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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Numoer.
2002 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version; SCS for CSHB 58 (FIN)
() Publish Date
Revision Date/Time (Note if correction) Department Laborand Workforce Development
Tit'e: Unemployment Compensation Benefits ~_BRU Employment Security
Component Unemployment Insurance
Sponsor Rulos Committee
Requester Senato Financo Component Number. 2216
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollais)
Note Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008
Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment

Land & Structures
Grants & Claims
Miscellaneous
TOTAL OPERATING 00 00 00 00 00 00

ICAPITAL EXPENDITURES | I |

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) 1 I

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

100j GF/Program Receipts

1037 GF/Mental Health

Other (Specify Type)
TOTAL 00 00 00 00 0.0 00
Estimate of any curront yoar (FY2002) cost: None

Chock this box (X) if funding for this bill is Includod In tho Governor's FY 2003 budgot proposal:
POSITIONS

Full-time

Part-time

Temporary

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a leparatc page i/necessary;

This legislation mc/oases tho maximum unemployment compensation wookiy benefit amount (WBA) over a period of
throe yoars. from $248 00 to 5320 00. and increases tho qualifying wages in tho existing statutory table In calendar
year 2002. tho maximum WBA amount goos from 5248 lo 5272 In calendar yoar 2003. the maximum WBA amount

goes from 5272 to 5296 In calendar year 2004. the maximum WBA amount goos from S29G to 5320

Tnero s no fiscal impact to the department as a result of this legislation

Prepared by ~ Ronatd Hull. Director Phone 465-2711
Divtston Employment Security Division OnWTimo 5/9/02 5 22 PM
Approveu by  Ed Flanagan. Commissioner Date 05/09/02
Agoncy Department of Labor end Workforce Development

- L For distribution wlormstiai. caJ Lxr Governor's Legislative Office
& iewrsio«li Pago 1 of 1



AMENDMENT

Offered in Senate Finance Committee
TO: CSHB 58 (L&C)

Page 15, line I:
Delete “January 1, 2002”

Insert “July 1,2002”

ociNm in rii"fAiN Ut
COMMITTEEM C
Amendment Number:*A
Bill Number: +]
SponsonOIEry”

Logged In By:
By Olson



SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
O/ &/2002 COMMITTEE ACTION

Bill Number
Amendment Z
Motion

Motion bv O 6¢n

Objection bv
Removed : y/ X
Second Objection by
Committee Member Y Vote

Senator Hoffman
Senator Leman
Senator Olson
Senator Ward
Senator Wilken
Senator Austerman
Senator Green
Co-Chair Donley
Co-Chair Kelly

Tally
| Yea

Nay
l Absent

m nadu
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WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT " WORK DRAFT

22-GH1016VJ
Craver
515102

SENATE CSFOR CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 58( )
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

TWENTY-SECOND LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor(s): HOUSE RULES COMMITTEE BY REQUEST OF THE GOVERINOR

ABILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act relating to the calculation and payment of unemployment compensation

benefits; and providing for an effective date.”
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section L AS 23.20.350(d) is amended to read:
(d) An individual who is eligible under (a) of this section is entitled to receive
the weekly benefit amount set out in column (B) of the table in this subsection that is
opposite the amount set out in column (A) of the individual's base period wages

determined under (c) of this section:

(A) B)
Base Period Wages Weekly Benefit
Amount
At least But less than
0 1,0C0 S0
1000 1,250 44

Ll SCS CSHB 58( )
New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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WORK DRAFT

SCS CSHB 58( )

1,250
1,500
1,750
2,000
2,250
2,500
2,750
3,000
3,250
3,500
3,750
4,000
4,250
4,500
4,750
5.000
5,250
5,500
5,750
6,000
6,250
6,500
6,750
7,000
7,250
7,500
7,750
8,000
8,250
8,500
8,750

WORfc DRAFT

1,500
1,750
2,000
2,250
2,500
2,750
3,000
3,250
3,500
3,750
4,000
4,250
4,500
4,750
5,000
5,250
5,500
5,750
6,000
6,250
6,500
6,750
7,000
7,250
7,500
7,750
8,000
8,250
8,500
8,750
9,000

-D-
Hew Text: Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]

46
48
50
52
54
56
58
60
62
64
66
68
70
72
74
76
78
80
82
84
86
88
90
92
94
96
98
10C
102
104
106

22-GH1016VJ
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10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

WORK DRAFT

9,000

9,250

9,500

9,750
10,000
10,250
10,500
10,750
11,000
11,250
11,500
11,750
12,000
12,250
12,500
12,750
13,000
13,250
13,500
13,750
14,000
14,250
14,500
14,750
15,000
15,250
15,500
15,750
16,000
16.250
16,500

WORK DRAFT

9,250

9,500

9,750
10,000
10,250
10,500
10,750
11,000
11,250
11,500
11,750
12,000
12,250
12,500
12,750
13,000
13,250
13,500
13,750
14,000
14,250
14,500
14,750
15,000
15,250
15,500
15,750
16,000
16,250
16,500
16,750

3
llow Toxc Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETEDJ
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108
110
112
114
116
118
120
122
124
126
128
130
132
134
136
13S
140
142
144
146
148
150
152
154
156
158
160
162
164
166
168

SCSCSHH58( )
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10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

WORK DRAFT

16,750
17,000
17,250
17,500
17,750
18,000
18,250
18,500
18,750
19,000
19,250
19,500
19,750
20,000
20,250
20,500
20,750
21,000
21,250
21,500
21,750
22,000
22,250
22,500
22,750
23,000
23,250
23,500
23,750
24,000
24,250

SCS CSHB 58( )

WORK DRAFT

17,000
17,250
17,500
17,750
18,000
18,250
18,500
18,750
19,000
19,250
19,500
19,750
20,000
20,250
20,500
20,750
21,000
21,250
21,500
21,750
22,000
22,250
22,500
22,750
23,000
23,250
23,500
23,750
24,000
24,250
24,500

-4-
Now Taxt Undorlinod [DELETED TEXT DRAC:'.TEDI

170
172
174
176
178
180
152
184
186
188
190
192
194
196
198

200

202

204

206
208
210
212
214
216
218
220
22
224
226
228
230

22-GH1016VJ



WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 22-GH1016VJ

24,500 24,750 232
24,750 25,000 234
25,000 25,250 236
25,250 25,500 238
25,500 25,750 240
25,750 26,000 242
26,000 26,250 244
26,250 26,500 246
26,500 26,750 248
26,750 27.000 250 [248]
27,000 27.250 252
27,250 27,500 254
27.500 27.750 256
27,750 28.000 258
28,000 28.250 260
28.250 28,500 262
28.500 28,750 264
28,750 29,000 266
29,000 29,250 268
29.250 29,500 270
29,500 29.750 272
29,750 272
* See. 2. AS 23.20.350(d) is amended to read:
(d) An individual who is eligible under (a) of this section is entitled to receive

the weekly benefit amount set out in column (B) of the table in this subsection that is
opposite the amount set out in column (A) of the individual’s base period wages

determined under (c) of this section:

A fB)
Base Period Wages Weekly Benefit
Amount
At least But less than

B SCS CSIIB 58( )
Nnw Text Undorlinnd (DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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1,000
1,250
1,500
1,750
2,000
2,250
2,500
2,750
3,000
3,250
3,500
3,750
4,000
4,250
4,500
4,750
5,000
5,250
5,500
5,750
6,000
6,250
6,500
6,750
7,000
7,250
7,500
7,750
8,000
8,250

SCS CSHB 58( )

WORK DRAFT

1,000
1,250
1,500
1,750
2,000
2,250
2,500
2,750
3,000
3,250
3,500
3,750
4,000
4,250
4,500
4,750
5,000
5,250
5,500
5,750
6,000
6,250
6,500
6,750
7,000
7,250
7,500
7,750
8,000
8,250
8,500

*G.
New Text Undt»rlinod (DELETED TEXT DPACKETED]

SO0
44
46
48
50
52
54
56
58
60
62
64
66
68
70
72
74
76
78
80
82
84
86
88
90
92
94
96
98

100
102

22-GI11016VJ
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WORK DRAFT

8,900

8,750
9,000

9,250
9,500
9,750
10,000
10,250
10,500
10,750
11,000
11,250
11,500
11,750
12,000
12,250
12,500
12,750
13,000
13,250
13,500
13,750
14,000
14,250
14,500
14,750
15,000
15,250
15,500
15,750
16,000

WORK DRAFT

8,750
9,000
9,250
9,500
9,750
10,000
10,250
10,500
10,750
11,000
11,250
11,500
11,750
12,000
12,250
12,500
12,750
13,000
13,250
13,500
13,750
14,000
14,250
14,500
14,750
15,000
15,250
15,500
15,750
16,000
16,250

7-
New Tifxf Underlined (DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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104
106
108
110
112
114
116
118
120
122
124
126
128
130
132
134
136
138
140
142
144
146
143
150
152
154
156
158
160
162
164

SCS CSHB 58( )
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13
14

15
16
1
18
19
20
2
22
23
24
25
26
21
28
29
30
3l

WORK DRAFT

16,250
16,500
16,750
17,000
17,250
17,500
17,750
18,000
18,250
18,500
18,750
19,000
19,250
19,500
19,750
20,000
20,250
20,500
20,750
21,000
21,250
21,500
21,750
22,000
22,250
22,500
22,750
23,000
23,250
23,500
23.750

SCS CSHB 58( )

WORK DRAFT

16,500
16,750
17,000
17,250
17,500
17,750
18,000
18,250
18,500
15,750
19,000
19,250
19,500
19,750
20,000
20,250
20,500
20,750
21,000
21,250
21,500
21,750
22,000
22,250
22,500
22,7150
23,000
23,250
23,500
23,750
24,000

8-
New "VoxT Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETEDJ

166
168
170
172
174
176
178
180
182
184
186
188
190
192
|14
196
198
200
202
204
206
208
210
212
214
216
218
220
222
224
226

22-GH1016\
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WORK DRAFT

24,000
24,250
24,500
24,750
25,000
25,250
25,500
25,750
26,000
26,250
26,500
26,750
27,000
21,250
27,500
21,750
28,000
28,250
28,500
28,750
29,000
29,250
29,500
29,750
30,000
30,250
30,500
30,750
31.000
31,250
31,500

WORK DRAFT

24,250
24,500
24,750
25,000
25,250
25,500
25,750
26,000
26,250
26,500
26,750
27,000
21,250
27,500
21,750
28,000
28,250
28,500
28,750
29,000
29,250
29,500
29,750
30,000
30,250
30,500
30,750
31,000
31,250
31,500
31,750

9-
Now TexC Underlined IDELETED TEXT BRACKETED]

2-GHL

228
230
23
234
236
238
240
24
244
246
248
250
252
254
256
258
260
262
264
266
268
270
27
274 [272]
276
78
280
82
284
286
288

SCSCSHB
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31.750 290
~ sec. 3. 9ection 1of this Act takes effect January 1, 2003.
~ sec. 4. Section 2 of this Act takes effect January 1,2004.

SCS CSHB 58( ) S0
New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED)



. SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

6 /b 12002 co oM o m iTTEE Ac T o W
Bill Number Fffi,
Amendment cC £> * 3 n
Motion
o_rk\ n a
M rttenJw |
Q&mJmM Don W
Removed fo\
Second Objection by
Committee Member Vote N
Senator Wilken n/

Senator Austerman

Senator Green

Senator Hoffman \'S
Senator Leman

Senator Olson

Senator W ard

Co-Chair Donley

Co-Chair Kolly

Tally
Yea

Na/ 4

Absent



* Sec. 4. Sectionl of this Act takes effect January 1,-2002
* Sec. 5. Section2 of this Act takes effect January 1-2003? 'Z-0o0 \

* Sec. 6. Section3 of this Act takes effect January' Z200C3

HBOOSSh *15- CSHB58(L&C)
SaW ro.vr tod»rJ4std_znsLrr£3 ry:rEMC/Trc?;



SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
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Bill Number
Amendment

Motion

M 1T T E E

gy tgxtd

M e S fifla ~ D IS

Objection bv
Removed
Second Objection by
Committee Member
Senator Green
Senator Hoffman
Senator Leman
Senator Olson
Senator Ward
Senator Wilken
Senator Austerman
Co-Chair Donley
Co-Chair Kelly

Tally

Yea
Nay
Absent

MOTION

ZNT Z2 Z

A C T 1O

N

V/\

Vote

V.o

N
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AMKNPMENT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE

TO: CSHB 58(LAC)

Page 5, line 23, through page 14, line 31°

Delete all material.

Renumber the following bill sections accordingly.
Page 15, line 1
Delete ""2002"

Insert "*2003"

Page 15, linos 2 -3:

Delete all material.

-1-

907

465 6231 P. 02

22'GH1016\C.2
Craver
4/4/02

BY SENATOR GREEN



SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

/fe/ZOOZ c o M M I'T T E E A C T I O N

Bill Number
Amendment em *\
Motion

Motion bv  CfQ JLX1

Obiectionbv o 6 ¢ n
Removed
Second Objection by
Committee Member Y Vote N
Senator Austerman
Senator Green v /'
Senator Hoffman \V
Senator Leman
Senator Olson A
Senator Ward
Senator Wilken
Co-Chair Donley
Co-Chair Kelly s/

Tallv
Yea 3
Nay 6
Absent \

MOTION



SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
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Bill Number
Amendment
Motion <=B-N\Q\ d "fo tOClode. -*2 .

Motion bv 0O iS oo

Obiection bv  (0/izQyi
Removed
Second Objection by
Committee Member Y Vote N

Senator Leman
Senator Olson
Senator Ward
Senator Wilken
Senator Austerman
Senator Green
Senator Hoffman
Co-Chair Donley
Co-Chair Kelly

Tallv

Yea
Nay
Absent

MOTION Uinvi <dr29Uir)



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number:
2002 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version; CS HB 58(L&C)
() Publish Date:
Revision Date/Time (Note if correction): Dept. Affected: All
Title "An Act relating to the calculation and BRU - Various
payment of unemployment compensation benefits ... " Component__ Various
Sponsor House Rules Committee _
Requester  (S) Finance Component No
Expenditures./Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)
Note: Amounts do not Include inflation unless otherwise noted below,
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008
Personal Services 175.0 300.0 350.0 350.0 350.0 350.0
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment

Land & Structures
Grants & Claims
Miscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING 175.0 300.0 350.0 350.0 350.0 350.0
[CAPITAL EXPENDITURES | \
CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) T
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts
1037 GF/Mental Health

Other (Misc.) 175.0 JO0O 350.0 3500 350.0 350.0
TOTAL 175.0 300.0 350.0 350.0 350,0 350.0

Estimate of any current yoar (FY2002) cost: 00

Check this box (X) if funding for this bill Is Included In the Governor's FY 2003 budget proposal:

POSITIONS

Full-time

Part-time

Temporary

ANALYSIS: (Attach a soparato pogo if nocossnry)

This legislation has a fiscal impact on the employer charge paid by all state agencies using the working
reserves for unemployment insurance. Tho costs ore based on n 3-yuar average of actual usage paid
($3,701,713 in FY 99 - FY 01). This fiscal note assumes that 33% of the state's former employees would
be eligible for the new maximum benefit amount each year.

The Fund SourcG is shown as "other" because it encompasses all funding sources that pay for porsunal
services.

Propnrod by:  Kim Garnoro, Director Phono 465-3435
Division Division of Finunco D.ito/Tme April 2. 2002 2PM
Approvod by:  Jim Duncan. Commissioner Onto 4/3/2002

Agoncy Dopartmont of Adminisimtion

*7001 OMO| Pago lof 1



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number:
2002 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version: CSHB 58(L&C)
0 Publish Date:
Revision Date/Time (Note if correction): Department: Labor and Workforce Development
Title: Unemployment Compensation Benefits BRU: Employment Security
Component:  Unemployment Insurance
Sponsor Rules Committee
Requester: Senate Finance Component Number: 2276
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008
Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment
Land & Structures
Grants & Claims
Miscellaneous
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES I I

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) I !

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1037 GF/Mental Health

Other (Specify Type)
TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Estimate of any current year (FY2002) cost: Nono

Check this box (X) If funding for this bill is includod In the Governor’s FY 2003 budget proposal:
POSITIONS

Full-time

Part-time

Temporary

ANALYSIS: (Attach Useparato paoo itnocossory)

This legislation increases tho maximum unomploymen* compensation weokly benofit amount (WBA) over a period of
three years, from $248.00 to $320.00, and increases thn qualifying wages in tho existing statutory tablo. In calendar
year 2002, the maximum WBA amount goes from $248 to $272. In calendar year 2003, the maximum WBA amount
goes from $272 to $296. In calendar year 2004, tho maximum WBA amount goos from $296 to $320

There ir no fiscal impact to tho department as a rosult of this legislation.

