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HB 259 RELOCATI ON ASSI STANCE FOR FED. PRQJ/ PROG
HB 259 was REPORTED out of conmttee wth a
pass” recommendation and wth a
publ i shed zero fiscal note: FN1 (DOT).
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HB 188 PERSON W DI SABI LI TY SAVI NGS ACCOUNTS

CSHB 188 (FIN) was REPORTED out of conmittee with
a "do pass" recommendation and wth one zero
fiscal note by the Departnent of Health and
Soci al Services and one fiscal inpact note by the
Depart ment of Revenue.

Co- Chair Thonpson revi ewed the agenda for the day.

#hb259
HOUSE BI LL NO. 259

"An  Act relating to relocation assistance for
federally assi sted proj ects and progr ans; and
providing for an effective date."

8:50:17 AM

MARK LUl KEN, COWM SSI ONER, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATI ON AND
PUBLI C FACILITIES, explained that the purpose of the bil
was to bring Al aska statutes into conpliance with federa
| aw. He continued that when right-of-ways were acquired for
public transportation purposes federal |law required the
department to conpensate property owners for the value of
the property and to provide relocation benefits to
di splaced famlies, busi nesses, and farns. Under the
federal initiative known as MAP 21 [Myving Ahead for
Progress], the previous federal transportation bill passed
in 2012, the state's funding partners had made it easier to
qualify and increase the nmaximum relocation assistance
available to the affected parties. Benefits paid to Al aska
famlies and businesses related to the program were
eligible for f eder al rei mbur senent. He thanked the
commttee for hearing the bill and considering its passage.
He was happy to respond to any questions.

Co-Chair Neuman asked why the state needed the bill since
the state could already accept federal funds wthout
| egi sl ative approval.

8:51: 53 AM

HEATHER FAI R, Rl GHT- OF- WAY CHI EF, DEPARTIENT OF
TRANSPORTATI ON AND PUBLI C FACI LI TIES, asked Co-Chair Neuman
to el aborate on his question.
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Co-Chair Neuman restated his question. M. Fair confirnmed
that the state already had authorization to accept federal
f undi ng. However, the ~current statutes Ilimted- the
departnment's ability to pay the funding to famlies, farnms,
and businesses. There was a statutory limt that did not
currently conmply with the new federal maxinuns. The bill
would bring the state into conpliance with the new federal
maxi mumns.

8:52: 56 AM

Co- Chair Neuman asked Ms. Fair to explain further. He had
worked with the comm ssioner on expansions wthin the
state. He asked her to provide sideboards including the
previous limt and the current limt. M. Fair explained
that the limts had been raised under the MAP 21 bill for
federal highways. Under previous |egislation by congress,

busi ness reestablishnment paynents were only |limted to
$10, 000. They were now $20,000 under federal limts. Fixed
paynents in lieu of actually noving and reestablishnment

used to be only $20,000 and was now $40, 000. The perineters
around repl acenent housing for hone owners used to include
having to live in your hone 180 days and now was only 90
days. The limt used to be $22,500 and now it was $31, 000.
The final increase was replacenent housing for tenants that
were not owners. She explained that being a 90 day tenant
used to be $5250 and was now $7200.

8:54:18 AM

Co-Chair Neuman clarified that the state was required to
assi st people that had been displaced because of em nent
domai n. Conmi ssioner Luiken responded in the affirmative.
He enphasized that it was purely the relocation assistance

piece of the process - to help people when they were
novi ng.
8: 54: 53 AM

Representative WIlson asked if it was all federal funding
or if there was state funding as well. M. Fair responded
that there was a portion of state funding that could be
applicable. The state's share was roughly 9 percent. It was
a small anount relative to the total cost of relocation.
The federal government's share was about 91 percent.

8:55:34 AM
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Representative WIson asked her for the definition of
"reasonabl e” noted in the |anguage of the bill. M. Fair
replied that there were definitions 1in the federa
regulations to which they were being referred to in the
bill under Section 1

8:55: 59 AM

Representative Minoz asked how the departnment dealt wth
businesses that had a loss of business due to a
transportation project. She wondered if there was a
rei nbursenent policy to deal with the issue. M. Fair
reported that the state did not conpensate for business
| osses, but it did conpensate for relocation and for
reestabl i shnent of a business under federal |aw.

