M NUTES
SENATE FI NANCE COWM TTEE
May 02, 2004
12: 04 PM

TAPES

SFC-04 # 103, Side A
SFC 04 # 103, Side B

CALL TO ORDER

Co-Chair Gary W I ken convened the neeting at approximately 12:04
PM

PRESENT

Senator Lyda Green, Co-Chair
Senator Gary W/ ken, Co-Chair
Senat or Con Bunde, Vice Chair
Senat or Fred Dyson
Senator Ben Stevens
Senat or Donny O son

Al so Attending: REPRESENATIVE M KE HAVWKER;, REPRESENTATIVE BILL
STOLTZE; SENATOR GRETCHEN GUESS; ROBERT STORER, Executive Director,
Al aska Permanent Fund Corporation, Departnent of Revenue; LUCKY
SCHULTZ, Staff to Senator Fred Dyson; BRUCE TANGEMAN, Fiscal
Anal yst, Legislative Finance; CHERYL FRASCA, Director, Ofice of
Managenent and Budget, O fice of the Governor

Attending via Teleconference: There were no teleconference
parti ci pants.

SUMVARY | NFORMATI ON

HIR 26- CONST. AM PF APPROPS/ | NFLATI ON- PROOFI NG

The Conmmittee heard from the bill's sponsor and the Al aska
Per manent Fund Corporation. The bill was held in Commttee.

HIR 9- CONST AM APPROPRI ATI OV SPENDI NG LIM T
The Conmittee heard fromthe bill's sponsor as well as the sponsor

of SIJR 3. Additional testinmony from the Al aska Pernmanent Fund
Cor poration, Legislative Finance, and the O fice of Managenent and
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Budget was presented. The bill was held in Conmttee.
SB 284- PF DI VI DEND APPLI CATI ON RECORDS PRI VATE

The Committee heard from the sponsor, adopted a committee
substitute and one anendnent, and reported the bill from Conmttee.

HB 298- DI STRI BUTI ONS OF APPROPS FROM PERM FUND
This bill was schedul ed but not heard.

AT EASE 12: 06 PM/12:06 PM

#hj r 26

CS FOR HOUSE JO NT RESOLUTI ON NO. 26(FIN)

Proposi ng anendnents to the Constitution of the State of
Al aska relating to and Iimting appropriations fromthe Al aska
per manent fund based on an averaged percent of the fund market
val ue.

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

Co-Chair Wl ken noted that CS HIR 26 (FIN), Version 23-LS1006\Z,
which is sponsored by the House of Representatives Rules Comittee,
by request of the Legislative Budget & Audit Conmittee, would
provi de the opportunity to anend the State's Constitution in order
to limt annual appropriations fromthe Al aska Permanent Fund to
five percent of the Fund' s average market val ue.

REPRESENTATI VE M KE HAWKER, Chair, House of Representatives (House)
Ways and Means Committee, stated that the Al aska Permanent Fund
Corporation (APFC) Board of Trustees originated this proposal
which is commonly referred to as the "'clean' Percent of Market
Value (POW) nethod." He characterized the proposal as "a
managenent tool" for the operations of the APFC, as it woul d "best
protect the value of the fund over the long-termfuture" and woul d
"provide for a stable and predictable” anount of noney to be
available from the Permanent Fund for future Legislative
appropriation. He al so acknow edged that "a nunber of conceptions”
are being discussed through which to acconplish the proposed
obj ecti ves.

ROBERT STORER, Executive Director, Al aska Per manent Fund

Cor poration, Departnent of Revenue, reiterated that the APFC Board
of Trustees, after several years of study, devel oped this proposal
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and considers it to be a "superior nethod" through which to manage
Fund assets.

M. Storer explained that the proposal would "nenorialize inflation
proofing in the Constitution ...by limting the amount of funds that
can be appropriated from the Permanent Fund to no nore than the
real incone or no nore than five percent of the Permanent Fund in
any given year." He stated that the proposal would also "marry the
managenment of the Fund with current investnent strategies."”

