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D. Scare And Ineep.: 1f This Report.

The purpose of chis report: is noc ro recommenc
particular amer.cmencs to che Alaska Longevicy Bonus Program. As
.Section Il, oosc makes plain, any "cecommendac ion" 1is a function

of che goals which che legislature seeks to achieve chrough chis
exercise.

Racher, che goal of <chis reporc is co assemble a
comprehensive list of alternatives proposed by various

incerescad parties, and co analyte che alternatives in lighc of:

1. conscicucional conscraincs;

2. fiscal 1impaccs;

3. practicability; and

4. che effecc of any changes on che elderly”"s

?
eligibilicy for ocher programs.'C

In developing a lisc of alternatives, chis reporc has
included five opcions examined by che Sheffield Administration,
and five alternatives developed by ch.e authors of chis reporc.
The informacion presented wich respecc Co each opcion is
incended <co be sufficient for a threshold decerninacion of
feasibility. .The report attempts- to anticipate the major
;}oblems and issues surrounding each opcion; however, it 1is noc
incended to exhaust che details of every proposal.

Racher, che reporc should be used as a basis for che

Senace Judiciary Commiccee®"s preliminary indication of

-~See Section 11.(C) nose.
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or

three

or imarv notions. e wil ".en oreoare

legislation ana a detailed analysis of <che primary opcions.

Unde

Ly ooi co make an "all or noching" choice

chree

in turn

-;eeks, depending on che opcions chosen

Alternatives Included In This P.eoorc
The opcions included 1in chis reporc, which are analyzed

in Section 111, are:

1. expand che Alaska Longevicy 3onus Program co
induce alL elderly Alaskans wich one-year®"s residency;

2. phase ouc che Alaska Longevicy Sonus Program by
gradually reducing benefics;

3. phase ouc che Alaska Longevicy 3onus Program by
gradually reducing benefics, while concampora®neous ly
raising che eligibility limics for general scace
assiscance;

4. providing a minimal base payment under che Alaska
Longevicy 3onus Program based solely on one-year's
residency, wich supplemental payments made on Che basis
of need;

3. phase out che Alaska Longevicy 3onus Program by
increasing che age eligibilicy each year;

6. creace an annuity plan, wich <che annuity corpus

consisting of permanenc fund discribucions. This

opcion would necessitate a cransicion pcogram for chose
persons 40 years and older;
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7. fund che Alaska Longevity Bonus Program chrougn a
"pay as you go" socialL security syscem. funded by
approximately 23"  of che exiscing permanenc fund
dividend discr ibi.cions ;

3. replacing che Alaska Longevicy 3onus Program wich a
comprehensive healch insurance program for sLderly
ALaskans;

9. condition eligibilicy for a Longevicy bonus upon a
demonscracion of hardship which woulLd be suffered by
being unable co concinue Alaska residency; and

10. open Che Alaska Longevicy Bonus Program co ail
one-year residents, and cerminace che program -- giving
FY 1934 recipients a grandfacher righc <co concinuec
bonuses.

1. CONSTRAINTS ON THE CHOICE OF OPTIONS

There ara four basic consideracions in choosing a
package of amendmencs <co che Alaska Longevicy 3onus Program.
The purpose of chis seccion 1is co provide an overview of che
conscraincs and policy choices which should play a role in chis
commiccee™s decision.

A. Constitutional Conscraincs.

The obvious and primary conscrainc on any sec of
amendmencs co che Alaska Longevicy Bonus Program lies in Che
equal procaccion clauses of che Uniced Scaces (Amendment L4) and
Alaska (Acc. I, 81) constitutions. The existing Alaska
Longevicy Bonus Program discriminates between @Alaska residents
based on their duration of residency; moreover, all of the
alternatives considered by chis report involve some duracional

residency requirement.
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Unaec boch the federal anc Alaska <consdcudons , a
duracional residency recuicement which ccncirions or denies
either 3 "funcarencal righc" or a "basic necessity of life" s

valid only if cne discriminacion is necessary co further a

compelling scace 1incarasc. Zobel 11, 5L? ?.2d ac 443; Hamorial
Hosoical V. H.aricooa Coun.cv, 415 U.S. 250, 259 (1574).
"Fundamental righcs"” involve such =chi.ngs as vocing,2° while

*

) L . N ) ) 9
"basic necessities of life" include basic medical care¥ anc

we lcare.23

The so called "right co crave!"™ -- which any duracional
residency recuiramenc arguablLe affects — is noc a Tfundamental
righc aucomacically criggering <che <compelling scace inceresc
cesc. Zobel 11, 619 ?.2d ac 425-426, Zobel 111, 72 L.Zd. 2nd ac

677-673.25

We are confident 1in concluding chac Jlongevicy bonus is

noc a "basic necessity of life." The program 1is noc welfare --
ic Is r.oc based on need. Basic indigene assistance -- including
boch 1income supplemencs and Medicaid -- are available co che

260unn v. Blumscein, 405 U.S. 330 (1972).

~""Memorial Hospital v. Maricopa Councy, 415 U.S. 450 (1974).
2"Shapiro v. Thompson, 394 U.S. 613 (1969).

2<*Cna of Che oddities of Justice 3rennan®s concurrence in
Zobel i was his view chac che "righc co Gravel" is a
"funcamenral™ righc (id. ac 632) -- although impairment of chac
righc by a duracional residency requirement should be cescea under
che referenda! "racionally relacea"™ scancard (see text, oosc) or
ac worse "intensified ... scrucinv." Id. ac 631.
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needy in chis scace. 1Q ..ie Longevicy bonus program seems more

akin co che permanenc fund dividend, which <che Alaska Supreme

Courc helLd in Zobel 11 was noc a "basic necessicy of Life." 519
?.2d ac --3. As che Courc of Appeals for che Ninch Circuic has
observed:

"Deprivacions which are onLy unconforcablLe are noc

enough, such as condicioning Lower cuicion ac

scace inscicucions of higher educacion upon a

one-year residency requiremenc."” Fisher V.

Reiser, 6L0 F.2d 529, 539 n. 5 (L9/9), carc.

aenlea UUl US 930.

Under che feaeral conscicucion, Chen, any duracional
residency requiremenc imposed by amendmencs <co che AL3 program
need only be ™"racionalLlLy vreLaced”™ <co a Legicimace governmencal
purpose. Zobel 111, 72L.Zd. 2nd ac 573. As" chis section will
discuss, howeverchac scandard is occasionally more deferencial
in ics cecms chan 1in 1ics applLicacion.

ConverselLy, under che Alaska Conscicucion, a duracional
residency requiremenc will wichscand -scruciny only if ic 1is
"fairly and subscancially relLaced"” co a Legicimace governmencal
purpose. Zobel I, 519P.2d ac ~27. The more che balance cips
in favor of Che individual, ;Che more necessary che
discriminacion muse be 1in order co further Che Law"s purpose. |Id.

From chese standards, che following ground rules can be

excracced from applicable case Law:

3Q0Sae Memorial Hosoic.il v. Mar icona Councv, 4L5 U.S. ac 251



Unques cicnablLy, che "Length of residence may be
=ysed co Case cha bona rides of cicizenship.” Zobe L 1. 72
L.Zd. 2s ac i'i'- (Brennan conc.). In ocher voces, che scaca r.ay,
by a curacional rasidancy raquiremenc, "make virtually cercair.
(chac cha recipiencs of che program are) bona fice residancs of

che scaca ..." VLandis v. kline. 4L2 "J.5. 44L, 453-454 (1973).

As a general ruLa, accocneys have assumed chac in cases
noc involving cha "compelling scaca incarasc" standard, a
one-year duracional residency requiremenc is permissible as a
presumpcion of domiciliary. See, Scams v. Malkerson. F. Supp.
325, 224 (Minn. 1970), af fd. mem. 401 U.S. 935  (1971).

Moreover, che Scace of Alaska has <caken che posicion chac in

cases involving eicher particularly accraccive benefics, or
particularly cransienc populacions, a duracional residency
requiremenc in eXcess of one year is constitutionally
permissible. See Motion Foe Summary Judgmenc, September 3,

1932, Andress V. Baxter. ec al., No. A32-3Q7 Civil, U.S.

District Courc, (D. Alaska 1982).

For che purposes of che Longevity Bonus Program, chere
are three reasons why ic makes little .sense <co attempt a
multi-year duracional residency requiremenc as a presumpcion of

domicilary. Firsc, che attempt would lack substantial
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precedential support. Second, itwould be concrary <co the
August 9, 1932 settlement in the 7est case. Finally, and as
noted previously, a duracional residency requiremenc would noc
begin co exclude significanc numbers of elderly AlLaskans wunless
ic was 1iIn excess of 10 years.

2. . DuracionalL residency requirements may be
permissible for reasons ocherchan presuming domiciliary,
aLrhough ac lease four jJustices of che Uniced Scaces Supreme
Courc believe chac chose sicuacions are "rare." Zobel 111, 72
L.Ed. 2nd ac 504.7~

/

Ac che oucsec, a scace cannot use a lengchly duracional
residency vrequiremenc co reward Jlong cine residencs for chair
prior concribucions co che scace. To a majoricy of che courc,
while che purpose icself 1is permissible, a duracional residency
requiremenc is irrationally Cailored <co chac goal -- a poinc

bluncly made by Juscice O0°"Connor 1in her concurrence:

"A  mulcicude of nacive Alaskans -- including
chilLdren and paupers --  may have failed co
conccibuce <co che" scace in che pasc. Yec che

scace does noc dock paupers for cheir prior
failures co concribuca, and 1ic awards every person
over che age of 13 dividends equalL co che number
of years chac person has [I%i'ved in Che scace." 72
L.Ed.2d ac 689.

The flip side of rewarding a person for prior
concribucions is compensacing a person for prior hardships.

Thac, as noced previously, is a second major goal of che

310ne "rare" example <ciced by che four concurring juscices
was qualification of public office. Id.
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existing ALB program. If it is irrational to assume that all
long time residents "contributed” to the state, it may Dbe
equally irrational to assume that all long time residents

suffered substantial pasc haroship.

There is one universal hardship which -equates with

territorial residency -- the lack of franchise. It is
conceivable chac aLongevity Bonus Program intended to
compensate for chatlack of representation would be
constitutionally permissible. However, chac rationale would
only justify che January 3, 1959 residency requirement -- not

che 23-year continuous residency provision of che act.

A much closer quescion is posed by che program®"s goal
of allowing elderly Alaskans toremain 1in che scace who would
suffer particularly severe hardship if <chey were financially
required <co relocate. Justices Dimond and Macchews of che
Alaska Supreme Courc believe chis may be a consticucionally

permissible goal subscancially furthered by a duracional

residency requiremenc:

A a sCace Longevicy Bonus - requice(s)
Lengchy residency. 3och chose programs, however,
are apparently designed Co help <chose individuals
who would 1like <co recite 1in che scace buc cannoc
afford co do so because of che high cosc of
living. The scace mighc welLl wane co Limic che
benefics co chose chac would suffer che mosc
hardship by being forced co Leave, and ic seems
reasonable co suppose chac a long period oc
residency would be some indicia of close cies co
Alaska and che disrupcion chac leaving mighc
cause." Zobel 11 . 619 ?.2d ac 469 n. 13 (Dimond
dissencing;.



The Daparcmenc of Law, 1in face, has concluded chac che

Pioneers"® Hone may be ccnscicueionallLy dacensiblLe as a
o - - . 3n

reasonable means of accomplLishing precisely chis goal.

Indeed, one opcion considered in chisreporc would award

longevicy bonuses on che-basis of hardship caused by relocacion

whichin Cum wouLd be measured _in pare by Lengch of
residence. 3y making lengch of residency "some indicia"™ (61?
P.2d ac 767 of che hardsnip ofrelocacion, che opcion would
avoid che ir.ciccmenc of overbceaach which was facal co che

permanenc dividend fund discribucion program in Zobel 111.
Finally, as <co che AL3 program®s goalL of providing an
incer.cive for a specific subclass of AlLaska®"s elLderLy co remain
in che scace, che courcs in alLL Likelihood wouLd view chac
purpose as merely discriminacion for 1icsown sake. See Zobel
1, 72 L.Ed. 2nd ac 673-679. Presuming chac only long-cime
residencs have che requisica "wisdom and experience"™ <co warranc
subs idizacion is hardly Likely co impress che U.S. Supreme Courc.
B. Varying Goals of Several Lonzevicv Bonus Qocions. "°
There 1is a subscancial difference of opinion as co whac
an amended AL3 program shoulLd accomplish. As nocad previously,
che legisLacure may wish co recain one of che major goals of che

exiscing program -- alLLowing chose elderly @ich che clLosesc cies

co Alaska co concinue co Live here.

32i?32 Op. Accy. Gen. (November 26, L1932) ac 25.
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Alternatively, “he fiscal consequences a: cha various
alternatives r.ay be <che primary consideration. As previously
discussed, 1if Legislation 1in ronformicy wich che Vas~ sacc lament
is anactec, an accicionai 511 ml lion musc be appropriacad as
racroaccive bonus payments co July 1, 1982. Severs! of che
opcions which propose co phase ouc che program or which propose
a conversion co permanenc :unc earnings, ara parcialLly or
primarily diraccad ac chis anc.

The primary goal or <che Legislation may alLso be co
procecc chose currancly nosc dependent wupon che bonus. The
currar.c 0ld Age Assiscanca 1income Level 1is 5546.00 per nonch and
chera are approximacely 2,300 elderly Alaskans receiving scaca
assiscanca. Since che Longevicy bonus is noc included in che
calculation oc income cor scaca assistance, che ocaccical
consequence of a phase ouc or carninacion of Che program would
be co materially reduce Che available income of che poorasc
eLderly Alaskans. Moreover, as nocad in Section 1(3), ance,
chere are a large number of elderLy Alaskans who ara currencly
only marginally above che exiscing scace povercy level.

