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Alaska Department of Revenue
Permanent Fund Dividend Division
CS HB 34 (Fin) Fiscal Note Analysis
March 21, 1989

Section 2 modifies one of the four general eligibility requirements to receive
a permanent fund dividend. Under the law enacted in 1982, an individual must
have been "a state resident for a period of at least six consecutive months
immediately Precedlng April 1 of the current dividend year." For example, in
addition to the other requirements, to be eligible for” the 1990 dividend under
current law, an individual must have been a state resident during the
ELIGIBILITY PERIOD of October 1. 1989 through March 31, 1990, Section2
extends the six month requirement to 24 months. In other words, the
individual in the above example, in order to qualify for the 1990 dividend
Esee Section 9) must have been a state resident for the entire ELIGIBILITY
ERIOD of April 1. 1988 through March 31, 1990.

Conservatively speakin?, there are aPproximater 60,000 new dividend appli-
cants each year. The first effect of Section 2 would be felt in 1990 when
60,000 new Alaskans who thought they would be eligible, find that they are not.

It will take considerable effort on'the Department's part, in conjunction with
the state demographer, to predict the final effect of this bill. “Some of the
factors to be considered include:

1) the length of the period (current proposal - 24 months);
the number ofeligible individuals who leave Alaska each year;

)
) the number of new person's arriving each year,
)

o~

the Percentage of individuals moving to Alaska who leave after six
months, one year, eighteen months, etc.;
5) the seasonal distribution of new arrivals;

6) the relative birth rate of new arrivals versus Individuals who have
been in Alaska over two years; and

7) the reaction of military ﬁersonnel to the new proposal, i.e. how do
they respond to the new choice presented relative to overseas pay,
overseas duty credit, etc.

The final effect on administrative costs of the Permanent Fund Dividend
program V/ould depend upon such factors as mentioned above. For the first two
ears, the additional costs would include informing, ad_vlsln_?J and counseling
he public; answering repeated questions as_to their e|lglbl Iy, P'“S- the
costs of denying the applicants who would file anywa¥ and hearing their
appeals; and the costs of assisting the Department of Law in defending the new
requirement. These cost increases might be offset partially by the document
processing cost savings of initially reducing the number of applicants by
approximately 60,000.

Page 2 of 3
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Ve - Alaska Department of Revenue
Permanent Fund Dividend Division
C$ HB 34 (Fin) Fiscal Note Analysis
March 21, 1989

The Department's primary concern with the bill Isa clear policy call — the
likelihood of a successtul legal challenge to the extended ELIGIBILITY PERIOD
on constitutional grounds, i.e. durational residency tests, and the likelihood
of a successful Injunction request, prohibiting the” Department of Revenue from
distributing dividends in 1990 until the court has resolved any litigation.

An effective date of 1990 does not allow much time for the courts to resolve
any possible litigation, making an injunction more likely. A successful
injunction reguestL preventing the timely distribution of the 1990 dividends,
would have a definite negative effect on Alaska's economy. For those
residents who depend upon the annual dividend for basic necessities, an
injunction would have serious consegue_nc,es. A successfulllndunctlon would
alSo cause increased costs in the administration of the dividend program as we
deal with the predictable outgourlng of concern and complaints from 536,000
Alaskan residents. For the above reasons, the Department of Revenue strongly
opposes changing the effective date to January 1, 1990. This issue should be
carefully weighed before jeopardizing the existing dividend program.

Page 3 of 3



1989 LEGISLATIVE SESS'ON Publish Date:

FISCAL NOTE

REQUEST:
Revision Date:  March 21, 1989 Aaency Affected:  Administration
Title: * See below Longevity Bonus

Sponsor:  Dponley Components:  Administration, Grants
Requestor. State AffairsCommittee
* An Act relating establishing durational residency requirements, not to exceed two years,
for receipt of the permanent fund dividend and receipt of benefits under the longevity bonus
program; and providing for an effective date

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thousands of DoIIars)
OPERATING FY 89 FY 90 FY 91
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CONTRACTUAL
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ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page if necessary)
See attached
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Division: Pioneer-" Benefits Date:

Approved by Commissioner Date = .~ :
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Requestor
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Impacted Agency(ies) Page 1.0f 2
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CONTINUATION of FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS =i
For Bill/Resolution No. CSHB 34 (FIN)

In order to Rroject the fiscal impact of the passage of CSHB 34 some
assumptions nad to be made. These assumptions were:

1) That the number of applicants for the Longevity Bonus who have a
minimum of one fy]/ear of residence in the state will remain at the
same ratio to the total number of applicants.

Rationale: This ratio has remained constant for the past two years.

2) That the ratio of applicants for the Longevity Bonus who have a
minimum of one year of residence in the state to the total number of
applicants will“ remain at one in five.

Rationale: This is the ratio demonstrated in the last two years.

3)  That the passage of CSHB 34 will impact only those applicants with
less than two years of residence the year following Its passage.

Rationale: . Those applicant who would otherwise be qualified would
have to wait another year for their aEpllcatlons to be accepted.
Those who learn of the passage of CSHB 34 who do not have the one
year of residence would aPpIy two years after its passage and
continue to do so in the following years.

4)  That the average number of applicants for the Longevity Bonus who
havetha minimum of one year of residence in the state is 40 per
month.

Rationale: Historical trend analysis result.

With these assumptions, the foIIowmg calculations were made. Each month the
number of aBpllcants who only have the minimum of one year in the state is
multiplied %$250 to compute the projected savings. The first month would be
40 times_$250, the second month it would be 80 times $250 and so forth until
the original "40" became ell%lble b)( havmﬁ the minimum of two years in the
state a year after the effective date of the bill. From that point, the
amount of savings would decrease until all of those originally affected would
have become eligible. The savings then would level out at the initial monthly
rate of 40 one year minimum applicants times the $250.

1/7K2/032107-9/5 Page 2 of 2



STATE OF ALASKA
1989 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

FISCAL NOTE

REQUEST:
Revision Dare:  March 21.1989 Acencv Affected  Department of Lav
Title : durational 3RL" Legal Services

resiriencv requirements..."

Sponsor : House Judiciary Components:___ Operations

Requestor: House F-inanrp

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY 89 FY 90 FY 91 FY 92

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL 30.0
SUPPLIES
IPVENT

&STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEQUS

TOTAL OPERATING -0- - 0- -0- 30.0

CAPITAL

REVENUE

FUNDING:  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERALFUND -0- -0- -0- 30.0
FEDERAL FUNDS t

OTHR

TOTAL

POSITIONS:

FULLTTIVE, -0- -0- -0- -0-
PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS :  (Attacha separate page if necessar/)

Please see the attached analysis.

/C?r

Preparedby: Richard 1. Peg Director
Division:~  Administrative Services Dp/ision ,
KitLL - /WAA- /FAO/LE
Approved by Commissioner: Douglas B. Bailyy Attorney Gen.
Agency: -Department of Law

Distribution (by preparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies)

FY 93 FY %
30.0

30.0 -0-
30.0 -0-
0 0

Phone: 173672 _
. “March 21, 1989

Date: March 21, 1989
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For Bill/Resolution No. CSHB 34 (Fin),

The committee substitute for HB 3" adds legislative findings,
and it also provides for reduced durational residency reouirements if a
court finds that the bill"s 24 month durational requirements are
invalid. Specifically, Sections 3 and 6 appear to delegate * the
legislature®s law making authority to the court, if a court finds either
a two year or a one year residency requirement invalid. In the case of
the Longevity Bonus Program, this delegation could conceivably result in
a shorter durational residency vrequirement than currently exists.
However, these changes do not alter the fact that state laws containing
lengthy durational residency requirements come under legal attack 1in
Alaska. Consequently, the fiscal 1impact noted 1in the Department of
Law"s fiscal note of February 8, 1989, are still appropriate. The
department®s previous comments regarding that impact are repeated below.

Section 2 of this billamends AS 43.23.005(a)(2) to increase
theresidency requirement, for an individual to receive the state"s
annual permanent fund dividend, from six consecutive months® residence
to 24 consecutive months®" residence immediately preceding April 1 of the
current dividend year.

Section 5 of the bill amends AS 47.45.010(a) to increase the
residency requirement, for an individual to receive the state"s
longevity bonus, from one year®"s vresidency to two year®"s residency,
immediately preceding an individual®s application for the longevity
bonus.

Historically, state lawsl containing lengthy durational
requirements have come under Jlegal attack 1in Alaska. The department
anticipates that if the bill 1is enacted it will be challenged in the
courts, on federal constitutional grounds. Fiscal note funds, 1in the
amount of 30.0, are therefore being requested to pay for outside counsel
legal scholar costs, to assist in the preparation and review of

arguments that will be needed by the department to defend the state.

In addition to these costs, the department also has a
hidden cost whenever it has to divert existing staff resources fronm
other work to defend against durational residency lawsuits. As an
example, the-longevity bonus lawsuit, Vest v. State, cost the department
about $70,000 in staff salaries and associated overhead expenses.
Approximately ten weeks of attorney time was required to prepare for and
defend the state at trial, on the constitutionality and retroactivity

issues. Approximately eight; weeks of attorney time was spent onthe
Alaska Supreme Court appeals, on the same issues. The average cost for
the department®s attorneys who handle this Jlevel of work, 1including
normal office support costs, is $96.00 per hour. The department also
paid Professor Walter Dellinger $8,200 to review and help prepare its
briefs in the Vest trials. Professor Dellinger is a noted legal scholar
and an expert on constitutional law. The department®s outside legal

expert costs in this matter would have been substantially greater had
the case reached the U.S. Supreme Court. Because this particular



For Bill/Resolution No. cshb 34 (Fin)

dispute was settled on a request for a motion for summary judgement and
did net require a trial on the facts, and because the disDute ended at

the state supreme court level, the department®s total costs were
probably somewhat less than they would have been if the case had gone to
the U.S. Supreme Court. Lastly, the costs, attorney fees, and interest

that were awarded to the plaintiff by the court in Vest, and which were
subsequently paid by the state, totalled $149,383.88.

