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TAPE 01-8, SIDE A
Number 0001

CHAIR PETE KOIT called the House Rules Standing Conmittee
nmeeting to order at 12:42 p.m Representatives Kott, Kohring,
Morgan, MQuire, Berkowitz, and Joule were present at the call
to order. Representative Porter arrived as the neeting was in
progress. Representative Myses was al so in attendance.

HB 154- COLLECTI ON OF FI SHERY BUSI NESS TAXES

CHAI R KOIT announced that the first order of business would be
HOUSE BILL NO. 154, "An Act relating to security for the paynent
of fishery business taxes and to paynent of estimated fisheries
resource |anding taxes and penalties.” [Before the conmittee
was CSHB 154(FSH). ]

REPRESENTATI VE DREW SCALZI, Al aska State Legislature, testified
as the sponsor of HB 154. He inforned the commttee that HB 154
takes into consideration a problem that has been in existence
since 1995 and the advent of the Individual Fishery Quota (IFQ.
Si nce statehood canneries operated under one system in which the
cannery either canned or froze its product. [ Canneries] were
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allowed to hold the funds they collected for up to a year. In
order to collect the fisheries business tax, the [cannery] had
to put up a bond in the anpbunt of the revenue collected in the
prior year or the [cannery] had to have three tinmes the anount
of lienable property in order to secure the revenue the state
would allow themto utilize. Wth IFQ, the buying and selling
of fresh fish began. Although this type of business does not
require a cannery or a lot of investnment, these businesses are
held to the sanme tax structure as canneries. These busi nesses
may be paying in as much as $500,000 worth of fisheries business
tax a year. Therefore, this business would be obligated to bond
$500,000 for the following year or the business would have to
have |lienable property three tinmes that anount, which would
amount to $1.5 mllion. However, many of these fresh fish
buyers don't have $1.5 million worth of |ienable property nor do
t hey have the ability to bond $500, 000 for the business year.

REPRESENTATI VE SCALZI explained that he went to the Departnent
of Revenue, who was very helpful in finding a solution to this.
The departnent agreed to allow a new reginme under which [these
fresh fish buyers] would bond $50,000 or have $100, 000 |ienable
property, and the fish tax nust be paid in the nonth in which it
is collected. [The fresh fish buyers] are anenable to not being
able to hold the tax as canneries have been able to. Therefore,
if [the fresh fish buyers] pay the fish tax on a nonthly basis,
they aren't obligated to have any large financial backing.
Representative Scalzi said that was the original intent of HB
154.

Number 0309

REPRESENTATI VE SCALZI then turned to the commttee substitute
(CS) [Ilabeled 22-LS0638\0, Uternohle, 4/20/01], which he had
been asked to introduce by sone in the industry. He expl ai ned
that the Anerican Fisheries Act was passed in 1998 in order to
elimnate sone vessel s in an over popul at ed fishery,
predom nately in pollock. Furthernore, [the Anerican Fisheries
Act] secured both processors and catcher processors in some type
of class. This class system would not allow novenent anong the

classes nor would it allow new entrants. Therefore, it was a
limted entry system for the large players. Al t hough U. S
Senator Stevens was trying to renove sone of the vessels, it
didn't quite work out. However, in doing this the industry was
divided into off-shore catcher processors, nother ships, and in-
shore plants. [ The Anerican Fisheries Act] limted each sector
to a specific pollock processing facility. Mor eover, the act

prohi bited new pollock processors from entering the Bering Sea
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and the pollock business. This act ensured that pollock
harvested by the Anmerican Fisheries Act Cooperative but not
|l anded in the state is subject to the Alaska fishery resource
| andi ng tax. Thus, the pollock catcher processor, the pollock
not her ship, and the on-shore plants pay a 3 percent tax.
However, the on-shore floating processors, of which there are
only two, pay a 5 percent tax and thus they are placed at a
conpetitive disadvantage. Representative Scalzi said that it is
up to the coomittee to determ ne whether there is an inequity in
this case.

Nunber 0491

REPRESENTATI VE SCALZI, in response to Representative Berkowtz,
expl ained that off-shore processors are vessels that catch the
pol l ock and process it at sea; these are |arge vessels. The in-
shore processors are in the 120 foot and |ess range and they
deliver shore side. There are also the nother ships that tend
their fleet as well. Now there is also the floating processor
He explained that the thought is that under pollock only, [the
not her ships] should be treated the same as the other three
cl asses.

