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to judicial notice, at trial or on agrpeal eon-
canting tir benefits of tie: preference law.
We arg not loltl llie mrnnproyrnrnt rate in
lllingis' cinstruction industry, wiry stub
uucmplnyiueul costs the state, whéther I

would” he significantly increased hy throw-

Ing open public_construction projects to
nonresidents (which might just cause a re-
*huffling nf jobs between public ami pri-
vate projects], and whether the costs—rf
any—to Tlinois of allowing. nonresident In-
bur on such projects, costs in higher unem-
|o ment o' welfare benefits paid, uneny
P sycd constructron workers or their fami-
are likely lo exceed any cost savings In
publirc constructron from’hiring nonresident
workers,

Qur insistence on_ data may Seem nig-
tlitlg, and would he if llie effeCts uf allow-
ag nonresidents tu work on public cur
tfu linn projects were as clear as those of
Mowing carriers of Huhourclo %ue to, en-
of ||re Slate without quarantine fr nunivsi-
mt students fu attend the University uf
llinois free of rbarge tu they nre nit as
' epre erence law mi ht have no
ee on the unemployment .ate In lllinais,
oJrse, 1t could boomerang, and actually
|creasc unemployment In econstructron
Idusiry. —.Suppose for exam,oe that a b
C construction project
on if il employed” both Illinois resrdents
nd nuurcsiilriits and $1.2 million if it cm:
nyed only Illinois residents. If the higher
-roe Were more than the school distric or
Pu rca]gencywaswr ling to pay, the
ojeet would” not he aulhorifed and' the
rnnrs residents who would have worked
. it would have to seek work elsewhere.

12'J| Although the. burden ut proving
It a state statute violates the privileges
J Immunities clause 1s on the plainif,
ce lie shows that the statute, fliscrim-
(es_explicitly . against nonresidents
Ie pursuit uf eiimiiniy callings,” Htililicin
Montana_ti % A (inme érrmm n -3l
S 871 387, K SCt 82, i
M2d 3l 1 thq the slafe has the In-
tof ]ustr rng re di &rrmrnatron see id,

Issenting ipiuion);
fled IIhty A Coastractron Tititles

(‘onncil & Mayor & Councrl of Camden,
supra, — Ufs . 101SCt 1020} |ink-
Inr |> Orbcck sluﬁra 437 US. at 520-27,

Tribe, American Con-
slrltltr naI Iaw 411 (11178), or, al Jlie ve

least, of proclucing some evidence in justifi-

cation of it Ellre Burden of persuasion may
remain on the plaintiff). ~After Hicklin,
and the recent spate of state court cases
rnvaIrdatrng on the authority of llicklin,
Bre erence laws much like Ilinois', see La-
oieis local Union Ao. 74 1. t'clton
Construction Co., 12 Wash2d 121, 051
P.2d (¥ (1182 K'eshamin Constructors
Inc. r. Krause, supra and Salla
8y7ofMonroe 48 N.Y.2d 511 423NY82A
E.2d DO) (U7:i), IMinois must
llave known that il ‘could not justify the
exclusion of nonresidents from employment
on 4l publrc constructron prof|ects without
makrn? I etter sh owrngn justif rcatron
than Ilie Stale of Alaska had been able to
make for the "Alaska Hire" law. In fact

Alaska mage a manful effort al justifica-

tion, (hough it fell short. ~Illinois lias made
none in this proceeding, though the director
of Its own Labor Department, who had
access in the datg that mrﬁht illuminate the
costs atai benefits of the law, was the
defendant.

The remand in Unrted litdy. . A Con-
struction does not warrant a similar re-
mand here.  The City of en had ad
no opportunity to make a case for Aus beg
Ing the ordinance. The ordinance had beén
submitted for approval lo a New Jersey
affirmative action officer, and after ' brref
administrative proceedings” had been  les-
Igaatell as a state-approved affirmative ac-
tron construction program. . An assocratron

of [abor orgau/atl ons filed a notice of ap-
peal toa ew Jersey appellate court which
In tum certr red the guestion of the ordr
nance’s legality to the New Jerse}/:t
oreme Court. '— U.S. at

023-21. In the present case ‘the stale had
a fill) opportunity in the preliminary-injunc-
tinn proceeding in the district court In put
Into evidence (o ask the court fo take
judicial notice of/ facts justifying the pref-
erence law. 11 did nothing.
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The judgment of the district court is 7 IIahcas Corpus #=2.1(4

Amttvnal.

Ra mond W. VVESIER,
Vlitiuncr- Appclhrnt

Thomas ISRAEL, RcspondcnI-Appcllcc,
No. 82-2170.
United Stales Court of Appeals,
Seventh Circuit.
Argued Nov. 8, 1183
Decided March 22, [It'U.
Al Amended March 23, 1084,

Petition for writ uf habeas_corpus was
brought by slate. prisoner.  The' United

Stales District Coit'T fur the Easter: Dis- B

trict of Wisconsin, Myron L. Cordon, I,
denied relief, 537 F.Su o n. 118, and rrson-
er appealed. The Court of Appeals, Co

Circuit Judﬁe* held that Prrsoner warved
right lo refic* on claim lutl

Brrved of jury trial on his rnsanrtrr pIea hy
IS failure 0 raise objection in Tlie state
trial court.

Affirmed.

L llubcus CorPus 025.1(1)

Doctrine of waiver, in context of feder-
al habeas corpus action, provrdes that rf
state withholds rrghto aP pellate revi<- v of
ISSues not raised at trial, Tederal courts wil
not undermine stale’s interest in orclerly
procedure hy allowing defendant to litigate
Issue In federal habeas proceeding.

2. lluhcns Corpus c->25|(|?
When procedural default liars state lit-
igation of onstrtutronal carm %ate prrson
e may not_obtain federal habeas' rellef
absent showing of cause and actual preju-

Doctrine of waiver barred state prison
or from obtaining federal habeas cor
relief from state conviction on ground {hat
lie had not been provided with ju h trial on
Insanity plea wie. re that claim had' not been
presented tu the stale trial court and where
prrsoner failed to show cause for nr actual
prejudice from his failure to raise issue at
si'c Hal court level,

1B isCorpus o | 1112

\vuen Court of Peals reviews dis-
trict court's findings of fact in habeas cor-
pus action, it mayset aside such findings
only if the)F are Clearly erroneoys and. un-
less 1t is left with definite and firm_convic-
tion that mistake has been committed, it
must accept trial court's findings.

5. Habeas Corpus 0=)1.1(12)

In state prisoner's habeas corous pro
ceedir.g, district court's fingling that prison-
er was nut entitled to relief on hrs clam
that he had heen denied | Jurﬁ rial oil rnsanr
ty plea hel-aiise he had withrawn the GPea
efore trial eninineni-ed was supporte
evidence that his attnriny had in ormed t
state trial judge that the defense would not
he pursued éven though the withdrawal
was not macle putt uf the trial court record.

L Attorney and Client C=K8

, Detense counsel's withdrawal of insan-
ity plea was not ineffective despite defend-
ants contention that 1l was not intelligent-
3/ and voluntarily agreed. lo hy him where
efen ant was present in the courtroom
when the olea was withdrawn and g%ave no
indication that lie disagreed with withdraw-
al uf the plea or later allege that defense
counsel was ineffective in withdrawing the
plea

Alien E. Slrocrrher ﬁr Prof., LoonaU -
versity, "amela Mcnaker, law stu
cago, 111, for petitioner-appellant;

|'amela Mu cc llcilpriii, Asst. Atty. Celt,
Wis. Dept. a ustrce Madison, Wis, fur
respond enf -appellee
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February 13, 1985

To: Each Member of the ska Legislature

Lenny Arsenault found, through a national magazine, that the State
of Wyoming was able to make a resident hire law stick. I had the
Wyoming Supreme Court air mail me a copy of the opinion. Lenny 1is
at a national meeting and wanted, me to forward it to each of you

as quickly as possible.

For use 1in drafting potential Alaska legislation, 1| note that the
interest which a resident of Wyoming has in a Wyoming public Tfunds
contract can be equated to the same thing in Alaska and probably
we can add the interest which Alaska residents have in any facil—
ities producing royalty petroleum or royalty gas which belongs to
the Stare; especially since the majority of the State"s income
comes from such production and it directly influences all matters
of expenditure in the State.

The findings of fact or "whereas clauses”™ should be carefully
drafted.

Good luck with this.

Sincerely,

ARTHUR LYLE ROBSON, Attorney for
U.A. Local 375 and Its Members

ALR:CLM

Enclosure: State of Wyoming Opinion



IN THE SUPREME COURT, STATE OF WYOMING
OCTOBER TERM, A.D. 1984

Januarv 10, 1985

STATE OF WYOMING,
Plaintiff,
V. No. 84-35
ROGER ANTONICH,

Defendant.

N o o/ N\

Bill of exceptions from the County Court of Converse County, the
Honorable John Allan Holtz, Judge.

A. G. McClintock, Attorney General, Gerald A. Stack, Deputy Attor—
ney General, John W. Renneisen, Senior Assistant Attorney General,
and Michael A. Blonigen, Assistant Attorney General, for plain—
tiff.

Daniel E. White, Cheyenne, for defendant.

Before *THOMAS, C.J., and RC"E, **ROONEY, BROWN, and CARDINE, JJ.

ROSE, J., delivered the opinion of the Court; THOMAS, C.J
a specially concurring opinion.

., TFTiled

NOTICE: This opinion is subject to formal re—
vision before publication 1in Pacific Reporter
Second. Readers are requested to notify the
Clerk of the Supreme Court, Supreme Court

Building, Cheyenne, Wyoming 82001 of any typo—
graphical or other formal errors, in order
that corrections may be made before final pub—
lication 1in the permanent volume.

*Became Chief Justice January 1, 1935.
**Cnief Justice at time of oral argument.



ROSE, Justice.

We granted the State of Wyoming"s application to file a bill
of exceptions in order to address a single issue:

"Does the Wyoming Preference for State Labor—
ers Act, Section 16-6-201, et seq., W.S.

1977, violate tr,e privileges and immunities

clause of the United States Constitution?"

We will hold that the challenged Act is narrowly tailored to fit a
particular problem 1identified by the State and, therefore, does
not impermissibly infringe the privileges and immunities of the
citizens of states other than Wyoming.J/ Accordingly, we sus-—
tain the bill of exceptions filed by the State.

WYOMING PREFERENCE ACT OF 1971

In 1971, the legislature adopted the "Wyoming Preference
Act," & 16-6-201 through 16-6-206, W.S.1977, which requires con—
tractors to employ available qualified Wyoming Jlaborers for pub-
lic-works projects in preference to nonresident laborers. Section
16-6-203, W.S.1977, contains the key provision of the Act:

"Every person who 1is charged with the duty of
construction, reconstructing, improving, en —
larging, altering or repairing any public
works project or improvement for the state or
any political subdivision, municipal corpora—
tion, or other governmental wunit, shall employ
only Wyoming laborers on the project or im—
provement. Every contract let by any person
shall contain a provision requiring that Wyo—
ming labor be used except other laborers may
be used when Wyoming laborers are not avail-—
able for the employment from within the state
or are not qualified to perform the work 1in—
volved. The state employment office neares”
the proposed <contract or construction s;
shall maintain a list of laborers, clas”® .ed
by skills, who are residents and are a~ able
for employment. When the nearest e em—
ployment office 1is unable to provi the re—
quested number of laborers from its own list,
it shall immediately contact other state em-

v The United States Constitution, Art. 1V, & 2, provides:
"The Citizens of each State shail be entitled

to all Privileges and Immunities of Citizens
in the several States."”