Although an opinion cannot be offered, it should also be noted that
if the bill becomes Jlaw and then is subsequently overturned by the
courts, the state might be exposed to the payment of damages for any
injuries or loss suffered by any classes of persons, as a result of the
bill"s enactment.

p2C! o1
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CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 34 (Finance)

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act establishing durational residency require—
ments, not to exceed two years, for receipt of the
permanent fund dividend and receipt of benefits under
the Jlongevity bonus program; and providing for an
effective'date.”
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. FINDINGS. (a) The legislature finds with respect to the
permanent fund dividend program that

¢D) compared with other states, Alaska has one of the highest
ratios of transients to permanent state residents;

(2) a significant number of people from other states come to
Alaska to work in temporary or seasonal jobs or on short-term projects;

(3) Dbecause of the large number of transients it is very diffi—
cult for the state to determine whether a person 1is actually a resident
with the intent to remain in the state;

(4) the permanent fund dividend program is unique to the state
and provides generous benefits;

(5) the generous nature of this benefit program creates an
inducement for people to claim residency inaccurately;

(6) a two-year vresidency requirement 1is a reasonable way to
determine bona Tfide residency for the purposes of eligibility for this

benefit program;
(7) a two-year residency requirement will not discourage mi—
gration to the state or otherwise interfere with interstate travel;

-1- CSHB 34 (Fin)
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or federal constitutions or a basic necessity of life;

(9) a two-year residency requirement will more accurately indi-
cate actual domicile and the intent to remain a resident than the rcquire-
ment under current law; and

(10) the interest of the state in determining bona fide residence
for purposes of this program is at least equal to the interest recognized
in Andress v. Baxter, U.S. District Court for the District of Alaska, No.

A82-307 Civ., September 8, 1983.

(b) The Ilegislature finds with respect to the longevity bonus program

that

(1) the longevity bonus 1is immediately payable to an applicant
upon acceptance into the program;

4 (2) acceptance into the program 1is primarily based on a state-
ment from the applicant that the applicant is a resident for the purposes
of eligibility for this benefit program and that the applicant intends to
remain a resident of the state;

(3) a two-year residency requirement will more accurately indi-

cate actual domicile and the intent to remain a resident than the require-

I ment under current law;

(4) the longevity bonus program 1is unique to the state and
provides generous benefits;

(5) the generous nature of this benefit program creates an
inducement for people to claim residency inaccurately;

(6) a two-year vresidency requirement 1is a reasonable way to
determine bona fide residency for the purposes of eligibility for this
benefit program;

@) the two-year residency requirement will not discourage
migration to the state or otherwise interfere with interstate travel;

CSHB 34(Fin) 2
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(8) this program does not involve a basic right under the state

or federal constitutions or a basic necessity of life; and
9 the interest of the state in determining bona fide
4& for purposes of this program is at least equal to the interest recognized
5; in Andress v. Baxter, U.S. District Court for the District of Alaska, No.
5; A82-307 Civ., September 8, 1983.

71 * Sec. 2. AS 43.23.005(a) 1is amended to read:

3l (a) An individual 1is eligible to receive one permanent fund
9§ dividend each year in an amount to be determined under AS 43.23.025 if
m: the individual applies to the department, and if

nf (€H) on the date of application the individual is a state
]2; resident;

13; (2) the individual was a state resident for a period of at
1‘% least 24 [SIX] consecutive months immediately preceding April 1 of the
15& current dividend year; and

L (3) the individual has been physically present in the state
17 at some time during the period beginning July 1 two years before the
Bﬁ date of application and ending on the date of application.

,%i * Sec. 3. AS 43.23.005 1is amended by adding a new subsection to read:
EZL (e) ITf a court finds the durational residency requirement under
21? (a)(2) of this section is invalid and no appeal 1is pending, the resi—
22 j dency requirement 1is one year. IT a court finds the one year resi—
23] dency requirement 1is invalid and no appeal 1is pending, the residency
34# requirement is the longest duration permitted by law. The department
M|; shall change the statement of eligibility under AS 43.23.015(b) as
P necessary to conform to this subsection.

\] * Sec. 4. AS 43.23.015(b) is amended to re~d:

23jj (b) The department shall prescribe and furnish an applicatior
29 form for claiming a permanent fund dividend. The application must

-3- CSHB 34(Fin)
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contain a statement of eligibility and a certification of residency in

substantially the following form:

I certify that

() I am a state resident on the date of this application, I have
been a state resident for at least 24 [SIX] months immediately preced—
ing April 1 of the current dividend year, and | have been physically
present in the State of Alaska at some time during the period begin—
ning July 1 t o years before the date of application and ending on the
date of this application; or

( ) (name), the individual on whose behalf I am applying, is a
state resident on the date of this application, has been a state
resident for at least 24 [SIX] months immediately preceding April 1 of
the current dividend vyear, and has been physically present 1in the
State of Alaska at some time during the period beginning July 1 two
years before the date of application and ending on the date of this
application.

| understand that a false claim of eligibility to obtain a perma—
nent fund dividend for myself or for another is a criminal offense,
that if convicted | will forfeit future dividends, and that | must
repay all dividends that have been paid to me. 1 understand that if I
wilfully misrepresent, exercise gross negligence, or recklessly disre—
gard a material fact regarding my eligibility for a permanent fund
dividend I will forfeit the dividend, be subject to a civil fine of up
to $5,000, and 1lose my eligibility for the next five dividends. |
understand that these penalties are in addition to any criminal pen—

alties imposed.

(signature of individual,

parent, guardian, or other

CSHB 34(Fin) 4
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* Sec. 5. AS 47.45.010(a) 1is amended to read:

(@ A person who is 65 years of age or over, who resides 1in the
state for at least two years [ONE YEAR] immediately preceding applica—
tion for a longevity bonus under this chapter may apply to the commis—
sioner of administration for qualification to receive a monthly bonus
of $250.

* Sec. 6. AS 47.45.010 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(d) ITf a court finds the durational residency requirement under
(a) of this section is invalid and no appeal is pending, the residency
requirement 1is one year. If a court finds the one year residency
requirement 1is 1invalid and no appeal 1is pending, the residency re—
quirement is the longest duration permitted by law.

* Sec. 7. Notwithstanding the amendments to AS 43.23 made by secs. 2 -
4 of thisAct, if an individual received a permanent fund dividend for .1989
the individual®s eligibility to receive a dividend for 1990 shall be de—
termined under the law as it existed before those amendments.

* Sec. 8. Notwithstanding the amendment to AS 47.45 made by secs. 5and
6 of this Act, 1if an individual received a longevity bonus payment for any
month during 1989, the individual®s eligibility to receive bonus payments
during 1990 shall be determined under the law as it existed before that

amendment.

* Sec. 9. This Act takes effect January 1, 1990.

-5- CSHB 34(Fin)
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TO: CSHB 34 (Judiciary)

5, line 15:
Delete "1990"

Insert "1989"

5, line 16:
Delete "1991"

Insert "1990"

5, line 20:
Delete "1990"

Insert "1989"

5, line 21:

Delete "1991"

Insert "1990"

5, line 23:
Delete "1991"

Insert "1990"
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POSITTION PAPER

HOUSE BILL NO . 34

An Act relating to durational residency
requirements for certain state benefit programs.

I support the concept of a residency requirement
for Permanent Fund Dividends Longevity Bonus Program
eligibility.

Governor
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE 3111 "C"™ STREET. SUITE 450
DISTRICT ELEVEN *SPENARD ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99503
SEAT A 1907) 561-7629
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CHAIRMAN

| AflOR AND COMMERCE COMMITTEE

MEMBER
TATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

HE.UTH. EDCCVTIOS AND
<OCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE

March 3, 1989 110L SINO AND BANKING SUBCOMMITTEE

FINANCE BLDGET SUBCOMMITTEE
PEPT OF COMMERCE AND
FCONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

MEMORANDUM
To: Members, House Judiciary Committee
From: Representative Dave Donley

Proposed.Judiciary cs to HB 3A*

DOCUMENTATION IN SUPPORT OF THE LEGISLATIVE "FINDINGS"™ SECTION
HB 34 - DURATIONAL RESIDENCY REQUIREMENTS FOR CERTAIN STATE BENEFIT PROGRAMS

As requested by Representative Gruenberg, attached is documentation, provided
by the Alaska Department of Labor, Division of Research and Analysis, 1in
support of the Legislative "Findings®”section of HB 34, specifically as they
relate to the rate of transient population in Alaska and the number of workers
who come to the state for short term or temporary projects.

The second paragraph on page three speaks specifically to the number of workers
in Alaska who work on a short-term or temporary basis, as do the attached
excerpts from the Department of Labor publication, Non-residents Working 1in
Alaska 1987. < “ -

The current "findings" state that "Alaska has one of the highest rates of
transients..... in the nation™. As illustrated in this document, we have, in
fact, the highest rate in the nation.

