1: 34: 44 PM

CALL TO ORDER

Co-Chair

HOUSE FI NANCE COW TTEE
March 8, 2016
1:34 p.m

Neuman called the House Finance Commttee neeting

to order at 1:34 p.m

VEMBERS PRESENT

Representati ve
Representati ve
Representative
Representati ve
Representati ve
Representative
Representati ve
Representati ve
Representative
Representati ve
Representati ve

VEMBERS ABSENT

None

ALSO PRESENT

Mar k Neuman, Co-Chair

St eve Thonpson, Co-Chair
Dan Saddl er, Vice-Chair
Bryce Edgnon

Les Gara

Lynn Gattis

David Guttenberg
Scott Kawasaki
Cat hy Munoz
Lance Pruitt
Tamm e W1 son

Pete Ecklund, Staff, Representative Mark Neuman; Joan
Brown, Staff, Representative Mrk Neuman; David Teal,
Director, Legislative Finance D vision;, Representative Lora
Rei nbol d; Representative Cathy Tilton; Representative Neal
Foster; Representative Kurt O son.
SUMVARY
HB 256 APPROP: OPERATI NG BUDGET/ LOANS/ FUNDS
HB 256 was HEARD and HELD in commttee for
further consideration.
HB 257 APPROP: MENTAL HEALTH BUDGET
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HB 257 was HEARD and HELD in committee for
further consideration.

#hb256
#hb257
HOUSE BI LL NO. 256

"An Act making appropriations for the operating and
| oan program expenses of state governnment and for

certain progr ans, capitali zing funds, maki ng
reappropriations, making supplenental appropriations,
and meki ng appropriations under art. [|X sec. 17(c),

Constitution of the State of Al aska, from the
constitutional budget reserve fund; and providing for
an effective date."

HOUSE BI LL NO. 257

"An Act making appropriations for the operating and
capital expenses of t he state's i ntegrated
conprehensive nental health program and providing for
an effective date.™

1: 34: 53 PM

Co- Chair Neuman di scussed the neeting agenda. The conmttee
woul d hear amendnents to the operating budget.

Co- Chair Neunman MOVED to ADOPT Amendnment 1 (copy on file)
[ Note: due to the length of the anmendnent it has not been
fully included in the m nutes]:

EXPLANATI ON:

In January 2015, the FAA contacted the Departnent of

Revenue regarding tracking the proceeds of the
aviation fuel tax to ensure that the state was neeting
federal requirenments (federal register volune 64,

nunmber 30, page 7716--February 16, 1999). The federal

government requires proceeds of aviation fuel taxes—
and other revenue from airports constructed wth
federal receipts—+to be spent for capital or operating
costs of airports. Previously, the State (and FAA)

considered expenditure tracking unnecessary because
annual state expenditures on airports far exceeded
annual aviation revenue.
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Three fund codes were created in response to the
federal concern for nore explicit tracking. Code 1239
(Avi ation Fuel Tax) Wil | be used to track
appropriations of aviation fuel tax collections, code
1244 (Rural Airport Receipts) wll be used to track
appropriations of rural airport |ease, other receipts/
and code 1245 (Rural Airport Receipts I/A wll be
used to track appropriations of rural airport |ease/
other receipts from other state agencies. The codes
are classified as dedicated (Qher) funds (due to the
federally restricted use of airport revenue) and may
be used in the DOT&PF budget for capital or operating
appropriations for airports. The reclassification of
expenditures from general funds to dedicated revenue
will also require the Departnent of Revenue to
reclassify the revenue streamas restricted revenue.

Avi ation Fuel Tax receipts will be appropriated based
on the nost recent closed fiscal year’'s actual tax
collections. So for FY17, the appropriation |evel
woul d be the amount of FY15 collections, which were
$4.7 mllion.

This anendnent is a net zero fund source change.
Co- Chair Thonmpson OBJECTED for discussion.

PETE ECKLUND, STAFF, REPRESENTATIVE MARK NEUMAN, expl ai ned
the anendnent. He directed attention to the explanation on
page 3 of the anendnent. He explained that there had been a
change to federal law requiring the state to track aviation
fuel tax and |easing revenue and show that revenue was
being spent on rural airports. He detailed that three new
tracki ng codes had been set up by the Legislative Finance
D vision. The anendnent was a net zero fund source change.
He furthered that the system would track airport gas tax
and | easing revenues the proper way and to denonstrate that
the funds were spent on rural airports, per federal
gover nnent requirenents.

Co- Chair Thonpson W THDREW his OBJECTION. There being NO
further OBJECTI ON, Anmendnent 1 was ADOPTED

Co- Chair Neuman MOVED to ADOPT Amendnent 2 (copy on file):

DEPARTMENT: Commer ce, Comuni ty and Econom ¢
Devel opnent
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APPROPRI ATI ON: Al aska Gasl i ne Devel opnent Corporation
ALLOCATI ON: Al aska Gasl i ne Devel opnment Cor poration

ADD: $6,231,600 In-State Natural Gas Pipeline Fund
(1229)

$4, 154,400 Al aska Liquefied Natural Gas Project Fund
(1235)

POSI TI ONS: Add: 26 Permanent Full-time Positions

EXPLANATI ON:

This anendnent funds AGDC in FY17. Al funding and
positions in the agency were renoved in the commttee
substitute. This anmendment establishes AGDC s FYI 7
operating budget authority at $10,386.0 and restores
26 positions. The 60/40 split of fundi ng between codes
1229 and 1235 reflects the anticipated workl oad of the
agency.

AGDC s FY16 budget was $13,249.9 with 38 PCNs.
AGDC s FY17 CGovernor’s Request was $12,949.8 with 38
PCNs

This anmendnment is a $2.6 mllion (20% reduction from
the Governor’s Request and a reduction of 12 full-tinme
positions. Travel expenses and commodities have been
reduced to reflect spending expectations.

The Corporation’s two allocations will be consolidated
into one allocation. This structure allows AGDC to
i npl enent the organi zati onal changes necessary to nore
accurately refl ect t he corporation’s t hree
programmatic responsibilities — Alaska LNG ASAP and
I n-State Gas Aggregati on.

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for di scussion.

M. Ecklund expl ained that Amendnent 2 restored funding for
Al aska Gasline Devel opment Corporation (AGDC) for FY 17. He
detailed that the anendnent reflected a $2.6 mllion (20
per cent) reduction from the governor's request. He
el aborated that after holding hearings on AGDC s budget,
the Ilegislature asked AGDC to further examine their
nunbers. The anendnent represented nunbers AGDC had cone
back with. The anendnment also reduced positions from 38
positions to 26 positions. He explained that there were
existing funds in the AKLNG Fund [ Al aska Liquid Natural Gas
Fund] to pay for the state's share of pre-FEED [Front End
Engi neering and Design] activities (the conpletion of
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technical work). He noted that there had been funding
requests from the Departnent of Law (DCOL), Departnent of
Nat ural Resources (DNR), and Departnent of Revenue (DOR),
which were not included in the anmendnent. He believed it
was Co-Chair Neuman's intent to hold additional hearings on
the request from DOL, DOR, and DNR for pre-FEED activity.

Co-Chair Neuman replied in the affirmtive. He reiterated
that the anmendment would fully fund AGDC up to FEED.

M. Ecklund agreed. He detailed that AGDC al ready had funds
appropriated for cash calls in the AKLNG Fund to get
through the state's share of pre-FEED technical work.

Representative Gara did not know how the governor felt that
AKLNG (the large pipeline project) would be short-funded.
He spoke to the In-state Natural Gas Pipeline Fund and did
not believe the state could afford to fund a large and
smal | pipeline simultaneously. He remarked that a certain
amount of the AGDC request related to finishing an
envi ronment al i npact st at enent (EI'S) for the small
pi peline. He noted that the |egislature had been told the
ElIS could be delayed by another year in order to provide
time to get a fuller picture on whether or not the large
line would go forward. He did not support spending noney on
two pipelines when only one would conme to fruition. He
wanted to know the reason for not including the governor's
request on the | arge pipeline.

1:41:12 PM

Co-Chair Neuman replied that the commttee had denied the
governor's request for DNR, DOR and DOL in order to hear
from the departnents in later hearings how the additiona
nmoney would be spent. He referred to recent news reports
that the plan on how the state would nove forward with the
gas pipeline was changing. He wanted to ensure that the
coonmittee was in the know, therefore, they would hold
addi tional hearings. He stated that AGDC was funded up to
that point [through FY 17].

M. Ecklund affirmed that the funding for AGDC and the
state's share of the <costs for pre-FEED activity was
already in the AKLNG fund, which would continue. He agreed
that that the co-chair intended to hold further hearings on
the requests from DO., DNR, and DOR
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Representative Gara asked if the anmendnent was only $2.6
mllion | ess than the governor's request. He asked if there
were additional funds the governor had requested for DOR
DCOL, and DNR that were not included in the anendnent.

M. Ecklund explained that the $2.6 mllion reduction had
come from AGDC after the corporation had further considered
its budgetary needs for FY 17.

Co-Chair Neuman remarked that AGDC understood the state's
current fiscal situation and was doing its part by reducing
its budget.

Represent ati ve Kawasaki spoke to the AGDC budget reduction
and wondered whether it really needed all of the funds if
funds would not be allocated to DO., DNR and DOR He
wondered if the departnment would be able to conplete its
m ssion without the rest of the funds.

Co- Chai r Neuman understood, but stated that the |egislature
did not know how much noney the departnents needed because
t here had been significant changes.

M. Ecklund explained that the state's cost of pre-FEED
technical work was already funded; it had been appropriated
the past fall during special session. The agency had all of
the funds required to get through pre-FEED. The state's
share of the technical work for pre-FEED was funded and
woul d continue. The requests for DOL, DNR, and DOR were on
top of and beyond the technical work that all four AKLNG
project partners paid for jointly. He clarified that the
commttee would explore the departnents’ requests in
further detail in com ng weeks.

Representative Gara MOVED t o ADOPT conceptual Amendnent 1
Co- Chair Neuman OBJECTED for di scussion.

Representative Gara explained that the conceptual amendnent
woul d del ete the funding dedicated to the EIS for the small
pipeline. He remarked that the legislature could |ook at
the issue the following year once progress on the |[arger
pi peline had been determned. He did not believe the state
could afford to pay for two pipelines at the sanme tine. He
detailed that AGDC had stated it could put off work on the
small pipeline EIS for one year without any harm to the
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project. He reasoned that it was not the favored pipeline
anyway.

Co-Chair Neuman believed the Alaska Stand Al one Project
(ASAP) had started the environmental work, which was
expected to be conpleted in the current year. He stated
that the work from the project could be sold back to sone
of the other conpanies; it had been part of the origina
agr eenent .

1:45:56 PM

Co-Chair Neuman MAINTAINED his OBJECTION. He stated that
the environmental wrk was needed and the state was
expected to be reinbursed for the cost.

Co-Chair Thonpson stated that the [environnental] process
had al ready been started and significant funds had already
been spent. He reasoned that if the process was halted it
woul d have to start over from the begi nning and woul d cost
the state nuch nore noney.

Representative Gara relayed that he had spoken with AGDC
and had been told that the EIS work would not have to start
over; the work would be delayed for one year and it would
not cause danage to the project. The result would be saving
noney while the state determ ned which pipeline would nove
forward

Aroll call vote was taken on the notion.

I N FAVOR. Gara, Kawasaki
OPPCSED: Edgnon, Gattis, Gut t enber g, Munoz, Pruitt,
Saddl er, W1 son, Thonpson, Neuman

The MOTI ON to anmend Amendment 2 FAILED (2/9).

Co- Chair Thonpson W THDREW his OBJECTION to Amendnent 2.
There being NO further OBJECTI ON, Anendnment 2 was ADOPTED

Co- Chair Neunman MOVED to ADOPT Anmendnment 3 (copy on file)
[ Note: for full amendnent expl anation see copy on file]:

PART A

DEPARTMENT: Transportation and Public Facilities
APPROPRI ATI ON:  Hi ghways, Aviation and Facilities
ALLOCATI ON: Nort hern Regi on Hi ghways and Avi ation
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ADD: $1, 414,000 Vehicle Rental Tax Receipts 1200
DELETE: $1, 414,000 Ceneral Funds 1004

PART B

DEPARTMENT: Law

APPROPRI ATION: Crim nal Division
ALLOCATI ON:  $340, 000 UGF (1004)
PCSI TI ONS: ADD: 2 PFT

PART C

DEPARTMENT: Law

APPROPRI ATION: Crimnal Division

ALLOCATI ON: Crim nal Appeal s/ Special Litigation
ADD: $318, 700 UG- 1004

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for discussion.

1:48: 14 PM

M. Ecklund explained that the anendnent would use $1.414
mllion of available vehicle rental tax receipts for
Departnment of Transportation and Public Facilities (DOT)
northern regi on highways and aviation and would reduce the
Undesi gnated CGeneral Fund (UGF) funding to DOT by the sane
amount. He detailed that the amendnent would add the $1.414
mllion on top of $5 million in vehicle rental tax that had
al ready been used in DOI. Part B of the amendnent woul d
all ocate $340,000 to the DOL for a district attorney in
Dillingham Part C would add $318,700 for the public
integrity unit in DQOL.

Representative Quttenberg asked about the inpact on Parks
and Managenent and Access allocation [explanation section
of Part A of Amendnent 3].

M. Ecklund answered that the information had been incl uded
for explanation purposes. He detailed that the nonies had
al ready been appropriated to the budget. The information
speci fied where other vehicle rental tax was appropriated
in the budget; the amendnent would make no changes to that
area of the budget.

Representati ve Kawasaki wondered if the fund source was
being utilized because there were additional anticipated
tax receipts through vehicle rental tax.

M. Ecklund replied in the negative. He explained that they
had | ooked back to FY 15 collections; the $1.414 mllion
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was the remai ning bal ance that had not yet been used in the
budget from FY 15 collections of vehicle rental tax.

Representati ve Kawasaki surmised that it reflected an extra
fund [vehicle rental tax receipts] that could be tapped and
substituted for GCeneral Funds (GF). M. Ecklund answered
that it was an ongoing vehicle rental tax. The anendnent
woul d use a prior year's collections of the tax instead of
a future projection; its availability had been overl ooked
until now.

Vice-Chair Saddler spoke to Part C of the anendnment. He
noted that he chaired the DOL budget subcommttee and had
asked the departnent about the purpose of building up the
Public Integrity Unit. He had wanted to ensure there was no
lack of public integrity and had been assured that the
funds would aid the unit in providing faster prosecution of
police use of force, injuries or deaths in the Departnent
of Corrections (DOC), and fraud perpetuated against the
state primarily in procurenent. He understood that the unit
aimed to increase public confidence that the crines would
be pronptly investigated.

1: 52: 03 PM

Representative WIson was concerned by Anendnent 3. She was
fine with using $1.4 million of vehicle rental tax in place
of G- to take care of the northern region highway. She
believed that when people pay tax on their vehicles they
want the funds to go to roads. She was concerned that the
amendnent would take G- noney to fund actual positions. She
recalled that the conmmittee had asked DOL to determ ne
areas where work could be done nore efficiently and she
surmsed that the departnent believed the Dillingham
district attorney office would be nore efficient. Her
| arger concern was that nore funds would be allocated to
DOL. She asked if there would be a new position and whet her
it would only have funding for one year. She was concerned
that costs may be offset in one area that may not be there
the following year. She did not support putting G- into
positions that may go away.

Co-Chair Neuman replied that the item had been brought to
the co-chairs by the attorney general due to significant
concern about corporate fraud that DOL believed should be
adjusted. He asked Vice-Chair Saddler to provide a further
expl anation of the Public Integrity Unit.
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Vice-Chair Saddler reiterated his earlier statement that

the funds would backfill extra "investigatory nuscle" to
the investigation unit. He added that a new unit would not
be established. The noney  woul d go to backfi |

investigation capacity that had dimnished as other
prosecutors had been reduced. The goal was to have sone
forensic counting expertise and other i nvestigatory
horsepower along with sone attorneys who were experts in
[itigation.

1:54:46 PM

Representative Gara requested to add his nanme as a
cosponsor to the anendnent. He spoke to the Public
Integrity Unit and explained that DOL was not able to
adequately prosecute white-collar crine; it wuld mke

nmoney for the state if the departnent had the ability to
prosecute the crines and recover noney for fraud against
the state. He Dbelieved white-collar crinme should be
prosecuted. He nentioned the necessity for the Dillingham
office. He restated that the anendnent would give DCOL the
power to prosecute crimes that were not currently being
pr osecut ed.

Co- Chair Neuman relayed that the co-chairs had | ooked hard
at the itenms to ensure that they would not cost the state
additional funds. The expectation was that the investnents
would return the noney it cost to run the unit and would
make Al aska a better place |legally.

Representative Edgnon asserted that having a district
attorney in Dillingham would better serve the region and
woul d save noney in the Departnment of Public Safety (DPS)
DOC, DAL, and the Al aska Court System

1:56: 47 PM

Representative Gattis struggled with the first part of the
anendnent. She understood that the departnent nmay need hel p
to address white-collar and other crinmes. She did not
support changing the fund source in Part A of Anendnent 3.
She woul d support splitting the anendnment into three parts.

Co-Chair Neunman explained that the anmendnent replaced G-
nmoney with other dollars that were available. He opined
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that the legislature should use the available funds to
reduce General Fund expenditures.

Co- Chair Thonpson W THDREW hi s OBJECTI ON.

1: 58: 05 PM

Representative WIson MAI NTAI NED  her OBJECTI O\ She
objected to taking G- noney from northern regions that may
or may not be available in the future. She likened it to a
one-tinme increnment. She did not support the change in fund
sour ce.

Co- Chair Neunman noted that every departnent's fundi ng ended
at the end of the fiscal year and started over with the use
of Gr.

Representative WIl son responded that she understood that.

Representative Gara remarked that he did not believe the
anmendnent took any noney from the northern region of DOT.
He asked for detail.

M. Ecklund explained there was a net zero change in the
anendnent; the northern region had the sane anount of noney
and woul d utilize the vehicle rental tax of $1.4 mllion. He
furthered that $1.4 mllion in UG would be subtracted from
the departnment's budget. The budget was funded at the sane
|l evel with a change in fund source.

Aroll call vote was taken on the notion.

I N FAVOR: Gar a, Gut t enber g, Kawasaki , Munoz, Pruitt,
Saddl er, Edgnon, Thonpson, Neuman

OPPCSED: Gattis, WIson

The MOTI ON PASSED (9/2). There being NO further OBJECTI ON
Amendnent 3 was ADOPTED.

2:00:12 PM

Co- Chair Neuman MOVED to ADOPT Anmendnent 4 (copy on file):

DEPARTMENT: Heal th and Soci al Services
APPROPRI ATI ON: Publ i ¢ Assi stance

ALLOCATI ON: Public Assistance Field Services
ADD: $500, 000 General Funds 1004

House Fi nance Conmmittee 11 03/08/16 1:34 P. M



EXPLANATI ON:  The Governor’s FY2017 proposed budget
requested a transfer of $500.0 UG- from Wirk Services
conponent to Field Services conponent for D vision of
Public Assistance to nmaintain needed staffing |evels.
This transaction was requested to “true up the budget”
to match expenditures over the past few years. Public
Assi stance has internally nmade this transfer through a
revi sed program approved through OMB in past years.
This request in FY20 17 was to enact this transfer in
t he budget. The Legislative Finance Analyst classified
this transfer as an increnent request instead of a
transfer. DPA wuld need to delete at Ileast 10
positions (with the corresponding l|oss of federal
funds) to neet this reduction. This would severely
hanmper eligibility determ nations which could lead to
federal non-conpliance and a corrective action plan.

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for discussion.

Vi ce-Chair Saddl er explained the anendnent. He rel ayed that
when the committee had addressed the Departnent of Health
and Social Services (DHSS) budget the first tinme, the item
had been presented by the departnment as an increnent.
Subsequently, it had been determ ned that the item had not
been properly categorized; it was sonething the departnent
had used to transfer noney within the appropriation from
Wrk Services to Field Services. The anendnent represented
a transfer. He stressed that taking the itemas a cut would
cost the state another $500,000 in federal funds and woul d
put the state at risk of a corrective action order and
significant federal penalties. The anendnent would retain
the federal funds and G- and kept the state out of
conpliance problenms. He stated that it was a technical fix.

Representative Gara appreciated that the conmttee was
fixing the problem He requested to add his nane as a
cosponsor to the anendnent.

Representative Kawasaki referred to the $500,000 federal
funding match. He asked if the amendnent should have
federal funds added to it. He asked to be added to the
amendnment as a cosponsor.

2:01: 56 PM
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Representative Gattis wanted to ensure she understood the
amendnent. She surmsed that the $500,000 in general funds
woul d have an exact match of $500,000 in federal funds.

Vi ce- Chair Saddl er agreed.

Co- Chair Thonmpson W THDREW hi s OBJECTI ON

There being NO further OBJECTI ON, Anendnment 4 was ADOPTED

2:02: 47 PM

Co- Chair Neuman MOVED to ADOPT Anmendnment 5 (copy on file):

DEPARTMENT: Heal th and Soci al Services
APPROPRI ATI ON: Seni or and Disabilities Services
ALLOCATI ON:  Seni or Conmunity Based Grants

ADD: $450, 000 General Funds 1004

EXPLANATION: Honme and Community Based Senior G ants
fund non-profit agencies to provide services to
physically frail individuals 60 years of age and over,
individuals of any age with Al zheiner's D sease or
Rel ated Disorders (ADRD), and caregivers to assist
these Alaskans to maintain as much independence as
possible and inprove their quality at hone or in a
comuni ty-based setting. This restores funding to the
| evel proposed by the Governor.

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for discussion.

Vi ce-Chair Saddl er explained that the DHSS subcommttee had
proposed the item as a budget cut; however, during public
testimony the House Finance Commttee had heard significant
public interest for maintaining the services. The grants
woul d save the state noney by helping senior citizens
remain in their homes instead of noving to expensive
institutional care. The anmendment would reinstate the funds
[ $450, 000 GF] for senior comunity based grants.

Co-Chair Neuman asked for verification that the anmendnent
woul d save the state noney.

Vice-Chair Saddler replied in the affirmative.

Representative Gara supported the anendnent. He relayed
that if the cut had been maintained there would have been
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cuts to the Meals on Weels, senior nutrition progranms, and
other. He referred to testinony that someone had been able
to get a lift installed in their shower that enabled them
to take a shower for the first time in a year. He spoke to
the return of the funds for individuals with Al zheinmer's
and other. He asked to add his nanme to the amendnent.

2:04: 43 PM

Representative WIson spoke in opposition to the anmendnent.
She shared that she volunteered for nunerous nonprofits.
She noted that some of the nonprofits also helped wth
wheel chair grants, the elderly, and others needing a hand.
She believed there were other resources (e.g. Mdicaid and
other) that provided the services to seniors. She did not
support adding the services back in. She nentioned revenue
enhancenents that would be comng later in the session -
she was not certain the group would be gaining. She did not
have a list of all of the existing nonprofits in Al aska,
but the state had one of the biggest nunber of nonprofits
per capita.

Representative Quttenberg spoke in support of t he
anendnent. He spoke to the concept of continuum of care for
seniors. He reasoned that there were many things the state
could do to prevent the expenses from escalating into the
next higher category. He believed the use of funds was
humane, cost-efficient, and cost-effective.

Vice-Chair Saddler remarked that the state provided
numerous benefits for many people who either need or want
them (or both). He stressed that the state faced a
tremendous budget challenge. He remarked that it was not
possible to provide every service that people may benefit
from but they could not cut every service either. He
pointed to significant public testinony about the need of
t he service.

Co- Chair Thonpson W THDREW hi s OBJECTI ON

2:08:16 PM

Representative Wl son MAI NTAI NED her OBJECTI ON.

Aroll call vote was taken on the notion.
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IN FAVOR  Quttenberg, Kawasaki, Minoz, Pruitt, Saddler,
Edgnon, Gara, Thonpson, Neuman
OPPOSED: Gattis, WIson

The MOTI ON PASSED (9/2). There being NO further OBJECTI ON,
Amendnent 5 was ADOPTED.

2:08: 57 PM

Co- Chair Neuman MOVED to ADOPT Anmendnment 6 (copy on file)
[Note: for full amendnent explanation see copy on file]:

DEPARTMENT: Commer ce, Comuni ty and Econom ¢
Devel opnent

APPROPRI ATI ON: Al aska Energy Authority

ALLOCATI ON: St atewi de Project Devel opnent, Alternative
Energy and Efficiency

ADD: $2, 000, 000 Renewabl e Energy Grant Fund (1210)

Page 73, followng line 7:

I nsert a new subsection to read:

“(u) The sum of $250,000 is appropriated from federal
receipts to the energing energy technology fund (AS
42.45. 375) for capital projects.’

Co- Chair Thonmpson OBJECTED for discussion.

Representative Pruitt stated that his nane was on the
anendnent because it did not use G-. He explained that the
Department of Conmerce, Community and Econom ¢ Devel opnent
(DCCED) had made a m stake on prior information given about
its budget needs for the comng year. He furthered that the
co-chairs had elected to bring the item forward for
consideration by the full commttee. The anmendnent nanaged
the 133 existing grants from noney previously allocated.
The second part of the anendnent was related to federal
recei pts sent to the Energi ng Technol ogy Fund that had been
| eft out when the governor had offered his anmendnents.

Co- Chair Thonpson W THDREW his OBJECTION. There being NO
further OBJECTI ON, Anmendnment 6 was ADOPTED.

2:10:40 PM

Co- Chair Neuman MOVED to ADOPT Anmendnent 7 (copy on file)
[ Note: for full amendnent expl anation see copy on file]:
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DEPARTMENT: Heal th & Soci al Services

APPROPRI ATI ON: Behavi oral Heal th

ALLOCATI ON:  Behavioral Health Treatnment & Recovery
G ants

Add a new section titled Health and Social Services
following section 7 to read (FY16 effective date):

The sum of $30,000,000 is appropriated from the
general fund to the Departnent of Health and Soci al
Servi ces, Behavi or al Heal t h, Behavi or al Heal t h
Treatment and Recovery Gants for a pilot program to
devel op additional substance use disorder ( SUD)
services for the fiscal years ending June 30, 2016,
June 30, 2017, June 30, 2018 and June 30, 2019.

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for di scussion.

Co- Chair Neuman explained that the anendnent addressed an
i ssue he had been working on for the past three years. He
stated that three years earlier he had placed intent
| anguage to bring together the Al aska Mental Health Trust
Aut hority (AWVHTA) and different departnments (Courts, DO,
DOC, and DHSS) related to conbatting drug and al cohol
abuses in the state. He discussed that recently |egislation
had been passed on the House floor - one of the nmjor
things legislators heard from constituents was about drug
and al cohol problens in comunities. He noted that people
were breaking into hones in order to support their drug
habits. He stressed the inportance of providing treatnent
to the state's residents. He explained that the funding in
t he amendnent would go to filling gaps; a gap anal ysis had
been done on DHSS to determ ne where the needs resided. He
enphasi zed that the funds would not go towards starting new
prograns, but would assist existing ones. He discussed the
problems heroin and cocaine had caused throughout the
state. The funds would be $10 mllion annually for three
years, which would result in substantial savings to the
state. He believed it would help state troopers dealing
with the individuals. He spoke to the difficult job facing
the state's troopers. He noted that 90 percent of the
Pal mer court cases were related to substance abuse issues.
He shared that he had spoken to the chief justice about
efforts wunderway to provide treatnment after arrest as
opposed to post-sentencing with the goal to reduce costs in
the state. He noted that 40 percent of incarcerated
individuals were pretrial. He spoke to the significant
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anount of public testinony the comrittee had received on
the topic. He stressed that there was a definite need to
increase safety in the state's communities.

2:14: 12 PM

Vice-Chair Saddler supported the initiative for many
reasons. First, it was fast. He detailed that he had heard
from his comunity that heroin and opioid abuse in the
state's comunities was ranpant. He remarked that the
program was targeted at filling gaps in the system not at
creating new systens or facilities. He was happy that the
program would be results-based and was pleased with the
efforts of DHSS. He noted that the program would partner
with AWMHTA (that served beneficiaries suffering from
substance abuse disorders) and with local comunities. He
referred to conversation in the press about whether he was
conpassi onate enough with drug addicts. He assured people
that he had insights into the substance abuse treatnent
community and he wunderstood that treatnent helped. He
stressed that people had to want to get better. He
cautioned people that the funds were not an endless
checkbook. He encouraged people taking advantage of the
opportunities to "do it once, do it right, and get
straight."

Representati ve Kawasaki thanked Co-Chair Neuman for the
anendnent. He asked to be added as a cosponsor to Anendnent
7. He wondered where the $30 mllion had conme from

M. Ecklund explained that it was a one-tine $30 mllion
appropriation from FY 16 that would be used to fund the
grants for FY 17 through FY 19. There would be a Request
for Proposal process (RFP) established by DHSS to award
grants to fill the gaps in services.

Representative Kawasaki asked for verification that the
funds were unexpended from the prior year's budget. M.
Ecklund replied that there had been a $5 mllion additional
cap placed on what was needed to fund HB 2001 [operating
budget bill passed in a second special session in 2015].
Additionally, Legislative Finance Division and the Ofice
of Managenent and Budget had thought that the Statutory
Budget Reserve (SBR) was enpty; however, in actuality it
contai ned $288 million.

2:17:41 PM
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Representati ve Kawasaki supported the anendnment. He wanted
to ensure the noney trail was followed accurately. He noted
that the dialog in the amendnent specified that the funds
would go to behavioral health treatnent grants for pilot
prograns to devel op additional substance abuse services. He
asked for detail

M. Ecklund replied that the intent of the anmendnent/pil ot
program was to provide a continuum of care and to fill
gaps. He explained that individuals with a substance abuse
probl em needed to detox prior to treatnment; often tines
there was no detox facility available, which neant
individuals were put on a waiting list and could nean they
may change their mnd about treatnment by the tinme a spot
was available. The anendnent aimed to identify gaps in

treatnent and offer RFPs by DHSS to fill the gaps. The goa
was to create space for individuals to enter detox and to
fill other gaps in order to get people treatnent when they
want ed.

Representative Kawasaki referred to the $30 mllion ($10
mllion annually for three years). He wanted to ensure DHSS
knew that the legislature intended to nonitor the progress.
He observed that there was no intent |anguage related to
how the funds would be spent. He wondered about ensuring
the funds were expended in the correct way.

