M NUTES
SENATE FI NANCE COW TTEE
May 08, 2002
10: 46 AM

TAPES

SFC-02 # 90, Side A

CALL TO ORDER

Co-Chair Pete Kelly convened the neeting at approxi mately 10:46 AM
PRESENT

Senator Pete Kelly, Co-Chair
Senat or Dave Donl ey, Co-Chair
Senator Lyda G een

Senator Gary W/ ken

Senat or Al an Aust er man
Senat or Lyman Hof f man
Senator Loren Leman

Senat or Donny O son

Al so Attendi ng: REPRESENTATI VE VI C KOHRI NG REBECCA GAVEZ, Deputy
Comm ssi oner, Departnent of Labor and Wrkforce Devel opnent; RON
HULL, Director, Division of Enploynent Security, Departnent of
Labor and Workforce Devel opnent; PAM LABOLLE, President, Al aska
St at e Chanber of Commerce;

Attending via Tel econference: There were no teleconference
partici pants.

SUMVARY | NFORMVATI ON

HB 56- M NIl MUM WAGE
The Conmittee reported the bill from Commttee.
SB 268- GUARANTEED REVENUE BONDS FOR VETERANS

The Conmittee withdrew a previous notion to adopt an anendnent and
the bill was reported fromCommittee.

HB 58- UNEMPLOYMENT COVPENSATI ON BENEFI TS

SFC- 02 (1) 05/ 08/ 02



The Conmmttee heard from the Departnent of Labor and Workforce
Devel opnent and t he Al aska Chanber of Commrerce. Two anendnents and
a commttee substitute were considered and one anendnent was
adopted. The bill nmoved from Commttee.

HB 443- TATTOO NG AND BODY PI ERCI NG

The Conmittee heard from the sponsor and the bill noved from
Commi ttee.

HB 521- MUNI Cl PAL | MPROVEMENT AREAS
This bill was schedul ed but not heard.
#HB56

CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO 56(FIN)
"An Act relating to mninmm wages; and providing for an
effective date."

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

Co- Chair Kelly announced no one was signed up to testify on this
bill.

Senator Wl ken “noved to report the House Bill 56 from Conmttee
wi th individual recomrendati ons and attached fiscal note.”

There being no objections, CS HB 56(FIN) MOVED from Commttee wth
zero fiscal note #1 from the Departnent of Admnistration,
affecting all agencies; zero fiscal note #3 fromthe Departnent of
Education and Early Devel opnent; and a new negative ($201, 900)
fiscal note dated 3/01/02 fromthe Departnent of Health and Socia
Servi ces.

Recessed to Call of the Chair 10:47 AM/ 7:37 PM

#SB268
SENATE BILL NO 268
"An Act relating to the issuance of state-guaranteed revenue
bonds by the Al aska Housing Finance Corporation to finance

nortgages for qualifying veterans; and providing for an
effective date.”
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This was the second hearing for this bill in the Senate Finance
Commttee. At the previous hearing a notion was nmade to adopt
Amendnent #1, al though no action was taken.

Amendnent #1: This anendnent deletes “the first general” and
inserts “a special election to be held on the date of the first
primary” on page 2 line 24. This anmendnent al so inserts |anguage
followng “Act” on line 25. The amended | anguage of Section 4 reads
as foll ows.

Sec. 4. The uncodified law of the State of Alaska is
anended by addi ng a new section to read:

BALLOT QUESTION. The question of the state guarantee of
bonds referred to in this Act shall be submtted to the
qualified voters of the state at a special election to be held
on the date of the first primary election after the effective
date of this Act. The special election shall be held in
substantial conpliance with the election |aws of the state,
i ncl udi ng absentee voting and preparation, publication, and
mai | i ng of an el ection panphlet under AS 15.58. The el ection
panphl et nmust conply with AS 15.58.020(7). The question pl aced
before the qualified voters of the state at the special
el ection shall read substantially as follows:

Senat or Leman noved to withdraw his notion to adopt Amendnent #1.

