has established a
fundi ng source; however, she noted the Court has determ ned that
t he fundi ng nmechanismcurrently in place “doesn’t work because of
the dedicated fund problem” She stated the proposed |egislation
corrects this problem

Senat or Hof fman asked what factors are included in the
determ nation of the optimum nunber of permts.

Ms. McDowell inforned the Commttee that the optimum nunber study
could be a lengthy process and involves a full analysis of
bi ol ogi cal and economc factors including such things as: the
average fish price; the average overhead including crew costs,
aver age earni ngs, average food costs and debt |oad. She continued
that the study takes into consideration net earnings, net costs and
bi ol ogi cal factors.

Ms. MDowell stated that the definition of the term “optinum
nunber” is one of the nost val uabl e conponents of this bill. She
explained this term*®“as being a range” instead of the current “one”
nunber; thereby allow ng the nunber to vary based on a variety of
pertinent factors.

Co-Chair Donley asked if, in addition to the determ nnation of the

opti mum nunber, whether the nunber of permts considered for a
“threatened” fishery would affect the buy-back program
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Ms. McDowel | stated that conservation is a primary consideration of
t he buy back program the other being to avoid econom c distress of
the fishing industry. She stated “it is a balancing act” and the
opti mum nunber takes these factors into consideration.

Co- Chair Donl ey asked how a threatened fishery affects the buy-back
equation under this |egislation.

Ms. McDowell stated that “the balancing act” of conserving the
resource and ensuring a viable economc industry are taken into
consideration. She infornmed the Commttee that there is also a
provision in this bill that allows individual permt holders to
relinquish their permts at any tine.

Senat or Hof f man asked, when tal ki ng about the fishery resource, if
the optinmum nunber factors in subsistence fishing and the sport
fishing industry.

Ms. McDowell stated that the opti mum nunber is based on what is
all ocated to that specific fishery and whet her “sonmeone can nake a
living and the resource can be conserved” within that fishery.

Senator Hof fman asked if the nunber is determined on a seasona
basi s.

Ms. McDowel | qualified that this nunber does not vary year to year,
but rather is determ ned over tine. She stated that if a fishery
experiences a considerable change, then another optinmm nunber
study m ght be conduct ed.

Senator Hoffnman asked who nmkes the deternination that another
study i s needed.

Ms. MDowell responded, “there is not a specific nechanism in
pl ace” for determning what would trigger an opti mum nunber study;
and, at this point, usually it would be a determ nation that “a
fishery is getting too exclusive or overloaded.” She stated that
conducting an opti num nunber study “is a big undertaking” and woul d
require staff to “put other work aside.”

Representative Scal zi stated this bill, along with HB 286, which
addresses Fishing Permts, Associations and Assessnents, “are
viewed as tools by the industry to help themhelp thenselves.” He

stated there is no fiscal note acconpanying this bill
Representative Scal zi, referring to Co-Chair Donley s questions

regardi ng conservation of a fishery, noted this issue is addressed
in “the North Pacific Managenent Council under the Magnuson Act
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whi ch does have a buy-back provision for conservation purposes.” He
stated the Magnuson Act al so includes | anguage specifying, “there
could be no re-allocation of the resource to another user group as
the resource has to be dedicated to pay that buy-back back.” He
stated this is the only conservation buy-back proposal he is aware
of .

Senat or Leman asked if this fund could include noney from sources
other than the fishing permt holders as this process coul d affect
ot her groups.

Representative Scal zi stated the |egislation does provide for this
option. He stated, “if he was going to be involved in a buy-back
program he woul d want those checks and bal ances in to nmake sure we
are going to have enough of the wherewithal to pay it back.” He
stressed this is the reason it is so inportant for the programto
be vol untary.

Senator Leman asked if the Departnent of Revenue recommendati ons
included in their Mirch 5, 2002 fiscal note analysis were
incorporated in the bill

Ms McDowel | responded that those recommendati ons were adopted and
included in the CS for HB #288( FI N)am

SUE ASPELUND, Executive Director, Cordova District Fishermen United
whi ch represents fishernmen and their famlies in the Cooper R ver
and Prince WIliam Sound regions, testified via tel econference from
Cordova and voi ced support for this bill. She stressed it includes
inportant changes to the existing buy-back program and is
appropriate to the changi ng needs of Al aska s fishing industry. She
urged the Commttee to support the bill

