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Page 4, line.7 - Delete the v/ord ""actual.”
The Department of Health and Social Services support the bill with the

changes recommended above. The riscal Note attached outlines the funding
level needed.

Comments by Governor®"s Office:
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH~AND SOCIAL SERVICES
Child Support Enforcement Agency
Title IV-D
Unit Organization Chart
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CHART X

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES

Child Support Enforcement Agency
Title IV-D
Functional Chart
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES
Child Support Enforcement Agency

Title IV-D
Staffing Chart
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
FUNCTIONAL PROCESS FLOW

COLLECTION



ALASKA CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT AGENCY

INTAKE PROCESS FLOW CHART
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ALASKA CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT AGENCY
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ALASKA CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT AGENCY

DETERMINATION OF PATERNITY PROCESS FLOWCHART



CHILD SUPPORT AGENCY
Budget and Positions - FY77

Budget Request $997,600

Federal Funds 374,100

Regular General Funds 498,800- rnn

Required General Funds 124,700n" "~ 50
TOTAL FUNDS "$997,600

Estimated Budget Currently
Provided in FY77 (State Funds)

Court System $ 87,800
Department of Law 110,600
Department of Administration 30,000
Subtotal $228,400
*Department of Health & Social Services * 55,700
Subtotal $284,100
Net Difference 339,400
TOTAL STATE FUNDS $623,500

* FY76 Budget Plus Inflation
Positions
Agency Contractual

Total Needed 29

Less Provision in FY77 Budget

Court; System L(4)
Department of Law (4
Department of Health .
and Social Services ||| (1D
Net New Positions 18
1 These positions are FTE currently engaged in child support activities

outside the Child Support Agency itself. The positions are shown to indicate
a net effect only.
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RECORDS
CERTIFICATION

I, the undersigned, an employee of the State of Alaska, do hereby certify
that the microfilm images on this microform are accurate reproductions
of the original records of the State of Alaska as accumulated during the
regular course of business, and that it is the established policy and practige
of this State to microfilm its records and to dispose of the original records

after microfilm reproductions have been made.



Mr. President: Date /] C-

The Committee on Finance has had
alcohollc beverar-,-
under consideration. A Majority of the members of the Committee
(0 recommends it DOPASS
(  )recommends it DONOT PASS
(  )recommends it DOPASS WITHATTACHED  AMENDMENT (S)

(  )recommends it BEREPLACEDWITH  CSFOR AND THAT

CS FOR HO TASS

( ) "and" recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE

COMMITTEE
() reports it back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION
( )"other™

Members signing the Major? ty report:

]l !

Members NOT concurring in the Major ity report:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommend s :
Cha i rman
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DEPAItETtTMEXT OF HEVENUE

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

April 19, 1976

The Honorable Bill Ray
Chairman

Senate Finance Committee
Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol Building
Juneau, Alaska

Re: Sponsor Substitute for Senate Bill No. 662
Dear Senator Ray:

Sponsor Substitute for Senate Bill No. 662, an Act relating to alcoholic
beverages, was referred by the Senate Judiciary Committee on April 1A,
1976 to the Senate Finance Committee.

For the consideration of the Senate Finance Committee, 1 am enclosing a
copy of a memorandum dated April 15, 1976 prepared by Linda E. Brown,
Director, Alcoholic Beverage Control Board, Department of Revenue,
Anchorage, Alaska advising that the proposed legislation would assist
in administration of the problem of population limitations on issuance
of new licenses and that no costs of administration would be involved.

If you or any members of the Senate Finance Committee have any questions
~>n the material submitted, please telephone the writer at A65-2397 and 1
will contact Ms. Brown in Anchorage for further information.

Very truly yours,

R. D. Stevenson
Special Assistant

cc: The Honorable Mike Colletta
Sponsor for SB 662 and SS SB 662

Linda E. Brown, Director
Alcoholic Beverage Control Board
Department of Revenue

Anchorage, Alaska
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STATE
of ALASKA

TO: |
[

FROM:

R. D. Stevenson
Special Assistant
Department of Revenue

DATE }
Juneau April 15, 1976
SUBIJECT:
Linda Brown, Director SSSB 662
ABC B
Anchorage

We are in favor of this bill, as it answers a question legislatively
that has previously been a matter of interpretation by the Attorney
General®"s office and, consequently, the ABC Board.

Prior to the unification of a city and borough, separate sections of

AS 04.10.210, Population Limitations on Issuance of New License, applied
to each form of government. Cities are dealt with on the basis of an
aggregate population, boroughs on the population in a five-mile radius
of the proposed premises.

This explanation is necessary, as the use of either set of criteria in
the event of unification has little fiscal advantage over the other 1in

terms of state expenditures. Because more licenses are possible under
the five-mile criteria, unification generally results in an over-saturation
of licenses. For example: Anchorage must have an additional 25,000 more

persons before another beverage dispensary license can be issued. That
number is also great in the Juneau-Douglas area. Hence, this bill would
limit the total number of licenses in a unified municipality, but allow
for more concentration of licenses in a small area. The enforcement
problems with the latter are nearly equal with the consequences of in—
creased licenses possible under the five-mile cDiteria.

In conclusion, additional enforcement personnel would not be needed as
a result of this particular bill, nor would added problems of administration

result. As a consequence, a fiscal note does not appear relevant.

Thank you for your consideration.



Introduced: 4/7/76
Referred: Judiciary

IN THE SENATE BY COLLETTA
SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR SENATE BILL NO. 662
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to alcoholic beverages."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 04.10.210 is amended to read:
Sec. 04.10.210. POPULATION LIMITATIONS ON ISSUANCE OF NEW LICENSE.
(a) Unless otherwise provided, no application for a new license shall
be approved for any location

(1) outside an incorporated city or unified municipality
where the total of licensed premises in the aggregate at one time v/ould
exceedone license of each type for each 1,500 population or fraction
thereof within a vradius of fivemiles of the proposedlocation;

(2) within an incorporated city or unified municipality where
the total of licensed premises in the aggregate at one time would exceed
one license of each type for each 1,500 population or fraction thereof
within the city or unified municipality.

(b) In this section "unified municipality” means a unified muni—

cipality established under the provisions of AS 29.68.240 - 29.68.440.
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|/ I p 4 m S, MMMONO. GOVERNOR
oy L I L 7J .btru1i
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER I POUCH S - JUNEAU SSBLI

April 19, 1976

The Honorable Bill Ray
Chairman

Senate Finance Committee
Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol Building
Juneau, Alaska

Re: Sponsor Substitute for Senate Bill No. 662
Dear Senator Ray:

Sponsor Substitute for Senate Bill No. 662, an Act relating to alcoholic
beverages, was referred by the Senate Judiciary Committee on April 14,
1976 to the Senate Finance Committee.

Foi the cunsiuclalion of the Senate Finance Committee, 1 am enclosing a
copy of a memorandum dated April 15, 1976 prepared by Linda E. Brown,
Director, Alcoholic Beverage Control Board, Department of Revenue,
Anchorage, Alaska advising that the proposed legislation would assist
in administration of the problem of population limitations on issuance
of new licenses and thr.t no costs of administration would be involved.

If you or any members of the Senate. Finance Committee have any questions
on the material submitted, please telephone the writer at 465-2397 and |
will contact Ms. Brown in Anchorage for further information.

Very truly yours,

R. D. Stevenson
Special Assistant

cc: The Honorable Mike Colletta
Sponsor for SB 662 and SS SB 662

Linda E. Brown, Director
Alcoholic Beverage Control Board
Department of Revenue

Anchorage, Alaska
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STATE
of ALASKA

TO:
|

FROM:

R. D. Stevenson
Special Assistant
Department of Revenue

date «

Juneau April 15, 1976
SUBJECT:

Linda JEABrown, Director SSSB 662

ABC B Wd

Anchorage

We are in favor of this bill, as it answers a question legislatively
that has previously been a matter of interpretation by the Attorney
General®"s office and, consequently, the ABC Board.

Prior to the unification of a city and borough, separate sections of

AS 04.10.210, Population Limitations on Issuance of New License, applied
to each form of government. Cities are dealt with on the basis of an
aggregate population, boroughs on the population in a five-mile radius
of the proposed premises.

This explanation is necessary, as the use of either set of criteria in
the event of unification has little fiscal advantage over the other 1in
terms of state expenditures. Because more licenses are possible under
the five-mile criteria, unificaLiun generally results in an over-saturation
of licenses. For example: Anchorage must have an additional 25,000 more
persons before another beverage dispensary license can be issued. That
number is also great in the Juneau-Douglas area. Hence, this bill would
limit, the total number of licenses in a unified municipality, but allow
for more concentration of licenses in a small area. The enforcement
problems with the latter are nearly equal with the consequences of in—
creased licenses possible under the five-mile criteria.

In conclusion, additional enforcement personnel would not be needed as
a result of this particular bill, nor would added problems of administration
result. As a consequence, a fiscal note does not appear relevant.

Thank you for your consideration.

