HOUSE FI NANCE COW TTEE
April 10, 2015
1:34 p.m

1: 34: 07 PM

CALL TO ORDER

Co-Chair Thonpson called the House Finance Conmittee
nmeeting to order at 1:34 p.m

VEMBERS PRESENT

Representati ve Steve Thonpson, Co-Chair
Representati ve Dan Saddl er, Vice-Chair
Represent ati ve Bryce Edgnon
Representative Les Gara

Representative Lynn Gattis
Representative David Quttenberg
Representative Scott Kawasaki
Representative Lance Pruitt
Representative Tanm e WI son

VEMBERS ABSENT

Representati ve Mark Neuman, Co-Chair
Representati ve Cat hy Minoz

ALSO PRESENT

Chris H adi ck, Comm ssi oner, Depart ment of Commer ce,
Community, and Economic Developnent; Cynthia Franklin,
Director, Alcoholic Beverage Control Board, Departnent of
Commerce, Community and Econom c Devel opnent; Jane Pierson,
Staff, Representative Steve Thonpson; Renond Henderson,
Deputy Conmi ssi oner, Departnment of Corrections; Nancy
Meade, Ceneral Counsel, Alaska Court System  Quinlan
Steiner, Director, Public Defender Agency, Departnent of
Adm ni stration; Representative Dave Tal erico, Sponsor; M ke
Peterson, Self, Juneau; Mtch Falk, Self, Juneau; Eddy
Grasser, Safari Club International - Alaska Chapter,
Juneau; Ron Sonerville, Territorial Sportsman, Juneau; Matt
Robus, Self, Juneau; Doug Larsen, Self, Juneau; Thor
Stacey, Alaska Professional Hunters' Association, Juneau,
Joshua Banks, Staff, Representative Dave Tal erico.
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PRESENT VI A TELECONFERENCE

Doug Gardner, Director, Legislative Legal Services; Carrie
Bel den, Director, Probation and Parole, Departnent of
Corrections; Al Barrett, Self, Fairbanks; Mke Tinker,
Self, Esther; Wayne Kubat, Self, Wsilla; Gary MCarthy,
Sel f, Chugiak; Dick Rohrer, Self, Kodiak; Sam Rohrer, Self,
Kodi ak; M ke Crawford, Safari Cub International, Soldotna;
Keith Baxter, Kenai R ver Special Mnagenent Advisory
Board, Sol dotna; Nancy Hillstrand, Self, Homer.

SUMVARY

HB 15 CREDI TS FOR TI ME SERVED GOOD TI ME
CSHB 15(FIN) was REPORTED out of conmmttee with a
"do pass" recommendation and wth four previously
published zero fiscal notes: FN1 (ADM, FN2
(ADM), FN3 (COR), FN4 (LAW.

HB 123 ESTABLI SH MARI JUANA CONTRCL BOARD

HB 123 was HEARD and HELD in committee for
further consideration.

HB 137 HUNTI NG SPORT FI SH, TRAPPI NG FEES

HB 137 was HEARD and HELD in commttee for
further consideration.

HB 176 REPEAL ST EMPL WAGE RAI SE; LEG S EMPL BENE

HB 176 was HEARD and HELD in conmmttee for
further consideration.

1: 34: 18 PM

Co- Chair Thonpson di scussed the neeting agenda.

#hb123
HOUSE BI LL NO. 123

"An Act establishing the Marijuana Control Board;
relating to the powers and duties of the Marijuana
Control Board; relating to the appointnent, renoval,
and duties of the director of the Marijuana Control
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Board; relating to the Alcoholic Beverage Control
Board; and providing for an effective date."

1: 35: 07 PM

CHRIS HLADI CK, COWM SSI ONER, DEPARTMENT OF COMVERCE,
COVWUNI TY, AND ECONOM C DEVELOPMENT, relayed that the bill
was the funding vehicle for the marijuana initiative and
woul d also create a board to regulate marijuana (an option
left to the legislature in the initiative |anguage). He
di scussed that the adm nistration had spent considerable
time reviewing a variety of options for the regulatory
f ramewor k. Fol | owi ng its wor k t he adm ni stration
recomended a new five-nmenber volunteer board with a shared
staff with alcohol. He explained that while sonme additional
staff was needed for the increased workl oad associated with
the inplenmentation of the initiative and a new I|icense
pool, the cost of the board remai ned reasonable at $50, 000
annual ly for board travel and per diem He relayed that the
cost was conparable to what would be required for the
Al coholic Beverage Control (ABC) Board to hold additional
nmeetings to address marijuana regulations and licensing; it
woul d provide a board solely dedicated to the responsible
and safe regulation of the new industry.

1: 37: 22 PM

CYNTHI A FRANKLI N, DI RECTOR, ALCOHOLI C BEVERAGE CONTROL
BOARD, DEPARTMENT OF COWERCE, COVWMUNI TY AND ECONOM C
DEVELOPMENT, provided a sectional analysis of the bill:

Section 1. Amends Title 4 namng the director of the
Al coholic Beverage Control Board as the director of
the Marijuana Control Board. Establishes the process
for appoi ntnment and renoval of the director.

Ms. Franklin elaborated that a mmjority vote would be
required for both boards. She continued with the sectional
anal ysi s:

Section 2: Establishes the 5 nmenber Marijuana Control
Board in Title 17 with designated seats for public
health, rural, public safety, and industry.

Ms. Franklin added that the section reflected the way the

di vi sion wi shed al cohol was regulated; not the way the ABC
Board was currently structured. The structure for the ABC
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Board was currently contained in SB 99, Title 4 revisions.
She stated that there was no requirement for a public
health or public safety representative on the current
makeup of the ABC Board. The division felt the seats were
essential in the new marijuana industry. She addressed
Section 3:

Section 3: Establishes ternms of office for board
menbers and chair, sets out requirenents for board
nmeetings and provides for board nenber per diem
Qutlines the powers and duties of the board to propose
and adopt regulations, establish qualifications for
licensure, review applications for |licensure, hear
appeals from the actions of the director, reduce the
area of a licensed prem se, and to adopt regulations
according to AS 44.63. Establishes the Dboard's
enforcement powers as mrroring those of the Al coholic
Beverage Control Board outlined in AS 04.06.110.
Provides for appointnent and renoval of the director
and establishes the duties of the director.

Ms. Franklin elaborated that Section 3 included the first
change from the House Labor and Conmerce conmttee

substitute; it put into statute the intent that the
marijuana board would neet immediately followng the ABC
Board in order to reduce spending on staff travel. She

noved to Sections 4 through 11:

Section 4: Defines board in AS 17.38.900(1) to nean
the Marijuana Control Board created by this act.

Section 5: Defines “director” as the director of the
Al coholic Beverage Control Board and Marijuana control
board. Defines “registration” to nean registration or
licensure as determ ned by regul ation.

Section 6: Amends the duties of the Departnment of
Commer ce, Comuni ty, and Economic Developnment to
include providing clerical and adm nistrative support
for the Marijuana Control Board.

Section 7: Places the Marijuana Control Board on the
list of entities whose procedural hearings are held by
the Ofice of Adm nistrative Hearings.

Section 8: Provides for a sunset date.
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Section 9: Anmends uncodi fi ed law for initial
appoi nt ment of board nenbers.

Section 10: Provides for transition regulations such
that if the Alcoholic Beverage Control Board adopts
any regulations before the Marijuana Control Board is
created, those regulations can be inplenented,
enforced, anmended or repealed by the Marijuana Contro
Board and provides that regulations adopted by the
board in any transition period take effect after the
effective date of the act.

Section 11: Provides for an i mmedi ate effective date.

1: 40: 34 PM

Co-Chair Thonpson relayed that the bill would cone before
the conmittee again at a later date for additiona
di scussi on and public testinony.

Vi ce-Chair Saddl er asked why Sections 1 and 2 both included
provi sions for the appointnent and renoval of the director.
Ms. Franklin replied that Section 1 anended existing Title
4 law so that the statutes regarding alcohol also indicate
that the director of the ABC Board was simultaneously the
director of the Marijuana Control Boar d. Section 2
addressed the sanme issue in Title 17.

Representative Gara thanked Ms. Franklin for her work on
the bill. He observed that enforcenment would be needed when
comrer ci al operations began. He believed that extra
enf or cenent staff (beyond current police of ficers,
troopers, and law enforcenent) were not necessary until
revenue was generated from marijuana. Addi tionally,
regulations would need to be developed; however, he
di sagreed with the process where the Departnment of Law
charged the ABC Board for work done by its attorneys. He
did not believe the services represented a real cost. He
questioned whether the cost should be included in the
fiscal note.

Co-Chair Thonpson believed Conm ssioner Hadick had a
comment about the possibility of not needing to hire two
sets of enforcenent officers. Comm ssioner H adick replied
that any new enforcenent officers would be cross-trained in
order to work together when traveling throughout the state.
The adm ni stration bel i eved t hat bef ore commer ci al
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operations began there would be commercial operations
starting, which would keep officers busy.

