SENATE FI NANCE COWM TTEE
February 20, 2008
9:15 a.m

CALL TO ORDER

Co-Chair Stedman called the Senate Finance Comm ttee neeting
to order at 9:15:04 AM

VEMBERS PRESENT

Senat or Lyman Hof f man, Co-Chair
Senator Bert Stedman, Co-Chair
Senator Charlie Huggins, Vice-Chair
Senator Kim Elton

Senat or Donny O son

Senat or Joe Thomas

Senat or Fred Dyson

MEMBERS ABSENT

None
ALSO PRESENT

Senator Lesil MQ@iire; Trevor Fulton, Staff, Senator Lesil
M Qi re; Li nda Hall, Director, D vision of |nsurance;
Senator Hollis French; Susan Cox, Assistant Attorney
CGeneral, Departnent of Law, Juneau; Darwin Peterson, Staff,
Senator Stedman; Doug Woliver, Admnistrative Attorney,
Al aska Court System

PRESENT VI A TELECONFERENCE

St ephanie Birch, Section Chief for Woman’s, Children’s, And
Fam |y Health, D vision of Public Health, Providence; Susan
Johnson, Director of Conpensation, Benefits, and Human
Resources information Systens, Providence; Dr. Jody Butto,
Pedi atrician, President, Anmerican Acadeny of Pediatrics,
Al aska Chapter; Dennis DeWtt, Alaska State Director,
Nat i onal Federation of |ndependent Businesses; Peter Miasen,
Lawyer, Anchorage; Mary Weir, Mat-Su

SUMVARY

SB 170 "An Act requiring that health <care insurers
provi de i nsurance coverage for well-baby exans."

SB 170 was HEARD and HELD in Conmmittee for further
consi derati on.
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SB 226 "An Act relating to litigation brought by a
vexatious litigant; anmending Rules 3, 4, 12, and
41, Al aska Rules of G vil Procedure; and providing
for an effective date."

SB 226 was HEARD and HELD in Conmittee for further
consi derati on.

SB 247 "An  Act relating to mssing persons and
uni dentified human remains.”

SB 247 was HEARD and HELD in Conmmittee for further
consi derati on.

9:15:11 AM

SENATE BILL NO 170

"An Act requiring that health care insurers provide
i nsurance coverage for well-baby exans."

SENATOR LESIL MCGQUI RE provided an overview of SB 170
requiring private insurers in the State of Al aska to offer
i nsurance coverage for well-baby exans. She nmintained that
regul ar exans and vaccination schedules are critical to the
long term health of a child. She indicated that coverage
exists for many adult exans but not always for children.
Senator MCQuire pointed out that the Anerican Acadeny of
Pedi atrics has been able to access results of these exans,
such as, neglect, malnutrition, parental |ack of know edge,
and al so determne the child s basic skills and devel opnent.
She believed the phil osophy behind this bill is to show that
Al aska cares about its youngest and nost vul nerable. Senator
McGuire covered ideas fromthe sponsor statenent:

The first 24 nonths of a newborn’s life is perhaps the
nost critical period in a child s life. Routine nedical
checkups during this vulnerable stage are necessary in
order to nonitor and assess a baby’'s normal, healthy
devel opnment. These checkups — commonly referred to as
“wel | -baby” exams — not only provide a professional
medi cal assessnent of a newborn’s health and
devel opment, but they also provide the opportunity to
educate parents in proper child care.

SB 170 would require health insurance carriers in the
State of Alaska to include in their standard coverage
for dependents  “wel | - baby” exans. These  exans,
considered a part of routine pediatric health
supervision, are estimted to cost between $125 and
$250 per visit. The Anerican Acadeny of Pediatrics
recommends a schedule that includes 10 exams in the
first 24 nonths of a baby’'s life. A typical “well-baby”
exam i ncludes nonitoring devel opnent and growth rates,
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hearing, vision, |anguage skills, notor developnent,
di et gener al and preventative heal th care,
i mruni zations, and infectious diseases.