To better state the "finding" that "a significant portion of Alaska"s
population COaas to the state to work in temporary jobs and on short-term
projects"™, | suggest the addition of the phrase "seasonal" so that the sentence
reads "a significant portion of Aalska®s population comes to the state to work
in temporary or seasonal jobs and on short-term projects".

JUNEAU OFFICE (During Legislative Session)
P.0. BOX V. JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811  (907) 465-3892



Source: Alaska Population Overview: 1986 and Provisional 1987 Estimates,
Alaska Department of Labor (Forthcoming, March 1989). t

Greg Williams, State Demographer, Alaska Department of Labor
March 3, 1989

ALASKA’S POPULATION CHANGE
COMPONENTS OF CHANGE

Population change is composed of natural increase (births minus deaths), and migration as
shown in Table 2.1 and Figures 2.2. In general, natural increase is the fa|r|y stable component
of population change. Death rates change very slowly, and while current fertility fluctuations
depend on a variety of factors, the general trend in births does not change pace or direction too
quickly. Migration is the most unstable component in Alaska’s population change, often
changing dramatically from one year to the next.

Between July 1, 1986 and July 1, 1987, 11,923 persons were born in Alaska and 2,086 persons
died, resulting in a net natural increase of 9,837 persons. This translates into a growth of
1.8% per year as a result of natural increase. The Alaskan births each year are equivalent to
about 2.2% of the population at the beginning of each year. Approximately 0.4% of Alaska’s
population dies each year.

Migration to Alaska has histori_callz/_ varied Widelgl from )ﬁear to year. As a result, it is difficult
to talk of typical patterns of migration to the state. The highest post-World War Il proportional
%rowth due to migration occurred during the build up for the Korean War in 1950-51 (14.7%),
951-52 (13.6%2. Rapid growth also occurred during World War Il represented here by the
statistics for 19*15-46 (12.3%). In part, these high percentages were a result of a small
population haae in these years. In contrast while the net migration for 1981-82 and 1982-83
was numerically larger than that for 1950-51 and 1951-52, proportionally, it was much smaller.
In the peak growth period of 1981-83, the net influx of over 20,000 migrants each year was
equivalent to a gain about equal to 5% of the population.

The largest single numerical increase due to migration (30.222 or 8.7%2, occurred during
pipeline construction in 1974-75. The largest numerical loss (-19,637 or *3.6%), occurred in
1986-87. This loss was larger than the -13,414 or -3.2% loss which occurred at the end of the
pipeline construction in 1977-78.

MIGRATION TO/FROM ALASKA

Migration statistics are derived from change of address on IRS Tax returns. The latest
statistics available are the migration flows for 1985-86. While these statistics are prior to the
down-turn in Alaska's economy, they serve to illustrate the magnitude and pattern of migration
to and from the State.

Estimates of In, Oat, Gross and Net migration for all states is shown in Table 3. The states
at the top of the list have the least stable populations, those at the bottom have the most
stable populations. In 1985-86, Alaska had the h|zghest level of In, Out and Gross migration of
any state in the union. During this period, 10.2% of Alaska’s residents left the state and a
number equivalent to 10.6% of Alaska’s residents entered the state. Since 1985-86 was at the
point of "stall" in the boom of the early 1980, the net gain was only .4%. These turnover rates
Include rotation of military personnel in and out of the state. The military probably account for
about 20% of the In, Out and Gross migration flow of the state.

The highest turnover is for persons in thoir 20’ and children under 5.

Statistically the average length of stay for a 21 year old in Alaska is 9.9 years for males and
13.6 years for females. This means that of a group of Alaska men currently age 21, one can
expect 50% to have left the state by about the age of 31.



In general, peoEIe tend to more frequently move short distances as opposed to long
distances. Table 4. shows the distribution of migration to and from Alaska by state. The Pacific
Coast, Mountain States, Texas and overseas accounts for a substantial share of our total gross
migration. Almost a third of the Alaska’s migration is with Washington (14.0%) , California
(11.4%), and Oregon §6.13%. This is followed by movement to/from Texas (6.4%) and movement
to/from overseas (3.5%). The movement overseas is he_awlY military in character. The next
largest movement is to a cluster of Mountain states which together account for another 13.6%
of the total movement: Colorado (3.3%), Arizona (3.0%), Wyoming (2.7%3, ldaho (2.4%), and
Montana (2.2%). The sum of the movement to/from the places discussed above accounts for
55.8% of the Gross migration to/from Alaska. The remaining migration comes from the rest of
the nation. Some of the remaining states with larger shares also reflect military movement, ie.
Georgia, Virginia, North Carolina.

Given the regional distribution of migrants to Alaska, it is not surprising that while migration
to and from the state is in i)art dependent upon federal military and program policies, it 1s also
strongly dependent upon Alaska’s economic opportunities relative to those in the other states,
and in particular the Pacific and Mountain states. This has its strongest impact on the number
in-migrants coming into Alaska.

More recent figures, when the%/ become available, will show a rise in out-migrants and a
decline in in-migrants. Somewhat surprisingly, changes in migration in Alaska are more a
result of the decline in in-migrants to Alaska then an increase in the out-migrants from
Alaska. A net loss can result from either an increase in the out-migrants or an decrease in the
in-migrants, since the balance of migration depends in th6 balance of the two. When Gross
migration or turnover is high, major changes in either in or out-migration can cause rapid
changes in the population which appear to the observer to be out-migration. What appears as
massive out-migration may be a normal 10% out-migration with only partial replacement



A QUESTION OF RESIDENCE

The time frame for the estimates of resident poRUIatlon produced in this publication is July
first of any given year. The July first estimate, however, reflects an average annual resident
population. The midyear date serves as the midpoint in the P
year for personjI living in their usual place of residence. Our estimates are not intended to be a
‘de facto" population; that is, a count of all persons in a location on the day July first. The
population on this date would be substantially above the annual average because of the

seasonality of Alaska’s population.

opulation change in any given

By U.S. Census Bureau definition, to be counted as a resident, a person must reside in a place
for at least six months of the year and have no other usual place of residence. Residents of
remote work sites are given the oggortunlty to list their place of residence as being somewhere
other than the remote site. In 1980, for example, most North Slope oil workers listed their
place of residence as being either some other part of Alaska or out of state. One of the
systematic errors in statistics for Alaska involves residency. Employment in the state is highly
seasonal in construction, fishing and seafood processing, logging, mining, and tourism. While
the exact amount of seasonal population is cur_ren_tlg unknown, in 1987, nearly 155% of the
persons working at some time during the year in jobs covered by unemployment insurance or
state employment were nonresidents. This means that there were at least 45,100 nonresident
workers In Alaska for some period of time during the year.1 This number, however, overstates
the number of nonresidents in the state at any given time because these workers are present
for varyln% periods of time. The best current estimate of the annual average number of
nonresidents present in Alaska at any given time in 1987 would be about 14,300. This is down
substantially from 1985. The seasonal high quarter usually occurs during the summer months,
would add another 2,300 nonresidents over the annual average. Thus a statewide census taken
in July 1, 1987 might have found some 17,600 nonresidents living in Alaska.

Since our resident population estimate for 1987 is 537,800 persons, the annual average number
of ersons_éresments and nonresidents) present in the state maK have been at least 555,200
and the midsummer non-tourist "de facto” population may be on the order of 557,500.

1 Nonresidents Working in Alaska in 1987, Alaska Department of
Labor, January 1989.



Migration - The movement of people across a specified boundary for the purP_ose of establishin
a new permanent residence. Movement between countries, States or nations is considere
migration, movement with a county is considered as "local movement".

In-migrant « a person who enters an_area from some point outside the area for the purpose of
establishing a permanent residence. The person may come from another nation, state or county.

Out-migrant - a person who leaves an area for some point outside the area for the purpose of
establishing a permanent residence. The person may go to another nation, state or country.

Gross Migration - The sum of the in-migration and out-migration for a geographic area over a
period of time. Gross migration is a measure of the total movement or turnover of populatioa
Gross migration is of most interest to persons needing information on population turnover
rather than overall gain or loss. For example, real estate and transportation industries.

Net-migration - the difference between in-migration and out-migration. It may be characterized
as, net_in-migration if there are more persons movmg into the area than out; or as net out-
migration if there are more persons leaving the area than coming in.

De facto and de jure counts - In a census the enumeration is affected by the type of population
count to be obtained. The census may be designed to count persons where they £ire found on
census day (a de facto count) or according to their usual place of residence (a de jure count).
The U.S. Census is a de jure count Only transients who have no usual place of residence are
counted on a de facto basis.



TABLE 2.1 ANNUAL COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE FOR ALASKA, 1945-1987.