.1 -



ployment offices and request the names of
other available laborers. Every person re-—
quired to employ Wyoming laborers shall inform
the nearest state employment office of his em—
ployment needs. IT the state employment of—
fice certifies that the person®s need for la—
borers cannot be filled from those listed as
of the date the information 1is filed, then the
person may employ other than Wyoming Jlabor—
ers."

On September 22, 1983, the Converse County prosecuting attor—
ney charged Roger Antonich, general superintendent of Westates
Construction Company, with violating &8 16-6-203, supra. The in—
formation alleged that Antonich fired a Wyoming worker from a pub-
lic-school construction project in order to hire out-of-state
workers. The county court jJudge dismissed the charge on the
ground that 8 16-6-203, supra, violates the privileges and immuni—
ties clause of the federal ~constitution. The ~court relied on
Hicklin v. Orbeck, 437 U.S. 518, 98 S.Ct. 2482, 57 L.Ed.2d 397
(1978), and recent cases from other jurisdictions in which the
courts have invalidated statutory preferences for local workers.
After examining these and similar opinions, we conclude that cer—
tain distinguishing features in Wyoming"s Preference Act suffi-—
ciently limit 1its scope so as to satisfy the demands of the privi-
leges-and-immunities clause.

PRIVILEGES-AND-IMMUNITIES CLAUSE ANALYSIS

An examination of a state enactment, to determine 1its valid-—
ity under the privileges-and-immunities clause involves a two-step
analysis. First, the reviewing court must determine whether the
statute burdens a fundamental right or activity, since only those
"privileges" and "immunities"™ which bear upon the concept of 1in—
terstate harmony fall within the scope and purpose of the clause.
United Building and Construction Trades Council of Camden County

and Vicinity v. Mayor and Council of the City of Camden, U.sS.

, S.Ct. r, 79 L.Ed.2d 249, 258-259 (1984); Baldwin vt
Fisn and Game Commission of Montana, 436 U.S. 371, 383-388, 98
S.Ct. 1852, 56 L.Ed.2d 354 (1978); Toomer v. Witsell, 334 U.S.
385, 395-396, 68 S.Ct. 1156, 92 L.Ed. 1460 (1948). Second, the

court must examine the reasons for the discriminatory treatment to
determine their validity and their relation to the degree of dis—
crimination imposed by the statute. This portion of the test was
developed by the United States Supreme Court 1in Toomer v. Wit-
soll, supra:

"Like many other constitutional provisions,
the privileges and immunities clause 1is not an
absolute. It does bar discrimination against
citizens of other States when; there 1is no
suhsl.ani ial re.ison for 1ilie discriminni ion be—
yond the mere Tfact that they are citizens of

-2-



other States. But it does not preclude dis—
parity of treatment in the many situations
where there are perfectly valid independent
reasons for it. Thus the 1inquiry 1in each case
must be concerned with whether sucn reasons do
ex-ist and whether the degree of discrimination
bears a close relation to then. The inauiry
must also, of course, be conducted with due
reaara for the principle that the States
should have consideration leeway in analyzing
local evils and in prescribing appropriate
cures.

The Toomer court established that classifications based on non-—
citizenship cannot stand

"* * * ynless there is something to indicate
that non-citizens constitute a peculiar source
of the evil at which the statute is aimed."
334 U.S. at 398.

The State concedes that the discrimination against nonresi—
dents under the Wyoming Preference Act burdens a fundamental
right. In an early case, the United States Supreme Court held
that the privileges-and-immunities clause protects the right of a
citizen cf one state to travel to another state for purposes of

employment. Ward v. Maryland, 12 Wall 418, 43J (1870). The
Supreme Court reaffirmed this principle 1in Hicklin v. Oroeck,
supra, 437 U.S. at 525. Even more pertinent to the instant case,

the Supreme Court recently held that an enactment preferring local
workers for public construction projects Durdens a Tfundamental
right and, therefore, falls within the" purview of the privileges-
and-immunities clause,. United Building and Construction Trades
Council of Camden County and Vicinity v. Mayor and Council of the
City of Camden, supra, 79 L.Ed.2d at 258-261. Clearly, Wyoming"s
Preference Act offends the privileges-and-::nmunities clause unless
a close link exists between valid reasons for the Act and the dis—
crimination practiced.

The State, in 1its brief, identifies the purpose of the Act as
the reduction in unemployment among the Jlabor force which makes
possible government projects through contributions to the public
treasury. Stated conversely, the evil which the Wyoming Pre :er-
ence Act con jats is

"* * x a resident remaining unemployed while a
nonresident takes a job on a Wyoming public
works project." (State ™ brief.)

Thus, tne Wyoming Preference Act attempts to insure that aovern-
ment-created jobs ben?tit the State®"s citizens.

Without question, reduction in wunemployment among Wyoming
citizens constitutes a valid state goal. See United Building and
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Construction Trades Council of Camden County and Vicinity v.
Mayor and Council of the City of Camden, supra; Hicklin v. OrDeck,
supra. We turn, therefore, to an examination of the relationship
between this legitimate reason underlying the Wyoming Preference
Act and the discrimination mandated against nonresidents.

Enactments to alleviate high unemployment 1levels through the
hiring of residents 1in preference to nonresidents generally have
swept too broadly to survive challenges brought under the privi-

leyes-and-immunities clause. The prime example of such legisla—
tion is the "Alaska Hire"™ Act at 1issue in Hicklin v. Orbeck,
supra. That Act required the employment of qualified Alaska resi—

dents in prelLerence to nonresidents for positions associated with

"* % * all oil and gas leases, easements or
right-of-way permits for oil or gas pipeline

purposes, unitization agreements, or any re-—
negotiation of any of the preceding to which
the state is a party * * 437 U.S. at 520,

n.2.

The United .tates Supreme Court cited three bases for holding ihat
the discrimination imposed by this statute failed to bear a close

relation to the proolem of high unemployment in Alaska. First,
the state had made no showing that nonresidents were a peculiar
source of widespread unemployment. Rather than the influx of non-—

residents looking for work, the major cause of unemployment ap-—
peared to be the 1inadequate education and training and the geo—
graphical remoteness of many Jjobless residents- particularly the
Eskimo and Indian residents. 437 U.S. at 526-527. Secondly, the
Court determined that Alaska Hire did not narrowly address the
problem of wunemployment, since the Act simply preferred all resi—
dents, regardless of their employment status, education or train-—
ing. 437 U.S. at 527. Finally, the Supreme Court observed that
the discriminatory effect of Alaska Hire extended well beyond
those activities in which the state held a substantial proprietary
interest:

"* * * In sum, the Act 1is an attempt to force
virtually all businesses that benefit 1in some
way from the economic ripple effect of
Alaska®s decision to develop 1its oil and gas
resources to bias their employment practices
in favor of the State s residents. We believe
that Alaska®s ownership of the oil and gas
that 1is the subject matter of Alaska Hire sim—
ply constitutes insufficient justification for
the pervasive discrimination against nonresi—
dents that the Act mandates." 437 U.S. at
531 .

( number >f alato courts have adopted the foregoing rationale
in invalidating enactments which grant an «?mploymeni preference ro
local workers. Laborers Local Union No. 374 v. Felton Construc-



tion Company, 98 Wash.2d 121, 654 P.2d 67 (1982); Massachusetts
Council of Construction Employers, Incorporated v. Mayor of
Boston, 3.84 Mass. 466, 425 N.E.2d 346 (1981 ), rev"d under the com—
merce clause, 460 U.S. 204,103 S.Ct. 1042, 75 L.Ed.2d 1 (1983);
Sal 1a v. County of Monroe, 48 N.Y.2d 514, 399 N.E.2d 909, 423
So.2d 878, cert, denied 446 U.S. 909 (1979). We find, however,
that Wyoming"s Preference P t, unlike the enactments at 1issue 1in
these cases and Alaska Hire, precisely fits the particular evil
identified by the State.

As noted above, the act seeks to prevent a qualified Wyoming
worker®"s remaining unemployed while a nonresident goes to work on

a government-funded construction project. The statute makes no
attempt to eradicate the general unemployment 1in this state which
may be due to factors unrelated to nonresidents. Accordingly, the

Act directs its discriminatory treatment toward the nonresident
applicants for jobs on public-works -"rojects- those individuals
v:ho constitute the peculiar source of *-he evil identified by the
State.

Secondly, the Wyoming Preference Act specifically addresses
the problem of wunemployment among Wyoming construction workers.
Section 16-6-203, supra, requires contractors to contact the local
employment office to determine whether qualified resident workers

are available. IfT the number of qualified residents listed with
state employment offices is insufficient to meet employment needs,
contractors are free to hire nonresident workers. An employer

need not attempt to hire residents away from other jobs or to dis-—
miss nonresidents and hire residents as they become available.
Under the Act, an employer must deny nonresidents employment only

when the state employment office provides a sufficient number of
residents who are qualified and available to go to work.

Finally, we attach significance to the fact that the Wyoming
"reference Act confines its discriminatory effects to projects
constructed from public funds. Tue government"s proprietary
interest 1in the subject matter of the discriminatory statute con-—
stitutes a crucial factor in support of the statute®s validity:

" * * _phe fact that [the city] is expending
its own funds or funds it administers 1in ac-—
cordance with the terms of a grant 1is certain—
ly a factor- perhaps the crucial factor- to be
considered 1in evaluating whether the statute’'s
discrimination violates the Privileges and Im—

munities Clause. But it does not remove the
[city] ordinance completely from the purview
of the Clause.” Uniced Building and Construc-

cion Trades Council of Camden County and Vi —
cinity v. Mayor and Council of the City of
Camae.j, supra, 79 L.Ed.2d at 260.

The Court elau*nrated in that case:



"Every inquiry under the Privileges and Immun-
ities Clause 'must . .. be conducted with due
regard for the principl that the states
should have considerable leeway in analyzing
local evils and in prescribing appropriate
cures.1l Toomer v. Witsell, 334 U.S. 385, 396,
92 L.Ed. 1460, 68 S.Ct. 1156 (1948). This
caution is particularly appropriate vden a
government body is merely setting conditions
on the expenditure of funds it controls.” 79
L.Ed.2d at 261.

The Wyoming statute at issue in the present case requires
merely that governmental funds, allocated to public-works pro-
jects, Dbe used to hire qualified, available residents in prefer-
ence to nonresidents. The statute does not effect the soct of
wide-ranging discriminatory treatment fatal to Alaska Hire in
Hicklin v. Orbeck, supra. Since the Wyoming Preference Act limits
its discriminatory effect to government-created jobs, it presents
minimal affront to the privileges and immunities of noncitizens.
United Building and Construction Trades Council of Camden County
and Vicinity v. Mayor and Council of the City of Camden, supra.

We hold that the Wyoming Preference Act does not violate the
privileges-and-immunitles clause of the federal constitution, not-
withstanding the Act's infringement upon a recognized fundamental
right. The Act narrowly addresses the goal of reduced unemploy-
ment among the state's taxpayers by preferring available, quali-
fied residents for government-funded positions. Since the degree
of discrimination bears a close relation to the state's valid rea-
sons for discriminatory treatment, we affirm the Act's validity
under the test established in Toomer v. Witsell, supra, ana re-
fined in subsequent cases.

