ALASKA LEGISLATURE COMMITTEE FILES 1995-1996 8672
8688 HOUSE LABOR & COMMERCE



THE CASE FOR A HIGHER UI WEEKLY BENEFIT AMOUNT

PROBLEM
A. Alaska"s average paycheck 1is near the top (see Table 1).

B. But the size of the average check written for Ul puts us
in the middle of the pack nationwide (see Table 2).

C. Alaska ranks 49th when it comes to wage replacement, the
amount the average paycheck gets replaced by the average Ul check
(see Table 3).

D. While wages and the cost of [living continue to rise,
Alaska®s current maximum weekly benefit amount WBA) schedule has
stayed the same since 1990. This means that although wages in

Alaska remain the fifth highest nationally, our maximum WBA has
fallen to 35th (see Table 4).

1. PROPOSAL

A. Keep the current schedule, but allow maximum WBA to ~"ise
by $2 for each $250 in wages up to the taxable wage base, which is
defined as 75 percent of the average annual Alaska wage (AAW).

B. During the first year of the new schedule, we estimate
that this would add about $26, bringing the maximum WBA to $238

(see Table 5).

C. Future changes 1in the maximum WBA would be dependent on
the AAW, 1increasing or decreasing with the year®s taxable wage base
(TWB) .

I11.  WHY THIS APPROACH?

A. It has withstood thetest of time. Currently, 35 states
usea fTlexible schedule with a maximum WBA tied to a percentage of
the average weekly wage (AWW) paid 1in each state. These

percentages run from 70 percent in Washington state to 49.5 percent
in Illinois (see Table 6).

B. It is a modest proposal. Compared to the 35 states that
already use a flexable schedule tied to the AWW, Alaska®s proposal
is quite modest. Alaska®s proposal would set the maximum WBA at

levels approximating only 36 percent of the AWW, well below the
next highest state (see Table 6).

C. It is fair and rational for both employers and workers.
It caps usable wages at the taxable wage base, so workers draw only
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on wages that have been taxed, and employers are taxed only on
wages usable on claims.

D. The proposal adjusts the maximum WBA according to the
economy, protecting both worker and employer. Workers receive
greater wage replacement during good times; but during recessions,
employers may see tax burdens fall as a result of decreasing wages.
Lower wages = lower maximum WBA.

IVv. WHAT WILL IT COST?

A. Average tax rate for 1998 (projected) 1is 2.28 percent in
the current schedule and 2.30 percent in the proposed schedule, a
difference of .02 percent. Differences will be .26 percent and .19
percent above the projected rate under the current schedule in
1999 and 2000. These tax rate estimates are based on increased
program costs of $5.6, $6.7, $7.4, and $8.4 million annually from
1997 through the year 2000 (see Table 7, Current and Proposed).

B. Maximum average additional cost per employee: $5.22 in
1998; $69.42 in 1999; and $52.06 in 2000. We expect that
additional costs due to the proposal will mimic 1999-2000 rates
during the following decade.

C. Because tax rates can vary widely, even within the same
industry, it is difficult to make statements about the proposal®s
impact on employers by industry. However, attached are tables that
show estimates for specific employers based on their current tax
rates and total taxable wages paid. Employers who tend to have
average tax rates (rate class 10 and 11) can expect costs similar
to those shown 1in Table 8.

D. We expect little or no impact on employers with stable
employment and tax rates which are usually low. Some employers
(those who frequently find themselves paying at the minimum rate of
1 percent) will not experience any increased cost (see Table 9).

E. Employers with big payroll fluctuations and generally
higher Ul tax rates will feel more impact. But employees in
seasonal 1industries (construction, seafood processing, logging)
will also receive the greatest benefit (see Table 10).

V. WON®"T AN INCREASE ADD TO THE WORK DISINCENTIVE?

A. The proposed increase will 1impact only workers earning
near or above the AAW. These workers are accustomed to a living
standard based on a substantial earned income, and should continue
to work when work 1is available.
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B. Approximately two-thirds of our Ul claimants (those
earning under $29, 300 per year) will be wunaffected by this
proposal (see Table 5).

C. Moving from welfare to work makes it mandatory to have a
Ul program that values worker contribution to the economy and
protects workers 1in bad times.

VI. WON®"T A FLEX SCHEDULE ALLOW COSTS TO ESCALATE?

A. Alaska®s current shift toward retail/service economy
should exert downward pressure on future wage 1increases. The
increase 1in lower-paying jobs 1in these growing industries will
ensure slow increases 1in the average annual wage.

B. Thirty-five states have already shown that a flexible
schedule does not cause runaway costs and 1is consistent with a
strong and stable economy. The proposal 1is a modest 36 percent of

the average weekly wage, quite low in comparison to the 35 states
that already embrace a flexible maximum WBA schedule (see Table 6) .



Table 1

Although the Size of the Average Paycheck in Alaska Ranks Fairly High when it's
Compared to Paychecks in Other States

Average Weekly

State Paycheck ($) Rank
Dist. of Columbia 707.78 1
Connecticut 648.70 2
Now Jorsoy 641.05 3
Now York 640.68 4
ALASKA 620.11 5
Massachueotts 593.57 6
California 571.00 7
Michigan 564.76 8
lllinois 555.79 9
Dotawaro 535.62 10
Maryland 529.06 11
Pennsylvania 513.62 12
MInnosota 505.22 13
Hawaii 504.90 14
Washington 500.37 15
Ohio 498.56 16
Colorado 495.69 17
Toxae 494.04 18
Nevada 489.70 19
Now Hampshiro 487.67 20
Rhode Island 484.84 21
Virginia 484.60 22
Goorgia 480.75 23
Indiana 474.52 24
Oregon 470.35 25
Missouri 467.82 26
Wisconsin 465.35 27
Arizona 461.01 28
Florida 456.06 29
Tonnossoo 455.95 30
North Carolina 447.35 31
Alabama 442.91 32
Louisiana 440.35 33
Vermont 438.27 34
Kansas 434.52 35
West Virginia 434.13 36
Kentucky 432.45 37
Utah 428.84 38
South Carolina 427.24 39
lowa 422.83 40
Maino 422.69 41
Oklahoma 418.94 42
Wyoming 416.26 43
Now Mexico 415.75 44
Idaho 414 76 45
Nebraska 408.94 46
Arkansas 396.04 47
Mississippi 384.81 48
Montana 377.41 49
North Dakota 375.28 50
South Dakota 361.19 51
Unilod Stales t/ 510.39

Source: Alaska Doonn-"nnl cl Labor, Research A Analysis



Table 2

The Size of the Average Check Written for Unemployment Insurance in Alaska
puts us in the Middle of the Pack.

Average Weekly

State Ul Check ($) Rank
Hawaii 265.72 1
Now JorMy 245.61 2
Massachusetts 237.07 3
Connecticut 221.96 4
Diet, ol Columbia 219.82 5
Rhodo Island 219.78 6
Minnesota 217.44 7
Michigan 212.77 8
Pennsylvania 211.95 9
Washington 206.41 10
New York 203.35 n
lllinois 198.60 12
Colorado 194.72 13
Kansas 191.74 14
Ohio 100.87 15
Wisconsin 187.53 16
Utah 186.66 17
Texas 184.94 13
Nevada 184.82 19
lowa 182.93 20
Delawaro 182.72 21
Maryland 179.93 2
Orogon 178.57 23
North Carolina 175.02 24
Wyoming 172.54 25
ALASKA 169.99 26
Virginia 169.31 27
Florida 168.65 28
Oklahoma 168.16 29
Idaho 167.24 30
West Virginia 166.51 31
Vormont 163.95 32
Arkansas 161.37 33
Maino 160.79 34
North Dakota 159.56 35
Kentucky 159.41 36
Indiana 158.02 37
Montana 155.54 38
California 153.92 39
South Carolina 153.75 40
Goorgia 152.60 41
Missouri 150.07 42
Arizona 147.93 43
Now Hampshiro 145.87 44
Tonnossoo 141.73 45
Now Moxico 140.09 46
Nobraska 140.00 47
South Dakota 137.68 48
Alabama 131.21 49
Mississippi 128.56 50
Louisiana 117.85 51
Unilod States 1/ 182.17

Source: Alaska Detnnroont ol Labor, Research L Analysis.



Table 3

And When We Look at how Much of the Average Paycheck is Replaced by
the Average Unemployment Insurance Check, It doesn’t Look Cood at All.

Percentage of the
Paycheck that
gets Replaced

State by the Ul Check " ank
Hawaii 52.6 1
Rhodo Island 45.3 2
Kansas 441 3
Utah 435 4
lowa 43.3 5
Minnosota 43.0 6
North Dakota 42.5 7
Wyoming 41.5 B
Pennsylvania 41.3 9
Washington 41.3 10
Montana 41.2 11
Arkansas 40.7 12
Idaho 40.3 13
Wisconsin 40.3 14
Oklahoma 40.1 IS
Massachusetts 39.0 10
Colorado 39.3 17
North Carolina 39.1 18
West Virginia 38.4 19
Now Jorsoy 38.3 20
Ohio 38.3 21
South Dakota 38.1 22
Maine 38.0 23
Oregon 38.0 24
Novada 37.7 25
Michigan 37.7 26
Texas 37.4 27
Vormont 37.4 28
Florida 37.0 29
Kentucky 36.9 30
South Carolina 36.0 31
lllinois 35.7 32
Virginia 34.9 33
Nobraska 34.2 34
Connecticut 34.2 35
Delaware 34.1 36
Maryland 34.0 37
New Moxico 33.7 38
Mississippi 334 39
Indiana 33.3 40
Arizona 321 41
Missouri 32.1 42
Georgia 31.7 43
Now York 31.7 44
Tonnossoo 31.1 45
Diet, ol Columbia 31.1 46
flow Hampshire 29.9 a7
Alabama 29.6 48
ALASKA 27.4 49
California 27.0 50
Louisiana 26.8 51
Unitod Statos I/ 3.7

Source Alaska Dop.vtmonl ol Labor, Research A Analysis



Table 4

Where Alaska’'s Maximum Weekly Benefit Amount (Max WBA) fits in
Compared to the Other States, 1994.

Maximum
Weekly

State Benefit Rank
Now Jorsoy $354. 1
Dist. of Columbia 347 2
Hawaii 344 3
Washington 343 4
Pennsylvania 340 5
Massachusetts 333 6
Connecticut 335 7
Rhodo Island 317 8
MInnosota 304 9
Now York 300 10
Michigan 203 11
Orogon 292 12
North Carolina 289 13
Wost Virginia 282 14
Colorado 267 15
Wisconsin 266 16
Delaware 265 17
Arkansas 256 18
Kansas 255 19
Utah 253 20
Toxae 252 21
Florida 250 22
Oklahoma 245 23
Ohio 245 24
lllinois 242 25
North Dakota 237 26
Nevada 235 27
Idaho 235 28
Kentucky 232 29
California 230 30
Wyoming 229 31
Montana 223 32
Maryland 223 33
lowa 216 34
Alaska 212 35
Vermont 210 36
Virginia 208 37
South Carolina 207 38
New Mexico 205 39
Now Hampshire 204 40
Indiana 202 41
Tonnossoo 200 42
Georgia 195 43
Maine 192 44
Arizona 185 45
Nebraska 184 48
Louisiana 181 47
Alabama 180 48
Missouri 175 49
South Dakota 174 50
Mississippi 165 51
Puorto Rico 133 52

Source Alaska Department cl Labor, Pesoarcn 4 Analysis



Table 5

SCHEDULE EXAMPLE FOR 1997:

CURRENT PROPOSED

CALENDAR YEAR 1894 1897
MINIMUM BASE PERIOD WAGE 91,000 $1,000
MINIMUM WEEKLY BENEFIT AM $44 $44
MAXIMUM WEEKLY BENEFIT AM $212 $238
TAXABLE WAGE BASE PROJECTED FOR 1897: $25,300
BASE WEEKLY WEEKLY
PERIOD BENEFIT  BENUFIT
WAGE AMOUNT  AMOUNT

* ©® *

A B
1,000 - 1,250 44.00 44.00
1,250 -  1.500 46.00 48.00
1,500 - 1,750 48.00 48.00
1,750 - 2,000 50.00 50.00
2,000 - 2,250 52.00 52.00
2,250 - 2,500 54.00 54.00
2,500 - 2,750 56.00 58.00
2,750 - 3,000 58.00 58.00
3,000 - 3,250 60.00 60.00
3,250 - 3,500 62.00 62.00
3,500 - 3,750 64.00 64.00
3,750 - 4,000 68.00 68.00
4000 - 4,250 68.00 68.00
4,250 - 4,500 70.00 70.00
4,500 - 4,750 72.00 72.00
4,750 - 5,000 74.00 74.00
5,000 - 5,250 76.00 76.00
5,250 - 5,500 78.00 78.00
5500 - 5,750 80.00 80.00
5,750 - 6,000 82.00 82.00
6,000 - 6,250 84.00 84.00
6,250 - 6,500 86.00 86.00
6,500 - 6,750 88.00 88.00
6,750 - 7,000 90.00 90.00
7,000 - 7,250 92.00 92.00
7,250 - 7,500 94.00 94.00
7,500 - 7,750 96.00 96.00
7,750 - 8,000 98.00 98.00
8,000 - 8,250 100.00 100.00
8,250 - 8,500 102.00 102.00
8,500 - 8,750 104.00 104.00
8,750 - 9,000 106.00 106.00
9,000 - 9,250 108.00 108.00
9,250 - 9,500 110 00 110,00
9,500 - 9.750 112.C0 112.00



10.000
10.250
10.500

10,750

11,000

11,250
11,500
11,750
12,000
12,250
12,500
12,750
13,000
13,250
13,500
13,750
14,000
14,250
14,500
14,760
15,000
15,250

15,500

» !
lp5,750

18,000
10,250
10,500
10,750
17,000
17,250
17,500
17,750
18,000
18,250
18,500
18,750
19,000
19,250
19,500
19,750
20,000
20,250
20,500
20,750
21,000
21,250
21,500
21,750
22,000
22,250
22,500

22,750

10,250
10,500
10,750
11,000
11,250
11,500
11,750
12,000
12,250
12,500
12,750
13,000
13,250
13,500
13,750
14,000
14,250
14,500
14,750
15,000
15,250
15,500
16,750
16,000
16,250
16,500
10,750
17,000
17,250
17,500
17,750
18,000
18,250
18,500
18,750
19,000
10,250
19,500
19,750
20,000
20,250
20,500
20,750
21,000
21,250
21,500
21,750
22,000
22,250
22,500
22,750
23 000

124.00
128.00

132.00
134.00
130.00
138.00
140.00
142.00
144.00
148.00
148.00
150.00
162.00
154.00
168,00
158.00
160.00
182.00

164.00

182.00
184.00
180.00
188.00

10200

104.00
196.00

198.00

116.00
118.00

1200
2
128.00
130.00
132.00
134.00
138.00
138.00
140.00
142.00
144.00
140.00
148.00
150.00
152.00
154.00
156.00
158.00
160.00

184.00
168.00
168.00
170.00
172.00
174.00
176.00
178.00
180.00
182.00
184.00
180.00
188.00
190.00
192.00
104.00
196.00
198.00

0200

204.00
206.00
208.00

2000
2200

214 00

2160

23



23,000
23,250
23,500
23,750
24,000
24,250
24,500
24,750
25,000
25.250
25,500
25,750
20,000
20,250
20,500
20.750
27,000
27,250
27,500
27,750
28,000
28,250
28,500
28,750
29,000
29,250
29,500
29.750
$30,000+

23,250
23,500
23,750
24,000
24,250
24,500
24,750
25,000
25,250
25,500
25,750
25,000
25,250
26,500
26,750
27,000
27,250
27,500
27,750
28,000
28,250
28,500
28,750
20,000
29,250
29,500
29,750

30,000

212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00
212.00

220.00
222.00
224.00
225.00
228.00
230.00
232.00
234.00
236.00
238.00
238.00
238.00
238.00
238.00
238.00
238.00
238.00
238,00
238.00
238.00
238.00
238.00
238.00
238.00
238.00
238.00
238.00
238.00
238.00

Source: Alaska Department of Labor, Rosoarch & Analysis.



