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At the same time, almost two out of ten people (19%) report
that an employer has denied a job to or fired either them or someone they

know for one of these reasons.

High-level professionals and semi/unskilled laborers are more
likely to feel it is appropriate for employers to deny someone a job or fire
them for some of these behaviors. Executives, high-level professionals,
salespeople, former smokers, people aged 35 to 49, Republicans, Hispanics,
and African-Americans are all more likely to report that either they or

someone they know has been denied ajob or fired for exhibiting one of

these behaviors.

These findings are explained in detail in Section Il, beginning on

page seventeen.

Section Ill: Actions Taken bv Employers

People also were asked whether they believe employers have
the right to take certain actions concerning an individual's privacy. At least
three out of four (77%) say employers do not have the right to monitor
personal telephone conversations, forbid an employee from dating someone
from a rival firm, refuse to hire someone who is overweight or a smoker, or

require an employee to quit smoking or change diets. More than two out of



three people (67%) say employers do not have the right to require an
employee to quit a ser-md job or to do a credit check on a prospective
employee. People aged 50 to 64 are far more likely than any other sub-

group to say that employers d0 have the right to take such actions.

In spite of these opinions, more than one out of three
respondents (37%) reports that an employer has taken at least one of these
actions against either the respondent or someone the respondent knows.
Former smokers, Republicans, residents of the Central district, people aged
50 to 64, high-level professionals, salespeople, and Hispanics are all more

likely to report these things occurring.

These findings are explored in detail in Section lll, beginning on

page twenty-two.

Section IV; Worker Comoensation Claim
Nearly three out of four respondents (73%) oppose allowing
businesses in Alaska to refuse to hire a person who has a worker

compensation claim, while 17% favor allowing them to do so.

This finding is examined in Section IV, on page twenty-seven.



Section I Questions Posed to Job Applicants

"Should prospective employers be allowed to ask
guestions about the private lives of job applicants?"

Should (%) Should not (%) Don't Know (%)

ALL 23 69 8
AGE

18-24 22 73 6
25-34 18 73 9
35-49 23 70 7
50-64 28 58 14
65 + 39 55 5
PARTY

Democrat 15 79 6
Independent 20 72 8
Republican 33 57 10
INCOME

< $20,000 19 69 12
$20-$30,999 16 79 5
$31-%$40,999 22 69 9
$41-$50,999 25 66 9
$51,000 + 27 65 8
OCCUPATION

High-level prof. 31 65 4
Mid-level prof. 18 71 11
Executive 35 61 4
Sales 20 75 5
Other white collar 15 81 4
Skilled labor 22 71 6
Semi/unskilled 14 69 17
Retired 31 62 7
RACE

White 24 68 8
African-American 33 67 0

Hispanic 11 75 14
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Respondents were asked whether prospective employers
should be allowed to ask questions about the private lives of job applicants.
More than two-thirds (69%) say they should not be allowed to probe the
private lives of job applicants, while 23% say they should and 8% are
undecided. At the same time, however, two-thirds of the people (67%)
report that a potential employer has asked either them or someone they

know one or more of these personal questions.

Those age 65 and over <39%), executives (35%), Republicans
(33%), blacks (33%), retirees (31 %), and high-level professionals (31%) are

groups more likely to say employers should be allowed to ask about the

private lives of job applicants.

Among those who are mcst likely to say employers should not
be allowed to ask about job applicants private lives are white collar workers
other than professionals or salespeople (81%), Democrats (79%), those in
the $20,000-$30,999 income bracket (79%), regular smokers (76%),

Hispanics (75%), and salespeople (75%).

Those most likely to say that an employe has asked either
them or someone they know at least one of these questions include
occasional smokers (77%), blacks (74%), Hispanics (74%), those aged 25

to 34 (73%) and those earning between $20,000 and $31,000 (73%).
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Respondents were read a series of questions prospective
employers might ask ajob applicant. For each, they were asked whether
employers should or should not have the right to ask that question, and

whether or not they or someone they know has ever been asked that

question.

SHOULD PROSPECTIVE EMPLOYERS HAVE THE
RIGHT TO ASK JOB APPLICANTS CERTAIN QUESTIONS
ABOUT THEIR PRIVATE LIVES?

All Respondents

Ranked by "Should Not" All numbers expressed as percentages
Should Should Not Don’t Know
About applicants' religion 12 88 0
Live with member of opposite sex 13 87 0
If applicants have elderly parents 15 84 1
Whether they plan to have children 17 82 1
If they smoke after work hours 21 77 2
About hobbies and activities 38 59 3
About applicants' marital status 46 53 0
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"Has a potential employer ever asked you or someone you know...?"

Yes (%) No (%)

About your marital status 60 40
About your outside hobbies and activities 45 55
About your religion 21 79
Whether you plan to have children 15 85
If you smoke away from the workplace 15 85
Whether you have elderly parents 7 93
Whether you live with a non-family member 6 94

of the opposite sex

NONE OF THESE 33 67

"Asking whether the job applicant lives with a non-family member of the

opposite sex."

o Eighty-seven percent (87%) say employers should not have the right to
ask this question and 13% say they should. Those over 65 (21%) are more
likely to say that employers should have the right to ask this question, while
blacks (94%), Hispanics (94%), people from the Northwestern district
(94%), and those making between $20,000 and $31,000 (94%) are more

likely to say that employers should not have the right to ask.



0 Six percent (6%) of respondents report that either they or someone they
know has been asked this question. Hispanics (20%) and people in sales
(15%) are more likely to say either they or someone they know has been

asked this question.

"Asking whether the job applicant has elderly parents.”

0 84% say employers should not be allowed to ask this question; 15% say
they should. Those age 65 and over (28%), retirees (26%), and blacks
(26%) are more likely than other groups to believe employers have the right
to ask this question, while Hispanics (100%) and people from the

Northwestern district (93%) more often believe employers do not have the

right.

0 Seven percent (7%) say either they or someone they know has been
asked this question. Retirees (13%), those over 50 (11%), and salespeople

(15%) are more likely to report this occurring.

"Asking the job applicant about their religion.”

0 88% say employers should not be allowed to ask job applicants this
question. 12% say they should. Retirees (25%) and those age 65 and over
(22%) are more likely to say they have the right to ask. African-Americans
(25%) are more likely than whites (11%) to say employers have the right to

ask about a job applicant’s religion.
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o One out of five respondents (21 %) say that either they or someone they
know has been asked about their religion by a potential employer. This

figure is generally consistent across all sub-groups.

"Asking the job applicant about whether they plan to have children."”

o0 More than four out of five people S2%) say employers should not be
allowed to ask this question, while 17% say they should. Executives
(32%), high-level professionals (26%i, semi/unskilled workers (25%), and
people 18-24 (24%) are more likely than others to think employers have the
right to ask whether job applicants pian to have children, while retirees

(91%) and those from the Northwestern district (89%) are more likely to

feel they do not.

0 Almost one out of six respondents (15%) report that either they or
someone they know has been asked whether they plan to have children.

Executives (28%) and Hispanics (26%) are more likely to report this

occurring.

"Asking the job applicant if they smoke after work hours, at home, or

otherwise away from the workplace."

0 77% say employers should not be allowed to ask job applicants this
question, while 21 % say they should. Executives (34%), high-level

professionals (30%), and former smokers (28%) are more likely to say
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employers have the right to ask if ajob applicant smokes after work hours,
while regular (91%) or occasional (87%) smokers, Hispanics (89%), and
residents of the Northwestern district (89%) are more likely to believe that

employers do not have this right.

o Almost one out of six respondents (15%) report that either they or
someone they know has been asked if they smoke away from the
workplace. Executives (22%), salespeople (22%), those earning between
$20,000 and $31,000 (21%), and people aged 25-34 (20%) are more likely

to say that either they or someone they know has been asked this question.

"Asking the job applicant about their off-the-job hobbies and activities."

o Almost three out of five (59%) say employers should not be ailowed to
ask this question; 38% say they should be allowed to ask it. Among the
groups most likely to say employers should not be allowed to ask about
hobbies and activities outside of the job are retirees (78%), residents of the
Northwestern district, those over 65 (71%), mid-level professionals (69%),
and Hispanics (66%). Conversely, those most likely to feel employers
should be allowed to ask this question include executives (60%),
Republicans (49%), high-lavel professionals (48%), those earning over
$51,000 (46%), and former smokers (45%). Men (44%) are more likely

than women (32%) to believe that employers should be able to ask this

question.
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0 Nearly half the respondents (45%) say that either they or someone they
know has been asked about their off-the-job hobbies or activities by a
potential employer. Executives (60%), high-level professionals (50%), and

people aged 25-49 (51 %) are most likely to report this occurring.

"Asking the job applicants about their marital status."

0 While 53% say employers should not be allowed to ask about ajob
applicant's marital status, 46% say they should be allowed to ask about it.
Residents of the Northwestern district (70%), semi/unskilled workers (65%),
salespeople (63%), and other white collar workers (61%) are more likely to
feel employers should not be allowed to ask about marital status.
Executives (60%), people aged 50 to 64 (58%), and residents of the
Southeastern district (55%) are groups which tend to feel employers should
be allowed to ask this question. A majority of men (52%) think employers

should be able to ask this, but a majority of women (59%) think they should

not.

o0 The majority of people (60%) say that either they or someone they know
has been asked their marital status. This figure is generally consistent

across all sub-groups.

In summary, only one out of three respondents (33%) said that

neither they nor anyone they know has ever been asked any of the
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preceding questions by an employer, while two out of three (67%) said the

opposite. This occurred despite the fact that the majority of people indicate

that employers Should not have the right to ask such questions.

Section Il: Employee Behavior Outside of Work

WHETHER IT IS APPROPRIATE FOR AN EMPLOYER
TO DENY SOMEONE A JOB OR FIRE AN EMPLOYEE
FOR DOING CERTAIN THINGS

All Respondents

Ranked by "Not Appropriate” All numbers expressed as percentages

Appropr. Not ADDroDr. Don

Dates a person of a different race 1 98 0
Drives a motorcycle 2 98 0
Opposes abortion 2 97 1
Supports abortion 4 95 1
Smokes after work hours 5 94 1
Gambles at a racetrack 7 91 2
Participates in political demonstrations 7 91 3
Is overweight 12 84 4

Holds an unusual second job 16 74 10
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"Have you, or has someone you know, ever been denied ajob or fired
because they ...?

Yes (%) No (%)

Were overweight 9 91
Held an unusual second job 7 93
Participated in political demonstrations 7 93
Dated a person of a different race 4 96
Smoked away from the workplace 3 97
Drove a motorcycle 2 98
Gambled at a racetrack 2 98
Supported abortion 1 99
Opposed abortion 1 99
NONE OF THESE 81 19

Respondents then were reaa a list of things employees might
do. For each, they were asked whether or not they think it is appropriate to
deny someone ajob or fire a person because they behaved in this way, and

whether or not they or someone they know has ever been denied a job or

fired because of such behavior.

0 Ninety-eight percent (98%) say it is inappropriate to deny ajob to or fire

someone because they are dating a person of a different race; only 1%
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think it is appropriate. Four percent (4%) of people, however, report that

either they or someone they know has been denied a job or fired for such a

reason.