Although not determinative of our decision here, we recently
held in Galesburg Construction Company, Inc. of Wyoming v. Board
of Trustees of Memorial Hospital of Converse County, Wyo., 641
P.2d 745 (1982), that Wyoming's preference for resident bidders on
public-works contracts, § 9-8-302, W.S.1977, does not violate the
eaual-protection provisions of the state and federal constitu-
tions. Our result in the instant case, upholding Wyoming's pref-
erence for resident workers on public-works projects, harmonizes
with our decision in Galesburg Construction Company, Inc. of Wo-
ming v. Board of Trustees of Memorial Hospital of Converse County,
supra

The bill of exceptions is sustained.



THOMAS, Chief Justice, specially concurring.

| am in complete accord with the result reached by the major-
ity in this case, but | have a concern about the adequacy of the
record to support the nexus between the evil of "a qualified
Wyoming worker's remaining unemployed while a nonresident goes to
work on a government-funded construction project” and the statute
in question. | agree that that is a possibility, but the record
does not demonstrate it. The statutory language simply makes the
state employment offices a repository of information, and does not
limit the "list of laborers, classified by skills, who are
residents” to the wunemployed. It simply requires that they be
"available for employment.”

| am satisfied that on the basis of existing precedent the
role of the State in connection with "constructing, reconstruct-
ing, improving, enlarging, altering or repairing any public works
project or improvement for the state or any political subdivision,
municipal corporation or other governmental unit" is that of a
market participant pursuing essentially a proprietary function.
It is inappropriate to invoke the Privileges and Immunities Clause
to inhibit the State in that reqgard. Both Hicklin v. Orbeck, 437
U.S. 518, 98 S.Ct. 2482, 57 L.Ed.2d 397 (1978), and United Build-
ina and Construction Trades Council of Camden County and Vicinity
v. Mayor and Council of the City of Camden, .S. ,
S.Ct. _, 719 L.Ed.2d 249 (1984), recognize that while the
proprietaTy- interest of the State in the property with which the
statute deals is often a crucial factor in determining whether a
discriminatory statute against non-citizens violates the
Privileges and Immunities Clause. | perceive that, without
articulating such a concept, the Supreme Court of the United
States has preserved a delicate balance between the Reservation of
Powers Clause found in Amendment X to the Constitution of the
United States of America and the Privileges and Immunities Clause.
The line that is drawn is that between the governmental function
of the State and the right of the State to participate in the
marketplace, satisfy its proprietary functions, and contract
freely with those with “horn it chooses to contract.

In Hicklin v. Orbeck, supra, at 437 U.S. 531, the Supreme
Court recognized what it described as a mutually reinforcing
relationship between the Privileges and Immunities Clause of Art;
TV, 8 2, and the Commerce Clause, which it said stems from their
origin in the Fourth Article of the Articles of Confederation. In
Reeves, Inc. v. Stake, 447 U.S. 429, 65 L.Fid.2d 244, 100 S.Ct.
2271 (1980), the Court said:

" * * * The State's refusal to sell to buyers
other than South Dakotans is 'protectionist’



only in the sense that it limits benefits gen-
erated by a state program to those who fund
the state treasury and whom the State was
created to serve. * * * Such policies, while
perhaps 'protectionist’ in a loose sense,
reflect the essential and patently unobjec-
tionable purpose of state government--to serve
the citizens of the State.”

Conceding that the Court there was dealing with the application of:

the Commerce Clause, because of the mutually reinforcing relation-

ship between the two clauses, | find that concept applicable in

g}is instance with respect to the Privileges and Immunities
ause.

It cannot be held objectionable for a sovereign stare tc
adopt legislation which provides in essence that to the extent
possible public works contracts benefit the citizens of the state
whose contributions to the public treasury fund those projects. A
state should not be foreclosed by the invocation of the Constitu-
tion of the United States of America from loyalty to interests of
its own citizens. So long as a statute is narrowly drawn to
protect only the right of the state to contract as itsees fit
with respect to expenditures for public works projects which it
owns and which it funds, | am satisfied that as a matter of law
such a statute does not offend the Privileges and Immunities
Clause found in Art. 1V, § 2 of the Constitution of the United
States of America. This, of course, makes it unnecessary for the
court to pursue the remand technique invoked in United Building
and Construction Trades Council of Camden County and Vicinity v.
Mayor «nd Council of the City of Camden, supra.

I would agree that the bill of exceptions should be sustained
for the foregoing reasons.
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MEMORANDUM March 26, 1985
SUBJECT: Retrospective application of HB 294
TO: Representative Max Gruenberg

FROM: Teresa B. Crame

Legislative Counsel

You have asked for an explanation of the retrospective

clause in HB 294. Section 1 of HB 294 makes legislative
findings of fact, establishes a state policy, and enunciates
a state purpose concerning the resident employment prefer—
ence in public construction in AS 36.10.010. Section 2 of
the bill makes section 1 retroactive to July 16, 1983. Sec—
tion 3 of the bill states that the entire Act takes effect
immediately.

AS 01.10.090 provides that "(n)o statute is retrospective
unless expressly declared therein.”” Since HB 294 by its
terms makes the provisions of section 1 retroactive to July
16, 1983, this statute does not apply.

The Alaska Supreme Court huu held that there is an absolute
prohibition against retrospective laws when their purpose is
punitive. Watts v. Seward School Board, 421 P.2d 586

(1966), vacated, 391 U.S. 592, 88 S. Ct. 1753, 20 L.Ed.2d
842 (1968), judgement reinstated, 454 P. 2d 732 (1969).
However, that holding does not apply to HB 294 since the
bill is not a punitive measure and, 1in fact, makes no
changes to the application of the current employment prefer —
ence law. The court has applied curative legislation and
legislation making procedural changes retrospectively, even
where the legislation itself did not provide for retroactive
application. Zurfluh v. State, 620 P.2d 690 (1980) and
Matanuska Maid, Inc. v. State, 620 P.2d 182 (1980).

While it is not clear what effect applying this bill retro—
spectively will have, there is no legal or constitutional
prohibition against doing so.

IT 1 may be of further assistance, please advise.

TBC:csh
c3/066
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Statement of the Problem and Background

The increasing participation in the Alaska economy of a
highly mobile, non-resident work force is a timely, well
publicized and potentially volatile issue facing the Alaska
legislature (e.g., S.B. 191). In the interior, the trend 1is
most acute in the construction industry where a significant
proportion of new development in Fairbanks is being completed by
so called "outside firms" and their associated non-permanent
work teams. A similar situation 1is said to exist on the North
Slope where structural changes 1in the mix of union vs. non-union
employees have been occurring 1in the past several years. The
spectre of a work force whose only contact with the local
economy is a short stop in the airport in passage to the lower
43 has rallied a group of diverse interests into support of
local hire policies (e.g., Fairbanks North Star Borough
Assembly, and the Fairbanks Building and Construction Trades
Council).

Local hire 1is not a new concept in Alaska, a state where
short construction seasor.s and a boom-bust economy has
encouraged the cyclical influx of outside workers seeking the
relatively higher wages of a healthy economy. On the contrary,
a protectionist philosophy concerning state jobs was reflected
in the issuance of residency cards during the pipeline
construction years. Present state hiring policies give
residents priority status over non-resident applicants, and laws
such as Alaska Statute 36.10.010 require 90-95% of the workers

for all contractors and sub-contractors on Alaskan public works



projects to be residents. The constitutionality of this so
called "title 36" 1is currently being challenged 1in a lawsuit
before the Alaska Supreme Court (Francis vs. Robinson). At
issue iIn this case is whether or not non-residents in fact cause
unemployment in the Alaska construction industry. Critics of
local hire and residency laws assert that chronic unemployment
in Alaska stems from factors otner than the influx of outside
workers, such as weather and erratic public expenditure
patterns. Following this logic, they deduce that non-rosidents
are used as "scapegoats™ for the unemployment phenomena and are
innocent of any detrimental effect on local economies. Further,
it is asserted that local hire policies are wasteful and invite
retaliation from other states (Zobel 1985).

To counter such arguments, local hire advocates claim that
the hiring of non-resident workers on construction projects 1is
detrimental not only to the employment security of the resident
construction work force, but more fundamentally to the basic
economic viability of the local economy. A non-permanent work
force, they claim, spend a minimal amount of their locally
earned dollars within the regional economy. As a consequence of
this income leakage, all sectors of the local economy suffer as
potential dollar turnover 1is reduced. Any short term cost
savings to local firms derived from utilization of cheaper
non-resident workers, 1is claimed to be more than offset by the
reduced dollar turnover (multiplier effects).

To date, no economic analysis has adequately addressed the

guestions raised 1in this controversy. Do non-resident workers



displace resident workers 1in similar job categories, or, 1is
resident unemployment strictly a matter of seasonal and/or
erratic public expenditure patterns as anti-local hire critics
suggest? Do all actors in the local economy enjoy welfare gains
from enforcement of local hire policies, or, are there gainers
and losers? What are the magnitudes of these gains and losses,
if in fact they exist? What economic opportunities, 1if any, do
we forego by enforcing local hire over the status quo? Finally,
will there be a net improvement 1in the regional economic welfare

from enforcement of local hire policies?

Project Goals

The objective of this study is to analyze and measure the
economic ramifications of local hire policies on the Fairbanks
economy. Narrowing the scope of the research to the Fairbanks
construction labor market will facilitate the analysis 1in terms
of cost and time considerations. This study can be viewed as a
case study, the methods of which will be applicable to ot.ier
Alaskan localities experiencing similar labor trends.

The study will utilize an economic model traditionally
applied to international trade analysis (Carbaugh 1985) . Local
hire policies, 1in this context, are analogous to a quota
designed to counter the importation of outside labor. Currently
there exists a significant differential between prevailing
resident wages (presumably union-scale) and non-resident wages
(presumably non-union scale) 1in the Fairbanks construction

industry. Given this wage differential, theory suggests that



efforts to impede the importation of non-resident labor will
make some local interests better off «nd some worse off,

Ar objective analysis of the local hire issue involves
consideration of all actors in the regional economy who are
affected by welfare changes. Therefore, to determine whether
local hire 1is beneficial to the regional economy as a whole it
will oe necessary to consider the initial welfare changes of
those directly affected by such policies, and tne indirect
effects of local hire- the so-called multiplier or second round

effects on dollar turnover.

The 1inicial welfare changes to be isolated and measured

include:
D Employment Effects

A) Resident employment effect - the potential increase in
c instruction jobs accruing to the resident work force due
to local hire.

B) Absolute employment effect - the potential decrease in
total employment 1in the construction sector due to firms
facing the higher prevailing resident wage rates.

2) Redistribution Effects

A) Wage transfer effect - the potential transfer of wages
from the non-resident work force to resident workers
under Ilocal hire.

B) Business-Labor transfer effect - the potential transfer
of net income from local businesses to the resident work

force. This net income was derived from the opportunity
to utilize cheaper non-resident workers 1in construction
projects.

3) Marginal project effect - the potential loss of business
income derived from those marginal construction projects
presently feasible with cheaper non-resident workers, but
infeasible utilizing the resident work force at the
prevailin wage.

4) Final products effert - the potential for increased prices
of goods and services as businesses pass on higher
construction labor cTsts.



4) Percentage of non-local businesses utilizing construction
trade labor.

5 The marginal propensities of residents and non-rresidents to
consume, respectively.

6) Income multipliers for the regional economy (Weddleton,

1985).