June 30

TO
July 1

1945-46
1946-47
1947-48
1948-49
1949-50
1950-51
1951-52
1952-53
1953-54
1954-55
1955-56
1956-57
1957-58
1958-59
1959-60
1960-61
1961-62
1962-63
1963-64
1964-65
1965-66
1966-67
1967-66
1968-69
1969-70
1970-71
1971-72
1972-73
1973-74
1974-75
1975-76
1976-77
1977-78
1978-79
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86
1986-87

Alaska Department of Labor,

March 3,

1989

End Of
Period

Population

-

103,000
117,000
126,000
132,600
137,100
160,000
185,500
193,800
200,100
206,500
212,400
218,600
220,100
224,000
230,400
236,700
242,800
249,900
253,200
265,200
271,500
277,900
284,900
294,600
308,500
319,600
329,800
336,400
348,100
384,100
409,800
418,000
411,600
413,700
419,800
433,800
463,400
497,600
322,000
541,300
547,600
537,800

Population
Change

14,000
9,000
6,600
4,500

22,900

25,500
8,300
6,300
6,400
5,900
6,200
1,500
3,900
6,400
6,300
6,100
7,100
3,300

12,000
6,300
6,400
7,000
9,700

13,900

11,100

10,200
6,600

11,700

36,000

25,700
8,200

-6,400
2,100
6,100

14,000

29,600

34,200

24,400

19,300
6,300

-9,800

Research & Analysis,

Average
Annual

Rate of

Change

=
N

.73
.41
.10
.34
.42
.76
.38
.20
.15
.82
.88
.68
.76
.82
.70
.54
.88
.31
.63
.35
.33
.49
.35
.61
.53
.14
.98
.42
.83
.47
.98
.54
.51
.46
.28
.60
.12
.79
.63
.16
.81

RS
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Components Of Change

Births

2,050
2,490
2,890
3,300
3,620
4,110
5,130
6,270
6,910
7,190
7,480
7,730-
7,450!
6,830 =
7,290
7,560
7,610
7,670
7,480
7,170
6,810
6,410
6,350
6,670
7,230
7,437
7,129
6,781
6,847
7,275
7,694
8,175
8,668
9,043
9,398
9,906
10,781
11,723
12,308
12,719
12,555
11,923

Deaths

1,220
1,200
1,180
1,190
1,220
1,310
1,310
1,280
1,240
1,200
1,220
1,240
1,200
1,170
1,250
1,300
1,290
1,320
1,380
1,390
1,320
1,300
1,317
1,330
1,370
1,444
1,462
1,468
1,467
1,497
1,570
1,612
1,654
1,654
1,649
1,700
1,755
1,850
1,938
2,032
2,107
2,086

Demographic Unit,

Natural
Increase

1,
1,
2,
2,
2,
3,

4,
5,
5,
6,
6,
6,
5,
6,
6,
6,
6,
6,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
6,
6,
7,
7,
7,
8,
9,
9,
10,
10,
10,
9,

1988.

830
290
710
110
400
800
820
990
670
990
260
490
250
660
040
260
320
350
100
780
490
110
033
340
860
993
667
313
380
778
124
563
014
389
749
206
026
873
370
687
448
837

1

Net |
Migrants I

12,710
7,290
4,490
2,100

20,100

21,680
3,310

630
410
-360
-290
-4,750
-1,760
360

40
-220
750

-2,800

6,220

810
1,290
1,967
4,360
8,040
5,107
4,533
1,287
6,320

30,222

19,576
1,637

-13414
-5289
-1649
5,794

20,574

24,327

14,030
8,613
-4148

-19637
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TABLE 3. RATES OF MIGRATION BY STATE, 1985-86

STATE TO IN ouT NET GROSS
STATE MIGRANTS MIGRANTS MIGRANTS MIGRANTS
MIGRATION PER 100 PER 100 PER 100 PER 100
FLOWS POPULATION POPULATION POPULATION POPULATION
1985-86 O] &) ) 0
ALASKA 10.6 10.2 0.4 20.8
WASHINGTON D.C. 7.5 9.0 -1.4 16.5
NEVADA 8.9 6.7 2.2 15.6
WYOMING 6.5 8.2 -1.6 14.7
ARIZONA 8.3 5.0 3.3 13.3
NEW MEXICO 7.2 5.9 1.3 13.1
NEW HAMPSHIRE 7.8 5.1 2.7 12.8
HAWATLI 5.9 6.8 -0.9 12.8
COLORADO 6.1 5.8 0.2 11.9
KANSAS 5.0 5.6 -0.7 10.6
FLORIDA 6.7 3.8 3.0 10.3
IDAHO 4.6 5.8 -1.3 10.4
NORTH DAKOTA 4.1 6.2 -2.1 10.2
VIRGINIA 5.4 4.6 0.8 10.0
SOUTH DAKOTA 4.3 5.5 -1.2 9.8
VERMONT 5.2 4.6 0.6 9.7
MONTANA 3.7 5.4 -1.6 9.1
DELAWARE 4.8 4.3 0.5 9.1
OKLAHOMA 4.1 4.9 -0.9 9.0
GEORGIA 5.1 3.5 1.6 8.6
WASHINGTON 4.3 4.1 0.2 8.4
SOUTH CAROLINA 4.4 3.7 0.7 8.2
MARYLAND 4.2 3.8 0.4 8.0
MAINE 4.3 3.7 0.6 8.0
UTAH 3.6 4.3 -0.6 7.9
ARKANSAS 4.0 3.8 0.2 7.9
RHODE ISLAND 3.9 3.7 0.2 7.7
OREGON 3.8 3.8 -0.0 7.7
NEBRASKA 3.2 4.4 -1.2 7.6
CONNECTICUT 3.6 3.8 -0.3 7.4
NORTH CAROLINA 4.1 3.3 0.7 7.4
KENTUCKY 3.4 3.7 -0.3 7.1
TENNESSEE 3.7 3.3 0.4 7.0
TEXAS 3.7 3.2 0.4 6.9
MISSISSIPPI 3.3 3.5 -0.2 6.8
MISSOURI 3.4 3.4 0.0 6.7
NEW JERSEY 3.2 3.4 -0.1 6.6
ALABAMA 3.4 3.1 0.3 6.5
10WA 2.3 4.1 -1.8 6.4
WEST VIRGINIA 2.6 3.8 -1.2 6.3
INDIANA 2.8 3.4 -0.6 6.2
LOUISTANA 2.6 3.5 -0.9 6.1
MASSACHUSETTS 2.6 3.3 -0.6 5.9
ILLINOIS 2.3 3.5 -1.2 5.8
MINNESOTA 2.6 2.9 -0.4 5.5
OHI0 2.3 3.1 -0.8 5.5
MICHIGAN 2.4 2.9 -0.5 5.3
CALIFORNIA 2.8 2.3 0.5 5.1
WISCONSIN 2.2 2.9 -0.7 5.1
PENNSYLVANIA 2.1 2.7 -0.5 4.8
NEW YORK 1.8 3.0 -1.2 4.7

Alaska Department of Labor
Research & Analysis
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DISTRIBUTION OF QUARTERS WORKED IN ALASKA

PERCENT PERCENT

QUARTERS WORKED RESIDENT NONRESIDENT
1 QUARTER ONLY 12.4% 45.2%
QUARTER 1 3.9% 7.4%
QUARTER 2 1.3% 7.0%
UARTER: 3 3.1% 17.2%
UARTER 4 3.5% 13.5%
2 QUARTERS ONLY 15.2% 29.8%
QUARTERS 1 & 2 5.1% 4.4%
QUARTERS 1 & 3 0.3% 0.4%
QUARTERS 1 & 4 0.7% 0.3%
QUARTERS 2 & 3 3.5% 10.4%
QUARTERS 2 & 4 0.5% 0.5%
QUARTERS 3 4 4 4.3% 12.7%
3 QUARTERS ONLY 16.0% 13.6%
QUARTERS 1,2 & 3 5.3% 2.1%
QUARTERS 1,2 & 4 1.3% 0.7%
QUARTERS 1,3 & 4 1.6% 0.6%
QUARTERS 2,3 & 4 6.3% 9.2%
4 QUARTERS ONLY
QUARTERS 1,2,3 & 4 56.3% 11.4%



Table 34
Resident and No?\/rlemdent Total

gjor
Resident
. Earnings
Industrial Group (in thous.) %
Agriculture u $15947 844
Mining 497,898 885
Construction 359,732 889
Manufacturing 224761 734
T.-anaportation 506,659  93.2
Wholesale Trade 202,389 95.3
Retail Trade 493,045 945
Finance/Insurance/Real Estate 262,780  96.9
Services 766,704  93.3
Nonclassifiable 4207 834
TOTAL PRIVATE BUSINESS " 3,334,124 909
Local Government 858,991  98.2
State Government 626,754  97.7
TOTALY? $4.820554  93.0

Source; Alaska Department of Labor, Research & Analysis

Alas

Eus

Nonresident

Earnings
(in thous.)

$2,950
64,979
44,819
81,522
37,178
9,927
28,961
8,473
55,327
837

334,973
15,396
14,613

$365,147

1

Resident

Workers

1,976
12,374
22,837
22,532
24,986
11151
61,858
15,946
67,339

685

197,736
42,188
24,575

246,489

U Data includes only nonngricullural wage and salary workers covered by unemployment insurance.
Consequently, data provided for this industry may not bo representative of the industry os n whole.

2/ Undu plicated count of workers within each industry.

3/ Unduplicatcd count of total workers.