DON JOHNSQN, testified offnet from Soldotna in support of the bill

however, he voiced concern about the |ack of a defined nechanismto
trigger a new optimum nunber study to be conducted, and asked for a
“more precise nmechanisni to be determ ned. He then pointed out that
the legal definition for the opti mum nunber of permts established
for a particular area, as defined under AS 16.43.290, is determ ned
by the econom c health of the comrercial industry, naintenance of
bi ol ogical health of the fishery, and the econom cal hardship of
the industry. He voiced concern that the optinmm nunber does not
factor in the public s viewoint, and he suggested this also be a
consideration as subsistence needs and econom c hardship of the
public is inmportant. He continued this would also need to be
addressed in AS 16.43.300. He reiterated that the needs and desires
of the public should be a factor in the determnation of the
opti mal nunber of permts. He contended this is a good bill, but it
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needs sone “fine-tuning.”

Ms. McDowel | responded that once the Limted Entry Comm ssion has
made its determ nation on what the optinmum nunber should be, a
public comment period is required which would allow the public to
participate in the process.

Co-Chair Donley offered a notion to “nove the CS for House Bil
288(FIN) anended from Commttee with individual recomendations and
t hree acconpanying fiscal notes.”

There being no objections, CS HB 288(FI N am was REPORTED from
Commttee with a zero fiscal note, dated 2/01/02, from the
Department of Fish and Gane; a zero fiscal note, dated 3/05/02,
from the Treasury D vision, Departnent of Revenue; and an
indetermnate fiscal note, dated 3/05/02, fromthe D vision of Tax,
Departnent of Revenue.

AT EASE 5:28 PM/ 5:30 PM

#HB515

CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO 515(FIN) am

"An Act relating to missions and neasures to be applied to
certain expenditures by the executive branch of state
government and the University of Al aska and by the judicial
branch of state government fromthe state operating budget for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 2003; and providing for an
effective date."

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

DENNY DEW TT, Staff to Representative Eldon Mil der, explained to
the Conmttee that this is a mssions and nmeasures bill, which is a
conponent of the FY 03 budget. He stated this bill is a continuing
process, established approximately six years earlier, to reviewthe
acconplishnents of and to nonitor the State’s agencies. He stated
that subcommttees of both the State’s House of Representatives and
the Senate have focused on attenpting to keep data as uniform as
possible to generate information that could be used as a
performance gauge from year to year. He stated the m ssions and
neasures’ goal is not to be too issue-specific, but rather to keep
performance goals general at the policy issue level. He stressed
this is a continuing process and discussions are becom ng nore
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focused on acconplishing the specified neasurenents and the return
the State is receiving frominvesting its resources in each of the
agenci es.

SFC 02 # 82, Side B 05:34 PM

Amendnent #2: This anmendnent inserts new | anguage to Section 66,
the Departnent of Environnental Conservation, D vision of Spil
Prevention and Response on page 25, followng line 30, to read as
foll ows.

(8) average tine to approve oil spill prevention contingency
pl ans as conpared to the prior year.

Senat or Lenman noved for adoption of Amendnent #2 and explained this
anmendnent woul d insert a new nmeasure into the bill to address the
average tinme of approving an oil spill prevention contingency plan.

There bei ng no objection, Amendnent #2 was ADOPTED.

Amendrent #3: This anmendnent inserts new | anguage to Section 3, the
Departnment of Administration, on page 2, line 6, to read as
fol |l ows.

(2) reasonable but not excessive |egal and advocacy
services for indigent Al askans.

Thi s anendnent also inserts in Section 4, Admnistration, Ofice of
t he Comm ssioner, on page 2, followng line 16, new paragraphs to
read as foll ows.

(3) nunber of work initiatives inplenented that resulted
in nore efficient ways to perform the departnent’s m ssion
conpared to the prior year

(4) innovative ways the departnent uses to inprove the
state’s conpliance with the nerit system requirenent while
reduci ng costs.

Additionally this anmendnent inserts a new paragraph into Section 8,
Adm ni stration, Division of Personnel, on page 3, following |line
30, to read as follows.

(5) nunber of workers given nerit increases for truly

nmeritorious performance conpared to the nunber of workers
denied nmerit increases.
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Thi s anendnment al so inserts into Section 18, Adm nistration, Public
Def ender Agency, on page 7, following line 2, a new paragraph to
read as follows.

(4) wins and | osses of appeals conpared with the private
sector.