Propared by:  Ronald Hull. Director Phono: 465-2711
Division: Employment Security Division Datoffimo. 3/27/02 9:53 AM
Approved by; Ed Flanagan, Commissioner Doto 03/27/02
Agency: Department of Labor and Workforce Development

For distribution information, call the Governor's legislative Office
iHe« tWKWOOVOI Page 1 of 1_
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Response to Chamber of Commerce
Position Statement and Attachments

o A 29% increase to the MWBA is not an across the board increase In benefits. This bill, as it

now reads, targets the maximum benefit amounts for workers earning $26,750 and above

,vho are receiving an inadequate level of wage replacement.

In CY2001, only 31% of the total claimant population received the maximum benefit
amount of $248. Only 3% of the total claimant population currently receives the maximum
benefit amount and maximum dependent allowance. The proposed MWBA of $320
represents slightly less than 50% of the average weekly wage. While it is true that

unemployed workers with dependent children can receive a higher benefit amount, this

group is a minority of the claimant population.

In regards to the Chamber's survey, it appears only 129 - 160 of the approximately 16,000
Alaskan employers (less than 1%) have been heard from in partial or total opposition to this

bill. This survey is neither conclusive nor are it's results statistically significant. On the

other hand, organizations representing approximately 60,000 Alaskan workers, nearly 20%

of the state's totjl labor force have testified in favor of the bill.

o] With the Chamber's proposed Increase capped at $272, the wage replacement for
individuals earning $35,750 would only Increase from 36% (current- maximum WBA $248) to
39%. With the proposed maximum benefit amount of $320, the same worker would receive
a more adequate wage replacement of 47%.

o

Even with the average dependent benefits paid to Alaskan Ul claimants ($20.26) added to
the existing maximum benefit amount of $248, Alaska would still rank approximately 42 out
of the 50 states and the District of Columbia. Eleven of the States reflected in the attached
State Comparison Table pay dependents allowance. The table does not Include the

dependents allowance In the weekly benefit amounts reflected, therefore the Chamber Is

not presenting an accurate comparison.



May 8, 2002

o] The Department of Labor and Workforce Development remains willing and available to

provide current data and information regarding this issue to any interested party.

CSHB58 DOLWD



ALASKA STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

Position Statement

CSHB 58 (L&C) - Unemployment Compensation Benefits

CSHB 58 (L& C) proposes to increase the maximum weekly benefit amount (MW BA) for
unemployment compensation bv 29% above the present level at a cost of $10 million. The
Alaska State Chamber of Commerce believes this increase to be exorbitant.

With the supplemental benefit for dependents allowed under Alaska law, the MW B A ranges now
between $248 and $320, or between 39% and 50% of the average weekly wage. With the
proposed increase, the MW BA would range between 50% and 62% of the average weekly wage.

Alaska State Chamber of Commerce members were surveyed on HB 58 and 86% of the
respondents opposed the increases proposed in the legislationl

60% wanted no increase in the MW BA
26% said any increase should be less than either $284 or $320 (proposed in sections 2 & 3,

The Alaska State Chamber is willing to support an increase to $272, as proposed in Section 1of
CSHB 58 (L&C). This is an increase of 10% and sets the MW BA in a range of between $272-
$344. or between 43% and 54% of the average weekly wage. In comparison with other states,
Alaska M W3A would rank between 414 with no dependents and up to 16thwith full dependent

supplemental benefits.

We are opposed to the further increases proposed in Sections 2 and 3 of the bill.
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A National goal of the Unemployment Insurance Program is to provide unemployed persons with 50 percent replacement of their
, WEEKLY WAGES IN UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION BENEFITS. IN ALASKA, THE WAGE REPLACEMENT IS GRADUALLY DECLINING.
Note:Alaska's 200 1laverage Weekly Wage amount is not yet avajlaple.
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Department of Labor and Workforce Development

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

April 15,

The Honorable Pete Kelly

Chair, Senate Finance Committee
Alaska State Senate

Alaska State Legislature

State Capitol, Room 518

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Senator Kelly:

I would like to thank you for the opportunity

Tony Knowles, Governor

P.O. Box 21149

Juneau, a k 99802-1149
Phone: (907)465-2700
Fax: (907) 465-2784

2002

to appear before

Senate Finance on April 4'h, to present House B ill 58. |
sincerely hope we were able to shed some light on the proposed
legislation and its importance to Alaska's workers, businesses

and communities.

We appreciate the opportunity to go on record with the Lollowing
information and the attached documents (#I|-#8) that address the
guestions raised by the Committee during the hearing and respond
to testimony provided by the Associated General Contractors and

the Alaska State Chamber of Commerce.

At the core of this b ill is the concern that

the adequacy of

Alaska's Unemployment Insurance program is eroding for a portion
of our workers. At the same time there is a very legitimate
concern over any action that may serve to raise the tax burden

on the employer community.

The purpose of this nationally based insurance program is the
underwriting of an individual worker's wages against potential

loss due to unemployment. With few exceptions
available through

Jersey), employers wholly fund the benefits

(Alaska and New

this insurance program with the payment premiums in the form of

payroll taxes. The intent of the program is

to provide the

individual worker temporary, partial wage replacement based upon
the level of the individual's earnings, to stabilize the Ilocal

workfo "re during times of economic slowdown,

and to keep money

circulating in the local community during these times. Employers
ard employees benefit from the successful marriage of these

goals.



The Honorable Pete Kelly
April 15, 2002
Page 2 Of 3

Since the program's inception in the mid-1930's there has been a
concern that paying workers who are not working could provide a

disincentive for the worker to return to work. Clearly, if not
working provides an income that rivals the financial benefit of
working, this disincentive could be very real. On the other

hand, if the benefit level provided is inadequate when compared
to the wages being replaced for the individual, the worker w ill
be unable to meet non-deferrable expenses and is less likely to

remain in the local labor market. An adequate benefit level
enables workers to remain in their communities and provides an
infusion of cash to small local businesses.

Over the nearly 70 years that the Unemployment Insurance program
has been in effect, the question of adequacy of benefit levels
has been addressed constantly. During this time, a Federal
standard of providing a 50% wage replacement for the majority of
workers has come to be accepted as adequate, yet short of
providing a disincentive. Clearly at the upper end of the wage
scale, provision of a 50% wage replacement is not necessary or

desirable - a worker with an annual salary of $120,000/year
could not reasonably expect this level of wage replacement from
the program. As a result, all states set some lim it on the upper

end of the benefit scale, as does HB 58. Generally, this upper
lim it is tied, either by self-adjusting index or periodic state
legislation, to some proportion (usually 50% to 70%) of the
average weekly wage paid in the state, regardless of the

worker's earnings.

Faced with the fact that under the standards that measure the
effectiveness of unemployment programs in the nation, Alaska's
program is failing to provide adequate coverage for an
increasing number of workers. Workers earning more than the
level of wages necessary to qualify for the current maximum
weekly benefit amount of $248, face a decreasing level of wage

replacement.

This b ill does not increase benefits for all workers filing for
unemployment, and therefore does not provide a greater incentive
for workers to avoid accepting re-employment. It targets the

increasing number of workers earning between $26,750/year and
$35,750/year and attempts to provide these workers with a
benefit level approaching 50% of their aler&ge weekly wage. (The
new proposed maximum of $320/week would provide approximately a
47% wage replacement for the worker earning $35,750. Under the
current benefit schedule, this same worker is eligible for a
benefit amount of $248 or approximately a 36% wage replacement.)
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The cost of KB58 is not to be taken Ilightly. Clearly no
responsible governmental agency or legislative body should
propose increased taxes without careful consideration. Vie have
provided estimates that, once the new benefit amount of $320 is
phased in over a three-year period, the annual increase in
benefit costs would be approximately $10 million. These costs
would be passed on proportionately (80/20) to both employers and
workers. Fortunately, the counter-cyclical design of our tax
formula would phase these costs in over a period of several
years, V'ith the total impact not being included in tax rates
until 2008.

All cosL estimates provided by the Department are based on a
constant 2001 level economy, employment and unemployment claim
levels. W hile this does not provide a "worst case" scenario, it

is a conservative estimate of the impact of the increase in
benefits. With continued slow and steady growth of the Alaskan
economy and total wages paid in the state, the impact of the
increased cost stands to be considerably less than projected.

I hope that this information is helpful to the Committee in its
deliberations and | Jook forward to the opportunity to answer
any other questions regarding this important program you or your
committee members may have.

Sincerely,

Rebecca Nance Gamez
Deputy Commissioner

Attachments

cc: Senator Dave Donley, Co-Chair Senate Finance

Committee

Senator Alan Austerman

Senator Lyda Green

Senator Lyman Hoffman

Senator Loren Leman

Senator Donny Olson

Senator Jerry Ward

Senator Gary Wilkon



Q uestion #1:
What are the base period wages (wage ceilings) for other
states?

Answer:

All states provide a maximum, or ceiling, on the weekly
benefit amount payable to any claimant. In many states,
the maximum is indexed to a percentage of the statewide
average weekly wage. Alaska's maximum benefit amount s

set in statute.

Exhibit #1, Table 18, provides information about the weekly
benefit amounts for each state. Published in January 2001,
changes made by states during 2001 are not represented.

States are listed under the method of computing a
claimants' weekly benefit amount. Alaska wuses an annual
wage formula. The minimum wage requirements for the

maximum weekly benefit amount are reflected in column 6 and
7 of the table.

For those states where the maximum benefit amount is
computed as a percentage of the Average Weekly Wage, the

percentage amounts are given in column 5. Although
Alaska's maximum benefit amount is not computed as a
percentage of the Average Weekly Wage, increasing the
maximum weekly benefit amount to $320 w ill boost the

maximum wage replacement rate from 38% to 48.5% of the
average weekly wage of $659.

Q uestion H2:
Where is zip code n95837?

Answer:

False Pass, population 64, adult population 41.

Q uestion # 3 :
Provide a chart showing all 20 tax classes and the impact
on each tax class up to 2008.

Answer:

Exhibit 2, Table 3, reflects the impact the proposed
maximum weekly benefit amount of $320 would have on each of
the 20 rate classes by the year 2008. The rate class an
employer falls into is determined by measuring the declines



in the total reportable payroll. The higher the declines

in reportable payroll the higher the tax rate. Rate class
21 is a penalty class assignhed to employers who fail to
file reports and/or pay the tax. The penalty rate is set

by law and does not vary year to year.

Q uestion # 4
What is New Jersey's employee contribution amount?

Answer:
E ffective January 1, 2002, New Jersey workers are subject
to a worker tax rate of .425 percent. The worker

contribution is a flat rate prescribed by the New Jersey
legislature each year and is based on a percentage of their
current year's taxable wage base. New Jersey's 2002
taxable wage base is $23,500.

Q uestion # 5 :
What are the base minimum qualifying wages and minimum
weekly benefit amounts of other states?

Answer:

Exhibit 3, Table 17 - Qualifying Requirements, provides
information on the qualifying requirements for minimum
benefits among all states. The base period wages required
for the minimum benefit amount is given in column 3.
Column 5 gives the minimum benefit amount for each state.

Q uestion # 6 :
What is the Weekly Benefit Amount for other states at the

income level of $23,0007?

Answer:

Exhibit 4, Table 2, shows the Average Benefit Amount
(Regular UIl) and Average Weekly Earnings (Covered
Employment) for each state in 2000. This table provides a
comprehensive list of tho benefit amount the average worker
receives for unemployment insurance in their respective
Sstate.

Since 1982 the wage replacement for Alaskan workers earning
$23,000 has improved. The 1997 benefit increase raised the
wage replacement rate from 47.9% to 49.7% for workers at
this same salary. The proposed legislation does not affect
the benefit levels for these workers, targeting instead the
workers earning between $26,750 and $35,750 whose wage
replacement rate is not adequate. In CY2000 the Average



Annual Earnings in Alaska was $34,292 (substantially higher
than $23,000) resulting in wage replacement of only 37.6%
using current benefit levels.

Q uestion # 7 :
Rank Alaska with other states if the average dependent
allowance amount is included in our current Maximum Weekly

Benefit Amount.

Answer:
Only eleven other states pay dependent allowance, and not
all claimants receive this additional benefit.

Exhibit 5 shows how Alaska's Average Weekly Benefit Amount
ranks in comparison to the other states paying dependent
allowance. As shown on the chart, Alaska lags behind the
other states, ranking 12th, when compensation for dependent
allowance is included in the calculation of the Average

Benefit Amount.

On Exhibit 6, when the average dependent allowance ($20.26
for all claimants) is added to Alaska's current maximum
weekly benefit amount, the result only brings the weekly
benefit amount to $268, ranking Alaska, along with South
Carolina, 42nd.

Q uestion # 8 :
What are the number of employers in the state and the
percentage of these employers who have ten or fewer

employees?

Answer
Total number of covered employers at the end of third

guarter 2001, Alaska's high employment quarter, was 16,709.
Of that, 12,633 employers had nine or fewer employees. This
is equal to 75.6 percent of total covered employers.

R esponse to th e testim ony and p o s ition paper provided by

th e A laska S tate Chamber of Commerce.

See Exhibit 7.

R esponse to th e te stim ony and p o s ition paper provided by

A ssociated G eneral C ontractors.

See E xhibit 8.
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Table 18 shows the three methods states
use for computing claimants’ weekly benefit
amounts (WBA). Implicit in all these methods
are two long-standing unemployment compen-
sation principles: (1) The weekly benefit
amount should be directly related to the individ-
ual's usual wage, and (2) the benefit generally
should replace 50 percent of wages. Some
states compute the weekly benefit as a fraction
of the claimant’'s J/ages in that calendar quarter
of the base period in which wages were highest
(employee’s high quarter). A 7ig fraction will
produce 50 percent wage replacement for
claimants who worked all 13 weeks in their
high quarter.

States using an average weekly wage formu-
la compute the weekly benefit as a percentage
of the claimant's average weekly wagu. These
states use different methods of computing the
average weekly wage. For example, Ohio
divides the claimant's base-period wages by
the number of weeks of wages.

States using an annual wage formula com -
pute weekly benefits as a percentage of the
total wages the claimant earneo during the

B ENEF
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base period. If the claimant worked steadily for
50 weeks at $100, for example, the weekly
benefit would be $50, if the fraction is 1.0 per-
cent. With fewer than 50 weeks, the weekly
benefit would be less than $50. Under this for-
mula, the weekly benefit bears no necessary
relationship to the worker’'s normal weekly
wage, but rather to the normal annual wage.

Every state has a maximum weekly benefit
amount. The maximum represents the point at
which some claimants will not receive a 50 per-
cent wage replacement. A $100 maximum, for
example, means that claimants whose normal
weekly earnings are higher than $200 will
receive a benefit ($100) representing less than
half their usual wage. A ma>*mum too low in
relation to wages will result in most claimants
qualifying for the maximum instead of a benefit
related to tl.eir wages.

As Table 18 shows, a majority of states index
the maximum to keep pace with rising wages.
They establish the maximum as a fixed per-
centage (50-70% ) of the statewide average
weekly wage, usually over the last calendar

year.