Table S

35 states base the maximum weekly benefit amount on the state’s average weekly wage.

I' these states had Alaska’s average weekly wage (AWW) of $620/week, they would all

be paying a much higher maximum weekly benefit amount than we are proposing. Alaska’s
proposal is based on about 36% of the AWW: a lower rate than any of the states below.

All the states indicated by asteriks already have a higher maximum WBA than Alaska’s,
Though most have a lower average weekly wage. All estimates are based on 1994 rates.

Alphabetical Listing

Law Sets
the Current
Max WBA
Current at This %age
State Max WBA of the AWW
- Proposed at
Alaska $212 Approximately 36%
* Arkansas 256 66.67
* Colorado 1 267 55
* Connecticut j 335 60
* Dlst. of Columbia 347 50
* Hawaii 344 70
* |daho 235 60
* |llinois 242 495
* lowa 216 53
* Kansas 255 60
* Kentucky 232 55
Louisiana 181 66.67
Maine 192 52
* Massachusetts 336 57.5
* Michigan 293 58
* Minnesota 304 Not Available
* Montana 223 60
' Nevada 235 50
* New Jersey 354 56.67
New Mexico 205 50
* North Carolina 289 66.67
* North Dakota 237 60
* Ohio 245 Not Available
* Oklahoma 245 Not Available
* Oregon 292 64
* Pennsylvania 340 66.67
Puerto Rico 133 50
* Rhode Island 317 67
South Carolina 207 66.67
South Dakota 174 50
* Utah 253 60
Vermont 210 Not Available
* Virgin Islands 223 50
* Washington 343 70
* West Virginia 282 66.67
* Wyoming 229 55

Max WBA
Using
Alaska's
1994
AWW

$226
413
341
372
310
434
372
307
329
372
341
413
322
357
360

372
310
351
310
413
372

397
413
310
415
413
310
372

310
434
413
341

' Status which cummlly h.ivn n groator Maximum WBA than does Alaska.

Oour:)

i ~.-raihneni of Lahnr. R.marcn A Analysis

States Ranked by Largest Max WBA
Using Alaska's Average Weekly Wage

Law Sets Max WBA

the Current Using
Max WBA Alaska's
at This %age 1994
of the AWW AWW
Washington 70% $434
Hawaii 70 434
Rhode Island 67 415
Pennsylvania 66.67 413
South Carolina 66.67 413
West Virginia 66.67 413
Arkansas 66.67 413
Louisiana 66.67 413
North Carolina 66.67 413
Oregon 64 397
Connecticut 60 372
Montana 60 372
Kansas 60 372
North Dakota 60 372
Utah 60 372
Idaho 60 372
Michigan 58 360
Massachusetts 575 357
New Jersey 56.67 351
Kentucky 55 341
Wyoming 55 341
Colorado 55 341
lowa 53 329
Maine 52 322
New Mexico 50 310
South Dakota 50 310
Puerto Rico 50 310
Virgin Islands 50 310
Nevada 50 310
Dist. of Columb 50 310
lllinois 49.5 307
Vermont Not Available
Minnesota Not Available
Ohio Not Available
Oklahoma Not Available
Proposed at
Alaska Approximately 36% 226



Table 7, Proposed Schedule
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12
13

14
15
16
17

18
19
20

22
23

24
25

REVISED:
WAGES & EMPLOYMENT:

Total Covered Wages ($1,000)

Wages Taxable Employers ($1,000)

Taxable Wages ($1,000)
Avg. Mo. Cov. Employment

Avg. Annual Wage ($)
Taxable Wage Base (Est.) ($)

UITAXCOMPUTATION:

Benefit Costs (SFY) (S)

Benefit Costs Prior 3 SFY's (3)
Wages 1st 3 Last 4 SFY’s ($1,000)
Average Benefit Cost Ratio

Trust Fund Solvency Adjustment

Average Employer Tax Rate
Average Employee Tax Rate

REVENUES COLLECTED:

Contributions From Employers ($)
Contributions From Employees ($)
Other Revenues ($)

Interest Received on TF ($)

Total Revenues
Change from Prior Year
Due to Statutory Changes ($)

BENEFITS PAID:

Total Benefits Paid
Change from Prior Year
Due to Statutory Changes ($)

TRUSTFUND RESERVE:

Initial Trust Fund Balance

End of Year Balance

27-DUC-95

U TRUST FUND MODEL, FORECASTS THROUGH 2000

1994

7,480,797
5,527,255
3,592,202

233,455

32,002
23,800

102,735,905

268,546,371

14,396.021
2.90%
-0.4%

1.98%
0.5%

71,125,600
14,368,808
43,093,040
14,520,694

144,250,178
-25%
0

158,191,137
-19%
0

219,579,116
205,638,163

1995

7,848,439
5,851,943
3,940,030

236,920

33,127
23,900

101,800,907
290,060,365
14,932,672
2.98%
-0.4%

2.04%
0.5%

80,376,612
15.760,120
32,747,406
13,601,533

142,485,671
-1%
0

146,790,656
-7%
0

205,638,163
201,333,178

1996

8,173,670
6,045,627
4,070,367

237,386

34,432
24,400

106,269,911
292,236,234
15,513,630
2.90%
-0.2%

2.17%
0.5%

88,326,964

16,281,468

334491136

B3 N3

153,439,699
8%

0

156,170,640
6%

ol

201,333,178
198,602,2:37

1997

0,432,014
6,309,417
4,248,041

240,113

35,117
25,300

106,354,384
310,806,722
16,183,510
2.91%
0.0%

2.39%
0.5%

101,528,180
16,992,164
35,086,506
17,037,258

170,644,108

11%

0

172,205,590

10%

5,598,134;

198,602,237
197,040.755

1998

8,767,315
6,574,625
4,426,601

242,886

36,006
26,100

115,491,053
314,425,201
16,969,241
2.81%
0.0%

2.30% -

0.5%

101,811,823
17,706,404
37,659,517
14,715,484

171,893,228
1%
0

183,372,162
6%
6,716,498

197,040,755
185,561,821

1999

9,105,409
6,842,957
4,607,265

245,708

37,058
26,700

126,115,409
328,115,348
17,740,605
2.80%
0.2%

115,181,625
18,429,060
40,700,347
12,203,620

186,514,652
2%

196,759,814
%

185,561,821
175,316,659

0

2000

9,454,458
7,120,440
4,794,000

248,578

38,034
27,400

137,073,147
347,960.846
18,519,370
2.85%
0.4%

2.73%
0.5%

130,878,657
19,176,360
43,975,088
11,648,143

205,678,248
10%
0

211,859,324
8%
8,446,572

175,316,659
169,135,584



Table 7, Current Schedule
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REVISED:
WAGES & EMPLOYMENT:

Total Covered Wages ($1,000)
Wages Taxable Employers ($1,000)
Taxable Wages ($1,000)

Avg. Mo. Cov. Employment

Avg. Annual Wage ($)
Taxable Wage Base (Est.) ($)

UITAXCOMPUTATION:

Benefit Costs (SFY) ($)

Benefit Costs Prior 3 SFY's ($)
Wages 1st 3 Last 4 SFY's ($1,000)
Average Benefit Cost Ratio

Trust Fund Solvency Adjustment

Average Employer Tax Rate
Average Employee Tax Rate

REVENUES COLLECTED:

Contributions From Employers ($)
Contributions From Employees ($)
Other Revenues ($)

Interest Received on TF ($)

Total Revenues
Change from Prior Year
Due to Statutory Changes ($)

BENEFITS PAID:

Total Benefits Paid
Change from Prior Year
Due to Statutory Changes ($)

TRUSTFUND RESERVE:

Initial Trust Fund Balance

End of Year Balance

27-Dec-95

Ul TRUST FUND MODEL, FORECASTS THROUGH 2000

1994

7,489,797
5,527,255
3,592,202

233,455

32,002
23,800

102,735,905
268,546,371
14,396,021
2.90%
-0.4%

1.98%
0.5%

71,125,600
14,368,808
43,093,040
14,529,694

144,250,178
-2.i%
0

158,191,131
-19%
0

219,579,116
205,638,163

1995

7,848,439
5,851,943
3,940,030

236,920

33,127
23,900

S0EEC0000ESHESSEEEEE00cc0 IES

101,800,907
290,060,365
14,932,672
2.98%
-0.4%

2.04%
0.5%

80,376,612
15,760,120
32,747,406
13,601,533

142,485,671
-1%
0

146,790,656
-1%
0

205,638,163
201,333,178

1996

8,173,670
6,045,527
4,070,367

237,386

34,432
24,400

106,269,911
292,236,234
15,513,630
2.90%
-0.2%

217%
0.5%

88,326,964
16,281,468
33,449,136
15,382,131

153,439,699
8%
0

156,170.640
6%

201,333,178
198,602,237

1997

8,432,014
6,309,417
4,248,041

240,113

35,117
25,300

103,881,428
310,806,722
16,183,510
2.91%
0.0%

2.3%
0.5%

101,528,180
16,992,164
35,086,506
17,289,174

170,896,024
11%
0

166,607,456
%
0

198,602,237
202,890,805

1998

8,767,315
6,574,625
4,426,601

242,886

36,096
26,100

109,917, 15
311,957 245
16,969,241
2.7%
0.0%

2.28%
0.5%

100,926,503
17,706,404
37,659,517
15,416,735

171,709,159
0%
0

176,655,664
6%
0

202,890,805
197,944,300

1999

9,105,409
6,042,957
4,607,265

245,708

37,058
26,700

119,658,562
320,069,253
17,740,605
2.73%
0.0%

2.24%
0.5%

103,202,736
18,429,060
40,700,347
12,911,153

175,243,296
2%
0

189,330,672
™%
0

197,944,300
183,856,924

2000

9,454.458
7,120,440
4,794,090

248,578

38,034
27,400

120,952,252
333,457,904
18,519,370
2.73%
0.3%

2.54%
0.5%

121,769,886
19,176,360
43,975,088
12,222,785

197,144,119
12%
0

203,412,752
™
0

103,856,924
177.588,291



Table 8
How Much will the Proposed Ul Benefit Increase Cost My Firm?

We can estimate the average employers' future tax rates under both the current (A) and the
proposed (B) Ul benefit schedules. The difference (C) between the two tax rates Is the

increase In the tax rate resulting from the proposed Ul benefit schedule. This difference is then
multiplied times the projected taxable wage base (D) for each tax year. The result gives us an
estimate of the maximum Increased cost per worker (E) for the employer with the average tax rate.

Tax Year (Calendar Years) 1997 1998 1999 2000
(A) Projoctod Employor Tax Ratos undor tho Curront Schodulo (%) 2.39 2.28 2.24 2.54
(B) Projoctod Employor Tax Ratos undor tho Proposed Schodulo {%) 2.39 2.3 2.5 2.73
(C) Diftoronco botwoon Tax Ratos (%) 0 0.02 026 0.19

Maximum increased cost (E) for tho employer for each employee earning at or above the projected

Taxable Wage Base (D)

(D) Taxablo Wago Baso ($) 25.300 28,100 20.700 27.400

(E) Maximum Co6t per Etnployoo {$) $0.00 $522 $69.42 $52.00

Cost for Average Firm within the Listed Employment Size Classes

Sizo Class / #ot Firms Cumuletivo Avo. Firm Sizo
(# of wockorc) within sizo clas % of Firms (# ot workers)
0-4 8.222 58.2% 2.7 $0 $14 $187 $141
5-9 2,630 76.8% 6.5 0 34 451 338
10-19 1.635 88.4% 13.3 0 69 923 692
20-49 970 952% 30.1 0 157 2,090 1,507
50-99 311 97.4% 68.0 0 355 4.721 3.540
100-249 221 99.0% 163.2 0 852 11,329 8.496
250-499 70 99.5% 338.8 0 1.769 23,520 17.638
500-999 42 99.8% 660.2 0 3.446 45,831 34,370
1000+ 28 100.0% 1.876.7 0 9.796 130.281 97.701
Cost Impact Estimates for the Proposed WBA Schedule Change
All Employees Earning at 50% of the Taxable Wage Base
50% oftho Taxable Wago Baso ($) 12.650 13,050 13.350 13.700
Maximum Cost por Employoo ($) $0.00 $2.61 $34.71 $26.03
Cost for Average Firm within the Listed Employment Size Classes
Sizo Class tf of Firms Cumulative Avo. Firm Sizo
(Hol workers) within sizo clas % of Frms (Hofworkors)
0-4 8,222 58.2% 2.7 $0 $7 $94 $70
5-0 2,636 76.8% 0.5 0 17 226 169
10-19 1.635 88.4% 13.3 0 35 462 346
20-49 970 95.2% 30.1 0 79 1.045 784
50-99 311 97.4% 68.0 0 177 2,360 1.770
100-249 221 99.0% 163.2 0 420 5,665 4,248
250-499 70 99.5% 338.8 0 884 11,760 8,819
500-999 42 99.8% 660.2 0 1,723 22,916 17,185
1000 + 28 100.0% 1.876.7 0 4.898 65.140 48.851

Notos: Firms typically rocoiving an omployor lax ralool 1% may not oxporioncoany tax ralo Incroasos as a result of tho proposed chan
Outing tho curront tax yoar (CY 1935) ovor 1600 firms woro assigned tho minimum tax rato ot 1%.