0 Ninety-eight percent (98%) say it is inappropriate to deny ajob to or fire
someone who drives a motorcycle; only 2% think it is appropriate. One
respondent out of fifty (2%) says that either he or someone he knows has

been denied a job or fired because of this behavior.

o0 Ninety-one percent (91 %) think it is inappropriate to deny ajob to or fire
someone for participating in political demonstrations, while 7% think it is
appropriate. Executives (13%), semi/unskilled workers (13%), retirees
(13%), and occasional smokers (13%) are more inclined to feel it is
appropriate. One person out of fourteen (7%) reports that either they or
someone they know has been denied a job or fired because they
participated in a political demonstration. High-level professionals (13%) and

people aged 35-49 (11%) are more likely to mention such an occurrence.

o0 Ninety-one percent (91 %) say it is inappropriate to deny ajob to or fire
someone for gambling at a racetrack, while 7% say it is appropriate. Two
percent (2%) of people say that either they or someone they know has been

denied ajob or fired because of this practice.
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o0 While 74% say it is inappropriate to deny ajob to or fire someone for
holding an unusual second job, 16% think it is appropriate. Seven percent
(7%) of respondents report that either they or someone they know has been
denied ajob or fired because they had an unusual second job. Executives
(17%) and those earning between $41,000 and $51,000 (11%) are more

likely to report such an occurrence.

o Eighty-four percent (84%) think it is inappropriate to deny ajob to or fire
someone who is overweight, while 12% say it is appropriate. Republicans
(22%) and high-level professionals (22%) are more likely to believe it is
appropriate. One person in eleven (9%) says that either he or she or

someone he nr she knows has been denied a job or fired because the person

was overweight.

o Ninety-five percent (95%) think it is inappropriate to deny a job to or fire
someone who supported abortion, while 4% say it is appropriate. Ninety-
seven percent (97%) say it is inappropriate to deny a job to or fire someone
who opposed abortion. Only 2% say it is appropriate. Only 1% of people
say either they or someone they know has been denied ajob or fired

because of their views on abortion.

o Ninety-four percent (94%) think it is inappropriate to deny ajob to or fire
someone who smoked after work hours, at home, or otherwise away from

the workplace, while 5% say it is appropriate. Former smokers (12%),
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high-level professionals (10%), and semi/unskilled workers (10%) more
often think it is appropriate. Three percent (3%) of respondents say that
either they or someone they know has been denied ajob or fired because

they smoked away from the workplace.

In summary, almost one-fifth of people (19%) report that either
they or someone they know has been denied a job or fired because of the
behaviors outlined above. Executives (29%), high-level professionals
(23%), salespeople (23%), former smokers (28%), people aged 35 to 49
(23%), Republicans (23%), Hispanics (42%), and African-Americans (24%)
are all more likely to report that either they or someone they know has been
denied a job or fired for exhibiting one of these behaviors. This occurred
despite the fact that the vast majority of people think it is inappropriate to

deny someone a job or fire a person becai se they behaved in any of these

ways.
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Section Ill: Actions Taken bv Employers

WHETHER EMPLOYERS HAVE THE
RIGHT TO DO CERTAIN THINGS

All Respondents

Ranked by "Don't Have Right" All numbers expressed as percentages
Don't
Have right Have Right Don't Know
Require employee to change diet 5 92 3
Forbid dating employee of rival firm 9 86 4
Require employee to quit smoking 12 85 3
Refuse to hire an overweight persor (8 81 5
Refuse to hire a smoker 19 78 4
Monitor personal phone calls 20 77 3
Require employee to quit second job 24 68 8
Check credit on prospective employee 29 67 4



"Has an employer ever done any of the following to you
or to someone you know...?

Yis (%) No (%)

Monitor personal telephone conversations 17 83
Do a credit check on a prospective employee 17 83
Require employee or applicant to quit second job 15 85
Refuse to hire an overweight person 13 87
Refuse to hire a smoker 10 90
Require employee or applicant to quit smoking 7 93
Forbid employee or applicant from dating an 6 94
employee from a rival firm

Require employee or applicant to change diet 4 96
NONE OF THESE 63 37

Respondents were read a list of actions employers might take.
For each one, they were asked whether or not employers have the right to
take such an action, and whether or not such an action has ever been taken

against either the respondent or someone the respondent knows.

0 Seventy-seven percent (77%) believe employers do not have the right to
monitor personal telephone conversations, but one out of five (20%) say

they do have the right. Hispanics (35%), those earning between $41,000
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and $51,000 (31%). semi/unskilled workers (30%), and people aged 50 to
64 (29%) are more inclined than other groups to feel employers have the
right to monitor personal telephone calls. One in six respondents (17%)
report that an employer has monitored either their or someone they know's
personal telephone conversations. High-levei professionals (26%) are the

most likely to indicate this.

o Eighty-six percent (86%) say employers do not have the right to fornid an
employee or job applicant from dating an employee from a rival firm, and
9% say they do have this right. People aged 50 to 64 (23%) are more
likely than other groups to say employers have this right. Six percent (6%)
of respondents report that an employer has forbidden either them or

someone they know from dating an employee from rival firm.

o Eighty-one percent (81 %) say employers do not have the right to refuse
to hire an overweight person; 14% say they do have the right. One out of
eight respondents (13%) says that an employer has refused to hire either

the respondent or someone he or she knows because that person was

overweight.

0 Seventy-eight percent (78%) think employers do not have the right to
refuse to hire a smoker, whereas 19% say they do have the right to refuse
to hire a smoker. Among those more inclined to say employers have the

right to refuse to hire a smoker are peoole aged 50 to 64 year (29%),



25

retirees (27%), and those earning over $51,000 (27%). Ten percent (10%)
of people say that an employer has refused to hire either them or someone

they know because the person was a smoker. Former smokers (14%) are

the most likely to report this occurring.

o Ninety-two percent (92%) say employers do not have the right to require
an employee or job applicant to change his or her diet, while 5% think they
do have the right. Four percent (4%) of people say that an employer has

required either them or someone they know to change their diet.

o While 85% say employers do not have the right to require an employee
or job applicant to quit smoking, 12% think they do have the right.
Republicans (19%), 50-64 year olds (19%), high-level professionals, and
former smokers (19%) are more likely than other groups to feel employers
have the right to require an employee to quit smoking. One out of fourteen
respondents (7%) reports that an employer has required either the
respondent or someone the respondent knows to quit smoking. Former

smokers (12%) are the most likely to report this happening.

o Although 68% think employers do not have the right .0 require an
employee or job applicant to quit a second job almost one out of four
Alasakans (24%) say they do have this right. High-level professionals
(34%) and people aged 50 to 64 (32%) are most likely to feel employers

have this right. Fifteen percent (15%) of people report that an employer has



required either them or someone they know to quit a second job.
Salespeople (27%), executives (24%), high-level professionals (22%), and

people 35 to 49 (22%) are more likely to mention this occurring.

o Two out of three respondents (67%) say employers do not have the right
to do a credit check on a prosDective employee, but 29% say they do have
the right. Executives (41 %) and people over 50 (41 %) are more likely to
say employers have the right to do a credit check. One in six respondents
(17%) reports that an employer has done a credit check on either the

respondent or someone that the respondent knows.

In summary, more than one-third of all respondents (37%)
indicate that at least one of the above situations has happened to either
them or someone that thev know. Former smokers (46%), Republicans
(44%), residents of the Central district (43%), people aged 50 to 64 (41%),
high-level professionals (41%), salespeople (41%), and Hispanics (63%) are
all more likely to report these things occurring. This occurred despite the
fact that at least two-thirds (67%) of the respondents say that employers do

not have the right to take such actions.
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Section IV: Worker Compensation Claim

Almost three out of four respondents (73%) oppose allowing
businesses in Alaska to refuse to hire a person who has a worker
compensation claim, while 17% favor allowing them to do so. Those
earning under $31,000 (86%) and regular smokers (84%) are most opposed

to this proposal, while executives (35%) are most in favor.
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For'.once,, the tobacco Iobby isright.

oA ﬂ./.ym.**** . o * ok k k4

‘American tobacco firms routlnely bombard the
public .;with .transparently bogus or., self-serving
rhetoric. o - cooy

"Listening-to -the industry line, you’d think that

there’s still some doubt.smoking causes cancer/that
tobacco firms are disinterested guardians of the First
Amendment and that smokers have made rational;
fully informed decisions to take up their addictive
and life-shortening habit.
*:But “there is one instance where the tobacco.
industry.'has a legitimate point. The move by.some
firms to ban all smoking by all employee's — not just
at work, sbut off the job, too — is an illegitimate
intrusion on workers” privacy. .

Some 6,000 firms refuse to hire smokers according
to The New .York Times. A case from Indiana crew
national attention eariier this year when a woman
was fired because a random drug test showed’ $Vhe’d
been smoking cigarettes at home.

Smoking isn’'t.the only unhealthy habit that-gets,
workers in trouble-, with* nosy employers. Best'Lock"’
Corporation .of Indianapolis bars its workers from
drinking alcohol — ar.v time, anywhere. The city of
Athens, Ga., even ‘went so tar as to reject job
applicants with high cholesterol levels.

How co employers rationalize trying to run their
workers® private lives? The best answer they can give
is that bad habits like smoking or drinking can drive
up their health insurance bills.

When that3 the case, firms have good reason to
charge those workers higher insurance premiums. But
they don T have any grounds to tell employees how to
live their 1ives outside of working hours.

In the workplace, only one question should matter:
How well do workers do their jobs? As long as what
employees do on their own time doesn T aifect their
job performance, 1it's none of their employers ™
business.
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SMOKERS HAVE SIGHTS— JUST ASK THE TOBACCO COMPANIES

L astspring, a Georgia State Sena-
tor introduced into committee a
"smokers'-rights" bill outlawing

discrimination against people who

smoke off the job. In the ensuing
week, the lieutenant governor's office
got a flood of phone calls supporting
the law. So many, in fact, that the
phone system broke down.

A strong grass-roots response from
the good folk of Georgia?

Yes, to some extent. But

these complaining constitu-

ents got a little help from

Philip Marris Cos. When

Georgia residents called a

toll-free hotline, they heard

a recorded message lam-

basting the lieutenant gov-

ernor— who was against the

bill—for interfering with

smokers' rights.

prairie FIREr The recording

then encouraged cailers to

“stay on the line— we can

connect you to his office

right now, toll-free." Hence,

the flood of calls. A Philip

Maorris spokesperson says:

"We want to make it easier

for consumers to voice their concerns.”

The Georgia hill was ultimately with-
drawn. But 20 other states have passed
similar legislation. Antismoking and
health groups warn, however, that
these laws are not some "prairie wild*
fire among state legislators," as Walk-
er P. Merryman, vice-president of the

Tobacco Institute, describes them.

Rather, they represent n campaign by

the deep-pocketed tobacco companies

70 5VSNESS WeEK/i'.'GuST ?€. |

1o counter the antismoking movement

Replies Tobacco Institute spokesman

Thomas Lauria: "These hilks are put

through by the Aciu and the AFLclO.

The tobacco companies simply help

smokers Figts groups that have al-
formed."

Early thisyear, a hill thatwould pro-
hibit companies from refusing t hire
smokers or firing people who smoke

vM omwN iia

PROHIBITS EMttOYIK DISOtIMIHATIOK FOR:

ft OffTKE-JO8 SMOUHv  H MY IK/10fWhtJOtACTWIT _* * .
W22 Cuomo. This time, however,

pi

was introduced in the state legislature
of New Jersey. The tobacco industry
hired lddyists o get lawmakers to
vote for the hill. Philip Morris
also blanketed the state with support-
tehill letters. R.J. Reynolds Tobacco
Co. joined I, using videotapes, sanple
petitias, and slide shows o help smok-
ers start activist groups. Ultimately,

the measure passed the lggislature,
and the govermor alloaed it to become

-NrLs

ulaaai'I'TI‘

law without his signature iIn July.

The tobacco companies also target
big businesses opposed to smokers™-
rigtts hilk. Last year, the New York
State Legislature passed a broadly
worded law that-would have prohibited
companies from forbidding any lepl
activity off the jab. 1BMm, Eastman Ko-
dak Go., and other businesses wrote
strong letters against the hill, argning
that itwould let employees
ignore corporate anflictof-
interest policies.  Governor
Mario M. Cuomo vetoed it

Now, another version B
about t© be presented

there N0 outcry from iBm
and Kodak. The reason: To-
bacco companies are big
buyers of iBm computers
and materials for cigarette
filters made by Kodak.
Rather than risk their ac-
counts, the-companies have
withdram from the debate,
say state government offi-
m cals and sources clese ©
i*ckm  the companies. Neither Ko-
dak nor 1iBm will comment

on treir change of heart, saying only
they take no position on the bul

Surveys show that employees are
concermed about employers® legislating
treir lifestyles. Aware of this, says Jo-
seph Marx of the American Cancer So-
cety: '"The tobacco companies are try-
ig o eleate smoking t a aul
right™=and taking care of business at
the same tine.

