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SPONSOR STATEMENT
Senate Bill 310

“An Act relating to the employment of prisoners; and providing for an
effective date.”

The legislation that created the Alaska Correctional Industries proqram and
commission was repealed on JuIY 12005 The ,{)nmary purpose of SB 310
5 10 Prowde the necessary statutory authority so “the Department of
Corrections can_continue providing inmate work and training programs

without interruption.

SB 310 is needed to provide for employment of prison inmates under AS

30 This employment program will" be funded from Receipt Su[)port
Service funds. "The bill provides the necessary statutorg authority to
Partlupate in critical federal Prison Industry Enhancement (PIE) programs.
t also grants the authority to actively parficipate and partner with private
enterprise.  These partnerships will provide realist work experience and
vocational training for [)nsoners under conditions similar to those that
prevail, in the private sector. SB 310 will allow the department to make a
deduction from the offenders’ wages to apply to the cost of confinement.
These receipts will support the prison employment program.

In addition, the prison e,m,oloyment program will allow inmates to work
toward financial responsibility”by taking deductions from wages to pay for
child support, victim restitution, criminal fines, civil judgments, feeS for

utilities, as well as other obligations.

SB 3101s a vital piece of legislation if we are to continue inmate work and
vocational training programs in our correctional facilities.



Alaska State Senate
Senate Finance Committee

Mail Stop 3100
State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Sectional Analysis

Senate Bill 310

“An Act relating to the employment of prisoners; and providing for an
effective date.”

Section 1. Deletes the “Correctional Industries Program” from AS
2315 g) and focuses on employment of prison inmates while
incarcerated. The Correctional Indistries Program sunset on July 1 2006

Section 2. Replaces “a?ency” with “private organization” and specifies
that a contract for prison Tabor must include at least minimum wage required

By AS 2310065 and paid in atimely manner according to contract.
emoves reference to Correctional Industries Comm ssion.

Sectionhf. Removes reference to Correctional Industries Commission
oversight.

Section 4. Removes the reference to AS 3332 Correctional Industries and
renumbers provisions.

Section 6.  Allows the Commissioner to establish inmate compensation
based on minimum wa([qe, for partnersh|,os with private vendors and hased on
prevailing waqe to parficipate in federal Prison Industry Enhancement (PIE)
Programs (partnerships with private vendors that sell products across state
Ings). Pas Ieg|slat|on did not have provisions to pay prevailing wage as
required by federal PIE programs.

Section 8. Removes the reference to Correctional Industries.

Section 9. IS amended by adding a new paragraph that allows the cost of
confinement to be deducted from prisoner wages.



Section 10. Removes the reference to purchases of livestock. Removes the
reference to the Correctional Industries Fund and Commission.

Section_ 11. Adds a new section to provide for transition from the former
Correctional Industries Fund to program receipts and provides an effective
date matching the sunset date ot .1y 1 2006

Section 12.  Adds a new section 1o growde for transition from previous
legislation for the non-coverage of AS 2330 (Alaska Workers'
Compensation Act) for the period July 1, 2006 through the day before the
effective date of this act.

Section 13.  Adds a new section to provide for a retroactive date matching
the sunset date of July 1, 2005, for the non-coverage of AS 2330 (Alaska

Workeis’ Compensation Act).
Section 14. Provides for an immediate effective date.
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number: 1
2006 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Veersion: SB 310
(S) Publish Date: KT27/,03]
Revision Date/Time (Note if correction) Department:  Labor and Workforce Development
Title: Employment of Prisoners RDU Business Partnerships
Component Workforce Investment Board
Sponsor Senate Finance
Requester: Senate Finance Component Numbei 2659
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation un'ess otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES Fy2007 FY2008 FY2009 FY2010 FY20ll  FY 2012
Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment

Land & Structures
Grants &Claims

Miscellaneous
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0

ICAPITAL EXPENDITURES I I I I I

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) I [

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1037 GF/Mentai Health

Other (Specify Type-Do not abbreviate)

TOTAL 00 0.0 00 00 00 0.0
Estimate of any current year (FY2006) cost: None
Mark this box (X) if funding for this bill is included in the Governor's FY 2007 budget proposal:
POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page if necessary)

There is no anticipated financial impact to the department as a result of this legislation.

Prepared by:  John Pratt, Executive Director Phone: (90T)269-7487
Division. Alaska Workforce Investment Board Date/Time 3/24/06 1:24 PM
Approved by  Greg O'Claray, Commissioner Date: 3/24/2006
Agency: Department of t abor and Workforce Development
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number 2
2006 LEGISLATIVESESSION Bill Version: SB 310

(S) Publish Date. KT27/,03]
Revision Date/Time (Noteif correction): Dept. Affected Corrections
Title An Act relating to the employment of prisoners;  RDU Institutional Facilities
and providin Pr an effective date. Component Correctional Industries Product
Sponsor Senate Finance Committee Costs
Requester Finance Component Ho. 702
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars,
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2007 FY 2008 FY2009 FY2010 FY2011 FY2012
Personal Services 00 0.0 00 0.0 00 0.0
Travel 00 0.0 00 0.0 00 0.0
Contractual 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
[Supplies 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 00
Equipment 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 00 0.0
Land & Structures 00 00 0.0 0.0 00 0.0
Grants & Claims 0.0 00 0.0 00 00 00
Miscellaneous 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 00 0.0

TOTAL OPERATING 00 00 00 Cco 00 (010]
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES I | | |
CHANGE IN REVENUES ( [ I [ I [ I
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
1003 GF Match 0.0 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0
1004 GF 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0
1005 GF/Program Receipts 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 00 6 0)
1156 Receipt Supported Services 31018 3,181.8 3,181.8 3.181.8 3,181.8 3,181.8
Other (Alaska Correctional Industries Fund) (318L8) (318L.8) (3181.8) (318L8) (3181.8) (318L8)

TOTAL 00 00 00 0.0 00 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY2006) cost: 0.0
Mark this box (X) If funding for this bill is included In the Governor's FY 2007 budget proposal:
POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page if necessary) ) ) _
Passage of this legislation provides the statutory authority to the Department of Corrections to continue

providing inmate work and training programs without interruption. Legislation that created the Alaska
Correctional Industries program and commission sunset on July 1, 2005. This hill provides retroactive
clauses for the non-coverage of AS 23.30 (Alaska Workers' Compensation Act) and for transition of the
Alaska Correctional Industries Fund to program receipts under AS 37.05.14F'c)(81). Italso provides the
program the statute y authority to participate in federal Prison Industry Enhancement (PIE) programs and to
actively participate and partner with private enterprise. This legislation will allow the department to make a
deduction from the offenders' wages to apply to the cost of confinement. These receipts will support the

prison employment program.

Prepared by  Sharleen Griffin, Director Phone (907) 465-3339
Division Administrative Services Date/Time 3/24/06 8:00 AM
Approved by:  Portia Parker. Deputy Commissioner Date 3/24/2006
Agency Department of Corrections
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PIE Certification Program

PIE Final Guideline

[Federal Register: April 7, 1999 (Volume 64, Number 66)] [Notices]
[Page 17000-17014] From the Federal Register Online via GPO
Access [wais.access.gpo.gov] [DOCID:fr07ap99-112]

[[Page 17000]]

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Office of Justice Programs [OJP(BJA)-1213] RIN 1121-AA36
Prison Industry Enhancement Ceitification Program Guideline

AGENCY: Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice Assistance
(BJA), Justice.

ACTION: Issuance of final guideline.

SUMMARY:

The Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA), is
issuing this final revision to its Prison Industry Enhancement
Certification Program (PIECP) Guideline proposed for public comment
on July 7, 1998, 63 FR 36710-36719. Under Title 18 U.S.C. 1761(c).
BJA PIECP certification excepts participating agencies from certain
Federal restraints placed on the marketability of prison-made goods
by permitting the transport of such goods in interstate commerce
and the sale of such goods to the Federal government. This Guideline
addresses statutory amendments and reflects administrative
experience gained by BJA since the last final PIECP Guideline
published on March 29,1985 (50 FR 12661-64). The publication of
this Final Guideline is considered to be a Federal action that will not
significantly affect the quality of the human environment. Therefore,
preparation of an environmental impact statement is not necessary.

3/27 2006
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effective dat«: ThiS Guideline is effective April 7, 1999; existing
participants will have until April 7, 2000 to achieve compliance with
all of the new requirements set forth in this Guideline except for
those relating to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
new requirements implementing NEPA are effective immediately.

for further information contact: JEffrey R. Ha”, Law Enforcement
Program Manager, Bureau of Just e Assistance, 810 Seventh Street,
NW, Washington, DC 20531. Telephone: (202) 616-3255.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Scope of Program Announcement

. Introduction: Program Purposes and Objectives Il. Background of
the Prison Industry Enhancement Certification Program (PIECP) a.
The Legislative History 1. Unregulated Prison Labor 2. Prisoner
Idleness and Prisoners’ Need for Job Skills Training b. The PIECP
°rogram 1. Current State of the Program 2. Future Challenges c.
Discussion of Comments ¢. 1-11 (see Nos. pp 821-847) IIl. Program
Guidance a. PIECP Purposes b. Definitions ¢. BJA's Initial
Considerations for Determining Propriety of Work Pilot Project
Certification 1. BJA's Exercise of Discretionary Authority To Define
and Certify 50 Work Pilot Projects 2. Threshold Inquiry for
Determining Applicability of PIECP Exception Status d. Mandatory
Program Criteria for PIECP Participation 1. Eligibility 2. Inmate Wages
3. Non-Inmate Worker Displacement 4. Benefits 5. Deductions 6.
Voluntary PIECP Inmate Worker Participation 7. Consultation With
Organized Labor 8. Consultation With Local Private Industry 9.
Compliance With the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) IV.
PIECP Administration a. Certificate Holders 1. Project Structure 2.
Application Content 3. BJA Review 4. Standard or Provisional
Certification 5. Certificate Holder Designation Authority 6. Certificate
Holder Monitoring Responsibilities b. Cost Accounting Centers' PIECP
Exception Status ¢. Compliance Reviews 1. Performance Reports 2.
On-Site Monitoring Reviews d. BJA's PIECP Administration e.
Exception Status Suspension/Termination 1. Notice of Possible
Compliance Violation 2. Voluntary Compliance Agreements 3. Failure
To Achieve Compliance and Effect of Non-Compliance 4. PIECP
Exception Status Suspension and Termination

|. Introduction: Program Purposes and Objectives

The Prison Industry Enhancement Certification Program (PIECP),
codified at 18 U.S.C. 1761(c), was first authorized by the Justice
System Improvement Act of 1979, Pub. L. No. 96-157, 93 Stat.
1215. The PIECP was expanded from 7 to 20 pilot projects under the
Justice Assistance Act of 1984, Pub. L 98-473 Sec. 609k(a)(l), 98
Stat. 2077, 2102. In 1990, The Crime Control Act of 1990, Public
Law 101-647 Sec. 2906, 104 Stat. 4789,4914, raised to 50 the
number of PIECP projects that may be excepted by the Bureau of
Justice Assistance (EJA) from certain Federal restrictions on the
marketability of prisoner-made goods, including the Ashurst-
Sumners Act (18 U.S.C. 1761(a)) and the Walsh-Healey Act (41

http://www.nationalcia.org/pieguide2.html 3/27/2006
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U.S.C. 35). Since its inception in 1979, the PIECP program has
certified 38 work pilot projects throughout the country. Prison
administrators find PIECP participation an effective way to address
idleness among ever- Increasing prison populations and as a cost-
efficient method for providing inmates with marketable job skills.
Taxpayers henefit because PIECP wage deductions result in
reductions in incarceration costs. Inmate wages benefit society,
generally, in that deducted amounts are authorized to address vie im
compensation, Inmate family support needs and taxes. Lastly, PIECP
industries obtain broad market access for their products because
they are excepted from the Ashurst-Sumners Act prohibition against
the interstate transport of prisoner-made goods and from the Walsh-
Healey Act prohibition against certain contract sales of prisoner-
made goods to the Federal government. BJA first issued a Final
Guideline to implement this program on March 29, 1985, 50 FR
12661 64. After providing an opportunity for public comment on the
revised Guideline on July 7, 1998 (63 FR 36710- 19), the agency
now publishes this Final Guideline to offer updated program
clarification. In so doing, the legislative underpinnings of relevant
laws are examined and the scope of their app'xability is defined.
Compliance expectations are explained as program guidance. Refined
administrative practices reflect experience gained by BJA over the
past 14 years. The background history, guidance definitions and
administrative requirements described in this Guideline are specific
only to the PIECP and have no bearing on or relationship to the
development, goals or administrative practices of any other prison

industry program.