Sourco: Alaska Dopartmont ol Labor. Rosoarch A Analysis.



Table 9

Cost Impact Estimates for the Proposed WBA Schedule Change for the
Twenty-one Tax Rate Classes

If the estimated CY 2000 increase caused by the proposed change in the benefits schedule
were applied the 19y6 tax year’s tax array, tax rate classes would have been changed
in manner shown below.

Year Difference 1996 Proposal’s

1996 2000 Between Taxable Cost
Employer Est. the Tax Rate Wage Increase #of
Rates Rates Rates Classes Base /Employee Employers
1.00% 1.00% 0.00% 1 $24,400 $0 409
1.00 1.00 0.00 2 24,400 0 431
1.00 1.08 0.08 3 24,400 20 379
111 121 0.10 4 24,400 24 246
1.22 1.34 0.12 5 24,400 29 404
1.34 1.46 0.12 6 24,400 29 286
1.46 1.59 0.13 7 24,400 32 477
1.70 1.85 0.15 8 24,400 37 356
1.94 2.10 0.16 9 24,400 39 528
2.17 2.36 0.19 10 24,400 46 409
2.17 2.36 0.19 11 24,400 46 388
241 261 0.20 12 24,400 49 604
2.65 2.87 0.22 13 24,400 54 618
2.89 3.13 0.24 14 24,400 59 902
3.01 3.25 0.24 15 24,400 59 737
3.12 3.38 0.26 16 24,400 63 817
3.24 3.51 0.27 17 24,400 66 899
3.36 3.64 0.28 18 24,400 68 709
3.48 3.77 0.29 19 24,400 71 807
3.60 3.89 0.29 20 24,400 71 2,424
5.40 5.40 0.00 21 24,400 0 327
Total Firms: 13,157

Source: Alaska Department of Labor, Research and Analysis.



Table 10

Ul Benefits Paid by

Industry Group

Agriculture
Mining
Oil & Gas

Other Mining
Construction
Manufacturing

Food Process

Lumber & Wood

Paper
Other Mfg.

Transportation

Trade
Finance
Services

Public Admin.

Unclassified

Total

Industry, CY 1994

Regular
Benefits

1,262,766
7,156,613
5,851,642
1,304,971
20,717,261
21,420,772
14,145,576
3,181,326
2,482,643
1,611,227
11,322,218
18,861,157
4,305,882
25,874,295
14,925,175
330,066

126,176,205

Extended
Benefits

164,450
866,788
685,230
181,558
2,471,062
1,812,089
1,242,867
236,658
147,043
185,521
1,456,015
2,577,138
536,311
3,503,488
1,739,625
96,097

15,223,063

Source: Alaska Department of Labor, Research &Analysis.

State
Supplemental
Benefits

1,504
2,256
1,402
854
34,704
34,491
28,301
2,600
0
3,590
18,401
52,165
13,298
65,229
23,182
2,116

247,346

Federal
Emergency

63,977
454,938
375,558
79,380
1,493,037
1,295,349
819,810
285,509
90,860
99,170
726,750
1,035,973
220,585
1,446,277
783,151

38,118

7,558,155

Total

1,492,697
8,480,595
6,913,832
1,566,763
24,716,064
24,562,701
16,236,554
3,706,093
2,720,546
1,899,508
13,523,384
22,526,433
5,076,076
30,889,289
17,471,133
466,397

149,204,769



Table 11

Total Ul Benefit Payments, by Census Area, 1991 - 1994

Census Areas

Aleutian Islands E CA
Aleutian Islands W CA
Anchorage Borough

Bethel CA

Bristol Bay Borough

Denali Borough

Dillingham CA

Fairbanks N Star Borough
Haines Borough

Juneau Borough

Kenai Peninsula Borough
Ketchikan Gateway Borough
Kodiak Island Boroiigh

Lake & Peninsula Borough
Matanuska-Susitna Borough

Nome CA

North Slope Borough
Northwest Arctic Borough
Prince of Wales-Outer Ktn
Sitka Borough
Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon CA
Southeast Fairbanks CA
Valdez - Cordova CA
Wade Hampton CA
Wrangell - Petersburg CA
Yakutat Borough

Yukon - Koyukuk CA
Area Unknown

In-State Totals
Interstate Totals

Totals All Areas

1991

79,476
114,156
36,575,248
1,467,391
151,603
9,081
387,956
15,837,931
814,699
4,375,980
11,865,491
3,378,856
2,499,077
22,239
11,200,630
1,627,237
644,276
1,506,985
1,979,636
1,136,558
1,190,068
1,367,129
2,337,057
794,582
1,846,882
1,946,151
433,462

105,589,837

23,463,426

129,053,263

Source: Alaska Dept of Labor, Research and analysis.

1992

141,220
200,139
48,153,483
2,052,304
204,448
455,738
588,975
19,585,016
1,077,888
5,538,095
16,570,210
3,581,729
3,590,572
258,427
15,725,502
2,136,181
673,822
2,162,013
2,429,392
1,292,485
1,366,292
1,614,762
2,865,831
879,295
2,034,387
2,253,694
608,079

138,039,979

37,792,147

175,832,126

1993

192,126
309,852
46,658,204
2,088,683
284,687
619,071
675,962
19,818,484
843,109
6,350,924
15,338,278
3,870,730
3,989,008
275,486
14,770,931
2,141,867
890,123
2,109,348
2,181,376
1,619,338
1,560,582
1,755,353
2,834,243
1,083,286
2,244,025
1,926,865
473,172

136,905,113

43,283,253

180,188,366

1994

317,747
293,102
38,544,831
1,969,175
222,244
583,878
619,610
15,884,658
763,159
5,063,524
12,663,700
3,119,100
5,228,890
208,082
12,209,224
1,930,742
545,066
1,668,430
2,252,788
2,587,031
1,387,206
1,703,619
2,577,319
1,117,781
1,869,066
47,310
1,689,572
487,640

117,554,494

32,455,565

150,010,059

4 Year
Total

730,569
917,249
169,931,766
7,577,553
862,982
1,667,768
2,272,503
71,126,089
3,498,855
21,328,523
56,437,679
13,950,415
15,307,547
764,234
53,906,287
7,836,027
2,753,287
7,446,776
8,843,192
6,635,412
5,504,148
6,440,863
10,614,450
3,874,944
7,994,360
47,310
7,816,282
2,002,353

498,089,423

136,994,391

635,083,814



Additional Yearly Cost/Employee based on 1996 Average Industry Tax Rates
Using Increases Projected for Year 2000

Rate Class i 2 3 4 5 e 7 8 9 10
Change in the Tax Rate 0.00 0.00 0.08 010 0.12 0.12 013 015 0.16 019
Rate Class u 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Change in the Tax Rate 0.19 0.20 0.22 0.24 0.24 0.26 0.27 0.28 0.29 0.29
1996 Annual
Increase in Taxable Cost
Total # the Average Wage Per
Industries of Firms Tax Rate Base Employee
Unclassified 85 0.22 $24,400 $53.68
Ag-For-Fish 208 0.25 24,400 61.00
Mining 144 0.24 24,400 58.56
Construction 1611 0.27 24,400 65.88
Manufact. 420 0.23 24,400 56.12
Trans-Comm-
Utilities 938 021 24,400 51.24
Trade (Total) 3,656 0.21 24,400 51.24
Wholesale 905 0.21 24,400 51.24
Retail 2,651 0.21 24,400 51.24
Finance-Insuranco
Real Estate 775 0.17 24,400 41.48
Services 4,968 0.19 24,400 46.36
Pub. Admin. 125 0.20 24,400 48.80
Total Firms 12,830 0.21 $24,400 $51.24

Sourco: Alaska Ooparlmont ol Labor, Rosoarch and Analysis.



A-Rated Employers 1996 Firms f1996 Rates 1090

Rato Cla66 1 2 3 4 5 0 7 3 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 18 17 18 19 20 Tax
Tax Ratos 1.00 1.00 100 1.1 122 134 140 170 1.94 217 2;17 241 2.05 ~2.89 301 3.12 324 3.30 3.48 3.00 total Rato
| m
Unclinsr.ifiod 7 2 3 1 0 1 4 2 3 3 G 0 0 5 7 3 6 0 2 31 85 2.77
Ag-For-Fish 7 4 5 1 2 3 4 2 6 i 7 2 4 8 5 14 13 8 18 00 208 3.03
Mining 1 2 2 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 "1 7 0 5 10 11 8 13 12 48 144 2.97
Constiuction 8 4 2 3 5 5 11 8 15 13 9 23 28 53 75 88 171 170 245 009 1,011 3.31
Mnnufact. 5 12 12 4 13 4 7 4 14 8 9 19 12 27 21 25 32 35 45 112 420 2.09
T-C-U 29 34 31 22 20 20 30 25 39 27 30 41 47 00 40 40 70 51 05 181 038 2.01
Trndo 77 09 00 85 119 88 154 110 100 132 128 208 215 307 240 255 222 173 100 518 3,550 2.57
Wholnsato 25 31 21 21 37 10 40 30 42 28 31 52 38 70 40 02 40 28 30 214 005 2.00
Rolnil 52 08 75 04 82 72 114 80 124 104 05 150 177 237 101 103 182 145 130 304 2,051 2.50
f.i.r.e. 50 45 38 24 45 25 37 28 39 34 44 47 48 01 50 30 35 24 25 37 775 2.19
Sorvicos 224 223 187 97 187 130 217 105 240 179 100 247 245 357 208 324 332 210 235 732 4,008 2.48
Pub. Admin. 1 6 3 6 4 1 4 4 3 9 2 10 13 12 15 15 13 4 0 0 125 2.45
-11

Total Firms 409 431 379 248 404 288 477 350 528 409 388 004 018 902 737 817 899 709 807 2424 12,830 2.03



Flalo Class

Tox OntoB

UnclaskEiliod
A()-For-Fish
Mining
ConBtruction
Mnnulacl.
T-C-U
Ttado
Wiliolnsnlo
Rolail
F.ILR.E.
Soivico6

Puh. Admin.

Total Firms

A-Rated Employers

1
1.00

20
77
25
52
50
224

400

12
34
09

31

45

223

1.08

12

31

90

21

75

30
187

370

121

22

85

21

04

24

07

240

1996 Firms
5 0
1.34  1.40
0 1
2 3
3 3
5 5
13 4
20 20
119 88
37 10
82 72
45 25
187 130
4 1
404 280

11

30

154

40

114

37

217

2000 Rates
8 0
1.85 2.10
2 3
2 6
2 3
8 15
4 14
25 39
110 100
30 42
80 124
28 39
105 240
4
350 528

10

2.30

13

27

132

28

104

34
179

409

11
2.30

30

120

31

05

44
160

388

12

2.01

23

19

41

208

52

150

a7

247

10

004

13

2.87

28

12

47

215

38

177

48

245

13

018

14
3.13

70
237
64
357
12

002

15

3.25

10

75

21

40

240

40

191

50

208

15

737

10

3.38

14

11

88

25

40

255

02

193

30

324

15

817

17

3.51

13

171

32

70

222

40

182

35

332

13

809

18

3.04

13

170

35

51

173

28

145

24
219

709

19

3.77

18

12

245

45

05

ICO

30

130

25
235

807

20

3.89

31

90

48

009

112

181

518

214

304

37

732

2424

lotnl

05
208
144
1.011
420
038
3.550
005

2,051

4.008

125

12.030

7000
AvoinflO
T«x

Rato

299
3.28
3.21
3.58
3.12
2.82
2.78
2.81
2.77
2.30
2.07
2.05

2.84



Rato Class

Chango In Tax Rntos

Unclasslflod
Ag-Fof-Fish
Mining
Construction
Manulact.
T-C-U
Trado
Wholosalo
Rolail
F.IL.LR.E.
Sorvicos

Fub. Admin.

Total Firms

Filo: JRW C:\UIDATA\95UIANAL\3-5-WSALT.WK1

A-Roted Employers

1
0.00

29
7
25
52
50

224

409

0.00

12
34
99
31
08
45

431

0.08

12
31
00
21
75
38

107

379

0.10

22
85
21
04
24

07

240

1996 Firms
5 0
0.12 012
0 1
2 3
3 3
5 5
13 4
20 20
119 88
37 10
82 72
45 25
187 130
4 1
404 280

11

30

154

40

114

37

217

477

|Dilference
8 0
0.15 0.10
2 3
2 0
2 3
8 15
4 14
25 39
110 100
30 42
80 124
28 39
165 240
4 3
350 528

in Tax Rates

10
0.19

13

27
132
28
104
34

170

409

11
0.19

30
120
31
05
44

100

388

12

0.20

23
19
41

52
150
a7
247

10

004

1996 to 2000

13
0.22

28
12
47
215
38
177
48
245
13

0.24

53
27

307

70

237

64

12

002

15

0.24

10
75
21
40
240
49
101
50
208

15

737

10

0.20

14
11
88
25
40
255
62
103
30
324
15

817

17

0.27

13

171
32
70

222
40

182
35

332
13

809

18
0.28

13
170
35
51
173
28
145
24
210

709

10
0.20

10
12
245
45
05
100
30
130
25

235

807

20
0.20

31
90
48
009
112
181
518
214
304
37

732

2424

total

05
208
144

1.011
420
038

3.553

2,051
775
4,008
125

12,830

%
Chango in
Avoragn

Tax

Rato

0.22
0.25
0.24
0.27
0.23
0.21
0.21
0.21
0.21
0.17
0.10

0.20

0.21

t

1090
Tnxalilo
Wagn

naoo

24,400
24.400
24.400
24,400
24,400
24,400
24,400
24,400
24.400
24.400
24.400
24.400

24,400

S
Chango
In
Tax

Cost

53.08
at.oo
58.50
05.80
50.1?
51.24
51 24
51 74
51.74
41.48
40 30
48 80

51.24



Alaska Employer and Employee Contributions

to the U .l. Trust Fund

Millions



UI Trust Fund, End of
Year Balance, 1984-1995

Balance ($ Millions)

250
200
150
100

§1111
50

84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91

Year

Source: Alaska Department o. Labor,
Research & Analysis.



