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COWM TTEE CALENDAR

HOUSE BI LL NO. 243

"An Act establishing state agency program perfornmance managenent
and audit powers in the Ofice of the Governor for the
eval uation of agency prograns; and providing for an effective
date."

- MOVED CSHB 243( STA) QUT OF COW TTEE

HOUSE BI LL NO. 266

"An Act relating to elections, questioned ballots and questioned
voters, voter registration, training of election officials,
preparation of el ection mat eri al s, vot er i dentification,
absentee voting, counting ballots, and the primary el ection; and
providing for an effective date."”

- MOVED CSHB 266( STA) OQUT OF COW TTEE

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO 49(STA)

"An Act making corrective anendnents to the Alaska Statutes as
recoomended by the revisor of statutes; and providing for an
effective date.”

- HEARD AND HELD
HOUSE BI LL NO. 157

"An Act elimnating the A aska Public Ofices Conm ssion;
transferring canpaign, public official, and |obbying financial
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di scl osure record-keeping duties to the division of elections;
relating to reports, sunmmari es, and docunents regarding
canpaign, public official, and |obbying financial disclosure;
providing for enforcenent by the Departnent of Law, making
conform ng statutory anendnments; and providing for an effective
date."

- HEARD AND HELD
PREVI QUS ACTI ON
BILL: HB 243

SHORT TI TLE: EVALUATI ON OF AGENCY PROGRAMS
SPONSCR(S): RLS BY REQUEST CF THE GOVERNOR

Jrn-Date Jr n- Page Action

04/ 04/ 03 0769 (H READ THE FI RST TI ME -
REFERRALS

04/ 04/ 03 0769 (H STA, FIN

04/ 04/ 03 0770 (H) FN1: ZERQ( GOV)

04/ 04/ 03 0770 (H GOVERNOR S TRANSM TTAL LETTER

04/ 10/ 03 (H FIN AT 1: 30 PM HOUSE FI NANCE
519

04/ 10/ 03 (H M g Postponed Until Adjnnt of
F/ Sessi on

04/ 15/ 03 (H) STA AT 8: 00 AM CAPI TCL 102

04/ 15/ 03 (H Heard & Held
M NUTE( STA)

04/ 17/ 03 (H) STA AT 8: 00 AM CAPI TCL 102

04/ 17/ 03 (H Heard & Held
M NUTE( STA)

04/ 22/ 03 (H STA AT 8:00 AM CAPI TOL 102

BILL: HB 266
SHORT TI TLE: ELECTI ONS & VOTER REG STRATI ON
SPONSCR(S): RLS BY REQUEST CF THE GOVERNOR

Jrn-Date Jr n- Page Action

04/ 14/ 03 0965 (H READ THE FI RST TI ME -
REFERRALS

04/ 14/ 03 0965 (H STA, FIN

04/ 14/ 03 0965 (H FN1: ZERQ GOV)

04/ 14/ 03 0965 (H) FN2: ZERQ( ADM

04/ 14/ 03 0965 (H GOVERNOR S TRANSM TTAL LETTER

04/ 15/ 03 (H) STA AT 8: 00 AM CAPI TCL 102

04/ 15/ 03 (H Schedul ed But Not Heard

04/ 17/ 03 (H STA AT 8: 00 AM CAPI TOL 102
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04/ 17/ 03 (H Heard & Hel d

04/ 17/ 03 (H) M NUTE( STA)

04/ 22/ 03 (H) STA AT 8:00 AM CAPI TOL 102
BILL: SB 49

SHORT TI TLE: 2003 REVI SOR' S BI LL
SPONSCR(S): RLS BY REQUEST OF LEG SLATI VE COUNCI L

Jrn-Date Jrn- Page Action

01/ 31/ 03 0087 (S READ THE FI RST TI ME -
REFERRALS

01/ 31/ 03 0087 (S STA, JUD

02/ 20/ 03 (S STA AT 3:30 PM BELTZ 211

02/ 20/ 03 (S Moved CSSB 49( STA) Qut of
Comm ttee

02/ 20/ 03 (S M NUTE( STA)

02/ 24/ 03 0256 (S STA RPT CS 5DP SAME TI TLE

02/ 24/ 03 0256 (S DP: TAYLOR, HOFFMAN, CONDERY,

02/ 24/ 03 0256 (S DYSON, GUESS

02/ 24/ 03 0257 (S FN1: ZERQ( S. STA)

03/ 17/ 03 (S JUD AT 1:30 PM BELTZ 211

03/ 17/ 03 (S Heard & Held
M NUTE( JUD)

04/ 07/ 03 (S JUD AT 1:30 PM BELTZ 211

04/ 07/ 03 (S Moved CSSB 49( STA) Qut of
Comm ttee
M NUTE( JUD)

04/ 08/ 03 0745 (S JUD RPT CS(STA) 2DP 2NR

04/ 08/ 03 0745 (S DP: SEEKI NS, THERRI AULT,;

04/ 08/ 03 0745 (S NR: ELLI'S, FRENCH

04/ 08/ 03 0745 (S FN1: ZERQ( S. STA)

04/ 09/ 03 0783 (S RULES TO CALENDAR 4/ 10/ 2003

04/ 10/ 03 0783 (S READ THE SECOND TI ME

04/ 10/ 03 0783 (S STA CS ADOPTED UNAN CONSENT

04/ 10/ 03 0783 (S ADVANCED TO THI RD READI NG
UNAN CONSENT

04/ 10/ 03 0784 (S READ THE THI RD Tl ME CSSB
49( STA)

04/ 10/ 03 0784 (S PASSED Y19 N E1

04/ 10/ 03 0784 (S EFFECTI VE DATE(S) SAME AS
PASSAGE

04/ 10/ 03 0794 (S TRANSM TTED TO (H)

04/ 10/ 03 0794 (S VERSI ON. CSSB 49( STA)

04/ 11/ 03 0925 (H READ THE FI RST TI ME -
REFERRALS

04/ 11/ 03 0925 (H STA, JUD

04/ 22/ 03 (H) STA AT 8: 00 AM CAPI TOL 102
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BILL: HB 157
SHORT TI TLE: ELI M NATE APCC
SPONSOR(S): RLS BY REQUEST OF THE GOVERNOR

Jrn-Date Jrn- Page Action

03/ 05/ 03 0426 (H READ THE FI RST TI ME -
REFERRALS

03/ 05/ 03 0426 (H STA, JUD, FIN

03/ 05/ 03 0426 (H FN(S) FORTHCOM NG

03/ 05/ 03 0426 (H GOVERNOR S TRANSM TTAL LETTER

03/11/03 (H STA AT 8: 00 AM CAPI TCL 102

03/ 11/ 03 (H Schedul ed But Not Heard

03/ 12/ 03 0522 (H FN1: ZERQ GOV)

03/ 12/ 03 0522 (H) FN2: ( ADM

03/ 12/ 03 0522 (H FN3: ( ADM

04/ 22/ 03 (H STA AT 8: 00 AM CAPI TOL 102

W TNESS REG STER

PAT DAVI DSON, Legislative Auditor

Di vision of Legislative Audit

Al aska State Legislature

Juneau, Al aska

POSI TI ON  STATEMENT: Answered questions on behalf of the
di vision during the hearing on HB 243.

