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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,

TORULF HOFSETH, d/b/a 

TORULF HOFSETH CONSTRUCTION CO.,

                                  Uninsured Employer,

                                                 Respondent.
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)
	FINAL DECISION AND ORDER

AWCB Case No.  700002016
AWCB Decision No.  07-0312

Filed with AWCB Anchorage, Alaska

on October  4, 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.  Torulf Hofseth, owner of Torulf Hofseth Construction Company, appeared on behalf of the employer.  Mark Lutz, Investigator for the Fraud Investigation Section, of the Workers’ Compensation Division, Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, represented 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 the Division was contacted on January 17, 2007, by an employee of the State of Alaska, Mechanical Inspection Division, reported that an employee was observed working at a Torulf Hofseth worksite.  Based upon this report, Mr. Lutz proceeded with an investigation to determine if the employer had employees and carried workers’ compensation insurance.  Mr. Lutz testified that records from the National Council on Compensation Insurance (“NCCI”) indicate that the employer had workers’ compensation insurance in effect from August 24, 1993 until 
August 24, 1994.
  

On January 17, 2007, the Division notified the employer that if the employer used employee labor in the course of conducting its business, Alaska law requires the employer to have workers’ compensation liability insurance.  Further, the letter notified the employer that it was required to provide Notice of Insurance to the Division once a policy was purchased.
  Torulf Hofseth Construction Company acquired another workers’ compensation insurance policy on February 14, 2007, after receipt of the Division's letter.  

The employer was served with a petition for a finding of failure to insurer under AS 23.30.075,
 and discovery demand
 on April 25, 2007.  Mr. Hofseth complied with the Division's discovery demand.  On May 16, 2007, Mr. Hofseth provided records of the payments made to Stewart Helfrich and Bill Andrews, together with an explanation of the nature of the business of Torulf Hofseth Construction.  In relevant part, Mr. Hofseth’s explanation states as follows:

I know ignorance is no excuse, but frankly when the notice came in about the change in workman's compensation law, I should have read it better.  My business is almost inactive at this point.  In fact, my business is on such a small scale and it takes me years to build one home, I had a tough time replacing my Liability Insurance after State Farm decided they didn’t want to do Liability Insurance any more.  I’m too small.

As soon as I learned I needed to have Worker’s Compensation, I complied.

. . . .

When I first started in the business in the 70s, I was younger and had lots of energy.  I could and would easily build most of one home in a season by myself - just to stay in shape.  During the 70s I hired many contractors and built up to 60 homes a year. 

After my wife left with all of our savings, and we divorced in 1980, I came to a standstill.  I neither had the interest nor the resources to go back to building on the same scale as before.  I did try in 1982 to build on two lots I had, and it ended up a disaster. . . . It was all I could do to get both homes off the construction loans.  We ended up having to move into one of them, and even today, that home is still unfinished.  We came very close to losing both of them.

In 1989, I started building on a lot on the east side of town.  I had a buyer, but after the foundation was in, I couldn't get financing for the rest of the home because of what we'd come through in the late 80s.  So I had to release the contract and build as I had the time, energy and money to complete it.  I finally finished and sold it in 2001, virtually by myself.

Since the activity in the Valley appeared good at that time, started two homes in Wasilla.  Again, my intent was to get in and out quickly.  But again, I'd bitten off more than I could chew.  I'm 78 years old and frankly, I can't work as many hours as I used to.

I've known Stuart Helfrich for years.  He's a Vietnam War Vet, who came home with three purple hearts, and a serious alcohol problem.  I survived World War II in German occupied Norway so I understand him.  He's not able to hold a regular job because he’s slow and he's drunk a lot.  His wife kept throwing him out of the house, so I asked him to watch the two houses in Wasilla for vandals.  He still drinks, doesn't work much, but he doesn't bother anyone and keeps an eye on the homes.  I've tried to get him to stop drinking, but haven't been successful.  In any case, I pay him $1000-$1600/month, whether he works or not, because he's got to pay for his wife's apartment and feed himself.  He doesn't fill out time cards.