STATE OF ALASKA
1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

FISCAL NOTE

BILL NO.

HB483

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:

FUNDING:

Department Affected: All
BRU: Al
Component:

Revision Datoj
Title:

Calculation of Unemployment
Insurance Benefits

Rules Committee

House Labor & Commerce

M

Sponsor
Requestor:

COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

(Thousands of Deters)
FY 99 FYOO

462.8 514.

FY 01
3 571.4

FY 98
407.0

FYy 97
186.4

OPERATING
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPUES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 571.4*

186.4* 407.0* 462.8* 514.3 *

CAPITAL

CHANGE INREVENUE
FUND SOURCE#

(Thousands of Dalars)

58.6 65.1 72.3

1002 Federal Receipts 23.6 51.5

1003 GF Match

1004GF

1005 GF/Program Receipt
1006 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL

107.2 234.2 266.3 295.9 328.8

170.3
571.4*

153.3
514.3*

137.9
462.8*

121.3
407.0*

55.6
186.4*

POSITIONS:

Estimate of currentyear (FY96) impact: S

Rev 10/%4

FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

None

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page ifnecessary)

FY 02
634.3

634.3*

80.3

364.9

189.1
634.3 *

The hill revises the unemployment insuranco weekly benefit amount schedu®e, so that the maximum benefit
amount fora calendar year isbased on the taxable wage base in effect fortnat year. The personal services

impact is the state portion of the increased benefit payments, l.e., that portion which goes to ex-state
employees.
1997 isassumed.

Impacts for FY 2001 -2002 Is extrapolated from data for FY 97-2000. An effective date of January 1,

The department is not seeking an additional appropriation. Amounts showr. are additional charges against
payroll which will occur quarterly as claims are filed. Current Ul reimbursements for ex-state employees are

.85% of payroll. T ?m éejlle wEu I'dl-filcrease raimburesmants less than .1%.

Prepared by: Rebecca Nance, Director Phone : 465-2712
Division: Employment Security Division-) N Date: 2/27796
Approved by Commissioner: Tom Cashen, Commissioner

Date: 2/27/96

Agency: Department of Labor

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution Information call the Governor's Legislative Officr
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SPONSOR STATEMENT

For years, the unemployment 1insurance system has enabled Alaskan
workers, their fTamilies, and their communities to weather periods
of unemployment with their economic well-being and dignity intact.
Recent events in Sitka and Wrangell, as well as in other areas of
the state affected by plant closures or layoffs, have demonstrated
all too well the importance of this safety net for our working men

and women.

The schedule of benefits for unemployment insurance has not been
adjusted to increase the maximum weekly benefit amount since 1990.
Alaska currently ranks 49th in the nation in unemployment insurance
wage vreplacement, with the average weekly benefit amount only
slightly more than 27 percent of the average weekly wage for the
state. In terms of the maximum weekly benefit amount, Alaska ranks

35th in the nation, notwithstanding the higher cost of living here.

The current benefit schedule uses a worker®"s yearly wage to
determine the weekly benefit amount. The minimum qualifying wage
amount 1is $1,000, which provides a weekly unemployment 1insurance
benefit amount of $44. For each $250 a worker earns over $1,000,
two dollars is added to the benefit amount. Weekly benefits are

now capped at $212, based on maximum wages of $22,250.

This bill would keep the currant benefit schedule 1in place but



cap on wages would be 75 percent of the average annual Alaska wage,
exactly the same as the wage base on which employers and workers
are taxed to support the system. Bringing the maximum qualifying
wages up to the wage base would raise the maximum benefit amount
from $212 to $238 in 2997 The average cost to employers in the

year 2000 will be approximately one dollar per employee per week.

Thirty-five states use a flexible benefits standard driven by
changes 1in the average weekly wage. The advantage of such a systenm
is that it integrates the benefit standard into the self adjusting
unemployment trust fund formula, which 1is directly tied to the
performance of the state"s economy. As average wages rise, the
standard for unemployment insurance benefits keeps pace in terms of
income replacement. IT wages fall, as they did during the 1986-

1987 recession, the maximum weekly benefit decreases and the

employer tax burden decreases.

I want to emphasise that this is a modest proposal. The bill would
raise Alaska"s wage replacement less than one percent, to a little
over 28 percent. While not enough to change our wage replacement
ranking among the states, this small change would provide a measure
of additional security to Alaska®™s average wage earners and help

slow the erosion of purchasing power during hard times.

As we work together to strengthen Alaska®s economy to provide
qgualicy jobs for Alaska®"s families and to move certain low-inccme

people from welfare to work, we must ensure that there is an



adequate safety net in place to allow unemployed workers sufficient
finances to remain in their homes, 1in their communities, and in

Alaska until they are reemployed.






Alaska State Legislature

House of Representatives

v,

REPRESENTATIVE CAREN ROBINSON

SPONSOR STATEMENT

House BiU 487
Landlord/TenantTrailer Park Issues

A dissenting opinion in a 1995 Alaska Supreme Court ruling related to
evictions under the current Landlord/Tenant Law found that the current law
was “unnecessarily harsh” to mobile home owners because ofits extremely
adverse effects on’those home owners.  House Bill 487 attempts to addréss
that inequity by, among other thm?s, restatmg,the Legislature’s intent
regarding the particular problems faced by mobile home owners when it

passed the Landlord/Tenant Act.
House Bill 487 amends current law in three specific ways:

1. Allows the court to take into consideration whether the landlord
was acting in good faith in evicting the home owner. The 1995 Supreme
Court decision found that as Ion% as the landlord complied with the
letter of the law, judges could not consider whether the landlord was
motivated by a dishonest purpose or by a reason different than the one
expressed for the eviction.

2. Requires landlords to serve an eviction notice in one of three
SﬁECIfIC ways: by securely posting the notice on the main entrance of
the premises; by certified or registered mail: or b personaII%/servmg
the notice to an"adult member of the household. The current
Iangfuage which permits “posting” the notice on the property is

fairly vague and could be interpreted to mean leaving it on a

Staie Capitol. Room 114 (907) 465-3744
Juneau, AK 99801-1182 Fax 465-2273
Representative_Caren_Robinson@legis.state.ak A
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porch railing. In addition, there have been unfortunate instances in

which the notice was %lven to achild and was lost or destroyed before

the home owner even became aware that a notice had been posted.

ﬁ\d%?,ument as important as an eviction notice merits special
andling.

3. Requires the court to at least ask how long it might take a home
owner to sell or relocate the home after the owner has been evicted
and to specify that time ?erlod_ in the judgment for eviction., ,prowded
that rent is paid durlnqb hat time period. Relocatln(T] a mobile can be
difficult - even impossible - hecause of lack of rental space or dug to
the fragility of the home. Giving the court erX|b|I|tY in determining
ﬁn appropriate time frame is beneficial to both the fandlord and the
Ome OWner.

The Legislature recognized the sFecial problems of mobile home owners who

rent space in trailer parks by inc
Tenant Act. House Bill 487 attemfats
and to ensure protections for hoth

udin% specific Provismns_ In the Landlord/
0 more clearly define those provisions
andlords and home owners.



ALASKA MANUFACTURED HOUSING ASSOCIATION

February 22, 1996

Rep. Peter Kott, Chairman

House Labor & Commerce Committee
AK State Legislature

State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Re: HB 487

Dear Rep. Kott:

HB 487 was introduced 2/9/96 by Rep. Caren Robinson and it has been
referred tothe Labor & Commerce Committee. The Alaska Manufactured
Housing Association wishes to register its opposition to this bill and to

ask you to defeat it

HB 487 would vradically change the Alaska Landlord Tenant Act as it

pertains to evictions, but only for mobile home parks. Under the current
Act, evictions from mobile home parks can bemade for only four reasons
which are specifically set forth. The language of HB 487 would further

restrict the rights of owners by making it practically impossible to evict
under any circumstances.

We feel this bill is highly discriminatory against one class of property
owners. ftwould unreasonably confiscate property value by taking away
an owner"s control over his own property.

If this bill is scheduled for hearing by your committee, please advise us as
early as possible so we can arrange to appear in opposition.

Sincerely,

c7~W
Bernard L. Marsh
Executive Secretary

BLM:ckf

2550 Denali Street mm Suite 1310 mm Anchorage, Alaska 99503 - (907) 278-3






FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB 490

1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date; Department: Commerce and Economic Development
Title: Financial Assistance to BIDCO'’s BRU: Banking. Securities and Corporations

Sponsor: Representative B. Davis
Requestor: COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 1233

Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 97 FY 98 ! FY 99 FYO0O FYy 01 FY 02
PERSONAL SERVICES i i . :

TRAVEL !

CONTRACTUAL I i
SUPPLIES i . :
EQUIPMENT i

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS i i i .
MISCELLANEOUS i ! :

TOTAL OPERATING 0,0 0.0 co Qo 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0.0 c.o ©o co 0.0 0.0

CHANGE IN REVENUES 0.0 0.0 Qo Qo 0.0 0.0

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts )

1003 GF Match *
1004 General Fund » . 1
1005 GF/Program Receipts 1
1006 GF/MHTIA i

i
Other | f 1 < 1
TOTAL 0.0 0.0 Oo [eke] 0.0 0.0

«

Estimate of any current year (FY 96) cost: $ 0.0

POSITIONS
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME 1
TEMPORARY 1

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

rv
Prepared by: Willis F. Kirkpatrick, Directorl / «~ ™ i/>ct - 1" Phone: _ 4%57-??}
Division: Banking, Securities and Cog>prationg V Date: i =J, -
Approved by Commissioner: William L. Hensley ZsS Date:
Agency: Commerce and Economic Dev/Ifcpment

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

For further distribution information, call the Governor's Legislative Office
Page 1 of 1



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE co-cHAR

716 W. FOURTH AVE.. SUITE 350 ANCHORAGE caucus
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA ">9501
1907) 258-8161 Fj<(907i’58-RI7I

STATE CAPITOL OIL A GAS
IUNEAU. ALASKA 99801 -11H
(90r» 465-3873 LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL

FAX: 907--163-A588

REPRESENTATIVE BETTYE DAVIS
DISTRICT 21

SPONSOR STATEMENT

HB 490: Extending the sunset date; and authorizing the Alaska
Science and Technology Foundation to make grants to BIDCOs

Under current law, the ability of theAlaska Science and Technology
Foundation to authorize new financial assistance without legislative
approval will sunset on June 30, 1996. HB 490 would extend the sunset
date to June 30, 2000.

The 18th Legislature appropriated $3 million to establish a BIDCO
(Business and Industrial Development Corporation Act) fund, but Governor
Hickel vetoed $2 million and no additional appropriations have been made.
The BIDCO fund has thus been severelyunderfunded since it was estab—
lished in 1992.

A successful BIDCO generally requires about $3,000,000 -
$5,000,0000 in capitalization. Both the state and the private sector have
determined that the $1,000,000 in the BIDCO Tfund is not enough to allow
an otherwise acceptable request for proposal to be funded. HB 490 would
authorize the Alaska Science and Technology Foundation to make grants to
BIDCOs, thus overcoming this funding obstacle.

BIDCOs provide emerging, small and medium size businesses with
financing, management support and technical assistance. BIDCOs provide
flexible financing for businesses with economically-sound financing
needs, but which are considered too risky by conventional lenders. BIDCOs
compensate for taking greater risks by providing a much greater degree of
hands-on support and management assistance, thus reducing the risk and
facilitating the growth of their portfolio companies. Incentives are also
included to assist businesses that are minority-owned or located in
distressed areas.



LEGAL SERVICES

DIVISION OF LEGAL AND RESEARCH SERVICES
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
(907) -05-3867 or 465-2450 STATE OF ALASKA

FAX (907) 465-2029 130 Seward Street, Suite 409
Mail Stop 3101 Juneau, Alaska 99801-2105
MEMORANDUM February 16, 1996
SUBJECT: Sectional Summary of HB 490
(Work Order No. 9-LS1652\C)
T0: Representative Bettye Davis

Attn: Jonathan Sperber

FROM: ?ﬁ?resa_Bannister
Legislative Counsel

You have requested a sectional summary of the above-described bill. As a preliminary
matter, note that a sectional summary of a bill should not be considered an authoritative
interpretation of the bill and the bill itself is the best statement of its contents,

Section 1. Adds a reference to the new BIDCO endowment grant section created hy sec. 9
of this bill. Allows the net income from the Alaska science and technology endowment to
be used for the BIDCO endowment grants.

Section 2. Adds a reference to the new BIDCO endowment grant section created by sec. 9
of this hill. Includes BIDCO endowment grants in the grants that are to be made by the
board of directors of the Alaska Science and Technology Foundation.

Section 3. Adds a reference to grants under the new BIDCO endowment grant section in
SﬁC. 9ofthis bill. Removes BIDCO endowment grants from the preference established under
the section.

Section 4. Adds a reference to the new BIDCO endowment grant section in sec. 9 of this bil.
Removes the BIDCO endowment grants from the peer review requirement established by the

section.

Section 5. Adds a reference to the new BIDCO endowment grant section in sec. 9 of this bil.
Removes the BIDCO endowment grant awards from the consistency requirement of the

section.

Section 6. Adds a reference to grants awarded under the new BIDCO endowment grant
section. Removes the BIDCO endowment grants from the fiscal year distribution
requirements of the section.



Representative Betty Davis
February 16, 1996
Page 2

Section 7. Adds a reference to the new BIDCO endowment grant section. Applies to the
BIDCO endowment grants the requwement among other things, that the grantor pay into the
endowment a fair and reasonable return from revenue, economic value, or profits derived by

the grantee from the grant project.

Section 8. Extends until June 30, 2000 the authority of the foundation to authorize new
financial assistance under the BIDCO assistance program provisions without legislative

approval,

Section 9. Authorizes the Alaska Science and Technology Foundation to make grants from
the Alaska science and technology endowment to accomplish the purposes of AS 37.17.200.

|f I may e of further assistance, please advise.

TLB:ka:PI
96-105.klb
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RECEIVED

Position Paper on BIDCOs 6" NS5

What are BIDCOs?

