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SUBJECT: Rescinding action in defeating a bill

TO: Senator Patrick Rodey
FROM: Billy G. Berrier
Director A

Division of Legal Services

You have asked whether action in failing to adopt a bill may
be rescinded when the bill has been reconsidered.

Rule 31(a) of the Uniform Rules provides in relevant part:

The motion is not in order when the question can be
reached by giving notice of intent to reconsider or if
notice of reconsideration has already been given.

As phrased the provision is ambiguous. It can be read as
providing that a motion to rescind is not in order while the
matter may be reached by reconsideration or that a motion to
reconsider is not in order at any time after notice of re—
consideration has been given.

Mason®s Manual in Sec 480(1) and (4) provides:

Sec. 480. Use of the Motion to Rescind

1. The motion to rescind has many of the same char—
acteristics as the motion to reconsider and is used for
much the same purpose. Many court decisions treat the
two motions as one motion.

4. A motion to rescind is principally used to reverse
a previous action after the time for consideration has

passed. The motion to rescind is not in order when the
question can be reached by a motion to reconsider.
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Neither speak directly to the question. The 1implication
from (1) that reconsideration and rescinding are the same
motions would be that the motion to rescind is not in order
after reconsideration while the implication from the Ilast
sentence of (4) 1is that the motion is out of order only when
the question can be reached by a motion to reconsider. In
my opinion Mason®"s does not resolve the ambiguity In the
Rule.

Before 1977 the rule on rescinding action was explicit on

this point. The earlier rule provided that:
The motion is not in order when the question v <
reached by a motion to reconsider or if the ques
has already been reconsidered. (Rule 32(a), 197°

Uniform Rules)

Under those rules it was necessary to move reconsideration
and making the motion brought up reconsideration without the
need for a, vote. Reference to a motion was dropped in the
1977 rules, which on this point are identical to the present
rules, and reference was made to calling up reconsideration
which is what actually happens. Apparently the change 1in
rescinding action was a conforming language change to con—
form to dropping a reference to a motion for reconsider—
ation.

The direct construction of the present rule would be: The
motion is not in order

(1) when the question can be reached by giving, notice
of intent to reconsider; or

(2) if notice of reconsideration has already been
given.

The alternative reading is: The motion 1is not in order when
the question can be reached

(1) by giving notice of intent to reconsider; or

(2) if notice of reconsideration has already been
given.

The first construction seems more reasonable and accords
with theprinciple of finality of decision. Based on this
and on the history of the rule it is my opinion that when a






AGENDA

Legislative Study Committee

Instrduction of panel.
Introduction of guests.
Introduction of GFWC Anchorage FREECommittee.

Brief review of activities oflLegislative Study Committee
to date.

Continue in-depth discussion of selected topics.
Prioritize topics for further investigation.
Suggestions and strategy for implementation of goals.

Publish Report.
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Professional Service Contracting Procedures

Need a standardized process.

a.

The purposeand objectives of the professional
services desired should be clearly defined by the
committee or legislator requesting the service.

The parameters and scope of the professional
services required should be determined in advance
by the committee or legislator requesting the
service.

A time frame or schedule for commencement and
completion should be indicated by the requesting
party.

The request for professional services, along with
the information addressed in items 1-3, should be
forwarded to a currently existing state agency
assigned to handle professional service contracting.
One such agency is the Research Agency of the

House of Representatives.

The agency would advertise the professional

service to be contracted and a committee within the
agency should analyze the qualifications and
proposals of bidders, ranking them in 1, 2, 3

order. The ranking goes to the requesting committee
for final selection. A contract should then be
negotiated and signed with the number 1 choice,
moving on to number 2 or 3 if necessary, until a
contract satisfactory to both parties is agreed upon.

The Research Agency or its equivalent should
determine if the finished product meets the desired
and stated criteria prior to any disbursement of
finds.

All reports shall be made available to the public
10 days after due to the committee.

