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ALL SENIOR CITIZENS - ALASKA PORTS ONLY

PASSAGE VEHICLES FOOD STATEROOMS
May 15 through September 30:

$184.4 $ 91.4 $35.0 $29.9
October through May 15:

-0- $ 62.1 $14.9 $15.4

TOTAL $184.4 $153.5 $49.9
For a twelve month reduction in revenue of/$43371..
If this were expanded to the use of the Southern Terminus (either Seattle

or Prince Rupert), we could expect an increase in usage of the senior
citizen pass procedure to reduce revenues as follows:

ALL SENIOR CITIZENS - ALL PORTS

PASSAGE VEHICLESFOOD STATEROOMS

May 15 through September:
$368.7 $182.8 $70.0 $59.7

October through May 15:

$ 38.2 $124.1 $29.9 $30.7
TOTAL $406.9 $306.9 $99.9 $90.4
For a total of~$904.1 \

If expanded to mLLude"the Southern Terminus for all senior citizens with
no space available limitations, the nationally well-organized senior
citizen groups would tend to fill the vessels to the detriment of fu)l-
fare paying travelers. Because this plan would increase the average age
of the traveling public, it would result in the expansion of service to
meet the neeos of the older passenger. It is anticipated this could be
accomplished by the addition of two Steward personnel on each of the
larger vessels, and one each on smaller vessels.

Yearly costs as follows:

M/Vs COLUMBIA, MALASPINA, MATANUSKA 2 each 6 X $31,013 = $186,078
M/Vs TAKU, LeCONTE, AURORA 1 each 3 X $31,013 = $ 93,038
M/V®s TUSTUMENA and BARTLETT 1 each 2 X $33,575 = $ 67,150

TOTAL $346,266

This could be expected to increase ten percent (10%) per year.

IT the expansion of the senior citizen pass is intended to apply
only to older Alaskans, we could expect a revenue reduction of:

ALASKAN PORTS ONLY - ALASKANS ONLY
PASSAGE VEHICLES FOOD STATEROOMS

May 15 through September:

$110.6 $54.8 $21.0 $17.9
Plus months of October through May:
-0- $37.2 $ 9.0 $9.2
TOTAL $110.6 $92.0

For a total revenue reduction o

(Continued)



.a, unt put ity miul
the Southern Terminus (Seattle and/or Prince Rupert), the following
would apply:
PASSAGE VEHICLES FOOD STATEROOMS
May 15 through September:
$147.5 $ 73.1 $28.0 $23.9
October through May 15:
$ 30.6 $ 49.6
TOTAL  $178.1 $122.7

For a total in reduced revenue

The development of House Concurrent-"Resolution No. 1(1981) would not
create a large percentage decrease in projected revenues, between 1.1%
to 3.8%. However, the Division of Marine Highway Systems has in the
past tried to maintain a 2:1 ratio of expenditures .-revenue, which would

be affected by a reduction in revenue.

Assuming this service 1is intended to be offered on a space available
basis, consideration must then be given to the complications which
might arise if an elderly person were "bumped™ and temporarily stranded
in a port other than their destination, in order to accommodate full
revenue passengers.

Operational problems will be encountered in the management of this new
rate structure especially as it applies to food service.
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SENAT CS FOR CS FOR HB12 WITH ITS QUOTE PIGGYBACK UNQUOTE
OF SB135 IS EXTREMELY HARMAUL TO ENTIRE TRUCKING INDUSTRY AND
WILL NOT PROVIDE ANY HELP TO OWNER/DRIVER. WE URGE YOUR
CONCERTED EFFORT TO DEFEAT THIS MEASURE. LEGISLATION SUCH
AS THIS WILL NOTI HELP, BUT ONLY HINDER THE EFFORTS OF A LOT
OF WELL-MEANING OWNER/DRIVERS. IF YOU SINCERELY DESIRE TO
HELP THESE PEOPLE, DuNT PASS HB12.

H. RUSSELL PAINTER, LYNDEN TRANSPORT
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May 25, 1982

Representative Eette M. Cato
Chairman

House Transportation Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, 7‘easka 99811

Madam Chairman:

I talked to you a little on the telecom last night from the
Legislative Office in Fairbanks. I also listened to the
other testimony. I would like to add a few things.

Sourdough, Lynden and the transportation lawyer said that

it would be unconstitutional to give us Alaska truckers
limited entry. This 1is the first time in over 35 years

of trucking 1 have heard a carrier admit limited entry was,
or is, unconstitutional. Because that is exactly what a
"regulated carrier”™ permit 1is. It deprives me and thousands
more owner/operators of our equal rights to free enterprize.
No matter what it is called - limited entry, or common
carrier - either way 1is unconstitutional.

The owner/operator needs the permit so he can be guaranteed
a tool to use to negotiate a fair pay contract for work
performed and equipment furnished. Common carrier, 1in plain
words of the truckers of America, is "a permit to steal for
a select few".

I also heard a carrier representative say there is also the
right to free enterprize in our way of life. That is also
right. But, when it comes to trucking and competing in the
business of trucking, my equal rights are again taken away
and given to the select few called regulated carriers"”.

There needs to be a change not onlv in State laws but the
ICC too.

Most of the so called regulated carriers don"t exist anymore.
A carrier has his company trucks and hires drivers. A broker
leases equipment and drivers. Frontier Transportation and
Consolidated Freightways are carriers. The rest are common
carriers certificated, but have changed over to brokerage, and
are illegal as far as being a true carrier. They are sub—
contracting the actual hauling out therefore they, iIn fact,



Representative Eette M. Cato
May 25, 1982
Page Two

are not the carrier. The subcontractor is the carrier. The
subcontractor pays his own wages, taxes, FICA, withholding,
unemployment insurance, truck and trailer payments, license
fees, fuel, oil, tires, collision PI.&D insurance. All
expenses except cargo insurance - but, in some cases, that
is taken out of the truck revenue payed to the subcontractor
too.

K&W sent a net profit of twenty-five million to St. Cloud,
Minnesota last year. So that was pretty good for a brokerage
firm.

Some of the companies have hired lav/vers from Lincoln,
Nebraska; Texas and Minnesota to break our Teamster Union.
So now that we truckers don"t have our Teamster bargaining
unit, we lost our last bit of leverage for a fair shake with
the carriers. WE NEED THE PERMIT.

The carrier broker using owner/operators 1is the culprit
doina the rate cutting, because he has transferred his
overhead- to the subcontractor and keeps his percentage of
the revenue in the black ink column. My column 1is in the
red ini; line. Everything has gone up in price in the past
75 years 1 have been in Alaska trucking - except tariff
rates.

My truck cost $37,000.00 in 1975, to replace it now I would
have to pay $90,000.00. I still have my 1975 truck because
I was smart enough to see 1 could not afford a new truck.

I heard one man say the carrier would get company trucks. If
he was traving to scare someone he was mistaken. Everyone
would be happy to drive a company truck. I would have more
time for fishing and family if I didn"t have to work on that
darned truck ali the time.

We need the limited entry permits to protect ourselves
against the "boomers””as well as the regulated, certificated,
brokers.

JUST GIVE US THE LIMITED ENTRY PERMIT. We will negotiate

a Tfare share of the revenue. We don"t need published rates
because they are already published in the tariff books. We
know what we need to make a profit, and we won"t need more
people hired to the ATC.
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Our commercial fisherman have a limited entry permit, and it
seems to be working.

The regulated carrier has a limited entry permit, and it works
for them.

So why won®"t it work for the subcontractor? It is better than
total deregulation.
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COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE,

. MINOK1 g%efcounsell S ANL>TRANSPORTATION
OON'NKKSW WSS WASHINGTON. D .C. 20510

April 27, 1982

The Honorable Bette M. Cato

Chairman, House Transportation
Committee

Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Bette:

Enclosed are copies of several public opinion messages
to the House Transportation Committee which were delivered
to my Anchorage office. Some Alaskan truckers are concerned
about competition from Lower 48 truckers.

I informed each of the constituents that this is a
State matter and is properly addressed lit the State level;
however, 1 would appreciate any information you could pro-
vide about your efforts to resolve this problem. 7

Thank you for your assistance.

With best wishes,

Cordially,
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fiPR 19 1982.

Jerry’s Mile 248.5 Parks Highway McKinley
Automotive Box 34 koa Kampground
(907) 683-2281 Healy, Alaska 99743 (907) 683-2379

April 15, 1982

Honorable Bette M. Cato
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Cato,

I am requesting your support for the Transportation Subcon—
tractor Proposal presented by the Women for Alaskan Owner/Operator3

Committee. I feel it is very important that you understand my
position and the reasons for it.

I have lived in Alaska since 1966 and 1 have operated a business
at Healy since 1967* I have been through good winters and bad
winters both climatically and financially. I have operated school
buses and trucks and 1 know what the overall costs are for a long
period of tinme. I know the cost of wages, the hidden costs of
employees, replacement costs, the escalating cost of oils and fuels,
and 1 have learned how thin the profit line 1is.

The point 1is anyone can do anything for a 3hort period of time
and make a "livingl at it, but what is the ultimate end? People in
all walks of life are flocking to Alaska the land of gold to become
rich. Most of these people are destitute because of the economy
Qutside. How many of them realize what has caused 1it? In the
trucking industry it has been a continual throat cutting process.
Realistic tariffs and wages liavo not been maintained. I have
nothing against competition but let me give you an oxample.

There are several Alaskan trucking companies presently on
strike with the Teamster Union. Their reason 1is because they can"t
afford higher wages and operating expenses. Yet in the case of one
trucking company K & W, they have been able to cut their tariff
rates to Prudhoe bay by $300.00. They then told their Outside
drivers that they could only pay them approximately $2370.00 and

they would have to buy their own fuel. The approximate cost for
fuel round trip Prudhoe 1is 1Jij00.00. Therefore K & W lias not ex—
perienced a profit loss by this rate cutting. The owner/operator 1is



House of Representatives

Committee on Transportation

Rep. Bette Cato, Chairman
March 26, 1982

Gary Atwood

Business Manager

General Teansters local 959
P.0. Box 2092

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Dear Mr. Atwood,

First of all, we are unable to find any State of Alaska policy
or requirement allowing Canadian firms to haul to the border and
then be transloaded onto Alaska carriers. As such, | am unable
to address the questions you raise on that particular issue.

I am sympathetic to your concerns. However, it appears that
there is very little the Alaska Legislature can do since

and interstate trucking operations are regulated by the

Pouch V
State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811
(907) 465-4858

international
Interstate

Commerce Commission. I believe you should direct your comments to

them and possibly to our Congressmen.