By ma/cria Konrnd in AUanla
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| "flell us what pu tliik]

Doesacompany have the right to

healm costs or promoting a "healthier
*orkpiace," a numoer of companies have

“inst.mted policies to pcnultfc certain work*

in  Turner Broaccasung System. for m-
stance, sirr.piv.won’t hoc smokers. The
2es: Lock Corporation in Indianapolis pro*
h.cits employees from drinking alcoholic

WE LT ’
control your life-style?
1
BRI 0 % -
20ONME COOK Wa$S A
MV ospifal u<rmJant in Rhooc Is-
' . and wiih an excellent job rec-
ord. When she xied to get ajob
si a hospitoi -there she had previously
1 worked. however. she found the dour
. closed Because Cook weighed 315
a" <&’ pounds. her lormer employers ccueveu tra

their worker'* compensation costs mign:

-t n»s if they rchtred r-er. "I f you hue werht.
coniidersd.*! she was told. Aher

o trymg anc :al»ng to drop eeiow .*Q0
pouoas. Cook filed suit. now pending «
federal CCUN.  * |

£v$b*w' Brotner at work." jays Steven Brown, the
Zry.;execuUve director or the Rhode Inland
"American Civil Liberties Union (ACLI’j.

which is handing Cook's suit. "They arc
essentially telling Eonnic Cook that they

\:£2L  ~car. control her life simply because wer.cy
i-V -5:"0f tiiTy Vcan horn r.ow she might cost the

.istate xlittle merey "

With the jut. or lowering skyrocketing

1. Do employer* have the right to make
fift**fyia demand* (wen is forbidding
tmoking) when worker* art onthe job?
3 1ks's) Vo3 /don't know

2. Do employer* have the right to make
Iffw-ityfa dimand* ol worker* during their
off-hour*?

3 IV¥Q Ao.J ldon't know

3. Kyou answered yes to number two.
which demand* do you think employer*
have the right to make?

Q Staying within wngiil guutelines
CD A'o tnioAing ur any tnnt

—1 Ac drinking at any time

CD Au huturauus sports

'x*rrages even Junng iheu off-hours. At
“*sHaul Lntemaoonal. Inc., workers who
'moke or are ur.ierweign. or over-veigh:

.pay cpout 513'J for anniai hcaltli insurance.

Sut.c ccmpanics. according to the ACLU,

ever, bar emp.oyees from nigh-risk activi
ties sucn as r.dmg motorcycles.

nereasingly under

Have passed laws

lompanies to impose

workers  But

Society of Pro-

fessional Benefit Administrators, maintains

‘ha: companies’ policies arc instituted for

legitimate reasons. "An employee benctii

plan should be viewed as acontract between

employer anc employee," he says. "If the

employee is peying ner own medical costs,

ther. she can Per.ave any wuv jnc wants. If

not. ther. she is taking something of value,

jnc .sr.nuld te ixpeciec to behave respon-

4. Do employer* have the right to

use economic incentive* to encourage
healthy practices, tucn as

charging overweight worker* more for
health Imuranci?

O YetQ .VoCD ldan tknow

5. Which of the following would youbt
willing to do In order «o keep your cuiront
job? (Check a* many as you want,

even rf you're not, say, a smoker.)

3 Quit smoking
_Loir or Bu*rt uriun«
3 Aejrum f m drinking
any au h |
3 AH(p t pat Kk p t

sibly and help minimize co.ts.”

At U-HauJ. corporate executives feared
they wouldn’t be able to provide health care
for any employees unless they took action
to control health costs. The company’s de-
cision to make selected employees pay was
a logical extension of standard policy in
homeowners or auto insurance, says Public
Iruomuuon Manager Melora Foley. "If
you have a smoke detector or fire extin-

- guishcr. you get a rebate. In our company,

if you don’tsmoke or you’re not overweight
or underweight, you don’t have to pay.’

Opponents of such policies feel they set a
dangerous precedent. "The premise of ia-
suiance is a pooled nsk. Once you start
pulling out groups, it undermines the pur-
pose." jays Sally E. Smith, executive di-
rector, Nauonal Association to Advance fat
Acceptance. "If today it’s far people and
smokers, who will it be tomorrow?"

Adds; John Rosenthal, an ACLU spokes-
person: "Almost any personal choice can
have health insurance implications. If em-
ployers balance iheir books by invading our
lives, virtually every aspect of our personal
lives will be subjected to their central."

Tell us what you think.

6. If your company wanted you to
mak* one of those change* and you
wortm| wiffing, what would you do?
Q Quu
Q Ignure the ruling and hops

[ wouldn't get ruurm
3. Lodge aJurnxai protest

| don't know

Please Jtclfrcr to comment on any

a thNC exutnwm in the tpaie provudtd.
wokt yourselfheard. To ensure thas
your ansuers reach us in time, please
mail them uilhin the n*st tuo necks to:
“[l| |5 |lhat you Think," clamour.
JSO Muttisur Aor., veui York , Y
ool Uttt T8
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FISCALNOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO : B HA7
152 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date; Department Affected: Labor

Title: ‘An Act authorizing the Governor's BRU: Employment Security

Committee ... to charge certain fees...* Component: Goermor™s Comirttee

Sponsor Rules Comittee on Employment of Fegplewrth Disshilintaes

Requestor  Senate Finance COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 333
OPERATING FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 | FY 97 FY 98

PERSONAL SERVICES |

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL 16.0 16.8 17.6 18.5 19.4 20.4

SUPPLIES 5.0 5.3 5.6 5.9 6.2 6.5

EQUIPMENT

LAND&STRUCTURES *

GRANTS.CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 21.0 221 23.2 1| 24.4 25.6 26.9

CAPITAL

REVENUE

GENERAL FUND

FEDERAL FUNDS
GF Proaram Receiots 21.0 22.1 23.2 24.4 25.6 26.9
TOTAL 21.0 22.1 23.2 24.4 25.6 26.9

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year impact_ None

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessa”r)

This bill would provide the Governor's Committee on Employment of PeopU, with Disabilities with
authorization to charge fees for attendance at various workshops, conferences and other events to help
underwrite the cost of those meetings. An effective date of July 1,1992 is assumed along with an inflation

rate of 5% peryear beyond FY 93.

Phone: 465-2712
Division: Employment Security Division Date: 3/10/92

Approved by Commissioner C
Agency: Department of Labor Date:

Drstriutaon (by praaare):- Leagssktne Airence,, Legsskatine Sosor, Regestar, QVB, & Inpected Apo(ies).-
Rev 10/0 Pap 1 of 1

3/10/92



WALTER J. HICKEL, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF LAHOI15 P.0. BOX 21149
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99802-1149

PHONE: (907) 465-2700
FAX: (907) 465-2784

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

April 15, 1992

The Honorable David Finkelstein
Chair, Labor & Commerce Committee
State House of Representatives

P.O. Box V
Juneau, AK 99801-1182
Dear Representative Finkelstein:

Senate Bill No. 347, "An Act authorizing the Governor's Committee
on Employment of People with Disabilities to charge certain fees;
and providing for an effective date" passed the Senate April 14th,
was transmifted to the House and has been referred to the House
Labor & Commerce Committee. | am requesting that you schedule it
for a hearing as soon as possible.

The members of the Governor's Committee on Employment of People
with Disabilities are active in providing information to the public
concerning people with disabilities. Individually, committee
members routinely volunteer to speak at meetings and present
training sessions. The committee current_lyr] charges workshop
registration fees, through an arrangement with nonprofit Eroups,
which are then used to help underwrite the cost of the workshops.

Senate Bill No. 347 would provide the Committee with the authority
to charge a fee directly for attendance at various workshops the
Committee conducts under AS 23.15.220 -- 23.15.320, and will bring
the Committee into conformity with the Executive Budget Act. The
fiscal note submitted properly brings program receipts into the
legislative appropriation process.

Thank you for your consideration of my request for a hearing on
Senate Bill No. 347. A copy of the bill and the department's
fiscal note are enclosed fof your information. Please do not
hesitate to contact my Special” Assistant, Arbe Williams, if you
would like additional information.

Sincerely,

C o
Commissioner

CWMskh
Enclosures

07-GOLH
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BOARD IDENTIFICATION NUHBER: 34
BllsaEb |{30vern0rs Committee on Employment of People With

DEPT: Department of Labor
AUTHORITY:  AS 23.15.220
STATUS:  ACTIVE

REQUIREMENTS!

PROHIBITIONS:
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PUSE COMMITTEE REPO

ggte Referred: February 10, 1992 FURTHER REFERRALS: JuFoll:gsg
Date of Committee Action:

The LABOR AND COMMERCE Committee considered: SB 349 am
SENATE BILL NO. 349 am UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

"An Act relating to the implementation of special federal programs for unemployment compensation; and
providing for an effective date."

RECOMMENDATIONS: | ] the same title
be replaced with 1 ] anew title
[ ] have attached amendments(s)

pass

[ ]do not pass
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[ ] individual recommendations
[

] additional referral to the Committee
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA

1992 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date:

Title: "An Act relating to the implementation

BILL NO

Department Affected:

SB 349 am

Labor

BRU: Employment Security

Component:

Unemployment Insurance

of special...unemployment compensation”
Senate Rules Committee
Senate Labor & Commerce

Sponsor:
Requestor:

OPERATING FY 93
PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND&STRUCTURES
GRANTS.CLAIMS

MISCELLANEQUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0

CAPITAL

REVENUE
FUND SOURCE:

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
TOTAL 0.0

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate of currant year impact: None

VLKnight. Director
Employment S*orgrity CUvlsl,

Prepared by|
Division:

Approved by Commission
Agency: Department of Labor

FY 94

0.0

0.0

COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 3 2.9,

FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

465-2712
2112192

Phone:
Date:

bshlre, Acting Commissioner

Date: 2112192

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

Rev 10/7/91

Page 1 of 1



UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE
AT-A-GLANCE

STATE ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

$1000 in the base period with at least $100

of wages.

Must have worked in at least two quarters.

Able and available for work each week claimed.

outside the highest

FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR EXTENDED AND EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

Must have earned 40 times the regular weekly benefit amount.
Must have not been disqualified for separating from an employer.
Have a more proscribed work search each week.
[f living out of state, only two weeks are payable if that state is
paying extended benefits.
BENEFITS FOR ALL PROGRAMS
A claimant will qualify for a minimum of $44 per week to the maximum of
$212 per week.
Dependent's allowance for children under 18 of $24 per dependent up
dependents.
REGULAR BENEFITS FUNDING SOURCE
The claimant may be eligible for Ul Trust Fund
a minimum of 16 weeks to a maximum or
of 26 weeks during the benefit year. Direct billed to
reimbursible employers
(Gov't and non-profits)
EXTENDED BENEFITS
A claimant will be eligible for 1/2 Ul Trust Fund and
additional weeks equal to one-half 1/2 Federal Funding
the regular entitlement, or an or
an additional 8-13 weeks. 100% Direct billed to
reimbursible employers
(Gov't and non-profits)
EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION (EUC)
A claimant qualifies for 16, 18, or 100% Federal Funding
20 weeks, dependent on the regular
entitlement, less any EB paid.
Initially a claimant must have exhausted
regular or extended benefits, or had the
benefit year end after 3/1/91 to be eligible.