Co- Chair Thonpson surmsed that officers would be cross-
trained in order for one person to have the ability to
handl e both al cohol and nmarijuana issues.

Representative CQuttenberg pointed to the 2018 expiration
date for the board. He wanted to ensure that the date
allowed sufficient tinme for the Division of Legislative
Budget and Audit to do an accurate job to provide the
legislature with a report. M. Franklin replied that the
division would follow up with the tineline. She added that
t he sunset matched the date of the ABC Board extension.

Representative Quttenberg understood. However, he thought
the initial audit of the Mrijuana Control Board nay need
to be a bit different.

Representative Pruitt addressed board nenbership. He
thought the public health, rural, public safety, and
industry seats were fairly clear; however, the fifth seat
was either filled by a nmenber of the general public or from
the marijuana industry. He cited Sections 2(e) and 2(f) of
the bill:

(e) Not nore than two nenbers of the board nay be
engaged in the sanme  business, occupati on, or
pr of essi on.

(f) A board nenber representing the general public,
the public safety sector, the public health sector, or
a rural area, or the nenber's imediate famly nenber
may not have a financial interest in the marijuana
i ndustry.

Representative Pruitt continued that due to the |[|anguage
related to the fifth board seat, there could potentially be
two individuals with a financial interest in the marijuana
i ndustry on the board. He asked if that was the intent. He
wonder ed about the reason for the potential duplication.

Ms. Franklin answered that the "or" was included because
t he backgr ound of t he di rector was t aken into
consi deration. For exanple, if the director had a marijuana
i ndustry background, the industry would | ose a seat on the
board. Likewise, if the director had a public safety
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background, the public safety seat on the board would be
replaced by a nenber of the general public. The |anguage
was a recognition that with a five-nenber volunteer board
that would only neet a few tines per year, the director's
background had a significant inpact on the agency; it was
an attenpt to avoid background duplication between the
director and a board nenber. The replacenent by a nmenber of
t he general public would only occur if the director had one
of the designated backgrounds.

1:47:40 PM

Co- Chair Thonpson noted that the commttee would hear the
bill the foll ow ng week.

Representative GQuttenberg referred to the board nenbership,
specifically related to a nenber from the nmarijuana
i ndustry. He reasoned that there were different conponents
of the industry. He wondered if the concept had been taken
i nto account.

Ms. Franklin replied that there had been significant
di scussion related to the industry seat, particularly in
the first two years when regulations would be devel oped.
The departnent recognized there would be different aspects
of the industry just as there were in the alcohol industry.
The makeup of the board did not include a prohibition on
any certain section of the marijuana industry. She noted
that there was a section in Title 4 that prevented a
whol esaler from having a seat on the ABC Board. The
division had not identified any aspect of the industry that
would elimnate a person from consideration as a board
menber. She added that it was anticipated that there would
not be a way to represent all aspects of the industry on
t he board.

HB 123 was HEARD and HELD in commttee for further
consi derati on.

#hb176
HOUSE BILL NO. 176

"An Act elimnating geographic pay differentials for
enpl oyees of the |egislature; repealing state enployee
salary schedule increases; and providing for an
effective date.”
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1:49: 24 PM

Vice-Chair Saddler MOVED to ADOPT the proposed conmttee
substitute for HB 176, Wrk Draft 29-LS0796\E (Wayne,
4/ 2/ 15). There being NO OBJECTION, it was so ordered.

Co- Chair Thonpson noted that staff from various departnents
were avail able to answer questions.

JANE Pl ERSON, STAFF, REPRESENTATI VE = STEVE  THOWPSON,
provided the changes in the Conmttee Substitute (CS). The
geographic pay differential had been renmoved from the
| egislation due to potential problens outlined in a |egal
opinion (copy on file). The bill only addressed the Cost of
Living Allowance (COLA), which was scheduled as a 2.5
percent increase on July 1, 2015, and would not occur for
state, legislative, and court enployees. She detailed that
COLA had ranged from zero to very high rates; the previous
year it had been 1 percent. She relayed that the savings
under the legislation would be approximately $9, 296, 100
annual ly for all branches of the governnent.

Representative Gara understood the need for cost savings;
however, he recalled a three-year pay increase that was
mnimal for state enployees. He detailed that the first two
years had been increases of 1 percent, which had | agged
behind inflation, whereas, the third year was planned at
2.5 percent in order to even out with inflation over the
three-year period. He believed the bill took away the one
increase that would hold enployees even with inflation. He
asked for verification that his understanding was accurate
and rel ayed his concern.

Ms. Pierson replied that Representative Gara's nunbers were
accur at e. She reiterated that  historically the COLA
i ncreases had ranged fromzero to 4 percent.

HB 176 was HEARD and HELD in commttee for further
consi derati on.

#hb15
HOUSE BILL NO. 15

"An Act relating to credits toward a sentence of
i nprisonnment and to good tinme deductions.”

1:53: 57 PM
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Vice-Chair Saddler MOVED to ADOPT the proposed comittee
substitute for HB 15, Wrk Draft 29-LS0102\S (Martin,
4/ 8/ 15). There being NO OBJECTION, it was so ordered.

Representative WIson explained the changes in the CS. She
detailed that the word "substantial" had been deleted from
the following sentence on page 1, line 12: "...under
electronic nonitoring and the court inposes substantial
restrictions on the person's freedom of novenent..."
Additionally, on page 2, Section 3, the CS required a
defendant to request to claimcredit [toward a sentence of
i mprisonnment for tine spent in a treatment progran] 10 days
prior to a disposition hearing.

Co- Chair Thonpson noted that staff from various departnents
were avail abl e to answer questions.

Representative GQuttenberg believed electronic nonitoring
was only available in Fairbanks, Juneau, Anchorage, and
possi bly on the Kenai Peninsula. He stated that individuals
in comunities wthout electronic nonitoring were not
eligible for the program He spoke to concerns about equa
justice throughout the state.

Representative WIlson replied that the Departnent of
Corrections (DOC) had the ability to offer electronic
monitoring into other areas; however, the private sector
was not present in the areas. She deferred to DOC for
further detail.

REMOND  HENDERSON, DEPUTY COW SSI ONER, DEPARTMENT  OF
CORRECTI ONS, confirmed that Representative WIson was
correct; the departnent did have electronic nonitoring
available in other comunities (outside of netropolitan
areas). He elaborated that departnent staff was avail able
to provide a Ilist of the comunities if desired.
Additionally, the departnent was |ooking at expanding
el ectronic nonitoring in other areas in order to free-up
pri son beds.

Representati ve GQutt enberg surm sed t hat el ectronic
nmonitoring was not currently available in some conmunities
and may or may not be available in the future. He stated
that individuals currently using the electronic nonitoring
service were paying a significant portion of the fee. He
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wondered what the <cost of the service would be for
individuals in smaller communities such as Tanana.

M. Henderson answered that the bill dealt with electronic
nmonitoring on pre-trial cases (the individuals did not fall
under the departnent's jurisdiction). There was a zero
fiscal note, because there was no cost to the departnent.
He reiterated that staff was available to list current
communities with electronic nonitoring capability.

1: 59: 23 PM

Representative (Guttenberg was interested in pre-trial
information related to the legislation. He asked the
department to follow up with the information

Representative Gara was satisfied with that the CS net
intent the commttee had discussed at a prior neeting. He
asked about the <cost of electronic nonitoring. M.
Henderson answered that there was al coholic nonitoring and
GPS nonitoring; the alcoholic nonitor was slightly nore
expensive. He believed |ess expensive nonitoring was $14
per day plus a weekly $10 urinalysis fee ($108 per week).

Representative Gara stated that there was an equal access
to justice issue. He wondered why a condition could not be
made to serve all of the state's court houses to provide
rural residents with access.

M. Henderson deferred the question to the Alaska Court
System

2:01: 59 PM

NANCY MEADE, GENERAL COUNSEL, ALASKA COURT SYSTEM asked
Representative Gara to repeat his question. Representative
Gara reiterated his question.

Ms. Meade shared that pre-trial electronic nonitoring
currently existed in Anchorage, Fairbanks, Palnmer, and
Kenai. The state did not have contracts with electronic
monitoring vendors. She detailed that the defendant, who
has a third-party custodian as a bail condition, could
decide to hire the vendor to act as the third-party
custodi an. She explained that the vendor was paid for by
the defendant; the defendant brought the vendor to the
judge for approval as the third-party custodian. She
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bel i eved the cost could be in the neighborhood of $300 to
$500 depending on how nuch nonitoring a person contracted
with a vendor.

Representative Gara stated that judges were approving the
usage under their standards for safety and nonitoring. He
wondered why the court system could not specify that the
nonitoring had to be provided in a nultitude of other
communities if it was provided in several.