Final report should include on the title page

(1) Name of Requesting Committee, (2) Name of the
firm providing the service, and (3) total cost of
the project.

Some provision must be made for needed emergency
information, such as a dollar amount.

legislators requesting a report must have a statement
why the administration, the legislative staff or
private enterprise could not meet the legislative need.



Public Notice of Committee Meetings and Agenda

Consesus agreed that a minimum of five days was
necessary to inform the public of committee meetings, but

an element of flexibility must be included for last minute
"crunch?” items.

The legislators requested that other states be
called to find out how they handle end of the session
crunch periods.



Finance Committee Reform

A Joint House-Senate Finance Committee (Pat Rodey
has agreed to write up structure of the committee and
report back to this study group.)

1. Co-Chairman from House and Senate

If the system remains the same, both committees could
hear the same testimony at the same time, eliminating the
need for groups to travel to Juneau twice.

Set specific time tables early in the session for the
finalization of the budget.

Budget committees should insist on program implications,
back-up material and criteria for every item added to the

budget.



Free Conference Committee

Committee back-up for additions to FCC bill.

Voting on free conference committee bills should be
delayed for a twenty-four hours, so that legislators
could at least read the bill before having to vote
on it.



Budget Limitations



Length of Session
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Interim Committees



Limit Terms of Office



Limitation on Number of Bills Introduced

by Individuals and Committees
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Lobbying Law Reform

— M 1 Iml— - - IH B Man



Role of Legislative Oversight

Legislative intent and follow through.



Bill Originator Specified



Ethics Committee

Fund raisers during session



Bill Gutting or Stripping



Bill "Piggybacking"



Legislative Structure and Staffing



FAIRBANKS DAILY NEWS MINER, June 5, 1981

House vote would limit
free conference abuses

JUNEAU (AP)—Reversing a much- re‘orm we should start with our-
criticized stand taken Saturday, House — selves
Democrats today approved a Senate-  Besides attFm ting to limit the power
passed measure a|med at ||m|t|ng of free conference” commttees, the
ahuses by legislative free conferenc  resolution (SCSCSHCR3 Rules) a
committees, R?ved n a 33 vot f\lso alms af
All but thre Democrats {omed their  halting the practice of bill “strippin
GOP and _Libertarian co eagues In which“occurs when one house' guts a
yoting to limit the power of fee con- b|||—usua|I a bill passed by the other
ference committegs— éomt House- ouiF—and retglaces it with almost
Senate panels omte to ne Eate totally new matte
compromises when the two champers — The major change mandated by the
passd| ferent versions of the same bill. measure would re%une that free con-
Most Democrats ORposed a nearly ference committee$ be limited fo ap-
identical measure Pus ed br the Senate  propriations assed bzenherthe House
during a joint sess Pn held fast week to 5 enate, which means a free cop-
adopt” new rules of procedure for the  ference panel.could not add an entirely
Legislatyre, But aiter a long and V\fdaﬁgro riation. The panels alﬁ

regortedlY heated caucus, Democrats xceed the amount of
t(t) ay voted to reverse their earlier %%rsoe rlﬂtlon In either the Senate or
stand.

However, the new rule_change is nat lior examPIe if the HOUﬂ ﬁaSPed a
to ta] e effect th|| ]June 30, [s72, Pd It o |aHn millio
would be ,o035| or member, o ro ect, d the “Senate ap roved $
1983Le islature to reject the cha<.? C. m|I|0n the ree conference commlttee

obrpgted some cr|t|C|sm fr Li(d not exceed 52 million, nor c?uld it
ew Re ublicans. erp Terry - tack on money for a totally different
R-Anchorage, said "if we regomf odo program, as often occurs now. The rule
change if followed cIo?elg could have
tJor impact .on con erence

comittee deliberations on the F g

However, the resolution still Iows
free conferrence committees to add
new money to the budgett at's needed
to cover “new legistation.
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(CSHC3 State Affairs), which

House limits conference powers

By The Associated Press

The House voted Friday to
restrict some of the powers of
legislative free conference
committees, which are House
Senate. panels appointed 10
negotiate compromises
between different versions of
legislation passed by each
chamber.