33

n|n ? and Workers

%

815
834
84.8
60.9
89.1
90.5
87.3
93.1
87.8
86.9

82.4
95.4
95.0
84.5

Nonrcsu

Workers

450
2,462
4,086

14,461
3,057
1177
8,981
1,183
9,334

103

42,354
2,017
1,296

45,148

16.6
16.2
39.1
109

9.5
12.7

6.9
122
131

17.6
46
50

155

Nonresidents Working in Alaska, 1987



Reddest
Earnings
Industry (thous.)
State Government 8626, 754
Local Government 858,991
Agriculture 1l
Cropa 1,161
Livestock 585
Agricultural Services 5,600
Forestry 2,438
Fishiiig/Hunting/Trappingu 6,164
Minin
Metd > 15,186
Coal X
Oil A Gas 472,466
Nonmetal/Nonfuel X
Construction
Building 100,672
Heavy 122,103
Special Trades 136,957
Manufacturing
Food Processing 73,155
Textiles X
Apparel 474
Lumber/Wood 12,988
Logging 38,847
Furniture X
Paper X
Printing 33,848
Chemicals X
Petro Refininc]; 5,439
Rubber/Miscellaneous 756
Concrete 10,749
Primary Metals 238
Fabricated Metals 3,222
Machinery 848
Electrical Machinery 370
Transportation Equipment 2,529
Measuring X
Miscellaneous 949
Trans., Comm., & Public Utilities
Local Transit X
Motor Freight 52,763
Water Transportation 29,557
Air Transportation 133,421
Pipelines X
Transportation Services 17,305
Communications 118,022
Utilities 81,624

Table 3.1

Annual Earnings, Worker&,| gsre(% ’A&?ge Famings by Industry

Earaioge
Nonreddent
Earnings % of
(thous.) Total
$14,613 2.3
15,396 18
95 7.6
10.4
403 6.7
1 4.0
2,283 27.0
8,700  36.4
X 2.9
55,685  10.5
X 1.5
10,785 9.7
20,259  14.2
13,776 9.1
60,044  45.1
X 4.9
60  11.3
3,067  19.1
12,740  24.7
X 00
X 7.7
1,052 3.0
X 81
169 3.0
52 6.5
X2 18
47  16.4
256 7.4
0 00
39 9.6
500  16.5
X 06
0 00
x 118
2,951 5.3
5,663  16.1
16,229 108
X 2.4
1,054 5.7
5,822 4.7
2,075 2.5

Worker>* Average Earnings
Resident Nonresident Reddent Nonresident
no. of no.of %of Average Average As%
Workers ~ Workers Total Earnings Earnings of
Re*.
24,575 1,296 5.0 $25,504 $11,276  44.2
42,188 2,017 4.6 20,361 7,633 37.5
301 34 101 3,857 2,801 2.6
45 15  25.0 12,989 4,500 %"
854 112 116 6,557 3,602  54i
85 5 5.6 28,682 20,118  70.:
698 285  29.0 8,831 801l 9.~
t
954 377  28.3 15,918 23,076  145.
X X 3.3 X X 8.
11,097 2,061  15.6 42,576 27,150 3.

X X  12.3 X x 92
8,271 1,254 132 12,172 8,601 70
7,539 1,328 150 16,196 15,255 94

10,309 1,692  14.1 13,286 8,142 6]
14,198 12,364  46.5 5,162 4,856  94.3
X X 18 X X  38.8
82 14 146 5,779 4,300 74.4
952 333 259 13,643 9,179  67.3
2,071 1,221 37.3 18,758 10,349  65.2

X X 00 X X 00

X X  16.8 X X 415
2,778 242 80 12,184 4,39 357

X X 6.7 X X 124.0

170 13 7.1 31,995 12,986  40.6
143 18 12 5,287 2,903  54.9
616 37 5.7 17,449 5,466  31.3
24 3 11 9,937 15,640 157.4
227 29 11.3 14,196 8,821  62.1
30 0 00 28,276 0 00
2 5 185 16,706 7,820  46.6
232 78 252 10,901 6,416  58.9
X X 7.1 X X 7.9
82 0 00 11,572 0 00

X X 13.7 X X 847
3,543 454  11.4 14,892 6,500  43.6
2,417 459  16.0 12,229 12,337 100.9
7,057 1,023 12.7 18,906 15,864  83.9

X X 3.1 X X 78.4
1,574 193 10.9 10,995 5,461  49.7
4,561 339 6.9 26,876 17,175  66.4
3,080 192 5.9 26,501 10,806  40.8

(cont on page 30)
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Blﬁjrmgeﬁf} Calendar Quarters Worked in Alaska

Only 1 Qtr. Only 2 Qtrs. Only 3 Qtrs. All 4 Qtrs.
Number of Quarters Worked

sourer AiukaDfptrtnxniorubor BHH Resident YZA Nonresident

a high percentage of nonresident workers. Consequently, this shift in Alaska’s industrial
composition accounts, in part, for the decrease in the number of nonresidents working in
the state.

Economic Impact of Workers’Earnings

The residency ofthe worker is an important factor in determining the overall impact of
earnings. More specifically, where is the worker spending wages and unemployment
insurance compensation? Generally, the earnings of an individual create warnings for
others. As workers spend their wages on housing, food and clothing, their earnings
continue to trickle through the economy. If compensation goes to a nonresident who spends
little money in the state, few income-induced effects can be measured.

Compared to resident workers, nonresidents work fewer quarters in the state. Figure 2.5
(on this page) illustrates the difference between residents’ and nonresidents’ ties to the
Alaska labor market. More than 45% of nonresidents worked in Alaska during only one
calendar quarter of 1987. By comparison, over 56% ofresidents worked during all four
quarters of 1987.

The assumption that nonresidents spend less of their earnings in Alaska than their
resident counterparts is reinforced by two factors: 1) They work fewer quarters in the
state and because of this are likely to spend a higher portion oftheir Alaska earnings
outside of the state than resident workers, and 2) They also have a higher rate of
interstate unemployment insurance claims than do residents. Consequently, nonresident
compensation — in the form ofeither wages or unemployment insurance benefits —
produces a reduced amount of induced earnings within Alaska.

]7 NonraaidanU Wetking in Almaka, 1987
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MEMORANDUM March 10, 1989

SUBJECT: Durational residency requirements under
Alaska law (W.0. No. 16-0182)

TO: Representative Dave Donley

FROM: John Gaguine
Legislative Counsel

You have asked for an update to a memorandum, prepared in
December 1982 by then-Attorney General Wilson Condon, which
set out all durational residency requirements found in the
Alaska statutes, and expressed an opinion as to whether
those requirements were constitutional. Enclosed 1is the
updated memorandum, which 1 believe 1is complete.

I have used different meanings than did the Attorney General
in the "constitutional problem™ column. I have not con—
sidered the likelihood of a challenge, as he did, but in—
stead just the probable outcome of a challenge (in my opin—
ion) if one were to be brought. Thus my terms "probably
not" and "maybe™ have their normal meanings. I have not
exhaustively researched the constitutional questions in—
volved with every requirement. Instead | have generally
adopted the Condon view (which my reading of the caselaw
suggests is correct), while noting some more recent develop—
ments in the law in this area. (For instance, the Condon
memorandum was written before the decision in Andress v.
Baxter, upholding the two-year residency requirement for
student loans.) Where the statutes have been changed, as
many of the ones listed here have been, | have relied for my
opinion on the Attorney General®s assessment of similar
statutes and on general conclusions that 1 think can be
drawn from the caselaw (such as that a one-year residency
requirement for loan and grant programs 1in general 1is
permissible). If you would Ilike more in-depth research into
a particular provision, | will be happy to oblige you.

The vast majority of constitutionally suspect durational
residency requirement have been eliminated by the legisla—
ture. The primary vehicle for tnis was ch. 67, SLA 1983
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(copy attached). This Act was apparently adopted in re—
sponse to the U.S. Supreme Court"s Zobel decision (inval—
idating the $50/year of residency provision of the Permanent
Fund Dividend program) and several Attorn*-/ General opinions
expressing doubt as to the constitutionality of many dura-—
tional residency provisions in the statutes. In addition,
chapter 67 also eliminated many residency requirements, pri—
marily in Title 8 (Occupational Licensing), that apparently
would be unconstitutional under the Privileges and Immu—
nities clause of the U.S. Constitution (Art. 1V, sec. 2, cl.

1).

Chapter 67 replaced many durational residency requirements
of varying lengths with a uniform 30-day requirement. It
did this by repealing those requirements and adding AS
01.10.055, which reads:

Sec. 01.10.055. RESIDENCY, (a) A person establishes
residency in the state by being physically present in
the state with the intent to remain in the state indef—
initely and to make a home in the state.

(b) A person demonstrates the intent required under (a)
of this section

(1) by maintaining a principal place of abode in the
state for at least 30 days or for a longer period if a
longer period is required by law or regulation} and

(2) by providing other proof of intent as may be
required by law or regulation, that may include proof
that the person is not claiming residency outside the
state or obtaining benefits under a claim of residency
outside the state.

(c) A person who establishes residency in the state
remains a resident during an absence from the state
unless during the absence the person establishes or
claims residency 1in another state, territory or coun—
try, or performs other acts or is absent under circum—
stances that are inconsistent with the intent required
under (@) of this section to remain a resident or this
state.

Because a thirty-day residency requirement was sanctioned by
the Alaska Supreme Court for a basic right, the right to
vote, 1in State v. Van Port, 502 P.2d 453 (Alaska 1972), it
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appears not to be susceptible to challenge. The Alaska Su—
preme Court in Perito v. Perito, 756 P.2d 895 (Alaska 1988)
(also attached), held that the requirements of AS 01.10.055
defined residency as used elsewhere in the statutes, unless
a contrary statutory definition applies (as, for instance,
AS 16.05.940(24), applicable to the term "resident" as it
appears in most of Title 16).

