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TESTIMONY BEFORE HOUSE STATE AFFAIRS COVMITTEE (1-21-93)

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 11 Vu/Zu >K
(Repeal of regulations by the legislature)

THIS JOINT RESOLUTION TS A PROPOSAL TO PLACE A CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT BEFORE

THE VOTERS OF THE STATE OF ALASKA ON THE 1994 GENERAL ELECTION BALLOT........

THE AMENDMENT WOULD PERMIT THELEGISLATURE TO TAKE ACTION ON REGULATIONS PROMULGATED
BY STATE AGENCIES THAT MAY NOT PROPERLY IMPLEMENT THE INTENT OF THE LAWS PASSED

BY THE LEGISLATURE..........

ANNULMENT OF REGULATIONS BY RESOLUTION WAS AUTHORIZED BY THE FIRST STATE LEGISLATURE
IN 1959; HOWEVER, IN 1980 THE ALASKA SUPPEME COURT RULED IN A 3-2 DECISION...........
THAT THE CONSTITUTION PERMITS THE LEGISLATURE TO ANNUL A REGULATION BY PASSING A
BILL. A BILL PASSED BY THE LEGISLATURE ANNULLING A REGULATION COULD BE VETOED

BY ThE GOVERNOR OR REPEALED BY REFERENDUM. A RESOLUTION ANNULLING A REGULATiuw

COULD NOT...........

ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION ANNULLING A REGULATION REQUIRES APPROVAL BY A MAIJORITY

VOTE OF THE MEMBERSHIP OF EACH BODY OF THE LEGISLATURE.........

WHILE MANY REGULATIONS DO CONFORM TO AND SUPPORT THE LAWS PASSED BY THE LEGISLATURE..
THERE ARE EVER INCREASING EVIDENCE THAT REGULATIONS WHICH ARE IMPOSED ON THE CITIZENS
OF THE STATE GO FAR BEYOND THE INTENT OF THE LAWS PASSED BY THE LEGISLATURE......... MANY
TIMES IGNORING THE LEGISLATIVE DIRECTIVE OR GOING BEYOND THE LIMITS OF WHATTHE

LEGISLATURE INTENDED...........

ONCE REGULATIONS GO INTO EFFECT THEY HAVE ALL THE FORCE OF LAW EVEN THOUGH

NO SINGLE PERSON, ELECTED BY THE VOTERS, HAS APPROVED THEM...........



TESTIMONY BEFORE HOUSE STATE AFFAIRS COMMTTEE (1-21-93)
PAGE TWO

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 11
(Repeal of regulations by the legislature)

I FIRMLY BELIEVE THAT THE FRAMERS OF OUR STATE CONSTITUTION NEVER INTENDED THAT

ANY GOVERNMENTAL BODY EXCEPT THE LEGISLATURE HAVE THE POWER TO MAKE LAWS

THE ALASKA CONSTITUTION PROVIDES A SYSTEM OF CHECKS AND BALANCES AMONG THE THREE
BRANCHES OF GOVERNMENT AND FURTHER PROVIDES THE PEOPLE OF ALASKA THEIR OAN CHECKS
AND BALANCES THROUGH THE VOTING BOOTH THE INITIATIVE PROCESS AND FINAL

AUTHORITY OVER AMENDMENTS TO THE CONSTITUTION...........

THE ONE AREA THAT IS NOT CURRENTLY ACCESSIBLE TO THE PEOPLE'S CHECKS AND BALANCES

IS THE VOLUME OF ADMINISTRATIVE REGULATIONS WHICH ARE PROPOSED BY THE STATE

AGENCIES IN THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT AND ARE WRITTEN BY THE
DEPARTMENT OF LAW REGULATIONS THAT AFFECT EVERY ASPECT OF THESE PEOPLE'S
LIVES YET THEY ARE POWERLESS TO CHANGE THEM..........