There are cwo opcions parcicularly sensitive Co Chis
goalL -- che phase ouc of che AL3 program 1in conjunccion wich a
correlative rise in scace assistance levels, and che opcion of

compensacing chose who woulLd suffer che mosc hardship by

relocac ion.
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With raspecc co chis goal, however, ic should Dbe
scressed chac <cha exiscing AL3 program has been purposefully
scurecured so as co noc be a "welfare program,” Precisely for
chac reason, che program is administered by <cha Department of
Administration, rather chan che Oeparcmenc of Health and Social
Services, and any conversion Co a "need-based" program will
undoubtedly offend che dignity of many elderly Alaskans.

Finally, chare 1is che possible goal of providing a long
term, stable bonus program which* frees che general fund fronm
increasing commitments. The annuity and scace social securicy
opcions are primarily direcced ag chis goal.

C. Consequential effects of Any Amendment To The

Longevity 3onus Program.

Any change to Che Longevicy Sonus Program may have two
consequences which must be considered: (1) <che continued
eligibility of AL3 recipiencs for ocher scace or federal
assistance programs; and (2) ca;< consequences on participants.

As noced in Section 1(A), anca, under federal Law che
ALB 1is excluded from che definition of "income" for many federal
assistance purposes. 33 As Long as.,any amendmencs co che ALB
program concinue Co base elLigibiLity "solely on attainment of
age 65 and duracion of residency,” and remain sufficiently
similar co che exiscing program so as co be fairly callLed "a

program established prior co JuLy I, 1973," che exempcion would

be retained.

33See n. 3, ante



Obviously, any material changes in eligibility

raqu iraments or srruecure of "The program raise cha ciak chac cha

new benafic will be included as "income,"” and many elderly
AlLassans will be Carolina cad from che applicable fadaral
program. The Deparcmenc of Healch and Social Services has
esc imac ed cha impacc3 from a loss of che Longevicy bonus
exclusion. Those escimaces appear ac Appendix 3 of chis reporc.

Ancicipacing che same problem wich permanenc func
dividends, che legislacure, in che L982 Special Session,

provided chac che scace would subscicuca Lose benefics for a

period of four months.” ObviouslLy, and co che excanc
possible, any amendmencs co che AL3 program shoulLd eicher be
caiiorad <co che exiscing excepcion, or falLL wichin anochar

separace scacucory income exclusion such as a '"need based"
paynenc.”

The cax consequences of amendmencs co che exiscing AL3
program become parciculLarly imporcanc wich raspecc co chis
reporc"s annuicy opcion -- which 1is creaced indecail 1in Saccion
I (?), dosc. Ac che oucsec, 1ic is sufficient co noce chac:

L. The exiscing Longevicy eonus program 1is caxed under
Che 1Incernal Revenue Code;

2. Any AL3 program which is based onneed, or could be
chacaccerized as a "socialL benefic progranm for che
prococion of che generalL welLfare," ~woulLd in all
LikeLihood noc be caxaa by che IRS; and”o

35See -2 U.S.C. 51332(a)(b)(5).

«/"See 13.S Revenue Rulings, 63 -136, 1963-2 C.3. L9; 63-2
1963-L C.3. 1-6; *2-3-0, L972-2 C.3. 3L; 73-170, L973-L C.3. 21.



3. On February 27, L98L, che |IncecnalL Revenue Service
ruled ch.3C dividends discribuced under che scace"3
prior permanenc dividend fund lagisLacion -- che
scacuce invalLidaced in Zobel.lll -- were caxable under
che Lncernal Revenue CoGe.-ii" While Che [IRS has yec
co rule on che exiscing dividend program, 1ic is likely
chac caxacion of <che permanenc fund dividend could be
deferred 1if 1ic 1is used co fund che annuicv or social
securicy opcions discussed in chis reporc.
1. DISCUSS ION* OF ALTERNATIVES

A. Expand ins The Class Of Alaska Lonsevicv Sonus

8.ecioiancs To Include All ElderlY Wich One-vgar®3

Res ider.cv.

There are currencly some 9,425 AlLaskans who. receive
bonuses cocallLy 323.23 milLlLicn. This proposal woulLd require
addicionalL appropriacions for (1) bonuses for an addicional
3,303 people; and (2) addicionalL clLerical supporc in che
Deparcmenc of Adminisctacion. The addicional coses would cocal
312 million in FY 1984, increasing Co 313./ million in FY
1933.33

These appropriacions are in addicion co Che $11.4
million recroaccive award required under che Vesc secclemenc.

The advancages of Chis opcion are cwo-fold. Firsc, ic
is one of che conscicucionally "safesc" opcions. Second, since
eligibilicy would remain dependenc on "duracion of residence”” --

albeic onLy one-year -- in all likelihood 1ic would fall wichin

che exiscing AL3 exclusion co federal assiscance programs.

3/1.13 Index Mos. 006L.40-00; 0451.20.00; 0102.00-00.

333eoar cmenc of Adminiscracion drafc fiscal noce, Janua
IL. 1953.



Add ic".anally, while CheorecicallLy any "one-year"
elderly Alaskan could cake advancage of chis progranm, che
demozraor. ica or aiasxa a elderly (see Seccicn 1(3), ar.ca) are
such chac <che primary beneficiar ies of Chia opcion would be
chose who have Lived 1in che scace from LO co 25 years. = /rec.-.ar
such a program would encourage in-migracion 1is probLlenacical.

In addicion co obvious fiscal aisadvancages, chis
aLcarnac ive would diLuce <che dignicy and recognicion accendanc
che currer.c bonus co cha poinc of non-reccgnicion.

E. Phase Ouc The Exiscir?- Lonzevicv Bonus Protean.

One of che opcions analyzed by che Sheffield
adniniscracion would phase ouc <che AL3 Program by reducing
benefics by 330.00 each year beginning wich FY 1934. 3y paying
$20Q.00 a mor.ch co 13,223 recipiencs racher <chan $250.00 co
9,425, <che nec increase co che program 1in FY 1934 would be $2.1
million. In fiscal year L935, however, when che bonus is
reduced co 5150.00, <chere will be a nec decrease of $8.7 million
in program coses.

This opcion has been unfavorably viewed by che
adminiscracion, and apparencly was prepared only as a poinc of
comparison. Despice ics fiscal benefics, cfte proposal proceccs
no one. The pooresc of Alaska®s .elderLy would suffer che nose.
Sinee, as discussed previously, Alaska longevicy bonuses are noc
counced 1in exiscing scace and federal assiscance 1income limics,

che needLy elderly person in Alaska receives, currencly, a
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subsidized mor.chly 1income of 554-5 for Old Age Assistance, plus

5250 from che AL3 program. This opcion would chus r.acerrally
reduce scace ass iscanca levels.
g C. Phase Ouc The Exiscir.o Longevity 3bnus Program
A Con cemoorar.eous Increase In Scace Assistance Levels.
The aoparenc "preferred" opcion ox many wich che
Sheffield adminiscracion 1is co gradually 1increase scace O0ld Age

Assiscance Levels while ac che same cime gradually decreasing

che amounc of <che Jlongevicy bonus. The program woulLd Ffunccion

in che following manner:

CHART L.
YEAR OLD AGE ASSISTANCE LEVEL ALASKA LONGEVITY 30NUS
cY 1933 5546 5250
FY 1934 S596 5200
FY 1935 5646 5150
FY L9936 5696 = 5100
FY L937 5746 5 50
FY L933 5796 5 0

In analyzing Che fiscalL impa“ccs of chis alcernacive,
assumpcions muse be made abouc how many elderly Alaskans will.
become eligible for 0ld Age Assiscance as Che OAA income level
increases, and how many of Che newly eligible will be inclined
co seek assiscance as Cheir longevicy bonus gradually diminishes.

Regardless of which assumpcions are used; che 1impaccs
upon che Longevicy bonus program, are, of course, idencical co

che "ohase ouc"™ obcCion. Those 1imoaccs woulLd be as TfolLlLows:
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CHART 2.

a:d :t:?nal_i3ST "Sav:iiico”™ to the alb program -"In
FY 193d qa.L
FY 1935 (3.7)
FY 1935 (19.2)
FYy 1937 (30.9)
FY 1.933 (44.1)

The fiscal impacc upon che Deparcmenr of Healch and
Social Services” 0AA program is far more difficulc co
decernine. The Deparcmenc of Adniniscracion has used cwo
alcarnac ive assumpcions -- (L) <chac of Che 13,223 elderly ir.
Alaska, 5/. will become eligible and apply for public assiscance
as che income Level is increased co S796 1in FY 1933; or (2) chac
257. of che elLderly wiLl become eligible and apply cor assiscance
during chac period.

We believe chac che 25" poss"ibiLicy may be closer co
che cruc'n. Approximacely 307. of Alaska®"s elderly have monchly
incomes marginally above exiscing assiscance levels -- fronm
$500-3300 per monch.39 IfT chose figures are 3ccurace, as many
as 3,963 will become eligible for public assiscance -- in
addicion co che 2,300 currencly on che OAA program.

The second variable involves che sine of che benefics
which che new cliencele will receive. The Oeparcmenc of Healch
and SocialLServices hasassumed chac each new recepienc will

receive che mean benefic currencly given or projeccad for

39- _ _ssessmer.c, 00. ci: n. 11 ac 31.
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exiscing recaipiep.cs -- 3295 ir. cY 1934.

In ccmpuc ir.g che fiscal, 1impacrs i- chis opcion, we
have osed che following chcee assumpcions:

(1) Of <che 3,963 elder1l/ whom currenc daca suggesc
could be eligible for cha increased O0OAA program, 2500 will in
face apply. This figure arbicrarily discouncs boch <chose who
will decline co apply for psychological reasons, and chose who
will noc apply because cha minimal benefics co cham are simply

noc worch che bocher;

(2) 3ecause we have discouncaq- chose who will receive
minimal benefics, we have recained Che "mean benefic" assumpcion
employed by che Deparcmenc of Healch and Social Services; and

(3) The new recipiencs will be evenly discribuced over
each of che five years -- so chac in each year an addicional 500
recipiencs willtbe added co Che OAA program.

Addicionally, persons who become eligible for Old Age

Assiscance will also become eligible for Medicaid. The Scaca“'s

Medicaid budgec for FY 1933 is 3$65 million dollars. 437. of chac

figure -- or S31.2 million — s paid by che Scaca. Some 23% of
chac budgec -- or $7.17 million dpllars — is accribucable co
chose currencly on 0ld Age Assiscance. IT che OAA populacion
doubles over che nexc five years -- as our assumpcinns presume
chac ic will -- Chere will be an addicional <cosc of $7.17

million (noc adjusced for inflacion) co chis opcion, chargeable

in ecual porcions co each of cha nexc five fiscal years.
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".Vich chase assumptions, “he fallowin ™ chare 1iLius traces

che possible nec fiscal 1impact o: chis opcion:

CHART 3
Tt MTFfr>A"=
Added
Year = Add. Mssn 32F0fiz Med icaid Added Nec

or. OAA Coses AL3 Cos"3

(Savir.cs)
FY 1934 500 $295.02 1.4 2.1 5.27
FY 1935 1000 345.02 2.3 (3.7) (1.73)
FY 1936 1500 395.02 4.2 (19.2) (5.90)
FY L937 2000 445 .02 5.6 (30.9) (14.50)
FY 1933 2500 495.02 7.0. (44.0) (29.30)

Thus , even wich fairly liberal assumpcions regarding
che number of accicional OAA clLiencs and Medicaid coses, chis
option will beein saving money 1in FY 1935.

Moreover, for chose elderly in che 5500 - 300 per monch
income range who pay soma federal ca:<es, che opcion would have
advantages, since increased need based assistance, unlike che
longevity bonus, should noc be taxed under Che IncernalL Revenue
Code.

One obvious disadv®neage of <chis opcion 1is chac ic
transform? che longevicy bonus program inco a welLfare scheme.
Persons who currencly receive $796 or less per monch
including che bonus -- will 1indeed be "held harmless”™ under che
opcion, buc only ac Che expense of applying for assiscance co

che Deparcmenc of Healch and Social Services.



Moreover, chose currenc elderly bonus recipiencs whose
monthly ir.cor.es (excluding che bonus) exceed 3796 per monch will
receive no proceccion under chis opcion.

Finally, because welfare paymencs are generally viewed
by che <courcs as involving "basic necess icies of Life" (see
511(A), 3nce), che duracional residency requiremenc for

increased olLd age assiscance muse be drooped fron one year co 30

aays.40 tne minimum nacicnal oic age assiscance Fevell unaer
che federal SupplLemencal Securicy Income syscem — which O0AA
supp Lemancs -- is $234.30/mo.. A person wich $500 a monch

income in a "minimum benefic" scace is presumably ineligible for
old age assiscance (including Medicaid) 1in chac scace, buc could
become eligibLe under che Alaska syscem upon 30 days residency.
While che mere pcospecc of an. addicionalL $196 per monch (in FY

1933) is unlikely <co 1induce people co recire in Alaska, che

concommicanc provision of Medicaid services -- including full
nursing home coverage -- may have chac effecc. IT a person can
obcain free nursing home coverage -- valued ac between $40 -
$60,000 per year -- simply by spending che monch of Augusc in

Anchorage, che Scaca may face a rachec remarkable 1in-nigracion

problem indeed.

D. ReCaining A Modesc Longevicy 3onus. While Providing

A "Meed 3ased"™ Suoplemenc.

This opcion 1is largely a varianc of opcion C, and has

been discussed by che Sheffield Adminiscracion as a means of

AShaoiro v. Thompson, 394 U.S. 613 (1969).
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retaining 3or.2 Lor.52%7icy bonus payment which couli r.oc be
ecr_sidared "welfare."