Il. Background of the Prison Industry Enhancement
Certification Program fPIECP)

a Legislative History

1. Unregulated Prison Labor The 19th Century evolution of industrial
capitalism and private sector use of prisoner labor spawned a
number of conditions that adversely affected several major segments
of society. By the turn of the 20th Century, these segments joined in
an organized appeal to Congress and state legislatures nationwide.
They collectively asserted that the production and distribution of
unregulated prisoner-made goods in interstate commerce needed to

be

[[Page 17001]]

eliminated or, at a minimum, controlled. Human rights activists
turned the public's attention to poor prison work conditions and
inmate exploitation, Organized labor argued that the demand for
prisoner-made products, anywhere, necessarily displaced a possible
demand for the product of free labor. Free enterprise manufacturers
at the time were disturbed because manufacturers of prisoner-made
goods did not bear the burden of overhead costs borne by private
industry competitors. Prisoner-made goods were sold at below
market prices. The viability of private industry competition was
thereby undercut. In December 1924, Secretary of Commerce

http://www.nationalcia.org/pieguide2.html 3/27/2006
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Herbert Hoover held a conference on the subject of the **ruinous
and unfair competition between prison-made products and free
industry and labor." 70 Cong. Rec. S656 (Ir28). Then-Secretary
Hoover authorized an advisory committee to study the problem. This
committee issued a report to Congress in 1928 wherein Chairman of
the Advisory Committee on Prison Industries, Arthur Davenport,
submitted the following conclusions:

(1) Certain major factors In the normal cost of production which
must be met by all manufacturers are entirely absent in the case of
prison industries. If anything approaching normal efficiencies of
operation can be attained with the use of prison facilities and labor,
the total costs of production are . .. below those of the manufacturer
who must meet large overhead expenses as well as employ free
labor. (2) It is the universal belief that prisoners should be usefully
occupied whether as a part of their punishment or as a means of
rehabilitation by teaching them the habits of industry. To this end
nearly every State ... providfes] productive work for their

prisoners ... (3) The volume of goods produced by prison labor is
already very large in some lines, but as more prisoners are put to
work, and the industries become more efficient, the output of our
prisons will be greatly increased. (4) The effect of placing on the
open market a volume of goods which have been produced below
normal costs, is to lower prices and disorganize the market * * * The
increase in prison production which is predicted will exaggerate this
evil and make it difficult if not impossible for manufacturers
employing free labor to exist in trade where the prison output
becomes heavy. (5) The solution of this problem, if prison production
is to continue * * * would seem to be the elimination, in one way or
another, of the direct price competition of the prison products with so
called *'free products"* * * 70 Cong. Rec. S656 (1928). In closing,
Chairman Davenport urged that solutions be found, *' [ojtherwise
either prison industries must cease mwd prisoners kept in idleness or
the manufacture of Droducts competing with prison output will
become impossible. Either of these developments would be
disastrous * * See S. Rep. No. 344, 70th Cong., 1st Sess., re-
printed, Cong. Rec. S656 (Dec. 15, 1928), * Statement of Prison
Labor Problems as Shown by Report of Senate Committee. " Even ifa
state pr'hibited its own correctional institutions from Droducing and
marketing prisoner-made goods, that same state had no jurisdiction
to control such goods produced in other states, transported in
interstate commerce and sold within its boundaries. As an initial
solution to this problem, Congress enacted the Hawes-Cooper Act in
1929, Pub. L 70-669, 45 Stat. 1084, recodified by Pub. L. 95- 473,
92 Stat. 1449 (1978) [formerly codified at 49 U.S.C. 1150-7, om.wted
in the revision of Title 49 by Pub. L 104-88, Title I Sec. 102(a), 109
Stat. 804 (effective January 1, 1996); See S. Rep. No. 104-176].
This law divested prisoner-made products of their interstate
character upon their arrival in the state of their destination and
permitted the laws of that state to become operative with respect to
the sale and distribution of such products. It was described, at the
time of enactment, as an enabling act because it did not prohibit the
transportation of prisoner-made goods or force the enactment of
state legislation. In 1935, Congress enacted the Ashurst-Sumners

http://www.nationalcia.org/piequide2.html 3/27/2006
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Act, Pub. L 74-215, 49 Stat. 494 (1935), which authorized Federal
criminal prosecutions of violations of state laws enacted pursuant to
the Hawes-Cooper Act. Subsequent amendments to this law,
including Pub. L 76-851, 54 Stat. 1134 (1940), strengthened
Federal enforcement authority by making any t ansport of prisoner-
made goods in interstate commerce a Federal criminal offense. As
amended, 18 U.S.C. 1761(a) now provides:

Whoever knowingly transports in Interstate commerce or from any
foreign country into the United States any goods, wares, or
merchandise manufactured, produced, or mined, wholly or in part by
convicts or prisoners, except convicts or prisoners on parcle,
supervised release, or probation, or in any penal or reformatory
Institution, shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than
two years, or both [herein referred to as the Ashurst-Sumners Act].

Certain prisoner-made products were excepted, by statu'e, from the
Ashurst-Sumners Act prohibition, including ' agricultural
commodities or parts for the repair of farm machinery" as well as
*'commodities manufactured in a Federal, District of Columbia or
State institution for use by the Federal Government, or by the
District of Columbia, or by any State or Political subdivision of a
State or not-for-profit organizations.” Title 18 U.S.C. 1761(b). The
Walsh-Healey Act, 49 Stat. 2036 (1936), as amended in 1979 by
Pub. L No. 90-351, Sec. 827(b) and codified at 41 U.S.C. 35, also
controls the production of prisoner-made goods. This statute
prohibits the use of prisoner labor to fuiiill general government
contracts which exceed $10,000. BJA certification pursuant to Sec.
1761(c) excepts prisoner-made goods produced at PIECP work pilot
projects from the Walsh-Healey Act contracting restrictions, as well
as the Ashurst- Sumners Act interstate transportation restrictions. 2.
Prisoner Idleness and Prisoners' Need for Job Skills Training The
PIECP exception to the Ashurst-Sumners and the Walsh-Healey Act
restrictions was introduced into the Senate in 1979 after the 1978
Pontiac, Illinois prison riot. In the wake of that uprising, Senator

Charles Percy (R-l1.) stated:

[L]ast summer in Pontiac, Illinois, our worst fears about the
conditions in the Nation's prisons erupted into a nightmarish reality.
The Pontiac prison riot of 1978 ended with three guards dead, three
others seriously wounded, and $4 million in property damage * * *.
The shopping list of problems and deficiencies in our prison system is
long and well known. Overcrowding, old and obsolete facilities, lack
of training or educational programs, crime within prison walls,
frustration on the part of guards and inmates are all a part of the
dreary picture * * * Recidivism is now a substantial element in our
overall crime rate, and prisons are often accurately characterized as
a ‘'school for crime," rather *'an a deterrent to crime * * * 125

Cong. Rec. S1i834 (1979).

These concerns caused Congress to take measures to encourage
prison industries, provided that they n t engage in unfair competition
with private sector business and labor. Senator Percy's bill, now
referred to as the Prison Industries Enhancement Act, Section 827 of

http://www.nationalcia.org/pieguide2 .htinl 3/27/2000
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the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979, T b. L 96-157, Sec.
827(a), 93 Stat. 1215, was enacted on Decembe 27, 1979. As
amended, it now offers 50 certified projects an opportunity to
participate i.i the

[[Page 17002]]

interstate market, provided certain safeguards to free-world labor

nd industry, and to prisoner-worktrs themselves, are met. See The
Crime Control Act of 1990, Pub. L. 101-647, Sec. 2906, 104 Stat. at
4914. In describing the purpose of his introduced legislation, Senator
Percy explained (125 Cong. Rec. S11834 (1979)):

My amendment would do two basic tilings: First, it would authorize
the [BJA] to encourage development of pilot demonstration projects
for prison industry at the State level, involving private sector
industry * * *_Under this approach, prison programs benefit from
the private business, develop access to new markets, and attract
needed capital. The goal of these pilot projects would be to create as
realistic a working environment as possible within the prison walls,
while enabling an inmate to become more self- sufficient to the
benefit of himself, the prison system, and the taxpayer. Secondly,
my amendment creates a partial exemption to two Federal laws
which severely restrict the ability of State prison industries to market
their goods + * *. When these laws were enacted decades ago, they
represented significant reforms against exploitation of prison labor.
Over the years, however, they have developed into heavy-handed
roadblocks to growth among * * * prison industry programs * * *,
My amendment would provide limited exemptions to these
restrictions where inmates have been paid a wage comparable to
that paid for similar work in the private sector in the locality * * *,
The statutory exception that was enacted to establish PIECP is

codified at 18 U.S.C. 1761(c):

* * * [the Federal marketability prohibitions] shall also not at-ply to
goods, wares, or merchandise manufactured, produced, or mined by
convicts or prisoners who-- (1) Are participating in one of not more
than 50 non-Federal prison work pilot projects designated by the
Director of the Bureau of Justice Assistance; * * *

To become eligible for Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA)
certification, an applicant department of corrections must comply
with specified statutory requirements. It must pay participating
prisoners ' “wages not less than that paid for work of a similar
nature in the locality in which the work was performed” and cannot
take more than 80 percent in deductions from gross wages for
specified purposes including taxes, reasonable charges for room and
board, family support and victims’ compensation. 18 U.S.C. 1761(c)
(2). Certain other conditions of employment must also be met. An
eligible applicant cannot ceprive participating offenders, solely
hecause of their status as offenders, of the right to participate in
benefits made available by the Federal or state government to other
individuals on .he basis of their employment, such as workmen's
compensation. Title 18 U.S.C. 1761(c)(3). PIECP inmates must also

http://www.nationaicia.org/pieguide2.htm| 3/27/2006
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participate on a voluntary basis and must have agreed to the specific
deductions made from gross wages pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 1761(c)
(2), and all other financial arrangements resulting from participation
in such employment. Title 18 U.S.C. 1761(c)(4). The note following
18 U.S.C. 1761, although not codified, is public lav/ and adds two
additional PIECP requirements on certified prison industries. The note
requir s participating prison industries to consult with local union
organizations prior to initiating any project qualifying fora 1761(c)
exemption. Also, the qualifying applicant must ensure that paid
PIECP inmate employment will not result in the *'displacement of
employed workers, or be applied in skills, crafts, or trades in which
there 1s a surplus of available gainful labor in the locality, or impair
existing contracts for services." The Justice System Improvement Act
of 1979 added these provisions which became Sec. 827(c) of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. See Pub. L
96-157, 93 Stat. 1215, reprinted in 1979 U.S.C.C.A.N. 2471. In
1984, Sec. 827(c) was redesignated Sec. 819 of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended. See Pub. L 98-
473, 98 Stat. 2093. If all eligibility requirements are met and an
applicant acquires BJA certification, the agency is thereafter
authorized to operate irrespective of Federal prohibitions on the
marketing of state prisoner-made goods. Conversely, non-
compliance with these statutory eligibility requirements could expose
an industry to criminal prosecution under the Ashurst-Sumners Act.

Title 18 U.S.C. 1761(a).
b. The PIECP Program

1. Current State of the Program Currently, 38 departments of
correction or umbrella authorities are PIECP Certificate Holders.
Under the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979, Arizona,
California, ldaho, Kansas, Minnesota, Nevada and Utah were
certified. In 1984, under the Justice Assistance Act of 1984, 13
prisons work pilot projects were certified in: Alaska, Belnap County
(NH), Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Missouri, Nebraska, New Mexico,
Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carolina, Strafford County (NH) and
Washington State. Under the Crime Control Act of 1990, the
following additional departments of correction were certified:
Colorado, Delaware, Florida, Hawaii, Indiana, Louisiana, Maryland,
Montana, North Carolina, Ohio, Red River County (TX), South
Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, the Texas Youth Commission, Vermont,
Virginia, Washington State Jail Industries Board and Wisconsin.
About 145 private sector businesses now work in partnership with
PIECP certified projects to employ about 2,800 inmates. Either the
department of corrections or the private sector enterprise retains
project authority to direct and control inmate labor, depending on
the management model used. Project implementation has resulted in
the production of myriad products including such items as furniture,
sheet metal, video equipment, clothing, food products, office
products, mattresses, draperies, crutches and road signs. In
addition, although service industries were not a threat to the private
sector in 1935 and thus, were not included within the scope of the
Ashurst-Sumners prohibition, a number of service industries have
elected to comply with the PIECP requirements. Between January

http://www.nationalcia.org/pieguide2.htm| 3127/2006
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1979 and September 1998, PIECP projects generated approximately
$113.7 million in gross inmate wages. Nearly half of this amount was
diverted to non-inmate recipients: $8.9 million was deducted for
victims of crime, $25.7 million was deducted for room and board
payments, $5.8 million was deducted for family support and about
$13.7 million was withheld in local, State and Federal taxes. BJA
monitors the performance of PIECP work oilot projects to ensure that
they operate in full compliance with all | jislative and administrative
program requirements. Under a grant to the Correctional Industries
Association (NCIA), prison industry and other professionals conduct
regular, on-site reviews of all PIECP projects. BJA responds to
matters involving possible non-compliance by taking appropriate
remedial action such as providing technical assistance or proposing a
corrective action plan. 2. Future Challenges PIECP is used nationwide
as a cost-efficient way to provide inmates with work experierce and
training in marketable job skills, as well as to reduce idleness among
growing prison populations. Over time, the limit on the authorised
number of pilot projects has been raised to meet the demands of
interested applicants. When Congress last increased the project
ceiling to 50, the House took into consideration a waiting

[[Page 17003]]

list of states and counties that had wanted to participate and noted
that **the demand for certification by state and local governments
indicates a need for this amendment which will enable the program
to expand and other jurisdictions to apply.” H.R. (I), 101st Cong.
202 (1990). BJA administers PIECP with the objective of making
participation available to as many qualified applicants as possible,
within limits imposed by the statutory ceiling. This Guideline provjdes
projects with clarity as to Federal participation requirements, as well
as programmatic flexibility to allow for PIECP Project growth in ways
that respond to local needs. The Federal requirements are intended
to ensure that the interests of local business and organized labor are
protected. In this way, BJA's administrative practices address
concerns reflected in the legislative history pre-dating the onset of
Federal regulation of prisoner-made goods. Finally, this revised
Guideline addresses novel issues presented by new PIECP
participants, the private sector prisons. These entities are unique in
that they render an essential service traditionally undertaken by
public agencies and they do so for profit. Thus, BJA has altered some
PIECP program requirements to insure program implementation
remains consistent with Congressional intent. Congress enacted
PIECP to introduce public departments of correction to private sector
profit-making enterprises. Therefore, private prisons are invited to
participate in PIECP only as Cost Accounting Centers (CACs)
designated under the authority of departments of correction.