However, the House refused
to adopt an amendment by Rep.
Dick Randolph, L-Fairbanks,
which would have_blocked the
six-member bargaining teams
from drashcallF]/ rewriting.a bill
or exceedm? e appropriation
amount included in" gither the
Ecﬁuse or Senate version of the

|

Rep. Brian Rogers, D-Fair-
banks, said the amendment
would not allow enough latitude
to deal with budgets which may
have been appioached differ-
ent% y the House and Senate.

The Changes made by the bill

passed on a_unanimous, vote,
are not nearly as sweeping as
recommended by some private
citizens groups

The abuses of power by free
conference  committees ~ have
drawn sharp_criticism on mul-
tiple fronts. During hearings on
the Ielg_;|slat|on veteran ‘Rep.
Oral Freeman, D-Ketchikan,
said lawmakers. * most flagrant
abuses" of political clout” sur-
face in free conference com-
mittees, which can do “almost
anything they want to."

he Bill passed by the House
would make some Changes, but
free conference  committees
still would have wide latitude to
rewrite legislation.

One major change made by
the bill would be torequire that
free conference committee re-
|oorts be printed and given to
awmakers at least 24 hours be-
fore a final vote Is taken on the

floor. During past sessions, law-
makers sometimes have voted

on bills written by free con-

ference committees moments
after the bills were printed and
distributed.

Another change would be
made in the makeup of free
conference committees.

At present, legislative rules
call for three House members
and three Senate members to
be appointed to an initial con-
ference committee to work out
differences in legislation
adopted by the two Champbers.

A conference committee is re-

quired to stay within the limits

of material in the two bills pas-

sed by the House and Senate,

I initial, negotiations fail the
panel Is given powers of "free
conference,” which means the
panel has authorlty to com-
pletely rewrite a bill, adding or
deleting material at will,

Undér the bill, members of

e ongmal conference com-
mittee cou not be appointed
to. the free conference com-
mittee. The change is mtended
to encoura e the |n|t|a| panel to
work out differences.

However, the intent of the re-
form could be thwarted if
House and Senate leaders ap-
pointed a bogus conference
committee, and then appointed
the intended negotiators to the
free conference panel.

The bill also would require
that free conference committee
bills be returned to the last
committee of referral in each
chamber before coming to the
floor for a final vote.



June 3, 1981

Senate opts
to twist arms
to get reform

By JON MATTHEWS
Daily News reporter

JUNEAU — The Senate to-

da(y ma ,oat Qe 0 ts own
I;r)]ose egl at ru -
or an e or u the
same reform throug te ouse

and Into law.
enate Ieaders ﬁsday con-
ce ed the |ron)(J t elréenta
but defended It a

hVES rateg 0t to curn, Ot‘]?ﬂtlﬁﬁ

elr
%uslatlve abuses 1nvolvin

ree conference commlttﬁ
strl&pmg and piggybacking

The sed Senate. re-
forms i cqgg rohibition
gl e, P
Eolns Its otJ ﬂte}/ h( ghgu

SgS
n an effo orce legis-

ﬁtlvel_ apprO\é%CO E &/VOUS%S
e bﬁas%ﬁ Etegfa 5 'j

I& supstantia

g, 2
Bogs%¥|s tacEgd on?g aabthW Pro-

Sena e ders tentat vel
anne

e|r roép re or on a
H(%se ution a ea %s
g at ody and sent to t
enate. ouse mea ure
Fontalns ruIe chan ea

ngrmssegglgﬁteg theqegls@ture/ a

Ka ding their teform ho
g therwise dead House

enators can force the House t0
Vote the amended . bill up or

Q?WSB%VF thanagggv % aWOt?sdey

members. " d it i
n't like to 0 it but |
this |stqh onl eetjwe
can % un e, eX|st
riles ten %II do It,"
e Rules Chairman |m
RAnc orage.
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Senate moves to end
bill stripping
JUNEAU—Senators abused the
very rules they hope to change Wed-
nesday In an’effort to forcé House
lawmakers to go along with them in
clamping downon the powers of free
g?rri]feri%nce committees and halting bill