Budget. Justifleatipy

The majority of the costs of this project will be personnel
expenses. Six months of salary are requested for hiring a
full-time economist to serve as principal investigator. It is
anticipated that two trained surveyors will be required in the
project to aid in delineating the expenditure patterns of
residents vs, non-residents. Secretarial support on a part-time
basis is also anticipated. Travel monies will defray costs
incurred during the interview process and data collection
efforts from the Alaska Department of Labor and other government

agencies within the state.
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Budget Justification

A.  SALARIES

1. EjrinsiBa-1 Investigator
(1) Economist (Alaska state level 11) $18,000

6 months
2. Trained. Survey Technicians
(2 3 months @ $10/hr $ 9,200
B. TRAVEL $ 2,000
1, () round trip airfare to Juneau

2. Road mileage in Fairbanks

C. SUPPLIES $ 600

Survey instruments, office supplies, postage, etc.

D. SERVICES

1. Computer time $ 500

2. Statistical sampling consultation $ 1,000

3. Secretarial support $ 2,000
(part-time, need basis)

4. Xerox $ 500

5. Telephone budget $1,000

E. OVERHEAD $ 4,800

6 months @ $800/mo

TOTAL COST $38,200
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LEG ISLOT IV- FINDINGG

(1) Because of its unioue climate arid
its distance from contiguous status, the
state has  historically suffered from
uriiaue social, seasonal, geographic, arid
economic conditions that result in an
unstable economy;

() the unstable economy 1is a hardship
on the residents of the state and is
aggravated by the large numbers of
seasonal and transient nonresident
Wvitf.t.r 5;

(3) the rate of
residents of trie state
hiohest In the nation:

unemployment amonn
is one of the

the highest
resident

<4) tho state has one of

ratios of nonresident to
workers in the nation;

ATTACHMENTS

Aaska Department of Laboor
Research &ArdlysSis
PQ Box 1149

COMMENTS (907) 4654500
Juneay, Alaska 99802
The detiree of economic instability 1is document, ed horr.

Determination as to which factors were most sicnifleant in
causinn this iristabilitv will recuire additional study.

Comparing total nonagricultural wage anti salarv employment
between Alaska and the U.S. shows a much higher seasonal
fluctuation in Alaska (as indicated by both the monthly
percentages of the respective annual averages, and the standard
deviation of that relationship).

Longer term economic instability is not as evident in the
1370-1964 data. This 1is probably because of the stabilising
effects of relatively high per capita Slate expenditures in the
past several years.

The legislative members are probably in the best position to
comment on the hardships experienced by their constituents.
Recently the Alaska Dent, of Labor, Research and Analysis
sectloil die a computer <cross match of tha social ~sduri*. .
numbers of individuals who worked at any time in 1964 (under
the coverage of Unemployment |Insurance), with the social
security numbers of Permanent Fund dividend recipients.

This is the first time Alaska has had
nonresident employment patterns. More work is

objective data to infer
planned to

further analyse the relationships between residency and the
receipt or nonreceipt of a Permanent Fund dividend.
Alaska s unemployment rate relative rank vm ;.e~ m year tc

year. In 3964 Alaska ™ annual average unemployment rate was
tied for the fifth highest in the country: 1in 1363 it was
sixteenth. Since our current time series began jn 1376
Alaska ™ annual average unemployment rate has always been
aoove t.iflt of the total nation.

The recent computer match (see attachment £) indicates that
Alaska has a high percentage of nonresident workers. Unfortun—
ately no similar data exists for other states. Comparing the
nonagricultural wane and salary employment bv place of nr.i-
deiice (from thn 1360 census) to its closest eauivalent hy place
of work does indicate that Alaska has a higher than averaoe
level of nonresident employment.

Alaska ranks second in the percentage of benefits paid to
workers wtio collect outside the state (interstate benefits).



LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS

(5) the state lias a compelling interest
1# rodueiric the level of unemployment
among its residents:

<£> the construction industry in the
state accounts for a substantial
percentage of the available* employment;

@) construct ion workers receive a
greater percentage of all unemploy—
ment benefits paid by the state than is
typical of other states;

<6! nistoricaliy. the rate of _wwialoy-
merit in the construction industry in the
state is hinher than the rate of
unemployment in other industries in the
state;

0) it is appropriate for the state to
consider the welfare of its residents
when it funds construct ion activity:

(10) it is in the public interest for
the state to allocate public funds for
capital projects in order t©_ reduce
unemployment among 1its resident con—
struct von workers;

ATTACHMENTS

10

11,1

none

COMMENTS*® .

Future possibilities For research into this wuuestion are
possibly working cooperatively with the U.S. Bureau of Labor
Sta:istics.

In addition to the individual ™ economic and social hardship
attributed to unemployment there were $83.007.753 in cent fits
oaid to wunemployed workers, which were funded by Alaska ™ Ul
employer arid employee taxes. Reducing the love: of unemploy—
ment would correspond®insly reduce the expenditure level.

Alaska ™ construct}.on eaoloviwrd consistently accounts far a
larger percentage of its total employment than the national
average for the same time oor:-d.

Alaska ™ construct ion workers receive a lures portion of total

Unemployment Insurance benefit payments (as indicated in
attachment 10). Unfortunately similar data is not published in
a single source for other states. This data can be acouired

ciract "¥ From most statel at a later time.

Alaska ”s unemnto/merit rate t/ industry r.as only oenn availaole

since October 1962 (1361 data), and than only for the annual

average. In ail three years it has been aval lapis construc—
tion™ unemployment rate has beer, the highest of any Alaska
industry for which tne U.E. Bureau of Labor Statistics has had

sufficient sample to publish.

This is a policy, not an economic issue.

Economic impacts of spending alternatives can tie made (such as
the article by Gcott Goldsmith of the Institute of Social and
Economic Research in September 1384), but determination of what
is in ttie public interest remains a policy issue.



legislotivs findings

(1) iri-uiui*i’l. ion of nonrnsirtent
construct ion worker"s contributes to or
causes the htc."h unemployment rata among
resident construction workers because
nonresident workers comoete with
residents for the 1 .mited number of
available construct lor lobs:

(IE) nonresident workers displace a
substantial number of Qualified,
available, and rnemoloyod Alaska workers
on tobs on state funded oublic works
nrojnctsi

(IE) the state has a special interest 1in
seeing that the benefits of state
construction spending accrue to its
residents:

(14) the natural resources of land owned

bv the state belong to the citizens of
the state;
(15) Alaskans have <chosen to use the

of the royalties derived from
resources to fund

majority
the statels natural
state government;

ATTACHMENTS

none

none

none

COMMEMTO

The recent computer match of nr?rir?:iwnt Fund dividend recipients
to workers covered bv Unemployment “ruurancc* in 1334 supports
this finding. but additional computer matching ami analysis ™
necessiirv to:

a) cross check duration :rm ine stace. as indicated bv the
Quarters in which war.more either worked or claimed L:C benefits,
to receipt or tionrece.pt or a Permanent Fund dividend: arid

b) match 01 claims for hot i mtarstati* <see Finding 44 by Judge
Johnstons iIn tie Francis. v. F.obison case) e.nc intrastate
claimants acamst ins file 0f Permanent Fund ci.vicend radio-
ionts.

The Research and Analysis section of the Alask-i Dejfc. of Labor
d.oes not yet tabulate state funded public wor -s dita separately
from all other construction. Howevvi. when other units of this
deoartment have enforced the residency reau .r.-.ivntc of Title EE
employers are nearly always able to find unemployed. Qualified
residents. James N. Francis was vreplaced bv a *“Sident when
s jloyur r,.-c;tc. to vc..or Smvnt = | c.u- NN

Inferring from the entire construe*ion industry™ hinh percent-

ane of nonrec:s;critc (of P .mipnar.™ Fund dividends) this seems

likely. Additional research to isolate state funded construc—
tion would Lr* useful in any future defense of Title 16 resi—
dency orovisioris.

Again riotermination of the date ™ interest is a policy issue.

that money soent locally has a
resoent In subyeauent
workers orobablv soon.;

Economic fcheorv does indicate
multiplier effect as a portion 1is
isera"ions. Nonresident construction
less locally than residents would.

This is a legal and/or policy issue.

This data is not collected bv our cepartmerit. Defer verifica—

tion to the Office of Management and Budget.



LGG ISLATIVE (-INO INGS

(ID the vast i"ajoritv of the r.tatu's
revenue is derived from these royalties
rather than from other Forms of taxa-
tlon:

(17) because c.io stats has no personal
income tax or sales tax. nonresident
workers use services provided bv the
state but do not contribute fairly to
the costs of those services:

(18) Alaskans, more than the residents

of other states, suffer economically
when nonresidents displace Qualified
residents since resident workers

taxes as well as their
royalties from natural

contribute local
share of the

ATTACHMENTO

none

none

none

COMMENTS

liuta from the Department of Revenue t ..« that this has

seen true since 1376.

The locic of the next fmdina sucoorts t.i:s findinc.

The economic surferinn of Alaskarip, displaced ./ nonresidents,
is more than that o* tha residents or ot ier states, primarily
because of tho higher cost of living in 11li - .Late.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics Urban Family 3-.ic.cet for 1361
(the last yc?ar that it was estimated), iridic meed that the lower
and intermediate bucnets for a four-esrson fc.::ly were tho
highest of any city surveyed (1150% arm 13CV- of the national
average respectively).
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Alaska Annual
Total Average
JAN 1978 151.9 92.9
FEB 153. 1 93.0
MAR 155.9 95.4
APRIL 159.D 97. 6
MAY 165.3 101 .1
JUNE 170.(1 104.5
JULY 1FJ9.5 103.7
AUGUST 173.9 106.4
SEPT 173.0 106.3
OCTOBER 167. 1 102.2
NOVEMBER 1GZ. 1 99.2
DECEMBER 150.3 96.0
Annual Av. 163.5 100.0
JAN 1979 154.0 97.3
FEB 154.5 32.6
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JUNE 174 .4 104.5
JULY 170.0 107. 1
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SEPT 176. G 105.0
OCTOBER 170. 1 101 .9
NOVEMBER 154.5 90.5
DECEMBER 160.5 96. 1
Annual Av. 166.9 100.0
JAN 1900 153.5 90.6
FEB 156.2 97.17
MAR 159.3 94.0
APRIL [GG.G 90.3
MAY 172.9 102. 1
JUNE [76.3 i04. 1
JULY 101.1 106.9
AUGUST 102.6 107.0
SEPT 170.2 105. Z
OCTOBER 174.0 102.7
NOVEMBER 160.5 99.5
DECEMBER 163.9 96.7
Annual Av. 169.4 100.0
JANIDSI [GZ. 6 07.4
FEB 166.0 (39.2
MAR 171 .1 91.9
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101 .
102.
102.
103.
100.

CooccowoIdMNo, o

97.
97.
98.
99.
100,
101 .
100.
100.
100.
101 .
101 .
101 .
100.

._‘I\Jl\Jw\'\lp

oO~Noortwobho

99.
99.
99.
100
100
100
98.
99.
100.
100.
10!
101.
100.

—

90
98.
99.
99,
100
101 .
100.
100.
100.
100.
100.
100.
100.

~© o

— —

O W oo o>»

[

Annual
Grow Ih

3.

0

0.

.6

0
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JAN1982
FEB

MAR
APRIL
fifty

JUNE
JULY
AUGUST
SEPT
OCTOBER
NOVEMBER
DECEMBER
Annual Av.

JAN1303
FEB

MAR
APRIL
MAY

JUNE
JULY
AUGUST
SEPT
OCTOBER
NOVEMBER
DECEMBER
Annual Av.