Under chis opcion, cha Longevicy bonus, as wich Opcion
C. would be gradually reduced co, say, 5100.00 per concr.. As
cha fiscal information for alcarracives 3 and C suggest, chis
alcarr.acive would resulc in a savings <co che Longevicy bonus
program of 515.2 million by FT 15 36.

To compensace for che Loss of 5150.00/r.o. co che needy,
eicher Scace O0OAA Limics could be increased by 5T5Q, or a
separace '"need based bonus supplLament"™ could be escablLished by
che Oepar cr.er.c of Admin iscrac ion.

The advancage of <che laccer opcion 1is chac alLchough
based on "need,"™ applLicancs wilLL noc be dealing wich che
Deparcmenc of Healch and Social Services, and may view che
supplemenc Less as a Tform of welLfare. Addicionally, since che
supplerr.er.c will be provided under a program ocher chan Scace
OAA, ics recipiencs woulLd noc be encicled co Medicaid (including
nursing home coverage) unless <chey are otherwise eligible for
OAA under exiscing Limics.

AddicionalLLy, Che ™"need" 1is noc necessarily Limiced co
financial need. As chis reporc®"s discussion of Opcion |
indicates, Longevicy bonuses may be apooccioned according co che
hardship which che elLderly would face by being forced co recire

Oucsice Alaska.

-31-



The cisadvancage of a separace "naed based"™ program in
che Depar rmsnc of Admir.iscracion 1is, of course, che necassary
creacior. of a parallel bureaucracy in scace governmenc.

The fiscal coses of chis opcion have noc been developed

by che adminiscracion or- chis reporc because of che variables

involved -- Che size of che remaining "basic"™ longevicy bonus,
and che quescion of adminiscracion. Coses of adminiserac ion
aside, che nec savings <co che Scace should be subscancially
similar co che FY 1986 figures for Opcion C -- in which che

declining Jlongevicy bonus payrr.enc would be 2100.00 per monch.
The projecced nec savings of 55.9 million would cercainly exceed
che coses of even a paralLlel bureaucracy wichin che Deparcmenc
of Adminiscracion.

E. Gradual Increase In The Age Of Elizibilicv.

Anochar opcion explored by <che Adminiscracion would
reduce che duracional residency requiremenc for a bonus co one
year, buc vraise che eligibilicy age each fiscal year. For FT
1934, che age. would be raised co 66; co 67 in FY 1985; and so on.

This opcion would have a subscancial fiscalL impacc
uncil fiscalL vyear L1988, a.c which ~cirne morcalicy woulLd have
reduced Che class of beneficiaries below exiscing Levels. For
FY L934, che opcion woulLd <cosc an addicionalL 59.5 milLion

doLLars beyond exiscing funding Levels, according co che

Deparcmenc of Adminiscracion.



This opcion has beer, quica unfavorably received. It
has been facetiously bur nor unfairly referred ro as che
"newcomer®s bonus program."™ A recenc migrant born prior ro June
20. 1913 would receive a Longevicy bonus for Life, while a
long-c ime Alaskan born subsequent <co chac dace would receive
noch. ir.z.

F. Self-Suscairirz -nr.uicies .

The prior five opcions were developed by members of che

adminiscracion, alchough <che adminiscracion has noc formally

"sponsored"™ any parcicular approach. Moreover, several of Cha
opcions -- particularly che "graduaced age"™ and 'phase ouc"
opcions -- were developed more as ~comparacive conversacion

pieces chan as accual proposals.

The following five opcions -- commencing wich che
se 1f-suscainir.g annuity -- were prepared by che auchors of chis
reporc.

Under che selLf-suscaining annuicy opcion, individuals

would no longer receive a permanenc fund dividend under
AS 43.23 . Poacher, Chose dividends would form Che corpus of a
seLf-suscaining annuicy accounc from which Che individual would
receive an annuicy commencing ac Che age of 55.

According Co Deparcmenc of Revenue projections, che
permanenc funa dividend payment for FT 1934 will be 5365.00,

rising gradually chroughouc <che vramaindec of chis cencury co

5952 in che vear 2000.



Given “his Level of ~concribucion <co che corpus, a
seLf-suscaining snnuicy accour.c will produce an annuicy roughly
equivalenc co che exiscing Longevicy bonus (wich a 3 percanc
annual cosc of Living adjuscmanc) for chose who are currencly 40
years or younger, and who will be residencs of Alaska each of
cha nexc 20 years. cor various age groups, cha annuicy
enciclemencs ac age 55 as a percencage of che "cargee" annuicy
(33000/yr. plus 37 per annua) woulLd be roughly as rollows:

Currenc age - Annuicy as "a \
of cargec annuicy

25 3537.
35 15 7.
40 1007.
45 . 56

55 21

Obviously, soae cransicion measure is necessary for

chose who are simpLy 1incapabLe of accruing a sufficienc corpus

by che age of 65 co be ancicLed co che "cargec annuicy". The
general fund, simply puc, wiLl be required co make up che
difference, aLchough, over cime, chac "differencial" will

decrease as annuicy accouncs assume some significance.

Many of che opcions explored in chis reporc could
suffice as a 20-25 year shrinking general fund obligacion. One
opcion parciculacly cailored co che annuicy approach would be co
allow chose who are ac or near che age of 65 <co concinue co
receive cheir permanenc fund dividends in cash, wich che ?FD

being subcracced from che Jlongevicy bonus amounc. For chose in



-0-69 year aze group, the general fund would 3impl/ fund the

difference between cheir annuicy and che "cargec" figure.

under chia "transitional measure"™, che general fur.c
"resicuai" payment would be based on che amounc necessary :o
supplemenc che annuicy- corpus assuming chac an individual
received apermanenc fund dividend every year. There would
seem, in chis regard, no obligee ion on che pare of che scaca co
give a larger general fund supplemenc co someone wich Cwo PrbD
credics chan co someone wich 15.

Thus, in fiscal year 1994, when <currenc 55-year olds
firsc receive chair annuicy, chey would receive a scace
supplemencal of 79 percenc of che cargec annuicy -- regardless
of che accuai ?FD credic any individual has accrued.

The remaining quescion, obviously, 1is whac co do abouc
che person who 1is currencly 65. If chac individual®s supplemenc
is che same in 1994 as a new annuicanc -- 797. -- he will in face
receive less chan che new annuicanc since he will have onLy his

permanenc dividend, vracher Chan a 217. annuicy, Co make up che

difference. Conversely, if che grandfachecea PFD cecipienc
received a full Cargec annuicy in1994, he would be ac a
subscancial advantage over <che new annuicanc. The reason is
chis: while che new annuicanc has earned a substantial oorcion

of his cargec annuicy by foregoing his cash dividend each year,
Cha "grandfathered"™ recipienc has boch enjoyed che dividend, and

ics earning power, over chac same oeciod of cime.
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The question is Large!
legislature. Either approach 1is defensible. "7hiLe che laccar
scenario would seem to discriminate in :3vor of che existing
elderly, che Alaska Supreme Courc has recognized che legitimacy
of «creacir.g peererencial grar.dfacher righcs foe chose who have
cor.e to ceper.a upon an existing scace program.41

In eichar case, che difficulty wich chis "transition"
opcion is that che longevicy bonus program concinues co be a
subscancial drain on che general fund_ for 20-25 years co come.
Under che transition opcion described above, <che FY 1934 budgec
for Cha AL3 program would be increased by So million dollars
over exiscing funding levels.”?

Through Aecna Insuranca Co., we invescigaced che
alcernacive of simply purchasing a Jlifacime annuicy for all
chose currently 65 or older. Unfortunately, che cosc of a
lifecima annuity for all ALaskans 65 or older would be
prohibitive -- 1in che neighborhood of S300 to 5400 milLion.

Finally, che Legislacure should consider using Che
adminiscracionls opcions C and/or D as a cransicion measure.
The shore earn fiscal impach of Chose options are superior Co

chose of a simple general fund supplemenc.

N Cormerc ial Fisheries Entry Commission V. Aookaaak, 606
?.-2d ac lit™-ol.

N-Assuming chac che ALB of che ‘'"grand fathered class" is
reduced by cr.e 5365 permanenc fund dividend, each of 13,223
persons will receive a paymsnc of 52,635 chis year -- cocaling 534

million collars.
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For all of ~che shore earn problems of sn annuity
prczram, “ha long <carm advantages shoulLd receive equal cime.
First, in a period of 20-25 years, che general fur.c will no
longer be encumberad wich cha longevicy bonus program. Second,
che evencual sice of one-"s annuicy paymencs ould be a funccion
of che number of permanenc fund dividend concribucions chac have
been crediced co che annuicanc®s accounc. We seriously doubc
chac a successful duracional residency claim could be mace co
Chis aspecc of che program. An annuicanc wich chree years
concr ibucions could no more claim chac he is due an annuicy
based on 20 years concribucicn chan coulLd a 1995 residenc claim
noc merely che S737 <cash dividend available chac year, buc
racher some S5.000 which his predecessors had amassed by being
residencs of AlLaska since 1984.

We believe chac chere 1is a strong case for distributing

annuities only co persons who are residencs of Alaska ac che

n3acause Tfucure annuities are a direcc funccion of accual
pasc paymenca co che program, che program does noc “reward”
presumed concribucions buc simply recurns accual 1invescmencs. CcE.
Zobel t, 519 ?.2d ac 435 (Rabinowicz conc.) Nor is <che opcion
akin co a sicuacion where prior cax concribucors are excused ™from
funding cha presenC needs of government, as wich Che cax repeal
schema ac 1issue in Zobel t. AC any poinc in Cime, each AlLaskan is
creaced quice equalLlLy -- being enCicLed CO.an annuicy cradic if he

or she resided in che scace for six monehs during che percinenc
year.
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cima. Partially for reasons discussed below, no individual will
"nave a "vested righc™ co an annuicy 1in che future. A purpose of
the annuity program will be co allLeviace che particular
financial harcships caused by retirement in Alaska -- a puroose
which we believe 1is conscicucional. This goalL woulLd be served
only by confining actual annuicy paymencs to Alaska residencs.
Second, and particularly if cheprogram 1is properly viewed as
conferring an economic benefit noc wupon che crediting of an
annuicy accounc, buc rachec upon annuicy discribucion, che scaca
certainly possesses the righc co prefer ics own residencs in cha
disposition  orf ics resources.44 * I

There are, of course, ocher issues surrounding che

annuity opcion. Many Alaskans will undoubtedly wish co- recain

Che existing cash benefics of che permanenc fund discribucion.

ALaskans will noc be, however, <cocalLly wichouc recompense. An
annuity accounc Tfor younger AlLaskans in particular -- ac Lease
foe chose planning co stay in che scaca -- will one day lead co

subscancialL benefics.

0Of course, Che prospecc of a lucrative reciremenc
accounc 1is a produce of Che Legislature®s continued willingness

and abilLicy Co devoce 257 of permanenc fund earnings Co che

~~?.aeves. inc. v. Scaca, 65 L.Ed. 2nd 244, (1930); see also

White . Massachusetts CounciL of Conscruccion EmoLoyaes,

U.S. .Mo. 3L-LQO03 (U.S.S.Cc., Fab. 23, 1933)(discinguishing

Hick Lin v. Qcbeck, 437 U.S. 513 (1973).
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annulcv program. Unauesc ionably, ac soma poinc in Cima, a
material percar.rage of the permanenc vrune®"s eacr.ir.gs will be
nscassar*/ for general government expenses. The poinc sc which
chac will require access co more chan 75C, of -the fund ™ earnings
is problematical.

The tax ~consequences of an annuity program warrant
decailed discussion. As noted previously, che Internal ?.avenue
Service may well rule chac permanenc fund cash distributions are
caxable. Conversely, if credics to an annuicy accounc equa: co
che permanenc fund dividend are noc cax exampc, cha real
economic value and perceived political worth of an annuicy
opcion is subscanciallLy lessened.

The annuicy program envisioned by chis reporc 1is noc
employer/employee relacad, and therefore would noc qual’sv r
exempt plan under che Incernal Revenue Code."0 - ;as
se"*ous consideracion given co qualifying chis annuicy opcion as
an Individual Reciremenc Accounc -- because (1) Che scaca 1is noc
a qualified financial 1inscicucion co administer such an accounc;
(2) Che required cecms of an IRA were not compatible wich che
opcion considered; and (3) .any "stace required” IRA -- even if
possible -- would severly impinge on che cax planning
flexibility of individual AlLaskans.”

Nonechelsss, ic 1is ouc opinion chac che annuicy opcion

shoulc resulc in che deferraL of boch Che oermanenc fund

4*5cf. 26 U.S.C. 5401-404

"See 26 U.S.C. J403.
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dividend -or.cribunions and accrued 1inceresc under che Incernal
Revenue Code. The courcs and che IRS have generally ruled chac
concr ibuc ions co an unqualified "annuicy," "reciremenc" or
"deferred co.r.per.sacion” plan are noneche less ca:< deferred if che
individual is noc in "conscruccive receipc” of che annuicy

concribucions, and che concribucions do noc represenc a prasenc

i i 47
"economic ber.efic."

Combining che scandards of <chac doccrine wich che
accribuces of che proposed annuicy program, che program should
be Caxeé ceferred cor che coclawing reasons:

1. If che Scace were co purchase individual annuicies
wich each permanenc fund dividend, wich each residenc being Che
beneficiary, che residenc would have a vesced and secured
inceresc in che concribucion, and would chus have received a
currenc "economic benefic." If, however, che Scace were co
merely give che annuicanc an unsecured promise of paynenc,
purchasing an annuicy accounc wich icself as che beneficiary i™n
order co provide a funding source for chac promise, Chere would
be no "currenc economic benefic"” and caxacion would be
deferred.”® This is one cuscomacy means by which employers

obcain cax deferral of an unqualified plan;

2. A person is in "conscruccive receipc” of an

annuity conccibucion if he has currenc access co che

v. Goldsmich, 536 :.2d 310 (Cc.Cl. 1973).