Co-Chair Neuman stated that he had been adamant w th DHSS
that the funds would be used imediately. He spoke to
establishing a library in the University of Al aska
(University) and AVHTA to track what did and did not work,
to be as effective as possible.

2:20: 44 PM

Representative Kawasaki referred to a crimnal justice
reform bill currently in the Senate. He detailed that a
maj or portion of the bill dealt with DOC and the fact that

it was the largest provider for nental and behavioral
health treatnent in the state. He asked if the amendnent
addressed the fiscal note associated with the bill [SB 91].

Co-Chair Neuman stated that the funds in Anmendnent 7 had

nothing to do with the |egislation Representative Kawasaki
had referenced.
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Co- Chair Thonpson supported the anendnment. He liked that
the noney would be available imediately and he supported
the tracking conponent that would provide results. He
stated that a need for the services had existed for a |ong
tine.

Representative GQuttenberg agreed that the program was
needed. He was concerned about two itens in the anendnent.
First, he was concerned about forward funding out into the
future in an annual budget process. He remarked that the
next |egislature would not be obligated to keep the funds
in place. He wondered if it was part of the allocation set
aside the prior year with the Constitutional Budget Reserve
(CBR) vote that specified funds could be used from the CBR
for FY 16. He observed that the amendnent pertained to FY
16 through FY 109.

2:23: 08 PM

M. Ecklund answered that there was $288 million avail able
in FY 16 in the SBR that the |egislature had not been aware
of. Additionally, there was up to $500 nillion beyond HB
2001 that was also available in FY 16. The anmendnent woul d
use $30 mllion in FY 16 noney and did not specify whether
it would cone fromthe CBR or SBR

Co- Chair Neunman added that about $157 [million] was used
for Al aska Gasline Devel opnment Corporation (AGC) out of
the $500 mllion.

Representative CQuttenberg remarked that the commttee was
typically very specific about where its funds were com ng
from He asked if the CBR or SBR were folded into G- when
there was authorization. He wondered whether in the future
it would be possible to |ook back to determ ne which funds
had funded the services under the anmendnent.

M. Ecklund replied that it was a UG- appropriation from FY
16; the funds would either cone from the CBR or SBR He
explained that if there was a funding gap beyond the $288
mllion in the SBR it would be covered by the CBR He
stated that part of it was a $500 mllion cap. He detailed
that there had been $157 mllion appropriated in the third
special session in 2015 and there would be supplenentals in
the current budget that would use funds from the $500
mllion as well
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Representative Quttenberg supported the amendnment, but he
had concerns about the funding source. He noted they would
address the concerns at a later tine.

2:25: 35 PM

Representative Minoz thanked Co-Chair Neuman for his work
on the issue. She stated that heroin addiction was
inpacting all of the state's communities and was the nost
difficult issue she had dealt with as a legislator. She
di scussed the "explosion" of pain narcotics in the 1990s
conbined with the increase in availability of black tar
heroin. She relayed that the anmendnment would begin to
address treatnment needs in the state's comunities. She
strongly supported the amendnent.

Representative Gattis was dismayed that she had not been
made aware that $288 mllion had been located that the
| egi sl ature had not known about. She stressed that it was a
| ar ge anount of noney.

Co-Chair Neuman replied that the admnistration recently
brought the issue to the legislature's attention.

M. Ecklund explained that the co-chairs had first |earned
of the potential of $288 mllion in the SBR when the
suppl emrental budget amendnents had been submitted by the
adm nistration. He furthered that up to that tine the
Legi slative Finance Division thought the SBR bal ance was
zero.

Co- Chair Neuman explained that until recently they had been
in the process of trying to iron out how the issue had
occurred. He stated that they were cautiously noving
forward

Representative Gattis expressed her concern about "cutting
people left and right" and now finding $288 mllion in the
"couch cushion." She did not know whose fault it was, but
she questioned how constituents could even trust the

| egislature any longer. She stated that $288 mllion was
not like a $20 bill that slipped out of a pocket. She was
horrified to learn the $288 mllion had just been found

She stressed that the legislature had been penny pinching
and making cuts ranging from $20,000 to $340,000 and ot her.
She was in shock over the issue. She was not blam ng anyone
the co-chairs and staff, but she did not think constituents
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trusted | egislators anynore. She did not know how rmuch nore
noney exi sted that they were going to find.

Co-Chair Neuman responded that the administration had
brought the information forward. He believed it was prudent
that if there was noney that cane around, it was used to
cover the costs of the state, which is what the anmendment
did. Additionally, it would reduce the draw on the CBR
whi ch was i nportant.

2: 30: 16 PM

Represent ati ve Edgnon spoke in support of the amendnent. He
reasoned that there was nore than one way to cut the
budget. He elaborated that one way nake cuts was to take
noney directly out of the budget; however, another way to
reduce the budget was to provide upfront services that in
turn would reduce drug use, the crine rate, and people
using the crimnal justice system He stated that after
working on the DOC budget for the past six years he
believed the amendnent represented a w se investnent. He
t hanked Co-Chair Neuman for introducing the anendnent. He
cited Texas Representative Jerry Madden's stance that in
order to curb future incarceration rates it was necessary
to provide noney up front and to provide treatnent. He
stressed that there was significant evidence about the
success of treatnent.

Representative Gara testified in support of the anendnent.
He asked M. Ecklund if the funds were comng from the SBR
first and any remai ning funds would conme fromthe CBR

M. Ecklund replied that the funding source was UGF. He
detailed that there had been a deficit in FY 16. There had
been |anguage in the budget authorizing $500 mllion nore
in CBR access to pay for supplenentals, gasline, and other
t hi ngs beyond what had been in HB 2001. Additionally, the
co-chairs had learned of the SBR balance. He el ucidated
that the fund source was FY 16 UG- (any deficit in FY 16
would be covered by the CBR). Mst likely the anmendnent
fund source would first be covered by the CBR, but there
was al so SBR noney available. The source of noney was UG-
backfilled with CBR

2:33: 10 PM
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Representative Gara addressed that the Ilanguage in the
budget the previous year specified that up to $500 mllion
could be taken out of the CBR if it was needed to fill a
deficit for the current fiscal year. He observed that the
noney in the amendment [$30 mllion] was proposed for use
in the next three fiscal years; it did not fit within the
| anguage. He did not want to argue about the issue at
present. He stated that several weeks ago the DHSS budget
subcomm ttee had proposed cutting $3 mllion from
al coholism and drug abuse treatnment grants, which he did
not support. He recalled that the public had been very
vocal and eloquent about its opposition to the cut. He
believed it was better to treat people trying to get off of
heroin than to send them back to their drug dealer or onto
the street where terrible things happen. He supported the
structure of the anendnment and was glad the $3 nmillion cut
had been reversed. He reasoned that the amendnent addressed
something the state did not have; it did not have |ong-term
treatnment programs. The anendnent woul d save nobney because
there were prograns that enabled a person to avoid jail if
they went into drug treatnent, job training, and
counseling. He remarked that the state was on the verge of
needing to build another jail. He supported the co-chair's
restoration of the funds in order for the state to begin
buil ding capacity to treat people. He stated that the
heroin epidemc had existed for five or six years. He
relayed that a few years earlier the nethadone clinic in
Anchorage had a waiting list of one year. He reiterated
that the anendnent would save nobney. He asked to have his
nane added to the amendnent.

Representative WIlson |iked the amendnent and supported the
treatnment services, but she stated that DHSS had only
provi ded the nunber of people being served as opposed to
the nunmber of people succeeding after treatnent. She
believed the services should cone from the AMHTA. She
reasoned that AMHTA had a better reason for tracking and
ensuring that wherever the funds went, people were
successfully conpleting the program She explained that the
goal was to have individuals successfully conplete the
treatment prograns. She had seen no statistic show ng which
of the progranms were nore successful. She pointed to the
explanation in the amendnent and noted that 62,815 people
needed treatnent [in the past year], but there was no
reference to the success rate. She would vote for the
anendnent if it was comng fromthe AVHTA. She wondered if
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the $288 mllion could be used in the current budget to
of fset what the comm ttees had put forward.

M. Ecklund clarified that it was an FY 16 appropriation
with a nulti-year structure. He stated that unless the
commttee wanted to nmake FY 16 effective dates on FY 17
subconmittee appropriations - it was not the intent. He
furthered that it was an FY 16 appropriation with a nulti-
year conponent .

Co-Chair Neuman clarified that the answer was no.
Representative WIson asked if the funds could have gone
towards the supplenental budget that had been put forward

by the governor.

2:39: 07 PM

M. Ecklund replied in the affirmative; there would be FY
16 noney to address the suppl enental requests.

Representative WIson asked for wverification that the
amendnment would take $30 mllion that could have been
utilized to take care of the supplenental budget. She did
not recall the supplenental budget total. She remarked that
there were no statistics on the program in the amendnent.
She would prefer to take care of the state's obligations
first before looking for other progranms to fund. She
supported the idea, but not the funding concept.

Co-Chair Neuman replied that it was a very specific funding
strategy. He believed it was a very conprehensive plan to
address current gaps. He stressed that the amendnent did
not take noney fromthe suppl enmental budget.

Representative WIson appreciated filling the gaps, but did
not support giving nore noney wthout statistics. She
reiterated that if the funds canme from AWHTA she would
support it.

Co- Chair Neunman believed that AVHTA was also investing in
the itens covered by the anendnent.

Representative Gattis remarked that there were individuals
in Mat-Su who had done a great job. She struggled with the
concept of giving the noney to DHSS versus funneling it to
progranms on the street immediately. She did not have the
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sane confort level with the anendnent. She believed it was
a good start and she understood the state had a problem
She also struggled with going back to FY 16 funds. She
believed the conmttee could do better and the amendment
was a first start.

Representative Edgnon pointed to the bottom of page 1 of
the anmendnent and noted that grantees would work with the
Al aska Justice Information Center, DHSS, and DOC to
identify evidence based practices and evaluate treatnent
outcones related to the utilization of the crimnal justice
system including recidivism reduction. He believed the
anendnent was tied to evidence based outcones, which was an
i nportant conponent of the effort.

Co- Chair Neuman agr eed.

2:42:58 PM

Representative Pruitt spoke to his challenge with the
anendnent related to truth in budgeting. He was concerned
that it was an FY 16 appropriation. He saw no reason the
item should not be included in FY 17 if the conmttee
determ ned that the work was inportant enough. He thought
it looked like the conmttee was trying to play a bit of a
"shell game" by using funds fromthe prior year. He stated
t hat people had been claimng that the |egislature cut over
$800 million fromthe budget in FY 16. He renmarked that the
nunmber shoul d be decreased by $30 mllion [if the amendnment
passed]. He furthered that the program may be good, but he
wanted to ensure there was truth in budgeting. He believed
they were talking like the noney canme out of nowhere. He
was concerned about the $288 million [that the |egislature
had not been aware of]. He stressed that the public should
have a clear picture that the legislature was being
straight with them He believed the |egislature would have
to be very clear that the funds came from FY 16. He
reiterated that when talking about the budget from the
prior year it would be necessary to add $30 million to the
total. He believed it was appropriate to assist individuals
in a difficult situation, but the anendnent pertained to a
pilot program He did not think he had ever seen a pilot
program that had not beconme a pernanent program He stated
that if the conmttee felt passionate about the need for
the services it should nmake it an actual programto fund in
perpetuity. He recognized that the state should be
assisting the individuals in a difficult spot, wth the
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goal of decreasing the budget and hel ping the individuals
in the future.

2:46: 01 PM

Vice-Chair Saddler stated that the anendnent proposed to
work with existing prograns (e.g. the Al cohol Safety Action
Program and other) in sone cases. There were residential
and detox centers in Alaska that had a limted nunber of
beds. He did not believe the noney would be used to build
new facilities; it was nore likely to be spent to expand
existing facilities. The funds would build on existing
infrastructure to provide increased adequacy and resources
wher e necessary.

Representative CQuttenberg spoke to the anendnment | anguage
that appropriated $30 mllion for FY 16 through FY 19. He
asked if the intent was to fund $30 million annually or in
total. M. Ecklund replied that it was one-tinme FY 16
funding of $30 mllion ($10 million for three years). Part
of the urgency and the reason the program was a
suppl enental [budget item was to enable DHSS to start
earlier with the RFP process in order to get the programin
pl ace.

Co- Chair Thonmpson W THDREW hi s OBJECTI ON to Amendnent 7

2:47:51 PM

Representative WI|son OBJECTED to Anmendnent 7. She asked
for verification that M. Ecklund had stated the program
woul d be part of the supplenental [budget] and would go "on
the street” immediately versus being part of the budget the
| egi sl ature would pass in April [2016].

M. Ecklund answered that the item was a supplenental
appropriation in the operating budget bill; it had an FY 16
effective date.

Representative WIson surmsed that the funds would not be
used imediately and would have to wait for the budget to

pass. M. Ecklund explained that for suppl enment al
appropriations typically the effective date was earlier
than the actual signing of the Dbill. Depart ment s

traditionally took action as iif they had the noney
begi nning on the effective date of the suppl enental.
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Representative Gara supported the anendnent, which reduced
agony and hel ped people get treatnent. He reasoned that it
made |ives better and would save the state noney. He hoped
that it would delay the need for a new prison. He stated
that the anmendnment would give dignity to people who were
willing to work to get back wth their famlies. He
remarked that if a person had to wait to get treatnment for
a year they would lose their child for that year. He agreed
with Representative Pruitt about the funding source. He
di scussed that the FY 16 budget specified that if needed,
there was $500 mllion to pay for FY 16 expenses; however,
the program expenses in the anmendnent were for FY 17
through FY 19. He expounded that the way the amendnent was
witten it increased the prior year's budget and decreased
the current year budget. He concluded that the issues would
be rectified and he hoped they would do what was proper
under budgeting rules. He understood the intent of the
anmendnent was good.

2:50: 39 PM

M. Ecklund did not believe there were any |egal issues
with FY 16 appropriation. He detailed that the FY 16 budget
| anguage specified that if UG revenue in FY 16 was
insufficient to cover the G- appropriations that take
effect in FY 16. He stated that the program would take
effect in FY 16; therefore, it conplied with the | anguage.

Representative WI son MAI NTAI NED her OBJECTI ON.

Aroll call vote was taken on the notion.

IN FAVOR: Cuttenberg, Kawasaki, Mnoz, Pruitt, Saddler,
Edgnon, Gara, Gattis, Thonpson, Neuman

OPPCSED: W I son

The MOTI ON PASSED (10/1). There being NO further OBJECTI ON,
Amendnent 7 was ADOPTED.

2:51:53 PM

Co- Chair Neuman MOVED to ADOPT Anendnent 8 (copy on file)
[ Note: for full amendnment expl anation see copy on file]:

DEPARTMENT: O fice of the Governor

APPROPRI ATION: O fice of Managenent and Budget
ALLOCATI ON: O fice of Managenent and Budget
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ADD: It is the intent of the legislature that the
of fice of managenent and budget work wth executive
branch agencies to reduce hollow receipt authority
when preparing the Fiscal Year 2018 budget.

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for di scussion.

JOAN BROWN, STAFF, REPRESENTATIVE MARK NEUMAN, expl ai ned
that the anendnent would add |egislative intent |[|anguage
for the Ofice of Mnagenent and Budget to work wth
agencies to reduce hollow receipt authority in the FY 18
budget. She detailed that it would have departments scrub
their nunbers nore thoroughly. For exanple, if a departnent
budgeted for $5 mllion in federal receipts, but thought
they would only get $2 million, they would bring the nunber
budget ed nunber down to $2 million. She relayed that it was
a budget cl eanup activity.

Co- Chair Neuman added that it was a technical cleanup.

Ms. Brown agreed that it was a technical cleanup and had
been done several tinmes in the past.

Representative Gara was fine with the anendnent, but he
hoped that commttee nenbers would be sensitive as other
anmendnents were addressed. He explained there were
Designated GCeneral Funds (DG) and federal funds that
probably did not exist that would be nentioned in future
anendnents. He stated that the legislature should be
consistent about it if hollow receipt authority was
el i m nat ed.

Co-Chair Thonpson W THDREW his OBJECTION. There being NO
further OBJECTI ON, Anendnent 8 was ADOPTED

2:53:32 PM

Vi ce-Chair Saddler MOWED to ADOPT Anmendnent 10 (copy on
file)[Note: for full anmendnent explanation see copy on
file]:

DEPARTMENT: Heal th and Soci al Services
APPROPRI ATI ON: Medi cai d Servi ces
ALLCCATI ON: Health Care Medicaid Services
ADD: 7,000, 000 Federal Funds 1002

DELETE: 7, 000, 000 CGeneral Funds 1004

House Fi nance Conmmittee 27 03/08/16 1:34 P. M



DEPARTMENT: Heal th and Soci al Services
APPROPRI ATI ON:  Departnment Support Services
ALLCCATI ON: Conmi ssioner’s Ofice

ADD: $275,900 General Fund Match 1003
$275, 900 Federal Funds 1002

ADD: 4 PFT positions

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for discussion.
Vice-Chair Saddler explained that the amendnent would

replace $7 mllion of UG with $7 mllion in federal funds.
He el aborated that the DHSS finance subcomrittee currently

envisioned $20 nmllion in travel savings. The DHSS
comm ssioner had worked with the Centers for Medicaid and
Medi car e (CVB) on changi ng t he nat i onal trave

rei nbursenent for American Indians and Al aska Natives who
recei ve services through the Indian Health Service (IHS) or
tribal health facility. The policy change the conm ssioner
had received from CM5 would allow the state to capture 100
percent of the cost of travel and accomobdations for
beneficiaries receiving services through IHS or tribal
health facilities. The departnment believed it could obtain

$27 mllion in savings as long as they could have somne
funds for personnel. He advocated for $551,000 to add
tribal liaisons to help work with tribal facilities on the

nedi cal records, the transfer of diagnosis and results, and
the privacy enabled retention of records necessary for CMS
to approve the request. The anendnment would invest funds to
help the departnment realize savings in Medicaid travel to
start. The departnment anticipated there would be mllions
of dollars in savings to the state through other areas of
changed policy, which would capture nore federal funding
(instead of state funds) to treat |HS qualified Al askans.

Vi ce-Chair Saddl er expl ained that the anmendnent represented
the first down paynent. He hoped it would go well and that
tribal providers would continue to work with DHSS to obtain
the savings in the future.

2:55:54 PM

Representative Gara spoke to his earlier remarks about
holl ow receipt authority and consistency. He stated that
DHSS was working to get 100 percent funding to cover travel
for | HS beneficiaries who receive Mdicaid eligible
treat ment. He furthered t hat t he depart nment had
communi cated it could achieve about $6.7 mllion in the
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f ederal funds; however, the anmendnent nmade DHSS receive $27

mllion in federal funds. He stated that it was fake. The
departnment had stated that if it received additional staff
(as provided wunder the anmendnent), it my be able to

achieve nore, but they did not know how nmuch nore. He
furthered that to state DHSS would be able to mmgically
create $27 mllion in additional federal funds was called
hol | ow receipt authority. He did not know if the amendnent
woul d get reversed by the anmendnent that had just been
passed [Anendnent 8]. He believed the proper thing to do
would be to say DHSS should try to qualify for as much
federal funding as possible. He reiterated that the
departnent had estimated that it could obtain $6.7 mllion
in federal funds. He noted that the departnent had to
create contracts with tribal and other entities in order to
make it work. He stated that the legislature did not know
how much noney the departnent would recover. He stated that
the funds were for Medicaid services and DHSS would cone in
with a supplenental budget in the following year if all of
the funds were not received. He explained that for the
Medi caid budget the departnment estimted how nmuch noney
woul d conme in, how many people would use Medicaid, and it
was fixed in a supplenental if the nunber was different. He
stressed that there was no evidence on the record that $27
mllion in federal funds would cone in if the anmendnent was
adopted. He believed that currently the |egislature should
anticipate a $10 million to $20 million supplenental next
year. He enphasi zed that they did not know.

Co-Chair Neuman referred to the amendnent explanation that
DHSS believed the total potential annual savings resulting
fromthe reinbursenent rate woul d be $27 mllion.

Vi ce-Chair Saddler stated that the anendnent | anguage was
what the departnent had told the commttee it could obtain
with the addition of new personnel to help the new program
He stated that it was a new national policy; therefore,
there would not be hard nunbers. He had worked with the
departnment to try to figure out how to best push DHSS to
obtain the maxi mum anount of savings from the new policy.
The departnent had comrunicated that it hoped to get the
$27 mllion, but he could not guarantee that it would be
exactly that anpunt. He stated that DHSS Comm ssioner
Val eri e Davi dson had worked hard on the issue and was proud
of the savings. He stated that "if there's a true-up at the
end, there's a true-up at the end.”
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3:00: 57 PM

Representative WIlson stated that she felt like she was in
the twilight zone. She stated that the comrttee was
buil ding a budget on hopes and dreans, which nade her very
unconfortable. She stated that the anendnent would allow
for the hire of four personnel, but she believed the state
was already working wth tribal or gani zati ons. She
reiterated her di sconfort with the nunbers in the
amendnent. She communicated that she came from a snal
busi ness world where accounting was nore precise. She did
not support taking credit for sonmething that t he
| egi sl ature hoped would work. She did not want to roll the
di ce. She continued that the departnment would have to bring
a supplenmental request to the legislature the follow ng
year that no one would be happy about. She believed the
| egi sl ature should wait to find out what the savings would
be and to work with the state's partners to get the
savings. She believed the state already worked wth
partners - she pointed to the anmendnent |anguage that
di scussed education and getting people into the right
services. She stated that the DHSS budget was the | argest
and she believed there were already personnel that could do
the work. She thought the conmittee would be better off
buying lottery tickets than funding four new positions that
may or may not bring in savings.

Vice-Chair Saddler clarified that the figures were not
specul ative. He detailed that the state was already paying
for the cost of Medicaid travel through its Medicaid
program however, the state was only getting reinbursed at
the 50 percent federal participation |evel. The anendnent
refl ected hard dollar expenses the state was paying. There
would be a new policy where the state would obtain 100
percent reinbursement if it had the proper admnistrative
personnel to guide the tribal providers to participate in
the program The positions would meke it possible to
establish the privacy protections and custody of patient
records in order for contract providers to be wlling to
take the referred patients. He reiterated that the state
was already incurring the expenses. He believed the
anendnent reflected a way to bring savings to the state. He
reasoned that it was a good thing if the state could share
the costs with the federal governnment. The I|egislature had
to ensure that the contract providers were confortable with
the program the providers would be under no obligation to
accept referrals from tribal and IHS facilities. He
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explained that if the legislature could make sure the
process worked well there was the potential for $140
mllion to $150 mllion in additional savings by obtaining
100 percent reinbursenent for expenses for Medicaid
recipients. He stated that it was inportant to do it right
the first tine. He countered that the savings were a better
deal than nost lotteries.

3:04: 25 PM

Co- Chair Thonpson W THDREW hi s OBJECTI ON

Representative Gara OBJECTED. He did not |ike doing things
in the conmttee when the departnent said one thing and a
nmenber of the commttee stated the departnent had said
sonmething else. He stated that the departnment had told him
they would try to get the funds, but they did not know how
much noney would cone in. He continued that the departnent
should be given significant credit because it had started
the effort to achieve the savings; he did not want to take
the «credit away from them He remarked that t he
departnment's testinony to the House Finance Committee had
been that DHSS thought it could achieve $6.7 mllion in
savings, not $27 mllion. He reasoned that the four
additional staff nmenbers would probably increase the
ability sonewhat, but the anpbunt was not known.

Co-Chair Neuman replied that he had read a docunent from
DHSS that tal ked about changes in federal regulations that
enabled states to take advantage of the federal governnent
paying for some of the prograns in relation to Mdicaid
expansion. One of the opportunities was for travel - he
believed the nunbers were upwards of $20 mllion.
Additionally, here was another opportunity related to
medi cal costs - an Al aska Native would be covered if they
were referred to a non-tribal hospital. He referred to a
nmenber of the House who had been able to take advantage of
the nmedical cost coverage. He continued that the departnent
believed it could achieve further reductions if it had the
manpower to try to supplenment state funds wth federal
funds. He surmised that it was probably a good program to
take advantage of if the state spent l|less funds and the
federal funds were available considering the state's
budget. He believed that was Vice-Chair Saddler's intent
wi th the anmendnent.

3:07:30 PM
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Representative Gattis asked whether the departnent would
have the ability to submt a supplenental and take
advantage of the sanme federal funds if the anmendnent did
not pass.

Vice-Chair Saddler replied that there was always the
opportunity for the departnment to request supplenental
fundi ng. The departnment had communicated that it would have
a much better chance of obtaining the savings described and
anticipated with the extra personnel. He stated that the
department could try to conme back and obtain some savings,
but the challenge was to ensure the program was |aunched
properly with full cooperation of the non-tribal partners.

Representative WIson MAI NTAI NED  her OBJECTI O\ She
believed DHSS already had the full cooperation of the
different entities. She had not heard justification related
to adding positions. She believed the departnent was on the
right track, but she was opposed to increasing governnent.

Vice-Chair Saddler clarified that the reason for the tribal
liaisons was to ensure DHSS could work wth contract
providers. He explained that if there was an IHS eligible
American Indian or Al askan Native who went to a tribal
facility hospital and was referred to a specialist, the
doctor was wunder no obligation to cooperate wth the
provider in providing health records. However, if the state
made sure (using the extra personnel) the contract
providers worked wth the departnent to set up their
systens (of referral of records and diagnosis of test
results) and provide the proper privacy protections in
order to nmake the process easy for the IHS hospital to
refer cases out and obtain the benefits of the state, they
woul d do so. Absent that, there was no obligation for them
to work with the state; therefore, the state would | ose the
opportunity to get the higher federal reinbursenent.

Representati ve W1 son MAI NTAI NED her OBJECTI ON.
Aroll call vote was taken on the notion.
I N FAVOR: Kawasaki , Munoz, Pruitt, Gar a, Gut t enber g,

Edgnon, Gattis, Saddler, Thonpson, Neuman
OPPOSED: W I son
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The MOTI ON PASSED (10/1). There being NO further OBJECTI ON
Amendnent 10 was ADOPTED.

3:11: 42 PM

Representative Munoz MOVED to ADOPT Anendnent 11 (copy on
file):

DEPARTMENT: Adni ni stration

APPROPRI ATI ON:  Publ i ¢ Conmuni cati ons Services
ALLOCATI ON: Publ i c Broadcasting - Conmi ssion
ADD:. $44,400 General Fund 1004

ALLOCATI ON: Publ i ¢ Broadcasting - Radio

ADD. $2, 036, 600 General Fund 1004

ALLOCATI ON: Publ i ¢ Broadcasting —LV.

ADD. $600, 000 General Fund 1004

TOTAL: $2,681, 000 General Fund 1004

EXPLANATION: This restores funding to the Governors
anended budget |evels. Wthout these additional funds
70% of the stations will have |ost between 20-40% of
their operating revenue; 33% of the stations wll |ose
45-80% of operating revenue when federal funding
| osses kick in; nore than 80 jobs will be lost; fiber
i nterconnection between KTOO and Al aska Public Media
in Anchorage will be lost cutting off distribution of
360 North/Gavel to Gavel to Alaska Public Media for
br oadcast in Anchor age and on Al aska Rur a

Communi cations Service; and Gavel to Gavel wll nake
significant cutbacks on the nunber of neetings covered
and will no longer have engineering support from
Al aska Public Medi a.

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for di scussion.

Representative Moz explained that the anmendnent would
restore funding to the governor's anmended budget |evels for
public broadcasting. She detailed that the cut nade in the
House Finance Comm ttee budget subcommttee would result in
a serious crippling of many of the state's rural comunity
stations. Many of the stations that would be affected were
in Kodiak, Dillingham Honmer, Bethel, Haines, Petersburg,
W angel | , Kenai, and Valdez. Additionally, the fiber
i nterconnection between KTOO and the Alaska Public Media in
Anchorage would also be lost, which would affect the
coverage of |egislative proceedings by Gavel to Gavel.
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Represent ati ve Kawasaki asked to be added as a cosponsor to
t he anendnent. He asked where the nunbers in the anmendment
had come from H's anmendnent l|ater in the packet had
slightly different nunbers.

Representative Moz replied that the nunbers coincided
wi th the governor's request.

Representative Gara supported the anendnent, but he
believed that the difference in the nunbers was a cut of
roughly $700,000 from the prior year. He understood that
the amendment sponsor was including as much funding as
possible to restore public radio funding in order to bring
the service to comunities that relied on it. He hoped the
| egi slature would continue thinking about the issue and
deci de whether or not it should keep cutting public radio

He stated that it had been cut the previous year and wth
t he anmendnent there would still be another $700,000 cut. He
stressed the inportance of the service to people statew de.

3:14: 21 PM

Representative Gattis relayed that public radio had been in
her subcommttee and she took responsibility for cutting
the funds. She |ooked at the budget item as a want over a
need. She stated that in the past there had been no other
forms of communication, but that was no |onger the case

She elaborated that there were still f eder al funds
avai lable for public radio. Additionally, public radio did
a great job fundraising. She reasoned that the |egislature
had made cuts the previous year and the stations had
stepped up to the plate wth their fundraising. She
believed that if people wanted the service they would pay
for it.

Representati ve Edgnon strongly supported the anendnent. He
had been told by the D llingham station manager that the
station would go away without the funds. He detailed that
if the station lost its center for public broadcasting
certification it would essentially lose all of its staff.
He underscored that the station did a yeonman's job in
fundraising - he personally donated to the station
annual ly. The station had been able to make up the gap - at
one tine public broadcasting had received approximtely $4
mllion G- in the 1990s. He elaborated that public radio
was nmuch | eaner and had |learned to adapt. He did not view
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public radio as a "want," but as an essential public
service. He asked for as nuch support as possible.

3:17: 03 PM

Vi ce-Chair Saddler expressed sone anbivalence about the
amendnent and public broadcasting and he respected
Representative Gattis's remarks about want versus need. He
stated that the conversation about public broadcasting had
been going on for years in Alaska. He believed the public
broadcasting system had responded to the conversation
starters the legislature had |aunched towards them He
detailed that they had consolidated their adm nistration,
noved towards a volunteer staff versus paid staff wherever
possi ble, increased their |istener and nenber fundraising
efforts, and they took advertisenents. He explained that
because public radio had responded to the conversation he
felt the need to reward them He spoke to the benefits in
rural and urban Alaska. He continued that the anmendnent
woul d cover services provided to the legislature by Gavel
to Gavel. He did not want to be accused of taking a vote to
deprive Alaskans wth the opportunity to watch the
| egislature work. He stated that if the legislature could
not nove the capital at least the |legislature could do what
was possible to offer access to |legislative proceedings. He
stated that he could support the anendnent, but he had sone
anbi val ence.