LEB:vk
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OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER / POUCH S - JUNEAU 99BII

April 19, 1976

The Honorable Bill Ray
Chairman

Senate Finance Committee
Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol Building
Juneau, Alaska

Re: Sponsor Substitute for Senate Bill No. 662
Dear Senator Ray:

Sponsor Substitute for Senate Bill No. 662, an Act relating to alcoholic
beverages, was referred by the Senate Judiciary Committee on April 14,
1976 to the Senate Finance Committee.

rur Lue cuiisxueLdLxuu of the Senate Finance Committee, 1 am enclosing a
copy of a memorandum dated April 15, 1976 prepared by Linda E. Brown,
Director, Alcoholic Beverage Control Board, Department of Revenue,
Anchorage, Alaska advising that the proposed legislation would assist
in administration of the problem of population limitations on issuance
of new licenses and that no costs of administration would be involved.

If you or any members of the Senate Finance Committee have any questions
on the material submitted, please telephone the writer at 465-2397 and |
will contact Ms. Brown in Anchorage for further information.

Very truly yours,

R. D. Stevenson
Special Assistant

cc: The Honorable Mike Colletta
Sponsor for SB 662 and SS SB 662

Linda E. Brown, Director
Alcoholic Beverage Control Board
Department of Revenue

Anchorage, Alaska
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FRO/A:

R. D. Stevenson
Special Assistant

Department of Revenue DATE

Juneau April 15, 1976
SUBJECT!

Linda Brown, Director SSSB 662

ABC B~

Anchorage

We are in favor of this bill, as it answers a question legislatively
that has previously been a matter of interpretation by the Attorney
General®"s office and, consequently, the ABC Board.

Prior to the unification of a city and borough, separate sections of

AS 04.10.210, Population Limitations on Issuance of New License, applied
to each form of government. Cities are dealt with on the basis of an
aggregate population, boroughs on the population in a five-mile radius
of the proposed premises.

This explanation is necessary, as the use of either set of criteria in
the event of unification has little fiscal advantage over the other in

terms of state expenditures. Because more licenses are possible under
the five-mile criteria, unification generally resuits in an over-saturation
of licenses. For example: Anchorage must have an additional 25,000 more

persons before another beverage dispensary license can la issued. That
number is also great in the Juneau-Douglas area. Hence, this bill would
limit the total number of licenses in a unified municipality, but allow
tor more concentration of licenses in a small area. The enforcement
problems with the latter are nearly equal with the consequences of in—
creased licenses possible under the five-mile criteria.

In conclusion, additional enforcement personnel would not be needed as
a result of this particular bill, nor would added problems of administration

result. As a consequence, a fiscal note does not appear relevant.

Thank you for your consideration.
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Introduced: A/T/76
Referred: Judiciary

IN THE SENATE BY COLLETTA

SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR SENATE BILL NO. 662
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to alcoholic beverages."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 0A.10.210 is amended to read:
Sec. 0A.10.210. POPULATION LIMITATIONS ON ISSUANCE OF NEW LICENSE.

(a) Unless otherwise provided, no application for a new license shall

be approved for any location

(1) outside an incorporated city or unified municipality
where the total of licensed premises in the aggregate at one time would
exceedone license of each type for each 1,500 population or fraction
thereof within a vradius of fivemiles of the proposedlocation;

(2) within an incorporated city or unified municipality where
the total of licensed premises in the aggregate at one time would exceed
one license of each type for each 1,500 population or fraction thereof
within the city or unified municipality.

(b) In this section "unified municipality” means a unified muni—

cipality established under the provisions of AS 29.68.2*10 - 29.68.AA0.

%

a o1 - SSSB 662



Introduced: V7/76
Referred: Judiciary

IN THE SENATE BY COLLETTA
SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR SENATE BILL NO. 662
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to alcoholic beverages."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 0*1.10.210 is amended to read:
Sec. 0*1.10.210. POPULATION LIMITATIONS ON ISSUANCE OF NEW LICENSE.
(a) Unless otherwise provided, no application for a new license shall
be approved for any location
(1) outside an incorporated city or unified municipality
where the total of licensed premises in the aggregate at one time would
exceed one license of each type for each 1,500 population or fraction
thereof within aradius of fivemiles of the proposedlocation;
(2) within an incorporated city or unified municipality where
the total of licensed premises in the aggregate at one time v/ould exceed
one license of each type for each 1,500 population or fraction thereof

within the city or unified municipality.

(b) In this section "unified municipality”™ means a unified muni —

cipality established under the provisions of AS 29.68.2*10 - 29.68.*1*10.

# -1 - SSSB 662
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Introduced: 4/7/76
Referred: Judiciary

IN THE SENATE BY COLLETTA

SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR SENATE BILL NO. 662
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to alcoholic beverages."
IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 04.10.210 is amended to read:

Sec. 04.10.210. POPULATION LIMITATIONS ON ISSUANCE OF NEW LICENSE.
(a) Unless otherwise provided, no application for a new license shall
be approved for any location

(1) outside an incorporated city or unified municipality
where the total of licensed premises in the aggregate at one time would
exceed one license of each type for each 1,500 population or fraction
thereof within a radius of fivemiles of the proposedlocation;

(2) within an incorporated city or unified municipality where
the total of licensed premises in the aggregate at one time v/ould exceed
one license of each type for each 1,500 population or fraction thereof
within the city or unified municipality.

) In this section "unified municipality”™ means a unified muni —

cipality established under the provisions of AS 29.68.240 - 29-68.440.

%

-1- SSSB 662



* -J1. FISCAL DETAIL
Budget Request Unit(s) Affected: Administrative Services and Audit

A. EXPENDITURES:" (Thousands of dollars)

— OBIJECT FY 76 FY 77 FY 78 Fy 79 FY 80 Fy 81
100 PERSONAL SERVICES 1344 136.2 162.0 163.8 189.6
200 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL 7.6 8.6 9.5 10.5 114

-400 COMMODITIES

500 EQUIPMENT

600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC.

TOTAL None 142.0 144.8 1715 1743 201.0

B .. FUNDING: (Thousands of dollars)

GENERAL FUND None 142.0 144.8 1715 174.3 201.0
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER

C. POSITIONS:

PERMANENT/TEMPORARY 0/ O s -8 5/ 9 6/ r 6/11 7 /12

MAN MONTHS (P./T.) 0/ 0 60 716 60 /18 T72/IJ0 T2/ 22 84 /24
I11. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section I11)

There are variables on how this bill might operate. Assuming it is determined

that we had 10 insure issuance of any refund within 30 days of receipt, the above
staffing would be required.

IV. ATTACHMENTS “ee memo dated 2-18-76 attached.

J/L

V. DATIB: ~ ("7 £ PREPARED' BY
Original: Legislative Finance /
cc: Budget and Management '

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

n/s 50
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TO

FROM

EM ORANDUWM State of Alaska

R. D. Stevenson date: February 18, 1976
Assistant to the Commissioner
Department of Revenue HLE NO

TELEPHONE NO
Gary L. Jen SUBECT: Senate B|i, 66Z
Di rector
Audi t Divis i

This bill provides that the Department ofRevenue shall pay 3% per month, or
any fraction thereof, anytime we issue a refund to a taxpayer. Literally
interpreted the penalty would begin running immediately upon receipt of a
return claiming a refund and would run until the refund was issued. Using
this literal interpretation, the Department could pay as much as $1,980,000
in total penalty per year.

The bill does provide for an exemption ifthe failure to issue the refund

is due to "reasonable cause”, which is tobe defined by the Department. In ny
opinion, we could so define "reasonable cause" to cover approximately 99.9%

of the refunds that we issue each year. However, since regulations can be
challenged in the courts or by the Legislature,it is rather difficult to pre-
dict what the exact provisions might be.

It is difficult to understand why the Legislature is considering such a pen-
alty provision in the first place. Penalties are included in the internal
Revenue Code and the Alaska Statutes as a means of penalizing recalcitrant
taxpayers who deliberately fail to meet their tax obligations. The implica-
tion of this bill is that the Department is failing to meet its obligations

to the taxpaying public by not refunding the taxpayer's monies as expeditiously
as possible. Further, we in recent years incorporated into the Alaska Statutes
the provisions of the Internal Revenue Code forpaying interest on any refunds
which take an excess of A5 days to process. This provision is specifically
des’gned to reimburse taxpayers for their potential loss of earnings from monies
due from the State when we are unable to process the returns within the ~5 day
period. Since the adoption of this provision was designed to cover the situa-
tion addressed in Senate Bill 66A, it seems to be rather unnecessary for a
further provision to be made, especially in the form of a penalty. Up until
February 1, 1976 we were paying %o interest on refund?. This is now dropped

in accordance with federal law to 7% As can be readily seen, this equals or
is better than what the average individual could earn on their money should
they have invested in a local savings account.

Should the Legislature decide to proceed with this legislation, 1would sug-
gest that the language be modified to include a basic processing period of
at least 60 days before the penalty provisions would apply. Second, the



Senate Bill 664
February 18, 1976
Page Two

bill does not contain an effective date. | would suggest an effective date
of January 1, 1977 so that all of the refund computer programs, which have
been developed for the current filing year, would not have to be re-written.

In summary, | feel strongly that this legislation is unnecessary since we put
forth maximum effort to issue refunds to taxpayers as soon as possible and
there seems to be little justification to add another provision to the taxing
statutes which would have little effective impact on the administration of the
lav/.