/o0
concr ibuc ior.s wichouc substantial cerms and Limitations.

Linear mis rapcrc"s option, uncar no circumscancas would an
annuicanc be ancrclsa co withdraw anything wuncil annuities are
actually aiscribucad;

3. To undacscora the contingent nature of cha
-- such —chac che I»S could noc reasonably conclude chac ic
represents a ""current economic benefit" -- the annuity will only
be received 1if che person is an Alaska residenc ac cha cime of

che petcir.enc discribucion.
|
Our only hesitancy in chis regard is che February 27,

193L ruling of Cha 13.S chac even if an individual chooses Co

defer receipc of his permanenc Tfund dividend, 1ic is taxable in

che year chac it could have been received. The ruling, however,
"may noc be wused or <cicad as precsdenc,” and, even if of
precadencial value, 1is distinguishable from chis sicuacion. The

ruling is consiscenc wich <che proposition chac che individual
cannoc have unfeccered discretion in choosing che year 1in which
income will be caxed. While an individual does have unbridled
choice 1in determining when co cake a permanenc fund dividend, he
will have no choice as co che cime of rece-ipc of his annuities.
Moreover, where a person would have an absolute righc Co a
deferred dividend, he will have no righc co annuicy discribucion
unless he 1is an Alaska resident ac che cinme.

For cax reasons, then, che annuicy opcion muse be

carefully structured. The former oermar.enc fund dividend muse

49 r
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be used by che Scace co purchase an annuicy cor ics own accounc,
wich icself as che beneficiary. The annuicy 1income vreceived by
che Scace will <chen be wused as che funding source for che
annuicy payrr.er.cs -- alchough cechnicaliy and necessarily che

annuicy income could be used for any fiscal purpose.

A far closer quescion arises wich respecc co che efface

of chis opcion on ocher public assiscance programs. . Generally,
annuicy income is induced in che calculation of income for
various assiscance programs. If, however, chis opcion can

be ch.araccericed as a concinuacion of che longevicy bonus
program, chen che exiscing longevicy bonus income exclusion3#
may persisc. If -- consiscenc wich <cax considerations -- cha
only ™"annuicy" 1is che one purchased by che"Scace as a funding
source, chen che exiscing longevicy bonus program can be
recained in boch name and subscance, wich che amounc of che
bonus scill dependenc upon residency hiscory. After all, under
che option, (1) a person muse be a six monch residenc in order
Co obcain a single ?FD, and muse be eligible for Che annuicy ac
che cime of discribucion;52 (2) che amounc of annuicy 1is
dependenc upon che number of PFD"s ,credited co Che individual-®s

accounc; and (3)che "grandfacherea" class of exiscing elderly

would presumably be required co meec a one-year duracional

residency requicemenc.

30See. -2 U.S.C. 51332(a)(a) (2) (3).
3-See -2 U.S.C. 51332(a)(b)C) (3).

5 n. 3, once.



The above, of course, is an argument

necessarily cha law, which in final measure will

determined by che federal officials involved. The exposure co
exiscing assiscance programs -- ac lease for chose noc wichin
che grano fathered cransicion class -- musc be considered a risk

of chis opcion.

Even if, however, ar.nuicy discvibucior.s are considered

"incorr.e" co various assiscance programs, che corpus of che

annuicy accounc wilLl noc be. A person may be disqualified from
J

a fTederal assiscance program noc only. Lf his 1income exceeds a

cercain Level, buc as well if he has alcarnac ive available

resources which he can upon frcm ac any cime. However, in chis
inscance, a crue "annuicy corpus" does noc exisc — since che
onLyanr.uiry runs Tfor che benefic of che Scace. Moreover, even

if federalL officials were co view che "corpus"” as belonging co

che individual, ic cannoc be wichdrawn prior co accual

discribucion.

G. Scace Social Security Syscem.

In Large pare because of Che need for a Lengchy
cransicion period wich a selLf-suscaining annuicy plan, chis
reporc also considered <che possibilLicy of a scace social
security syscem funded by a poreion of <che permanenc fund
dividends distributed under AS 43.23.

Under chis syscem, a sufficient portion of each

resident"s permanenc fund dividend would be withheld each year
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co fund a rerirsmenc program designed co pay each Alaska
residenc of 65 years or older wich one-year®"s residency 325C per
monch, wich a r.oderace cosc of Livingadjuscmenc each year.

In assessing che feasibilicy of <chis opcion, che mosc
imporcanc variable wasche projecced growch in Alaska"s elderly
populac ion. The difficulties facing che federal social security
syscem are cue iIn pare co an increasingly large percencage of
elderly 1in che pcpulLacion.

For fiscal year 1933, <che Alaska Deparcmenc of Labor
projects chac chera will- be some 13,672 elderly in Alaska --
approximately 3I of Alaska®s population."” The Deparcmenc has
projecced chac chac pooulacion, as a percencage of all Alaskans,

will remain relacivelyscacic chroughche year 2000, when, ouc

of a pooulacion of 331,000 people, chere will be 25,153
eIderIy.A

We believe chac chose projeccions are overly
conservacive, and do noc cake inco accounc che significanc
nacionwide crend of increased elderly populacion. Nor do chose

projeccions 1include Che reciremenc years of che pose World War

I1"baby boom™ generacion -- which will begin abouc che year

2010.

Accordingly, in projeccing che long cerm 1impacc of chis

opcion on permanenc dividend discribucion, we have used che

"Alaska Populacion Overview, Alaska Deparcmenc of La%oo
1931
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nac::r.jl growch pacrerr.s projected by che federal Social

Security Admin iscracicn, which are as follows:

YEAR % OF r 0*Rrv 3F" 3T :t*yj
1950 a.li
2000 - L3.1
2025 L9.5
2050 21.3

Using chose assumpcions, Travelers”® Insurance Co., on
our behalf, calLculaced che percencage of permanenc fund

dividendswhich would berequired Co fund a "pay as you go"
1
syscam.

For fiscal year 1933, <che caiculacions are relacively
seraighc-forward. Given an aggregace discribucion of soma 3159
million in permanenc fund dividends chis year, approximately 2577
would be needed co fund a "pay as you go syscem."

However, even assuming a 37. cosc of living adjuscmenc

in chepayment each year, chepercencage needed co Tund che
program decreases. This is because permanenc fund earnings will
increase ac a race subscancially higher <chan inflation. From

che year 1933 co 2000, che average funding required would be 15
co 19 percent of che discr ibucions,. .while, in Che years 2000 co
2025 (and assuming concinued growch 1in permanenc fund earnings)
che funding amounc would be 10-12 percenc.

Thus, if che wichholding remains scacic ac 257. over che
coucse of several years, che resulcanc excess would begin co

build 1 savings accounc of subscancial magnicude, which ac some



point in the future would make the program partially, or perhaps
totally self-sustaining.

One obvious advancage of this opcion 1is chac it frees
che general fund from AL3 obligations immediately. Conversely,
by materially reducing che annual permanenc fund dividend, ic
obviously raises some oolicioalL difficulcies.

Add itionally,. che social security opcion could Likewise
be cied co ccncribucion hiscocy -- although noc in che precise
manner of che annuicy opcion. The federal social security
syscem currencly fully cavers any- individual who had "noc |less
chan one quarcec of coverage ... for each <calender elapsing
after 1950 ... excepc chac 1in no case shall an individual be a
fully insured individuai “"unless he has ac lease 5 quarters of
coverage.l1,33 Because, in che fucure, some portion of che
benefics will be paid by che "savings accounc" vresulting from
che scacic 251 concr ibuc ion, we believe chac a s*inilar
concribucion hiscory vrequiremenc could be established 1in che
leg isiacion.

Even more so chan che annuicy opcion, chere would be no
"currenc economic benefic" from che"- program. By reducing che
permanenc fund discribucion by 251, and funding a retirement
program from which che 1individual may or may noc ulcimaceiy
benefic, we believe it extremely wunlikely chac <che IRS would

conclude chac the reduced sum 1is in some manner caxable.

33-12 U.S.C. 5411(a)(l)



Mo rever, we believe chare 1is a substantial Like lihcoc
cr.ac che exiscing ALE exemption in federal law could be
recoined. Ir.ceed, scripped <co 1ics esser.se chis opcion does
Liccle acre chan alcer che funding source of che ALB program.

The pciciary risk of che program is all che more
apparenc in Lighc of che currenc difficulties wich cne federal
social securicw swscem. While oagcicn r would be funded bw a
currencly purchased annuicy, younger Alaskans would be
concribucing co chis opcion on che mere hope chac che recuisice
amounc of permanenc fund earnings would remain available for che
program well inco che 2Lsc cencury. The "savings accounc"”
creaced by che scacic 251 wichholding 1is 1incended co alLleviace
chac problem; however, regardless of Che race of growch of chac

accounc, chare is plainly some risk in Chis opcion.”

example, under our populacion projections, chera will
be 30,77 elderly 1in Alaska 1in che year 2000. The permanenc fund
discribucions for chac year under AS 43.23 are escimaced by che
Deparcmenc of S.evenue <co be S792 milLion, of which, under our
scacic 251 wichholding, $198 million would be placed 1in che social

securicv fund. In chac year, wich a 37. COLA, che maximum monchly
bonus will be approximacely $390. Even if every elderly Alaskan
is eligible for fuLl benefics under che Law"s concribucion
raquiremencs, che maximum paymencs would be $120 milLLion -- wich a
savings accounc deposic being made in chac vyear alone of $70
million. 0f course, many of chese elderlLy may noc be fully

eLigibla, and some who are eligible may noc be residing in Alaska
during chac year.



Finally, chare is soce advancage co Cha exiscing
elderly in chis syscem over cha annuicy opcion. Tha exiscing
elderly would have anac Loss of only 25-1 of <cheir permanenc
fund dividend, rachar chan cha ancirecy of cha benefic under cha
annuicy approach.

H. Healch Insurance For The Elded?.

The scace of. healch insurance for <che elderly, and
indeed for all Alaskans, has alLraady been che subjecc of
considerable scudy, >7 and LegisLacive accivicy. 58 3acausa
of che obvious cricical importance of adequace healch care
coverage for Alaska®s elderLy, che opcion of providing
comprahensive healLch 1insurance for Alaska®"s older «cicizens in
Lieu of che Longevicy bonus was included in chis reporc as an
opcion.

While che Deparcmenc of Law reporc .round chac healch
expenses were a major use of che Longevicy bonus for onlLy 5.57.
of ics samplLa, che L975 Longavicy bonus scudy found chac 29?. of

che bonus recipiencs used ac lease a porcion of che AL3 for

medical care, whilLe LLE used a porcion of che bonus for

"insurance of all kinds." 59

3/AlLaska Comprehensive Healch Care Financing Scudy, 3acall
Human Affair 3.esearch Cencer (L931)

5-3hE S4L, L2ch Leg. Lsc Sess. (L93L)

5~AL2 Survey, op. cic. n. 9 ac 22
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In face, almosc aLL of Alaska's -elderlLy receive some
¥ir.c of public or privace healch coverage assiscanca -- aimer
chrough Medicare, Medicaid, public and privace reciremenc
programs, Veceran"s benefics or che Indian Healch Service/Public
Healch Service.

When assessing che healch insurance opcion, che cwo
obvious quescions ara: (1) how severe ara cha gaps 1in exiscing
coverage; and (2) how much would ic cose co Ffill chose gaps?

The major source of healch insurance coverage for che
elderly in Alaska 1is obviously Medicare -- a federal 1insurance
plan which provides “"nospicalizacion Tfor —chose eligible for
social securicv” and medical 1insurance for an addicional fee
of 312.20 per monch.

Boch che hospical and medical insurance concain
subs canc 1al deduccibles, i.e. Che firsc 5304 Of che hospical
bill -- and co-?aymenc requirenencs (20% 1in che case of medical
insurance.)

Nursing home coverage under Medicare is severely
Limiced -- confined co posc-hospical care 1in a "skilled nursing

facilicy” for shore periods of cime.

Ic is dirficulc co decermine how many residenc Alaskan

elderly are on Medicare -- available scaciscics are bloaced by
Medicare claims submiccad by couriscs. Thera ara some 9,323
672 U.S.C. 5S 426.1395(c).- A person ineligible for Soci

Securicv may obcain Medicare hospicalicacion insurance for 31
oer monch
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rec ired persons in Alaska receiving soc ialL securicy -- and hence
eligible for Medicare.

The Largesc group of elLderLy AlLaskans ineLi8iblLa for
Medicare ara rural residencs, primarily Nacives, who do noc have

a sufficienc wage aacrjing hiscocy co qualLify for social

securicy. ALL ALaska Indians, AlLeucs and Eskimos are alLigible

for IHS -- which provides a broad range of services depending

upon availsbLe facilicies. IHS is, however, primarily a direcc

provider of facilicies -- ic does noc make <cash paymsncs- for

services such a cuscodial care 1in a nursing home. Moreover, ic

is currencly facing severe cucbhacks in areas such as
c?

reimbursemenc for healch-relaced cravelL expenses

The mosc comprehensive healch coverage in AlLaska is, of
course, Medicaid. To be eLigibLe for Medicaid, one muse meec
cha Scaca publLic assiscance income Limicacions. As nocea
previously, chare are currenclLy some 2300 eLdarly AlLaska
cicizens on Medicaid. Medicaid does cover vircualLly unLimiced
nursing home residency.