There being no objection, the notion to adopt Anendnent #1 was
W THDRAWN.

Senator Geen “noved Senate Bill 268 out of Conmttee wth
i ndi vi dual recommendati ons and acconpanying fiscal note.”

Senat or Lenan asked if the co-chair had spoken with Tam Cook of the
D vision of Legal and Research Services regardi ng i ssues raised at
the previous hearing relating to Arendnent #1.

Co-Chair Kelly responded that Ms. Cook provided a |egal opinion,
al though it was not distributed because Senator Leman renoved his
notion to adopt the anmendnent.

Senator Leman indicated he would like to revi ew the nenorandum at a
| at er date.

Wt hout objection SB 268 MOVED from Commttee with fiscal note #1

for $1,500 fromthe Ofice of the Governor and zero fiscal note #2
fromthe Departnent of Revenue.
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#HB58

CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO 58(L&C)

"An Act relating to the calculation and paynment of
unenpl oynment conpensation benefits; and providing for an
effective date.”

This was the second hearing for this bill in the Senate Finance
Conmittee.

AT EASE 7:40 PM/ 7:42 PM

Amendnent #1: This anendment deletes Sections 2,3,5 and 6; all
| anguage from page 5 |line 23, through page 14 line 31 and page 15
lines 2 and 3. This anendnent al so changes the effective date of
Section 1 to January 1, 2002.

Senator G een noved for adoption.

Senat or O son obj ect ed.

Senator O son noved to anend the anmendnent to include the | anguage
of Amendnent #2. This anendnent changes the effective date of
Section 1 to July 1, 2002, on page 15 line 1. He detailed the net
effect of this notion is that Section 1 of the bill would take
effect six nonths prior to that proposed in Anendnent #1.

Senat or G een obj ect ed.

Co-Chair Donley asked for an explanation of the main anmendnent.

Senator Green shared that Anendnent #1 “caps the growth ...and stops
the next incremental growth ...at 272.”

Co-Chair Kelly advised Senator A son to withdraw his notion and re-
offer it as a separate anmendnent after action is taken on Arendnent
#1.

Senator A son WTHDREW his notion to anmend Anendment #1 w t hout
obj ecti on.

Senat or G een expl ai ned Anendnent #1 del etes nmuch of the | anguage
in the original bill and changes the effective date.

Co-Chair Kelly clarified this amendnment woul d “essentially take the
first years’ increase and adopt that in the bill.”
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Senator Geen affirnmed and commented the matter could be revisited
at a later tine. She stated she was approached “by several groups”
concerned about the increnental inpacts of the bill

Senator W/ ken spoke to the extensive comments he received from
parties in support and also in opposition to the bill. He
referenced a handout titled, “Response to Chanmber of Comrerce
Position Statenment and Attachnents”, prepared by the Departnent of
Labor and Workforce Devel opnent dated May 8, 2002 [copy on file.]
He asked for an explanation of this handout so he coul d understand
the inpact. He wunderstood that the Departnent predicts the
incremental increases would not occur.

Senator W/ ken shared that he reviewed the material to calculate
how it would inpact his business of 20 enployees; which in two
years woul d cost him $220. He spoke to the “clanor” he has heard
that asserts this “is really an onerous bill ...and hard on snal
busi ness, especially in light of the mninmm wage passing.” He
assured that he is synpathetic; however, he calculated that
“frankly, it’s mniml?”.

REBECCA GAMEZ, Deputy Conm ssioner, Departnment of Labor and
VWor kf orce Devel opnent referenced the first page of a handout titled
“Al aska’ s Maxi mum Weekly Benefit Amount as a Percentage of Average
Weekly Wage”. [Copy on file]. The Departnent issued these graphs
and the Al aska Chanber of Commerce added handwitten notations. The
Chanber submtted the marked-up versions to the Conmttee.] M.
Gamez indicated that the handwitten notations on this graph
conpares, “apples to oranges”.