There is evidence to suggest that preventative
heal thcare coupled wth wearly detection of health
rel ated problens not only inproves health outcones but
is also cost-effective over the long run. Although
“wel | -baby” exans may increase short-term costs to
i nsurance providers, they inevitably save noney in the
long run. By averting severe and nore costly health
probl ems, including serious illness and energency care,
“wel | - baby” exans nmake sense.

9: 20: 56 _AM

TREVOR FULTON, STAFF, SENATOR LESIL MCGUI RE, provided data
supporting the bill. He observed that a major question of
the well-baby exanms is who pays for them H's research
indicated that there is an increase of .1 to .3 percent in
i nsurance policies that contain the well-baby coverage. That
coverage woul d equal a thirty-seven cent to eighty-four cent
i ncrease per enployee per nonth. He reported the enployer
would be contributing an additional $1.40 to $1.87 per
menber per nonth. M. Fulton stressed that anong children
with inconplete well-child care there is an increased ri sk,
in first six nonths, of having an enmergency roomvisit.

9: 23: 05 AM

Senator McCGuire offered to present well-baby research to the
Conmittee nenbers. She submtted this bill for the
phi | osophical belief that Al askan's have a commtnent to
their children. Senator MGQuire acknow edged that in the
last commttee neeting (Health, Education, and Soci al
Services Commttee) there were questions if well-baby exans
were really a cost saving. She reported a nationalized nove
anong enployers to shift to nore value based budgeting
strategies as opposed to budget based allocations. She
referenced an information booklet for enployers to help them
t hink about what to include in their insurance coverage
(I'nvesting in Miternal and Child Health: An Enployer’s
Tool kit, National Business Goup on Health, 2007, copy on
file). Senator MGuire recognized that costs are inportant,
but enphasized that regular health exanms and treatnents
woul d give the children of Alaska the best shot at a good
life.

9: 25: 00 AM

Senator Dyson agreed that it was a good idea to get early
intervention to recognize health or abuse issues in young
children. He remarked that he has voted for insurance
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mandat es before but has been rethinking those decisions. As
the exploration continues to get nore insurance conpanies in
Al aska offering a wider variety of coverage, new nmandates
can cause problenms. Alaska is a small mrket and the
cost/benefit ratio for themis marginal. He proposed that in
an insurance conpany’s evaluations a mgjor factor is how
many mandates are present that limt the kinds of packages
they can offer. Alaska s mandates, in the mddle or higher
range, can nmake the state an unattractive place for
i nsurance conpanies to cover. Senator Dyson cautioned
agai nst spending “other people’ s noney” to do good things.
He thought it was a good idea for taxpayers to assune cost
for indigent care as opposed to shifting it to third party
payers. He believed well-baby exans are good but this bil
does not cover the indigent, who do not have insurance and
would ultimately force it on to the insurance conpanies.
Senator Dyson stressed that if Alaskans, as a culture,
decide to take care of everybody then the only fair to make
this part of our tax base for all citizens to contribute.

9:29:01 AM

Senator Dyson acknowl edged the bill was based on good
intentions, but judged there can be significant potenti al
for unintended consequences which do not get at the core
pr obl em

9:29:16 AM

Senator Thomas observed that statistics point to a cost
savings for these exans and wondered why enployers did not
| ook at the | ong range.

9:30:19 AM

Senator MQ@iire indicated that there is nobvenent anong
busi nesses to |ook at the broader field. She proposed that
busi nesses are better at dealing wth the insurance
conpani es since nost individual subscribers are seen as a
nunber, not a person. Enployers who know their enpl oyees and
policy mnmakers are the ones who have to nmake this push to
make things happen. She noted that prevention saves
individuals and contributes to a healthier civilization.
Senator McCGuire agreed that the smaller market in Al aska may
not attract as many insurance conpani es as desired, but this
shoul d not discourage well-intentioned mandates. She poi nted
out that mandated bills often help to interject new ideas
into the discussion.

9:32: 27 AM

Senator Huggins wondered if Denali KidCare performed well -
baby exans. Senator MQ@ire responded “yes.” M. Fulton
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replied he would followup on information about Denal
Ki dCar e provi si ons.

