HOUSE FI NANCE COWM TTEE
April 30, 2001
2: 04 PM

TAPE HFC 01 - 107, Side A
TAPE HFC 01 - 107, Side B
TAPE HFC 01 - 108, Side A

CALL TO ORDER

Co-Chair WIllianms called the House Finance Commttee neeting
to order at 2:04 PM

VEMBERS PRESENT

Representative Bill WIlIlianms, Co-Chair
Representati ve El don Miul der, Co-Chair
Representati ve Con Bunde, Vice-Chair
Representative Eric Croft
Representati ve John Davi es
Representative Ri chard Foster
Representative John Harris
Representative Bill Hudson
Representati ve Ken Lancaster
Representative Carl Mses
Representative Ji m Wit aker

VEMBERS ABSENT

None
ALSO PRESENT

Don Smth, Staff, Senator Cowdery; Barbara Mklos, Director,
Child Support Enforcenent Division, Departnent of Revenue;
Dougl as Gardner, Assistant Attorney General, Departnment of
Law, Darwi n Peterson, Staff, Senator John Torgerson,

PRESENT VI A TELECONFERENCE

Larry Smth, President, D and L Construction, Kenai; Dick
Cat t anach, Executi ve Director, Associ at ed Gener al
Contractors  of Al aska, Anchor age; M chael Swal |'i ng,
President, Swalling Construction, Anchorage; Kevin Brady,
Attorney, Ods, Mrrison, Ri nker and Baker, Anchorage; Bill
Renno, dds, Morrison, Rinker and Baker, Anchorage; Fred
Thonpson, Herman and Thonpson, Honer; Brad Finney, South
Coast Construction, Ketchikan; Jerry Renich, President,
Sout h Coast Constructions, Ketchikan; D ane Wendl andt; Bill
Britt, State Pipeline Coordinator, Departnment of Natural
Resour ces.

SUMVARY
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CSSB 19( HES)
"An Act relating to federal child support
enforcenment requirenents regarding social security

nunber i nformati on, enpl oyer reports about
enpl oyees, and certain kinds of automated data
matching with financial institutions; repealing

the termnation date of changes made by ch. 87,
SLA 1997, and ch. 132, SLA 1998, regarding child
support enf or cenent and rel ated pr ogr ans;
repealing the nonseverability provision of ch.
132, SLA 1998; repealing uncodified laws relating
to ch. 87, SLA 1997, and ch. 132, SLA 1998; and
providing for an effective date."”

HCS CSSB 19(HES) was REPORTED out of Commttee
wth a "do pass" recomendation and wth a
previ ously published zero fiscal note (#2) by the
Departnent of Revenue.

SENATE BI LL NO. 143

"An Act authorizing the Departnent of Natural
Resources to enter into agreenments wth a person
or persons desiring to owmn an oil or natural gas
pi peline proposed to be |located on state land for
the purposes of providing for paynent of the
reasonable costs incurred 1in preparing for
activities before receipt of an application under
the Alaska R ght-of- Wy Leasing Act and for
activities relating to the processing of an
application under that Act; and providing for an
effective date."

SB 143 was REPORTED out of Conmittee with a "do
pass" recomrendation and with a new fiscal inpact
note by the Departnent of Natural Resources.

SB 152 "An Act relating to the handling of and interest
on contract controversies involving the Departnent
of Transportation and Public Facilities or state
agencies to whom the Departnent of Transportation
and Public Facilities delegates the responsibility
for handling the controversies."

SB 152 was heard and HELD in Conmttee for further
consi derati on.

HCR 10 Suspending Rules 24(c), 35, 41(b), and 42(e),
Uniform Rules of the Alaska State Legislature,
concerning Senate Bill No. 19, relating to certain
federal child support enforcenent requirenents, so
that the phrase "relating to «child support
paynents” may be added to the bill's title.
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HCR 10 was REPORTED out of Commttee with a "do
pass" reconmendati on.