Ms. Meade replied that it had never been considered by the
court in the past. She stated that there was no
rel ati onship between the court and the vendor. The court's
only role was to approve or disapprove of the vendor as the
third-party custodian. She noted that the courts had not
declined third-party vendors as custodians for having an
office in one |ocation but not another.

Representative Gara believed the court system did good
wor k; however, he hoped the court would consider the issue
because it was unequal access to justice issue. He stated
that the court had done a substantial anmount on unequal
justice over the years. He asked for verification that
el ectronic nmonitoring was limted to people in third-party
custody. He discussed that the electronic nonitoring was
going to individuals who would otherwise get a third-party
custodian. He detailed that a third-party custodian had to
be with the individual 24-hours per day; the custodian
could go to jail if they did not trail the individual
constantly during the required tinme period.

Ms. Meade replied in the affirmative. She added that people
who were released on their own recognizance with no bai
conditions would not need to hire a third-party custodian
and were not covered under the |egislation.

Representative Gara discussed that third-party custody was
provided as an option to individuals who were not the nost
reliable in the eyes of the court in order to free up jai
space.

2:06:40 PM
Representative Gattis wondered if the bill was necessary to
free up jail beds and expand nonitoring statew de. M.

Henderson answered that currently the departnent was not
granting time for electronic nonitoring in pretrial

House Fi nance Committee 11 04/ 10/ 15 1:34 P. M



however, he believed the departnment had the ability. He

stated that the bill was not essential for the departnent
to exercise the ability for individuals in its custody.
However, the bill was ained at applying to individuals who

were not yet in custody.

Representative WIlson stated that the bill represented an
incentive and another tool in the court systems tool box.
She hoped the bill would incentivize people to get the
needed treatnment during the pretrial period versus while
sitting in jail. She explained that it was also an
incentive to get the time [served] credit. She anticipated
that vendors would begin to operate in smaller comunities
if they saw that the service was needed. She had worked
closely with DOC, which was doing significant work to
ensure people were getting the help they needed.

Co- Chair Thonpson asked how long a person was typically in
pretrial status. M. Henderson replied that the nunber
varied greatly; it could be several days to several nonths.

Representative GQuttenberg wondered if the bill presented an
equal access to justice issue. For exanple, a person in
Bet hel wanting access to the service in their own
community. He wondered if there was a constitutiona
guestion. M. Meade saw his point, but hesitated to say
whether it was a constitutional issue. She stated that
currently people did have the option available in
communities with vendors. The incentive to use the service
was that a person could be out of jail wth an ankle
bracelet instead of in jail pretrial. She stated that the
fact that no vendor had found it economcal to go to sone
smal l er comunities had not caused the court to deny people
fromusing the service in communities where it existed. She
deferred the question to Legislative Legal Services for
further detail.

2:10: 37 PM

DOUG GARDNER, DI RECTOR, LEQ SLATIVE LEGAL SERVICES (via
tel econference), replied that Legislative Legal Services
had not considered the question, probably because they did
not know where the service was available and where it was
not. He did not know whether the issue rose to a
constitutional level and did not want to speculate. He
surm sed that there were probably other bail conditions the
court could order in urban areas that nmay not be available
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in rural areas. He explained that based on his experience
as a prosecutor in trial courts throughout Al aska, courts
tried to adjust bail conditions to the realities of the
communities in which a person was held. He believed judges
did a good job and had significant opportunity to bal ance
out bail conditions.

Representative CQuttenberg observed that all things could
not be equal throughout the state from one conmmunity to
anot her. He wondered about tools that were available for
judges to provide a conparable option in a comunity.

Ms. Meade replied that there were a nunber of bail

conditions (around 18) listed in the general bai |
conditions statute and other statutes that cont ai ned
speci al bai | conditions for different offences. For

exanpl e, donestic violence, alcohol, and drug offences had
a few additional bail conditions. She stated that |judges
had many choices when setting bail. The last condition
applied could be anything a judge believed woul d adequately
protect the community and the rights of the defendant.

2:13:30 PM

Representative Gara discussed that it was beneficial to
provide the electronic nonitoring service to give people
the ability to work and in order to free up jail space. He
addressed that there were people who could afford
el ectronic nonitoring; however, the people who could not
afford the service or lived in a comunity wthout the
service could not get the benefit of tine served. He
asserted that people wi thout access to the service had to
be in third-party custody, which was nore onerous. He
stated that the third-party custody limtations were
greater than those on electronic nonitoring because the
person had to be tailed around the clock. He shared that he
had just learned that the individuals in third-party
custody did not get the credit for tinme served. He stressed
that the bill would create two classes of people: the
peopl e who could afford electronic nonitoring would receive
credit for time served, whereas the other individuals would
not receive credit for tinme served. He reasoned that a
sinpl e concept ual amendnent could include third-party
custody as another way to receive credit for time served
He expl ained that the amendnment would save additional jai
space for two equal groups of people.
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Representative WIlson replied that there were a |lot of
classifications. She enphasized that the bill represented
another tool in the toolbox. She highlighted that the
service was not brought forward by a judge; it was brought
forward by the person charged. She rem nded the conmttee
that the individuals under discussion had not been found
guilty of any crinme. She asserted that people who could not
make bai | may sit in jail, whi ch was anot her
classification. She reasoned that electronic nonitoring
made it easy for a person to prove to a judge that they
abi ded by any conditions specified by the court. She stated
that it was nore difficult under third-party custody, which
required a person to testify that the person they had been
tasked with watching had net all of the conditions. She
hoped that the incentive would nean electronic nonitoring
woul d becone available in additional areas statew de. She
believed it was not nore readily available throughout the
state because currently people did not receive credit for
time-served under electronic nonitoring. She enphasized
that currently very few options were available for

treatment purposes during pretrial. She stated that the
bill could not fix everything. She was willing to work with
Representative Gara on the other issues, but she did not
believe the bill was the appropriate place. She stated that
developing the bill had been a cooperative process to
ensure that everyone could live with its changes. She

want ed the opportunity to see how the changes would work in
the comng year and to neke revisions at a later tine if
necessary.

Co- Chair Thonpson noted that Representative Kawasaki had
joined the nmeeting. He added that Representative Minoz was
excused.

2:18:18 PM

Representati ve Edgnon asked if there was any scenari o where
of fenders with third-party custodians could be included in
the future. \V/ Meade replied that the idea could
potentially be taken up in the future. She stated that
until the option was in statute, the courts would not
provide credit for the time. She stated that the option
would be a policy call by the legislature, which would be
applied by the court.

Represent ati ve Edgnon hoped that in the future there would
be nuch nore electronic nonitoring utilized. He wondered
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what the departnment envisioned for the future in an era of
downsi zed budgets. He believed the option would be a
greater tool for everyone to utilize.

M. Henderson replied that the DOC conm ssioner was very
interested in expanding electronic nonitoring responsibly.
He furthered that the conmissioner did not believe
electronic nonitoring had been used effectively. He noted
that a person would not automatically receive electronic
monitoring if they conmmtted a mnor offence. He stated
that electronic nonitoring needed to be done on an
i ndi vidual basis and responsibly. He relayed that it was
one of the vehicles the departnent saw that would help
elimnate the need for a new prison. Additionally, the
department had been |ooking at the option of nobving nore
people into community residential centers.

Co-Chair Thonpson asked about the ~current nunber of
incarcerated individuals awaiting pretrial. M. Henderson
replied that as of April 3, 2015 there were 1,875 people in
pretrial.

Representative Edgnon remarked that he was also interested
to hear from the departnment on the current limtation of
vendors and electronic connectivity that was perhaps out of
the state's control. M. Henderson agreed and deferred the
guestion to his coll eague for additional detail.

CARRI E BELDEN, DI RECTOR, PROBATION AND PAROLE, DEPARTMENT
OF CORRECTI ONS (via t el econference), replied t hat
electronic nonitoring could be done anywhere GClI had
coverage throughout the state. She relayed that services
private conpanies could provide depended on their service
provi der. She addressed the issue of fairness between urban
versus rural |ocations. She explained that the service was
limted by technology; DOC would like to have the option
avai l able statewide, but it was not in the departnent's
hands.

2:22:14 PM

Representati ve Edgnon asked whose hands the issue was in.
Ms. Belden replied that the departnent was at the nercy of
the technology in sone of the rural |ocations; sone
| ocations did not have the cellular service tower coverage
or a reliable signal. Another concern was that when soneone
violated a bail condition there had to be sonme sort of |aw
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enforcenent presence in the comunity to rectify the
violation; the issue would have to be taken into account by
the court when it decided where to place a person.

Represent ati ve Edgnon conveyed his support for the bill. He
wondered if there was a scenario that electronic nonitoring
woul d be routinely used throughout the state in the state
(pre and post-trial). V5. Belden replied in the
affirmative. There was new technology that was rapidly
devel oping that she hoped would be available in Alaska in
the next couple of years that would help the state to
expand and provide a better service.

