IN RE ALAN WETZEL, d/b/a YOUNG YEN’S INTERNATIONAL MARKET
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ALASKA WORKERS' COMPENSATION BOARD

P.O. Box 115512
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5512

	IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION FOR

A FINDING OF THE FAILURE TO INSURE

WORKERS' COMPENSATION LIABILITY

AND ASSESSMENT OF CIVIL PENALTY

                                     Against,

ALAN WETZEL, d/b/a YOUNG YEN’S 

INTERNATIONAL MARKET

                                  Uninsured Employer,

                                                 Respondent.

	)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)
	FINAL DECISION AND ORDER

AWCB Case No.  700002214
AWCB Decision No.  07-0287

Filed with AWCB Anchorage, Alaska

on September 20, 2007


On September 5, 2007, in Anchorage, Alaska, the Alaska Workers’ Compensation Board (“Board”) heard the Petition for Finding of Failure to Insure and Assessment of Civil Penalties.  Alan Wetzel, owner of Young Yen’s International Market, represented the employer.  Mark Lutz, Investigator for the Fraud Investigation Section, of the Workers’ Compensation Division, Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, appeared on behalf of the State of Alaska.  The record closed at the conclusion of the hearing on September 5, 2007. 


ISSUES
1. Has the employer failed to file proof of workers' compensation liability insurance, pursuant to AS 23.30.085(a)?

2. Has the employer failed to provide the workers’ compensation insurance liability insurance to cover its employees, pursuant to AS 23.30.075(a)?

3. Shall the Board assess a civil penalty against the employer under AS 23.30.080(f)?


SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE
Investigator for the Workers’ Compensation Division, Mark Lutz, testified at the hearing on September 5, 2007, that this employer came to the attention of the Division’s Fraud Unit on March 29, 2007, upon receipt of notice from Alaska Job Placement Services that the employer had filed an application and requested placement of an employee.  Mr. Lutz testified that he then conducted a routine records check of the Department of Labor and Workforce Development (“DOL”), Workers’ Compensation Division records, and discovered the employer had not filed a current Notice of Insurance.  Investigator Lutz testified that the employer acquired workers’ compensation insurance on May 5, 2007.

Investigator Lutz testified that the State of Alaska Division of Occupational Licensing records indicate that Young Yen’s International Market was licensed to do business on October 12, 2006.
  

Investigator Lutz testified the Division served the employer a Petition for a Finding of Failure to Insure under AS 23.30.075 and for Assessment of Civil Penalty under AS 23.30.080(f),
 together with a Discovery Demand,
 by certified mail on April 4, 2007.
  The Petition gave notice that the employer was potentially subject to civil penalties.
  The certified mail was received by the employer on November 15, 2006.  The Discovery Demand notified the employer it was required to provide copies of timecards, wage records, and any other documentation showing the number of hours and days worked by any employees, in addition to the names, addresses, phone numbers and occupations of each person employed during the time the employer was uninsured, pursuant to 
AS 23.05.080,
 AS 23.05.090,
 and 8 AAC 45.054.
  The employer was directed to provide the information within 30 calendar days of the date of service and that if the employer failed to comply with the request, a subpoena would be issued.

According to the testimony of Mr. Lutz, the employees of this business are classified under code 8033, which is applied to employees engaged the work of a retail store.  The rate multiplier for purposes of determining the premium for workers’ compensation insurance for this class is $6.33 per $100.00 of payroll.
  

On April 25, 2007, Alan Wetzel filed a reply to the Division’s petition, which states in relevant part as follows:

The petition states I need to have a policy for workers’ comp.  I'm a sole proprietor and I have a spouse.  We have a live in relative for the past several years, Florencel Rushlow that periodically works in the store.  We haven't paid her nor have we kept any records.  She basically has room and board and helps at the store 2 to 3 days a week.  I would like to resolve this matter without any legal ramifications.  Once I was served with the petition, I began the process of getting workmen's comp for Florencel Rushlow, however; since then, she no longer resides at her residence nor does she work in the store.  Only my wife and I are the only employees of the business.  I'm currently working on getting a policy for my wife and I.