#sb152

SENATE BILL NO 152

"An Act relating to the handling of and interest on
contract controversies involving the Departnent of
Transportation and Public Facilities or state agencies
to whom the Departnent of Transportation and Public
Facilities delegates the responsibility for handling
the controversies.”

DON SM TH, STAFF, SENATOR COADERY explained that the
| egislation would require the Departnent of Transportation
and Public Facilities to pay interest on disputes, which are

settled in favor of the contractor. Interest accrues at a
rate applicable to judgnents. Interest accrues on the date
the claim is filed and continues until the date of

settlenent. The interest rate would be guided by AS
09.30.70, which is three percentage points above the 12th
Federal Reserve District discount rate. He stressed that the
current situation is unfair to contractors in dispute with
the state of Al aska. D sputes are taking too long to settle.
The state of Alaska earns noney while the case proceeds

Contractors may be forced to settle because they cannot
afford to carry the burden of the expense.

BRAD FI NNEY, SOUTH COAST CONSTRUCTI ON, KETCHI KAN testified
via teleconference in support of the legislation. He
recounted an incident with the Departnent of Transportation
and Public Facilities. He observed that it should take 9
nonths for a claimto go to a hearing officer. It took four
years for his claimto receive a hearing, which resulted in
a $400,000 thousand dollar settlenent wth prejudgnent
interest of $240 thousand dollars in his favor. The state
has refused to pay the interest. He namintained that the best
way to resolve a contract issue is through negotiation. He
asserted that without a prejudgnent interest award the state
has nothing to risk and no incentive to equitably and tinely
settle disputes.

M. Finney reviewed the tineline of the claim process. He
noted that it is difficult to fornmulate anounts until the
project is conplete.

Representative John Davies clarified that the claim is
denied by the on site project manager before it is submtted
for further review

Representative Hudson questioned if there would be cases
where the contractor would owe the state and if interest
woul d be assessed if there were. M. Finney pointed out that
it is not in the contractor’s best interest to submt a
frivolous claim Mnor issues are not worth the | awer fees.
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He added that the state m ght be able to introduce punitive
or liquidated damages if the project is not conpleted
tinmely.

JERRY  RENI CH, PRESI DENT, SOQUTH COAST  CONSTRUCTI ONS
KETCHI KAN testified via tel econference. He expressed concern
that the state has protected itself. The |egislation would
put the state and the contractor on a reasonable |evel
pl aying field.

LARRY SM TH, PRESI DENT, D AND L CONSTRUCTI ON, KENAI
testified via teleconference in support of the |egislation.
He suggested that it be anended to cover all clains to the
date of the legislation. He recounted his experience wth
clainms before the Departnent of Transportation and Public
Facilities. The legislation would provide equity for
contractors. Most other tort clains and contract actions in
the state of Alaska pay prejudgnent interest. The hearing
of ficer awarded them all but $50 thousand dollars of their
$900 thousand dollar claim The comm ssioner reduced the
cl aim by $100 thousand dollars. They collected $750 thousand
dollars, but the state of Alaska did not pay the $93
t housand dollars owed in interest.

Vi ce- Chair Bunde questioned why persons wth pending clains
woul d be excl uded.

FRED THOWPSON, HERMAN AND THOWPSON, HOMVER testified via
tel econference in support of the legislation. He asserted
that the clains process can be unfair. He maintained that
the process would be fairer if the state had an incentive to
settle. He felt that it was unfair for private business to
sponsor the clains process and to be punished by a refusa

of interest paynent. He spoke in support of anending the
| egi sl ation to cover all pending clains.

DI CK CATTANACH, EXECUTIVE D RECTOR,  ASSCCI ATED GENERAL
CONTRACTORS OF ALASKA, ANCHORAGE, testified vi a
tel econference in support of the |legislation. He pointed out
that contractors have already spent thousands of dollars by
the time the claimcones to judgnent. He questioned why the
Department of Law feels that the construction industry
shoul d be di scrimnated against.