Representative Edgnon asked for verification that the
avai lability of private vendors was not a limting factor.
Ms. Belden believed the limtation was related to cellular
t owers.

Representative WIson noted that the bill had renoved the
word "private" preceding the word "residence" in order to
prevent limting electronic nonitoring to a person's hone.
She noted that a residence could be a halfway house or
ot her, which was another way the bill aimed at addressing
nore rural areas.

2:25: 05 PM

Vice-Chair Saddler asked for wverification that the GPS
el enent of an ankle nonitor was only for |ocation purposes
and the conmmunication between the nonitor and the
authorities was via cellular tel ephones. Ms. Belden replied
inthe affirnmative.

Vi ce-Chair Saddler asked whether counting tine served on
el ectronic nonitoring as equal to time served in
incarceration was too generous. Ms. Meade replied that the
issue was a policy call for the legislature. She el aborated
that one-day to one-day was the ratio currently in statute
(AS 12.55.027) for tinme spent pretrial in a treatnent
program She detailed that currently the only way to get
credit for time served was in a residential treatnent
programw th characteristics that resenbl ed incarceration

Vice-Chair Saddler summarized his understanding of M.
Meade's response to his prior question. Ms. Meade agreed.

M . Henderson concurred with Ms. Meade's statenents.
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Representative WIlson clarified that the treatnent program
had to be state-approved. Wen a person was confined to the
program they currently received the one-day for one-day
pretrial. She added that it was currently the only way to
receive the credit for tine served.

Vice-Chair Saddler |likened the current statute to the
bill'"s requirement that a person on electronic nonitoring
woul d be confined to their place of residence unless they
were working or in a treatnent center

Representative WIson stressed that in order for a person
to qualify for tinme served they were not allowed to |eave
the treatment center.

Vice-Chair Saddler clarified his point that currently the
one-to-one ratio applied only to a confined treatnent
center and that the bill wuld require a person to be
confined to hone with an exenption for going to treatnent.
Representative WI son agreed.

2:27:27 PM

Co- Chair Thonpson OPENED public testinony.

Vi ce-Chair Saddler asked how the bill would reduce costs
for the state. Ms. Meade replied that the bill would not
reduce any costs within the court system She el aborated
that it was routine for courts to issue bail orders; sone
nmodi fications my be nmade to court form orders, but that
was i nconsequential and sonmething the court did anyway. She
detailed that it was also routine for the courts to have
"Nygren hearings or 027 hearings" at sentencing where
peopl e asked for credit. She thought there nmay be sone
| onger hearings at the outset if the Ilegislation was
i npl enented, but the courts would have no fiscal inpact.
She stated that changes would be fairly routine for the
courts to apply.

M. Henderson replied that the savings to DOC were
indeterm nate. The departnent anticipated that there could
be potential savings. He stated that it was nobre cost-
effective to be on electronic nonitoring than in a "hard
bed." He stated that the cost of $22 per day versus $150
per day neant there was potentially roomfor sonme savings.
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Representati ve Gara W THDREW Anendnent 1:

BY REPRESENTATI VE GARA

Del ete "and the court inposes substantial restrictions
on the person's freedom of novenent and behavior while
under the electronic nonitoring program including
requiring the person to be confined to a residence
except for a (1) court appearance; (2) neeting wth
counsel ; or (3) period during which the person is at a
| ocation ordered by the court for the purposes of
enpl oynent, attending an educational or vocational
training, performng community volunteer work, or
attending a rehabilitative activity or medi cal
appoi nt nent "

Representative Gara MOVED to ADOPT a conceptual anendnent
that would apply the sanme rules related to credit for tine
served for people in third-party custody as for people on
el ectroni ¢ nonitoring.

Representative Gattis OBJECTED.

Representative Gara spoke to his anmendnent. He stated that
the people who would be put on electronic nonitoring
|argely had sone threat of escape or danger to society.
Additionally, there was the problem of overcrowded prisons
in Alaska and the loomng possibility of needing to build
anot her prison. He believed that the state needed to find
rational ways to mnimze the nunber of days spent in
prison, while maintaining public safety. He believed it
made sense to use electronic nonitoring, which wuld free
up prison space and would potentially be nore humane. He
beli eved the same should be done for people under third-
party custody because they had the sane restrictions and
had a person tailing them 24-hours per day. He continued
that the sanme purposes were served under electronic
nmonitoring and third-party custody; a person was required
to act under the court's conditions in both scenarios. He
furthered that a person would not receive the credit if
they violated their bail condition under both scenarios. He
noted that the two classes of people were essentially the
sanme: one class could afford electronic nonitoring or lived
in a location where it was available, whereas the other
class that did not have the service available had to find a
24-hour third-party custodian to tail them He added the
third-party custodian had to sign under oath that they
woul d be with the individual around the clock or they would
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risk going to jail. He did not believe there was any
difference between the two categories of people. He

believed the introduction of a bill related to third-party
custodians in the future was unlikely. He stressed that
currently the bill would only benefit people who could

afford the service and who lived in a comunity where it
was avail able. He opposed discrinm nating agai nst people who
did not have the service avail abl e.

Co- Chair Thonpson CLOSED public testinony

Representative WIson spoke against the anendnent. She
stated that a |obbyist had not brought the bill forward

She enphasized her commtnent towards nmaking sonething
work. She did not believe the situations highlighted by
Representative Gara were the sane because a third-party
custodi an was not awake 24 hours per day. She stated that
it was not possible to verify the novenent of the person in
custody 24-7. She stated that it was different with an
el ectronic device because it tracked where a person was at
all times. She furthered that people who know how to break
the law often knew how to break it again. She stated that
the court did not have to provide the credit if it could
not be proven that a person only went where the court
desi gnated was all owable. She did not believe the anendnent
mat ched the intent of the bill.

Co- Chair Thonpson asked the Public Defender Agency to weigh
in on the conceptual anendnent.

QUI NLAN STEI NER, DI RECTOR, PUBLI C DEFENDER AGENCY,
DEPARTMENT OF ADM NI STRATI ON, addressed whether the bil

woul d create a disparity or inequity around the state. He
stated that an inequity currently existed to a huge degree.
For exanple, people with noney could afford to nmake the
cash bail much nore easily than people w thout noney. He
believed access to electronic nonitoring actually reduced
the inequity; it was often easier to afford the cost of
el ectronic nonitoring than a large bail. He furthered that
general inequities existed around the state depending on
what prograns, treatnent, or options may be available. He
believed inplenenting the concept in statute would provide
incentive for the expansion of the program to other
communities. He noted that technology was becomng nore
sophisticated. He referred to discussion that the bil

could cause DOC to potentially expand into pretrial
rel ease. He saw the bill as pronoting release and reducing
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inequity and recidivism because it could be Ilinked to
treatment. He believed including third-party custodians
woul d further reduce inequities. He detailed that third-

party custodians served a simlar, but not identical
function. He added that the inclusion of third-party
custodians would be a policy call. He concluded that

granting credit for third-party would be a further
extension of +the general policy, but there were subtle
di fferences between the two.

2:37:59 PM

Representative Gattis comrunicated that she had signed on
as a co-sponsor of the bill. She had heard from
constituents who had kids wth infractions that were
sitting in jail instead of working or going to treatnent

centers. She stressed if they were found not guilty they
had | ost their job and sonetinmes their famlies. She stated
that if the individuals were found guilty, at |east there
was an opportunity to inspire them to get off the wong
track and nove forward. She stressed that not only did the
bill save the state noney, it would save famlies. She
stated that the bill wuld provide an opportunity to
i ndi vi dual s should they choose to utilize it. She supported
the bill and thought that the third-party custodi an aspect
woul d "bungle” the legislation. She did not believe it was
onerous for the client using a third-party custodi an, but
it was onerous to be the third-party custodian. She
stressed that the third-party custodian had to give up nany
of their Iliberties to follow soneone around. She was
reluctant to make the change. She liked DOC s attitude and
believed it was the departnment's goal to nove forward.

Representative (Quttenberg asked for a definition of
el ectronic nonitoring. He stated that there were electronic
nonitoring apps on smart phones. He wondered if the
definition only pertained to an ankl e bracel et.

Co- Chair Thonpson noted that the commttee was addressing
t he conceptual amendnent.

Representative Quttenberg thought the definition of

el ectronic nonitoring was relevant. He wondered if it could
be expanded to anyone with a smart phone.
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Representative WIlson replied that the bill focused on
ankle nonitoring. She deferred to the court system for
further detail on what it had al |l owed.

Ms. Meade replied that judges had approved conpanies that
used ankle nonitors wth GPS active nonitoring. She
detailed that a judge could designate certain exclusion
zones. For exanple, the nonitoring conpany would receive a
beep if the person went to certain areas they were not
supposed to go (e.g. the victims hone, a school, or
other). She noted that electronic nonitors measuring
al cohol existed, but were not used as mnuch.