c. Discussion of Comments

BJA published a proposed Guideline in the Federal Register on July 7,
1998 for public comment. Written comments from public and private
organizations were received. All comments have been considered by
the BJA in this publication. This Guideline is final. The following is a
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summary of substantive comments and BJA's response. 1.
Background on PIECP Comment. BJA should retain the legislative
history and background section. It is informative and useful. BJA
should explain that the background section does not accurately
describe present day political, social or economic concerns regarding
the implementation of prison industry programs. Response: BJA
provides the background and legislative history section to illustrate
social, political and economic concerns that were predominant prior
to 1940, before the Federal government first began regulating, as a
criminal matter, the interstate transport of prisoner- made goods, as
well as such concerns as they existed prior to the 1979 enactment of
the PIECP exception to 18 U.S.C. 1761(a). BJA provides this
background to inform PIECP Cost Accounting Centers about
Congress' intent when developing the program's statutory
requirements and exception authority. Accordingly, no substantive
change was made in the background section of the Guideline. 2.
Program Purposes Comment: BJA should modify its program
purposes to add, as a purpose, introducing government to private
sector profit-making enterprises. More specifically, BJA should
endorse private sector prison options as a specific way to introduce
state and local government agencies to private sector profit-making
enterprises. Response: Consistent w'th the legislative history of the
PIECP, BJA exercises its administrative authority only to endorse
PIECP as a cost- efficient means to address inmate idleness and to
provide inmates with work experience and training in marketable job
skills. Whether private sector partnerships or private prison contracts
are suitable prison industry options for any yiven jurisdiction, is a
state ar.d or local matter for determination. State and local interests
are uniquely poised to identify appropriate private sector profit-
making enterprises, ifany, to partner with prison industries. Thus, as
a Federal agency, BJA isnot prepared to adopt such a program
purpose. Accordingly, no change was made in the program purposes
provision of the Guideline. 3. Definitions Comment: BJA should
modify the definitions so that references to departments of
corrections include public or not-for-profit agencies sanctioned under
state law to administer the Prison Industry Enhancement Certification
Program. BJA should add a definition of ' 'chief state correctional
officer,” as the term is jsed in reference to the room and board
deduction, so that itencompasses umbrella authorities where such
models have been certified by BJA as prison work pilot projects. With
respect to the minimum wage definition, BJA should state that this
PIECP program wage threshold is in no way intended, in and of itself,
to ascribe to inmate workers 'employee” status for purposes of
other state and Federal laws. BJA should re-define the locality
definition. The proposed definition, which defers to state agencies for
the making of such determinations, is too vague and subjective.
Response: BJA concurs with a number of recommendations to
enhance the clarity of terms used in the Guideline. A definition for
the term '‘'departments of correction” is incorporated to clarify that
state and local government agencies, and the instrumentalities
thereof, including not-for-profit entities sanctioned under state law to
administer PIECP, are eligible as potential PIECP Certificate Holders.
A definition of the term ' ‘chief state correctional officer" is added to
enhance guidance with respect to model specific implementation of
the room and board deduction. Also, the scope of the minimum wage
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definition is more specifically defined in relation to PIECP purposes
and the operation of other laws. The locality definition has
implications both with respect to the inmate wage requirement a. 1
the prohibition against private sector employee displacement. BJA
directs all Cost Accounting Centers to obtain non-displacement
projections and prevailing wage determinations from their
appropriate state agencies and, in so doing, extends to the states an
opportunity to locally influence implementation of the Federally
authorized PIECP Project. BJA expects that by extending this
opportunity, the states will exercise their authority so as to protect
the interests of local labor groups and private sector competition.
This approach was adopted to vest state agencies with authority and
flexibility to respond to uniquely local economic trends and
conditions. Accordingly, no change to the locality definition was
made. 4. Eligibility Comrr ~nt: BJA should allow private prisons to
independently qualify as C -rtificate Holders. Alternatively,
restrictions affecting the designation of private prison industries, as
Ccst Accounting Centers (CAC), should be eased. Umbrella
authorities should not be allowed to qualify as eligible Certificate
Holders. The certification of umbrella authorities circumvents the 50
project limit imposed on the program by Congress. Response: Title
18 U.S.C. 1761 (c)fl) authorizes BJA to exercise broad discretion in
certifying PIECP prison work pilot projects. Two significant
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considerations, however, weigh in favor of limiting Certificate Holder
eligibility only to departments of correction and not private prisons.
First, the legislative history of the PIECP reflects Congress’desire to
craft an inmate work vehicle to advance state and local government
interests, and specifically their need to gainfully occupy growing
prison populations in mtrketable job skills. Second, as PIECP
implementation could impact state and local private sector interests,
BJA believes that the protection of those interests would be best
served by reserving certification for those agencies which, by their
very nature, are accountab'e to the public. BJA will not authorize any
PIECP certified project to designate CACs outside of its jurisdictional
boundaries because the Bureau defers to individual state legislatures
for determinations as to whether PIECP should be authorized within
their jurisdictions. If a state legislature decides not to authorize
PIECP implementation in public facilities, private facilities ought not
be authorized to implement PIECP, in that same state, through a
designation authorized by a Certificate Holder located in another
state. BJA, however, incorporates amendments to the Final Guideline
to allow any given state Certificate Holder to designate CACs within
private prisons operating within that same state, even in the absence
of a contract for incarceration services hetween that state and the
private prison seeking to participate in PIECP. The BJA form used to
accomplish the designation of a CAC within a private prison must
reflect express approval of the designation by the Chief State
Correctional Officer for the state in which the private prison CAC is
located. See Section 1V.(a)(5), infra. CACs designated within private
prisons must also retain on-file documentation reflecting approval of
PIECP inmate worker participation by the state and local jurisdictions
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inwhich the PIECP inmate workers were convicted. In order to issue
such approvals, the remanding state and local jurisdictions must also
hold PIECP certificates. This requirement insures continuity of the
necessary PIECP project authorization vis-a-vis the PIECP inmate
workers, and is responsive to the statutory project ceiling number. If
inmate workers could not participate in PIECP within the boundaries
of the state and local jurisdictions in which they were convicted, they
should not be allowed to participate in PIECP in another state or local
jurisdiction through an agreement for private prison Incarceration
services. Alternatively stated, state and local jurisdictions cannot be
allowed to participate In PIECP indirectly through a contract with a
private prison that has a PIECP-designated CAC, if they choose not to
participate in PIECP directly, i.e., had they incarcerated their inmates
within their own state and local jurisdictional boundaries. Title 18
U.S.C. 1761(c) offers BJA broad discretion with respect to defining a
prison work pilot project for PIECP eligibility purposes. Umbrella
authorities may represent a mix of agency members such as state
and local departments of correction, and youth authorities. Any of
these agency members may, through their respective umbrella
authorities, designate CACs within themselves or private prisons
located in their jurisdictional areas. In order to qualify for PIECP
certification, umbrella authorities must be able to assure BJA that a
central administration of the CACs can be accomplished to insure
project-wide compliance with the guideline and the statute as well as
responsible exercises of designation/undesignation authority. Since
the inception of PIECP in 1980, BJA has certified several umbrella
authorities. During that same period of time, Congress was advised
of such projects and consistently increased the project ceiling. BJA
interprets such action as tacit approvjl of BJA's certification of
umbrella authority models. Accordingly, changes are made in the
eligibility provisions to ease restrictions on Certificate Holder
designation of CACs witnin private prisons located within the
Certificate Holder's jurisdiction. Private prisons are ineligible as
independent PIECP Certificate Holders. 5. Inmate Wages Comment:
Authors of two comments claim that PIECP wage rates do not equal
labor costs: BJA should allow Cost Accounting Centers (CACs) to
make adjustments in prevailing wage rates to address the hidden,
unusual costs of ¢'"'ng business in a prison environment such as the
cost of transportation to rural areas, reduced production levels due
to rapid turnover, and added expenses of worker training and start-
up. Because these cost variables are significant and inherent in doing
business within prisons, the PIECP wage requirement is not
necessary to ' ’level the playing field” with private sector
competition. From the perspective of one organized labor group, the
proposed Guideline is an improvement over the 1985 PIECP
guideline. BJA, however, is urged not only to encourage, but to
require CACs to implement salary wage flans based on worker
competency and seniority. Regarding the wage self-determination
option, in the proposed guideline, the following diverse comments
were received: this option is an improvement in that it allows for CAC
implementation in instances where state agencies are non-
responsive to requests for prevailing wage determinations; this
option imposes too great of sn administrative burden on CACs; this
option provides participants with an opportunity to avoid obtaining
state agency wage determinations. In instances where a private
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sector partner has both a non-inmate operation and a PIECP CAC in
the same locality, the partner should be permitted to bypass a state
agency's wage determination and use relevant: non-inmate wage
scales with respect to PIECP inmate workers performing the same
job function. BJA should clarify the meaning of the term of ’*notable
tasks,” as it isused in the Guideline with respect to identifying which
inmate workers should be paid a PIECP wage. Response: Title 18
U.S.C. 176I(c)(r expressly states that PIECP wages must be paid at
a rate which *'is not less than that paid for work of a similar nature
In the locality In which the work is performed.” PIECP wage
determinations must be based only on comparable non-inmate
worker wages for performing work of a similar nature. Gross wages
earned by PIECP inmate workers may be reduced only through an
application of the four authorized wage deductions specified in 18
U.S.C. 1761(c)(2). Thus, the plain language of the PIECP exception
statute provides BJA with no authority to allow wage deductions in
addition to those set forth in 18 U.S.C. 1761(c)(2) and for the
purpose of addressing the unusual costs of doing business in a prison
environment, however meritorious such proposeu adjusfments might
be. The language of 18 U.S.C. 1761(c)(3) requires PIECF projects to
pay wages based only on private sector wage amounts for
performing similar work and it does not, as a matter of law, require
the implementation of salary plans. BJA added this policy-based
encouragement to advance program objectives. The self-
determination option, as reflected in the proposed guideline, was
presented to address a recurring challenge confronting many PIECP
Cost Accounting Centers (CACs). On occasion and through no fault of
their own, CACs are unable to obtain timely, state agency responses
to requests for wage determinations. The self-
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determination option, which is available only when state non-
responsiveness occurs, assists CACs to achieve compliance without
relying on a determination by a third party. The method presented
requires only the minimum amount of data collection and analysis
necessary to yield a defensible, rationally-based wage determination.
Availability of the self-determination option prevents CACs from
paying a Federal minimum wage—the lowest possible PIECP wage,
indefinitely, when payment of such a wage rate is unwarranted and
the state remains non-responsive to wage determinations requests.
To ease the impact of PIECP implementation on any given locality’s
ecomony and labor force, BJA reserves two opportunities for states
to affect the implementation of the Federal PIECP program within
state boundaries. The requirement that proposed CACs must obtain
wage rates from the relevant state agencies, is one of those
opportunities. BJA reserves this opportunity for state participation in
the program, without exception, to insure CACs respond to relevant,
locally-based input from an objective source. BJA introduces the
Guideline concept of ' notable tasks" as a way to assist CACs in
identifying inmate workers to whom a PIECP prevailing wage should
he paid. Questions arise as to whether inmates performing support
functions, such as janitorial and maintenance services, necessary to
CAC operations must be paid a PIECP wage. A more specific