In response to the Division's discovery request, Mr. Wetzel provided a calculation of the total number of days Florencel Rushlow worked from October 12, 2006 to April 2, 2007.  Mr. Wetzel's calculations indicated that she worked for 29 days and then he had no documentation to support his calculations.  No calculations for the number of days Mr. Wetzel’s wife worked were provided by the employer.

At hearing, Mr. Wetzel testified he is a sole proprietor and that although his wife worked for Young Yen's International Market, she is not listed on the employer's business license as a partner.  He testified that Florencel Rushlow is his wife's cousin.  He testified that he did not think it was necessary for the employer to acquire workers’ compensation insurance for his wife and her cousin.  Mr. Wetzel testified that he and his wife provided Ms. Rushlow room and board and that was the way she was compensated for her work.

Mr. Wetzel asserts that the employer should not be required to provide workers’ compensation insurance for his wife and her cousin.  He wishes for the Board to determine if his wife and her cousin, Ms. Rushlow, are employees under the Alaska Workers’ Compensation Act (“Act”).

The Division recommends a finding that the employer failed to comply with AS 23.30.075 from October 12, 2006 until May 5, 2007.  It requested that this employer be held financially responsible for any occupational injuries that may have occurred during the time the employer failed to comply with AS 23.30.075.  The Division requested that the Board order the Workers’ Compensation Division's Fraud Investigation Section to monitor the employer for compliance with workers’ compensation requirements on a quarterly basis for a period of one year.  


FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
I.
FAILURE TO FILE PROOF OF INSURANCE 

The duty of an employer to file evidence of compliance with the workers’ compensation insurance requirement is set forth in AS 23.30.085:

(a) An employer subject to this chapter, unless exempted, shall initially file evidence of his compliance with the insurance provisions of this chapter with the division, in the form prescribed by the director. The employer shall also give evidence of compliance within 10 days after the termination of his insurance by expiration or cancellation. These requirements do not apply to an employer who has certification from the board of the employer’s financial ability to pay compensation directly without insurance.

(b) If an employer fails . . . to comply with the provision of this section, the employer shall be subject to the penalties provided in AS 23.30.070 . . . .

The Board finds our administrative records and the hearing testimony show that the employer failed to show evidence of compliance with the workers' compensation insurance requirement from October 12, 2006 until it acquired workers’ compensation liability insurance coverage effective May 5, 2007.  Although this employer clearly had opportunity to file evidence of compliance, the Board received no evidence of insurance.  The Board concludes the employer was in violation of AS 23.30.085(a) and (b) from October 12, 2006 until May 5, 2007.  We also conclude the employer is subject to the penalties provided in AS 23.30.070 for any valid claims arising during the periods in which it was in violation of AS 23.30.085.

II. EMPLOYEE  / EMPLOYER RELATIONSHIP

AS 23.30.395 provides in part:

(12) "employee" means an employee employed by an employer as defined in (13) of this section;

(13) "employer" means the state or its political subdivision or a person employing one or more persons in connection with a business or industry coming within the scope of this chapter and carried on in this state.

See also 8 AAC 45.890.

In Alaska Pulp Corp. v. United Paperworkers International Union, the Alaska Supreme Court held that before an employee / employer relationship arises for the purpose of workers' compensation, an express or implied contract must exist.
  Such a contract is also necessary for a lent-employee relationship or an emergency employee relationship.
  The formation of a contract requires four express or implied elements: an offer encompassing its essential terms, an unequivocal acceptance of the terms by the offeree, consideration, and an intent to be bound.
  

Our regulation at 8 AAC 45.890 requires us to determine employee / employer status under the court-adopted "relative nature of the work test", and provides a number of factors to consider in applying the case law to individual fact situations.  The courts have long used that test to interpret AS 23.30.395(13), and its predecessor statutory provisions.
  