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOW TZ asked if the floating processors are
general |y noored.

REPRESENTATI VE SCALZI replied no and explained that floating
processors are generally towed to an area and are then anchored.
He related his understanding that if [a floating processor] is
noored in one location for nore than one year, it falls into the
on-shore category. He said, "If you're npobile, then you're
considered a floating processor."” He specified that these
vessels would be noored in a bay, a cove, or around a floating
island not in the sea. These floating processors deal with the
difficulties of the logistics of sonme of the canneries.

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOW TZ rel ated his understanding, then, that a
floating processor wouldn't be subject to a property tax as
woul d be the case with a shore-based [vessel].

REPRESENTATI VE SCALZI reiterated that under the current rule, [a
floati ng processor] would pay a 5 percent tax. He remarked that
they don't pay a property tax. However, he did point out that
[a floating processor] would pay personal property tax dependi ng
upon the location of the ownership of the facility.

Number 0622
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REPRESENTATI VE BERKOW TZ noted that he pays real property tax
for his house. However, he wouldn't pay a property tax if he
had a house boat that he notored around.

REPRESENTATI VE SCALZI pointed out that it would depend upon the
borough and the classification. For instance, in the Kenai
Peni nsula Borough [such a property tax] is collected under
personal property tax, but not under real property tax.

REPRESENTATI VE SCALZI, in response to Chair Kott, reiterated
that an off-shore catcher process is one that catches and
processes on one vessel. A nmother ship is an off-shore
processor that tenders to off-shore catcher vessels. This is
simlar to the situation in the 1980s with the joint venture
system In response to Representative MQ@iire, Representative

Scal zi explained that the nother ship adds supplies to the fleet
and takes the product and processes it.

Nunmber 0796

REPRESENTATI VE SCALZI addressed the fair taxation portion of
this legislation and said that it is a judgnent call in regard
to how the legislature wants to deal with this. Representati ve

Scal zi noted that the argunent that this would not change the
fisheries business tax percent increnent for anything other than
pol l ock could be nmade. This CS is only changing the tax for
pollock in order to create a | evel playing field.

CHAIR KOTT related his understanding that the pollock issue was
dealt with in the Anerican Fisheries Act and thus pollock is
dealt with separately fromother fisheries.

REPRESENTATI VE McGUI RE asked if Representative Scalzi believes
that one of the intents of the Anerican Fisheries Act was to
address this particular tax structure.

REPRESENTATI VE SCALZI replied no. The Anerican Fisheries Act
was clearly an issue regarding the amount of entrants into the
fishery. Therefore, he didn't believe that the tax situation in
Al aska was taken into account. In further response to
Representative McQuire, Representative Scalzi related his belief
that U S. Senator Stevens would say that this is [the
| egi sl ature's] cal on an issue that is the state's
jurisdiction.
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REPRESENTATI VE SCALZI reiterated the tax structure as follows.
The following are taxed at 3 percent: catcher processors,
pol |l ock nother ships, and on-shore pollock plants. However,
floating processors are taxed at 5 percent on everything. Thi s
| egi sl ati on woul d change the tax of the floating processors to 3
percent for pollock only.

REPRESENTATI VE BERKON TZ inquired as to why the distinction
bet ween fl oating processors and ot her vessels was nade.

REPRESENTATI VE SCALZI explained that an on-shore processor would
contribute to the community in other ways and thus the standard
fisheries business tax is 3 percent. A floating processor or an
entity that doesn't reside in a community or have an interest in
a comunity, "it's another way of accruing 2 nore percent for
you to do business." He speculated that the Departnent of
Revenue felt that floating processors could be taxed at a higher
rate due to their nobility.

Nunber 1052

REPRESENTATI VE SCALZI concluded by urging the comittee's
support of HB 154. The initial HB 154 was well-intended and
necessary.

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOW TZ surm sed that Representative Scal zi was
critical of the conmmittee substitute.

REPRESENTATI VE SCALZ| sai d:

I'"'m not critical of it because it was brought to ne
earlier and I had no problemintroducing it. | didn't
want to garner support for it and | know there is sone
opposition to it and therefore, |I'm hedging nyself to
say that | 100 percent support the initial bill. And
| have sone reservations, but | think that the
commttee substitute has a lot of nerit too, but it's
an issue that has to be brought up and discussed at
the legislative |evel.