Business Investment Development Companies (BIDCOs) are private sector financial institutions structured
to serve the middle risk market financing businesses through a combination of debt and equity
investments. BIDCOs generally finance a broader range of deals than are eligible for only equity or
venture capital Investment and riskier deals than can be financed by banks doing asset-based lending,
The BIDCO legislation passed by the Alaska legislature was modeled from Michigan where public funds
were matched 2-1 by private investors to capitalize twelve BIDCOs at $5-12 million apiece. Based on their
performance, most BIDCOs In Michigan have now had a second round of capitalization by banks and
other Investors to totaf more than $200 million in capitalization.

The state funds lower the risk needed to attract private investors to providing startup and earlier-stage
financing. The loan Is structured In the form of an interest-bearing loan with credits earned to forgive the
loan based on the jobs and sales increases in the businesses Invested in by the BIDCO.

Legislative and ASTF History

Originally, $3 million in state lunds were requested but when the BIDCO Assistance Program was passed
(AS 37,17.200) In 1994 only $1 million earmarked from Alaska Science and Technology Foundation
(ASTF) earnings was appropriated. The legislation provided for a minimal private investment of $500,000
match. The $1 million in the BIDCO fund Is to lapse on June 30,1996, unless extended by the legislature.

ASTF Issued an RFP to form a BIDCO and In October 1995 both final proposals were turned down
because neither finalist could pledge the minimal $500,000 to launch a BIDCO. Spreadsheet analysis
showed that $1.5 million Is too small a capitalization to cover tho administrative expenses of managing
a risk capital institution and providing the hands-on management assistance required in startup ventures,
processor turnarounds, and other BIDCO client Investments.

At Its February 23, 1996, meeling, the ASTF Board decided that establishing a BIDCO was sufficiently
Important to its mission to develop the technology Infrastructure of the state that an additional $2 million
in ASTF earnings should be pledged to be matched 1-1 by a private sector. This would provide the
$6 million in capitalization which ASTF believes is the minimal size to establish a BIDCO.

The Case for BIDCOs

A number of reasons have been identified for the importance of establishing BIDCOs:

1. There i6 a thin Infrastructure in the state which is experienced and able to do prebankable risk
capital financing. The growth of en Increasing number of technology-based firms and Innovative
natural resource processing firms is limited in a state with little risk capital available. It is also
Important to establish firms in Alaska with the experience and capability In putting together debt-
equity deals and the management of such enterprises.

2. Many programs to provide business development capital provide unleveraged public funds with
decision making In the public sector. BIDCOs have the opposite Intent; they use public funds to
attract private sector management to risk their own capital and build a permanent private sector

financial Institution,

3. The state loan is performance based. Credits to pay off the loan are earned by increased sales
and payroll In Alaska for the first five years after BIDCO Investment In an Alaskan tirm. To
recognize the additional costs of doing deals in Alaska In rural Alaska and the presence of few
minority-owned firms, smaller additional credits are available for those typos of deals. Since no

JMKIDIDCOPOS -1- 02/39/98
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credits are earned for BIDCO investment In firms which do not increase sales and jobs, there is
no incentive for the BIDCO to invest in a business which Is not expected to succeed.

The cost ol BIDCO loans are priced to Insure that BIDCO deals represent investment which would

4.
not have otherwise occurred. A firm which could qualify for lower rate bank financing would take
it rather than pay the 20% return on investment represented by a loan with the expected above
prime interest rate plus additional warrant or equity. The price of a BIDCO loan reflects the higher
reward necessary for a private Investor to accept the higher risk of a firm with a promising growth
potential but Insufficient assets to qualify for bank financing.

5. The program can be administered in a nonbureaucratic way. The Michigan experience was to
audit annually the firms to calculate the credits earned through increased payroll in the state end
sales.

Next Steps .

In order for ASTF to capitalize a BIDCO, the legislature should amend the ASTF statute to extend the
June 30, 1996, sunset provision of BIDCO funds to June 30, 2000. Proposed statute changes would also
exempt the BIDCO grant from the $100,000 limitation of AS 37.17.090(d).

It Is also suggested that the title to HB490 be 'An Act relating to the BIDCO assistance program" to avoid
any misunderstandings as to purpose.

JIIXjBDOCROS 02/39/96
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Date Referred to Committee: February 12,1996 FURTHER REFERRALS:

Date of Committee Action; 5-2S-7C,

The LABOR AND COMMERCE Committee considered: HB 497
HOUSE BILL NO. 497 CHIROPRACTIC PEER REVIEW

“An Act relating to chiropractic peer review; and providing for an effective date.”

the same title
a new ftitle

recommends it be replaced
with the following committee substitute

additional referral to Committee
f 1attached amendment(s)
ADOPTS: Letter of Intent
ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s): D) APPROVES PREVIOUS: Oeplibac
| Jfiscal note(s) [ ) fiscal note(s)
Ixfzero fiscal notes)  C8O [ ] zero fiscal note(s)

SIGNING WITH RECOMMENDATIONS DP DNP NR AM

c V<I'*A

/ C - T . <50

CHAIR’'S SIGNATURE
mB]|



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB 497
1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Data Department: Commerce and Economic Development
Title: An Act relating to chiropractic peer review; and BRU: Occupational Licensing

providing for an effective date. Component: Operations

Sponsor: Representative Mulder

Requestor (H)L&C COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 1844
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 FY 02
PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN REVENUES

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 General Fund

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

Other 1091 Designated PR

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY 96) cost: $ 00

POSITIONS
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

HB 497 amends the chiropractic peer review statutes to provide immunity for all members of a peer review
committee, exempts patient records from the open records statutes, and requires committee members to
maintain confidentiality of patient records. New funds are riot required to implement this bill.

Prepared by: Jennifer Strickler, Administrativp/™Offici Phone: 465-2144
Division: Occupational Licensing Data March 20, 1096
Approved by Commissioner: William L. Hensley Date: 3)2c gy,
Agency: Commerce and Economic Development

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

For further distribution information, call the Governor's Legislative Office
Page 1 of 1

0.0
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Sponsor Statement

House Bill 497
by Representative Eldon Mulder

The Chiropractic Peer Review Committee was formed by the Board of
Chiropractic Examimers in 1994 pursuant to statute 08.20.185(a), the statute we
are proposing to amend today with this bill. The initial Peer Review Committee
consisted of three chiropractors. The board then added a lay person to the
committee. Under current statute, only the chiropractors on the committee have
immunity for decisions they make as committee members. The lay person does
not have immunity for those same decisions. House Bill 497 would extend
immunity to the lay person by extending immunity to all members of the

committee.






FISCAL NOTE

state of ALASKA
1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Tide: — 0*YVpe A tV urs 1"oCivE p L »
Sponsor: lLevy. ia - 4|
Requestor

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (THOUSANDS OF DOLURS)
JOPERATING FY 97 FY 98
JjPersonal Services
JTravel
jContractual

Supplies

Equipment

Land & Structures

Grants, Claims

Miscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING o

CAPITAL
REVENUE

ENDING: (THOUSANDS OF DOLURS)
General FUNd

Federal Fund

Other

TOTAL 5

POSITIONS
Full-Time
Part-Time

Temporary

ANALYSIS: (ATTACH A SEPARATE PAGE IF NECESSARY)

Prepared by:
R R fVr-C |

Olaa ;W ea -

COMMITTEE coepv

0

No. 1
Sill Version:.,hb 501

(") Publish Date: 2/28/96

DePL Affected. C

BRU:
Components:
Serial #
FY 99 FYOO FY 01
>
v 0 (1

Date:
Phone: 3 ~

Phone:
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....... telecommunications COO0 Telephone Avenue » Ancliorage, Alaska=99503-6091 = 907 564-1380 = Fax 907 563-3688

fxfcuiivf ofri<srs

March 19, 1996

lion. Jerry Sanders

Alaska Sfate Legislature
State Capitol, Room 414
Juneau. Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Jery:

ljust returned from the offices nflnc Alaska Public Utilities Commission where | observed the
work, session between the commission and the subcommittee on telecommunications which you
chair. lappreciate the initiative you and your colleagues have shown in attempting to sort ot the
confusing Issues involved in die telecommunications bills before KOU' However, [felt it
necessary to correct at least one error which | believe was left with the subcommittee and to

emphasize one point which you raised.

1helieve you asked a question to the effect: "How would the two bills EH.B. 501 and H.B. 531)
affect the application of AT&T to provide local service in competition to A+U* *“urn were
given two pieces of incorrect information in reply.

First, you were told that | LB. 501 would have no effect. ‘e correct answer is quite the opposite.
Section 251 (1) &2) of the federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 gives companies such as ATU
the right to seek suspensions and modifications of the requirements for interconnection. In order
to do'so, we must demonstrate that such a suspension or modification is in the public interest.
H.B. 501 would take that determination away from lite APUC by simply mandating that die
public interest always, under all circumstances, lies with compefition.

Second, you were told that H.B. 531 would restrict AT&T"s ability to enter into local
competition. Apparently, the sectionsin I1.B. 531 referring to rural local companies were
misconstrued to refer toATU. In facL, th, only impact H.B: 531 on AT&T' entry into local,
compeﬁlon in Anchorage would be to ullow ATU pricing llcxibility in order to be an effective
competitor.

The issue of pricing flexibility was raised by Commissioner Cotten in today's discussion and you
followed up with aquestion. " You inquired as to the length of time required for ATU to change
Its rates versus a competitor. The answeryou received was, in my opinion, sufficiently vague
and qualified as to be inaccurate. |he answer is a competitor, be it AT&T or any other entity,
will be able to change its rales on short notice; ATTJ, under current statutes and reﬂulatlons, will
be required to go through a lengthy rate proceeding which may lust from six months to a year or
more In order f0 changg rates.

200/1Qual 618700006 AL HRKYHDMBNDIIIY NO8i  KIAZ9D 9%661-Q0



It is _ex_actl}/ this situation which led ATU to introduce its bill last spring and to include Iangéja%e
Igrowdmp or pricing flexibility and even derequlation under certain circumstances in HL5.™53

ederal [aw lias left a void in fhis area. To decline to allow pricing flexibility to existing local
companies is to hold down those locul companies while the competitors skin us.

ATU has asked the legislature For relief because in today's competitive world we don't have time
to wait Six months, ornine months, or a year for the regulatory process to come up with new
rules. We also etul not afford the sort of dominant/non dominant re ulatorx %/Jstem described to
you by the AI'UC stall'today. The system referred to by staffwould have ATU classified as
dominant and, hence, more Closely requlated, with AT&T classified as non dominant with little
or no regulation. Such a system would be comparable to taking Duvid's stones away and lelLing
him slap Goliath on the kriee with an empty sling.

Again, _thankgou for taking the initiative to look into these issues. 1look forward to further
discussions. Should you have any further questions, please give me a call at 564-1212.

Sincerely,

Gordon Parker _ o
director. Carrier Relations & Public Policy

cc.  Rep. Pete Kott
Rep. Brian Porter
Rep. Gene Kuhina

GP/Inik
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I K P I R G

ALASKA PUBLIC INTEREST RESEARCH GROUP
PosiOffice Box 101093 I Anchorage, Alaska 99510-]093

(907; 278-366; FAX (907; 278-9300

March 26, 1996

The Honorable Brian Porter
Speaker, Alaska State House of Representatives
State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 998011].82

Doar Representative Porter:
RE; HB 501 and HB631

The Alaska 2001 Report prepared by the Alaska Public Utilities Commission (APUC)
Includes a statement -ppj----------- 1— m-» n— ANMfiitrilUkMhnftRiforimilh™
MIHIlL n mill TInliim  riiiii<ii|iJihiiiiiiMWII'h  Public Interest concerns ore
cited by U. S. Senator Ted Stevens Ina February 15,1996 totter to Jack H, Rhyner
(President. TelAlaska, Inc.) wherein he states the need to protect rural consumers
according to the Telecommunications Act of 1096-

A Houso Laborand Commerce subcommittee Is meeting today to address H3
531 and HB501.

. before, AKPIRG wishes to go
on record as being In favor of tno passage of HB 531.

Conversely, AKPIRG views HB £01 as grossly Inadeauate. lhls proposed legislation
provides for competition but without the public interest protections afforded
through HB 531. Therefore, AKPIRG strongly opposes the passago of HB 501.

Recently APUC has oeen so overwhelmed with federal regulation mandates thaT
ithas been unable to provide opinions on pending legislation. Itiscrucial that the
legislature furnish direction to APUC and that APUC responds In a timely mannor
to FCC mandates. Therefore, In the pubic Interest, the Importance ot passing HB
531 during this sowlon cannot be overemphasized.

Sinceroly,

Alask”™Publlc Interest Researph”Group

lenfcSnn, Ex.

Executive Director



A K P I R G

ALASKA puBLIC INTEREST RESEARCH GROUP

> Post Office Bax 1010931 Anchorage, Alaska 99510-1093
(907; 278-3661 FAX (907) 278-9300

Alaska 2001 Comments

September 15,1995

Universal seyvice is a c?re Issue and driving force in the dev?]lopment of
telecommunications policy on the stale and federal levels. The National
Regulatory Research Institute published a report on a nationwide debate over
un ersal Fgrwce in June, 1994 stating, Whatcommlssmngollmes actions, and
ules would have Eaken place without universal service P ls? The onsweris,
few." Alaska's public pO|IC%/ concerning access fovjtal information technology
will determine thesccfpeo societal benefits in business, edugatlon health care
empoyment political participation, and communication. A9 we shift toward
?n m‘or ation-hased econonP/ the neeq tOllltl|IZ? technolo r%y will be essential
or all Alaskans In order to achieve social, political, an eco mlc art|C| atlon
Iocallhf nd globally, Universal service must e quarantee asn a5|c 19 t or
citizens to achleve full particip atlon In somety, merits an Alaska staté
constltutlona amendment which would secur(?t e |1g Nt Of beecss 10
|n formation technolo\y for all Alaskans regardless of the changing market
forces, or shifting government policies.