The mosc glaring deficiency 1in AlLaska healch care for
che elderly 1is che Lack of coverage for 1insciCucionalLizacion in

cuscodialL enviconmencs such as nursing homes. Nursing home

oi-lr._cerview, Ms. P. Eubanks, Field Rep. Social Securicy
Admin. (Feb. 24, L9S3)

62[ncerview, Ms. ?. Robercs IHS, (Feb. 23, L933)
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races in Alaska run from 390 co 5172 per day”J. The coses are
simply prcnibicive for anyone noc on Medicaid -- 1indeed, of cne
-67 elderly AlLaskans currencly residing 1in Scace ours in? homes
(ocher <chan <che Pioneers Homes) , all buc 31 are chere ur.ee:
Medicaid, or Alaska®"s General Relief Medical Assiscance.

Conversely, nursing home races in Washington, for
example, have been escimacad by che Deparcmenc of Healch a
Social Services co vary from 3:0-360 per day. Ic is noc known
how many elderly Alaskans are inscicucionaliced in Lower
forty-eight cuscodial care facilicies; however, 1ic 1is apparent
chac unless one is eligible for Pioneer Home plLacemenc, a
nursing home can be afforded if, ac all, only by relocating co
cha Lower foccy-eighc.

Three private organizacions were asked co estimate che
premium amounc required co supplemenc Medicare and ocher
coverage for Alaska®s elderly co provide healch insurance
equivalLenc co che exiscing PubLic Employees®™ Reciremenc Syscem"s
reciree coverage, and co include <comprehensive nursing home
coverage. Neither Travelers Insurance, nor Aetna Insurance felc
capable of providing an estimate. ,

However, insurance consulLcancs frequencLy used by Che
scace for maccers such as che pubLic employees Supplemencal

Benefics Syscem escimaced chac co provide supplLemencal coverage

"AlLaska Nursing Home Census, Alaska Deparcmenc of Healch
Social Service, 12/31/32
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for Medicare, insurance could be provided ac a pranium o:
aoorox inacely S70 oer individual oer non.cn. This vould include
conorenensive nursing none coverage.

Medicare is currencly a primary 1insurer -» chac 1is, che
Scace could provide for Supplenencal coverage wichouc
endangering basic Medicare eligibilicy. Moreover, and 1in all
likelihood, supplenencal Scace <coverage could properly provide
ocherwise uninsured Alaska Nacives wich chose coses r.cc covered

by che Indian Healch Service.

The najor difficulty is Medicaid. Medicaid eligibilicy

is very much concingenc upon che unavaila®oilicv of
"resources".Gﬂ' Currencly, che Scace only pays 43" of a
Medicaid®"s pacienc bills. If a Scace healch insurance policy

was considered a "resource" <che Scace could find icself foocing

cha encirecy of a Medicaid pacienc"s bill.

Of course, che Scace would hardly need co "supplemenc"

any Medicaid coverage --  Medicaid coverage icselLf being
essencially inclusive. The scacuce, could simply exampc
Medicaid recipiencs from Che coverage of Che policy. The 1issue

posed by such an enaccmenc is whecher che Scace would be
%

fruscracing Che Congressional goals behind Medicaid -- which is

co provide a healch coverage means of Jlasc resorc — cherahy

cunning afoul of cha Supremecy Clause.

N42 "J.S.C. 51:32:a) (1) (3)

5i"lociia Lime 3 Avocado Growers v. Paul, 373 U.S. L32 (1933)



Assuming chac che Scace could concinue co -ere"./
suppen.eo: Medicare, IHS facilLicies and exiscing privace and

reciree coverages, and chac che consulcanca"™ figures are

accur3ce. che re remain cwo aifficulcies wich che healch
insurance opcion. zirscr ic is of no benefic co Alaska®"s needy
elderly -- who will merely concinue wich Medicaid coverage ac

cha price of cheir longevicy bonus.

Secondly, chere is <che pocencially severe problem of
in-nigrac ion. If a year®s residency 1in Alaska00 were all chac
were required for free andunlimicad nursing home coverage, che
poranrial of in-migracion may be severe. There are cwo
pocencially juscifabLe componencs of <che ©program which could
nicigace chis pocencial:

l. If a purposeof che healch insurance opcion 1is co
allow Alaska residen.cs Co concinue co reside 1in che scace even
if nursing home coverage is required, nursing home coverage

could be iinired co Alaska 1inscicucions, jusc as many scaces

Sole 1is possible, alchough we believe unlikely, chac a courc
would rule chac supplemencal healch insurance coverage would

conscicuce a "basis necessicy of life" — dropping Che maximum
possible duracional residency requiremenc Co 30 days. The program
would be supplemencal co a hose of exiscing assiscance 1insurance
programs, andwould noc be based, on need. See Memorial Hosoical

v. Maricooa Councv, 415 U.S. ac 261.
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limic res iderc tuition disccuncs <co 1in-scaca universities."3"
The difficulty, obviousLy, 1is chac exiscing Alaskan nursing home
capacity is United. Whether wuni inited nursing home coverage
for all AlLaskans would resuLc in <che expansion of exiscing

facilities 1is debatable; m

2. For che reasons cited wich respect Co che
and social securicy opcions, elLigitoilicy for healch insurance
coverage nighc properly bebased wupon concribucion hiscocy if

() a porcion of <che individual®s pernanenc fund dividend 1is
used to help fund che 1insurance program and (b) che funding is
in excess of currenc needs, inorder co amass che same type of
"savings accounc" envisioned wich respecc co che social securicy
opc ion.

l. LONGEVITY 30MUS PREMISED ON INDIVIDUALIZED

RELOCATION HARDSHIP.

As nocad 1in Section 11(A), ante, Chere 1is some judicial
suoporc for che view chac ic is permissible for Alaska co
escablish a program 1incended co benefic chose who would suffer
Che mosc hardship by Ffinancially-coerced relocacion from che
scaca, and co measure chac hardship in pare by duration of

res idance.

This opcion relies upon chac support, and involves

Chrae scans:

N 6i0oi35 -l T Wu T " 225 F-SupX 1i3i (D- «*»e 15;0>" n
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L. cataloging chose criteria which would
differentiate chose Alaska elderly ;ho would suffer relativelv
more hardsni? by being forced co recire oucsiae one scace, anc
who need financial assiscance 1in order co remain 1in-scace;

2. cransLacion . of chose subjeccive <criceria <co a
poinc syscem similar co <chac wused by <che Alaska Commercial
Fisheries Entry Commission; and"

3. scruccur ir.g of chac poinc syscem such chac (@)
adminiscraciva coses ace minimized; and ((»))] successful
applicants are confined co a pool vroughly equivalenc 1in number

co exiscing bonus recipiencs.

Inceed, che scruccure of chis opcion 1is similar co che

Alaska Limited Encry Acc -- which cranslaces ~cercain very
subjeccive criceria -- such as "economic dependence on che
fishery" -- 'inco an objective poinc syscem. Ic does so, of
course, ac a bureaucratic price — approximately 52.5 million a

year Tfor a pool of applicancs originally roughly equivalenc co
chose which chis opcion would affecc. Ic also does so ac ocher
coses, which will be discussed below.

Ic is noc difficult Co catalog Che criteria which Would
sec our "relocacion hardship" pool aside. Duration and

continuity of vresidence would be one <Triteria, as would,

perhaps:
1. income;

2. locacion of family;
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3. Location of properry; and

A. ecnnic, religious, and culcuralL lies.

Alchough income and duracion of residency would plLay a
role in decerming eligibilicy, no one faccor alone would be
disposicive.

Ic would noc be difficulc co cranslace chese faccors
inco a poinc syscem; nor would 1ic be parcicularly difficulc co
scruccure chac poinc syscem <co Jlimic che class of successful
applicancs. The proposal, however, does suffer from che
following disadvancages :

L. Since mosc Alaskan elderly have lived here more
Chan 10 years mosc Alaska elderly will suffer some demonscerable
hardship from relocacing elsewhere — alchough a ~cercain
percencage obviously do noc require a longevicy bonus Co remain;

2. The alcerr.acive also involves <che -escablishmenc
and funding of a new bureacracy -- an incrisicalLlLy unworchwhile
undercaking, buc one which nonetheless woulLd cosc far less chan
simpLy opening che class co alL elderly Alaskans;

3. Perhaps che mosc obvious disadvancage is che
burden <chac 1ic would place wupon elderly Alaskans chemselves.
There would presumably be a lengchy applLicacion form, cogecher
wich evidenciary reauicemencs, and in some cases, adjudicacory
hearings. The Limiced Encry Commission 1is currencly involved in
some 120 judicial appeals — a number which 1is eicher ac or

below hiscoric levels. According <co <che Commission®"s FY193A



budgec presencscian, <chere 1is a currenc backload of some 323

acminiscrcr ive ad jud icacions .
Acrornays will be required -- regardless of whac
efforcs are underraken co make che process simple and informal.

The difficulcias facing che elderly applicant are thus racher

apparenc.

j - grandfather MG

This reporc closes wich one of che simpler alcernacives

opening che <class of longevity bonus recipiencs <co allL

elderly Alaskans wich one year®"s residency, and cerminacing Che
program cor che fucure. Persons eligible, or becoming eligible
chis year will be "grandfachered” and will receive a longevicy
bonus for life. The fiscal impaccs of chis alcernacive are, for
FY153d, idencical co opcion A, and wilL obviously decline 1in che
fucure due co morcalLicy and relocacion.

The obvious advancage of chis program is chac ic
proceccs chose currencly on che longevicy bonus program.
Equally, 1ic deprives chose approaching che age of 55 wirh any
expeccacion of receiving a bonus.

We believe Chac Chis opcion is consCiCucionallLy
permissible. The AlLaska Supreme Courc shares che generalL view
of che conscicucionalLicy of grandfachering Laws -- as Lcng as
che grandfachered class 1icself 1is conscicucionally defined. 3

PLainLy, Che scace legislacures

SACommarcial Fisheries Encry Commission v. Apokedak, 605
P.2d ac L25"5-6L.
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have the right <co cerr.inace social programs while proceccing

chose :;no have coce co rely on chair benefits.
comcllsi-m

As nocad ac che oucsec, che purpose of chis reporc is
merely co provide a chreshhoLd feasibility review of various
opcions cor amending che longevicy bonus program. Through
discussions wich adminiscracion occicials, Legislacive scaff
members, consulcancs and orivace induscry, we have accampcad co
highlighc che major issues surrounding each alcernacive, and
provide ac lease rough information on each question raised. If,
accer che Judiciary Cor.miccae has identified cwo or three
relatively accraccive opcions, che efforc expended over che pasc
three weeks on 10 proposals can be condensed inco che pursuic of
chree, proposed Legislacion and a more 1incricace analysis of che

preferred opcions can be promocly cransmiccad.
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NEW APPROACHNEEDED

Annuity makes sense

Bonus Program intoan annuityprogramisa good
» one.And andd one.And anecessary one.

Ever Since the state Supreme Qmrfc changed eHgihdirty
iwjuirementsin 1984, thosewho can correctlyadd two plus
two havnknown that, with increased population, the
LongevityBonus would eventual ly break the bank.

For thosewho nund a refresher, the LongevityBonus
Program— $260 amonth toAlaskans over age 65— w aa
firstconceivedin 1972 at a reward forpioneer residents. All
Al ;wkans were eligiblewho were 66 orolder, had been a
residentoftiestate priortoJan. 1,1969 (the date state*
hood was achieved), or had 25 years continuous residents

The residency requirementswere chal lenged in court,
Hi e result: Everyone who qualifiesa* a state resident gets
$250 amonth after age 65— until they die, ormove from
the state.

HERS7S WHY the programhas tochange. Back in
107ft, therewere 3,641 participants ata costof$4 milliona
year. In 1989, therewere 18,000 senioruata costof$54 mil-
lion. Th. Fiiscal "%, itwill costabout $65 millionforan esti*
mated populaliunaf22865. And, prgjectdngtothfiyear
2006, itcould costthe state$100 milliona year.

Claarly, somethinghas lobe done—shortofabolish-
ing the program altogether.

An annuity program has been discussedby theLegis-
lature since 1983, brut the detailswere never worked aut. to
everyone §satisfaction. 1h 196$ votarawere askedwhether
or not the Legislature should adopt on annuity program. It
passed 99,222 t0 65, 769— more votesthan any candidate
liasreceived in the last two gubermatorial alectiona. The
legislaturepassed an annuity plan in 1988, but then Govt
Steve Ccrwper vetoed itinJune ofthat year.

SEN. JAYKERTTULA, D-Palmer, issponsoring
Senate Bill 8 ,an updated versionoftlw 1988 legislation. It
would phaso out directatate funding forthe Longevity
Bonus and replace itwith annuities ftindedby the Perma-
nentFund dividend.

Direct state supportwould be reduoed startingin
1995, and would be eliminatedby around 2008, Sen. ftert-
tulaestimates by theyear 2010, the statewillsave $533.7
million.

K r based on three tiemsofpartidpéfcioneo those close
1065 who have be*n planning on the $250 amonth and
tiwdrdividendwouldn The leftwithbigholesin theirbud-

Eventually, thosewho want togeta LongevityBonus
will have tocontribute all or a portion oftheirPermanent
Fund dividend intoan annuityaccount— inorder tore-
ceive at least $250 a month alter they fe over 65.

Although Sen Kerttulagplan contains some con-
tontious detai lsthat remain tobe worked out, overall the
bill makes sense. Itallows people doice, and puts the onus
on the individual tosave fir the future.

Italsoaccomplisheswhsfc theoriginal Longevity
Dorms Program sought to do: encourage oeniardtirmia—
with theirwisdomaud sense ofhistory— toremain in
Alaska instead ofheading forArizonaforretirement.

We don"twant to lose thatbalance.



Dot t turn Longevity Bonus into welfare

by Clem Tiilion

lhoc Hint one of io governor 3 tnsk forces
has recommended thnt the old timers~
bonus, the $250 nmonth lor those over G5, he
converted to n welfare system.