JAN1304
FEB

MAR
APRIL
MAY

JUNE
JULY
AUGUST
SEPT
OCTOBER
NOVEMBER
DECEMBER
Annual Av

tomingr,

1370 -190A
Standard
Dcviation

1370-1304
Average

Standai -l
Deviat ion
Divided by
Average

Alaska

Total
177. 1
101 .2
105.0
133.5
130.3
207. 3
213.1
2720.7
Z17.7
207. 2
133.6
136.0
200.4

130.5
134.0
150.3
20G.0
213.2
Z77 1l
232.3
1341
Z372.0
221 4
215.7
21 1.1
214.3

203.7
206.3
211.3
217.7
Ao m
nnn r

241 2
243.5
233.0
230.0
224.2
220. 1
225.0

215.3

42.2

157.0

0.263

X

Annu

of
a

Average

80
30

32.
36.
33.
103.
103.
110.
100.
103.
33.
30.
100.

4
4
3

g1 o1 W

—

00.3

30.
02.
06.
30.
104.
100.
103.
100.
103.
100.
30.
100.

30.
32.
J4.
06.
100.
103.
107.
100.
100.
102.
09.
07.
100.

7.

. o1 ol

OO0l W wwphNoowu

OO mm OO v oooOoONOOI

=
b=

5

NA

NA

i
Annual
Grow fch

7.7

6.0

5.0

NA

7.2

6.7

1.073

Eniploymont 1in Thousands
I of
u.s. Annual
Total Average
00, 104 39.6
00,273 39.7
00.56G6 100.0
33,070 100.3
30,361 100.9
00,554 101 . 1
03,221 93. 6
03,001 93.5
00.BI1G 33.3
09,404 93.9
00,301 93.0
00,203 99.7
00.56G6 100.0
07,590 97.2
07,598 97.2
80,200 07.9
09,064 00.0
00,021 00.0
00,738 100.7
90,112 100.0
00,042 00.7
01,405 101.5
02,049 102. 1
02,405 102.5
32,645 102.0
30,130 100.0
31,065 0S.7
31,617 07.3
32,234 00.0
03,223 99.0
34,164 100.0
35,003 100.0
34,233 100. !
31,500 100.4
35,350 101 .3
35,002 101.0
06,250 102.2
06,300 i02.3
34,156 100.0
34,575 NA
1.777 1.5
02,767 NA
0.034 NA

!

Annual
Groulh

-1.7

0.6

4.5

NA

2.2

2.1

1.040
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Descript ion 0r .>omouc;>r, e="atcn (!larcn..)'Vjr)
Social Security numoei ''ilf;’s)  from al itersonc wm Scotvi-c - I:5%
Permanent Fund enact: wore matcneci aaainst' Incc SJh*a o' sevens wno

worKed for wages unoer tne coverace of Alaska'slJnembioymenr irsvr-er.ee
(«JI) system at anv time in 1984,

To cMaiify for a Permanont Fund dividend oseaia nva to roues in S'.asKa

cijt'ina tne aerioc from Octocer 1, 1983 t1j1 Marco 3:, :.98-.
Alaska’s Ul system maintains wacie records for nearly ail employment.
witn tne major exceptions being: federal, most fish harvestino, anc tne

self- er.iDloved.

The initial computer matcn was tabulated for eruciovees, and waces by
industry and by area.

Tne maten does noc arovide a derfecc ciafinition of rasiaency sinee
oeoDie who intend to stay in Alaska have arrived since tne October 1,
1983 cutoff to Qualify for tne Permanent Fund dividend.

An analysis of Federal Internal Revenue System mioration cata mcicatec
tnat 13.9% of Alaskans wno filed Federal income tax returns for 1983
were not residents of the state in 1982. Thai: corndares to a rate of
14.1% tne previous year. Extraaolatina l:nose two migration rates to

cover the IS month period of October 1983—December 1984 yields a range
of aoout 15-18%.

Additionally some oeoole. wno would Qualify, do not cnoose to flie for

tne Permanent Fund dividend. I speculate that this amounts to no more
than 2% of the elicioie oooulation. Combinine tne two factors of
migration and failure to file for the Permanent Fund tiivider.c yields a
base line residency adjustment of just unaer 20%. Unfortunatelv IRS

migration data is' not available by industry and oeoole can be assumed
to migrate to some industries at more or less than tnis adjustment.



'3 .tfiimfV of Itiv L~

uvsrs. x 56% of tn<* u-iltj: .0] count or .. .. eov-Ir « «* . . .. .
receive a Permanent Funs dividend checK. iio 1'=84 0. .. ‘0 r*rc =
were nearly »*.3 o.iiion. Ac lustinei for residency acg! ,-c

die non cnoose to (lie ror the dividend wouid result in .or.redider.n
wages of aoaroxiiiiateiv ;75 million. A l«;er eomouser :,a;cn ir Je_ Vv

(Cenciric our rsctuot of m-'nerol funds associatc-itj with j-3 «55> can oe
exoectsc to snow somewhat hinner wane tora,s due co late rajortin. of
aeiincuenc firms.

industries snowinu a rate of "nonrecioients” (or trie Porwanen: -..nc
aividsric) sicm fleantly in excess of £0% for tne "Total 1S8V. can o=
expected to nave a correspondinoly hicn level of tlorn sicent employ—
rnent. In Alaska these industries are:

1) Food Processing (75%)

£) Eatiria and Drinkina Places (01%)

3) ilmirin other tnan oil arm aas (43% Cesoeciallv for uiBtaisl
4; Locoing and Lumber (4s7.)

5) Construction (45'.)

6) Hotels (44%)

7) Business Services (447.)

TH? cornoos.ition of tne industrial mix seems to nave been a ma :or factor
ifi tne distribution of nonrec xotents bv economic reoion 'tn.s wiil oe
more extensively tested in future months/. Southeast nacJ a raiativeiv
low oercentace of nonrecioientrs (of tho Permanent Funo wno received LI
covered wanes) because it has a iiicm oorcor'.'tace or *ovem!l':./[.” wors”srs.
and that industry is oreoominateiy resident. Alaska’s ui < economic
regions nafl tne following oercentt.oes of nonrecioients:

1) Southwest (477)

£) Gulf Coast (427-)

3) Northern (387))

4) Anchorage—Matsu (357-)
5) Interior (347-)

6) Southeast (30%)

Nonrecioients nac an average annual wage less tnan naif boat of tne
rrClOlentS. ThIS is orobaolv due to working in fower duartors of the
vear (this cari be tested).

Future comouter niatcnet. vrunced DV 395. wo iild 0e oesicrec to
accuratelv answer cuestions raised m a leuai review of resident hire cases
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(Su*?cr* Fi«*nHi)
i ) |
( runul.itlon 1
i 1
ate t 1
1 1 1
1 1 1H4 |
' 1 1
1 1 1
Alata*»a.. 1.v.31
AJtU . Jill
Arlxor.a.. J.1551
Ar«ar.tas 1.3401
California ta 1
1 1
3.3441
3.4411
= 1AWt 4*31
Piatrier of Colurhtiivem. ... .. \ fO] 4*1 1
FIOTTda e *OREG
FOT 18w 4,331
3331
302]
*‘*lll
In-la-a 4.0%*1
(o AU 2. 1%nl
[.303]
Kertucay...* 3.3341
Lawl»lana.. 3.1-1
Valrf -31
Maryland .. 1.2W|
Va»Sdchuvet i » .o oo s o A /ouni 45131
1
1, Ins
|."40]
HEa»0Ur Lo 3.35M
*031
* 1HI1
NeVada . *«5|
3331
lev Jersey A0 82700 40t
oW cerice 1,"13!
Wy York 11.*111
4,433 1
forth *Uaaca.... 400l
1
3,04%|
LT Y P— 3,4111
0.3111
cheCe &land.. 3431
) 3,137 1
South .i«otaee. .. 4.1
LN AR X — 1,54*% 1
11.4411
1.075]
VA2 1% s 30*fl
4, 15"1
\ . . .?n1
-ea: Virdniii.... o0 LATLL 1470
1.4%3 1
Y CPIT? 3%0 |
3.3731
1 | 1
L/ rrror rarsM*s .ire Minun .it the 00-rercrnt confHcncc

2h N source of tnl*s d.iti

S Is rite nrplovrrnt Security
Apvacy <! hicrto Men.

16 yecra of a*e and over b* '.tale,

rtviM.n 1 r-inlnye.l 1 e*rrrnlov*"i "oe-plnveeri
Ifiijor for,*, f rate
1 1 1 1 .
10%1 1 [n«& | 1083 1t"V. 1 |OR3 tl off.. Ina) C=i
1 1
1 1 1
1,751 1,706 1.51%1 1.1060 247 T 111
334] 24ii 3101 220! 24 *0.31 100
1,3%*1  1.4131  1.30] 1.36!f 176 | % 1 (twm
117> 1.0411 "341 "s11 P4 |03 10,1 f ?
13.3%51 17.5031 11,0%41 ), w | 1.1P1 1 072 o071
[
Lxsx] 17071 1,55%1 1,610 1 1 08 SM 5t
[,M31 1.6720 1515 1.105 T 6. K
3k | ina 1 2711 76 1 10 o1 T
1301 32001 3%31 2" 11 3T ]2 1171 nr
4,0331 1,000 4.50%1 4771 626 1 322 P6 I %3
DOUMI L7601 3,4%4| T.1041 701 | 16ft 351 L%
4731 473|447 666 317 *5 =
45% 4641 4111 4311 61 1 33 wxp 1%
5,504 | +.604| 4,954] 11,0031 640 [ 111 114 (0.1
3.57*1 2,677| 2.3021 2,600f 2P6 | 226 1] c.A
L4 1] 4171 1305] 131 11* 1 lafi P
1,10 1LPTI L1141 j.mi 721 63 6.1 1 s
1,701 11,7171 155031 1.116] jog | 160 1.7 | M3
1.0131 1,40 1.***1 1.7611 221 1 1" R | p-n
5171 5121 400 11%1 dp 136 00| .1
27031 77441 20511 2,123 112 | 121 60| 1.4
3.07#1 3.011| 27731 7,063 201 | 141 O] 4.4
43471 43501 1*9"1 3R7E 1 609 0 AO 470 i
3,0 7M  7,7200 11,0001 2,&aM1 7P | t41 0> H 6. m
1.0%41 Ln>t,| 0ol So] 116 1 Ila 1.1, [*, o
3471 2.370] 3,11%1 2,2071 237 | T2 On | :
1" 406 #11 3761 11 1 30 P.O( 74
071 %] e 1631 411 3l L7171 .4
4x¥1 4061 410] amn M3 el Tg
5001 120] 4710 dop| 77 1 27 IV O |
34711 1m0 1.3ps| 3,1 2do P s 701 6.7
(.(101 | 547 sl 62 1 47 0] 7.1
0.051 1 0 .mpo) 7,3*31 7,011  6P° | 1P4 S.6 1 4
2,0151  3.7331  3.¢74] 2.fl°| 26! | 701 P 1 6.7
3101 327 011 3111 P 117 5.6 1 1
5,000 Lno«| 4,470 4, 61ul 621 1 4°1 12771 nd
1.552] |.14*1 1.4121 141"t 140 | 10" 9.0 1.0
[.3411 1,3361 1,]0% 1*?tn] 141 | % 0.« 1 04
5.¥n¥| 1,4PJ1 4, %5%] f610 | " 1 0.1
4751 4151 46/, | 30 1 2 P21 1.9
1 1 1
14700 1,4PQ| 1.3231 1.374] up 1 101 joon 171
3tr | 346; 31%1 33| ! P11 54 | 4.3
3.1%1 1 2.2731 70331 210 | lon 111 1 §
1171 7,013 7.007 7,207l 610 | 466 s0 1 1.0
041 7201 *in 674( 66 | 47 021 6.¢c
1 1 !
3%5) 7401 47] 2 1 P 1 16 60| s.?
C 7230 LPAIL 2,%57 2.60P | 1%5 | 143 61 1 S."
3,0%* | 2054) |°1*] 1, “iol 231 E 1°i 1.7 1 6
7711 760 | A511 659 ( 130 116 fc.o I 1*. ¢t
2,435 7,304 21731 2.21ff7) 713 1 176 g 1 1.1
311 214 211 73P| 771 16 G4 1 g
1 |
"621 05 1 1221 220 1 j@D 2241 21
1 f | 1
¥/ Kot .iv.ilUMo.

|".-e
]
« f «
* 3
o
t
*‘*-
i
|
t.. Af
r..rnl
.. 9 -
-
1.1~ 3
T— 1% .
1.a3
oot
"7
oLl
' 5
c.. *r
¢ 1
T-- «
C._ -
o
o
| .|
n— 1
3-- 1%
n
7
.11 9
i..0S »
6.. Ap
= 10
4
- C
t.. 4
‘i
«. \n
.S
gt ¥






ALASKA AND U.S.