G NNY AUSTERMAN, St af f

to Representative Bruce Weyhrauch

House State Affairs Standing Conmmittee

Al aska State Legislature

Juneau, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: During discussion of HB 243, informed the
commttee of the existence of a new conmttee substitute (CS).

LAURA GLAI SER, Director

Di vi sion of Elections

O fice of the Lieutenant Governor

Juneau, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in support of HB 266 and answered
guestion fromthe nenbers.

JAMES BALDW N, Assistant Attorney Ceneral
Governnental Affairs Section

Civil Division (Juneau)

Departnent of Law

Juneau, Al aska
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POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Presented a proposed conmttee substitute
(CS), Version 23-GH1138\H, to the conmittee, during the hearing
on HB 243.

PAMVELA FI NLEY, Revi sor of Statutes

Legi sl ative Legal Counsel

Legi sl ative Legal and Research Services
Legislative Affairs Agency

Juneau, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: I ntroduced SB 49.

KEVI N JARDELL, Assistant Comm ssi oner

O fice of the Conm ssioner

Department of Adm nistration (DOA)

Juneau, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Di scussed differences between the original
bill and a proposed comittee substitute (CS), during the
hearing on HB 157.

BROOKE M LES, Executive Director

Al aska Public Ofices Conm ssion (APQC)

Anchor age, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Revi ewed the nmmjor points of the proposed
commttee substitute (CS), during the hearing on HB 157.

PAMVELA LaBOLLE, President

Al aska State Chamber of Commrerce (ASCC)

Juneau, Al aska

POSI TI ON  STATEMENT: Testified on behalf of ASCC to state
concerns regarding the hour restriction on nonprofessional
| obbyi sts, during the hearing on HB 157.

M KE FRANK

Anchor age, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified on behalf of hinself in
opposition to sone of the principle provisions in [a proposed
commttee substitute (CS), | abel ed revised. doc, 4/ 22/ 2003,

originally prepared for SB 119], during the hearing on HB 157.

LAURI E CHURCHI LL, Foundi ng Board Menber

Al aska Voters Organi zation

Ni ki ski, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: During the hearing on HB 157, read a fornal
resolution in support of APOC that was passed by the Al aska
Voters Organi zation board of directors on March 18, 2003.

ACTI ON NARRATI VE
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TAPE 03-42, SIDE A
Number 0001

CHAI R BRUCE WEYHRAUCH called the House State Affairs Standing
Committee neeting to order at 8:06 a.m Present at the call to
order were Representatives Wyhrauch, Seaton, and Dahlstrom
Representative Berkowitz arrived as the neeting was in progress.

HB 243 - EVALUATI ON OF AGENCY PROGRAMS

Nunmber 0045

CHAI R WEYHRAUCH announced that the first order of business was
HOUSE BILL NO 243, "An Act establishing state agency program
performance managenent and audit powers in the Ofice of the
Governor for the evaluation of agency prograns; and providing
for an effective date."

Nunmber 0097

PAT DAVIDSON, Legislative Auditor, Division of Legislative
Audit, Al aska State Legislature, told the coomttee that she was
avai l abl e to answer questions on behal f of the division.

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON asked which bill version was before the
conmmi ttee.

CHAIR WEYHRAUCH clarified that [during the April 17, 2003
hearing on HB 243], the proposed committee substitute (CS)
[ Version 23-GH1138\ D, Lauterbach, 4/16/03] had been w thdrawn as
a work draft and was no | onger before the conmttee.

Nunmber 0160

G NNY AUSTERMVAN, Staff to Representative Bruce Wyhrauch, House
State Affairs Standing Commttee, Alaska State Legislature,
informed the commttee that a new commttee substitute had just
been delivered to her and would be handed out to the conmttee
shortly.

[HB 243 was held until later in the neeting.]

HB 266- ELECTI ONS

Nunber 0231
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CHAI R WEYHRAUCH announced that the next order of business was
HOUSE BILL NO 266, "An Act relating to elections, questioned
ball ots and questioned voters, voter registration, training of
election officials, preparation of election materials, voter
identification, absentee voting, counting ballots, and the
primary election; and providing for an effective date." [In
conmmttee packets was a new proposed committee substitute (CS)
Version 23-GH1133\D, Kurtz, 4/18/03.]

CHAI R WEYHRAUCH cal l ed HB 266 the ommi bus election reform bill
He said that Version D restores the phrase "questioned" ballots
as opposed to "provisional" ballots. He said he does not think
there was any objection from the adm nistration regarding that
change.

Number 0296
LAURA GLAISER, Director, Division of Elections, Ofice of the

Li eut enant Governor, testified in support of HB 266 and answered
questions fromthe nenbers. She said:

Just briefly looking through this, | don't see
Representative G uenberg's anmendnents in here. W can
do that in [the House Finance Committee]; | know that

[ Representative Guenberg] has great desire to do
that. He called ne yesterday and said that he is ill,
so we didn't get to neet or discuss that. And | just
want to be on the record that we knew that was com ng
- | gave his staff a suggested way to deal with that -
and we can proceed however you'd Ilike.

Nunmber 0343

REPRESENTATI VE DAHLSTROM noved to report CSHB 266, Version 23-
GH1133\D, Kurtz, 4/18/03] out of commttee wth individual
reconmendati ons and t he acconpanying fiscal note.

CHAIR WEYHRAUCH noted that there was no quorum yet and the
commttee would have to wait wuntil Representative Berkowtz
arrived. [ The notion was treated as w thdrawn. | He al so noted
that a notion would have to be nmade to adopt the proposed CS as
a work draft. [ Al though no formal notion was nade, Version D
was | ater treated as adopted.]

M5. G.AISER, in response to a question by Chair Wyhrauch,

confirnmed that the fiscal note would not be changed by Version
D.
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Number 0410

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON brought attention to Amendnent 1, |abeled
23- GH1133\A. 4, which read as foll ows:

Page 12, |ine 19:

Del ete "AS 15.20.203(h) is repealed and reenacted
to read:"

Insert "AS 15.20.203 is anmended by adding a new
subsection to read:"

Page 12, |ine 20:
Delete "(h)"
Insert "(j)"

Page 15, |ine 2:

Del ete "AS 15.20.207(h) is repealed and reenacted
to read:"

Insert "AS 15.20.207 is anmended by adding a new
subsection to read:"

Page 15, line 3:
Delete "(h)"
Insert "(k)"

Page 15, following line 8:
Insert a new bill section to read:

"* Sec. 36. AS 15.20.211 is anended by adding a
new subsection to read:

(f) The director shall make available through a
free access system to each voter whose ballot was
subject to partial counting under this section a
system to check to see whether the voter's ballot was
partially counted and, if not counted, the reason why
the ballot was not counted. The director shall nake
this information available through the free access
system not |ess than 10 days after certification of
the results of a primary election and not |ess than 30
days after the certification of the results of a
general or special election.”

Renunber the follow ng bill sections accordingly.