THIS MEASURE WOULD PROVIDE A REASONABLE AVENUE FOR ANNULMENI OF IMPROPER REGULATIONS

THIS PRfJOSAL WAS MOST RECENTLY BEFORE THE LAST LEGISLATURE IT PASSED THE

SENATE UNANIMOUSLY WAS REPORTED TUT OF BOTH HOUSE STATE AFFAIRS AND HOUSE

JUDICIARY COMMITTEES WITH UNANIMOUS "DO PASS" RECOMMENDATIONS: AND RECEIVED AN

ENDORSEMENT FROM THE JOINT HOUSE/SENATE COMMITTEE ON ADMINISTRATIVE REGULATION

REVIEW HOWEVER IT WAS LOST TO A HOUSE FLOOR VOTE JUST MINUTES BEFORE ADJOURNMENT
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WALTER J. HICKEL, GOVERNOR

REPLY TO:

HIEM'ABBTMEraT OF LAW o 1031 W4M AVENUE SUITE 200
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501-1994

PHONE: (907) 276-3550
OFFICE OF THEATTORNEY GENERAL FAX: (907) 276-3697

January 20, 1993 0 KEY BANK BUILDING
100 CUSHMAN ST. SUITE 400
FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99701-467=
PHONE: (907) 452-1568
FAX: (907) 456-1317

Hon. Al Vezey
Alaska House of Representatives IS PQ BOX K— STATE CAPITOL
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811-0300

P.O. Box V PHONE: (907) 465-3600
Juneau, AK 99801-1182 FAX: (907) 463-5295
P'ar Representative Vezey:

HJR 11 appears on this week's schedule for a hearing
before your committee on Thursday, January 21, 1993. This letter

is

to express the Department of Law's op; osition to that

resolution.

HJR 11 is a resolution to place before the voters for the

fourth time in 13 years an amendment to the Constitution of the

State of Alaska to allow repeal or annulment of regulations by
resolution of the legislature. If passed by the voters, the
amendment would create a new section 22 in A rticle Il of our state
constitution to allow the legislature, by joint resolution, to
repeal a regulation adopted by a state department or agency. The

resolution would not be subject to the review, and possible veto,
of the governor.

The Department of Law opposes the resolution for the

following reasons:

1. Under existing law, the legislature has substantial power
to guide or lim it the adoption of regulations. Initially, the
legislature can pass tight statutes that clearly define the
executive branch's rule-making authority. The Administrative
Procedure Act requires that a regulation must be consistent
with the statute. See AS 44.62.030. The Department of Law
makes a legal review for consistency before a regulation is
filed by the O ffice of the Lieutenant Governor. A fter an
executive-branch regulation 1is adopted, iif the legislature
believes that the regulation is not consistent with the
enabling statute, the legislature <can amend the statute to
clarify its intent. The current system provides the

legislature with the power to guide regulation formation.

2. Allowing the legislature to repeal a regulation by
resolution would mean a major change in the way law s
developed in this state. Regulations have the force of raw.
Repealing regulations changes law. Our constitution presently
grants the power to the legislature to change law by passing
a bill, which 1is then subject to the governor's review and



Hon. Al Vezey, House of Representatives January 20, 1993
State of Alaska Page 2
possible veto. Because the governor cannot veto a resolution,
allowing repeal of regulations by resolution would allow the
legislature to change law without that action being subject to
the governor's review. This is an important change in our
constitution's system of checks and balances between the
legislative and executive branches.
3. By repealing a regulation by resolution, the legislature
would not be providing policy guidance or direction that is
appropriate to the legislature’'s Jlaw-making function. In
other words, the resolution would tell the executive branch
that the regulation was unacceptable, but not what is
acceptable. The state agency would have to guess again and
spend state money to develop a new regulation, which might not
be on the "right track." By using a bill, the legislature
could change statutes to give clearer policy direction to the
executive branch.
4, The Administrative Procedure Act allows legislators, as
well as the general public, to comment on any new regulation
proposed. The executive branch considers comments in the
development of regulations. In this way, the legislature and
the public have input into the regulation-adoption process.
5. Finally, the voters of Alaska have voted down this type of
constitutional amendment three times in the last 13 years. We
assume that the public means what its votes have indicated,
and that the public prefers the status quo on checks and
balances in the development and enforcement of regulations.
If you have additional questions, please let me know.
Sincerely,
CHARLES E. COLE
ATTORNEY GENERAL
—S j
3y: a N- . me ‘
Deborah E. Behr
A ssistant Attorney General
DEB:cl
cc: Rep. Gail Phillips

Charles Cole
Bruce Botelho

Kris Lethin



MEMORANDUM

TO: Representative Al Vezey, Chairman
House State A ffairs Commit"

FROM: Representative Gail Phill:
SUBJECT: HIR 11 (repeal of regulations by the legislature)
DATE: January 19, 1993

It is my understanding that the House State A ffairs Committee has scheduled the

above referenced resolution for a hearing on Thursday, January 21. | have asked
my staff to prepare a packet for your committee files with a brief history of
past ballot propositions. I have attached this information under separate cover.