Representative Quttenberg guessed that public radio was at
| east 50 years old in Alaska. He discussed that it was an
exanple of the infrastructure in Alaska. He remarked that
people were cutting [noney] just to cut because they

t hought cutting was necessary. He stated that the
phi | osophy was okay. He reasoned that |egislators were all
going down that road - the increment did not conpletely

restore the funding; he believed the cut was hurtful and
harnful. He furthered that public broadcasting entities
could not really say what the cut would do unless funding
was elimnated conpletely. He explained that there was a
public broadcasting board responsible for allocating the
funds and trying to keep the service alive. He continued
that the |egislature kept making cut after cut and naking
it harder and harder. He elaborated that stations becane
repeater stations. Additionally, he believed Gavel to Gavel
was one of the nost unique things that was done in the
| egislature - it brought people an up close perspective
into the commttee roons and floor sessions. He remarked on
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his amazenent at the nunber of people who watched Gavel to
Gavel who disliked politics. He did not believe the
amendnent went far enough to restore funds to the prior
year's level. He stressed that public broadcasting was in
communities where no other media service was available. He
expounded that Al askans had wanted the service and had cone
to rely on and need the service for over 50 years. He
thought the legislature was doing a disservice when the
total point of cuts to things |like public broadcasting was
nmerely to cut. He stated there was no vision for Al aska at
all. He enphasized that public broadcasting connected
communities in the state and played a big part in the lives
of Al askans. He supported the anendment, but did not
believe it provided enough funding. He believed that
regardl ess of what else was happening in the budget, the
| egi sl ature needed to keep public broadcasting vital. He
enphasi zed that it was a significant part of Al aska that
predated pipeline, budget increases, and the Permanent
Fund. He expressed potential intent to increase the funds
on the House fl oor.

3:22:11 PM

Representative W/Ison stated that the amendnent would add
$2,681,000 to the budget. She believed the issue was way
beyond whether a service was good or bad and was about
funding the state actually had. She did not support adding
funds back into the budget. She spoke about individuals in
her district who were struggling and wondered how nuch nore
noney she needed to get out of them in order to pay for
additional services provided by the state. She recalled
using change to purchase a gallon of mlk and enphasized
that she would renmenber that for a long tinme. She
reiterated that the conversation was not about whether a
program was good or bad. She continued that unfortunately
the state's incone had been slashed due to low oil prices.
She reasoned that decisions needed to be nade just Ilike
they would for a honme or business. She questioned who woul d
pay for the service. She could not ask constituents - sone

of whom had lost jobs in the private sector - to pay for
additional itenms. She believed the stations could raise
nmore funds - residents paid higher property taxes in

Fai r banks because its borough decided to suppl ement sone of
the funding that had been cut the previous year. She
enphasi zed that if the state funded the services, it would
have to determ ne who would pay for them She stressed that
sonebody would have to pay for the services. She believed
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the service was beneficial, but she did not support the
anendnent due to a lack of state funding.

Representative Pruitt spoke to recent nunbers from the
Departnment of Labor and Workforce Devel opnent (DLWD) were
from several years earlier; at the tine there had been
332,000 working Alaskans. He cal culated that the anendnent
cane down to $8.08 for every working Al askan. He referred
to significant conversation that the anendnment was about
ensuring that rural conmunities remained in connection. He
asked if any of the funds would go to urban comunities
that had other options. He asked if it was worth | ooking
i nto.

Representative Munoz replied that the crippling loss was to
the smaller coastal comunities. She explained that the
fiber interconnection between KTOO and Anchorage would be
lost, which would cut off the distribution of Gavel to
Gavel . She explained that |arger comunities were able to
fundraise and bring in nuch of the share required for
federal matching funds. She stated that if the cut were to
go forward the state would also |ose approximtely $2
mllion in federal funds.

Co- Chair Neuman believed the programring started in Juneau
for the smaller comunities.

Representative Minoz could not provide the exact answer on
how it would inmpact the urban conmunities. She knew that
the fiber optic connection would be inpacted and she knew
that the larger comunities had the ability to raise nuch
of their matching grant. She offered to obtain additiona

information if requested.

Representative Pruitt wondered if there could be a
di scussi on  about reducing the anmendnent request i f
Anchorage and other larger comunities could fundraise. He
bel i eved public comment and the intent of the conmttee and
the sponsor was to ensure that rural communities remained
connect ed. He furthered that iif there were certain
communities (e.g. Anchorage) that had some of the
opportunities, perhaps the legislature could continue to
facilitate the rural community connection and |ook at
saving sone of the noney for individual Al askan residents.
Every dollar that was added back into the budget had to be
anal yzed for its inpact on a person.
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3:28: 03 PM

Representative Moz replied that the anendnent already
represented a $700,000 reduction from the prior year. She
believed it was necessary to assess the inpacts of the cuts
bef ore maki ng further reductions.

Co- Chair Neuman voi ced support for the anendnent. He spoke
to his concern related to associated |life and safety
i ssues. He spoke to natural disasters (e.g. wldfires,
eart hquakes, volcanic explosions, and other) and the
i nportance  of safety nessaging provided by public
broadcasti ng. He understood naki ng budget cuts and the need
for reduction. He understood what it nmeant to say no to
people related to increase - he had said no to anyone who
had conme to his office with a budget request over the past
two years. He referred to discussion about the value of a
service conpared to the cost and stated that commttee had
to do the conparison for every dollar spent. It was his
understanding after speaking with the admnistration that
the prograns were devel oped and produced in Juneau and sent
to small comunities throughout Southeast Alaska in order
to inform them if there was an earthquake and subsequent
tidal wave headed their way. He highlighted events that had
negatively inpacted Valdez and Taiwan. He asked if the
lives of Alaskans were wrth the cuts. He believed
provi di ng comruni cation to communities on natural disasters
and other was very inportant. He discussed that he went
t hrough the budget daily; he believed all anendnents he had
cosponsored or sponsored would bring savings to the state.
He continued that the service had been reduced and had been
| ooked at for several years. He understood that if the
noney was not restored there would be nothing left but
m crowave towers. He stressed the high nunber of concerns
in his district related to public safety. He believed the
| egi slature had a responsibility to keep Al askans safe.

3:32:44 PM

Representative Pruitt wanted to nmke it clear that his
intent was to maintain public safety. He also believed that
it was worth seeking out if conprom se could be found. He
asked that his concerns and questions be given the sane
respect .
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Co-Chair Neunman replied that Representative Pruitt could
speak with the sponsor of Amendnment 11 during a break in
order to obtain the information.

3:34: 04 PM
AT EASE

3:42: 48 PM
RECONVENED

Co-Chair Neuman relayed that the conmttee was addressing
Amendnent 11.

Representative Miunoz responded to a prior question asked by
Representative Pruitt. She explained that the governor had
cut approximately $700,000 in the FY 17 budget for Al askan
Communi cation Services; the application of the cut would be
determned by the Comm ssion for Public Broadcasting. She
detailed that all stations would take cuts, but the cuts
woul d be the nost crippling to the smaller communities.

Representative Edgnon referred to a short primer committee
nmenbers had received from Public Broadcasting Comi ssion
staff over the recent at ease. Staff had explained that the
services between the wurban and rural stations were
integrated; therefore, a reduction to the system reduced
all stations at the same tine. He explained that the cuts
woul d do damage to all of the recipients if cuts were nade
to urban regions. He furthered that it was the second year
there had been significant reductions to the conm ssion. He
relayed that M. Jam e WAste, the executive director of the
Publ i c Broadcasting Comm ssion had just confirmed that the
| arger stations in urban centers were adapting to the deep
cuts. The cuts were not easy to adapt to, but the stations
were changing their business nodel by |ooking for third-
party funds and increasing efficiencies. He believed that
t he anendnent, which represented a reduced anmount from the
prior year, was fair. He would not be surprised if the
commttee debated the issue again the followng year. He
beli eved the anmendnent would give the stations a chance to
adjust to «cuts for another year. He supported the
amendnent .

Co-Chair Thonpson asked to have his nane added as a
cosponsor. He W THDREW hi s OBJECTI ON
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Representative Gattis OBJECTED. She believed there was
merit to looking for places to save and conprom se, but she
did not support the anendnent as is.

Aroll call vote was taken on the notion.

I N FAVOR: Munoz, Pruitt, Saddler, Edgnon, Gara, Quttenberg,
Kawasaki, Thonpson, Neuman

OPPCOSED: Gattis, WIson

The MOTI ON PASSED (9/2). There being NO further OBJECTI ON
Amendnent 11 was ADOPTED.

3:47: 24 PM

Representative Minoz MOVED to ADOPT Anendnent 12 (copy on
file):

DEPARTMENT: Envi ronnent al Conservati on
APPROPRI ATI ON:  Agency- W de

ADD: It is the intent of the legislature that the
Depart ment of Envi r onment al Conservation inprove
efficiencies in permtting and consider the economc
inmpacts of increasing permt fees before inposing
i ncreased fees on users.

EXPLANATI ON: This intent |anguage was approved by the
subcommttee for inclusion in RB 256.

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for di scussion.

Representative Munoz explained that the anendnent had been
brought forward in the finance subconmmttee process by
Representative Cathy Tilton. She detailed that t he
anmendnent had been adopted by the conmttee, but had been
i nadvertently left out in the final report to the full
House Finance Committee. The amendnent included intent
| anguage encouraging the Departnent of Envi r onnment al
Conservation to seek efficiencies in fees they were
assessing, especially on small businesses and individual
Al askans.

Co-Chair Thonpson W THDREW his OBJECTION. There being NO
further OBJECTI ON, Anendnent 12 was ADOPTED

3:48: 28 PM
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Representative Minoz MOVED to ADOPT Anendnent 13 (copy on

file):

PART A

DEPARTMENT: Heal th and Social Services
APPROPRI ATI ON: Juvenil e Justice

ALLOCATI ON: None Youth Facility

ADD: $1,693,900 CGeneral Fund UG- (code 1004) as
time Item

ADD POSI TIONS: 15 PFT positions, and 3 Tenp positi

ADD | NTENT: It is the intent of the legislature

One-

ons

t hat

the Division of Juvenile Justice collaborate with the

community of Nome and with tribal and public h
organi zations to transition the None Youth Fac

ealth
ility

from state to local ownership; and to deliver to the

Legi slature by January 17, 2017, a plan for uti
the facility to better neet regional needs for
correctional, health and rehabilitative services.

PART B

DEPARTMENT: Heal th and Soci al Services
APPROPRI ATI ON: Publ i ¢ Assi stance

ALLOCATI ON: Al aska Tenporary Assi stance Program
DELETE: $1,693,900 G F Match (UG (code 1003)
ADD: $1, 693,900 Federal Receipts (code 1002)

EXPLANATI ON:

Par t A of this anmendnent restores the
Subconmi ttee reducti on cl osi ng t he None
Facility. The Nonme Youth Facility is the only s
| ocation for housing juvenile offenders in the re
Its closure would |eave Alaska State Troopers
local law enforcenent wthout the capacity to

i zi ng

yout h

House
Yout h
ecure
gi on.
and
hol d

offenders while awaiting transfer to an outside DJJ

facility.

Par t B renmoves UG from the Alaska Tenp
Assi stance Program and adds an equal amount of Fe
Recei pt authority. There is a possibility th
portion of the funding expended on the PCE Progra
be used toward the state’'s maintenance of e
(MXE). If so, this decrenent wll not inpact
payment s.
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The departnent expects that funds currently being used
in PCE could be counted toward the State’s match for
federal funds. This nunber would represent about 4% of
PCE user’s being ATAP qualifi ed.

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for di scussion.

Representative Miunoz explained that she was presenting the
anendnent on behalf of Representative Neal Foster. The
anmendnent would restore funding for the Nome Youth Facility
- if the cut was maintained it would result in the closure
of the facility, which served a l|large area around None
including outlying comrunities. She furthered that the
closure of the facility would require the individuals to be
sent to and housed in Anchorage. Additionally, it would
result in the loss of 15 permanent and 3 part-time jobs in
Norre.

Vi ce-Chair Saddl er supported the anmendnent. He had
originally brought forward the recommendation to reduce the
Division of Juvenile Justice within DHSS and to close the
Nome Youth Facility. He had observed there were nunerous
full-time positions for a facility with a |ow population.
However, he had been contacted by Representative Neal
Foster who had worked vigorously to determne how to
mai ntain services to his conmunity. Representative Foster
had cone up with some innovative suggestions about how the
local tribal health authority could work with the conmunity
to repurpose the facility to nmeet community and regional
needs at what he hoped would be a | ower cost. He had worked
with Representative Foster on intent |[|anguage that was
included in the amendnent. He | ooked at the anmendnment as a
short-term extensi on of funds. He hoped that the report the
Division of Juvenile Justice would provide to the
| egi sl ature by January 17, 2017 included a plan to relieve
the state fromthe expenses and neet |ocal needs.

3:50:46 PM

Representative Gara believed the None Youth Facility should
remai n open. He discussed the inportance of keeping mnor
of fenders as close to their famlies as possible. He stated
that sending youth away from home would reduce the chance
of a child getting back on their feet and would increase
their chances of becomng crimnals. He had concern rel ated
to Part B of the amendnent. He stated that the departnent
had been on record that if there were GF reductions to the
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Tenporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program the
state would fall below the anpbunt it was required to put
into the program which would nean a loss in federal funds.
He remarked that the state was already in danger of |o0sing
the funds due to a $5 million cut to the TANF program in
another area in the budget. The anendnent would increase
the cut to $6.693 mllion. He referred to a day of
testimony on mai ntenance of effort, which was related to
the anount of noney the state had to put into the TANF
program in order to |everage federal funds. He understood
that legislators were trying to find savings, but he
believed it would cost the state nobney. He could not
guarantee it because he did not know when the federal
government would take away funds. He believed it would
increase the chance that the state would |ose funds. There
had been no testinony at all about reducing TANF fundi ng.

3:53:40 PM

Co-Chair Neunman supported the anendnent. He spoke about
juvenile justice facilities. He remarked that he had taken
interest in the issue when he had overseen the DHSS budget
subconmittee in the past. He discussed the high rate of
suicides in rural Alaska due to substance abuse. He
highlighted that the recidivism rate for youth going
through the youth facilities was much Ilower than the
Department of Corrections; he estimated the figure in the
35 percent range. He believed it was a good bargain when
trying to help the youths. He had concerns about the nunber
of staff and the nunmber of youth going through facility in
Nonme. He referred to discussions wth tribal health
associ ations about increasing civil law that went towards
tribal jurisdiction. He reasoned that tribal entities would
have nore noney avail able and he believed the service would
be better. He opined that |ocal control was always better.
He hoped the facility could remain open. He believed the
yout hs going through the program would have better 1lives
and would be better Alaskans. He hoped the progranms could
be i nproved even nore.

Vice-Chair Saddler offered a "gentle objection® to a
coment made by Representative Gara about what he thought
the department would think about the anmendnent. He did not
believe it was appropriate to state what the departnent
woul d do.

3:56: 36 PM
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Representative GQuttenberg spoke to the second part of Part
B of the amendnent. He thought it |ooked |ike the amendnent
woul d use Power Cost Equalization (PCE) Funds towards the
mai ntenance of effort in order to make nore funds
avai l able. He discussed that there had been an entire
session on the maintenance of effort and the departnent was
not clear what funds it would be able to use in order to
obtain additional federal funds. He pointed to |anguage in
t he explanation of the anendnent that did not appear to be
definitive related to funds that <could potentially be
counted as matching funds for federal nobney. He wondered
what woul d happen to the Nome Youth Facility if the funds
di d not cone through.

M. Ecklund affirmed that the conmittee had a hearing on
mai nt enance of effort and significant time had been spent
with the departnment to understand the concept. The co-chair
had encouraged the departnent to |ook at Honel ess
Assi stance Program under Al aska Housi ng Finance Corporation
(AHFC) to identify sone naintenance of effort that could be
used. He referred to page 2 of the amendnent and expl ai ned
that if 4 percent of PCE users would also qualify for TANF,
the state could use the funds as maintenance of effort. He
believed 4 percent was a conservative estimate; the nunber
of eligible recipients nmay exceed 4 percent. The anendnent
encouraged the departnment to work to identify the figure in
order to realize the savings.

Representative (Quttenberg nmamintained his concern. He
observed that the anmendnment asked the departnent to try to
obtain the federal funds, but whether it would happen was
unknown. He was concerned about potentially funding the
itemw th holl ow noney.

Representative Edgnon requested adding his name to the
anmendnent. He observed that the nmuch of the budget process
was investigative. He elaborated that sonetinmes there were
exanples of learning the imediate inpacts after cuts were
made. He had worked with Representative Foster and his
staff in order to |learn nore about the None Youth Facility.
He shared that he had previously worked for the late
Representative Richard Foster and had worked on the CDQ
[ Community Devel opnent Quota] programrelated to the Bering
Straits region. He shared a personal story about his
brot her who had been put in the MLaughlin Youth Center in
Anchorage, who had never been the same after going to the
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facility. He enpathized with concerns that on a nonth-to-
month basis the facility was not always full at its
capacity of 14 youths. He countered that it was seasonal
He believed the facility would learn how to increase
efficiency, be nore self-sufficient on outside funds, and
woul d increase partnerships wth non-state entities. He
opi ned that the anmendnent provided a good pathway forward.
He questioned what the true costs would be if the facility
was cut. He referred to Co-Chair Neuman's comments about
young nmen's lives, which would probably never be the sane
[if they were sent to a facility far away from hone]. He
believed the item was worth keeping in the budget and could
save the state significant noney. He |ooked forward to
working wth Representative Foster and others in the
neantime. He added that everything in the state would have
to be "l eaner and neaner."

4:02: 27 PM

Co- Chair Thonmpson W THDREW hi s OBJECTI ON

Representative Gara OBJECTED. He agreed with Representative
Edgrmon's testinony about the need for the None Youth
Facility. He tried to clarify Part B of the anmendnment. He
explained that the anendnent specified that the facility
woul d only get funded if $1.6 mllion was cut fromthe TANF
program He detailed that the state was required to put in
$36 million towards TANF rel ated services; if the noney was
not allocated towards the services the state would |ose
federal funds. He thought there had to be a better way to
keep the youth facility open. He furthered that there had
already been a $5 million cut towards TANF services by the
finance subconmttee, which he did not support; the
amendnent would increase the total to $6.7 mllion. He
bel i eved the anendnent would put the state below the $36
mllion requirement. The response had been that perhaps the
department could |ocate expenditures that qualified under
TANF in order to neet the federal requirenents in order to
avoid being penalized. He stressed that the departnent did
not yet know He believed the departnment should be given
time to determne whether it would receive the funds. He
enphasi zed that none of the expenses the commttee had
spoken about had been approved yet. He opined that the
| egislature should fund the None Youth Facility and not
risk losing federal funds. He believed the |egislature was
one year premature on making the cut and should wait to
hear from the departnment. He reiterated that DHSS was
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working diligently on trying to get many  of its
expenditures counted as proper TANF expenditures.

4:05:53 PM

Vice-Chair Saddler stated that he had frequently heard that
necessity is the nother of invention and it was not known
what ki nd of econom es could be discovered until faced with
significant deficit. He referred to a presentation on TANF
fromthe departnment that the maintenance of effort required
to obtain access to the $44 million TANF grant was "a big
juicy plum of federal funds." He furthered that the
departnment had determined that it was possible to obtain
benefit through the use of third-party food banks. Wen the
| egi sl ature had asked if the department could |ocate nore

it had comruni cated there may be sone available in PCE and
AHFC honel essness grants. He believed the intent |anguage
in the amendnment would urge the departnment to |ocate and
obtain the savings. He agreed that it was not a guarantee,
but there was a need to locate new funding. He reiterated
his statenent that there was currently $44 mllion
avai l abl e and the departnent had indicated a willingness to
determ ne how to match the mai ntenance of effort. He stated
that without the amendnment it would be a straight cut of
the funds to the Nonme Youth Facility. He believed the
anmendnent would give the facility the time and funding in
order to transition into a nore affordable system for the
state. He supported the anendnent.

Representative Gara W THDREW his OBJECTION. He stated that
he intended to try to restore the funding in another
amendment .

Representative WIson OBJECTED. She thought the amendnent
appeared to be nore about the 15 staff who worked at the
youth facility than about the youths in the facility. She
did not believe locking youths up would nmake a difference
versus utilizing other potentially avail able services. She
stated that the world was changing. She believed there was
a smarter way to ensure the children did not return to the
facility. She felt that supporting the anmendnment woul d nean
she believed it was necessary to lock the youths up to
teach them a |lesson and that there was no other
alternative. She disputed that belief. She spoke to ankle
monitoring, therapeutic honmes, and other options. She
believed it would still be necessary to give children what
they needed and to keep them on the right track. She
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remarked that with 15 staff positions at the facility there
was a staff to youth ratio of one to one. She nentioned
other legislation currently in the legislature that she
hoped would help. She would like to see None as a nodel to
denonstrate other ways to keep the youth in the comunity
wi t hout | ocki ng them up.

Aroll call vote was taken on the notion.

IN FAVOR: Pruitt, Saddl er, Edgnon, Gar a, Gut t enber g,
Kawasaki , Munoz, Thonpson, Neuman

OPPCSED: W/ son, Gattis

The MOTI ON PASSED (9/2). There being NO further OBJECTI ON,
Amrendnent 13 was ADOPTED.

4:09: 53 PM

Representative Gattis MOVED to ADOPT Amendnent 14 (copy on
file):

DEPARTMENT: Departnment of Adm nistration
APPROPRI ATI ON:  General Services

ALLOCATI ON: Central Mail

DELETE: $2,800.0 I/A Rcpts 1007

POSI TIONS: Del ete: 7 PFT positions

EXPLANATI ON: I n 2004, Centr al Mai | was a
centralization effort that was only ever inplenented
in Juneau, and the renainder of the state rennained
decentralized. It is free for the United States Post
Ofice (USPS) postal carriers to receive and deliver
State of Alaska nail. However, the state of Al aska
pays USPS to hold state mail and enploys state nmail
carriers to sort and deliver all State of Al aska nail
in Juneau. The State of Al aska cannot continue to pay
for services that are free under USPS.

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for di scussion.

Representative Gattis explained that in 2004 the Central
Mail was a centralized effort that was only inplenented in
Juneau. She detailed that Central Mail provided the daily
pi ckup and delivery of mail to and from the United States
Postal Service (USPS). The service sorted and distributed
all incomng mil for the Juneau agencies and tracked
outgoing mail. She stated that with the exception of a
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volunme discount on outgoing mail postage, Central Mail
provi ded the same services as the USPS. She shared that she
had made the cut in the finance subcommttee because she
believed the state already had the advantage of USPS, which
was paid for with federal dollars and postage stanps. She
reiterated that the service was only provided in Juneau and
cost approximately $2.8 mllion. She believed the state
could do without Central Miil and could utilize USPS.

M. Ecklund relayed that if the anendnent was accepted and
mai | services were decentralized in Juneau, it would cost
the state an additional $600,000. Additionally, there had
been a presentation on shared services that the Departnment
of Adm nistration (DOA) wanted to start. He explained that
centralized mil would be one of the first itens DOA
intended to |ook at under the shared services nodel for
possi bl e nodification.

Representative (Gattis could not speak to what t he
adm nistration may do, but she stressed that there was a
federal post office. She reasoned that there was no other
centralized mail service in the state. She believed the

state needed to live wthin its nmeans. She discussed
services provided by Central Ml including trips to the
post office, which cost the state in gas and vehicles. She
believed the $2.8 mllion would go significantly farther

when used on other itens.

Co- Chair Thonpson did not support the amendnent. He stated
that he was scared by the possibility of the anendnent
costing an additional $600, 000. He wondered if the
anmendnent could backfire on the state. He believed there
was a certain amount of funding per addressee. He believed
the issue needed to be researched and reconsidered the
foll ow ng year.

Representative Edgnon referred to earlier discussion that
cutting the budget was a learning process - he had been
learning a |ot about the Central Mil subject. He remarked
on the various state buildings in Juneau and noted there
was a system in place for a centralized mail service. He
understood the need for the program He pointed to
Comm ssioner Fisher's testinony related to shared services
and the opportunity to take sonmething like Central Miil and
make it nore automated and efficient in the future. He
noted that efficiencies in the future could reduce the
nunber of enployees significantly. He shared Co-Chair
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Thonpson's concern and did not know enough about the issue
at the current point.

4:15:12 PM

Representative Wl son asked if DOA was saying that it could
not deliver the mail to the legislature like it did for
ot her state agencies. She wondered if there was a breakdown
of the $600,000 increase the department projected [if the
anmendnent passed].

M. Ecklund replied that the previous evening conmttee
menbers had received a copy of an enmil detailing sonme of
the information. The emmil specified that there was a per
address cost. Currently, postage was 80 percent of the cost
and the state received a discount. However, if the services
were decentralized, the state would not receive the sane
post age di scount.

Representative WIlson assuned that the Capitol Building was
part of the Central Mil service. She stated that she had
recently mmiled postcards to her constituents and had not
received a discount [on postage]. She asked if the Centra
Mai | office was receiving a ki ckback.

M. Ecklund did not believe the |legislature was part of the
centralized mail system

Representative WIson asked for verification that Centra
Mail did not include the legislature. M. Ecklund replied
that Central WMiil provided service to the executive branch
agenci es in Juneau.

Representative WIlson thought it was interesting that the
| egi sl ature had not taken advantage of the savings if it
exi sted. She remarked that the |egislature had been | ooking
for all of the savings it could find.

4:17:29 PM

Co-Chair Neuman stated that decisions had to be nade on the
best information. He had worked the adm nistration over
thoroughly on the issue. He remarked that Central Mai

woul d be one of the first prograns DOA woul d | ook at when
it began its centralization process. He stated that the
| egi sl ature had given the departnent new tools. He trusted
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the departnent on the issue and expected to be given a
report on exactly what happened.

Co- Chair Thonpson MAI NTAI NED hi s OBJECTI ON.

Aroll call vote was taken on the notion.

IN FAVOR: W/ son, Gattis, Kawasaki

OPPCOSED: Saddl er, Edgnon, Gut t enber g, Munoz, Pruitt,
Thonpson, Neuman

The MOTION to adopt Anendnment 14 FAILED (3/7).

Representative Gara was absent fromthe vote.

4:19: 50 PM

Co- Chair Thonpson MOVED to ADOPT Anmendnment 15 (copy on
file):

DEPARTMENT: Uni versity

APPROPRI ATI ON: Uni versity of Al aska

ALLOCATI ON: Budget Reductions/Additions - Systemi de
ADD: $25, 000, 000 General Funds, fund code 1004

EXPLANATI ON: This anendnent reverses a portion of the
cut to the University of Al aska made as an unall ocated
reducti on:

* In FY15, approximately $28 mllion in state dollars
were used to support research; by leveraging this
investnent. The UAF faculty wused $116 nmillion in
grants and contracts for research. This reflects an
average of $4.10 of external funding for every
dol | ar of state general fund investnent.

 Wthout unrestricted general fund support, the vast
majority of UA's research as well as public service
outreach activities cannot be sustained. Many grants
require sone portion of state funds to nmatch
contributions at a defined ratio—UA will no |onger
be eligible to receive such external funds w thout
state funding directed to this purpose.

* Mre than 80 percent of all research activity across
the university systemis conducted in areas directly
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related to Alaska and results in new know edge
rel evant to Al askans and Al askans’ way of |ife.

e University research and service bring noney to the
State of Al aska, as wth any other econonc
enterprise simlar to the mning industry, the
seafood industry, the oil and gas industry, or any
other basic industries that drive the state’s

econony. The econom ¢ mul tiplier gener at es
enpl oynent, payroll, and business sales throughout
t he state.

* A $10 mllion cut to state support of research may

equate to $30-$60 mllion loss to the | ocal econony.
Co- Chai r Neuman OBJECTED.

Co- Chair Thonpson believed that the University of Al aska
provi ded one of the nobst inportant functions in the state.
He stressed the role education played in the state's future
and its children's future. He discussed that business
owners in the state were graduates of the University.
Additionally, it educated people who were comng up wth
innovative ways to create new industries in Alaska. He

furthered that oil conpanies, agriculture, tinber, and
fishing industries depended on the University. The
amendnment would restore $25 nillion to the University
budget, which would still nmean a $25 million reduction from

the governor's proposed budget. He relayed that UA
President Jim Johnson had forrmulated a new strategic plan
and presented it to the Board of Regents - the proposal was
to conbine the canpuses into one university in order to
conbine duplicated prograns and have different canpuses
specialize in particular subjects. He believed the itens
were extrenely inportant to Al aska. He addressed research
grants and believed approxinmately $28 mllion in state
funds had gone towards supporting research the previous
year, which had |everaged over $116 mllion. He stated that
there was a $4 to every $1 return on the state's funds. He
referred to a McDowell Goup study showing that from 2002
to 2011 conpetitive grants awarded to the University
canpuses had totaled over $1 billion. He enphasized that
the funds inpacted the econony of the entire state. He
stated that the issue had been dear to his heart and he
felt it was inportant to have the best wuniversity. He
believed there was work to be done to try to inprove the
way the University did business.
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4:22:29 PM

Representative Guttenberg MOVED to AMEND the increase to
$50 mllion.

Co-Chair Neuman OBJECTED to the amendnent to Amendment 15.

Representative (Quttenberg explained the anendnment to
Amendnent 15. He stated that the University was a unique
econom c engine in the State of Alaska. He addressed that
the state was in a distinctive position to take advantage
of opportunities it had never had before. He spoke to the
scientific aspect of the opportunities, specifically
related to Arctic research. He elaborated that the
i cebreaker currently stationed in Antarctica was expected
to nove to Alaska in two years; research in Antarctica was
nmoving to the Arctic. He stated that the University of
Al aska was the premere University in the world on the
Arctic. He had attended a University presentation to the
secretary of the Navy, which had been eye-opening. His
amendnent would flat-fund the University from the current
year.