Senator Huggins asked the bill sponsors if they thought
about requesting tax breaks or incentives to snal
busi nesses that provide this coverage.

9: 33: 43 AM

Senator McCQuire responded that since there is no state tax,
tax breaks are not possible. She indicated that the federal
governnent has inproved in offering sone incentives to
i nsurance conpani es. She pointed out that the indigent are
usually covered by other neans and individuals nore
financially secure can afford higher insurance packages so
this bill is ainmed at the mddl e incone class who experience
the nost financial difficulty.

9: 34: 56 AM

Senator Huggins comented that in Alaska there was a
tendency to tax the “other person” or shift the burden. This
IS a sensitive issue to many.

Senator McGuire allowed that both sides have valid points
and she is willing to offer a later repeal to this bill. She
requested that the insurance conpanies return to the
commttee within a year’'s tine to respond to the cost

differential; if it has been a significant burden for
enpl oyers and enpl oyees then she would agree to repeal the
bill. She maintained her belief that adding the costs of

wel | - baby exams should not significantly raise insurance
rates or drive small businesses out of town.

9:36: 14 AM

Senator O son remarked that |lowering the state business tax
could provide an incentive to insurance conpanies. He asked
how many ot her states have inplenented this type of program

Senator MQ@iire replied that twenty-one states have
i npl enented a wel | - baby program

Senator Dyson cautioned against being captured by the
argunent of *“doing sonething now to save nore at a |ater
time.” He agreed this can be a valid argunent but he has
been not hearing this fromthe conpanies involved. He would
like to see a tinme when enployers and enpl oyees have many
i nsurance choi ces, but is not convinced that mandating rul es
is the way to go.

9: 39: 38AM
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LI NDA HALL, DI RECTOR, DIVISION OF I NSURANCE, remarked that
the Division of Insurance has not taken a position on the
bill.

Co-Chair Stednman wondered if this bill applies to the state
enpl oyee insurance plan. Ms. Hall replied that it does not.

Co- Chair Stedman asked why not. Ms. Hall stated the Division
of Insurance has not supported mandates as they usually only
apply to a small segnent of the population. She remarked
that during a prior hearing outside experts analyzed
Al aska’s popul ati on. They found that about 350,000 Al askans
were covered by sonme type of private insurance, but only
about 150,000 of the 350,000 Alaskans were in plans
regul ated under Title 21. Mndates do no apply to any
i nsurance program governed by the federal governnent and
state plans can be regulated by the state |Ilegislature
i nposi ng statutes if they choose.

9:43: 02 AM

Co- Chair Stedman asked about the potential inpact on private
i nsurance. Ms. Hall researched health insurance fornms filed
within the Divisions of Insurance and found that there are
few restrictions on well-baby coverage in private insurance.
She illustrated that a restriction mght be an enployer
small or large, who chooses a plan that, nmay or my not,
cover certain things. She proposed that these plans are
tailored to the wishes or needs of that particular group of
enpl oyees with the enpl oyer having the final option to cover
or not cover certain things. She added that problens can
ensue when it is not a broad enough coverage for the |arger
group of people to be insured. She gave an exanple of “over
50" enployees not necessarily wanting a provision Ilike
maternity coverage in their plan.

9:44: 47 AM

Co-Chair Stedman referred to a footnote in the Legal
Services neno, stating that “nost state enployees do not
receive health coverage through the state’s health care
pl an. Instead, they receive coverage through union trusts
plans” and asked Ms. Hall to elaborate on this (Legal
Ser vi ces, D vision of Legal and Research  Services,
Legislative Affairs Agency, State of Alaska, p. 2, copy on
file). Ms. Hall remarked that there are different plans for
di fferent enployees depending on the bargaining unit; nost
of the coverage is done through the collective bargaining
process. The state plan is a select benefit plan that
applies to legislators, exenpt enployees, the supervisory
unit, and retirees.