The Alaska Supreme Court discussed the relative nature of the work test in Kroll v. Reeser.
  In that case, the court considered whether Kroll, who was having a rental unit built, was an employer for purposes of workers' compensation in Alaska.  The court applied the "relative nature of the work test. . . . whether [the employee could] reasonably be said to have been engaged in work which was a 'regular part of the employer's regular work'. . . . whether . . . the activity, either by itself or as an element of his rental activities, was a profit making enterprise which ought to bear the cost of injuries incurred in the business, or was the construction's activity simply a cost-cutting shortcut in what was basically a consumptive and not a productive role played by Kroll."
  We have consistently followed the court's rule from Kroll v. Reeser, refusing to find an employee / employer relationship when work is being done on a consumptive basis by workers best understood as independent contractors or separate businesses rather than work performed as a part of the employer's business.
  

In the instant matter, we find Mr. Wetzel’s wife and Ms. Rushlow performed work for the employer which was a regular part of the employer’s work.  Based upon Mr. Wetzel’s testimony, we find 
his wife and Ms. Rushlow tended to the business of the store.  We find that when Ms. Rushlow no longer worked in the employer’s store, the employer contacted Alaska Job Placement Services for placement of an employee.  We find the employer found it necessary to hire an employee to conduct the work performed by Ms. Rushlow.  We find that if Mr. Wetzel’s wife no longer performed work for the employer, it would be necessary to hire an employee to conduct the work his wife performed.

We find the preponderance of the evidence in the record shows that the work performed for the employer by Mr. Wetzel’s wife and Ms. Rushlow was an integral and ongoing part of the business of the employer and that these employees should not be expected to carry their own accident burden.
  We find the claimant’s services were an integral and ongoing part of the employer’s business.
  Based on the testimony of Mr. Wetzel, we find his wife’s and Ms. Rushlow’s work for Young Yen’s International Market was not an independent "profit making enterprise which ought to bear the cost of injuries,"
 but a "regular part of the employer's regular work."
 

By the preponderance of the evidence available to us, and following the Alaska Supreme Court's rationale in Kroll v. Reeser, AS 23.395(12) & (13), and our regulation at 8 AAC 45.890, we conclude that Mr. Wetzel’s wife and Ms. Rushlow were employees of the employer for purposes of workers' compensation.
  We find that if these employees were injured in the course and scope of performing work for Young Yen’s International Market, they are entitled to benefits under the Alaska Workers’ Compensation Act (“Act”).  

II.
FAILURE TO INSURE

AS 23.30.075 provides, in part:

(a) An employer under this chapter, unless exempted, shall either insure and keep insured for the employer’s liability under this chapter in an insurance company or association . . . or shall furnish the division satisfactory proof of the employer’s financial ability to pay directly the compensation provided for. . . .

(b) If an employer fails to insure and keep insured employees subject to this chapter or fails to obtain a certificate of self-insurance from the division, upon conviction, the court shall impose a fine of $10,000.00, and may impose a sentence of imprisonment for not more than one year.  . . .

AS 23.30.080(d) provides, in part:

The failure of an employer to file evidence of compliance as required by 
AS 23.30.085 creates a rebuttable presumption that the employer has failed to insure or provide security as required by AS 23.30.075. . . .

The Board finds, based on the administrative record, the testimony of the Investigator and the admissions of the owner, Alan Wetzel, that Young Yen’s International Market is an employer.  The employer has a general duty to provide workers' compensation insurance for its employees.  The evidence shows Young Yen’s International Market has employed one or more persons as employees during the period from October 12, 2006 until May 5, 2007, and is subject to the Alaska Workers' Compensation Act.  The Board concludes the employer is required by AS 23.30.075 to insure for liability and to insure its employees for workers’ compensation benefits under the Act.

Based on the employer's failure to provide evidence of compliance, we find that we must presume, as a matter of law, that the employer has failed to insure or provide security as required by 
AS 23.30.075 for the period October 12, 2006 until May 5, 2007.  The employer has provided no evidence to rebut that presumption.  Based on our administrative records and the testimony of the employer, we find this employer failed to acquire workers’ compensation insurance from 
October 12, 2006 until May 5, 2007, and that the employer was using employee labor during this period.