S

WAGE AND SALARY EMPLOYMENT

FROM THE APRIL 1380 U.S.
BY THE U.S. BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS
AND THE ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Updated on
30-Mar-85

U.S. CENSUS APRIL, 1300

NOMAG. WAGE i
SALARY EMPLOYMENT

BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE

BLS Ii AK. DEPT OF LABOR APRIL,

NONAG. WAGE £
SALARY EMPLOYMENT
BY PLACE OF WORK

RATIO OF NONAG  WAGE ii SALARY
EMPLOYMENT BY PLACE OF WORK
RELATIVE TO PLACE OF RESIDENCE

1300

CENSUS VS.

ALASKA

ALASKrI

153,273

168,600

1.094

THAT REPORTED

U.S.

u.s.

30,462,005

90,603,000

1.002



1.094-

ALASKA



Updated on

30-Mar-135 Calendar Year 1IHO3
State Ul Ini.erstale Total Percent
DiiieF tr. Henef i tc of

Paid Paid Total Raril<
U.S. 943 477 951 19.540.703 799 4.607. 1
WYOMING 19 498 751 GG.333 96G  ii.im
ALASKA 20 597 970 83.007 759  19.72% 3
SOUTH DAKOTA Z 694 440 15,780 313 14.50% 4
D.C. 13 539 575 03,387 077 13.97% 5
NEVADA 14 873 363 97.778 595 13.02% 6
DELAWARE 4 841 505 30,50Z 45G 13.70% 7
NORTH DAKOTA G 937 448 55,485 776 10.97% f)
KANSAS 19 829 760 1G5.894 093 10.50% 9
LOUISTANA 69 506 835 Gzz,681 177 10.04% 10
OKLAHOMA 13 o8B 733 210,543 43Z 9.55% 11
VIRGIN [ISLANDS 874 397 8, 178 992 9.21% 1z
NEW 1EXICO 7 184 (54 79 ,G99 465 0.37% 13
TEXAS G6Z 887 759 937,790 111 0. 12% 14
NEBRASKA 5 464 118 63,827 068 7.89% 15
COL JRADO 20 157 543 236,172 013 7.86% IB
NEW HAMPSHIRE 3 201 569 30,406 Z40 7. G9% 17
OREGON Zl 405 556 2G5.793 635 7.47% in
ARIZONA 10 733 81Z 129,020 525 7.35% 19
MISSISSIPPI 10 111 059 134.332 974 7.11% M
VIRGINIA IZ 706 998 173,661 041 6.57% |1
UTAH 7 000 374 102,967 351 6.37% i
HAWAII 4 309 570 66,019 574 6. 3% 13
FLORIDA 19 970 rtG7 305,374 725 5.85% Z4
CONNECTICUT 13 617 279 Z37, 305 951 5.43% 15
MISSOURI 13 7220 711 233,905 596 5.35% 26
WASHINGTON Z9 100 077 497,962 473 5.34% 11
VERMONT Z 117 780 39.Z78 366 5. 12% 20
MARYLAND 13 998 717 ZG1l,744 496 5.08% zn
IDAHO 3 793 694 74,453 339 4.84% 30
MONTANA 3 20Z 794 63,459 Z3G 4.007 31
ARKANSA 5 787 795 118,707 766 45'7. 3z
NEW JERSEY 34 184 300 700,577 898 +.65% 33
MAINE 3 1723 419 70,036 164 4.27% 34
RHODE ISLAND 3 647 076 88,871 754 3.94% 35
TENNESSEE 9 941 G5 242,747 570 3.93% 3B
NEW YORK 47 811 975 1,180,802 619 3.89% 37
GEORGIA 9 748 137 738,135 83Z 3.74% 39
WEST VIRGINIA 10 311 990 273.983 970 3.63% 39
ILLINOIS 53 881 464 1,454 111 415 3.55% 40
KENT' :/ 9 410 343 264,558 118 3.43% 41
NORT CAROLINA 10 G90 Z45 310,772 492 3.33% 47
PENNSTLVANIA 59 052 073 1,730,607 475 3.30% 43
OHIO 34 917 07Z 1,034,085 733 3.117. 44
MASSACHUSETTS 15 731 459 455,973 505 3.137. 45
INDIANA 9 536G 576 289,485 696 3. 19% 46
SOUTH CAROLINA 4 797 7200 i5B,G5G 770 Z.97% 47
CALIFORNIA 94 910 111 3,715, 134 090 2.87% 49
[OWA B 945 710 Z38.45G 114 2.79% 49
MINNESOTA 9 572 916 333,905 143 2.79% 50
ALABAMA 4 048 717 19! ,947 044 2.47% 51
PUERTO RICO 1 545 019 65,810 773 2.Z9% 5Z
MICHIGAN 19 965 579 977,741 449 1.90% 53
WISCONSIN 7 593 BZ4 570,124 0OZG 1.44% 54



CONSTRUCTION EMPLOY NT AS A PERCENT
OF TOTAL EM OYMENT
ALASKA AND U.S.
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Updated on

30-Mar-85 Enployrcant n Thousands
Alaska Alaska U.sS. U.sS. Cons |./ Ceris|./
Total c.ons|. Total Const. AK Total ' 5. Tota

jnms?0 33.3 -1 L 70.104 3,213 5.597 4.507
FE3 33.3 4.3 70.200 3,240 5.887. 4.61%
MAR 35.9 5.3 70.658 3,336 6. 177. 4.727
APRIL 33.5 5.9 70.972 3,483 6.677 4917
may 93.9 0.9 70,995 3,556 7. 357 5.017
JUNE 101 .9 n.z 71,636 3,738 0.057 S.221.
JULY 104.9 3.9 70,373 3,324 0.487 5.40%
AUGUST 104. 6 9.7 70,775 3.076 8.00% 5.487
SEPT 99.4 9.5 71,134 3,703 9.567 5.327
OCTOBER 93.9 9.1 70,099 3,772 8.637 5.327
NOVEMBER 83.9 6.4 70,059 3,693 7. 127 5.217
DECEMBER 38.2 5.1 71.436 3,547 5.907 4977
JAN 137! 36.4 4.3 69,799 3,227 4.984% 4,627
FEB 9G.8 4.7 69,720 3, 159 4.057 4537
MAR 07.7 4.5 70,084 3,300 5. 137 4.727
APRIL 91.0 5.1 70,672 3,540 5.607 5.017
MAY SB. 4 7.7 71,165 3,674 7.477 5. 167
JUNE 103.4 8.9 71,879 3,865 8.617 5.387
JULY 109. G 10. 1 71,066 3,959 9.zr- 5.577
AUGUST 109.0 10.3 71,173 4 012 9.45a 5.547
SEPT 105. 3 10.6 71,809 3,909 9.977 5.567
OCTOBER 10Z. 1 10.0 72,056 4071 9.797 5.587
NOVEMBER 98.9 0.0 72.357 3,965 8.097 5.497
DECEMBER 96.0 n.z 72,755 3,723 6.467 5.127
JAN 1972 91.1 4.4 71,359 3,485 4.037 4.08Y%
FEB 91.7 4.1 71,546 3,412 4,507, 4.777
MAR 33.2 4.4 72,138 3,553 4.727 4,937
APRIL 96.9 5.0 11,770 3,723 5. 167 5. 127
MAY 162.2 6.4 73,402 3,803 6.267 5.297
JUNE 100.7 8. 1 74,303 4,076 7.457 5.487
JULY 115.5 9.4 73,377 4103 8. 147 5.597
AUGUST 115.7 10.3 73,929 4211 8.907 5.707
SEPT 110.7 9.3 74,491 4,175 0.407 5.607
OCTOBER 107.5 3.7 75,169 4,194 8.097 5.587
NOVEMBER 105.5 7.9 75,581 4,061 7.497 5.377
DECEMBER 103. 1 6.5 75,955 3,794 6.307 5.007
JAN 1973 98.6 5.0 74 ,49' 3,564 5.077 4.787
FEB 38.9 4.8 74.869 3,601 4.057 4.817
MAR 101.3 5.1 75,422 3,718 5.037 4.3 37
APRIL 104.5 5.8 76,008 3.03Z 5.55% 5. 11%
MAY 109.4 7.7 76,591 4.063 7.047 5.307
JUNE 114.0 9.6 77,508 4,295 8.427 5.54%
JULY 120.4 10.0 76,568 4,394 8.317 5.747
AUGUST 122 .6 10.6 75,371 4,458 8.65% 5.737
SEPT i10.3 10.71 77,562 4 416 8.594 5.697
OCTOEER 114.0 9.0 78.185 4,309 13.607 5.617
NOVEMBER 109.7 7.5 78,587 4,286 6.047 5.457
DECEMBER 107. 1 6.4 78,715 4,101 5.98% 5.2 17,
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Alaska

To Lai

JAM!974 102. G
FEB 104.7
MAR 109.5
APRIL 117.9
MAY 126.5
JUNE 1J3.5
JULY 139.7
AUGUST 144.7
SEPT 144.0
OCTOBER 139.9
NOVEMBER 135.9
DECEMBER 135.3
JAN!975 130.3
FEB 135.0
MAR 143.0
APRIL 155.0
MAY 151.9
JUNE [69. 1
JULY 173.9
AUGUST 182.0
SEPT 181.2
OCTOBER 177.2

NOVEMBER 169.5
DECEMBER 163.4

JAN1976 149.9
FEB 155.7
MAR 162.7
APRIL 169. 1
MAY 177.5
JUNE 184.4
JULY 190.Z
AUGUST 194. 1
SEPT 189.7
OCTOBER 171 .2

NOVEMBER 1C2. 3
DECEMBER 154.2

JANL1977 151.2
FEB 153.9
MAR 157.5
APRIL 1GZ. 5
MAY 167. 2
JUNE 173.3
JULY 171.0
AUGUST 171.4
SEPT 171.3
OCTOBER 165.3
NOVEMBER 159. 6
DECEMBER 156.0

Alacka

Const.
5.2
5.3

fi. 3
11
15.
16.
18.
18.
19.
17,
15.

W, N ©N© o ©

1Z.
15.
18.
Z3.
74 .
7.0.
30
35.
35.
34.
30.
Z0.