Table 18— WEEKLY BENEFIT AMOUNTS

Minimum Wage Credits Required

Method of Mini- Maxi- Maximum as
Computing mum mum % of State for.laximum Weekly
(see notes 1& G WBA WBA Average WW Benefit Amount:
Stato High Quarter Base Period
1) (2) 3 (4) ®) (6) )
High Quarter(s) Formula (Single HQ unless otherwise noted)

Alabama 7242HQ's2 $45 $190 $4,548.01 $9,096.02
Arizona '12s 40 205 5,112.50 7,000
Arkansas V20 57 321 6670% 8,346 8,667
California Via -Vaa 40 230 7,633.34 9,541.67
Colorado 60% or 50% ? 25 326-358 552 14,127 37,232
Connecticut 7s22HQ's + d.a. 15-22 397-472 60 10.3227 15,880
Delaware 'U 2HQ's 20 315" 14,490 14.490
Dist. of Col. 7z« + d.a. 50 309 50 8,034 12,051
Florida 7:« of HQ 32 279-288 7,254 10,881
Georgia 7« 2HQ's2 39 27413 6,576 13.152'3
Hawaii 731 5 383 70 8,043 9,958
Idaho 'ha 51 296 60 7,696 9,620
Illinois 49.5% v 2HQ's 51 315-417 657z 8,248.50 16,497

+d.a.*
Indiana Yw'/as 50 298 6,700 8,375
lowa 71B*7j3 40-49 273-335 53s 6,100 7,625
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State

@

Kansas

Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts

Michigan
Minnesota

Mississippi
Missouri
Nevada

New Mexico
New York2
North Carolina
North Dakota
Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Phode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Virgin Islands
W ashington

Wisconsin
Wyoming

Alaska
Kentucky
Louisiana

New Hampshire
Oregon

W est Virginia

Montana

Nebraska

New Jersey
Ohio

Table 18— WEEKLY BENEFIT AMOUNTS

Method of Mini- Maxi- Maximum as
Computing mum mum % of State
(see notes 1 £.6) WBA WBA Average WW
&3] (©) @ ()
4.25% $80 $320 60%
V2 of2HQ's2 46-56 265-397 52
V24 + d.a. 25-333 280
V13.V21-V26 29-43 477-715 57.5
+ d.a.2
4.1% 81 300
V2614 38 331 50-662 35
]/10414 38 427 "50-66235
V26 30 190
4.0% 40 250
7 » 16 291 50
V2Q 50 267 52.5
1260f HQ 40 4052
HQ/262 15 375 66 da
Y65 0f 2HQ ’'s2 43 271 62-6515
V23 16 291 Xs
V23-V25 + d.a.2 35-40 430-438 66235
V11-V 26 7 133 50
4.62% x HQ 56-10612397-496'2 67
V262 20 259 66233
V26 28 224 50
V522HQ's 30 255
V2 S 48 294
V26 22 355 65s
'As 2HQ 's2 31 298 Xb
Vso 2H Q 's2 50 268
V25 33 312 65
¥252HQ's2 102 478" 70
4.0% 46 313
4.0% 20 271 55s
Annual Wage Formula
4.4-.09 + d.a.2 44-68 248-320
1.30732 39 329 62s
V254 qtrs.2 10 258 66234
0.8-1.1 32 301
1.25 88 376 64
1.0 24 327 6623
Average Weekly Wage Formula
1.9% 2HQ 65 263 60
or 1.0% total
BP wages
50% of V13of HQ 35 252 50%
60% d.a.3 61 446 562za
50 + d.a.3 84 303-4073 X5

Continued

Minimum Wage Credits Required
for Maximum Weekly
Benefit Amount:

High Quarter Base Period
(6) ()
$7,530 $9,600

5,610 6,629.62
6,696.01 10,080
12.40216 14,310

7,317 10,976

8,606 10,757

11,102 44,408

4,940 7,600

6,250 9,375

7,275 7,275.02

' 6,942 6,942
m10,530s 15,795

9,750 9,751

7,046 17,615

6,693 10,039

10,688 17,120
3,442.01 5,320
8,593.08 12,889.62

6,734 10,101

5,824 10,304
6,630.01 13,260.02

7,350 10,878

9,230 13,845

— 13,410
13,400.01"° 13,400.01

8,112 12,168

11,950 23,900

7,825 9,390

6,775 9,485

26,750
25,119
24,843
29,500
30,080
30,850
13,842 for
1.9% option;
26,300 for
1.0% option
6,552 7,352
14,866.67"
12.120
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FOOTNOTES FOR TABLE 18

Unless noted separately, when two fractions are given, a weighted schedule is in use to give a greater pro-

portion of high quarter wages to lower paid workers.
Alabama: 'A< of average of 2 highest quarters. Alaska: if over 90% of wages earned in one quarter, base

period will be the other 3 quarters times 10. Colorado: 60% of 'As of 2 highest consecutive "base period"
guarters up to 50% of SAWVV or 50% of 'An of base period earnings up to 55% of SAWW, whichever is
greater. Delaware: 'As of total wages in two high quarters if trust fund balance is $90 million or more, '/sz of
total wages in two high quarters if fund is less than $90 million. Georgia: 'As of wages in 2 highest quarters
or 'Am of HQ if secondary calculation is required. Illinois: 49.5% of claimant's wages In highest 2 quarters
divided by 26. Kentucky: of the total base period wages. Louisiana: 'As of average of four quarters, also
the WBA reflects a 5% decrease and a 20% increase from the computed maximum. Maine: 'Azof the aver-
age of the two highest quarters. Massachusetts: if AWW is more than $66, WBA is '/sz of 2HQ, or ’As of
HQ if the claimant has no more than two quarters of work. New York: the qualifying high quarter wage
needed for benefit eligibility has been capped at 22 x maximum wba. A claimant may also request, within
10 days of being notified of their eligibility and only if claimant worked at least 20 weeks during BP, to have
their wba recomputed based upon half their average weekly wage during the BP that established their eligi-
bly. North Carolina: total wages in highest quarter divided by 26 and rounded down to the nearest whole
dollar. North Dakota: 'As of sum of total wages in highest two quarters and 'A wages in third highest.
Pennsylvania: 'Az-'As or 50% full-time weekly wage, whichever is greater. South Carolina: 50% of aver-
age weekly wage in high quarter. Vermont: computed as v/ages in the two highest quarters divided by 45
but not more than the maximum. Virginia: 'Ao of total wages earned In two highest quarters. Washington:
'/zs of the average of the two highest quarters.

When two amounts are given, higher figure includes dependents' allowances. Augmented amount for maxi-
mum weekly benefit amount includes allowances for maximum number of dependents. Ohio: dependents’
allowances available only to claimants who exceed max. WBA earnings requirement. District of
Columbia, Maryland, New Jersey: maximum is the same with or without dependents.

Louisiana- maximum WBA varies according to trust fund balance.

Among states with maximums computed as % of State Average Weekly Wage (SAWW), lowa: 53% for
claimants with no dependents, other percentages ranging from 55% to 65% apply to claimants with one or
more dependents. Kentucky: annual increase limit depends on Ul trust fund balance, no increase if tax
schedule increases from previous year. Minnesota: uses one of two computing methods, the max. SAWW
ranges from 50-662A% depending on the individual’'s HQ or BP. Ohio: adjusted annually to change in
SAWW. Oklahoma: the greater of $197 or 60%-50% of SAWW depending on condition of the fund.
Pennsylvania: for WBA's '/z of maximum or more, (when fund balance ratio 50% or less) the combined
WBA and allowance is reduced by 3.7% but not below '/z of maximum, unless other deductions apply.
Utah: 65% of insured average fiscal year weekly wage. Vermont: maximum adjusted annually to change in
SAWW, unless there are outstanding Title XII loans. Wyoming: maximum frozen and if revenues are insuf-
ficient to pay benefits or repay loans maximum reduced to 85% of maximum.

When state uses weighted HQ, annual wage, or AWW formula, approximate fractions or percentages are
taken at midpoint of loweit and highest normal wage brackets. When additional payments are provided for

claimants with dependens, fractions and percentages shown apply to basic benefit amounts.

Average of two highest quarters.
Delaware: if trust fund balance is $200-3249 million, the maximum WBA will be $300; if balance is 5165-

S199 million the maximum WBA will be S265; if balance is $150-$164 million the maximum WBA V/ill be
$245; if balance t- $91-5149 million the maximum WBA will be $225; if less than 590 million, maximum
WBA will be $205.

South Carolina: maximum permitted by law, currently administratively set at 50%.

Delaware, Virginia: highest two quarter earnings.

New Jersey: minimum wage credit is 55,200 under alternative eligibility criterion for claimants with less
than 20 base weeks.

Rhode Island: minimum wba is $56 r 510 x WA up to $106; maximum wba Is 5397 + DA up to 5496.
Georgia: the sum of two highest quarters. Effective July 1, maximum wba will rise unless the statewide
reserve ratio is below 1.25%.

Minnesota: computed by either 1/26 of claimant’s high quarter, or 1/104 of claimant's average base period
weekly wage, depending on disbursements received during employment.

. North Dakota: 62% of SAWW unless the average contribution rate paid by employers was below the

national average, than It will bo 65%.
Massachusetts: with earnings In two or fewer quarters, or as the average of the two highest quarters with

earnings In three quarters or more.

Highlights of Slate Unemployment Compensation Laws 2001



Table 3: Ul Employer Tax Rates and Maximum Contributions Per Employee, 2000-2008

Projections using 2001 tax calculation and estimated additional cost ol WBA proposal

2001

100%
100
1.04
114
1.25
1.35
145
166
187
2.08
2.08
2.28
2.49
2.10
2.80
291
301
3l
3.22
3.32
5.40

0.52

§25.500

Employer Contribution Rates
forecast forecast lorecast forecast forecast
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

1.00% 100% 100% 100% 100%
100 100 100 100 100
1.04 1.04 1.06 1.09 112
114 1.14 1.17 120 123
1.25 1.25 1.27 131 134
1.3 1.35 1.38 141 145

145 145 1.48 1.52 1.56
166 166 170 174 179
1.87 1.87 191 1.96 201

2.08 2.08 212 2.18 2.23
2.08 2.08 212 2.18 2.23
2.28 2.28 2.33 2.39 2.46
2.49 249 2.54 261 263
2.70 21 2.76 2.83 2.90
2.80 2.80 286 2.94 301
291 291 2.97 3.05 313
301 301 3.07 3.16 324
311 KA 3.18 3.26 3.35
3.22 3.22 3.29 337 3.46
3.32 3.32 3.39 348 357
5.40 5.40 5.40 540 540

Employee Contribution Rates

0.52 0.52 0.53 0.54 0.56

Taxable Wage Base

$25500  S25500  S26.500 525,500  S25.500

Maximum Yearly Employer Contribution for Each Employee

RATE
CLASS 1 2000
1 100
2 100
3 1.07
4 118
5 1.29
6 1.39
T 1.50
8 171
9 1.93
10 2.14
n 2.14
© 2.36
13 257
14 2.79
155 2.89
16 3.00
17 3
18 321
19 3.32
20 3.43
2’ 540
0.54

524,800

1 5248
2 248
3 265
4 293
5 320
G 345
7 372
8 424
9 479
10 531
n 53l
© 585
13 637
14 692
155 717
16 744
17 m
1B 796
19 823
2 851
2’ 1,339

5255
255
265
291
319
344
370
423
an
530
530
581
635
689
114
142
768
793
821
847

1,317

5255 5255 $255 5255 $255

255 255 255 255 255
265 265 210 218 286
291 291 298 306 314
319 319 324 334 342
344 344 352 360 370
370 370 317 388 398
421 423 434 441 456
am 417 487 500 513
530 530 541 556 569
530 530 541 556 569
581 581 594 609 627
635 635 C4B 666 683
689 689 104 122 140
714 114 129 750 768
142 142 757 178 798
768 768 183 806 826
193 793 811 B3l 854
821 821 839 859 882
847 847 8C4 887 910

1317 1,317 1317 1317 1317

* Mottt Clast It it apenalty elaat TP#iat»  set tiy law anti «lo#i not vary y#ar lo yoar,

Source Alaska Department ol labor and Workforce Development. Reeaertn and AnalyiH Section Apr 10.200?

forecast
2007

100%
12
113
1.25
1.36
147
159
181
2.04
2.21
2.21
2.49
2.12
2.95
3.06
317
3.29
340
351
3.63
540

0.57

$25,500

5255
260
288
319
347
375
405
462
520
579
579
635
694
152
780
808
839
867
895

020
131

forecast
20081

100%
102
1.14
1.25
1.37
1.48
159
1.82
2.05
2.28
2.28
251
2.73
2.96
3.07
3.19
3.30
3.42
3.53
3.64
5.40

0.57

525500

5255
260
291
319
349
317
405
464
523
581
581
640
696
755
783
813
812
872
900
920

131



Q UALIFY ING

There is a wide range of qualifying require-
ments for minimum benefits among the states.
The requirement of 1V2times high-quarter
wages means almost 20 weeks at the usual
rate of pay for individuals who worked all 13
weeks of the high quarter, and 15 weeks for
those who worked only 10 weeks of the high
quarter. The requirement of 30 tirr.es the weekly
benefit amount translates into 15 weeks of work
if, as is usually the case, the weekly benefit is
computed as about V2the individual's regular
weekly wage. However, except in the states
that actually require a specified minimum num -
ber of weeks (or hours) of work, it is possible to

R EQ UIREMENTS

meet the multiple-of-high-quarter, multiple-of-
weekly-benefit-amount requirements and flat
dollar requirements with very few actual weeks
of work, even though in most cases there must
be earnings in more than one base period quar-
ter.

State laws vary widely with respect to the
amount of actual wages required for minimum
benefits and minimum potential benefits.
Generally, the lower the minimum benefit
allowed, the lower the threshold at which lower
wage and/or temporary or part-time workers

can enter the system.

Table 17— QUALIFYING REQUIREMENTS FOR MINIMUM
BENEFITS AND MINIMUM DURATION

Wages Required Minimum
for Minimum Benefits
Benefits WBA’ Weeks
State Qualifying Formula: Base High
Period Quarter4
@ @ ©) “ ®) (6)
Alabama 1V2x HQW where avg. of 2 x HQ $2,136.02 $1,068.01'° $45" 15+
must be at least $1,068.01
Alaska $1,000 with wages in two quarters 1,000 — 44-68 16
Arizona wages in two quarters and either 1,500 1,000 40 12+
1V2x high quarter wages or
high quarter wages sufficient to
qualify for maximum WBA
Arkansas wages in two quarters and 1,539 384.75 57 9
BP earnings of 27 x wba
C alifornia $1,300 in HQ or $900 In HQ 1,125 900 40 14+
and 1.25 x HQ in BP
Colorado 40 x weekly benefitamount 2,500 - 25 13+
Connecticut 40 x weekly benefitamount 600 - 15-22 263
Delaware 36 x weekly benefitamount 720 — 20 18
Dist. of Col. 1V2x HQ wages, with wages 1,950 1,300 50 19+
in two quarters and minimum
of S1300 in one quarter
Florida 1V2x high quarter wages with 3,400 32 Not
wages In two quarters specified
Georgia 1V2x high quarterwages with wages 1,296 864 39 9
in two quarters; or 40 x WBA with
wages in two quarters
Haw aii 26 x WBA, wi'h wages in two quarters 130 — 5 263
Idaho 1'A x high quarter wages, with 1,657.50 1,326 51 10
wages in two quarters
Illinois $1,600 in BP plus $440 1,600 ' 51 263
outside the high quarter
Indiana 1'A x high quarter wages with $1,650 2,750 825 50 7+
in last two quarters and $2,750 in BP
lowa 1'A x high quarter wagesO 1,410 940 40-49 9+
Kansas 30 x weekly benefitamount with 2,400 805 10

wages in two quarters

Highlights of Stato UnamploymGnt Componsntion Laws 2001
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State

@

Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico
New Yorki12
North Carolina
North Dakota
O hio
Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Puerto Rico

48

Table 17— QUALIFYING REQUIREMENTS FOR MINIMUM

BENEFITS AND MINIMUM DURATION —

Qualifying Formula:

@
1V2x HQ, with HQ of at least
$750, and 8 x WBA in last two
quarters, with $750 outside HQ
1V2X HQ & ,equirement of $1200 in BP
2 x annual AWW in each of two
quarters and 6 x AWW in BP
1V2x high quarter wages with
wages in two quarters

30 x weekly benefit amount

1V2x high quarter wages with
atleast $1,998 in HQ

$1,000 in high quarter and $250 in
total of other three quarters

40 x WBA with wages in two qtrs.

HQ wages equal to 26 x min. wba
1V2x high quarter wages or wages in
two gtrs. and BP wages of 1V2x max.
taxable wage base

172x HQW and 7% of AAW or

50% of AAW

$1,600 wiih $800 in each of two qtrs.
172 x high quarter wages or wages

in at least 3 of 4 BP qtrs.

$2,800 with $1,400 in each of 2 gtrs.
20 weeks ofwork with weekly wages of
20% of SAWW, or 20 weeks of work with
wages of 20 x SMHW, or 1,000 x SMHW,
or 770 hours of farm labor

have wages in 2 quarters of BP and
meet the min. wage amt ($1,324.18)
17zX HQW in BP with $1,600 in

HQ and wages in two qtrs. of BP

6 X SAWW and paid wages in

at least two quarters of BP

172 x high quarter with

wages In two quarters

20 qualifying weeks in BP with AWW
of 27.5% of SAWW

17jx HQW and $1,500

or wages of $10,100

17:x HQ wages with min. of $1,000
or 500 hours of employmentin BY

16 weeks of work with weekly wages
of at least $50 and earning more
than 37 x WBA with 20% of wages
earned In other than high quarter

40 x WBA with wages In two qtrs.