Representative (Quttenberg asked if a GPS pretrial
nmonitoring program qualified. M. Meade confirnmed that it
was all pretrial that was covered.

Representative GQuttenberg stated that "theoretically a
judge could order this device instead of an ankle bracelet”
for someone in Bethel. M. Meade believed the court had
only approved ankle bracelets wth GPS as electronic
noni tors. She had not seen a situation where the court had
released a person wth electronic nonitoring via the
i ndi vidual"s cell phone.

2:43:39 PM

Representative Edgnon requested to hear from the court
system on whether the anmendnent would bog down the bill
knowi ng that electronic nonitoring was nore at a formative
stage. Ms. Meade asked for clarification. Representative
Edgrnon cl ari fi ed.

Ms. Meade replied that adding a third-party custodian into
the bill would be a policy call. She agreed with M.
Steiner and others who had said that there were differences
bet ween being under a third-party custodi an arrangenent and
being on an electronic nonitor with one of the vendors
known to the court.

Representati ve Edgnon asked if the amendnent gave the court
another tool to apply. Ms. Meade did not see the anendnent
as providing the court with another tool. Currently the
court could order third-party custodians; therefore, she
did not believe the anmendnent would give the court
sonething else it could offer to people out on bail.
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Representative Gattis conmented that a person wth a
monitoring app on their phone could give the phone to
anyone. She reasoned that the cell phone would have to be
attached to a person's ankle. She believed the concept of
using cellphones as nonitors was taking the conversation
too far into the weeds.

Vi ce-Chair Saddl er asked whether third-party custodi anship
provided less reliable information about conpliance than
el ectronic nonitoring. Ms. Meade replied that an electronic
nonitor provided nore reliable information about where a
person had been pretrial than a third-party custodian;
however, it could vary wth the truthfulness of the
custodi an and ot her factors.

M. Henderson deferred the question to Ms. Belden. He added
that he agreed with Ms. Meade's statenents.

2:46: 36 PM

Representative Gattis MAINTAINED her OBJECTION to the
conceptual anendnent.

Aroll call vote was taken on the noti on.

I N FAVOR: Guttenberg, Kawasaki, Edgnon, Gara
OPPCSED: Pruitt, Saddler, WIlson, Gattis, Thonpson

Co- Chair Neuman and Representative Minoz were absent from
t he vote.

The MOTI ON FAI LED (4/5).

Vi ce-Chair Saddl er spoke in support of the legislation. He
remarked on the significant cost of recidivism He stated
that the bill would provide one tool to work towards
addressing the issue. He discussed that the bill "hits
peopl e when they are recently incarcerated, when they are
nost anenable to having behavior nodified" and reduced a
person's exposure to the potential hardening aspects of
incarceration. He remarked that the service was optional on
both the part of the person incarcerated and the court
system He believed the service was a decent tool.

2:48: 11 PM
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Representative WIlson MOVED to REPORT CSHB 15(FIN) out of
comittee W th i ndi vi dual recommendat i ons and t he
acconpanying fiscal notes. There being NO OBJECTIQN, it was
so order ed.

CSHB 15(FIN) was REPORTED out of commttee with a "do pass”
recommendation and wth four previously published zero
fiscal notes: FN1 (ADM, FN2 (ADM, FN3 (COR), FN4 (LAW.

2:48: 42 PM
AT EASE

2:51:57 PM
RECONVENED

#hb137
HOUSE BI LL NO. 137

"An Act raising certain fees related to sport fishing,
hunting, and trapping; raising the age of eligibility
for a sport fishing, hunting, or trapping |icense
exenption for state residents to 65 years of age;
requiring state residents to purchase big gane tags to
take certain species; and providing for an effective
date."

2:52:13 PM

Representative WIlson MOVED to ADOPT the proposed conmittee
substitute for HB 137, Wrk Draft 29-LS0625\G (Bullard,
4/ 9/ 15). There being NO OBJECTION, it was so ordered.

JANE Pl ERSQON, STAFF, REPRESENTATI VE  STEVE  THOVPSOQN,
di scussed the changes in the CS. She highlighted the first
change that appeared in the bill title (page 1, lines 2
through 5) and read a segnment of the title: "...the fish
and game fund; providing for the repeal of the sport
fishing surcharge and sport fishing facility revenue bonds;
replacing the permanent sport fishing, hunti ng, or
trapping..." The |anguage neant that the $9 surcharge for
hat cheries in Anchorage and Fairbanks, which was due to
expire around 2021, would go directly on top of fishing
licenses. The inpact of the |anguage change appeared in
Sections 4, 9, 11, 13, 15, and 32. She directed attention
to Section 34 and explained that the revisors of statute
woul d be notified when the bond was paid off; the sections
[ Sections 4, 9, 11, 13, 15, and 32] were conditional and
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would only take effect when the bonds were paid off as
shown in Section 35.

Ms. Pierson pointed to lines 3 through 5 (page 1) related
to replacing the permanent sport fishing, hunting, or
trapping identification card for certain residents wth an
identification card that would be valid for three years

She explained that the senior card (for ages 62 and ol der)
that was currently good for Ilife, would require renewal
every three years; the card would remain free of charge.

Ms. Pierson nmoved to page 5, Ilines 1 through 4 and
addressed | anguage related to the low incone |icense. She
detailed there was a slightly different way for accounting
for the specific license, which would be based on the nopst
recent poverty guidelines set by the U S. Departnent of
Health and Social Services (instead of a set nunber) for
the previous year. The next change was also on page 5 and
related to the surcharge increase. The follow ng change
appeared on page 5, line 31 and related to nonresident
hunting and fishing |icenses. She stated that "there was
now a 75 percent raise" in the licenses. She pointed to the
di fference shown on the entire page.

Ms. Pierson addressed a change on page 6 associated wth
nonresident big gane tags, which would receive a fee
increase of 100 percent. She noved to a change on page 9
related to the fish and game conservation decal. She read
fromlines 15 through 19 on page 6:

Subject to appropriation by the |legislature, noney
received wunder this section nmay be wused by the
departnment to fund progranms benefiting fish and
wi I dlife conservation. Those progranms may include fish
and wildlife viewing, fish and wildlife education, and
prograns relating to fish and wildlife diversity.

2:57:24 PM

Ms. Pierson continued to address the changes in the CS. She
hi ghlighted I|anguage on page 9 (lines 21 through 31)
related to the renewal of free licenses for seniors.

Co- Chair Thonpson asked the bill sponsor to address the
commttee. He noted that public testinony would be heard at
9:00 a.m the following Mnday if it was not conpleted
during the current neeting.
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REPRESENTATI VE DAVE TALERI CO, SPONSOR, explained that he
had been inspired to offer the legislation because it was
about the opportunity for Al aska residents to continue to
enjoy the state's resources and to have the ability to
participate in its hunting and fishing activities. He
supported the changes made to the | egislation and was happy
with the CS.

Co- Chair Thonmpson noted that there were nultiple people
fromthe departnent avail able to answer questions.

Representati ve Kawasaki request ed an updat ed fee
spreadsheet showing current statute conpared to different
versions of the bill.

Co- Chai r Thonpson OPENED public testinony.

3:01: 09 PM

M KE PETERSON, SELF, JUNEAU, testified in opposition to
pages 4 through 6 of the CS pertaining to resident and
nonresi dent fees. He believed the resident and nonresident
fees could be doubled across the board. He shared that he
hunted in Oregon and paid $148.50 for a nonresident hunting
fee. He did not "blink an eye" at the charge because the
noney went towards keeping gane up. He stated that it had
been 20 years since the fees had been raised in Al aska and
surmsed that it could be another 20 years.

3:03: 05 PM

M TCH FALK, SELF, JUNEAU, supported the bill's prem se, but
opposed the recent CS. He agreed that the state needed to
start raising noney for its fish and gane efforts. He
bel i eved residents should be included. He stated that there
was a lot of noney left on the table through the federa
Pittman Robertson funds. He detailed that everyone
throughout the U S. paid the taxes on all sporting goods.
He stressed that other states would use the funds if Al aska
did not. He relayed that the federal nobney was a three to
one matching fund. He stated that the $10 would bring in
$30. He spoke to the lifetime |icenses. He stated that nost
people in their 60s had nmuch nore noney than people in
their 20s. He thought the tinme may have cone to sunset the
free licenses for seniors. He had been told there had been
87,000 of the free licenses issued. He surmsed that if a
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$10 renewal fee was charged every few years it was not too
much to ask, especially given that residents received the
annual Permanent Fund D vi dend.