GLI/bjm

Attachment



Introduced: 2/16/76
Referred: Finance

BY MILLER, COLLETTA, CROFT, FERGUSC
IN THE SENATE HUBER, RAY AND.ZIEGLER

SENATE BILL NO. 66i|
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

. A BILL
g For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to the making of reparations to the

3 taxpayer for late payment of tax refunds.”

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

9 * Section 3. AS *13.20 is amended by adding a new section to read:

10 Sec. 3.20.215. REPARATION FOR LATE PAYMENT OF REFUNDS. Five

" per cent shall be added to the tax refund for each 30-day period or

1 fraction of the period during which the department falls to issue a

13 refund to which a taxpayer is entitled under this title, unless it is
14 shown the failure is due to a reasonable cause and not wilful neglect.
15 ‘The additional amount paid to a taxpayer under this section may not

16 exceed 25 per cent of- the refund due. The department shall prescribe b
7 I'egulation circumstances which constitute reasonable cause for purposes
18 of this section.
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Mr. Pres ident: Date el

The Comm ittee on h<ds had SB 66M

relating to the making of repartitions to the taxpayer for late payttnrit of tax-
under consideration. A Majority of the members of the Committee refund.-;
( ) recommends it DO PASS 4 <

( ) recommends it DO NOT PASS

( ) recommends it DO PASS WITHATTACHED  AMENDMENT(S)

( ) recommends it BE REPLACEDWITH CSFOR AND THAT
CS FOR DO PASS

() "and" recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE
COMMITTEE

() reports it back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION
() "other”

Members signing the Majority report:

Members NOT concurring 1in the Majority report:

/ / ,Jd 1 M-/ N
1 1 [ recommend s :

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommend s :

Cha irman
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VENMORANDUM State of Alaska

TO:

FROM:

R. D. Stevenson DATE: February 18, 1976
eAssistant to the Commissioner
Department of Revenue F,LE NO:
TELEPHONE NO:
Gary L. . subject: Senate Dill 664

Di rector ]J
Audi t Divis itfF> >

This bill provides that the Department ofRevenue shall pay 5)/0 per month, or
any fraction thereof, anytime we issuea refund to a taxpayer. Literally
interpreted the penalty would begin running immediately upon receipt of a
return claiming a refund and would run until the refund was 1issued. Using
this literal interpretation, the Department could pay as much as $1,980,000
in total penalty per year.

The bill does provide for an exemption ifthe failure to issue the refund

is due to "reasonable cause', which istobe defined by the Department. In my
opinion, we could so define "reasonable cause" to cover approximately 9S.9%
of the refunds that we issue each year. However, since regulations can be
challenged in the courts or by the Legislature, it is rather difficult to pre-
dict what the exact provisions might be.

It is difficult®"to understand why the Legislature is considering such a pen-
alty provision in the first place. Penalties are included in the Internal
Revenue Code and the Alaska Statutes as a means of penalizing recalcitrant
taxpayers who deliberately fail to meet their tax obligations. The implica-
tion of this bill 1is that the Department is failing to meet its obligations

to the taxpaying public by not refunding the taxpayer®s monies as expeditiously
as possible. Further, we iIn recent years incorporated into the Alaska Statutes
the provisions of the Internal Revenue Code for paying interest on any refunds
which take an excess of 45 days to process. This provision 1is specifically
designed to reimburse taxpayers for their potential loss of earnings from monies
due from the State when we are unable to process the returns within the 45 day
period. Since the adoption of this provision was designed to cover the situa-
tion addressed in Senate Bill 664, it seems to be rather®unnecessary for a
further provision to be made, especially in the form of a penalty. Up until
February 1, 1976 we were paying 9% interest on refunds. This 1is now dropped

in accordance with federal law to ].% As can be readily seen, this equals or
is better than what the average individual could earn on their money should
they have invested in a local savings account.

Should the Legislature decide to proceed with this legislation, 1 would sug-
gest that the language be modified to include a basic processing period of
at least 60 days before the penalty provisions would apply. Second, the



Senate Bill 66"
February 18, 1976
Page Two

bill does not contain an effective date. | would suggest an effective date
of January 1, 1977 so that all of the refund computer programs, which have
been developed for the current filing year, would not have to be re-written.

In summary, | feel strongly that this legislation is unnecessary since we put
forth maximum effort to issue refunds to taxpayers as soon as possible and
there seems to be little justification to add another provision to the taxing
statutes which would have little effective impact on the administration of the
lav/

GLI/bjm

Attachment
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Introduced: 2/16/76
Referred: Finance

BY MILLER, COLLETTA, CROFT, FERGUSON

IN THE SENATE HUBER, RAY AND ZIEGLER

SENATE BILL No. 664

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to the making of reparations to the
taxpayer for late payment of tax refunds."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 43.20 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 43.20.215. REPARATION FOR LATE PAYMENT OF REFUNDS. Five
per cent shall be added to the tax refund for each 30-day period or
fraction of the period during which the department fails to issue a
refund to which a taxpayer is entitled under this title, unless it is
shown the failure is due to a reasonable cause and not wilful neglect.
The additional amount paid to a taxpayer under this section may not
exceed 25 per cent of the refund due. The department shall prescribe bj

regulation circumstances which constitute reasonable cause for purpose

of this section.

SB 664



Introduced: 2/16/76
Referred: Finance

BY MILLER, COLLETTA, CROFT, FERGUSON,
IN THE SENATE HDBER- RAY AND ZIEGLER

SENATE BILL NO. 66i<
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to the making of reparations to the
taxpayer for late payment of tax refunds."”
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 73.20 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 3.20. 215. REPARATION FOR LATE PAYMENT OF REFUNDS. Five
per cent shall be added to the tax refund for each 30-day period or
fraction of the period during which the department fails to issue a
refund to which a taxpayer is entitled under this title, unless it is
shown the failure is due to a reasonable cause and not wilful neglect.
The additional amount paid to a taxpayer under this section may not
exceed 25 per cent of the refund due. The department shall prescribe bj
regulation circumstances which constitute reasonable cause for purposes

of this section.



I, the undersigned, an employee of the State of Alaska, do hereby certify
that the microfilm images on this microform are accurate reproductions
of the original records of the State of Alaska as accumulated during the
regular course of business, and that it is the established policy and practice
of this State to microfilm its records and to dispose of the original records

after microfilm reproductions have been made.

Date



COMM I TTEE REPORT

2/23/76
SENATE
Mr. President: Date
The Committee on FINANCE has had A
relating to computation of service for judicial retirement
under consideration. A Majority of the members of the Committee

( Jrecommends it DO PASS
( Jrecommends it DO NOT PASS
( )recommends it DOPASS WITHATTACHED AMENDMENT (S)

( recommends it BEREPLACEDWITH CSFOR AND THAT

CS FOR DO PASS

() "and™ recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE

COMMITTEE
) reports it back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION

( )"other™

Members signing the Majority report:

Members NOT concurring 1in the Majority report:

recommend s :

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends :

Chairman



COMMITTEE REPORT

**Finance
Mr. President: Date ihoC
The Comm ittee on Judiciary has had SB 668
relating to computation of service for judicial betirement
under consideration. A Maj or ity of the members of the Committee
recommends it DO PASS

() recommends it DO NOT PASS
() recommends it DO PASS WITH ATTACHED AMENDMENT(S)

() recommends it BEREPLACED WITH CSFOR AND THAT

CS FOR DO PASS

() "and" recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE

COMMITTEE
() reports it back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION
() "other"

Members signing the Majority report:

Mendaers NOT concurring in the Majority vreport:
J < recommend s /y 0]
recommend s
recommen ds
recommend s

recommend s

Ilﬂ Chairman



Introduced: 2/16/76
Referred: Judiciary and

Finance
e e~V V> ALV - e = TR - 3
IN THE SENATE BY HOHMAN
SENATE BILL NO. 668
— -5
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to computation of service for Judicial

retirement.”
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 22.25.010(f) Is amended to read:
(f) In the computation of service for retirement under secs. 10 -
70 of this chapter, the time served by a justice or judge of any court
is added to the time served by him, if any, on any other court. All
service rendered by a justice or Judge, Including service as a deputy
magistrate, before the effective date of secs. 10 - 70 of this chapter

shall be Included in the computation.

i
2%
i

*  COMMITTEE COPY -1- SB 668
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DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION

DIMSICON OF RETIRAVENT i BENEATS PUBLIC BVPLOYEES & /  POUCH CR-JUNEAU 98811
TEACHERS RETIRBVENT SYSTEVE, HEALTH INSLRANCE CHFERRED PHONE (907) 4654410
COVPENSATION, BOVERNVENT SOOAL SEORTY PRCERAM

March 16, 1976

The Honorable Bill Ray
Chairman

Senate finance Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Ray:

I have been requested by Jim Fennel of your office to provide you with a
fiscal note for Senate Bill #668. This amendment effects the non-contri—
butory Judicial Retirement System which as you know is not currently a
funded system. Therefore, passage of tils legislation would not have any
imnediate fiscal inpact. It is my understanding that the purpose of this
bill is to allow one individual who is a judge to receive service credit
for that period of time served as a Deputy Magistrate just prior to the
time the position was converted to that of a judge. Any costs involved
with this legislation will occur at the time the individual is appointed
to retirement and the increased cost will be in the form of an increase in
the appropriation requested by the court system to fund that individual®s
benefits frcm that point forward.