We conclude the employer failed to insure its employees, and was in violation of AS 23.30.075(a) during the period October 12, 2006 until May 5, 2007.  Under AS 23.30.075(b), we conclude the employer, Alan Wetzel, d/b/a Young Yen’s International Market, is directly liable for benefits under the Alaska Workers’ Compensation Act for any possible claims arising during the period in which it was in violation of AS 23.30.075.

III. STOP ORDER

When an employer subject to the requirement of AS 23.30.075 fails to comply, we may issue a stop order prohibiting the use of employee labor.  AS 23.30.080(d) provides:

If an employer fails to insure or provide security as required by AS 23.30.075, the board may issue a stop order prohibiting the use of employee labor by the employer until the employer insures or provides the security as required by AS 23.30.075. The failure of an employer to file evidence of compliance as required by AS 23.30.085 creates a rebuttable presumption that the employer has failed to insure or provide security as required by AS 23.30.075. If an employer fails to comply with a stop order issued under this section, the board shall assess a civil penalty of $1,000.00 per day. The employer may not obtain a public contract with the state or a political subdivision of the state for three years following the violation of the stop order.

We found above that the employer has failed to insure or provide security for workers’ compensation coverage of its employees, as required by AS 23.30.075.  The provisions of 
AS 23.30.080(d) give us the discretion to consider issuing a stop work order, prohibiting the employer from using employee labor within the territorial jurisdiction of the State of Alaska. Although this employer clearly had ample opportunity to secure insurance, and to file evidence of compliance, it failed to do so in the recent past, violating AS 23.30.075 and AS 23.30.085.  Nevertheless, the record reflects the employer obtained workers’ compensation liability insurance on May 5, 2007, and the investigator does not request a stop order.  Accordingly, we find a stop order is not necessary at present, and we decline to issue one at this time.  

IV. ASSESSMENT OF CIVIL PENALTIES
When an employer subject to the requirement of AS 23.30.075 fails to comply, the Board may also assess a civil penalty.  AS 23.30.080(f) provides:

If an employer fails to insure or provide security as required by AS 23.30.075, the division may petition the board to assess a civil penalty of up to $1,000.00 for each employee for each day an employee is employed while the employer failed to insure or provide security as required by AS 23.30.075.  The failure of an employer to file evidence of compliance as required by AS 23.30.085 creates a rebuttable presumption that the employer has failed to insure or provide security as required by AS 23.30.075. 

We found above that the employer failed to insure or provide security for workers’ compensation coverage of its employees, as required by AS 23.30.075, from October 12, 2006 until 
May 5, 2007.  The provisions of AS 23.30.080(f) give us discretion to consider assessing civil penalties requested by the Division.  We find the employer is subject to those penalties, and the Division has filed a Petition for those penalties.  

Although the statute grants broad discretion to us in assessing penalties under AS 23.30.080(f), that section sets a relatively low evidentiary burden to trigger the penalties: a presumption of failure to insure if proof of insurance compliance is not filed with the Division.  Also, the statute sets a very high maximum penalty of $1,000.00 per employee per day, the highest penalty of any state.
   Accordingly, we have interpreted this section to reflect a legislative intent that we should normally assess a civil penalty for violations of the requirement to insure employees.
  

Our former decisions discussed a number of aggravating and mitigating factors we consider in determining appropriate civil penalties under AS 23.30.080(f).  Those factors include:  number of days of uninsured employee labor, the size of the business, the record of injuries of the employee, both in general and during the uninsured period, the extent of the employer’s compliance with the Alaska Workers’ Compensation Act, the diligence exercised in remedying the failure to insure, the clarity of notice of cancellation of insurance, the employer’s compliance with the investigation and remedial requirements, the risk of the employer’s workplace, the impact of the penalty on the employer’s ability to continue to conduct business, the impact of the penalty on the employees, the impact of the penalty on the employer’s community, whether the employer acted in blatant disregard for the statutory requirements, whether the employer violated a stop order, and the credibility of the employer’s promises to correct its behavior.  Based on these factors, we have found a wide range of penalties reasonable, based on the specific circumstance of the violation.