Representative Kawasaki asked if simlar legislation in
ot her states had eased em nent domain takings. He asked if
that was the purpose of the |egislation.

Ms. Fair stated that it was specific to relocations apart
fromthe acquisitions. In general, congress' purpose was to
help assist famlies for relocation and businesses for
reestablishnment. Any type of relocation could be disruptive
and congress recognized that prices had gone up, costs to
relocate had increased, and it was tine to adjust the
anounts available to eligible parties.

Represent ati ve Kawasaki suggested that it was a substantive
policy call when discussing em nent domain and federal road
projects which he wanted the conmttee to be aware of.

8:57:56 AM

Representative CQuttenberg relayed being involved with a
project in his district. The right-of-way had been on
private property. The departnment had been willing to nove a
building or a septic system He asked if there was an
exanple of a building needing to be noved or a simlar
situation. He wondered about the qualifications. M. Fair
replied that the bill assisted with sone qualifications
which allowed an easier pathway by reducing the nunber of
days that a person had to be a homeowner or tenant from 180
to 90 days. As far as relocating a building or a septic
system that fell under the category of acquisition which
the bill did not address. Relocation neant noving to
anot her site.
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8:59:52 AM

Representative Gattis asked about farms. She wondered why
farms were nentioned independent of businesses. She asked
about the distinction for farm ng.

Ms. Fair suggested that in federal law there was a
distinction for farmng. The law was referred to in the new
| egislation. She admitted that she was also a fellow
farmer.

Representative Gattis thought it was inportant to recognize
i ssues that acconpanied a right-of-way on a farm It was
possible that with a right-of-way farmng could potentially
not be possible on either side or crossing could be
i npeded. There had been certain situations that canme up
around these issues. She wondered if such issues were the
reason for farmng having a distinction over other
busi nesses.

Ms. Fair stated that the federal governnment nmade the
distinction because of the reasons Representative Gattis
had brought wup. The bill did not address the specific
issues nentioned, only the relocation of a farm for
exanpl e.

9:01: 35 AM

Representati ve Gattis t hought it was a | engt hi er
conversation. She suggested that sonme of the sane issues
could apply to any busi ness.

9: 02: 05 AM

Vice-Chair Saddler wanted to know historic nunbers of
people that had been displaced by federally assisted
prograns and the associ ated costs.

Ms. Fair stated that the effective date was in Cctober
2014. There was just a hand full of people and busi nesses
that had increased eligibility. The state's share of the
costs were estimated to be $12,000 in retroactive paynents.
Through a design process the state tried to mnimze
rel ocations as best as possi ble understanding how
di sruptive they could be.
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9:03: 04 AM

Vi ce-Chair Saddl er wanted a firm nunber.

Ms. Fair stated that there were about a dozen people that
qualified for additional noney under the statute since the
effective date.

9:03: 35 AM

Representative Kawasaki referenced Section 3 regarding
business and noving expenses but not acquisitions, he
wondered if there had been any relocations resulting from
various right-of-way acquisitions in the Fairbanks area. He
asked if there were exanples of a business having to nove.
He provided an exanple of a veterinary clinic on the corner
of a Fairbanks intersection that had to be noved. He
wondered if his exanple was one where novi ng expenses were
conpensat ed above the $10, 000 cap.

Ms. Fair responded that the veterinarian clinic was an
exanple where the state assisted in relocation. It was
prior to OCctober 2014. However, it would be an exanple
where they would be eligible for nore in relocation but not
acqui sition. Acquisition was always market value or
greater.

9:04: 51 AM

Co- Chair Thonpson OPENED public testinony.

9: 05: 06 AM

Co- Chair Thonpson CLOSED public testinony.