Continued

Wages Required
for Minimum

Benefits
Base High
Period Quarter4d
®) 4
$1,500 $750

1,200 800
3,058.86 1,109.62

900 576
2,400 -
2,997 1,998
1,250 1,000
1,200 780
1,500 1,000
1,597 1,065
1,600 800

400.02 400
2,800 1,400
2,060 —
1,324.18 1,324.18
2,400 1,600
3,382.44
2,795 1,118
3,380
1,500 )
1,000
1,320 800

280 75

Highlights of Stato Unomploymont Compensation Laws 2001

Minimum
Benefits
WBA' Weeks
©) 6
$39 15
10 263
46-56 24
25-33 26
29-43 >9 to
<30
81 14
38 10+
30 13+
40 12+
65 8
36 15
16 8+
32 263
61 15
502 19+
40 263
15 13
43 12
84 “ 20
16 not
specified
882 4
35-40 16
7 26



Table 17— QUALIFYING REQUIREMENTS FOR MINIMUM
BENEFITS AND MINIMUM DURATION —

Continued

Wages Required Minimum
for Minimum Benefits
Benefits WBA* Weeks
State Qualifying Formula: Base High
Period Quarter*
@ 2 (3) (4) (5) (6)
Rhode Island $1,230 in one qtr. of BP and 2,460 1,230 56-106 11+
1Yz x HQW or $7,300 in BPa
South Carolina 1V2x high quarter wages 900 540 20 not
specified
South Dakota 20 x weekly benefitamount outside 1,288 728 28 15+
the high quarter
Tennessee 40 x WBA with the lesser of 6 x WBA 1,560.02 78C.01 30 13
or $900 outside the HQ
Texas 37 x WBA and wages in two quarters 1,776 — 48 10
Utah 1V2x high quarter wages and 8% state 2,300 575 22 10
insured average fiscal year wage9 n
Vermont $1,435 in one quarter plus BP 2,199 1,571 31 26
wages of at least 40% of HQW
Virginia 50 x weekly benefitamount with 2,500 2,500u 50 12
wages in two quarters
Virgin Islands At least 5858 in HQ and 1,287 858 33 13
T/axHQW , or39 x WBA in BP
W ashington 680 hours of work under 1022 not
5,1007 specified
W est Virginia $2,200.00 with wages in two qtrs. 2,200 — 24 263
Wisconsinb 30 x WBA with wages outside HQ 1,380 1,150 46 12'3
of 4 x WBA or4 mostrecent cal. qtrs5
wages in BP no less than 8% 2,050 20 11

Wyoming

of SAAW plus 1.4 x HQW

FOOTNOTES FOR TABLE 17

1. When two amounts are given, higher figure includes dependents' allowances for one dependent child

and/or nonworking spouse.
2. Minimum wba computed annually in, Kansas: 25% of maximum weekly benefit amount; New Mexico: 10%

of SAWW,; Oregon, Washington: 15% of SAWW.
3. Connecticut, Hawaii. lllinois, Louisiana, Maryland, New Hampshire, New York, Vermont, West

Virginia: the uniform potential benefit duration for all claimants who meet at least min. qualifying require-
ments is 26 weeks.

o ks

High-quarter (HQ) is the quarter in the base period (BP) in which the claimant's paid wages were highest.
Wisconsin: has an alternative BP for those who do not qualify under the original formula, see Table 16.

6. lowa: individual's wage in high quarter and another quarter of the base perod must be at least 3.5% and
1.75%, respectively, of the state average annual wage.

7. Washington: any qualified claimant with base period earnings of less than $5,100 will have a WBA of
$102; potential duration is equal to 'A of BP wages divided by $102.

8. Rhode Island: qualifying requirements are 200 x min. hourly wage in one gtr. and BP wages of 1Vax HQ;
provided that BP wages are at least 400 x min. hourly wage. Alternative qualifying requirement will bo 3 x
total BP minimum cf 400 x min. hourly wage.

9. Utah: or worked at least 20 weeks during BP and earned at least 5% of minimum BP wages oach wook.

10. Alabama: averago of two highest quarters; Virginia: refers to earnings in the two highest quarters.

11. Alabama: wba Is tho average ol two highest quarters divided by 24.

12.

13.

New York: tho qualifying high quarter wage needed for benefit eligibility has boon cappod at 22 x maxi-
mum wba. The first four out of the last five completed calendar quarters prior to liling the claim is the base
period for eligibility. However, a claimant who has insufficient wages to qualify jndor tho BP may qualify
based on wages paid during tho last four completed calendar quarters.

Wisconsin: 4 weoks for certain family member employees from a family owned business.
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State Comparison
Average Weekly Benefits (Regular Ul) and Average Weekly Earnings (Covered Employment)

2000
State Averaae Benefit Amount Averaae Weeklv Earnings
Alabama $159,41 $548.68
ALASKA 109,88 858.53
Arizona 162.51 622.41
Arkansas 210.08 500.37
California 160.00 789.92
Colorado 255.86 709.81
Connecticut 257.56 874,18
Delaware 214.85 703.60
Dist, of Columbia 241.03 956.11
Florida 220.21 582.52
Georgia 211.89 652.45
Hawaii 283.67 571.86
Idaho 209.46 526.76
lllinois 251.58 729.16
Indiana 222.19 593.31
lowa 23842 533.91
Kansas 247.09 559.35
Kentucky 22478 550.31
Louisiana 182.06 530.42
Maine 202.29 524.18
Maryland 21251 680.85
Massachusetts 293.45 850.48
Michigan 244.12 709.85
Minnesota 290 51 679.01
Mississippi 156.62 476.85
Missouri 186 22 598.70
Montana 187.92 454.07
Nebraska 188 00 527.53
Nevada 222.43 616.77
New Hampshire 217.21 665.05
New Jersey 28961 839 00
New Mexico 180 43 516.32
New York 247 48 864.39
North Carolina 231 21 594 82
North Dakota 21001 468 27
Ohio 236 40 620.90
Oklahoma 21440 507.22
Oregon 23262 62657
Pennsylvania 264.76 649 73
Rhode Island 253 48 619.99
South Caiolma 190.18 537 78
South Dakota 160 86 468 40
Tennessee 188 74 581 50
Texas 227 11 668 18
Utah 21389 553 80
Vermont 215 55 551 41
Viigmia 203 88 661 31
Washington 280 94 708.77
W est Virginia 197 53 506 43
Wisconsin 233 11 588 10
Wyoming 207 10 507 75

Source Alaska Department ol labor and Workforce Development, Research and Analysis Section

ETA S-159 report, and ES-202 Report, US Department or Labor 4/1272002



Average W eekly Benefit Amount* (Regular Ul)
For

states W ith Dependent Allowance,FFY 2000

S tate R an k A m ount
M assachusetts 1 $293.45
New Jersey 2 $289.61
Pennsylvania 3 $264.76
Connecticut 4 $257.56
Rhode Island 5 $253.48
Illinois 6 $251.58
Michigan 7 $244.12
lowa 8 $238.42
O hio 9 $236.40
Maryland 10 $212.51
Maine 11 $202.29
Alaska 12 $189.86

‘Paid dependent allowance is included in calculation of the Average Weekly Benefit Amount.

Source: USDOL/ETA/OWS, December 2001 4/12/200210:16 AM



M aximum W eekly Benefit Amount by State

MA J39 512 *
WA —_ )66
NJ iy gs
MN EWEQEWEQEWEQEWEWEWEWEWEQEWEQE =9452
PA m 50442*
R S3415*
cT 3406*
NY 405
OR 400
NC. 1396
HI 11%
o 93 o
VA 9 368
LIT 1365
DC 1356
KY 1341
W 9 338
KS 9 333
AR 9 333
NH 9 331
DE 3330
CA 3330
IL 1326 £
W 134
TX 1319
ID 115
in VT 12
IN 12
OH
0K |
NV
MI
ND
MT
GA
WY
IA
MD
N
FL
ME

SC laska would rank 42nd, at $268.00, when the
NM erage dependent allowance ($20.26) is added to
NE amaximum benefit amount.

LA
MO
m
SD
AZ
MS
AL

0 100 200 AMOUNT 300 400 500

Note: Data includes 50 states and District of Columuia States providing for dependent allowance

MWBAS ARE BASED JN THE MOST RECENT AVAILABLE DATA KNOWN.

inked 47th)

Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development 4/12/2002 11:28 AM



Response to the Testimony and Position Paper

Provided by the Alaska State Chamber o Commerce

1) The Chamber has pointed out that the proposed legislation

2)

constitutes a 29% increase in compensation above the
present level. What is not noted, however, is that this
is not an across the board increase in benefits. What is
proposed is an extension of the benefits schedule to
provide up to a maximum of $320/week based on the
individual worker's earnings. The worker qualifying for
the new benefit amount (earning at least $35,750) would
be realizing no more than a 47% wage replacement. At the
current benefit levels, this worker is receiving a wage
replacement of about 36%.

The Chamber has also questioned the actual maximum weekly
benefit amount (MWBA) currently available from the Alaska
unemployment insurance program. As has been correctly
pointed out, Alaska does offer an additional benefit
supplement to workers with dependent children. Benefit
amounts are generally based on wages earned by the worker
filing a claim. This insurance model compensates the
claimant proportionately based on the loss incurred
(wages lost).

For the last several decades, the Alaska Legislature has
felt that, beyond the strict wage replacement concept,
the state had a social obligation to further subsidize
unemployed workers with dependent children through a
dependent allowance added to the benefit amount based on
wages. (Several other states have made the same social
decision.) This amount may be as much as $72/week for
workers with three children dependent upon them for

support.

When this amount is added to the current MWBA of $248, it
is possible for a worker to receive $320/week under the

existing schedule. However, not all workers are eligible
for this amount. In fact, less than 45% of those
receiving benefits receive any dependent allowance at
all. Taken as an average over all claimants, the amount
of dependent allowance paid by the Alaska program amounts
to slightly mere than $20/week for each worker. Of those
eligible for the new proposed maximum amount, current
date indicates only 11% v/ill be eligible to receive the

maximum dependent allowance of $72/week.



3)

Verbal testimony has been offered by the Chamber
indicating, with the addition of the maximum dependent
allowance amount ($72 for three children) to tne existing
MWBA, Alaska ranks in the top half of the states in the

nation for maximum benefits. It was also contended that
with the allowance granted for two dependents ($48),
Alaska would rank comparatively in the "median". The fact

remains that, even with the average dependent benefits
paid to Alaskan Ul claimants added to the existing
maximum, Alaska would s till rank approximately 42 out of
the 50 states and the D istrict of Columbia.

For the purposes of comparing benefits between states or
analyzing wage replacement levels, this variable amount,
available to a minority of the workers, is generally
excluded as it is not a consistent part of the benefit
amount.

The Chamber has indicated that a survey conducted of some
750 of its members yielded an 86% response opposed to the
proposed benefit increase. The agency was verbally
assured that the survey materials, methodology, and
results would be made available for review. Despite this
assurance, the Chamber has chosen not to provide this
information to the Department, making comment on the
uurvey difficult. We have been told, through testimony,
that of the 750 members contacted, responses Vv/ere
received from "20-some %". Assuming a 20-25% percent
response and an 86% opposition rate, this would '--'icate
that just 129 to 160 of the approximately 16,000 Alaskan
employers (less than 1%) have been heard from in partial
or total opposition to this bill.

In contrast, representatives of organizations
representing over 60,000 Alaskan workers testified
wholeheartedly in favor of the b ill at the same hearing.



Response to the Testimony and Position Paper

Provided by Associated General Contractors

1) The Association voices opposition to the tying of the

2)

3)

4)

maximum weekly benefit amount (MWBA) to the average
weekly wage paid in Alaska. While the Department believes
this concept is sound and adheres with the intent of the
Ul program, the issue is now moot. The provision to tie
the MWBA to the average weekly wage has been removed from
the b ill as it now reads.

The Association raises the concern that the proposed MWBA
of $320 w ill provide a disincentive to work. It s
pointed out that th”s amount is greater than the claimant
could earn if hel/she accepted full-time work at the new
minimum wage of $7.15/hour (a 40 hour week at $7.15/hour
= $286). The point missed is that only workers whose
benefits are based on earnings of $35,750 or more over a
twelve-month period w ill be eligible for the new
increased amount.

Though the new MWBA would exceed a week's earnings at
minimum wage, it is not being provided to minimum wage
workers. The wage replacement for workers eligible to
receive the new MWBA would remain below 50% of the
earnings they had been receiving while employed. It is
unreasonable to propose that more than a 50% reduction in
income would remove these workers from the workforce or
provide a disincentive to return to work.

The proposed increase, over a three-year period to $320,
s appropriate. The proposed increase in the maximum
benefit amount is based upon the wages earned by the
individual worker. Eifty percent of the average weekly
wage paid in Alaska was used as a target to "cap" the
benefit schedule and does not represent the level of wage
replacement that workers would receive at the new benefit
levels. The worker qualifying for the new weekly benefit
amount of $320 w ill receive a wage replacement of
approximately 47% (as compared to the 36% replacement
this worker currently receives).

The burden of the cost of this increase will continue to
be shared by both the employer and employee on an 80/20
ratio. The increase w ill be shared proportionately.

Again, the repeated opposition to tying the MWBA to the



5)

6)

average weekly wage is moot, as the language is no longer
in the b ill.

The Association concludes with a re-empriasis of the
argument that the proposed maximum benefit is too high.
The fact remains that Alaska's maximum benefit amount, as
related to the wages it replaces, is among the lowest in
the nation and is inadequate by the standards used to
measure the effectiveness of unemployment insurance

program.

The argument is again raised that the increase in costs
being passed on to the employer is higher than that born
by the employee. This argument is based on inaccurate

data. Al cost projections provided by the Department
have been based on 2001 data. The employee share of the
tax cost will increase from .52% (the 2001 rate), not

.54%, to .57%. This represents a 9.6% increase over a
period of nearly six years and i® the same as the
percentage of increase to the employer.



Increasing Alaska's

Weekly Benefit Amount



The Probiem

Ul recipients earning between $27,000 and $35,750 receive partial wage
replacement as low as 36%.

Alaska's maximum weekly benefit amount has increased only 4 times in the last
20 years. The last increase was in 1997. (See chartl)

The maximum weekly unemployment insurance benefit paid to the Alaskan
worker is 23% less than the 2001 poverty-level guidelines. (See chart 6)
S In 1997 the Alaska Poverty Guidelines for a family of three was $351.73.

V' Alaska median family size is three.

Alaska ranks 47th nationally in terms of the maximum weekly benefit amount
available to claimants. (See chart3)

The Solution

The legislation we propose will raise the maximum weekly benefit amount to
48.5% of the state's current average weekly wage with the final increase. (See

chart2)

The proposal offers a three-phase increase to minimize the impact to employers,
employees, and the Ul Trust Fund.

Increment Benefit Amount WBA Increase Effective Date
Year 1 $248 to $272 $24 Recommend chcnqge to read
July 1, 2002
Year 2 $272 to $296 $24 January 1, 2003
Year 3 $296 to $320 $24 January 1, 2004

The advantages of the proposed legislation are:
S Maintain economic stability for communities, businesses and workers.
Enables Alaskan workers to weather periods of unemployment,
v Alleviates skill shortages by keeping trained workers in Alaska.



W ho Benefits?

¢ When a worker loses their job, their wages are not just lost to the individual and
their family, but to the entire community.

¢ Part of lllI's purpose is to diminish this negative effect, minimizing additional lost
jobs or wages.

¢ Alaskan workers use unemployment Insurance benefits to pay for non-deferrable
expenses;
Rent, food and utilities.

¢ Local businesses are beneficiaries of these benefits for several reasons:
2 They supply the rentals, food, and utilities;
S Unemployment benefits are distributed back into the local economy,
benefiting local business during the "off season", and
S Workers who are temporarily unemployed can stay in Alaska, maintaining
a trained labor force locally.

The Impact (Seechartb)

¢ The cost for each increment of the 3-phase increase is estimated to be
approximately $3.3 million.

¢ The full impact of the increase in benefit costs (9.6% ) will not be reflected in
employer tax rates until 2008.

¢ rhere is no additional cost to the employer during calendar years 2002 and
2003.

¢ Tax rates will Increase as follows:
2004 Increase of 2.1% equal to $11 per employee per year
2005 increase of 2.8% equal to $15 per employee per year
2006 increase of 2.5% equal to $13 per employee per year
2007 increase of 1.8% equal to $10 per employee per year
2008 Increase of 0.4% equal to $2 per employee per year

When the cumulative impact (9.6% ) of the increased benefit costs is included in the tax
rate calculation (by 2008), the average employer tax rate will increase from 2.08% to
2.28%; the average employee tax rate will increase from 0.52% to 0.57%.



Information

Alaska's average weekly benefit amount for CY 2000 was $189.86, which includes
dependence allowance.

In 2000, 43% of claimants had dependents.

In 2000, payment of dependent benefits
y' averaged $20 for all claimants.
averaged $45 for all claimants with dependent allowance.

Beginning in 1997, employers paid 80% of the Average Benefit Cost Rate (ABCR),
and employees paid the other 20%. Employee rates are thv same for each
employee. Employer rates vary according to the employer's individual experience
with employee turnover.

For federal fiscal year 1999, Alaska's total admir -st?atlve grants amounted to
224 .4% of the state's FUTA contributions, a good bargain for workers and
employers in the state.

Of Region 6 states, Alaska ranks the third highest for the average weekly wage, but
second from the last for the maximum weekly benefit amount. (See chart4)



A 1 a s k a 's M a x im um W ee k ly B ene fit A m o un t
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Source:Alaska Department of Ixoor and Workforce Development 3/27/2002 2:57 PM



A laska's M aximum W eekly B enefit A m ount as a

P ercentage of Average w eek 11y W age

* National Goal
W Alaska Percentages

A National goal of the Unemployment Insurance Program isto provide unemployed persons with 50 percent reftacemenf of their
WEEKLY WAGES IN UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION BENEFITS. IN ALASKA. THE WAGE REPLACEMENT IS GRADUALLY DECLINING.
Note:Alaska's 2001 AvErage Weekly Wage amountis not yetavailable.

Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development 3/27/2002 2:56 PM
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Maximum Weekly Benefit Amount as a Percent of Average Weekly Wage for
Region Six States

80 %
A= Average Weekly Wage

M= Maximum Weekly Benefit Amount

70%
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< 40%
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W A HI OR ID NV CA AK AZ

Note: Avofngo Weekly Wago amounts are lor CY 2000. 2001 amounts not yet available. Re gion Six States
MWBASs are basod on the most recont available data known.

Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development 3/27/2002 2:58 PM



Estimated M ax Cost per W orker for Average Em©ployer

(6.5 years to reach cost of 3 step proposal)

WBA increase effective Jul 01 2002

Dollars
700
Increase per _ [NlOne
employee
per year
600
500
400
300
200
100
0
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Source: A'aska Department of Labor & Workforce Development Rev Mar 26 2002

Note: Average Employer = Tax Classes 10 & 11



Increases to Alaska's Maximum Weekly Benefit Amount
in Comparison to Alaska's Poverty Level since 1982

a MWBA*

m Poverty Level*

Dollars

1983 1984 1990 1997

Source: United States Department of Health and Human Services
Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development 3/27/2002



Explanation of the Delayed Impact
of a Benefit Increase on Tax Kates

An average of the benefit costs incurred by the Ul program over a three year period are
used in the calculation for each year’s tax rate. Use of the costs averaged over this sliding
three-year window moderates the impact of economic changes on the tax-paying
employer.

Three-year period used lo calculate each year’s tax rate, which is effective January 1st, is
the three-year period ending the previous June 30," (the most recent three slate fiscal
years are used in the calculation). Because of this, there is no impact on the lax
calculation for the year that a benefit increase is first in effect.

The following year, assuming a July Vleffective date for the benefit increase, once again
none of the increased costs are included in the calculation. As a result, there is no impact
<n the tax rates for the second year.

In the third calendar year that the increase is in effect, the increased costs from all of the
first year of the benefit increase are included in the three-year average and have the first
impact on the tax calculation. (At this point, one third of the period used to calculate the
average benefit cost is impacted by the increase.)

The fourth calendar year that the increased benefit amount is in effect, two of the three
years used in the calculation will reflect the cost increase. The lax rate calculated lor this
year will include two thirds of the total anticipated increase in costs.

The fifth year will finally use a three year period of benefit outlay during which the
increase was in effect for the entire duration in determining the average benefit costs. The
full impact on tax rates of the benefit increase available lo the workers five years earlier
is in place from this year forward.

As this legislation increases the maximum weekly benefit amount incrementally over a
three-year period, this cycle is actually repealed three times as benefit increases go into
effect in 2002,2003, and 2004. The full impact of the total benefit increase, which would
finally be achieved in 2004, will not be reflected in lax rates until January of 2008.

(Our Ul Actuarial staff speculates that much of these increases may actually not be
observable given the current low unemployment rate and the steady growth in overall
employment statewide. In other words, if cost outlays remain low and more people are
employed statewide, the burden of the costs is spread further and may mask a portion of
the impact of the benefit change on tax rales.)



Tax
Year

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

Fiscal Y ears

WBA
272

WBA
296

WBA
320

Used

StateFiscal

CostsUsed

Calculation

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

in Ul Tax Calculations

Year Calculation
in Tax Notes

No new costs in calculation

No now costs in calculation

Has all of FY 2003

All FY 2003, all FY 2004

All FY 2003, all FY 2004, all FY 2005
--Full cost of $272 WBA in calculation

All FY 2004, all FY 2005, all FY 2006
--Full cost of $296 WBA in calculation

All FY 2005, all FY 2006, all FY 2007
-Full cost of $320 WBA in calculation
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In-State Ul

Z ifi

99501
99502
99503
99504
99505
99506
99507
99508
99509
99510
99511
99514
99515
99516
99517
99518
99519
99520
99521
99522
39523
99524
99540
99546
99547
99548
99549
99550
99551
99552
99553
99554
99555
99556
99557
99558
99559
99561
99563
99564
99565
9956G
99567
99568
99569
99571
99572
99573

M B -JhSc

*

. 1

Benefit Payments and Recipients by Zip Code

Reaular

$1,681,369

1,935,403
2,230,857
3.678,229
133,852
125,964
3,154,026
3,797,597
586,834
539,741
508,334
558,804
2,151,575
1,144,881
1,593/65
1,142,593
84,669
435,153
381,027
307,664
558,510
595,684
33,643
38,216
4,290
10,452
37,583
51.496
143,167
34,028
75,618
94,378
9,662
513,526
123,998
9,176
752.138
104,966
212,436
21,506
5,430
50,288
1,030,558
87.441
12.743
21,952
106,028
$341,343

SPY 2001

EB SSB
$72,105 $4,666
68,713 1,632
103,227 1,380
158,910 2,991
8,384 0
6,958 0
109,432 0
161,317 2,088
24,454 0
24,716 0
14,993 0
26,295 1,008
65,338 1,948
42,342 0
73,745 896
41,874 132
3,707 0
13,100 0
21,737 1,168
7,671 944
32,138 0
23,859 0
1,984 0
915 0

0 0

0 72

4,774 0
938 0
15,125 0
608 0

251 0
2,734 0
2,360 0
31,723 0
11,580 840
70 0
50,699 2.81G
7,455 976
17,281 3,264
1,248 0
1,890 0
9,192 0
48,675 0
6,768 0
174 0
1,024 0
9,926 0
$21,077 $0

lof G

Total

$1,758,140
2.005,748
2,335,464
3,840,130
142,236
132,922
3,263,458
3,961,002
611,288
564,457
523,327
586,107
2,218,861
1.187,223
1,668,106
1,184,599
88,376
448,253
403,932
316.279
£90,648
619.543
40,627
39,131
4,290
10,524
42,357
52,434
158,292
34,636
75.869
97,112
12,022
545,249
136,426
9,246
805,653
113,397
232.981
22,754
7,320
59,480
1,079,233
94,209
12,017
22.976
115.954
$362,420

ReciDionts

879
805
1,062
1,674
56
57
1,336
1,752
272
261
196
258
934
438
735
494
34
210
146
117
217
256
24
13

4

9

18
24
72
24
41
57
7
203
55
8
364
49
94
13

3
23
439
31
10

7
4G
13C



In-State

Zi£
99574
99575
99576
99577
99578
99579
99580
99581
99583
99585
99586
99587
99588
99589
99590
99591
99602
99603
99604
99605
99606
99607
99608
99609
99610
99611
99612
99613
99614
99615
99620
99621
99622
99624
99625
99626
99627
99628
99630
99631
99632
99633
99634
99635
99636
99637
99639
99640
99641

Ul Benefit

Reaular
705,878
17,632
376,150
1,792,054
70,160
41,462
17,329
239,373
3,263
101,433
173,404
362,888
282,342
30,225
20,053
54,108
90,239
1,705,135
236,387
81,832
73,373
77,231
6,748
1,3.498
419,190
1,902,936
160,370
60.496
159.712
4,419,101
202.050
123,450
85,616
16,080
49.171
91,385
148.418
78,409
85,636
62.497
225,929
145,406
107,387
592.351
42.163
117,662
297.C98
$37,433
83.238

Payments and Recipients

SFY 2001
EB SSB
40,311 0
1,580 264
22,608 464
87,544 0
4,172 0
1,488 0
120 0
23,963 0
0 0
7,655 0
15,164 784
7,200 0
23,061 0
2,151 0
801 0
5,024 0
7,754 0
85,868 1,173
20,391 1,544
7,029 0
5,958 0
10,782 0
1,672 0
8,763 1,672
23,468 2,472
92,957 1.376
0 0
5,801 896
12,165 1,024
135,172 1,539
5,536 1,896
6,506 624
5,205 368
1,306 n
4,520 976
13,365 354
7,472 0
4.509 0
10,911 184
3,252 0
8,301 0
5.580 0
7,447 944
33,116 2.898
2,512 0
10,079 1,220
24,351 0
$3,507 S96G
2,107 1,232

2016

Total
746,189
19,476
399,222
1,879,598
74,332
42,950
17.449
263,336
3,263
109,088
189,352
370,088
305,403
32,376
20,854
59,132
97,993
1,792,176
258,322
88,861
79,331
88,013
6,420
123,933
445.130
1,997,269
160,370
67,193
172,901
4,535,812
209,482
130.580
91,190
17.386
54,667
105,104
153,890
82,918
96,731
65,749
234,320
150.986
115,778
628.365
4-1.675
128.961
321.749
<m.41.900
86.577

by Zip C ode

Recipients
280

13

160

763

11

12

10

110

58
70
186
115
14
12
15
38
720
103
26
33
23

56
185
852

70

22

85

1,620

87

58

48

18
36
59
44
46
30
100
56
59
266
20
60
124
16
49



In-State

Z ifi
99643
99644
99645
99647
99648
99649
99650
99651
93652
99653
99654
99655
99656
99657
99658
99659
99660
99661
99662
99663
9966'f
99665
99666
99667
99669
99670
99671
99672
99674
99675
99676
99677
99678
99679
99680
99681
99682
99683
99684
99685
99686
99687
99688
99689
93690
99691
99692
99693
99694

Ul Benefit

Recular
13,540
23,705

3,051,864
-.4,349
9,356

2; 173
162,673
3,188
683,846
8,758
2,821,115
123,292
1,712
76,062
126,172
122,192
108,980
264,371
71,160
77,167

1,141,180
23,419
30,669

3,555
2.149,964
45.234
155,889
606,333
255,743
548
342,640
8,690
71,443
90,608
125.226
51,364
38,879
163,811
83,555
88,055
662,519
3,647,145
463,463
200.146
29,191
11,474
$509,512
36,355
95,397

Payments and

SFY 2001

EB
416
1,988
156,821
544
966
1,408
32,261
0
38,601
0
138,955
6,681
0
9,717
J.906
10,928
6.078
11,166
2,844
4,837
58,031
0
245
0
118,486
6,098
5,868
38,920
7,734
0
26,059
368
5,902
4,026
14,924
3,839
1,677
10,511
10,697
2,232
30,492
189,647
30,238
10,404
1,038
2,574
$1,704
4,094
2.332

3 of n

Recipients

Total
13,956
25,693

3,210,552

14,893
10,322
28,581

195,894
3,188
723,729
8,758
2,962,438
129,973
1,712
86,531
133.646
133,120
115.058
275,537
74,896
82,004
1,200,923
24,105
30,914
3,555
2,271,682
51,332
164,393
646,293
263,477
548
368,699
9,058
78,221
95,562
141/66
55,203
40,556
174,322
100,504
90,287
693,011
3,838,646
493.701
210.942
31,301
14,048
$511,216
40.449
97,729

by Zip C ode

ReciDients
n

19
1,278
5

6

9

68

1

276
5
1,132
76

1

35

73
52
58
102
35
33
528
1

14

3
935
19

88
258
101

161

34
50
56
30
20
74
47
43
294
1,487
204
88
16
12
255
15
46



In-State

Zie>
99697
99699
99701
99702
99703
99704
99705
99706
99707
99708
99709
99710
99711
99712
99714
99716
99720
99721
99722
99723
99724
99725
99726
99727
99729
99730
99732
99733
99734
99736
99737
99738
99739
99740
99741
99742
99743
99744
99745
99746
99747
99748
99749
99750
99751
99752
99753
99754
99755

Ul Benefit

TOI

Reaular
3,999
2,358

2.442,156
141,100
264.891

4,984

2,297,828
265,266

1,311,881

1.295,675

2,077,404
247,144
353,144
847,139
15S.503

93,680
50,435
93,373
58,666
822,070
9,969
92,666
20,270
162,465
103,554
47,971
3,750
19,779
992
53,729
614,510
38,422
109,995
225,515
113,290
112,180
261,773
45,800
13,761
87,718
50,004
70,207
J8.277
92,041
27,832
$391,414
131,778
10,077
113,835

Payments an

d

spy 2001

EB
680

0
101,017
4,132
12,870
1,376
82,599
0.034
43,580
48,105
88,330
11,458
11,426
18,960
1,804
5,962
5,072
1,876
4,734
53,520
0
3,846
0
13,496
6,432
2,674
430
4.068
0
2,188
55,656
3,371
11,732
28,862
9,814
11.216
18,952
3.584
1,356
6,536
132
378
8,536
10,482
4,716
$7,154
7,592
0
8,422

4 Of 6

R ecipients

OO OO0 O0OO0OO0oOOo

48

N
~
(e}
[e¢]

e eolNeolololNolololNo

660

1,498

1,088

944

608
312
$366
780

o

Total
4,679
2,358

2,545,485
145,232
277,761

6,360

2,380,703
274,300

1,355,461

1,343,780

2,165,734
258,602
364,570
866,099
158,307

99,642
55,555
95,249
63,400
875,862
9,969
96,512
20,270
178,729
109,986
50,645
4,180
23,847
992
55,917
670,166
41,793
121,727
255,037
123,104
124,894
280.725
50,472
15,117
94.254
50,136
71,529
146,813
103,131
32,860
$398,934
140,150
10,877
122,257

by Zip C ode

Recipients
3

1
1,123
55
112
2
938
117
565
543
881
102
159
354
70
45
24
37
27
316

41
50

38
19

©

20
235
14
50
92
36
58
104
19

38
20
34
54
47
14
154
48

53



In-State Ul Benefit Payments and Recipients by Zip C ode

SFY 2001

ZiQ Reaular EB SSB Total ReciDients
99756 17,841 852 0 18,693 8
99757 9,840 744 0 10,584 3
99758 45,054 4,103 0 49,157 21
99759 48,366 1,632 0 49,998 14
99760 231,173 9,443 912 241,528 90
99761 125,577 5,242 1,314 132,133 52
99762 567,008 40,408 374 607,790 236
99763 186,909 11,259 752 198,920 75
99764 110,019 8,595 0 118,614 41
99765 114,128 6,976 736 121,840 52
99766 212,497 18,162 404 231,063 88
99767 8,692 304 0 8,996 3
99768 47,331 4,130 0 51,461 21
99769 146,585 12,612 378 159,575 65
99770 225,658 14,263 784 240,705 101
99771 69,835 5.496 770 76,101 36
99772 194,729 17,930 1,102 213,761 79
99773 77,022 2,652 1,024 80,698 22
99774 36,430 3,972 0 40,402 19
99775 39,692 1,156 0 40,848 24
99776 27,691 4,360 0 32,051 15
99777 89,598 8,664 0 98,262 35
99778 59,732 1,582 0 61,314 26
99779 27,786 1,884 0 29,670 n
99780 566,850 32,385 378 599,613 237
99781 34.729 1,164 0 35,893 20
99782 154,452 11,814 0 166,266 S0
99783 30,872 450 0 31,322 17
99784 31,325 332 0 31,657 16
99785 75,691 4,746 784 81,221 36
99786 44,961 5,550 0 50,511 23
99788 12,452 0 0 12,452 9
99789 15,898 0 0 15,898 13
99790 7,918 0 0 7,918 2
99791 61,454 400 0 61,054 20
99801 2,019,811 78,102 1,744 2,099,657 967
99802 551,109 20,263 1,036 572,408 253
99803 619,587 12,405 192 632.184 285
99806 124 0 0 124 1
99820 129,453 13.165 0 142,618 69
99821 182,459 5,024 222 187,705 76
99624 265,495 8,590 0 274.085 125
99625 1,518 0 0 1,518 1
99826 138,355 7,291 460 146,106 51
99827 $595,641 $35,343 $640 S631,624 259
99828 780 0 0 780 1
99829 466,955 10,194 976 478,125 196
99830 411,997 13,059 592 425,648 169
99832 35.079 2,036 1,064 38,179 21

50f6



In-State Ul Benefit Payments and Recipients by Zip Code

SFV 2001

zie Regular EB SSB Total Recioients
99833 621,356 28,315 0 649,671 280
99835 911,477 17,920 0 929,397 441
99836 13,156 208 0 13,364 7
99840 327,233 21,564 0 348,797 137
99841 9,911 252 0 10,163 6
99850 44,268 1,344 0 45,612 17
99901 2,115,306 73,917 1,194 2,190,417 1,019
99918 126,696 1,496 0 128,192 41
99919 242,099 7,601 100 249.800 93
99921 656,554 30,895 668 688,117 285
99922 147,621 4,414 1,088 153,123 64
99923 42,191 4,337 0 46,528 19
99925 366,754 12,531 0 379,285 142
99926 477,858 62,970 590 541,418 219
99927 8,072 696 0 8,768 4
99928 296,641 4,837 0 301,478 136
99929 580.444 17,669 624 598,737 259
99950 141,110 11,176 0 152,286 46
Total $98,868,631 $4,682,082 $109,404 $103,660,117 43,033

Source: Alaska Department of Labor & Workforce Development
Research and Analysis Section

Ul Claimant Characteristic Data File for SFV 2001

Record Select: Office > 0000 and ZIP > 995000

Create by Jim Wilson R&A
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Amount of Ui Berefit Payments by Census Area, 2000

Stato U1l

Consus Areas Rogular
©)

Aleutians East 0 351,010
Aleutians West CA 549,749
Anchorage Municipality 27,758,874
Bethel CA 2.116,042
Bristol Bay Borough 233,400
DenaliBorough 469,261
Dillingham CA 514,105
Fairbanks N Star B 10,354,204
Haines Borough 465,105
Juneau Borough 3,110,537
Konal Poninsula B 8,725,248
Kotchikan Gateway 0 2,351,680
Kodiak Island Borough 3,772,339
Lake & Poninsula B 222,840
Matanuska-Susitna B 10,068,664
Noma CA 1.409.283
North Slope Borough 1,281,160
Northwest Arctic B 1,011,901
Prince of Wales-0 K 1,982.556
SitkaBorough 830,729
Skagway-Hoonah-Ang. 856,814
Southeast Fairbanks CA 1,189,155
Valdez - Cordova CA 1,740,231
Wade Hampton CA 1,418,796
Wrangell - Petersburg CA 1,440,215
Yakutat Borough 152,362
Yukon - Koyukuk CA 1.183.709
Area Unknown 2.048,655
In-State Totals 87.718,650
Interstate Totals 17,975,643
Totals AllAreas 105.694,293

Ten-Year Historical Data Series for Census Area Totals

Stale U11/

Stale lit 1/ State Ul 1/
Year Rogular EB
1991 112.153,789 9.281.316
1992 121,771,570 3,601
1993 105,041,423 579
1994 117.904,643 14,895,807
1995 113,609,324 7.248,703
1096 114,031,040 6,900,444
1997 106.885 202 5.438,470
1996 109,037.747 5,478,978
1099 117.903,392 6,842.307
2000 105.094.293 4,721.720

EB
*)

8,058
12,315
1,241,426
137,212
10,422
32,866
17,772
508,124
38,827
117,217
678,465
87,499
85,918
2,524
521,804
99,735
69,002
73,363
98,596
31,399
33,915
74,996
118,069
92.620
49,583
708
81,131
110.315

4.434,881 1

286.845

4,721,726 2.