Number 1115

BOB JUETTNER, Adm nistrator, Aleutians East Borough, testified
via teleconference. M. Juettner said that he has some concerns
wth the commttee substitute [version (. There is a long
history of the tax structure for floating processors. M.
Juettner related his belief that [version O would create an
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unfair advantage for a special interest by lowering the tax rate
for floating processors to be the sane as that for shore-based
pl ants. However, the shore-based plants have a |arge investnent
in the communities and produce many secondary benefits and thus
limting the tax on one species creates an unfair benefit. He
pointed out that Title 43 provides any floating processor the
ability to becone a shore-based plant by nerely staying in the
sane | ocation for one year.

MR. JUETTNER pointed out that although this legislation my be
targeting a specific situation, the Al eutians East Borough has
other floating processors that work outside [the borough's]

boundari es. Therefore, that reduced tax structure nmay be
extended as a way of creating a disincentive for any further
shore-based investnent. |In regard to the remainder of the bill

M. Juet t ner said that he had no problem wth what
Representative Scal zi was doing because he is addressing a real
i ssue that has resulted froml FQs.

Nunber 1269

MR, JUETTNER, in response to Representative Berkowtz, agreed
that there should be an incentive for shore-based plants because
they add value to the resource and bring econom c benefit to the
comunities. In further response to Representative Berkowtz

M. Juettner said that he couldn't provide a definitive answer
in regard to the financial inpact this [tax] reduction would
have on the Al eutians East Borough. However, he estinmated that
it would inpact the Aleutians East Borough in the tens of
t housands of dollars.

Nunber 1327

FRANK KELTY, Resource Analyst, City of Unalaska, testified via
tel econference. M. Kelty stated his opposition to the proposed
anmendnent included in version O "The shared fisheries business
tax program was created by the Alaska State Legislature for
sharing fish taxes collected within waters but outside nunicipa
boundaries with nunicipalities which can denonstrate significant
inpacts from fisheries business activities,” he explained.
Sonmetimes this tax is referred to as the extraterritorial shared
fish tax. Based on a formula, this tax is shared with other
communities in the Aleutians Fisheries Mnagenent Area. Under
the formula "we" have, the Aleutians East Borough and its
comunities receive 60 percent of this tax while Unal aska and
comuni ties west of Unal aska share the remaining 40 percent.
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MR. KELTY pointed out that the Gty of Unalaska is outside of a

bor ough. There is a pollock processing plant that is
approximately 3 mles outside the city limts of Unal aska. He
felt that this plant was |ocated outside Unalaska's city limts
in order to avoid local property taxes. Furthernore, this
| ocation avoids the 2 percent fishery landing tax because the
fleet's boats [land] outside the boundaries. However, these

peopl e use the local airport, l|ocal roads, |ocal nedical clinic,
and police and fire [services] if asked. M. Kelty pointed out
that if the reduction in the tax is approved, then it would
i npact Unal aska in the amunt of $50,000 to $70,000. Although
that isn't significant, it is of concern. Furthernore, this
woul d al so nean a reduction in state revenue.

Nunber 1467

CHAI R KOTT pointed out that although personnel of the processors
use various services of the comunity, they would pay for those
services in nost of those cases.

MR. KELTY agreed, but reiterated that it is an inpact to the
comunity.

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOW TZ asked if these folks are paying for
road mai nt enance and police and fire services.

MR, KELTY guessed that Unal aska's share of the extraterritorial
tax would alleviate sonme of those inpacts. However, this would
reduce that tax. M. Kelty pointed out that [the processor that
is located outside of the city limts] does not pay property tax
on its operation.

Number 1524

KRIS NOROSZ, Icicle Seafoods, Inc., testified in favor of the
CS, version O She recognized that the Anmerican Fisheries Act
is conplicated. She related her belief that [with the Anerican
Fisheries Act] U S. Senator Stevens attenpted to end the battle
over the [pollock] allocation by rationing the pollock fishery,
whi ch was overcapitalized. Therefore, U S. Senator Stevens got
rid of sonme boats and requested the Anericanization of the

fleet, which seens to be working well. The pollock fishery was
divided such that there is an on-shore allocation and an off-
shore allocation and it established sectors. The sectors

included the catcher processors, which catch and process the
fish on the vessel outside of state waters. Anot her sector of
boats was established, the nother ships, who operate outside
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state jurisdiction and take fish from smaller catcher boats and
process the fish. There is also the on-shore sector that
i ncl udes on-shore plants as well as the floating processors that
operate within three mles of state waters.