Representative Hudson asked if the federal governnent
aut horizes interest fromthe date the claimis made when the
contractor prevails. M. Cattanach affirned that the federal
H ghway Adm ni stration and t he Feder al Avi ation
Adm nistration (FAA) include interest. He noted that the
nodel procurenment code calls for a paynent of interest.

M CHAEL SWALLI NG PRESI DENT, SWALLI NG CONSTRUCTI ON,

ANCHORAGE, testified via teleconference in support of the
| egi sl ation. He noted that funds have been spent in advance.
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He observed that his banker expects to be paid if he has
borrowed funds. The lack of interest ambunts to no penalty
and no conpensation for the tine and noney spent redeem ng
t he funds.

In response to a question by Representative Hudson, M.
Swalling noted that nmunicipal contracts do provide for
interest on clains settled.

KEVI N BRADY, ATTORNEY, OLDS, MORRI SON, RINKER AND BAKER,
ANCHORAGE testified via teleconference. He clarified that
the state demands interest on cases where the state is owed
funds. He maintained that the state should pay interest if
it expects to collect i nterest. Smal | i ndependent
contractors are financing state projects interest free. This
is unfair and anti business.

BI LL RENNO, ATTORNEY, OLDS, MORRI SON, RINKER AND BAKER,
ANCHORAGE testified via teleconference in support of the
| egi sl ati on. He recommended that the |egislation be anended
to affect pending clainms. Pending clains would have to
appeal to the Supreme Court if the legislation is not
applicable to all clains. He nmintained that Suprene Court
appeal s woul d be unnecessary, which would reduce the state's
| egal costs.

DOUGLAS GARDNER, ASSI STANT ATTORNEY GENERAL, DEPARTMENT OF
LAW provided information. He clarified that punitive damges
do not pertain. If it were nmade retroactive for all pending
clains, the date would have to go to 1996. The state would
al so have to treat with other contractors that have settled
clains but were simlarly situated at the tine of
settlenment. The fiscal note would be huge [if pending clains
were included]. There wuld be no participation in
retroactive payouts by the federal governnment. He discussed
the Kennicott case, which started as a $50 mllion dollar
claim against the state of Alaska. The claim cane in wth
ei ght pages wthout docunentation. The Departnment of Law
already has difficulty obtaining docunentation for clains
and questioned if the |legislation would encourage poor
docunentation. Few states have simlar provisions. The
departnent nust ascertain that the <clains are sound.
Municipalities don't enjoy sovereign imunity as the state.
The state cannot consent to pay adm nistrative claimns.

There are several constitutional problens wth equa
protection. The bill would single out construction clains.
QO her claimants in a wde variety of issues wll argue that
construction contractors should not be singled out. A court
may deci de that interest should be paid on all clains, which
could anmpbunt to a |large general fund anount.

It is true that the Federal H ghway Adm nistration and the
FAA has a restricted ability to participate in interest.
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However, the bill covers all buildings. There is no federal
agency with additional funds to pay the interest. Interest
paynments woul d conme from general funds.

There are a nunber of construction projects that are not
subject to AS 36.30, including new vessel construction. M.
Gardner noted that because projects by the Al aska Railroad
Cor poration ( ARRC) or Al aska  Aerospace Devel opnent
Corporation generally have to follow procurenent code that
they woul d al so be subject to interest paynents.

Representative Croft questioned if the date of a decision of
an adm nistrative officer had been considered. He referred
to the Kennicott claim M. Gardner noted that the claim
cane in the form of an 8 - 10 page letter wthout
docunentation. After two years of working wth the case a
| ar ge anmobunt of docunentation has been submtted.

Representative Croft felt that contractors raise a good
point that once the adm nistrative process is conpleted that
paynment should occur. He questioned the affect of an
anendnent [to make interest due from the date of the
procurenent officer's decision].