Representative QGuttenberg spoke to loss of opportunity to
Al aska. He remarked that it was aggravating to see other
universities do work in the Arctic and then do television
shows about the results. He stated that the original
anendnent would equate to welcom ng other researchers into
the state to do its work. He elaborated that the work not
only involved graduate students and professors, but support
provided from across the state. He believed it was about
having students in the state's elenentary schools
understand and learn fromthe scientists. He opined that if
the strength of the University continued to be eroded, it
guaranteed that other people would do the state's work. He
rel ayed that professors were |eaving the university because
the entire concept of the University was being eroded. He
elucidated that the founders of the state constitution had
speci fied who managed the University - the state funded the
University, but did not manage it. He enphasized that it
had been inportant to the state for many years (it had
originally focused on lands and mning). He highlighted
that the state was trying to create an opportunity where it
would build a pipeline. He questioned where the geol ogists
and engineers would come from He believed the |egislature
was asking the state to give up on enploying its own people
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by not being willing to educate them He paraphrased a
guote from a noble laureate of economics - in an era of
tight budgets the real question was how to use the
avai l abl e funds; the best evidence supported investing in
the young. He was ammzed that the legislature continued to
erode the ability for residents to do the work and research
t hensel ves.

4:28:30 PM

Co- Chair Neuman MAI NTAI NED hi s OBJECTI ON

Representati ve Kawasaki appreciated proposed anmendnent to
Amendnent 15. He discussed that Amendnent 15 would repl ace
a significant anmount of G- to the University (the 15
percent cut would be reduced to nearly 7 percent). He spoke
to the nunber of years of cuts the University had to
sustain since FY 13. He stressed that the cuts were
significant and mattered to the University. The anmendnent
sought to support a cornerstone to the state. He shared
that his parents had noved to Alaska in the early 1960s
because they knew the University of Al aska Fairbanks was a
first rate institution. He elaborated that it had been
world renowned in Arctic research in particular. He
el aborated on his parent's studies at the University. Hs
parents had known they wanted to raise their famly in a
university town |ike Fairbanks. He elaborated on his
famly's experience. He spoke to the University's upcom ng
100-year anniversary and believed it was necessary to
consider what kind of a vision the I|egislature envisioned
for the University in the future. He noted that there had
been significant cuts in the finance subconmittee, which he
bel i eved had not been purposeful and had only been cuts to
make cuts that would devastate the University. He believed
adding $25 nmillion back into the budget was an inportant
step forward, but it nmerely represented a fabricated nunber
between zero and $50 million. He advocated for the higher
armount .

Representative Kawasaki discussed that research and the
Uni versity went hand-in-hand. He highlighted that $145, 000
GF was used by the college of arts and science to |everage
over $3.7 mllion in non-G-, which represented a 25 to 1
ratio. He noted that the Institute of Northern Engineering
in Fairbanks used about $2.4 mllion in GF to |everage
$11.7 mllion in non-GF (a 5 to 1 ratio). The Geophysica
Institute received $5.8 nmillion to leverage $32 nmillion. He
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stated that every dollar the state could invest into the
University had a non-G- conponent that was reinvested. He
hoped the University would continue to be first rate into
the future. He stated that the Board of Regents had the
best netrics system with key indicators. The |egislature
had told the University it needed to inprove the nunber of
bachelor's degrees - in FY 10 there had been 14,500 and by
FY 15 there were 15,675 (a 10 percent increase)
Additionally, there had been a 3.2 percent increase in the
nunber of graduate students graduating. He provided further
history of graduate nunbers. He stressed that the
University had perforned well under very difficult tinmes
There had been 2,700 graduates in vocational education
prograns in FY 10 and 3,200 in FY 15 (a 22 percent
increase). The University had raised nore nobney on its own
and had received nore DGF. He highlighted that alumi
donati ons had been $671,000 in FY 10 and $788,000 in FY 11;
it anticipated over $3.1 mllion in alumi giving in the
current year. He stated that the nunbers would continue to
increase if the legislature continued to invest in the
University. He reiterated his support for the anendnent to
Amendnent 15.

4:34:36 PM

Representative WIson disputed the claim that the budget
subconm ttee had picked a random nunber to cut or that cuts
were draconi an. She stated that she had one of the hardest
wor ki ng subcommittees. She wanted to clear up sone facts

She clarified that in FY 99 to FY 07 actual spending of
state appropriated funds had grown by 73 percent. She
stated that it was the nobst consistent positive budget
gromh for the UA system since statehood and was one of the
| ongest runs of consistent budget growth in Anerican public
hi gher education. She stated that nuch of the intent
| anguage in the subconmttee's report helped direct the
University to be nore efficient. She furthered that the
University owned approximately 427 facilities and |eased
approximately 56. She enphasized that there were nmany
opportunities for savings on facility costs via co-location
within the high schools conmmunity centers, and other
facilities. She stated that there was opportunity and
service the University could provide. She stressed that a
brick and nortar building was not necessary. She furthered
that the University had 58 enployees making over $208, 000
per year in conpensation (conpared to the governor's
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$209,000) - she reasoned there were ways to adjust
sal ari es.

Representative WIson continued that the University owned
approximately 138,600 acres of investnent property versus
12,000 of education property; it had approximtely 62,000
acres in tinber rights. She stated that in order to
accommodate budget reductions the University had the
ability to aggressively pursue comercial and residential
|and sales and |eases, including revenue from tinber,
m neral, and oil and gas |ease royalties. She stressed that
the University had ways to make up for the cuts. She
furthered that not included in the $300 mllion the
comittee there was another $7 mllion from the Al aska
Performance Scholarship and Alaska Education G ant.
Additionally, there was $6 mllion that canme from the
Techni cal Vocational Educational program She stressed it
was another $13 mllion in state funding that was counted
as DGF i nstead.

Representative WIson relayed that the student instruction
portion of the $300 mllion also included $8.5 mllion in
athletics. She stated it was another $8.5 mllion that the
regents could determine to allocate to other areas if
needed. She referred to an analysis by the Pew Charitable
Trust that in 2013 Alaska spent the nost per full-tine
equi val ent student in the category of state revenue of any
state in the country. Additionally, Al aska spent nore per
student from all revenue sources than any other state. She
furthered that neanwhile Alaska had ranked last in its
four-year and six-year graduation rates. Alaska's six-year
graduation rate was 27 percent below the national average
and its four-year graduation rate was 22.9 percent below
the average. The subcommttee had al so included a nunber of
suggestions in the formof intent |anguage in order to help
guide the University in a direction that would facilitate
cost savings and possible efficiencies to help mnimze the
i npact of budget reductions while maintaining services to
students. She stressed how hard the subcommttee had worked
to show that there were ways to create savings and becone a
better wuniversity in areas like engineering, the health
market, and other. She stated that no university could
offer every type of degree. She stated that despite clains
that the University of Alaska had low tuition rates, based
on the Pew analysis fromthe U S. Departnent of Education

National Center for Education Statistics, Al aska was $633
higher in net tuition and fees per full-tinme student
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equi valent than the WCHE average. Lastly, even with the
proposed reductions the University still had alnost $875
mllion in its budget. She reiterated that it was a budget
that experienced a period of unprecedented growmh from FY
99 to FY 07. She stated that Ilarger cuts could be
accommodated in a way that was |east inpactful on students
via smart and effective reallocations by the Board of
Regents. She reasoned that if noney solved everything, she
would agree to an increase; however, it did not solve
everything. She stated it was about being a better
university for students. She relayed that the state paid
nore per university student than it did for K-12 in
Anchorage or Fairbanks. She believed the University would
use the opportunity to becone better at what it did. She
reiterated that the finance subconmittee had not picked a
random nunber to cut. She shared that reports would cone
back to further understand the University budget. She was
opposed to the anmendnent to Anendnent 15 and to the
origi nal Amendnment 15.

4:40:47 PM

Representative Edgnon supported the underlying anendnent.
He believed in targeted, but not whol esale reductions. He
stated that the amendnent to Amendnment 15 caught him off
guard. He deferred to the judgenent of the naker of the
ori ginal anmendnent and woul d oppose the notion to anend it.
He stated that the University had its share of supporters
in the legislature and he believed the discussion would
continue far beyond the House Finance Comm ttee table.

Representative Gara believed the sponsors of the amendnent
were trying to support the University, which  he
appreciated. He was concerned that the nunbers under
di scussion would be msinterpreted. He explained the
amendnent offered by Representative CGuttenberg should be a
zero-dollar amendnent; it was an anmendnment to maintain
University funding at the level of the previous year. He
stated that the University had faced substantial cuts in
the prior year. He could not blame the University for
accepting funds the legislature had allocated in the md-
2000s. He furthered that the University had been strapped
t hroughout the 1990s and the l|egislature comunicated it
wanted to increase the nunmber of graduates; therefore, it
started funding the University again. The nunber of
graduates had increased. He discussed that the University
had increased graduation rates as specified by the
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| egislature. He agreed that the state could not afford to
have a continual increase in the University's budget, but
he did not believe it was necessary to cut the budget for
the second consecutive vyear. He highlighted that the
Uni versity brought in outside research noney; the state
received $4 for every $1 invested - over $100 mllion in
outsi de research noney had been received. He reasoned that
cutting University funding would reduce the anobunt of noney
it would receive in research funding and would result in a
decrease in the nunber of students who remained in-state.
He stressed that when fewer students rermained in-state
there was less talent in the state. He discussed the
econom c inpacts of fewer jobs in-state. He enphasized that
the state was on the precipice of a recession. He
recogni zed that at some point it was necessary to cut waste
- the governor had proposed a responsible $100 mllion in
cuts to the budget. However, it would harm the econony when
t he amount of people who would work in Al aska was reduced
and students left the state. He believed it would force
tuition to go up, which was arguably too high. The biggest
i ndicator of where a student would reside was where they
went to college. He thought it was bad for the econony and
for graduation to keep cutting the University. He
understood that the sponsors of the anendnent were trying
to protect the University as nuch as possible, but he
believed it was tine to stop cutting the University.

4:45:54 PM

Representative Quttenberg shared that he did not have a
college degree. He recognized that there were nunerous
peopl e who did not finish college because they did not have
to. For exanple, clinics hired students directly out of the
dental hygi ene program as soon as they were qualified; they
did not need a degree. He stated that the University was an
open university that would accept anyone, which was unlike
nost other wuniversities. Many other wuniversities did not
count the community colleges as part of the system
however, the University of Al aska had canpuses statew de -
the point was to deliver services to people where they
live, which was expensive. He believed sonme of the nunbers
were capricious and arbitrary. He did not personally care
about defending the University as an institution, he cared
about defending the process and the product the system
provided. He cared about students graduating, working in
their field in Alaska, and teaching the children in the
state's school system He stated that sone of the
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facilities were nice and others were not; the University
had acres of buildings, which neant a huge anount of
unfunded deferred maintenance statewi de. The University
paid for the maintenance wth G- allocated by the
| egislature, but the l|egislature had not been taking care
of the issue. He stressed that the anendnent to Amendnent
15 would nmmintain the current level of funding to the
University. He enphasized that the University had been
receiving cuts for years and now the | egislature was asking
it to do nore work, reorgani zing, and studi es.

Co- Chair Neuman MAI NTAI NED hi s OBJECTI ON.
Aroll call vote was taken on the notion.

IN FAVOR. Gara, CQuttenberg, Kawasaki
OPPCSED: W | son, Edgnon, Gattis, Minoz, Pruitt, Saddler
Thonpson, Neuman

The MOTION to anmend Anendnent 15 FAILED (3/8).

Representative Miunoz addressed the original anendnent. She
added supportive coments by Representative Neal Foster and
Representative Paul Seaton who had served on the
subcomm tt ee. She stressed that even the governor's
proposed reduction would result in the loss of hundreds of
jobs. Fairbanks would l|ose 136 positions and Anchorage
would | ose 108. An additional $10 mllion cut, which would
occur even if the amendnent passed, there were additional
positions that would be cut. She was concerned about nore
cuts. She understood that there would be opportunities to
continue to work for restored funding. She felt strongly
that a successful econony was tied to an educated
wor kforce; the University provided a vital service to
Al askans in preparing young Al askans for the opportunities
in the current econony. She reiterated that even with the
restoration of $25 mllion she had concern about the cut
beyond t he governor's proposed | evel.

4:51:15 PM

Co- Chair Thonpson summari zed the Anmendnent 15. He believed
that even with the amendnent the University would really
struggle. He referred to the nunber of jobs the cuts would
result in; however, the House Finance Conmmttee was having
a difficult tinme justifying adding $25 mllion to the
budget given the current budgetary circunstances. He shared
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that the Senate had added $25 million to the University
budget through its subcomrittee process, which would nake
it a conferenceable item He was confident there would be
much nore conversation about the subject; therefore, he
W THDREW Anendnent 15.

4:52:31 PM

Representative Gttis MOVED to ADOPT Anmendnent 16 (copy on
file):

DEPARTMENT: Education and Early Devel opnent Services
APPROPRI ATI ON:  Teachi ng and Learni ng Support
ALLOCATI ON: St udent and School Achi evenent

CONDI TI ONAL  LANGUAGE: Page 12, following line 27:
Insert new material to read: “The anount allocated for
program administration and operations shall not
i nclude federal receipts for the ANSWERS program”

EXPLANATION: ANSWERS is Alaska’s P-20W Statew de
Longi tudi nal Data System pre-school through grade 20
and the workforce SLDS. The ANSWERS dat abase will | ose
all sources of funding at the end of FY 2016. It is
the purpose of this anmendnment to encourage ACPE to
focus on its core mssion of students entering the
Al askan wor kf orce and not mai ntenance of a dat abase.

Co- Chair Thonmpson OBJECTED.

Representative Gattis explained that in July 2012 the
ANSVWERS program had received $4 nmllion (a three-year
federal grant to fund the <creation of a statew de
| ongi tudi nal data system). The Departnent of Education and
Early Devel opnent (DEED) had acted as a fiscal agent for
the grant and the Al aska Comm ssion on Postsecondary
Education (ACPE) had provided project nmanagenent. She
detailed that the programis goal was to collect information
for every child in Alaska by tracking them throughout their
lives and studying their choices and future outcones for
the purposes of identifying the individual and societal
i npacts associated wth the specific outcones of Alaska's
education systens. She believed that the data collected by
the program was private and should not be collected by the
state. She furthered that in the 2016 budget she had cut
the state funding in what she assuned had been a clear
intent that the program was not sustainable. However, the

House Fi nance Conmmittee 59 03/08/16 1:34 P. M



ANSVERS program had not been discontinued; it had continued
to conduct system stabilization, draft prelimnary reports,
and integrate the workforce data system managed by DLWD.
She relayed that at present ANSWERS had not conpleted the
final testing, docunentation, or integrated the workforce
data system despite the investnent of mllions of state
and federal dollars over the last four years. Currently,
DEED had noved ANSWERS to ACPE using existing receipt
authority. She explained that ACPE planned to spend state
noney from the Al aska State Loan Incorporation to actively
pursue funding the ANSWERS program She stated that the
anmendnent was critical to stop an unfunded program that was
not required by federal regulations and would essentially
| ose federal funding by July 2016 anyway. She expounded
that the state did not have the funds to continue the
program and the state was not putting forth the noney to
continue the program The anendnent took away ACPE' s
authority to utilize students' funding to fund a program
that the state did not have the noney for. The anendnent
did not save UGF noney, but did not use students' noney to
continue a programthe state was not even willing to invest
in.

4:55:57 PM
RECESSED

6:49:46 PM
RECONVENED

Co-Chair Neuman relayed that the conmmttee was addressing
Amendnent 16.

Representative Gattis MOVED to ADOPT Amendnent 16 [see 4:52
p.m for anmendnent detail s].

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for discussion.

Representative Gattis restated her earlier explanation of
the anmendnent. In July 2012 the ANSWERS program had
received $4 million (a three-year federal grant to fund the
creation of a statewide |ongitudinal data system. The
Department of Education and Early Devel opnent (DEED) had
acted as a fiscal agent for the grant and the Al aska
Comm ssion on Postsecondary Education (ACPE) had provided
project managenent. She detailed that the programis goal
was to collect information for every child in Al aska by
tracking them throughout their Ilives and studying their
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choi ces and future outcones for the purposes of identifying
the individual and societal inpacts associated with the
specific outconmes of Alaska's education systens. She
believed that the data collected by the program was private
and should not be collected by the state. She furthered
that in the 2016 budget she had cut the state funding in
what she assuned had been a clear intent that the program
was not sustainable. However, the ANSWERS program had not
been discontinued; it had continued to conduct system
stabilization, draft prelimnary reports, and integrate the
wor kf orce data system managed by the Departnent of Labor
and Workforce Developnent. She relayed that at present

ANSVWERS had not conpleted the final testing, docunentation,

or integrated the workforce data system despite the
investment of mllions of state and federal dollars over
the last four years. Currently, DEED had noved ANSVERS to
ACPE using existing receipt authority. She explained that

ACPE planned to spend state noney from the Al aska State
Loan Incorporation to actively pursue funding the ANSVERS
program She stated that the amendnent was critical to stop
an unfunded program that was not required by federal

regul ations and would essentially |ose federal funding by
July 2016 anyway. She expounded that the state did not have
the funds to continue the program and the state was not

putting forth the noney to continue the program The
anmendnent took away ACPE s authority to utilize students’

funding to fund a program that the state did not have the
nmoney for. The anendnent did not save UGF noney, but did
not use students' noney to continue a programthe state was
not even willing to invest in.

Co-Chair Neuman asked for clarification on ACPE.

Representative Gattis stated that it was the Al aska
Comm ssi on on Postsecondary Educati on.

Co- Chair Thonpson expressed confusion about the anendnent.
He stated that the program funding was scheduled to
termnate by the end of June 2016. He asked what the
anmendnent woul d prevent the program from receiving.

Representative Gattis clarified that there was no |onger
any federal funding. She detailed that instead of wusing
federal and state funding the program had begun to receive
funding from student receipts in ACPE. The anendnent woul d
prevent ACPE from funding the program wth student
receipts.
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Representative WIson stated that she had served as a
commi ssioner on ACPE in the past and she had been concerned
about where the program woul d obtain the funds (the program
had initially been funded by a three-year grant). She
explained that initially the information was supposed to
help the state understand whether or not students attended
university or a training program The goal had been to
col l aborate between DLWD, the University, and DEED. She
furthered that the program had asked nore questions about
the state's children and nore information was included in a
dat abase. She noted that she did not know how secure the
dat abase was. She stated that there had been three years to
get the program up and running, but it was still not
running. She explained that the program was |ooking at
using interest students paid on their |oans, which she did
not believe had ever been the intent. She believed that if
the state's agencies |ooked for federal funds they should
be required to show how they would support a program once
the federal funds ran out. She remarked that the question
had been asked every year related to the program but there
had been no answer. She was concerned that there was
significant personal information about the state's students
going into the database, which she found disconcerting. She
did not believe parents knew how extensive the information
was. She was supportive of ending the program and finding a
better way to determ ne where students were going after
finishing high school (i.e. college or other).

6: 56: 08 PM

Co-Chair Neuman believed the program boiled down to the
federal governnment trying to keep data on Al aska's Kkids,
which he had a problem with. He did not think it was
appropriate. He understood that they were trying to figure
out what worked in a classroom and what did not, but he
believed the state had plenty of resources to see how the
kids turned out. He continued that generally when the state
used federal funding it came wth strings or another
attachnent. He was unconfortable creating databases to
track people. He understood that the departnment had
specified that there were other nonies it could use, but he
was not convinced it wuld happen. He supported the
amendment .

Represent ati ve Kawasaki asked for verification that there
was currently no noney attached to the ANSWERS program
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Representative Gattis replied in the affirmative. She
believed it was all the nore reason for the programto end.

Representative Kawasaki thought he was okay wth the
amendnent ; however, he did not want to hinder the
depart nment from doing sonmething 1in the future. He
guestioned whether there could be a part of the program
tied to federal noney that was inportant. He stated that if
it only pertained to the database he could possibly buy off
on the anmendnent.

Representative Edgnon did not understand the amendnment and
noted that it would get rid of federal receipt authority
and a program that had at |east sone value. He stated that
he had not heard from anyone in his district that the
program was invasive. He was initially okay with getting
rid of the program but he had heard from another House
majority menber that the program had nerit and was rel ated
to workforce developnent. He found it difficult to get rid
of the program w thout know ng what he was voting to get
rid of. He remarked that there was two sides to every story
and he had not heard fromthe departnent. He stated that he
was in a quandary over the anendnent.

7: 00: 08 PM

Co- Chair Thonmpson W THDREW hi s OBJECTI ON
Represent ati ve Edgnon OBJECTED.

Representative Gara stated that he had not heard evidence
about the issue either. He asked if the |ongitudinal data
(over a 20-year period) was to track student progress.

Representative Gattis replied that it had been the plan for
the longitudinal data. Wen the legislature cut state
dollars the previous year no one had said a word. She had
anticipated hearing that the program had run out of noney
and had never gotten off the ground and was therefore over.
However, the departnent had elected to look for other
funding. She did not believe the state could afford to
continue the program and the legislature had nmade the
decision the prior year. She relayed that the program was
not yet off the ground. She believed that at one tinme it
sounded |ike the program would be sonething. She believed
that with the Common Core initiative people had |earned a
significant anount in the past few years about sone of the
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data they wanted to collect on the state's kids. She
t hought it was a bigger picture than nerely determ ni ng how
the state's kids did as they noved on and whether they
finished college or not. She struggled with the issue.

Representative Gara stated that there was no evidence that
any child' s privacy was being conprom sed, that any child
was being enbarrassed, or that the data was being m sused.
He stated that the only thing the commttee currently knew
was that the program was nmeant to track student progress.
He believed the state should know the ram fications of its
decisions in education (whether students were being better
prepared or poorly prepared). Absent further information
from DEED he could not support the anendment.

Vi ce-Chair Saddler supported the anendnment. He remarked
that his famly's private information had been breached
multiple times in the past. He was concerned about the
privacy of individuals. He believed a use was usually found
for data that was gathered. He believed people had a
constitutional right to be secure in their hones and
persons. He did not understand the benefit that justified
the program He trusted Representative Gattis's instincts
on education issues.

7:04: 07 PM

Representative GQuttenberg had not heard about the issue
previously. He wondered if the intent was to prevent the
program from getting any funding at all. He stated that if
there were no funds available and the program was endi ng at
the close of FY 16, the program would be w nding down
anyway. He wondered about the difference in letting the
program | apse. He surmsed that the concern was that the
program would |ive on by receive another fund source in the
future. He believed the legislature was letting ACPE know
about its concern. He did not know enough about the issue
[to support the anmendnent]. He stated that credit ratings
were breached nore often in the public sector and he was
concerned about that for children; however, he did not have
sufficient information.

Represent ati ve Edgnon MAI NTAI NED hi s OBJECTI ON.
Aroll call vote was taken on the notion.

IN FAVOR. Gattis, Pruitt, Saddler, WIson, Thonpson, Neuman
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OPPCSED: Edgnon, Gara, Guttenberg, Kawasaki, Minoz

The MOTI ON PASSED (6/5). There being NO further OBJECTI ON
Amrendnent 16 was ADOPTED

Representative WIlson MOVED to ADOPT Anmendnent 17 (copy on
file):

DEPARTMENT: Depar t ment of Labor and Wor kf or ce
Devel opnent

APPROPRI ATI ON: Conm ssi oner and Adm ni strative
Servi ces

ALLOCATI ON: Conmi ssioner’s Ofice

DELETE: $190, 000 Total Personal Services
$ 50,000 (UGF 1004)
$140, 000 (I/A Recei pts 1007)

PCSI TI ONS: DELETE | PFT

EXPLANATI ON:

The m ssion of the Departnment of Labor and Workforce
Devel opnent is to provide safe and I|egal working
conditions and to advance opportunities for enploynent
(per AS 23.05.010). At this tinme, it is prudent to
elimnate one of the two deputy conm ssioner
positions. This reduction still |eaves one deputy
comm ssioner and two special assistants to the
conmi ssioner in the Commissioner’s Ofice. Even wth
the reduction, the departnent will still be able to
fulfill its m ssion.

Representative Guttenberg OBJECTED

7:07: 07 PM

Representative WIson explained that DLWD had two deputy
conmi ssi oners, 804 positions, and a budget of $164, 266, 600.
She conpared the figures to the Departnent of Public Safety
(DPS), which had 840 positions, one deputy conm ssioner,
and a budget of $187,909,000. She reasoned that the data
proved that another agency could operate with one deputy
commi ssioner. She detailed that there would continue to be
two Jliaisons in DLVD. She spoke to ways to find
efficiencies. She remarked that the issue had been a tied
vote in the finance subcomm ttee.
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Representative Guttenberg stated that the DLWD conmm ssi oner
had given a conpelling argunent [about maintaining the two
deputy conm ssioner positions]; the departnent had 800
enpl oyees and a conpletely different command structure than
DPS. The conm ssioner had done a good job on explaining why
the position was needed. He reiterated the departnent's
hi gh nunber of enpl oyees and reasoned that soneone [one of
the top enployees] was always off doing sonething. He
di scussed that DLWD had offices statewde and the
adm nistration traveled frequently. He believed the
anendnent was an exanple of having to cut soneplace; he
believed it would handicap the departnment. He believed
three people at the top of the comand structure was
mnimal. He stressed that the comm ssioner and her deputies
did a great job. He believed the anendnent was fooli sh.

7:10: 40 PM

Representative Kawasaki di scussed that DOA had 841
permanent full-time positions and a structure with two
deputy conm ssioners, one conm ssioner, and a handful of
division directors. He furthered that DPS had five division
directors, one deputy commissioner, and was simlarly
sized; however, DPS was also involved with the Council on
Donestic Violence and Sexual Assault (CDVSA) and the Police
St andards Council, which were quasi-standal one agencies. He
did not see DLWD as a | arge agency that was overstaffed. He
referred to the Al aska Aerospace Corporation that enployed
a vice president of business developnment at $178,000, a
chief operating officer at $211,000, a finance nmanager at
$105,000, a program finance manager at $123,000, and a
president at $225,000, which did not include $60,000 in
travel. He stated the agency nunerous expensive positions
with few enployees. The anendnent pertained to an agency
with one conm ssioner and two deputy comr ssioners. He
remarked that the state had to recognize that it would have
troubles as it approached a recessionary econony. He
reasoned that workforce developnent would be an agency
hel ping the state through the difficult tines. He believed
that cutting one [deputy] comm ssioner did not nake sense
when conpared to the rest of the state agencies.

Co- Chair Thonpson pointed out that the Al aska Aerospace
Corporation had received zero funding in the past two
years. He believed the conparison was unfair.

Representative Guttenberg MAI NTAI NED his OBJECTI ON
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Representative Gara stated that DLWD had taken cuts of
approximately 35 percent over the past tw years. He
detailed that the departnent was tasked wth training
people for jobs, protecting workers wth work safety
standards, and job training for individuals who got hurt at
work. He stated that it was an agency that was already
strapped. He believed that w thout evidence that the person
in the deputy conm ssioner position was not doing their
job, he did not support the amendnent. He had heard no
evidence that the enployee was not doing their job or
addi ng value to Al aska's workforce.

Representative WIson stated that seven division directors
were responsible for taking care of safety and day-to-day
grants. She stated that DLWD was different because it had
the Workforce Developnent Board, which could |ook at
necessary training and direct related areas. She stated
that the position was another layer that did not provide
day-to-day oversight. She believed the comm ssioner had
specified that the two |iaisons were nore inportant than
two deputy comnm ssioners.

Aroll call vote was taken on the noti on.

IN FAVOR. Gattis, Pruitt, Saddler, WIson, Thonpson, Neunan
OPPCSED: Gara, Cuttenberg, Kawasaki, Minoz, Edgnon

The MOTI ON PASSED (6/5). There being NO further OBJECTI ON
Amendnent 17 was ADOPTED

7:16:13 PM
AT EASE

7:16: 30 PM
RECONVENED

Representati ve Kawasaki MOVED to ADOPT anendnent 18 (copy
on file):

DEPARTMENT: Depart ment of Educati on and Early
Devel opnent

APPROPRI ATI ON:  Teachi ng and Learni ng Support

ALLCCATI ON: Pre-Kindergarten G ants

ADD: $2, 000, 000 General Fund 1004 (UGF)
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EXPLANATI ON:  This anendnent restores the FY20 17
funding |evel proposed by the Governor. Al aska ranks
37 out of 40 states for providing access to pre-
ki ndergarten education (National Institute for Early
Educati on Resear ch 2013). | nt ensi ve pr eschool
interventions can be highly cost effective and have
positive inpacts into adulthood. Young children who
receive high quality early education do better in
school academically and are nore likely to stay in
school, graduate and go on to attend coll ege and enter
the job market in higher nunbers. Al aska has a
responsibility to provide the best education possible
for its children

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for discussion.

Representati ve Kawasaki addr essed t hat students
participating in a quality pre-K education graduated and
went to college in higher percentages, had higher earning
rates than their parents, needed |ess renedial education
and public services, and had |ower incarceration rates.
Former Governor Sarah Palin had introduced a pilot pre-K
program recogni zing that Al aska was one of the only states
that did not provide pre-K in any form He continued that
only 40 percent of Alaska's population of three and four
year olds were enrolled in sone type of formal pre-K Only
3 percent of Alaskan four-year olds were in a state-funded
pre-K program which was far below the national average of
28 percent. The pilot pre-K program had been as nuch as
$2.8 nmillion for one year; conpetitive grants had gone out
to several districts - sonme districts had participated
while others had not. The results had been positive. He
shared that fall and spring scores on the Peabody picture
vocabul ary test had been conpared. He spoke to significant
i nprovenents on the test as a result of pre-K education. He
spoke to the national evidence-based results of pre-K
education. He wunderstood that Alaska was facing budget
difficulties and nany other states had also experienced
difficult budget envi ronnents. He believed that in
recessionary environnents education was one of the things
that should not be touched. He stated that the com ng year
would be the fifth year of the program and would provide
good data on how pre-K was working. He believed the first
three years provided evidence that the program worked. He
relayed that if the grant system continued Al aska would
still be the lowest of the states providing sone sort of
support, but it was sonething.
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7:20: 02 PM

Representative Gattis spoke in opposition to the anendnent.
She stated that her subcommttee had recommended the cut.
The subcomm ttee had considered that the FY 17 governor's
budget had initially elimnated pre-K grants, but had added
them back. She discussed that pre-K was not a
constitutional mandate. She detailed that the program
supported 316 students statew de (approxinmately $6,330 per
student). She agreed that pre-K had first been funded in
2010 as a pilot project. She believed the state needed to
be very careful of pilot projects. She did not believe the
state should fund the programwhen it did not have funding.