http://www.nationalcia.org/piegui cl html 3127/7006


http://www.nationalcia.org/piegui

National Correctional Industries Association Page 13 of 31

definition, in this regard, is not possible without compromising
flexibility in the application. The Guideline offers specific
administrative direction by identifying relevant considerations for
determining whether a given task is *'notable.” Accordingly, no
change was made in the wage payment provisions of the Guideline.
6. Non-Inmate Worker Displacement Comment: One representative
from organized labor claimed that prisoner labor should never be
allowed to compete with free-world labor because it undermines the
private sector labor force and inmate rehabilitation. Another
representative of organized labor generally enuorsed the Guideline
and the revised non-inmate worker displacement requirement,
stating that itis an improvement over that which was issued in 1985.
The presumption of non-compliance, applicable when a private sector
partner employs non-inmate and inmate workers in the same
locality, Is too vague and too restrictive on private sector partners.
The general language of this requirement makes it difficult to
measure displacement in instances where other non-employee, non-
inmate workers perform similar jobs or skills In the same locality.
Any PIECP operation is likely to affect the private sector marketplace
and, consequently, private sector jobs. The requirement ought not be
construed in such a way so as to prohibit PIFCP companies from
engaging in normal business operations such as bidding for contracts
on the open market after they have been designated as participating
ina PIECP project. Also, BJA should not impede or discourage
successful PIECP operations, already designated, from continuing
operations even when there is a subsequent general downturn in the
economy and, arguably, de facto displacement of non-inmate
workers performing similar work in the locality. This requirement is
too restrictive in that it prohibits PIECP partners from outsourcing
entry level jobs and redirecting their current private seccor workforce
toward higher skill level jobs. The Guideline encourages potential
Cost Accounting Centers to develop new jobs in a locality; this should
not be implemented so as to adversely affect a CAC which decides
not to follow the encouragement. Response: Congress directs BjA to
implement the PIECP program, a prison industry program that places
prison made goods in competition with the private sector. BJA has no
discretion to exercise in determining whether or not to implement
this program. One BJA purpose in revising the Guideline is to
improve the program's responsiveness to organized labor's concerns.
The agency is pleased that a segment of the labor community views
its interests as better served through the re-issuance of the PIECP
Guideline. BJA acknowledges that implementing the non-inmate
worker displacement prohibition may appear to work at cross
purposes with encouraging the commercial success of PIECP Cost
Accounting Centers (CACs). The agency must respond to a broad
statutory mandate to insure that PIECP does not impair or displace
private sector workers and is not applied in skills in which there is a
surplus of available gainful labor. However, BJA cannot accomplish
PIECP implementation if CACs are prevented from attaining
commercial success by engaging in typical competitive market
practices. To address this concern, the guidance language is modified
to reflect BJA's expectation that PIECP CACs will engage in typical
business operations, such as bidding for contracts on the open
market after project initiation. While compliance is a continuing CAC
responsibility, a violation of the non-displacement requirement is
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more likely to occur and is more discernable just prior to and
immediately following CAC implementation than thereafter. For this
raason, BJA will scrutinize CAC compliance with this provision just
prior to and within one year following CAC implementation. The
agency devised a presumption of displacement which may be
applicable in instances where a private sector partner retains non-
inmate WOrkers m the same locality. This presumption is modified in
this Final Guideline to provide partners with a degree of flexibility to
reallocate resources to their optimum use. Specifically, the
presumption may be overcome if the private sector partner can
demonstrate that non-inmate workers have been retained by the
private sector partner injobs at pay rates equal to or greater than
that received in the previous position, that non-inmate employees
have been provided an adequate opportunity for effective training in
any new job skills and that the subject non-inmate employees are
being retained by the private sector partner under reasonably similar
or Improved employment conditions. BJA policy encouragement
regarding the creation of new PIECP jobs isnot a mandate. CACs
which do not bring new jobs to their localities will not be penalized.
For obvious reasons, however, CACs generating new jobs are easier
for BJA to evaluate and are less likely to be the subject of local
criticism. Accordingly, changes are made int..e non-inmate worker
displacement provision to clarify the scope of the prohibition and to
not unduly impede business decisions that lend themselves to
effective commercial management and success of PIECP Cost
Accounting Centers. 7. Benefits Requirement Comment: A resolution
of inconsistent Social Security requirements imposed on PIECP
models should be accomplished at the Federal level between BJA, the
Social Security Administration and the Internal Revenue Service. The
disparate treatment of customer and employer models is arbitrary.
Both models should be treated the same way for purposes of
requiring projects to provide inmates with Social Security coverage.
BJA should clarify its position with respect to imposing the Federal
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Unemployment Tax Act on PIECP models as a benefits requirement.
Response: The benefits requirement, as outlined in the proposed
Guideline, elicited the greatest number of comments. Several Federal
laws apply to wages earned by inmates in penal institutions. BJA,
therefore, sought a Guideline review from both the Social Security
Administration (SSA) and the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) to
ascertain whether the PIECP benefits requirement, as proposed, was
consistent with comparable laws administered by those Federal
agencies. Both the IRS and the SSA concluded that BJA's benefits
requirement is consistent with comparable laws set forth in the
Social Security Act, 42 U.S.C. 410(a)(7) and 418(c)(6)(B), and the
Internal Revenue Code. Services performed in an institution by an
inmate in the employ of a State, a political subdivision, or a wholly-
owned instrumentality are excepted from Social Security
employment by 26 U.S.C. 3121(b)(7). Section 3121(u)(2)(B)(ii)(Il)
also provides that such services are not subject to the Medicare tax.
In contrast to those inmate services performed in the employ of a
state or governmental entity, there is no IRS or SSA exception for
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services of inmates performing services in the employ of a non-
governmental entity (for example, a private corporation operating a
prison or a private corporation operating under the PIECP employer
model). rICCP Employer mode's must generally provide inmates with
Social Security coverage. BJA retains the customer and employer
models :oimplement the PIECP benefits provision, 18 U.S.C. 1761(c)
(3), ine manner consistent with other Federal laws addressing
inmate wages. Specifically, the models are necessary in order to
accord states and other governmental entities the Social Security
employment or coverage exception status, as recognized by the IRS
and the SSA. BJA will monitor and evaluate Cost Accounting Centers
(CACs) in accordance with the guidance set forth in this Guideline,
but will defer to the expertise of both the IRS and SSA should either
of those agencies reach another conclusion with respect to the
appropriate benefits treatment of inmate wages earned at any given
CAC. In the case of services performed by PIECP inmates, regardless
of whether services are being performed under the customer or
employer model, Federal Unemployment Tax Act taxes do not apply
to such services. See Section 26 U.S.C. 3306(c)(21) which excepts
from employment ' ‘'service performed by a person committed to a
penal institution."” Accordingly, no changes are made in the benefits
requirement of the Guideline. 8. Deductions Comment: BJA ought to
expressly authorize the use of room and board deduction funds for
the purpose of lowering costs otherwise incurred to maintain and
operate a PIECP program. The term ''Chief State Correction Officer"
should be amended to also include '' responsible umbrella
authorities.” Private prisons managing PIECP Cost Accouncing
Centers (CACs) should be required to demonstrate that any benefit
derived through the taking of room and board deductions is passed
on to states which provide public funds to cover such costs. The
authorized .eduction for victims compensation ought to be made
available to address a PIECP inmate's legal obligations to pay victim
restitution. Response: Consistent with the statutory mandate
addressing the room and board deduction, BJA defers to state
determinations--as reflected in regulations issued by Chief State
Correctional Ofricers--with respect to determining the amounts of
such deductions as well as identifying the specific needs to which
such deducted amounts may be directed. BJA has authority to review
room and board deductions to insure the amounts deducted are
reasonable and are used to defray the costs of inmate incarceration.
Specific amount determinations and budget line item u< s are issues
more appropriately determined at the state and local level. In
instances where the Certificate Holder is an umbrella authority,
possibly composed of diverse state as well as local agencies, the
umbrella authority may Itself issue policy on this matter to guide its
multijurisdictional membership. A definition of ' "Chief State
Correctional Officer" is added to acccmmodate the administration of
this deduction by such models. The .oom and board deduction was
authorized by Congress to lower incarceration costs otherwise borne
by the public. Since private prison PIECP inmates' room and board
expenses might otherwise be addressed in contracts for incarceration
services hetween private prisons and public agencies, BJA requires
private prison CACs to obtain written approval from tl eir respective
public agency clients before taking the icom and board deduction. In
devising this requirement, BJA insures rictice of this possible revenue
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source is received by appropriate public agencies without unduly
burdening contractual relations to which it is not a party. BJA
broadens its interpretation of the victims compensation authorized
deduction to also include deductions deposited in funds established
by law to facilitate victim restitution. Compensation and restitution
serve substantially the same purpose in providing victims with
financial redress for expenses Incurred as a isult of crime. Although
the statutory PIECP authorization, 18 U.S.C. 1761(c), does not
require CACs to make tax deductions, th 2Internal Revenue Code
requires federal income tax withholding if payments of wages are
made to employees. BJA encourages all CACs to take whatever
deductions, which may be necessary to comply with all Federal laws,
including the Internal Revenue Code. As with the PIECP bhenefits
provision, BJA defers to the IRS as the final authority with respect to
making CAC tax withholding determinations. Accordingly, changes
are made in the deductions provision to clarify that the victims
deduction may, in some instances, be used to address a PIECP
worker's restitution obligations. Guidance regarding room and board
deduction is simplified because of the inclusion of a definition for the
term *'Chief State Correctional Officer.” Clarification is also provided
with respect to tax deductions which may be necessary to facilitate
CAC compliance with the Internal Revenue Code. 9. Voluntary
Inmate Participation Comment: BJA should accept inmate signatures
on deduction notices as evidence of voluntary inmate participation.
BJA should not require the execution of new inmate voluntary
participation agreements each time the deductions affecting irmate
wages are changed. Response: The 18 U.S.C. 1761(c) expressly
requires not only voluntary inmate employment, but also inmate
agreement, in advance, of all deductions and financial arrangements
affecting gross wages. While an inmate's signature on a notice form
may signify receipt of notice, it does not necessarily reflect inmate
agreement. Thus, the proposal is inadequate to insure compliance
with the statutory requirement. Accordingly, no change is made to
the voluntary participation provision.
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10. Consultation With Local Labor and Business Comment: The
consulation requirements reflected in the guideline exceed BJA's
statutory authority. The requirements are overly burdensome and
should not be implemented so as to compromise the competitive
cnoablity of the Cost Accounting Centers (CACs). BJA should accept
as compliance with the labor consultation requirement, the presence
of en organized labor representative on the bhoard of an umbrella
authority PIECP project. With respect to consulation with organized
labor, BJA should routinely require CAC consultation with both state
and local union representatives. CACs should also be required to
maintain documentation of such consultation, on file. Response:
BJA's labor consultation requirement is consistent with the mandate
reflected in the statutory note to 18 U.S.C. 1761(c). The provision
requiring notice to local business, isconsistent with a provision
reflected in the 1985 guideline as well as the legislative history of the
program exception. In this revised Guideline, BJA provides specific
guidance on the minimum amount of information necessary to insure
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provision of adequate consultation; It includes general information on
the scope and nature of the proposed Cost Accounting Center, the
proposed initiation date as well as notice of the requirement and an
invitation to comment. Implementation of the consultation
requirements is not intended to compromise the market
competitiveness of a CAC, but to advise local economic interests
which may be impacted by the project. Labor consultation cannot
automatically be achieved through labor participation on the board of
a PIECP project. Such representation does not necessarily insure
nctice of the proposed CAC activities to the relevant local union
representative in the locality to be affected. While BJA issues this
guidance to insure provision of consultation to a labor organization
(i.e., notice to a state labor organization, In the event a local
organization cannot be identified or does not exist), BJA has no
statutory authority to require notice to both state and local labor
organizations on a routine basis. Accordingly, no change is made to
the consultation provisions. 11. Compliance With the National
Environmental Policv Act (NEPA) BJA should allow PIECP projects to
defer to state envir nmental requirements and not impose a new
national requirement. BJA should provide Cost Accounting Centers
(CACs) with technical assistance to facilitate compliance with this
program requirement. Response: BJA has no authority to allow CAC
applicants to defer to state environmental requirements as a
substitute for implementing the provisions of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. 4321-4347 (NEPA). BJA
decisions on proposed PIECP certifications and designations consitute
Federal actions™ as defined b 40 C.F.R. 1508.18 of the Council on
Environmental Quality's (CEQ) r_gulations for implementing NEPA. As
such, BJA has a federal obligation to insure that prior to decisions
being made on requested certifications and designations, BJA
implements the appropriate provisions of the CEQ regulations. These
Federal implementation responsibilities, which can be shared with but
cam ;t be delegated to Federal program applicants, have existed
since the enactment of NEPA. The technical assistance needs of CACs
will be addressed through BJA, itself, as well as its contractor, the
National Correctional Industries Association. Accordingly, no change
was made to the proposed PIECP provision implementing the NEPA.
As a result of public review and comment, the final > "Prison Industry
Enhancement Certification Program” Guideline is revised to read as

follows:

[11. Program Guidance

a. PIECP Purposes

<bullet> To provide a cost-efficient means to address inm jte
idleness and to provide inmates with work experience and training in
marketable job skills. BJA encourages private sector PIECP partners
to consider post-incarceration employment to PIECP inmate workers,
chullet> Through inmate wage deductions, to increase advantages
to the public by providing departments of correction with a means for
collecting taxes and partially recovering inmate room and board
costs, by providing crime victims with a greater opportunity to obtain
compensation, ac well as by promoting inmate family support.
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<bullet> Through PIECP participation conditions, to prevent unfair
competition between prisoner-made goods and private sector goods.
<bullet> To prevent the exploitation of prisoner labor.

b. Definitions

Benefits refers to inmate benefit coverage required by 18 U.S.C.
1761(c)(3). PIECP projects must provide inmate workers appropriate
henefits comparable to those made available by the Federal or state
government to private sector employees. The scope of appropriate
benefits coverage is impacted by whether the Cost Accounting Center
is structured as an employer or customer model and whether the
inmate labor work force is controlled by a public agency or the
private sector. BJA refers to the Bureau of Justice Assistance within
the Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. Certificate
Holder refers to a department of corrections, or an alternate
umbrella authority, which is approved by BJA for PIECP Project
certification. Certificate Holders assume monitoring and designation
responsibilities with respect to their designated Cost Accounting
Centers. All PIECP prisoner-made goods are produced within Cost
Accounting Centers that a Certifica’ Holder designates within itself,
private prisons located in the same state or jurisdiction or, in the
case or an umbrella authority, within its membership agencies.
Certification refers to an exercise of BJA's discretionary authority to
designate a Prison Work Pilot Project pursuant to Title 18 U.S.C.
1761fcl. BJA may issue either standard or provisional certifications
to applicant projects. BJA certified projects are excepted from certain
Federal marketability restraints on the transport of prisoner-made
goods in interstate commerce, as provided in 18 U.S.C. 1761(a), and
sales to the Federal government in excess of $10,000, 41 U.S.C. 35.
Chief State Correctional Officer refers either to the highest
correctional officer for the jurisdiction in which the certified work pilot
project is located or, with respect to umbrella authorities that control
PIECP CACs within a mix of state and local jurisdictions, the
authorities themselves. Cost Accounting Center (CAC) refers to a
distinct PIECP goods production unit of the industries system that is
managed as a separate accounting entity under the authority of a
Certificate Holder. All PIECP production activities are conducted
within the context of a designated CAC which, generally, is
structured either as a customer or employer model for purposes of
determining PIECP inmate benefits. Al CACs must operate in
compliance with the provisions set forth iri 18 U.S.C. Sec. 1761(c)

and this Guideline.