M. Storer expressed that one benefit derived fromthis proposa
woul d be that Legislators would be assured of "an annual payout
from year to year." Continuing, he declared that the proposed
payout nethodology would be "nore stable than the existing
nmet hodol ogy based on realized incone.” He cautioned, however, that
were the State to inplenment the proposed net hodol ogy there coul d be
ti mes when no payout would be avail abl e.

M. Storer shared that as a result of current "consi derabl e narket

appreciation,” the Fund has approximately "five billion dollars in
profits separated between realized inconme and unrealized inconeg,"
and that, due to market conditions, "in just twelve short nonths

the amount of noney that has becone available has changed
dramatically.” He cautioned, however, that the reverse scenario
coul d occur depending on financial market volatility. He pointed
out that, while the Fund has, historically, reflected steady
gromh, market volatility has not been incorporated in the
extrapol ations. He communicated that, were narket volatility
i ncl uded, the proposed nethodol ogy would prove to provide a nore
st abl e payout.

M. Storer stated that this proposal "would prevent overspending in
t he good years" as had previously occurred during the Bull Market
years; specifically in the areas of the State's Retirenent Pl ans,
Endowrent Funds, and Foundations. He stated that w thout
"discipline” in spending, that scenario mght re-occur under the
current nethodol ogy. He declared that the proposed plan would
mai ntai n the purchasi ng power of the entire Fund rather than just
the principal.

Senat or Bunde asked whether the proposed plan would address the
i ssue of double inflation proofing which is argued to result from
inflation proofing conbined wth additional revenue derived
annually fromoil royalties.

M. Storer responded that the APFC does not support the argunent

that the Permanent Fund is being double inflation proofed. In fact,
he continued, he woul d provide Conmittee Menbers with a copy of a
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paper [copy not provided] recently devel oped by the Fund's Director
of Finance that addresses this issue. Continuing, he stated that
"the key reason" the Fund is not considered as being double-
inflation proofed "is that once the appreciation of equities is
converted into realized inconme, it can be distributed under the
current scenario.” He noted that the Royalties issue is a
Constitutional question "as it is enbedded" in the State's
Constitution.

Senat or Bunde stated that the financial methodol ogi es of funds such
as the Harvard University Trust Fund are often exanpled when
proponents di scuss the POW plan. However, he attested, these funds
do not incorporate royalties and instead grow as a result of the
interest generated by the endowrent. Therefore, he declared that
conparing the Permanent Fund to such things as Harvard' s endowrent
fund is a nore conplicated issue.

M. Storer responded that the conparison of the POW proposal to
pl ans such as the Harvard University Endowrent Fund revol ves on the
issue that "the payout is limted to a percentage of the val ue of
the total fund." Continuing, he declared that while the Permanent
Fund receives additional contributions in the form of royalties,
t hese ot her endowrent funds annually receive donations from forner
students and ot her sources. These contributions, he attested are
recogni zed as on-going contributions and are incorporated in the
antici pated growm h of the funds.

Senat or Bunde observed that were the State to continue to guarantee
inflation proofing of the Fund, continuing discussions regarding
this issue should be encouraged, as he stated, the scenario could
be likened to parents continuing to contribute to a 401K plan while
their children were starving.

Senat or Dyson voi ced appreciation for the back-up material the APFC
supplied to the Commttee; specifically the handout titled "Al aska
Per manent Cor poration Percent of Market Vol une tal king points Apri
2004" [copy on file]. He referenced a section of that material that
states, "Inflation proofing is inherent and no | onger requires an
appropriation. *The Fund is invested for a 5%real rate of return
after inflation. If 5%is withdrawn, the increase in value due to
inflation will remain in the Fund." He asked the |ocation of
| anguage that supports this statenent in the bill

M. Storer responded that this |language is "probably not”
specifically addressed in the bill. Continuing, he stated that the
Fund's payout target is limted to no nore than five-percent "over
tinme." He also noted that currently the Fund's asset allocation
targets "a five-percent return in excess of inflation"™ on its
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investnments, and he stated that this |egislation would provide
"gui dance" that would assist the PFC " He voiced confidence "t hat

over time, we wll achieve that goal." He noted that HB 298-
Dl STRI BUTI ONS OF APPRCOPS FROM PERM FUND i s conpanion |l egislation to
this bill as it would provide additional statutory guidance, such

as a "a ten-year noving average" as "the benchmark"” upon which to
conpare Fund returns to inflation. He noted that were this goa
unmet, | ess noney woul d be avail able for appropriation.