RFlJJFl)esg Chairman Tim_ Kelly, R-
Anchorage, said "one additionalevil is
needed t0 purge evil in the future." The
Senate voted” 191 to strip a House
measure and substitute a prtf_Posal
similar to one defeated by House
Democrats last week at the ‘Uniform
Rules joint session. The rules govern
the conduct of legislative business.

The. Senate-passe¢'measure. would
halt bill stripping, which |sgutt|ng ahill
and replacing "1t with otaIIF/ new
matter, and would hold free conference
compm/ttees to amropnatlons apgroved
by either the full House or Senate, fre e



ANCHORAGE TIMES, June 4, 1981

e *Ine OK means little 0IM

717515935 MuUHMOOR te Tas ed”pus. "eJT taS

fisfle Line Ltd, cabinet. “nadian federal  Columbia and California coasts and Dwers'
£\ totally to build The Low poinf nrn»ci ... *  trough the Panama canal to US ments would Prevent
A 5> wSeslu S ™ am@®*'<>'T*s|'s s 115

mai n wotya require f‘ trtle chan e
Kelly said the proposal would "elim-
nate’ full strrpprng all together He

said, however, that piggypacking —
tac?qn e ill ontopa%gother—%trll
would De allowed.

But House RuIe Chairman Sally
Smith, D- Farrbgm s, said the mea-
sure introduc bB e(ns BI nRa?r
D-Juneau, and Ed Dankworth, R-A
chorage, duplrcates existing rules
and 1S unnecessary. "We have rules
stating that a bill"can't be changed
-unlesséhe amendment Is germare,
she sal

Sen. Charlie Parr D-Fairbanks,
who cast the onl ote agarnst the
rules ¢ anges ard re Cos-
metic. It ma;tr look to the
FREE committee and}qe League of
Women Voters, but while | was In
the House | saw too manz times
when a Senate chairman held bills
&rn commrtteeg and the only way to
b(lrllanythrng about It was o0 strip a

) Under the measure {SCSHJRB)
free conference committees would
be held to appropriations approved
ry] ouse or Senate, except
0 new rqrsatron that was not in-
cluded in the original budget.

Senators killed a provision which
would have allowed the governor to
ask free conference committees to
Increase an approPrratron for an
ﬁgency program after the budget

s been set.

For the chan?es to be included in
the Uniform Rules adopted Mag 0,
the House must apCPro e the reSolu-
tion with a two-thirds vote.



ANCHORAGE DAILY NEWS, June 1, 1981

Legislators falter
at brink of reform

Alaskans are pot likely to be fooled np matter what the
excyse. When efforts at’needed legislative reform fail, jt
s almost always because legislatdrs wanted them to do

0,

That's apparently the case in Juneau this year, as it
has been for many years. Altho_u%h a solid “agenda of
reform measures was hefore a joint session for decision,
the body stopped short Saturda¥ of the needed changes.

There were some successiul tentative steps” toward
reform. Members agreed to some changes already
approved by House and Senate rules committée*', limiting
in "some ways the syveepm?, powers of free conference
committees,” mandating nofice before public hearings
requiring minutes of meetings and restricting special
committee finances. Those Worthwhile changes seem
certain to improve the way the legislature does business.