Page 17, lines 11 - 12:
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Del et e " AS 15.20.203(i), 15. 20. 207(i ),

15. 20. 207(j ), 15. 20. 211(c), 15. 20. 211(d), and
15. 20. 211(e) are"
| nsert "is"

M5. GLAISER, in response to a question by Representative Seaton,
indicated that the division does not have a problem wth
Representative Guenberg's Anmendnent 1 as it specifically
relates to his desire to have the D vision of Elections continue
sending letters to those who voted a questioned ballot or
absentee ballot for the purpose of notifying the voter as to
what part of his/her ballot was counted.

Number 0516
The comm ttee took an at-ease from8:11 a.m to 8:22 a.m

CHAI R VEYHRAUCH, at 8:23 a.m, announced that for the purpose of
waiting for a quorum the conmttee would recess to a call of
the chair

CHAI R WEYHRAUCH reconvened the House State Affairs Standing
Commttee at 8:47 a.m. Present at the call back to order were
Represent ati ves Weyhrauch, Seaton, Dahl strom and Berkowtz.

Nunber 0624

CHAI R WEYHRAUCH offered his understanding that Representative
Dahl strom had noved to adopt the commttee substitute (CS)
[ Version 23-GH1133\ D, Kurtz, 4/18/03, as a work draft];
therefore, he stated that [Version D was before the committee.

Number 703

REPRESENTATI VE BERKONTZ noved to adopt Anendnent 1, for
di scussi on purposes [text provided previously].

CHAI R WVEYHRAUCH asked Ms. d aiser if she had had an opportunity
to review [Amendnent 1], and he asked her what the division's
position on it is.

M5. GLAISER told the commttee that [Amendnent 1] is fine with
t he division.

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON asked for clarification about requiring
witten notice, which he said he does not see in the amendnent.
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M5. GLAI SER responded that by deleting the repealers, since

notification by mail is currently in law, that provision of |aw
is being left as is. Al so, she noted that the free access
system i s being added. She said, "That's what this anendnent
allows us."
Number 0798

CHAIR WEYHRAUCH indicated that there was no objection to
[ Arendnent 1]; therefore, Anendnent 1 was treated as adopted.

Nunmber 0816

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON noved to report CSHB 266, Version 23-
GH1133\D, Kurtz, 4/18/03, as anended, out of commttee wth
i ndi vi dual recomendations and the acconpanying fiscal note.
There being no objection, CSHB 266(STA) was reported out of the
House State Affairs Standing Conmttee.

HB 243- EVALUATI ON OF AGENCY PROGRAMS

Number 0874

CHAI R VEYHRAUCH returned the commttee's attention to HOUSE BI LL
NO. 243, "An Act establishing state agency program performnce
managenent and audit powers in the Ofice of the Governor for
the evaluation of agency progranms; and providing for an
effective date.”

CHAIR WEYHRAUCH rem nded the commttee that at the previous
hearing on HB 243 [April 17, 2003] a commttee substitute had
been adopted and withdrawn, leaving the original bill version
before the conmttee. Furthernore, Representative Berkow tz had
offered a conceptual anendnent [on page 2, line 4, after the
word "confidential", which would add: "only to the extent
permtted by other provisions of |[|aw'. Chair Weyhrauch noted
that M. Baldwi n had been asked to "take that under advisenent."

Number 0920

JAMES BALDW N, Assistant Attorney General, Governnental Affairs
Section, Cvil Division (Juneau), Departnment of Law, presented a
proposed commttee substitute (CS), Version 23-GH1138\H, to the
commttee. He reported the foll ow ng:

W did prepare an anmendnent for the bill and sent it
to your commttee ... staff, which we believe marries
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what we intend, along with - we hope - ... sone of the
concerns that were specified by Representative
Berkowitz, which would propose to have the |anguage
read in a way t hat , whil e preserving t he
confidentiality of audit papers, ... wuld not allow
us to elevate anything, that was heretofore considered
open to the public, to be confidential nerely by
conducting an audit or bringing them into the
possessi on of an auditor.

CHAIR WEYHRAUCH told the commttee nenbers that a proposed
commttee substitute (CS), Version 23-GH1138\H, was in their
packets. In response to a question by Representative Seaton, he
clarified that it was Version D that was rescinded as the
wor ki ng docunent at the [April 17, 2003] neeting. He noted that
a sentence was added to Section 3 of Version H [page 2,
begi nning line 5], which read as foll ows:

However, a record containing information, dat a,
estimates, and statistics obtained during the course
of an audit conducted under AS 44.19.145(a) nmay be
kept confidential only to the extent required by |aw
applicable to the agency from which the record is
obt ai ned.

MR. BALDWN, in response to a question by Chair Wyhrauch,
confirmed that that sentence was added per the advice of an
audi tor. He said he had told the auditor that he had no
objection to the addition.

Nunber 1177

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOW TZ asked if there are definitions in
statute for sonme of the ternms used [in Version H such as:
"record", "information", and "audit work papers".

MR. BALDWN said that he doesn't think that the words "work
papers” are defined; however, he noted that those words are
already in use by the legislative auditors.

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOW TZ asked if a record would be distinct
from[a] work paper or other related supportive nmaterial.

MR. BALDW N responded that he doesn't believe so. He said that

the term "public record" is defined in Title 40. He added, "The
term'record ... just basically is a docunent."
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REPRESENTATI VE BERKON TZ clarified the reason for his line of
guestioning as follows:

This confidentiality provision ... turns on the
intersection between the terns 'record and 'audit
work papers and other'’ C "related supportive
material', and if those terns are not synonynous, it

seens like an invitation for trouble.

MR. BALDWN responded, "I can tell you that our intent here is
to make it clear that there would be no ability under these
anendnents to el evate a docunent, heretofore considered open and
available to the public, to a confidential status nerely because
it'"s in the possession of an auditor.”™ He explained that what
[the | ast sentence in Section 3 of Version H is neant to say is
that "if it's open to the public when it's in the possession of
anot her agency, when it beconmes in the possession of an auditor
it would I'i kew se be open to the public.”" He added that that is
the intent of the |anguage.

Nunber 1304

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON noved to adopt the proposed commttee
substitute (CS), Version 23-GH1138\H, as a work draft.

CHAIR WEYHRAUCH indicated that, wthout objection, [Version H
was before the commttee].

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOW TZ said that his concern remains that in
"sone other person's estimation,” internal audit work papers nay
not rise to the level of records He opined that the |anguage in
the anmended sentence ought to track the |anguage that it's
nodi fyi ng.

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON asked Representative Berkowtz if he was
asking for the substitution of the word "record" wth either
"file" or "docunent".

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOW TZ said that the "cleanest” would be to
substitute "a record" for "internal audit work papers and ot her
rel ated supported material”". He admtted that it is cunbersoneg;
however, he said that the repetition of the |anguage would nake
interpretation of the statute easier.

Nunber 1465
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CHAIR WEYHRAUCH clarified that with Representative Berkowtz's
suggested anmendnent to Version H, [page 2, beginning on |ine 5]
woul d read as foll ows:

However, internal audit work papers and other related
supportive material containing information, dat a,
estimates, and statistics obtained during the course
of an audit conducted under AS 44.19.145(a) nmay be
kept confidential only to the extent required by |aw
applicable to the agency from which the record is
obt ai ned.