9:05:11 AM
AT EASE

9: 06: 46 AM
RECONVENED

Comm ssi oner Lui ken reenphasized that the purpose of the
bill was to bring the state into conpliance with federal
law so that the state was able to pay Al aska residents what
they would be due in additional relocation benefits.
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Co-Chair Neuman MOVED to REPORT HB 259 out of conmttee
wi th individual recommendations and the acconpanying fiscal
note(s). There being NO OBJECTIQN, it was so ordered.

HB 259 was REPORTED out of commttee with a "do pass”
recommendation and with a previously published zero fiscal
note: FN1 (DOT).

9:07:49 AM
AT EASE

9:10: 22 AM
RECONVENED

#hb188
HOUSE BILL NO. 188

"An Act relating to financial accounts for persons
with disabilities; relating to financial institutions;
relating to property exenpti ons; relating to
securities; and providing for an effective date."

9:10:41 AM

Co-Chair Neuman MOVED to ADOPT the proposed conmttee
substitute for HB 188, Wrk Draft (29-LS0787\GQ. There
bei ng NO OBJECTIQN, it was so ordered.

Representative Thonpson invited his staff, M. Anderson to
the table to explain the differences between Version | [N]
and the commttee substitute version G

BRODI E  ANDERSON, STAFF, REPRESENTATI VE STEVE THOVPSOQON,
explained the changes to the commttee substitute. There
were four changes in the bill fromthe previous version. He
noted the first change was on Page 1 of the previous
Version P [N] on lines 2 and 3 in the title. It deleted
"Creating a limted property exenption for noney in or paid
from a financial account in the program with an individual
with a disability". The second change was on Page 9, |ines
2-8 of Version P [N. It deleted Section 06.65.260, the
exenption from creditor clainms which renoved the exenption
fromthe bill. The third change was also in Version P [N
on Page 11 [12], lines 20-12 [17-18]. It deleted conform ng
| anguage from subsection 11. The final change was all other
sections after the deletion were remunerated to reflect the
new sections.
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9:12: 37 AM

Representati ve Munoz asked M. Anderson to repeat the first
change. M. Anderson responded that it was a title change
which deleted the sections referencing the exenption. In
the previous version the lines were on Page 1, lines 2-3.

Vice-Chair Saddler wanted to answer tw questions from
earlier neetings. There had been a question about whether
there was a need for funds in the ABLE account to be
protected from creditors. In the CS before the conmttee
the section was deleted that would have provided the
protection against creditors and state law including child
support orders. There was no inhibition to prevent a
creditor from going after the amunt of funds in the
account. One of the questions that had been asked concerned
the lack of a zero fiscal note from Departnment of Health
and Social Services (DHSS). The departnent had consulted
wi th Departnment of Revenue (DOR) and currently there was a
zero fiscal note reflecting the mnimal to inplement the
bill. The cost could be covered with the departnent's
exi sting budget. There had been sone discussion about what
|l evel of disability qualified a person to open an ABLE
account and how a disability was determ ned. He answered
that a person had to either be eligible for supplenental
security income or neet the same standard. The standard
stated that the disability standard for <children for
claimng benefits under the supplenmental security incone
program was based on the disability which neant that they
had to have marked and severe functional limtations. The
certification of the limtations had to include a copy of
the individual's diagnosis relating to that person's
relative inpairnents and signed by a I|icensed physician
under the penalty of perjury.

Vi ce-Chair Saddler continued that there was a question as
to how to be sure a person was using their ABLE account for
the appropriate expenses. The answer was that they had to
file the appropriate paperwork with the IRS to docunent
their deposits and their disbursenents from their ABLE

account. If someone were to lie on their tax return they
woul d be subject to the same penalty that placed A Capone
in jail. Lastly, it was asked at what |evel of precedence

did the state have in recovering Medicaid expenses from an
ABLE account. The state was fifth. He elaborated that the
order of precedence was that first their estate went to pay
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the costs and expenses for the admnistration of the
estate; second, the regional funeral expenses; third, debts
and taxes with a federal preference for child support past
due paynents; fourth, reasonable and necessary nedical

expenses of the last illness of the person who died; fifth,
debts and taxes wth preference including Medicaid
paynents; and sixth, all other clains. If there was any
ot her noney remaining it would go to the person's estate to
be disposed of by wll or through the probate court
process.

