 ARE FEDERAL U, I. BENEFIT STANDARDS APPROPRIATE FOR ALASKA?

. Imsisa highlight of views o/ the Alaska Department

. of Labor staff that were shared with the Committee
con Ways and Means of the U S House of -

Represenmnves

National = concern
. 1»imployment Insurance System has lead to the
creation of the National Commission on
Unemployment Compensation. This commission will
be looking at both the tax and benefit provisions of
the system. The most controversial topic to be
_ discussed could be the establishment of national
_ benefit standards. The U.S. Department of Labor

_currently advocates that unemployment benefits

should be at least 50 percent or no more than 66
2/3 percent of a state’s average weekly wage. A

program such as this could potentially put an extreme
burden on Alaska’s unempfayment insurance fund ~

At the outset, it is most apgropreate to list the crttecaf -
nditions pertinent to the Unemployment Insurance

ogram and the State of Alaska today.

; Alaska currently has the htghest effective Ut tax '

__in the nation.

Department of Labor’s
measurement criteria, Alaska has the least
_ adequate benefits in the nation. Alaska’s
replacement of income through Ul benefits now
averages approximately 17 percent. Ina perrad

 Using the us.

 of time when the Congress is considering the

_imposition of National Benefit standards, the

financial condition of Alaska’s U.l. fund is in

_ jecpardy.

) Alaska has the highest average weekly wage in
_the nation——$502.00 for calendar year 1976.
Coupled with the high seasonality of the state’s
industries, a minimum federal benefit stanéard
which is computed as a fixed percent of a state’s

average weekly wage would cause significant

problems which should be addressed.

50 percent of Aiaska’s' U.l. benefits, which are
designed to stabilize Alaska’s economy, are
currently going outside of this state.

(5) With Alaska’s oil and ¢as

regarding the Feﬁeraf»Stafe

An aftematwe ap;}mach would be 1o

develovment
forthcoming, we anticipate a continuation of
_ these conditions at least through the mid-1980's.

With regard to Alaska’'s U.l. program, the major
problem with Federal Benefit Standards results from
laws regulating the payment of Interstate benefits.
The current level of benefits the state now pays is
terribly inadequate for anyone living in Alaska and
yet they are quite adequate in relation to the benefits

paid in other states when an mdrwduat is f:img an

fnterstate claim.

If Afaska were to raise its maximum benefit amount

to $250.00 per week instead of the current $90 per
week, under current laws those who monetarily

qualify for this amount must be paid equally

_ regardless of whether they file in Alaska or from the
lower 48", As a result, 50 percent of our benefits ;
would go out of state. These high Interstate benefits

would serve as a disincentive for those outside the
state to return to full-time work. If Alaska paid
adequate benefits to residents and the same benefits
to those outside the state, we would have to triple
U.l. taxes and support a tremendous drain on the
Ul trust fund

‘¥n the past Alaska approached thzs probiem by

establishing a maximum Enterstate pbayment of
$20.00 per week. Congress acted in 1972 to say
that no state could reduce benefit payments to a

claimant filing from another state solely because of

their place of residence. The State of Alaska then k

_began paying all claimants the seme amount of

benefits given the same wage conc tions.

The U.S. Department of Labor has beer encouraging
all states to pay benefits of no less than 50 percent
and no more than 66 2/3 percent of the state’s
average weekly wage. Doing this would satisfy the
individuals that are concerned =bout adequate
benefits but it would also make laskess ;}mgram
financially 1m;3ractscat ; ,

pay benefits as
a percent of the average weekly wage in the State
in whxch the cfarmant is filing. -




This  method of paying uremployment benefits
wouid:
1 pay ad te hen

nower |
{2} maintain
of Alssks,
(3} maintain dty so that all claimants will be
receiving the same ,“rm of benefits.

stated that the above

U. 8. Departn of Labor has

would be in vicladon of the current law. However,
this opinlon may he cpan to cuestion, and the
legality of such & prograr 2y have 1o be gued
in couwrt. In meantime, the state is s’i/med in
its efforts to bring ebout an adequate tax situation
as weil as eguitable bernefits consistent with Ul

program intent in the of Alaska.
Although National U.l. benefit standards may be
necessary to insure that all states maintain adequate

bhenefits, it is imost

t important that such standards take

into account differences in the cost of living between
eacn state.  Without such a provision ineguities in
the program ore certain to arise.  Rigid benefit

stendards that cannot be adjusted for differences in

COsi 01 ivm; vould put an undue hardship on the
unf—“mpioyef i high cost ar and would be more

e the cost of living is
am would be certain
employers in order to
sound.

areas wh
;o such g pro
tar burden on
financially

eguats in

er information about
ance program, pleass
sis Section of the
for the booklet,
Theory in Alaska: A

in furd
In

ced

-
viment

Io

T IN MAY

Vi ACIr A e
LLASHAS

4 Unemployment: The employment
nd une mgiu, ent picture for Alaska’s labor force
wing the mo ,sh of May improved slightly over the
sieus montn Total employment increased less
AN one perce s durino the month. When compared
the same | ! nne vear ago, total employment

t 13 norcent. The primary factor
enrioyment, as well as the slow
employment this summer, is
1 Pipeline construction
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Wining:  The mining industry
normail spring tirne transition oo
10 rnore warm weainer operations.
oil Industry is now declining stighi!

S0P
iha

rilling operaticns are done  during T 2
months. On the cother hand, hardrock mining is on
the increase. Gold drad’u”‘a and gravei qwr*"fw’

the summesr
nchitio

operations generally operats during
months in order to avoid freez-up co

Construction: Theough  employment in  the
construction industry only dropped slightly during
the month of May, this is a rather atypical trend
when compared to previcus years. |In rocent vears .
pipeline construction has dominated the construction
industry and at this time of year employment was =
usually rising rapidly as pipeline contraciors geared :

up for the summer season.

Manufacturing: A five percent dacline in
employiment in manuf acturmg was main !y caused by

a decline in employment in the food processing
sector. Employment declines are main y among
employers en@a@ed in  shellfish  processing. )

Employment in the lumber industry remained macjy
during the month of May and the number of peopls
in this industry continued 1o be greater than one yenr

ago due to the warmer than normal weather
conditions experienced this year
Transportation, Communications & Usilitiez:  With

the exception of the trucking industry, which

experienced a slight decline during the month of May,
the transportation industry is showing signs of normal.
spring activity. lmproved weather conditions have
aliowed firms in the air and water transportation

industries to increase their activities. L
Trade: When compared to Dprevious vyears,
employment in the trade industry this spring hes

remained somewhat suppressed. Normally at th
time of year emoloyment in this indusiry fends t
pick up as Alaska’s economy expands during

summer months.  In May employment in th2 retll