For the most pm I, I have liked the course
set by our new ninn inJuneau. Hut making
charity cases out of our old Alnskans under
the guise of saving money is a joke!

Number one, itwill notsnvemoncy. Itwill
make liars out of a lot of good people and
make jobs for a W( of "do gooders””in the
welfare department.

The percentage "f those over 65 here in
Alaska who couldn"t figureaway lostayon
the program under a welfare (needs) system
is so small that the cost of screening them
out would exceed the savings.

If the cost of the urogram is too great lor
the state lo bear, llien shorten the months
that an Alaskan can be gone from the slate
each year and prune a few more “Snow
birds"™ off the list.

When the longevity Bonus Program wns
first envisioned, one of the basic purposes
was tokeep winnero as well as losers here in
Alaska.

As the population of our stale had such a

low percentage of those over 05, there were
many who thought thnt keeping grand—
mother and grandfather near the rest of the
family had a great many beneficial side
effects. The reason the cost of living bonus
was paid without regard to people®s income
was twpfold. One, with less than 10 percent
of our G5-year-olds in the non-nccdy cate—
gory, itwas far cheaper to pay all than set
up a bureaucracy to screen all the old folks.

Now, I sureyou will hear some welfare
types say, “We could screen for less than 10
percent of the program.””All I can ask is,
“Then why didn T they?"

At the time the firstLongevity Bonus was
passed, 49 percent of the money approp—
riated for Old Age Assistance here in
Alaska was used by the bureaucracy to
administer the program or an amount that
just about equalled the Federal Matching
Funds then received by the stale for the
program.

I"m sure that lo get their hands on thnt
umount of money, welfare would promise
anything. But it3 a rare program indeed
thuL they administer for less than 20 percent
of the appropriation. It'swhy the legislature
put the program under the Department of

Administration instead of letting the bleed—
ing hearts get it to “8o good" with. When 1
say this, 1"m thinking of the old families of
Hawaii. The saying goes: "Their ancestors
came to "do good "and they did very well
indeed.””

The second reason thnt need was not a
requisite part of the first legislation was
simple. We wanted lo keep asmany of life3
winners as possible he ein Alaska. Fishing
is nn on and off thug, oil and timber
depends on the fiuctual ions of international
politics and world piice. OFf all incomes,
retirement income ten.is to be more stable
than most.

With exceptions, of course, most people
over 65 are not intome isinggreat fortunes.
They spend theirmon /either on theirown
comfort or on those around them. They
don"t cause problems i ith the policeor their
neighbors and they often have income
retirement from a nui her of sources, be it
teachers “retirement o railroad retirement
as well as property an: issed long years ngo.

Be they rich or poo. they are well worth
keeping in Alaska.

Clem Tiilion, Halibut Cinr, isformer president
of the Alaska Senate, his column originally
appeared in the Anchor <%t Times.



S Irvey shows how se liors use bonus moi.ay

by Rebecca Goodman

Within days after Sen. Jay
Kerttula (D-Palmer) and his
staffaides sent out more than
1,450 surveys to Longevity
Bonus recipients in Southcen—
tral Alaska, piles of responses
were returned in the mail.

By mid-April more than 750
people had taken time to fill
out the seven-question survey,
affix a 22-cent postage stamp
and return the blue form to
Juneau.

IGNORE YOUR

.Kerttula, sponsor of the
longevity Bonus annuity
bill CSSB 56, said his aim in
distributing the survey was to
collect information about
seniors heeds and their use of
the bonus payments.

“No statistics have been col—
lected or made public concern—
ing seniors in Alaska for
several years," he said. “Some
people feel seniors are already
comfortably well off and are
saving their bonus money or

BACKACHE &

SUFFER THE CONSEQUENCES

Back pain, however insignificant it seems, is

frequently
problems.

the beginning of
Problems such as pinched nerves,

serious, painful

slipped disc, neuralgia, neuritis, (and sometimes

arthritic type pains),

paralysis.

tuberculosis

and even

The spine is acomplex system of nerves, mus-
cles, bones, ligaments&cartilagewhichareinter-
connected to control specific areas of the body.
When the bones, or VERTEBRAE are misaligned,
they pinch the surrounding nerves, obstructing
the flow of energy to other parts of the body. This

often results
severe & permanent. ¢

Doctors of Chiropractic are experienced

in complications which can be

in

treating patients with back pain. They can restore

spinal vertebrae to their proper position, relieving

pain and avoiding further serious complications.
For immediate appointments call

|
1l

comMuRity

CHIROPRACTIC CLINIC

ANOVOMCE.ALAL

Senior Citizens Dlacounl/24 hr. emergency care J

spending it on vacations or

frivolous things. This isone of

the hurdles we ¥e had to get

around in justifying the Lon—
gevity Bonus."

So how do seniors use their
bonus payments?

“The message 1is pretty
clear: They need those bonus
checkB for the basic necessities
of life,” Baid Joyce Kerttula,
who serves as her husband 3
legislative aide and has spent
hours poring over the
responses.

Survey questions and
responses included:

eHow many years have
you lived InAlaska? Length
of residency answers ranged
from 1.5 to 89 years. The aver—
age length for respondents
was 37 years.

eForwhich of the follow—
ing do you use your Lon—
gevity Bonus? Food pur—
chases, 611; utilities, 523; med —
ications, 399; doctors?”
expenses, 333; housing, 320;
auto expenses, 257; taxes, 192;
child/grandchild assistance,
75; travel, 53.

eAre there other things
for which you use your
Longevity Bonus?- Most
common response: “No money
leftover.” Some said the bonus
helped pay for warm clothes.
One individual wrote, “Yes,
with money leftover I have a
beer now and then.”*Another
wrote that the bonuB money
was “Saved up tobuy two hear—
ing aids and eyeglasses."

eThe governor ispropos—

to reduco Longevity
Bonus payments from $250
down 0 $200. * “*will be

eligible for $200 if your
taxable income isless than
$20,000 annually. Opposed
to the red«ction were 656; in
agreement were 34.

They need those
honus checksforthe
hasic necessities of

Hue/

—Joyce Kerttula
Legislative aide

els your taxable income
more or less than $26,0007?
Over $25,000 were 107; under
$25,000 were 590.~Many
respondents added comments
indicating their combined
Social Security and Longevity
Bonus payments, together
amounting to$7,000or lessper
year, comprised their total
yearly income. More than 50
respondents refused toanswer
the income question.-

eThe governor ispropos—
ing to base Longevity
Bonus on need. Those indi—
viduals who have a taxable
income over & -"certain
amount would no longer
receive the bonus. Inagree—
ment with the needs-based
program were 18; disagreeing
were 679. Several respondents
wrote, “KeedB based?NO! NOI
NO! NO! NO!" One individual
wrote: “1 know several older
people who are eligible for food

stamps and welfare butwon T
apply. Basing the bonus on
need would have the same
results.”

eAnother proposal
would reduce bonus pay—
ments $25eachyear until it
would be eliminated. (Since
the survey was mailed, this
plan has been shelved.)
Opposed to the $25 reductions
were 667; in agreement were
3.

Many respondents went
beyond answering the survey
guestions and attached emo —
tional letters filled with con—
cerns over illnesses and high
health care costs, fears of los—
ing the bonus payments and
fears of losing homes and
being forced into poverty.

One respondent wrote: “The
governor has no feelings for
the aged. He cannot compre—
hend whatitis liketogrowold.
Older people were in thework —
forcewhen wageB were low... ™

Another said: "Please,
please let us low-income
seniors on fixed incomes live
above poverty level..."

A 62-year resident ofAlaska
wrote: "l have only a small
Sociaj Security and the Lon—
gevity Bonus as my income.
T’\Fe Longevity ismy lifeline..

And one worried: “1 really
don"t think I could meet my
obligations and would have to
consider leaving. That would
hurt as my granddaughter
lives with me and goes to
school here.”” e

Kerttula plans to share -.
results of the survey wit*~ “er
lawmakers.



Longevity Bonus;

i Can It bé soived?

It3 been four long years and fiva legislative
sessions since the courts struck down tht Alaska
Longevity Bonus 25-year residency requirement
and lawmakers firstbegan grapplingwith how to
cut — or pay for — the resulting expanded
program.

And now we e hearing end-of-session rumors,
once again, that a Longevity Bonus replacement
solution will be put off for another year.

That"s a shame. After’voters gave approval on
the advisory vota
last fall to an 1"comments
annuity program
based on voluntary Permanent Fund check
contribui ins, we thought this session might be
theone ti Glve it

But now we wonder, can itbe solved?

We ran the question by a white-hakvd friend
(her own description) tha other day, and her
answer waa interesting.

“thappen to think itcon be solved," she told us.
"And the annuity plan proposed in the Senate is
the way to dcit.””

What about all the objections to the plan that
have been raised by Gov. Steve Cowper and
members of the House? .

Let's take them one at a time, she proposed.

First, they object to it because the state's up-
front_costs are too high, Solution? Make currant
recipients oftha Longevity Bonus ante up,just as
those who go on theprogram in later yean will
have to do, she sugggsted. Perhaps these folks'
could give up thasr Permanent Fund Dividend
check tha firstyssurofths program, Perhap*they'd '
havetoglveltui)avary ear, just liks laterannuity
participants will have 1o do;

Second, some House members end Gov. Cowper
claim baaing the annuity on individuals contri-
butl_ng their Permanent Fund Dividend each year
IS risky, because there_mlﬂht not he Permaneot
Fund Dividend checks in ths future.

But the current bill has taken cars of that, she
said, sines it allows people to place an equivalent
amount—ifnotthe checkitself—into Cheannuity
pro%[am each year. .

Third, she sdid, ths argument that, the annuity
wouldrun a poor second {0 IRAs as an investment
choics for many may disappear with tha now tax
laws in which IRAs lose most of their tax
advantages. o

And finally, the said, is ths argument that
young people won’t buy in to ths annuity.

“So than w* tducaUt thtm, ah* explained. “fie
go out and talk to them. Ws volunteer to speak
wherever we can to "young" gatherings,””And
what do ws tall them, we asked?

We teach them, and we remind ourselves, she
eaid, that seniors are important to ths state of
Alaska.

"We need to quit thinking of the Longevity
Bonus as a handout and start thinking cfitaaa™
investment," the said.

"The state is putting out $50 million a year to
retain a $500 million investment — the worth of
Alaska"s seniors in terms of ths cssh they put into
the economy each year.””

Perhapa it3 time forall of ua tocarry our debate
beyond the senior centers, beyond the legislative
halls, beyond the governor®s office. Perhaps wa Il
then raise enough ruckus to get the iseue offdead
center and decided once and for alL
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Many seniors can't live
on Cowper budget cuis

Action: Gov. Steve Cowper submits his budget
proposal to the legislature. It calls forsllcmg Lon-
gevity Bonus payments by S50 per month tor all, .
axing bonus p%%ments completely for those with
incomes over $20,000 and eliminating property
tax exemptions and renter’s rebates.

Reaction: Seniors are scared. Fearful. What
next? they ask. Will they be able to keep their,
homes? Will they have to'move outside where the
cost of living is cheaper? How will they pay medi-
cal bills? And what happened to the promises of
the past that said current bonus recipients would
keep thsir $250 per month payments no matter
what was decided for future seniors? _
~ State-gathered statistics show the median
income for older Alaskans is $10,000. That’s $833
per month. If you flgure rent at $400 or more per
month, ¥ou have $433 or less to pay for such frib-
bles as food, doctor’s bills, heat, lights and trans-
portation. A challenge to make ends meet each
month? You bet Try getting along, now, on $50
less per month. No wonder there’s fear out there.

And then add the $700 you’ll have to pay under
Cowper’s budget plan for property taxes —or sub-
tract the $400 in income 'you won't get from the

'renter’s rebate this year.

It all adds up to too little money. _

We've said it before: These programs were putin
place before tl e oil boom by athoughtful populace
which wanted to do rlghtb Its senlor citizen popu-
lation, which wanted to keep its retirees — and
their retirement pensions and assets (big and
small) —in Alaska. _

Despite the need to cut the state budget, seniors
should not be made to bear such a large share of
the burden.
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Bonus debate heated, long-running

"Tlic question Isn't whether
or not | need the $250. It's the
philnsnphlrnl point: If | were
to nppronch iitnle employees
nnrl nek them Inlnken$2.'i0cut
in their monthly state retire-
ineiil pny. I'd be hung In
effigy." sniil Itep. lied Itouclirr
(D-Anrhnriigr) during n Moure
committee meeting in cnrly
Mnrch.

Itep. Fran Uhnrr(D.funcnu)
argued: "There's no question
this is n pood propram. The
qurstion is how much of this
pond(frnprntn enn we nclunlly
nffnrd now?"

In Hie Semite, the lionus
dehnlr is procceilinp more
rnpidly following n series of

alntcwide teleconferences on
Srn.Jny Kertluln's (DPnImcr)
f-onpevity Illonus/nnnulty
hill. CSSB Rfi.
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Now in Its third Senate com-
mittee. Kertluln's hill hns gar-
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ndministrntiun  officials see
hip flnws in the nnnuily pinn.

"One problem with SII £Gis
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tinue fbrcvrr." Division of Pol-

icy Director Mnry Unllnnm
told sennlors during a rerent
committee henring.

"We really shouldn't go to
the hank on tliirs. It's annfere-
ous to build nlong-term retire-
ment progrnm on the
Prtmnncnl Fund."
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(7 1- JUSE COMMITTEE REPOI

Date Referred: May 20, 1991 FURTHER REFERRALS: Finance

Date of Committee Action: 07?//z ./’\7

The JUDICIARY Committee considered: CSSB 35(JUD)

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 35 (JUDICIARY) USE OF RENTED PROPERTY/LAW VIOLATIONS
"An Act relating to termination of tenancies and recovery of rental premises for nonpayment of rent and certain
illegal activities, to tenant responsibilities, to the civil remedies of forcible entry and detainer and nuisance
abatement, and to the duties of peace officers to notify landlords of arrests involving certain illegal activity on

rental premises.”