[[Page 17008]]

Customer Model is a form of a PIECP Cost Accounting Center
management structure. In this model, the private sector is engaged
ina CAC enterprise only to the extent that it purchases all or a
significant portion of the output of a prison-based business owned
and operated by a governmental entity, political subdivision or an
instrumentality thereof. Acustomer model private sector partner
assumes no major role in industry operations, does not direct
production and has no control over inmate labor. These functions are

http://www.nationalcia.org/pieguide2.html 312712006


http://www.nationalcia.org/pieguide2.html

National Correctional Industries Association Page 19 03l

performed, rather, by a department of corrections. Deductions. CACs
may elect to take deductions from a PIECP inmate worker's wages
'‘or certain authorized items. Deductions from PIECP inmate ¢gross
wages, if taken, may be made only for those items specified in 18
U.S.C. 1761(c)(2), including: payment of taxes, reasonable charges
for room and board, allocations for family support and contributions
to any funds established by law to compensate victims of crime (no
less than 5 percent and no more than 20 percent). In no event may
a PIECP Inmate worker's total deductions exceed 80 percent of gross
wages and each and every PIECP inmate worker must agree, in
advance, to all deductions from gross wages. Department of
Corrections refers to state or local governmental entity or a political
subdivision or instrumentality thereof, including not-for-profit
entities, that are legally sanctioned by state legislatures to
administer prison industries. Designation is an exercise of a
Certificate Holder's discretionary authority to bring a CAC within its
certified PIECP Project. This exercise of authority results in an
extension of PIECP exception status and an imposition of compliance
requirements on an identified CAC operating within the certified
PIECP Project. Employer Model is a form of a PIECP management
structure. In this model, the private sector owns and operates the
CAC by controlling the hiring, firing, training, supervision, and
payment of the inmate work force. The department of corrections
assumes no major role in industry operations, does not direct
production, and exercises minimum control over inmate labor
performance. These functions are performed, rather, by the private
sector. Goods include tangible items, wares, and merchandise.
Locality means the geographic area impacted by the presence of a
PIECP CAC operation. For PIECP CACs, it is relevant with regard to:
determining inmate wages, providing consultation to appropriate
labor and private sector organizations, and determining whether a
PIECP CAC operation will displace the private sector labor force. All
locality determinations must be documented as part of a Notice of
Designation. As used in the calculation of CAC wage rates, locality is
usually a matter for definition by the appropriate state agency which
normally determines wage rates (i.e., the State Department of
Economic Security). Minimum wage refers to the Federal minimum
wage which is the lowest possible wage that can be paid to private
sector employees under the Fair Labor Standards Act, 29 U.S.C. 206.
Any special wage program, excepted by law from the minimum wage
requirement in the private sector, may be used by a PIECP CAC as
long as the CAC meets the same program participation conditions as
private sector participants. The requisite payment of at least a
minimum wage, by a CAC, is in no way intended by BJA to imply that
PIECP inmate workers are employees for purposes of the PIECP
statute or any other Federal law. Monitoring refers 10 the process of
examining Prison Work Pilot Project activities to ensure continuing
compliance with 18 U.S.C. 1761(c) and this Guideline. It includes, at
a minimum, BJA's receipt and analysis of performance reports and
on-site CAC monitoring visits by BJA, BJA contractors and Certificate
Holders. NEPA means the National Environmental Policy Act, Pub. L.
91-190, 83 Stat. 852 (1970) (codified as amended at 42 U.S.C.
4321-4347; implemented under 40 C.F.R. pt. 1500). Participation
means engaging in the activities and operations of an 18 U.S.C 1761
(c) excepted PIECP Project. PIECP means the Prison Industry
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Enhancement Certification Program as authorized by 18 U.S.C. 1761
(c). PIECP Exception Status. Any PIECP Project which produces
prisoner- made goods pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 1761(c) is excepted
from certain Federal restraints imposed on the marketability of
prisoner-made goods, including 18 U.S.C. 1761(a) and 41 U.S.C. 35.
PIECP Inmate Worker is a convict or prisoner who performs notable
tasks necessary to produce or transport goods in interstate
commerce and for a Prison Work Pilot Project certified under 18
U.S.C. 1761(c). The PIECP Inmate Worker benefits from PIECP by
receiving training and work experience. Prevailing wage isa wage
rate which is not less than that paid for work of a similar nature in
the locality in which the work is to be performed, 18 U.S.C. 1761(c)
(2). Prison Industry means an organized utilization of inmate labor to
produce goods or render services. Prison Work Pilot Project (PIECP
Project) refers to one of 50 non- Federal prison work pilot projects
which may be designated by the Director of BJA under 18 U.S.C.
1761(c). This term encompasses the operations of the Certificate
Holder's designated Cost Accounting Centers (CACs). Any Prison
Work Pilot Project may consist of one or more CACs. Prisoner
includes prison and jail inmates, convicts and incarcerated juvenile
offenders, and does not include prisoners on parole, probation, or
supervised release. Title 18 U.S.C. 1761(a) does not regulate the
transport of goods produced by prisoners on parole, supervised
release, or probation. Prisoner-made goods include all goods, wares,
and merchandise manufactured, produced, or mined, wholly or in
part, by convicts or prisoners (except convicts or prisoners on parole
or probation). Production is the forming anew or transforming of
marketable goods. The term includes mining and manufacture and
excludes services. Provisional Certification is issued by BJA in
instances where an applicant has not yet come into full compliance
with all PIECP requirements, but such compliance appears imminent.
It entitles the holder to PIECP exception status for an identified
period of ti ne, may be made contingent upon the occurrence of
Identified conditions, and may or may not be renewed by BJA.
Statutory Exception Status refers to a prison industry which meets
the statutory requirements set forth in 18 U.S.C. 1761(b), and is
thereby entitled to an exception from the prohibition set forth in 18
U.S.C. 1761(a). Supervised Release. 18 U.S.C. 1761(a) states that
the Ashurst- Sumners Act prohibition does not apply to ' 'convicts on
parole, supervised release, or probation.” The reference to
“'supervised release”™ was added to 1761(a) in 1984, Pub. L. 98-
473, 223, and isresponsive to changes made at that same time in
state and Federal Sentencing Guidelines. Policy statements issued by
the U.S. Sentencing Commission explain that supervised release is a

new form of post- imprisonment supervision created by the
Sentencing Reform Act." See Federal Sentencing Guidelines, 18
U.S.C.A. ch. 7, pt. A(1997). Umbrella Authority refers to a type of
Certificate Holder which is authorized by law to administer a PIECP
Project and which consists of state and/or local departments of
correction located

[[Page 17009]]

within the same state. A certified umbrella authority may designate
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CACs within its membership agencies, as well as within members’
private prisons, and assumes responsibility for monitoring CAC

compliance.

c. BJA’s Initial Considerations for Determining Propriety of Work Pilot
Project Certification

1. BJA's Exercise of Discretionary Authority To Define and Certify LO
Work Pilot Projects (A) BJA may exercise discretionary authority to
designate up to 50 non- Federal work pilot projects, 18 U.S.C. 1761
(c). (B) BJA may define PIECP eligibility qualifications and, in
accordance with its own definitions, may exercise agency discretion
to extend or withdraw certification privileges, as it deems
appropriate. 2. Threshold Inquiry for Determining Applicability of
PIECP Exception Status Appropriate PIECP participants include prison
industries whose activities would likely violate the 18 U.S.C. 1761(a)
prohibition and would likely not fit within an 18 U.S.C. 1761(b)
exception. BJA has devised an administrative approach for identifying
such industries. This approach incorporates relevant sections 1761
(a) and (b) considerations, including whether a given prisoner-made
item qualifies as an excepted agricultural product, whether a given
prison industry activity qualifies as an unregulated service, and
whether a product distribution activity qualifies as an intrastate
distribution of goods. These considerations are reflected in the
following threshold inquiry, which BJA will use to determine whether
a prison industry should be encouraged to apply for PIECP exception

status:

(A) Is a statutoiy exception applicable under 18 U.S.C. 1761(b)? The
following prisoner-made items are excepted from the prohibition set

forth in section 1761(a):

<bullet> Parts for the repair of farm machinery; or <bullet>
Commodities manufactured in a Federal, District of Columbia, or
state institution for use by the Federal Government, or by the District
of Columbia or by any state or political subdivision of a state or not-
for-profit organizations. This exception is intended to Inure to the
benefit of the public; or <bullet> Agricultural commodities grown or
cultivated on a farm which retain continuing substantial identity
through processing stages, ifany. In making the determination as to
whether a processing stage changes a product from an agricultural
commodity to a manufactured commodity, a relevant consideration is
whether the processing is incidental or ancillary to agricultural
commodity growth and or cultivation. If the processing is incidental
or ancillary in nature and iscommonly undertaken by agricultural
enterprises, then it would likely fall within the scope of the statutory

exception.

(B) Could the contemplated activity trigger 18 U.S.C. 1761(a) by
resulting in a production of goods by inmates in any penal or
reformatory institution? The production of goods, which is regulated
by 18 U.S.C. 1761(a), must be distinguished from inmate services
which are not regulated by the criminal prohibition. The following
factors are relevant in determining whether a given activity results in
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that paid for work of a similar nature in the locality in which the work
isto be performed. This requirement benefits society by allowing for
the development of prison industries while protecting the private
sector labor force and business from unfair competition that could
otherwise stem from the flow of low-cost, prisoner-made goods into
the marketplace. PIECP participants must, therefore, implement the
prevailing wage requirements under like conditions experienced by
private sector competition. Toward this end, the following

requirements are applicable:

(A) Section 1761(c) requires that the . IECP wage amount be set
exclusively in relation to the amount of pay received by similarly

[[Page 17010)]

situated non-inmate workers. In deriving the appropriate PIECP
wage, 18 U.S.C. 1761(c)(2) does not allow other cost variables to be
taken into consideration, such as unique expenses incurred as a
result of undertaking production within the prison environment. (B)
Prevailing wage verification must be obtained by the aopropriate
state agency which determines wage rates (usually the Department
of Economic Security). (C) When making PIECP prevailing wage
verifications and annual re- verifications, the responsible state
agency should recommend the utilization of a non-inmate wage scale
which will not result in the displacement of non-inmate workers
performing similar work in the relevant locality. (D) The PIECP
prevailing wage must be received by those inmate workers
performing notable tasks necessary to produce and/or transport
goods in interstate commerce. If a similarly situated, private sector
company is paying wages to obtain services that are necessary to
production, e.g. refuse pickup, then the PIECP CAC must also pay
such wages to the inmate provider of like services. In determining
which tasks are covered, the following considerations are relevant:
the amount of inmate time involved, effort and skill necessary to
accomplish the task, the regularity of task performance, and whether
the task would have been performed by the Inmate absent PIECP
production. (E) The prevailing wage must be verified prior to the
initiation of PIECP participation. Annually, thereafter, the PIECP
participant m jst re-verify the adopted wage to ensure that it
continues to be comparable to wages paid for work of a similar
nature in the locality in which the project is located. (F) If no such
verification can be obtained from the State Department of Economic
Security, or other simitar department, the PIECP participant is

res' onsible for establishing a reasonable prevailing wage. In such
instances, the participant should retain on file, for BJA’s review: (1)
relewant wage data from a sufficient number of competitors in the
locality; (2) data analyses for determining a reasonable prevailing
wage result; and (3) if possible, a written assessment of the
reasonableness of the resulting prevailing wage determination by an
appropriate state agency which normally determines wage rates. (G)
The PIECP prevailing wage can not be set below the Federal
minimum wage, as defined in the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA),
29 U.S.C. 201 et seq. Payment of the Federal minimum wage,
however, does not automatically achieve compliance with the
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prevailing wage requirement unless the prevailing wage for the
comparable private sector industries is, in fact, the Federal minimum
wage. (H) Overtime, at one and a half times the rate of regular or
prevailing wage, must be paid for prisoner hours worked in excess of
40 hours per week. See 29 U.S.C. 207(a) (a payment standard
imposed on private sector cor netition). (1) Ifa CAC pays a ware
based on piece work, the pi- .-it must apply a calculation to convert
regular wages paid into a comparable hourly wage. The calculation
should be used as a routine check to ensure that inmate workers,
paid according to piece rate work, do not receive less than the
Federal minimum wage. In instances where the CAC is paying
Federal minimum wage and such a wage is less than the industry
standard for the prevailing wage, the CAC must be able to identify
inmate worker performance variances as justification for the wage
rate. (J) BJA strongly encourages the use of wage plans that take
into consideration a PIECP worker’s experience, seniority, and
performance. 3. Non-Inmate Worker Displacement. PIECP CAC
operations must not result in displacement of employed workers; be
applied in skills, crafts, or trades In which there is a surplus of
available gainful labor in the locality; or significantly impair existing
contracts. The term *‘displacement,” as used in this provision,
includes all such prohibited activities, as well as the inappropriate
transfer of private sector job functions to PIECP inmates. This
prohibition is intended to protect the private sector partner's non-
inmate employees, as well as all other non-inmate workers who
perform work of a similar nature in the same locality in which the
CAC is located. This prohibition is not, however, intended to prohibit
PIECP CACs from engaging in typical business operations, such as
competing for business or bidding on contracts on the open market
after their designation as Cost Accounting Centers.

(A) Regarding the possibility of displacement among non-inmate
employees of private sector partners in the same locality as the CAC:
(1) BJA will presume non-compliance where there isa non-inmate
worker's job function replacement by a PIECP inmate worker or
where a non-inmate worker's job function is eliminated or adversely
impacted, to a significant degree, and there isa concomitant
assumption of a similar job function by a PIECP inmate worker. This
presumption may be overcome ifitcan be demonstrated that the
non-inmate workers have been retained by the private sector partner
injobs at pay rates equal to or greater than that received in previous
positions, that non-inmate employees have been provided an
adequate opportunity for effective training in any new job skills and
that the subject non-inmate employees are being retained by the
private sector partner under reasonably similar or improved
employment conditions. When making this compliance evaluation,
BJA will not consider the private sector partner's intent or economic
viability. (2) Prior to CAC initiation, the CAC applicant must provide
BJA with written documentation reflecting the private sector partner's
agreement not to displace its non-inmate employees with PIECP
inmate labor in violation of the 18 U.S.C. 1761(c) statutory note. (B)
Prior to project initiation, all CAC applicants must show through
written verification by the State Department of Economic Security (or
other appropriate state agency) that the PIECP project will not result
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in displacement of non-inmate workers performing the same work,
regardless of wage rate. In cases where an appropriate state agency
cannot provide this service, the applicant CAC should propose to and
confer with BJA as to alternative measures to address this
requirement. (C) While compliance is a continuing CAC obligation,
BJA will scrutinize CAC compliance with the non-displacement
requirement just prior to and within one year after the initiation date
of CAC operations. (D) In instances where BJA finds that CAC
implementation results in private sector worker displacement, the
CAC must either cease its operations or comply with a BJA-approved
corrective action plan, if BJA proposes such a plan under Section IV.

f. of this Guideline, infra.

[[Page 17011]]

(E) BJA strongly recommends that CAC job development be oriented
toward the creation of new jobs within the locality. 4. Benefits. PIECP
projects must provide inmate workers appropriate benefits
comparable to those made available by the Federal or State
Government to private sector employees, including workers'
compensation and, under certain circumstances, Social Security.