Represent ati ve Hawker understood Senator Dyson's question to be

whether this bill explicitly states that, "the Fund nmakes its
investnments for a five-percent rate of return.”™ Continuing, he
noted that |anguage in Section 2(b), on page two, lines one and two

addresses the anmount of noney that coul d be appropriated.

(b) Appropriations fromthe pernmanent fund for a fiscal year
may not exceed five percent of the average of the narket
val ues of the fund on June 30 for the first five of the six
fiscal years immedi ately preceding that fiscal year.

Representati ve Hawker stated that this | anguage woul d provide the
Board of Trustees and the Fund' s enpl oyees and managers a target of
a five percent return after inflation as the necessary investnent
benchmark upon which to devel op investnent nodels. Therefore, he
opi ned that this |egislation does establish that benchmark rate of
return.

Senator Dyson voiced that the responses to his question are
"sonmewhat" unsatisfying as he had hoped t hey woul d acknow edge t hat
the anmounts reflected in Section 2(b) be adjusted for inflation. He
suggested that the |anguage be changed to a five percent of the
mar ket value in real rather than "inflated dollars.”

Represent ati ve Hawker responded that addi ng | anguage to the effect
of allocating up to five percent of after inflation dollars each
year would lead to the boarder discussion of what "is inplicit” in
the "pure market value formulation.” Continuing, he explained that
the investment nodel this bill is based upon recognizes that in the
future there mght be individual or conbined years "with great
mar ket gai ns" or market declines. He stated that the goal of this
| egislation is to adopt "the concept of aggregate value" in that
the Fund's investnents would denonstrate that, over tinme, they
could performat levels in which their rate of return is in excess
of five percent as opposed to dwelling on whether the gains
resulted frominflation proofing or royalties.

M. Storer declared that the Corporation "invests to achieve a five
percent real rate of return” and "strongly" believes this goal is
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achievable. He stated that Senator Dyson's suggestion that the
| anguage be nore explicit could create nore problens as it m ght
require "tinme to achieve that goal." He reflected that with the
exception of the nost recent years, the Fund's historical real rate
of return, over time, has been in excess of six-percent. Therefore,
he stressed that the period of tine over which to achi eve the goa
woul d be an issue.

Senat or Dyson commented that even though the bill is strengthened
by |anguage mandating that a payout be based on a five-year
average, he is concerned that the resolution's sponsors "are
reluctant” to specify in the resolution that the payout woul d be
based on a five-percent real rate of return after inflation.

M. Storer declared that the Corporation stands by that fact that
t he payout would be based on a five-percent real rate of return
after inflation, as depicted on the Corporation's website. However,
he declared the concern is that adding further |anguage would
confuse the issue regarding | ong-termverses short-termi ssues.

Senat or Dyson opined that the inclusion of the |anguage, "after
inflation," would serve to garner nore support for the resolution.

AT EASE 12:26 PM/ 12:27 PM

Senat or Dyson asked the sponsors to provide the Conmittee with
further information regarding their position on this |anguage
i ssue.

M. Storer responded that a "good answer” would be forthcom ng.

Senat or Bunde commented that while he supports this resolution, he
is worried about citizens' response to the conplexity of the issue.

Co-Chair Wl ken ordered the bill HELD in Comm tt ee.
#hjr9
CS FOR HOUSE JO NT RESOLUTION NO. 9(FIN) am

Proposi ng amendnents to the Constitution of the State of
Al aska relating to an appropriation limt.

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

Co-Chair WIlken explained that CS HIR 9 (FIN) am Version 23-
LS0435\ 0 A woul d all ow Al askan voters to deci de whether or not to
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adopt a Constitutional spending limt amendnent in the 2004 Genera
El ection. He noted that follow ng testinony by Representative Bill
Stoltze, the sponsor of this bill, Senator Dyson and his staff
woul d explain the differences between this bill and the related
bill, SIR 3-CONST AM APPROPRI ATI OV SPENDI NG LIM T, that they are
sponsori ng.