The old social definition of unlver?al service from the pr d|vest|tur?<genod IS
outdated due to changes in techno 0gy, customer demands, and ma

struc%urs The reV|ous poltcy of Plver3ﬁ| seryice from the Commlunlcatlons
Actof 1 34wa ased on amonopo g market with mechanlsms In place 1o
Rrowde telephones for all Americans with reasonable rates, and rapld efficient,
ation-wide service. Now that the market s open to competition, It Is dear
that new fundln? mechanisms must be de3|gned to meet new universal service
80a|5 for the 21s Cen U \% The operatlonal efinition of universal service IS a
ynamic concept wiuch Will need to be revisited at prescribed intervals, and by
Eeé'fs'%?ut% the Alaska Public Utilities Commission (APUC) and Alaska

While technologg/ has a Potentlal for Ievellng the social landscape, there are
presently barriers to participation due to racé, age, location, and education. By

AU ilJ MO! Cenur«nU/AU'IKG3/<I/9S F.p .|
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addressrno these problems in Alaska we can avoid creatmI% %aFt) between
technological haves and have-noto, and the sacial groble st experts predict
would result. In Alaskan terms, telecommunications can cut h r?
fransportation costs, create economic oggortumtres and diversi ?/ the econom
for all Alaskans aBthe oil rndustr Isd mmﬁ The provision of coat-free,
user-friend| overnmentrn ormatron on-lirfe will improve the democratic
process in A as awh ere vast drsteh ces separate AIaskans from their
overnment ate r% £ss dpare and education can eenhanced by
teractrveme aw IC need suns esdurrggq e transition to new
technologies. Bot rural an urban poor, anwell a3'the rsabed and elderly,
need accgsstq Information technolo %to avoid creating a class of
Informationally disadvantaged citiz

Meeting the challenges of developing the infrastructure, and of constructmo
large "formation Pipelines” throu outAIa?ka rsnoteno{ugh Consume
Information and. tcr atron IS essentia rng nning Alas

tel commr,rnr all ns fo /e must ensure that co sumers both understand
and can affor tetoosora{rlt] plications necessar t(o%xc an eand use
Information through consumer training and affordable, useful equipment.
Libraries, schools, and the Alaska 2001 proposed Information Clearinghouse
will be instrumental in this task

The US Commerce Derﬁartments LarrY Irying, Director of the National
Technol oHy and Information Administration stated Ma 1995) that consumers
rr/]ver?gl éa P nlclud errghts reflected in telecommunrcatrons reform legislation which

~——

i) The right toreasonable telephone and cable
gétre/ Iréggrt toa choice of providers of telephone and cable
3 Die rrght tobuy equipment at affordable prices,
4 &r)rren % ht to%\éerlgrty and localism in ownership of
5 Dierigh rrvacy
6) The drr%ret to affordable access to basic telecommunications
ormation Services.

Public hearin swrlltienee ed so Hint Alaskans can have jnput into.the
proceedings S chast eFe eral Jornt Board. Consumer adv gac y will be an

rm ortant acet of riua lity control o  telecommunications, and can be imprqved
H laska t rorf] Citizen's Utility Board which works in conjunction wrth
e APUC for the public Interest.

The Alaska 20(LL report recommends achieving telephone subscription levels in
rural communities comparable to telephone bibscribership levels in urban
areas. The report states that Alaska Native communities fall far below the



national averag for tIephones SCFI{E jon. Alaska's Local Exchange
Com ames{ nav decme exc pttheAnchorarge Telephone ﬁl|lt y or
ATU) to participa |n edera Lifeling and Link-Up program. a possible source
offederal su p for telephone service. Thi9 situation should be reviewed, and
Alaska Statute AS 42 05.306 which p revent& the APU& from re umn% utilitjes to
parficipate in these federal programs should be amended. If LECs partici atlng
In the APUC's State Modermzatlon Plan do noI mcrease subscribership In

rural communltr they should be required to estab |s acommunit accesscenter
s0 that some pojnt of*access to Internet and other Information sources exists In
every community.

America's commltment to universal service in c?mmunlcatlons began with
Ben,amm Franklins's etgnnmatlon to pr ?wdeafordable sgeed xtensive
all service to the United States and England through the US Postal Service.
This principle has evolved today Into universal access tc information
technolog asanecessﬁ forademocratlcsouety, It must besafeguarded by

overn ent equlation an red, socletal responsibility, The soc
golltlc %onomlc ene ts o? tgecommunlc tlons mugt he manJated b}/

¢ poligq” in order to secyre yniversal service goals as quiding principles
ATasLa%H%uretelecommumcatlons mflrastructu%J gulding princip

Submitted by:

Steve Conn, AKPIRG Executive Director
Juanita Cassellius, Consumer Advocate

A 291 GWINvT/AK?aG 3/26/94 Pisrt
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March 26,1996

Honorable Pete Kolt
Alaska Legislature
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

RE: In Support of HJ3531
Dear Representative Kott:

The recently passed federal telecommunications legislation has dramatically changed the regulatory
environment for local telephone companies by opening formally monopolistic enclaves to competition.

In Cordova, we hope to share all of the benefits inherent in new Lcclinology and touted hy the proponents of
the federal legislation. Customers in our rural location, even more than liinsc in urban areas, can profit
through the use of tIx: telecommunications network. However, wc must uot be disconnected from that
network.

served by disregarding the interest of Alaskans. In rural areas that are not nblc to supjwrt more than one
local telephone company, competition may drive rales so high that customers will he forced to drop off the
network. Please insure that rural areas arc accorded a public interest determination to avoid tluit result.

HB531 encourages competition and recognizes that the cliangc in federal law' puts many responsibilities on
state commissions. Especially with our unique challenges of geography and environment, we do not want
the Federal Communication? Commission to preempt stale authority due tu iLs inaction. Although Cordova
Telephone Cooperative is not regulated by lire commission, we recognize that our memher-owners will not
be served by a stale agency that does not set policy in a timely manner.

Federal legislation has been passed. The Alaska Public Utilities Commission needs direction from the
legislature and Alaskans need state legislation this session. Respectfully | ask your support for HB531.

Sincerely,

Ruth A. St-. jlc
General Manager

cc: Hon. Gail Phillips
Hon. Jerry Sanders
Hon. Gene Kubina
lion. Brian S. Porter
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February 15, 1396
Jack K. Khyner fftwMTI'wNotS %71 - [Eg> ~ _
Presgdent -~
<TelAlasic*. Inc. QX ff c
2121 Abbott Road PoM*# Pfwiei

Anchorage, Alaska 99507

tact

Dear Jack:

Thanks for your coment!™ on_tha universal service prcwislons -
- as you know, tall* hna been a difficult ieaua over the |
worked with the U9TA end rural carriers to address many of the
concernl_f,* you raised, and believe the final agreement protects rural®
consumer>.

S.652,, the Telecommunication™ Act of 1996 was passed on
February 1, 1996 by overwhelming margins and was signed into law by
the President on February 8, 1996.

New Section 214(e)(@ of the Comiminlcations Act of 1934 states
that A common carrier designated aa on "‘eligible telecommunications
carrier’” must offer the services included in_the definition of
universal service throughout the area specified by the State
commission. Once a carrier is designated, that carrier is eligible
for specific suyyport, as provided under new Section 254 of the
Communications Act.” _if multiple common carriers that meet the
requirements of section 214(a)(D request to be designated as
=cligible” then the State commission must designate the requesting .
carriers aa "‘eligible’/ except when, the area for which the carrier
requests designation ia already served by a rural.telephg
company

) You will also be glad to know that S.652 requires both_
intrastate and interstate toll rate averaging. am enclosing a
copy of S.652, aa enaotod, for you to review,

With beat wishes.

ila

% G 9u

10

WASVIV Ny
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STATE OF ALASKA
DEPARTMENT OF COMMELCK AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
_Tonykoowim, Governor
William L. H Coaauaticvm

ALASKA PUBLICUNUTIES COMMISSION

1016 West fith AvtmamSaits <00
Andwrage Alula 99501

Phone 007) 276-6222

Fm

(907) 7.76:0160

FAX COVER SHEET

Humber of pages (including cover sheet)

D ate: Time: 3:00 p.-m.

Transmittal Fax Number: (907) 465-2319

To: Rep. Pete Kott
Attn: George Dozier
Legislative Director

From: Bob Lohr
Executive Director

Subj: Comparison of Keylssues: HB 501, HB 531, Federal
Telecommunications Act of 1996

Comments: Would it be possible for you to distribute this
information to committee members? | assume that it
would be of particular interoE t to
Telecommunications Subcommittee members. Thanks in
advance.
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TONY KNOWLES, GOVERNOR

J0I6WEST SIXTHAVENUE. SUITE4AD

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND ANQUOKAGE - ALASKA (3195
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AT (i

TIY: «n rxwtn

ALASKA PV8UC UTILITIES COMMISSION
March 29, 1996

To: House Labor and Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legisl

Fn Robert A_Lohr; Executive Director
AlaskaPublic Utilities Commission

Re:  Comparison of Key Issues in the Three Telecommunications Bills: Telecommunications
Act of 1996 (federal Act); HB 501; HB 531

Common Carrier Specialists Lew Craig and Philip Treuer prepared the attached side-by-
side table comparing the Tdecommunications Act of 1996, HB501 and HB531 Thu table is not
an analysis ofthe hills; it is intended as merely an aid in comparing key issues addressed by one or
more ofthe bills. The table follows the outline below.

The Commission has adopted fiscal notes for each state hill, as originally introduced. The
Commission’s estimated cost of implementing HB 501 was $135.9 and for HB 531 was $472.6.
The Commission later determined that the net cost of implementing the federal Act will be
$401.1. The Commission has not yet assessed the extent to which the costs of carrying out the
federal Act may duplicate costs included in the fiscal notes for either HB 501 or HB 531. Ifa
Committee Substitute is adopted for either bill, the Commission expects to revise downward its
fiscal note(s).

Outline of Kev Telecommunications Issues
Interconnection
Duties and Obligations of Carriers, Local Exchange Carriers (LEC) and Incumbent LECs
Negotiation Procedures for Agreements
Exemptions for Rural Telephone Companies
Suspensions and Modifications for LECs
Pricing Flexibility
Cross-Subsidy
New Services
Non-competitive Services
Services Offered on a Trial Basis
Competitive Services
Discounted Service*
Universal Service

Memorandum to House Labor and Commerce Committee
March 29.1996
Page 10f2
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INTERCONNECNHOM

Under - Telecomunicatians Act 0f 1996 (Acb) tre kol oartue company (LEC),, sdolligaiad toprovice Intercarection toany regestirg telecomunicatia? crser, The
Tehal At estzblides rapuirarants kar intacorection, provicss foreeption ar sugasian from thoee reuirarant;; farsome LECs; and setsproosdures farmegptiating
IneroTetinagarats.

Telecomunicatias Act of 196 (Act) HB 3l HB 501

Dutdes and Coligataas of Carriers (G 231(0) Dutiesand Chligatias ofCatTkn, LECs A lacmbimt LECs  Dutiies and Qolligatias of Cariers,

* inamrect directly or irdircdywith the Ealitesand LECs & Incurbent LECs

euipratofotteraras; ad

<ot FsEl retwork feetures, fuctios, oraphililistet HB 531 deesrotatess tre Interaomectionddligptiosof LECs,  Not ecificlly abresssd et o te

do rot comply with seecified guilcElires and starchrds. ltres Inpose interaaTectin reguirarason IXCs tatminor edant et tte Comiissiion must proviice
trefehd Act’sreuireants. faropetto natmelymamer ad

(ligatios of loal exdange carmiera (LECs) (Gec 231(0)) nust ackpt reg latios tetelimirate

0" opdiat resdcof tersavies; ingqriaie inpediments oentry for

*cprovick nunber poraility; LECs fit,willirg, and sble toprovick

<to provack dialiry [ty aTIE.

stonfindacess opoles, d.ots, arlts, ad rigits-ofFvay
<0 reestehlish recaal aopasation ndaEEits farte

Addrtiaral doligatias on Incunbentt LECs (Sc Z31(©)
‘regptiate Ingood Bth te “anrsad aadiitiasof

agaEts;

<rovick interaoTection etany tednically fessiblepoint of
tresare qality trey provice tottensehes, on Lt

<rovick boogjs toretinork elarents on on ubudled besis;
«offar resske of teir telecomunicatias ssvicss abvimitcsale

IS,

<provick reesaeble pblicrotice of darges o treir
retworks; ad

«provice haiall alllaatian, o virttal aolloation Hhysical
olloation sBupadical.



lelacomunicrtias Actof 1956 (A
Nepptiation Procedure™ forAgrearentt(Sec2L.2)

\bluntary Ag.roancal)

An inaunbent 1.HCmay enter intbavoluntary interaamsctian
Bgreemem with aother telecomunicationicariawithout
regard o e intercorectiondalicatios (Sac 230) desribed
frecding.

The agregrent nust inclucen detailedsdedule of teniad
darges Tor inerarectin ad eech savicear retnork
elerent ircdlud ntte egreament.

1eagrearent nust ke sonitted todieAPUC fargqyoel,
Grounds Tor (gection ircluck: disorimiration sgpirstn &
rotaparty oteagreaett ateagrearent trotarsistat
with trepblic inaest, aonvenienceand rez=sity. Sbject o
See 53, Removal ofBamiers to(lry, e APUC may reguire
axpliance with intresiate srvaee g allity Starchrcs.

Any party regpiiatirguder thisssctionmay petitiontte
APUC. ~atany point intto regotiiation tonudiate diffaaos.

Ihe A~UC nust et o rigectar gproe within  days ar tre
agrearert will ke deemed groved. StEate curtsdo rothave
Juistictiontoreviev APUC action ngorovirgor rgjectiry
treageamat. iFte APUC does rotperform isduties ucer
thissotion tre FCC willl preap

Ihe A*"UC may arsolichie procesdinguncer thissectiin
‘O rade aninistrative U s.

HB 531
Negptaataan Procedure™ farAgreements

HD 531 dee* rot directly actress regpiatacn proocres far
interaoTection agreaais.

MB 501
Negptaation Procedure™ far Agreenent™

Not geaficllyadicssdecgt tote
ettittatthe Comissionnust provice
o apetition nr tirelymaer ad
Inggriate inpadinent* oery o
LECs i, willirg, und aole Oprovice
Soke.
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Telecomunicatias Actof 1996 (Ac)
Negotiataon Procedures far Agreement) (aontarued)

Appradnmately Smonths (hetween tte 16Ihdoy and tre
180Ihchy) niatte inourbent LEC reehvesareg estfar
regptialion, my party otreregptiationmay etitinte
APUC toahitraieay open E8es. A roHEtItirgprty
may resood o tepetitionand provice actiitioel infomatian
(ithin25 diys afla teAPUC reenes ttepetitio). “lre
APUC nust Iimit isarsicratin o tre issessetaut indie
petitionnod any actitioall infamatian proviided by IEnon-
petitioirg prty.

fnresoMigany goen i esstteAPUC srequired @
<Uaure tirl Ireresolutinneets reAct™s intercomectin
requireents (ScAD).

sEsteblishany ratesbesed on ast (ittout refaree osse-
of—rctum ar otter n_ietaed procadingg)

«Esteplish any reon nnn-disominfllay kestsand allova
reesaeble pdiit

«osicer tejstad reesreble tars for recpyaal
aparsation.