RECOMMENDATIONS: S X 1 ] the same title
be replaced with I'le g Q SS(sTupd L anew title

[ ] have attached amendments(s) “hocw

[ ] do pass

[ ] do not pass
[ ] no recommendations
[XI individual recommendations

[ ] additional referral lo the Committee
ADOPTS: ~F{bO"E. "JoD/C/Afiy letter of Intent
ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s): ° APPROVES PREVIOUS: (DeptyDte)

[ ] fiscal impact [ ] fiscal note(s)
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VEITEL trf Jfopreseniattoeg .0, Box v

H iciar mmi State Capitol
ouse Judiciary Committee luneau, Alaska 99811

(907) 465-4990
(907)465-4712

LETTER OF INTENT

HCS CSSB 35 (JUD)

It is the intent of the legislature that the Department of Law
delay revising or publishing the information pamphlet on landlord
and tenant rights required under AS 44.23.020(b)(8) until the
Division of Legal Services has completed 1its rewrite of AS
09.45.060 - AS 09.45.160 (Forcible Entry and Detainer) and AS 34.03
(Uniform Residential Landlord and Tenant Act) . It is also the
intent of the Ilegislature that the Department of Law submit an
appropriate fiscal note when the bill that rewrites AS 09.45.060 -
AS 09.45.160 (Forcible Entry and Detainer) and AS 34.03 (Uniform
Residential Landlord and Tenant Act) 1is introduced.

Chair



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA
1992 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date:

Title:  "...relating to termination of tenancies and
recovery of rental premises for nonpayment of rent...'
Sponsor: Senators Pourchot. Halford

Requestor:

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 93 FY 94
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL

REVENUE
FUND SOURCE:

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 0.0 0.0
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER

FUND SOURCE:

TOTAL 0.0 0.0

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0.0 0.0
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year impact:

Department Affected:

BRU: Housing Assistance

BILL NO. HCSCSSB35

Community and Regional Affairs

Component: Housing Loan Administration

COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

FY 95

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Prepared By: u \ A/

Division: Administrative Services Division
Approved by Commissioner: w

Agency: Department of Community and Regional Affairs

FY 96

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Date:

Date:

FY 97

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Phone:465-4708
f//*//9 Si

w I~

Distribution (by preparer): Leg. Fin., Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB/DBR, Cov. Legis. Ofc., & Impacted Agency(ies).

Rev 10/7/91

FY 98

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Page 1 of 1



FISCAL NOTE
STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HCSCSSB 35IL&C)
1992 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: 01/16/92___ Department Affected: Public SafetY-
Title: Use of Rented Property/ BRU: Alaska State Troopers—-------———
.Drug .Violations Component: Detachments

Sponsor: -Senator Pourchot

Requestor: House Judiciary COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: {Thousands of Dollars) (inflation not included)

OPERATING FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
CAPITAL -0- -0- -0- ~0- o- -0-
REVENUE -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

FUND SOURCE:

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND

FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER
FUND SOURCE:

TOTAL -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- 0-
POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
PART-TIME 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0

Estimate of current year impact: None

ANALYSI1S: (Attach a separate page ifnecessary.)

Please see attached.

F/Sgt. Robert Barnes Phone: 269-6436
Z h_ Prcpa,ed Bv:
KiJs0pwismaut  _ Alaska State Troopers Date: 01/16/92
"I Approved by-Commis%foner:- n W o- * o Richard L. Burton
N
Agency: Denartmentof Public Safety Date: 01/20/92

Distribution (by preparer): Lag. Fin., Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB/DBR, Gov. Legis. Ofc., & Impacted Agency(iea).
Rev 10/7/91 Page 1 of



Department of Public Safety
Fiscal Note Analysis - HCSCSSB 35(L&C)
Page 2 of 2

HCSCSSB 35(L&C) amends existing landlord-tenant laws to allow
property owners to terminate rental agreements for residential
property with renters engaged in certain alcohol and drug
violations. The bill creates a duty on the part of police
officers who arrest persons for certain alcohol, drug, and
imitation drug offenses committed in residential rental property
to make a reasonable effort to discover the identity of the
property owner and to notify the owner of the tenant®"s arrest
either in person or at the Jlast address listed on taxrecords or
at any other address known to police.

The notice requirement applies to alcohol violation arrests for
sales from unlicensed premises and for possession or sale of
alcohol where prohibited by local option; to drug violations
involving the manufacture or distribution of all drugs except
small amounts of marijuana; and to imitation drug violations
involving the manufacture or distribution of imitation drugs, or
possession of certain precursor chemicals used in the manufacture
of imitation drugs. Based upon past arrests for these offenses,
it is estimated that the Department of Public Safety will have to
notify approximately three hundred property owners per year. We
anticipate that in-person notice would be given in many (perhaps
most) cases. ITf a written notice is necessary, we estimate that
research required to identify the property owner, determine the
last address listed on tax roles and any otheraddresses known to
police, and to prepare the written notice, will take
approximately one hour per occurrence.

The Alaska State Troopers estimates approximately 100 arrests for
violation of the "local option™ laws, and approximately 200
arrests for applicable drug offenses. It is expected that
approximately 80% of the alcohol offenders and 60% of the drug
offenders reside in rented property.

There will be fiscal impact upon the Alaska State Troopers. For
arrests requiring a written notice, a clerk would have to
research the identity of the owner and prepare notices as
required. There will be costs for materials, preparation time,
and postage. Since these offenses will be spread throughout the
state, no one person would handle them all; the impact would be
felt by detachment personnel handling the cases. There 1s no way
to quantify this impact, however. It will be absorbed, as best
as can be, within the existing workload. Noticeswill be mailed
out in the normal course of business, as clerical staff can find
time to process them. They would not be handled on any sort of
emergency or expedited basis.



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL "JO. HCS.CSSB 35
1992 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date: January 15. 1992 - Department Affected: Department of Law
Title: "...relating to termination of BRU: Fair Business Practices
tenancies... rental premises..." Component: Fair Business Practices
Sponsor: Senator Pourchot
Requestor: House Judiciary COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)

fT.tC)

OPERATING FYy 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98

PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL 10.0

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 10.0 -0- -0- -0- . -0- -0-

CAPITAL

REVENUE
FUND SOURCE:

FUNDING: (Thousands of Doiars)
GENERAL FUND 10.0 -0- -0- -0- -0- .-0-

FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER
FUND SOURCE:

TOTAL
POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year impact:

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page ifnecessary.)

Please see the attached analysis.

IS'ul J . [X fr Vo—
Prepared By: Richard I. Peeues. Director *Phone: 465-3672
Division: AdminlstjryejSery~ces j-~/ -] Dafa: January 15, 1992
Appreved By Eemmissioner: Charles E. Cole], Attox”ey General
Agency: DepartmentoflLaw Date: January 15,

‘Jietribution (by prepare): Log. Fin., Legielativo Sport.or. Requeetor, OMB/DBR, Gov. Legie. Ofc., & Impacted Agencylie*).

1992

Rev 10/7/31 Page 1 o 2



CONTINUATION of FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS

For Bill/Resolution No. HCS CSSB 35 (L & ©)

This bill amends several statutes relating to termination
of tenancies and recovery of rental premises for nonpayment of rent
and certain illegal activities. ITie bill adds 1illegal activity
involving alcoholic beverages, a controlled substance, or an
imitation controlled substance to the |list of activities that
constitute a nuisance that may be enjoined and abated in a place
used for the activity. All of the changes will have the effect of
substantially changing the information the Department of Law
provides to the public 1in 1its pamphlet on Jlandlord and tenant
rights. The department®s publication of the pamphlet is mandated
by AS 44.23.020 (b)(8).

The department therefore requests $10,000 to revise and
republish the information pamphlet. Of this amount, $2,500 will be
used to publish a pamphlet supplement in the state BAR
association®s monthly newsletter, and $7,500 will be used to
publish a revised pamphlet for use by the general public. These
funds should be sufficient to publish between 7,500 and 10,000
pamphlets.

page 2 of 2



STATE OF ALASKA W
19S2 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date:
Titie:
tenancies... rental
Sponsor:

Requestor: House Judicia

January 28,

1992

" _..relating to termination of
premises..."

Senator Pourchot

ry

FISCAL NOTE

Department Affected:
BRU:
Component:

COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of DoBars)

OPERATING
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS. CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOQOUS
TOTAL OPERATING

CAPITAL

REVENUE
FUND SOURCE:

FUNDING: (Thousands of DoBsrs)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER
FUND SOURCE:
TOTAL

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME

PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year impact:_

FY 93

-0-

FY 34 FY 35 FY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page ifnecessary.)

Please see the attached analysis.

$ 1LJL

Prepared By: Richard 1.

Division:

Pegues,(/Director .

Administrafrtivo S/ervideisb»

.. Date:
a-y*

Approved by Commissioner:----—- - Wraarriess . GoliMy Attty General

Agency: Department:

of Law

Phone:

BILL NO. HCS. CSSB IS (T.&Cl

Department of Law

Fair Business Practices
Fair Business Practices

96 FY 97 FY 98

465-3672
January 28.

Distribution (by preparer): Leg. Fin.. Legislative Sponsor, Requestor. OMB/DBR, Gov. Lagis. Ofc., & Impacted Agency(ies).

Rev 10/7/91
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CONTINUATION of FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS

For Bill/Resolution No. HCS CSSB 35 fL & c¢)

Based upon the following legislative intent language,
provided by the House Judiciary Committee, the costs shown 1in the
Department of Law"s fiscal note of January 15, 1992, are herewith
withdrawn, ., The department will submit its request when the
rewrites of the Forcible Entry and Detainer statutes and the
Uniform Residential Landlord and Tenant Act are considered by the

legislature.

LETTER OF INTENT

"HCS CSSB 35 (UD)
An Act relating to termination of tenancies and recovery

of rental premises for nonpayment of rent and certain
illegal activities, to tenant responsibilities, to the
civil remedies of forcible entry and detainer and
nuisance abatement, and to the duties of peace officers
to notify landlords of arrests involving certain illegal
activity on rental premises.”

"It is the intent of the legislature that the Department
of Law delay revising or publishing the 1information
pamphlet on landlord and tenant rights required under AS
44_.23.020(b)(8) wuntil the Code Revision Commission has
completed 1its rewrite of AS 09.45.060 - AS 09.45.160
(Forcible Entry and Detainer) and AS 34.03 (Uniform
Residential Landlord and Tenant Act).”

page 2 of 2



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Bill yorcinn HCS CSSB 35(L&C)
1991 LEGISLATIVE SESSION (H) Publish Date: 5/20/91-

Revision Date:

Department Affected: Department of Lav
Title: " ...relating .to termination..of, BRU:

tenancies... rental promises..."

Sponsor:  MSenator Pourchot
Requestor: House Labor & Commerce COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

Consumer Protection

Component: Consumer Protection

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands ot Oollars)

OPERATING FY 92 FY 93 FY 94 FY 95
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS. CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING

FY 96

CAPITAL

REVENUE

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
TOTAL
POSITIONS

FULL-TIME -0-
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year impact:

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)

Please see the attached analysis

Prepared By: Richard I. Peguea, (director Phone: 465-3672
Division: Administrative

Approved by Commissioner:; Charles E. Cgflte,
Agency: Department of Law

Attorney General----————----————mm

Distribution (by preparer): Legislative$Q jttM!/Q?% " © O PY " Recwestor< OMB> & Impacted Agency(ies)
Rev 10/90

Date: May 15,

IS



FEB-04-"91 MON 10:50 ID: TEL NO:2584968 8864 PO1

No. eX
FISCAL NCJTB Bill Version: [\[F> &

STATB OF ALASKA _ T
1991 LEGISLATIVE SESSION (® Publish Date:_ = J/>/2/

Revision Date: Department Affected: Alaska Court System
Title: An Act amending... dvll remedy. BRU: Trial Courts
Uniform Residential Landlord A Tenant Act Components:

Sponsor: Pourchot
Requestor: Pourchot COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 000 1 000 | 000 1768

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY 82 FY 93 FY 94 FY 85 FY 96 FY 07

PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL
NPPUES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS & CLAIMS

TOTAL OPERATING 0.9 0.0 00 0.0 0Q 0.0

CAPITAL " 1 ) | |
| REVENUE | |

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUNDS 0.0 00 0.0 0.0
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER
TOTAL 0C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 00

POSrriONS:
Kill-time
PART-TIME

TEMPORARY
Changes in £S S

Estimate of current year Impact None have no fiscal impact. This
fiscal note is appropriate

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page If necessary) Wiy A _ -
date Corate Aide (initial

NO fiscal Impact

Prepared by: C. 9. Christensen H, Staff Counsel Phone: 264-8228
Division: Alaska court System Date; 02/04/81

Approved by:  Arthur H. 8nowden, Il, Administrative Director \ > S JTsLxC.>—-

Agency: Alaska Court System — phg. 02/04/91
Distribution (by preparer): Legislative Finance, Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB, & Impacted Agency(les).
Page | of !
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FISCAL NOTE 0-
STATE OF ALASKA Bill Version: S 2 3 4
1991 LEGISLATIVE SESSION (© Publish Date: no

Revision Date: Department Affected: Community s Regional Affairs
jjflg. "An Act,.amending the Uniform BRU:
Residential Landlord & Tenant Act.."