If any additional information is needed on this matter 1 would appreciate
hearing frcm you.

Sincerely,

Division of Retirement & Benefits

RSG/jb

NOTE: PLEASE INCLUDE YOUR SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER IN ALL CORRESPONDENCE i REQUESTS



The Honorable Bill Ray
Chairman

Senate Finance Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Ray:

I have been requested by Jim Fennel of your office to provide you with a
fiscal note for Senate Bill *1668. This amendment effects the non-contri—
butory Judicial Retirement System which as you know is not currently a
funded system. Therefore, passage of this legislation would not have any
immediate fiscal impact. It is my understanding that the purpose of this
bill is to allow one individual who is a judge to receive service credit
for that period of time served as a Deputy Magistrate just prior to the
time the position was converted to that of a judge. Any costs involved
with this legislation will occur at the time the individual is appointed
to retirement and the increased cost will be in the form of an.increase in
the appropriation requested by the court system to fund that individual®s
benefits from that point forward.

If any additional information is needed on this matter 1 would appreciate
hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Robert S. Gates, Diré&ctor
eDivision of Retirement & Benefits

RSG/jb

HOE, PLEASE INCLLDE YOR SOOAL SEQURITY NUVBER IN ALL CCRRESFONCENCE |- REQUESTS
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Introduced: 2/16/76
Referred: Judiciary and
Finance

IN THE SENATE BY HOHMAN
SENATE BILL NO. 668
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to computation ox" service for judicial
retirement.”
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 22.25.010(f) 1is amended to read:
(f) In the computation of service for retirement under secs. 10 -
70 of this chapter, the time served by a justice or judge of any court
is added to the time served by him, if any, on any other court. All
service rendered by a justice or judge, Including service as a deputy
magistrate, before the effective date of secs. 10 - 70 of this chapter

shall be Included in the computation.

- SB 668



FISCAL NOTE

Second Session - Ninth Legislature
REQUEST
Dill No._HCS for S.B. 670
Title: Number of Superior Court Judges
Requested by: Legislative Finance Date:
Return Date Requested:
Agency: Alaska Court System Programz

FISCAL DETAIL
Budget Request Unit(s) Affected: Alaska Court System

A.  EXPENDITURES:" (Thousands of dollars)

0BJECT FY 76 FY 77 FY 78 FY 79 FY 80 FY 81
100 PERSONAL SERVICES 95.9 ..9.59 95.9 95.9
200 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL 2.0 2.0 2..0L 2.0 2.0
400 COMMODITIES 1.0 1.0 1..0 1.0 1.0
686 EQUIPMENT 37.¢C o
LAND & STRUCTURES 520
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC.
TOTAL
187.9 98.9 98.9 98.9 98.9
B. FUNDING: (Thousands of dollars)
GENERAL FUND 187.9 98.9 98.9 98.9 98.9
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
C. POSITIONS:
PERMANENT/TEMPORARY / 13 / 13 4 1Lz . 1.3/ 3/
MAN MONTHS (P./T.) / 1. / 1 7/ 1 /...~ /
I11. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section I1II)
House Committee Substitute for Senate Eill 670 increases the number of
Superior Court judges in the state by two. The Superior Court judge
position in Sitka will replace the existing District Court Judge
position there. Therefore, the additional cost of this judgeship 1is
the difference between the salary of Superior and District Court
judges, or $7,500/year.
The Superior Court judge position in Fairbanks is a new position and
will require the creation of three new permanent positions - judge,
secretary, and in-court clerk. The total personnel services cost
of these positions is $88,400/year. These new positions will need
(see attached page)
IV. ATTACHMENTS
V. DATE: PREPARED BY
Original: Legislative Finance
cc: Budget and Management

H/S 50

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)



FISCAL NOTE

HCS for S.B. 670

furniture, 1including desks, chairs, typewriters, bookcases,
filing cabinets, and other office equipment. The one-time
cost of this equipment is $8,000. Also, an additional $1,000/
year for commodities and $2,000/year for contractual expenses
(phone, postage, equipment rental, etc.) will be needed in
support of the 3 new positions.

The additional Superior Court judge will need a new courtroom if
he is to be used most effectively. Since the Fairbanks court
building is being remodeled at the present time, an additional
Superior Court courtroom can be included at a minimum of expense.
The major expense items will be the construction of a judge's
tench, witness box, 1in-court clerk area and jury box, plus
electrical and ventilation changes and carpeting, all of which
would cost approximately $52,000. In addition to these structual
changes or additions, the courtroom must be equipped with spectator
seating, jury seating, counsel tables and chairs, and recording
equipment. This equipment expense will total $29,000. The
remodeling and equipment expense items are one-time costs and do
not increase the ongoing operational cost of the facility.



LETTER OF LEGISLATIVE [INTENT

Re: Senate B ill 670— relating to the number of superior court judges

The captioned bill would increase the number of superior court
judges in our state from 17 to 18. Four of those judges, rather
than 3, will be assigned t'o the First Judicial District.

We are advised by the Supreme Court that if the legislation be—
comes lav;, the new superior court judge will be stationed perm-—
anently in Sitka. We have been assured that no new judge will
be appointed to the district court bench 1in that city, although
a vacancy now exists which 1is being filled as of this date on a
temporary basis.

In other words, the district court judgeship will become vacant,
and the superior court judge will handle the case load of both
courts.

Respectfully submitted,

Senal
Chairman
Senate Judiciary Committee



MEMO February 195 1976

FROM SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
T0 SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
RE SB 670 - informal fiscal note

The Senate Judiciary committee™s letter of intent transmitted
herewith spells out the court®s game plan for the status of the
bench 1in Sitka.

The court estimates that the difference in annual salary between

a superior court judge and a district court judge amounts to just
about $7000. If we have a superior court judge stationed permanently
in Sitka, approximately $7500 a year will be saved in travel expense

Therefore, the total approximate cost of upgrading the position
will amount to some $2500.

It is impossible, of course, to place a dollar amount on the
value of the increased convenience to Sitka residents, who quite
frequently find themselves without any judge.

We believe the benefits of the legislation will more than outweigh
the relatively small added cost.

RHZ/pkz



THE LEGISLATURE OP THE STATE OF ALASKA

FISCAL NOTE
Second Session - Ninth Legislature
I. REQUEST
Bill No. S.B. 670
Title: Number of Superior Court Judges
Requested by : Senate Finance Company Date : 2/20/76
Return Date Requested:
Agency: Alaska Court System Program:

I1. FISCAL DETAIL
Budget Request Unit(s) Affected: Alaska Court System

A. EXPENDITURES:® (Thousands of dollars)

0BJECT FY 76 FY 77 FY 78  FY 79 FY 80 FY 81
100 PERSONAL SERVICES 75 75 75 7.5 7 5
200  TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL
400 COMMODITIES
500 EQUIPMENT
600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC.

TOTAL
7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5

B. FUNDING: (Thousands of dollars)

GENERAL FUND 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER

C. POSITIONS:

PERMANENT/TEMPORARY / / / / / /
MAN MONTHS (P./T.) / / / / / /

1. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions,- Section 111)

Senate Bill 670 increases the number of Superior Court judges in the state frcm
seventeen to eighteen. The additional Superior Court judge will replace the
existing district court judges position in Sitka. Therefore, the only additional
funds required are the difference between the salary of Superior Court and District
Court judges.

1v. ATTAC " MENTS

V. DATE: 2/20/76 _PREPARED BY: Richard P. Rarripr.

Original: Legislative Finance
cc: Budget and Management
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

H/S 50



MEMO February 19> 1976

FROM SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
TO SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
RE SB 670 - Informal fiscal note

The Senate Judiciary committee ™ letter of intent transmitted
herewith spells out the court®"s game plan for the status of the
bench in Sitka.

The court estimates that the difference in annual salary between

a superior court judge and a district court judge amounts to just
about $7000. If we have a superior court judge stationed permanently
in Sitka, approximately $7500 a year will be saved 1in travel expenses.

Therefore, the total approximate cost of upgrading the position
will amount to some $2500.

It is impossible, of course, to place a dollar amount on the
value of the increased convenience to Sitka residents, who quite
frequently find themselves without any judge.

We believe the benefits of the legislation will more than outweigh
the relatively small added cost.

RHZ/pkz



LETTER OF LEGISLATIVE INTENT

Re: Senate Bill 670- relating to the number of superior court judges

The captioned bill v/ould increase the number of superior court
judges in our state from 17 to 13. Four of those judges, rather
than 3, will be assigned to the First Judicial District.

We are advised by the Supreme Court that if the legislation be—
comes law, the new superior court judge will be stationed perm—
anently 1in Sitka. We have been assured that no new judge will
be appointed to the district court bench 1in that city, although
a vacancy now exists which 1is being filled as of this date on a
temporary basis.

In other words, the district court judgeship will become vacant,
and the superior court judge will handle the case load of both
courts.

Respectfully submitted,

Chairman
Senate Judiciary Committee
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IN THE SENATE

Introduced: 2/17/76
Referred: Judiciary and
Finance

BY THE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
SENATE BILL NO. 670
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to the number of superior court

judges; and providing for an effective date."

IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

# Section 1. AS 22.10.120 is amended to read:

Sec. 22.10.120. NUMBER OF JUDGES. The superior court consists of
18 [173 judges, four [THREE] of whom shall be judges in the first judi—
cial district, one of whom shall be judge in the second judicial dis—
trict, ten of whom shall be judges in the third judicial district, and
three of whom shall be judges in the fourth judicial district. At the
time of submitting the names of nominees to the governor to fill a
vacancy on the superior court bench, the judicial council shall also

designate the district in which the appointee is to reside and serve.

* Sec. 2. This Act takes effect immediately in accordance with AS 01.10.

070(c).
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IN THE SENATE

SENATE BILL NO. 670
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to the number of superior court

judges; and providing for an effective date."

IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 22.10.120 is amended to read:

BY THE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE

Sec. 22.10.120. NUMBER OF JUDGES. The superior court consists of

18 [17] judges, four [THREE] of whom shall be judges in the first judi
cial district, one of whom shall be judge in the second judicial dis—
trict, ten of whom shall be judges in the third judicial district, and
three of whom shall be judges in the fourth judicial district. At the
time of submitting the names of nominees to the governor to fill a
vacancy on the superior court bench, the judicial council shall also

designate the district in which the appointee is to reside and serve.

* Sec. 2. This Act takes effect Immediately in accordance with AS 01.10.

070(c).

SB 670



The Committee on
relatiru; to the- N-XVAOEV oT superior court, judgas—
under consideration. A Major ity of the members of the Committee

QXX recommends it DO PASS
() recommends it DO NOT PASS
() recommends it DO PASS WITH ATTACHED AMENDMENT (S)

) recommends it BEREPLACED WITH CSFOR AND THAT

CS FOR DO PASS

) "and" recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE

COMMITTEE
) reports it back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION
() "other™
Members signing the Majority report:

rtf /C/t J) .

Members NOT concurring in the Majority report:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommend s :

Chairman
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MEMO February 19} 1976

FROM SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
TO SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
RE SB 670 - informal fiscal note

The Senate Judiciary committee®s letter of intent transmitted
herewith spells out the court®s game plan for the status of the
bench 1in Sitka.

The court estimates that the difference 1in annual salary between
a superior court judge and a district court judge amounts to just
about $7000. If we have a superior court judge stationed permanently
in Sitka, approximately $*1500 a year will be saved in travel expenses.

Therefore, the total approximate cost of upgrading the position
will amount to some $250-0.

It is impossible, of course, to place a dollar amount on the
value of the increased convenience to Sitka residents, who quite
frequently find themselves without any judge.

We believe the benefits of the legislation will more than outweigh
the relatively small added cost.

RHZ/pkz



LETTER OF LEGISLATIVE INTENT

Re: Senate Bill ~70- relating to the number of superior court judges

The captioned bill v/ould increase the number of superior court
judges in our state from 17 to 13. Four of those judges, rather
than 3, will be assigned to the First Judicial District.

/e are advised by the. Supreme Court that if the legislation be—
comes law, the new superior court judge will be stationed perm—
anently 1in Sitka. We have been assured that no new judge will
be appointed to the district court bench 1in that city, although
a vacancy now exists which 1is being filled as of this date on a
temporary basis.

In other words, the district court judgeship will become vacant,
and the superior court judge will handle the case load of both
courts.

Respectfully submitted,

IVI1tv- £ o

Senator Robert~. Z~eglei  Sr.
Chairman
Senate Judiciary Committee
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Original sponsor: Judiciary Committee Offered: 5/10/76

Referred: Finance
| "IN THE SENATE BY THE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
2 HOUSE CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 670
3 IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
4 NINTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
> A BILL
6 For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to the number of superior court
/ Judges; and providing for an effective date."”

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

A\

- Section 1. AS 22.10.120 is amended to read:

10 Sec. 22.10.120. NUMBER OF JUDGES. The superior court consists of
1 19 [17] judges, four [THREE] of whom shall be judges in the first judi—
L cial district, one of whom shall be judge in the second judicial dis—
B trict, ten of whom shall be judges in the third judicial district, and
H four [THREE] of whom shall be judges in the fourth Judicial district.
h At the time of submitting the names cf nominees to the governor to fill
i a vacancy on the superior court bench, the judicial council shall also
designate the district in which the appointee is to reside arid serve.
s Sec. 2. This Act takes effect immediately in accoi"dance with AS 01.10.-
070(c) .

2
2
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29
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Introduced: 2/17/76

Referred: Judiciary and
Finance
IN THE SENATE BY THE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE

SENATE BILL NO. 670
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to the number of superior court
judges; and providing for an effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 22.10.120 is amended to read:
Sec. 22.10.120. NUMBER OF JUDGES. The superior court consists of
18 [17] judges, four [THREE] of whom shall be judges in the first judi—
cial district, one of whom shall be judge in the second judicial dis—
trict, ten of whom shall be judges in the third judicial district, and
three of whom shall be judges in the fourth judicial district. At the
time of submitting the names of nominees to the governor to fill a
vacancy on the superior court bench, the judicial council shall also
designate the district in which the appointee is to reside and serve.
* Sec. 2. This Act takes effect immediately in accordance with AS 01.10.-

070(c).

SB 670
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To: SENATE BILL No. 534

HOUSE BILL No.

Page: 25 *jj2c Line: 25

delete all material beginning with "If" and ending with XXXXXXXXX
"litigation.”™ on page 26, line 15
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1The Legislature of the State of Alaska
FISCAL NOTE

Second Session - Ninth Legislature

REQUEST
bhi wo. *y-
Titlo: An~Act relating Natural Disasters
Requested bv: Governor's Office Date January Ib,1"97U
Return Date Requested .
Agency: Program: .

TAIL.. No fiscal impact. See Analysis

Edggégjﬁgquest Unit(s) Affected.
A. expenditures: (Thousands of dollars)

OBJECT FY 76 FY 77 Fy 78 FY 79 1 FY 80 T 81
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
COMMODITIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES .
ORANTS, CLAIMS, ETC.

TOTAL

B. FUNDING: (Thousands of dollars)

GENERAL FUND i

FEDERAL FUNDS L

OTHER i
POSITIONS:

PERMANENT/TEMPORARY / 1/ / / /_

MAN MONTHS (P./T.) / 1 . J / -

ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section I11)

See Attachment

ATTACHMENTS

DATE- JanuarY 16> 1976 PREPARED BY: Terry J. Nidiffer

Deputy Director
Alaska Disaster Office



I11. Analysis

The Alaska Disaster Act is proposed to provide a sound legal base
and a compendium of provisions which can be employed to meet the growing
impact of disaster.

Current State statutes dealing with disasters were enacted during the

early days of statehood. At thah"time, the primary motivation was to
provide the basis for preparation and response to military attack, espe—
cially involving nuclear weapons. It was thought that governmental action
in connection with any kind cf catastrophe has common elements. Accordingly,
these earlier statutes have been broadened in interpretation to make them
more applicable to circumstances caused by floods, earthquakes, conflagra—
tions, and other disruptions of a natural or man-made kind. Within limits,
these statutes have proved useful in meeting disaster situations. However,
it has become clear that provisions thought useful in a civil defense
context are not always suited to meeting all disaster problems and respon—
sibilities. Also, the vulnerability to disaster is steadily increasing
commensurate with population and economic growth of the State..

At present, much of the Governor 3 authority to act in a wide variety of
disaster situations is regarded as inherent in his capacity as head of the
Executive branch of the State government. It is, therefore, considered
appropriate that the Governor be specifically identified as the responsible
official with paramount power to direct the overall disaster program and to
assume command of disaster response and relief forces in time of emergency.
This act makes this identification and provides procedures for the orderly
administration of the disaster program.

The enactment of the Alaska Disaster Act per se will not result in an
increase in expenditures above the level of funding now authorized for
disaster preparedness and operations as currently administered by the
Alaska Disaster Office. The Alaska Division of Emergency Services to be
created by this Act shall supersede the Alaska Disaster Office and shall
carry out the disaster functions of the Act within the resources, facili—
ties, manpower, and funding now authorized and/or available to the Alaska
Disaster Office.

In summary, the experience of the past decade has shown many inadequacies
in State statutes and measures originally enacted to cope with disaster.
In order to deal more directly with the problems of nonmilitary disasters,
While not excluding civil defense, this Act is proposed for enactment

to meet the rising natural disaster threat.



rJAN 16 1976

The Honorable Chancy Croft
President of the Senate
Alaska State Legislature
Juneau, Alaska 99311

Dear Mr. President:

In accordance with 7iS 24.30.0G60(b) and the Uniform Rules

of the Alaska State Legislature, 1 am transmitting a bill-
relating to disaster relief. The bill 1is based on and is
substantially similar to the "Example State Disaster Act of
1972," prepared by the Disaster Project of the Council of
State Governments under contract with the Office of
Emergency Preparedness, Executive Office of the President.

Whatever the need for comprehensive State disaster legisla—
tion may have been in the past, the need ha3 bean substan-—
tially increased by the passage of the federal "Disaster
Relief Act Amendments of 1974," P._.L. 93-233. Hot only 1is
the purpose of that Act to increase State participation and
responsibility in the area of disaster relief, but various
typac of assistance available to states under the Act are
contingent upon the adoption of a disaster program by a
requesting state.