REPRESENTATI VE BI LL STOLTZE, the bill's sponsor, stated that this
| egislation was introduced "as an independent stand-al one
Constitutional amendnent” that is not |inked to other |egislation.
He noted that in order to address the State's fiscal crisis, a
mul ti tude of ideas including such things as using Pernmanent Fund
earnings, instituting new taxes, and developing other non-
traditional revenue sources are being discussed. However, he
continued, the intent of this legislation is to assure that the

State proceed in these manners in "a controlled fashion.” In
conclusion, he stated that the best action to take in regards to
this bill and the Senate bill, SIR 3, that simlarly proposes a

Constitutional anmendnent pertaining to an appropriation spending
limt would be to understand the differences between the two bills.

LUCKY SCHULTZ, Staff to Senator Fred Dyson, the sponsor of SJR 3,
referred the Commttee to a conparison analysis of the two bills
titled "Conparison of HHR 9 and SJR 3" [copy on file]. He pointed
out that one of the four major differences between the two bills is
a "no ratchet down provision" is included in SJR 3 but not in HIR
9. This provision in SIR 3, he explained, specifies that in a year
in which the formula reflects an appropriation decrease, the
spending limt would be retained at the previous year's |level. He
di scl osed that other states that increase and decrease
appropriations depending on a fornula have been negatively inpacted
when their appropriation decreases. As a result, he continued,
Col orado and other states have inplenented a "no ratchet down
provi sion."

M. Schultz stated that the conparison chart also reflects
provisions that are included in HIR 9 but not included in SIR 3 as
follow. Item #11, which pertains to l|anguage in Section 1,
Subsection 16(c) |ocated on page two, lines five through seven of
HIR 9, specifies that in order to exceed the appropriation limt by
up to two-percent, a 2/3 vote of the legislature would be required,
I[tem # 12 which pertains to |language in Section 1, Subsection
16(c), page two, lines seven through ten of HIR 9 that specifies
that in order to exceed the |limt above two-percent but |ess than
four-percent, a 3/4 vote of the |egislature would be required; and
Item #13 which pertains to |anguage in Section 1, subsection 16(c),
page two, lines ten through twelve of HIR 9 that would not allow
exceeding the limt by nore that four-percent. He explained that
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while SJR 3 does not include this |imting |anguage, it does
i ncl ude provisions through which the limt could be exceeded in
order to address "extraordinary circunstances."

M. Schultz noted that both bills include provisions with which to
address disasters or energencies as declared by the Governor.

M. Schultz stated that another difference between the two bills is
addressed in Item #3 on the aforenentioned handout regardi ng how
the appropriations are determ ned in each bill

[ NOTE: HIR 9 appropriation | anguage being referenced is located in
Section 1, subsection 16 (a) on page one, beginning on line six of
the bill that reads as follows.]

Section 16. Appropriation Limt. (a) Appropriations made for a
current fiscal year shall not exceed the average anount
appropriated for the earliest three of the four fiscal years
i mredi ately preceding that current fiscal year, increased or
decreased by the | ess of
(1) seventy-five percent of the sumof the foll ow ng:
(A) the percentage rate of change in the cost of
living for the three cal endar years preceding the cal endar
year during which the imedi ately preceding fiscal year began;
pl us
(B) the percentage rate of change in the State
popul ation for the three cal endar years precedi ng the cal endar
year during which the imedi ately preceding fiscal year began;
or
(2) the percentage rate of change in the personal incomes
of State residents for the three cal endar years preceding the
cal endar year during which the immedi ately preceding fisca
year began.

[ NOTE: The SJR 3 appropriation | anguage being referenced is | ocated
in Section 1, subsection 16 (a) on page one, beginning on |ine six
of the bill that reads as follows.]