(A) By statute, in some states, inmates are not eligible to participate
inworkers' compensation programs. Provision of comparable
workers' compensation benefits is acceptable as long as the CAC can
demonstrate comparability of such benefits with those secured by
the Federal or state Government for private sector employees. (B)
The PIECP CAC management model impacts whether the CAC must
provide Social Security benefits to PIECP inmate workers. Where the
employer model is utilized and the private sector directs and controls
the PIECP inmate worker, the PIECP participant must provide PIECP
inmate workers with Social Security benefits. Where a customer
model is utilized and a governmental, or instrumentality thereof,
directs or controls the PIECP inmate worker, BJA recognizes the
applicability of other provisions of Federal law which may operate to
preclude the provision of PIECP inmates with certain benefits,
including Social Security. 5. Deductions. Participating CACs are not
required under 18 U.S.C. 1761(c) to take deductions from PIECP
inmate wages. Deductions, however, may be required under other
Federal statutes, such as the Internal Revenue Code. Ifa CAC elects
to take deductions from a PIECP inmates' gross wages, such
deductions can be taken only under the following conditions:

(A) Deductions from gross wages, if made, may be withheld only for
the following authorized purposes: (1) taxes (Federal, state, local);
(2) in the case of a state prisoner, reasonable charges for room and
board as determined by regulations issued by the Chief State
Correctional Officer; (3) allocations for support of family pursuant to
state statute, court order, or agreeme.it by the offender; and (4)
contributions of not more than 20 percent, but not less than 5
percent of gross wages to any fund established by law to compensate

the victims of crime.

Such deductions, in aggregate, cannot exceed 80 percent of gross
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wages.

(B) PIECP inmate workers must be paid, credited with, or otherwise
henefit legally from, the 20 percent gross remainder. In this regard,
the CAC may direct the 20 percent gross remainder to a PIECP
inmate worker's expense accounts, savings accounts, or toward the
settling of the worker’s leg'l obligations, including the payment of
fines and restitution. (C) Each Certificate Hoider, through its
respective Chief State Correctional Officer, retains flexibility in
determining appropriate room and board charges that may be
deducted from PIECP inmate workers' gross wages. Except as to
CACs within private prisons, the applicable regulations for
determining this deduction are those issued by the Chief State
Correctional Officer of the state in which the PIECP inmate is
incarcerated. (D) The legislative history of 18 U.S.C. 1761(c) reflects
a Congressional intent to permit the use of the room and board
deduction to lower costs otherwise incurred by the public for inmate
incarceration. Thus, prior to making room and board deductions,
private prison CACs must obtain written approval of any such
proposed deductions from the Chief State Correctional Officers for
those states from which the PIECP inmate workers were remanded.
(E) A PIECP inmate's gross wages may be subjected to a deduction
for the purpose compensating crime victims if the deducted amount
is deposited into a fund established by law for the purpose of
providing crime victim compensation. State crime victim
compensation funds typically qualify as authorized recipients of such
deducted amounts. The victims compensation deduction may also be
used to address victim restitution as long as the deducted amounts
are deposited into a fund established by law to address such victim
interests. Amounts deducted by private prison CACs should be
deposited in those crime victim compensation or restitution funds in
states from which the PIECP inmates were remanded. 6. Voluntary
PIECP Inmate Worker Participation The Inmate Worker must indicate,
in writing, that he or she: (A) agrees voluntarily to participate in the
PIECP project, and (B) agrees voluntarily, and in advance, to specific
deductions made from gross wages, as well as all other financial
arrangements made as to earned PIECP wages. 7. Consultation With
Organized Labor PIECP CACs must:

(A) consult with representatives of local union central bodies or
similar labor union organizations prior to the initiation of any certified
or designated CAC project. CACs should consult with as many of such
organizations as may have an interest in the trade or skill to be
performed by the PIECP inmates. If there are no local ilion bodies
or labor organizations, consultation must be made with the state
union bodies or similar state-wide labor organizations. (B) provide
adequate information about the contemplated PIECP participation
such as, at a minimum, an identification of the scope of the intended
CAC and projected initiation date, as well as an explanation of the
fact that statutory consultation !s required and comments are invited.
CACs should retain documentation reflecting provision of adequate
consultation. 8. Consultation With Local Private Industry PIECP CACs

must:
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(A) consult with representatives of local business that may be
economically impacted by CAC production prior to heginning
operations, and (B) provide adequate information about the
contemplated PIECP participation such as, at a minimum, an
identification of the scope of the intended CAC and projected
initiation date as well as an explanation of the fact that consultation
s required and comments are invited. CACs should retain
documentation reflecting provision of adequate consultation. 9.
Compliance With the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) The
review and approval of PIECP certification applications as well as the
designation of PIECP CACs must comply with NEPA and other related
Federal environmental review requirements. See NEPA, 42 U.S.C.

[[Page 17012]]

4321-4347 and 40 CFR pt. 1500. See also 28 CFR pt. 61
(Department of Justice procedures for implementing NEPA); 28 CFR
pt. 61 App. D (procedures specific to Federal actions undertaken by

the Office of Justice Programs).

(A) A BJA PIECP certification, or a CAC designation under an issued
certification, constitutes a *' Federal action," as defined by 40 CFR
1508.18 of the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) regulations
for implementing NEPA. Consistent with CEQ regulations, PIECP
applicants and CACs are required to submit for BJA review
environmental data and information regarding their proposed
activities and, if necessary, environmental assessments. Applicants
and CACs must also assist BJA in the preparation of any required
environmental impact statements. (B) Title 28 CFR Part 61 App. D
provides NEPA compliance guidance to P.ZCP applicants and CACs,
including the following: (1) Actions entailing minor renovation
projects or remodeling do not normally require an environment
impact statement or an environmental assessment, unless, for
example the actions would be located in or potentially affect a
floodplain; a wetland; a listed species or critical habitat for an
endangered species; or a property that is listed on or may be eligible
for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. (2) Actions that
normally require an environmental assessment, but not necessarily
an environmental impact statement, include: renovations and
expansions that change the basic prior use of a facility or
substantially change its size; change in use of an existing facility that
results in the increased production of liquid, gaseous, or solid
wastes; new construction; research and technology whose
anticipated and future application could be expected to have an
effect on the environment; and new operations involving the use of
hazardous, toxic, radioactive, or odorous materials. Assessments of
such activities which result in BJA “’findings of significant impact”
will necessitate the preparation of environmental impact statements
incompliance with NEPA and its implementing regulations. (3)
Additionally, no certification will be approved nor can any designation
be provided or maintained if the application or designation includes a
facility in non-compliance with any Federal, state, or local
environmental law or regulation.
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[V. PIECP Administration

a. Certificate Holders

BJA may exercise its discretionary authority to certify up to 50 Non-
Federal PIECP Projects. Eligible applicants may seek certification by
submitting an application to BJA in accordance with the requirements
set forth in BJA's PIECP Certification Application, which will be
provided upon request, and subpart 1V.a.2, infra. BJA's review of
submitted applications will be conducted as outlined in subparts
IV.a.3 and a.4, infra. Once a certificate is issued, the holder assumes
the authority and responsibilities set forth in subparts IV.a.5 and a.6,
infra. 1. Project Structure All departments of correction, authorized
by law to administer prison industry programs, are eligible to apply
for BJA certification. Certified applicants may designate one or a
number of Cost Accounting Centers (CACs) under their authority.
Certificate Holders may also under certain conditions designate CACs
within private prisons located in their respective states or
jurisdictions BJA will consider alternative program structures
suggested by certification applicants, including, but not limited to,
applicant umbrella authorities, as described in subpart Ill. d.I,
supra. 2. Application Content All applications for PIECP Project
Certification shall include the following:

(A) Assurances of Authority. The Certificate Holder must provide
written assurance to BJA that it has in place appropriate statutory
and administrative authority to meet all mandatory program criteria
and, in particular, to monitor CAC compliance throughout the
proposed PIECP Project. (B) Documentation to Show Compliance
With Mandatory Program Criteria. The applicant must submit all
documentation necessary to show CAC compliance with the nine
mandatory program criteria outlined in Section Ill. d., supra. (C)
Project Description. The applicant must describe key project
elements, including the process to be used to designate and monitor
compliance of CACs with 18 U.S.C. 1761(c) and this Guideline. 3. BJA
Review PIECP applications will be reviewed by BJA on a first-come,
first- served basis. Awards of certification are discretionary exercises
of authority by BJA under 18 U.S.C. 1761(c). No certification will be
awarded, however, unless there is a determination that the applicant
has met the mandatory participation criteria outlined in this
Guideline. Applicants will be notified in writing of BJA's award or
denial of certification. The hearing and appeal procedures set forth in
28 C.F.R. Part 18 do not apply to denied PIECP applicants. Certified
applicants will be informed of the effective date of BJA's certification.
4. Standard or Provisional Certification A standard certification may
be issued by BJA to an approved Certificate Holder applicant when all
mandatory program criteria have been met. When one or more
mandatory program criteria have not been met, but when steps have
heen taken to ensure that those criteria will be met within a
reasonable period of time, then a provisional certification may be
issued by BJA in instances where the withholding of certification
would significantly impair the applicant's ability to further develop its
project. The terms of the provisional certification will be made
specific to the nature of the unmet mandatory criteria and may be
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made contingent upon the occurrence of identified conditions.
Provisional certifications may be issued for no longer than one year
from the date of issuance and may be subject to renewal, at BJA's
discretion. 5. Certificate Holder Designation Authoricy (A) The
Certificate Holder may exercise CAC designation authority with
respect to department of correction prison industries operating under
its jurisdiction, including in private prisons which are located in its
respective state orjurisdiction. CACs designated within private
prisons must also retain on-file documentation reflecting approval of
PIECP inmate worker participation by the state and local jurisdictions
in which PIECP inmate workers were convicted. In order to issue
such approvals, the remanding state and local jurisdictions must also
hold PIECP certificates. To exercise this authority, a Certificate
Holder must first determine that a proposed CAC has complied with
the requirements set forth in this Guideline and in 18 U.S.C. 1761(c).

[[Page 17013]]

Whenever the Certificate Holder elects to exercise this authority after
certification application approval, it must submit a Notice of
Designation Form to BJA that provides the following information and
documentation: (1) Cost Accounting Center Name and Location; (2)
Proposed number of workers; (3) Item(s) to be produced; (4)
Proposed consumer market (including anticipated geographic
distribution); (5) Description of private sector involvement, including
models that will be used in working with private enterprise; (6)
Locality determination, and supporting justification; (7) Description
of inmate compensation plans; (8) Documentation of prevailing wage
verification; (9) ldentification of deductions and percentage of each
to De taken from PIECP inmates' gross wages; (10) Documentation
of private sector partner's agreement not to displace its non-inmate
employees in the same locality with PIECP inmate labor, if
applicable; (11) Documentation of non-displacement verification; and
(12) As to any CACs within private prisons, written approval from
remanding jurisdiction of any proposed room and board deduction, in
compliance with Section II1.d.5.(E)of this Guideline, supra; (13) As
to any CACs within private prisons, written approval of the
designation by the Chief State Correctional Officer for the jurisdiction
in which the CAC is located; and (14) Documentation of the
environmental impacts of the CACs existing and proposed activities.
(B) The Certificate Holder may, in its own discretion, undesignate
any previously designated CAC. In such instances, the Cert'ficate
Holder must submit to BJA an Undesignation Form providing the
following information: (1) Cost Accounting Center Name and
Location; (2) Reasons for Undesignation; and (3) Effective Date of
Undesignation. (C) BJA may, at any time deemed necessary to
resolve compliance concerns and upon the issuance of written notice,
suspend a Certificate Holder's authority to designate additional Cost
Accounting Centers. 6. Certificate Holder Monitoring Responsibilities
As to all designated CACs, the Certificate Holder must assume the

following monitoring responsibilities:

(A) Undertake all reporting and evaluation activities deemed
necessary to ensure continuing designated CAC compliance; and (B)
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Resp id to all BJA requests for information and cooperation aimed at
ensuri.ig Project compliance.

b. Cost Accounting Centers’ PIECP Exception Status
A CAC is entitled to operate under PIECP exception status.

1. To retain this status, the CAC must comply with all PIECP
participation obligations to its Certificate Holder and to BJA,
including: (A) Maintaining continuous compliance with the
requirements set forth in 18 U.S.C. 1761(c) and in Ill.d), supra, of
this Guideline; and (B) Responding to all monitoring requests for
information and cooperation aimed at maintaining continued
compliance with this Guideline. 2. The CAC must promptly report to
the Certificate Holder any contemplated change in operations which
may affect its ability to maintain statutory and Guideline compliance.

c. Compliance Reviews

1. Performance Reports Within 30 days following the close of each
calendar quarter, each CAC must submit a quarterly performance
report to its Certificate Holder in a form prescribed by BJA. The
performance report describes activities undertaken during the
prescribed period. A consolidated report of all CAC activity must be
submitted to BJA by the Certificate Holder within 45 days following
the close of mechcalendar gjarter. 2. On-Site Monitoring Reviews
BJA and BJA technical assistance contractors are authorized to
perform desk and on-site reviews of all PIECP participants, including
all CACs, as deemed necessary. On-site reviewers may request
access to any and all documentation necessary to assist in
determining compliance with the requirements of this Guideline and
18 U.S.C. 1761. Monitored oarticipants will be advised in writing of
the results of any such reviews. Immediate corrective action must be
taken to address determinations of non-compliance and/or to
respond to issues that raise compliance related-concerns for BJA.

d. BJA's PIECP Administration
BJA's PIECP responsibilities include the following:

1. Review and approval of Certificate Holder PIECP applications; 2.
Monitoring to determine compliance status of operations within all
CACs; 3. PIECP exception status termination or suspension for cause
related to substantial non-compliance; 4. Liaison with other Federal
agencies that may affect PIECP operations; 5. Provision of
compliance-related technical assistance; and 6. Any and all other
functions necessary to administer the program in compliance with 18

U.S.C. 1761(c).
e. PIECP Exception Status Suspension/Termination

1. Notice of Possible Compliance Violation Alleged facts indicative of
non-compliance shall be communicated in writing by BJA to the
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involved Certificate Holder and the involved designated CAC. These
parties must respond to the allegations, in writing, within 15 days
after receipt of the notice of non-compliance determination.
Immediate corrective action must he taken to address
determinations of non-compliance. 2. Voluntary Compliance
Agreements If BJA determines that noncompliant practices persist,
BJA may, in its discretion, propose a voluntary compliance
agreement to the involved Certificate Holder. 3. Failure To Achieve
Compliance and Effect of Non-Compliance If a voluntary compliance
agreement is not presented by BJA or is not accepted or adequately
implemented by the Certificate Holder within 30 days after receipt of
such an agreement, BJA may suspend the Certificate Holder's
certification and/or CAC exception status. 4. PIECP Exception Status
Suspension and Termination A certification may be terminated by
BJA if it has been inactive (no production within a designated CAC) or
suspended for six conserutive months. A certification and/or
designation may be suspended, and six months thereafter,
terminated upon: (1) issuance of a notice of a determination that the
Certificate Holder and/or designated CAC is not acting in compliance

with
[[Page 17014]]

the requirements of 18 U.S.C. 1761, this Guideline or the conditions
set forth in its certificate; or (2) in the discretion of the Director of
BJA and upon a re-definition of a PIECP Project authorized under 18
U.S.C. 1761(c). Termination or suspension of the exception status of
one designated CAC will not automatically impact the PIECP
exception status of other CACs under the same certification unless
the PIECP Project certification is suspended or terminated. The
hearing and appeal procedures set forth in 28 C.F.R. Part 18 do not
apply to PIECP applicants or participants who have had PIECP
exception status suspended or terminated under this provision.