But more important isSues weére left unaddressed when
the reform session was adjourned without approval of
essential free conference reforms. In a break with recent
tradition, the Senate led the way in pushing these
improvements, voting 16-1 to restiict free conference
panels from adding new or higher appropriations to bills
under their jurisdiction. But "a majority in_each house
must approvegomt rules chanPes, and récalcitrant House
members defeated the proposal; 20-19,

House Rules Chairman Sally Smith called the change

“100 broad and idealistic” and said, “ It wouldn't have Ift
us the latitude to make something right.
, If she means the prog)os(?d, chapge, would, have mandit-
ed a different Way f- doing business in the Alaska
Le?|slature she is right. It would have limited the ability
of Tree conference committees to make things n?ht, but
also, would have prevented them from doing what they too
often do now — maklng_ things wrong. The legislature
obviously retains the ability fo change legislation — it
sim IJol?/ Would be forced to do so through thé open process
of full debate, and not in the tiny, six-member free
conference committees. _

We are sad to see the House members stand in the way
of that change. For too long, the platitudes of qu|slat|ve
rules reform™ have been offered in campaigns only to be
denied after election. This was an opportunity for
members to make a real reform, and those who turned
their backs on it will have to answer to voters for all the
free conference committee abuse that surely will follow
their decision.



ANCHORAGE DAILY NEWS, June 7, 1981

Legislators take
a forward step

Alaskans who have observed the most waqndrous
transmutations of measures that come before legislative
free conference committees will cheer the passagé Friday
of a resolution aimed at limiting abuses of the rules. .

House Democrats reversed™a previous position Friday
and . approved a measure that would Impose some
discipline on the work of free conference committees. The
switch came after widespread criticism of the Democrat-
ic-controlled House for rejecting the changes onIY last
week — and indicated, perhaps, that the Democrats are
unwilling to concede the_ political high,ground to Republi-
cans carrying the reformist banner, L

In the Pas, free conferences have resulted in entirely

new legislation being inserted in the place of the bills dt
hand. ‘Friday’s measure would limit free conference
committees to appropriations that already had been
approved by one "house or the other, Moreover, the
amount of a free conference appropriation could not
exceed the amqunt of that which already had cleared one
house of the legislature., , _
. The measure also_intends to curtail the practice of
‘stripping” — guttm? a previously passed hill  and
msertmp new material under the old name — in either
house of'the legislature. o

The chan%es are important. They{ reduce the flexibility
of free conference committees 1o resolve legjslative
conflicts, but they also reduce the concentration 0f power
in the hands of the six-member panels. The q in in
ﬁgcog,rll_ttabmty more than compensates for the oss of

xiility.

Fr|d_a3¥’s vote was only a first step, and not a ver_Y firm
one, since the new rules would not take effect until June
30, 1982 and could be rejected by the 1983 Ie9|slature. The
delaged deadline leaves ;[)Ient of time fof the current
legislature to indulge in the political finagling that has
brought widespread: criticism of free conference commit-
tees.” But .given the convenience of free conference
palitics, it IS easy to see why legislators are reluctant to
rein mthetpracnce. , _

That, of course, is precisely why the changes are a
good idea.
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Legislative rules meeting
postponed by Senate chief

BY soN MATTHEWS
Daily News reporter
State
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Perspedive

'‘Reform” Bill Perpetuates
Legislature’s Contract Abuses

By Joe La Rocca

Juneau — Wednésday, the State House of Repre-
sentatives passed a bill which purports to reform legislative
contracting. , ,

That's the process b{ which some legislators have
doled out millions of dollars worth of non-competitive
contracts for professional services in recent years with
little or no accountability or public scrutln% he Ie%nsl_a-
tion was introduced by a_group, of House Democrats. in
response to growing publiC criticism of these pervasive
contracting abuses. = . _

_For example, during 1980 a dozen legislators in key
positions awarded contracts, some worth téns or hundreds
of thousands of dollars — sometimes secretly to political
pa}rttl,sans, cronies, supporters, and in one Case, a close
relative.

A large percentage of these contracts were handed
out by Senator George Hohman (D-Bethel) during 1979
and '80, while he was chairman of the Legislative Council.
That is the {omt committee which handles the legislature’s
affairs, mostly during the interim between sessions. _

While Hohman~was smqled_ out by the news media,
the public and even fellow Tegislators “as the perpetrator
of the abuses, the truth is that many others, mcludmg
some who pointed their fingers at Hohman, were —an
continue to be — just as guilty of the same practices,

_Among them “are_some sponsors of the so-called
Legislative ontractln% Reform hill approved by the House
Wednesday after lengthy debate.