The last time Bill Andrews did plumbing for me in the 90s; he was licensed and worked for a plumbing contractor.  Bill is not much younger than I am.  His wife died and his house burned down, and he provides support for his children and grandchildren which I really admire him for.  I've helped him out from time to time, because, like Stu, he's a good guy.  He didn't give me time card information either.  He just told me how much he needed and I gave it to him.

I've attached a list of payments I've made to both of them in the timeframe you've indicated.

. . . .

My wife tells me I have have unconditional compassion for the “least of us” and I would truly give my shirt to help someone.  My mother said the same thing when I was a child.

Transaction history provided by Mr. Hofseth from December 21, 2005 to February 2, 2007, reveals that during that period, the employer paid Stewart Helfrich Framing a total of $21,109.14;
 and between December 31, 2005 and November 3, 2006, the employer paid Bill Andrews $5,100.00.
  At hearing, Mr. Torulf testified that building homes is a hobby for him.  He has never considered Mr. Helfrich and Mr. Andrews employees; he just wanted to help them out.  He testified that he does not keep records of the times and days these gentlemen work.  He testified that he provides 
Mr. Helfrich money every month whether he does work or not; and pays Mr. Andrews whenever he completes a project and tells Mr. Torulf he needs money.

Mr. Lutz testified that the employer does not have an Alaska Department of Labor, Employment Security Division account.  Further, he acknowledges the employer does not have regular employees and that the nature of the work of the two men who Mr. Hofseth pays on occasion is casual labor.  Mr. Lutz testified that the transaction records indicate that employees worked for the employer for 29 days.


FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
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 
December 21, 2005, until it acquired workers’ compensation insurance on February 14, 2007.  We find based upon our administrative records that the employer failed to show evidence of compliance from December 21, 2005 until February 14, 2007.  The Board concludes the employer was in violation of AS 23.30.085(a) and (b) for this period of time.  We also conclude the employer is subject to the penalties provided in AS 23.30.070 for any valid claims arising during the period in which it was in violation of AS 23.30.085.

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 board 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 board, upon conviction the court shall impose a fine of $10,000 and may impose a sentence of imprisonment for not more than one year . . . 

AS 23.30.080(d) provides in part: 

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 ....

We find, based upon the administrative record, the testimony of the Investigator Lutz, and the testimony of Torulf Hofseth, that Torulf Hofseth Construction Co. is an employer.  The employer has a general duty to provide workers' compensation insurance for its employees.  The evidence shows Torulf Hofseth Construction Co. has employed one or more persons as employees during the period from December 21, 2005 through February 13, 2007, and is subject to the Alaska Workers' Compensation Act (“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.

We find, based on the employer's failure to provide evidence of compliance during this period that we must presume, as a matter of law, that the employer failed to insure or provide security as required by AS 23.30.075 from December 21, 2005 until February 14, 2007.  The employer has provided no evidence to rebut that presumption.  Based on our administrative record and the testimony of the employer, we find this employer failed to insure for workers’ compensation liability while still using employee labor from December 21, 2005 until February 14, 2007, and was in violation of AS 23.30.075(a).  

Further, under AS 23.30.075(b), we conclude Torulf Hofseth Construction Co. and Torulf Hofseth, are directly liable for benefits under the Act for any possible claims arising during the period in which the employer was in violation of AS 23.30.085, from December 21, 2005 until February 14, 2007.  Based upon the employer’s lack of coverage, the Board finds the employer has elected direct payment of compensation for any claims arising during the period when it has been in violation of AS 23.30.075.
  In addition, the Board concludes the employer will be subject to the penalties provided in AS 23.30.080 for any claims arising from December 21, 2005 until February 14, 2007.  

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 past, violating AS 23.30.075 and AS 23.30.085.  Nevertheless, the record reflects the employer obtained workers’ compensation liability insurance on February 14, 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, we 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 the security 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 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 December 21, 2005 until February 14, 2007.  AS 23.30.080(f) permits assessment of “a civil penalty of up to $1,000 per day of employment per uninsured employee when an employer is uninsured.”  Based upon the specific language of the statute and AS 23.30.135(a),
 the Board finds we are granted discretion to assess a civil penalty we find appropriate considering the specific facts of each case.  We find that, dependent upon the facts of the case, our assessment may be between zero and $1,000.00 per day per uninsured employee.  We find the employer is subject to those penalties, and the Division has filed a Petition for those penalties.  