Sincerely,

Bette Cato
State Representative
Alaska State Legislature

BCrjt



Pouch V
Speaker of the House of Representatives Stale Capitol

Juneau, Al.ecka 99811
Official ntisiness (IK)7) 4G5-3720

March 5, 1982

Gary Atwood,

Business Manager

General Teamsters Local 959
P. 0. Box 2092

Anchorage, Alaska

99510

Dear Mr. Atwood:

Thiank you very much for your letter of February 19 with regard to Canadian
trucking companies bringing freight into Alaska from Canada and the Lower
48.

With regard to the policy which you refer, paragraph 3, line 2, we can find
no such policy or requirement. Could you please refer us to the source of
this policy so that we may research this matter further.

At first glance, however, it appears that there is very little that the
Legislature can do in this matter. Unfortunately it is not within the
purview of the State of Alaska. Interstate and intercontinental trucking is
regulated by the Interstate Camerce Carmission and your concern with regard
to this matter should more properly be referred to that body.

Although there is little that 1 can do directly allc— me to express my

syrrpathy for you in this matter. Sliould you need additional assistance,
please feel free to contact my office.

Joe Hayes,
Speaker of the House

JH:scl



©© 04" Yl bl MR oAbt it ' 254

ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 991»10, P.Q Ron 2092, (907) 270 +.v.v  JESSE L. CARR (secreinry/Iro.i isuri L))

1 P 0
A" 00001. 308 Wiy, 007t BUG 3925

February 19, 1982

The Honorable Jay Hammond
Governor of the State of Alaska
Pouch A

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Sir:

A situation has developed in our State that has had, and
will continue to have, a detrimental affect on the trucking
industry of Alaska. The situation 1 refer to iIs Cancid.ian
trucking firms bringing freight from the "Lower 48", or
border points i1n Canada, to Alaskan destinations.

Governor Hammond the unemployment rate of Alaskan line
drivers is at an all time high. Alaskan trucking firms
cannot hire any additional employees, nor guarantee continued
employment to those already working for them, due to lack of
business. These companies have no work because the work is
being done by Canadian firms. These line drivers are
unemployed because their jobs are being done by Canadian
citizens. These foreign carriers and their employees take
all of their earnings back to Canada with Alaska being the
loser all around iIn lost business, lost jobs and lost
revenue.

This is not an old established system of bringing freight
from Canada to Alaska. It Is a recent development. During
the pipeline Canadian carriers were not allowed to bring
freight to destination points iIn Alaska. They hauled the
freight through Canada to the Alaska/Canadian border where
the freight was transloaded to an Alaskan carrier who then
took i1t to its Alaskan point of delivery. This system
worked beaut Lfully. However, 1iIn recent years this procedure
has Jiist boon ci.rcuiuvont.ad and finally ignored completely.
I don®"t understand why this has been allowed to happen. It
might be that the people who were policing this system feel
that with the completion of the pipeline that there would
be no further need for close scrutiny - or, that with
completion of the pipeline, these people were assigned
elsewhere. In either case something needs to be done, and
done soon.

0., lit>« 00 007) 492 8221
. ‘Bo« 019, (0071 283449R



The Honorable Jay Hammond
Governor of the State of Alaska
February 19, 1982

Page Two

This started in April of 1981 with a few trucks coming .in
from Canada and building slowly, with an estimated one
hundred-fifty (150) loads being brought from Canada to
Alaskan delivery points between September 1981 and February
1982. This, unfortunately, 1is just the beginning. It
nothing 1is done the situation will get progressively worse -
with Alaskan trucking firms, Alaskan citizens and the State
of Alaska losing business, jobs and revenue as foreign
carriers and their employees take away Alaskan®s business,
Alaskan®s jobs, and the money they earn doing so out of
Alaska.

1 suggest that the policy of transloading at the Alaska/Canadian
border to an Alaskan carrier be f.irmlv reestablished and
conscientiously policed. Or, .ifThis policy cannot be
reestablished and/or policed, to fix a tariff on freight

brought .into Alaska by foreign carriers high enough to
discourage these foreign carriers from hauling in Alaska. Of
these two solutions reestablishing the policy of trans—

loading at the Alaska/Canadian border 1is by far the most
beneficial to the greatest number of people and has proved
successful 1iIn the past.

1 hope Sir that we can count on you to take immediate steps

to hasten the elimination of this problem to the benefit of

us all. As Alaskan businesses and the Alaskan working men

and women prosper so does our Great State of Alaska. It 1is

the first duty of our elected representatives in the Legislature
to protect them. | ask you, Governor Hammond, to lead the

fight to protect Alaskan trucking firms and their employees

from the incursion on their livelihood by foreign carriers.

Sincerely,

TEAMSTERS LOCAL 959

"W.C S /N .
R e

Gary Atwood

Business Manager

GA/dd

CC: Honorable Terry Miller, Lt. Governor State of Alaska
Common Carriers of Alaska
Anchorage Local 959



General Teamsters Local 959 State of Alaska
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February 19, 1982

Representative Bette M. Cato
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Representative Cato:

In recent months a situation has developed that is detrimental
to the trucking industry of Alaska. The situation to which

I refer is Canadian trucking companies bringing freight from
Canada and the "Lower 48" to Alaskan destinations. This
started early in 1981, with a few trucks coming in from
Canada, and slowly building in volume to an estimated one
hundred-fifty (150) loads brought in between September 1981
and February 1982. This situation will continue to escalate
unless something is done, and done quickly.

The Alaskan trucking industry is iIn a sharp decline. The
unemployment rate among Alaskan line drivers is at an all

time high. Alaskan trucking firms do not have work because

it Is being done by Canadian firms. Alaskan line drivers do
not have jobs because they are being done by Canadian citizens.
These foreign carriers and their employees leave nothing
behind them when they return home, they take all of their
earnings back to Canada with Alaska being the loser in every
respect - in lost business, lost jobs and lost revenue.

During the pipeline the State of Alaska established and
enforced a policy that would allow Canadian firms to haul
freight as far as the Alaska/Canadian border where it was
transloaded to an Alaskan carrier who then hauled it to its
Alaskan point of delivery. This system worked - and worked
beautifully. Why this system is being ignored, and why the
State of Alaska i1s allowing it to be ignored is a good
question. Why foreign carriers and their employees are
allowed to take business and jobs away from Alaskan carriers
that are hard pressed to make ends meet and Alaskan
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good question. For our State Legislature to let the situation
continue on is unconscionable.

There are two possible solutions to this problem. One is to
reestablish the policy of allowing Canadian trucking firms
to haul freight only to the Alaska/Canadian border and
transload to an Alaskan carrier for delivery to its Alaskan
destination. The second would be to establish a tariff rate
on foreign carriers high enough to discourage them from
hauling in the State. Of these two solutions the first is
the most preferable as it benefits the greatest number of
people and has proved to be successful iIn the past.

The time to act, however, is now. The problem will not go
away If its ignored - but will get progressively worse. I
would hope that as elected Representatives of the people of
Alaska that the Legislature will not wait until the Alaskan
trucking industry has been bled to death by foreign carriers
and then wonder what happened - but rather will take immediate
steps to solve the problem.

Sincerely,

TEAMSTERS LOCAL 959

Business Manager
GA/dd

CC: The Honorable Jay Hammond, Governor of Alaska
The Honorable Terry Miller, Lt. Governor of Alaska
Alaskan Common Carriers
Anchorage Teamsters Local 959
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Dear Senator:

As a representative of one of Alaska®"s oldest surviving transportation
companies who has been thoroughly involved in the history of owner-
operators in Alaska, 1 feel compelled to explain the real economic
factors behind the wild allegations being made in Juneau recently,

by a group of truck owners.

There has been a lot of publicity, a lot of political pressure, a lot
of table thumping, a lot of lobbying efforts in recent days loudly
proclaiming that a group of people called "owner-operators of Alaska”
have been discriminated against, cheated by their employers, and in
general, are deprived of their rights by the State, you'as legislators,
and the trucking companies as employers.

Let the record show that this information circulated to you by paid
advertisements, telegrams, phone calls, and personal visits does not
reflect the true story at all!

During the construction of the now famous Trans Alaska Oil Pipeline,
there was created a need for a very large fleet of trucks to move the
huge volumes of supplies and construction material north Uut of Fairbanks
Alaska.

The trucking companies in existence in Alaska at the start of this en-
ormous project were limited to their ability to provide the equipment
and drivers necessary. O0OIld, dormant, trucking company operating*rights
were revived, new companies were created overnight. The 350 mile road,
now known as the Dalton Highway was finished in a record 154 days. The
Yukon River Bridge was completed.

The numbers are staggering! During the peak of construction, there were
trucking Tfirms in Fairbanks dispatching over 100 trucks per day!

The Teamsters Union in Alaska had demanded and put into agreement with
the trucking firms, a wage guarantee for drivers running north from
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Fairbanks to Prudhoe Bay. This totally unreasonable driving wage
guaranteed that each driver would get eighteen hours of pay (8
streight time, 10 overtime) for each twenty four hours he was away
from Fairbanks on a trip. This wage demand also included provisions
that i1f a driver worked into a Sunday, his wage scale doubled and
stayed that way until he returned to Fairbanks I

Trucking companies employed owner-operators during and after the
pipeline construction project as a way of providing economic in-
centive to keep the drivers working in spite of the 18 hour guarantee.
None of the trucking companies who operated company equipment survived
the post pipeline recession.

Records show that an owner-operator will average over $10,000 per

mcnth North of Fairbanks with a trucking company that runs steady.

Seme of the high figures will reach $14 ,000 per month. These are the
people that are demanding "more"” from each of the trucking firms.

These are the people who forced a strike on their employers. These are
-the people who are demanding that you "protect” them with Ilegislation.
These are the people who have created the situation that exists today.
These are the people who, because of their own near sightedness, have
brought upon themselves the situation you have been asked to correct.

The notion that Alaska®s unemployed owner-operators are mistreated,
underpaid, and abused, 1is absurd.

A long series of strikes and decertification petitions between Alaska“®s
trucking companies and the Teamsters Union has created a situation today
whereby approximately 70% of all Alaska trucking is non-union. This
transfer of union to non-union trucking is the basis for the current

level of unemployed truck owners. As carriers went on strike, they had

to replace the striking drivers, and in so doing, new drivers and owner-
operators entered the state and took the jobs of the striking drivers.