In compiling this memorandum, 1 have not included those
statutes requiring simple residency (i.e., the thirty-day
requirement of AS 01.10.055); 1 have only listed those that
couple residency with a specific durational requirement. I
have also not listed those with a thirty-day requirement,
such as the voting statute and the statutes requiring cer—
tain positions to be filled by registered voters. I have
listed some that have no residency requirementsbut that
require some past activities (such as mining or guiding) 1in
the state. This memorandum therefore differs slightly from
the Condon memorandum, which listed some statutes with sim—
ple residency requirements (apparently those where he felt
such requirements were illegal under the Privileges and Im—
munities clause). If you wish, 1 can prepare another memo—
randum on simple residency statutes. I suspect that that
one would be far longer.

For comparison, | have also attached a copy of the Condon
memorandum with hand written changes.

JG: kb
wkk2/7108

Enclosures



TITLE

A. General

1.

10.
11.
12.
13.

1A .

15.

Governor
Lieutenant Governor
Board of Education Member

Legislator

Supreme Court Justice
Court of Appeals Judge
Superior Court Judge
District Court Judge
Magistrate

Ombudsman

Borough Mayor

If adopted

Borough Assembly by ordinance
of local

City Mayor Government

City Council

Municipal Charter Commission

DURATIONAL
RESIDENCE
REQUIREMENT

7 Years
7 Years
3 Years

3 Years

5 Years
fears
5 Years
5 Years
6 Months
3 Years
Up to
lip to
Up to
Up to

3 Years

3 Years

3 Years

3 Years

3 Years

AUTHORITY

Ak. Const

Ak. Const

AS 1A_07.

Ak. Const
AS 2A.05.

AS 22.05.

AS 22.07.

AS 22.10.

AS 22.15.

AS 22_15.

AS 2A.55.

AS 29.20.

AS 29.20

AS 29.20.

AS 29.20.

AS 29.13.

, art 111,

, art.111,

g2

gE2 &7

075, 39.05.065(a)

, art. 11,
030

070
0AO
090
160(a)
160(b)
030

2A0

. 1A0(b)

2A0
140(b)

010

82

CONSTITUTIONAL
PROBLEM

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No



m

TITLE

It. Boards and Commissions other than Occupational

Rural Affairs Commission 5
Roard of Fisheries 1
Board of Came 1
Judicial Conduct Commission 10

(lawyer members)

C. Occupational Licensing Boards.

1.

Public Accounting Board 1
Board of Chiropractic Examiners 2
Board of Dental Examiners >

State Board of Registration for 3
Architects, Engineers, and
Land Surveyors

Guide Licensing and Control Board 10
Board of Examiners in Optometry 3
Board of Pharmacy 3

Board of Veterinary Examiners 5

S

REQUIREMENT

Licensing Boards.

Years

Year

Year

Years practice
in Alaska

Year
Years

Years practice
in Alaska

Years

Years

Years

Years in-state

practice although

not a specific

residence requirement

Years in-state

practice although

not a specific

residence requirement

AUTHORITY

AS

AS
AS

AS
AS

Ak.

AS

AS

AS

AS

AS

AS

AS

AS

AS

AA.19.102

16.05.221(a)
16.05.9A0(2A)

16.05.221(b)
16.05.9A0(2A)

Const, art. 1V, 810
22.30.010

08.0A.020
08.20.020

08.36.010

08.A8.031

08.54.010

08.72.0A0

08.80.010

08.98.010

CONSTITUTIONAL
PROBLEM

Maybe

No

No

Maybe*®

No
No

Maybe”

No

Maybe*

No

No

Maybe



TITLE REQUIREMENT
I1.  LICENSES

A. Occupational Licenses

1. Funeral Direccor 1 Year AS 08.42.110 Yes™®
2. Guides
Master Guide No residence AS 08.54.100 Probably not

requirement, but
must have hunted 1in
area 10 years

Registered Guide Same, except hunted AS 08.54.110 Probably not
five years 1in area

Class-A Assistant Guide Same, except hunted AS 08.54.120 Maybe
twenty years in area

Special Guide - Marine Mammals 10 Years residency AS 08.54.045 Yes
in area

B. Other Licenses

1. Alcoholic Beverage License 1 Yeai AS 04.11.390 Probably not
2. Fish and Game Licenses
Resident fishing, hunting and 1 Year (per AS 16.- AS 16.05.340 Probably not
trapping licenses (cost less 05.940(24))

than non-resident ones)

Free hunting and trapping 1 Year (per AS 16.- AS 16.05.400 Probably not
licenses for residents 16 and 05.940(24))

under; free F S G licenses for

residents over 60

Hunting license for blind 1 Year (per AS 16.- AS 16.05.405 Probably not
(privileges not; available to 05.940(24))
blind non-residents)



RESIDENCE CONSTITUTIONAL

TITLE REQUIREMENT ANITHORITY PROBLEM
Resident commercial fishing 1 Year (per AS 16.- AS 16.05.480 Probably not
licenses (cost less than 05.940(24))

non-resident ones)

Resident CFEC permit fees 1 Year AS 16.43.160; Probably not
20 AAC 05.240(c)(2)

Maybe
3. Coin-Operated Device Distributor 1 Year AS 43.35.030(2) y
License

I11. PUBLIC RIGHT AND BENEFITS

A. Loan and Grant Programs

1. Permanent Fund Dividends 6 Months AS 43.23.005(a) No

2. Longevity Bonus 1 Year4 AS 47.45.010 No

3. Commercial. Fishing Loans 2 Years AS 16.10.310(a) Maybe"*

4. CFAB Limited Entry Permit Loans 2 Years AS 44.81.210(a)(20) Maybe™*

5. Other CFAB Loans 2 Years Bank policy Maybe'*

6. Veterans® Loans 1 Year AS 26.15.130(a) No

7. Veterans® Death Gratuity 1 Year AS 26.10.080 No

8. Mining Business Loans Residency and 5 AS 27.09.020 Probably not

years mining
experience 1in State

9. Memorial Scholarship Loan Fund No durational re— AS 14.43.305(e) No
quirement to apply.
1/5 loan forgiven for
each year employed in
specialized field in
Alaska.



RESIDENCE

TITLE REQUIREMENT AUTHORITY
10. Student Loan Program and Family 2 Years AS 14.43.125(a)(3) Maybe
Education Loan Progranm AS 14.43.750(a) (1)
11. Alaska Educational Incentive Grant 2 Years AS 14.43.405(b) Maybe

Program

B. Land Disposal Programs

1. Land Disposal by Lottery 1 Year AS 38.05.057(b)(2) Probably not

2. Veteran®s Discount on Purchase of 1 Year AS 38.05.940(b)(2) Probably not
Some State Lands

3. Homesite Entry Progranm 1 Yeur AS 38.08.030(a)(2) Probably not*

4. Homestead Entry Program 1 Year AS 38.09.030(a) (1) Probably not*

C. Fish and Game Programs (other than licenses)

1. Residents Taking Loose, Deer, EIlk 1 Year (per AS 16.- AS 16.05.255(d) Probably not
and Caribou for Personal Use and 05.940(24))
Consumption Favored Over Non-Residents

2. Limitations on Non-Resident Big 1 Year (per AS 16.- AS 16.05.256 Probably not
Game Permits 05.940(24))

3. Non-Resident Hunters for Some Game 1 Year (per AS 16.- AS 16.05.407 Probably not
Species Must be Accompanied 05.940(24))

4. Resident Preference for ADF&G 1 Year (per AS 16.- AS 16.05.902 Maybe”
Exploration Work 05.940(24))

). Other Programs

1. Low-Cost Housing Preference for 1 Year at some point AS 18.55.330 Maybe™
Veterans AS 18.55.470(5)
- . . 10
2. Pioneers®™ Home Program 15 Years immediately AS 47.25.020(a) Maybe

before application, AS 47.25.030(a)
or 30 Years total AS 47.25.035



2J

3/

4/

5/

6/

7/

8/

positions. These boards include:

(1) Alcohol Beverage Control Board (certain licensees);

(2) Coastal Policy Council (mayors, assembly and council members);

(3) Code Revision Commission (members of legislature);

(4) Citizens Advisory Commission on Federal Management Areas in Alaska (governor and other public
officers);

(5) Commission on Conference of the Law of the Sea (members of legislature);

(6) Rural Development Council (members of legislature);

(7) Teacher"s Retirement Board (resident who is receiving retirement benefits);

(8) Tourism Advisory Board (members of legislature); and

(9) Governor®s Commission on the Administration of Justice (jJudicial officers, legislators, and
municipal officials)

As Attorney General Condon said, it is difficult to imagine anyone challenging this requirement.

A similar one-year requirement for embalmers (that a license applicant train for a year under someone
licensed in Alaska), found in the same statute, was removed by ch. 67, SLA 1983. The failure to remove the
requirement for funeral directors was likely an oversight.

HR 34, currently before the legislature, would raise the residency requirement to two years.

The federal district court 1in Alaska has upheld a two-year residency requirement for student loans, 1in part
on the basis that students are highly mobile and a longer durational requirement is justified to establish
bona fide residency. The same argument can be made for fishermen. Since the district court decision was
not appealed, it is unclear how much authority it carries.

The two-year residency requirement was upheld by the federal district court for Alaska in Andress v.
Baxter, No. A82-307 Civ. However, the court did not issue a written opinion in the case, and the decision
was not appealed. It is not clear how much weight the decision would carry if the requirement were
challenged in state court.