MR. BALDWN said he understood the anendnent. He said he had
considered using the term "public record", which is defined in
Title 40. He added that it would include "al nost any scrap of
paper that an agency had that generally is available to the
public.” He stated that he doesn't really have a problem with
Representative Berkowitz's anmendnent. He said that he thinks it
has the intent that he is trying to achieve. He explained that
the reason he had chosen the word "record" was because he wanted

to refer to any docunent. He note that "record" is the term of
art that's used, basically, in the public records |og, although
the correct defined termis "public record". He said he is sure

that the | anguage that was proposed coul d be inproved upon.
Nunmber 1651

PAT DAVIDSON, Legislative Auditor, Division of Legislative
Audit, Al aska State Legislature, regarding Version H £ said that
in terms of assisting the Division of Legislative Audit in any
way, [Version H, with or wthout the anendnent] would be just
fine. In response to Chair Weyhrauch's further clarification of
the amendnent, she said that would expand [the |anguage]. She
said, "Typically, in working papers, what you're going to see

depends upon how you define "information"; you're going to
see narratives - the wite-up of discussions you've had wth
agency personnel ."

CHAI R WEYHRAUCH stated that he has a concern with the amendnent
because he wunderstands that internal audit wrk papers are
generally not disclosed to the public. He asked Ms. Davidson if
that is true.

M5. DAVIDSON said that it depends on what the state decides.
She stated, "What you need to do is nake sure that confidentia
information that is nade confidential any place else in statute
remai ns confidential, even if it becones part of internal work
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papers.” In response to a followup question by Chair
Weyhrauch, she confirned that internal audit work papers may or
may not be confidential.

CHAI R WEYHRAUCH comented that the anmendnment would allow sone
protection to both the public and to the auditors. He
enphasi zed the tension between wanting to keep records open to
the public, yet wanting auditors to do their job and take
sensitive anal ysis of issues.

V5. DAVI DSON acknowl edged that. She continued as foll ows:

From an auditor's perspective, one of the things that
benefits [the Division of] Legislative Audit in the

fact that our working papers are confidential, is that
it eases agencies' concern when they give us
access to confidential information. It also may

enhance communi cation - [the] interview process - when
t hese people know that they're supervisor can't cone
and say, "Well, what did you tell the auditors?" So,
those are just the tradeoffs that you have to nake
when preparing the statutes, and [determ ning]

what you want to deem as confidential.

Number 1838
REPRESENTATI VE SEATON said it seens that what is being nade

confidential is no nore confidential than what is required under
existing law, and repeating the sanme |anguage [as the anendnent

to Version H would do], would nmake that very clear. He
indicated that if the term "a record" is used, then "we're not
quite sure where we're going." He asked Ms. Davidson if she

sees any probl em doing that.

M5. DAVIDSON said she doesn't "see any particular difference
there - one [way] or the other."

REPRESENTATI VE DAHLSTROM in response to Chair Wyhrauch, stated
that she has no objection to the anmendnent.

Number 1925

CHAI R WEYHRAUCH announced that, there being no objection to the
suggested "conceptual " anmendnent to Version H, [it was adopted].

Nunber 1943
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REPRESENTATI VE DAHLSTROM noved to report CSHB 243, Version 23-
GH1138\ H, as anended, out of conmmittee wth individual
reconmendati ons and the acconpanying fiscal note. There being
no objection, CSHB 243(STA) was reported out of the House State
Affairs Standing Conmittee.

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOW TZ stated that he finds it problematic
that "funding for the position conmes from raiding the Division

of Elections and the Human Rights Comm ssion.”™ He said that he
hopes that issue wll be addressed in the House Finance
Conmittee.

SB 49-2003 REVISOR S BILL

Nunber 2010

CHAI R VEYHRAUCH announced that the next order of business was CS
FOR SENATE BILL NO 49( STA) , "An Act making corrective
anendnents to the Alaska Statutes as recommended by the revisor
of statutes; and providing for an effective date."

Number 2015

PAMVELA FINLEY, Revisor of Statutes, Legislative Legal Counsel,
Legi sl ative Legal and Research Services, introduced SB 49. She
told the coomttee that SB 49 was prepared pursuant to statutes,
and it's purpose is to clean out m stakes, or "things that have
just becone obsolete,” for exanple, changes of board names or
federal statute citations. She said that [SB 49] would also
clean up drafting errors, where the legislature's policy choice
is clear, but "we just forgot to anmend another statute or nake
conform ng anendnents. "

MS. FINLEY referred to the sectional analysis [in commttee
packets], and offered to answer any questions from the
comittee. She noted that [SB 49] is a bill which has so nany
subj ects that she cannot cover themall [in a brief tine].

CHAIR WEYHRAUCH noted that the House State Affairs Standing
Commttee is the first conmttee of referral in the House. He
coormented that there had just been a four-day weekend, and he
asked if there would be a practical problemin holding the bil
to give the commttee nore tinme to review it before discussing
it.

M5. FINLEY replied that there would be no practical problem in
doi ng so.
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CHAI R WEYHRAUCH announced that SB 49 was heard and hel d.

HB 157- ELI M NATE APCC

[ Contains discussion of SB 119 and brief nention of HB 106,
original version, and SB 89.]

Nunber 2140

CHAI R WEYHRAUCH announced that the |ast order of business was
HOUSE BILL NO 157, "An Act elimnating the Alaska Public
O fices Conm ssion; transferring canpaign, public official, and
| obbying financial disclosure record-keeping duties to the
division of elections; relating to reports, sumaries, and
docunents regarding canpaign, public official, and 1|obbying
fi nanci al di scl osure; providing for enf or cenent by the
Department of Law, making conform ng statutory anendnents; and
providing for an effective date."

[In commttee packets was a proposed conmttee substitute (CS)

| abel ed revised.doc, 4/22/2003, originally prepared for SB 119.
The fiscal note prepared by the Al aska Public O fices Conm ssion
(APQOC) al so apparently addressed this version.]

Nunber 0157

KEVI N JARDELL, Assi st ant Comm ssi oner, Ofice of t he
Comm ssi oner, Departnment of Administration (DOA), referred to a
menor andum t hat outlines the changes that are proposed in the CS
[included in the conmmttee packet], which he said obviously
makes the proposed CS drastically different from the original

pi ece of l|egislation introduced by the admnistration. He said
[the proposed CS] is a result of considerable work and
di scussi on between APOC and the adm nistration. He said that

[the proposed CS] is one that he believes the adm nistration has
"come to believe deserves a chance to proceed on it's own

nerits, to see if it wll produce the results that we hope to
see. "
MR. JARDELL revealed that the original bill produced by the

adm nistration was the result of l|ooking at the frustrations
involved in [political] canpaigns, particularly in regard to the
| ack of disclosure on sone of the advertisenents during the |ast
90 days of canpaigning. The APOC, he said, cane forward with
sone legitimte concerns. He continued as foll ows:
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We disagree with them on sonme of them W still think
that that idea will work; we still think it's a good
i dea. But after reviewing the APOC s coments and
listening to them we think they see the sane
frustrations. They have some uni que perspectives from
working with all the campaigns, ... and they had sone
good ideas. And the admnistration sat down with them
and finally decided that their ideas deserve a chance
to see ... if they're going to work and produce
resul ts.