3:05:25 PM

EDDY GRASSER, SAFARI CLUB | NTERNATI ONAL - ALASKA CHAPTER,
JUNEAU, spoke in opposition to the current version of the
bill. He relayed that a broad coalition of outdoor groups
t hroughout the state had cone together in support of an
increase for fish and gane |icenses and tags. He
appreciated the bill and Representative Talerico's efforts.
He discussed that Anerica had one of the best wldlife
conservation prograns in the world called the North
Anerican Mdel for WIldlife Conservation. He shared that
t he program had been instituted by various people including
Teddy Roosevelt and others. He explained that a user-pay
system had been created. He relayed that users had cone
before the legislature in the past to ask for an increase
or to institute a license fee. He shared that sportsnmen had
tal ked Congress into creating the Pittman Robertson Act in
1937. He stressed that the act was passed during the G eat
Depression and individuals had much |ess noney than people
did in present tinmes. He agreed with the prior testifiers
that the fees in the CS were not high enough to capture
federal Pittman Robertson funds. He believed the bill left
significant noney on the table in Pittman Robertson funds.
He recomended increasing the fees.

3:08:49 PM

RON SOMERVI LLE, TERRI TORI AL SPORTSMAN, JUNEAU, discussed
that there had been two different proposals during the
current session that both |ooked for a certain anount of
noney to match general fund noney that may di sappear from
sport fish and wldlife. He stated that there were
currently $12 mllion to $13 mllion in general funds in
the two divisions. He shared that he had been the deputy
comm ssioner for the Departnent of Fish and Gane (DFGQ
under the Walter Hickel Administration and had been
responsi ble for the budget. He discussed that the divisions
conpeted with others and had lost all of their general
funding during his time with the departnment. He expl ained
that the sportsnmen wanted the prograns to continue and were
willing to pay for them He explained that one of the
proposals had included resident tag fees; however ,
sportsnen believed it was nore workable to nove forward
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with a fairly sizable increase in |license fees for
residents and nonresidents in addition to an intensive
managenent surcharge of $10 for all hunting |icenses, which
woul d sunset in three years. He shared two graphs with the
commttee (copy on file). He explained that the first graph
showed Pittman Robertson noney that was available at a
ratio of 3 to 1 for wldlife. He detailed that the
obligated noney for fish and game was not sufficient to
match the federal noney (there was about $10 mllion in
federal funds remaining on the table). He stated that there
was a good chance a simlar amunt would remain in the
current year.

M. Sonerville respected the bill sponsor's option, but he
felt it was necessary to increase fees even nore. He stated
t hat t he Territorial Spor t snen had consi stently

communi cated the anmount of noney they wanted to generate
and how to achieve the goal. He stated that there were nany
things that federal aid was not capable of funding, such as
predator control. He discussed that the |egislature had
passed a law called intensive nmanagenent requiring the
departnment, where possible, to control predators to produce
nore game (particularly nmoose and caribou) for harvest by
Al askans. He highlighted the second graph relating to the
current predator control program Additionally, federal aid
woul d not fund conflicts related to endangered species. He
stated that endangered species conflicts related to nuch of
the econom c devel opnent concerns the state had about the
expansion of the listing of endangered species in the
state. He stressed that the regulatory process was
conplicated in Alaska and nost of the Board of Fish and
Board of Ganme  processes; information and education
pr ogr amns; and the Alaska National | nt er est Lands
Conservation Act (ANILCA) inplenentation program could not
be funded by federal aid. He spoke to federal overreach in
the state. He stressed that it was inportant to generate
enough fish and game noney in order to pick up sone of the
critical prograns. He enphasized that the contents of the
current |egislation was not sufficient.

M. Sonerville stated that the issue was not about urban
versus rural areas. He stated that the predator control
progranms had been very successful in sone areas. He used
Unit 9 as a successful area where a decline in the caribou
popul ati on had been stopped. He wanted the legislature to
tell the departnents which one of the prograns it would
like to see disappear if the funds could not be generated.
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He stressed that the prograns were currently funded wth
general funds; it was necessary to generate additional fish
and ganme funds to pick the prograns up

3:15:11 PM

Representati ve Kawasaki referred to M. Gasser's conment
about raising the non-resident fees. He observed that the
origi nal outdoor caucus's suggestions had been nuch higher.
He referred to case law in the bill packet addressing that
it was legal to <charge nonresidents higher fees than
residents. He specifically spoke to elk hunting and noted
that nonresidents paid 25 tinmes nore than a resident. He
wondered if the nunbers were simlar or in line with those
in other states.

M. Gasser replied that the organization he represented
[Safari Cub International] had offices nationw de. He
rel ayed t hat t here wer e states wher e t he
resident/nonresident ratio was far greater than 25 to 1.
For exanple, a nonresident nule deer hunting tag in Arizona
was $2, 500.

Representati ve Kawasaki stated that in version P [House
Judiciary Committee CS] the suggestion was to increase the
resident hunting fee to $40 and the nonresident fee to
$125, which was roughly 3.5 to 4 tinmes nore. He believed
the idea nmay be sonmething to consider. He wondered if there
were groups who thought that adding to the nonresident fees
woul d reduce the nunber of out of state hunters in Al aska.

M. Grasser answered that as long as raises for
nonresidents were reasonable he did not see it as a road
block to participation in hunting activities in Al aska. He
noted that another nenber of the public signed up to
testify may have a better answer as he was currently a
hunti ng gui de.

Representative Gara spoke to the nonresident fees that
seened low. He asked if the group had a proposal on how
much to increase the nonresident fees that would act as a
di sincentive to nonresident sportspersons.

M. Gasser answered that the coalition had suggested a 100
percent increase in nonresident tag fees, rather than the
75 percent in the CS. For exanple, a brown bear tag would
increase from $500 to $1000. He surmised that it could
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probably be even higher for brown bear tags, but not for
all species. He noted there were other destinations people
could hunt in North America; therefore, if the fee was
increased too high, hunters would go to other |ocations.
For exanple, hunting was available in British Colunbia and
Yukon Territories for Alaska Yukon noose, caribou, grizzly
bear, Dall sheep, and nobuntai n goat.

3:19: 20 PM

MATT ROBUS, SELF, JUNEAU, relayed that he was a board
menber of Territorial Sportsmen Inc., which was a | ocal
group; additionally, previously he served as the director
of the Division of Wldlife with DFG He believed the bil

did not increase fees enough. He opined that at a m ni num
the increases in the bill needed to account for inflation
that had occurred since the last |icense fee increase 1993,
whi ch amobunted to a 63 percent correction. He detailed that
a $25 resident hunting license in 1993 was worth $41 at

present; however, the state was still only collecting $25.
He stated that the proposed increases in the CS and in the
prior bill version were well below that level. He believed

it was true that there would not be another chance to
increase revenue to the Fish and Gane Fund for another
decade or two. He felt it was a substantial problemto not
even catch up wth inflation. He pointed out that the
departnment needed to have sufficient noney in the fund to
match all of the federal Pittman Robertson and Dingle
Johnson funds (wildlife and sport fish funds respectively)
in order to maintain the heart of the survey and inventory
prograns that allowed the departnent to recomend to the
boards how to set seasons and bag limts and to preserve as
much opportunity as possible for Al askans and nonresidents.
He stated that if the federal noney (that had increased
radically in the past several years) was left on the table,
the state would |lose out on funds paid by sportspersons.
The noney was adm nistered by the federal governnent, but
it was generated by users. He reasoned that at a tine when
the state was having financial problens, the federal aid
noney would be a boon to the state. He believed the bil
should be set at a level that would enable the state to
t ake advantage of all of the federal noney avail able.

M. Robus shared that in the early 2000s the WIldlife
D vision had been depleted of all general funds; however,
currently 13 percent of the wildlife and sport fish budgets
were conposed of general funds. He believed the general
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fund noney would probably disappear; however, the |obs
mandated by the legislature, such as intensive nanagenent,
would not be possible wthout funding. He addressed the
ability of the state to deal wth endangered species
initiatives or petitions (sonme of which he believed to be
frivolous or mschievous) represented a real cost to the
state. He detailed that it was difficult for the state to
defend against them without the ability to do research to
prove its side of the argunent. He believed it was a uni que
noment , where an unprecedented coalition of outdoor
oriented people were all asking to have the license and tag
fees increased to the level shown in a coalition letter
(copy on file). He noted that the coalition had included
the fee level it believed was appropriate in order for the
department to properly do its job and provide wildlife and
fisheries opportunity to Al askans and nonresident visitors.

Co- Chair Thonpson gave the gavel to Vice-Chair Saddl er.