For e::a;?.pla, section 201(c) of the new federal disaster law
provides for the granting of 9250,000 to assist a state 1in
the development of disaster preparedness and response plans
and programs, but requires that an agency be selected to
administer the disaster program and that a State Disaster
Plan be submitted to the President in order to qualify for
the grant.

AS 26.23.020, as proposed in the attached bill, would
establish the responsibility of the governor 1in disaster
situations and delineate the powers to be available to him.
As a part of these powers, subsection (g)(1) of AS 26.23.020
grants to the governor the authority to suspend any regula—
tory statute, order, or regulation of a State agency which
adversely affects the State®"s ability to respond to a
disaster emergency. The provision recognizes that in an
emergency situation, time constraints may not allow the
State to comply with regulatory procedures and still

respond effectively to a disaster emergency.



Proposed AS 26.23.030 v/ould legislatively establish the
Alaska Division of Emergency Services. This division would
replace the present Alaska Disaster Office, an office which
presently exists only by administrative order. If the
attached bill is passed, that administrative order will be
rescinded. Proposed AS 26.23.040 delineates the duties and
powers of the Alaska Division of Emergency Services. Central
to the duties of the division are the establishment of a
State disaster plan and .the coordination and development of
local and regional disaster plans required by the federal
and proposed State disaster laws.

The funding of disaster relief efforts is addressed 1in

AS 26.23.050. This proposal establishes the sources of
funds for disaster relief efforts in order of their priority.
In addition to the funds appropriated to the agencies re—
sponding to a disaster and those available in the Disaster
Reliesf Fund, the governor 1is granted the authority to
transfer and expend money appropriated for other purposes.
This provision takes precedence over AS 37.07.030(e) which
presently prohibits the interagency transfer of funds. In
addition, section 50 permits the governor to borrow neces—
sary funds from any source for the purpose of "natural
disasters”™ -- a phrase used in Article IX, Section 0 of the
Alaska Constitution (which allows borrowing without rati-
fioation"by the voters for natural disasters).

Proposed AS 26.23.080 to 26.23.110 are self-explanatory, are
directly keyed to specific provisions of the federal
Disaster Relief Act Amendments of 1974, and have been
recommended by the Council of State Government®"s Disaster
Project as supplements to the original Example State
Discister Act of 1972.

Proposed AS 26.23.130 v/ould enact into lav/ the Interstate
Civil Defense and Disaster Compact. This compact addresses
both military and non-military disasters. The compact
establishes the legal basi3 for intcrst/ito cooperation .in
the area of disaster assistance, provides for the limitation
of liability of, and the granting cf compensation to,
assisting states, and provides the foundation for the coor —
dination of interstate disaster plans and procedures. It
lias been adopted by approximately 14 states so far, although
some states have limited its application to bordering states
only. The compact and the remainder of Section 3 of the
bill are to bo administered by the Department of Military
Affairs.

Related to the financing of disaster efforts, are the
proposed amendments to AS 44.19.171(b) and AS 44.19.171(c),
found in Section 4 and Section 5 of the bill. These two



amendments would increase the amount of money which the
governor may spend for disaster prevention or relief without
additional legislative authorization, from $500,000 and
$250,000 to $1,000,000 and $500,000, respectively.

The civil defense statute (AS 26.20) and the Disaster Relief
Fund statute (73 44.19.171, et: seq.) are presently the only
laws of Alaska addressing the issue of disaster prevention,
preparedness, response and recovery. The former of these
lav/s is primarily concerned with military or para-military
disaster, though it could be interpreted to extend to non-—

military disasters. Use of the Disaster Relief Fund 1is
presently limited to "natural™ disasters, and then only to
provide limited funds in certain situations. In an effort

to delineate precisely to which situations the civil defense
statute applies and those to which the Disaster Relief Act
would apply, the term "disaster,”™ as used in the proposed
disaster 7*ct, has been defined to include only those disas—
ters resulting from natural or non-military, man-made causes
(AS 26.23.900(1).) In addition, Section 2 of the proposed
Act would make an amendment to AS 26.20.010 (a) which v/ould
have the effect of limiting the coverage of the civil

defense statute to military or para-military situations only.

Because of the expansive grant of authority provided for in
the civil defense statute and the proposed Alaska Disaster
Relief Act, it is suggested that the scope of these parti—
cular statutes be made as explicit as possible. The Inter —
state Civil Defense and Disaster Compact, however, 1is to be
applicable to both military and non-military disasters.

Sections 6 through 10 of the proposed Act offer amendments
to AS 44.19.171, et seq., which v/ould delete the word

"natural” wherever it appears in that statute. These amend—
ments are suggested as a result of problems such as those
encountered during the Bristol Bay Disaster of 1974. Much

discussion occurred at that time as to whether the Bristol
Bay disaster was a "natural"™ disaster or a disaster result—
ing from man-made causes. Because of these discussions,
valuable time was lost in responding to the needs of the
people of the area.

In accordance with Rule 40(e) of the Uniform Rules of the
/ilaska State Legislature, Section 11 states the change 1in
the Alaska Rules of Civil Procedure which v/ould result from
the proposed Act.



Article 7 of the proposed Interstate Civil
Disaster Compact (AS 26.23.130)
adopting the compact provide for injury and death compen—
sation for its civil defense forces rendering assistance
under the compact outside of their home state. Therefore,
Section 1 proposes that Alaska civil defense and disaster
forces, engaged in activities outside of Alaska in
accordance with the compact, be considered "state employees"”
for purposes of Alaska®™s workmen®s compensation lav;.

Defense and
requires that each state

Sincerely,

Jay S . Hammond
Governor
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19 May 1975

llie Honorable B ill Ray.

- State Senatar

Pouch "'V
Juneau, Alaska 99SD1

Dear Senator? ftay:

Thank you for your inquiry”regarding Senate Ccwaiittee Substitute for
IB 195. The BspaFiracmt o O fii eary Affairs non-eoficurs la the provisions
of Sections 3"thfSr77"\SCShB 195 which basically adds tfo? provisions of .
H3 434 and/pr H8 484 The Department ha& aSeady indicated
concurrence®witn-tne qify> provisions of H5 T9..as outlined in Sections

l and 2 dealing with Active Duty Training._

.There"are .a number of reasons why this Department 'opposes'- the amended,

provisions (Sec 3-7). These reasons are based on fundamental principles
of governmental and military management. The military doctrines especially,
have proven themselves to be inviolate over centuries of experience in war

and peace. . Cae Hh "}'mm ' '

[t must be' remembered that each State's M ilitia in order 10 be an effective
and viable’national reserve.force must .recognize and impleibont the same
military principles found to -be applicable in Cur natlonrS»regular military
forces. A slight degree of variance in operations fiffOng the severe] states
may. exist but you will. find a common.unity oh the fundamentals. oo

SCSIiB 195 violates a nunvber of. these.fundamentals:

1. Sec 6 (c), SCSiB contain the provisions that the “Department of
Military Affairs shall he organized along civilian lines to. the maximum

extent possible™, e



" This provision slaps in the face of the reality that, by Its very nature,
this' Sepaftment is tie“essarily- a ipilitary organisatlon./ Such a provision

. 'reverses the evolution of bur nation's military defense posture which right

'no* plaees 462 of the U-S; Army Combat elements' and 73£ of the U.S. Air

i

» «force Wrospace Defense Command into the-.National Guard and Reserve structure. -
Even “re/critically, 20% or Alaska"s resident military defense force is rights

now in"tfce Alaska National Guard, to Include the only.nvschaoized land combat

+vmelement ia thb Theater. . Do we really want this force to te-commanded in
peacetiW.by a headquarters which is.."organized alono the civilian lines"?
. It can only foTlow that our assigned combat units will informally follow
suit to the detr-imapt of our readiness posture. + V \ A--. "V;"
m - LI ““v. oL o- v -

. .z/'Ssc 6 (a)j."SCSHB.y05-entatas the provision that appointees to the
S.posts of Assistant Adjutant General may not o employees of the Department
> of Military Affairs.» Singly, this provision.is discriminatory, . Good men

and women are fouad in both cur part-time and full-ttme ranks. : To create
d law which eliminates one category of personnel .from the opportunity of .
eventual pionxitipn into the highest .Riahager®nt levels of the Department
violates every proven principle of successful perSGosel management in the
military, in government aW in industry. It would be akin to stating thert
no legislator could ever nave been an employee of the .legislature prior
mto election, or a Governor, a legislator, etc.. It sinply 1s not;rigbt.
A . * -
) 3..Tito provision calling-far tits Assistant Adjutant Generals .to have
« five (5) years erf Alaska .Guard service and field grade commission (Sec
6 (a), SCSHS 195) 71s la .gco.d and rtoccssary one to provide continuity of
argamizatigniiT commandand*GjteratipnS while al towing for-replacement of

Adjutants General;; ,.But tnis® previslurt Is already ccrrtainsd .In AS 76.05.180

(a).: The provision calling for the same standards- to apply to the.Adjutant
General (Sec 4, AS 26.05.150) is overly restrictive” to the freedom that the

J
~

f.