Number 2300

BROOKE M LES, Executi ve Di rect or, Al aska Public Ofices
Comm ssion (APOC), reviewed the major points of the proposed CS
as foll ows:

The comm ssion believes one of the very nost inportant
things about this legislation is that it lays the
foundation for mandatory electronic filing under the
canpai gn disclosure law, also under the | obbying |aw
and the financial disclosure |aw The foundation is
laid there and would of course depend on the funding
of the capital project, which is currently in the

budget. And if we're successful in receiving the
one-tinme funding then that project will nove forward
as expeditiously as possible. The commi ssion would

hope that the new online filing would be avail able for
the 2004 state el ection cycle.

The second-nost inportant part of this legislation is
that it changes the way the APOC handl es conplaints
The statute now provides sone tinmelines for
respondents [and] sone tinelines for the conm ssion to
issue orders, all in the hopes that a conplaint wll
nove forward nuch quicker than they have in the
entire past history of the comm ssion.

In addition to that, it provides for an expedited
process to be used at crucial points in an election or
other activity where the alleged wongdoing could
effect the outcone of an election or other event. And
it gives the conmmssion a sort of a cease-and-desi st
authority, so, if it was in the last mnute of the

canpaign and there was an illegal ad running, the
comm ssion could actually issue a "cease" order on
t hat .
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It shortens the tinme for bringing the admnistrative
conplaints to the conmssion from four years to one
year, which is also helpful in processing conplaints,
because ... the older the activity is that is the
subject of the conplaint, the nore difficult it is to
i nvesti gate.

And it authorizes APOC to request the assistance of
the attorney general in ... certain cases where we
have jurisdictional problens, or where soneone has
di sobeyed an order of the comm ssion.

Nunber 2460

MS5. M LES conti nued:

This legislation requires full disclosure. And by
that | nmean that where candi dates now conpl eting your
canpai gn disclosure reports wll report all of the
people who gave over $100 by nane, addr ess,
occupation, and enployer, under this |egislation
[they'Il] be reporting the nanme and address of all of
[their] contributors, regardless of the anount. When
a contributor gives nore than $250 to your canpaign,
you wIll also be responsible for disclosing the

occupati on and enpl oyer information.

This legislation elimnates the requirenment to file a
report 10 days after the election and expands the
year-end report so that it covers all the activities
of a canpaign. ... For exanple, in 2004, candidates
would not be required to file a report 10 days after
the election, but the report that they file on

February 15th - the vyear-end canpaign disclosure
report - wll include all expenditures through the
entire dispersenent period, up to February 1st. And

this requires dispersement by February 1st for state
canpai gns, as opposed to 90 days after the election,
which is the language in current |aw The difference

could be a mtter of four days less for
di sper si ng.

The |legislation incorporates, however, the |[|anguage
that the commission currently admnisters concerning
exenpt fundraising activities, ... so if you have a
fundraising activity that is ... high-volune, |ow
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cost, ... you'll just count the nunber of people
participating and the proceeds from the fundraising
event .

This repeals the ban on a candidate's excepting
canpaign contributions after the primary election, if
the candidate prevailed in the primary election and is
still going to appear on the general election ballot.
That's been an area that was identified as problematic
to us from different candi dates. Candi dates who are
appearing on the general ballot are still candidates
and, as such, usually like to purchase direct nmailing,
radi o, newspaper, and television advertisenents, and
when they nust cease fundraising 45 days after the
primary election, that severely limts their ability
to carry forth on those projects.

Nunber 2612
M5. M LES went on to say:

This raises canpaign contribution limts. For
individuals to contribute to a group or a candidate,
the raise is from $500 to $1,000. For individuals who
contribute to political parties, it's raised from
$5,000 to $10, 000. For groups to contribute to
candidates, it's raised from $1,000 to $5,000. Those
are groups that are not political parties. For groups
to contribute to a political party, it's raised from
$1,000 to $10,000, and for non-group entities -

advocacy non-profit corporations - they may give
$1,000 to a candidate, where currently they're limted
to $500.

Thi s | egi sl ation requires reporting of [ a]
contributor's occupation and enployer information only
when it's nore than $250 - | spoke to that. Thi s
increases the anount an individual may  spend

i ndependently on signs, billboards, [and] printed
materials advocating the election or defeat of a
ball ot question, from $250 under current |law to $500.
This is an activity that arises out of the US.
Suprene Court case called Maclntyre, and $250 was the
| owest, nost narrow limt. Rai sing that's probably
not a very controversial issue.
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This does renobve the prohibition on |obbyists
contributing to legislative candidates outside their
voting districts. Under this bill a |obbyist would be
able to give a l|awful canpaign contribution to the
| egi sl ati ve candidate of her or his choice; however,
| obbyists are required to file a contribution report
upon giving a contribution to a |legislative candi date.
So, in addition to it being reported by the candi date,
it needs to reported by the |obbyist, which is a
requi renent under current law, ... [but] they can only
give to the ... legislators who are running to
represent the district in which the |obbyist 1is
aut hori zed to vote.

Number 2730
MS. M LES added:

It renoves |anguage that was held unconstitutional in
the Alaska Suprene Court case on canpaign finance
reform r egar di ng canpai gn contributions during
| egi sl ative session. Thi s | egi slation changes
| anguage in AS 15.13; it does not change |anguage in
[ AS] 24.60, which currently precludes legislators from
accepting canpai gn contributions during t he
| egi sl ative session. It's really a housekeeping
nmeasure; the suprene court decision specifically
renoved it in one section of the law, leaving it in
anot her section of the law, which caused a great dea

of confusion to certain individuals trying to read the
law and thinking they couldn't accept canpaign
contributions - "challengers,” in other words - during
the | egislative session.

It repeals the requirenent that candi dates notify APOCC
of the intent to seek recoupnent of a candidate's |oan
to the canpaign, wthin five days of nmaking that
contri bution. This is another area that was
identified to us as problematic by the candi dates.
The amobunt that a candidate gives to her or his own

canpaign will still be required to be reported, of
course, and on the report - which wll be the
regularly filed canpaign disclosure report; t hat
candidate will be required to indicate whether or not

they wish to recoup those contributions wth surplus
canpai gn funds at the conclusion of the canpaign. But
the five-day notice is repeal ed.
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This requires nmunicipalities to affirmatively opt into

coverage under the canpaign disclosure |aw It
changes the <current statute - ... they can vote
t hensel ves out. This wll require them to vote
thenselves in, and the state will charge a fee to
oversee reporting by nmunicipalities. That fee 1is

going to be designed by the folks at the Departnent of
Adm ni stration, as opposed to the comm ssion that

promul gates all the other regulations wunder this
chapter, because the Departnent of Adm nistration is
nore famliar with how to fairly assess that. And it
will go through the entire regulatory process, of
cour se.

Lastly, under AS 15.15 - the canpaign disclosure |aw -
this amends the definition of a political party to be
consistent with the definition of a political party in

the Division of Election s |aw This is inportant
| egislation, and it's kind of "clean-up" too, and it
will actually nmake a |awsuit go away, saving us all
noney.

Nunber 2858

M5. M LES al so sai d:

The | obbying law would see the follow ng changes. O
course, again, electronic filing [being] the nost
i nportant. It increases the amount of tinme that a

part-tinme | obbyi st has to engage in |obbying
activities before she or he is required to register as
a | obbyi st. The current APCC regul ati on provides for
4 hours; this would provide for 16 hours, ... |
believe in a 30-day period.