For “example, only last month, Senator Jalmar
Kerttula (D-Palmer) who publicly repudiated Hohman's
contract practices, secretly agreed to retain a Boston legal
firm in connection with pending litigation over the state’s
sRemaI income tax_ on oil corporations. Kerttula denied
that he had negotiated a contract with the Eastern law
firm, but | latef learned later that he had, in fact, nego-
tiated a verbal contract guaranteeinp the firm a minimum
of $90,000 for a few week's work. Additionally, Kerttula
and_ Rep. Terry Gardiner (D-Ketchikan), who are co-
chairmen of the illegally-constituted joint Gas Pipeline
Committee, secretl% negotiated an unwritten contract
last month for $30,000 with a former State Commissioner
of Revenue John Messenger, now an Anchota%e attorney,
to provide legal services. The contract, which called for
13 "days' work, was not signed or available for public
scrutiny until after the work had been completed. _

. The so-called Legislative Contracting Reform Bill
which passed the House Wednesday, a relatively short
three-page measure, was debated on the floor "of the
House for several hours Tuesday and Wednesday. And no
fewer than 14 floor amendments were offeréd during
the debate. . . _ , ,

That signifies two things: first, that the two commit-
tees which considered the bill —the State Affairs Commit-
tee chaired by Rep. Mike Miller (D-Ju,neau[} and the Rule
Committee chaired by Rep. Sally Smith (D-Fairbanks) —
did, a lousy job of dfafting it in"committee; second, that
legisjators "have no_business tampering with the clearly
administrative function of contracting. ,

The simple fact is that there's'not a single member
of the Ie%lslature who is a qualified public contract admin-
istrator. Both the committee work and the extended floor
debate revealed_ all too clearly that legislators are inept
amateurs when it comes to public contract administration,
and should not be pokln? their noses into the purely
technical aspects of the public contracting process.

For example, the Demaqcratic majority defeated a
floor amendment Tuesday which would exempt contracts
forﬂl]eggl,l?erwces from the’contracting procedures proposed
in the_bill.

_They argued that it is impossible to impose any
?mdelmes or Testrictions on. their ability to select lawyers
0 advise them without limiting the quality of legal counsel
available to them.

_But the fact is that the State Department of Law
routinely utilizes procedures requiring the solicitation
of competm? proposals for legal services when it contracts
out some of its legal work t0 private law firms as it fre-
quently does and’ that the Department of Law retains
for oil" and lands litigation some of the finest legal minds
in the nation. _

The fact that members of the House were collectively
unaware of the routine actions of this common type of

-Continued on page 12
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Lawmakers pull punches

on legislative reform

By JON MATTHEWS
Daily News reporter
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CHARLIE PARR

ALASKA LEGISLATURE

S.R. Box 50599 Pouch V
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701 luncati. Ak’skj ~951!
(a07) 455-5029 (907) 465-4907

Hay 28, 1981
MEMORANDUM

TO: Members of the Senate Rules Committee
FROM: Senator Charles H. Parr

SUBJECT: Proposed Rule Change

I am concerned about a proposed change in the Rules which
would require a 2/3 vote in the house of origin if a com—
mittee makes a title change in a bill. This may well give
a small minority the opportunity to block legislation.

The State Constitution provides for a majority vote 1in all
cases except the following:

changing a court rule;
overriding a veto;
impeachment;

the Legislature calls itself in for special session;
expelling members;

advancement from 2nd to 3rd reading on same day;
providing an effective date.

The first three of the above involve the Legislature with a
different branch of government. The second group are all
internal to the Legislature, but all, | believe, are more
significant than the title change on a bill.

The same proposal also will prohibit the second house which

considers a bill from making a title change. I gquestion
such a sweeping rule, despite the bad name which the prac—
tice has. There are times when it makes sense and furthers

the democratic process.