9:45: 37 AM
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Senator A son inquired if the sane segnent of the popul ation
who m ght not want nmaternity |eave coverage might also not
want the well-baby exam portion. M. Hall responded that,
when | ooking for insurance coverage, it is optimal to have a
pool of “healthy” and “unheal thy” people paying prem unms so
any mgjor health issue, like a major surgery, would be
spread over a larger group. In the individual market, when
coverage i s mandated, people can then elect to not have the
cover age.

9:46: 45 AM

Senator Dyson requested further el aboration on the inpact of
mandates to the attractiveness of Alaska as a market for
i nsurance conpanies. M. Hall responded that the nore
difficult Al aska makes doing business here, fewer insurance
conpanies will be attracted. The nmarket place is bal anced
at the noment to attract conpanies. She nmaintained that nore
mandates w il affect the flexibility to tailor prograns in
t he enpl oyer markets. She added that, although it is hard to
put a cost value on nmandates, insurance conpanies have
responded with figures of one to five percent of the
premum M. Hall regarded mandates as not particularly
expensive but wth the continued addition of new mandat es,
insurance costs are increased for a small group. She
indicated that research shows that as premuns continue to
rise, fewer people will purchase the insurance.

9:49: 36 _AM

STEPHANI E BI RCH, SECTION CH EF FOR WOMAN' S, CHI LDREN S AND
FAM LY HEALTH, DI VISION OF PUBLIC HEALTH, testified via
tel econference and provided information and statistics in
support of this bill. She observed that nost self-insured
maj or private enployers in Al aska, such as, Carr Safeway,
and health care institutions, such as, Providence Al aska
Medi cal Center and Al aska Regional Medical Center, provide a
conplete array of child health care visits through age
twenty-one. (copy on file in Senator McCGuire s office).

9: 54: 50 AM

SUSAN JOHNSON, DI RECTOR, COVPENSATI ON, BENEFI TS, AND HUVAN
RESOURCES | NFORVATI ON  SYSTEMS, PROVI DENCE HEALTH AND
SERVI CES ALASKA, testified via teleconference and offered
that Providence's self-funded plan provides the well-baby
coverage as recomended by the Anerican Acadeny of
Pedi atrics. Ms. Johnson reported that about seventy percent
of claims submtted are from twenty percent of those
covered. The twenty percent usually marks the unhealthiest
portion of the group. She believes it is in everyone's best
interest to keep a healthy population healthy in order to
keep health care costs down and to provide a better quality
of life. During early routine exans, potentially serious
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ill nesses can be detected, treated, and managed to reduce
costs in future energency roomvisits for the enployer and
the fam |y invol ved.

9:57: 06 AM

DR JODY BUITO, PED ATRI TI ON, PRESIDENT OF THE ANMERI CAN
ACADEMY OF PEDI ATRI CS, ALASKA CHAPTER, ANCHORAGE, testified
via teleconference in support of SB 170, on behalf of
herself and the Al aska Chapter of the Anmerican Acadeny of
Pediatrics. She reminded the Commttee that studies have
shown this to be cost effective care and stressed that a

“wel |” population only uses a snmall anobunt of the resources
avai |l abl e.
9:58:54 AM

DENNIS DEW TT, STATE DI RECTOR, NATI ONAL FEDERATI ON OF
| NDEPENDENT BUSI NESSES opposed SB 170. He asserted that it
is not an issue about the value of well-baby visits; it is
an issue of who pays. He pointed out that enployers have
limted funds for enployee conpensation and this should be
left to the enployer to decide how that conpensation is
deci ded. Each mandate added by an external force limts the
choi ces that enployers and enpl oyees have for providing and
obtaining insurance. The issue of this bill is if there
shoul d be mandates for how those benefits are decided. This
bill covers a very small portion of Alaska s population.
State enpl oyees are not covered under this bill, along wth
the big box stores. M. DeWtt commented that the big box
stores are often in direct conpetition wth small
i ndependent busi nesses. He maintained that this bill would
force a very small group of enployers to fund a decision
made by the |egislature for coverage that enployees nmay or
may not want. He estimated a one to three percent increase
in the cost of insurance and often new snaller enployers are
opting not to offer any health insurance coverage at all
because of the cost.