W L LO01TW o ©ou ©UlOoO N ©o

19.
Z17.
Z6.
9.
33.
35

38.
39.
37.
3Z.
6.
0.

o P~ p O g o oo

10.
18.
19

Z1.
L1,
23.
22,
71,
70.
10.1
14.9
12.9

O P o ooo e o

Enploynent
u.s.
Total
716.922
77,039
77,362
77 911
78,513
79,210
78 .311
78,459
78,959
79,258
79, 837
70,295

75,066
75.641
75,606
75,010
76,643
77,143
76,466
76,993
77,602
70,158
70,312
78,000

77,252
77,482
70,092
70,919
79,414
80,043
79,272
79,537
80,244
80,479
30,837
01.016

79,427
79,636
00,493
01,418
82,252
03,210
02,551
0Z ,045
03,790
04,290
0-1,74 4
04,900

in Thousands
Const./
flIk Total

U.s.

Const,
3,753
3,793
3,070
3,993
4,122
4233
4,197
4,270
4,195
4,124
3,959
3.7721

3 392
3,239
3,235
3,329
3,470
3,601
3,651
3,759
3,745
3,733
3,640
3.400

3,234
3, 186
3.276
3,453
3,559
3,710
3,703
3,946
3,002
3,707
3.7Z3
3,538

3, 192
3,240
3,4 30
3,673
3,855
4,051
4,151
4,711
4,106
4,173
4,101
3,939

5.

077

5.067.

5.

62%

7.057.

9.

417

11.697

12,
12.
13.
13.
12.

107
EO7
067
73%
497

11.317.

9
11,
12.
15,
15.

927
107.
597
167
307

16.857.

17.

177

19.737.

19.

48%

19.477.

7.

7167

12.477.

13.
14,
16.

2317
64%
47%

17.627.

10.

59%

19.207.

20.

35%

20.307.
19.667.

18.
16.
13.

12.

93%
277
557

247

12.297.

12.
13.
13.

387
23%
64%

13.627.

13.
12.
11
10.
9
0.

10%
37%
79%
957
34%
274

U.S.

Const./
Tota
4,597
4,927
5.017
5. 137.
5.257.
347
367
A45%
.30%
207,
017
157

S o1 o1 o o1 o1 O1

467
207
277
.38%
.537.
67%
T
90%
83h
78%
.667.
.36%

B S S A i S T S N S S o

19%
17.
20%
.38%
A49%
647
JAT7.
047
T4%
N
61%
377

027
007
26%
517
69%
87
.03%
5.087.
5.00%
4.95%
4.0-"1%
4.64%
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Alaska

Ta tal

JAN1976 16!.a
FEB 153.4
MAR 155.9
APRIL 159. G
MAY 165.3
JUNE 170. S
JULY 169.5
AUGUST 173.9
SEPT 173.0
OCTOBER [G7. 1
NOVEMBER ISZ. 1
DECEMBER 153.3
JAN 1073 154.0
FEB 151.6
MAR 158.1
APRIL [E7..1
MAY 169. |
JUNE 171.4
JULY 179.0
AUGUST 179.8
SEPT 175.6
OCTOBER 170. 1
NOVEMBER 164.5
DECEMBER 160.5
JAN1990 153.5
FEB 156.2
MAR 153.3
APRIL 156.6
MAY 172.0
JUNE 176.3
JULY 181.1
AUGUST 182.6
SEPT 178.2
OCTOBER 174.0
NOVEMBER 168.5
DECEMBER 163.3
JAN 1381 162.6
FEB 166.0
MAR 171. 1
APRIL 100. 1
MAY 195.4
JUNE 191.6
JULY 204.2
AUGUST 203.2
SEPT 200.5
OCTOBER 194.7
NOVEMBER 108.0

DECEMBER 185.2

Alaska
Const.
10.5
10.0
10.7
10.7
12.6
14.4
14,

15
14,
13.
11,
9.

w— oo, o

o~ ~ -

11,
12.
12.
13.
12.

wobhbhoOWowgotol N

._‘
[N\
~NPhPPowuwPbdpPpPbh,g—go oo

© O oo

',

—_w o N

13.
15.
15.
17,

w U1 ©

14.5
7.7

Enploynent

u.s.
Total
03,310
03,614
04,607
05,910
96,715
07,701
06,077
07,174
07,001
00,417
00,965
89,777

§7,514
87,751
88,554
89, 133
90,017
90,857
99,859
83,969
90,521
91,000
31,204
91,335

89,553
89,691
90,253
90,603
90,623
90,778
89,436
89,723
90,390
90,385
91,329
31,513

89,588
89,333
90,371
91,027
91,514
92,153
91,237
91 ,238
91,739
91,913
91,745
91,414

in Thousands

u.s.
Cons t.
3,555
3,518
3,733
4,063
4,229
4,473
4 5711
4 632
4,578
4,585
4,495
4,302

3,888
3,835
4,033
4,261
4,480
4,691
4,701
4,836
4,77V
4,754
4,655
4,400

4,141
4,050
4,007
4,204
4,348
4,464
4,505
4,563
4,538
4,540
4 444
4,270

3,885
3,795
3,934
4,137
4,240
4,366
4,437
4,451
4,307
4,359
4,237
4,022

Const./
AK Total
6.917.
6.527.
6.54%
6.70%
7.62%
0.4 3%
8.617.
13.63%
0.52%
8. 14%
6.85%
5.07%

.007.
. 567.
734
234
144
40
1%
1TH
597,
29k
084
177.

orToo NN~ o otorolr N DB ol

50%
61%
90%
A40%
. 19%
. 64%
.05%
Z3%
437,
. 13%
AT
31h

oI NN Vo oo ol N N

987,
.94%
384

11

534

844%
T9%
1T
.63%
A42%
.63%
59%

S N1 00 O 00 NGO Ol N

u.s.

Cons ./

Total
4.27%
4.71%
4.41Y%
4.74%
4.087.
5. 107.
5.27%
5.31%
5.21%
5. 107.
5.057.
4,077

4.44%
4.37%
4.627.
4.707.
4.09%
5. 16%
5.33%
5.38%
5.27%
5.227.
5. 10%
4.91%

4.6Z7

4.52%
4.53%
4.647.
4.90%
4.92%
5.04%
5.09%
5.0Z%
4.997

4.07%
4.67%

4. 33%
4,77%
4.35%
-1.547
/1.64 %
4.747
4.06%
4.09%
4.70%
4.74%
4.62%
4.40%
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Alaska Alaska U.S. U.s. Const./ Const./
ratal Const. Total Const. AK Total U.S. Total
JAN 1902 177. 1 10."] 09 .104 3,501 5.07% 4.02%
FEB mi.z 11.2 00,273 3,565 G. 10% 3.99%
MAR 105.0 2.2 09,566 3.630 6.59% 4,06%
APRIL 103.6 14.6 03,070 3.794 7.55% 4.22%
MAY 198.9 1G.0 90,361 3,907 0.04% 4.414%
JUNE 207.3 IB. 6 90,554 4,000 0.07% 4.51%
JULY 219.4 0.8 09,221 4 137 9.4 0% 4.64%
AUGUST 220.7 71.9 09,031 4,151 9.92% 4.65%
SET T Z17.7 22. 1 09,516 4,100 10.15% 4.50%
OCTOEER 207.1 20.6 09,484 4,060 9.94% 4,54 %
NOVEMBER 199.6 17.4 09,3131 3,976 0.72% 4.4 5%
DECEMBER 196.0 15.5 89,203 3,791 7.0(3% 4.25%
JAN 1983 190.5 13.7 07,590 3,533 7. 10% 4.04%
FEB 194.0 14.3 07,598 3,397 7.37% 3.88%
MAR 130.3 15. 1 08,200 3,463 7.61% 3.93%
APRIL 206.0 17.5 09,064 3,650 0.50% 4. 10%
MAY 713.2 70.Z 09,921 3,061 9.47% 4.29%
JUNE Z11.0 7.9 90,738 4.065 10.23% 4.40%
JULY 232.3 4.7 90,112 4,105 10.63% 4.64%
AUGUST 234. 17 1G.4 09,842 4,260 11.27% 4.75%
SEPT 7372.0 7.0 91,405 4,273 11.64% 4.67%
OCTOBER 711 .4 75.6 92,049 4,205 11.56% 4, G6%
NOVEMBER 715.7 7.1 97,406 4,231 10.25% 4.584%
DECEMBER 211.1 19.0 92,645 4,050 9.30% 4.37%
JAM 1584 203.7 16.0 91.065 3.779 7.05% 4, 15%
FEB 706.9 16.Z 91,612 3,774 7.83% 4.12%
MAR Z11.9 1G.G 6Z.234 3,794 7.03% 4. 11%
APRIL Z17.7 10. Z 93,229 4 059 0.36% 4.35%
MAY 71S5.7 20. G 94,164 4,299 9.09% 4.57%
JUNE 233.5 22. (3 95,003 4 517 9.76% 4.75%
JULY 41. 7 3.0 94,233 4 627 9.07% 4.90%
AUGUST 743.5 Z5.8 34,500 4,670 10.51% 4.94%
SEPT ] Z5. 1 95,350 4,654 10.47% 4.08%
OCTOBER 730.8 7.6 95.90Z 4.645 9.79% 4.044%
NOVEMBER 224.2 10. 1 96,7.60 4 567 0.07% 4.74%
DECEMBER 270. 1 15.7 96,308 4,412 7. 13% 4.58%
JAM 1985 215.3 14.4 94,575 4,124 G.69% 4. 36%
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230. 300
w755, 2A0
5, 14v,5 12
5.530. “AA
5. 13-3. 342
5.570.313
4.723. 321
5.AS1.510
2,£30. 53

Infc state

Pilylionts to
7-:sal

10,703, 134
12.7t= 220
i- Me]A21
1A, 153, 575
17, 717, 471
13, 530, 323
Jiw. 73-3, 115
AS, 35%j.533
#2051, 3A1
39, 535, SC-S
37, £33yA01
Cc* 3A0, A35
53. 787, 330
BA, 57A,011

Oi»rn?fit Payments

IO WNpR >NHOOUTNN

to Persons TittacMeiJ to Const ruct ion,

Payments to
Construct iori

35,523
loo,bol
3A3,355
1,151,751
1,3A7,75A
2.822,217
3.579,173
2* 8&eS,355
10,553, A55
3.620,106
1,377,531
2,162, Ag3
2,300,33A
A,755,537

Paymenta to
Total

A73,503

738,337
3, A04,553
A, 277,737
5,500.512
a"32S IKE
13,763,195
25,A53,7AA
22,A12,573
la,033,773
11,£3A,A0S
14,322,£71
15,737,511
20. 317,350

arid Tot.il

Payments to

Construction

A, 375,323
#1921,371
6.006,473
752.205
7,541,£05
9, 432 530
2:,A0S,500
A7 333.A55
35, 553.159
lo, 733.7af
1} 9n9,257
Mx190,255
13, 311,332
=) 1A3,S3A

10

Total

Payments to
Total

11, 131.797
13.322,115
15,1.67, 073
13.AAL.31£
22,222, Uij.i
.22,353,374
53,555,313
52,A10,227
71,A74.519
53, 52-+.575
43,923,505
67,252,705
76,574,301
35.331,871

£9 A



Undated on
Ji-riar-55
Inriustry

Total

Construetion

Hanufacturing

Trans., Conn., K Utilities
Trade

Finance

Service

Government

11

niaska Uncmnioymont Rate by Industry

13G 1 i15GZ 1383
il.5 9.5 w. i
I\ 5 Z4. | 23.3
i7. 1 13.5 17. 1
7.0 a.3 G. 1l
B.8 a. 4 a.a

NFl G.7 4.3
G.G 10.i 11.5
G. 4 5.4 7.3



A

LASKA

19 8 3

UNEMPLOYMENT
INDUSTRY
AVERAGE

BY

ANNUAL

m/rAi- YMmmmmmmm

COM T

MAI 1F

fL I'CPLi
IRA HE

FIRE
-JIIRVIO LE

covr

*'mr-"771 L T T v

10

.1

'sttUUTA "LTT
= VAN ATJ-0\N/-/YA VA wre

IriltillJpill

g -s

IilliiCl

3.9

FLoTT*-T 7T 7 71 "7 Trx 776l

AV-4/<7/1]

s
I'ATE,

17.