M5. NOROSZ pointed out that the Anmerican Fisheries Act also
prevented any of the sectors operating as other sectors do. She
explained that she has an in-shore floating processor that
operates in-shore. However, that [in-shore floating processor]
can't nove outside the three mles to operate and utilize the
fishery resource tax that the catcher processors can. Likew se,
the catcher processors that operate outside the three mles
can't conme in and operate where [the in-shore floating
processor] does for pollock. However, the catcher processors
can cone in for salnon or other species and when they do so,
they pay the 5 percent tax. Ms. Norosz enphasized that is a
significant point because she can't operate for 3 percent for
pol l ock, which is the tax inequity.

M5. NOROSZ informed the commttee that the Anerican Fisheries
Act essentially brought limted entry to the processing sector.
She said, "For the first time in the history of the United
States, we've limted how many processors can process pollock

Therefore, Ms. Norosz said she knows who her conpetitors are and
it won't change next year. Al t hough [the processors] are all
conpeting for the sane markets, she is at a disadvantage because
[the processors] have to pay at a higher rate. Therefore, she
believes that the tax rate should be changed for poll ock. MVs.
Norosz informed the commttee that Icicle Seafoods also has
property in Dutch Harbor and it brings other vessels into Dutch
Harbor to process. Icicle Seafoods is not trying to avoid
t axes. As a matter of fact, when Icicle Seafoods operates its
processors in Dutch Harbor, it pays the 5 percent state business
tax as well as the local 2 percent tax, which suns 7 percent.
Ms. Norosz said that she is trying to be treated equally.
However, because of the passage of the Anmerican Fisheries Act in
1988, she didn't feel that the playing field is level.

Number 1729

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOW TZ asked if the playing field could be
| evel ed by raising the taxes on the shore-based and off-shore
[ processors].

M5. NOROSZ acknow edged that to be an option. She then turned

to the passage of the fisheries resource |anding tax, which was
contested. One of the state argunents was that the on-shore and
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off-shore fleets had to be treated the sane for purposes of
t axati on. Ms. Norosz related her feeling that she is caught in
the mddle. She processes pollock the sane as everyone el se and
thus she wants to be treated the sane. Under Al aska's current
revenue tax structures, she didn't feel that she is treated the

sane. Ms. Norosz pointed out that those sane statutes nake
distinctions for different species and thus this wouldn't be
setting precedent. Therefore, she believes that naking the

proposed change to the pollock tax structure would bring about a
nore equitable tax situation.

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOW TZ related his wunderstanding that the
differential tax rates for different species and processing
reflect some policy decisions, such as the desire to encourage
certain activity.

M5. NOROSZ enphasi zed that she can't change the sector she is in
to process pollock in order to obtain a |lower tax rate.

REPRESENTATI VE M GUI RE rel ayed comment s r egar di ng t he
possibility that [this tax change] m ght encourage the in-shore
processors to nobve out because there is no incentive to stay.
She asked if the in-shore processors would nove out and becone
floating processors, if this tax change occurred.

M5. NOROSZ answered that she didn't believe the in-shore
processors would abandon their equipnent or their investnent.
She reiterated that she can't go on-shore. In response to Chair
Kott, M. Norosz affirmed that she could take her business
el sewhere.

Nunber 1878

REPRESENTATI VE CARL MOSES, Al aska State Legislature, related his
belief that HB 154 began as a necessary bill and the proposed
CS, version O is wong. Representative Mses renarked that
this should have been taken care of in the [House] Finance
Committee. Furthernore, in the current fiscal situation, he

mai ntained that this is poor timng. The proposed CS woul d nean
a reduction in revenue for Unalaska of about $50,000 to
$100, 000, which is a lot. Representative Mses turned to the
barge that is |located just outside of the city limts in order
to escape the nunicipal taxes, property taxes, and sales tax on
fish. Al t hough the current owner of the barge inherited the
si tuation, Representative Mses nmaintained "buyer beware."
Therefore, Representative Mses didn't believe it is fair to
give an exenption for this type of relief when the barge is
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intentionally | ocated outside the city limts in order to avoid
| ocal taxes. Representative Mdses echoed M. Kelty's earlier
corments regarding the local services that these [floating
processors] use. Furthernmore, the landfill is also used by the
fishing industry. He estimated that 80 to 90 percent of the
landfill is filled with itens from the fishing industry, which
is costly to the city and the state.