+Letemine volesale imtesbesad on tre il rate-ecludig
my merketing, billig, olledtinarotter asts tebwill ke
awoided nawolesale &,

1ITcAPUC may anly rigett tte agreament (@-portion trareoh)
ifibcbes rot meet e Act™s interaorection recpirenants (G
Al arsrpicry <grouds disassd precing.

Negotdiation Proosdure! farAgreement™ (aontinsd)

HB 01

NegatiaHou Procedures far Agreements
(cntaned)

Not yxoificilfy addressd eapt o tte
edat trettte Commiission must provich
Taraopetition ina tirelymaner ad
must adpt regulatio s tetelimirete
i iate inpdiments toatry far
LECs i, willig, and eble toprovick
aE



Telecomunicatiaos Act of 1996 (Act)
Nagpibillitzh Procedures for Agreaments (containued)

The APUC mxd aorplete lisatitrationwithin 9 months of
tedaettel EC rmehes tte raestforregpiation.  Inatter
vwarts, teAPUC lissgparadinately4 moths toanplete te
abitratinpoess, irduding teesrblishrotofraes far

The APUC nust et o rgetar gproewithin 0 days artte
agrearentwil) be deemed gyyoad. Stakecurti do rothave

Juisiidtinorevien APl I action ngqorovirg or rejectiry
treagreamant.  tteAPUC docsrotperform isdtiesuky
bissotin tre 1"CCwilll preap

The APUC may aorsolicate procesding urcer tillssectian
o ralce ahinistrative s s.

HB X1
Negotiation Prooedure™ far Agreaments (aonliiwutd)

HB 501
Negotiiation Procedures forAgreement™
(contind)
Not geahcallyatiesssdeagptto te
edent tret tteCommission nutt provice
Tarapetation ina tirelymanner ad
nust adpt regilatio s tetelimirete
igqriate inpediments toentry far
LECs fipwillirg, ard ebletoprovice
Vi



Lclccommunicntions Act of 1996 (Acl)
Bemptions farRurol Telephone Cominic* (S

A rl LEC (@hich irchudssdll Aleska LEC* et ATU) B
exapt franteLEC interarmsction raspiireraits ofa
[B1©Jutil ithes lecenvedabona fickrag st fr
Naucio, savias, or retwork elerents ad teAPUC
ceteymires ILFschregest
* Brotutuly ecoonical ly burdersone.
* stednally sk, ad
* tasstetwithtte Actaunnasal savie poasias
(eaptfatregeaficphlic naet, conveniee ad
recEssity (YOASKOE).

Ihe APUC mostmoke adetermiration aboutvwhether o
temirate terud LECs intaraomectionexenption within
120 cays of raovirg rotiice. Upon teamatdm, tte APUC
most estehlishan inplerentation shedule ayaisiuntwith
FC*C regiatios. [The deedlire Tor FCC rgulatios BAUGLSE
R 1%6.)

HB 531 HB 501
Benptions for Rural Telephone Companies Benptions forRural Telephore

Computes
Sotian8 alnacts nnew ssctin42.(6.24, Intercarectian;
e@ptas, SgEEIN, adndificatios, ©2.6. Ingreal Not seEcificilly actiessad el o e
tisstinminaspovsiatoftre feciral Actvhille Iposing— edent tret tre Camission must provice
some acbitioal recpirgets. HBS31 qeaficllydiessSsotin faranpetiion ina tirely maner and

Al [Inacrectindlligatias], dll rdisive, oftte Act nust adpt reg Ao s tretelimireie
regardiing intercomectindolicatios. Irgrgoriate inpedinents oatry fr

LECs fit, willirg, od Bole toprovice
Thisproasiinof 11IB331 reares tteAPUC toaodct it AR,

tamiration procesdirgwhen aosiceringa regpestfur
intercorectian  Die remainder ofthis ssctin garaxallly follons
twefahal A, alttogh ibreguires treComission togply with
gt gEahaty tidia-stathds before tamiration of
eaptm faud Elgdoeammies. Foreaple: te
APUC nust arsicerwhetier tre intercorectionwould raisette
astofuninasal svceahae anadaere eflexon te
antaility, gty a-affadhility of telecomunicatias
e~

The burden of parassin o tamirete ttree@ption Bon te
party ssskirg intleraoredtion,  The burden toshov adverse diiadts
on ttepblic naetadarvie bon tre Inounbentbutno
infarae sallored obe drawn Ifte LEC dledsrot oRmit
evidae.



Telecomunicatiat Act of 196 (Acd)
Sutpeuilot pravVodifcHlion farLF .0 G S5 MR)

Any LEC with lestten2% of lreretiansaoct™ lire*Gie,
tiyAlaska EEC) cenpetiion ot sLgoasicn arnodifficatian
oftte requirerent*of LECs. The APUC must gattte
et Ificktemines et tre s goasicnarmodification b

+ toaoida sgifiartaderseeconanic inpect on usrsof
teleomnicatios sevicsgaally, ar

= ‘thaoid inposing hrepuirerat et suduly
exoanically burdersoe, or

* toaoid inposirg areuireat et Etsdnically
riesike, unl

* parssiatwith tepblic iaet, aneniee, ad
reesity.

T steteromisriun nust actwirth 180 day* of receivirga
reg st faragEsinar noificatiion.

HB 531
ftupciulosand Modificatio™ for LECs

HU 531 esatidllyminor™ treprovisias of (liefeckral Act

MB 501
<4 gasiosand Mdificatios far
LEC*

Not geaficallyaddressd et totix
edattattre Comissionmust provice
Tarapetition lhatirelymamer ad
mustadpt regulatios tetelimirete
ingqriate inpadinents ey far
LEC* ft, willirg, and able hprovice
TR



relaorannicotayj Act dl 1956 ()
Pricing Hedhility
Not geci*(illy ictiasil.

Cross Sbsidy

Sction 251(K) prchibits na@aria-from sigsarvics thitare
rotcopetitive oatsidie toe tataeabjet o
apEetto. Rpires teSates, o nrestniessvices®,
esteblishany neessary st allocation riles, aooountiirg
sy acs, adgiddirestoasue tarsarvies inrchuded n
tre cefinitinofuivasal ssviebearnomore tena
rastviblrSareof ttejointand common astaof Edlities
usd oprovice those svias

New Sarvicss
Not seaficallyactressl.

HD 531
Pricing Hedhility

Omsi-Suaxddy

Sactian 15 adds nnew sectian42.03.417, Oross sLbsidies
prchibitad, ©42 (6. This ssction requirssapetiithve svie
rasstoer Inneatal ast. The utillitybean theburdenof
proving tettrepricmers te imeetal ot The
Camissionmay reviev firarcial infonation toenfarce this
sdlior(o infomation sanfidatal. Ssction 170fHB 531

ststreComissionwith tedarge of sy tretaorpetitive

srvicesaepricdaove Inoemental ast To

New Sarvicss

Sclion 17 ads anew ssin2,(6.4%6. New aranpetitive
teleomnicatiocs savics 2.6, Thissotinwilll reguire
treComission todstemire wilitin30 days, upon reg et
whether a telecomunicatios service Ba bject toapetition. .
One provisin of thissection rpires the Commissiion tormodify
reg sty reqpireetswhen icfinsassrvie s et o

HB 501
PricigHedility,
Oross-Qusidy & New Servicss

Not geaificllyatressdeapto e
edatthuttteCamission nust provice
Torapetition na tirelymamer ad
must adpt reglatios tetelimirate
iggriate inpediments oatry far
LEC* fit, willirg, and eble toprovice
TE.



Telecomunicatiao™ Act d 191/6 (Ad)

Nofl G| BsfitT Sforkn
See sctionon ang* SLksidy

Sarviass Offered on aTrib»l Besis
Not seafically actress.

1531

Ner-aonpetithve Service*

Sotion 15alsoadsa new lectian42.06.418. Reeulillonof
rooorpetitive sicess 2.5, This sstinallons tte
Camission oregilateasenice ttet ttoCamiissiion hesrot
cetermined tobe aopetitive gyarantly besed on gplication by
treutlity. This extionreguire™treComission © ks eafird
aterwithinB0 days aftlaroticeand hearirgtoggorove modify nr
rgetdiegpliciio.

Sirvlac*Offered on aTriial Bssil

Adds anew sbsction () 426301 Discrimination Insanae.
Tikaactimallors new servicss o e offared on nrE besis O
slelastoers.

Under HB 531 tretemsard ratesof tre trl esis offerirgswould
dillbo s hject o tteComission™s revievand fillig recuireents.

HB 301

Nm-anpeillte Srvicss A
Servioz* Offered ona Trial Besis

Not geafically addresseappt totte
edent traettte Commission mest provice
forapetition Ina tirelymanner ad
nust adpt reglatios tetelimirete
ingqiate inpediments oenry for
LECs fitbwillig, ud eble toprovice
e



TelcomirnidliasAct of 196 (A HB 531 HB501

Gampetative Srrvik OimptIKive Sen cm Cotpetitive SarvicesA Disoounted
See sedlinon adtikEEAd). Adds anew tor.in2.G A4, Telecomimbniossaviessajat Sedees
tooopctath, 4.6, Thisstinsstsaut e uiliyS ot
pmt]da@dlrgtelemmnlcaumsmsl;aﬂo Not geaifically actressd et o tre

. Theroticepen jdottepblickssdotead b 5dys  clatitetteCamissionnust
ad wobgstoﬂe(bnmss,lm A taifidraemay lediaggdon provice faraopetition natirely
10cys i totteComission. [Anatdy, hgradl, arde manner and nust edpt rglaios tet
dangevould trigararecsy. Tre uilitynust (ieadssripion  elimireie ingagariate inpdimets ©
ofageoEl antract with tre Comissiion within 10days of is atry T ECs fibwillig, ad eble o

Disauntiri Henke™ Disoounted .Sabss

Disoouted rssaredico s in lreantedof interaomect Ssction 10 allons e LEC todffa-adisoountsd o recboed rate o
Wother LECs ard intteantext of rates tosdools, liariess  sdoolks, uivasities, lares, healthcare faalities, nuseuns,

nnd pbllic heolth provicers *"See Z4(0)).- phblic sdety Ealitiesnd otter irstitvtiosl Lsas.



IWjF-JJSAL SERVICE (iitem)

Cefinran

Requires: () tte FCC 1o rstittieard refa1ob Fedbral-State Joint Board a proocssding torecommend drarge™ toany of isregliaiio s o inplerent searfied requireants,
includirg tre cefinitionof ticservicss tret ere s oo ted by feckral yiinardl service 3 portmedhenisms anda qediific tireteble faranpletion of such recomacatias; @
ae member oftteBoard tole a Siate-gypointed utality coniumer advocate nominated by aretioal agpnization of State utillityconsumer aduocates; ad @) treBoard, aftar
rotice and quortnity farplbliccoment, tomuke isrecomendatias todieFCC withinnirematta.

Telecomunications Act ol 1956 (Aat) HB 531 HB 311

Prirciples G ZA0) Prirciples & Definitian PrirciplesA Definitin

Directs tre Board and teFCC e mlices fatte

presenabion ud advencarent of unasal saviea: O Not gedficdllyatiesdeapt o te
aalilityofg dlity sevics et &, reesaeble, ad edat tettte Comissionnust provice
affadtble raes; () aocess toadvanced telecomunicatias Torapetition natirelymamtT ad
and infamation savicss odll regias of treratian; Q) nust adopt regulatios tetelimiraie
aoesad asts nud ad hihastaes tatae Ingagqaiate inpedimvets oaay far
reesaebly aoparable totetproviced nutenates; @) LECs i, willirg, ad able toprovice
rourtphicand ronlisorimiratory antriuian by dll AR

telecomunicatios sevicss poadss; B) gedficad
predicisble s port redenists; (6) acesstoadvanced
teleomnicatios ssvics for sdolshelthare, ad
liaes ad () auchotter priraplesas tre Bonrd ad tre
ICC cetermiretee ntrepblic Haet

Defires "lnivasal i asanevohvirg led of
telecomunicatios senvics et teFCC ddll esteblish
pericdically, @rirg nbuooountadvaness
telecomunicatias ad Infamation tedrolagiesad
TIES.



TelecomunicatiasAct of 19W (Act)
Fonilingj Mechanisn GXE)E& ©)

Requires til earers providing inastate telecomunicatios
snvics banintute o tre presanation and advancement of
unasal ssvie. Authorizss the FCC toexamptacaniarar
dessofcliets iftaeirantributicwould he ' 'te mininlB.**

Provicks tretunly dhsigrated digidecarera sl be dligidle
resie YEilicFaobal nivasl svies ot

(irants Siates attority oadypt reglatios ot innosistat
with e FOC™s rules. Reopires dll pro/ders of inlsstallo
teleoomunicatios bantribuie bunhvarsal sviewithina
Sate hanaiteble and modieerimiratory mamer, »
determinad by the Stiole. Remiits eState toadpt chirtiund
repireaiswith regect touninvasal ssnvie inttat Staless
lagasauch requirarats do rot relyyoon arburden Federal
unihvasal rervicea ot nedenisns.

FutidirgMechanism

SN S menda AS 2.06.8D todae tar tte APUC may
estehlishu univarsal serviee fud toeaure tre provision oftesic
loal ad logdistae telgioe snvice atressaeble rates

thaguutteste.