Ws feel it is improper for the legislature to interfere with these strike
issues by creating new regulations that are monopolistic, inflationary and
anti free enterprise.

We trust that when making your decision concerning SB 135, you consider

that the individuals who represent themselves as poor, starving, abused,
cv.ner-operators are actually ™"on strike™ Teamsters who have been grossly
overpaid since 1975, and who struck a very depressed Alaska trucking in-
dustry in an effort to further increase Alaska’s transportation costs.

Sincerely yours,

LYNDEN TRANSPORT, INC.

Jim -Jansen
P. Sident

JJ :amc



May 7, 1982

To: Members of the House
From: Senator Charles Parr
Regarding: CS SB 135 (Rules)

All members of the Senate recently received a form letter
distributed by a transportation common carrier regarding SB
135 (legislation which deals with transportation
subcontractors commonly known as "Owncr-Operators™). Due to
the importance of this bill 1 would like to clear up some
misconceptions which may have been created by the
information provided by the carrier.

The gravest inaccuracy is the obvious attempt to paint this
ISsue as a union dispute. It has been clearly demonstrated
in two Senate committee hearings that this is not the case.
The owner operator is stuck between the union and the
carrier. On the one hand, the owner operator under law must
only work for a common or contract carrier and under a
contract which has terms that are generally set by the
carrier, on the other hand, in order to work for some
carriers the operator must join the union.

Under Alaska Transportation Commission regulations, the
carrier is allowed to deduct the employee wages and benefits
as well as any truck expenses from the revenues paid to the
owner operator for the leased vehicle. This means that the
owner operator pays his own wage and benefit and union
contributions as well as the employers contributions through
deductions in the lease revenues. Any economic benefits that
the union, if it is a union shop, negotiates for the
employee are just further expenses to the owner operator
which are backed off the revenues which are received for the
lease of the vehicle.

It makes no sense for a owner operator to strike for the
type of benefits which the union could provide, 1i1.e.,
related to wages and benefits, because that money comes out
of the truck revenues, revenues which are under a contract
which the union plays no part iIn securing, a contract which
iIs specifically and only between the carrier and the
operator, and which provides the finances which allow the
operator to pay vehicle expenses and living expenses.

The concern of the owner operators is that while carriers
such as the one which distributed the letter in question are



posting record profits as the result of a highly protected
industry, that numerous Alaskan owner operators who do not
enjoy the same protection under the law are going out of
business because they can no longer afford to operate their
rigs at the level of revenues being offered by the carriers.

The carriers are cutting their tariffs (or not adjusting
them to reflect the effects of inflation) but still
maintaining the same or higher ™x-jfits, while it is the
owner operator, whom is unrecognized by ATC, that is
receiving less and less revenue for the vehicle lease and is
required to pick up more of the costs and risks related to
the transportation of goods over Alaska®s highways.

The result is that today, unlike the era.prior to the
pipeline, common carriers own few iIf any of their own
vehicles, thus eliminating all risk related to maintaining
or operating trucks, and that responsibility has been
transferred to the owner operator. The carrier has an
opportunity to work essentially as a broker, a broker who is
in a monopolistic industry where the owner operators have to
work for the carrier and where the carrier need not fear the
entrance of other carriers into the market due to ATC
protection.

The operators, under CS SB 135(rules) are provided a measure
of protection, not the protection afforded the carriers, but
the minimum protection which will allow competition to
flourish within the Alaskan Economy.
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CHARLIE PARR
ALASKA LEGISLATURE

S.R. Bor 50599
Fr»irb«DIcj, Altila 99701 Pooch V
(907) <56.5029 Juneau, Alaska {>9811
(907) 465-4907

CS SB 135 (Rules)

CS SB 135 (Rules) provides a measure of equal protection to
a class of transportation operators not envisioned when the
Alaska Motor Freight Carrier Act was developed. It is less
protection than afforded the current class of carriers, but
the minimum which will allow competition and fair trade to
grow in this sector of the Alaskan Economy.

The primary reason for this legislation is the economic
survival of the group providing more than 90% of Alaska“s
transportation services - the transportation subcontractor
(commonly known the "owner operator™).

At issue here is the question of minimum standards which
will insure that transportation subcontractors receive
reasonable consideration for the service and the equipment
provided which is necessary to properly serve public needs
in the Alaskan environment and economy.

If these people who provide necessary transportation
services can not be assured of a certain minimum rate of
return on their efforts, there iIs a danger that no one will
provide the type of "adequate, complete, dependable and
stable transportation in all its phases'™, as iIs assured the
public under AS 42.10, the Alaska Motor Freight Carrier Act.

The bill provides the Alaska Transportation Commission with
authority to:

-regulate at one level lower than it now does.

-provide .icenses to those who are currently

transportation subcontractors or who have operated
in Alaska since 1976.

-apply standards of public convenience and necessity
to the issuance of further licenses.

-provide for minimum and maximum rates

The licensing, grandfather, and rate provisions are modeled
after the Alaskan system for common carriers and is a
standard approach for a category of public utilities (the
grouping in which transportation falls).
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, CHARLIE PARR
ALASKA LEGISLATURE

S.R. Box SG599
.. . e Ponth V
Fllrbagrz)l;l, 4A|6IIIS\2999701 Judcsu, Alatke 99811
(907) 456-5 (907) 465-4907
May 7, 1982

To: Members of the House
From: Senator Charles Parr
Regarding: CS SB 135 (Rules)

All members of the House and the Senate recently received a
form letter distributed by a transportation common carrier
regarding SB 135 Jlegislation which deals with
transportation subcontractors commonly known as
"Owner-Operators'™). Due to the importance of this bill 1
would like to clear up some misconceptions which may have
been created by the information provided by the carrier.

The gravest inaccuracy 1is the obvious attempt to paint this
issue as a union dispute™ It has been clearly demonstrated
in two Senare committee hearings that this iIs not the case.
Thp owner .onprator is stuck between the union and the
carrier. On the one hand, the owner operator under law must
only work for a common or contract carrier and under a
contract which has terms that are generally set by the
carrier, on the other hand, iIn order to workfor some
carriers the operator must join the union.

Under Alaska Transportation Commission regulations, the
carrier is allowed to deduct the employee wages and benefits
as well as any truck expenses from the revenues paid to the
owner operator for the leased vehicle. This means that the
owner operator pays his own wage and benefit and union
contributions as well as the employers contributions through
deductions in the lease revenues. Any economic benefits that
the union, 1f It is a union shop, negotiates for the
employee are just further expenses to the owner operator
which are backed off the revenues which are received for the
lease of the vehicle.

It makes no sense for a owner operator to strike for the
type of benefits which the union could provide, i.e.,
related to wages and benefits, because that money comes out
of the truck revenues, revenues which are under a contract
which the ur.ic.o plays no part in securing, a contract which
is specifically and only between the carrier and the
operator, and which provides the finances which allow the
operator to pay vehicle expenses ana living expenses.

The concern of the owner operators 1is that while carriers
such as the one which distributed the letter In question are



posting record profits as the result of a highly protected
industry, that numerous Alaskan owner operators who do not
enjoy the same protection under the law are going out of
business because they can no longer afford to operate their
rigs at the level of revenues being offered by the carriers.

The carriers are cutting their tariffs (or not adjusting
them to reflect the effects of inflation) but still
maintaining the same or higher profits, while i1t is the
owner operator, whom is unrecognized by ATC, that 1is
receiving less and less revenue for the vehicle lease and 1is
required to pick up more of the costs and risks related to
the transportation of goods over Alaska®s highways.

The result is that today, unlike the era prior to the
pipeline, common carriers own few iIf any of their own
vehicles, thus eliminating all risk related to maintaining
or operating trucks, and that responsibility has been
transferred to the owner operator. The carrier has an
opportunity to work essentially as a broker, a broker who 1is
in a monopolistic industry where the owner operators have to
work for the carrier and where the carrier need not fear the
entrance of other carriers into the market due to ATC
protection.

The operators, under CS SB 135(rules) are provided a measure
of protection, not the protection afforded the carriers, but
the minimum protection which will allow competition to
flourish within the Alaskan Economy.
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601 Hughes, Faiirterks, Alaska 99701
Phone (Q07) 452-5814 or (307) 452-5841

April 12, 1982

Representative Bette Cato
Chairman House Transportation
State Capitol

Pouch 5

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Bette:

I am writing in regards to the Transportation Subcontractor Proposal
presented to you by the Women fcr Alaskan Owner/Operators Committee.
I have examined the entire proposal as well as the supporting docu-
ments and agree with nearly every detail. The Owner-Operator por-
tion of the Alaskan transportation industry is In a crisis situation
the results of which will have far reaching effects into the Alaskan
economy. To understand the situation you need to know how this
developed.

Prior to the pipeline days there were very few Owner-Operators in
Alaska. Ouite to the contrary 90 percent of the freight moving then
was moved by carriers utilizing company owned equipment driven by
employees of that carrier. As the pipeline project began to unfold
these carriers increased the size of their fleets dramatically to
accommodate the tremendous tonnages of freight to be moved. The
rates were good and new or dormant carriers developed to fill the
demand. Soon equipment became harder and harder to come by and the
carriers oegan utilizing Owner-Operators to fill this need.

All went well during this period as the rates were adequate and the
equipment leases and payments were liveable.

In the period following the peak of the pipeline project more and
more competition developed over the decreasing demand(a natural
thing) for transportation. The carriers began filinglower and

lower tariff rates iIn order to get the work. As the rates declined
companies with large numbers of company owned trucks found it not
profitable to operate and began turning more and moreto Owner-
Operators. Many companies sold their trucks directlyto the .mployees
driving for them. There were many advantages in leasing from Owner-
Operators, not the least of which, was that the company no longer
had the overhead of shops, mechanics, or any of the repair responsi-
bilities. The legal responsibility to insure equipment remained up
to state and federal agency standards was and is still the carriers
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responsibility. The cost of that standard, however, 1is borne by the
-Owner-0Operator including any fines related to this. In some cases,
even the public liability and cargo insurances required by law of
the carrier are prorated and subtracted from the amounts paid on

the leases.

Still during the demobilization period of the pipeline amounts re-
ceived by Owner-Operators were adequate to maintain and operate
the equipment. Then iIn 1979, under pressure by the carriers and
over the objections of the Owner-Operators, the ATC revised the
‘leasing regulations under 3AAC 64.070. This allowed the costs of
“the driver to be legally deducted from the lease revenues earned by

ftthe Owner-Operator. By so doing the carrier was further relieved
from the expense of employees including, but not limited to wages,
fringe benefits, the employers contributions for; social security,
unemployment, and workmens compensation payments. Even then 1in
1979 the received amounts for the Owner-Operator were tolerable
though very close to intolerable. Now came the inevitable.