REPRESENTATI VE MOSES reiterated that this is poor timng because
this is a tine when the |l egislature should be |ooking at revenue

enhancenents, not decreasing the anount of taxes. Per haps, the
inequity could be resolved by raising the 3 percent tax to 5
percent; such action may be necessary in the near future. In

conclusion, he related his wunderstanding that [a barge or
floati ng processor] that stays in the sanme |ocation for one year
[would qualify for the shore-based] tax of 3 percent and if the
vessel is within the city limts, it would also pay property
t ax.

M5. NOROCSZ pointed out that would nmean [her vessel] couldn't
nove in order to have repairs.

Nunber 2084

CHAI R KOTT concl uded from Representative Mses' comments that he
woul d be supportive of raising the tax on the rest of the
industry from3 percent to 5 percent.

REPRESENTATI VE MOSES said that a nunber of things wll have to
be done, whether it is having an incone tax, using sonme of the
per manent fund earnings, or having an oil tax.

CHAI R KOIT cl osed the public testinmony portion of HB 154.

Nunber 2119

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOW TZ noved to report CSHB 154(FSH), version
22-1.S0638\J, out of commttee with individual recomendations
and the acconpanying fiscal notes.

CHAI R KOTIT obj ect ed.

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOWN TZ said that the question of differentia

tax rates is a question of public policy. The notion of
differential tax rates is accepted in an effort to encourage or
di scourage behavi or. Representative Berkowitz pointed out that

one of the goals of the legislature is to encourage val ue-added
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industries to [locate in] comunities. Representative Berkowtz
viewed [version O as rewarding shore-based processors with a

slightly lower tax rate. However, those shore-based processors
pay the |ocal property tax and contribute to the community in a
way that the floating processors don't. Representati ve
Berkowtz pointed out, "It defeats the purpose of trying to

diversify the econony if we reward people for not making the
full contribution that they could to the conmmunities.”

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOW TZ turned to the retroactivity section of
t he proposed CS. He didn't believe that such would be easily
acconplished. Furthernore, giving out tax rebates is of dubious
value given the current fiscal gap. Furt her nore, t he
communities rely on, in real ways, this tax structure. The
stability of the tax structure is inportant in order for
muni ci pal governnents to carry on the services as they see fit.
Mor eover, business decisions have probably been nade based on
the differential tax rate. Therefore, changing the rules after
the process began sends a confusing nessage to the business
comunity; a nessage that says the legislature isn't in favor of
a stable tax regine. Representative Berkowitz felt that such
action would establish a terrible precedent with regard to the
policy of econom c developnent and in terns of the legislature's
ability to provide a stable tax regine for the nunicipalities.

CHAIR KOIT inquired as to the net effect of the retroactivity
clause in Section 5 of version O He also inquired as to how
the taxes are collected and dispersed, and the Departnent of
Revenue's ability to determ ne what the tax woul d be.

Nunber 2268

CHUCK HARLAMERT, Juneau Section Chief, Tax Division, Departnent
of Revenue, informed the conmttee that taxes for 2000 were
collected on April 1 and will be shared out in the next couple
of nont hs. He pointed out that there is no provision for
bringing that [tax] noney back and sending a bill to those that
received a share. He suspected that the departnment would have
to find a way to debit their account next year. Furthernore, he
indicated that there would be a need for interest as well. M.
Harlamert said that it is not clear how [the retroactivity
clause] will be dealt wth. He reiterated that there is no
mechanismto do this retroactively.

MR. HARLAMERT, in further response to Chair Kott, affirnmed that

the departnment has already collected the taxes for 2000, which
he believes will be dispersed in June. He did know that when
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the departnment repays the taxpayers under this bill, they would
have to be paid with interest. He predicted that would cone
fromthe shared value as well.

Nunmber 2318

REPRESENTATI VE JOULE inquired as to how the revenue |ost due to
t he passage of this [proposed CS, version O] would be recovered
by the conmuniti es.