Representative Gara stated that the program had been funded
by the past two Republican governors. The intent was to
study the program to determne its success and to extend
the service up to the $10 mllion level if it was
successful. He stated that the legislature had never
foll owed through on the additional funding, but that did
not nean the program was unsuccessful. He discussed that
studies showed that kids who went to pre-K stayed out of
jail, ended up on the welfare rolls in snaller nunbers,
were nore greatly enployed, and other. He stressed that
there was evidence that the program provided nore
opportunity to children. He stated that a troopers and an
oil pipeline were not constitutionally mandated, but the
| egi sl ature supported funding for the itens. He believed
the relevant question was whether the program inproved
lives, increased academ c achievenent, and saved npbney in
the long-term He stated that the answer was yes. He stated
that it was a small anobunt of noney conpared to other
amendnents before the committee. He enphasized that it was
not a place to cut.

7:23:56 PM

Co- Chair Thonpson asked to confirm sonme nunbers nentioned.
He asked for verification that the funding only went to 3
percent of pre-K aged students, yet 40 percent of the age
group were attending sone type of pre-K He was curious
about the effectiveness of the public schools' program He
referred to statistics provided and wondered iif the
i ncreases were statew de. He did not know how effective the
programwas if it only applied to 300 students at a cost of
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over $6,000 per student. He wondered if it was fair to
ot her students. He did not support the anendnent.

Representative Kawasaki provided a summary  of t he
amendnent. He addressed that sonme comunities did have
formal pre-K, but the program was very expensive. He |isted
children served by the program in the past year: 32 in
Anchorage, 33 in Dillingham 30 in Juneau, 30 in the Lower
Kuskokwim 79 in Mat-Su, 53 in None, 20 on the North Sl ope,
and 14 in Yukon Koyukuk. He referred to the legislature's
continual discussion about ways to curve the budget |ine

He stated that early education was one of the ways that had
been proven repeatedly. The success of Al aska's pre-K pilot
program was proven and showed great results. He stressed
what had not been proven was to continue spending noney on
things like remedial sciences in college. He did not
believe it was a good investnent and was not sustainable to
keep investing in things like refornms in mddle school and
K-12. He spoke to one of President Cbama's new initiatives
on early education and quality pre-K prograns were
sustainable. He affirmed that the program in Alaska only
reached 3 percent of the state's four year-olds, but it was
a great start.

Co- Chair Thonmpson MAI NTAI NED his OBJECTI ON
Aroll call vote was taken on the noti on.

I N FAVOR: Guttenberg, Kawasaki, Gara
OPPOSED: Gattis, Minoz, Pruitt, Saddler, WIson, Thonpson
Neuman

The MOTI ON to adopt Anendnment 18 FAILED (3/8).

Representative Gara MOVED to ADOPT Anendnment 19 (copy on
file)[ Note: see copy on file for further detail]:

DEPARTMENT: Depart ment of Educati on and Early
Devel opnent

APPROPRI ATI ON:  Teachi ng and Learni ng Support

ALLCCATI ON: Early Learni ng Coordi nation

ADD: $500, 000 General Fund 1004
EXPLANATI ON: Thi s anendnent restores Parents as

Teachers grants to the FY20 17 funding level in the
Governors anended budget. Parents as Teachers was
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passed as a bill by the legislature because it is the
nost cost-effective way to provide Pre-K to young
children, and 1is proven to save states noney by
graduating nore students, reducing social service and
crimnal costs, and increasing a student’s future
earni ng potential and educational attainnent.

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for discussion.

7:27:28 PM

Representative Gara discussed that as Al aska was struggling
in 40th place (out of the 50 states) of not offering pre-K,
he had begun to look into the objections of sone of the
nore conservative nenbers of the conmmunity to find
sonet hing that had worked in nore conservative states. The
solution he had found was the Parents as Teachers program
He stated if anyone had objection to young children sent
into the classroom Parents as Teachers did the opposite.
The program had been adopted across the country. He
explained that people with a pre-K background net wth
parents and taught them what would increase intellectual
achi evenent by their children. He stressed that the program
worked just as well as pre-K, but through the parents
instead of a classroom Parents net wth Parents as
Teachers educators at the place of the parents' choice,
where they were provided with the necessary tools to ensure
the child achieved what it could. He furthered that the
results were the sane: children who went through Parents as
Teachers graduated, went to college, and got jobs in higher
nunbers; and ended up on public welfare and in jail smaller
nunbers. The program saved noney and gave people
opportunities. He elaborated that the program represented a
conprom se he had been in search of in the past. He
furthered that he and other nenbers had worked together on

the issue in the past; it had becone bipartisan and had
passed the legislature. He stated that the program was
originally intended to be funded at the $2 nillion |evel

it had been reduced to $500,000, but it would still allow

the program to continue. He opined that if the |egislature
was going to cut the budget they should cut things that
were superfluous or did not work; however, he did not
support making cuts to successful progranms that nade lives
better, kept people off welfare, and out of jail.

Representative Gattis stated that Parents as Teachers had
been in her subcommttee budget. She agreed that parents
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are teachers, but the Parents as Teachers grant had been
elimnated from the governor's proposed FY 17 budget.
Subsequently the adm nistration had submtted an anendnment
to add the funds back into the budget, but the subcomittee
had cut the program She relayed that the program was not a
constitutional mandate. She expl ained that the program had
first been funded as a pilot project when the state had the
noney. She noted that there were things the state was
mandated to do and should do pertaining to education. She
believed the state did not have the funds; therefore, she
di d not support the anendnent.

7:31:40 PM

Co- Chair Thonpson MAI NTAI NED hi s OBJECTI ON.
Aroll call vote was taken on the notion.

I N FAVOR: Guttenberg, Kawasaki, Gara
OPPCSED: Munoz, Pruitt, Saddler, WIson, Edgnon, Gattis,
Thonpson, Neuman

The MOTION to adopt Anendnent 19 FAILED (3/8).

Representative GQuttenberg MOVED to ADOPT Anmendnent 20 (copy
on file):

DEPARTMENT: Depar t ment of Educati on and Early
Devel opnent

APPROPRI ATI ON: Teachi ng and Learni ng Support
ALLCCATI ON: Early Learni ng Coordi nation

ADD: $320, 000 General Fund (UGF) 1004

EXPLANATI ON:  This anmendnent restores Best Beginnings
Grants to the FY20 17 funding level in the Governor’s
amended  budget. Best Beginnings fosters strong
partnerships with local and statewide entities that
pronote early learning opportunities for children to
start  school prepared to succeed. Studies show
children with nore books in the hone are nore likely
to becone good readers. Best Beginnings supports
| magi nation Libraries and early chil dhood partnerships
that provide services in 113 Al askan conmunities with
an enrollnment of over 20,000. These partnerships
pronote healthy parent-child interaction, hi gher
quality early care and |earning, and parent education.
The program costs $30 per year per child (0-5), and is
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funded through a conbination of state and private
sources, nearly half of which are raised |ocally.

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for discussion.

Representative GQuttenberg explained that the amendnent
would fund the Best Beginnings program He detailed that
the program was very popular with children. He shared a
story about witnessing a small child receive a book in the
mail. He recalled the child' s nother telling him that her
child waited each nonth to receive the book in the mail. He
el aborated that the book was age and subject appropriate
and encouraged children to read. He pointed out that the
average reading age in prisons was third grade. He remarked
that anything the state could do to get children reading
younger was significant. He referred to discussion about
what was mandated in the constitution. He remarked that the
constitution did not say people should have children, but
they did. He believed children should be taken care of;
there was a social obligation to ensure that children grew
up to be productive citizens. He believed the |egislature
was cutting things in the budget that should not be cut -
things that were beneficial and hel pful for the state. He
could not believe they were going to take books out of the
hands of children. The anendnent would restore the program
for children around the state. He reasoned that if the
funds were not restored, the matching funds would be |ost.
The program taught children «critical skills such as
reading, which would lead to better citizens. He hoped the
amendnent woul d pass. He spoke about children who enjoyed
reading, a skill that would enable them to understand what
was going on as they grew, he stated that "it starts wth
those little kids."

Co- Chair Thonpson relayed that he had al ways supported the
program and provided a personal check annually. He stressed
that the program would not |ose other funding if the state
did not provide funds. He countered that the noney would
still conme in and he guessed that the private funding would
increase. He believed it was a great program however, it
was difficult for the state to provide funding given its
deficit.

7: 35: 48 PM

Vi ce-Chair Saddl er believed the issue was related to wants
versus needs. He discussed his personal experience with the
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library and books he received from family and other as a
child. He stated that public libraries were accessible to
everyone. He referred to testinony that the state should
not fund things that did not work - he reasoned that the
state should also not fund things that were duplicative. He
believed it would be nore economc to fund the public
libraries instead of a program that cost $30 per child. He
acknow edged that the program may be good, but it was not
the only way for a child to get a book. He opposed the
amendment .

Representative Kawasaki testified in support of the
anendnent. He pointed to a graph in nenbers' packets
associated with the anendnent. He stressed that private
funds woul d not supplant the loss of state funds. He stated
that Imagination Libraries in Fairbanks had conmmunicated
that a devastating cut would end the program He el ucidated
that Best Beginnings was nore than nerely giving books to
kids. He stated that it had been the glue that held
together DEED s early devel opnent conponent. He explained
that a one-quarter of a percent was actually dedicated to
early education, which included Best Beginnings, pre-K and
Parents as Teachers. He discussed that Best Begi nnings set
the other prograns together and apart in the conversation
about early education. Wthout Best Beginnings he did not
know why there was a Departnment of Education and "Early"
Devel opnent. He asserted that the state would not have
anyone advocating for early developnent if all of the early
devel opnent prograns were elim nated.

7:38: 35 PM

Representative Gara discussed that there was every piece of
evidence that the Imagination Library and Best Begi nnings
worked. He stated that getting fewer books to children
woul d work less well. He stated that the anmendnent would be
the difference between having nore or less children with
books in their hands. He remarked that nost of the
commttee nenbers around the table were pretty privileged.
He stressed that the prograns benefitted some of the
poorest children in the state. He enphasized that the
amendnent pertained to kids who would no |onger get pre-K
services or benefit from Parents as Teachers because the
prograns had been defunded. He stated that the elimnation
of Best Begi nnings would nean fewer books would go to kids,
despite the fact that getting books into the hands of kids
was successful. He thought the Ilegislature cane down to
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Juneau to cut things that were wasteful and did not work.
He el aborated that the program put books in the hands of
children for a cost of $320,000. He recommended ending the
anmendnent process if all of the anendnents would just
receive party-line votes. He pointed out that Best
Beginnings was the smallest of the pre-K prograns. He
continued that he had been confortable voting for majority
menber amendnents and bills; he hoped the commttee did not
spend the remainder of the evening voting across caucus
lines.

7:41:33 PM

Vice-Chair Saddler stated that it was not proper to
guestion the notivation of another nenber. He did not
appreciate his votes being cast as party-line votes.

Co-Chair Neuman asked menbers to maintain a civil
di scussi on.

Representative Minoz remarked that all conmttee nenbers
supported pre-K and it was difficult for her to vote
agai nst the anendnent. However, she understood that there
was a finite amount of noney available in the current year
and that the state would have to continue to |ook for new
revenue sources. She hoped to get as nuch funding toward K-
12 education as possible. She remarked that it was a fine
bal ance. She understood that the issue currently before the
committee would continue to be a part of the discussion as
the legislature noved towards adjournment. She reiterated
that her focus was trying to obtain as nuch funding for K-
12 as possi bl e.

Representative CQuttenberg remarked that the commttee had
al ready cut Parents as Teachers. He stated that w thout the
amendnent the commttee was now taking books out of the
hands of children. Additionally, the budget cut funding to
libraries. He stressed "it is what it is" and asked nenbers
not to "say we're not doing it, when that's what we're
doing." He stressed that the children were in pre-school

The individuals benefitting from the program did not have
the ability to spend tine browsing in bookstores; the books
went to all of the children - there was no cutoff. He spoke
to the pride of ownership that children had for their
bel ongi ngs. The <children did not know that it was the
state's notive to get them engaged in reading and
education. He enphasized that the program was not partisan
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or superfluous; it was nmeant to nake society stronger. He
comuni cated that according to Best Begi nnings the matching
funds for the program would go away if the state G- funds
were elimnated. He recalled when a |egislator had wanted
to put sone discretionary noney into their district for the
program - as a result it had becone sonething the entire
| egislature did because it was the smart thing to do. The
program went to provide books to the nost vulnerable
children. He relayed that the anendnents had not been drawn
up to instigate arguments; they were designed to create
results. He underscored that the prograns created results.
The cost of putting a book in a child' s hand was worth it.
He stressed that the program made a difference tonorrow and
in 20 years. He remarked that other anendnents i ncluded
much hi gher costs than the anmendnent before the commttee.
He stated that the anmendment was neant to brighten the
lives of small children. He enphasized the success of the
program

7:47:31 PM

Co- Chair Thonpson MAI NTAI NED his OBJECTI ON

A roll call vote was taken on the notion.

I N FAVOR: Kawasaki, Gara, Guttenberg, Thonpson

OPPCSED: Munoz, Pruitt, Saddler, WIson, Edgnon, Gattis,
Neuman

The MOTI ON to adopt Amendnment 20 FAILED (4/7).

7:48: 26 PM

Representati ve Kawasaki MOVED to ADOPT Anendnent 21 (copy
on file):

DEPARTMENT: Depart ment of Educati on and Early
Devel opnent

APPROPRI ATI ON: Teachi ng and Learni ng Support
ALLOCATI ON: Al aska Learni ng Network

ADD: $400, 000 General Fund 1004 (UGF)

EXPLANATI ON: Adds f undi ng to allow for t he
continuation of the Al aska Learning Network Program

Co- Chair Thonmpson OBJECTED for discussion.
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Representati ve Kawasaki explained the anendnent related to
the Alaska Learning Network (AKLN). He detailed that the
network had originated as a way to provide equal and
equitable access to education online for high school
students. He elaborated that 42 of the state's 54 school
districts were currently served by the program - ranging
from Petersburg, Fairbanks, Juneau, and the North Sl ope
Borough. He noted that Fairbanks had the highest nunber of
participants at 110. The concept behind the program was to
provide an outlet and to meximze a student's ability to
learn when <classes are not offered wthin their own
district. Additionally, +the program was part of the
governor's performance schol arship. For exanple, students
who did not have access to advanced placenent chem stry,
calculus, or history, may have the ability to take the
course in another venue. Students who participated in the
program had a high conpletion rate (between 79 and 87
percent). He stated that AKLN was one of the backbone
systens that needed support. He comunicated that the
network had been flat funded over the past several years.
He asserted that if AKLN was cut, many schools would not
have the ability to conpete for the performance
schol arship, especially in rural Al aska. He added that
wi t hout the program Fairbanks students accessing advanced
pl acement courses would no | onger have access.

Representative WIson spoke in opposition to the anendnent.
She was frustrated by AKLN, which she believed could have
been self-sustainable by the current tine. She explained
that the network had been started by a federal grant by the
Chat ham School District and it had subsequently been taken
over by Wangell, which had done a good job adm nistering
the program Utimtely it was taken over by the University
of Al aska. She el aborated that Ketchi kan and Kenai had been
ahead of the ganme and had nunerous online courses they were
sharing with others. She relayed that she had sent the
conmi ssioner at the tinme to Ketchikan to look into
utilizing successful prograns in simlar school districts
instead of starting over in various areas. She furthered
that the intent of the program to provide high school
students with access to courses that may not be offered in
their comunity. She explained that the program was
supposed to allow conmunities to exchange courses or for
one district to pay another to keep courses updated. She
believed that because the network kept getting traded
around it had never really found a good honme or becone
sel f-sustai nabl e. She pointed to the $400,000 GF allocation
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proposed under the anendnent and stated that the program
had not found a way to be usable as intended. She stil
believed the program had the opportunity. She opined that
wi thout the state funds, the program would be forced to
charge the noney, which she believed was probably nuch |ess
than it would take nost districts to hire a master teacher
She stated that they needed to get the noney out of the
state's districts because they were getting paid for each
of the credit hours that high school students were taking.
She explained that the cut would not be taking anything
away from schools. She furthered that there was another
avenue for smaller schools to have a w de range of courses,
but the state would not provide funding. She reiterated
that the program had access to funding that the districts
needed to utilize. She remarked that Kotzebue had its own
studio and made classes for sonme of the smaller school
districts to utilize. Even since the progranmis inception
many school districts had done their own program She
believed the program could survive if they charged the
necessary anount, which was significantly less than hiring
a teacher for just a few students.

7:54:19 PM

Representative Gattis spoke in opposition to the anmendnent.
She explained that the AKLN program had norphed into using
Apex Learning classes. She explained that Mt-Su used the
Apex program it had been able to get the licensing and | et
anyone use the courses for a relatively inexpensive price.
She furthered that it was one of the reasons AKLN had found
itself - it was wutilizing the sanme Apex program She
believed AKLN was utilizing sone courses it had originally
put together, but it had really pivoted over to Apex. She
el aborated that AKLN was now operating as a m ddl eman and
was therefore charging school districts nore. She shared
that Mat-Su had communicated that it would charge the going
rate. She detailed that the intent had been to incentivize
school districts to share with each other, which had never
really occurred under AKLN. She had spoken against the
program in the past. She highlighted that there were school
districts that did online learning out-of-state (i.e.
Florida Virtual School and other).

Representative Gara asked how nmuch noney would be left in
AKLN wi t hout the amendnent.
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Representative Gattis replied that she thought that the
program had been defunded. She had been surprised to learn
there was still noney remaining, but she did not know the
anmount .

Co- Chair Neuman stated that it was al so his understandi ng.

Representative Gara spoke in support of the anmendnent. He
stated that it was not possible to make a program nore
efficient by reducing its budget to zero. He was happy to
hear if soneone had a plan to nmake AKLN nore efficient. He
di scussed that the program had begun when forner Governor
Sean Parnell had created the nmerit scholarship. He detailed
that the scholarship required students to take specific
courses in order to qualify; however, many of the courses
are not available in rural Alaska. He furthered that the
merit scholarship would only be available to students
living in urban areas if sonething had not been done. The
former governor had stated that the program needed to be
funded in order for everyone to have an equal chance at the
schol arship. He discussed that there were sone very good
schools in rural Al aska that produced Ivy League graduates.
He believed the students in rural Al aska should have the
same opportunity at a scholarship as an wurban student;
however, that was not the case currently. He elaborated
that currently many small schools in rural districts did
not have advanced placenent courses needed to qualify for
the scholarship. He stressed that there could not be two
classes of citizens in the state.

Representative Gara questioned what kind of systemit would
be to tell a child that no matter how hard they worked they
would not qualify for a scholarship. He believed it would
be an awful system He furthered that AKLN |eveled the
playing field for students in rural districts. He could not
imagine telling a parent that the nerit scholarship was
reserved for other people who had access to the necessary
courses. He stressed that wthout AKLN it would be the
case. He had never heard that the program had run
inefficiently, elimnating it was not the way to nake it
nore efficient. He stated that elimnating the program was
a way to create two systens of schools: one for those in
urban areas and a worse one for students in rural areas. It
was not the Alaska he believed in. He reiterated his
remar ks about the disparity between rural and urban schoo
districts. He stressed that the state was supposed to
maxi m ze the chances for every young person in the state.
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He referred to another commttee nenber's statenent about a
litnmus test to determ ne whether sonmething belonged in the
budget. The question had been whether a cut would inpact
people's lives. He believed it was a relevant question to
ask when considering whether to continue a program He
underscored that the cut would inpact people's lives and
woul d create two unequal systens of education in Al aska:
one for individuals living in wealthier urban areas and
another for poorer rural individuals. He did not want to
Create two systens.

8:01:12 PM

Representative Munoz believed that AKLN provided a val uable
service to the state. She recalled former Governor Parnel
visiting a mning training course at the University of
Al aska Southeast. She spoke to the inpact the forner
governor's participation had on the class and how
witnessing the online learning had inpacted him as well
She viewed the program as an opportunity to save the state
nmoney. She did not want to see the program go away. She
thought the program could I|ook for increased self-
sufficiency and ways to increase funding through the
districts. She also heard that Mat-Su may want to take a
larger role. She did not believe the program should be
el i m nat ed.

Representative Gattis rem nded the commttee that AKLN was
not a free program Apex also charged. She el aborated that
AKLN had becone the "m ddl eman"” and charged nore than Apex;
AKLN had chosen Apex to utilize the Apex program She
expl ai ned that AKLN had the opportunity to buy direct from
Apex. She believed that the program had norphed into being
the mddleman for the Apex program and had shifted away
fromthe original intent. She did not have a problem with
AKLN or Apex, but she stated that Apex was provided at a
cheaper price. She did not support funding a m ddl enan.

Co- Chair Thonpson had not seen statistics about how many
rural students were using the program He referred to the
sponsor's testinony that the |argest utilizer was
Fai rbanks. He asked for detail on other areas using the
program

Represent ati ve Kawasaki summarized the amendnent. He shared

that AKLN had started in 2011 with only 169 enrollees; at
the close of the 2014/2015 school year there were 920
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enrol |l ees. The projection for the current year was 878. He
stated that Al aska Native student success was an inportant
goal for AKLN, which was included in the progranms by-I|aws.
He furthered that 36 percent of the enrollees were Al aska
Native students. He referred to the distribution of
enroll ees and explained that Fairbanks accounted for a
| arge nunber; however, Kuspuk had 17 or 18, Nenana had 16
or 17, and Hoonah had 2 or 3 students participating in
AKLN. He believed it was inportant to recognize, especially
under the terns of the governor's performance schol arship.
According to AKLN the upcom ng sunmer courses were already
in jeopardy until further funds were secured. Past
appropriations varied between $800,000 and $400,000 (the
current amount was $400,000). The AKLN director had
communi cated that w thout the $400,000 the program would
end. He encouraged the commttee to think hard about what
endi ng the program woul d do.

8:06:12 PM

Co- Chair Thonpson W THDREW hi s OBJECTI ON.
Representative WI son OBJECTED.
Aroll call vote was taken on the notion.

I N FAVOR: Munoz, Gara, Edgnon, Cuttenberg, Kawasaki,
OPPOSED: Pruitt, Saddler, WIlson, Gattis, Thonpson, Neuman

The MOTI ON to adopt Anendnment 21 FAILED (5/6).

8:07:10 PM

Representati ve Kawasaki MOVED to ADOPT Anendnent 22 (copy
on file):

DEPARTMENT: Depart ment of Educati on and Early
Devel opnent

APPROPRI ATI ON: Al aska Li brary and Miseuns

ALLOCATION: Online Wth Libraries (OMA)

ADD: $761, 800 General Fund 1004 (UGF)

EXPLANATI ON: Restores Online with Libraries to the
FY17 Governor’s Anended budget |evel.

Co- Chair Thonmpson OBJECTED for discussion.
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Represent ati ve Kawasaki expl ained the anendnent pertaining
to funds for the Online with Libraries (OA) program He
explained that as the state required nore and nore online
study, broadband became an inportant aspect. He detailed
that O was parallel to the AKLN program He el aborated
that OAL provided 1.5 negabit speeds to nost area
libraries. He continued that the average nonthly internet

cost for a rural library could be as low as $2,700;
however, the rate was $7,600 for the Dillingham library.
The program provided all of the libraries with a snall
subsidy in order to operate video and teleconferencing
equi pnent and online resources. In 2012 there had been
schedul ed vi deo/ t el econf er ences of about 247; with

increased technology and the demand set on rural
comunities in particular, the nunber had increased to 794
in 2013 and 840 in 2014. He stated that OA provided
anot her nethod to help with students in rural Al aska.

Representative Gattis testified in opposition to the
amendnent. She relayed that OAL had begun to receive state
funding in 2015; the state had received federal and private
grants from 2010 to 2014. Only 42.6 percent of the state's
101 libraries utilized the OA program the renmainder of
the public libraries paid the |local share of the internet
bills in-house. Sone of the libraries that used OAL would
downgrade their internet with the proposed cut, while other
libraries may not have difficulty paying for the internet.
She believed the state could Iive without the program

Representati ve Edgnon supported the amendnent. His district
included two first-class snaller regional hubs - the cities
of Dillingham Unal aska, and Naknek had |ibraries that
depended on the funding. He noted that the program
| everaged federal e-rate matching dollars ($8 to $9 for
every state dollar). The program provided comrunity access
to the internet at the local library and al so had val uabl e
instructional value to students. He discussed that the
program stretched the state's educational dollars. He could
see broadband replacing sone conponent of the K-12 fornula
in the future.

8:11: 50 PM

Representative Quttenberg spoke in favor of the anendnent.
He believed it was unfortunate that the conmttee did not
understand the structure of broadband and e-rate dollars.
He expl ained that everyone paid into the Universal Service
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Fund, which subsidized $360 million annually in the form of
e-rate funding. He elaborated that it drove down the cost
of funding in libraries. He discussed that he paid $89 for
poor reception (under 1 negabit) at his home in Fairbanks
what he paid at hone for internet. He relayed that the
average library paid $2,600 for their share; Dillingham
paid $7, 600. The mnimum the Federal Communi cat i ons
Comm ssion (FCC) considered for broadband was 25 negahertz.
He was not aware of anyone in Alaska who received that
speed. He relayed that he could not even stream a novie
with his internet service in Fairbanks. He continued that
44 |ibraries would return to dialup internet service if the
OAL funds were not continued; he noted that dialup speed
was less than 1.5 negabits. Wthout the funds many
libraries would not have the ability to file for Permanent
Fund Dividends online, purchase a hunting |icense, provide
di stance education, and other. He surmsed that the
decreased internet service would render conputer equipnent
usel ess in sone libraries.

Representative GQuttenberg referred to a 2013 State of
Al aska broadband taskforce report that sat |anguishing on a
shelf. He stressed that the report addressed nmany of the
i ssues under discussion, but the legislature was not
working on them He enphasized that they were not working
on driving down the cost of things the state could do to
increase efficiencies and decrease costs in Alaska. He
stated that the OA grants did those things. He expounded
t hat 44  of the state's libraries wuld have no
tel econferencing, distance education, and nothing online.
He di scussed that when Airforce One had visited D Ilingham
the secret service had been "flipping out" because they had
no internet access. He believed the expense paid for
broadband in Al aska was astronom cal and crimnal; however
the legislature was not doing anything to drive the costs
down. He continued that all the |egislature was doing was
telling conmunities it would not subsidize the comunities
because it did not have the character or strength to do
what was right for Al aska. He stated the $761, 000 grant was
a small part of doing anything. He enphasized that the
| egi slature appeared to be wlling to just «cut the
libraries off at the knees. He wunderscored that the
libraries could not afford the service and would not all
find another funding source. He furthered that the cost of
utilities wuld increase due to increased electronic
reporting (e.g. trooper reporting and other).
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8:17: 06 PM

Representative Kawasaki summarized the anendnent. He
explained that prior to OA, 70 out of the state's 100
libraries did not have sufficient bandwdth for any
i nternet connection or videoconferencing. He detailed that
currently alnost every library had sone sort of access to
the OAL program and the 4 to 1 federal matching rate, which
could leverage up to $2 nmillion. If the program funds were
cut, the Ilibraries using O would nost likely have to
return to dialup speeds. He comunicated that |ibraries and
schools were often the center of a small comunity. He
believed cutting off their ability to communicate with the
rest of the world (or severely limting the ability) was
going in the wong direction. He acknow edged that the cut
woul d  not necessarily inpact Fai r banks, Mat - Su, or
Anchor age, but it would it woul d severely hanper
| egislators' ability to communicate with their constituents
across the rest of the state. He added that it would
severely inpact constituents' ability to file fornms online.
He noted that the current |egislature had conmunicated to
the adm nistration that it wanted to see nore online formns
for t hi ngs like driver's license renewal, fishing
licensing, and filing reports, because it cost less. He
stated that the $761, 000 G- request was a small part of the
state's overall budget; it did not break the budget. He
believed that cutting the funds may have the opposite
result of the legislature's desired goal of balancing the
budget .

Co- Chair Thonpson W THDREW hi s OBJECTI ON
Co- Chair Neuman OBJECTED.
Aroll call vote was taken on the noti on.

I N FAVOR: Edgnon, Gara, CGuttenberg, Kawasaki, Minoz
OPPOSED: Pruitt, Saddler, WIlson, Gattis, Thonpson, Neuman

The MOTI ON to adopt Anendnment 22 FAILED (5/6).

8:20:49 PM
AT EASE

8:42: 47 PM
RECONVENED
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Representative Gara MOVED to ADOPT Anendnent 23 (copy on
file):

DEPARTMENT: Departnent of Heal th and Social Services
APPROPRI ATI ON: Medi cai d Services
ALLCOCATI ON: Adul t Preventati ve Dent al Medi cai d
Servi ces
ADD: $2, 882, 700 Fed Rcpts (1002)

$2,882,700 G F Match (1003)

$279, 000 General Fund (1004)

EXPLANATI ON:

Medi care does not provide dental coverage for seniors,
with very mnor exceptions. The state therefore
adopted a |limted dental plan for seniors. Wthout

this amendnent the state’s senior dental plan will be
significantly reduced. Alaska wll also |ose $2.88
mllion, which will inpact the econony.

» Preventive dental services help control higher
nmedi cal costs by preventing nore serious dental
i ssues such as infections, extractions, etc.

* Preventive dental services help individuals retain
their natural teeth or provide for dentures which
help with nutrition as well as cosnetic appearance
whi ch hel ps individuals maintain enploynment and stay
in the work force

e Prevents energency room visits for dental issues
whi ch coul d have been taken care of with preventive
services

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for discussion.

Representative Gara explained that a nunber of years ago
the state decided that not providing people the option for
dental services was not the way to go. Medicaid had only
covered services in the energency room for dental work; it
had not covered preventative care. He detailed that under
the state's Medicaid program people had to wait until their
tooth decay problens becane bad enough for them to go to
the energency room (ER); the state had not paid for
preventative work. He elaborated that the state's senior
popul ati on had faced the sane fate because Medicare did not
cover dental work outside of extreme hospitalization
services. He reiterated that the state had adopted its
dental program for individuals on Medicaid and |ow incone
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i ndividuals on Medicare. He continued that at first the
state had bought an individual with no teeth one set of
dentures at a tinme (an upper or |lower denture); that had
been changed in order for a person to use two years' worth
of benefits in one year in order to get a full set of
t eet h. He expounded that if the dental program was
elimnated for people who could not afford to go to the
dentist a person would not receive dentures at all. He
explained that the current budget elimnated the dental
program for seniors and non-seniors on Medi cai d.