3:25: 07 PM

DOUG LARSEN, SELF, JUNEAU, believed the fees in the
existing bill were not sufficient. He relayed that he had
served as the director of the Dyvision of Wldlife
Conservation with DFG in the past. He relayed that based on
his past work he had a good understanding of the budget
chal I enges the division faced.

| support the coalition's proposed rates and feel that

the anmpbunts in the existing bill are insufficient as
others have testified to. |'ve heard there nay be
concerns anong | egislators about not wanting to raise
resident fees too much. As a resident | appreciate
that. However, if you l|look at the resident and
nonr esi dent fees and contri butions, nonr esi dent

hunters have historically nmade up about 20 percent of
the hunters that cone to Al aska each year; however,
they contribute about 75 percent of the funds to the
Fish and Gane Fund. Residents on the other hand, nake
up about 80 percent of the hunters in Al aska each
year, but they contribute about 25 percent of the
funds to the Fish and Gane Fund. A simlar
relationship exists with the sports fishing fees. This
isn"t so much a reflection of inappropriately high
nonresident fees, in fact as you heard from M.
Grasser and others, conpared to other states, Al aska
was pretty reasonable in that regard. Rather, it's a
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reflection of inappropriately low resident fees
That's why |'m supporting the fee increases proposed
by the coalition

| retired last October from the Departnent of Fish and
Gane and ny incone is now less than it was while | was

wor ki ng. Nonet hel ess, like many other Al askans, |'m
willing and prepared to dig deeper into ny pocket to
pay a higher anpbunt to ensure that progranms |ike
surveying inventory, intensive nanagenent, ESA, and
access defense remain viable. This is not the first
time, | think it's inportant to note, that this fee
increase idea has conme forward. Efforts were

contenplated during M. Robus's tenure and during
mne, and nore recently during Doug Vincent-Lang's
tenure as director. However, as has been noted, up
until now we couldn't find agreenent anong the user
groups. At this point, there is strong support for
hi gher both resident and nonresident fees. In nmy mnd,
as M. Robus said, this is a huge difference from what
we' ve faced in the past.

| think it's inportant to make a quick note about the
I M surcharge concept. I'"'m not sure whether [|M
surcharge is the correct termnology to use, quite
frankly | know that some people get very anxious when
they hear the term intensive nmanagenent. Just |ike
ot hers get anxi ous when they hear the term
conservation pass or decal. The reality is that funds
that go into the Fish and Gane Fund will and should be

used for surveying inventory, intensive managenent,
and wildlife diversity. Intensive nmanagenent was a
broader application than just predator control; it

i nvol ves habitat assessnent, predator/prey assessnents
to determ ne whether in fact predator control would
even be a useful way to increase populations as M.
Sormerville related earlier. The state receives $2
mllion to $3 mllion annually from federal state
wildlife grants funds. Those funds, Ilike Pittman
Robertson nust be matched by state funds. Absent
sufficient GF or CIPs that neans a need for nore G-
funds, which nmeans sufficient increases in the fees.
Money deposited into the Fish and Ganme Fund from a
conservation pass or decal can be used to match state
wildlife grants (SW5 dollars. In the past SWs dollars
were matched by state funds to conduct research on a
variety of un-hunted species and has been successful
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at preenpting ESA listings. Exanples include, yellow
billed | oons, bl ack oyst er cat chers, bat s,
[i ndeci pherable], nurrelets, stellar sea lions. Mire
recently funds are being used to study Southeast
Al aska wolves to inform a petition to |list a species
as threatened or endangered under the Endangered
Species Act. Listings of game or non-gane species have
huge inplications for hunting and trapping as well as
for mneral and well exploration and extraction and
ti mber har vesti ng. Qovi ousl y huge econoni ¢
i nplications.

M. Chairman, the last thing I want to highlight is,
had the privilege a few nonths ago to serve on the
governor's transition team for wildlife. Wile we had
a nunber of individuals that cane to the table wth
very different opinions about things and backgrounds,
the thing was that there were several points that
there was consensus and agreenent on. That i ncluded
the need to increase and diversify revenue to the
Division of WIldlife Conservation specifically (it was
a wldlife commttee). The conservation pass that has
been contenplated is a way to do that; to diversify
and bring other wusers into fold to help with the
funding. Also, the group said that there was a need to
expand and enhance intensive managenment. Specifically,
expand intensive nanagenent aspects not just for
predator control, but for habitat assessnent and to
| ook at the predator/prey relationships that are so
inmportant to that whole program That's what intensive
managenent entails. That's where the concept of an IM
surcharge, or a wldlife conservation surcharge, or
sonmething to that effect could be very valuable.
That's the reason for its inclusion in sonme of the
di scussions that have occurred relative to the fee
increases. M. Chairman and conmttee nenbers, thank
you for the opportunity to offer testinony.

3:31:12 PM

THOR STACEY, ALASKA PROFESSI ONAL HUNTERS'  ASSCCI ATI ON,
JUNEAU, shared information about the association that
represented hunting guides in Alaska. He conmmunicated that

t he state's hunti ng gui di ng i ndustry br ought in
approximately $80 mllion per year; half of the economc
effects were felt in rural Alaska. He relayed that

according to a recent McDowel|l G oup report, 89 percent of
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Al aska's active hunting guides were Alaska residents;
however, 95-plus percent of clients were nonresidents. He
stated that as part of the coalition of sporting groups
the association was confortable supporting a 100 percent
i ncrease in nonr esi dent hunt er license and t ags.
Addi tionally, the association was confortable supporting or
slightly exceeding the inflation rate from 1993 until
present. He explained that guides had to buy a resident
hunti ng and professional hunting |icense biannually. There
were two primary concepts at the core that the association
participated in continuously, including federal overreach
He stated that w thout an adequately funded DFG and without
the ability to exert the association's role as stewards of
Al aska's resources, land, and animals, the state fel
victim to federal encroachnent. He addressed that w thout
the ability to self-fund wildlife prograns, the guides were
at the nercy of other factors that contribute to the
general fund, such as oil taxation. The association wanted
good, sound wldlife managenent to continue regardless of
oil flow and pricing. He stated that by increasing the fees
to the higher anpbunt, sportsnmen had the ability to isolate
the state's prograns from the vagaries of oil production
and price.

3:33: 56 PM

AL BARRETT, SELF, FAIRBANKS (via tel econference), testified
in opposition to the current version of the bill. He
addressed what had been conmuni cated about the CS earlier.
He had heard that page 4, Section 10 would be the current
proposal ; however, page 5 included |anguage about gross
income of |less than $29,800. He stated that it had been put
on the record that some of the |anguage would be renoved
fromthe bill. He asked if his assessnent was correct.

Vice-Chair Saddler asked for M. Barrett to repeat the
guestion. M. Barrett believed it had been put on the
record that Section 10 woul d be anmended by Section 11

JOSHUA BANKS, STAFF, REPRESENTATI VE DAVE TALERI CO, believed
there may have been a drafting error. He relayed the
sponsor's intent to use the |anguage under Section 10. He
t hought a conceptual anmendnent may be necessary.

Vi ce-Chair Saddl er asked for verification t hat t he

sponsor's intent was to have the |anguage in Section 10
remain. M. Banks replied in the affirmative.
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M. Barrett was glad the issue had been cleared up. He
shared that he had only hunted outside of Alaska once;
therefore, he did not know about the affordability of
hunting in other |ocations. He shared that his incone was
very limted, but he had I|ooked at the concept of
increasing licensing fees for the past couple of years. He
bel i eved many nongovernnmental organizations and |egislators
had | ooked at the 50 or so licenses sold in the state with
blinders on. He discussed that there were many |icenses
sold for $5 or less (e.g. waterfow, Ilow incone, and
drawing hunts). He continued that it cost the departnent
approximately $2 just to issue and produce the |icenses,
which was only a net of $3. He conmmunicated that the cost
of nobst drawi ng hunts was between $5 and $10. He stressed

that licenses were too cheap. He provided exanples about
how to increase funds by alnost $1 million. He suggested
conbining the 3, 7, and 14-day nonresident |icenses. He

believed revenue <could be increased by $513,000. He
discussed a simlar strategy wth the king salnon stanp
that could generate $465,000. He believed the |ow incone
should be reconsidered; it was a $5 that cost $2 to
produce. He believed a $10 to $20 increase in the specific
Iicense woul d be feasible.

3:40: 23 PM

M KE TI NKER, SELF, ESTHER (via tel econference), shared that
he had retired from a 25-year guiding career in 2000 and
had been a nmenber of the Fairbanks Advisory Conmttee for
over 25 years. He relayed that he and nost of his
col | eagues supported raising |license and tag fees. However,
he believed there were sone black holes. He recomended
using it as an opportunity for other changes and | ooking at
the whole picture. He applauded Representative Talerico's
efforts; however, he believed there were sone inportant
focus issues. For exanple, he stated a change would be
needed in AS 16.05.130(d) in order to keep the concepts
that M. Sonerville and M. Larson discussed. He explained

that currently there was a requirenment that I|icense fees
directly benefitted the user. The legislation inpacted over
250,000 Alaskan license purchasers and the coalition

represented approxinmately 4 percent of that nunber. He
inplored the commttee to nake sone room for the other 96
percent of users. For exanple, many of the advisory
committees had been waiting for the bill to settle. He
spoke to the concept of making DFG healthy. He reasoned
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that a nonresident nusk ox tag could be increased to
$35, 000 because the state had not sold one in eight years.
He continued that there were many other types of |icenses
or tags that the state only sold 10 to 20 per year. He
believed it was inportant to determne how many of each
license sold before increasing a fee by 100 percent or
other. He believed the bill should provide the starting
point for the discussion. He noted that there were many
other ways to raise noney w thout making huge increases to
fees. He stated that currently nost of the trapping
Iicenses sold were sold as part of conbinations. He stated
that when the conmbination tag fee was increased to the
poi nt where a person could save the noney they would have
put into supporting trapping by paying for hunting and
fishing, the state would |ose the nopney. He appreciated
Representatives Talerico, Minoz, and Keller for putting the
bill forward.