Too many carriers, too little work. The carriers, protected by
favorable laws and protected by leases that gave them impenetrable
protection for their profits entered into cutthroat competition
totally insulated from any losses. Certainly not all carriers were
or are of this mind but faced with loss of business the alternatives
were to get out of business or follow suit. Most followed suit.

The Owner-Operator having no voice over the tariff rates and no voice
in the price paid for his services reached the point of not enough
money to maintain his equipment, his home and family.

Facing the inevitable loss of their equipment and or bankruptcy

many Alaskan Owner-Operators withdrew their equipment asking for
better leasing arrangements. Some reached agreements and were able

to continue operating. Others were told either take what your getting
or we will replace you.

Some companies based outside Alaska recognized the desperate economic
conditions there and began an active recruiting effort in the lower
48, advertising a need for Owner-Operators in Alaska. The rates
stated looked unbelievable to Owner-Operators there who have little
or no understanding of the cost of ojerating in Alaska. Over the
last six months literally hundreds o.r these Owner-Operators have
come to Alaska as direct replacements for Alaskan Owner-Operators.
Alaskans®™ equipment is sitting idle, unable to compete against out-
siders who have no families here, no nomes and no iInvestment in
Alaska. Their equipment is i1ll-equipped for Alaskan operating con-
ditions yet carriers lease their equipment send them on rhe road
overloaded and i1nexperienced. Much of the type of equiprent now iIn
use was previously refused for use by the carrier because it failed
to meet their standards.
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The Alaskan Owner-Operator is not asking for subsidies or hand outs, J
What Alaskan,Owner-Operators are asking for is to be allowed to func-7
""ti"on and compete in Alaska®s own economy. It would be hard toargue
that Alaska’doesn "t havv®™ 1t"s own distinct economy. Alaska has*

always been plagued by the flow of dollars out of our economy. Many
Alaska businesses will be hurt if the present trend continues.

Alaskan Owner-Operators are a clearly identifiable industry of small
businessmen,who have proved their efficiency by the fact.that approxi-
mately 90 percent of all freight moved by truck in Alaska_is moved

by an Owner-Operator.”~"There™are many similarities to the.._Alaska
fisherman. Limited entry has helped Alaskan fishermen and Alaskan
®"Owner-Operators need similar lavs to allow this industry to function
for Alaskans.

The Transportation Subcontractor Proposal is an excellent beginning
for allowing this industry to function and to reach stability in
these very unstable times. It is essential that this be brought
before the legislature before this session ends. By next January
the damage to these Alaskan small businessmen will be irrepairable.
Many have already filed bankruptcy or are facing the loss of their
equipment and personal possessions.

I urge you to bring the Transportation Subcontractor Proposal forward,
to examine it closely, and pass it before this session ends.

The Alaskan Owner-Operator has earned and deserves your immediate
attention to this industry of small businessmen. Please do not delay!

Sincerely,

gs/TG
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Dear Representative:

As a representative of one of Alaska®"s oldest surviving transportation
companies who has been thoroughly involved in the history of owner-
operators in Alaska, |1 feel compelled to explain the real economic
factors behind the wild allegations being made in Juneau recently,

by a group of truck owners.

There has been a lot of publicity, a lot of political pressure, a lot
of table thumping, a lot of lobbying efforts in recent days loudly
proclaiming that a group of people called "owner-operators of Alaskt”
have been discriminated against, cheated by their employers, and in
general, are deprived of their rights by the State, you as legislators,
and the trucking companies as employers.

Let the record show that this information circulated to you by paid
advertisements, telegrams, phone calls, and personal visits does not
reflect the true story at all! ~

During the construction of the now famous Trans Alaska Oil Pipeline,
there was created a need for a very large fleet of trucks to move the
huge volumes of supplies and construction material north out of Fairbanks,

The trucking companies in existence in Alaska at the start of this en—
ormous project were limited to their ability to provide the equipment
ar.d drivers necessary. 0ld, dormant, trucking company operating rights
were revived, new companies were created overnight. The 350 mile road
new known as the Dalton Highway was finished in a record 154 days. The
Yukon River Bridge was completed.

The numbers are staggering! During the peak of construction, there were
trucking firms in Fairbanks dispatching over 100 trjeks per day!

Tr.e Teamsters Union in Alaska had demanded and put into agreement with
the trucking firms, a wage guarantee for drivers running north from
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Fairbanks to Prudhoe Bay. This totally unreasonable driving wage
guaranteed that each driver would get eighteen hours v f pay (8
streight time, 10 overtime) for each twenty four hours he was away
from Fairbanks on a trip. This wage demand also included provisions
that 1f a driver worked into a Sunday, his wage scale doubled and
stayed that way until he returned to Fairbanks!

Trucking companies employed owner-operators during and after the
pipeline construction project as a way of providing economic in-
centive to keep the drivers working in spite of the 18 hour guarantee.
None of the trucking companies who operated company equipment survived
the post pipeline recession.

Records show that an owner-operator will average over $10,000 per

month North of Failrbanks with a cracking company that runs steady.

Some of the high figures will reach $14,000 per month. These are the
people that are demanding "more” from each of the trucking firms.

These are the people who forced a strike on their employers. These are
the people who are demanding that you "protect” them with legislation.
These are the people who have created the situation that exists today.
These are the people who, because of their own near sighted.ness, have
brought upon themselves the situation you have been asked to correct.

The notion that Alaska’s unemployed owner-operators are mistreated,
underpaid, and abused, .is absurd.

A long series of strikes and decertification petitions between Alaska®s
trucking companies and the Teamsters Union has created a situation toda
whereby approximately 70% of all Alaska trucking is non-union. Jhj.s
transfer of jmi on to non-union truck...-g is the_ hasis for the cuffTnt
rg$ei of unemployed truck owners._ As carriers went on strike, they had
cc enlace the striking drivers, and in so doing, new driver"s and cwner
operators entered the state and took the jobs of the striking drivers,
v feel it is improper for the legislature to interfere with thesel stri
issues by creating new regulations that are monopolistic, inflationary
anti free enterprise.

We t.rust that when making your decision concerning SB 135, you consider
th-%+ the individuals who represent themselves as poor, starving, abused
wner-operators are actually "on strike™ Teamsters who have been grossl

overpaid since 1975, and who struck a very depressed Alaska trucking in
custrv in an effort to further increase Alaska®s transportation costs.

Sincerely yours,

hiKhBN TRANS?0RT, INC.

Jim Jansen
President

JJ amc
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JAYS. HAMMOND, GOVERNCR

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE & WOO MACKA Y BUILDING
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ANCRORAGE: AT ASKA 99501
ALASKA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION PHONE: 574-1691

May 18, 1982

Bill Zyback

c/o Senator Charles Parr
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Mr. Zyback:

Reference you telephone call concerning possible problems
with federal preemption if HCSCSSB 135 becomes law.

It Is our opinion that as long as no attempt is made to im-
pose the transportation sub-contractor regulations on ICC
carriers or drivers hauling ICC freight, federal preemption
should not be a problem. There is a possibility that if we
attempt to impose the regulations for mixed loads, the ques-
tion might be raised, but it would not appear to be a major
problem as i1t has been held iIn many cases that the states
have a regulatory say in such mixed movements.

IT we can be of further service, please let me know.

Very truly yours

ALASKA TRANSPORTATI \COMMISSION
f o/ r

"Lawrence W. Michou
Executive Director

LWMZrm
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POUCH Y . STATECAPITCL

- - - JUNEAU ALASKA 99811
Tﬁl I H I I d S H O T ) ® 907.J6S-3800
MEMORANDUM May 18, 1982
SUBJECT: Federal preemption
(Work Order No. 12-2850)
TO: Senator Charles H. Parr
Attn: Bill Zybach
FROMVt Thomas A. Sofo

Legislative Counsel

| understand that some concern has been voiced as to the
constitutionality of HCS CSSB 135 (L&C). Thepotential
problem involves the existence of statutes orregulations of
the ICC which may be in conflict with certain provisions of
the above referenced bill. Sincel am unaware of any

specific point of incongruity, this memorandum will merely
outline the relevant rules which typically are applied when
a question of this nature arises.

Article VI of the United States Constitution provides:

This Constitution, and the laws of the United States
which shall be made in pursuance thereof, and all
treaties made, ox which shall be made, under the
authority of the United States, shall be the supreme
law of the land and the judges in every state shall be
bound thereby, anything in the Constitution or laws of
any state to the contrary notwithstanding.

The supremacy clause of the federal constitution quoted
above simply means that laws passed by state legislatures
are ultimately subject to federal laws addressing the same
subject. If we assume that a particular enactment of
Congress is properly within the powers granted to Congress
(and that presumption attaches to statutes and regulations
concerning interstate commerce) the only remaining analysis
is confined to whether or not the federal statute or
regulation reflects an intention to preempt state activity
in the field.
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State legislation will typically be presumed to supplement

federal laws if the two can be reconciled. In the event of
a conflict, however, the supremacy clause requires that the
federal act control. Typically, any inconsistencies which

cannot be reconciled result in the state statute being
considered invalid to the extent of the conflict. This also
comports with our local rule concerning the severability of
invalid provisions which may be contained in the state
statutes.

A catch phrase which is often used in considering whether
Congress has preempted the field is reflected in the
determination as to whether a "uniform and comprehensive
system completely occupying the field of legislation on the
subject" has been enacted at the federal level. Usually,
some affirmative proof is required to establish the intent
of Congress to preempt state activity in a given field. The
mere failure to address a question, in the absence of
relevant legislative history to the contrary, is not usually
considered to be evidence of congressional intent to deny
state regulation of a particular aspect of a topic. For
instance, the failure of the ICC to require minimum rates
for motor carriers, if that is indeed true, is not
necessarily an indication that the Congress has considered
that providing for minimum rates would be inconsistent with
the federal regulatory scheme.

A state statute cannot thwart or frustrate the operation of
a federal statute on the same subject. Since the ICC is
charged with regulation of interstate carriers any enactment
by a single state which might affect interstate commerce
would probably violate other provisions of the constitution
as well, regarding noninterference with interstate commerce.
It is a different matter if a state decides to enact a
regulation concerning intrastate commerce since the federal
government is typically withoutauthority to regulate such
matters unless they have an effect on interstate commerce.