M. Gardner noted that there are three levels before an
adm ni strative case goes to Superior Court.

TAPE HFC 01 - 107, Side B

M. Gardner noted that 80 percent of cases are solved at the
first step: the Engineer’s report. The second step is the
contracting officer's decision. Then the director of a
region will evaluate the engineer's decision. In sone cases
a contracting officer’s decision nmay change the engineer's
decision and settle the case. Representative Davies
clarified that the contracting officer is the procurenent

officer, which is the last division level. M. Gardner
explained that the next |evel goes to the conm ssioner. |If
the party is still not satisfied it is appealed to the

Superior Court.

M. Gardner referred to a possible anmendnent to run the
interest from the time the contracting officer or the
procurenent officer issues their decision. He expl ained that
admnistrative clains process is an alternate dispute
resolution process. It is a way to settle cases before they
go to court and carries a high success rate. The policy
concern is: should the state be exposed to interest on a
claimthat has not been docunented.

Vi ce-Chair Bunde questioned if the federal governnent woul d
pay 90 percent of the interest that accrues on prospective
application of the law M. Gardner clarified that the
federal governnment would only pay on projects where the
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Federal H ghway Administration is the participating agency.
If the law were retroactive the sanme funds would not be
avail abl e from federal highway paynents.

Vi ce-Chair Bunde asked if this is a good idea why should it
not apply to all state agencies. M. Gardner noted that all
departnents that perform construction work woul d be covered.
He added that there mght be situations where the clains
were not allowed. Contractors can incur costs due to their
own lack of due diligence. Disputes are not always the
state’s fault. M. Gardner argued against having interest
runni ng fromthe beginning of the case.

In response to a question by Representative Hudson, M.
Gardner noted that interest is paid on overdue |iquidated
cl ai ns.

In response to a question by Representative Hudson, M.
Gardner explained that the procurenent officer is the |ast
staff level person that nmakes a decision on behalf of the
depart nent .

M. Smth sunmarized that the bill is about fairness. It was
introduced as a response to requests from the contractor
community. He maintained that the state of Al aska has no
incentive to nove the process along. Years can pass before
paynment occurs. Contractors would be required to pay
interest on their bank | oans during the tine.

Representative John Davies did not think that there was
evidence that the state is trying to draw out the process
and questioned if it was fair for the state to pay on cases
where there is a legitimte dispute.

Representati ve Lancaster MOVED to ADOPT Anendnent 1.

APPLI CABI LI TY.

(a) AS 36.30.623 and 36.30.625(c), added by this
Act, and AS 36. 30.625(a), as anmended by this Act, apply
to controversies

(1) That are pending before an agency on the
effective date of this Act; or

(2) For which a claimis filed wth an agency
under AS 36.30.620 on or after the effective date of
this Act.

(b) I'n this section, "agency" neans the Departnent
of Transportation and Public Facilities or a state
agency to whom the responsibility for handling the

controversy is delegated by the Departnent of
Transportation and Public Facilities under AS
36. 30. 632.

Representative Lancaster explained that the anmendnment woul d
make the bill retroactive.
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Representative Croft acknowl edge the need for t he
| egi sl ati on but pointed out that every case would have to be
reviewed for equal protection.

M. Gardner argued that the anendnent would require a search
of all the clains.

Representative Croft gave the hypothetical case were two
clains were submtted at the sanme tine. One claimnt
provides all the necessary docunentation and the case is
resol ved. The other fails to submt the necessary
docunentation and the case is dragged on [until the passage
of SB 152]. The first case would not receive interest
because it was settled before the effective date of the
| egi sl ati on. The second settles after the date [in the favor
of the contractor] and is awarded interest. He suggested
that the first claimant would seek interest through
litigation.