Section 16. Appropriation Limt. (a) Subject to (b) of this
section and except as provided in (d), (e), and (f) of this
section, appropriations nmade for a current fiscal year shal
not exceed the average anount appropriated for the earliest
three of the four fiscal years immediately preceding that
current fiscal year by nore than the sum of the foll ow ng:
(1) the percentage rate of change in the Consuner Price
i ndex for all urban consuners for the Anchorage netropolitan
area conpiled by a federal agency during the two cal endar
years precedi ng the cal endar year during which the inmedi ately
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precedi ng fiscal year began, but not to exceed the percentage
change in personal inconme of State residents during the two
cal endar years preceding the cal endar year during which the
i mredi ately preceding fiscal year begins; plus

(2) the percentage rate of change in the State popul ation
during the two cal endar years preceding the cal endar year
during which the immedi ately preceding fiscal year began
conpiled by a State departnent.

M. Schultz pointed out that the appropriation forrmula utilized by
HIR 9 woul d desi gnate 75-percent of the sumof cost of living and
popul ati on whereas SJR 3 would use 100 percent of the sum of
i nflation and popul ati on.

M. Schultz also noted that, as identified in Item #7 of the
conparison chart, the HIR 9 appropriation calculation is based upon
the rate of change being the sum of three years whereas SIJR 3
specifies the rate of change as being the sum of two years.
Furthernore, he pointed out that these differences woul d equate to
"a one percent per year increase in HHR 9 on the limt over SIR 3."
He further explained that this would equate to an $85 million
difference between the two bills through FY 09, which is the
termnation date identified for both bills.

Senator Dyson asked for <confirmation that HIR 9, wth its
determning factor of 75 percent of the sum of population and
inflation, "has a steeper” uphill curve because its rate of change
is over a three-year period as conpared to SIJR 3's two-year period.

M. Schultz affirmed. He stated that, according to information
provi ded by Legislative Finance, the State is projected to annually
experience a three-percent inflation factor and a one-percent
popul ation growh factor for a total factor of four-percent per
year. Continuing, he stated, that utilizing HIR 9's three-year
tinmeline with this four-percent factor would equate to 12 percent.
Therefore, he calculated that the HIR 9 appropriation cal cul ation
formul a woul d be nine percent based on its 75-percent of 12-percent
formula. In contrast, he continued, the four-percent per year
factor woul d equate to an ei ght percent appropriation calcul ation
utilizing SJR 3's two-year 100-percent fornula. Therefore, he
summari zed, HIR 9's fornula would reflect a one-percent increase
per year over that of SJR 3.

Co-Chair WI ken asked that the graph titled "CS SIR3 & CS HIR9
Conpare" [copy on file], dated May 2, 2004, be reviewed as the HRJ
9 nunbers it reflects surprised many Senators, including hinself,
as they had understood that the provisions of HIR 9 were "nore
restrictive." Specifically, he asked for details about how the
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Uni versity of Al aska receipts factor into the equation, as depicted
on Line #17 of the graph, which states that, " The nost significant
di fference between the two bills is that HIRO exenpts university
tuition only. SIJR3 exenpts all non-G- [general fund] university
recei pts”.

M. Schultz affirmed that how University receipts are recognized in
the fornulas is one of the four major areas of difference in the
two bills. Continuing, he explained that while SIJIR 3 woul d exenpt
nunerous University receipts including tuition and other receipts
that are not federally or state funded, HIR 9 would only exenpt
University tuition receipts. He shared that the differing
approaches to University receipts would amount to a difference
between the two proposals of approximately $150 million, as
reflected in the graph with SIR 3's FY 05 appropriation limt being
approxi mately $150 mllion |less than that proposed for HIR 9.

Co-Chair WIken asked for confirmation that the appropriation limt
difference reflected in the graph could be contributed specifically
to University receipts.

M. Schultz confirmed.

Co-Chair WI ken understood therefore, that while the conparison
sl ope of each bill's appropriations as depicted on the graph is
"about the same", the | esser appropriation |level shown for SIR 3 is
the result of how University receipts are factored.

M. Schultz clarified that the HIR 9 slope is simlar to that of
SJR 3 except that it's slope reflects the one percent higher
formul a cal cul ati on.

Co-Chair W/l ken asked for confirmation, therefore, that HIR 9's
sl ope increase in the out-years is the result of the one percent
factor difference.

M. Schul tz concurred.

Senat or Dyson explained that the difference "in the vertical axis
is the University receipts,” and that the out-year slope difference
is the result of the one-percent formula cal cul ation difference.
Co- Chair WI ken acknow edged that expl anati on.