It changes the definition of admnistrative action in
the |obbying statute ... by codifying a regulation
that the commi ssion has had on the books for many
years that exenpts certain agency |obbying activities
from the law, particularly when you're dealing wth
permtting and |icensing, when a person is appearing

before a quasi-judicial agency. It's generally quasi -
| egi slative or quasi-judicial agencies that are
exenpt ed. People who are trying to sell products to

the state have been forever exenpted from the | obbying
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| aw, and these are just noving the exenptions into ..
statute.

Legi slators' financial disclosure statenents: t he
threshold for reporting the sources of incone would be
noved from $1,000 to $10, 000. That's the only change

in the legislator's financial disclosure. In public
of ficial fi nanci al di scl osure reports:
[ municipalities] are renoved; it i ncreases the

reporting threshold for sources of incone from $1, 000
to $10,000; [it] makes an exenption for publicly
traded conpanies if the filer's interest is less than
$10,000; [it] increases trust or fiduciary reporting
from $1,000 to $10,000; and [it] increases the
reporting threshold for public officials to report the
source of a gift from $250 to $500.

The comm ssion's thought on raising these anounts:
for one thing [it is] that the $1,000 has been a limt
on the books for a long tine, but the conm ssion
didn't feel that $1,000 of income was really [a] very

significant amobunt of inconme. ... Under the public
officials financial di scl osure you have elected
of ficials: people running for the |legislature or

statewide office, you have conm ssioners, assistant
and deputy conm ssioners, directors, deputy directors,
and nmenbers of ... [many state boards and comm ssions
,... the APOC ... being one of them] [The previously
bracketed portion was not on tape, but was taken from
the Gavel to Gavel recording on the Internet.]

TAPE 03-42, SIDE B
Number 2983

M5. M LES conti nued:

[Not on tape, but taken from the Gavel to Gavel
recording on the Internet, was the follow ng bracketed

portion: [As you may be aware, nmany boards or
conmm ssions require professional people to be part of
the nmenbership] - attorneys, accountants, doctors -
and in disclosing sources of incone, att or neys
therefore are required to list their clients' nanes
for clients who ... paid nore than $1, 000. Part of
the idea of noving this to $10,000 would be those
client lists wuld be less Ilong and it would,

hopefully, make it easier to recruit people to

HOUSE STA COW TTEE -22- April 22, 2003



participate in governnent as the board and conmm ssion
want ed.

CHAI R WEYHRAUCH announced that he wll hear public testinony
before the commttee begins to ask questions of Ms. Ml es.

Number 2903

PAMELA LaBOLLE, President, Alaska State Chanber of Commerce
(ASCC) told the commttee that ASCC has been working on HB 106
and SB 89, both bills dealing with the definition of | obbyists.
She offered her understanding that those bills have been rolled
into [HB 157]. She noted that the ASCC s concern is that the
| aw states that if a substantial portion of a person's tine for
whi ch he/she is receiving conpensation is in "the influencing of
| egi slation” or admnistrative action, then that person is a
| obbyist. She said that APOC defined [that tinme] as four hours
in a 30-day period.

M5. LaBOLLE said that ASCC has nmintained that approximately 2.3
percent of a person's tinme "is not substantial.” She added,
"This increases that to 9 percent.” She said that ASCC stil

does not think that that's substantial. She noted that
prof essional | obbyists are still covered under |aw and nmnust
register before doing any professional | obbyi ng, whet her
contracting or setting up a business as a | obbyist, for exanple.

MS. LaBOLLE offered the foll owi ng exanpl e:

Say you're a human resource person for a conpany, and

there [are] some issues that are before the
| egi slature or before the admnistration that wll
i npact your business - how nuch you're going to pay

your enpl oyees, what the work rules are for enployees,
[and] what kind of reporting as an enployer you're

going to have to do - | mean there's just nunerous
things that ... a [human resources] person would be
i nvol ved in. And we feel that ... even 16 hours is

not sufficient for the tinme that you may need to spend
to do this, and that you aren't a |obbyist, you're a

human resources person for an organization, ... for a
conpany.

If you're an engineer and there's work being done on
sone rules and regulations and l|aws regarding
engineering, it may take nore ... [of] your time than
16 hours to convey the concerns or to help ... provide
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the information that you as a professional engineer

are the only one that can provide, or your
prof essional group is the only one that [can] provide
it. So, ... our position has been that by limting

the anount of tinme that professional and business
people can provide information to the legislature
W thout requiring them to nmake thenselves a | obbyi st
is detrimental to the legislative process; it's
detrinmental to the admnistrative process. That
people should be able to provide this information
freely, and we maintain ..., as under SB 89 and ... HB
106, that ... 25 percent of a person's tine is nore in
the line of substantial amount of a person's tine.

Nunmber 2698

M5. LaBOLLE al so expressed concern that APOC has recently nore
broadly defined what it considers a |obbying activity to include
time spent in activities in which Ilegislators are also
partici pating. She offered an exanple of a person playing in a
gol f tournanent where a legislator is on the sane team Since a
round of golf often takes nore than four hours to play, it can
becone a real problem She stated that the ASCC feels that
| obbying should be "nore directly defined.” If the amount of
time is limted to the 16 hours proposed [in HB 157], she
enphasi zed that it's even nore inportant that there be a better
definition of what a |obbying activity is and in what things a
person can participate in "before the clock starts ticking."

M5. LaBOLLE told the conmittee that the ASCC is glad that the
[ proposed CS would reverse the law that] limts professiona
| obbyi sts from giving to candi dates outside their own district.
She said she knows that the courts did not rule that
unconstitutional, but personally, as a |obbyist, she said she
felt it was prohibitive and unfair. She said she cannot
recol | ect anything that comes before the Alaska State
Legislature that is so parochial in nature that it would only
affect an individual's district. She enphasized that it is
inportant to her as an individual to be able to contribute to
the candidates that she thinks support what she believes in,
including in what she believes is good for the state. She
remarked that the actions and decisions that are nmade by the
| egi sl ature have statew de inpact.

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOW TZ stated that he is concerned when people

say they don't have access to him He relayed that he's never
had a problem in the seven years that he's served in the
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| egi slature with soneone in business or in any other community
saying that he/she didn't have access to him He noted that
[Ms. LaBolle] had nmade references to instances [where this kind
of thing happened]. He asked her to provide concrete exanples
of when peopl e have been inpeded in their efforts to contact the
| egi sl ature because of the "hour |imt."

M5. LaBOLLE responded that there are people who have registered
on the books at APOC because they were afraid that they would go
over the four hours; and therefore, they were forced to register
up front. She also nentioned people who |imt their contact
with legislators within the four hours, rather than having to
register, and take thenselves out of some of the activities
allowed in the electoral process that a registered |obbyist
cannot participate in.

Number 2470

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOW TZ said that he synpathizes, because
| egislators are prohibited from doing certain things; however,
they voluntarily "join those ranks." He stated that he would
think that |obbyists are willing to nmake simlar sacrifices in
order to get the conpensation that they do.