10: 01: 57 AM

Senator O son requested the dollar anmobunt to be paid by the
enpl oyer or the enployee when |ooking at the percentage
increase. M. DeWtt replied that he did not have that
nunber but believed the nunbers would be close to the
sponsor’ s nunbers.

Senator Thomas understood M. DeWtt’'s concern about
mandates but wondered if he had ever negotiated wth
i nsurance conpanies on behalf of small businesses to not
raise rates every tinme there was a new nandate, especially
if statistics showed there were cost savings in the |ong
run.
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10: 03: 21 AM

M. DeWtt responded that the Al aska Chapter of the National
Federation of Independent Busi nesses has not been active in
doing this, although it has occurred on the national |evel
He rem nded the conmttee that his nmenbership is small. He
believed a better avenue for negotiation would be for the
State O Al aska, who represents a |larger group and has nore
power, to get involved.

10: 05: 16 AM

Senator Elton observed that it is easy to identify cost to
an insurance plan with nmandates but nore difficult to
identify the benefits that can accrue with having a healthy
famly. He wondered if there had been a debate anobng his
menber shi p about maki ng enpl oyers recogni zes the inportance
of having a heal t hy workf orce.

10: 06: 31 AM

M. DeWtt agreed that small business enployers are
interested in having healthy enpl oyees since the | oss due to
sickness can have a greater inpact. In naking insurance

decisions, there are many factors, such as, enployee health,
age, noney, and small children. They are not suggesting the
wel | -baby mandate is not a valid program only that such
deci si ons should be nmade by the enpl oyers and enpl oyees, not
a |l egislative nmandat e.

10: 08: 48 AM

Senator MCQuire encouraged nenbers to understand that when
earlier mandates have passed, insurance conpanies have not
astronomcally raised their rates or left the state. She
rem nded them that she was open to having the bill repealed
if it did not prove cost efficient and successful.

10: 11: 03 AM

SB 170 was HEARD and HELD in Commttee for further
consi derati on.

10: 11: 20 AM

SENATE BILL NO. 226

"An Act relating to litigation brought by a vexatious
litigant; anmending Rules 3, 4, 12, and 41, Al aska Rules
of Cvil Procedure; and providing for an effective
date."

Senator Hollis French read his sponsor statenent:
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SB 226 creates a process in statute for courts to
manage the problem of |awsuits brought by individuals
who are “vexatious litigants.”

A vexatious litigant is defined as a person who,
anong other things, repeatedly litigates the sane
clainms or previous adverse decisions against the sane
parties, files nultiple frivolous |awsuits, repeatedly
files pleadings or notions that are frivolous or in bad
faith, or repeatedly engages in tactics that are
wi thout nmerit or intended to cause unnecessary del ay.

The bill allows the court to inpose reasonable
restrictions on vexatious litigants’ access to the
court. Under SB 226 a court can require conditions,
such as the posting of security or pre-filing review of
a conplaint by a presiding judge, before an action
filed by a vexatious litigant can proceed. Several
states have passed simlar legislation to control the
probl em of vexatious litigation. The provisions in this
bill are based on California s Code of G vil Procedure.

Vexatious litigation needlessly burdens the
resources of the court system and creates unnecessary
expense for individuals who are the target of this
l[itigation in the public and private sectors. It is
certainly inportant to recognize and protect the
individual’s right to litigate clains in our court
system SB 226 will only affect those few cases that
are clearly without nerit. This bill wll provide neans
for screening out extrene exanples of neritless cases
before they are filed. Please join nme in supporting SB
226.

10:15: 13 AM

Senator Elton inquired about costs to the court system when
maki ng a decision if a litigant is vexatious or not. Senator
French expressed his belief that the costs would be m nina
since the cost of deflecting the lawsuit would be |ess than
processing the lawsuit. Senator Elton questioned if there
was any discussion on inposing a tinme limt.

Senator French pointed out that on page 3, line 12-16,
identifies a “vexatious litigant, a person who reacts
wi thout a | awer, who:

(A) commenced, prosecuted, or mmintained as the
plaintiff at least five litigations in state or federal
court, other than small <clains actions, during the
precedi ng seven years

10:17: 51 AM
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Senator Huggi ns asked what would happen if the sentence
about “not” having an attorney was renoved from the bill
(page 3, line 12-13).