This issue was presented to the Alaska Supreme Court in Gilman v. Martin, 662 P.2d 120 (Alaska 1983), a
challenge to a Kenai Peninsula Borough ordinance limiting the borough®s land lottery program to one-year

borough residents. The court invalidated the ordinance, but on the ground that the ordinance had not
stated benefiting borough residents as one of its purposes, jid. at 126, and therefore any residency
requirement was unconstitutional. However, 1in two footnotes the court seems to express skepticism about

the one-year residency requirement, even if the program had been intended to benefit borough residents.
Id. at 126 n. 6 and 127 n. 7.

A simple residency requirement here might be suspect under the Privileges and Immunities clause of the
federal constitution.



SLA 1983 repealed a one-year residency requirement to get low-cost housing, AS 18.55.470(4), but

9/ Ch.67,
preference under AS 18.55.470(5). This may have been an

left in the one-year requirement for veterans”

oversight.

issued an opinion on November 26, 1982, summarizing the arguments that could be made

JO/ TheAttorney General
lie concluded that the answer was unclear, and the matter

for and against these lengthy requirements,
should thus be left to the courts, if a challenge ever arose.

JBG: kb
WKL7/7030



Representative Dave Donley

ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE 3111 "C" STREET. SUITE 450
DISTRICT ELEVEN «SPENARD ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99503
SEAT A 19071 561-7629
HEATHER MEADOWS* NORTHWOC]jn.SI’'F.NARn* I'HOMI'VON ¢ iVRNAIIAIN « UPPER MIPTOW N « WINIIKMFRt

CHAIRMAN

i-AER AN COMMERCE COMMITTEE

MEMBER

February 6, 1989 tate affairs committee

HEALTH. EDUCATION .AND
MXTAL SERVICES CO_MMrTTEE

KOL"M\LTAND BANKINGSUBCOMMITTEE
FINANCE BLTXjET SUBCOMMITTEE

MEWNORANDUM

To: Members, House Judiciary Committee
From: Representative Cuve Donley
Re: HB 34 - Durational residency requirements for

Longevity Bonus and Permanent Fund Dividends
HB 34, a measure establishing a two year residency requirement to be eligible
for a Permanent Fund dividend and the Alaska Longevity bonus, 1is before the

House Judiciary Committee.

The current durational residency requirement for the Longevity Bonus is one

year and for the Permanent Fund Dividend,six months ofcontinuous residency
prior to April 1 of thecurrent dividendyear. HB34 retains that April 1
determination date and increases the residency period to 24 months. A January

1, 1991 effective date in included so that the new residency requirement would
coincide with the calendar year to facilitate the administration of the
permanent fund dividend program.

There are four proposed amendments to HB 34 in your files for your
consideration. The first establishes legislative findings; the reasoning

Ehind adoptingn?‘FﬁanTn{/ea'i?h‘e—fW&ﬁfk requirement. ]:_ rr/\~"‘~'-.__ . ,

third amendment provides that if the courts overturn the two year residency
requirement established under HB 34, then the residency requirement becomes the
longest permitted by law. The final amendment "grandfathers"™ 1in any person who
has already received either benefit under the previous residency requirement
until they meet the two year requirement established under HB 34.

The residency requirement under the original Longevity Bonus program required
continuous residency since statehood. The Alaska Supreme Court struck down the
program in the Vest decision, in part because of the lengthy residency
requirement, although they did not elaborate on what length of residency they
would find acceptable. The state subsequently adopted the one year

requirement.

Originally, the Permanent Fund dividends were disbursed according to the number
of years a particular Alaskan had maintained residency in the state. The U.S.
Supreme Court struck down the program in the Zobel decision, because the

JUNEAU OFFICF. (During Legislative Sessicr)
P.0. BOX'V, JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811 « (907) 465-3892
. k



residency requirement was arbitrary and unfair and violated both the privileges

and immunities and equal protection clause of the Constitution. Again, they
did not elaborate on what residency requirement would meet a constitutional
challenge.

Traditionally the courts have applied two "tests" when considering residency
requirements. The first, "strict scrutiny”, is applied when a particular
program provides the basic necessities of life (medical care, welfare benefits
etc.) or when an important c"_istitutional right is at stake, such as the right
to vote. In these cases, even a one year residency requirement would not be
upheld.

The second standard, applied when dealing with laws that do not affect a basic
necessity or a fundamental right, is called "rational basis". Under the
"rational basis™ standard, the courts weigh the nature and extent of the
residency required against the state®s purpose in enacting the statute and the
fairness and substantially of the relationship between the purpose and the
requirement. In other words, what are the reasons for requiring two years of
residency and does the requirement satisfy the purposes for which it was
adopted?

In addition, the courts recognize that for the purpose of determining residency
the state can require both actual residency and intent to become or remain a
resident. However, the state must be careful to not impose standards that
result in bone fide residents being treated differently under the law, such as
under the original permanent fund dividend program.

It is clear that neither of the programs affected by HB 34 involve a
fundamental right or a basic necessity of life. Therefore, the "rational
basis" standard would apply. Both the Longevity Bonus and the Permanent Fund
Dividend are unique programs uniquely created to benefit Alaska®"s residents.
The Longevity Bonus is designed toenable life-long Alaskans tospend their
retirement years in the state they helped build. The Permanent Fund Dividend
is designed to create a direct link between the residents of Alaska and the
Fund they created through a constitutional amendment.

Therefore, the state has clear and compelling reasons to assure that benefits
from these programs accrue to bone fide residents of the state. The pertinent
question is whether the state has compelling reasons to require two years of
residency in these cases and whether the requirement is reasonable to establish
that a person is a bone fide resident of the state. I believe we do and 1
believe it can be successfully defended in court.

In a federal District Court decision that upheld the two year residency
requirement for the Alaska Student Loan Program, the judge took into
consideration certain unique circumstances about the program that justified a
longer durational residency requirement. Among them were: the student loan
program was themost generous in the nation, students as a class are a mobile
population, and there wasevidence of "loan-shopping” by students which may
encourage applicants to fraudulently claim residency status. Therefore, the
court reasoned, the statehad cause to apply a strict standard to assure that
applicants were, in fact, bone fide residents.



Both the Longevity Bonus and the Permanent Fund dividend program are generous
benefits that are unique to Alaska. There 1is certainly evidence that "benefit
shopping™ occurs in that citizens move to Alaska to take advantage of the
Longevity Bonus as well as the dividend and may be encouraged to fraudulently
claim residency because of the generous nature of the benefits. Finally, the
population group affected by HB 34 1is, by definition, transient.

In addition, our state has one of the highest rates of transients in the
nation. A large percentage of our population comes to work in Alaska or is
assigned to work here on a temporary basis. Therefore, Alaska has a unique
problem in determining residency for the purposes of eligibjlity for these
state programs.

Because of this, 1 believe the state has sufficient grounds to adopt a two year
residency requirement. Significant constitutional questions remain, and you
should be aware that we are venturing into many legal unknowns. However, as
long as we proceed in good faith, with an understanding of the unique set of
circumstances v/e are attempting to deal with, 1 believe we have a chance of
arguing our case successfully in court under the "rational basis" standard.
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CONTINUATION of FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS
For Bill/Resolution No. CSHB 34 (JUD)

In order to Rroject the fiscal impact of the passage of CSHB 34 some
assumptions had to be made. These assumptions were;

1) That the number of applicants for the Longevity Bonus who have a
minimum of one Kear of residence in the state will remain at the
same ratio to the total number of applicants.

Rationale: This ratio has remained constant for the past two years.

2) That the ratio of applicants for the Longevity Bonus who have a
minimum of one year of residence in the 'staté to the total number of
applicants will " remain at one in five.

Rationale: This is the ratio demonstrated in the last two years.

3)  That the passage of CSHB 34 will impact only those applicants with
less than two years of residence the year following 1ts passage.

Rationale: ~ Those applicant who would otherwise be qualified would
have to wait another year for their agpllcatlons to he accepted.
Those who learn of the passage of CSHB 34 who do not have the one
year of residence would aPpIIy two years after its passage and
continue to do so in the following years.

4)  That the average number of applicants for the Longevity Bonus who
havetha minimum of one year of residence in the state is 40 per
month.

Rationale: Historical trend analysis result.

With these assumptions, the foIIowmﬁ calculations were made. Each month the
number of aBpllcants who only have the minimum of one year in the state is
multiplied )6$250 to compute the projected savings. The first month would be
40 times $250, the second month it would be 80 times $250 and so forth until
the original "40" became ellgz_lble b;{ havm% the minimum of two years in the
state a year after the effective date of the bill. From that point, the
amount of savings would decrease until all of those originally affected would
have become eligible.  The savings then would level out at the initial monthly
rate of 40 one year minimum applicants times the $250.

1/7K2/032107-9/4 Page 2 of 2
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In order to project the fiscal  impact of the passage of HB 34 some assumptions
had to be made.” These assumptions were:

1) That the rumber of apPIicants for the Longevity Bonus who have a
minimum of one year of residence in the state will remain at the
same ratio to the total number of applicants.

Rationale: This ratio has remained constant for the past two years.

2) That the ratio of applicants for the Longevity Bonus who have a
minimum of one yearof residence in the state to the total number of
applicants will " remain at one in five.

Rationale: This is the ratio demonstrated in the last two years.

3) That the passage of HB34 will impact only those applicants with
less than two years of residence the year following its passage.

Rationale: . Those applicant who would otherwise be qualified would
have to wait another year for their ag lications to 'be accepted.
Those who learn of the passage of HB 34 who do not have the one year
of residence would apply two years after its passage and continue to
do so in the following Vyears.