Co-Chair Geen stated that she had expected to view correspondi ng
nunbers somewhere in the conparison charts, perhaps in FY 2000 or

FY 2001, as she expected that there should be a base fromwhich to
begin both bills" calculations. Continuing, she inquired as to the
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reason that, FY 02 and FY 03, which reflect actual nunbers, are
different.

M. Schultz responded that the graph was adjusted to reflect,
"goi ng backwards", exenptions such as the University receipts.

Co-Chair Green asked the reason it was deenmed necessary to nake
t hese adj ustnments when | ooki ng at previous years.

M. Schultz responded that these adjustnents were conducted in
order "to conpare apples to apples.”

Co-Chair Geen argued that only the dollars |ooking forward from FY
04 should be adjusted to refl ect these exenptions. She opined that
previous years' dollars are unaffected and should refl ect actuals.

M. Schultz responded that in order to calculate the proposed
formulas, it was deened necessary to exenpt the University receipts
in the precedi ng years.

Co-Chair Green argued that any prior year adjustnents woul d affect
the sl opes reflected on the graph.

Co-Chair WIken understood that, in FY 06, the annual growth
projection for HIR 9 would be $164 mllion and the growth
projection for SJIR 3 woul d be $112 nmillion. He recalled recent and
separate testinony that specified that the State would be required
to provide $107.6 mllion for the Public Enployee Retirenent System
[ PERS] and Teachers Retirenent Systens [TRS] in FY 06. Therefore,
he asked whether these PERS and TRS obligations nust be provided
for fromthese projected anounts.

M. Schultz affirmed that this would be required. Continuing, he
clarified that some funding for the PERS and TRS obligation was
included "in the fixed base for FY 04 and FY 05, both to snooth the
chart but also for transition" purposes.

Co-Chair W/I ken concluded therefore that PERS and TRS obli gations
for FY 07, FY 08, and FY 09 nust be subtracted from the
projections. In sumary, he surm sed that the annual growth for the
forthcomng four years would be "nore than consunmed"” by the
proj ected PERS and TRS obli gation.

M. Schultz agreed.
Co-Chair WIlken informed the Conmttee that he had requested the

Division of Retirenent and Benefits to provide "official" FY 06
PERS and TRS proj ections.
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Co-Chair Green asked whether "the transition |anguage” in HIR 9 is
simlar to that of SJR 3.

M. Schultz responded that the transition |anguage is "very
simlar”™ with the exception of the differing base nunbers due to
the University recei pt exenptions.

Senator B. Stevens observed that in Section 30, which is the
transition | anguage section of each bill, reference is made, on
page three, line 21 of HIR 9, to Section 16 (D) of Article IX of
the Constitution, whereas in SIJR 3's Section 30, on page three,
line 19, the reference is to Section 16 (C) of Article I X in the
Constitution. He stated that this appears to be a technical error
as, otherw se, the language in each section is identical.

M. Schultz understood that the | anguage shoul d be identical.
Senator B. Stevens stated that this discrepancy shoul d be exam ned.
M. Schultz agreed.

Senator Dyson asked regarding the base year adjustnent that was
required in order to apply the proposed fornmnulas.

BRUCE TANGEMAN, Fiscal Analyst, Legislative Finance Division,
responded that, while it is too early to determ ne the budget
out cones of FY 04 and FY 05, the nunbers utilized would provide the
$120 to $150 mllion "headroom' necessary for projected budgetary
requirenents for such as PERS and TRS in FY 06.

Senat or Dyson specified that, in light of the State's "recent
budget reductions ...a cushion"” of approximately $150 mllion was
built into the projections "in order to nmake the formulas work."
Thi s, he continued, would provide a floor fromwhich to expand to
provide for projected PERS, TRS, and Medicare and Medicaid
I ncreases.

Senat or Bunde expressed the understanding that the State's deficit
woul d exceed $10 billion in ten years as the result of inflation,
PERS, TRS, Medicare and Mdi cai d expenses.