RON HULL, Director, D vision of Enploynent Security, Departnent of
Labor and Workforce Devel opment furthered that the handwitten
not ati ons conpare maxi num dependant all owances to average weekly
wages. He stressed the actual inpact is significantly |ess,
expl ai ning that the average dependant all owance “across all clains”
is $20.26, rather than $24, $48, or $72 as indicated by the
not at i ons.

Co-Chair Kelly requested clarification.

M. Hull qualified sone of the information contai ned on the graph
is “guesswork because it isn't our work.” He understood the
information on the graph to infer that the average weekly benefit
amount for clainmant with three dependants of $320 woul d equal 50
percent of the average weekly wage. He furthered that the average
weekly benefit anount is 46 percent of the average weekly wage for
a claimant wth two dependants and 43 percent for a claimant with
one dependant.
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Senator WIlken noted that the Al aska Chanber of Commerce is
projecting that the average [maxi mum weekly benefit amount for a
claimant with three dependents would increase to $392, which woul d
i ncrease the percentage to 62 percent of the average weekly wage.

M. Hull affirmed, but stressed that only three percent of the
“claimant popul ation” receive the nmaxi num weekly benefit anmounts
wi th the maxi num dependant all owance of three dependants.

Senator W/ ken next asked the average weekly benefit all owance.
M. Hull answered, $189 “and some change”.

Senator W1 ken asked the ampunt of the average weekly benefit
al l onance of a claimant with three dependants under the provisions
of this legislation, noting the current anount is $320.

M. Hull replied, “If you' re using averages, you should use $189
and change and $20.26 for the average dependants all owance.”

Senat or W1 ken cal cul ated the ambunt to be $209.
M. Hull affirnmed.

Senator W/ ken again asked the revised anpbunt according to the
provi sions of this |egislation.

M. Hull responded the average weekly benefit amount woul d be $206,
pl us $20.26 for each all owabl e dependant up to three dependants.

Senator W1 ken cal cul ated the maxi mum benefit anount including the
maxi mum dependant allowance at $392. He continued the average
weekly benefit would increase from $209 to $226.

M. Hull affirnmed.

Senator WIken comented on the assertions that unenploynent
benefit amounts in Alaska are | ow, however, he pointed out Al aska
is one of only 12 states that provide additional benefits to
claimants wi th dependants.

Senat or W ken remarked he does not favor the anendnment, as this
| egi sl ati on would not adversely inpact snmall businesses. On the
contrary, he noted that the benefit anounts have not been adj usted
for “quite sonme tine” and that the proposed increases are
“manageabl e” and “affordable.” He announced he supports the bill in
its current form
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Senator (A son questioned how the Departnent explained the
information detailed in the graph and suggested the Chanber of
Commerce could explain it differently, as it is the entity that
conpiled the information.

Co-Chair Kelly and Senator G een established this discussion is
rel evant to the anmendnent.

PAM LABOLLE, President, Al aska State Chanber of Commerce, detail ed
the same graph, explaining that in preparing it, she utilized a
chart issued by the Departnment show ng the historic range between
t he maxi mum weekly benefit anount and the average weekly wage in
Al aska. She pointed out the variation of this range has been
between 30 and 40 percent and that currently, the maxi num weekly
benefit amount is below 30 percent of the average weekly wage. She

enphasi zed that this bill as presented would “be a major policy
shift for the State: fromkeeping this variation between those two
|l evels; to taking it right up to the 50 percent |evel.” She

asserted this is not including the dependant allowance. She
expl ained that with supplenental benefits for three dependants, the
total benefit woul d equal 50 percent of the average weekly wage.

Ms. LaBolle then stated that the amendnent cal culates the base
anount of the maxi num weekly benefit for a claimant wth zero
dependants at $272; with one dependant at $296; with two dependants
at $320, which is 50 percent of the average weekly wage; and with
three dependants, to an anount that is 54 percent of the average
weekl y wage.