Department of Labor

quarter



fit

§ 23.20.326 Alaska Statutes § 23.20.326
year after the two calendar years of the election, only ifnot later than
March 15 of the year (1) the employing unit Has filed with the depart—
ment a written notice to that effect, or (2) the department on itsown
motion has given notice of termination ofcoverage. (604 ch 5 ESLA

1955; am 85 ch 122 SLA 1977)

otes. — See revisor’s note

Sec. 23.20.326. Elective coverage by political subdivisions. [Re-
pealed, § 25 ch 122 SLA 1977]

Article 6. Benefits.

Section Section ] o

330. Claims 381. Other disqualifications

335. Notice to employees 382. Benefits while_attending approved

340. Determination of claims vocational training course

345. Payment of benefits 383. Labor dispute disqualification

350. Amount of benegfits 385. Suitable work _

353. Supplemental state benefits 387. Disqualification for misrepresenta-

354. State interim benefits tion _

360. Earnings deducted from weekly ben-  390. Rocovcry ofimproper payments; pen-
efit amount alty

362. D_isqualiflying or deductible income  392. Deductions from back pay awards

365. Limited liability of state 395. Waiver of rl(T;hts void

370. Bonefits of decedent or incompetent ~ 400. Limitation of fees

375. Filing requirements ~ 40L Child Bupport interception

376. Base period extension and limitation ~ 406. Assignment void; exemption of bene-

378. Able to work and available for suit- . ek
able work ' CCnx*wplay/***pe/

379. Voluntary quit, discharge for mis- Wec/c/
conduct, and refusal of work w ofo-h] ¥p>oyabl<

Ho* clid h-e-Ir-flf- peno<gj
00S
Cross references. — For effect of re-  Termination of employment as a result

ceipt of unemployment benefits on perma-

nent and temporary total disability com-

pensation payments, see AS 23.30.187.
Collateral references. — 76 Am. Jur.

%d,32 9(L)Jnemployment Compensation,
i 32-90.

81 CJ.S., Social_ Security and Public
Welfare, H 291-297.

Vested right of applicant for unemploy-
ment compensation in mode and manner
of computing benefits in affect at time of
his discharge or loss of smploymsnt. 20
ALR2d 963

ofunion action or pursuant to a union con-
tract as "voluntary" for purposes of unem-
pI(E?{ment compensation. 90 ALR2d 836.

ight to unemployment compensation
as affected by claimant's receipt of holiday
pa(j 3 ALR4th 657. _

nemployment compensation as af-
fected by vacation or 7payment in llsu
thereof. "14 ALR4th 1176.

Dlschar(]]e from employment on ground
of political views or conduct as af ectlng
right to unemployment compensation. 2
ALR4th 287.

§23203

Sec. 23
ployment
departmei

An emplo
for the adl
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_Collateral
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NOTICE OF ADOPTION OF EMERGENCY REGULATIONS
OF THE ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

As required by AS 44.62.250. notice is given that, under the authority of
AS 23.20.005, 23.20.045, and 23.20.080, the Department of Labor adopted
on December 9. 1991, as an emergency regulation, 8 AAC 85.045, relating
to Emergency Unemployment Compensation Trigger. The new regulation
permits the state to trigger off an extended unemployment compensation
period as defined in AS 23.20.408 so that payments of Emergency
Unemployment Compensation may be provided to individuals who have
exhausted their rights to regular unemployment benefits.

This regulation takes effect December 10, 1991.
This action is not expected to require an increased appropriation.

Notice is also given that any person interested may present written
statements and arguments relevant to the proposed action by writing to
the Director, Employment Security Division, P.O. Box 25509, Juneau,
Alaska 99802, to be received no later than January 16, 1992.

Copies of the emergency regulation may be obtained by telephoning or
writing to:

Employment Security Division
Department of Labor

P.O. Box 25509

Juneau, AK 99802

ATTN: Jane Waid

Telephone: (907) 465-4531

i2j iohi
DATE



The

FINDING OF EMERGENCY

Department of Labor, Division of Employment Security finds that an

emergency exists and that the attached regulation is necessary for the
immediate preservation of the public peace, health, safety, or general
welfare. The facts constituting the emergency are as follows:

Under
emerg
gover

The Department of Labor has determined that the State of Alaska, wunder
AS 23.20.408, has triggered into an Extended Benefit "on" period, having
the first week payable the wpek beginning December 8, 1991. However,
this extended benefit period coincides with an -emergency unemployment
compensation period under the Emergency Compensation Act of 1991.
Section 101 (e) of the Emergency Unemployment Compensation Act of 1991
(P.L. 102-164) authorizes the Governor of a State to trigger off an
extended unemployment compensation period 1n order to provide payment of

Emergency Unemployment Compensation to individuals who have exhausted

their rights to regular compensation under the law.

Emergency Unemployment O.vvMisation is funded entirely from federal funds
whereas the Extended Ue.iunts program is 507. funded by Alaska employers
through the State Ul Trust Fund and 507. from federal funds.
Additionally, claimants eligible for Emergency Unemployment Compensation

will qualify for more benefits than under the Extended Benefits program.
It is necessary for the general welfare of the public to provide payment
of Emergency Unemployment Compensation in lieu of Extended Benefits.
AS 23.20.005 requires that AS 23.20 be Iliberally construed to accomplish
its purposes. The accumulation of reserves in the State Ul Trust Fund

for the payment of benefits is specifically listed as a specific purpose
of the chapter.

Additionally, AS 23.20.080 requires the Department's cooperation with the
Secretary of Labor through the adoption of regulations and other methods

and standards that are necessary to obtain all advantages available for
the state and its citizens under 26 U.S.C. 3303 and 3304 (Internal
Revenue Code). Paying benefits under the Extended Benefits program will
burden Alaskan employers and deplete Alaska's Ul Trust Fund. The
benefits paid wunder the Emergency Unemployment Compensation program will
be fully provided by the Federal government. Preserving Ul Trust Funds
will result in lower tax rates for employers under Alaska Law. This

emergency regulation is adopted under the requirements of AS 23.20.080 in
order to obhtain an advantage for the citizens of Alaska through the
employer tax rating which is controlled by 26 U.S.C. 3303.

The provisions of AS 23.20.353 (State Supplemental Benefits) will remain
in effect since those claimants found ineligible for Extended Benefits
would also be found Ineligible for Emergency Unemployment Compensation.
This Alaska provision is not affected by the federal legislation.

ADOPTION ORDER

authority of AS 23.20.245. the regulation is therefore adopted as an
ency regulation to take effect immediately upon filing by the lieutenant
nor as provided in AS 44.52.180(3).






NOTICE OF ADOPTION OF EMERGENCY REGUUNTIONS
OF THE ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

As required by AS 44.62.250, notice is given that, under the authority of
AS 23.20.005, 23.20.045, and 23.20.080, the Department of Labor adopted
on December 9, 1991, as an emergency regulation, 8 AAC 85.045, relating
to Emergency Unemployment Compensation Trigger. The new regulation
permits the state to trigger off an extended unemployment compensation
period as defined in AS 23.20.408 so that payments of Emergency
Unemployment Compensation may be provided to individuals who have
exhausted their rights to regular unemployment benefits.

This regulation takes effect December 10. 1991.
This action is not expected to require an increased appropriation.

Notice is also given that any person interested may present written
statements and arguments relevant to the proposed action by writing to
the Director, Employment Security Division, P.O. Box 25509, Juneau,
Alaska 99802, to be received no later than January 16, 1992.

Copies of the emergency regulation may be obtained by telephoning or
writing to:

Employment Srourity Division
Department of ibor

P.O. Box 25509

Juneau, AK 99802

ATTN: Jane Waid

Telephone: (907) 465-4531

12110191
DATE



PROPOSED EMERGENCY REGULATION

Chapter

85. Employment Security
(8 AAC 85.010 - 8 AAC 85.500)

CHAPTER 85.
EMPLOYMENT SECURITY

8 AAC 85.045. EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION TRIGGER. (a) The
department may at the direction of the Governor, in compliance with Section
101 (e) of the Emergency Unemployment Compensation Act of 1991 (Public Law
102-164), and in order to enable the citizens of the State to obtain
advantages available under 26 U.S.C. 3303 (Internal Revenue Code), trigger off
an extended unemployment compensation period as defined in AS 23.20.408 so
that payments of Emergency Unemployment Compensation may be provided to
individuals who have exhausted their rights to regular unemployment benefits.

(b) The provisions of (a) do not affect the payment of Supplemental
State Benefits as defined in AS 23.20.353, as long as the conditions of an
"on" indicator, as described in AS 23.20.408(f) are present in the state.

Compensation is no longer available,

(c) When Emergency Unemployment
an Extended

the department, at the direction of the Governor, may trigger "on"
Benefits period, if the criteria of AS 23.20.408 are otherwise met.

Authority: 23.23.005
23.20.045
23.20.030



The

finding’of emergency

Department of Labor, Division of Employment Security finds that an

emergency exists and that the attached regulation is necessary for the
immediate preservation of the public peace, health, safety, or general
welfare. The facts constituting the emergency are as follows:

Under

The Department of Labor has determined that the State of Alaska, wunder
AS 23.20.408, has triggered into -n Extended Benefit "on" period, having
the first week payable the week beginning December 8§, 1991. However,
this extended benefit period coincides with an emergency unemployment
compensation period under the Emergency Compensation Act of 1991,
Section 101 (e) of the Emergency Unemployment Compensation Act of 1991
(P.L. 102-164) authorizes the Governor of a State to trigger off an
extended unemployment compensation period in order to provide payment of
Emergency Unemployment Compensation to individuals who have exhausted
their rights to regular compensation under the law.

Emergency Unemployment C';mi';.nsation is funded entirely from federal funds
whereas the Extended Uo.iofits program is 507. funded by Alaska employers
through the State Ul Trust Fund and 507. from federal funds.
Additionally, «claimants eligible for Emergency Unemployment Compensation

will qualify for more benefits than under the Extended Benefits program.
It is necessary for the general welfare of the public to provide payment
of Emergency Unemployment Compensation in lieu of Extended Benefits.
AS 23.20.005 requires that AS 23.20 be liberally construed to accomplish
its purposes. The accumulation of reserves in the State Ul Trust Fund
for the payment of benefits is specifically listed as a specific purpose

of the chapter.

Additionally, AS 23.20.080 requires the Department's cooperation with the
Secretary of Labor through the adoption of regulations and other methods
and standards that are necessary to obtain all advantages available for
the state and its citizens under 26 U.S.C. 3303 and 3304 (Internal

Revenue Code). Paying benefits under the Extended Benefits program will
burden Alaskan employers and deplete Alaska's Ul Trust Fund. The
benefits paid wunder the Emergency Unemployment Compensation program will
be fully provided by the Federal government. Preserving Ul Trust Funds
will result in Jlower tax rates for employers wunder Alaska Law. This

emergency regulation is adopted under the requirements of AS 23.20.080 in
order to obtain an advantage for the «citizens of Alaska through the
employer tax rating which is controlled by 26 U.S.C. 3303.

The provisions of AS 22.20.353 (State Supplemental Benefits) will remain
in effect since those claimants found ineligible for Extended Benefits

would also be found ineligible for Emergency Unemployment Compensation.
This Alaska provision is not affected by the federal legislation.

ADOPTION ORDER

authority of AS 23.20.145, the regulation is therefore adopted as an

emergency regulation to take effect immediately upon filing by the lieutenant

gover

nor as provided in AS 44.52.180(3).



This action is not expected to require an increased appropriation.

DATE: | Z h h |
Juneau, Alaska

FILING CERTIFICATION

I, John B. Coghill, Lieutenant Governor for the State of Alaska, certify that
on . 1991, at * mM 0 lan., I filed the attached

regulations according to the provisions of AS 44.62
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SENATOR i e
ARLISS STURGULEWSKI m;igg
7
Senate
MEMORANDUM March 5. 1992
TO: Representative David Finkelstein

Chairman, House Laborand Commerce Comm ittee

FROM: Senator Arliss Sturgulewski  AJ
Senate District F o

| would greatly appreciate your scheduling of Senate Bill 355
which extends the sunset date ofthe Alaska Regional Economic
A ssistance Program.