This anmendnent also inserts into Section 31, Departnent of
Community and Econom c Devel opnent, Rural Energy Prograns, on page
11, following line 21, a new paragraph to read as foll ows.

(5) nunber of conmunities that have becone self-reliant
in fully maintaining their power systens.

Additionally this amendnent inserts new | anguage into Section 32,
Department of Community and Econom c Devel opnent, Al aska Science
and Technol ogy Foundati on, on page 11, lines 27 - 30, subsection
(b). The anended | anguage reads as foll ows:

(1) the nunber of new jobs created in the state from
t echnol ogy projects;

(2) project diversity;

(3) the new revenue to the state from technol ogy
proj ects;

(4) the percentage of technology project grantees in
business in the state because of ASTF grants;

Thi s anendnent additionally deletes and inserts new | anguage into
Section 33, Departnent of Community and Econom c Devel opnent,
Al aska Seaf ood Marketing Institute, on page 12, lines 9 and 10 to
read as foll ows.

(a)(3) acconplish these narketing efforts while
maxi m zing ASM staff who are Al aska residents and under ASM
enpl oynent in Al aska.

This anmendnent al so inserts |anguage into Section 33, subsection
(b)(3) on page 12, line 15, following “Alaska.” The anended
| anguage reads as foll ows.

(3) percentage of ASM staff that resides in Al aska and
average salaries of Alaska staff conpared to out-of-state
staff.

This anendnent also inserts a new paragraph into Section 39,

Departnment of Corrections, Ofice of the Conm ssioner, on page 14,
followwng line 16 to read as foll ows.
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(5) conpliance wth statutory requirenents for
facilities, including the Alaska No Frills Prison Act.”

Additionally on page 14, line 28 in Section 40, Departnent of
Corrections, Division of Admnistrative Services, the anmendnent
del etes “audit exenptions” and inserts “audits” so that the anended
| anguage reads as foll ows.

(5) nunber of outstanding audit exceptions divided by the
audits during the fiscal year

In Section 80, Departnment of Health and Social Services, Division
of Juvenile Justice, on page 31, following line 28, this anmendnent
inserts a new paragraph to read as foll ows.

(5) satisfaction of the victins of juvenile crinme with
the juvenile justice system

Addi tional ly under Section 144, Departnent of Transportation and
Public Facilities, D vision of Statew de Design and Engi neering
Services, on page 54 following line 13; this anmendnent inserts a
new par agraph to read as foll ows.

(7) nunber of mles of roads that have a | evel of service
rating of E or F conpared to the prior year.

Thi s amendnent al so inserts | anguage into Section 151, Departnent
of Transportation and Public Facilities, Marine H ghway System
page 56, line 24, followi ng “systeni to read as foll ows.

Sec. 151. DOT/PF — Marine H ghway System (a) The m ssion of
the Al aska Marine H ghway Systemis to assist in nmeeting the
transportation needs of +the traveling public and the
comunities served by the system while prioritizing and
maxi m zing access to service by Al aska residents.”

In conclusion, this anmendnent inserts a new paragraph into Section
151, on page 57, line 3 to read as foll ows.

(6) devel opnent of a reservation and pricing systemthat
prioritizes use by Al aska residents.

Co- Chair Donl ey noved for adoption of Amendnent #3.
Co- Chair Donley read the anmendnent |anguage to the Conmttee. He

explained that this anendnent contains both substantive and
t echni cal changes.
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Senator Leman, referring to Anmendnent #3 |anguage concerning
Section 8, Administration, Division of Personnel, on page 3,
followng line 30 about the “nunber of workers given nerit
increases for truly neritorious perfornmance conpared to the nunber
of workers denied nerit increases,” questioned if “it would nake
nore sense” to conpare the nunber of workers given nerit increases
for truly nmeritorious performance conpared to “the total nunber of
wor kers.” He voiced concern “that nany workers are just being
advanced and given nerit increases just for being there.”

Co-Chair Kelly stated that the wording of this anmendnent would
provide a percentage of the total. He continued that the
information this amendnent | anguage provides woul d show whet her the
merit system truly reflects deserving work or just nasks “an
automati c advance system”

Senator Leman reasoned that if this |anguage would provide
pertinent data it is acceptable.