Senator French answered that he did not believe this would
affect the bill or any Ilawer, but deferred to the
Department of Law or the court system Senator Elton
wondered if soneone suing nultiple individuals over the sane
case could be classified as a vexatious litigant.

10: 19: 23 AM

Senator French deferred the question to the Departnent of
Law.

10: 19: 34 AM

SUSAN COX, ASSI STANT ATTORNEY GENERAL, DEPARTMENT OF LAW
JUNEAU, responded to previous questions by the comittee
menbers. She answered the question regarding an individua
filing lawsuits over a period of tinme, refraining for a tine
period, then resumng again. She indicated that this
| egi slation was nodeled after the California Code of Cvi
Procedure, enacted 40 years ago, where there is a process
for having a pre-filing orders vacated. Ms. Cox reiterated
that this legislation does not bar anyone’s access to the
courts, only places sone restrictions precedent to
litigating for vexatious litigants.

10: 23: 08 AM

Senator Elton wondered about a person becom ng a vexatious
[itigant, not over filing too many cases in the exacted tine
period, but filing nmultiple suits against different people
over the same issue, such as a neighborhood situation. M.
Cox responded again that the definition requires five
different |l aw suits over a seven year period and all decided
adversely against the filer.

10: 25: 59 AM

Senator Thomas inquired about how many people would be
consi dered vexatious litigants if this bill were |aw today.
Ms. Cox replied that about six people fall into this
definition and another six against the Departnent of
Corrections. In total, less than twenty people would be

consi dered vexatious litigants.

10: 27: 28 AM

Senat or Huggi ns wondered if the sentence regarding attorneys
on page 3, line 12-13, was struck fromthe bill, what would
be the effect. M. Cox remarked that the intention of bill
is directed toward those people who have abused the court
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system without the representation of a |awer. Lawers are
controlled by contenpt of <court or ethics regulations.
Senat or Huggi ns suggested it would not hurt if taken out.
Ms. Cox was not sure if it would add or take anything away
fromthe bill.

10: 28: 58 AM

Co- Chair Hof frman i nquired how the five and seven year nunber
was arrived at. Ms. Cox responded that it was sinply nodel ed
on the California plan that has been in place for over forty
years.

Senator Elton followed up on Senator Huggi ns’ question about
renoving the “attorney” |anguage and asked if this would
become a problem for attorneys. M. Cox believed it would
only penalize the plaintiff but there was some confusion in
the | anguage that could affect a |awer who represented a
vexatious litigant.

10: 30: 50 AM

DOUG WOOLI VER, ADM NI STRATI VE ATTORNEY, ALASKA COURT SYSTEM
responded to Senator Elton’s question about fiscal inpact to
the court system He does not see any inpact but noted that
this bill will certainly be challenged before the court by
the sane people it is intended to target.

Senator Elton wondered if M. Woliver saw a negative or
positive fiscal inpact. M. Woliver responded that there
could be sone tinme and effort saved by the court but this
bill really targets just a handful of individuals and wll
not be used that often.

10: 32: 29 AM

PETER MAASEN, LAWYER, ANCHORAGE, testified Vi a
tel econference in support of SB 226. He believed this added
a necessary tool for trial judges. Although he opposes
anyone not having access to the court system he agreed that
sonmetines situations can go too far. M. Maasen presented a
personal trial case situation where a client repeatedly sued
himand the trial judge when things did not go his way. This
has been a costly situation to him personally and to the
courts.

10: 37: 00 AM

M. Masen continued explaining the difficulties dealing

with individuals who continue to tie up court tinme wth
multiple litigations. He supported this bill and believes it
will be effective in dealing with such cases.

10: 37: 40 AM
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Senator French el aborated that the bill specifically notes
that this only deals with those individuals who repeatedly
file court cases after they have lost a judgnment from the
court. In all cases, the judge has the discretion of
deciding if soneone is indeed a vexatious litigant.