Co-Chair Ml der questioned the state's exposure if the
anendnent were adopted. M. Gardner stated that he coul d not
quantify the exposure. He observed that if interest were
applied in only the three cases represented by previous
testifiers that there would be well over mllion and a half
dollars in owed interest. He stressed that the nunber could
be quite large if previous settled cases cane forward.
Clainms that were entered but not settled through litigation
woul d al so be subject to the anendnent.

Representative Hudson questioned if the Kennicott claim
woul d be at risk if the anmendnent were adopted. M. Gardner
noted that the Kennicott case has been posed hypothetically
and that he did not have any information on how it would be
af f ect ed.

M. Gardner explained that the retroactive problem was wth
subsection (1).

Representative Whitaker MOVED a conceptual amendnent to
amend Amendnent 1 by del eting subsection (1). There being
NO OBJECTION, it was so ordered.

Representative Hudson W THDREW Anendnent #2: Insert "from
the date the procurenent officer's decision is issued in
accordance with AS 36. 30.620."

Representative John Davies MOMNED to ADOPT #2. Co- Chair
Mul der OBJECTED for the purpose of discussion.

Representative John Davies spoke to the anmendnent. He

observed that docunentation nust be in place before the
claim can be settled. He suggested that the procurenent
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officer's decision is the earliest bright I|ine decision
point in the process and the |ast staff |evel decision.

Representative Croft noted that AS 36.36.20 was attached to
the fiscal note and that the decision should be made no nore
than 90 days after the waiver. He pointed out that good
tinelines are included to assure that everything necessary
to determne the claimis avail able.

Representati ve Hudson suggested that “up to 30 days after
the claimwas filed” could be added to give the departnent
30 days to nove the claimto the final adjudication point.

Representative Croft argued against the change. He pointed
out that the <claim could be submtted wthout proper
docunent ati on

Representative Witaker asked clarification of the proposed
| anguage. Representative John Davies referred to subsection
(b) of AS 36.36.20. The contractor has 90 days to submt
material. The contracting officer then has 90 days fromthe
time that they agree the materials are conplete to nake a
deci sion. John Davies noted that there m ght be additiona
time between these tinelines. Representative \Witaker
t hought that 180 days would be enough tinme to address the
di spute. Discussion occurred between Representative John
Davies and Representative Whitaker regarding the 90-day
concern.

Representative Croft noted that under AS 36.30.620 (b) that:
"The decision shall be made no nore than 90 days after
receipt by the procurenent officer of all necessary
information fromthe contractor." He observed that the issue
is with the receipt of all necessary information from the
cl ai mant .

Representati ve John Davies pointed out that: "Failure of the
contractor to furnish necessary information to the
procurenent officer constitutes a waiver of the claim" The
only time the case would be delayed would be at the
contractor's request. The state may grant a del ay requested
by the contractor. He questioned why interest should run
during this period.

Representati ve Wi taker asked what would preclude the state
officer from being unreasonable in their request for
i nformati on. Representative John Davies pointed out that the
contractor could litigate agai nst unreasonabl e requests.

SB 152 was heard and HELD in Commttee for further
consi derati on.

#sb143

SENATE BILL NO. 143
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"An Act authorizing the Departnent of Natural Resources
to enter into agreenents wth a person or persons
desiring to own an oil or natural gas pipeline proposed
to be located on state land for the purposes of
providing for paynent of the reasonable costs incurred
in preparing for activities before receipt of an
application under the Al aska Right-of- Way Leasing Act
and for activities relating to the processing of an
application wunder that Act; and providing for an
effective date."

DARW N PETERSON, STAFF, SENATOR JOHN TORGERSON, testified in
support of the legislation on behalf of the sponsor. He
observed that the legislation was introduced to facilitate
the state's effort to issue right-of-way |eases for a gas
pi peline project. Any sponsor of the pipeline project would
have to obtain a right-of-way | ease across state lines. The
| egi slation would authorize the state to be reinbursed by
work performed by the State Pipeline Coordinator's Ofice in
processing an application for a right-of-way |ease. The
current law allows the collection of a fee for submtted
applications. The legislation would allow the rei nbursenent
for fees before an application has actually been filed.
There nust be agreenent by the pre-applicant and the
departnent. The state incurs a financial burden from the
prelimnary activities of processing of a right-of-way
application before it is issued. The legislation lifts the
burden from the state and facilitates the process by
allowi ng the applicant to pay in advance for what they would
have to pay for anyway.