Ms. LaBolle <cited the Departnent of Labor and Workforce
Devel opnent, stating that 43 percent of the claimants in Al aska
recei ve suppl enental benefits for dependants. She again referenced
the graph pointing out that a claimant with any nunber of allowable
dependants would receive over 50 percent of the average weekly
wage.

[ Note: The testinony regarding percentages is included in these
m nutes as presented, despite discrepancies.]

Co-Chair Kelly interjected for clarification of the nunber of
claimants receiving additional benefits for allowabl e dependants.

Ms Ganez repeated the Departnent cal cul ation that three-percent of
all claimants receive the maxi num weekly benefit and the maxi num
suppl emental benefit for all owabl e dependants.

Ms. LaBolle continued with the second page of the handout provided
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by the Chanber, titled “Maxi mum Weekly Benefit Amount By State.”
She noted that this chart indicates that Al aska currently ranks 47'"
anong all states. She handwote on this chart how Al aska ranks when
i ncludi ng the suppl enmental benefits for dependants into the regular
benefit paynents; and how Al aska would rank “right in the mddle of
the states” if this legislation were enacted. She considered this
conparison “apples to apples.”

Senator W/ ken noted the Chanber focuses on maxi mum weekly benefits
while the Departnent focus is on average weekly benefits. He
identified how M. LaBolle calculated the ranking of Al aska
benefits, including the maxi mum anount of dependant suppl enenta
benefits, and asked if the information for the other states
reflects the maxi mum benefit amounts avail able for those states.

Ms. LaBolle responded that because only 12 states provide
suppl enental benefits for dependants, the chart in question
reflects the nmaxi rum anount of weekly benefits avail able in other
states w thout any supplenmental benefits for dependants. She
enphasi zed that she is focusing on the maxi mum benefit anount
because it reflects the titles of the original handouts presented
by the Departnent.

Senat or W1 ken asked what criteria determ nes the nmaxi mum weekly
benefit and if factors other than dependants are consi dered.

Ms. Ganez explained the benefit anobunt is solely based on the
anount of wages earned during four of the previous five quarters
wor ked.

Ms. Ganez asserted the Departnent attenpted to be strai ghtforward
in the information it provided to the Conmttee. She referenced a
|l etter fromthe Departnent dated April 15, 2002 addressed to Co-
Chair Kelly, which identifies the other states that provide
suppl enental benefits for dependants. This letter, she pointed out,
inforns that of the “entire claimant popul ation” including the 43
percent of claimants who receive supplenental benefits for
dependants, the amount paid for the supplenental benefits is |ess
than $20 per claimant. Therefore, she asserted that very few
claimants receive suppl enental benefits for maxi num three
dependent s al | owance.

Senat or Austerman noted that 57 percent of claimants do not receive
suppl emental benefits for dependants.

Aroll call was taken on the notion to adopt Anendnent #1.

I N FAVOR: Senator G een, Senator Leman and Senat or d son
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OPPCSED: Senat or Austernan, Senator Hoffrnman, Senator W1 ken, Co-
Chair Donley and Co-Chair Kelly

ABSENT: Senator Ward

The notion FAILED (3-5-1)

The anmendnent FAILED to be adopted.
AT EASE 8:06 PM/ 8:11 PM

Co-Chair Kelly spoke to a proposed conmttee substitute, Version
“J”, as a conpronise to Amendnent #1. He explained this version
contains the sanme provisions of the Senate Labor and Comrerce
commttee substitute for the first year after the law is enacted,
but establishes the nmaxi rum amount at $290 for the second year,
rather than $320 as stipulated in the Senate Labor and Comerce
comm ttee substitute.

Senator Green noved for adoption of CS HB 58, 22-CGH1016\J as a
wor ki ng draft.

Co- Chair Donl ey objected noting he supports the provisions in the
Senat e Labor and Commerce committee substitute.

Aroll call was taken on the notion.

I N FAVOR. Senator Green, Senator Lenan, Senator O son and Co-Chair
Kel l'y

OPPCSED: Senator W/ ken, Senator Austerman, Senator Hof f nan and Co-
Chai r Donl ey

ABSENT: Senat or Ward
The notion FAILED (4-4-1)
The comm ttee substitute FAILED to be adopt ed.