Since the purpose of this memorandum is not to address
specific inconsistencies between our local act and the
federal law, no specific conclusion can be made as to
whether or not we have included material in HCS CSSB 135
(L&C) which might be considered to be preempted by federal
law. If a specific question does arise, the analysis above
Is the starting point for making a determination as to
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whether state action on the specific subject will withstand
later court challenge. In that regard, further work in this
area will be inconclusive in the absence of treating a
specific provision of the present bill in light of specific
provisions of federal law which might appear to be contra-
dicted by the bill under review.

TAS:1jb
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JAYS. HAMMOND, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE &
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT o foeer
ALASKA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION PHONE: 279-1451
May 21, 1982
Steve Soenksen MAY 2 4 1982.
Representative Betty Cato

Pouch V
Juneau, AK 99801

RE: SB 135
Dear Steve:

In regard to our telephone conversation of May 20, 1982, 1
understand that there are several questions relating to SB
135 about which you would like an opinion from the Attorney
General®"s Office. These include:

1. The relations of the legislation to iInterstate
regulation.

2. The antitrust implications, 1if any, of the
legislation.

3. The feasibility of the definition of owner-operator
in the legislation.

4. The effect of having the ATC set maximum and minimum
tariffs.

I am aware of the legislation but have not reveiwed it in

depth. As I told you, 1 will be out of town until Tuesday,

May 25, 1982. I will contact you immediately upon my return.
Very truly yours,

Wilson L. Condon
Attorney General

6 . Charles Schmidt \ v'c
Assistant Attorney General

WC/GCS/rm
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JAY S. HAVIVOND, GOVERNCR

DEPARTMENT OF LAW 420 “L"STREET. SUITE 100
OFFICE OF THEATTORNEY GENERAL ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501

May 26, 1982

The Honorable Bette Cato

Chairman, House Transportation
Committee

House of Representatives

Pouch V

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: House CS for CS
for Senate Bill
No. 135(L&C)

Dear Representative Cato:

You have asked the Department of Law for its
position in regard to the above bill. Because the amount
of time to respond to your request has been limited,
comments in this letter will be general but | hope that

they will still be responsive to your requests.

_ First, there are several problems relating to
technical drafting and interpretation in the bill. On a
general level, it is not clear cnder the present drafting
of the bill how "transportation subcontractors” fit in

tfith the rest of the regulation provided for in AS 42.10.
For example, 42.10.095(a) of the bill provides that the
commission will regulate transportation subcontractors in
regard to the filing of reports, the issuance of permits,
and maximum and minimum rates. Nothing in the
legislation speaks to other areas of regulation such as
safety, weight fees, temporary authorities, or any of the
other matters which are currently regulated by AS 42.10.
Rather than deal with transportation subcontractors
solely in one sectic i, AS 42.10.095, it would be
preferable to define "transportation subcontractors" as a
subclassification of contract carriers and in those
instances where transportation subcontractors are to be

M ay

2 9 198
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regulated differently than other contract carriers to
specifically provide for the scope of that regulation in
the applicable section of AS 42.10. For example, the
provisions of 42.10.095(g) should be made a new
subsection of AS 42.10.130. Grant or denial of permit.
Structuring the legislation in this manner will help
clarify its scope and relation to the existing act.

On a more specific level, the standard of
nonuse in (c) appears to be somewhat vague. Will one
trip in two years meet the test? If some sort of
substantial operations are required, must all the
operations be in intrastate commerce to qualify? If a
transportation subcontractor provides substantial
tarnsportation in Alaska but some or even a large part of
that transportation is interstate, will the carriage of
interstate commerce be considered in determining if the
permit is in active use?

There also is no specific standard of use
necessary to receive grandfather rights under subsection
ég). Is one trip between July 1, 1976 and the effective
ate of the act enough? Without a requirement of
substantial and bona fide operations the provision may be
subject to constitutional challenge on the grounds of
equal protection, or substantive due process. The
argument would be that the grandfather classification is
not reasonable and does not have a fair and substantial
relation to the object of legislation. The object is
presumably to protect those who have actively worked as
transportation subcontractors prior to regulation.
However, the courts allow the legislature considerable
leeway in formulating legislation and there is no
requirement that classes set up by legislation be
perfect. See e_.rc'i_. Commercial Fisheries Entry Com'n. v.
Apokedak, FOH FTTH T255 (Alaska 1980).-----------------------

] ~In regard to the antitrust implications of the
legislation, the simple answer is that carriers are
exempt from the state antitrust provisions by
AS 45.50.572(e). Thus, the inclusion of transportation
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subcontractors under AS 42.10 as carriers would exempt
them from state antitrust provisions. To the extent that
the federal antitrust laws may be applicable, and without
going into great detail, the Supreme Court of the United
States has held that state action is exempt from the
federal antitrust laws. To ensure that the federal
antitrust laws do not apply, a policy section added to
the bill stating that it is the intent of the legislature
to substitute the regulation provided for in the bill for
tho marketplace and the reasons behind the regulation
would be appropriate.

As to the relationship between federal
transportation regulation and the proposed legislation,
the legislation proposed would, of course, apply only to
intrastate transportation. Interstate transportation by
motor vehicle is controlled by the Interstate Commerce
Commission (ICC). The chief potential conflict between
state regulation and federal law would occur with "mixed
loads"”, 1.e., those truck loads which contained both
interstate and intrastate freight. The Interstate
Commerce Commission Act (49 U.S.C. 8 11501) provides that
the ICC may regulate intrastate transportation if that
transportation is conducted in such a way that there is
unreasonable discrimination against, or the imposition of
an unreasonable burden on, inferstate or foreign
commerce. Thus the question would be whether or not the
regulation of intrastate owner/operators could be
construed to be unreasonable discrimination against or an
unreasonable burden on interstate commerce. ince the
legislation has no intent to directly affect interstate
commerce, there would seem to be no unreasonable
discrimination against interstate commerce. The state's
interest in protecting its owner/operators to the extent
of insuring that they receive a compensatory return for
their services would not seem to be an unreasonable
burden on interstate commerce. This conclusion is based
on the following:

1. The state's interest in protecting
compensatory payment to owner/operators is
certainly legitimate.
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2. The amount of mixed loads would be
very small.

3.  The only conflict would seem to be if
under Alaska law owner/operators were required

to receive a compensatory amount and under
federal law carriers were allowed to pay less

than a compensatory amount. The interest of a
carrier conducting” some interstate commerce to

pay less than a compensatory amount to an
owner/operator would not seem to outweigh the

state's interest in insuring the stability rf
the transportation system by providing for
compensatory pay.

_ In conclusion, there seems to be no substantial
antitrust implications to the legislation.

From discussing this matter with Steve Soeksen
| understand there is also some question about the
provisions of (a) relating to maximum and minimum
tariffs. There is no apparent legal problem with this
approach although it may effect the agency's workload and
personnel needs.

Mr. Soeksen also raised the issue of the
viability of the definition of transportation
subcontractor in subsection (e). There is no apparent
legal problem with the definition, except as mentioned
above, it would be better placed under 42.10.420(3) and
made applicable to the chapter rather than the section.
Also there is no need for the reference about taxicabs as
the commission has no jurisdiction over taxis.
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I hope that the above comments have answered
your questions. If you have any further questions,
please contact me.

Very truly yours,

WILSON L. CONDON
ATTORNEY GENERAL

By:
G. Charles Schmidt
Assistant Attorney General

GCS:dr

cc. Art Peterson
Assistant Attorney Genera

Juneau - AGO



Memo: S.B.135
To: = fiteve Soenksen, Adm. Asst, to Representative Cato
From: Gone Kennedy, Washington LJO

| have waited three days for the ICC to return my call* It is
symbolic of the Federal bureaucracy if they fear you will ask them a
question they do not want to discuss or know anything about what you
may ask, they never call you. It is an utterly disgusting performance.

However, i was referred to Mr. Ken Pearson of the Federal
Highway Administration (7.0Z) 42G-1790), who jeans to be The most Rnowledg
able person | have, talked to in this quarter. Mr. Bill Higgins of the
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials referred me
to Mr. Pearson.

Mr. Pearson heard my explanation of S.B-33S and explained it- as
follows. Owner*operator is rather an umbrella term for th«Se who own
and operate their own vchciles. There are, generally, two types. First
are the term-leased operators who are leased to a carrier. These people
usually lend their ICC licenses and operator umlor the aegis of the
carrier - most in interstate trade - and the states do not regulate
these. They are under the ICC.

~ The other tyﬁe are owner-operators who carry agricultural com-
modities, livestock, fish prefects, horticultural products, etc. The

ICC exempts them Jrofm economi(]; regulation .due to a historijc dei:ision lo
bi4 me Tanner an ree them from~restrictions to the market place.

~ However, most states do have rcgistoration of tawifcr-operator
vehicles, he said, for the following reasons:

3. Fuel Tux purposes
Z. Uegulat Jon-enforcement
3. Reciprocity of license plates

Mrw Pearson said that this did not mean That such a registration
would regulate routes or anthing like that. Generally, lie said, Federal
Safety Requirement would .apply to those owner-operators which cross
state lines but State Safety Requirements apply to owner-operators
in intra-state commerce. In addition, minimum Federal Financial Re-
quirements are enforced by the department of Transportation for those
owner-operator vehicles ciossing state, lines but that tho State can
establish minimum financial lequivements.

Most states can and do register ami“bme regulation as long as
they stay clear of, establishing and regulating certain routes and stay
clear of sotting rates of any. kind.

Of course, | asked why there is a sudden desire for t.hir, kind of
legislation by owner-operators and he said that it Is quite obvious that
theie are more people coming into the market and, therefore, they arc
looking tu the State to assist them in having some sort of registration
or regulation to prevent ill-equipped, poorly-fin.-v»sccd.opcrations from
entering the marketplace.

| would recommend that you recall Mr. Pearson's name should you
need further information since he war; so gracious and, indeed, invited
me to call should 1| have additional requirements for information about
this legislation. Now, here is n bureaucrat who belies The oft-felt
image, a public servant of substance and intelligence.

l.et me know if you need further information.
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Tim Burzinski
Anchorage

Position Statement:

Donald Hennessey
Anchorage

Position Statement:

Larry Kelly
Sourdough Express,
Fairbanks

Position Statement:

George Hillar
Valdez

Position Statement:

Marty Holmes
Billiken Transfer,
Petersburg

Position Statement:

Harry Shade
Homer area

Position Statement:

W"i. Haines
Haines Enterprize

HOUSE TRANSPORTATION
STANDING COMMITTEE
May 21, 1982
7:00 p.m., Friday

Rep. Cato, Chairman
Rep. Moss

Rep. Abood
Rep. Sutcliffe
Rep. Metcalfe

Rep. Zharoff
Rep. Duncan

COMMITTEE CALENDAR
Evening statewide teleconference on CSSB 135

relating to motor vehicles and carriers and
providing for an effective date.