This program encourages the formation ofregional
development organizations which address the economic problems
of specific regions ofthe state and coordinate private and public
resources to supporteconomic developmenton a regional basis. In
addition, the program provides ongoing assistance for local
economic diversification and development efforts, encouraging
regions of the state to become economically self-sufficient.

Attached is information about Alaska Regional Development
Organizations, resolutions of support, and a Division of Business
Development fiscal note for FY 1994 - FY 1997. The program is
already included in the Governor's FY 1993 budget. This is a
successful program and worthy of extension. The Senate passed
SB 355 on March 3, 1992 by a vote of 17-1.

Please call Richard Rainery of my staffifyou have any
questions. Thank you.
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SB 355: "An. Act to extend the Alaska Regional Economic
Assistance Program.”

The Alaska Regional Economic Assistance Program was created in statute In June
1988. The pro?ram was designed to facilitate economic development at the regional
and local levels by establishing a network of designated public/private economic
development organizations. These organizations, which came to be called Alaska
Regional Development Organizations {ARDORs), are charged with developing. and
implementing strate(r;les to encourage economic development within their regions.
The program’s underlying goal is the creation of private sector employment through
local economic development and capacity building. The statute allows up to fifteen
ARDORs to be designated statewide and provides matching H}rants of up to $50.0 per
year to each or([;anlzatlon. Administrative support for the program, as well as
rofessional and fechnical assistance to the ARDORs, are provide % staff of the
lvision of Economic Development. On the _assum#otlon_ that the ARDORs could
become operationally and flnanmal(ljy self-sufficient after flvegyears of state support
(FYs 89-93), the program was scheduled for repeal in July 1993,

Although some ARDOR, have been operational since FY 89, many have come into
existence within the last y"ar and two significant regions of the state are still in the
process of structuring appropriate organizations. ARDORs now encompass 67
percent of the state's land area and 93 percent of its population. Nearly 200
community and business leaders throughout the state serve on ARDOR boards of
directors.” While the goal of creating self-sufficient regional entities remains, it is
the position of this department that it is in the best interest of the state to continug
this _modest level of support to a highly successful and popular pro?ram that is
making a significant contribution to encouragpng local responsibility for economic
development planning and program implementation.

The department recommends extending the Alaska Regional Economic Assistance
Program to July 1997.

ommissioner
Date: £-72—
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FISCAL NOTE
STATE OF ALASKA SILL NO. SB 385
1632 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Dale: 2724792 _ Ospuitment Affected: Commerce & Econ. Dev.
nils: An Act to extend the Alaska Regional bru.: Economic Bevelopment
Economic Assistance Program Component:

Sponsor: Senator Sturgulewski
Requestor: Senator Sturgulewski COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 8 0
EXPENOITURES/REVENUES: (Thousand* of M|ar5)

OPERATING PY*3 f FY84 1 FY% FY %8 FY 07 FY 0B
PERSONAL SERVICES 195.2 195.2 [8ST** 1952
TRAVEL 30.7 30 " 30.7 30.7
CONTRACTUAL 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0
SUPPLIES 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
EQUIPVENT 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

&STRUCTURES

IC\S/IIIR’ANTS, CLAIMS 0 756.0 | 750.0 750.0 750.0 0
TOTAL OPERATING 0 1,018.5 fl.018.9 1.018.9 UT\M 0
CAPITAL
REVENUE RUND RESOURCE:

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 0 mT7D1&.T" 77370 o 1 o0 1,018.9 0
FEDERAL FUNDS -
other -
SOURCE:
TOTAL 0 016.9 T.(5T8.T" T.018.9 Lpis, g . 0

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIVE — | 3 1 3 1 3 3
PART-TIVE |
TEMPORARY : C R !

Estimate o+ current year Impact: None

ANALYSIS (Attach a separata page ir necessary.) Post-1t"" brand fax transmfha”“ncmo 7671 *ofp»B»i »

*>&10 .

SEE ATTACHED | ! ¢y
oo per ' >r2s2)
It
Prepared By: Tom Lawson® Section Chief rnons:
Division:___ Economic Development
Approved by Commissioner:
AOsnoy: Department of Commerce | EcoTTomlc Development Data:

Distribution (by preparer): Leg. Fin., Legislative Sponsor, Requoetor, OMB/DBR, Gov. Logie. Ofo,, and Impacted Agenoy(lss).
Page J of £

TL/TM/dgll13940-1/022492d
(Rev. 12/01)



FISCAL NOTE - SB 355

ANALYSIS:

This program 1s fully funded in the Governor's FY 93 Budget Request.
Therefore, the fiscal Impact of this bill does not arise until FY 94 and
ends with FY 97.

Full funding of $5C.Q for 15 ARDORs per year is provided. In addition,
funding 1s provided for support staff consisting of two development
specialist positions and partial funding for an additional position as
well as limited travel and contractual services expenses. These
positions are critical to the success of the ARDOR program as they, in
effect, serve as extensions of the ARDORs* own limited staffs, enhancing
their abilities to develop and Implement programs, access available
resources and analyze the potential costs/benefits of proposed economic
development projects. These services are particularly Important to the
rural Alaska ARDORs (10 of the 13 now designated) whose limited resources
can be more productively channeled 1f they do not have to maintain this
level of expertise "on site."

ARDORs are the critical linkage between local communities and state
government for the examination and determination of economic development
policy and promotion of economic self-sufficiency, Retention of the
three positions is vital as they actively assist each ARDOR and
coordinate the functions of the ARDOR program with other division and

department programs.

The support budget also allows the Division of Economic Development to
facilitate Interregional coordination and training through monthly
teleconferences and quarterly meetings with ARDOR executives, and an
annual statewide workshop for all ARDOR boards and staff.

If funding Is not authorized, these positions and supporting coordination
programs will be eliminated and the division will be forced to limit Its
role solely to the administration of the pass through grants referenced

above.

TL/dgl1394D
022492a



Southwest Alaska M unicipal Conference
Putting Resources to Work For People
3300 Arctic Blvd.. Suite 203 » Anchorage. Alaska 99503 + (907)562-7380  FAX (907) 562-0438

RESOLUTION 92-4

A RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF SENATE BILL NO. 355 AND URGING ADOPTION OF
AN AMENDMENT TO INCREASE FUNDING AVAILABLE TO INDIVIDUAL ARDOR

PROGRAMS

WHEREAS, authorization of the Alaska Regional Development Organization Program
expires in 1993; and

WHEREAS, the purpose of the ARDOR program is to facilitate economic development
at regional and local levels by establishing a network of regional develop.nent
organizations designed to advance local control of economic development efforts and
increase the flow and retention of dollars in local economies; and

WHEREAS, the ARDOR program currently provides matching grants of up to $50,000
peryear for financial assistance to each designated regional development organization;

and

WHEREAS, the authorizing legislation allows for a maximum of fifteen regional
development organizations to be funded in any year; and

WHEREAS, there are fourteen designated and funded regional development
organizations now in operating throughout Alaska; and

WHEREAS, the $50,000 level of funding per ARDOR is inadequate for operation as
an effective economic development organization; and

WHEREAS, the Alaska Municipal League is in support of increasing the per-ARDOR
funding level to $100,000; and

WHEREAS, Senator Sturgulewski has introduced Senate Bill No. 355 to extend the
Alaska Regional Economic Assistance Program to July 1, 1997.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Southwest Alaska Municipal
Conference urges passages of Senate Bill No. 355 and urges adoption of an
amendment to increase the funding level for each ARDOR organization to $100,000.

Representing the Bristol Bay, Pribilof, Kodiak Island and Aleutian Island areas.



PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE SOUTHWEST ALASKA MUNICIPAL CONFERENCE
THIS 19th DAY OF JANUARY, 1992. Y A

Richard-G. Wilson, President

Mafideth Sandler, Executive Director



ANCHORAGE
ECONOMIC

DEVELOPMENT
February 20,1992 CORPORATION

Honorable Arliss Sturgulewski
Alaska Senate

State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Arliss:
\
The Anchorage Economic Development Corporation supports Senate Bill 355, an act.
to extend the Alaska Regional Economic Assistance Program until July 1,1997.

The ARDOR program is important because it encouragesiocal initiative to foster
economic development. The local development entities are best equipped to understand the
economic strengths and weaknesses of an area, and to determine the most efficient funding
allocation to build on these strengths. In many areas of Alaska, the economic development
entities would not exist without the ARDOR program.

For AEDC, the ARDOR program provides a significant component of our annual
funding, and without it we would be forced to drop programs that are vital to our efforts to
create jobs and diversify the Anchorage and Southcentral economy. AEDC's tourism
destination, light manufacturing and seafood development programs are all funded in part by
the ARDOR. The successful Ship Creek and Alyeska Ski Resort projects are just two of the
projects that were funded in part by ARDOR, and together will combine for almost 650 jobs
for the Southcentral region.

The ARDOR program has not only been helpful to AEDC In creating jobs in the
Southcentral region, but has also been helpful in establishing essential economic development
programs throughout Alaska. This economic development will help to sustain the Alaska
economy as the State suffers decreasing revenues and is forced to decrease funding.

Thank you for your consideration of Senate Bill 355.

Sincerely,

Scott E Hawkins
President

550 West 7th Avenue  Suite 1130 « Anchorage, AK 9950I « Telephone |907) 258-3700 « FAX (907) 258-6646



Resolution of the Alaska Municipal League
Resolution No. 92-11

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING ADEQUATE FUNDING
FOR THE ALASKA REGIONAL
DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION PROGRAM

WHEREAS, the Alaska Municipal League endorses programs and policies that
promote the creation and implementation of community based economic development

programs, and

WHEREAS, in 1988 the Alaska Regional Development Organization (ARDOR)
program was established within the Alaska Department of Commerce and Economic

Development, and

WHEREAS, the purpose of the ARDOR program is to facilitate economic
development at regional and local levels by establishing a network of regional
development organizations designed to advance local control of economic development
efforts and increase the flow and retention of dollars in local economies, and

WHEREAS, the ARDORs are designed to play a critical role in the formulation of
state economic development policy and in the delivery of economic and business
development services within the regions, and

WHEREAS, the ARDOR program currently provides matching grants of up to
$50,000 per year for financial assistance to each designated regional development

organization, and

WHEREAS, the authorizing legislation allows for a maximum of fifteen regional
development organizations to be funded in any year, and

WHEREAS, there are fourteen designated and funded regional development
organizations now in operation throughout Alaska, and

WHEREAS, the Division of Economic Development within the Department of
Commerce and Economic Development, which administers the ARDOR program,
estimates that at least fourteen regional development organizations will be operational
within the next year.



@W % L
EFA& 217 Second Street, Suite 200 mJuneau. Alaska 99801 miel (907)586-1325, Fax (907)463-5481
February 18, 1992

Position Paper

SB 355 - Extend the Alaska Regional Assistance Program

The Alaska Municipal League supports SB 355, an Act to extend the Alaska Regional Economic
Assistance Program until July 1, 1997. In addition, the Alaska Municipal League supports an
amendment to the legislation to allow grants of up to 100,000 and requests $1.4 million in
funding for the Alaska Regional Development Organization or ARDOR program (see AML
Resolution No. 92-11 attached).

The Alaska Regional Development Organization or ARDOR program under AS 44.33 has been
successful is advancing local control of economic development efforts and in increasing the flow
and retention of dollars in local economies. Although there are now 14 ARDOR'S across the
state, many are still in their formative stages. Two areas of the state do not have active ARDOR'S
but organizational efforts are underway. Additional time and money are needed to ensure the
successful development and operation of ARDOR'S across Alaska.