The Board’s 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 employer, 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 properly accepted service of the Division’s petition and 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,
 In re Alaska Native Brotherhood #2,
 In re Alaska Arts,
 and In re SOE,
 specifically discussed a number of the aggravating and mitigating factors identified above, 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 cases in which the employer’s violation had not been egregious; the insurance lapse was a first-time offense; no employee suffered injury during the period of lapsed coverage; the employer fully and diligently complied with the state’s investigators; the employer immediately ceased violation; and the employer immediately reinstated workers’ compensation coverage for its employees.  

In the instant matter, the Board finds the nature of the business of Torulf Hofseth Construction Co. is the construction of one home every ten to 11 years.  We find the employees of Torulf Hofseth Construction Co. conducted work for at least 29 days between December 21, 2007 and February 14, 2007.  Based upon Mr. Hofseth’s testimony, we find that he is the sole proprietor of Torulf Hofseth Construction Co.  We find Mr. Hofseth is in his late 70s and builds homes as a hobby.  We find he also is a humanitarian and wishes to help those less fortunate than himself.  We find that he regularly pays an alcoholic Vietnam Vet, whether the gentleman works or not, because Mr. Hofseth believes it is the right thing to do.  We find based upon the employer’s failure to insure from December 21, 2005 until February 14, 2007, its two employees worked at least 29 days uninsured.  

The Board finds the maximum penalty that can be assessed based upon 29 uninsured employee work days between December 21, 2005 and February 14, 2007, is $29,000.00.  However, considering the specific facts of this matter, the Board finds this amount to be excessive.  We shall exercise our discretion and reduce the penalty. 

In the instant matter, we find that upon receipt of the Division’s letter and prior to receipt of the Division’s petition, Mr. Hofseth insured his employees for workers’ compensation liability.  We find the petition against Torulf Hofseth Construction Co. did not require an expenditure of significant resources of the Division; and that Torulf Hofseth readily complied with the Division’s discovery requests.  

Based on the available record, we find no employees suffered injury during the period the employer was uninsured.  We find the employer’s failure to insure is atypical, and a first-time offense.  We find the employer fully complied with the investigator.  We find the employer exercised diligence in immediately ceasing violation of the insurance requirements, and by immediately acquiring workers’ compensation insurance for the gentlemen who perform casual labor for the employer.  We find the employer’s failure to insure for workers’ compensation liability was not egregious.  We find the rationale in our decisions In re Hummingbird Services, In re Alaska Native Brotherhood #2, In re Alaska Arts, and In re SOE, is relevant to the facts of the instant case.  Because the employer meets all the criteria discussed in those decisions, we find a civil penalty of $15.00 per uninsured employee work day is reasonable under 
AS 23.30.080(f).  Based on this rate, the employer’s 29 uninsured employee work days yields a total civil penalty of $435.00.  The Board finds under the unique and specific facts of this case that suspension of the $435.00 is appropriate.  The suspended portion shall immediately become due if the employer fails to provide workers’ compensation insurance for its employees at any time in the next year.  We will retain jurisdiction over this issue.

V. MONITORING THE EMPLOYER

The employer is reminded that compliance with AS 23.30.075 is mandatory.  Pursuant to our general investigative authority under AS 23.30.135, we will direct the Division’s Fraud Unit to monitor this employer’s compliance with our order to secure insurance, and we direct the Fraud Unit 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 will be subject to a stop work order 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, Torulf Hofseth Construction Co. and Torulf Hofseth are directly liable for any compensable claims arising during the period the employer was in violation of 
AS 23.30.075, from December 21, 2005 through February 13, 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.  
5. The Board suspends the civil penalty, upon the condition that if the employer fails to fully comply with AS 23.30.075 or other provisions of the Act, the entire suspended amount shall be due and owing and subject to collections by the Division. 
6. Pending the monitoring process ordered above under AS 23.30.135, the Board shall maintain jurisdiction of this matter.
Dated at Anchorage, Alaska on October 4, 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 TORULF HOFSETH, d/b/a TORULF HOFSETH CONSTRUCTION CO, Uninsured Employer / Respondent; Case No. 700002016; dated and filed in the office of the Alaska Workers' Compensation Board in Anchorage, Alaska, on October 4, 2007.