Our decisions In re Hummingbird Services
 and In re Alaska Arts, LLC
 specifically discussed a number of aggravating and mitigating factors in determining appropriate civil penalties under 
AS 23.30.080(f) in non-egregious cases.  In those decisions, we found that a civil penalty of $15.00 per uninsured employee work day would be reasonable in those cases in which the employer’s violation had not been egregious, in which it fully complied with the state’s investigators, and in which the employer quickly secured insurance for its employees.  

The Board finds, based upon the administrative record in this matter, that the employer employed Ms. Rushlow for a total of 29 days between October 12, 2006 and April 2, 2007, while the employer failed to insure or provide security required by AS 23.30.075.  We find the employer did not provide information in discovery regarding the number of days Mr. Wetzel’s wife worked for the employer.  The Board finds the maximum penalty it can assess under AS 23.30.080(f) is $29,000.00.  However, considering the unique circumstances of this case, the Board finds $29,000.00 is excessive and shall detrimentally affect the life of the business of Young Yen’s International Market, a new and extremely small business.  We shall exercise our discretion to determine the appropriate penalty assessment in the instant case. 

We find the employer failed to acquire workers’ compensation insurance because Mr. Wetzel did not believe such insurance was a requirement for family members working for the employer.  Based on the available record, we find no employees suffered injury during the period of lapsed coverage.  We find that employees of Young Yen’s International Market have never filed reports of injury with the Division.  We find the employer partially complied with the investigator’s discovery demands.  

We find a civil penalty of $15.00 per uninsured employee work day is reasonable under 
AS 23.30.080(f) and consistent with cases with similar aggravating and mitigating factors.
  Based on this rate, the employer’s 29 uninsured employee work days yields a total civil penalty of $435.00.  We will assess this amount as a civil penalty under AS 23.30.080(f) and order the employer to pay this amount pursuant to AS 23.30.080(g).  

VI.
Monitoring the Employer

The employer is reminded that compliance with AS 23.30.075 is mandatory when he again commences business with the use of employee labor.  Pursuant to our general investigative authority at AS 23.30.135 and the stipulated request of the parties, we will direct the Investigator to monitor this employer’s compliance with our order to secure insurance, and we direct him to investigate this employer at least quarterly, for one year, for compliance with AS 23.30.075 and AS 23.30.085.  We will retain jurisdiction over this matter.  We here give notice to the employer that if it fails to secure and maintain insurance for any employees following the date of this decision, it is subject to the stop work order under issued by the Board under AS 23.30.080(d) and additional civil penalties under AS 23.30.080(f).


ORDER
1. The employer shall maintain workers’ compensation insurance coverage of any employees, in compliance with AS 23.30.075 and continue to file evidence of compliance in accord with AS 23.30.085.
2. Pursuant to AS 23.30.060, Alan Wetzel, d/b/a Young Yen’s International Market is directly liable for any compensable claims arising during the period the employer was in violation of 
AS 23.30.075, from October 12, 2006 until May 5, 2007.

3. Pursuant to AS 23.30.135, the Board directs the Fraud Unit of the Workers’ Compensation Division to investigate this employer quarterly, for a period of one year to ensure the employer’s continuing compliance with AS 23.30.075 and AS 23.30.085.  
4. Pursuant to AS 23.30.080(f), the Board assesses a civil penalty of $15.00 for each employee for 29 days the employees were employed while the employer failed to insure or provide the security required by AS 23.30.075.  The Board orders the employer to pay $435.00 to the Alaska Department of Labor, Division of Workers’ Compensation, Juneau Office, P.O. Box 115512, Juneau, Alaska 99811-5512.   
5. Pursuant to AS 23.30.080(g), payment of the civil penalty of $435.00 shall be made by 
Alan Wetzel, d/b/a Young Yen’s International Market within seven days after the date of service of this order upon the employer.  
6. Pending payment of civil penalties assessed under AS 23.30.080(f) in the sum of $435.00 in accord with this Decision and Order, the Board shall maintain jurisdiction of this matter.
Dated at Anchorage, Alaska on September 20, 2007.