4)  That the average number of a?plicants for the Longevity Bonus who
havetha minimum of one year of residence in the state iS 40 per
month.

Rationale: Historical trend analysis result.

With these assumptions the following calculations were made. The number of
applicants, 40, I1s multiplied b)( $250 and that product multiplied by six for
the second half of FY 90 or 12 Tor the FY 91 or six for the first half of
FY 92, These Products were the savings in the [qrant component. The savings
In postage cost is reflected in the contractural component.
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For Bill/Resolution No. c¢shb 34 (Jud)

The committee substitute for HB 3" adds legislative findings,
and it also provides for reduced durational residency requirements if a

court finds that the bill*s 24 month durational requirements are
invalid. Specifically, Sections 3 and 6 appear to delegate the
legislature®s law making authority to the court, if a court finds either
a two year or a one year residency requirement invalid. In the case of

the Longevity Bonus Program, this delegation could conceivably result in
a shorter durational residency vrequirement than currently exists.
However, these changes do not alter the fact that state laws containing
lengthy durational residency requirements come under legal attack 1in
Alaska. Consequently, the fiscal impact noted 1in the Department of
Law"s fiscal note of February 8, 1989, are still appropriate. The
department®s previous comments regarding that impact are repeated below.

Section 2 of this bill amends AS 43.23.005(a)(2) to increase
the residency requirement, for an individual to receive the state’s
annual permanent fund dividend, from six consecutive months® residence
to 24 consecutive months® residence immediately preceding April 1 of the
current dividend year.

Section 5 of the bill amends AS 47.45.010(a) to 1increase the
residency requirement, for an individual to receive the state’s
longevity bonus, from one year"s residency to two year®s residency
immediately preceding an individual®s application for the longevity
bonus.

Historically, state laws containing lengthy durational
requirements have come under Jlegal attack in Alaska. The department
anticipates that if the bill 1is enacted it will be challenged 1in the
courts, on federal constitutional grounds. Fiscal note funds, 1in the
amount of 30.0, are therefore being requested to pay for outside counsel
legal scholar costs, to assist in thepreparation and review of
arguments that will be needed by the department to defend the state.

In addition to these costs, the department also has a
hidden cost whenever it has to divert existing staff resources from
other work to defend against durationalresidency lawsuits. As an

example, the longevity bonus lawsuit, Vest v. State, cost the department
about $70,000 in staff salaries and associated overhead expenses.
Approximately ten weeks of attorney time was required to prepare for and
defend the state at trial, on the constitutionality and retroactivity

issues. Approximately eight weeks of attorney time was spent on the
Alaska Supreme Court appeals, on the same 1issues. The average cost for-
the department®s attorneys who handle this level of work, including
normal office support costs, is $96.00 per hour. The department also
paid Professor Walter Dellinger $8,200 to reviewand help prepare its
briefs in the Vest trials. Professor Dellinger is a noted legal scholar
and an expert;on constitutional law. The department®s outside legal
expert costs in this matter would have been substantially greater had
the case reached the U.S. Supreme Court. Because this particular
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Ispute was settled on a request for a motion for symm ry udgement and

Id" not require o trial or the acts, because the |s uté ended at

te state supreme court eve the eartments tota costs were

Pro abl somew hat | ess than they would h ave been If e case had one to

. Supreme ourh Lastl the c sts, attorney fees, and interest

that were awarded to t laintiff V e court |n est and which were
subsequently paid by the tate, totalled $149383

Althouqh an opinion cannot t%e offered, it should also be né)ted that
if the DIl becomes law an s subsequently overturne

courts, the state mtght b% exRose to the, payment” of damages for ang
|nJ|ur|es or loss sufféred by any classes of pérsons, as a result of th
bill's enactment,.

pact 3 of

N/—- >0



1

1989

STATE OF ALASKA
LEGISLATIVE SESSION

REQUEST

Revision Date:
Titie: Durational

ments for state benefit programs
Sponsor: State Affairs

FISCAL NOTE

residency requi

re—

Requestor:

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:

1
OPERATING 1
PERSONAL SERVICES |
TRAVEL |
CONTRACTUAL |
SUPPLIES |
EQUIPMENT |
LANDS & STRUCTURES |
GRANTS, CLAIMS |
MISCELLANEOUS I

TOTAL OPERATING I

1 CAPITAL 1
1 REVENUE 1
FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

| GENERAL FUND |
J FEDERAL FUNDS J
| OTHER |
1 TOTAL 1
POSITIONS:

| FULL-TIME |
| PART-TIME |
1 TEMPORARY 1
ANALYSIS: See Attached. Z 7 7/ /

Prepared By: Ervin Jones

Division:

Approved by Commissioijei
Agency: Revenue /

Distribution (by preparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies)

Permanent Furfd Divid.end Divislpn

BRU:

Components:

BILL VERSION: CS HB 34 (SA)
PUBLISH DATE:
Agency Affected: Revenue

Permanent Fund Dividend Division

Permanent Fund Dividend

Division
1 FY 90 1 FY 91 1FY 92 1 FY 92 1 FY 93
1 1 J_ 1 . 1
| -0-  1-0-  |-0-  ]-0- | -0-
| -o-  1-0-  |-0- ]-0- | -0-
| -0- | -0-  |-0-  |-0- | -0-
| -0- ] -0-  ]-0-  ]-0- | -0-
| -0- ] -0-  ]-0-  ]-0- | -0-
| -0- | -0-  |-0-  ]-0- | -0-
| -0- ] -0-  |-0-  ]-0- | -0-
| -0- | -0-  |-0-  ]-0- | -0-
| -0- | -0-  ]-0-  |]-0- | -0-
| -o-  1-0-  ]-0-  ]-0-  ]-0-
| -0- | -0-  ]-0-  ]-0- ] -0-
_o_. _Oo_. O O, —o—
_o_. —o_. O O_, ——
_O_' -IO-I HO_' HO-| —-—o—
_Oo_ _o_, O, O, ——
| -0- | -0-  ]-0-  ]-0-  |]-0-
( -0- | -0- | -0- | -0- | -0-
| -0- | -0- ]-0-  ]-0-  ]-0-
Phone: 465-2323
Date: February 8, 1989
Date:
page of

legislative finance



Alaska Department of Revenue
Permanent Fund Dividend Division
CS HB 34 (SA) Fiscal Mote Analysis
February 8, 1989

Section 1 modifies one of the four general eligibility requirements to receive
a permanent fund dividend. Under the law enacted in 1982, an individual must
have been "a state resident for a period of at least six consecutive months
immediately preceding April 1 of the current dividend year."™ For example, in
addition to the other requirements, to be eligible for the 1991 dividend under
current law, an individual must have been a state resident during the
ELIGIBILITY PERIOD of October 1. 1990 through March 31, 1991. Section 1
extends the six month requirement to 24 months. In other words, the
individual in the above example, 1in order to qualify for the 1991 dividend
(see Section 3) must have been a state resident for the entire ELIGIBILITY
PERIOD of April 1. 1989 through March 31, 1991 (see Attachment A).

Conservatively speaking, there are approximately 60,000 new dividend appli—
cants each year. The first effect of Section 1 would be felt in 1991 when
60,000 new Alaskans who thought they would be eligible, find that they are
not. The second and most difficult effect would be when approximately 60,000
individuals who did qualify for the 1990 dividend find that they are now not
eligible for the 1991 dividend (see Attachment A).

It will take considerable effort on the Department®s part, 1in conjunction with
the state demographer, to predict the final effect of this bill. Some of the
factors to be considered include:

1) the length of the period (current proposal - 24 months);
2) thenumber of eligible individuals who leave Alaska each year;
3) then imber of new person®s arriving each year;

4) thepelL”.entage of individuals moving to Alaska who leave after six
months, one year, eighteen months, etc.;

5) the seasonal distribution of new arrivals;

6) the relative birth rate of new arrivals versus individuals who have
been in Alaska over two years; and

7) the reaction of military personnel to the new proposal, i.e. how do
they respond to the new choice presented relative to overseas pay,
overseas duty credit, etc.

The final effect on administrative costs of the Permanent Fund Dividend
program would depend upon such factors as mentioned above. For the first two
years, the additional costs would include informing, advising, and counseling
the public; answering repeated questions as to "why was I a resident in 1990
and not in 1991," plus the costs of denying the applicants who would file
anyway and hearing their appeals; and the costs of assisting the Department



Alaska Department of Revenue
Permanent Fund Dividend Division
CS HB 34 (SA) Fiscal Mote Analysis
February 8, 1989

of Law in defending the new requirement. These cost increases might be offset
partially by the document processing cost savings of initially reducing the
number of applicants by approximately 60,000.

At this point, the net effect in administrative costs appears to be zero, If
this does not prrve to be the case upon implementation, a supplemental
appropriation woi Id be sought.

The Department®s primary concern with the bill is a clear policy call - the
likelihood of a successful legal challenge to the extended ELIGIBILITY PERIOD
on constitutional grounds, 1i.e. durational residency tests. This issue should

be carefully weighed before jeopardizing the existing dividend program.
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Alaska Department of Revenue
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DIVIDEND
YEAR

1990

I
10/1/89

1991

1
4/1/89

CS HB 34 (SA) FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS
Attachment A

COMPARISON OF ELIGIBILITY PERIODS

Existing Law |
3/31/90

|
10/1/90

Troposed Law

February 8, 1989

Existing Law

1

I
3/31/91

3/31/91