10: 39: 21 AM

SB 226 was HEARD and HELD in Conmmttee for further
consi derati on.

10: 39: 27 AM

SENATE BI LL NO. 247

"An Act relating to missing persons and unidentified
human remains.'

DARW N PETERSON, STAFF, SENATOR STEDMAN i ntroduced the bill
that he helped to draft when he was a staff nenber for
Senator Green. He read a section of the sponsor statenent
t hat says:

Specifically, SB 247:

Prohibits the disposal of wunidentified human remains
unl ess DNA sanpl es are archived.

Prohibits a |aw enforcenent agency from refusing to
accept a m ssing persons report.

Provides a detailed list of specific information to be
gathered and recorded by Ilaw enforcenent about a
m ssi ng person.

Al ows | aw enforcenent to obtain a DNA sanple fromthe
famly of a mssing person who has been mssing for
nore than 30 days and forward that DNS to an approved
facility for analysis and dissemnation to m ssing
per sons dat abases.

Requires all mssing person reports to be entered into
a National Crine Information center (NCIC) M ssing
Person File, the Unidentified person File, and the
state crinme information system

Provi des a nechanism for |aw enforcement to determ ne
if a mssing person is deened “high risk” and if so,
take i mmedi ate acti on.

| mproves procedures for handling human remains and
comunicating with the famly of a m ssing person.
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He expounded that if there was an increase in cooperation
anong | aw enforcenent agencies to locate and safely return
m ssing persons then this is a worthwhile effort.

10: 42: 32 AM

Senator Elton questioned if this falls under the “refusing
to accept” provision of a mssing persons report. In reading
page 2, Section 3, line 6, “Each |aw enforcenent agency in
the state with reason to believe a mssing person is in the
jurisdiction served by the agency shall accept a report of a
m ssing..” Senator Elton assuned that a famly nenber of a
m ssing person who happens to live in New York Gty could
call a law enforcenent person in the State of Alaska if they
bel i eved that person was heading to Al aska.

10: 43: 58 AM

M. Peterson responded that Senator Elton was accurate. A
person does not have to be an Alaska resident to call [|aw
enforcement for this kind of help.

Senator Elton wondered if a high risk mssing person, |ike
an Al zheiner’s patient, wandered from nursing honme, would
this pronpt the sane |aw enforcenment procedures regardless
of how |l ong the person had been mi ssing. M. Peterson agreed
that | aw enforcenment would have to initiate a m ssing person
i nvestigation.

10:45: 31 AM

Senator Elton remarked that earlier in the bill it states,
“regardl ess of the period of tine a person is mssing” and
wondered if this could spike a significant effort and work
load to the law enforcenent conmunity. He questioned if
there was anything in the bill that would preclude |aw
enforcement from having to act. M. Peterson believed that
the reading of the legislation allows anyone to file a
m ssing persons report even if other |aw enforcenent
agencies are actively | ooking for that person.

10: 47: 23 AM

Co-Chair Stedman referenced the three fiscal notes. M.
Peterson commented on the fiscal note’'s requests and
beli eved, since the work | oad would increase, there would be

a need for an extra |law enforcenent individual. In the | ast
section of the bill, it was inserted that there be no
retroactivity in the bill. M. Peterson confirmed there

woul d not be any additional work going back to “cold case”
m ssi ng persons. Fiscal notes could go down or disappear if
Departnment of Public Safety concern about the “mandatory”
| anguage was changed to “perm ssive.”
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10: 49: 59 AM

MARY WEIR, MATSU, MOTHER, testified via teleconference in
support of SB 247. Her daughter disappeared in 2005 and it
was nineteen nonths before her daughter’s body was
identified. She contended that if this bill had been in
pl ace, the action to find her mssing daughter would have
been immediate. She insisted that it is really inportant
legislation with many systens already in place to act and
noted that there is also federal funding and grants
avai | abl e.

10: 52: 23 AM

SB 247 was HEARD and HELD in Conmmttee for further
consi derati on.

ADJ OURNVENT

The neeting was adjourned at 10:52 AM
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