ALASKA WORKERS' COMPENSATION BOARD






Janel Wright, Designated Chair






Patricia A. Vollendorf, Member






Robert C. Weel, Member

APPEAL PROCEDURES
This compensation order is a final decision.  It becomes effective when filed in the office of the Board unless proceedings to appeal it are instituted.  Effective November 7, 2005 proceedings to appeal must be instituted in the Alaska Workers’ Compensation Appeals Commission within 30 days of the filing of this decision and be brought by a party in interest against the Board and all other parties to the proceedings before the Board. If a request for reconsideration of this final decision is timely filed with the Board, any proceedings to appeal must be instituted within 30 days after the reconsideration decision is mailed to the parties or within 30 days after the date the reconsideration request is considered denied due to the absence of any action on the reconsideration request, whichever is earlier. AS 23.30.127

An appeal may be initiated by filing with the office of the Appeals Commission: (1) a signed notice of appeal specifying the board order appealed from and 2) a statement of the grounds upon which the appeal is taken.  A cross-appeal may be initiated by filing with the office of the Appeals Commission a signed notice of cross-appeal within 30 days after the board decision is filed or within 15 days after service of a notice of appeal, whichever is later.  The notice of cross-appeal shall specify the board order appealed from and the grounds upon which the cross-appeal is taken.  AS 23.30.128

RECONSIDERATION
A party may ask the Board to reconsider this decision by filing a petition for reconsideration under AS 44.62.540 and in accordance with 8 AAC 45.050.  The petition requesting reconsideration must be filed with the Board within 15 days after delivery or mailing of this decision.

MODIFICATION
Within one year after the rejection of a claim, or within one year after the last payment of benefits under AS 23.30.180, 23.30.185, 23.30.190, 23.30.200, or 23.30.215, a party may ask the Board to modify this decision under AS 23.30.130 by filing a petition in accordance with 8 AAC 45.150 and 8 AAC 45.050.

CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of the Final Decision and Order In The Matter Of The Petition For A Finding Of The Failure To Insure Workers' Compensation Liability And Assessment Of Civil Penalty against ALAN WETZEL, d/b/a YOUNG YEN’S INTERNATIONAL MARKET, Uninsured Employer / Respondent; Case No.700002214; dated and filed in the office of the Alaska Workers' Compensation Board in Anchorage, Alaska, on 
September 20, 2007.






Carole Quam, Clerk
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� The Board notes that the Division did not provide the Board with a copy of the Alaska Division of Occupational Licensing License Detail for Young Yen’s International Market.


� 4/2/07 Petition.


� 4/2/07 Discovery Demand.


� 4/2/07 Affidavit of Service by Mail.


� 4/2/07 Petition.


� AS 23.05.080 provides: “An employer shall keep an accurate record of the name, address, and occupation of each person employed, of the daily and weekly hours worked by each person, and of the wages paid each pay period to each person. The record shall be kept on file for at least three years.


� AS 23.05.090 provides: “An employer shall furnish to the department the information it is authorized to require, and shall make true and specific answers to all questions, whether submitted orally or in writing, authorized to be asked of the employer.”


� 8 AAC 45.054 provides: “(c) The board or division will issue subpoenas and subpoenas duces tecum in accordance with the Act. The person requesting the subpoena shall serve the subpoena at the person's expense. Neither the board nor the division will serve subpoenas on behalf of a party. 


� The Board notes that Investigator Lutz did not provide information regarding the minimum premium that would be charged for an employer under classification code 8033.


� 4/22/07 Memorandum to Alaska Workers Compensation Board from Alan Wetzel (Young Yen’s International Market).


� 791 P.2d 1008, 1010 (Alaska 1990); Childs v. Kalgin Island Lodge, 779 P.2d 310, 313 (Alaska 1989).  