WITNESS REGISTER

Supports CSSB 135

Supports CSSB 135
Inc.

Opposes CSSB 135

Feels that something must be done for
truckers.

Inc.

Need to solve problems but let"s not be
hasty.

Supports CSSB 135



Wrangell
Position Statement:

Mr. Wm Privett

Opposes CSSB 135

Wrangell Oil and Heat Corp.

Wrangell
Position Statement:

James Davis
Sealand,

Anchorage
Position Statement:

Ken Williamson
Lyndon Transport
Fairbanks
Position Statement:

Earl Kloster
Wrangell
Position Statement:

Sam Privett

Union Oil

Wrangell

Position Statement:

Timothy Gunderson
ATOOCA

Fairbanks

Position Statement:

Darryl Weide

Opposes CSSB 135

Genera] Manager

Opposes CSSB 135

Opposes CSSB 135

Opposes CSSB 135

CSSB 135

Opposes

Supports CSSB 135

Frontier Transportation

Fairbanks
Position Statement:

George Mathis
Wasilla, AK
Position Statement:

Swede Olson

Big State Motor, Inc.

Anchorage
Position Statement:

Paul Gallagher
Fairbanks
Position Statement

Shirley Willfard
Fairbanks
Position Statement:

Opposes CSSB 135

Supports CSSB 135

Opposes CSSB 135

Supports CSSB 135

Supports CSSB 135



Andy Hoge
Anchorage
Position Statement:

Jim Stepp
Husthers

Anchorage
Position Statement:

Inc

Douglas Wridge
Fairbanks
Position Statement:

Marion Fishell
Fairbanks
Position Statement:

Wayne Lucore

Alaska Carriers Assn.

Anchorage
Position Statement:

Russell Painter
Anchorage
Position Statement:

James Elliott
Fairbanks
Position Statement:

Ken Blagg
Alaska West Express
Fairbanks
Position Statement:

Ted Harris

Owner Operators
Fairbanks

Position Statement:

Marcie Denison
Anchorage
Position Statement:

Madeline Holdorf
Anchorage
Position Statement:

Joe Rule
Anchorage
Position Statement:

Ken Befie (spelling?)

Anchorage

Expressed

Supports CSSB 135

Supports CSSB 135

Supports CSSB 135

Opposes CSSB 135

Opposed CSSB 335

Supports CSSB 135

Opposed to CSSB 135

Asked Questions (seemed to support bill)

Supports CSSB 135
favor of

Spoke 1in

Supports CSSB 135

“"problems” with bill.

CSSB 135



Position Statement: Made general comments on bill; unsure of
position.

PREVIOUS ACTION

CSSB 135 No previous committee action to record.

ACTION NARRATIVE

Tape #23

Recording

Number 0002 Chairman Cato called the House
Transportation meeting to order. Staff
present were Steve Soenksen and Joyce
Thoresen. Rep. Moss was in Delta Junction
participating in the teleconference.
Chairman Cato called on Tim Bruzinski to
testify. He indicated his support for the
bill stressing that it was important
legislation for the owner-operators. He has
had only four trips since the first of the
year and alot of truckers are really
hurting. ™"Something has to be done,'™ he
said. He felt there is no reason outside
trucks should come in here to Alaska and
that it was important to save the owner-
operators .

Number 0091 Donald Hennessey, a 30 year resident,
supports the bill, feeling it helps replace
deregulation of ICC. Felt that outsiders
are putting them out of business.

Number 0132 Larry Kelly, Sourdough Express, opposed the
bill, commenting on five points that he sees
as problems, 1including administration;
regulating only 10% of freight; legal
nightmare; causes uncompetitive situation;
restricting ATC carriers. Felt it
definitely needs more study. Rep. Cato
asked several questions of Mr. Kelly.

Number 0200 George Hillar, lifetime Alaskan, supports
concept of CSSB 135 agreeing it is a
ticklish situation but feels something must
be done.

Number 0221 Marty Holmes, born and raised iIn Southeast,
only recently saw copy of bill but feel need
to solve the problems but shouldn®t be too
hasty.



Number

Number

Number

Number

Number

Number

Number

Number

Number

Number

0251

0262

0287

0298

0365

0412

0438

0458

0522

0547

Harry Shade supports the bill indicating
that i1t is in the iInterest of all Alaskans
to protect our industries.

Mr. Haines doesn®t believe in SB 135 because
he feels it does away with free enterprise
and competition. Feels is necessary before
passing some open ended bill that it should
be researched and defined rather than create
havoc.

M.. Privitt of Wrangell concurred with
others opposing the bill. Besides, he felt,
this i1s too late to be considering such a
bill.

James Davis, General Manager of Sealand,
feels bill would be harmful to the economy
of state. Also it would create a double
system foreign to free enterprise. He
requested that this legislation be defeated.

Ken Williamson of Lyndon Transport spoke 1in
oppostion to the bill feeling there are too
many open ended sentences in bill and that
unconstitut."onal; also bordering on price
fixing.

Earl Kloster from Wrangell had real problems
with bill because of its generalities and
vagueness.

Sam Privett also of Wrangell opposed to SB
135 feeling that if state sets rates this
will iIncrease costs considerably for
consumer .

Timothy Gunderson, President of Alaska
Truckers Owner Operators Cooperative
Association, Tfelt there was a lot of
misunderstanding of the bill. He gave more
detail as to why it should be supported
especially when Rep. Cato asked questions on
constitutionality of bill and ICC regulation
problems outside of Alaska®s jurisdiction.

Darryl Weide of Fairbanks spoke to specific
items in the bill; he is a traffic analyst.

George Mathis felt that CSSB 135 was a start
and that these are little people and want to
be operating and being forced out of
business.
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Number

Number

0610

0625

0706

0730

0836

0852

0874

0878

0917

Swede Olson spoke in opposition to bill
feeling it would be a direct violation of
Sherman anti-trust laws and that limited
entry would be unconstitutional. If need
something, then need to rewrite the bill.
Paul Gallagher supports SB 135 saying
limited entry works for fishermen. We
should help subcontractors Jlooking for work
and help.

Shirley Willfard also supports the bill
expressing that she thinks too many people
are misunderstanding the bill. She said it
was not limited entry. She felt owner
operators can no longer make a living with
situation as is. Felt there is nothing
unconstitutional about it. Rep. Cato asked
several questions regarding how to set
rates, etc.

Rep. Moss asked questions of Ken Williamson
of Lyndon Transport regarding how many of
employes were Alaskans for at least 18
months.

Andrew Hoge, Attorney for Alaska Trucking
Assn. commented on specific section of bill
questioning how set rates, problems with
inter vs intra state transportation; raised
constitutional questions and limited entry;
creating a monster for Alaska Transportation
Commission. Must look at reality of
economics.

Jim Stepp said they need help; got to do
something.

Douglas Wridge supports SB 135 saying there
is a need to stabilize the industry; opposed
to outsiders coming in which does nothing
for the state.

Marion Fishell testified that owner
operators are losing money and something
must be done.

Wayne Lucord testified that this was a
complicated situation and that costs would
go up is this bill passed.

Russell Painter of Lyndon Transport spoke in
opposition to bill; sympathetic to their
plight but history shows that with similar
legislation this same group opposed it while
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Number

0975

1013

1027

-1049

1066

1080

1093

1155

1216

1225

now when they are out of work they are
supporting it.

James Elliot supported SB 135 because
opposed to outsiders getting all jobs.

Ken Blagg was in opposition to bill because
didn®"t want any more regulations; wants to
be as iIndependent as possible.

Ted Karris asked question of Mr. Painter
about who pays employe®s benefits. Mr.
Painter responded that company paid
everything.

Marcie Denison, suffering from unemployment
supports SB 135.

Madeline Holdorf spoke in favor of SB 135.
She 1s an unemployed driver. Said that big
people are eating up the little people.
This bill might give me work, she said.

Joel Rule made some general comments in
support of SB 135.

Rep. Bette Cato commented on legislative
situation and bill. Mr. Donald Hennessey
added a few more comments about the costs of
operating a truck. Mr. Mathis made some
additional coimnents about other state”s
trucking problems. Joe Rule spoke again.

Dave Wagner opposed the bill because permit
not transferable. Tim Gunderson made a
couple of more comments also.

Ken Befie (spelling?) made several comments
on how striking unions have openned the door
for outsiders uc come in.

There being no further witnesses, the
meeting was adjourned at 9:00 p.m..



POUCH Y « STATE CAPITCL
JUNEAU, ALASKA99811
907.465-3800

[EGLATMVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANDUM May 21, 1982
SUBJECT: Motor carriers legislation
(HCS CSSB 135 (L&C))
TO: Representative Bette M Cato
Attn: Steve Soenksen /Jy”
FROMt Thomas A. Sofo

Legislative Counsel

| understand that some concern has been voiced as to the
constitutionality of HCS CSSB 135 (L&C). The potential
problem involves the existence of statutes or regulations of
the ICC which may be in conflict with certain provisions of
the above referenced bill. Since | am unaware of any
specific point of incongruity, this memorandum will merely
outline the relevant rules which typically are applied when
a question of this nature arises.

Article VI of the United States Constitution provides:

This Constitution, and the laws of the Ur-ited States
which shall be made in pursuance thereof, end all
treaties made, or which shall be made, under the
authority of the United States, shall be the supreme
law of the land and the judges in every state shall be
bound thereby, anything in the Constitution or laws of
any state to the contrary notwithstanding.

The supremacy clause of the federal constitution quoted
above simply means that laws passed by state legislatures
are ultimately subject to federal laws addressing the same
subject. If we assume that a particular enactment of
Congress is properly within the powers granted to Congress
(and that presumption attaches to statutes and regulations
concerning interstate commerce) the only remanwing analysis
iIs confined to whether or not the federal statute or
regulation reflects an intention to preempt state activity
in the field.
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State legislation will typically be presumed to supplement

federal laws if the two can be reconciled. In the event of
a conflict, however, the supremacy clause requires that the
federal act control. Typically, any inconsistencies which

cannot be reconciled result in the state statute being
considered invalid to the extent of the conflict. This also
comports with our local rule concerning the severability of
invalid provisions which may be contained in the state
statutes.