Component:
Sponsor: Senator Pourchot
Requestor: COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY 92 FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97

PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING -0- -0- -0- ~0- -0- -0-

CAPITAL

REVENUE

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER

TOTAL -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME -0- -0- "o« -0- -0- -0-
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY
Estimate of current year impact:.
ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.) Changes in C

have "no flscal impsett.This
fiscal note is: appropriate.

date "Cointe Aide (initial)
Prepared By: U"ZstLcUU&K- Phone: 465~4750
Division: Administrative Services Date: 1¥-25/Q/
Approved by Commissioner:
Agency: community s Regional Affairs Date: _

Distribution (by preparer): Legislative Finance, Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB, & Impacted Agency(ies).

Rev 10/90 Page 1 of 1



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO.  cssB 35 r.TnH)
1991 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date: Department Affected: Department o*f Law
Title: ".._.relating to termination of BRU: Consumer Protection
tenancies... rental promises..." Component: Consumer Protection
Sponsor: Senator Pourchot
Requestor: House Labor & Commerce COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 92 FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97
PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL 10.0
SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 10.0

CAPITAL

REVENUE

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND 10.0
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
TOTAL

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME -0-
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year impact:.

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)

Please see the attached analysis.

w>xdt <4 . ffe.

Prepared By: Richard 1. Pegues, ~Director Phone: 465-3672

Division: Administrative ffiryirifes/ VY Da’e: May 15. 1991
Approved by Commissioner: Charles E. Cgfife, Attorney General

Agency: Department of Law Date: May 15. 1991

Distribution (by preparer): Legislative Finance, Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB, & Impacted Agency(ies).

Rev 10/90 Page 1 of 2



CONTINUATION of FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS

For Bill/Resolution No. CSSB 35 (Jud)

This bill amends several statutes relating to termination of
tenancies and recovery of rental premises for nonpayment of rent and certain
illegal activities. The bill adds 1illegal activity involving alcoholic
beverages, a controlled substance, or an imitation controlled substance to the
list of activities that constitute a nuisance that may be enjoined and abated in

a place used for the activity. All of the changes will have the effect of
substantially changing the information the Department of Lav provides to the
public 1in 1its pamphlet on landlord and tenant rights. The department®s

publication of the pamphlet 1is mandated by AS 44.23.020 (b)(8).

The department therefore requests $10,000 to revise and republish the
information pamphlet. Of this amount, $2,500 will be used to publish a pamphlet
supplement in the state BAR association®s monthly newsletter, and $7,500 will be
used to publish a revised pamphlet for use by the general public. These funds
should be sufficient to publish between 7,500 and 10,000 pamphlets.

page 2 of 2



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. CSSB 35 (JuD)
1991 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date: Department Affected: Public Safety
Title: Termination of Tenancies BRU: Alaska State Troopers
Component: Detachments
Sponsor: Rep. Pourchot Bureau
Requestor: Senate Judiciary COMPONENT SERIAL NO
EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars) (Inflation not Included)
OPERATING FY 92 FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
CAPITAL -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
REVENUE -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER/PROG RCPT

TOTAL ~0- -0- -0- “0- -0- _0-
POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0]
PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0

Estimate of current year impact

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page 1if necessary)

(See attached).

Prepared by: Lt. John Myers Phone: 269-5976
Division: Alaska State Tropners T Date: 2/11 /91
Approved by Commissioner: Richard L. Burton
Agency: Department of Pubrfc Safety Date: 3/08/91

Distr|>bution-(by preparer). Legislative Fin“rice, Legislative Sponsor, Requestor;'-fIMB, & Impacted .Agency! ies).

Rev 10/90 Page 1 of 2



Department of Public Safety
Fiscal Note Analysis - SB 35
Page 2

CSSB 35(JUD) amends existing landlord-tenant laws to allow property owners.to
terminate rental agreements for residential property with renters engaged in
certain alcohol and drug violations. The bill creates a duty on the part of
police officers who arrest persons for certain alcohol, drug, and Imitation drug
offenses committed 1n residential rental property to make a reasonable effort to
discover the Ildentity of the property owner and to notify the owner of the
arrest either 1in person or at the last address listed on tax records and at any
other address known to police. The notice requirement applies to alcohol
violation arrests for sales from unlicensed premises and for possession or sale
of alcohol where prohibited by local option; to drug violations 1involving the
manufacture or distribution of all drugs except small amounts of marijuana; and
to imitation drug violations involving the manufacture or distribution of
Imitation drugs, or possession of certain precursor chemicals used in the

manufacture of imitation drugs. Based upon past arrests for these offenses, it
is estimated that the Department of Public Safety will have to notify
approximately three hundred property owners per year. Ne anticipate that
in-person notice would be given in many (perhaps most) cases. If a written

notice 1is necessary, we estimate that research required to ldentify the property
owner, determine the last address listed on tax roles and any other addresses
known to police, and to prepare the written notice, will take approximately one
hour per occurrence.

The Alaska State Troopers estimates approximately 100 arrests for violation of
the "local option" laws, and approximately 200 arrests for applicable drug
offenses. It Is expected that approximately 80*. of the alcohol offenders and
60% of the drug offenders reside in rented property.

There will be fiscal impact upon the Alaska State Troopers. For arrests
requiring a written notice, a clerk would have to research the identity of the
owner and prepare notices as required. There will be costs for materials,
preparation time, and postage. Since these offenses will be spread throughout
the state, no one person would handle them all; the impact would be felt by
detachment personnel handling the cases. There 1is no way to quantify this
impact, however. It will be absorbed, as best as can be, within the existing
workload. Notices will be mailed out In the normal course of business, as
clerical staff can find time to process them. They would not be handled on any
sort of emergency or expedited basis.



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. cs sB 35
1991 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: Department Affected: Community & Regional Affair

Title: "An Act, .termination of tenancies.. BRU:

illegal activities. Component:

Sponsor: Senators Pourchot S Halford
Requestor: COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 92 FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRAN1 , CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING -0- -0- - -0- -0- -0- -0-

1 CAPITAL

REVENUE

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER

TOTAL -0- -0- . -0- -0- -0- -0-

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME -0- -0- of -0- -0- -0- -0-
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year impact:.

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)

Prepared By: Remond Henderson, Director Phone: 465-4708
Division: Administrative Services Date: 3/11/91

Approved by Commissioner:
Agency: Community & Regional Affairs Date: 3/11/91

Distribution (by preparer): Legislative Finance. Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB, & Impacted Agency(ies).

Rev 10/90 Page | of _|I



FISCAL NOTE
STATE OF ALASKA Bill No. sB3s
1991 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: Department Affected: Alaska Court System
Title: An Act amending... civil remedy... BRU: Trial Courts
Uniform Residential Landlord & Tenant Act Components:
Sponsor: Pourchot
Requestor: Pourchot COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 000 | 000 000 | 768

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY 92 FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS & CLAIMS
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL
REVENUE
FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUNDS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME H
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year impact: None

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

No fiscal impact.

Prepared by: C. S. Christensen lll, Staff Counsel , < = Phone: 264-8228

Division: Alaska Court System Date:02/04/91
N Approved by: Arthur H. Snowden, I, Administrative Director f' -] r

Agency: Alaska Court System ' Date: 02/04/91

Distribution (by preparer): Legislative Finance, Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB, & Impacted Agency(ies).

Rev 10/90 Page 1 of 1
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te L JUSE COMMITTEE REPO. ;

Date Referred: May 6, 1991 FURTHER REFERRALS:

Date of Committee Action: "

The LABOR AND COMMERCE Committee considered: CSSB 35(100),
CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 35 (JUDICIARY) A

USE OF RENTED PROPERTY/LAW VIOLATIONS
"An Act relating to termination of tenancies and recovery of rental premises for nonpayment of rent and certain
illegal activities, to tenant responsibilities, to the civil remedies of forcible entry and detainer and nuisance
abatement, and to the duties of peace officers to notify landlords of arrests involving certain illegal activity on
rental premises."

RECOMMENDATIONS : _ r [S\ the same tite
be replaced w i t h -1 1anew titde

[ ] have attached amendments(s)

[ ] do pass

[ ]do not pass
M no recommendations
[ 1 individual recommendations

[ ] additional referral to the Committee

ADOPTS: letter of Intent

ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s): A APPROVES PREVIOUS Qen\Dtie)

[/4 fiscal impact * 7} fiscal note(s)

[ ] zero fiscal note (2\ t"] (MoefiscS-note(s) £ CTf'
SIGNING DO PASS DP  OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS7, DNP NR AM1

111 An |

JV.Aud

/AHAtRMANAIGNATURZY-



JuocC, UUIVIIVILILYI 1fit Knru.
ite Referred: May 6, 1991 FURTHER REFERRALS: Judiciary

ite of Committee Action:
ie LABOR AND COMMERCE Committee considered: CSSB 35(JUD)

J10R SENATE BILL NO. 35 (JUDICIARY)

USE OF RENTED PROPERTY/LAW VIOLATIONS
n Act relating to termination of tenancies and reco\ery of rental premises for nonpayment of rent and certain
mp activities, to tenant responsibilities, to the civil remedies of forcible entry and detainer and nuisance
JItement, and to the duties of peace officers to notily landlords of arrests involving certain illegal activity on
ual premises."

ACOMMENDATIONS: [ ] the same title
meplaced with H ffb " j 1 ] anew title

] have attached amendments(s)

] do pass

] do not pass
] no recommendations
] individual recommendations

| additional referral to the Committee

DOPTS: letter of Intent
.TTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s):  quo APPROVES PREVIOUS: (DepliDote)
H fiscal impact C-cj+s fiscal note(s)

] zero fiscal note W zero fiscal note(s)

SIGNING DO PASS DP OTHERRECOMMENDANIF)INS7A DNP NR AM

/
( S S 17/
X #\//

i
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JUOC, UUIVIIVIII 1nth Ktztu.
lie Referred: May 6, 1991 FURTHER REFERRALS: Judiciary

ite of Committee Action: * A A A
ie LABOR AND COMMERCE Committee considered: CSSB 35(JUD)

i FOR SENATE BILL NO. 35 (JUDICIARY)

USE OF RENTED PROPERTY/LAW VIOLATIONS
n Act relating to termination of tenancies and recovery of rental premises for nonpayment of rent and certain
«gal activities, to tenant responsibilities, to the civil remedies of forcible entry and detainer and nuisance

ttement, and to the duties of peace officers to notify landlords of arrests involving certain illegal activity on
ital premises."

SCOMMENDATIONS: . ' A [ ] the same title
*replaced with H fol> A L ]anew title

] have attached amendments(s)

] do pass

] do not pass
] no recommendations
] individual recommendations

] additional referral to the Committee
DOFTS: letter of Intent
TTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s): APPROVES PREVIOUS: (DgH/Due)
A fiscal impact ir?}fiscal note(s)
] zero fiscal note I>Cl zer0 fiscal note(s)
SIGNING DO, PASS DP  OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS, DNP  NR  AM
X
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/
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House Labor and Commerce Committee Dae Place

Representative David Finketstein, Chair Subject ofmeeting
Representative Parnell\ Vice-Chair  Representatives
Bruckman, Donley, Ivan, Taylor and Zawaclei, Members

Name (Please Print) Representing Mailing Address Zip  (H) Phone (W) Phone PSY3i&™  What subject or bill

* < .
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ioom i Toyytteo
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oeft ftftftftfefeftfe ftftftftftfeftftftfefefere fefemeft fefefefefefefefe ftY ftfe Y 10-ft-ft ftfefefefe ftY fefe-feftft
Y

t DELIVER -TO: LIOGBCB *
le- Y
ft Y
ft ORIGINAL ft
ft SENT: 03714791 TIME: 13:36 Y
ft FROM : LIOCMIL Y
e SUBJECT: 91 -03-040;PL*2 <IDIL.&Lj5/14 oft
ft PRINT DATE 05/714/91 TIME 13:36 le-
ft ft
YYseYeeYeedereY ferefeeeftYYeeYeeft oY YeertYYYeeY VY ptftftYoere Y stre YoefetY Y VY #YYft-fft
SUBJECT LINE TO REAI): TC NO.,; PL PS;SHORT SUBJECT ;DATE

T/C NO: 91-05-040

DATE: 05-14-91

SPONSOR: H 1..4C

SUBJECT: SB 33, SB 100, SB 250, HB 295

MODERATOR JUuDY

SITE : ANCHORAGE

PARTICIPANT LIST
from ftft Y YeeftY Yoottt Y YeeYYY YiereYVYeeYVYrereftreee feYYYre-YY YirerefeYYYuett YYYreYreYeeYYitft

TO TESTIFY

NATIES/REPRESENT]: NG ADDRESS PHONE BILI - NO
1. GLENDA STRAUBE 1318 N ST 99501 274-2010 SB 35 .
A.A DON CLOK.SIN 1527 H ST 99501 277-861 1 SB 35 *
3. RICHARD IL..GEN 420 L ST 99501 276-1969  SB 35 ||f- |/cy
<4, DON MITCHELL 1335 F ST 99501 276-1601 SB
* brewer 1201 W 45 99!1i>03 563-6734 SB 35
2,:'JOE -liRAHb M — L A— N N N KnYUSfAN Y3 m SM . #
7* BARBARA JITTOOD/AK L.EG* SVS 1016 U 6 sg 35
0- KATHLEEN PLUNKET 4020 E 5 99500 337-2451 S8 35
Y Y1010 Y 10 F 10 P FEFEFUTEFETEFEIC-FEFE FUTE T FE L TEFE-FUTEREFETEFEFEFEETEFETFEL0-E P A8 f- T FEFLTEFEIE FUFEFETETE FUTE F £ AL TEEE At
TO OBSERVE:
NAME/ REPRESENTINC ADDRESS
FURCTEFETUFETEFEFETEFEFETEFCFUTEFETETUFETERE FEFETE R FETEFEFETETOREFETUFCFEI-FEFETETUIC-TEFUFEFETEFEFETUFETETUT FEFETEFLFEEFLAETE Tt
BACK UP NUMBER: 561-1199
EMAIL ADDRESS: LIOCMIL
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