Commander-In-Chief, the Governor, must-have: to carry out his responsibilities 2

for public protection, Ua other military cOiisiiander nor Departmental head
to the b~st of n\y kntrwledyd, h$s such, restrictions placed upon appointment,

4- Soc 4 (d) SCSHB 195. contains tho provision that, “the Adjutant General

upon appointments .must have completed the Conrrand and General Staff Course
or Its equivalent and one of the war colleges™, which ag&lh is-an overly
restrictive cla-use even in' comparison to' our nation's reyuTar forces
appointment requirements. All officers 1n the grade of Colonel in the, *
National Gaurd sq's't.already have completed the Command aod General Staff
Course or its equivalent arid for promotion tp lieutenant Colonel and above

. must have received approval by Congress. Our Regular forces do not require,

t

7

I
1



one of the war colleges as on additional school for promotion into C*m
the general officers, ranks;.' As it now. stands, all Colonels, irithe-
Alaska National Guard, and a majority of Lieutenant Colonels and even
some.Majors could meet the minurcuro requirement for Command and' General *
Staff completions. But only five individualsr ; . -

. e, | b / . m - L od - - "e e q.. , °
V e .cOL Harry-Aase, (retired AKARNG-Juneau"®™ e°¢ =
; . " COL Edward.Pagano (Colorado.) - > . . .

m [ TC Robert Oupere (Alaska Awny Guard-juneeu) -
Mr, Robert Steele* (Formerly- Brigadier General Steele,h \
C. %, Asst, AG-Aniyi-now retired); «. = ...

T " < 7”71 COL Clayton Hooro (Alaska AmGuard”~Anthorasq) =, "

would be 'eligible for appointment fwo the uItlmate position of Adjutant +*
General shayld-this law be passed, . . VAR

5. Sec 5. SC$HB i9a'contains detailed: provision's regarding a National .=
Guard Advisory Board, to establish a ntfhv/~rfbtfstinp of three:officersfrm
which the Governor must select. Even as desirable as It..nay appear to certain:
individuals sincerely-seeking new methods. fa provide greater checks and
balances in our system,“no military organization or. operation can be..-
cc.nductsd by cormilttee,. and this Includes even f.its proposal. -H61 even
our founding father®s tampered with the direct lino of corrffand from the
Conihander-in-Cl*tief* to the. Rif.1l tary-forces;: ".Freedom of selection must -
be fully provided to the highest elected official responsible- to the
electorate, the Governor as- Conzi>inder*-in-Chjefln order not to. violate
one of the nwst fundamental principles ofjnrlijtary operationsy Unity of.
Command. Provisions for advice from "copiftl-ttees” "to .the" Gdveroor nsay.be
established without question, but this"proposal calls for the mandate
that. “the Adjutant General shall be appointed from a list"”. Sec 1, (e). =

% * ° - e _ - &

6. Sec 5 (2), SCSHB 195' contains the provision' that "member=pf the V-
Advisory®" Board-sbhyg.T..1"=80.;ire?rfeers of the Alaska National Guard Association,7 "
‘Inc, (ANGA), surely a discriminatory provision, if there ever was pnei® This
Organization is not to'be-confused with the Alos'’ka National Guard'Officer’s?
Association (AhGOA)j- the traditional professional association of AKNG m
Officers, but is a separate splinter group forced, you might say, out of
the older ANGQA body .in the past year or so. Never-has the older ANGOA
asked for a dictating: position in selection of the Adjutant General and
never will, it propose to do so in the realization of the proper:role of a
professional association in the affairs of the Alaska National Guard.

In summary, this proposal though ho doubt submitted with a sincere and
positive heart by the. proponents w ill cause, a definite negative impact on
the Alaska National Guard and the State of Alaska* it is contradictory to -

many worthwhile principles of. military organization, and. would definitely
place Alaska at an extreme variance with the other states under the p>»rolla

of the National Guard Bureau in the Pentagon.. ka must remember that the.
Alaska Guard's funding ratio is in the order of $92 federal to $8 state



with a $20 million® federal dollar frpactthrpuglmit; Alaska...He cannot
ieanardizc- this very favorable budgetary ratio and our Tuturc expansion
prograrn which will result in future, pillions of federal,dollars ror Ala.ka

in the years, ahead.:- Il.sincerely feel that this proposed bl.1l1 will ace Alaska,
in a vary unfavorable competitive positicrr for ensbursenfent of tiic fertral =
defense dollar. " I have no .choice but to strongly oppose adoption of

this SCSHB 195.. fe v oo

tF1 NECFtA"SGte .j wv.
.fej Gen»./& AHG ..

The Adjutant General ™.
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THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FISCAL MOTE

Second Session - Ninth Legislature

REQUEST ®mf"/A,".-WSL- PC.

Bill No. UCM for s.B. A7Q

Title: .hujlL ejc_af_£.u>2Si;Lor*HoniLt_J_ad;:as-—————-
Requested by: legislative Fin.incp Date:
Return Date Requested:

Agency : Alnel»” Pmirf* Cl'cfrtn Proft, rElill.

FISCAL DETAIL

Budget Request Unit(s) Affected: Alaska Court System
A. EXPENDITURES:* (Thousands of dollars)

OBJECT FY 77/ FYy 78 FY 79 FY 0O FY 81
PERSONAL SERVICES /'t 95.97 95.9 95.9 95.9 95.9
TRAVEL /

CONTRACTUAL J v 2/0 2.0 2-.0. 20 2 11
COMMODITIES m / \ iFo 1.0 1.0 i o 1.0
EQUIPMENT / o

LAND £ STRUCTURES /

GRANTS. CLAIMS, ETC. /

/\
TOTAL
I1i'o /106 .\> 98.9 98.9 98.9 98.9

B. FUNDING: (Thousands of dollars)

GENERAL FUND HZ. 0 98.9 98.9 98 , 9 iEL.il
FEDERAL FUNDS B

OTHER -—

C. POSITIONS:
* PEHtSANENT/TEMPORARY / 3/ 3 13/ . 37 3/
MAN MONTHS (?./T.) / / / 1/ / ) 7
ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section [I11)
House Committee* Substitute for Senate P.ill 670 increases the number
of Superior Court judges in the state by two. The Superior Court
judge position .in Sitka will replace the existing District Court
judge position there. Therefore, the additional cost of this judge-

ship is the difference between the salary of Superior and District
Court judges, or $7,500/year.

The Superior Court judge position in Fairbanks is a naw position
and will require the creation of three new permanent positions
judge, secretary, and in-court clerk. The total personnel services
cost of these positions is $80,400/year. Those new positions will
need furniture, including desks, chairs, typewriters, bookcases,
ATTACHMENTS (sec attached page)

DATE: Pi IT ARK!.: BY

Original: J.cgis Lv. "vc Finance

CC:

Budget Managcrac-rd
Prime Sponsor (First Legislate:" Named)

A 50



THE LEGISLATURE OP THE STATE OP ALASKA
FISCAL NOTE

Second Session - Ninth Legislature

REQUEST

Bill No- HCS for S.B. 670 (Finance)
Title: Number of Superior Court Judges
Requested by: Legislative Finance Date: _
Return Date Requested:
Agency:Alaska Court Systenm Program:

FISCAL DETAIL
Budget Request Unit(s) Affected:

A. EXPENDITURES: * (Thousands of dollars)

OBJECT FY 76 FY 77 FYy 78 FY 79 FY 80 Fy 81
100 PERSONAL SERVICES 103.4 103. 4 103.4 103.4 103.4
200 TRAVEL (4.3) (4.3) (4.3) (4.3) (4.3)
300 CONTRACTUAL 30 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
400 COMMODITIES 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9
500 EQUIPMENT 8.0
600  LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC.
TOTAL
112.0 104.0 104.0 104.0 104.0
B. FUNDING: (Thousands of dollars)
GENERAL FUND 112.0 104.0 104. 0 104.0 . 104.0.
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
C. POSITIONS:
PERMANENT/TEMPORARY / 3 7/ 3/ 3/ 3/ 3/
MAN MONTHS (P./T.) A / / / / /
I11. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section 111)
House Committee Substitute for Senate Bill 670 increases the number
of Superior Court judges in the state by three. The Superior Court
judge position in Sitka will replace the existingDistrict Court
judge position there. Therefore, the additional cost of this judge—
ship is the difference between the salary of Superior and District
Court judges, or $7,500/year.
The judgeship in Bethel will replace the existingDistrict Court
Judge position there. The additional salary requirements is $7,500/yr.
By placing a Superior Court Judge 1in Bethel, the Court System will
save approximately $4,300 in travel previously 1incurred by Superior
Court Judges traveling from Anchorage to Bethel to serve the Bethel
Service Area. (see attached page)
IV. ATTACHMENTS
V. DATE: May 17, 1976 PREPARED BY:
Uchard P. Barrier
Original: Legislative Finance
cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

H/S 50



FISCAL NOTE (continued)

HCS for S.B. 670

The Superior Court judge position in Fairbanks is a new position
and will require the creation of three new permanent positions -
judge, secretary, and in-court clerk. The total personnel services
cost of these positions 1is $88,400/year. These new positions will
need furniture, 1including desks, chairs, typewriters, bookcases,
filing cabinets, and other office equipment. The one-time cost

of this equipment is $8,000. Also, an additional $1,900/year

for commodities and $3,000/year of contractual expenses (phone,
postage, equipment rental, etc.) will be needed in support of the

3 new positions.