A catch phrase which is often used in considering whether
Congress has preempted the field is reflected in the
determination as to whether a "uniform and comprehensive
system completely occupying the field of legislation on the
subject" has been enacted at the federal level. Usually,
some affirmative proof is required to establish the intent
of Congress to preempt state activity in a given field. The
mere failure to address a question, in the absence of
relevant legislative history to the contrary, is not usually
considered to be evidence of congressional intent to deny
state regulation of a particular aspect of a topic. For
instance, the failure of the ICC to require minimum rates
for motor carriers, if that is indeed true, is not
necessarily an indication that the Congress has considered
that providing for minimum rates would be inconsistent with
the federal regulatory scheme.

A state statute cannot thwart or frustrate the operation of
a federal statute on the same subject. Since the ICC is
charged with regulation of interstate carriers any enactment
by a single state which might affect interstate commerce
would probably violate other provisions of the constitution
as well, regarding noninterference with interstate commerce.
It is a different matter if a state decides to enact a
regulation concerning intrastate commerce since the federal
government is typically without authority to regulate such
matters unless they have an effect on interstate commerce.

Since the purpose of this memorandum is not to address
specific inconsistencies between our local act and the
federal law, no specific conclusion can be made as to
whether or not we have included material in HCS CSSB 135
(L&C) which might be considered to be preempted by federal
law. If a specific question does arise, the analysis above
Is the starting point for making a determination as to
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whether state action on the specific subject will withstand
later court challenge. In that regard, further work iIn this
area will be inconclusive in the absence of treating a
specific provision of the present bill in light of specific
provisions of federal law which might appear to be contra-
dicted by the bill under review.

TAS:1jb



CS B 125 (Finance) Senator Charles Parr

before the Senate Rules Committee

Rowers of A 5/3/82

42.07.121

The AIC "shall supervise and regulate transportation...and may
do all things, whether specifically designated...or in addition
thereto which are necessary or convenient in the exercise of this
power and jurisdiction.”

ATC has broad and general authority under Alaska statues.
Declaration of Policy
42.10.010

"It is the puropose of this chapter to provide the shippers and
receivers of freight in the state with a stabilized service and
rate structure; to foster sound economic conditions among the
carriers which will guarantee transportation in the public interest;
to promote adequate, ecdnomical and efficient service by motor
carriers, and reasonable charges without unjust discriminiation,
undue preferences or advantages, or unfair or destructive competitive
practices; to preserve the common carrier of.xommodities by motor
carrier in the public interest; to. improve and coordinate the
relations between, and transportation by and regulation of, motor
carriers and other carriers so that the highways of the state

may be properly developed and preserved, and the public assured

of adequate complete, dependable and stable transportation service
in all its phases”(emphasis added). |, T*"

The purpose of the Alaska Motor Freight Carrier Act, over which ATC has authority,
specifically outlines responsibilities of the ATC; responsibilities which the ATC
has clearly neglected or we would not be here today.

In Alaska today, ATC has not required motor carriers to post reasonable charges;
unfair and destructive competition has resulted in rates which do not provide
owner-operators 1in Alaska the financial reimbursement to equip, maintain, or
operate their vehicles in such a way to "foster sound economic conditions”™ which
"guarantee transportation in the public interest™ or which "improve[s] and
coordinate[s] the relations between, and the transportation by and regulation of,
motor carriers".

The ATC has allowed unfair competition between Drivate and common carriers, it

has allowed the destabilization of the transportation industry by ignoring the
plight of the owner-operators and has failed to ensure reasonable rates by

only approving rates rather than setting rates which reflect the real and actual
cost of transporting goods or providing services in Alaska. ATC has disregarded
ehe petitioning of those who provide the majority of the motor freight service

in Alaska, the owner-operators. The ATC has chosen to ignore the requests of pilot
car services to address their freight transportation related problems.

Though given broad authority, and being cognizant of the problems faced by the
motor freight industry in Alaska today, the ATC has foiled to respond to what is
now a crisis situation.

In shirking its responsibility, the ATC has also failed to suggest to the
legislature what action, 1if any, the law-making branch should take to assist the
ATC in accomplishing its responsibilities. As a result, we have SB 135 before
us today.



"ns Amendment to HE 586 was requested and added in the Senate Finance committee

*>. order to initiate regulations which would protect the pilot car industry from

toe unfair competition which it is now facing from Canadian pilot car companies
wr.ich are enzering Alaska and taking Alaskan jobs; Alaskans cannot similarly compete
in Canada. In conjunction with the regulations which would be developed by the
department of commerce to assist the pilot car operator, SJR 55 has been introduced
to request the US Immigration Service to more fully implement regulations which
should reduce this unfair competion.

The primary component of CS for SB 135 (Finance) is Section 1. which provides that
the ATC shall regulate "owner operators™:

The intent of this section is to have ATC regulate at one level lower than

is the current practice, to provide licenses for those who are currently
"owner operators" in Alaska and then to apply standards of public convenience
and necessity to the issuance of further licenses. It is hoped that this

will reduce the influx of operators who are ill-equipped and willing to work
at rates which are below the minimum necessary to reasonably operate a vehicle
on a "owner operator™ basis in Alaska. The intent is not to exclude anyone
who 1is currently operating (or who has done so in the immediate past) but
only to ensure that expansion of the pool of "owner operators™ from henceforth
be made in the same manner as common carrier licenses are now issued, on a
basis of need.

Intergal in the intent of Section 1. is the amendment.in Section 2. which requires
carriers to file "maximum and minimum" rates:

The intent of this section is to have the ATC do what it currently has the
authority to to do, set rates, but which it has chosen not to do. Currently
the ATC merely approves rates which are submitted by the carriers rather than
considering whether they are fair in relation to the costs involved, and in
particular, whether they reflect adequate reimbursement for the "owner
operator".

Section 3. changes the definition of Private Carriers:

The intent here is to preclude unfair treatment which allows private carriers
z0 unequitably compete with common carriers. Currently some private carriers
have taken advantage of the changes in the law (1973) which allow them to
provide the services of a common carrier while avoiding the risks which a
true private carrier would have 1i.e., inventory, distribution facility, etc.
and avoiding the requirement related to being a licensed common carrier.

As the sponsor of this legislation, there are two modifications which 1 would
request you make:

Amendment #1. Delete the following on page 1, line 19:
[construction contractor operators]

This group of licensees was 1inadvertently included by drafting.
Amendment #2. Remove the deletion on page 2, line 27 so it read as follows:
(A) a person who transports by motor vehicle, with or
Legislative Drafting has informed us that the deletion of [with
or] from this definition would result in an impact which 1is
broader than we intended. ATC has informed us that the other

change which we suggest in this definition will be adequate
to accomplish our intent.
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MSG 32-00029359 PRTY 1 (5/27/82 18:27:52 ORIG: LAO5 IN= e012 OUT= 007/"

ROM: CHERYL/ANCH TO: JNU INFO

ARGET: LJH'2 SUBJ: POM PAGE 000~

TO: ALL MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE

FROM: BOB STRONG
2009 SPAR AVE
ANCHORAGE AK 99501 279-9515

EMPHATICALLY URGE YOU TO VOTE NO ON HH 12* IF PASSED PUBLIC WILL SUFFER
INCREASED RATES, DECREASED SERVICE* PASSAGE WOULD ALSO ALLOW TEAMSTERS
UNION LEVERAGE TO WORK AGAINST THE BEST INTERESTS OF THE SHIPPING PUB! TT
AND TRANSPORTATION INDUSTRY*



MSC- 82-00029294  PRTY 15:13:05 ORIG: LAO 0006 OUT= 0053
FROM: CHERYL/ANCH TO. "N'U INFO
TARGET: LJH2 CUBJ: PCM

L MEMBER'S OF THE HOUSE

DONALD BOVEE

ALASKA CHAIRMAN, OIL FI HIPPE AESDC/ANC-H AREA DEMOCRATIC COUNCI
740 & 167H MEMBER
ANCHORAGE AK 79501

HB 12 WITH THE SENATE SUBSTITUTE AMENDED 5/26/82 WILL SERIOUS Y DAMAGE
THE ALASKA TRUCKING INDUSTRY* IT WILL RAISE SHIPPING RATES A D GIVE
-ME TEAMSTERS UNION MANAGERIALTOOLr THAT WORK AGHftl NIST ALASKA

PUBLIC- I URGE YOU TO DEFEATTHIS TILL BECAUSE THE FEDERAL X

FOR DEREGULATION IS UNDERWAY.



MSG 82-00022
FROM: CHERYL/ANCH TO JNU INFO
TARGET: LJH2 SUBJ; POM PAGE 0301

TpMfc;

SENATORS RAY GILMAN, DANKWORTH, KERTTULA, SACKETT, FISCHER, STIMSON,
BRADLEY, KELLY, RODEY, STURGULEWSKI, COLLETTA

KEF- RESENT AT IVES CATO, ABOOD, DUNCAN, METCALFE, MOSS, SUTCLIFFE ZHAPOFF
BEIRNE, CLOCKSIN, MEEKINS, CUDDY, GOTTEN, HALFORD \iapTin ~ ZHAROTT.

hUCHhiOL.DT, ANDERSON, BARNES, BYLSMA, MHAYES, \oONTGOMERY

FKCM:  §%J2 bs@Afilm PEfvpELMG rOR _ BEN KULE' TEf[M"T#|: owner/operator

ANCHORAGE AK 99507 344-5909<||> 349-8624<W)
RE  XRANEPORTATION SUBCONTRACTOR PROPOSAL

AS A 25 YEAR ALASKAN, | WISI-I TO SUPPORT THE PROPOSAL BY TUP wriMrw rnr. A an/a.
BY MARCH 25, 19C2 Kk 4 u TRUCKING ALONE HAD BROUGHT

cut.IDE UUNRR/O'fcKAtUKS WHILE | .TAT AT HOKE. THIS IS NFITHEP FAIR NOR -nn?

P-OF ALASKA'S ECONOMY.