Dated: March 31, 1999. Nancy Gist, Director, Bureau of Justice
Assistance. [FR Doc. 99-8575 Filed 4-6-99; 8:45 am] BILLING CODE

4410-18-P

National Correctional Industries Association
1202 North Charles Street
Baltimore, MD 21201
(410) 230-3972 | FAX (410) 230-3981
EMAIL Infoenatlonalcia.org

copyright© National Correctional Industries Association, nil rights reserved

312712006


http://www.nationaIcia.org/pieguide2.html




Alaska State Legislature

INTERIM ADDRESS

SESSION ADDRESS
Alaska Stale Capilol 112 Mill Kay Road
luncau. AK 99801 1182 Kodiak. AK 99615
<907)465-4925 (907) 486-4925
Fax (907) 465-3517 Fax (907) 486-5264

Senator Gary Stevens
Memorandum

To: Representative Paul Seaton, Chairman
House State Affairs Committee X

From:  Senator Gary Stevens, Sponsor SCR 2

Date:  February 23, 2005
Re: SCR 2 Hearing Request

I respectfully request your consideration in scheduling a hearing for SCR 2,
“Proclaiming 2005 as Rotary International Year" before the House State Affairs

Committee at your earliest convenience.

This concurrent resolution was heard in the Senate State Affairs Committee on
February 15, 2005 during which the Rotary District Governor, Craig Dahl, was present
to enumerate the highlights and accomplishments of this organization during its first

one hundred years.

Attached are the Resolution, a zero fiscal note prepared by the Legislative Affairs
Agency, and my sponsor statement that only scrapes the surface of Rotary
Intemation; s positive contributions to people across the District and around the

world.

If you have any questions please contact Melanie Lesh at 465-4989.



INTERIM ADDRESS:

SESSION ADDRESS: C . !
Alaska State Capitol OCtIMOT VjUTy OICVCTIS 112 Mill Bay Road
Juneay, Algska 99801*1182 ' * KodigkAlaska 99615
607 465-425 Alaska State Legislature 166.4905
Fax:(907)465-3517 Fax:(907)486-5264

Toll Free: 1-800-821 -4925

Senate Concurrent Resolution 2

One hundred years ago, on February 23, 1905, Rotary was founded in Chicago. Rotary exemplifies the
principles that drive each of us to do our best every day and it deserves the positive recognition on this
momentous occasion. Public service is an endeavor to which we are all actively engaged through our role in
representative government and is demonstrated by Rotary’s Four-Way Test, which asks the following four
questions:
"Of the things we think, say or do:

Is it the TRUTH?

Is it FAIR to all concerned?

Will it build GOODWILL and BETTER FRIENDSHIPS?

Will it be BENEFICIAL to all concerned?"

00N

Rotary clubs exist to improve communities locally and around the world. Rotary also encourages high
ethical standards in business and professions. Rotary clubs work to advance international understanding by

partnering with clubs in other countries.

Today, there are approximately 1.2 million Rotary club members of more than 31,000 Rotary clubs in 166
countries. Rotary projects address critical issues in communities around the world. Here are some of

Rotary's focus areas:

Polio Eradication - In 1985, Rotary’s members vowed to make the world polio-free. This 20-year
commitment to end polio represents the largest private-sector support of a global health initiative to
date. Today, there arc only a few hundred polio cases worldwide, a 99.8 percent reduction since 1988,

when polio paralyzed more than 350,000 children a year.

International Education - Rotary is the world's largest privately funded source of international scholarships.
Each year, nearly 1,000 university students receive Rotary scholarships to study in another country. Rotary
clubs also coordinate a high school-age student exchange program that sends nearly 8,000 students abroad

for 3 months to a year.

Peace - In an effort to educate tomorrow's peacemakers and ambassadors, Rotary recently launched the
Rotary Centers for International Studies for peace and conflict studies.

Literacy - Rotary clubs are engaged in the fight against illiteracy worldwide. One example is a Rotary
literacy program in Thailand that dramatically reduced school failure and was adopted by the Thai

government for all the nation's schools.

A century of service deserves a moment ofappreciation. Please join me in sending this note of
appreciation and hope for 100 more successful years ahead.

Senate District R
Senator_Gary, Stevcits@legis.state.ak.us
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA
2005 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date/Time (Note if correction):

Title "Proclaiming 2005 as Rotary

International Year/

Sponsor Senators Garv Stevens. Johnny Ellis

Requestor Senate State Affairs

Expenditures/Revenues

Fiscal Note Number: 1

Bill Version

(S) Publish Date:

Dept. Affected:
BRU
Component:

Component No!

Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2006
Personal Services 0.0
Travel 0.0
Contractual 0.0
Supplies 0.0
Equipment 0.0
Land & Structures 0.0
Grants & Claims 0.0
Miscellaneous 0.0

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0
ICAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0.0
[CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) 0.0
FUND SOURCE
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF 0.0
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1037 GF/Mental Health
Other (Specify Type-Do not abbreviate)

TOTAL 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY2004) cost:

FY 2007

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

FY 2008
0.0
0.0
0.0
00
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.C

0.0

SCR 2
2116/05

Legislature

Legislative Council
Council and Subcommittees

(Thousands of Dollars)

FY 2009
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

(Thousands of Dollars)

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

783

FY 2010
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

1 0.0

00

0.0

Check this box (X) if funding for this bill is included in the Governor's FY 2005 budget proposal:

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page it necessary)

This legislation has zero fiscal impact on the Legislative Affairs Agency.

Prepared by:  Karla Schofield, Deputy Director

Division Administrative Services

Approved by: Pamr.a Vami, Executive Director

Agency Legislative Affairs Agency

(R O

Phone 465-6626
Date/Time 2/15/05 10:U9 AM

Date 2/15/2005

FY 2011 |
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0 I

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
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session ADDRESS: Smritnr dnpruv interim address:
Alaska Stare Capital iJcflumMiJl VJUIJ viICVCTW 112 Mill Ray Road
Kor(ak, laska 99615

. Algsk - ’
e ) et Alaska State Legislature 501 ieo-sars
Fax:(907)465-3517 Fax:(907)486-5264

Toll Free: 1-800-821-4925

MEMORANDUM

DATE: March 4, 2005
TO: Representative Paul Seaton, Chair
House State Affairs Committee
FROM: Senator Gary Ste
Sponsor SCR 2,1 g 2005 Rotary International 'tear
RE: Waiving SCR 2 from llouse State \ffairs Committee

I respectfully request that the House State Affairs Committee waive from Committee St.K 1. I have
attached a copy of the Resolution and obtained the support of the members signing below. The
Resolution was heard in the Senate C&RA Committee and then passed the Senate by unanimous vote on

February 19, 2005.

Under Uniform Rules a concurrent resolution is not required to have a hearing. It waived trom this
committee referral it could be brought up under Special Orders for action with the approval 'f2/3 of the
members present. As sponsor, 1hope to have this proclamation passed and signed bv the Governor for
distribution at thejlotary District Conference in Anchorage in May. | thank you for your consideration.

Represent’tiyc»Seaton Representative <fiamh
<

Representative Lynn

Representative Gardner

Representative GruenJ”g

Rule 49.(a)(3) A concurrent resolution is similar to the simple resolution but reflects the will,
wish, view or decision of both houses speaking concurrently. It is used particularly to handle the
internal business of the legislature, e.g., adjournment of the legislature, suspension and amendment of
requesting action of executive agencies and inferim committees, and fixing the time
and place for joint assemblies. This resolution is also used for establishing joint committees. This
resolution does not require committee referral, three readings, or anything other than approval of a

majority vote of the full membership of each house unless otherwise required by the rules.
Senate District R
Senator_Gary_Stevens@legis.state.ak.us

the Uniform Rules,
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Senator Fred Dyson

MEMORANDUM

To: Representative Paul Seaton, Chair
House State Affairs Committee

From:  Senator Fred Dyson
Date: April 25, 2005

Re: SJR 10

SJR 10—a resolution supporting a federal marriage amendment— has passed the Senate and is in the
House State Affairs Committee. Please schedule this resolution for a hearing as soon as possible.
Please review the following informational packet, and contact my office if you have any concerns.

My staff Jason Hooley will also be helpful, at 465-3762. ITic packet contains:

m Sponsor Statement

m Current version of SJR 10

m Zero fiscal note

m A copy ofS.J. Res. 1, the relevant federal legislation

m A summary of the status of marriage, summarizing the 50 states.

A B L R S
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Senator Fred Dyson

SPONSOR STATEMENT
SJR 10— “Supporting the FederalMarriage Amendment”

The topic of same-scx marriage gained national attention in November of 2003, when the
Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court ruled that it was unconstitutional to prevent same-sex couples
from obtaining legal marriage. Soon after, Massachusetts began issuing marriage licenses to same-
sex couples, and a few localities have done the same, although without the same degree of legal

“authority” as in Massachusetts.

With looming uncertainty regarding full faith and credit applied to these same-sex marriages in other
jurisdictions, many state legislatures and/or citizen initiatives responded with efforts to enshrine the
traditional and significantly popular definition of marriage as that constituted by one man and one

woman.

Alaska had acted on this issue in the late 1990’s. On the 1998 general election ballot, nearly 70% of
voting Alaskans supported amending the Alaska Constitution to declare that, to be valid, a marriage
must involve one man and one woman. Sixteen other states have also amended their constitutions in

the same manner.

SJR 10 urges the United States Congress to pass Senate Joint Resolution 1, which defines marriage
in the United States to consist of the union of one man and a woman. If passed, S. J. Res. 1 will
amend the United States Constitution, once ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths of the states

e Ot SO U o A () 10 )
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States with Statutes
Defining Marriage

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Hlinois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wyoming
Totals
42

States with Constitutional
Language Defining Marriage

Alaska
Arkansas
Georgia
Hawali
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Michigan
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Utah

Totals
18

States with
Neither

Connecticut
Massachusetts
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
Rhode Island
Wisconsin

Totals
7



State Defense ofM arriage Acts
(DOMA35)
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SJ1IS
109th CONGRESS

Ist Session
S. J.RES. 1
Proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United States relating to marriage.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
January 24, 2005

Mr. ALLARD (for himself, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. LOTT, Mr. ENZI, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr.
CRAPO, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. VITTER, Mr. THUNE, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. FRIST, Mr. TALENT,
Mr. BURR. Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. KYL, Mrs. DOLE, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr.
MCCONNELL, Mr. HATCH, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. STEVENS, and Mr. COBURN)
introduced the following joint resolution; which was read twice and referred to the Committee on the

Judiciary

JOINT RESOLUTION

Proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United States relating to marriage.

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives ofthe United States of America in Congress
assembled (two-tliirds ofeach House concurring therein), That the following article is proposed
as an amendment to the Constitution of the United States, which shall he valid to all intents and
purposes as part of the Constitution when ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths of the several

States:
'‘Article-
'SECTION 1 This article may be cited as the 'Marriage Protection Amendment'.
'SECTION 2. Marriage in the United States shall consist only of the union of a man and a woman.

Neither this Constitution, nor the constitution of any State, shall be construed to require that
marriage or the legal incidents thereof be conferred upon any union other than the union of a man

and a woman.’.

END
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number. 1
2005 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version: SJR 10
(S) Publish Date: 3/22/05
Revision Date/Time (Note if correction): |aelpt. Affected. None
Title Supporting the federal marriage amen u
Component
Sponsor Dyson
Requester Component No.
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2006  FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009  FY 2010
Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment

Land & Structures
Grants & Claims

Miscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

ICAPITAL EXPENDITURES |

ICHANGE INREVENUES ( )

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1037 GF/Mental Health

Other (Specify Type--Do not abbreviate)

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY2005) cost: 0.0
Mark this box (X) if funding for this bill is included in the Governor's FY 2006 budget proposal:

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIs:  (Attach aSeparate page if necessary)
No fiscal impact from this resolution.

Prepared by:  Brad Pierce Phone

Division OMB

Approved by:
Agency

Date 3/4/2005

FY 2011

0.0

0.0

Date/Time 3/4/05 1:14 PM
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Senator Fred Dyson

MEMORANDUM
To: Representari e Paul Seaton, Chair
House

From:  Senator
Date: January 30, 2006

Re: SJR 10

SJR 10—a resolution supporting a federal marriage amendment— has passed the Senate and is in the
House State Affairs Committee. Please schedule this resolution for a hearing as soon as possible.
Please review the following informational packet, and contact my office if you have any concerns.