UCFE
Rogular

3.316.482
3,897,564
3,627,029
4,630,204
4,343,639
3,3-12,795
2.911,003
3.243.112
2.992,8*3
2681,902

UCFE
Regular

)

0
5,727
568,632
18,403
5,739
83,610
744
363,506
5,286
60,990
89,077
15,942
17,434
10,940
165,515
15,409
4,960
5,328
23,313
34,411
39,713
87,139
20,534
4,942
23.139
0
2,730
55,091

,728,262

953,640

681.902

UCFE
EB

(S

32,057
1,425

5,928
10,086
6.082
328
1,069
522

7,329
1,214

708
268
292
284
282

920

3,815

72.609

14.544

87,153

ucx
Rogular

M

0
0
381,355
7,886
0
0
2,541
293,013
0
13,568
42,039
6,131
1,870
0
68,247
640
0
4,446
0
0
0
13,003
6,658
7,375
0
0
406
23,059

873,217
113,230

980.447

UCX
EB EUC
5) ®
0 0
0 0
14,168 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
22,512 0
0 0
1,712 0
1,354 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 p
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
615 0
0 0
0 0
0 7
1,040 0
41,401 0
3,450 0
44,651 0

UCFE ucx ucXx
Regular SB EUC
214,848 814,743 0 2,708,684
0 2478.242 0 47,069,125
1,767.553 0 68.737,851
449.480 1,280,696 144,039 10,404,385
202,109 1,199,348 57,830 46,0*3
186,912 883,029 49,520 15,094
11.5,401 090,659 34.160 0
115,170 062573 39,421 C
172.029 1,129.9*3 56.767 0
87.153 986,447 *4,851 0

11 Ul *e*) Ul-Cant«vx! (incAO** fsdor*t po<iioni>rui-C««-I»n*d)

21 Th« CUC pmown
Swuce A .

on Apnt JO, 1W*

T\l of Lebdr andWerttore* Dartttpreit. nature!” and Arelyart Sie\Vén

UCJtf repart, Denari Reyma» O/ Industry end Anic

SSB
©)

0

0
16,407
7,055
928

0
2,964
4,901
1,304
4,783
16,088
3,889
1,195
165
12,715
5.773
408
4,852
3,4.0
506
336
5,354
1,662
4.726
1,736
0
5.328
5,899

113,196
2,158

115.354

($)

SSB

473,221
613,796
613,931
304 145
136,008
137,013
90.726
119.680
136.217
115.354

Table
2 .14

Programs
Total

(>

359,068
667,791
30,012,919
2,288,823
250,495
591,665
538,126
11,556,346
508,522
3,308,815
9,558,953
2,465,469
3,879,825
236,991
10,844,274
1.532,254
1,355,550
1,099 890
2.106 593
897.315
935,778
1,370,029
1,887.438
1,529,356
1,515,593
153,070
1,287,209
2.244,059

94,982.216
10.349.5-0

114,331,726

Al
Pr grams
ToW

129.053..-63
175,632,126
180,188,38*:
150,010,059
126,843,010
125,553,553
118,474,227
118,996,089
129.234,098
114.331.728



Administrative Costs, 1990-1999

Federal F.U.T.A. Ul Admin. ES Admin. Total Admin. Grants
Fiscal Collections Grants Grants

Year 1/ ($1,000,000) ($1,000,000) ($1,000,000) ($1,000,000) % of F.U.TA
1990 9.9 15.6 8.3 23.9 241.4
1991 10.2 15.6 8.3 23.9 234.3
1992 10,2 18.7 8.5 27.2 266.7
1993 10.7 19.0 8.6 27.6 257.9
1994 111 19.8 8.8 28.6 257.7
1995 11.4 18.8 8.6 27.4 240.4
1996 11.8 19.4 8.7 28.1 238/
1997 12.5 19.1 8.1 27.2 2174
1998 13.1 20.0 8.1 28.1 2V.5
1999 13.1 20.0 9.4 29.4 *24.4

11 Federal fiscal years are 12-month poriods from October 1ofone yoar through September 30 of tho following yoar.

Nolo: In1995, U.S. Dopnrtmont of Labor estimation methods for FUTA wero changed
Figures In earlier publications of this table will not match these data.

Source: U. S. Dopartmontof Labor, Division of Actuarial Services.



Table

INDUSTRY
Total

Ag/Forestry/Fish
Mining
OH and Gas
Other Mining
Constniction
Manufacturing
Food Products
Lumber 8 Wood
Paper Products
Other Mfg.
Trans/Comm/Util
Trade
Finance/!nsur/R.E.
Services
Public Admin.
Unclassified

Table
3.12

INIXISTRY'

Tttnl
%TCcraLry/Flf

do'n mtQv)

OtheernIrg
fhniiHLn
rtmrfjrairirg

Rxri Piodxxo

Us Tiowr L Wood

ftparPanctu 1

Tnm/OoI\/[]LJJtll

K|mr_e/|nrur,«.£.
ffeavim
[UiUcAdnin.
UV|WB|f|rt|

I o

M&W

JI Benefits Paid, Taxes Assessed,
anr. Covered Payroll by Industry, 2000

Am lunt of Benefits Paid ($)

Regular

96,283,442

861,692
4,182,894
3,216,260

966,634

20,964,432
15,874,854
11,790,761
2,768,104
50,241
1,265,748
8,862,067
16,795,470
4,694,517
20,696,609
2.857,192
490,715

Regular
Ptus 1/2 EB

98,644,310

875.446
4,390,118
3,395,689

994,429

21,459,710
16,092,641
17,918,689
2,823,947
51,372
1,298,633
9,043,093
17,169,810
4,785,371
21,286,041
3,043,065
499,015

Employer
and
Employee
Contributions
Assessed ($)

118,594,969

986,994
10,274,985
9,240,568
1,034,417
15,949,300
11,737,161
7,613,650
1,612,079
7,885
2,503,547
16,350,724
24,291,402
6,053,765
30,737,626
1,972,026
240,986

Total
Payroll ($)

6,793,720,862

42,258,563
875,843,703
780,346,860

95,496,843
672,827,733
450,541,833
240,938,199

63,712,770

452,291
145,438,573
1,219,009,909
1,286,153,035
436,283,201
1,691,628,685

111,258,482

7,915,518

Taxable
Payroll ($)

4,396,915,921

31,476,145
389,279,195
347,185,905

42,093,290
452,222,036
340,363,270
204,848,654

45.137,289

236,764

90,140,563
652,568,364
981,581,690
266,252,966

1,203,532,236

73,477,418

6,162,601

Ul Benefits Paid as a Percent of Taxes Assesssed

and Covered Payroll by Industry,

Regular Benefits as a Percentage of:

Collections

ilk i i ««

Tota)
Payrall

14

|I lm” | in U*M”V\”

«U CLTCJUJXI
Mwutyl

Taxable
Payroll

2000

Percent
of

Total
Payroll
Taxable

64.7

74.5
44.4
445
44.1
67.2
75.5
85.0
70.8
52.3
62.0
53.5
76.3
61.0
71.1
66.0
77.9

Regular Benefits plus 1/2 Extended

Benefitsnaa,Pgrcgp-taaagl’

Collections

0.2
B8
2.1
36,7
3.1
1345
137.1

alytic Smr)f
rWHIItO n*CXT U» UO fn*ut»*»¢ 1< U*c*
linr/<niAr.

Total
Payroll

15
21
05

Taxable
Payroll
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Ul Employer Tax Rates and Maximum Contributions Per Employee, 1994-2002

1994

1.00%
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.03
1.15
1.26
1.50
1.74
1.98
1.98
2.21
2.45
2.69
2.81
2.93
3.05
3.17
3.28
3.40
5.40

0.5

23,800

1995

1.00%
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.07
1.19
1.31
1.55
1.80
2.04
2.04
2.29

.53

.78

.90

.02

.14

W W W N NN

.27
3.39
3.51
5.40

0.5

$23.900

Employer Contribution Rates

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
1.00% 150% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00%
1.Co 1.05 1.01 1.00 1.00
1.00 1.17 1.12 1.00 1.07
1.11 1.28 1.24 1.09 1.18
1.22 1.40 1.35 1.20 1.29
1.34 1.52 1.46 1.30 1.39
1.46 1.63 1-7 1.41 1.50
1.70 1.87 1.80 1.63 1.71
1.94 2.10 2.02 1.84 1.93
2.17 2.33 2.25 2.06 2.14
2.17 2.33 2.25 2.06 2.14
2.41 2.CC 2.47 2.28 2.36
2.65 2.80 2.69 2.49 2.57
2.89 3.03 2.92 2.71 2.79
3.01 3.15 3.03 2.82 2.89
3.12 3.26 3.14 2.92 3.00
3.24 3.38 3.26 3.03 3.11
3.36 3.50 3.37 3.14 3.21
3.48 3.61 3.48 3.25 3.32
3.60 3.73 3.59 3.36 3.43
5.40 5.40 5.40 5.40 5.40

Employee Contribution Fates

0,5 0.58 056 0.54 0.54

Taxable Wage Base

S$24.400 $24,200 524,100 $24,500 $24,800

Maximum Yearly Employer Contribution for Each Employee

S238
238
238
23S
245
274
300
357
414

1,285

S239
239
239
239
256
284
313
370
430
488
488
547
605
664
693
722
750
782
810
839

1,291

S244 $242 $241 $245 S248
244 254 243 245 248
244 283 270 245 265
271 310 299 267 293
298 339 325 294 320
327 368 352 319 345
356 394 378 345 372
415 453 434 399 424
473 508 487 451 479
529 564 542 505 531
529 564 542 505 531
588 620 595 559 585
647 678 648 610 637
705 733 704 664 692
734 762 730 691 717
761 789 757 715 744
791 810 780 742 771
820 847 812 769 706
849 874 839 706 823
878 903 865 823 851

1,318 1,307 1,301 1,323 1.339

2001

1.00%
1.00
1.04
1.14
1.25
1.35
1.45
1.66
1.87
2.08
2.08
2.28
2.49
2.70
2.80
291
3.01
3.11
3.22
3.32
5.40

0.52

$25,500

$255
255
265
291
319
344
370
423
477
530
530

635
683
714
742
768
703
821
847
1.377



Increasing Alaska’'s

Weekly Benefit Amount



The Problem

Ul recipients earning between $27,000 and $35,750 receive partial wage
replacement as low as 36%.

Alaska's maximum weekly benefit amount has increased only 4 times in the last
20 years. The last increase was in 1997. (See chartl)

The maximum weekly unemployment insurance benefit paid to the Alaskan
worker is 23% less than the 2001 poverty-level guidelines. (See chart 6)
S In 1997 the Alaska Poverty Guidelines for a family of three was $351.73.

Alaska median family size is three.

Alaska ranks 47th nationally in terms of the maximum weekly benefit amount
available to claimants. (See chart3)

The Solution

The legislation we propose will raise the maximum weekly benefit amount to
48.5% of the state's current average weekly wage with the final increase. (See

chart2)

The proposal offers a three-phase increase to minimize the impact to employers,
employees, and the Ul Trust Fund.

Increment Benefit Amount WBA Increase Effective Date

Year 1 $248 to $272 $24 Recommend change to read
July 1, 2002

Year 2 $272 to $296 $24 January 1, 2003

Year 3 $296 to $320 $24 January 1, 2004

The advantages of the proposed legislation are:
* Maintain economic stability for communities, businesses and workers.
Enables Alaskan workers to weather periods of unemployment.
[ Alleviates skill shortages by keeping trained workers in Alaska.



W ho Benefits?

¢ When a worker loses their job, their wages are not just lost to the individual and
their family, but to the entire community.

¢ Part of IlI's purpose is to diminish this negative effect, minimizing additional lost
jobs or wages.

¢ Alaskan workers use unemployment insurance benefits to pay for non-deferrable
expenses;
s Rent, food and utilities.

¢ Local businesses are beneficiaries of these benefits for several reasons:
* They supply the rentals, food, and utilities;
* Unemployment benefits are distributed back into the local economy,
benefiting local business during the "off season”, and
s Workers who are temporarily unemployed can stay in Alaska, maintaining
a trained labor force locally.

The impact (seachart5)

¢ The cost for each increment of the 3-phase increase is estimated to be
approximately $3.3 million.

¢ The full impact of the increase in benefit costs (9.6%) will not be reflected in
employer tax rates until 2008.

¢ There is no additional cost to the employer during calendar years 2002 and
2003.

¢ Tax -ates will increase as follows:
2004 increase 0f2.1% equal to $11per employee peryear
2005 increase 0f2.8% equal to $15per employee peryear
2006 increase 0f2.5% equal to $13per empl  a peryear
2007 increase 0f1.8% equalto $10per employee peryear
2008 increase of 0.4% equal to $2 per employee per year

When the cumulative impact (9.6%) of the increased benefit costs Is included in the tax
rate calculation (by 2008), the average employer tax rate will increase from 2.08% to
2.28%; the average employee tax rate will Increase from 0.52% to 0.57%.



Information

Alaska's average weekly benefit amount for CY 2000 was $189.86, which includes
dependence allowance.

In 2000, 43% of claimants had dependents.

In 2000, payment of dependent benefits
y averaged $20 for all claimants.
s averaged $45 for all claimants with dependent allowance.

Beginning in 1997, employers paid 80% of the Average Benefit Cost Rate (ABCR),
and employees paid the other 20%. Employee rates are the same for each
employee. Employer rates vary according to the employer's individual experience
with employee turnover.

For federal fiscal year 1999, Alaska's total administrative grants amounted to
224.4% of the state's FUTA contributions, a good bargain for workers and
employers in the state.

Of Region 6 states, Alaska ranks the third highest for the average weekly wage, but
second from the last for the maximum weekly benefit amount. (See chart4)



Alaska's Maximum W eekly Benefit Amount

$212.00

Amount

$156.00

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1990 2000 2001 2002

Year

Source:Alaska Department of Laror and workforce Development

3/27/2002 2:57 PM



Alaska's Maximum W eekly Benefit Amount as a

Percentage of Average W eekly Wage

National Goal

m Alaska Percentages

70 %
60%
S0%
40%

30%

Pca@ oNIg B

20 %

10%

A National goal of the Unemployment Insurance Program is to provide unemployed persons with 50 percent replacement of their

Note:Alaska's 2001 Average W eekly wage amount is not yet available.

Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development 212712002 2:56 PMm



Maximum W eekly Benefit Amount by State
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Maximum Weekly Benefit Amount as a Percent of Average Weekly Wage for
Region Six States
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Estimated Max Cost per Worker for Average

Employer

(6.5 years to reach cost of 3 step proposal)

WBA increase effective Jul 01 2002

Dollars
700
| _
omooves = None rs 1 +$15 +$13
per year
600 $ 556
$ 530 $ 530 $ 541
500 - T
400 T
300
200
100
0
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Source: Alaska Department of Labor & Workforce Development
Note: A erage Employer = Tax Classes 10 & 11

+$10

$-..579-

AN

2007

+$2

n>x & s /]

B ase cost

Add Cost

2008

Rev Mar 26 2002



Increases to Alaska's Maximum Weekly Benefit Amount
in Comparison to Alaska's Poverty Level since 1982

a MWBA*

m Poverty Level*

Dollars

1983 1984 1990 1997

Source: United States Department of Health and Human Services
Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development 3/27/2002



Explanation of the Delayed Impact
of a Benerit Increase on Tax Rates

An average of the barefrt aosts inourred by the Ul program over a three year period are
used n the callaulation foreach year’s tax rae. Use of the aosts averaged over this sliding
threeyear window moderates the impact of economic changes on te tax-paying
employer.

Three-year periad used t© claulate each year’s tax rae, which seffective January I, B
the three~year perrdending the previous June 30k (the most recant three state fisal
years are used In the calaulatian). Because of this, there 5o Inpact on the tax
calailatin for the year thata berefit Increese Bt ineffect.

The folloving year, assuming aJuly 1steffective date for the barefit Inoreese, once again
none of the Increased aosts are Included N the calaulation. As a resulit, theye sno Inpect
on the tax rates for the second year.

In the third calendar year ttet tte Increese 5 Neffat, tte Increasad aosts from dll of tre
firstyear of the barefrt Inarease are included N the threeyear average and have tte frt
Impact on the tax calaulation. (At this point, one third of the period used alallate tte
average berefit aost s inpacted by tre Inoesse.)

The faurth calendar year toi the Inareesad barefit anount s ineffect, two of tre three
years used N tre calaulataon will reflect the aost Inoresse. The tax rate calaulated for thes
year will incluce two thirds of the total antacipated Increese Nasts.

The frfth year il firally use a th-"e year periad of berefrt cutlay during which te
increese was N effect for the entiire duration in determiining the average berefit asts. The
full impact on tax rates of the barefit Increese aailable to the workers e years earlier
5 In place fram this year forvard.

As s legislation inoreesss the max imum weeklly berefrt amount incramertally over a
threeyear periad, thisccle sactially repeated three tines as barefrt inoreases go Into
effect N 2002, 2003, and 2004. The full inpact of the total berefit Increese, whilch would
firelly be achieved N 2004, will not be reflected in tax rates until January of 2008.

(Cur Ul Actuarial staffgoeaulates treat much of these Inareeses may actually not be
doserveble given the currat low unemployment rate and the steedy growth mowerall
employment statemce. Inotherwords, 1fasst autlays remain lov and more pegple are
employed statemice, the burden of the aosts s pread further and may mask a portion of
te Inpact of the berefrt change on tax rales.)



Tax
Year

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

Fiscal Years Used in Ul Tax Calculations

WBA
272
WBA
296
WBA
320

StateFiscal
CostsUsed
Calculation

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

Year Calculation
in Tax Notes

No new costs in calculation
No new costs in calculation
Has all of FY 2003

All FY 2003, all FY 2004

All FY 2003, all FY 2004, all FY 2005
-Full cost of $272 WBA in calculation

All FY 2004, all FY 2005, all FY 2006
-Full cost of $2S6 WBA in calculation

All FY 2005, all FY 2006, all FY 2007
-Full cost of $320 WBA in calculation



ZiE Reaular EB ssa 'l otal Recipients

901 $1,631,30 $72,106 4,656 $1,738,140 879
99502 1,956,408 68,713 1,62 2,006,748 8B
99503 2,230,807 108,227 1,30 2,335,44 1,082
904 3,678,229 158,910 2,991 3,840,130 1,674
99506 133,82 8,34 0 142,236 56
99506 15,94 6,98 0 12,92 57
99507 3,154,026 109,432 0 3,263,433 1,36
99508 3,797,597 161,317 2,088 3,961,002 1,2
99509 536,84 24,4A 0 611,283 272
99510 530,741 716 0 54,457 21
9pl1 98,34 14.38 0 523,327 19%
9614 88,84 26,256 1,08 556,107 28
90515 2,151,5/5 6,338 1,98 2,218,851 9A
99516 1,144,881 2,3 0 1,187,223 438
99517 1,598,406 73,745 8% 1,638,106 735
99518 1,142,58 41,874 12 1,134,50 44
99519 3,60 3,707 0 8,376 A
99520 435,153 13,100 0 448,253 210
9621 381,027 2,737 1,168 408,932 146
90522 307,64 7,671 A4 316,20 117
99623 38,510 2,138 0 590,648 217
90624 56,634 23,80 0 619,543 26
9940 3,643 1,94 0 20,627 24
9946 38,216 915 0 3,131 13
9047 4,20 0 0 4,20 4
9948 10,452 0 72 10,54 9
99649 37,583 4,774 0 42,367 18
99550 51,4% 938 0 R,44 2
O51 143,167 15,15 0 18,22 72
99552 3A,028 608 0 34,636 24
99553 /5,618 Xl 0 75,80 4
964 N,378 2,/A 0 97,11L 57
90655 9,652 2,30 0 12,022 7
99556 513,526 31,723 0 45,249 208
99557 123,98 11,58 &40 136,46 5
99558 9,176 70 0 9,246 8
99559 2,138 0,89 2,816 83,653 3A
9661 104,956 7,45 976 113,307 49
99563 212,436 17,281 3,24 232,981 A
P54 21,906 1,28 0 2, A 13
90565 5,40 1,80 0 7,30 3
996566 90,288 9,1 0 90,490 23
90567 1,030,938 48,675 0 1,00,233 430
906568 87,441 6,768 0 A, 20 a
996569 12,743 174 0 12,917 10
9b/1 2,92 1,04 0 2,976 7
909572 106,028 9,9% 0 115,94 46
99673 $341,343 $21,077 $0 $362,420 1%



zie
99574
99575
99576
99577
99578
99579
99580
90581
99583
99585
99586
99587
99588
99589
99590
99591
99602
99603
99604
99605
99606
99607
99608
99609
99510
99611
99612
99613
99614
99615
99620
99621
99622
99624
99625
99626
99627
99628
99630
99631
99632
99633
99634
99635
99636
99637
99639
99640
99641

Reaular
705,878
17,632
376,150
1,792,054
70,160
41,462
17,329
239,373
3,263
101,433
173,404
362,888
282,342
30,225
20,053
54,108
90,239
1,705,135
236,387
81,832
73,373
77,231
6,748
113,498
419,190
1,902,936
160,370
60,496
159,712
4,419,101
202,050
123,450
85,616
16,080
49,171
91,385
148,418
78,409
85,636
62,497
225,929
145,406
107,387
592,351
42,163
117,662
297,398
$37,433
83,238

EB
40,311
1,580
22,608
87,544
4,172
1,488
120
23,963
0
7,655
15,164
7,200
23,061
2,151
801
5,024
7,754
85,868
20,391
7,029
5,958
10,782
1,672
8,763
23,468
92,957
0
5,801
12,165
135,172
5,536
6,506
5,206
1,306
4,520
13,365
7,472
4,509
10,911
3,252
8,391
5.580
7,447
33,116
2,512
10,079
24,351
53,507
2,107

20(6

Total
746,189
19,476
399,222
1,879,598
74,332
42,950
17,449
263,336
3,263
109,088
189,352
370,088
305,403
32,376
20,854
59,132
97,993
1,792,176
258,322
88,861
79,331
88,013
8,420
123,933
445,130
1,997,269
160,370
67,193
172,901
4,555,812
209,482
130,580
91,190
17,386
54,667
105,104
155,890
82,918
96,731
65,749
234,320
150,986
115,778
628,365
44,675
128,961
321,749
$41,900
86,577

Recipients
280

13

160

763

41

12

10

110

58
70
186
115
14
12
15
38
720
103
26
33
23

56
185
852

70

22

85

1,620

87

58

48

18
36
59
44
46
30
100
56
59
266
20
60
124
16
49



In-State Ul Benefit Payments and Recipients by Zip Code

Zif

Reaular
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SFY 2001
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$511,216
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zie
99756
99757
99758
99759
99760
99761
99762
99763
99764
99765
99766
99767
99768
99769
99770
99771
99772
99773
99774
99775
99776
99777
99778
99779
99780
99781
99782
99783
99784
99785
99786
99788
99789
99790
99791
99801
99802
99803
99806
99820
99821
99824
99825
99826
99827
99828
99829
99830
99832

Reaular
17,841
9,840
45,054
48,366
231,173
125,577
567,008
186,909
110,019
114,128
212,497
8,692
47,331
146,585
225,658
69,835
194,729
77,022
36,430
39,692
27,691
89,598
59,732
27,786
566,850
34,729
154,452
30,872
31,325
75,691
44,961
12/52
15,898
7,918
61,454
2,019,811
551,109
619,587
124
129,453
182,459
265,495
1,518
138,355
5595,641
780
466,955
411,997
35,079

EB
852
744
4,103
1,632
9,443
5,242
40,408
11,259
8,595
6,976
18,162
304
4,130
12,612
14,263
5,496
17,930
2,652
3,972
1,156
4,360
8,664
1,582
1,884
32,385
1,164
11,814
450
332
4,746
5,550
0

0
0

400
78,102
20,263
12,405

0

13,165
5,024
8,590

0

7,291
535,343

0

10,194
13,059
2,036

50f 6

]
[ee]

Total
18,693
10,584
49,157
49,998

241,528
132,133
607,790
198,920
118,614
121,840
231,063
8,996
51,461
159,575
240,705
76,101
213,761
80,698
40,402
40,848
32,051
98,262
61,314
29,670
599,613
35,893
166,266
31,322
31,657
81,221
50,511

12,452

15,898

7,918
61,854
2,099,657
572,408
632,184
124
142,618
187,705
274,085
1,518
146,106
5631,624
780
478,125
425,648
38,179

Recipients
8

3
21
14
90
52
236
75
41
52
88
3
21
65
101
36
79
22
19
24
15
35
26
u
237
20
50
17
16
36
23
9
13
2
20
967
253
285

69
76
125

51
259

196
169
21



zie Reaular EB SSB Total Recipients

9833 621,356 28315 0 649671 280
9BH onAr7 17920 0 929397 441
BB 13156 208 0 13364 7
B340 327233 21564 0 348,797 137
oAl ol 252 0 10,163 6
22330) 44268 1344 0 45612 17
2220l 2,115,306 73917 1194 2190417 1,019
90018 126696 1496 0 128,192 41
90019 24200 7,601 100 249800 xB
eeoul 65654 08Hb 63 688117 285
2222/ 147,62 4414 1,088 153,123 o4
03 42191 4337 0 46,528 19
22 22) 366,/A 12531 0 379285 142
RP6 477858 62970 0 541,418 219
X7 8072 66 0] 8,768 4
2664 43837 0] 301478 136
O 580444 17639 64 598,737 20
0 141,110 11,176 0] 152,286 46
otal $98,868,631  $4,682,082 $109,404 $103,660,117 43,033

Source: Alaska Department of Labor &Workforce Development
Research and Analysis Section

Ul Claimant Characteristic Data File for SFi* 2001

Record Select: Office >J000and ZIP >926000

Create by Jim Wilson R&A

6 of 6



Amount of Ul Benefit Payments by Census Area, 2000 | r o

aple
2.14
Al
State ULV  State U11/ UCFE UCFE ucx ucx * Programs
Census Areas Rogular EB Rogular EB Regular EB EUC SSB Total
©) ®) (©) ® ) ©® *) ©® (©)
Aleutians EasIB 351,010 8,058 0 0 0 0 0 0 359,068
Aleutians Wost CA 649,749 12,315 5,727 0 0 0 0 0 667,791
Anchorage Municipality 27,758,874 1,241,426 568632 32057 381,355 14,168 0 10407 30,012,919
Bethel CA 2,116,042 137,212 18,403 1,425 7,886 0 0 7,855 2,288,823
Bristol Bay Borough 233,406 10,422 5,739 0 0 0 0 928 250,495
DenallBorough 469,261 32,866 83,810 5,928 0 0 0 0 591,665
Dillingham CA 514,105 17,772 744 0 2,541 0 0 2,964 538,126
Fairbanks N Star 8 10,354,204 508,124 363506 10086 293,013 22,512 0 4901 11,556,346
HalnesBorough 465,105 36,827 5,286 0 0 0 0 1,304 508,522
Junoau Borough 3,110,537 117,217 60,998 0 13,568 1,712 0 4783 3,308,815
Kenai Peninsula B 8,725,248 678,465 89,077 8082 42639 1,354 0 16083 9,558,953
Ketchikan Gateway B 2,351,680 87,499 15,942 328 6,131 0 0 3,880 2,465,469
Kodiak Island Borough 3,772,339 85,918 17434 1,069 1,870 0 0 1195 3,879,825
Lake & Peninsula B 222,840 2,524 10,940 522 0 0 0 165 236,991
Matanuska-SusitnaB 10,068,664 521,804 165,515 7329 68247 0 0 12,715 10,844,274
NomeCA 1,409,283 99,735 15,409 1214 840 0 0 5773 1,532,254
North Slape Borough 1,281,180 69,002 4,960 0 0 0 0 408 1,355,550
Northwest Arctic B 1,011,901 73,363 5,328 0 4,446 0 0 4,852  1,091.890
Prince of Wales-0 K 1,982,556 96,596 23313 708 0 0 0 3420 2,106,593
Sitka Borough 830,729 31,399 41 268 0 0 0 508 897,315
Skagway-Hoonah-Ang. 056,814 33915 39,713 0 0 0 0 336 935,778
Southeast Fairbanks CA 1,189,155 74,996 87,139 292 13,093 0 0 5354 1,370,029
Valdez-Cordova CA 1,740,231 118,069 20534 284 6,658 0 0 1,662 1,887,438
Wade Hampton CA 1,418,796 92,620 4,942 22 7,375 615 0 4726 1,529,350
Wrangell - Petersburg CA  1,440.215 49,583 23,139 920 0 0 0 1736 1,515,593
Yakutat Borough 152,362 708 0 0 0 0 0 0 153,070
Yukon - Koyukuk CA 1,193,709 81,131 2,730 3815 496 0 0 5328 1,287,209
Area Unknown 2,048,655 110,315 F5.001 0 23059 1,040 0 5859  2.244,059
In-Slate Totals 87,718650 4,434,881 1728262 72609 873,217  .1,401 0 113196 94,982216
Interstate Totals 17,975,643 286,845 953640 14544 113230 3,450 0 2,158 19,349,510
TotalsAllArc-as 105,694,293 4,721,726 2,381,902  87.153 986447 44851 0 115354 114,331,726

Ten-Year Historical Data Series for Census Area Totals ($)

Al

State U1l/ State Ul I/ UCFE UCFE ucx UCX Programs

Yoar Rogular EB Regular EB Regular B EUC SSB Total
1991 112,153,789 9,281,316 3,316,482 214,828 814,743 0 2798834 473221 129,053,263
1992 171,771,578 3,801 3,897,584 0  2476,242 0 47,069.125 613,796 175,832,126
1993 105041,423 579 3,827,029 0 1,767,553 0 68737851 813,931 leo. 168,366
194 117,934,643 14,895,807 4,536,264 449,480 1,280,696 144,639 10,494,385 304,145 150,010,059
1995 113,601\324 7,248,703 4,343.639 202,109 1,199,348 57,836 46,043 138,008 126,843.010
19%6 114,031,810 6,906,444 3.342.795 186,912 883,029 49,526 15,994 137,013 125,553,553
1997 108,885,202 5,438,470 2,911,603 115,401 998,659 34,166 0 90./26 118,474,227
1098 109,037,747 5,478,078 3,243,112 115,178 982,573 39421 0 119,680 118,996,689
1999 117,903,392 6,842,307 2,992,843 172,629 1,129,943 56,767 0 136,217 129,234,098
2000 105,894,293 4,721,726 2,681,902 87,153 986,447 44,851 0 115354  114.331,728




Administrative Costs, 1990-1999

@ UTA  UAdh ' Tad AhinGats

Yal @and) @) @aoan @aoan wdRJTA
19D ) 6 a3 239 A4
e 0% 56 83 239 2313
2% 102 187 85 212 o/
198 10J4 10 86 2/6 509
9 1 18 88 86 D/ (
195 1n4 188 86 274 24
95 13 A 8/ Al 231
19 125 19, 8l 202 276
198 11 A0 8l Al 245
199 11 20 A XA 224

1/ Federal fiscal years are 12-month periods from October 1of one year through September 30 of the followtng year.

Note: In 1995, U.S. Department of Labor estimation mothuJs for FUTA wero changed
Figures In oarllorp' licatlons of this table will not match these data.