Co-Chair WIllians asked the type of work that would be
required. M. Peterson explained that the work would be for
techni cal assistance and consultation. He referred to the
fiscal note by the Departnment of Natural Resources and noted
that costs include work to establish a Gas Pipeline Ofice,
provi de technical assistance to proponents, rei mburse
efforts related to permt process streaniining, and
consultation wth the state's federal and Canadi an
counterparts.

BILL BRITT, STATE PI PELI NE COORDI NATOR, DEPARTMENT OF
NATURAL RESOURCES, ANCHORAGE, testified via tel econference.
He observed that there are a variety of activities that
occur before the permt application is received; all are
directed toward receiving a conplete permt application. The
better the application the faster the processing. It is in
the interest of all parties to resolve questions before the
application is received.

TAPE HFC 01 - 108, Side A

Co-Chair WIlianms asked what woul d happen if the application
were not granted. M. Peterson clarified that the state
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would Kkeep any noney given to the State Pipeline
Coordinator's O fice for pre-application work.

In response to a question by Representative Lancaster, M.
Pet erson observed that the practice has already occurred and
i's supported by industry.

Representative Whitaker asked if existing gas pipeline
permts and |eases are in place. M. Britt stated that the
pre-application agreenents have been related to all the oil
and gas lines on the North Slope in the last 5 - 7 years.
He observed that there is one conditional state right-of-way
in place, which is held by Yukon Pacific Lines for the tag
lines. He clarified that Foothills Pipe Lines Al aska Inc

went through an extensive anount of processing but has not
conpl eted the process or been given a state right-of-way for
the alignment. They conpleted the federal process and were
granted a federal right-of-way. The state would probably
enter into a pre-application agreenent wth the gas
producer's consortium and Foothills Pipe Lines Alaska Inc.
He did not anticipate an agreenent with the Yukon Pacific
Li nes.

Representative Lancaster MOWED to report SB 143 out of
Commttee wth the acconpanying fiscal note. There being NO
OBJECTION, it was so ordered.

SB 143 was REPORTED out of Commttee with a "do pass”
recommendation and with a new fiscal inpact note from the
Departnent of Natural Resources.

#sb19

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 19(HES)

"An Act relating to federal child support enforcenent
requi renents r egar di ng soci al security nunber
information, enployer reports about enployees, and
certain kinds of automated data matching with financi al
institutions; repealing the term nation date of changes
made by ch. 87, SLA 1997, and ch. 132, SLA 1998,
regarding child support enf or cenent and related
prograns; repealing the nonseverability provision of
ch. 132, SLA 1998; repealing uncodified laws relating
to ch. 87, SLA 1997, and ch. 132, SLA 1998; and
providing for an effective date."

BARBARA M KLGCS, DI RECTOR, CH LD  SUPPORT ENFORCENMENT
Dl VI SI ON, DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE provided information on SB
19 (HES). Congress passed welfare reform legislation in
1996. The legislation's intent was to reduce the nunber of
peopl e receiving public assistance. Regulations relating to
work and child support progranms were initiated to support
refornms. States were required to pass laws to help collect
child support. Alaska passed laws in response to federal
requirenments in 1996 - 1998 and were conpliant with federal
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requi renents. She mamintained that the prograns have been
effective. The state collected and dispersed $81 nillion
dollars in child support. In 2000 the state collected $85
mllion dollars and it expects to collect $91 mllion
dollars in the current year. She observed that |egislation
passed in 1997 and 1998 would sunset in the current year
The law has to be reenacted to continue the prograns.
Wthout these prograns the state could be in jeopardy of
losing all the noney that goes to child support and public
assistance: $70 mllion dollars.