1

RATE

23.



INTRODUCTION OF BILLS (House)

HB 293. (cont"d)

municipalities as well. While each municipality"s general
obligation_debt ie of course a direct financial burden of
only the 1issuing municipality, the practical fact is that
all” governmental” entities in the state share, to one degree
or_another,_ in the consequences of a municipal default.
While I reiterate that there_ 1is no _present prospect of
municipal default, it 1is imperative to establish _a
procedure to deal with that event before a financial crisis
occurs — not in response to one.

The bill proposes the establishment of tho Municipal Fi—
nancial Emer%?nc% Commission which consists of the commis—
sioners of the Departments of Community and Regional Af—
fairs, Revenue, _ and Administration. Under proposed AS
29.58.420, a municipality must provide notice of a default
to _the commission, or the municipality may request the
assistance of tho commission in anticipation of financial
distress. Once the commission receives_notice of a munici—
pality in financial disarray, the commission must promptly
convene and assess the municipality"s financial affairs.

Under proposed AS 29.58.410, the commission enjoys extra—
ordlnarllly hroad powers to assure, to_the extent possible
the resolution of the financial crisis. The fundamenta
objective of the_ commission_ is to adopt a plan that sat—
isties debt service obligations in a manner acceptable to

municipal creditors. The commission enjoys the power to
t|ﬁ§uet Sllj(bpoenas and orders as are necessary to undertake
is task.

1 certainlx anticipate that a municipality will act to
implement the plan adopted by the commission.” However, the

bill provides that, in thw unlikely event that a municipa—
lity fails to implement _the i)_lan, or if the commission

determines that the municipality remains in financial

disarray, the_commission may assume full control of the

defaulting municipality®s financial affairs. This extra—
ordinary 1intrusion upon local go rernmental prerogatives can

only be exercised in_narrowly p-escribed instances and, as

do "all _of the commission®s po iers, the authority of the

commission expires upon the successful satisfaction of the

default. While certain of thrs<i broad powers may approach

the legal limit of the state| authority to impair local

government powers, 1 believe tl.at the overwhelming public

concern for the ﬁnanm_al stabi: .ty of all Alaskan communi-

ti. Moffers a compelling justification for this possible

in ision.

I again emphasize that this b.1l does not foretell any

municipal default. In the area ofmunicipal _finance, how—
ever, 1t is not sufficient to act only in response to
events. Instead, it 1B far preferable to establish a

mechanism before any default, so that if_a municipality
does_default on a debt service obligatio , the_ reper—
cussions to the state and to other munic. palities are
limited to the extent possible With due respect for the
prerogatives of local governments, |1 believe that this bill
provides a needed mechanism for state involvement. | urge
your prompt consideration and passage of this bill.

Alaska HOUSE BILL NO. 294. by ReEs: Boucher, Davis, Hurley; Sund,

Local Hire Koponen, Goll, Cato, Clocksin, Uotten, Duncan, Frank, Gruen-
berg, Grussendorf, Hanley, Jenkins, Larson, M. M. Miller, Navarre
Pearce, Pignalberi, Pourchot, Shultz, Szymanski, Taylor, Thompson
Uehling, Martin, Blnkleg, Collins, Marrou, Adams, Pettyjohn, M. W
Miller, Phillips. See Senate Bill No. 235 page 432, identical.

Introduced March 15 and referred to Labor & Commerce. Finance.

A{)prop_rlatlon HOUSE. BILL NO. 295. by Reps. Boucher, Davis, Hurley, Sund,
special) Koponen. Cato, Cotten, Duncan, Frank, Grussendorf, Hanley,
(une;H I,y/ment Jenkins, Larson, M. M. Miller, Navarre, Pourchot, Shultz,

stu E/) Szymanski, Taylor, Thompson, Uehling and Phillips. Makes a

bage 452 special appropriation in the amount of $100,000 to the Department



Appropriation
§speC|a|)
(S. Central
roads)

Jones Act
(repeal of
portions of)

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS (House)

HE 295. (cont"d)

of Labor for a study of the effect of the employment of
nonresidents on unemployment amon% residents of Alaska and other
issues related to Alaska hire. The unexpended and unobligated
Bort[on of the appropriation lapses into the general fund 6/30/86.
rovides Act takes effect immediately.

Introduced March 15 and referred to Labor & Commerce, Finance.

HOPGE BILL NO. 296. b:" Reps. Gotten, Boucher, Clocksin,

Collins, Furnace, Gruenberg, Hanley, Hurley, Jenkins, Larson,
Marrou. Martin, Navarre. Pearce, Pettyjohn, Phillips, Pignal-
beri, Pourchot, Rieger, Shultz, Szymanski, UehllngO. Makes

sPemal appropriations in the amount of $262,837,800 to the Dept,
of Transportation & Public Facilities for various road construct:m
projects. Makes special appropriations for payment as grants to
the municipalities of Anchorage, Matanuska-Susitna. Kenai
Peninsula, Soldotna, Homer, Kenai and Seldovia.

The appropriations total $14,448,400, and are for various
construction projects in the South Central area. The amounts
ag%)roprlated as grants for various construction progects are:
$67,324,00(2 to the Municipality of Anchorage; $2,485,400 to
Matanuska-Susitna; $1,870,000 to Kenai Peninsula Borou%h;
$2,650,000 to the City of Soldotna; $2,500,000 to the City o
Homer; $600,000 to the CI'[{ of Kenai; ,$350,000 to the City o
Seldovia. Provides Act takes effect immediately.

f
f

Introduced March 15 and referred to Finance.

INTRODUCTION OF RESOLUTIONS (House)

SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FIR HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 21. hy

Reps. Marrou and Martin. Ur%es repeal of certain portions of

the Merchant Marine Act of 1920 (commonly known as "The Jones Act
2 The resolution differs from the original version in that it
states "...Alaska, Hawaii and the noncontiguous territories of the
U.S. bear the co6t of that sheltered environment even though it was
created to benefit all Americans..." &orlglna_l version stated
Alaska, Hawaii and the noncontiguous territories of the U.S.
"...pay higher freight rates imposed by the A«t..."z. The Sponsor
Substitute states that the direct cost to Alaska's treasury ."has
been estimated at $63 - $176 million yearly", rather than ™is $63 -
$176 million yearly."

Urges repeal of "those portions of the Merchant Marine Act of 1920
that adversely effect the coastwise trade b Prohlbltlng the use of
foregin-built vessels;" (the original called tor the repeal of the
entire Act).

Introduced March 15 and referred to Transportation.



TO: Senators Kerttula, Eliasor., Mulcahy, 5Sennettf Sackett, anc F.odej
FROM: Senator Josephsor.

DATE: May £ 1-3

RE: SS SB 174 Preferential Hire

Dear Colleague:

Over the pas: three weeks. | have received numerous letters, telephone calls
anc POM's concerning this legislation. You anc I,anc the people, want to
strengthen the emr)loyment position of Alaskans ir. the face of outside emoioy-
ers using outside labor on local projects.

SE 174 was fashioned after an executive order approved in V'hite v. Mass,
Council of Cor.str. Emu., the United States Supreme court decision announced
on February E& 1962. The Court upheld a City of Boston . ecutive order
which required at least 50* bona fide resident hire cr. ‘any construction
project funded in whole or in part by Cityfunds, or funds which... the City
expends or administers, anc to which thecity issignatory." The Court, 1ir.
the face o: a iecerai constitution Commerce Clause challenge, heic that "the
application of the mayor's executive order to the contracts in question cid not
violate the Commerce Clause...".

A recent Washington Supreme Court decision, has cast legal doubt about the
validity of AS 36.10 as presently constituted. SB 174 takes advantage of the
V.'hite decision and puts AS 36.10 in a form that should create a constitution-
ally permissible employment preference statute.

Subsection (a) addresses employment preierence ir. municipalities only, thus
falling weE within the boundaries established ir. Vhite. and avoiding the

Commerce Clause challenge.

Subsection (b? addresses employment preference or. construction projects
partly or wholy funded by  state money. Thissubsection requires that 95
per cent of all workers onsuch projects be  Alaska residents. It also
require’- that each craft of workers be composed c: c:'. Alaskan residents.
This craft by craft provision will insure that Alaskans w;i; be offered ﬁobs in
all craft areas anc prevent the importation of a particular crai: o workers at

the q”per.se cf Alaskan residents.

w I u L'
S/enator Hoe P. ..cseohsor.



Slasfea H>tate Htgtelaturk

POUCH V CHAIRMAN
NEAU. ALASKA 99811 Special Committee on
(907) *165-4931 Telecommunications
DISTRICT 10 MEMBER
BOX 111038 Labor and Commerce
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99511 State Affairs
(907) 349-2192 Finance- Subcommittee Administration

Representative H. A “Red” Boucher

PRESS RELEASE

SUBJECT: Alaska Hire Legislation DATE: March 15, 1985
Toda% | introduced in the House two pieces of legislation on the subject of
Alaska Hire.

The first bill (HB 294) adds Ie%islative findings of fact and Furpose to our
current Alaska Hire law AS 36.10.010. AS 36.10.010 is currently in effect and
being enforced but is before the Alaska Suprr-me Court for review in the case of
Francis v Robison.

These proposed additions to AS 36.10.010 have been drafted in cooPeration with
the Department of Labor and incorporate case law on the subject of local hire
which has occurred since AS 36.10.010 was adopted in 1983. Most notable of such
cases was the recent Wyoming Supreme Court case which upheld a local hire law
similar to AS 36.10.010. House Bill 294 has been cosponsored by 33 other
Representatives.

The second bill (HB 295) provides the Department of Labor with $100,000 to
conduct a study into ways the state may ?rowde Ereference to Alaskan workers.
House Bill 295 has heen cosponsored by 21 other Representatives

Both these bills have been endorsed by the Department of Labor as providing the
necessary factual foundation to support a resident hire preference under current
legal standards. The study would allow the Department to assemble information

currently not available to support future state action to ensure that Alaskans

receive preference for jobs in Alaska.

Also todag Senator Fahrenkamp introduced legislation identical to HB 294 in the
Senate gS. 235).  Senator Fahrenkamp explained: “"Most of the revenues going

lic works prO{ects comes from royalty oil money belon%[ng to Alaskans.
We want to ensure that Alaskan's will continue to be g{lven a hiring preference
on public works prol]ects funded by money that rightfully belongs to them.
Representative Boucher and | have introduced legislation that iIs designed to
][e|tnf0r(':le existing law and hopefully protect it from any legal challenges in the
uture.

into pu

For your background, I'm attaching a memorandum on this subject. Representative
Gruenberg has allowed Dave Donley of his staff to assist me on this matter.
Please contact Dave at 465-4986, Capitol Room 112, or Edie Russell of Senator
Fahrenkamp's office for additional background.