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Division ol Actuarial Services.
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3.11 Ul Benefits Paid, Taxes Assessed,
and Covered Payroll by Industry, 2000
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Ul Employer Tax Rates and Maximum Contributions Per Employee, 1994-2002

Employer Contribution Rates

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000) A0 200%
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Employee Contribution Rates
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Estimated Max Cost Paid by Worker

(6.5 years to reach cost of 3 step proposal)

WBA increase effective Jul 01 2002

Dollars
Increase = None
cost for

employee
150
100
50
0

2002 2003 2004 2005 200b 2007 2008
Source: Alaska Department of Labor & Workforce Development Rev Apr 03 2002

Note: All Employees pay the same tax rate



(Presented by ASCC President Pamela La Bollc to House Finance Committee on 4/27/01.)

ALASKA STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
Position Statement

CSHB 58 (L&C) =Unemployment Compensation Berefits

CSHB 5S (L&C) proposes 1o increese the max imum weekly berefit anount (MWBA) for
unemployment canpensation bv 29% above the present leel ata aost of S10 million. The
Alaska State Chamber of Commerce believes this inoreese 1o be eorbitant.

With the supplemental berefit for dependents alloned under Alaska law, e MW B A ranges now
between S248 and S320, or between 39% and 50% of the average wetxly wage. With tre
proposed Inoreese, tteMW B A woulld range between 50% and 61% of the average weeklly wege.

Alaska State Chamber of Commerce members were sunveyed on HB 58 and 86% of the
respondents opposed the Increesss proposed inthe legislation:
60% wanted no Incresse Ntte MWB A
26% said the 1noresse should be less then artter S284 or S320
12% supported an Increese Ntte MWB A ©S234 (proposed i the origirel il
2% supported an Inoreese NntteMWB A 1©S320

Recognizing thet the kst increese mtte MW B A oocourred 4years ago and thet some inoreese n

teMWB A may be goorgoriate, the Alaska Stale Chamber swilling to support tte Inoreese O

S272 proposed nSection 10FCSHB 58 (L&C). This Ban inareese of 10% and sststte MWB A
na rage of between S272-S344 .or between 43% and 54% of the average weekly wage.

Wc arc opposed o the further increases proposed in Sectians 2 and 3 of the il



ALASKA STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
Position Statement

CSHB 58 (L&C) -Unemployment Compensation Berefits

CSHB 58 (L&C) proposes o inoreese the maximum weekly berefit anount (MWBA) for
unemployment campensation bv 29% above tre presait leel. Alaskas employers would pay
the aost of the Inorease, whilch S10 million. The Alaska State Chamber of Commerce keliees
this Increese to be earbitant.

Under CSHB 58, the increese would occur in three increments: from the aurrant S248 perweek
©S272 N2002; ©S290 N2003; and ©S320 N2004. Alaska isone of 12 states tret also

provide a supplemental weekly berefit of S24 per dependent, up 1 3 dependents, or S72.
Therefore, the max imum weekly berefit amount under current law ranges between S248-S320.

The stated goal of the Alaska Department of Labor stohave te MWB A be 50% ofAlaskas
average weekly wage, which they say 5S340. Under aurait law, te MW B A ranges between
S248 and S320, or between 39% and 50% of tre average weekly wage. With the proposed
e, te MW B A would range between 50% and 61% of the average weekly wage.

Alaska Su»e Chamber of Commerce members responding toasurvey on HB 58 said tte
folloming:
60% wanted no increese Ntte MWB A
12% supported an increese NtteMWB A 105284 (proposed in the origiral kil
2% supported an increese Ntte MWB A 1©S320
26% said the inareese should be less then ertter of the these amounts

86% of the respondents opposed the Increases proposed in 11B 3.

Recognizing tret tre st increase ntte MW B A ocourred 4ycars ago and ttet some Increese n

tteMWBA may be gprgoriate, the Alaska State Chamber swilling o suppct the inoreese ©

S272 proposed inSection 10FCSHB 58 (L&C) . This san inorease of 10% and sststte MWB A
na rage of between S272-S344, or between 43% and 54% of the average weekly wege,

Wc are opposed to tre furtter Inoreasss proposed N Sectians 2 and 3 of tre [illl.



Alaska State Chamber of Commerce

Unemployment Compensation Increase Survey
Comments Received

This system ot a one siz fitsdl. A ktof snall businessss with a few employees never
draw these barefits, and some businesses are seasoal and some are ot Yet we dll pay te

same rae!

There i a problem with pegple who work the system. Example: Showing up ke or not
showing up a dl, gettarg firad and drawing this utal i rus a. Again and agaln some
employers have had to alert others of repeat offeders ual they firelly move aut of the area.

Average wages in Alaska fran 1997 to present have increesed an average of 1-2.5% each
year. Unemployment inareases tobe at the same leel wouldntbe at 14-25%, but sanething

fa ks

Unemployment Insurance should be treated like any other insurance. Hran individial hes

numerous claims, they shauld have a higher rae. Example: A person thet works n te
summer and collects unemployment berefits in the winter. Sometimes even living n Hanail,

Eic. Perhaps reduced berefits for repeated clains!
No Increese ntaes, we pay enough now!

Keep tte employers” rate at 2.08% and inoreese tre employees” ratle t© .64 n 2003 ad
iInrease 0 .74 N 2006. This san enployee barefrt trat employees shoulld ot be reguired ©©
burden.

Do not give itto the Department of Labor to axtrol. This would ke like icttarg the prisos be
run by arimirals.

Deny berefits © those employees who woluttarily resign or leave a positian. Cover only
those employees who arc employed through no feult of ttelronn.

Due  tre gclical rature of stale employment and 1o the \arigbillity of job ssauty, a 50%
weekly wage average minimum barefit anount s the lesst we can do to add o tre stahillity

of our caommunities through wage—-eamer aasistacy.

The more you pay I unemployment compensation, the more this will become another
welfare program and take away pegple’s notivation to fird another jdb. We need inontives

o get people 1© lodk farwork not deterrants to keep them from working.

Employee and employer aottributios should be adjusted prgoorticetely. The proposed
Increase nminimum wage, IFinplemented, will sighthicantdy Inpaect average wage Statstics.
Inplications should be analyzed prior toactaon.



Itstrikes me that we should encourage businesses rather then noalize them with increesed
taes, no matter how srall. The legislature should retain aottrol over berefrt amount and not

ket the Judgement of indexing sttle leel of beefit.
Per cgoita and nonexistatt inflatian, trere s no raticel reason O INOeese tre baefit
anount.

Using 3% mnflatian rate compounded yaelds:
1997-S248

1998-S255.44

1999-5263.10

2000-5270.99

2001-S279.13

Unemployment checks were never intended 1 replace wages or meet “minimum wage'
stadarts.  Incressing weekly berefits willl only sene 1o keep the person unemployed laer.
Hey, what Bwrong with adding a few bucks between joos? Keep ittret way and we won*t
have tadd another 5 million collars 1o our cefiart spending goeratting budoet.



ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS OF ALASKA
POSITION PAPER

CSHB 58-UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION BENEFITS

AGC position

Construction sa seasomal industry and unemployment isunfortunately part of the
Iife of a construction worker. AGC strogly agrees with the original intent of the
program -promote economic stability by maintaining purchasing power and
prevent the dispersal of an enployer”s trained workforce. We recognize thett
increasing Ul berefits willl have a sighrficat impact on construction employers. We
also recognize that Ul berefits represent a safety net for seasonal workers. Lastly,
we recognize that some increase N berefrts sprobably necessary.

However, we do not support the apparent policy shift that vl tie unemployment
berefits to changes In the state average weekly wage. One of the original ternants of
Ul sthat the berefits are temporary. They sernve 1o provide berefits between
periods ofemployment. Any policy trat vl arbitrarily increase berefits without
consideration of the job markets and claimant needs w il not properly sene tre
needs of all Alaskans.

Unemployment berefits should not kil the incentive to seek employment. At tre
proposed maximum of S320 a claimant will receive more than spossible at the
proposed minimum wage. Hfa person can receive the equivalent of S8 per hour In
unemployment, how much more Bnecessary to etice the individual to acoept a
temporary job? When the State sexXperiencing historically low rates of
unemployment, this issLe of discouraging workers from seeking temporary
employment s counter productive. Alaska sexperiencing a labor shortage, yet we
are considering a new policy that will only exacerbate the problem. ktoould be
argued that claimants should not be forced 1o take a de*_leaning job or a job thet B
beneath treir leel ofexperience. But higher income workers that have a proven
work history are exactly the profile of employees that employers are seeking for
temporary jdos. This group ofworkers should not be eliminated or removed from
the workforce because of an arbrtrary government policy.

AGC docs beliae an increase in the 111 berefits sneeded. We beliee that tre
proposed increase 10 S272, not $320 sadequate at this tine. Wc also keliee that
the taxes necessary 1o pny for this Increase should he paid by proportionately
incressing the tax rate levied on both employers and employees. Wc cannot support
the policy shift that bases Alaska™s Ul berefits on the state average weekly wage .



History of Unemployment Insurance

Enacted over sixty years ago as a Federal-State partrership, the unemployment
insurance program (UI) has been a major source of temporary income support for
lard-offworkers seekingwork. Alaska’sUl program predates statehood by more
than 20 years.

On both tre naticnal and state kedl, the program san Insurance program. Money
sollected from both the employer and employee and isadninistered by the State
as a self—-iInsurance program. As originally conceived, the program was designed
promote economic stebility by maintaining purchasing power and preventing the
dispersal ofan employer s trained workforce. The Ul program sthe largest worker
protection program for job loss. It snot means-tested and savailable for dl eligible
workers. Another key feature of the Ul program sthat the amount of State Ul

taxes sbased on an individual employer s experience with unemployment. This
feature was designed to encourage greater stability in employment by creating a
firancial disincentive for employers to lay offworkers.

Issues addressed INnCSHB 58

CSHB 58 wall increase the maximum weekly payout from the current leel of S248
for a singleworker and S320 for a claimant with dependents to S320 for a sirgle
claimant and S392 for claimants with dependents. A primary motivation for this
increase B that the max imum weekly payment to a sirgle claimant inAlaska B
38.8% of the average weekly wage. Based on this statastac, Alaska i reputed to have
the lonest wage replacement rate In the nation. To pay for this increase in berefits,
the il proposes o increase the tax rate o employers from 2.08% t© 2.28%, or
approximately ten percent. Employee tax rateswould increase from .54% to .57%

or approximately six peroent.
Alaska Perspective

The decision to base the maximum weekly payout to average weekly wage

represents a policy shift for (leeState of Alaska. Many states determine the

max imum weekly benefit amount by setting an amount that the legislature arrives
at after considering factors important and unique 1o treir state. Other states allov
the maximum weekly berefit to fluctuate as a percentage of thelr average weeklly
wage. The percentages adopted range from 50% in the District of Columbia, Puerto
Rico, South Dakota and Nevada © 70% inHawaii and Washington. In the
background information the Department of Labor provided to the billl they indicted
that the federal government surging a replacement rate of 75%.

Hone were to specullate about the long terms goals of the proponents of this hill, it
might seem reasonable to argue that 50% of the state average weekly wage Bjust



the first step on the road 1o the federal recommendation of 75%. Nowhere does this
bl deal with the question of need, desire to Ine In a particular region during period
of unemployment, or the Impact on an individual s motivation to secure temporary
employment when unemployed. These are important elements to the question ofan
appropriate leel of unemployment insurance payments for Alaska and should not
be brushed aside by the adoption ofa mathematical solution.



Alaska State Lagislature

Pkue rater into the record ny testimony tothe Saretc Bmittoe Committee
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Januarv 12.2001

The Honorable Brian Forter
Speaker of the House
Alaska State Lagislature
State Copitol

Juneau. AK 99801-1182

Dear Speaker Rarter:

Aladka’s economy includes many seesoral iroLstries with employees who rely on treir
unemployment berefits to filll the gaps between times ofwork. The currant rate of
unemployment insurance payments flkswoefully dort nhelping families cover livirg
eqanses. Alada™s unemployment insurance provides the lonest peroentage of tre State™s
average weekly wage ofany state. Our max imum weekly berefit amount of S248 ranks 50hof
the 50 shes.

To correct this inadequecy. 1am transmintting this il © inarease unemployment Insurance
berefits and then index the barefits to the Statie™s average weekly wage, <o ttet future
adjustments woulld be automatiic and synchronized 1o the Sate™seconomy .

Under this il the maximum weekly berefit amount would increese January 1 2002. 1© S234.
Those eaming S31.250 or more per year would be eligible far tasmaximum berefit. A year
Har, the maximum weekly barefrt amount would be Indexed to tre average weekly wage intte

stake lar tre preceding fisal year, setat fifty paroent of ttetwage. Based on aurant projectias,
the maximum weekly berefit amount 2003 would be S320 for those claimants who eamed
$35,500 or more.

1 urge your prompt and favorablle action on this measure.

Sincerelv

f-113 S8



SENATE COMMITTEE REPOR.

DATE: 5/5/01

Labor and Commerce Committee considered

FURTHER: State Affairs
Finance

DATE TURNED , f »
IN TO OFFICE: n ’

CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 58(L&C)

"An Act relating to the calculation and payment of unemployment compensation benefits; and providing for an

effective date."

and recommends:
[ ] be replaced with CS
[ ] adoptprevious = CS
[ ] attached amendment(s)
[ ] adopt Letter of Intentby
[ 1 further referral to

NEW FISCAL NOTE(S):

Department

[ 1 APPROPRIATION - no fiscal note

SIGNATURES A*D RECOMMENDATIONS:

Ch#,r: A ks\

Date Fiscal Zero FN# |

Senate Bil:
[ ]same .itle

( ) [ jnew title
House Bill:

( ) [ ]same title
[ ]technical title
[ ]new: SCR #_

Committee
Committee

PREVIOUS FISCAL NOTE(S):

Department Date Fiscal Zero FN#
(L 4/3 *
3/2- 3
lio / 1
Do Do Not

No Rec Amend
Pass Pass



HB 58-UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION BENEFITS
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

SIGN-1IN
NAME: — Ct £ O C-LAi-A'"i-——————— SbjectBill Noz mn° AN
0 (kC T -V >/,n <Cn
Co.Opt/Titde: ——— — —— nhore:

Do you wish to testafy? Y Yes No _“IRespond To Questions

/

JAME: - mmmmmmmmmm—mm—— oo Qubject/Bill No: A A
"o/t /Titdc: m”Y ,CT N Phone:————————————————
acoress: Zip:
Do you wish lo testafy? "N Yes No Respond To Questions
NAME : [ S T Qubject/Bill No: AoAx
Co./Daot/Tille: G plt—"N e o phone.—————————————————
Addressi:-—-—-—————————————————  — Zip

Do you wish to testafy? Yes No Respond To Questions

NAME: -——— ————————mmm o —mm Qbject/Bill No:
G.fOgpt/Tide: -"Cursor ———m—m——— Phone: — LJL H*g e

Address:_ WA U Zip:___aalli




NAME - f——————— A Qbject/Bill No: — — ——-—
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Do you wish 1o testafy? Yes No ~ Respond To Questions

NAME: ~ e S.bject/Bill No:

Co.;Dept./Tillc:~ | phone:. S*?C~°L° 1°
£17? N 3,*—

Do you wish to testafy? V®" Yes No Respond To Questions

NAME: - - —— - Sbject/Bill No:

Co.Dept/Mitlel—————————— - Phone:-—---—-

Address: Zip

Do you wish to testafy? Yes No Respond To Questions

NAME: - - - === Sbject/Bill No:

Co.Dept/Miler-—————————— = Phone:-—--—--

Address: Zip

Do you wish to testafy? Yes No Respond To Questions

NAME - === === Sbject/Bill No:

Co./Dopt./ThdC:——————— === == Phone:-——---

Address: Zip:




Site: ANCHORAGE L1O

QOWITTEE SKFIN

DATE: 4-4-02

P R I N T YOUR NAME

/Frank Dillon

Email addiress:
J
/Jim Lecrone
Email acdress:
/
wWTcidk Cattanach
/ Email addiress:
David Ford
Email address:
/
/Blake Johnson
/ Email acdress:

Valerie Baffone

Email address:

/Pete Boehler

Email address:

ADDRESS (MAILING & ZIP)

REPRESENTING

AK Trucking Assoc

PSEA

AGL

Ironworkers Union

Kenai Pen Cental Cncl

ANC Central Labor Oncl

UFCW Local 1496

DO YOU WANT

TO TESTIFY?

Y or N

Y-HB 58

Y-HB 58

Y-HB 58

Y-HB 58

Y-HB 58

Y-HB 58

Y-HB 58






SITE rFAIRBANKS LIO

GAOWITITEE  (s)FIN

DATE: 04/04/02
P R I N T YOUR NAME
JDon Lowry

N\

Michael Friborg

Email address:

Email address:

Email address:

Email address:

Email address:

Email address:

Email address:

SUBIECT O MEETING
HB 58

UPDATE #; 2

DO YOU WANT

ADDRESS (M AILING & ZIP)

REPRESENTING

1VOE Local 302

Operators 302

TO TESTIFY?

Y or N
Y-HB 58
Y- HB 58