MR. JUETTNER answered that he didn't believe the Al eutians East
Borough could recover |ost revenue because the [community] is
solely reliant on the fisheries, which are in nuch disarray. At
this point, [the Al eutians East Borough] has no alternatives.

TAPE 01-8, SIDE B

MR. KELTY guessed that the [Cty of Unalaska] could raise the
sales tax in order to try to capture sone noney from the crew
when it is in town. However, that would inpact the entire
comunity as well as other processing conpanies. An airport
head tax would al so inpact the entire community. Therefore, M.
Kelty wasn't sure how the revenue could be recovered.

Number 2350

REPRESENTATIVE McGU RE referred to M. Norosz' testinony that
the option of comng in-shore doesn't exist because there are
established [sectors].

MR. KELTY refuted that notion and pointed out that there is
anot her operation in Beaver Inlet that has noved to Akutan Bay
and after a year will be considered a shore-based operation and
thus pay a 3 percent fisheries business tax. M. Kelty
acknowl edged that if an operation was brought into Unal aska, it
woul d have to spend sone noney in order to secure the vessel

MR, KELTY, in response to Representative MQ@iire, agreed that
there is no reason that [an off-shore vessel] couldn't nove in-

shore other than being cost prohibitive. He al so pointed out
that "they" are currently anchored in state waters, which also
i ncl udes  muni ci pal boundari es. In further response to
Representative MCQuire, M. Kelty wasn't sure what today's |aw
says about a vessel's ability to nove for repairs and still be

consi dered a shore-based facility.
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CHAI R KOIT noted that he maintained his objection to the notion
to report CSHB 154(FSH), version 22-LS0638\J, out of commttee.

Nunber 2208

A roll call vote was taken. Representatives Porter, Berkowtz,
and Joule voted to report CSHB 154(FSH) from committee.
Representatives MCGuire, Mrgan, Kohring, and Kott voted agai nst
reporting CSHB 154(FSH) from commttee. Ther ef or e, CSHB
154(FSH), version 22-LS0638\J, failed to be reported from
commttee by a vote of 3-4.

Number 2151

REPRESENTATI VE McGUI RE noved to adopt CSHB 154, version 22-
LS0638\ O, U ernohle, 4/20/01, as the working docunent before the
conmittee.

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOW TZ obj ect ed.

REPRESENTATI VE JOULE inquired as to what happens to HB 154 if
version O is not adopted. He asked if the commttee can then
rescind its action wth either notion.

CHAI R KOIT replied that was correct.

A roll call vote was taken. Representatives Porter, MGQuire,
Mor gan, Kohring, and Kott voted for the adoption of version O
Representatives Berkowitz and Joule voted against the adoption
of version O Therefore, version O was the working docunent
before the commttee by a vote of 5-7.

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOWN TZ reiterated that he has a nunber of
concerns with changing the tax rate at this point. The pollock
issue has already been dealt with and is reflected in the
current statutory schene. Furthernore, this would establish a
bad precedent in terns of the consistency of [the |egislature's]
support of the tools available to |ocal governnents. Mor eover

this would send a bad nessage to the business industry by
destabilizing the tax regine. Consistency is critical when
maki ng econoni ¢ deci si ons. From a policy perspective, there is
much incentive to encourage businesses to locate in comunities
[especially in economcally depressed comunities]. By
elimnating the shore-based advantage, it takes a community's
ability to attract business and provide for its local citizenry.
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CHAIR KOIT related his wunderstanding that the shore-based
vessel s have the advantage and this is attenpting to stabilize
the playing field, which would illustrate equity rather than
di stinguish between the tax structures. Therefore, he was
unsure as to whether the analogy is on track.

REPRESENTATI VE BERKOW TZ pointed out that there are differences
based on how the salnon is treated. Therefore, there have been
policy calls that have treated different processors differently.

Number 1933

CHAI R KOTT announced that HB 154 would be held. He noted that
he wanted to talk with the Departnment of Revenue regarding the
di spersenent of noney to the communities and how that schene
works with the retroactive cl ause.

ADJ OQURNVENT
There being no further business before the commttee, the House

Rul es Standing Commttee neeting was recessed to the call of the
chair at 1:41 p.m [This neeting reconvened on April 25, 2001.]
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