Representative Gara highlighted that half of the current
program was funded by $2.8 million in federal funds (the
other half was paid for with state funds). He shared that
the previous year 27,000 Al askans had received preventative
dental services. He explained that wthout the anendnent
individuals would have to wait until their tooth problem
becanme pai nful enough to warrant going to the ER it would
be the only coverage a person would receive. He remarked
that conmmttee nenbers all had health insurance and could
go to the dentist for work; they did not have to wait for
di sease to occur. He w shed Medicare covered preventative
dental, but it did not. He believed that while battling the
budget deficit, the legislature should look for things to
cut that did not matter and were not inportant. He thought
the cut went too far backwards; it was too hard a hit on
peopl e who did not have nobney and on seniors. He reasoned
that it was | ess expensive to |let soneone go to the denti st
before they had a major problem He comunicated that the
dental program had been proposed by a Republican |egislator
in the past and had passed unaninously. The anendnment
mai ntai ned the current dental program w thout the program
seniors and Medicaid recipients would have to wait for
their dental problens to beconme severe enough to justify
going to the ER

8:48: 44 PM

Vice-Chair Saddler discussed that the state had a very
generous Medicaid program The program offered 26 optiona
adult services to the Medicaid population, which was
approximately 145,000 at a cost of $239 nillion per year.
Additionally, the program offered 19 wmandatory adult
services, which cost the state $486 nmillion [annually].
There were 45 services mandatory services provided to
children (including dental services) for a cost of $539
mllion. He believed the program was generous. He added
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that it was a maxi mum of $1,250 per year. He continued that
the state provided Pernmanent Fund Dividends and there was
nothing to prevent people from using their dividend on
dental work. He expl ained that people on Medicaid were held
harm ess; there was no penalty for using the dividend to
take care of one's teeth. He explained that the program was
separate fromthe entire nedical services Mdicaid statute.
He reasoned that it was not inappropriate to |ook at sone
of the optional services provided when facing a |I|arge
deficit. He remarked that other states that had gone
through recession had figured out ways to reduce Medicaid
expenses; suspending or ending the adult preventative
dental service was one of the tactics other states had
utilized. He pointed out that it was a $6 mllion
reduction. He reiterated that the state paid $239 mllion
for optional services, $486 mllion for mandatory services,
and $539 mllion for <children's services. He did not
believe it was unreasonable to expect that there would be a
slight reduction in the optional prograns provided in a
time of significant deficit.

Representative GGattis shared that her father-in-law had
passed away the past year. She shared that he had been a
WAN'l veteran who had not received dental insurance through
the VA. She recalled that as he had aged it had been a huge
challenge for her famly to deal with his dental work. She
struggled with the fact that dental care would be offered
for free, while many people in the private industry had to
pay for coverage thenselves. She added that veterans were
only covered if they had a war injury. She did not support
t he amendnent .

8:52:17 PM

Representative Guttenberg stated "I'm delighted that people
think that sonebody that's eligible for Medicaid services
will go in at the drop of a toothache and get a dental

appoi ntment, have a phone nunber to be reached at, and have
a place to go and a way to get there at a specific tine."
He believed that it was unfortunate that veterans did not
receive dental coverage. He discussed what happened when
people could not afford nedical services. He enphasized
that he was not asking nenbers to care about the
individuals. He was asking nenbers to think about what
happened to their insurance bill. He referred to a person
with decaying teeth who could not afford insurance; it was
not only the pathway to needing heavy dental work, but many
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ot her diseases as well. He stressed that when a person went
to the ER because they could not afford to go anywhere
el se, the state paid for the bill; sonme hospitals absorbed
the cost, but nost passed the costs on to the state. The
point of the dental program was to provide preventative
coverage in order to avoid the need for ER treatnent.
Additionally, with preventative treatnent, people did not
get disease as a result of tooth problens. He reiterated
that the state was paying for services when individuals
went to the ER He conmmunicated that hospitals would tel
menbers how nuch noney they had to absorb and how nuch
noney they had to build into billing and other. He stressed
that it was significantly higher than $6 nillion. He
restated that the state paid the bill anyway when
individuals had to go to the hospital. He spoke to the
cost-effective nature of providing preventative dental
care. He enphasized that failing to provide treatnment for
i ndividuals would cause the budget to balloon in the
future. Additionally, the costs would be reflected in state
and private insurance and when paying for services out of
pocket. He wunderscored that the costs would be on the
state's bill.

8:56:13 PM

Co- Chair Thonpson MAI NTAI NED hi s OBJECTI ON.

Representative Gara asked if it was accurate that veterans
did not receive preventative dental through the VA

Co-Chair Thonpson replied that he was not positive;
however, he was not aware of any veterans receiving free
dental care.

Representative WIson stated that her husband is a veteran
and did not receive preventative dental care through the
VA.

Representative Gara thought it made the need for the
anendnent even nore pressing. He stated "shanme on us as a
society" if individuals were asked to go to war for the
country but did not receive dental care benefits. He opined
that if veterans were not receiving dental, it was all the
nore reason to pass the amendnent. The amendnent did not
di scri m nate between individuals who had served the U S. in
war and those who had not; it would provide dental coverage
for veterans and non-veterans. A veteran would have the
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right to dental coverage, especially if they cane back
injured and unable to work and were Medicaid eligible.

A roll call vote was taken on the notion.

IN FAVOR: Gara, CQuttenberg, Kawasaki

OPPCSED: Saddler, WIson, Edgnon, Gattis, Minoz, Pruitt,
Thonpson, Neuman

The MOTI ON to adopt Anendnment 23 FAILED (3/8).

8:59: 07 PM

Representative Gara relayed that the restoration of funds
to help seniors wth conditions Ilike Alzheiner's had
al ready passed in a prior anmendnent; therefore, he W THDREW
t he Amendnent 24 (copy on file).

Representative Gara MOVED to ADOPT Anmendment 25 (copy on
file):

DEPARTMENT: Heal th and Soci al Services

APPROPRI ATI ON: Seni or and Disabilities Services
ALLOCATI ON: Communi ty Devel oprent al Disabilities
G ants

ADD: $640, 000 GF/ IVH (1037)

EXPLANATI ON:  The subcommttee’'s cuts reduce help to
Al askans with devel opnent al di sabilities. Thi s
assistance is used to help vulnerable people live with
dignity, learn, and care for thenselves. These funds

provi de assistance for organi zations |ike Hope
Community Resources, which pronotes a better quality
of life.

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for discussion.

Representative Gara explained that the current budget
included a $640,000 cut to people wth devel oprmental
disabilities. The anendnent sought to restore help for
people facing difficulties in their daily |lives just
because of the way they were born. The anendnent would
restore funds to Hope Conmmunity Resources and other
progranms. He spoke to public testinony froma man who had a
l[ift installed in his shower so he could take a shower. He
believed the services helped people live with dignity. He
did not believe a shower |ift was a luxury. He stated that

House Fi nance Conmmittee 89 03/08/16 1:34 P. M



the legislature should be cutting waste and things that did
not work, but not prograns such as disability services. The
funds were essential to people who had many hurdles to |ive
with. The cut would hit people with some of the biggest
challenges in the state. The funds also helped an
individual to a build ranp to their house in order to
remain in their own hone; the grants hel ped individuals
live independently. He remarked that soneone had once said
that the budget was not only a bunch of nunbers; it was a
noral docunment. He shared that he had grown up wth a
foster brother with devel opnental disabilities. He provided
further information about his brother who had been offered
a hand and training provided by grants. He had al so worked
for a living until being hit by a car, which prevented him
from working again. He stated that sonme people need a hand;
people with disabilities should be given a hand. He did not
support cutting over $500,000 to individuals who deserved
the services, the right to live with dignity, and the right
to receive training to help themgo to work if possible.

Representative Gara stated that the funds were not wast ef ul
and went to individuals who should have the right to live
with dignity and independently. He recalled nenbers of the
Key Coalition of Alaska telling himthey would just like to
l[ive with dignity and independently. He added that sonme of
the funds were used for fun. For exanple, sonetines a group
| i ke Hope Conmunity Resources was able to take individuals
to a novie so they did not have to be cooped up at hone
their entire lives. He wanted to hear if people believed
the program was wasteful or if the funds were being
m sused. He had never heard either of those things. He
reasoned that the cut in the budget did neet the standard
of inmpacting lives; it was an essential service. He was
supportive of locating waste in the budget, but the service
t he amendnment woul d restore was not waste.

9:05: 53 PM

Vice-Chair Saddler countered that the state did provide
resources to individuals with disabilities. He wondered if
providing $5 mllion to $12 mllion would be sufficient to
show that the legislature had respect for the dignity of
those inpacted by the services. He stated that the
| egislature provided $12 mllion for disability grants
(after the reduction the anmendnent sought to restore). He
expounded that the subconmittee had taken a npbdest 5
percent reduction from the governor's request, which he
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beli eved was not excessive or cold-hearted. He reasoned
that it was not possible to spin gold from straw. He
stressed that the state was constrained by the current
fiscal situation. He furthered that the state provided
other services to individuals with disabilities including
Medicaid healthcare services and waivers, vocat i onal
rehabilitation services, and proposed |legislation that
woul d enable people to save noney to pay for the cost of
living with a disability. Addi tionally, the federa
gover nment provi ded suppl enent al security incone. He
rejected the proposition that not funding the $640,000
denonstrated l|ack of care, respect, or conpassion. He
believed the reduction reflected the fiscal reality and was
nodest and responsi bl e.

Representative (Quttenberg spoke in support of t he
anendnent. He did not hear any place where the funds were
superfluous, wasted, or unneeded. He stressed that the
maki ng budget cuts was the coldest part of the |egislative
process. He furthered that cuts were being made on the
backs of children, seniors, and disabled individuals. He
reasoned at that point the budget becane a noral docunent.
He believed cuts were being made to places that should not
be cut. He knew the cut to disability services was wong
and he believed "it says sonething norally about who we
are."

9: 09: 34 PM

Co- Chair Thonmpson MAI NTAI NED his OBJECTI ON

A roll call vote was taken on the notion.

IN FAVOR. Gara, CQuttenberg, Kawasaki

OPPCSED: W/ son, Edgnon, Gattis, Mnoz, Pruitt, Saddler
Thonpson, Neuman

The MOTI ON to adopt Anendnment 25 FAILED (3/8).

9:10: 25 PM

Representative Gara MOVED Amendnent 26 (copy on file):

DEPARTMENT: Heal th and Soci al Services
APPROPRI ATI ON: Senior and Disabilities Services
ALLOCATI ON: General Relief/ Tenporary Assisted Living
ADD: $365, 000 CGeneral Fund (1004)
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EXPLANATION: This cut wll reduce energency housing
and help for seniors and those with other significant
chal l enges. It provides housing for people who woul d
otherwise be honeless, wuntil stable housing can be
secur ed.

Co- Chair Thonmpson OBJECTED for discussion.

Representative Gara explained that the anmendnent would
restore funding for short-term energency housing for
seniors and individuals wth significant |ife challenges.
The current budget would cut $365,000 from the program He
had no problem providing energency housing for seniors or
di sabled individuals who could otherwse end up on the
street due to life difficulties. He stated that seniors and
people with disabilities were already taking a significant
hit in the current budget. He believed they were the wong
people to take noney away from He offered to receive a
salary cut. He wondered who thought cutting the service
woul d save the state noney. He surmsed that w thout the
funds the individuals could end up in a shelter; they would
eventually receive services, but would live wth Iless
dignity. He stated that it was a savings on paper but not
in reality. He did not see the necessity for cutting so
deep.

9:13:42 PM

Vi ce-Chair Saddler spoke in opposition to the amendnent.
believed a 5 percent reduction could be considered |arge or
small. He pointed to a survey by the Rasnuson Foundation
asking what a person would consider to qualify as a snal

or nmedium cut. He believed the popul ati on of Al aska thought
a small cut would be 10 percent and that a nedium cut would
be 25 percent. He did not recall what people thought a
large cut would be. He stated that tenporary assisted
living received an allocation of just under $7 mllion in
state funds. The cut would reduce the governor's request by
5 percent, which he believed was half of what a small cut
would be. He had heard earlier in the day that sone

individuals in the oil industry who were taking 100 percent
cuts in pay, losing their jobs, and having to |eave the
state because of the economcs of the oil industry. He

reasoned that the economcs filtered through the state in
the form of reduced taxes and royalties. In the face of
tremendous incone reductions, he did not consider a 5
percent cut to be deep. He stressed that it was a snal
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cut, but he wished it was not necessary. He referred a
review for DHSS, which specified that the 1915-1 waiver the
department was pursuing, could nake an extra $4.5 mllion
avai l able for the assisted living allocation. He hoped that
the noney becane available. He stated that he is not
unconpassi onate; his job on the commttee was to bal ance
the state's wunlimted needs, wants, and desires wth
l[imted revenue.

Representative Kawasaki referred to previous testinony
related to polling. He did not listen to polls or |obbyists
because ultimately the people he listened to were his
constituents. He detailed that mnmany of his constituents
would be deeply inpacted by the cut. He supported the
restoration of funding because his constituents would be
heavily inpacted by a 5 percent cut.

Representative Gara stated that he would not nmake the
deci sion based on a poll; however, he had read the poll,
which did not say that people supported a 5 percent cut to
seniors or people with disabilities in need of energency
housi ng. He enphasized that the specific questions had not
been in the poll. He believed that if Al askans were polled
on the specific issue they woul d oppose the cut.

Co- Chair Thonpson MAI NTAI NED hi s OBJECTI ON.

Aroll call vote was taken on the notion.

IN FAVOR. Gara, CQuttenberg, Kawasaki

OPPOSED: Gattis, WIlson, Pruitt, Saddler, WIson, Thonpson
Neuman

The MOTION to adopt Anendnent 26 FAILED (3/8).

9:18:53 PM

Representati ve Kawasaki MOVED to ADOPT Anendnent 27 (copy
on file) [Note: see copy on file for further detail]:

DEPARTMENT: Heal th and Soci al Services
APPROPRI ATI ON: Publ i c Assi stance
ALLOCATI ON:  Seni or Benefits Paynent Program
ADD: $5, 137,900 Ceneral Fund 1004 (UGF)

EXPLANATION:  This anendnent restores the FY20 17
funding |evel proposed by the Governor. Al aska faces
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exponential growh in the senior population with a
doubling of the senior population in the next 10 years
(roughly 70,000 to 140,000). The Senior Benefits
Payment Program provides vital supplenmental funding to
| ow-inconme seniors that allow them to stay in their

homes. Keeping seniors at honme saves the state
t housands of dollars and slows their nove up the
conti nuum of care. Wth the pending Silver Tsunam, it

is prudent to invest in cost saving neasures that wll

reduce spending later. Eligibility is incone based and
is divided into three categories; 75% 100% and 175%
of the Federal Poverty Level. Elimnating benefits to
5,438 people and households will cost the state in the
| ong run.

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for discussion.

Representati ve Kawasaki discussed the high population of
seniors in his district. He detailed that the state's
seni or popul ation was expected to double over the next 10
years. He believed the nunber should cause al arm when they
spoke about senior and disability services and hone and
community based waivers. He explained that the Senior
Benefits Paynment Program helped seniors remain in their
homes |onger, which ultimately ended up costing the system
significantly less. Currently there were 5,348 seniors that
woul d be inpacted by the anendnent; failure to act on the
anendnent would nean that seniors naking sonmewhere around
$14,000 per year would no |onger receive a senior benefit
paynent. The paynent originally was supposed to be around
$125, which was anticipated to drop to $47. The seniors
that he knew were seniors who had built the state. He
remarked that the street names in his district were all
named after seniors from the community. He believed that
ensuring that senior benefits continued into the future
woul d ensure that the individuals could remain in Al aska.

9:21:42 PM

Vi ce-Chair Saddl er spoke against the anmendnent. He stated
that the issue had been discussed previously. He believed
the state was generous and recognized the contribution of
its seniors. The anendnent sought to restore a reduction
made in his finance subcommttee that would end the cash
paynment to the highest level of three tiers of senior
benefit recipients; individuals that earned approximtely
$25,760 at 100 to 125 percent of the federal poverty |evel.
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The subconmittee had proposed no change to the |owest tier
of seniors who received $250 per nonth at 75 percent of the
federal poverty level. Additionally, there had been no
change to the second tier who would continue to receive
$175 per nmonth at 76 to 100 percent of the federal poverty
| evel. He opined that the funds denonstrated consideration
and conpassion to the state's needi est seniors. He reasoned
that it was a cash benefit and by maintaining the funds for
the neediest seniors it protected two-thirds of the seniors
who received the benefit. He noted that there were other
benefits offered to the seniors including the PFD, senior
citizen property tax exenption, senior sales tax exenption,
veteran property tax exenption, survivor of veteran
property t ax exenpti on, soci al security, Medi cai d,
Medi care, and other. He stated that failing to provide the
cash paynents to one tier of the senior benefits recipients
was not in any way disrespecting or showing a |ack of
appreciation for Alaska's seniors. He expounded that the
cut was sinply reflecting the state's difficult budget
tinmes. He referred to other discussions about bal ancing the
needs of sick and disabled people versus college students
versus pre-K progranms. He reasoned that it was not possible
to fund or cut everything. He did not believe the cut was
i nappropri ate.

Representative Gara did not believe the state was bal anci ng
the needs of children who would benefit from state pre-K
wth the needs of seniors because it appeared that both
woul d be cut. He stated that taking away funds on both ends
did not represent a balance. He discussed that the
adm ni stration should have been paying $100 per nonth to
seniors who earned as little as $14,700; however, the
i ndividuals had been paid $125 per nonth for the first
portion of the fiscal year and $47 for the remainder of the
year. He elaborated that if the amendnent failed those
seniors would receive no senior benefit paynment at all; if
it passed they would receive at |east $100 per nonth. He
did not believe the chair of the DHSS subconmittee was
di srespecting anyone, but he believed taking the funds away
was wong. He was proud that seniors were offered a
property tax exenption; however, it was necessary to own a
home in order to receive the benefit. The senior benefit
paynents went to many seniors who did not own a hone.

9: 26: 43 PM
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Co- Chair Thonpson asked which tier a person earning $14, 000
per year fell under.

Vice-Chair Saddler replied that individuals earning $14, 720
per year were in the second tier and would still receive
$175 per nonth.

Representative Kawasaki provided a summary  of t he
amendnent. He stated that the |argest benefit went to the
peopl e who could least afford it. He detailed that a senior
earning between zero and $11,000 would receive the $250
nmonthly paynment. Individuals earning between $11,000 and
$14, 000 woul d receive $175 per nonth. The category inpacted
by the anendnent included 5,400 seniors earning between
$14,000 and $25,000. He stated that the funds were
suppl enental benefits that went to seniors - individuals
who helped to build the state and decided to retire in
Al aska. He remarked that nany seniors noved to the Lower 48
and places that with a lower cost of living. He told a
personal anecdote about his nmom who was a senior. He
enphasi zed that seniors wanted to remain in Al aska and had
provided a significant ampunt to the state. He stated that
the program provided seniors with funds for food, heating,
and prescriptions. He believed that w thout senior benefits
fewer grandparents would have the ability to remain in
Al aska. He stated that the anendnent would enable seniors
to stay in Al aska.

Co- Chair Thonpson MAI NTAI NED hi s OBJECTI ON.

Aroll call vote was taken on the notion.

IN FAVOR. Gara, CQuttenberg, Kawasaki

OPPOSED: Gattis, Miunoz, Pruitt, Saddler, WIson, Edgnon,
Thonpson, Neuman

The MOTION to adopt Anendnment 27 FAILED (3/8).

9: 30: 55 PM

Representative CQuttenberg believed Anmendnent 28 had been
taken care of in an earlier amendnent.

9:31:12 PM
AT EASE

9:31:36 PM
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RECONVENED

Representative CGuttenberg W THDREW Anendnent 28 (copy on
file).

Representative Gara MOVED to ADOPT Anendnment 29 (copy on
file):

DEPARTMENT: Departnent of Adm nistration
APPROPRI ATI ON: Legal and Advocacy Services
ALLOCATI ON: O fice of Public Advocacy

ADD: $542, 400 Ceneral Fund (1004)

POSI TIONS: Add: 5 PFT Positions

EXPLANATI ON: Guardian ad Litens in Alaska (who
represent children in OCS cases) have *“anpbng the
hi ghest” caseloads “in the United States,” according
to Ofice of Public Advocacy Director Rick Allen.
Current averages are between 110-120 children per GAL.
“GAL caseloads have risen 58% in the past 12-18
nmont hs,” according to M. Allen.

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for discussion.

Representative Gara explained that the anendnent addressed
guardians ad litem who represented children in cases where
they were taken away from their famlies. The guardians
were responsible for determining a child' s best interest
and presenting it to the court. He detailed that if the
best interest was to reunite the child with their famly
the guardian would recommend that a child be taken out of
foster care and reunited wth their famly. The
recomendation would be to keep a child away from an
abusive parent if that was the case. He enphasized that the
anendnent was about protecting children from child abuse
and neglect; it was also about maintaining famlies when
possi ble. He enphasized that the children had not done
anything wong and deserved a voice in court. He referred
to a statement by Rck Allen who headed the Ofice of
Publ i c Advocacy that Al aska had anong the hi ghest casel oads
in the nation. The state's casel oads were between 110 and
120 children per child advocate. He expounded that the
| arge caseload prevented advocates from spending tinme on
the case prior to going to court. He discussed that
casel oads had risen 58 percent in the past 12 to 18 nonths
according to M. Allen. He had heard nunerous statenents in
the commttee that sonetinmes mstakes were nade when it
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came to the children, sonetinmes they were taken away from
famlies they should not be taken away from and sonetines
children are put back with famlies that have no business
taking care of a child. He stressed that m stakes were nade
in both directions if caseworkers were overburdened. He
wanted children's advocates who would know the child when
they went to court and who would have the ability to tell
whether a child would be put in danger iif they were
reunified with an abusive parent or other.

Representative Gara stated that in one way the anendnent
woul d save the state noney; a know edgeabl e advocate woul d
know the famly well enough to recommend taking the child
out of the foster care system He furthered that the state
did not need to pay $30 to $100 per day to keep the child
in the foster care system The $100 cost per day was for
children with nore severe behavioral problens. He stated
that any child taken away fromtheir famly had significant
problems. He shared that once a child was put in foster
care they automatically received high enough Adverse
Chi | dhood Experiences score to be categorized as a person
needing help. He stated that the anmendnment would save
noney. He furthered that there would be cases where the
advocate would determne a child could be placed back with
their famly; it would also save the state noney when an
advocate determined that keeping the child from their
famly would prevent abuse. He underscored that if a famly
abused their child it would ruin the child's life and cost
the state nore noney.

Representative Gara expressed synpathy for individuals
facing hardships due to job loss in the oil industry;
however, they had not faced the same hardship the children
inpacted by the anendnent faced. He stressed that the
children had the right to have the correct decision nmde
about them and the right to an advocate who woul d represent
them wi sely. He enphasized that it was the state's job not
to send children back to abusive homes. Additionally, it
was the state's job to reunify famlies when appropriate.
He reiterated that the anendnent would save nobney. He
underscored that the anendnent was right and protected
children. He enphasized that the state had anong the
hi ghest caseloads in the country for too long. The state
had the highest level of child abuse and sexual abuse in
the country. He was tired of the state ranking at the top
of the categories. He concluded that the amendnent woul d
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save the state noney, dignity, and it would save the
state's children from pain.

9:38:44 PM

Co- Chair Thonpson MAI NTAI NED hi s OBJECTI ON.

Aroll call vote was taken on the notion.

I N FAVOR: Guttenberg, Kawasaki, Gara

OPPOCSED: Gattis, Minoz, Pruitt, Saddler, WIson, Edgnon,
Thonpson, Neuman

The MOTION to adopt Anendnent 29 FAILED (3/8).

9: 39: 30 PM

Representative Gara MOVED to ADOPT Anendnent 30 (copy on
file):

DEPARTMENT: Departnent of Health and Social Services
APPROPRI ATION: O fice of Children’s Services
ALLOCATI ON: Front Line Social Wrkers

ADD: $1, 034,300 General Fund (1004)

$258, 600 Federal Receipts (1002)

POSI TIONS: ADD: 10 PFT Positions

EXPLANATION: Since the addition of needed staff in
2015, the nunber of foster youth has grown from 2,450
to 2,879 today. The staff added in 2016 hel ped
negl ected and abused youth, but since then nore than
400 youth have come into OCS. Caseworkers’ casel oads
remain with well above recommended caseloads. The
system is over-stressed, and we need to have a system
that is responsive to abused and neglected children,
foster and natural parents, and that gets children out
of the foster care system into permanent, |oving
hones.

Co- Chair Thonmpson OBJECTED for discussion.

Representative Gara discussed that the previous session the
| egi sl ature had done sonething very good. He expl ained that
the state had a massively overburdened foster care system
He noted that the previous year the commttee had been told
that while the average caseload should be 12 to 15,
caseworkers in Alaska had up to 70 cases. He furthered that
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the commttee had heard that with the addition of 27
caseworkers in the Ofice of Children Services (OCS), the
caseloads were still very high and far above national
standards. He offered his appreciation for the funds
all ocated the previous year. The high rate was partially
due to a significant increase in the nunber of foster youth
(the nunber had risen from approxi mately 2,450 the previous
year to alnost 2,900 at present). He had believed the
nunber of children in foster care would be simlar in the
current year to the nunber the prior year. He stressed that
the children had done nothing wong and deserved to have a
caseworker to check in on them and who knows them

Additionally, foster parents deserved to get a return phone
call. He enphasized that not only were caseloads too high

they had increased by 450 in the past year. He spoke to
wanting to bend the curve to make things better. He stated
that the caseworkers would save the state nobney when they
had the tine to realize when a famly was ready to take a
child back safely or when a child should be kept away from
an abusive parent. The l|arger the caseloads, the nore
m st akes woul d be made. He provided a sports anal ogy about
dropping balls. He enphasized that m stakes were made when
there were not enough people working. He underscored that
the state did not have enough people working for the
children who had done nothing wong, but were abused and
negl ected and soneti nes bounced between 15 foster hones.

Representati ve Gara stressed t hat W th reasonabl e
casel oads, the caseworker would have the ability to work
the case to put a child into a permanent hone. The goal of
the foster care systemwas not to keep kids in foster care,
but to get them out of the system He stated that getting a
child back into a permanent and |oving hone was terned
permanency in the profession. It was sonething he believed
everyone wanted. He stated that the amendnment would make a
nunber of lives better. He elaborated that the amendnent
was not expensive. He thought the commttee would hear from
t he DHSS budget subcommittee chair that he believed he had
located a $2 million savings in the OCS system to qualify
for some federal funds. He stated that the anmendment woul d
cost $1 nmillion. He stated that it would cost the state
nore if the anmendnent did not pass. He did not know how to
neasure accidentally putting a child back with an abusive
parent or leaving a child in foster care when they had a
loving famly to go hone to. He recalled testinony from
foster children who had been placed in 15 honmes over the
course of 10 to 15 years. He questioned the damage that the
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situation could cause. He had met the head of OCS recently
who had expressed her alarm at the nunber of youth com ng
into the foster care system she had no power to stop that,
but she needed to work to get children out of the foster
care system She wanted to have control about how fast the
state got kids out of foster care and into a healthy,
loving honme. He reiterated that the national caseload

standard was 12 to 15 kids per social worker. He
communi cated that if 10 casewrkers were added for an
increase of 450 kids, it wuwuld not neet the national

standard, but it would nake things better. He remarked that
if it made 10 to 20 lives better it would be successful. He
asked nmenbers to support the anendnent.

9:46: 22 PM

Representative WIson spoke in opposition to the anendnent.
She hoped that whoever had the allocation the follow ng
year should change the allocation from frontline social
wor ker s. She corrected t hat t he i ndi vi dual s wer e
caseworkers. She believed that the state was overreaching
and would take nore children [from their hones] that they
should not take if the agency was given nore noney. She
shared that she had received a call the prior day about a
child that had been playing at a church playground adjacent
to their home. She had been told that soneone thought the
child was unattended and OCS ended up at the honme. She
agreed that there were sone parents who were abusing
children and the children should be taken away. She
remarked that nore children had been taken out of their
homes in the past year because nore noney had been
appropriated to OCS. She stated that OCS had a 1, 000-page
manual ; she did not believe OCS followed its policies. She
believed that there would be fewer children renmoved from
their homes if OCS followed its policies. She spoke to the
need for offering a safety plan to keep a child in their
home. She remarked that very infrequently "is there not an
energency taking of a child.” She recalled a situation
where the safety plan was with the child' s grandnother. She
el aborated on the story and relayed that the child had been
t aken by CCS.

Representative WIson believed that if the state gave nore
nmoney to the department it would take nore children. She
believed the system was broken. She stressed the need to
ook into the agency if the commttee really wanted to see
a change. She believed OCS broke federal and state |aw
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because they did not follow the policies and procedures.
She stated that the federal governnent had becone invol ved
and decided to provide nore funding for adoption and foster
care. She did not believe it sounded like a bad idea, but
as a result, reunification wth famlies had dropped
annually down to 16 percent at present. She wanted to
protect children but she also wanted to protect famlies;
famlies doing the best they could. She acknow edged t hat
they were not perfect. She stated that over 95 percent of
the parents had a public defender (based on incone). She
asked if lowinconme parents were the only parents visited
by OCS. She had told the commttee the past year that OCS
woul d take nmore children from hones if the |egislature gave
the agency nore funding. She did not know why the
| egi sl ature kept doing the same thing expecting a different
outconme. She stressed that famlies would be broken up if
the legislature did not fix the system and continued to
all ocate nore funding. She enphasized that taking children
from famlies had lasting effects; it was not possible to
get a famly back together in the sane way once it had been
broken up. She did not believe adding the funds would fix
the problem She pointed to the 18 percent increase in the
nunber of children taken from their homes; she stressed
that the nunbers were "way out of whack."

9:51: 38 PM

Co- Chair Thonpson MAI NTAI NED hi s OBJECTI ON.