M5. LaBOLLE agreed that professional |obbyists and |egislators
do voluntarily agree to play by the rules when they seek those

posi tions. She clarified that she is tal king about people who
are not | obbyists and never want to be |obbyists, and they are
not voluntarily "giving this up." She said that those people

are choosing either to limt their response or their input to
the legislative process, or to register as a |obbyist and have
to "give up, unwillingly, sone of these rights."

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOW TZ noted that M. LaBolle's concern was
that it was unfair, and he asked how she would feel about a
conpl ete ban on professional |obbyists making contributions to
| egi sl ators, rather than "just on a district |evel."

M5. LaBOLLE said she knows nany | obbyists who think that that
woul d be okay; however, personally, she reiterated that she
thinks that individuals who are citizens of [Al aska] should be
able to contribute to any candidate they choose to support. In
response to a reference by Representative Berkowitz regarding
her previously stated exanple of sonmeone playing golf with a
| egislator, M. LaBolle said that she has an excerpt from a
letter that was sent to an individual, which says that that
constitutes | obbying.
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Number 2351

M KE FRANK, testifying on behalf of hinself, told the commttee
that he was the chair of Canpaign Finance Reform Now when that
group put an initiative on the ballot in the md-1990s to reform

the state's canpaign finance | aws. He stated, "I am vigorously
opposed to sonme of the principle provisions in Senate Bill 119
and, | guess, [in] what will be a House substitute." He offered

the follow ng history:

After statehood, we had alnbst no regulation of

canpaign finance in Alaska until 1974, when citizens
once again put an initiative on the ballot to reform
the state's current | aws. That initiative was taken
off the ballot when the |legislature passed sonething
substantially simlar. Unfortunately, that ... [|aw
that was passed had spending limts, which were struck
down in Buckley v. Valeo in 1976. And ... basically,
that decision eviscerated the intent of Al aska |aw
And as a consequence, between 1974 and ... the 1990s,
canpaigns in Alaska becane nore and nore expensive,
and candidates - particularly incunbents - becane
reliant on contributions from corporations, union
political action comittees, | obbyi st s, weal t hy
i ndividuals, and other powerful special interests.

And unfortunately, between 1974 and the m d-90s, the
| egi slature refused to do anything to anend the law to
accommodat e t he change required by Buckley v. Val eo.

In the md 1990s, I got together wth forner
Representative David Finkelstein, and we decided the
only way to reform the existing law was through
another initiative. So we created Canpaign Finance
Ref orm Now! The goal of our organization was to
refocus the financing of canpaigns on the individual
voter, in order to serve the denocratic goal of one
person, one vote. W wanted to reduce the corrupting
i nfluence t hat noney from | obbyists, speci al
interests, and the wealthy have on candi dates - again,
particularly on incunbents who have a nuch easier tine

raising noney from the regulated interests - and on
political parties. So, we wanted to |ower
contribution limts. W wanted to nmake it much nore

likely that the average voter who doesn't have $500 or
$1,000 to contribute ~could participate in the
fi nanci ng of our elections.
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The initiative significantly reduced contribution
limts; it allowed only individuals to contribute to
candi dat es and to political gr oups, i ncl udi ng
political parties; it banned the contributions from
corporations and unions, trade associ ations; and
i nposed the |obbyist restriction that's in current
law. It banned soft noney entirely; there was no such
thing as soft noney. The slogan of our initiative
was, "Big Mney Qut O Alaska Politics.” It was
endorsed by four ex-governors: Governor[s] Hammond,
Hi ckel, Cowper, and Sheffield. In a very well-
attended press conference in 1995, each told stories
of witnessing the corrosive influence of big noney
contributors during their political careers.

Number 2217
MR. FRANK added:

. W needed 21,000 signatures. W were overwhel ned
with the positive response, [and] easily collected

wel | over 30,000 signatures. We could have easily
collected twice that in the tine we had, if we wanted.
In fact, Senat or Tim Kelly, who was ... a

representative at the time, did a poll which showed
that 80 percent of Alaskans favored our initiative.
Qur initiative was placed on the ballot and, as you
know, the legislature can knock ... an initiative off
the ballot if it passes sonmething substantially
simlar wthin a year. And we decided we would
cooperate with the legislature, in an effort to cone
up with a broadly supported bill. W thought that was
i nportant. And therefore, we worked wth the
| egi slature and we conpronm sed significantly on the
stringency of t he initiative; we rai sed t he
contribution limts; and we did a |lot of other things
to accompdate |egislative interests. Eventual ly the
bill passed. There were only two dissenting votes.
And | should note that in the next election both of
t hose people were thrown out of office.

In followng the passage of the l|law, the Republican
Party in particular ran advertisenents declaring that

it had delivered on canpaign finance reform.... And
as | think Brooke Mles nentioned, the Ilaw was
challenged by the Alaska Cvil Li berties Union
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[ AKCLU], but the suprene court upheld the law in a 5:0
vote, except for a provision that had not been in the
initiative. And the U S. Suprene Court denied a
petition for heari ng of [ AKCLU s] appeal .
Unfortunately, a portion of the law was struck down
when the Republican Party sued in federal district
court. That concerned the soft noney ban. And,
unfortunately again, the legislature quickly codified
that ruling in state law, and passed a |aw over
Governor [Tony] Know es's veto. That created the soft
noney ban, which everybody is worried about today.

Nunmber 2147

MR, FRANK conti nued:

But what ... Senate Bill 119, and what will be in the
new House bill, does is make the soft noney problem
much, nuch worse. It basically eviscerates nuch of

what we had in the initiative, and many of the
provisions of current law that we conpromsed with in
the legislature in the 1990s: It substantially raises
contribution limts; it allows |obbyists to contribute
again; [and] it elimnates the power of nunicipalities
to make stricter laws in their own areas. It just is
a bad, bad bill. The major provisions of it really
are a breach of faith with those 31,000 people who
signed the initiative in the md-90s and who sought

reform

In the end, | would sinply like to know what exactly
the problenms [are that] the Senate bill is trying to
sol ve. How do these nmmjor changes in the 1995 |aw

make our elections nore denocratic? How do they nmake
the playing field level for all candidates, as opposed
to making it easier for incunbents to raise noney and
for |obbyists to have influence. It seens to ne that
these ... suggested major changes in our |aw not only
undercut the conprom ses we reached in the md-1990s
to pass or are broadly supported by the Ilegislature

[but] don't address real problens. I think all
they do is nmake it easier for incunbents to raise nore
noney, [and] it makes it easier for the special
interests to have inordinate influence on our elected

of ficials. And so, |I'm opposed to those, and | hope
the conmttee takes a very, very hard | ook at sone of
the provisions and rejects them ... keeps faith wth
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t he peopl e, nmakes sure our canpaign finance reform | aw
remai ns in pl ace, and encour ages denocratic
participation by our citizens.

Number 1922

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOWN TZ asked M. Frank if, based on his
understanding of the constitutionality of the law, it would be
permssible to restrict the contributions of a political party
so that they were no greater than any other interest group.