3:45: 04 PM

WAYNE KUBAT, SELF, WASILLA (via tel econference), spoke in
support of the bill. He read froma statenent:

| have lived year-round in Alaska for 39 years, 31 in
the Mat-Su Valley. | becane a registered guide in 1986
and started ny own guide business that sane year.
Al nost all of the noney nmy clients pay for their hunts
is new nmoney to Alaska and stays here. License fee
increases wll always be a tough sell, but wth
falling oil revenues | hope you will nove this bill on
wth sufficient increases to adequately fund Al aska's
wi ldlife managenent into the future. The $10 intensive
managenent surcharge is a great idea. |'m disappointed
not to see it in this final draft. The wldlife
initiatives of the 90s stop sane-day airborne wolf
hunti ng and noose popul ati ons plumeted throughout the
state. General npose seasons where | guide closed for
several years. Rural residents of Skwentna had to eat

bl ack bear neat instead of npose. |'m a resident
hunter too. Even if resident licenses double a 12-
month license to hunt nultiple species of sonme of the
world premere big gane animals will still cost |ess

than a 20 ~count box of 338 Wnchester Magnum
ammunition. Wat a bargain. As a longtine Al askan
guide | support the concept of a mnor percentage of
nonresi dent hunters paying the bulk of our wldlife
managenent. | think Alaska's wldlife and residents
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benefit from this arrangenent. | can Ilive wth
i ncreasi ng nonresident tag fees even up to 100 percent
if it results in effective ganme managenent. Thank you.

3:46: 48 PM

GARY MCCARTHY, SELF, CHUG AK (via tel econference), shared
that he had noved to Alaska in 1972 in pursuit of hunting
and fishing. He supported increasing the fees above the
figures in the CS. As a sheep hunter, he was saddened to
see the nunber and quality of the sheep declining over the
years. He stated that the departnent was reluctant to act
on many proposals put forward in the past year because
there was not adequate scientific data to support what was
occurring with the state's sheep populations. He stated
that followng the crash in oil prices in the late 1980s
al nost all sheep studies had been elimnated. He continued
that fortunately because of federal Pittnman Robertson funds
the studies had picked up in the past several years. He
hated to see the nobney go away and to have inadequate
wildlife managenent just because the information was not
avai | abl e.

3:48: 31 PM

Dl CK ROHRER, SELF, KODI AK (via teleconference), shared that
he had noved to Alaska 50 years earlier. He spoke in
support of the previous testinony provided to the commttee
by coalition nenbers. He believed resident fees should be
hi gher than those listed in the current CS. He had no
hesitation to pay higher fees. He thought it was good idea
to ook at the senior license every three years. He noted
that if the legislature chose to elimnate the free senior
i cense he would not be concerned. H s greatest concern was
federal overreach. He stated that if there was not enough
noney to properly fund managenent statew de he could assure
that federal agencies would take over managemnent.

3:50: 25 PM

SAM ROHRER, SELF, KODI AK (via teleconference), shared that
he had a guiding license and was president of the Al aska
Prof essional Hunters' Association. He agreed with nobst of
the testinony provided during the present neeting. He
stated that there had not been an increase to the |icensing
fee since 1993, which he believed was |ong overdue. He did
not believe the current CS increased the fees sufficiently.
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He strongly encouraged the idea of the $10 intensive
managenent surcharge on all hunting licenses sold. He
stressed that the current $5 increase for resident hunting
licenses was insufficient. He believed a substantive
i ncrease was needed and recomrended an increase of at |east
$15. He stated that a resident license for $40 was stil

| ess than a box of ammunition; it was affordable.

3:52:16 PM

M KE CRAWORD, SAFARI CLUB | NTERNATI ONAL, SOLDOTNA (via
tel econference), believed the license fees in the CS should
be increased. He agreed with testinony provided by M.
Sonerville and M. Gasser. He opined that the Pittman
Robertson funds should not be left on the table. He spoke
agai nst federal overreach. He believed DFG needed to be
kept infornmed. He thought that nost hunters and fishernen

in the state were nore than willing to pay their way. He
communicated that a goat, sheep, or noose tag for
nonresidents in Washington State was $1, 652, a deer tag was
$531, a small ganme tag was $183, a freshwater fishing

license was $84.50, a saltwater license was $35, and so on.
He noted that Montana and |daho al so had nuch higher fees.
He believed nonresident hunters should help to pay for the
managenent of Alaska's wildlife and fish resources.

3:54: 23 PM

KEI TH BAXTER, KENAI RIVER SPECIAL MANAGEMENT ADVI SORY
BOARD, SOLDOTNA (via teleconference), encouraged the
commttee to include a sockeye stanp in the bill. He stated
that currently the bill proposed prudent increases to
existing license fees and the board believed the inclusion
of a sockeye stanp would also be a prudent neasure. He
shared that in recent years many anglers who had previously
targeted king salnmon on the Kenai River had shifted their
focus to sockeye. He stated that the growing interest in
the sockeye fishery presented nanagenent, habitat, and
enforcenent challenges that required funding to address. He
reasoned that a statew de sockeye stanp would go a | ong way
towards providing the needed funding to address the
chal l enges. The board believed that adequate funding for
the rehabilitation, enhancenent , and devel opnent of
Al aska's sport and personal -use fisheries were essential to
ensure their sustained health going forward. He believed it
was inperative that the vitality of Al aska' s fisheries was
not jeopardized by fiscal uncertainty in its state
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government. The board hoped that a statew de sockeye stanp
nodel ed closely after the existing chinook stanp would
provide a secure source of funding for the essential
fisheries progranms well into the future.

3:55:40 PM

NANCY HI LLSTRAND, SELF, HOVER (via teleconference), shared
that she was the owner of a seafood processing plant in
Honer; the business had been a fisheries corporation for 51
years and it paid into the federal Dingle Johnson and
Pittman Robertson funds. She relayed that she did not
harvest wildlife or fish. She proposed a l|license for people
not harvesting wildlife of around $5. She explained that it
was a matter of trying to bring in funds from out of state
visitors and for Alaskan wildlife viewers. She discussed
that viewers brought $231 mllion in tax revenue to the
state, representing double the anmount brought in by
harvesters. She supported bringing in the group of people
to diversify and help to match the Pittnman Robertson funds.
She believed the state was m ssing a huge segnent of incone
derived from people that wutilize wldlife, but did not
har vest t hem She conti nued t hat i ndi vi dual s who
phot ogr aphed ani mal s, made noney, and gui ded people to view
wildlife did not pay anything into the coffers. She stated
that there were 12,000 non-gane species. She elaborated
that the wildlife action plans and state wildlife grants
needed matching funds. She stated that if there was sone
way to keep conmmon species conmon and prevent animals from
reachi ng endangered status, the state would prevent federal
oversight. She relayed that there were 18 mllion birders
in the U S who traveled. She stated that wildlife viewers
brought $2.7 billion in spending to Al aska. She reasoned
the visitors could pay a $5 license fee. She did not
believe wildlife viewers understood how it worked because
they had never been given the opportunity to contribute to
wildlife managenent. She did not believe the |icense would
cost the departnent anything. She reiterated her support
for a viewer license and a wldlife conservation decal. She
agreed that the state currently had "bargain basenent”
license fees that needed to be increased. She supported the
i dea of the inclusion of a sockeye stanp in the bill.

Representative WIson queried how to charge a tax for
animal viewi ng. She wondered if it would include a tour-
type setting. She asked if any other states had a simlar
t ax.
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Ms. Hillstrand replied that many other states had different
prograns such as |I|icense plates, badges, I|icenses, and
decals. She stated that the primary point was her belief
that the state should market to the individuals. She
believed the state could figure out a way to attach sone
sort of fee to the nunerous viewers brought to Al aska by
the cruise ship industry.

Vice-Chair Saddler relayed that public testinony on the
bill would be continued on April 13, 2015. He discussed the
schedul e for the foll ow ng day.

#
ADJ OURNVENT

4:01:41 PM

The neeting was adjourned at 4:01 p. m

House Fi nance Conmmittee 39 04/ 10/ 15 1:34 P. M