� Ruble v. Arctic General, Inc. 598 P.2d at 97, 98; Williamson v. Saltery Lake Lodge, AWCB Decision No. 02-0212 at 15, 20.


� Id.  See also Hall v. Add�Ventures, Ltd., 695 P.2d 1081, 1087 n. 9 (Alaska 1985).   


� See Searfus v. Northern Gas Co., 472 P.2d 966 (Alaska 1970).  


� 655 P.2d 753 (Alaska 1982).


� Id.  


� See, e.g,. Binder v. Ken Dolovitch, AWCB Decision No. 96-0120 (March 22, 1996); Ihde v. Nova Property Management, AWCB No. 94-0300 (November 23, 1994); and Goodman v. C.R. Lewis & Company, AWCB No. 93-0008 (January 14, 1993).  


� See 8 AAC 45.890.h


� Id.


� Id.


� Kroll v. Reeser, 655 P.2d at 757.


� See also AS 23.30.395(13) and 8 AAC 45.890(2).  


� See, In re Alaska Native Brotherhood #2, AWCB Decision No. 06-0113 (May 8, 2006) at 11.


� See, e.g., In re Akutan Traditional Council, AWCB Decision No. 06-0084 (April 18, 2006), p 8, fn 19.


� See, e.g., In re Wrangell Seafoods, Inc., AWCB Decision No. 06-0055 (March 6, 2006) [$500.00 per employee per day], In re Rendezvous, Inc., AWCB Decision No. 07-0072 (April 4, 2007) [$75.00 per employee per day], In re Corporate Chiropractic, Inc., AWCB Decision No. 07-0098 (April 24, 2007) [$35.00 per employee per day], In re White Spot Cafe, LLC, AWCB No. 07-0174 (June 27, 2007) [$30 per employee per day], In Re Edwell John, Jr., d/b/a Admiralty Computers, AWCB Decision No. 06-0059 (March 8, 2006) [$25.00 per employee per day], In re Absolute Fresh Seafoods, Inc., AWCB Decision No. 07-0014 (January 30, 2007) [$20.00 per employee per day], In re Joe L. Mead d/b/a Dynasty Interiors, AWCB Decision No. 07-0177 (June 28, 2007) [$20.00 per employee per day], In re Captain Lou’s Corp., Inc., AWCB No. 07-0171 (July 2, 2007) [$20.00 per employee per day], In re Alaska Native Brotherhood #2, AWCB Decision No. 06-0113 (May 8, 2006) [$15.00 per employee per day], In re Hummingbird Services, AWCB Decision No. 07-0013 (January 26, 2007) [$15.00 per employee per day], In re Alaska Fine Arts, LLC, AWCB Decision No. 07-0036 (February 27, 2007) [$15.00 per employee per day]; Alexandra Mayberry/Cooker, Inc., AWCB Decision No. 07-0032 (February 23, 2007) [$11.00 per employee per day], In re The Coffee Can, LLC, AWCB No. 07-0171 (July 2, 2007) [$5.00 per employee per day], In re William Bishop d/b/a Mecca Jewelry Inc., AWCB No. 07-0056 (March 15, 2007) [$3.00 per employee per day], In re Coalition, Inc., AWCB No. 07-0067 (March 29, 2007) [$3.00 per employee per day],  In re Dorialas, LLC, AWCB No. 07-0152 (June 8, 2007) [$2.00 per employee per day]. 


� AWCB Decision No. 07-0013 (January 26, 2007).


� AWCB Decision No. 07-0036 (February 27, 2007).


� See In re Hummingbird Services, AWCB Decision No. 07-0013 (January 26, 2007) [$15.00 per employee per day]; In re Alaska Arts, LLC, AWCB Decision No. 07-0036 (February 27, 2007) [$15.00 per employee per day]�In re Joseph Mudry d/b/a Interiorworks, AWCB Decision No. 07-0157 (June 13, 2007) [$15.00 per employee per day].
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