Representative Gara provided wap up on the anmendnent. He
stated that the commttee had heard testinony on the reason
the nunber of children in foster care was increasing. He
el aborated that the nunber had been increasing for six
years. The l|egislature had specifically asked DHSS whet her
t he caseworkers had been assigned to taking children out of
famlies - the answer had been no. The caseworkers had been
assigned to famlies where the child had already been
taken. He stressed that the caseworkers assigned to
famlies in the foster care were not adding to the nunber
of children taken from hones. The conmttee had been told
that OCS received 26,000 reports of harm annually. The
majority of reports canme from troopers, medi ca
prof essionals, teachers, counselors, and police. There was
no doubt there was a mstake here and there, which was
awful, but the kids the anendnent pertained to were in
terrible situations. He was al arned that the nunber of Kkids
being put in the foster care system was increasing, but the
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evi dence showed that the caseworkers assigned to fanmilies
already in the foster care system had nothing to do wth
the increase. He discussed that approximately five years
back OCS had decided to start investigating nore cases nore
t horoughly; it was the only evidence available. He had
dealt with as many cases as any other conmttee nenber and
he had no doubt that an overburdened system was one that
soneti nes made m stakes, which was awful when it cane to a
human being's life. However, the anendnment would help the
situation because it would reduce casel oads and m stakes

More m stakes would occur if casel oads were | arger.

9:54:50 PM

Aroll call vote was taken on the notion.

I N FAVOR: @Quttenberg, Kawasaki, Edgnon, Gara

OPPCSED: Munoz, Pruitt, Saddler, WIson, Gattis, Thonpson
Neuman

The MOTI ON to adopt Anendnment 30 FAILED (4/7).

9:55:31 PM

Representative Gara MOVED to ADOPT Anmendnment 31 (copy on
file):

DEPARTMENT: Departnent of Health and Social Services
APPROPRI ATI ON: Medi cai d Servi ces

ALLCCATI ON: Health Care Medicaid Services

ADD: $13, 300, 000 G-/ Match (1003)

EXPLANATI ON:  Thi s anendnent restores the FYI 7 funding
| evel proposed by the Governor. The Conmm ssioner of
Health and Social Services has stated that the
departnent nmay achieve $6.7 mllion in savings by
increasing the allowable federal reinbursenment for
I ndian Health Services beneficiaries travel, and the
Governor’s  budget proposes a corresponding $6.7

mllion cut to this category of travel expenses. The
current subconm ttee budget pr oposal contains a
m sunderstanding that $13.3 million will be available

for Indian Health Services beneficiaries on top of the
$6.7 mllion the Governor’'s budget reflects as
anticipated state savings. Wthout this anendnent,
there will be a $13.3 nillion wunallocated cut to
Medi cai d’ s recipients.
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Co- Chair Thonmpson OBJECTED for discussion.

Representative Gara spoke to the amendnent that would
restore funding to the governor's proposed level for
Medi cai d services. He explained that the $13.3 nillion cut
had been increased to $20 mllion due to the passage of an
earlier anmendment. He believed that the cut would not save
the state any noney in the end because the departnent woul d
likely have to submt a supplenental funding request the
following year. The anendnent related to purported savings
the state would achieve if it found a way to qualify for
nore federal funding for travel for IHS beneficiaries. The
departnent's testinony was that it believed it could
qualify for about $6.7 mllion in federal funding; however,
currently the conmittee had cut about $27 mllion of the
funds. He believed the proper thing to do would be to let
the departnment work through the paperwork, get the
contracts, and obtain federal approval to |everage the
federal funds for travel.

Representative Gara explained that i f savings were
overestimted, the departnent would cone back to the
| egi slature for a supplenental request. He stated there had
been no testinony that the departnment could achieve $27
mllion of IHS travel reinbursenent. Wen the cut had been
proposed it had been specified that it was possi bl e because
the departnment would receive federal funding to pay for
travel for |IHS Dbeneficiaries. He believed once the
departnment obtained the federal funding it should be
required to save the GF and return themto the treasury at
the end of the year. He thought that assum ng DHSS woul d
take in federal funds was not the way to budget. He
remarked that the anmendnent really had no fiscal i npact
because if the estimate on federal funding was overstated,
the state would still be required to pay for the Medicaid
services and the departnment would request supplenental
funds. He opined that passing the anendnment seened to be
the better way to go. He clarified that no one was saying
the department was not doing a good job at trying to
| everage the federal funds; it just had not been able to as
of yet.

9: 58: 36 PM

Vi ce-Chair Saddler believed Amendnent 31 was unnecessary.
He discussed that the commttee had passed an anmendnent
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earlier (Amendnent 10), which invested alnost $600,000 to
help DHSS realize the savings in Medicaid travel and
accommodati ons, which would be brought about by the change
in CVM5 policy pursued and obtained by Comm ssioner
Davi dson. The current DHSS budget subcommttee envisioned
$20 mllion in travel savings and DHSS believed it my be

able to obtain $27 million in savings with the investnent
of the $552,000 in tribal liaison funds. There was the
potential for savings of tens of mllions of dollars in

future Medicaid expenses. He had asked the departnent
during the break earlier about the issue. He had been told
that there was no guarantee DHSS would receive the full $27
mllion, but they would try.

Co- Chair Thonpson MAI NTAI NED hi s OBJECTI ON.

Aroll call vote was taken on the notion.

I N FAVOR: Kawasaki, Gara, QGuttenberg

OPPCSED: Munoz, Pruitt, Saddler, WIson, Edgnon, Gattis,
Thonpson, Neuman

The MOTION to adopt Anendnment 31 FAILED (3/8).

10: 00: 40 PM

Representative CGuttenberg MOVED to ADOPT Anendnent 32(copy
on file):

DEPARTMENT: Departnent of Heal th and Social Services
APPROPRI ATI ON: Al aska Pi oneer Hones

DELETE |INTENT: “It is the intent of the |egislature
that the Division of Pioneer Hones work to achieve
savings through the privatization of food and
janitorial services in all the Pioneer Hones as has
been acconplished in the Juneau Pi oneer Hone.”

APPROPRI ATI ON: Al aska Pi oneer Hones

ALLCCATI ON:  Pi oneer Hones

DELETE: ($532,500) 1005 General Fund/Program Receipts
( DGF)

ADD: $532, 500 1004 General Fund (UGF)

ADD | NTENT LANGUAGE:

“I't is the intent of the legislature that receipts
collected from an annual waitlist fee shall be
deposited into the General Fund.”
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EXPLANATI ON: This amendnent restores the FY2017
funding | evel proposed by the Governor, whi | e
maintaining the intention of the Subconmttee to
i mpl ement an annual wai tli st fee to of f set
expenditures from the General Fund to the Al aska
Pi oneer Hones.

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for di scussion.

Representative CQuttenberg explained that the DHSS budget
subcomm ttee chair had decided to cut $532,000 from the
Pi oneer Homes budget with the anticipation that the Pioneer
Homes could charge for being placed on a waiting Ilist,
whi ch could cover the cost. He remarked that there had been
no analysis verifying that the plan would work or whether
the waiting list expense would sufficiently cover the
amount. He had heard the subcommittee chairman nention a
fee of $100 and the departnent nmention a fee of $25. He
el aborated that there was no way of determ ning how nmany
people would drop off the list. The amendnent would restore
the $532,000; it would also add intent |anguage that if
DHSS started charging to be on the list, the funds would be
deposited into G-. He continued that the foll ow ng year the
| egi sl ature would know how successful the list had been

Currently there was no way to know whether the concept of
charging to be on the waiting list would be sufficient or
successful .

Co-Chair Neuman asked nenbers to be careful about making
remar ks about what ot her nenbers may have said.

Representative Cuttenberg clarified that his coments had
not been neant in a negative way. He believed the proposa
was worth understanding, but whether it would succeed was
not yet known.

10: 03: 56 PM

Vi ce- Chair Saddl er spoke in opposition to the anendnent. He
remar ked that Pioneer Hones were attractive facilities. He
bel i eved Al askans would be willing to pay a nodest fee to
be on the waiting list. He remarked that the comittee had
heard from the Pioneer Homes director that people got on
the list as soon as they could at age 65 in order to wait.
He continued that it nay be 5 to 15 years before a person
may nmake it to the top of the list. He believed that in the
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private nmarket it was possible to obtain a little bit of
revenue if sonmething was attractive, in order to help
offset the cost. He furthered that the long-term care
performance reviews of the Pioneer Honmes indicated it may
want to restructure its rates to try to capture sone of the
costs of the service. He believed charging to be on the
waiting list was a way to bring in funds. He stated that
the cost was roughly $0.30 per day to be on the waiting
list. He was unsure about the intent of the first part of
the anendnent, which would delete intent |anguage that
woul d encourage the division to determ ne whether savings
could be obtained by privatizing certain functions at
Pioneer Hones (as had already occurred in the Juneau
Pi oneer Hone). He thought the anmendnment seened to obviate
the opportunity to determ ne whet her savings could exist.

Representative Gara MOWED to AMEND Anendnent 32. He
expl ained that the amendnent would delete the follow ng
| anguage:

DELETE |INTENT: “It is the intent of the |egislature
that the Division of Pioneer Hones work to achieve
savings through the privatization of food and
janitorial services in all the Pioneer Hones as has
been acconplished in the Juneau Pi oneer Hone.”

There being NO OBJECTION, the anendnent to Amendnent 32 was
ADOPTED.

Representative Gara discussed that the DHSS finance
subconmittee chair's proposal to cut $532,000 from the
Pi oneer Hones with the expectation of charging to be on the
waiting |ist.

Co-Chair Neuman interjected that the chair nay have
proposed a cut, but if it had been approved by the
committee, it had been approved by the commttee.

Representative Gara stated that wthout the anendnent,
$532,000 would be <cut from the Pioneer Honme budget.
Subsequently, the hope would be that enough people on the
waiting list paid a $100 fee to nake up for the loss in GF.
He stated that the anendnent acknowl edged that the nopney
may not conme in. He furthered that making up the difference
would require 5,300 Alaskans to pay the $100 fee. He
stressed that there were not 5,300 beds at the Pioneer
Hone. He believed there was a strong likelihood that 5, 300
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people would not pay a $100 fee because there was an
inactive and active waiting list. He detailed that people
on the inactive waiting list did not have to be ready to
nove into the Pioneer Hone; therefore, nany people signed
up at age 65 and were not ready or willing to nove to the
Pioneer Hone at that tine. Wereas people on the active
waiting list were ready to nove in when a space becones
avai l able. He surmsed that the people on the inactive
waiting list would not pay the $100 fee; therefore, he did
not believe the $532,000 would be generated, which would
mean a cut to the Pioneer Hone budget. He stressed that the
anendnent would charge the fees and any fees would be
returned to the GF. He enphasized that the anendnent would
elimnate the risk of cuts to the Pioneer Hone. He pointed
to bill language that it was the intent of the legislature
that receipts collected from an annual waitlist fee shall
be deposited into the G-. He explained that every dollar
coming in fromthe waiting fee lists would go into the G-
He did not believe it was prudent to assune the fees would
generate $500,000, which he believed was wunlikely. He
stated that the anendment would achieve all of the savings
specified by the subcommttee chair. The anendnent would
protect the Pioneer Hones, their roons, and the staff.

10: 11: 08 PM

Co- Chair Thonpson MAI NTAI NED hi s OBJECTI ON.
Aroll call vote was taken on the noti on.

I N FAVOR. Gara, CGuttenberg, Kawasaki
OPPCSED: Pruitt, Saddler, WIson, Edgnon, Gattis, Minoz,
Thonpson, Neuman

The MOTI ON to adopt Anendnment 32 FAILED (3/8).

Representative Kawasaki MOVED to ADOPT Anendnent 33 (copy
on file):

DEPARTMENT: Departnent of Health and Social services
APPROPRI ATI ON: Publ i c Assi stance

ALLCCATI ON: Ener gy Assi stance Program

ADD: $9, 174, 300 Ceneral Fund 1004 (UGF)

EXPLANATI ON: Restores funding for the Al aska Heating
Assi stance Programto FY16 Managenent Pl an |evel.

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for discussion.
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Representati ve Kawasaki explained the anendnent related to
the state's version (Al aska Heating Assistance Program of
the Low Income Hone Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP). He
detailed that around 2008 the state had wtnessed a
significant spike in the price of oil on the North Slope

which had resulted in the large cost increase in heating
oil. He recalled that individuals in Fairbanks had expected
oil prices of $2.00 per gallon, but the cost had been
doubl e that anmount. He el aborated that individuals had used
wood boilers and other |ess expensive options to try to
heat their hones; it had been a very difficult time. He
furthered that the Al aska Heating Assistance Program ended
up being one of the ways to help individuals heat their
homes. The amendnment would restore the governor's proposed
cut. The logic behind the cut was that with heating prices
dropping to a nore reasonable level (simlar to before
2008), perhaps it would be a good tinme to shelve the plan

He countered that the program applied to individuals making
151 and 225 percent of the federal poverty level. He
explained that it was targeted to the nbst vulnerable
Al askan famlies that were not covered by LI HEAP,
prioritized famlies with elderly famly nmenbers, disabled
i ndividuals, and children under six. He comunicated that
if the amendnent did not pass and the program ended, a
househol d of four earning around $45,000 per year (before
taxes) would no | onger be eligible for a benefit.

Representative Kawasaki explained that the benefits were
fairly sinple. There were 9,500 applications for heating
assistance in the current year; 5,400 had been covered by
the federal LIHEAP program at an average benefit of $1,222
and 860 households had benefited from the Al aska Heating
Assi st ance Program He detail ed t hat only 6, 400
applications had been supported. The Division of Public
Assi stance partnered with tribal organizations across the
state to ensure that the funds went to the right people at
the lowest cost. He |listed partnering tribal organizations
including the Association of Village Council Presidents,
Bristol Bay Native Association, and Tlingit Haida Regiona
Housing Authority. He noted that there were ten other
tribal entities the state wirked with to ensure that
i ndi vidual s received the needed support. He continued that
the benefit had worked well. He discussed that prices had
dropped and heating oil prices that had once been well over
$2.00 in Fairbanks had dropped to just below $2.00.
However, rural Alaska continued to face high prices. He
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expounded that the current retail price at the punp was
$5.47 in Bethel, $5.39 in Dillingham $4.31 in Haines, and
$5.73 in None. He stressed that the prices had not
decreased in the rural communities he had |listed. Under the
amendnent the Alaska Energy Assistance Program would
continue; the Division of Public Assistance would decide
how much each community would receive. He believed the
di vision would ensure that the program could last into the
future.

10: 16: 28 PM

Vice-Chair Saddler did not support the anmendnent. He
rel ayed that the governor had proposed the reduction in his
FY 17 budget due to declining casel oads, warner weather,
and lower oil revenue. He discussed that the benefit
applied to individuals between 151 and 250 percent of the
poverty | evel (annual earnings of $30,000 and $50,000 for a
couple). The anendnment would add back $9.2 nmillion. He
noted that LIHEAP would continue to cover people at about
$2,900 for a <couple. He believed the reduction was
responsi bl e.

Co-Chair Thonpson referred to the high prices that were
being paid currently were based on fuel delivered the past
fall when prices had still been high. He furthered that by
the time the budget took effect in July, new deliveries
woul d have been made and prices would be nuch |ower. He
stressed that prices had dropped and beginning in the
com ng summer he expected fuel and gas prices to decline.

Representative Gara reasoned that the price of the program
woul d decrease because hopefully +the price of fuel
delivered would decline (especially to rural Al aska). He
stated that the program would be elimnated w thout the
amendnent. He believed the state should achieve the savings
that would result due to lower fuel prices. He explained
that the program hel ped the very low incone pay for their
heating when they did not receive enough from LIHEAP. He
continued that the average federal program recipient
obtai ned around $1,200 per year. He reasoned that the
anount was equal to the cost of heating for one or two
months in some of the state's communities (even in the
past). He agreed that the cost of the program would
decrease due to decreasing fuel prices, but it did not nean
the program should be elimnated. He guessed that the
program would not cost $9 nmillion in the comng year if
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| oner  fuel prices were achieved. The state energy
assistance plan helped very low incone individuals who
qualified for federal LIHEAP and individuals who net the
state income qualifications. He believed the anendnent
should pass. He reiterated that noney would likely be saved
on the state heating program if fuel delivery prices
dropped. He added that sonehow fuel prices were always high
in rural Al aska.

10: 20: 59 PM

Representative Edgnon shared that he had a spreadsheet in
his office showing that the mgjority of the program
recipients resided in urban areas. He furthered that he had
| ooked taken a look at his district and it was a snall
nunber per comunity that enjoyed the benefit of the
program He supported the program when the price of oil was
high and the state could afford the program however, when
oil revenue was | ow he woul d support other rural needs over
t he heating assi stance program

Representati ve Kawasaki recapped the anendnent. He stated
that the total nunber of awardees had not really changed
over the past 7 years; the nunber had been 2,386 in 2009
and 2,132 in 2015. The total nunmber of requests and payouts
was relatively the same over the six-year period. The cost
of heating oil had dropped, which was recognized. He
explained that the program had a point system that rated
whet her a hone contained kids under the age of 6, disabled
individuals, and the nunber of elderly individuals. He
expl ained that the point system nultiplied the anpbunt by a
certain factor of $130. He furthered that the dollar anmount
changed from year-to-year because it was based on the
average price per barrel from the previous Septenber and
February. He stated that the benefit would eventually go
away given the consistent drop in the price of oil;
however, ending the program for the upcomng year would
nmean househol ds of four earning around a total of $45, 000
[ per year] would no longer be eligible for any heating
assi st ance.

10: 23: 30 PM

Co- Chair Thonmpson MAI NTAI NED his OBJECTI ON

Aroll call vote was taken on the noti on.
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IN FAVOR. Gara, CQuttenberg, Kawasaki
OPPCSED: Saddler, WIson, Edgnon, Gattis, Minoz, Pruitt,
Thonpson, Neuman

The MOTI ON to adopt Anendnment 33 FAILED (3/8).

10: 24: 09 PM
AT EASE

10: 44:14 PM
RECONVENED

Representative Kawasaki W THDREW Anmendnent 34 (copy on
file).

Representative Gara MOVED to ADOPT Anmendnment 35 (copy on
file):

DEPARTMENT: Departnent of Heal th and Social Services
APPROPRI ATI ON: Publ i c Assi stance

ALLOCATI ON: Al aska Tenporary Assi stance Program

ADD: $5, 000,000 GF Match (UGF) (code 1003)

EXPLANATI ON: Restores a $5 mllion cut to the Adult

Tenpor ary Assi st ance Pr ogram The Subconmi ttee
reduction risks taking Al aska bel ow Al aska’s required
TANF mai ntenance of effort. If this occurs, Al aska

would | ose federal TANF funding and have to pay a
penalty. DHSS is trying to qualify other prograns to
neet the maintenance of effort requirenents wth
AFI FC, but they have not received that approval. ATAP
is a benefit paynent to low incone famlies wth
dependent children, who are required to seek job
training and work, and there is a five year limt on
this benefit. This used to be called Aid to Famlies
with Dependent Children. Famlies cannot have nore
than $1,412/no. for a famly with one child, or $1,590
for a famly of two.

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for di scussion.

Representative Gara hoped that commttee nenbers would
speak to DHSS about the topic. He referred to an earlier
amendnent that was simlar to Amendnent 35. He explained
that earlier in the nmeeting $1.6 mllion had been cut from
the Adult Tenporary Assistance program which was related
to TANF [Tenporary Assistance for Needy Famlies]. He
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stated that the budget subcommittee had also cut $500
mllion [note: the cut was $5 nmillion]; therefore, $6.6
mllion had been cut from the program He believed the
reduction risked taking the state below its required TANF
paynment anount of $36 nillion. He reasoned that the state
would nost likely |lose federal TANF funds as a result and
woul d probably be penalized by the federal governnent. He
stressed that the anmendnment woul d save the state noney. He
questioned the why the state should take the risk of |osing
federal funds. He suggested giving DHSS the extra year
needed to determ ne whether other existing progranms would
qualify wunder the TANF program as the state's proper
contributions. He suggested that other nenbers shoul d speak
to the departnent.

10: 46: 27 PM
AT EASE

10: 53: 28 PM
RECONVENED

Vice-Chair Saddler shared that he had consulted with a
representative from DHSS and had been assured that the
departnment was very hopeful that the Honel ess Assistance
Program TANF noney could be eligible for the maintenance of
effort. He continued that the departnent was currently
working with AHFC to determ ne whether the data they have
currently would be sufficient (they believed it would be).
He stated that the departnent had found $4.1 mllion in FY
15 by counting Food Bank expenditures to mnmamintain the
state's maintenance of effort for the TANF funds. The
departnment also had a contractor working to |ocate other
places that would be eligible for the mintenance of
effort. He concluded that the departnent had expressed a
hi gh degree of hopefulness and relative confidence they
could find it.

Representative Quttenberg stated that in other words "you
don’t know." He remarked that the maintenance of effort
neeting had been a couple of weeks earlier and the answer
was yet to be determined. He knew the departnent had been
hard to figure it out, but the answer was not yet known. He
reiterated that no one knew [whether the Honel ess
Assi stance Program TANF noney could be eligible for the
mai nt enance of effort].

10: 55: 35 PM
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Representative Gara remarked the conmttee nenbers were
supposed to be the experts on the budget. He reasoned that
a pilot did not say they hoped they put enough gas in their
plane prior to a flight. He guessed the commttee could do
a budget based on hope. He stressed that the state may | ose
federal funding and may be subject to a federal penalty. He
supported waiting for the departnment to conme back to the
commttee to tell them that the state would not face a
federal penalty and the |oss of federal funds. He renmarked
that the state had a $36 mllion obligation to put G- into
TANF programs; if it did not neet the obligation it would
result in a loss of funds and a penalty. He did not believe
it was wi se to base the budget on hopes.

Co- Chair Thonpson MAI NTAI NED his OBJECTI ON

A roll call vote was taken on the notion.

IN FAVOR. Gara, CQuttenberg, Kawasaki

OPPCSED: Edgnmon, Gattis, Minoz, Pruitt, Saddler, WIson,
Thonpson, Neuman

The MOTI ON to adopt Anendnment 35 FAILED (3/8).

10: 58: 33 PM

Representati ve Kawasaki MOVED to ADOPT Anendnent 36 (copy
on file):

DEPARTMENT: Departnent of Adm nistration
APPROPRI ATI ON:  Publ i ¢ Conmuni cati ons
ALLOCATI ON: Al aska Public Broadcast Conm ssion
ADD: $46, 700 General Fund 1004 (UGF)

DEPARTMENT: Departnment of Adm nistration
APPROPRI ATI ON:  Publ i ¢ Conmuni cati ons
ALLOCATI ON: Al aska Public Broadcast - Radio
ADD: $2, 786, 600 General Fund 1004 (UGF)

DEPARTMENT: Departnent of Adm nistration
APPROPRI ATI ON:  Publ i ¢ Conmuni cati ons
ALLOCATI ON: Al aska Public Broadcast TV
ADD: $633, 300 Ceneral Fund 1004 (UGF)

EXPLANATION:  This anendnent returns to the FY16
Managenment Plan nunbers and maintains the Public
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Br oadcasti ng budget s, t hus provi di ng vita

informational services to our communities while also
cutting the budget. Thousands of Alaskans rely on
t hese services for balanced |ocal, state, federal and
international news. Providing this funding wll allow
these stations to find additional funding to prevent a
|arge | oss of service. Additionally, public radio and
television can be an essential service in tinmes of
energency such as floods, forest fires, earthquakes,

extrene weat her events and nany nore public dangers.

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for di scussion.

Representati ve Kawasaki discussed that the committee had
considered an anmendnent earlier that dealt specifically
with the Public Broadcasting Conmm ssion, public radio, and
public television. He shared that he supported Anendnent 36
for the same reason he had supported the earlier amendnent.
He communi cated that 10 years earlier the state support for
public broadcasting had been $7.85 mllion. In the current
budget the governor had proposed $2.68 mllion and the
committee had elected to support the services at the
proposed level. He renmarked that the funding |ooked great
given that the legislature had considered elimnating
funding for the services; however, the allocation would
result in a 27 percent decrease from the prior year. He
el aborated that the services had received a simlar cut in
FY 16. He explained that the legislature was supporting
public broadcasting at a snall fraction of the amount it
had provided in the past. The anendnent sought to increase
state support for public broadcasting at the FY 16
managenent plan | evel.

11: 01: 01 PM

Representative Edgnon appreciated the spirit behind the
anendnent. He shared that he would support the amendnment if
oil was at $110 per barrel. He noted that an amendnent that
sought the mddle ground had passed earlier. He could not
support the amendnent.

Co- Chai r Thonpson MAI NTAI NED hi s OBJECTI ON.
Aroll call vote was taken on the noti on.

IN FAVOR. Gara, CQuttenberg, Kawasaki
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OPPCSED: Gattis, Edgnon, Minoz, Pruitt, Saddler, WIson,
Thonpson, Neuman

The MOTION to adopt Anendnment 36 FAILED (3/8).

11: 02: 14 PM

Representative GQuttenberg MOVED to ADOPT Anmendnent 37 (copy
on file) [Note: due to the length of the anmendnent it is
not included in the mnutes. See copy on file for full
detail].

Co- Chair Thonmpson OBJECTED for di scussion.

Representative Guttenberg explained that the anendnent was
organi zed by the date appropriations had been nade. The
amendnent took the noney in the Kodiak Launch Conplex, the
Juneau Access Road, the Knik Arm Crossing, the Anbler Road,
and the Susitna Watana Hydroelectric Project and deposited
it back into the General Fund. He discussed that during the
current neeting the conmttee had either cut or failed to
adopt anendnents dealing with children, kids in school,
seniors, and other. He addressed coments that everything
was on the table, nothing was sacrosanct, that there was
truth in budgeting, and nothing could be untouched. He
el aborated that the funds included in the amendnent went
back to 1997 and had been reapportioned over the years; the
funds added up to $39 mllion. He had supported sone of the
projects over the years, but he believed it was tine to put
the noney back into the General Fund for use. He stated
that whether the projects were worthwhile, the |egislature
would not be funding them in the next few years. He
reasoned that piles of noney "out there in various places”
needed to be brought in and deposited into the CGeneral Fund
in order to help balance the state's budget.

11: 05: 05 PM

Co- Chair Neuman spoke to the Knik Arm Crossing project. He
relayed that the first section had been passed in 2003 with
100 percent federal receipt authorization, not UG- The
purpose of the funding had been to conplete the EIS. He
comuni cated that the federal authorization had been spent.
The second section addressed an FY 15 capital budget
appropriation; the $55 mllion was nade up of $50 nillion
in federal receipt authority and $5 nillion in state
mat ching funds. He detailed that the $5 million was part of
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a larger state match for the full federal program receipts
even though it was appropriated to Knik Arm Crossing. The
Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (DOT)
spent the full federal program annually regardl ess of which
projects actually nmade it to construction. The Knik Arm
Crossing was not currently in the construction phase;

t her ef or e, pulling $5 mllion in state funds could
j eopardi ze other projects from taking advantage and could
risk DOI's ability to fully wutilize the full federa

program recei pts. He had letters from former DOT officials
(former DOT Conmi ssioner Pat Kenp and former Chief Planner
Jeff Qtesen) that the funds had no effect on other
projects around the state and that it was a very useful

tool in order for DOT to accept federal funds.

Co- Chair Thonpson remarked that there were hundreds of
mllions of dollars nentioned in the anmendnent and the
committee did not know how many of the federal funds had
not been expended. He had heard a statenent that there was
around $39 mllion unexpended, but he could not support the
anmendnent wi t hout knowi ng the breakdown.

Representati ve Gara di scussed t hat Representati ve
Guttenberg had explained the renaining balances. The
amendnent had to reference each of the full appropriations.

There was $2.3 nillion remaining in a $30 mllion capita

appropriation for the Alaska Aerospace Corporation for the
state run rocket launch facility. He believed the point on
the rocket launch facility was to tell its seven staff
nmenbers earning over $120,000 per year that it was tine to
nove ahead quickly in privatizing the facility. He remarked
that no launches had been launched in nobst years since
2009. He continued that the corporation had al ways prom sed
i npendi ng success, but it had not yet occurred. He
expounded that the last time the commttee had heard from
the corporation it had secured a rocket |aunch, but the
| aunch had caught fire and there had not been a |aunch
since. He furthered that the corporation's CEO was earning
approximately $250,000 annually and the second highest
earner was making $215,000 per year. Additionally, there
were seven nenbers earning over $120,000. He believed the
nmessage being sent was for the corporation to privatize the
facility; however, the legislature had not seen progress on
t he issue.

11:10:16 PM
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Co- Chai r Thonmpson remarked on Representative Gara's
statenents about how nmuch noney it cost the corporation to
pay wages and operate; however, there was no state funding
i nvol ved. He communicated that the corporation had other
enterprises underway such as capturing imagery for places
all over the world, tracking, and other. He enphasized that
the corporation had many different revenue streans that it
was using to diversify its activities. He reiterated that
the state was not paying any of the noney and the
corporation knew they would not be receiving any funds from
the state. He continued that the corporation had begun when
there had been federal funds to do |aunches and | egislators
thought they were establishing a new and lucrative
i ndustry. He explained that the federal governnent did not
provide the funding any longer; the majority of the funds
that had gone into the |aunch conplex had been federal
because the federal governnment had wanted the state to do
federal projects. He detailed that the federal governnent
had since changed its mssion and no l|onger had the
funding. He stressed that the corporation was currently
sel f-sustaining and was making noney by diversifying its
business. He did not want to "slam' the corporation and
clarified that it had nothing to do with the state's
current spendi ng.

Representative WIson believed the projects in the
anendnent were all capital. She believed the co-chair
responsible for the capital budget |ooked at the projects
annual ly and swept back finished or unneeded projects. She
surm sed that the co-chair's review would be the
appropriate tine to deposit the funds back into the Ceneral
Fund.

Co- Chair Thonpson replied in the affirmative. He confirmed
that his office had been tracking everything that had not
been spent. He furthered that there were nmany requests to
reappropriate funds. He explained that his office was
| ooking at the requests to determ ne whether funds should
be reappropriated to another project in the same district.
The goal was to keep the noney the district when possible.
He communi cated that a significant anount of capital nopney
had been pulled back, which had been set aside in the
"parking garage." He continued that the |egislature was not
increasing capital project spending; the projects were
required to conplete work in a specified tinme or the noney
was automatically returned to state savings. Sone of the
rural areas had problens spending sonme of their capital
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project funding due to a lack of [ocal gover niment
infrastructure; the legislature had tried to work wth
communities to extend the funds for another year in those
circunstances. He relayed that project admnistrators had
been warned by the departnents that the noney needed to be
spent or it would conme back to the state. He relayed that
they had been tracking a nultitude of other capital
projects and had been pretty frugal.