For the immediate future the Fairbanks Court can absorb a fourth
Superior Court judge without adding a courtroonm. Since Fairbanks
is responsible for providing judicial coverage to Barrow and other
rural locations in the fourth district, one judge is frequently

on travel status. Also, vacation schedules and sick leave further
reduce the number of days when all four judges would be holding
court. When these days do occur, the Federal Court 1in Fairbanks

has agreed to the use of its courtroom for the trying of state cases.
In future capital planning for Fairbanks, four superior cou."t
courtrooms will be included. But for the present time, the court

can manage with the three existing courtrooms.
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ADMINISTRATIVE DIRECTOR 99501 >907) 274 .1

February 3, 1976

Honorable Robert H. Ziegler, Sr.
Chairman, Senate Judiciary Committee
Pouch V

Juneai, AK 99811

Re: Sitka Superior Court
Dear Senator Ziegler:

Recently the Alaska Court System requested the introduction of a
Bill to increase the number of Superior Court Judges in the First
Judicial District from three to four. The purpose of the legis—
lation is to authorize the appointment of a Superior Court Judge

to reside in Sitka in place of the District Court Judge now author—
ized.

As you know, the Supreme Court has asked the Judicial Council not

to proceed with the nomination process for filling the present va-—
cancy in the Sitka District Court. Rather than filling this vacancy,
the Supreme Court would like to leave unfilled the Sitka District

Court judgeship and instead obtain authorization from the Legislature
for the appointment of a Superior Court Judge for Sitka to handle

both Superior and District Court matters. After reviewing the relative
Superior Court and District Court workloads in Sitka, the Supreme .Court
came to the conclusion that upgrading the position from a District to

a Superior Court judgeship would result in much better utilization of
judicial manpower not only 1in Sitka, but throughout the First Judicial
District.

The Superior Court workload in Sitka is now three times that of the
District Court, based on case filings in Sitka and the present dispo—
sition rate in the First District for both Superior and District

Courts. Because of this workload, the Court System spent nearly
$4,500 in 1975 to send Superior Court Judges from Juneau and Ketchikan
to Sitka. In addition to the travel costs involved, these trips to

Sitka took the Juneau and Ketchikan Judges away from necessary duties
in those communities. We estimate that a Superior Court Judge residing
in Sitka could dispose of all Superior Court and District Court matters
and still have time remaining to provide additional services through—
out Southeast Alaska, as needed.



Honorable Robert H. Ziegler, Sr. - 2
February 3, 1976

Early in the tenure of Sitka®"s first Superior Court Judge.it be—
came evident that Juneau®"s Superior Court caseload was heavy enough
to require two Judges much of the time. Because Sitka then had a
resident District Court Judge, the Superior Court Judge did not need
to be there full time, but was able to handle Sitka®"s Superior Court
matters by traveling there about twice a month. This arrangement
resulted in an underutilization of the District Court Judge, and 1in
some inconvenience to Sitka litigants, whose Superior Court matters
could only be heard at designated times during the month.

We believe that judicial services to Sitka and the rest of Southeast
Alaska can be greatly improved with little extra cost by having a
single general jurisdiction Judge permanently assigned to Sitka.
Although our efforts toward developing a measure for the need for
additional Judges have not yet produced a method that is completely
accurate or satisfactory, our rough estimates indicate that if the
Superior Court in the First District is going to maintain the same
rate of dispositions per year that it achieved in 1974, it now re—
quires 3.8 Superior Court Judges. Throughout the State, the need for
inter-district judicial help is overwhelmingly greater for Superior
Court matters than for District Court matters. While the Court System
has had to utilize one of the Juneau Superior Court Judges fairly ex—
tensively to provide necessary service in other locations in the State,
it appears from our figures on First District workloads that if the
number of Superior Court Judges remains at three, this practice will
become less and less feasible as judicial business in the First Dis—
trict increases.

The difference in salary between a Superior Court Judge and a District
Court Judge is about $7,000. With Superior Court travel to Sitka
costing $4,500 per year, the cost of upgrading the position will be
only about $2,500. It 1s impossible, of course, to place a dollar
value upon increased convenience to Sitka residents, but we believe
that these benefits will more than outweigh the relatively small

added cost.

I would appreciate very much your attention to this matter. If you
would like additional information, please let me know.

Very truly yours,

Arthur H. Snowden, 11
Administrative Director

AHS/bd



MEMO February 19, 1976

FROM SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
TO SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
RE SB 670 - informal fiscal note

The Senate Judiciary committee ™ letter of intent transmitted
herewith spells out the court®s game plan for the status of the
bench in Sitka.

The court estimates that the difference in annual salary between
a superior court judge and a district court judge amounts to just
about $7000. If we have a superior court judge stationed permanently
in Sitka, approximately $7500 a year will be saved in travel expenses.

Therefore, the total approximate cost of upgrading the position
will amount to some $2500.

It is impossible, of course, to place a dollar amount on the
value of the increased convenience to Sitka residents, who quite
frequently find themselves without any judge.

We believe the benefits of the legislation will more than outweigh
the relatively small added cost.

RHZ/pkz



LETTER OF LEGISLATIVE INTENT

Re: Senate Bill 670- relating to the number of superior court judges

The captioned bill would increase the number of superior court
judges in our state from 17 to 18. Four of those judges, rather
than 3, will be assigned to the First .Judicial District.

We are advised by the Supreme Court that if the legislation be—
comes law, the new superior court judge will be stationed perm-—
anently in Sitka. We have been assured that no new judge will
be appointed to the district court bench in that city, although
a vacancy now exists which 1is being filled as of this date on a
temporary basis.

In other words, the district court judgeship will become vacant,
and the superior court judge will handle the case load of both
courts.

Respectfully submitted,

Senal
Chairman
Senate Judiciary Committee



THE LEGISLATORS OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FISCAL NOTE

Second Session - Ninth Legislature

l. REQUEST
Dill No. HCS for S.B. 67Q 1
Title: .Number of Sun.sxior_-(jOiir+_il.ud-'ias
Requested by : i.ogislative Finance Date
Return Date Requested:
Agency: atpci--, m.irt- svs'-m Program:

. FISCAL DETAIL

Budget Request Unit(s) Affected:_ Alaska Court System
A. EXPENDITURES:® (Thousands of dollars)
OBJECT ?2Y 76 FY 77 FY 78 FY 79 FY 50 FY 81

100 PERSONAL SERVICES 95.9 95.9 95.9 95.9 95.9

200 TRAVEL .

300 CONTRACTUAL 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

o

o COMMODITIES = Jl. o 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.n

500 EQUIPMENT B.d?

b0O LAND & STRUCTURES N

700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC.

' TOTAL
106. 9 98.9 98.9 98.9 98.9
B. FUNDING: (Thousands of dollars)
GENERAL FUND 106.9 98.9 98.9 <)8.1_? 98r 9
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
C. POSITIONS:
PERMANENT/TEMPORARY / 3/ .3/ 3/ 37/ 3/
MAN MONTHS (?./T.) 7 / / 1/ /

[ ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section [|11)
House Committee Substitute for Senate B ill 670 increases the number
of Superior Court judges in the state by two. The Superior Court
judge position in Sitka will replace the existing District Court
judge position there. Therefore, the additional cost of this judge-
ship is the difference between the salary of Superior and District

Court judges, or $7,500/year.

The Superior Court judge position in Fairbanks is a new position

and will require the creation of three new permanent positions
judge, secretary, and in-court clerk. The total personnel services
cost of these position:; is $38,400/year. These new positions will
need furniture, including desks, chairs, typewriters, bookcases,

V. ATTACHMENTS (see attached page)



FISCAL NOTE

HCS for S .13. 670

filing cabinets and other office equipment. The one-time cost
of this equipment is $8,000. Also, an additional $1,000/year
for commodities and $2,000/year of contractual expenses

(phone, postage, equipment rental, etc.) will be needed 1in
support of the 3 new positions.

For the immediate future the Fairbanks Court can absorb a
fourth Superior Court judge without adding a courtroom. Since
Fairbanks is responsible for providing judicial coverage to
Barrow and other rural locations in the fourth district, one
judge 1is frequently on travel status. Also, vacation schedules
and sick leave further reduce the number of days when all four-
judges would be holding court. When these days do occur, the
Federal Court in Fairbanks has agreed to the use of its courtroonm
for the trying of state cases. In future capital planning for
Fairbanks, four superior court courtrooms will be included.

But for the present time, the court can manage with the three
existing courtrooms.



AMENDMENT 4 1

Offered in the SENATE: By : state affairs.
To: SENATE BILL N0, s

HOUSE BILL No.

Page: Line:

I—

ir .
delete all material beginning with”establishing”™ and ending with
"Procedure™ on line 3



Offered

To:

Page:

in

AAMENDMENT

the SENATE:

25

delete all material
"litigation."

on page 26,

beginning
line 15

By : _ State.Affnirn-
SENATE BILL No, 534

HOUSE BILL No,

Line: 25

with "If" and ending with XXXXXXXXX