L
[ et

MSG 32-00020969 PRTY 1 04/14/82 14:24:25 ORIG: LAO1 IN= 0005 OUT= 0096

FROM: CINDY, ANCH TO: JNU INFO
TARGET: LJH2 SUBJ: POM PAGE 0003

TO: SENATORS RAY, GILMAN, DANKWORTH, KERTTULA, SACKETT, BRADLEY, COLLETTA
FISCHER, KELLY, RCIDEY, STIMSON, STURGULEWSKI
REPRESENTATIVES CATO, ABOOI> DUNCAN, METCALFE, MOSS, SUTCLIFFE,
ZHAROFF, ANDERSON, BARNES, BEIRNE, BUCHHOLDT, CLOCKSIN, COTT
CuDDY, HALFORD, HAYES, MARTIN, MEEKINS, MONTGOMERY AND

PHILLIPS
FROM: BEN RULE, 1727 RARTLETT DR, ANCH., 99507 344-5909 HV

AS A 23 YR ALASKAN, | WISH TO SUPPORT THE PROPOSAL BY ‘WOMEN FOR ALASKAA
OWNER-OPERATORS* ./BY MARCH 25, 19B2 K AND W TRUCKING ALONE HAD BROUGHT IN
126 OUTSIDE QWNBR-OPERATORS, WHILE | SIT HOME. THIS IS NEITHER FAIR NOR

GOOD FOR ALASKA'S ECONOMY.

FROM NORIETA RULE, 1727 BARTLETT DR., ANCH. 99507 344-5909 HM
APTT 15 MAF

RE: TRANSPORTATION SUB CONTRACTOR PROPOSAL

AS A 25 YEAR ALASKAN, | WISH TO SUPPORT THE PROPOSAL "WOMEN FOR ALASKAN
OWNER-OPERATORS*. DUE TO THE LARGE! INFLUX OF OUTSIDE OWNER-OPERATORS, MY
HUSBAND HAS SAT HOME ALL WINTER. THESE OUTSIDERS ARE DESTROYING ALASKA'S
ECONOMY.

FROM DONALD M. HENNESSEY
D 6 J TRUCKING
8244 SEAVIEW 243-4473
ANCH., AK. 99502

AS A 30 YEAR RESIDENT TRUCK DRIVER <OWNER-OPERATOR), THE PRESENT RECESSU
ANI) INFLUX OF TEMPORARY OWNER-OPERATORS HAS MADE IT OBVIOUS SOME FORM OF PRO-
TECTION IS NECESSARY TO KEEP THE RESIDENT OWNER-OPERATOR FROM FINANCIAL RUIN
ON A CONTINUING BASIS.

APR 1y rAlu
FROM. ORMAN JOSTEN, JOSTEN'S TRUCKING, INC.
BOX 2736, ANCH. AK. 995L0 248-0208
I AM IN FULL SUPPORT OF THE PROPOSAL BY “WOMEN FOR ALASKAN nUKiru ncroA-™
AS A LIFE-1 IME ALASKAN, | AM SICK OF SEEING =mOUTSIDER'S* ™ MM rr! YT
BIG BUCKS, ONLY TO SEND THEIR F'AYCHLTKS RIGHT BACK OUTSIDE™ WE NEED LAWS 5S*
PROTECT ALASKAN OWNER-OPERATORS. VOTE LIMITED ENTRY'e T®

m i pm
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SB-135 and
related legislation

CONSTITUENT AND NON-CONSTITUENT
TELEGRAMS AND PUBLIC OPINION
MESSAGES

Office of
Rep. Bette Cato
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ALASCOM, INC.
PHONE: L8u-6442
AK 99802

0?.132 ANCHORAGE AX 39 05-21 £15P ADT
PCS REP BETTE CATggQA (FONE IS;MY NEED BEFORE 5pM TODAY")
TRANSPORTATION AND LABOR AND COMMERCE COMMITTFr
MAY 2 4 1982
JUNEAU
THIS TS 1O INFORM YOU THAT IAM VERY MUCH OPPOSED TO SB 135.
IF PASSED, THIS BILL WILL INCREASE FREIGHT RATES TO ALASKA
IT WILL RESTRAIN THE FREE ENTERPRISE SYSTEM, IT IS AN
ANT I-7RIJST VIOLATION AND IT WILL LI'" IT ENTRY TO THE MBLIO
IN THE TRANSPORTATION FIELD. PLEASE VOTE NO AGAINST THIS BILL.
PARLEY E MARTIN
35A0 HAZEN CIR

ANCHORAGE AK 99502



ALASCOM, INC.
PHOT®; Lbt-t442
JUNEAU, ML 99802

MAY 2 4 198,
02125 AJCMOSASE AK 3S 05-21 T 15F VAT

p>S rrp BETT'fe CATO,, CFONE XMMV fe O BEFORE 5PM TODAY)
TRANSPORTAT ION AND LABOR AND COMMERCE COMMITT EE
JUNEAU
|AM OPPOSED TO THE PASSAGE OF SB 155 AS THE LOSS OF ANOTHER
FREEDOM. IT WILL INCREASE FREIGHT RATES IN ALASKA, RESTRAIN
FREE ENTERPRISE, AND LIMIT ENTRY INTO THE TRANSPORTATION
INDUSTRY. PLEASE VOTE NO.

WANDA GIBSON

3234 EAST 1-3TH AVE

ANCHORAGE AK 995 4



AUSCCW. ikc.
¢ o Sl T S Y a0}

02118 ANCHORAGE A* 39 85-2@ /m/v 9%\%0[2

RMS «<-P R-.ITE O 4 , jr-j“y fgjrrn BEFORE 5PM TODAY)

TRANSRODTAT ION AND LABOR AND COMMERCE COMMITTEE
MAY 2 4 1382

JUNEA'Y

PLEASE BE ADVISED THAT IAM AGAINST SB135. IT LIMITS ENTRY AND

TO THE TRANSPORTATION TND'JSTY IT ALSO STYMIES FREE ENTERPRISE,

AND IT WILL INCREASE FREIGHT RATES INTO ALASKA. PLEASE VOTE

AGAINST THIS BILL.
DOUG TIPTON
3884 CARAVELLE DR

ANCHORAGE AK RDS.0R
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ALASCOM, ME.
PHONE: 538-6442
JUHEAU, AS 8&3Q2

08 111 ANCHOPAGE AK 42 05-21 210p ADI
PMS REP BETTE CATO 80ks PHONE IHMY BEFORE 5PM MAY 2 4 "99%e
TRANSPORTATION AND 1,ABOT? AND COMMERCE COMMITTEE
JIINEAU
IN All ERA WHEN NATIONALLY TRANSPORTATION IS UNDERGOING

DEREGULATION MUCH THE BENEFIT OE THE CONSUME! , SB135F FLIES

| A/, T 7 ;- E'lI1 jJEEL T END. IAt BD TO THIS BILL
m ASK THAT YOU VOT ! AG AINST ITS SSATiIE.
UAVIi) DORSEY
<135 -ASTWOOD CntlR1

AJ CHORAGE AK 9Dr=04



ALASCOM, INC.
PKONE: 586-6442
JUNEAU, AK 99802

0221! ANCHORAGE AK 55 05-21 330P ADI
MAY 2 4 190?
PMS PEP BETTE CATO
JUNEAU
| WOULD LIKE TO URGE YOU TO VOTE NO AGAINST SENATE BILL 135
FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS:
1. TT DEFIES THE FREE ENTERPRISE CONCEPT, THE MAIN CORNERSTONE
OF OUR ECONOMIC SYSTEM.
2. BY LIMITING ENTRY INTO THE TRANSPORTATION INDUSTRY
COMPETITION WILL SUFFER.
3. DUE TO THT-: PILL FREIGHT PATES WILL INCREASE.
JACKIE SOLLEE
PO BOX A-1551

ANCHORAGE AK 99509



May 20, 1982

Dear Representative Cato:

| want to urge you to vote against Senate Bill 135  The
fact tnat committee hearings have not been held concerning
this bill and that it was passed out of committee without
input from the citizens of Alaska concerns me greatly,
especially in the light that such a bill has a profound
impact on the trucking industry within this state.

The passage of this bill .in its present form cuuld do great
injury to the trucking ind istry within Alaska and | urge
that “‘the bill be returned to committee and that forma]
hearings be held

In addition, House Bill 12 refers to regulation that in my
op|q|on is unhealthy and would not hold "down transportation
costs.

| do not feel there was any need or justification for such
haste in acting on these bills.

Hincerely,



May 20, 1982

MAY 2 4 U2
Dear Representative Cato:

| want to urge you to vote against Senate Bill 135, The
fact that committee hearings have not been held concerning
this bill and that it was passed out of committee without
input from the citizens of Alaska concerns me greatly,
especially in the light that such a bill has a profound
impact on” the trucking industry within this state.

The passage of tins Dbill in its present form could do great
injury to the trucking industry within Alaska and r urge
that ‘the bill be returned to committee and that: formal
hearings be held.

In addition, House Bill 12 refers to regulation that in my
op|q|on is unhealthy and would not hold "down transportation
cOSts.

1 do not feel there was any need or justification for such
haste in acting on these bills.

Sincerely,

Kl.iznbot:h T. Holmes

9408 Canton Loop
Anchorage, Alaska 99502



May 20, 1982

MAY 2 4 1982
Dear Representative Cato:

t want to urge you to vote against Senate Bill 135. The
fact that committee hearings have not been held concerning
this bill and that it was passed out of committee without
input from the citizens of Alaska concerns me greatly,
especially in the light that such a bill, has a profound
impact on the trucking 1industry within this state.

The passage of this bill in its present form could do great
injury to the trucking industry within Alaska anti | urge
that the bill bo returned to committee and that formal
hearings be held.

In addition, House Bill 12 re."ars to regulation that in my
opinion 1is unhealthy and would 1lot hold down transportation
costs.

1 do not feel there was any need ox- justification for such
haste 1in acting on these bills.

Dincerely,



May 20, 1982

MAY 2 4 1982

Dear Representative Cato:

I want to urge you to vote against Senate Bill 135. The
fact that committee hearings have not been h< Id concerning
this bill and that it was passed out of committee without
input from the citizens of Alaska concerns me greatly,
especially in the light that such a bill lias a profound
impact on the trucking industry within this state.

The passage of this bill in its present form could do great
injury to the trucking industry within Alaska and 1 urge
that the bill be returned to committee and that formal
hearings be hold.

Ln addition, House Bill 12 refers to regulation that in my
opinion is unhealthy and would not hold down transportation
costs.

1 do not feel there was any need or justification for such
haste in acting on these bills.

Sincerely,

P. A. Woare

3834 Helvetia Dr.
Anchoiage, Alaska 99504