Co-Chair Donley continued that within the past few years “there
have been serious allegations that the Public Defenders Agency had
a reputation for appealing cases that did not have nerit.” He
commented that this anmendnent woul d conpare the nunber of Public
Def enders Agency wins and |osses of appeals with those of the
private sector as a neasure fromwhich to draw a conclusion as to
whet her the allegations have nerit.

Co-Chair Donley continued explaining the provisions of the
amendnent .

Senator Ward informed the Conmttee of a program proposed by the
Conmi ssi oner of the Departnent of Corrections that would all ow for
the early release of felons. He voiced his opposition to this
program and inquired if this could be addressed in this bill by
requiring that “the Comm ssioner should enforce the sentences of
the Legislature and the judges and juries concerning felons.” He
stated the understanding that the Departnent’s intent of this early
rel ease programis to alleviate overcrowding in the prisons. He
noted the intent is that the early release felons would be
el ectronical ly nonitored.

M. Dewitt stated he is famliar with this program and expected it
to be addressed in a Conference Conm ttee.

Senat or Austerman voiced a point-of-order as there is an anendnent
on the table.

Senator Ward stated his desire to have the early rel ease of felons
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program concern addressed as an anendnent to the anendnent as he
t hought this would be the appropriate place to address the nmatter.
He continued that he has received multiple comrunications from
i ndi vidual s voi cing concern that the Conm ssioner is nmaking rel ease
decisions contrary to those of the Legislature and judges and
juries.

Co-Chair Kelly interjected this would | ean toward being a change in
Al aska Statutes rather than an anendnent in the mssions and
nmeasures bill before the Committee.

Senator Ward reiterated his concern.

Co-Chair Kelly asked Senator Ward to submt his anendnent in
witten form

Senator Ward agreed to do so.

Senator Leman, referring to | anguage in the Amendnent concerning
how victins of juvenile crinme rate the success of the Juvenile
Justice System asked how a response would be solicited fromthe
victims.

Co-Chair Donley replied that the Departnment of Health and Soci al
Services reports they have established a rapport wth victins and
woul d therefore talk with themto solicit feedback

PH L CUTLER, Staff to Co-Chair Dave Donley, inforned the Conmittee
that one of the m ssions and neasures proposed in this anmendnent
for the Departnment of Transportation and Public Facilities
addr esses hi ghway congestion. He explained there is a term| abel ed
“l evel of service” which provides a rating of “A” to “F” based on
what percentage of time a major highway is congested and inhibiting
the free novenent of traffic. He stated the rating of “E and F”
i ndi cates that a highway is congested nore than 90 percent of the
time. M. Cutler continued that the anendnent |anguage woul d
measure how well the Departnment addresses inproving those highly
congested roads “which costs busi nesses and people tine and noney.”

Co-Chair Donley clarified that the nmeasure of the Departnent’s
success woul d be whet her progress had been made fromthe prior year
reflected by a better rating.

Co- Chair Donl ey concluded his reading of the anmendnent details.

There being no objection, Arendnent #3 was ADOPTED.

AT EASE 5:51 PM/ 6:00 PM
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Amendment #4: This anmendnent inserts |anguage to Section 82, page
32, line 23 as follows.

(7) nunber of juvenile clients who return for treatnment within
6 and 12 nonths of being discharged froma residential alcohol
or drug abuse treatnent program

Co- Chair Donl ey noved for adoption of Amendnent #4.

SENATOR CGENE THERRI AULT, explained that this anmendnent contains
| anguage to assist in gauging the affects of the State’s juvenile
treatnment progranms for drug and al cohol abuse. He noted the State
pays for some residential treatnent prograns in which youth are
heavily nonitored and isolated in what is coomonly referred to as a
“Spin-Dry” program however, the concern is there is no counseling
provided to the youth to “address the underlying behavioral
problem” He furthered that, upon release, the youth often fal

back into their “addictive pattern.” He stated this anmendnent woul d
assist in providing data to determ ne the success of the prograns.

There being no objection, Arendnent #4 was ADOPTED.

Co-Chair Donley nmoved to report “CS for House Bill #515 as anended
by this Commttee from Committee with individual recomrendations
and acconpanyi ng zero fiscal note.”

There being no objections, SCS CS HB #515(FIN) was REPORTED from
Committee with a zero fiscal note for all Departnents, dated
4/ 16/ 02, fromthe House Fi nance Conmttee.

#

ADJ QURNIVENT

Co-Chair Pete Kelly adjourned the neeting at 06: 04 PM
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