Amendnent #2: This anmendnent changes the effective date of Section
1 to July 1, 2002, on page 15 line 1.

Senat or O son noved for adoption.
Co-Chair Kelly objected for discussion.

Senator O son explained this anendnment would make the effective
date of the bill “in front of us instead of behind us,” as the
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original date of January 1, 2002 had passed.

Co- Chair Donley asked the reason for the existing effective date
and whet her the Departnent objected to the anmendnent.

Ms Ganez replied that HB 58 was introduced during the first session
of the Twenty-Second Al aska State Legislature in the year 2001. She
stated that a retroactive effective date would cause “a nmjor
adm ni strative problentf and she stressed the Departnment does not
oppose the anendnent.

Senat or Austernman suggested the effective dates of the three
apropos sections should be anended.

Senator Green noved to anend the anmendnent to change the effective
date of Section 1 to January 1, 2003, Section 2 to January 1, 2004,
and Section 3 to January 1, 2005.

Senator A son remarked he supports his anendnent as initially
submtted with Section 1 taking effect on July 1, 2002.

Senator W/ ken asked why this anendnent to the amendnent 1is
necessary.

Co-Chair Kelly replied that a year has passed since this
| egi sl ati on was introduced.

Co- Chair Donley objected to the adoption of the anmendnment to the
amendnent .

Aroll call was taken on the notion.

IN FAVOR. Senator Green, Senator Hoffman, Senator Leman and Co-
Chair Kelly

OPPCSED: Senator 4 son, Senator WI ken, Senator Austerman and Co-
Chair Donl ey

ABSENT: Senator Ward

The notion FAILED (4-4-1)

The anmendnent FAILED to be anended.
Amendnent #2 was ADOPTED wi t hout obj ecti on.

Senator WI| ken commented this is a good bill with mnimal inpact on
smal | businesses. He informed that in five years, the total
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unenpl oynment insurance costs to his conmpany woul d i ncrease $1, 060
as aresult of this legislation.

Senator Austerman “nmoved HB 58-individual recomendati ons and
[indiscernible] fiscal note.”

There being no objections, SCS CS HB 58 (FIN was REPORTED from
Commttee with a forthcomng zero fiscal note fromthe Departnent
of Labor and Wor kforce Devel opnent dated 5/9/02.

AT EASE 8:24 PM/ 8:24 PM
#HB443

CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO 443(L&0)

"An Act retroactively extending the application and |icensing
deadlines and anending the effective date of certain
provisions relating to regulation of persons who practice
tattooi ng and pernanent cosnetic coloring or body piercing;
and providing for an effective date.”

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

REPRESENTATI VE VI C KOHRI NG Sponsor, remnded the Committee of
other legislation previously passed into law that |icensed the
practice of tattooing to address health and safety concerns. He
commented that he “was not real thrilled about that |egislation.”
He stated that in adopting regulations to enforce the new statute,
sone business “fell through the cracks,” and were not notified of
an application deadline to receive a license. He qualified no party
was at fault for this; neither the businesses nor the D vision of
Qccupational Licensing, because it had no way to identify all the
busi nesses perform ng tattooing and body piercing. However, as a
result, he informed that approximately 13 busi nesses are operating
W thout the required license and are subject to closure if an
extension of the application deadline is not encoded into statute.

It was established no public testinony would be heard on this bill,
as no interested parties were present to do so.

Co-Chair Donley “noved CS for House Bill 443, Labor and Comrerce
fromCommittee with its whopping $3,000 fiscal note w th individual
recommendati ons.”

There being no objection, CS HB 443 (L&) was REPORTED from
Committee with $3,300 fiscal note #2 from the Departnment of
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Envi ronnent al Conservati on

#
ADJ CQURNIVENT

Co-Chair Pete Kelly adjourned the neeting at 08:27 PM
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