I hope Committee members will consider these factors very
carefully.

CHP:vc
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be passed by either house containing more than one subject, which should
oe clearlv expressed in the title."”

3. The public should be “informed of the standing committee meetings
and their agendas at least five days prior to the meeting.

4. The House and Senate Finance Committees should meet jointly for the

purpose of holding public hearings or considering any proposed or
pending legislation.

5. Precise procedures for standing committees are vital. Fiscal 1impact
statements and legislative intent should be included with all bills.
The committee report should include one of three recommendations from
each member. - "Do pass", "do pass as amended", or "do not pass".

6. No interim committees should be provided except these authorized by
the state constitution, or either or both houses jointly may by resolution
or statute, provide for the appointment of interim committees.

7. The legislative session should be limited to 120 days. Any extension
beyond that time should require a 2/3 vote of both houses and include a

"limited call”™ provision. The extension should be for a specific number
of days

8. There should be a limitation on the number of consecutive terms for
legislators. Our recommenation: Two 4-year terms for Senators, and four
2-year terms for representatives. Possible to alternate houses every 8 yrs

9. A Code of Ethics should be added to the Uniform Rules. A disciplinary
mechanism should be established to deal with alleged violations.

10. A simple precise procedure is needed 1in awarding legislative
professional service contracts.
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July 21, 1981

Sen. Pat Rodey
3271 Montclaire
Anchorage, AK 99503

Dear Pat:

While I realize we have all had our fill of limits for the next
several years, | believe it would benefit, uc Immeasurably to seriously
consider one more - that of limited session length.

Our record-breaking 165-day session engendered not only tremendous
grumbling among legislators, who would rather have been anywhere else,
but a veritable chorus of complaints from our constituents, who emphati—
cally wrote that we were wasting the peoples®™ money to produce nothing
and should adjourn and go home.

I have had the enclosed bill prepared for introduction in January.
It differs from HB 168 only in that it would cease per diem payments
after the 100th day, rather than the 120th day.

For several reasons, | believe our opportunity to act decisively
in this regard is now.

First, in light of the 165-day session, | believe there has been
clearly demonstrated a need for an incentive for us to get down to
business. The per diem cut-off is a practical incentive.

Second, because each of us now has at least one permanent staff
person at his or her disposal, we should all come back to Juneau well
prepared to efficiently and expeditiously attend to the state"s busi—
ness and adjourn within a responsible period of time. I hope we can
be done within 90 days, but certainly not later than 100. I am confi—
dent that committee meetings will go smoothly, considering that com—
mittee staffs have the next six months to prepare their work.

Finally, as | mentioned on the House floor, the public has come
to expect strawmen all too often of the legislature, and therefore |
sincerely view this session limit as our opportunity to show the public
that we do take seriously the responsibilities of our offices.

I'aid for By Private Fund»



Sen. Pat Rodey -2- July 21, 1981

I hope you will spend some time during the interim to consider this
bill and its implications (consider also the discomforting consequences
of another 165-day session).

It is my desire that this bill, or at least the idea it embodies, be
a high priority in both the House and the Senate. I would personally
appreciate it if you urge your leadership to adopt this legislation as a
number one priority for passage early in the session.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. Please feel free to
contact me if you have any comments.

Best Regards,

Ken Fanning

KF/gdn



IN THE HOUSE BY FANNING
HOUSE BILL NO.
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to payment of legislative per diem;
and providing for an effective date."

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

10

11

13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22
23

24

25
26
27

28

* Section 1. AS 24.15.010 is amended by adding new subsections to read:

(e) Per diem may not be paid for a day in regular session « r

the 100th day of that regular session.

) Per diem may not be paid after the seventy legislative day of
a regular session to a member of a house for which a permanent pre—
siding officer has not been chosen. However, payment of per diem shall
resume beginning the legislative day on which a permanent presiding

officer 1is chosen.

*.Sec. 2. This Act takes effect January 1, 1983.
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