Ms. MKklos discussed provisions of the bill. She observed
that the Senate placed a 5-year sunset on the use of social
security nunbers on applications and the financial data
mat ch program These were changed to a two-year sunset in
the House Health and Social Service Conmmttee. Two new
provi sions were al so added. Section 11 would provide that a
viol ation does not give rise to a private cause of action.
This means that a private individual could not sue an
enployer that did not properly report. Section 12 would
prevent the situation where three payrolls are received in
one month from resulting in a shortage on the follow ng
nonth. Extra paynents in one nonth would be held and
account ed agai nst the subsequent nonth.

Ms. MKklos explained that provisions renoving social
security nunbers fromstatutes take affect in 2003.

Ms. Mklos noted that the Division's would prefer not to
have a sunset date on any of the provisions.

Representative Davies observed that use of social security
nunbers referenced in sections 1 - 10 are required by
federal law. Ms. Mklos did not know of any pending
| egi sl ation to change federal requirenents.

Co-Chair Miulder asked if the legislation neets all the
requi renents of the federal guidelines. Ms. MKklos affirned
that the legislation would bring the state into conpliance
for the next two years.

Co- Chair Mul der suggested that the two-year sunset m ght be
good with the conplexity of the provisions contained in the
bill.

Representative John Davies asked how long the existing
provi sions have been in place, if there have been any
problenms and iif they have been effective. M. MKklos
responded that the provisions have been in effect for the
| ast 3 years. There have been no problens and they have been
hel pful. She acknow edged that there have been concerns
expressed by individuals, but there have not been a problem
i n any cases.
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Representative John Davies MOVED to anmend the | egislation by
del eting "2003" and inserting "2006" on line 16, page 6. Co-
Chair WIlianms OBJECTED for the purpose of discussion.

Representative John Davies argued that the |egislation has
been effective and that the use of social security nunbers
is essential in making the connections between cases. There
doesn't seemto be any change in the federal requirenent and
the state woul d be out of conpliance if the requirenment were
deleted. The wuse of social security nunbers has been
effective in getting paynents to children. He noted that the
provi si ons have worked for the past three years and that the
Senate agreed to a 2006 sunset date. Co-Chair Mulder felt
nore confortable with the 2003 sunset date. He acknow edged
that the division has done a good job, but noted that it is
a contentions issue and asserted that it would be good to
reviewit in tw years.

A roll call vote was taken on the notion to change the
sunset date to "2006".

I N FAVOR: Lancaster, Davies
OPPOSED: Hudson, Whitaker, Bunde, Croft, Harris, Mulder,
WIIlians

Represent ati ves Mbses and Foster were absent fromthe vote.
The MOTI ON FAI LED (2-7).

Vi ce-Chair Bunde MOVED to report HCS CSSB 19 (HES) out of
Commttee wth the acconpanying fiscal note. There being NO
OBJECTIQN, it was so ordered.

HCS CSSB 19(HES) was REPORTED out of Conmttee with a "do
pass" recommendation and with a previously published zero
fiscal note (#2) by the Departnent of Revenue.

#hcr 10

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTI ON NO. 10

Suspendi ng Rules 24(c), 35, 41(b), and 42(e), Uniform
Rules of the Alaska State Legislature, concerning
Senate Bill No. 19, relating to certain federal child
support enforcenent requirenents, so that the phrase
"relating to child support paynents" may be added to
the bill's title.

Vi ce-Chair Bunde MOVED to report HCR 10 out of Committee.
There being NO OBJECTION, it was so ordered.

HCR 10 was REPORTED out of Commttee with a "do pass”
reconmendat i on.

#

ADJ OQURNVENT
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The neeting was adjourned at 4:00 p. m
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