HB 531

UB 51
Funding Mechanism

Not gecificllyurldessl eapt otta
edenttret e Commission nuili provice
Tarapetition ina tirely marmer and
must adopt reguliatios tintelimirete
iggriate inpadinents ety K
LECs fit,willirg, ud eble toprovick
AR



Telecomunicatios Act of 191/6 (Act) HQ 531
Geogrgchical ly Averaged Hales (G 254 @) Geographiical ly Averaged Ratal

Directs: (D) te FCC, withinsixnontts, loadpt rulesto
require It tre ratesdargsd by proadmt of inarsdhange
teleomnicatios ssvics o alaxias nrual ad hich
astwens ilkdl e o higer trenttoee darged by eech such
provicer b isasriEs nutanaes; ad @ suchrdes b
require teta provicer of Inastete Interedate
telecomnicatios s provice uchssnvicess o ils
alEritas neech Siae atrates nu higer (hut tteee drargd
D isaETiEs nayaliaSaEe.

Sthools, Libraries, anil Health Care Provicers Ge Z4(H)  Sdhools, Liraries, and Heallth Carr Provicders

Repiresaarir, upon reeMiigaboé fickreg et bo See Section 10, Discounted Rates
provice telecomunicatios  savies: (Dwhichare
reccsstuy ln-Dieprovisionoftealthomr ssviess na Siae,
includirg rstruction relatirg tosuch savicess, tomy plbllicar
rojroh trealthcare provicer tretsernes persaswho resice
hud uss ntaSiEakea s tetart reesaebly
anparable O troeedarged farsmilbarssvicss huenaress
nte s ad @ forelatodl puposss inchud ntte
cefinraonofunihvarsal saviec Tarelerentary and ssoodary
gwlsmd lhaesa a3t dae kesten tteamounts
drarged farritnillr ssvicss tootterarties, ssreessary b
asure affadble agess toand use of such saviess. Famitsa
cniel providing auch savie bne anamount e Al otte
anount oftredisoant tresiedas indisttio isdoliggbian©
anribute o tremsdenists, arreeEihe reithursarent
utilizrg e portmedrenists, npresane and advance
uivarsal s

HB 501

Geagrgphical ly Averapad Kate A
Stools, Libraries, and Health Carr
Provider!

Not gecifically adbiressed ept o tte
edat trettte Commission must provice
faraopotition notirely mamer ad
must adopt rglatios tet elimirete
irgaqariate inpediments oary T

1 PGt villirg, and ble toprovick
TR



I,fOtts

A RB CTL OQBS

ol8*

Telraouinianlias Act of 1956 (Act)
HigibleCariers

G=. 1) Seafiestatacommon @rardesigated ason
“dige telecomunicatias arg” ' $dl: ke digble©
snceas favwhich tedsigsation Braena, offatre
snics tintrrt s goorted by Fecbral inivarsal sarvie
ortmedenists ditter usirg itsown Edlitissora
anbinatian of itsown falitiesand ressleofnotter amia™s
svias, ad aartie tteasibilityofsuh sadesessad tte
datgs tadlarsirg media ofgraral distriiion,

Reppires aState comission todsigate schnaria fate
svieas. Auttorizs(in tecasedfanaeasenadby a
ud Elgdoecopany) arrares nttecae ofal otter
aes) tte Sialecamission todsigatenore ttenae
Common ariarss Mdighkearia frasvicamsa
cesigatad by Hie Sate aomissian, s lag rueech adtitio el
re estirg amiarmeets tre requirarants of thisssrianard
uhdsigatin B Intte plblic rnaest.

Set_fathpovsias regardirg: (D) desigatianofedigible
amastruenadaes; md @ relimuisentof
unnasal rmvirc aes senad by more tenare digle
arg).

HB 531
HigibleCarters

Adds anew sslin42.(6.243, Lacal Exdenge SCvass, 2.(b.
The Comission srauiradtodssigete te inounbant koA
edae teleoomnicatias ara (LBC) asondigie
teleoomunicatios @ariE-. [Uder tte feal Act on " Higble
arg; "ssdsigaiadby tedete, sdlighle braesheuninasl
sviefuts]

A telecomunicatians provicer rotdesigated eaan dligile
aramay petitin tteCamission tobeocame an actitio sl
digbkeamafatrestudyaeacfanral telgdaecanpany
HB 331 reguires tte Commiission tohold « hearing todetermine
whether tepetition sinttepblic inaet. The Commission
must arsiderwhether trepetitionwould potentially Innesse tte
aatofuninvarsal ssvie, arhove on uinfaarableeffacton tte
uvakhilityad nfatealitycfunnasal savies; determire
whether tre inoutbent sprovading uninasal ssvicead
cetemire tre petitioa ssarvicsswill rilfect tredality of e
inounbent o st and gearate telecomunicatios Edliitiess.

IftreCamissiion cetermines tret desigetinof treactiticral
digbke arie Entepblic Naet, tte Commission srapird
atan effetedle futedsigation. To esteblshtreddle
thcComission i, ngradl, requirad e Address tte
Inountent”s reliaeon ininvasal savie fudingand provice tte
inanbentwith o dalitytoramner inestrentsmode nreliae
on inivasal sarviee fuding thrauch acelerated ast remvery of
otrermears.
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HB 501
HigibleCariers

Not seahcllyatiesssdeaptote
edat tat treComissionnust provice
Tarapetition n8tinelymaner ad
must adyptreg latios tetelimirete
Inrggriate Inpdinents ey far
LECs fit, willig, ad eble toprovich
IR



Telecomunicatias Act of 1996 (Ad)
HigibleCarriers (antirued)

HB 531

Higible Qurriiers (antinued)

EssatiallyHB 531 reguires lheCamiission (0corvouo Uhomirg
wheraver u telecomunicatios provicer etitiocs thbecome en
eddriael “dligile ariar narud telgdoecarpany™s siudy
as. Under trecefiiaon ofral telgdore company fourd et
Sctin27 ofHB 531 oy are LEC nAlnskn isrotnrual LEC.

HB 501
Higible Carriers (cntined)

Not geaficllyattress et btte
edatteat ((eComissionmust provice
o anpetition inh tirely marmner ad
must adpt reglatio s tretelimirate
ingpgxyiae inpadinenta ey far
LECs fi,willig, ad eble toprovice
HAE
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Telecomunicatia™ Act of 196 (Act)

Not gecificallly actressed

HB331 HB 501

Adds nnew sUbssctian (@ ©AS 2.06,221, Grtificissragira. . The Camiraion nust provice far
This ssction require* ttoCommissiion oactwithindJdaysonan aonpetition inartinrelymanmer andmurt

gpliation frano laa telgdoe corpany toarerd it* adpt regulatio ™ tetelimirate
cartficied e bane usnadaes. The gplicaiion B Ingrgxiate inpadinent™ ey ar
granted iflmeCommisakm docs rotactwathin4s days. The LEC™o fit, willlirg, and ablle toprovice
&slanbrdﬁra;noal safidigtactegpliat siwilliy svie.

dle.

Qurantly revievofFarendrents toartificiesare tpically
cecicedwithin6 nonths. The tine periad farreviewof
apetitie IXC atfiction k20 days sirg te fignillirg&
eblestathd.

ts
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relraoniunicQlla Al of 1996 (ct)

Not gecificallly actiressed

HB 531

Used S Ussful

Sotion 19 rpires e APUC topresure tetprgperty inclucd
nraesantnes ohe sliosble farrelareking pumposss.
Praperty Busad & Ll A isttionarisss fron:
=reesreble design o efittilgastorers
einplerentation of il stry starchrds
=reegreble plamirg fafuture nesds

smocemization ofpblicutali network

Depreciation

SN 20 ruires tte APUC topresune ttettte FCC
cHraciation ratesand nethocbllagiies cm ressyedle.

HB I
Used S Useful & Depreciation

Not geahicallyaddressdeapt totte
edenttrettte Commission must provice
forapetition ina tirelymanrer ad
nmust adptreglatios tlitelimirete
irgquriate inpdiment* oetry far
LECs @, willirg, and eblle toprovice
.
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TelesomuniceiicaAct Al SHECT)

Not gecificallly attuseel

HB 51 HB 01

Stin23 adsunew sesdtin? (b.88. Duiesof Inarestdeic  Not geaficllyatiesdeapttotte

aras(DO) bL.(b. Thisstinggeraliyminostefeba  edenttatteComissionnust provice

ACtSLEC inarcmmsctinrepieaits. A teleomnicatios faranpetiion na tirelymamer ad

utility sgEaficllyallovad todssigete e fastointof muatedpt reglatios et elimirete

swvitchilgwhere te uilitydeas oproviceeg Al acessthvagh  Ingagariate inpadinents oery far

acralizd e Bl aaEssarageit LIiCs i willig, tirdeble toprovice
AR

Requires luterodee carera to interaorectwith otter

teleomnicatios @ras. Fdlitisshesad amasae reuird

topoviceutbudled aoess.

The Commission sdargadwith determinirgwhen an IXC hea

more ihui 5% oftre daemessage dll truffleand determinirg

tewolesle raie for nBoTECIoL
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REMOVAL 1) RBAH. EElrtid IiBHIC G )
Telecomunicatia s Act of 1996 (Acb) HQ 531

No Statea ko statiear regdation, arotter Satear ke Nut seEaifacallly ecbressd.
ld requieat, may pdioitarhave treeffactof
pdhibitirg tredailityofeny entity toproviceany intarstetear
Iniredtair telecomunicatia™ savice.

Honever nssdtian 53 [Rorovsl of Uesnia™ o Entry] Sl
affecttte alityofu SiEtc o Inpose, on aaEtthvely
reutral besis and arsistent with sstion 24, requirenants
recessary bpresenead advance uinivarsall ssvice, pratect
trepblic sty and velfare, asure tteaontinusd g allity of
tclaounniatiat™ ssvaces, ad safeg ard tre ridisof
QraENeSs.

Inactiion, nothiing insection 253 [Removal ofBariaso
try] affets treauttarity of aSate ar koAl govermment
larenegc trepblic rigts-ofFvway or oreguire arand
reesyeble

apasation fron telecomunicatias proady™, ona
apetithely reutral and modisorimiretory kesis, faruseof
pblic ngisfFvay on arodisorimireiary Lests, ifte
apasatian regpired ispblicly disclossd by ach
et

7 icdate can he preampted HtteCommission cetermines tet
aSaea koA gperment

Fes - permitted ur inposed my stetie, regdation, or kgl
recuiraat tatvioktes s bstias 253 @ ar B). The
Camission gdll preapt (feenforcament of such et ie,
reglation, ar ke requireet bttea-Btrecsssary o
arect such vidlationar Frorsisiaoy.

Imsoi
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Telecomunicatias Aci oF19%6 (Act) HD 531
Nothing insectian 253 gl affect tte nplicabionofssctan
OO (e, teeastiy ek preaption of rates oer
wireless] toaomrercial mbile snvice proads.

iddl ot be avidltinof sstiin 253 fra Siate toreguirea
telecomnicatios ar|a-tritsas toprovice telgdoe
edae sviea edae uEss nasvicasasendg
by arud telgtoecarpany tomeet tre requireatts n
sotian 214EXQD fardesigatinas andigible
teleomnicatios ama I tatamabefoebeirg
pemitied toprovice such savie. Thils sUbssctian [530)
Kurel Marlets] sl rol goply- () bussvice arsaserved by
urud telgdoeconpany tethes dotained an eeption,
SHEEI, anadfiain ofsctin SB(EO)@) tet
effectihelypeatsaapetitor frot

nmeeting tre rappireats of sciian 24E)(QD): ad @ ba
proviceroraomercial nobile svacs.

HB 301
The Camission most provice far
apetto nutirelymamer admust
adptrglatiostetelimirete
Inrgprgriate inpediments toetry far
LECs i willirg, and eble toprovice
IR
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2200 Classen Boulevard, Suite 850
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73106
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\996 Officers
J R. Gater, Presicant
Im williars, stVice Presicant

Nancy Gain, 2nd Vice Presicait
3ob Saflad, Seaetary
B.""Sonny'* Bright,, Treesurer
JBanyK.NmreBmJti\e\/ioeH’esichI MEMORADUM
To: AlIl OTA Members
From: Barry K. Moore
Date: March 15,1996
RE: Legislative and Executive Action Requirements on RM 19

The Oklahoma Corporation Commission has ten days from the date the rules were
adopted (March 7, 1996) to furnish the adopted rules to the legislature. Therefore,
delivery of the rules and a report concerning the rules is required by March 18, 1996,

which is the first business day after the tenth day of adoption.

The legislature has 30 legislative days in which it can, by joint resolution, approve
or disappro’ e the rules. If the legislature does not take action on the rules, they are

approved as written.

The governor has 45 calender days which run concurrently with the legislature, but
the consequences of inaction are different. |If the governor does not approve the

rules within the prescribed period they are disapproved.

If you have any questions, please give me a call.

Board of Directors
mGreg Aldridge - KanOkJa Telephone Association « Bob Gray « GTE ¢ Dan Overland - Pottawatomie Telephone Co* Tom Riley - Dobson Communications Corp

« Richard Ruhl « PioneerTelephone Cooperative « Gary Torbell «O.C.S.1.



For Immediate Release
Telecommunications Competition Rules Adopted

Oklahoma state officials and telecommunications industry representatives
foresee rules adopted on March 7 perhaps becoming a national model as policies to
broaden competition among companies spread across the country. The three-
member commission voted unanimously to adopt procedures to deregulate local
telephone service in Oklahoma. The regulations mirror federal legislation.

Cody Graves, chairman of the Oklahoma Corporation Commission, praised
the 88-page Rulemaking 19, calling its completion an "extraordinary effort” that few
people thought could be accomplished. Graves said the consensus approach framed
by OCC staff and the industry "is not an ending but really the beginning of this
process to reflect the market that's out there."

He said Oklahoma is the first state "to promulgate rules" since the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 was passed by Congress and signed into law by
President Clinton. Graves said " possibly the rest of the country will use ours as a
model."

The rules are a compromise achieved over several weeks of discussions.
Observers of the rulemaking process said they were most impressed with the
balance reached among competitors who worked with OCC staff.

The rules will now be submitted to the Legislature for consideration.

Barry K. Moore, executive vice president of the Oklahoma Telephone
Association, said, "Six weeks ago what you had was a document that frightened and
confused a great number of people. " He said now there is a conclusion " that |
think people are 9 percent satisfied with."



ALL SOURCES PROPOSED RULES

RM950000019/LOCAL TELEPHONE
COMPETITION DOCKET
AS ATTACHED TO THE AGENCY RULE
REPORT

*(THESE RULES INCORPORATE ANY CHANGES MADE ON MARCH 7,1996 AS
SET FORTH IN THE HANDOUTS AND PURSUANT TO COMMISSION VOTE
DURING THE HEARING)