Jean Sullivan, Clerk
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� See NCCI Proof of Coverage Search, Torulf Hofseth Construction Company Partnership; Policy Effective Date: 8/24/93.


� 1/17/07 Letter to Torulf Hofseth and Torulf Hofseth Construction Co. from Investigator Mark Lutz.


� 4/25/07 Petition.


� 4/25/07 Discovery Demand.


� 5/16/07 Memorandum To: Worker’s Compensation, From: Torulf Hofseth, Subject: 700002016.


� 5/16/07 Transaction: 2; 11/30/2005 through 2/2/2007.


� 5/16/07 Transaction: 3; 11/1/2005 through 2/22007.


� See AS 23.30.060.  


� AS 23.30.135(a) provides in relevant part: “In making an investigation or inquiry or conducting a hearing the board is not bound by common law or statutory rules of evidence or by technical or formal rules of procedure, except as provided by this chapter.  The board may make its investigation or inquiry or conduct its hearing in the manner by which it may best ascertain the rights of the parties. . . .”


� See, e.g., In Re Wrangell Seafoods, Inc., AWCB Decision No. 06-0055 (March 6, 2006) [$500.00 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 Alaska Native Brotherhood #2, AWCB Decision No. 06-0113 (May 8, 2006) [$15.00 per employee per day], In re Alaska Sportfishing Adventures, LLC, AWCB Decision No. 07-0040 (March 1, 2007) [$20.00 per employee per day], In re St. Mary’s Assisted Living Home, AWCB Decision No. 07-0059 (March 21, 2007) [$30.00 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 (May 8, 2007) [$35.00 per employee per day]; In re EM Enterprises, Inc., AWCB Decision No. 07-0104 (April 25, 2007) [$35.00 per employee per day], In re Thompson Log & Gift, AWCB Decision No. 07-0062 (March 23, 2007)[$5.00 per employee per day], In re Hummingbird Services, AWCB Decision No. 07-0013 (January 26, 2007) [$15.00 per employee per day], In re Academy of Hair Design, AWCB Decision No. 07-0122 (May 10, 2007) [$70.00 per employee per day]; In re Davide James, d/b/a The James Co., AWCB Decision No. 07-0143 (May 30, 2007) [$13.00 per employee per day], In re Alexandra Mayberry/Cooker, Inc., AWCB Decision No. 07-0032 (February 23, 2007) [$11.00 per employee per day].


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


� AWCB Decision No. 06-0113 (May 8, 2006).


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


� AWCB Decision No. 07-0037 (February 27, 2007).


� But, see, e.g., decisions involving other criteria: In Re Wrangell Seafoods, Inc., AWCB Decision No. 06-0055 (March 6, 2006) )[$500.00 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] ], and In re Dufour, AWCB Decision No. 06-0152 (June 9, 2006) [$250.00 per employee per day, $245.00 suspended, leaving a penalty of $5.00 per employee per day].  


� See also, In re KD Sinnok Arts and Crafts, AWCB Decision No. 07-0069 (April 2, 2007), In re Alaska Outboard, AWCB Decision No. 07-0049 (March 9, 2007), In re Dale Potter, AWCB Decision No. 07-0028 (February 20, 2007), In re Bermudez, et al, AWCB Decision No. 07-0013 (January 26, 2007), In re Lighthouse Therapeutic Massage, AWCB Decision 07-0076 (April 4, 2007).    


� AS 23.30.130.  See, also, In re Wrangell Seafoods, AWCB Decision No. 06-0135 (May 26, 2006).
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