The current program will "sunset” July 1, 1993. Under AS 44.33, the Department of Commerce
and Economic Development may provide up to $50,000 in matching development grants to up
to fifteen regional development organizations per year. In FY 92, there is $617,000 authorized.
There are 13 designated and operational ARDOR’s receiving state matching funds. With the
continuation of the program and continued and increased funding, the state can continue a real,
successfully demonstrated, and critical role in the formulation of state economic development
policy and in the delivery of economic and business development services within the state.

AML supports SB 355. The League also requests that the legislation be amended to provide for
grants of up to $100,000 under the Alaska Regional Economic Assistance Program and for the

program be funded at $1.4 million in FY 93.

Attachment

c;ardorsh.355

Member of the National League of Citiesand the National Association of Counties



A laska Regional Development
O rganizations Program

Division of Economic Development
Department of Commerce and Economic Development

ARDOR

SHAPING ALASKAVW FUTURE

9th Floor. State Office Building 3601 C Street, Suite 724
Juneau, Alaska 99811 mdiorage, Alaska 99503
(907)465-2017 (907)563-2165
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ALASKA REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATIONS PROGRAM
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DESIGNATED ARDORS

POPULATION AND LAND AREA
Designated ARDOR PoDulation fest.) Area (sq. mi.)
Anchorage EDC 237,900 2,000
Arctic Slope DC 8,300 95,000
Bering Strait EC 10,000 26,000
Copper Valley EDC 2,500 17,000
Interior Alaska EDC 75,000 13,100
Kenai Borough EDD 40,800 25,600
Kuskokwim EDC 2,000 16,000
Lower Kuskokwim EDC 12,100 24,000
Lower Yukon EDC 5,500 23,000
NW Arctic Borough EDC 6,100 39,000
Pr. William Sound EDC 7,400 12,750
Southeast Conference 70,000 35,500
SWAlaska Munic. Conference 33,500 62,500
Totals: 511,100 391,450
Base: 550,000 586,000
Total as Percent of Base: 93% 67%
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* Nafive Heritage Park and Tourism Facility, Nenana

* Fairbanks Hospital Expansion Project . _

* Technical Assistance to Over 472 Businesses and Nonprofits
Establishing or Expanding Businesses in Alaska

Kenai Peninsula Borough Economic Development District

Designated: February 22. 1989

Development of Kachemak Bay Shellfish Industry

Beluga Coal Fields Development _

Harvest and_Marketing of Beetle Killed Timber

Paint River Fish Ladder Development Project

Kenai Bicentennial Visitor and Cultural Center Development
Homer and Seward Port Development Projects

* % K K * F

Kuskokwim Economic Development Council

Designated: February 15. 1991

* Kals_ka%s Gravel Quarry Development and Work Force Training

* Rpurg%?gn Mission Truck Farm Development and Produce Marketing
* Sﬁggkerr%te Restaurant and Lodging Facility Development

Lower Kuskokwim Economic Develogm ent Council

Designated: September 17, 1991

This new ARDOR held its_ first board of directors meeting in
December, 1991. In addition to producing community économic
profiles and a re?lona_l economic development strategy the ARDOR
IS presently involved in the following regional development

activities.

* Kuskokwim_Fisheries Market Development
* False Pass Fishery Intercept Issue

Lower Yukon Economic Development Council

Designated: November 1, 1991

This new ARDOR will hold its first board of directors meeting and
select an executive director in early February. 1992. The board will
chart the course of work for the LYEDC for the following year
including the production of community economic profiles and a
regional economic development strategy.

Northwest Arctic Borough Economic Development Com m ission

Designated: June 28. 1989
* Upper Kobuk Birch Bark Basket & Dog Sled Cooperative



* Northwest Arctic _Borou%h Aquaculture Association
* Expansion of Sikisulag Springs Hatchery
* Regional Ecotourism Development Plan™ (NPS)

Prince W illiam Sound Economic Development Council

Designated: November 1, 1991

This new ARDOR held its first organizational meeting in November,
1991, at which a board of directors was elected and an executive
director hired, In addition to commencing work on community
economic profiles and production of a regional development strategy,
the FWSEDC is involved in the following activities.

* Valdez Fisheries Association. Value Added Processing Project
* Technical Assistance to Individual Businesses Throughout Region

Southeast Conference

Designated: April 14. 1989

* AMHS 20 Year System Plan. Full Funding and Implementation
* Value Added Salmon Processing Utilizing New Microwavable Can

Technology _ _ _
* TongLass L'and Management Plan, Evaluation, Alternatives. Lobbying

* Alaska/Canada Access Projects. Taku River and Bradfield Canal

Southwest Alaska Municipal Conference

Designated: April 6, 1989

* Establishment of Southwest Alaska Tourism Council to Implement
Regional Tourism Marketing Program _ _

* Recycling/Waste Management Studies to_ldentify Associated
BusSiness OpportunitieS and Implement Reduction

Recommendations _ o _
* Research, Education and Lobbying Activities to Insure Shoreside

Allocation of Regional Fish Resources
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Encouraging ARDOR

Concerned about economic development in your
region, but leery of getting involved with yet another
government program? Wondering if there’'s support
in your area for a new business and, if so, how to go
about financing it? If you're nodding your head yes,
you might want to check to see if a regional develop-
ment agency has been organized in your area.
Chances are good that one has and that its staff can
help answer your questions.

The Alaska Regional Development Organizations
Program was established by state legislators in 1988
in the hope it would foster economic development at
a local and regional level - in other words, from the
bottom up. The statute allowed for up to 15 ARDORSs,
each with its own board of directors, office and agen-
da, to be established statewide.

Since the first programs were designated in 1989,
13 ARDORs have been formed. Together these re-
gional economic development organizations repre-
sent 91 percent of the state’s population and 67
percent of its area. The Matanuska-Susitna Valley
and a large portion of the Interior - excluding Fair-
banks - remain unorganized. Those involved with
the program hope that will soon change.

The newest ARDORs to join the program are the
Prince William Sound and Lower Yukon economic de-
velopment councils. Both joined the program Nov. 1.

Jayne Sontag, executive director of the Prince
William Sound Economic Development Council, sees
the organization as a way for communities in the
sound to work together on issues affecting them all.
In the past, says Sontag. tow..s and villages in the
area have tended to look out for themselves and work
independently.

Now there’'s a means for them to pull together and
look at economic issues vital to the entire region. Top
priorities for the newly formed ARDOR will be to
strengthen the pink salmon industry and to encour-
age the development of small businesses. It also will
work with existing groups to promote tourism.

“l was just very impressed,” says Sontag jf the co-
operative attitude displayed at a recent council
meeting. “My board of directors said, ‘We’ve been
wanting to do this for 10 years.””

Those involved with the statewide ARDOR pro-
gram, including state coordinator Terry Miller, are
convinced that building economic development plans
from the basement up is the most efficient approach.
"We very often have the state come up with a plan
and then it trickles down to the local level,"” says
Miller, who's been with the program about two years.
“This is a bottom-np approach. People locally know
what they need, what they can do and what their re-
sources are.”

The program is monitored by the state Depart-
ment of Commerce and Economic Development. The
department approves applications from potential

ALASKA BUSINESS MONTHLY

ARDORs, offers them technical assistance and may
allocate up to $50,000 annually in matching grants
to an ARDOR.

Despite the department’s involvement, Miller
stresses that the program is not another state-run
project. Each ARDOR is an independent, incorporat-
ed, non-profit organization governed by a volunteer
board of directors composed of both public- and pri-
vate-sector representatives. And coming up with the
matching funds necessary to secure a grant forces
an ARDOR to muster the regional support necessary
to make the program work, says Dan Golden, a de-
velopment specialist with the department.

"We’'ve really created economic states within the
state,"” says Golden, in explaining the latitude given
to each ARDOR. And individual communities within
a region are realizing they can accomplish more to-
gether than apart.

Although each ARDOR must develop a strategic
plan addressing the needs of its area, certain themes
are common to most, say Miller and Golden. Every-
one, says Miller, is interested in waste management
and how to best participate in recycling programs.
These subjects are of particular interest to those
ARDORSs in the Bush. Developing mineral resourc-
es, including fishing and timber, also is important to
several groups. Tourism is another hot topic.

Donna Tollman, executive director of the Copper
Valley Economic Development Council, says tourism
development is a major theme in her area. “We've
determined we're a pass-through location and not a
destination, so were working on that.” Visitors must
have a reason to come to the Copper Valley and
something to do once they’'ve arrived, says Tollman.
Ideas being considered include developing a year-
round, eco-tourism industry that attracts ecological-
ly friendly participants such as wildlife observers
and photographers, putting on a summer theater
production and identifying hiking trails within
walking distance of area hotels.

The council, which represents an area that in-
cludes Glennallen and Kennicott, wants to improve
the region’s quality of life by supporting existing
businesses, creating employment and encouraging
people to start new businesses, says Tollman, owner
of a Sears catalog store and a Glennallen clothing
store. Residents want to maintain the area’s quiet
and peaceful atmosphere while strengthening
the economy. Gradually, says Tollman, she and the
ARDOR board are seeing changes.

“People here are really excited,"” says Tollman,
who emphasizes that the Copper Valley council rep-
resents the concerns of the entire region and not just
Glennallen. “Slowly but surely we're turning the
(initial) skepticism into positive energy. We're really
seeing some changes."

-Robin Mackey Hill
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Grant program plants seeds
for future development, jobs

By HAL BERNTON
Daily News ousirttess reporter

Along the middle reaches
of the Kuskokwim River,
villagers looking for more
cash to supplement subsis-
tence lifestyles have joined
an arts and crafts coopera-
tive.

In the Glennallen area, a
day-care center provides a
helping hand to rural moth-
ers looking to join the work
force.

Floating off the Kenai
Peninsula, shellfish farms of
oysters and mussels may
provide a new source of jobs
and income for coastal resi-
dents.

These are some of the tiny
engines of rural develop-
ment the state Commerce
Department hopes to nur-
ture through a modest
$750.000-a-year program be-
gun in 1989.

The program providos
seed grants of $50,000 that
must be matched by another
$50,000 from local sources.

The money is allocated
through regional develop,-
ment groups overseen by
boards drawn from Native
corporations, boroughs, non-
profit associations and other
local groups.

"It's something that has
been happening very quiet-
ly, not with a lot of red
banners.” said Paul Fuhs.
state director of economic
development.

Much of rural Alaska is
heavily dependent on public
assistance programs. And
state officials say they hope
that these regional councils
— with strong participation
from local leaders — can
trigger grass-roots develop-
ment that may help carry
communities into a 21st cen-
tury when state oil revenue
Is expected to dwindle and
the state pipeline of funds to
rural communities might be
drying up.

On Friday morning, Fuhs

Ploase see Pago D-6. SEEDS

SEEDS; Getting
ready for life after oil

Continued from Page D»l

gathered with executive di-
rectors of the development
groups to review current
projects and plans for the
future.

In some areas, the devel-
opment organizations pre-
date the 1989 program and
are already well-established.

But most of the organiza-
tions have been created
within the last two years
and are just beginning to
work with rural residents on
new projects.

The following describes
projects some councils are
pursuing.

Copper River Economic
Development Council. Don-
na Tollman, executive direc-
tor, said idea- have been
"exploding all around us"
since the group was formed
late last year.

The council set up a
day-care center to help
mothers who wanted to en-
ter the work force and has
targeted power rates —
which are some of the high-
est among Alaska communi-
ties connected to highways
— as a major stumbling
block to new development.

The council also is work-
ing on a theater project for
summer tourists and a possi-
ble Native cultural center In
the Glennallen area.

Kuskokwim Economic
Development Council. The
Aniak-based council faces
the stark task of finding
development opportunities
among the isolated villages
of western Alaska.