9:15: 50 AM

Representative Gattis thanked the sponsor. She thought the
bill was better in the current day than in the previous
day.

Vice-Chair Saddler appreciated the thoroughness of the
committee process.

9:16:16 AM

Representati ve Kawasaki asked about the fiscal note. He
stated that part of the ABLE Act was to shield assets
within the account for purposes of Medicaid and other
progranms. He thought it would have a fiscal inpact if the
account was no |onger an asset of the individual.

Vi ce-Chair Saddler responded in the negative. He explained
that Medicaid was not a neans except for the original
qualification. He relayed that the neans testing was
primarily for supplenental security incone.

9:17: 03 AM

Representati ve Kawasaki asked if it included other prograns
the state had specifically through the group that also had
asset tests.

Vi ce- Chair Saddl er responded in the affirmative.

9:17:18 AM

Representative Gara remarked that there would be a certain
nunber of additional people who would qualify for Mdicaid
whi ch he thought was appropriate. He hoped in the follow ng
year the legislature would not have to nmake additional cuts
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to make up for it. He thought the individuals deserved
treatment. He asked Vice-Chair Saddler if he had an opinion
on the issue.

Vice-Chair Saddler did not see how it would add to the
categories of people who qualified for Medicai d.

9:17: 56 AM

Representative Gara indicated the bill would help shield
assets from being counted which he thought was conpletely
fine. He thought sone people would qualify for Medicaid who
currently did not.

9:18:15 AM

KIM SKI PPER, STAFF, REPRESENTATIVE DAN SADDLER, responded
that the bill was intended for disabled people, sone who
could be on Medicaid and social security incone. However,
she did not think it would add to the nunber of people on
Medicaid but would enable the people in the disabled
condition to save noney.

Vi ce-Chair Saddler added that it would be people who were
di sabled and often did not have incone. He did not believe
there would be many people that would be working, earning
income, and having an ABLE account sheltering inconme. The
point of the bill was to shelter their inconme frominterest
on an account.

9:19: 14 AM

Representative Gara did not have a problem wth additiona
recipients. He just did not want to have to see an

addi ti onal reduction to offset it. He also asked if
di sabl ed people would no | onger be protected fromcreditors
on the ABLE account with the new version of the bill. He

wondered if the representative was confortable with the
change.

Vice-Chair Saddler stated that he was correct. The
protections were renoved in the newest version of the bill.
He was confortable because he did not see nuch of a risk of
sonmeone goi ng bankrupt. There was an interest and concern
expressed about people that would potentially seek to abuse
the account. He did not see much of a risk and did not
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think the protection was all that effective in the first
pl ace.

9:20:22 AM

Representative WIlson stated that the definition from the
previous day versus how it was depicted in the current
version of the bill was nuch different. She was in support
of the bill. She knew fol ks who had wanted to get part tine
jobs. However, social security took $2 away from a person
for every dollar they made which was not a big incentive to
get a job. She thought any extra inconme was a benefit. The
bill would allow folks to get a job wthout being
penal i zed. She really appreciated a better definition which
made her feel nore confortable with the |egislation. She
t hanked the bill sponsor.

9:21:28 AM

Co-Chair Neunman reviewed the fiscal notes fromthe bill.

9:22: 07 AM

Co-Chair Neuman MOVED to REPORT CSHB 188 (FIN) out of
committee W th i ndi vi dual recommendat i ons and t he
acconpanying zero and fiscal inmpact notes. There being NO
OBJECTION, it was so ordered.

CSHB 188 (FIN) was REPORTED out of commttee with a "do
pass" recommendation and with one zero fiscal note by the
Departnent of Health and Social Services and one fiscal
i npact note by the Departnent of Revenue.

Co- Chair Thonpson reviewed the agenda for the follow ng
nmeet i ng.

#
ADJ OURNVENT

9:23:01 AM

The neeting was adjourned at 9:23 a.m
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