The packet contains:

m Sponsor Statement

m Current version of SJR 10

m S.J. Res. 1, the relevant federal legislation

m H.J. Res. 39, companion legislation

m An NCSI, summary of the status of marriage, summarizing the 50 states.
m Zero fiscal note

A R B R


mailto:Frcd.pyson@Legis.statc.ak.us
http://www.jkrcpublicans.org

Senator Fred Dyson

SPONSOR STATEMENT
SJR 10— "Supporting the FederalMarriage Amendment”

The topic of same-sex marriage gained national attention in November of 2003, when the
Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court ruled that it was unconstitutional to prevent same-sex couples
from obtaining legal marriage. Soon after, Massachusetts began issuing marriage licenses to same-
sex couples, and a few localities have done the same, although without the same degree of legal

“authority” as in Massachusetts.

Widi looming uncertainty regarding full faith and credit applied to these same-sex marriages in otiicr
jurisdictions, many state legislatures and citizen initiatives responded with efforts to enshrine the
traditional and significantly popular definition of marriage as that constituted by one man and one

woman.

Alaskans have already acted in favor of traditional marriage. In 1996, AS 25.05.013 was enacted by
the Legislaturel Then on the 1998 general election ballot, nearly 70% of voting Alaskans supported
the addition of Article 1, Section 25 to the Alaska Constitution2 To d ’tc, 16 other states have also
amended their constitutions in the same manner. In a controversial decision, however, the Alaska
Supreme Court rccendy clouded this issue even further, by ruling that the State and the Municipality
of Anchorage may not offer benefits to employee spouses while denying them to same-sex domestic

partners’.

SJR 10 urges die United States Congress to pass Senate Joint Resolution 1, which defines marriage
in the United States to consist of the union of one man and a woman. If passed, S. J. Res. 1 will
amend the United States Constitution, once ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths of die states.
ITiis will provide consistency among all 50 states: consistency that is validated by the majority of

Alaskans and Americans.

1Sec. 25.05.013. Same-sex marriages.
(d Amarriage entered into (Y persons of the same sex, either under common law or under statute, that is recognized by another state <r

foreltf;n junsdiction is void in this state, and contractual tights granted by t.rtue of the mamage, including its termination, are-
unenforceable in this state.
(b) A same-sex relationship may not be recognized by the state a V-ing entitled to the benefits of marriage.
* Section 25. Marriage.
To be valid or recognized in this State, a marriage may exist only between one man and one woman.
3Alaska aH U btrtiti Umon. v. State  Alaska, No. S-10459, 2005 WI. 2812481 (Alaska Oct. 28. 2005)

adadie el B0 » (B 707199 () 4657190 () 4557
Drréqrtenm Lel]m"\r%r? m%ﬁmdﬂsmm@%ﬁm&%é( m%)m (@)


http://www.akrepublicans.org

[HA

109'rn CONGRESS

1st Session S J RES 1

Proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United States relating
to marriage.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

JANUAHY 24, 2005

Mr. Attard (for himself, Mr. ixiore, Mr. Lott, Mr. Evzi, M. DkMmint,
Mr. santori'™M, M. ceai*o, M. sessions, Mr. viTTER, Mr. TIIUNE,
Mr. Alexander, Mr. Frist, Mr. Talent, Mr. Burr, Mi-s. Hutchison,
Mr. ky1, Mrs. bole, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. Isakson, McCoNNBLL,
Mr. Hatch, Mr. Roberts, Mr. cornyn, Mr. stevens, and Mr.
com’rN) inti*odueed the following joint resolution; which was read twice
and referred to the Committee on the Judiciarv

JOINT RESOLUTION

Proposing an amendment to the Constitution of tiu* United
States relating to marriage.

1 Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives
2 ofthe United States ofAmerica in Conyress assembled (two-
3 thirds of each House concurriny therein), That the fo-
4 lowing article is proposed as an amendment to the Con-
5 stitution of the United States, which shall he valid to all
6 intents and purposes as part of the Constitution when
7 ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths of the several
8 States:



“Article—

“SECTION 1 This article may be cited as the ‘Mar-

riage Protection Amendment’
“Section 2 Marriage in the United States shall con-

sist only of the union of a man and a woman. Neither
this Constitution, nor the constitution of any State, shal
be construed to require that marriage or the legal inci-
dents thereof be conferred Upon any union other than the
union of a man and a woman.”.



109711 CONGRESS

1st Session H \ J, RES. 3 9

Proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United States relating
to marriage.

IN TIIE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

March 17, 2005

Mr. Daniel E. Lunoren Of California (for himself, Mr. Bachus, Mr.
STEARNS, MrS. Emerson, MI. Rogers of Alabama, Mr. Alexander,
Mr. Bartiett Of .Maryland, Mr. pavis 0f Tennessee, Mr. Taylor oOf
Mississippi, and Mr. coiimerT) introduced the following joint resolution;
which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary

JOINT RESOLUTION

Proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United
States relating to marriage.

1 Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives
2 of the United States of America in Congress assembled
3 (two-thirds ofeach House concurring therein), That the fol-
4 lowing article is proposed as an amendment to the Con-
5 stitution of the United States, which shall be valid to all
6 intents and purposes as part of the Constitution when
7 ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths of the several
8 States within seven years after the date of its submission

9O for ratification:



2
1 “Article —

2 “Section 1 Marriage in the United States shall con-
3 sist only of a legal union of one man and one woman.

4 “Section 2 No court of the United States or of any
5 State shall have jurisdiction to determine whether this
6 Constitution or the constitution of any State requires that
7 the legal incidents of marriage be conferred upon any
8 union other than a legal union hetween one man and one
9 woman.

10 “Section 3 No State shall be required to give effect
11 to any public act, record, or judicial proceeding of any
12 other State concerning a union between persons of the
13 same sex that is treated as a marriage, or as having the
14 legal incidents of marriage, under the laws of such other

15 State.”.
0
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

State Capitol, Room 417
Juneau AK 59801-1182

Senate District H
600 E. Railroad Avenue

Wasilla AK 99654 907-46r 3878
907-376-4866 Fax: 907-465-3265
800-862-3878

907-373-4724-Fax

Senator_Charlie_Huggins@legis.state.ak.us www.akrepublicans.org/huggins/

Charlie Huggins
Senator

April 13,2005

To: Representative Paul Seaton, Chair
House State Affairs Committee

From: Senator Charlie Hugg(inf
Subject: Request to Schedule SJR 14 for a hearing

| respectfully request the scheduling of SIR 14, “Urging tne United States Congress to amend the
tax code to permanently repeal the federal estate and generation-skmping transfer tax,” for a
hearing before your committee as soon as possible.

Thank you for your consideration of liiis request.

Attachments


mailto:Senator_Charlie_Huggins@legis.state.ak.us
http://www.akrepublicans.org/huggins/

FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number: 1

2005 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version: SIR 14
(S) Publish Date: 3/23/05

Revision Date/Time (Note ifcorrection): Dept. Affected, Revenue

Title Repeal federal estate and GST tax ‘RDU Revenue Programs and Services
Component Tax

Sponsor Senator Huggins, Therriault

Requester Component No.

(Thousands of Dollars)

Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES
Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment
Land & Structures
Grants & Claims
Miscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING

ICAPITAL EXPENDITURES"

ICHANGE INREVENUES (~

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/PrOv, am Receipts

1037 GF/Mental Health

Oth  (Specify Type-Do no! abbreviate)

TOTAL
Estimate of any current year (FY2005) cost: 0.0
Mark this box (X) If funding for this bill is included inthe Governor’s FY 2006 budget proposal:
POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page if necessary)

This resolution requests Congress to permanently repeal the federal estate and generation skipping
transfer tax. Alaska’s estate tax (AS 43.31) is based upon the state death tax credit allowed under federal
law. In 2001, Congress changed the Internal Revenue Code to phaseout the state death tax credit by
12/31/2004. Since Alaska's estate tax was effectively reduced to zero by the change in federal law,
permanent repeal of the federal estate tax will have no fiscal impact to general fund revenue.

Prepared by:  Mike Williams, Revenue Auditor Phone (907) 269-6632
Division Tax Division Date/Time 3/22/05 1:58 PM
Approved by:  Jerry Burnett, Special Assistant to the Commissioner Date 3/22/2005
Agency Department of Revenue
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Charlie Huggins

Senator
4/13/05

Sponsor Statement

SJR 14 - Urging the United States Congress to amend the tax code to permanently repeal
the federal estate and generation-skipping transfer tax.

SJR 14 urges Congress to permanently repeal the estate tax, commonly known as the death tax,
on inherited estates.

There is a fundamental problem with people accumulating assets with income that has already
been taxed, then requiring their survivors to pay taxes on those assets again through an
inheritance tax. The tax is unfair, first of all, to the decedent and to his or her heirs. We are
talking about people who work hard throughout their lives, perhaps start businesses, or buy
homes or property where real estate values are skyrocketing, and then the heirs are left, in some
instances, with not enough cash to pay the applicable tax so they are force to liquidate the
family business, farm, or home.

In 2001 Congress, working with President Bush, enacted bipartisan legislation, under the
Economic Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001, to phase out and eventually repeal
the death tax until 2010. At that time they did not have the votes to make the repeal permanent
so under Senate rules, the cuts could only be extended for the term of the budget, which is 10
years. Therefore in 2010 the estate tax is repealed, however it springs back to life in 2011 at its
old rate of 55 percent and at an exemption level of only $1 million dollars.

President Bush has included the permanent repeal of the estate tax in his Fiscal Year 2006 budget
proposal. Legislation has also been introduced this year in the U.S. Senate and U.S. Hou ;to
permanently repeal the estate tax.

With passage of this legislation we will offer our support to Congress to act this year ending this
tax on virtue, work, savings, job creation and the American dream.

Contact Information - Deborah Grundmann 465-4711


mailto:Senator_Charlie_Huggins@legis.state.ak.us
http://www.akrepublicans.org/huggins/

Alaska State Legislature
Senate Majority Web: www.akrepublicans.org

Sponsor: Senator Charlie Huggins
Current Version: SJR 14
Contact Deb Grundmann, 465-4711

Fact Sheet for: Senate Joint Resolution 14
Short Title: REPEAL FEDERAL ESTATE TAX

Summary:
m Urges the United States Congress to permanently repeal the federal estate and
generation-skipping transfer tax.

Benefits:
m Allows farmers arid small business owners to bequeath farms and businesses that
would otherwise be sold ifthe estate tax were in effect.
m Gives working families the opportunity to accumulate hard -earned wealth.

m Prevents layoffs when small and medium sized businesses are liquidated to pay
estates taxes.

Background:

m In 2001, the United States Congress passed tax legislation to phase out and
temporarily repeal the estate and generation-skipping transfer tax. SJIR 14 urges
Congress to make the repeal permanent. Estate taxes prevent families from building
lasting wealth and forces businesses to liquidate and layoff employees. Farmers
typically sell off family farms to pay estate taxes. Ifthe estate tax had been
repealed in 1996, billions of dollars would have been generated and 145,000 new
jobs nationwide would have been created. Ifpassed, SJR 14 will be forwarded to
members of congress.

Fact Sheet Revision Date Wednesday. March 16. 2005 12:18 PM
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The Vbice of Smafl Business*

ALASKA

National Federation of Independent Business
Statement of Support
of SIR i4
Permanent Repeal of Death Tax
April 122006

The Alaska Chapter ol the National Federation of Independent Business has 2,500
members, making itthe largest small-business advocacy group in the state.

NFIB was very actively involved at the federal level in getting a law passed in 2001 to

repeal the Death Ttix. The repeal is phased in to finally accomplish total repeal by 2010.
However, that legislation will sunset on December 31,2010. SJR 14 calls for the death
tax to be permanently repealed.

Some people think the Death Tax only hits the super-rich. Often the victims hardest hit
by the Death Tax are middle-class hard-working Americans ... small business owners
and their employees. Originally intended to prevent the concentration of wealth that
worried our founding fathers and later intended to raise revenue during wartime, the
Death Tax in its current form is destructive to America’s entrepreneurs. In addition to the
tax itself, thousands of small businesses are impacted each year by expensive fees paid tc-

attorneys, accountants and life insurers necessary to prepare for an eventual Death Tax
debt.

The legislative agenda of NFIB for state and federal issues is determined by ballot. The
ballot is a poll of the membership on a series issues. Ballot results have shown that

& percent of NFIB members favor full and total repeal of the
Death Tax.

NFIB/Alaska urges support for SIR 14

Submitted by Thycs Shaub on behalf of NFIB/Alaska.

National Federation ol independent Business - ALASKA
217 Second St., Suite 206 « Juneau. AK99301 « 907-463-5lie « Far 907-463-5123 « www.NRB com
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National Federation of Independent Business Key Vote
Vote YES onSJR 14

Permanent Repeal of Death Tax
April 182005

The Alaska Chapter of the National Federation of Independent Business has 2,500 members, making it
the larg tsmall-business advocacy group in the state.

NFIB was ver> actively involved at the federal level in getting a law passed in 2001 to repeal the
Death Tax. The repeal is phased in to finally accomplish total repeal by 2010. However, that
legislation will sunset on December 31, 2010. SJR 14 calls for the death tax to be permanently
repealed.

Some people think the Death Tax only hits the super-rich. Often the v'ctims hardest hit by the Death
Tax are middle-class hard-working Americans ... small business owners and their employees.
Originally intended to prevent the concentration of wealth that worried our founding fathers and later
intended to raise revenue during wartime, the Death Tax in its current form is destructive to America’s
entrepreneurs. In addition to the tax itself, thousands of small harnesses are impacted each year by

expensive fees paid to attorneys, accountants and life insurers necessary to prepare for an eventual
Death Tax debt.

The legislative agenda of NFIB for state and federal issues is determined by ballot. The ballot is a poll
of the membership on a series issues. Ballot results have shown that 89 percent of NFIB members
favor full and total repeal of the Death Tax.

NFIB/Alaska asks for your support of SIR 14,

Submitted by Thyes Shaub on behalf of NFIB/Alaska.