CHERYL FRASCA, Director, Ofice of Managenent and Budget, Ofice of
the Governor, affirmed that, based on the FY 05 budget projections
and going forward, the Departnment of Revenue projects that there
could be a one billion dollar budgetary shortfall in approximtely
si x or seven years based on a $22 per barrel of North Slope crude
oil price.
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Senat or Bunde understood therefore that the deficit anmount he had
shared was "in the ballpark."

Ms. Frasca replied that, "they could be."

In response to Senator B. Stevens earlier question regarding the
differing articles identified in Section 30, M. Schultz clarified
that the | anguage is correct, as the adoption of either bill would
change the Constitution in that were HIR 9 adopted, the | anguage in
the Constitution being referenced would be Section 16(d) of Article
| X, and were SJR 3 adopted, the |anguage in the Constitution being
referenced woul d be Section 16(c) of Article I X

Representative Stoltze affirmed that this is a conplicated process.

Co-Chair WIlken conplinmented the efforts being undertaken in this
endeavor and ordered the bill HELD in Conmittee.

#sb284

CS FOR SENATE BI LL NO. 284( STA)

"An Act relating to an optional election to prevent the nane
and address of a permanent fund divi dend applicant from being
di scl osed, except to a local, state, or federal governnent
agency, or in conpliance with a court order.™

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

Co-Chair Wlken stated that this legislation would require the
Al aska Permanent Fund Corporation (APFC) to keep Pernmanent Fund
Di vidend (PFD) applicant application information private with the
exception being in cases where information was required by the
State or federal governnment. He rem nded the Conmittee that during
the first hearing on this bill, Co-Chair Geen had asked regarding
the confidentially of voter registration informtion.

SFC 04 # 103, Side B 12:52 PM

Co-Chair Green noved to adopt commttee substitute, CS SB 284,
Ver si on 23-LS1596\ U as the worki ng docunent.

There being no objection, Version "U was ADOPTED as the working
docunent .
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SENATOR GRETCHEN GUESS, the bill's sponsor, explained that with the
exception of an applicant's nane, additional PFD applicant
information nust be kept confidential. The Version "U' conmttee
substitute, she explained, wuld expand the confidentially
requirenent to include voter registration information and woul d
allow a voter to request that their residential address be kept
private and not open to public inspection were the voter to provide
a separate nuailing address.

Senat or Bunde asked for verification that |anguage in Section 1,
subsection (b)(2) on page two, lines six and seven, "would not
i npede"” the Division of Elections' requirenent that a person's
voter registration include their residential address when they
have, for instance, a post office mailing address. The residency
i nformation, he continued, is necessary to uphold the requirenent
that a person nmust vote in the precinct in which they reside.

Senat or Guess responded that this |egislation would not affect the
Division of Elections ability to do its job, as it would only
restrict information that would be open to the public. She stated
that | anguage in Section 1 subsection (c)(1) addresses the issue
regarding local, state, or federal governnent agencies' ability to
access needed i nformation.

Amendnent  #1: This amendnent deletes |anguage in Section 1,
subsection (b)(1) on page two, lines four and five that woul d al |l ow
a voter's nane to kept confidential were they a victimof donestic
vi ol ence.

Co- Chair Geen noved to adopt Amendnent #1.

Co-Chair Geen stated that this anendnment is being offered in order
to allow the Division of Elections voter registration lists to
contain the nanmes of all persons registered to vote. Continuing,
she pointed out that donestic violence victims security would
continue to be maintained without this |anguage as separate
| anguage in Section 1, Subsection (b)(2) would allow a person to
elect to have their residential address kept confidential.
Therefore, she continued, this amendnent would serve to renove
unnecessary | anguage fromthe bill

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

Co-Chair WI ken asked whether this legislation would conply with
federal | aws.

Senat or Guess responded in the affirmative.
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Senat or Dyson noved to report the bill, as anended, from Comm ttee
wi th individual recommendati ons and acconpanyi ng fiscal note.

There being no objection, CS SB 284 (FIN) was REPORTED from
Commttee with a new zero fiscal note from the Departnent of
Revenue, dated April 30, 2004.

RECESS TO THE CALL OF THE CHAIR 1: 00 PM/ 3:07 PM

#
ADJ QURNIVENT

Co-Chair Gary WI ken adjourned the neeting at 03:07 PM
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