11:13: 38 PM

Representative W/l son observed that there were six projects
included in the amendnent and she thought it was unusual to
have capital projects in the operating budget. She stated
that there was a process for capital funding; the funds
were not allocated indefinitely and were swept back into
the CGeneral Fund if they were not used wthin a specified
ti mefrane.

Representative Munoz spoke in opposition to the anendnent.
She stated that the Juneau Access Road was still active.
She detailed that the supplenental EIS was due to be
conpleted later in the spring; therefore, it did not nake
sense to sweep noney or delete funds fromthe project.

Representative Kawasaki testified in support of the
anmendnent. He discussed that the estimtes for the projects
listed in the anmendment were as follows: $8.3 mllion for
the Juneau Access Project, $149.8 mllion for Knik Arm
Crossing, $2.3 mllion for the Kodiak Launch Facility, and
$2.3 mllion for Susitna-Wtana. He shared that the
preceding year the Alaska Energy Authority (AEA) had
specified that getting to the next stage of devel opnent
related to the Federal Energy Regulatory Comm ssion (FERC
licensing for the Susitna-Wtana project would cost another
$100 mllion. He continued that he had tried to anend the
budget the prior year to renpve the renmining unobligated
UG- funds to put back in the capital. He furthered that $4
mllion had gone out and the amendnent sought to recoup the
remai ning portion. He did not see an appetite for
i ncreasing the budget $100 million just to get to the FERC
licensure. He relayed that if the anmendnent did not pass,
$2.3 would be expended and the state would not be much
closer to the next project stage.

Representative QGuttenberg remarked that he had heard all
through the neeting that the state could not afford books
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for kids, internet for libraries, and other. He explained
that the nunbers had been hard to get and they had changed.
He explained that a capital appropriation status report had
been run earlier in the day. He detailed that the Juneau
Access Project contained $15 nmillion UG-, the Knik Arm
Crossing had $5 mllion UG-, Susitna-Wtana had $8, 350, 000
UG-, and the Ambler Mne had $8, 155,000 UG-. Additionally,

the amendnent would pull in $2,300,000 from the Al aska
Aerospace <capital and deferred maintenance funds; the
corporation would still have $519,000 that the anendnment

woul d not touch. He stated that everyone had their favorite
project, but he did not believe everyone wanted to chip in.
He believed certain projects had to end - it was not
possible to build all of the projects sinultaneously or in
the near future. He stressed that the legislature was
charging people to be on the waiting list for the Pioneer
Honme and taki ng books away from kids. He continued that the
cuts were hurting people. He reiterated that the anendnent
woul d deposit $39 nmillion back into the General Fund to
help close the funding gap. He stated that the projects
could be done in the future if they cane back up at a |l ater
time and were viable. He stressed that everything he had
heard around the room was that the state did not have the
noney; the anmendnent would provide sone of the noney. He
was not asking to allocate UG to the amendnent; he was
asking to return the noney to the General Fund.

11: 19: 23 PM

Co- Chair Thonpson MAI NTAI NED hi s OBJECTI ON.

A roll call vote was taken on the notion.

I N FAVOR: CGuttenberg, Kawasaki, Gara

OPPCSED: Gattis, Miunoz, Pruitt, Saddler, WIson, Edgnon,
Thonpson, Neuman

The MOTI ON to adopt Anendnment 37 FAILED (3/8).

11: 20: 09 PM

Representative Gara MOVED to ADOPT Anendnment 38 (copy on
file) [Note: for additional information pertaining to the
amendnent see copy on file]:

DEPARTMENT: Departnent of Law
APPROPRI ATI ON: Crim nal Division
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ALLOCATION: Criminal Justice Litigation
ADD: $500, 000 General Fund 1004 (UGF)
ADD: 3 PFT

EXPLANATION:  Adds funds for 3 District Attorney
Positions. To be located within existing offices and
not to cause a need for additional office space costs.

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for di scussion.

Representative Gara addressed the anmendnent. He relayed
that he had sat on the DO. budget subconmttee; the
subconmittee had been told that the District Attorney's
office had been referred approxinmately 6,800 felony cases
for prosecution in each of the past three years. He spoke
to a decreasing nunber of cases that the departnment was
able to accept due to a limted nunber of prosecutors. He
detailed that in 2013 the office had been able to accept
82.7 percent of referred cases; the nunber had decreased to
82 percent in 2014 and 78.4 percent in 2015. He stated that
the office had to decide which crimnals to prosecute. He
addressed m sdeneanors and relayed that in 2013 the office
had accepted 92.6 percent of the referred cases; the nunber
had decreased to 91.2 percent in 2014 and 86.2 percent in
2015. The anendnment would add three district attorney
positions. He wanted to avoid a situation where crines were
commtted but there were not sufficient prosecutors to
prosecute the crimnals. He stressed that the state was
deciding not to prosecute crimnals due to a lack in funds.
He supported that the departnment was prioritizing sexual
assault and felony cases; however, other felons were being
| ef t on the street who were nmaking the state's
nei ghbor hoods nore dangerous. He believed they needed to
bend the curve.

Vi ce-Chair Saddl er spoke in opposition to the amendnent. He
comuni cated that the core service of the crimnal justice
litigation was to provide |egal services to DOC and DPS. He
explained that the subcommttee had added noney and
resources back to the allocation when it had approved an
amendnent to add $340,000 to strengthen the office of
speci al prosecuti ons, specifically to deal wth high
profile cases involving DOC and the death of prisoners and
to have capability to prosecute cases involving shootings.
Additionally, they had added noney for a prosecutor in the
Dillingham prosecutor's office at a cost of $318,700. He
stated that according to DCOL the percentage of sexual
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assault prosecutions accepted had increased from 58.8
percent to 69.8 percent from 2013 to 2015. He stressed that
sexual assault is a terrible violent crine and he was
pl eased to see that DOL was increasing its prosecution of
the cases. He stated that for the sane category of crines
the percentage of cases denied had declined. He furthered
that in 2013 the departnent had declined to prosecute 41.2
percent of sexual assault cases conpared to 30.2 percent at
present. Additionally prosecution for sexual abuse of
mnors had increased from 64.1 percent in 2013 to 69.7
percent at present. He relayed that the percentage of
deni ed cases for child sexual abuse had declined from 35.9
percent in 2013 to 30.3 percent in 2015. He questioned who
was doing all of the prosecution he had nentioned if the
shortage of prosecutors was so dramatic. He underscored
that if there was a shortage in prosecutors, t he
| egi slature had added nore than $600,000 for prosecutors
during the current neeting.

11: 25: 14 PM

Representative CGara stated that the nunmber of felony and
m sdeneanor prosecutions by the state had decreased. The
District Attorney's office attributed the decrease to a
decline in prosecutors. He agreed that the conmttee had
restored funding to the Dillingham office, which was a good
thing for the comunity. Additionally, the comittee
accepted the departnent's request to create a suppl enented
white collar crime unit that would also investigate state
m sconduct or alleged state msconduct on prisoners.
Overall the nunmber of district attorneys had decreased,
which had been the testinony by the departnment to the
budget subcommttee. He stated that the departnent was
focusing on sexual abuse crines and very serious crines,
which he believed they should be doing;, however, overall
t he nunber of felonies the departnment was able to prosecute
had decr eased.

Co- Chai r Thonpson MAI NTAI NED hi s OBJECTI ON.

Aroll call vote was taken on the notion.

I N FAVOR: Guttenberg, Kawasaki, Gara

OPPOSED: Munoz, Pruitt, Saddler, WIson, Edgnon, Gattis,
Thonpson, Neuman

The MOTI ON to adopt Anendnment 38 FAILED (3/8).
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11:27:27 PM

Representative Gara MOVED to ADOPT Anendnment 39 (copy on
file):

DEPARTMENT: Departnment of Public Safety

APPROPRI ATI ON:  Council on Domestic Violence and Sexual
Assaul t

ALLOCATION: Council on Donestic Violence and Sexual
Assaul t

ADD: $340.0 UG- (1004)

EXPLANATI ON: This anendnment restores funding for
batterer intervention prograns and victim services.
W t hout this f undi ng, comuni ty- based batterer
intervention prograns would be term nated and funding
for victim service agencies would be reduced to FYl 3
| evel s.

DEPARTMENT: Departnment of Public Safety

APPROPRI ATI ON: Council on Domestic Violence and Sexual
Assaul t

ALLOCATION: Council on Donestic Violence and Sexual
Assaul t

ADD: $75.0 UGF (1004)

PCSI TIONS: ADD: 1 PFT Position

EXPLANATI ON: Restores funding to Grls on the Run and
Coaching Boys Into Men. Both of these prograns teach
youth boundaries to prevent sexual assault. Grls on

the Run — $35.0 wll help nmaintain status quo for
coordi nation, evaluation, and statewide outreach in
t he communities of : Hai nes, Yakut at , Cor dova,
Fai rbanks, Sitka, Wangell, Ketchikan, Kake, Juneau,
Hormer, and Kachenmak Selo. GOIR also aligns with a new
bill that was introduced by Sen. Costello that

encourages students up to 8th grade to engage in
physical activity during the school week (SB 200:
Mandat ory Physical Activity in Schools). Coaching Boys
Into Men — $40.0 will help maintain two statew de
trainings and technical assistance throughout the year
for high school coaches. CBIM was utilized in the
Sout heast and rural comunities of: North Sl ope,
Sewar d Peni nsul a, Yukon- Kuskokwi m Del t a, t he
Al eut i ans, the Matanuska-Susitna district. Kenai
Peninsula, and Prince WIliam Sound. In 2015, CBIM
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trained 176 coaches, adm nistrators, and advocates.
This had a positive inmpact on young Alaskans in 36
communi ties.

Co- Chair Thonmpson OBJECTED for discussion.

Representative Gara explained that the anmendment sought to
restore funding for donestic violence and sexual assault
prograns to levels from the previous year. He noted that
the state had the worst sexual assault nunbers in the
country at present. The amendnent would restore what he
believed was the proposed elimnation of intervention for
batterers. He detailed that the state had a batterer
intervention program Wthout the anmendnment the program
provided in jail wuld continue; however, the program
provided at wonen's shelters would be elimnated. The
amendnent would retain the Dbatterer prograns, whi ch
intervened and prevented nore donmestic assaults. The
amendnent also retained two prograns that taught young
people to respect nenbers of the opposite sex; both were
athletic progranms called Grls on the Run and Coachi ng Boys
into Men. He elaborated that the progranms used sports as a
way to get youth interested so they could also teach the
youth how to respect people of the opposite sex in order to
prevent sexual violence and spousal abuse. The prograns
were effective and wused snmall amounts of funding of
approxi mately $75,000. The anendnent worked to prevent
sexual abuse and donmestic violence. He Dbelieved the
progranms were inmportant.

11: 30: 08 PM

Representative Edgnon respectfully opposed the anendnent.
He communicated that the DPS budget subcommttee had
basically accepted the governor's proposal, which renoved
funding for all three of the prograns. He explained that
the subconmittee's focus had been on troopers, VPSGCs, and
trying to retain the core of the Council on Donestic
Violence and Sexual Assault (CDVSA), which was getting
noney out to shelters (pass through grants). He el aborated
that he had spoken with the CDVSA director and nenbers and
begrudgi ngly everyone had accepted that it was probably the
right choice to make in the current budget environnent. He
agreed that the progranms  worked, but there were
alternatives
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Representative Gara W THDREW Anendnent 39 and rel ayed that
t he sponsors may offer it on the House fl oor.

11:31: 40 PM

Representative Kawasaki W THDREW Amendnent 40 (copy on
file).

Represent ati ve Kawasaki MOVED to ADOPT Anmendnent 41(copy on
file):

DEPARTMENT: University of Al aska

APPROPRI ATI ON: Uni versity of Al aska

ALLOCATI ON: Budget Reductions/Additions - Systemu de
ADD: $50, 787,000 General Fund 1004 (UGF)

EXPLANATI ON: Restores funding to FY16 Managenent Pl an
| evel s.

DEPARTMENT: University of Al aska
DELETE ALL | NTENT: Delete ALL of the follow ng Intent

(A) It is the intent of the legislature that the Board
of Regents of the University of Alaska return to the
legislature with a specific plan for consolidation

that includes specified tinelines for anticipated
results by the end of the 2016 cal endar year; the plan
would include, but would not be I|imted to, the

university restructuring to one admnistrative wunit
wi th one accreditation.

(B) It is the intent of the legislature that the
University of Alaska prioritize and streamine its
Per sonal Services wthin the Statewide Services
Al'|l ocati on.

(C© It is the intent of the legislature that the
University of Alaska conduct a conprehensive and
transparent cost-to-revenue analysis, which does not
i nclude student fees or appropriations from the State
of Alaska's Ceneral Funds as revenue, for all of its
intercollegiate athletics progranms; furthernore, the
university is to report back to the legislature with
its findings by the fifteenth day of the 2017
Legi sl ati ve Session.

(D It is the intent of the legislature that the
Uni versity of Al aska better utilize comuni ty
bui | di ngs, school district bui | di ngs, and ot her
facilities in close proximty to its existing “brick
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and nortar” canpuses and satellite facilities that
have low wutilization rates of face-to-face classes
only if the restructuring results in a decreased total
cost; furthernmore, the university is to report back to
the legislature with its general plan to increase its
use of “co-location” by the fifteenth day of the 2017
Legi sl ati ve Session.

(E) It is the intent of the legislature that the
President of the University of Alaska make it one of
his very highest priorities to inprove student
retention and graduation rates.

(F) It is the intent of the legislature that the
University of Alaska increase contributions from
alumi and private industry by a conbined twenty
percent, as well as seek out productive public-private
partnerships in an effort to increase self-supporting
revenue and achi eve a bal anced, sustai nabl e budget.

(G It is the intent of the legislature that the
University of Alaska increase its incomng enroll nment
for the Alaska Performance Schol arship and UA Schol ars
Program reci pients by five percent.

(H It is the intent of the legislature that the
University of Alaska further develop and inprove upon
its wutilization of its land grants in order to
generate addi ti onal revenue; furthernore, t he
university will create a conprehensive plan to expand
its land grants as they relate to generating revenue
and present it to the legislature no later than the
fifteenth day of the 2017 Legi sl ative Session.

() It is the intent of the legislature that the
University of Al aska focus FY17 UG- budget reductions
on (1) non-core mssion prograns and services; and (2)
reduced personal services for all enployees across the
board or through furl oughs.

EXPLANATI ON: Renoves all legislative intent wordage
regarding the University of Al aska

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for di scussion.

Representati ve Kawasaki spoke to the anendnent related to
the University  of Al aska. He discussed that t he
subconm ttee  budget reduced state support for t he
University by 14.5 percent. He stressed that the cut was
particularly devastating as the commttee had heard from
numerous University admnistrators; it could inpact between
500 and 1,000 faculty and staff positions statew de. He
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spoke to intent |anguage for various sections. He noted
that he had supported an earlier anendnent that would have
restored some funds. Anendnent 41 sought to restore the
entire G- request to the governor's proposed |evel and
woul d del ete some intent |anguage. He addressed the intent
| anguage that would be deleted by the anmendnent. Section A
from the subconmttee requested that the Board of Regents
return specific plans for consolidation and University
restructuring into one admnistrative unit. He knew that
the Board of Regents was discussing the issue, but he
believed the subcommttee |anguage reflected a |egislative
"grab" on the University, which he did not agree wth.
Section B asked the University to prioritize and streanline
its personal services within its statewi de allocation. He
expl ai ned that under the state's constitution, t he
University was very clearly its own entity. He furthered
that state funding was provided to the University in the
form of a single appropriation. He renmarked that the
| egislature could tinker with individual Uni versity
progranms, but wultinmately the Board of Regents had the
control. He stated that he was okay with Section D. Section
C dealt with how to work with intercollegiate athletic
prograns and other things not directly related to student
| ear ni ng. He believed it was an overreach for the
| egislature to get involved in the business of the Board of
Regent s.

Representative Kawasaki continued to address i nt ent
| anguage that the anendnent would delete. He noted that
Section E was okay. He addressed intent |anguage in Section
F. He shared that in prior years the legislature had told
the University that it wanted to see nore alumi and
private industry investnent. He had nentioned earlier that
the University had seen an increase of over 100 percent
since FY 10 in the nunmber of alumi contributions. He
observed that it did not seem like a difficult thing for
the University to do and he believed it the |egislature was
m cromanaging in the area. Section G asked the University
to increase its incomng enrollnment through performance
schol arships and UA scholarship prograns. He stated that
much of what the University did dealt wth what the
| egislature did. He detailed that the commttee had not
supported the Al aska Learning Network, which would have
hel ped students W th t he per f or mance schol arship
particularly in rural Al aska. Additionally, the |egislature
had cut broadband services and OAL and acconpanying e-rate
funding. He stated that the University would have a hard
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enough time with the cuts nade by the legislature and
trying to determine how it would increase the nunber of
performance schol arship and UA schol ars program recipients
by 5 percent. He supported sonme of the intent |anguage, but
he believed it went too far in mcromanagi ng the Board of
Regent s, whi ch had been very responsi ve to t he
| egi sl ature's requests. The amendnment woul d restore funding
to FY 16 managenent plan levels by adding $50.8 million to
the University budget. He believed the cut made in the
budget subcomm ttee appeared hastily done. He did not know
how or why the nunber had been chosen. He added that there
had been an anendnent to inprove the cut from a bad nunber
to a less than bad nunber. He stated that the anmendnent
sought to increase the nunber to a reasonabl e one.

11: 37: 46 PM

Representative WIson stated that the subcommttee had
begun with $288 million because it had been the figure that
cane fromthe University for student |earning. She detailed
that within the student Ilearning was $8.5 mllion of
athletics that could be used for that or sonething else

She believed that nost of the professors at University of
Al aska Fairbanks (and nost likely at other canpuses) were
required to do research to keep their tenure; professors
were paid through educational and research portions. The
subcomittee had added $12 mllion for the 2,000 grants,
al though only $4 million was shown as matching funds. There
were mandates that had been put in statute that needed to
be exam ned because the legislature may not have funding to
pay for sonme of the nmandated itens. She believed the
| egi sl ature probably was mcronmanaging the University, but
she believed it was justified. She believed the |egislature
had said the sane thing nunerous tinmes to the University
over the years. She believed putting the intent |anguage in
witing made it nmuch clearer. She believed the three new
chancellors would do well and there was a president wth
great ideas. She spoke to Section B and explained that 58
people in the Personal Services section earned nore than
the governor, which she believed was excessive. She
di scussed Section C and relayed that her concern was
related to the $4.5 million in nmandatory student fees. She
remarked that students may or nmay not be able to attend
athletic prograns.

Representative WIson addressed Section F and stated that
conpared to other wuniversities the University of Al aska
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received one of the |owest anmounts of alummi support. She
nmoved to Section G and relayed that the Board of Regents
had goals for the new University president to achieve in
order to receive a bonus. She explained that nobst of the
intent itens had been taken out of a letter to the
president. She believed that the intent |anguage woul d hel p
the University to becone a better university. She did not
believe the <cuts represented a devastating blow  She
believed they would have to make changes and would not be
able to |l eave 427 buildings open. She stressed that it did
not nean that service could not be provided. She enphasized
that nore regents had attended subconmttee neetings than
ever before in order to have discussions about what the
| egislature and regents expected. She continued that the
state was supposed to be helping its students with tuition
- she believed it was the legislature's priority to ensure
that students were getting the help they needed in order to
go into their desired career. She referred to an additional
$12 million and an $8 nmillion increnent.

Representative WIson stressed that the University would
have to nmake changes. She nmentioned MTaggart and Fisher
reports and encouraged nenbers to read them She el aborated
that the intent |anguage had been derived fromthe reports.
The subcommittee had reviewed the various recomendations
and had selected the best ones to include intent |anguage.
She remarked that the research would help the future chair
of the University budget subcommttee to nove forward. She
| ooked forward to working with the University to see the
various things it would offer. She believed the University
would only inprove because it would be nore focused on
things that were bringing the students in, including Arctic
research, engi neering, and other. She opined that
enroll ment and graduation rates would inprove due to an
increased focus. She countered the comments that the cut
woul d devastate the University - alternatively, she
believed it would create opportunity.

11: 43: 50 PM

Representative Quttenberg addressed that the |legislative
intent language in Section A asked the University to
restructure into one admnistrative unit. He asked who was
paying for the cost. He stressed that the commttee had cut
$50 million fromthe University's budget. He wondered where
the noney would come fromto pay for the restructuring. He
pointed to Section F related to increasing contributions
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from al umi and private industry and to seek out
partnerships. He stressed that the new buildings on the
Fai rbanks canpus were paid for by student fees in
conjunction with a private partnership. He renmarked that it
was not present in the budget because the state did not
appropriate the noney for it. He had heard nunerous
accounts that people were being driven away from the
University. He stressed that the University would not be
able to increase enrollnment for performance schol arships
and scholars because the University was not a stagnant
pl ace. He encouraged nenbers to read what people were
saying online. He stated that people were |Ileaving. He
stressed that they were losing the ability to attract and
retain professors. He remarked that the committee wanted
the University to do some of the things listed in the
i ntent |anguage; however, he opined that the budget cuts
were conpletely counterproductive for the goals. He
reiterated his question about who would pay for the itens.
He stressed that the |egislature was taking noney away and
asking the University to do nore. He reasoned that
conducting studies to restructure the University system
into one unit was expensive. He agreed that the result may
be | ess expensive, but it would be costly to get to that
poi nt .

Represent ati ve Kawasaki spoke in support of the anendnent.
He stated that the 15 percent cut from the previous year
was significant. He found sonme of the cuts that were nost
disturbing were related to cuts to student teaching,
research (which he believed was a primary mssion to the
University), the Cooperative Extension and athletics. He
stressed that the University was nore than nerely a
classroom a book, and a teacher. He believed there were
many things that could be learned by the University and
that it was one of the bedrocks to the state. He believed
that many of the cuts were leveled to the University
wi thout any thought. He wunderstood that the conmttee
wanted to do the right thing by offering sone support for
the University.

Co-Chair Neuman asked Representative Kawasaki to avoid
maki ng conments about what the subcomm ttee thought.

Representati ve Kawasaki stated that the subcommttee cut 15

per cent from the University, which would Jlead to
significant job loss. He reasoned that the cut was
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devastating, particularly because three other vyears had
seen significant cuts.

11:49: 16 PM

Co- Chair Thonpson MAI NTAI NED hi s OBJECTI ON.

Aroll call vote was taken on the notion.

IN FAVOR. Gara, CQuttenberg, Kawasaki

OPPOSED: Munoz, Pruitt, Saddler, WIson, Edgnon, Gattis,
Thonpson, Neuman

The MOTION to adopt Anendnent 41 FAILED (3/8).

11:49: 58 PM

Representative Guttenberg MOVED to ADOPT Amendnent 42 (copy
on file):

DEPARTMENT: Labor and Wor kf or ce Devel opnent
APPROPRI ATI ON:  Enpl oynent and Trai ni ng Services
ALLOCATI ON: Wor kf orce Devel opnent

ADD: $414, 300 General Fund (UGF) 1004

DELETE | NTENT LANGUAGE

“I't is the intent of the legislature that the
Construction Acadeny inmplenment a plan to annually
suppl ant $600, 000 of general funds wth private or
federal fund sources until, after a four-year period,
the Construction Acadeny Training program uses no
general funds.”

EXPLANATI ON:  This anendnent restores the Governor’s
FY17 proposed funding levels, and renoves intent
| anguage requiring the departnment to no |longer require
any general funds for Wrkforce Devel opnent by FY21
The departnment has already nmade nmuch progress in
soliciting federal and other non-state funds, and is
continuing to do so. W rkforce Devel opnent prograns
help to build the state’'s econony; this is not an
appropriate place to reduce funding.

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for discussion.

Representative GQuttenberg explained that the anmendnent
would restore funding to Kkeep the construction acadeny
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going. He detailed that the acadeny did not turn out
journeynen; it went into high schools and introduced young
adults to the field to determne whether they had an
interest in construction. He continued that it created a
hi gher percentage of people going successfully into
construction. He discussed that significant tinme and noney
could be wasted going into construction if a person did not
know whether it was the right career choice. He believed
that the acadeny was inportant in the current environnent
where the state was trying to build a pipeline and to
advance the state's blue collar workforce.

Representative WIson countered that the subcommittee did
not cut the construction acadeny, the cut canme in the form
of i nt ent | anguage from the previous year - t he
subcommittee had brought the cut forward from the prior
year. She continued that including the $414,300 reduction
from DLMD, the workforce devel opnent allocation still had
$31, 912, 900 avai |l abl e with 29 per manent full-tinme
positions. She stated that the cut represented a 1.3
percent decrease in funds. She continued that there had
been an increase in the FY 17 budget for the Northwestern
Al aska Career and Technical Center, Partners for Progress,
the University, and other. She detailed that in FY 16 the
di stribution had been $12,510,900; the funding to the
school s had increased to $13,289,300 in the current budget,
which represented a $778,400 increase. She comunicated
that the $600,000 to the construction acadeny had been
renoved because it had been the intent of the commttee the
prior year. She had spoken to the conmm ssioner and had
learned that the construction acadeny could submt an
application for the State Training and Enploynment Program
and could receive up to $400,000. She remarked that the
program was conpetitive and she hoped they had applied (an
application had not been submtted the previous year). She
stressed that the allocation had nore noney for training
progranms in the current year than the previous year.

11:53: 25 PM

Representative Gara remarked that the construction acadeny
had been cut for two consecutive years. He stated that the
cut was still a cut.

Representative GQuttenberg provided closing remarks. He

comuni cated that there were nunerous places where
construction training occurred; however, they did not
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overlap the construction acadeny that provided training
t hr oughout the state. He continued that St at ewi de
Transportation Inprovenent Program (STIP) funds were very
conpetitive. He stressed that it was not realistic to think
that the program could get its costs covered by a grant. He
did not support filling gaps in the budget wth hope
instead of reality. He relayed that the departnent had
comuni cated that the cut would elimnate after school
construction acadeny opportunities for hi gh school
students. He elaborated that there was no tine for the
training during the day due to full school schedules. He
reiterated the ~conpetitive nature of [ federal ] STI P
funding. He believed that when the legislature took action
it should understand the consequences and should stand up
for services instead of hoping something el se woul d happen.

Co- Chair Thonpson MAI NTAI NED hi s OBJECTI ON.

Aroll call vote was taken on the notion.

IN FAVOR. Gara, CQuttenberg, Kawasaki

OPPCSED: Pruitt, Saddler, WIson, Edgnon, Gattis, Minoz,
Thonpson, Neuman

The MOTI ON to adopt Anendnment 42 FAILED (3/8).

11:57: 02 PM

Representative Guttenberg MOVED to ADOPT Amendnent 43 (copy
on file):

DEPARTMENT: Labor and Wor kf or ce Devel opnent

APPROPRI ATI ON: Conm ssi oner and Adm ni strative
Servi ces

ALLOCATI ON: Labor Market | nformation

ADD: $300, 000 Ceneral Fund (UGF) 1004

EXPLANATI ON:  This anmendnment woul d reverse the proposed
decr enment to t he Labor Mar ket | nf or mati on
appropriation and accept the Governor’s request to
continue to fund an Economist 111, Research Analyst
11, and Research Analyst Il positions. Cutting these
positions would result in elimnating inportant data
sources and reports that are used by |I|egislators,
policy makers, and the private sector. Funding these
positions will result in a greater benefit to the
state than woul d be saved by the proposed to be cut.
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According to the departnent, the proposed cuts would
have the followi ng effects on services:

e Elimnate work on the Alaska Career Information
System a valuable resource that provides data on
career options to students, career counsel ors,
education and training prograns, and other users.

e End publication of the Population Overview and
Popul ation Projections which policy nakers across
the state rely on.

 End work on the Alaska Training C earinghouse, the
only place where all training prograns in Al aska are
listed and sorted by training type, geographic area,
and fundi ng options.

e Significantly reduce support for occupational data
collection which wll degrade the value of
information available to policy nakers and the
private sector.

* Reduce the capacity for the departnent to be
avail able to provide detailed data and presentations
for public and private sector entities. So far in
2016 audiences for these presentations included a
statewi de housing summt, the Anchorage Building
Owners and Managers Associ ation, the Kenai Peninsul a
Econom c Devel opnent District, the Juneau Bar
Association, and other public and private sector
or gani zati ons.

Co- Chair Thonpson OBJECTED for discussion.

Representative GQGuttenberg explained that the amendnent
woul d add $300,000 to continue funding for an econom st
11, research analyst 111, and research analyst |l position
in DLMD. He detailed that the positions were responsible
for gathering information about the economy and other to
enable the state governnment and private sector to nake
informed decisions. He continued that honeowners had a
significant stake in sonme of the positions. He renmarked
that the loss of the positions would cause reports to be a
month |ate. He enphasized that a delayed report could be
devastating for soneone planning. He remarked that a
timeline and projection could be mssed, which could result
in lost investnent of tinme and effort. He continued that
the departnent did significant things for the state related
to the ability to make decisions. He believed the cut was
too arbitrary.
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Representative WIson discussed that the governor's anended
budget included $4.7 mllion. She relayed that after the
$300,000 reduction the allocation would still include
$4, 457,400. She expounded that there were currently 34
permanent full-time positions under the allocation. She
highlighted that the reduction represented a 6 percent
decrease. She conmuni cated that the budget subconmm ttee had
run the decrease by the comm ssioner and had received her
i nput. She disagreed with the anendnent and did not believe
the reduction would elimnate work on the Al aska Career
Information System the publication of the Population
Overview and Popul ation Projections, or work on the Al aska
Training Cearing House. Additionally, she did not believe
the reduction would significantly reduce support for
occupational <collection data and it would still allow
capacity for the departnent to be available to provide
detailed data and presentations for public and private
sector entities. She clarified that DWD had told the
legislature that it may be a little slower getting the
information to the legislature and that the |egislature may
have to do its own honmework for sonme of the information.
She suggested that the legislature nay need to be nore
careful about how often it used the departnents and perhaps
do sonme of its own research

[ Note: Meeting continued in mnutes dated 4/18/ 14 12:01
a.m]

#
11:59: 59 PM
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