Jcannic Wooderson, exec-
utive director, said the coun-
cil has formed an arts and
crafts cooperative and is
looking to develop a
mail-order catalog to market
products nationwide. The ca-

talog may target Japane
corporations and business
that frequently give gifts.
The council also is lookir
at commercial berr
operations along the Kusk'
kwim. The region alread
has abundant wild blueoen
patches, and the council
asking state agricultural o
ficials to enhance the pr<
ductivity of those patche
and to develop comraerck
strawberry, raspberry an
currant production.

Northwest Economic D<
velopment Commission. A
in the Kuskokwim area, sut
sistence hunting and fishin
remains a major pursuit o
many residents in northwes
Alaska. And a major goal o
the Kotzebue-based counci
is to find ways to reduce ttu
high cash cost of fuel anc
other essentials that art
brought in from outside.

But opportunities for new
economic development alsc
exist.

A new Northwest Alaska
hatchery is enhancing river
systems with chums, and a
regional aquaculture associa-
tion may be formed to help

expand commercial salmon
harvests.
And with the increasing

popularity of snowmobiles
comes a need for village
repair shops, according to
Bill Spencer, executive di-
rector.

southwest Alaska munici-
pal Conference. Marideth
Sandler, executive director,
said the group is working on
fishery development projects
that would add value to sea-
food caught locally. The
group also is workinr on
recycling projects and "eco-
tourism" that would spot-
light the region's fish and
wildlife.



ALASKA

DEPARTMENT Or COMMERCE
AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

DIVISION Or BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT

ALASKA REGIONAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
GUIDELINES

The purpose of the Alaska Economic Assistance Program is to encourage the formation of Alaska
Regional Development Organizations (ARDORs) that address the economic problems of specific regions
of the state; coordinate private and public resources to support economic development on a regional
basis; provide the state with Information on regional economic issues and opportunities; and provide
assistance tc local economic diversification and development efforts to encourage economic self suf-
ficiency among regions of th: otata

Matching grants of up to $50,000 per year for imancial and technical assistance will be provided to
each regional organization that qualifies.

The program is administered by the Department of Commerce and Economic Development, Division
of Business Development. The Department stands ready to assist the Regional Organization In both
the organization and operation of the ARDOR by providing information, data and technical asslstanca
This includes but is not limited to:

1. information, procedures, forms and other materials as required, on how to apply and qualify
for Alaska regional development;

2. counseling and technical assistance to the regional economic organization in establishing and
operating an Alaska regional development organization program; and

3. available data and information on the region’s economy in support of the regional organizational
efforts.

APPLICATION PROCEDURES

Applications forARDOR designation and funding must be submitted on forms provided by the Depart-
ment of Commerce and Economic Davelopmant.

Who May Apply:

The Department will accept applications from any organizations wishing to be designated as an ARDOR
for a specific region and receive funding, as long as the applicant meets one of the following criteria:

1. A nonprofit corporation, Including a regional Native non-profit corporation;

2. An association which can be composed of municipal governments, chambers of commerce, and/or
local or regional development councils; or

3. A body formed by an organized municipality.

An Economic Development District formally recognized by the Economic Development Administration
is automatically designated the ARDOR for the region itserves, but the district must still file an applica-
tion for such designation.

(Revised 3/13/89)



The potentially thorny Issues of delineating regions and recommending representative organizations
Is NOT the role of the state or the department. [t makes much more sense that the establishment of
regional boundaries and the development of ARDORS occur through local Initiative. Each region should
consist of communities with similar or related economic problems and opportunities and with the ability
to work together to achieve commion goals.

Where to Apply:

Division of Business Development Division of Business Development

Department of Commerce and Department of Commerce and
Economic Development Economic Development

P.0. Box D 3601 C Street, Sulle 722

Juneau, Alaska 99811 Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Phone: (907) 465*2017 Phone: (907) 563-2165

What to Submit:

Applications fordesignation as an ARDOR or for funding must be on forms provided by the Department
of Commerce and Economic Development, Division of Business Development (see attached).

Application forARDOR Designation. This application is used by applicants for the designation of an
applicant as an ARDOR. In addition to the application form Itself, the applicant will be required to sub-
mit the following:

A map delineating regional boundaries;

Regional population information;

A list of the membership of the Board of Directors for the ARDOR;
Bylaws of the regional organization;

Formal resolutions supporting the application;

A detailed project proposal and work program; and

Copy of the nonprofit Incorporation papers.

N OOUl AW N

Application for ARDOR Funding. This application will be used by applicants for funding the ARDOR
program. A detailed budget for 12-month project period Including identification of the sourcofs) of non-
state matching funds must be Included. For first year funding, a funding application should be submitted
with the application for ARDOR designation.

When to Apply:

Applications for ARDOR designation and funding will be accepted by the department on a year-round
basis. Funding applications will be processed on a "firstcome, firstserved" basis, until the appropriated
funds are depleted.

Review Criteria:

Application forARDOR Designation. When an APPLICATION FOR ARDOR DESIGNATION Is received
by the department, itwill be evaluated tosee ifitcomplies with the program statutes and regulations,
summarized below.

1. Regional Stze— 3 AAC 57.040 and AS 44.33.026(a)(2). The regional map and population Informa-
tion submitted must address the following Information.

In general the region must form an economically viable unit with shared Interests, resources,
traditions, and goals. The region must contain the entire area of each municipality within the
region and Include at least one commmunlty with a population of 2,500 or more which serves
as a regional supply, transportation, and financial hubi The region must be at least 12,000square
miles in area or have a total area population of 80,000 or mora

(Revised 3/13/89) 2



If the regional economic center does not Include a population of at least 2,500 people, then supplemen-
tary information must be provided to justify that there is sufflcent population and resources within
the region to fulfill the Intent of the program.

NOTE:

Board Representation— 3 AAC 57.050 and AS 44.33.026(e). The board membership description
should provide evidence that the region’s economic, political and social interests are represented.
The proposed board of directors should have both public and private sector representation on
the board, including elected officials, business, service industries, transportation, labor, profes-
sions and educational institutions.

Bylaws and Non-Profit Incorporation Papers— 3 AAC 57.060(a). The bylaws of the organization
must be submitted and at a minimum, should describe: purpose of organization, board of direc-
tors, election of officers, duties of officers, meetings, and adoption and amendment of bylaws.
If the organization has incorporated under the laws of the State of Alaska, a copy of the articles
of Incorporation should be provided. (Incorporation is not necessary.)

Formal Resolutions supporting the Application— 3 AAC 57.060(a). Copies must be provided of
formal resolutions supporting the applicant organization from three-fourths of the municipalities
and villages and economic development organizations (such as chambers of commerce, OEDP
committees, etc.) within the region. (Only those organizations which can be Identified as being
directly involved In business development or regional and/or community economic development
activities need to pass resolutions.)

Proposed ARDOR First Year Work Program and Budget— 3 AAC 57.090. The department antici-
pates that there will be more than one approach taken In the accomplishment of the various
ARDOR programs. At a minimum the following must be Included in the work program and budget:
1) the development of a Regional Development Strategy; 2) the completion of a set of economic
profiles for every organized municipality in the region; 3) a detailed description of the work to
be accomplished in the first year; 4) Identification of the source of the required local match for
receipt of the local share; and 5) a line item budget detailing expenditures for the total project.

An APPLICATION FOR ARDOR FUNDING should accompany the APPLICATION FOR ARDOR
DESIGNATION.

Application for ARDOR Funding. Once an ARDOR has been designated and funded, in subsequent
years the ARDOR must annually filean APPLICATION FOR ARDOR FUNDING forcontinuation of fund-
ing. The Department will review the application to determine how well the ARDOR performed In the
previous year's work program and will be looking at the details of the proposed work program for the
tne new year. This will Include the review of: 1) the proposed work program for compliance with3 AAC
57.090 (Functions and Responsibilities) and the ARDOR'S Regional Development Strategy; 2) the pro-
posed budget for the next year's program; and 3) ldentification of the source of the local matching share.

Ifan ARDOR submits an APPLICATION FOR ARDOR FUNDING forsecond year funding, the department
will be especially Interested In the progress being made on the Regional Development Strategy.

(Revised 3/13/89) 3



ARDOR DESIGNATION DECISION PROCESS

In order to process ARDOR designation applications In as orderly and efficient a manner as possible,
the department has established the process described below. Itls anticipated that Ifan APPLICATION
FOR ARDOR DESIGNATION Is filed with all the necessary Information, exhibits and attachments; the

application can be approved In approximately 45 days.
1. Application is received by the department.
— Day One—

2. Application Is reviewed tosee if the Information required by regulation has been submitted {see
Review Criteria above).

— Department has 10 days to review application—

3. If the department determines the application meets all requirements, Public Notice of Intent
to designate an ARDOR Is published.

— 30 day public review and comment period—

4. If the department finds the application is deficient, competing applications are filed, or substan-
tive objections are received during the public comment period, the application Is returned to
the applicant with an explanation as to what needs to be done to make the application satisfac-

tory; but the process stops until the concerns are corrected.

Please Note: "It Is not the responsibility of the department to mediate conflicts,”" 3 AAC 57.060(Q).
Any substantive objections or competing applications must be resolved by the applicant organiza-
tion and a majority of the parties on record expressing the objections.

IT there are no substantive objections or challanges registered during the 30 day public review
period, the department will designate the applicant as an ALASKA REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT
ORGANIZATION and execute a grant agreement.

— Department will sign the designation papers in 5 working days—
ARDOR FUNDING PROCESS

After the ARDOR has received Its designation and first year funding, the following procedure will be
be used for processing an APPLICATION FOR ARDOR FUNDING In subsequent years:

1. at least 60 days prior to the end of Its project year, the ARDOR should file an APPLICATION
FOR ARDOR FUNDING with the department;

2. the department will review the application to assure compliance with program regulations (see

review criteria above); and

if the review reveals no areas of concern, a new grant agreement will be executed with the ARDOR
prior to the end of the existing project year. This new grant will go into effect upon the termina-

tion of the old.

In order foran ARDOR to receive funding, a grant agreement must be signed and executed by the ARDOR
and the department.

(Revised 3/13/89) 4



ARDOR FUNDING POLICIES

Only one organization from a particular region can receive ARDOR grant funds. No more than 15 grants
may be awarded by the department in a fiscal year. Grants of up to $50,000 may be awarded to a
designated ARDOR In a fiscal year. Applications for ARDOR funding are processed on a "first come,
first served” basis. An organization that receives funding will have a first priority for funding in subsequent
years. Nonfunded applications will have the next lower priority for funding In the next state fiscal year. The
department, in its discretion, will adjust priorities and lower funding levels requested by previously
funded ARDORs, toaccommodate nonfunded applications. In FY 89, the department received $300,000
to fund the program.

Grants are to be matched in cash, on a one-to-one basis with nonstate funds. Twenty percent of the
match share, or$ 10000 whichever is less, must be from the municipalities and the private sector with
the region. Under special circumstances, the department will review written requests from designated
ARDORSs to substitute up to twenty percent of the match requirement with In-klnd services contribu-
tions for the first two years of funding. Such a request should be submitted with the APPLICATION
FOR ARDOR FUNDING. The In-kInd service contributions may not substitute for the municlpalltles/private
sector contribution requirement listed abova

See 3 AAC 57.070 (Funding Procedures) for additional information.

ARDOR OPERATIONS
ARDORs must maintain an office with regular office hours and retain the equivalent of one full-time
professional staff. ARDOR offices are expected to have computers with communication capabilities

toaccess computer bulletin board systems and data bases such as AKBizNET, the Alaska Small Business
Development Center electronic bulletin board system.