MR. FRANK responded that that is a hard question to answer. He
said that he thinks political parties and groups were designed
to allow the aggregation of noney from people who otherw se
couldn't make large contributions, in order to enable a |arger

voice for those people. He stated that he thinks that the
courts ordinarily have been nore solicitous of political parties
and the anount of contribution they are allowed to nake. He

said he thinks the courts probably see the political parties as
a filter that prevents the appearance of corruption and actual
corruption; it's ki nd of a filter bet ween i ndi vi dual
contributors and political candi dates.

MR. FRANK restated that he thinks if the contribution limts
that individuals have to give to political parties are raised,
then individuals may be given an inordinate voice in political
party affairs, and, particularly, wealthy individuals may direct
party affairs and channel funds nore indirectly, and such would
be harder to discern, and thereby gain undue influence. He
concluded that he thinks that it is inportant to keep the anount
of noney that individuals are allowed to contribute to politica
parties down to a reasonable level, as well as to put "sone
reasonabl e cap” on the anmount of noney that political parties
are allowed to contribute to any individual's canpaign

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOW TZ asked, "lIs there any requirenent that
we recognize political parties in this state?” He added, "W
don't at the rnunicipal |evel."

MR. FRANK answered that he is unaware of any case |aw that
requires the recognition of political parties. He said he
thinks it's nore a matter of traditional political practice than
a matter of first anmendnent |aw.

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOW TZ asked whether, if the bill passes, is

M. Frank aware of any discussion of having a referendum to
repeal it.
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MR. FRANK said he was not aware of any, and suggested that he

and others would be likely to propose one. He said [the
proposed |egislation] is distressing. He said he knows that
nost of the commttee nmenbers were not in the legislature in the
m d- 1990s. He posited that nost of the legislators who
participated in the discussion back then realized that "this was
so popular that it was a political tar baby to oppose it." He

stated that that is why the vote was so overwhelmng in favor of
it, and why people were so cooperative in trying to get
sonething to the legislature that nade sense. He nentioned the
proponents of raising contribution limts and allow ng | obbyists
to contribute, and said, "If they want to run for political
office, they have to pause to see how that wll hurt their
political future."

Number 1709

CHAI R WEYHRAUCH conmented that candidates get to neet a |ot of
| obbyi st's [spouses]. He asked how that would be effected by
t he proposed | egislation.

MR. FRANK answered that he doesn't recollect that there are
currently any restrictions regar di ng contributions from
| obbyi sts' famly nenbers. In response to conments made by a
previous wtness, he noted that one of the things about the
| obbyi sts' restriction is that | obbyists who support a candi date
outside their own district can nmake independent expenditures and
contribute to political parties, and can otherw se conpletely
participate in political affairs. He explained, "It's really a
mnor restriction on their ability to participate in that
they're not allowed to contribute outside their own district.”
In fact, he revealed, he personally collected approxinmately
2,600 signatures for the initiative drive. During that tinme, he
said, countless |obbyists thanked him and thanked canpaign

finance reform for putting on the restriction. He related,
"Present conpany excepted, ... many legislators, they said, were

twisting their armto make contributions, and they |oved the
idea of wusing the canpaign finance reform bill as insulating

them from this constant need to contribute and to go to
fundrai sers, and so on."

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON referred to the nenorandum from APCC,
dated April 21 [2003] and asked M. Frank if he could get a copy
of it and label which points in it he does and does not have
contention wth.
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MR. FRANK sai d he woul d be happy to do that.
Number 1531

LAURIE CHURCHI LL, Founding Board Menber, Al aska Voters
Organi zation, told the commttee that her organization is a
statewi de political education group. She referred to a fornal
resolution in support of APOC, which was passed by the Al aska
Voters Organization board of directors on Mirch 18, 2003,
[Included in commttee packets] and which read as follows
[original punctuation provided]:

ALASKA VOTERS ORGANI ZATI ON
RESOLUTI ON 2003- 05
A Resolution to the 23rd Alaska State Legislature in

OPPOSI TION to significant changes to, or elimnation
of, the Alaska Public Ofices Comm ssion (APCC).

VWHEREAS, the Al aska Public Ofices Commi ssion began as
the Alaska Election Canpaign Commssion (AECC) in
1974; and

VWHEREAS, the incentive for canpai gn discl osure
resulted from the Watergate scandal and a successful
citizen initiative effort, which convinced our State
Legislature to pass the Alaska Canpaign Disclosure
Law, and

VWHEREAS, that same year, another initiative effort
succeeded in pl aci ng Al aska’ s Public Oficial
Financial Disclosure Law on the ballot, where it was
approved by over 71% of the voters and becane law in
January 1975; and

WHEREAS, in 1976, the legislature revised state
| obbying reporting by passing Al aska s Lobbying Law,
with responsibility for its enforcenent assigned to
the AECC [ Al aska El ection Canpaign Comm ssion], which
was renamed the Alaska Public Ofices Conm ssion
(APQC), to reflect its newy expanded m ssion; and

VWHEREAS, in 1990, the Ilegislature responded to an
i ncreased demand for ethics regulation and disclosure
by expanding its previous reporting requirenents under
the Conflict of Interest Law in the form of a new act,
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Al aska's Legislative Ethics Disclosure Law, which
created the Select Committee on Legislative Ethics to
hear ethics violations; and

VWHEREAS, the 1997 Al aska Canpai gn Di scl osure Law was a
response by the legislature to a citizens’ initiative
effort in 1996, which revised Alaska's 20 year-old
canpai gn disclosure law to include stricter limtation
and disclosure neasures, including the prohibition of
corporate and out-of-state group contributions to
state and | ocal candi dates; and

WHEREAS, in 2003, Ilegislation proposed by Governor
Mur kowski and menbers of the State Legislature, have
put party politics ahead of good honest public policy;
and

VWHEREAS, attenpts to significantly reduce |obbyists
reporting requirenents or to elimnate the non-
partisan Alaska Public Ofices Comm ssion (APQC
violates the will of Alaskan voters, who spoke out on
three separate occasions to create the very agency and
regul ati ons currently bei ng t hr eat ened wth
el i mnation; and

VWHEREAS, the unfettered access to information is the
foundati on of a denocratic society; and

WHEREAS, the public has a right to know the truth
about al | f unds pai d to i nfluence Al aska’ s
| egi sl ature; and

WHEREAS, Governor Miurkowski and the legislature’s
attenpts to weaken or elimnate APOC, pronote bad
public policy that will further erode the public’'s
trust in our governnent; and

WHEREAS, the citizens of Al aska have spoken |oud and

clear, “state |laws should not be relaxed to neke it
easi er for | obbyi st to influence our el ect ed
officials”;

NOW THEREFORE, BE |IT RESOLVED by the Al aska Voters
Organi zation, Board of Directors, that we support
exi sting Al aska statutes governing canpai gn disclosure
and registration of |obbyists; and be it
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FURTHER RESOLVED, that we oppose all efforts to reduce
the effectiveness or existence of the Alaska Public
O fices Comm ssion (APQC).

ADOPTED BY THE ALASKA VOTERS ORGANI ZATI ON
BOARD OF DI RECTORS, THI S 18th DAY OF MARCH 2003.
Number 1210
CHAI R VEYHRAUCH announced that HB 157 was heard and hel d.
ADJ QURNMENT
Nunber 1192
There being no further business before the commttee, the House

State Affairs Standing Conmttee neeting was adjourned at 10:00
a.m
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