(Revised 3/13/89) 5



Designated Alaska RegionalDevelopment Organizations
Alaska Regional Development Organizations Progranm

Department of Commerce and Economic Development
Division of Economic Development

Kenai Peninsula Borough Economic
Development District

Designation Date; February 22. 1989

James Elson. Chairman ~ ~

Stan Steadman, Executive Director

110 Willow Street. Suite 106

Kenai. AK 99611

Phone: 283-3335

Fax: 283-3913

Southwest Alaska Municipal Conference
D_emwaocn Date: /pril 6. 1989
Rich Wilson, President

Marideth Sanoler. Executive Director

3300 /Vctic Boulevard, Suite 203

Anchorage, AK99503

Phone: 562-7380

Fax; 562-0438

Anchorage Economic Development Corporation
Designation Date: April 11,1989
Ron Duncan. Chairman
Scctt Hawxms. President
550 Wet 7th Avenue. Suite 1130
Anchorage. AK99501
Phone: 258-3700
Fax: 258-6646

Southeast Conference
Deagnaoon Date: April 14. 1989
Frank Wallace. Preident

Jim Kohler. Executive Director

124 West Fifth Street

Juneau. AK99801

Phone; 463-3445

Fax; 463-5670

Northwest Arctic Borough Economic

Development Commission
Designation Date: June 28. 1989
Ross Schaeffer. Chairman
William Spencer. Executive Director
P.0.Box 1110
Kotzehue. AK 99752
Phone: 442-2500
Fax: 442-2930

Bering Straits Economic Council
Designation Date: January 11. 1990
Lonrite O'Connor, President
Vvonne Dazce. Executive Director
P.0.Box 1849
Nome. AK99762
Phone: 443-5394
Fax: 443-2409

Interior Alaska Economic Development Council
Designation Date: January 31,1990
Waiter "Wall/ Carlo. President
Wendy Warnick. Executive Director
520 Fifth Avenue. Suite 4 10
Fairbanks. AK99701
Phone: 459-1310
Fax:456-1942

Copper Valley Economic Development
Council

Designation Date: Novemba- 1, 1990

Robert Wilkinson. President

Donna Tollman, Executive Director

P.0. Box 9

Glennallen, AK99588

Phone: 822-5001

Fax; 822-5009

Kuskokwim Economiic Development

Council
Designaoon Date: February 15. 1991
Dennis Thomas. President™
JearmieWooderson, Executive Director
P.0. Box 207
An'ik. AK 99557
Phone:675-4418
Fax: 675-4419

Arctic Development Council
Designaoon Date: March |, 1991
Conrad Bagne. President
Larry Meadows. Executive Director
P.0. Box 1353
Barrow. AK 99723
Phone: 852-4146
Fax: 852-4147

Lower Kuskokwim Economic Development
Council

Designation Date: September 17. 1991

Ted Moses. Chairman

Carl Berger. Executive Director

P.0.Box 219

Bethel. AK 99559

Phone; 543-3521

Fax: 543-3596

PrinceWilliam Sound Economic

Development Council
Designation Date: November 1, 1991
James Winchester. President
Jayne Sontag. Executive Director
P.0. Box 2353
Valdez, AK 99686
Phone: 835-3775
Fax: 835-2847

Lower Yukon Economic
Development Council
Designation Date: November |, 1991
Andrew Patkan, President
Edwin Gkxfefty. Executive Director
P.0. Box 9
Emmonak. AK9958|
Phone:949-1249
Fax: 949-1926






Senator Rick Uehling

Downtown, EImendorf, Northenst Anchorage

, Senate Finance Committee
International Trade & Tourism Committee
State Affairs Committee

BILL SUMMARY

- SB 363
~An Act requiring certain empIoYe_rs to post
information on inquiries and complaints concerning

sexual harassment.

SB 363 will require workplaces of 15 or more people to post a notice,
in a prominent location, stating what the federal definition of sexual

harassment 1is, what state and federal agencies to report sexual
harassment complaints t, and how long an employee has to report a
complaint.

There 1s a significant amount of confusion by the public on what
constitutes sexual harassment in the workplace, and this bill will
inform people as to what 1t is and how to report it. Sexual
harassment in the workplace is believed to be substantially
underreported and this bill will heighten the awareness of the
problem for both employers and employees.

P.0. BOX V,JUNEAU, AK 9«11 (907)465-1821 . 3111 C St #51%, ANCIIOKAGE, AK 99503 (907) 561-7613



This is the information that would be posted under SB 363.

Federal E%ual Employment Opportunity Commission
(EEOC) Definition of Sexual Harassment

Unwelcome sexual advances, requests for sexual
favors, and other verbal or physical conduct of a
sexual nature constitute sexual harassment when

1. submission to such conduct is made -either
explicitly or implicitly a term or condition of an
Individual’s employment;

2. submission to or re{ection of such conduct by an
Individual 1s used as the basis of employment
decisions affecting such individual; or

3. such conduct has the purpose or effect of
unreasonably interfering with an individual’s work
performance or_ creating and intimidating, hostile, or
offensive working environment.

A person has 300 days from the date of the incident
to report a sexual harassment complaint.

All sexual harassment complaints need to be
reported to the Alaska State Commission on Human
52|9 h(t)si 800 ‘A’ Street, Suite 204, Anchorage, AK
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LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANDUM

All Legislators, and to Legislative and Agency Staff

$&ily Smith
Personnel and EEO Officer

’

SUBJECT: Sexual Harassment DATE: October 21, 1991

With the subject of sexual harassment so prominently in the spotlight, you may have
questions about how the legislative branch would handle such an issue.

Sexual harassment is defined by the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission as:

Unwelcome sexual advances, requests for sexual favors, and other verbal or physical conduct of a
sexual nature constitute sexual harassment when (1) submission to such conduct is made either
explicitly or implicitly a term or condition of an individual's employment: (2) submission to or rejection of
such conduct by an individual is used as the basis for employment decisions affecting such individual;
or (3) such conduct has the purpose or effect of unreasonably interfering with an individual's work
performance or creating an intimidating, hostile, or offensive working environment.

While the federal Equal Employment Opportunity CommLsion (EEOC) enforces federal laws
which prohibit discrimination, elected officials of a state or political subdivision and their
personal staff members are excluded from provisions of the enabling Civil Rights Act.

They are, however, subject to broader nondiscrimination provisions of Alaska State law

A&ska statutes”™define harassment as:

unwanted conduct or communication by a supervisor, co-worker, or nonemployee in the work
place which is based on the sex, color, race, religion, national origin, age, handicap, marital
status, changes in marital status, pregnancy, or parenthood of an individual and which
adversely affects the employment relationship or working environment. This includes slurs,
epithets, threats, derogatory comments, unwelcome jokes, leasing and other verbal or physical

conduct.

Rather than the State's EEO office, it is the State Commission for Human Rights which has
the authority to investigate any complaints concerning discrimination that emanate from
Alaska's legislative branch.

As your EEO officer, | am available to answer questions related to your rights as an
employee or supervisor and io provide you with any assistance in working through your

You are encouraged to contact me at the earliest possible time so that we may

concerns.
I would hope that no

understand and resolve issues before they escalate into problems.
one of us would ever face the situation--on either side--that was witnessed by the nation

last week.
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serve a legitimate management purpose.

DhFINITICMS

3.1

3.2

Harassment: Unwanted connunicatrcn and/or conduct by a super-
visor, co-worker or non-em?_loyes In the workplace which adversely
affects the employment rela |0nsh|fo or working environment for
the employee or apP_Ilcant for employment and Is hased on the sex,
race, religion, national origin, age, handlcap, marital status,
changes in marital status, pregnancy or parenthood of that
individual. Harassment may include slurs, abusive _Ianguage,
threats, derogatory canmerits, unwelcome jokes, teasing and other
such verbal cr physical conduct.

Sexual harassment: Addressed and defined by the U.S. Equal
Employment Opportunity Caimission in the Federal Guidelines on
Discrimination Because of Sex published on November 10, 1980,
ard, codified as 29 CTR Section 1604.11, sexual harassment i1l

defined as follows:

" (a} Harassment on the basis of sex is violation of Sec. 703 of
Title VII.  Unwelcome sexual advances, requests for sexual
favors, and other verbal or physical conduct of a sexual nature
constitute sexual harassment when (1) submission to such conduct
is made either explicitly or implicitly a term or condition of an
individual's employment,” (2) submission to or- rejection of such
conduct by an individual .Is used as the basis for employment
decisions affecting such individual, or (3) such conduct has the
purpose or effect of unreasonably interfering with an
Individual's work performance or creating an intimidating,
hostile, or offensive work environment."

4. GUIDELINES FOR THE IMPII*TNTRTION OF POLICY

4.1

4.2,

Responsibility for Implenentation:

(a) Overall responsibility for the administration of this order
Is delegated to the Director of the Division of Equal
Employment Opportunity.

(b) Al agency heads, managers and supervisors within the
Executive Branch of State Government are responsible for
taking immediate and appropriate corrective action where
they have any knowledge of such prohibited practices. Such
corrective actions should be taken only after consultation
with the State Division of Equal Employment Opportunity.

Cunplaints:
(a) Employees believing they have been subjected to harassment

1S/10D01/0730-08/2
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12(04.11 Sexual harassment.

P (@) Harassment on the basis of sex is

Sti violation of section 703 of title VII.1

advances, requests

Unwelcome sexual

-- for sexual favors, and other verbal or
fa? physical conduct of a sexual nature

&

:submission to such conduct

constitute sexual harassment when (1)
Is made

iteither explicitly or Implicitly a term or

. condition of an

Individual®s employ-

*£ jnent. (2) submission to or rejection of

-u

such conduct by an Individual is used
13 the basis for employment decisions
affecting such individual, or (3) such
conduct has the purpose or effect of

. unreasonably interfering with an indl-

vldual 8 work performance or creating
on Intimidating, hostile, or offensive
working environment.

(b) In determining whether alleged
conduct constitutes sexual harass—
ment. the Commission will look at the
record as a whole and at the totality
of the circumstances, such as the
nature of the sexual advances and the
context in which the alleged Incidents
occurred. The determination of the le—
gality of a particular action will be
made from the facts, on a case by case
basis.

(©) Applying general title VH princi—
ples, an employer, employment
agency. Joint apprenticeship commit—
tee or labor organization (hereinafter
collectively refeired to as “employer”1
Is responsible for Its acts and those of
Its agents and supervisory employees
with respect to sexual harassment re—
gardless of whether the specific acts
complained of were authorized or even
forbidden by the employer and regard—
less of whether the employer knew or
should have known of their occur—
rence. The Commission will examine
the circumstances of the particular
employment relationship and the Job
Junctions performed by the Individual
In determining whether on Individual
acts In either a supervisory or agency
capacity.

(d) With respect to conduct between
fellow employees, an employer Is re—
sponsible for acts of sexual harass—
ment In the workplace where the em —
ployer (or Its agents or supervisory
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employees) knows or should have
known 0O/ the conduct, unless It can
show that It took immediate and ap—
propriate corrective action.

(e) An employer may also be respon—
sible for the acts of non-employees,
with respect to sexual harassment of
employees in the workplace, where the
employer (or Its agents or supervisory
employees) knows or should have
known of the conduct and falls to take
Immediate and appropriate corrective
action. In reviewing these cases the
Commission will consider the extent of
the employer®s control and any other
legal responsibility which the employ —
er may have with respect to the con—
duct of such non-employees.

(P Prevention Is the best tool for the
elimination of sexual harassment. An
employer should take all steps neces—
sary to prevent sexual harassment
from occurring, such as affirmatively
raising the subject, expressing strong
disapproval, developing appropriate
sanctions, informing employees of
their right to raise and how to raise
the issue of harassment under title
VII, and developing methods to sensi—
tize all concerned.

() Other related practices: Where
employment opportunities or benefits
are granted because of an Individual®s

“ submission to the employer®s sexual

advances or requests for sexual favors,

the employer may be held liable for

unlawful sex discrimination against

other persons who weie qualified for

but denied that employment opportu—
nity or benefit
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