Additionally, a fiscal note has been requested from the Division of Elections.

As you are aware, this subject has been before the legislature before and has
appeared on the ballot several times. It is my desire that with a better campaign
presentation to the voters, we can see this constitutional amendment become

reality.

| appreciate your consideration of this issue.

GP/sgn
Attachment

Session: State Capital, luneau, Alaska (907) 465-2689 « Interim: P.O. Box 3304, Homer, Alaska 99603 (907) 235-2921
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Representative Gail Phillips
MEMORANDUM
TO: Representative Al Vezey, Chairman
House State A ffairs Committee
House State A ffairs Committee Members
FROM: Representative Gail Philli
SUBJECT: HJR 11 (repeal of regulation? "by the legislature)
DATE: January 19, 1993
Background

This proposal for an amendment to the Constitution of the State of Alaska, to
repeal regulations by the Legislature, has been placed on the ballot on three
previous occasions. Each time it failed to be approved by the voters. The
following chart and past proposition materials are attached for your files.

1980 1984 1986

58,808 91,174 65,176 Y eas

82,010 98,856 94,299 Nays

140,818 190,030 159,475 Total Proposition Votes
16% 4% 18% Failure Percentage

162,653 213,173 182,526 Total Votes Cast

258,742 305,262 292,274 Total Registered Voters
63% 70% 62% Voter Turnout

GF/sgn

Attachments

Session: State Capital luneau, Alaska (907) 465-2689 « Interim: DO Box 3304, Homer, Alaska 99603 (907) 235-2921



BALLOT MEASURE NO.

Constitutional Amendment

2

Legislative Annulment of Administrative Regulations
(1986 Legislative Resolve No. 60 HCS SJR 40 [Jud] am H)

BALLOT LANGLJAGE

(As it will appear on the November 4, 1986, General
Election Ballot)

This amendment of the Alaska Constitution
would permit the legislature to annul executive branch
regulations by passing a resolution that is not subject
to veto by the governor or repeal by referendum. The
annulment would become effective 30 days after pas- Hf.
sage by the legislature, unless the resolution sets a dif-
ferent date. The resolution must have three readings in
each house on separate days, except that it may be ad-
vanced from second to third reading on the same day
by a three-fourths vote of the house considering it.
The resolution must receive approval of a majority of m
the membership of each house. The yeas and nays on
final passage must be entered in the legislative
journals.

A vote “FOR" adopts
the amendment.

A vote “AGAINST"
rejects the amendment.

FORD

AGAINST O

VOTES CAST BY MEMBERS OF
THE 14TH ALASKA LEGISLATURE
ON FINAL PASSAGE

House:  Yeas 31
Nays 4
Absent or Not Voting « 5
Senate:  Yeas 17
Nays 0

Absent or Not Voting 3

32

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS
AGENCY SUMMARY

(HCS SJR 40 Oud) am H)

This proposal for a constitutional amendment
would allow the legislature to annul a regulation adoF
ted by a state department or agency by its adoption ¢
a concurrent resolution. Under the present provisions
of the constitution, the legislature may annul a regula
tion only by the enactment of a bill that is subject to
the veto of the governor; if the governor vetoes the
bill, the constitution now requires a two-thirds affirms
tive vote of the legislature assembled in joint session

. to override the veto.

If the legislature adopts a concurrent resolution to
annul a regulation under the authority proposed here,
the annulment would be effective thirty days after the
date the concurrent resolution is approved by both
houses unless the resolution specified a different date.
The concurrent resolution would not be subject to th«
veto of the governor. Adoption would require three
readings in each house on three separate days except
that it may be advanced from second to third reading
on the same day by the concurrence of three-fourths
of the membership of the house considering it. Adop-
tion would require approval by a majority vote of each
membership of each house. The vote on final passage
must be entered into the journal.

FULL TEXT OF PROPOSED
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

(This amendment would add the following section to
article 1l of the Alaska Constitution.) —

SECTION 22. ANNULMENT OF REGULA-
TIONS. The legislature by concurrent resolution may
annul a regulation adopted by a state dcDartment or
agency. The annulment of the regulation is effective
thirty days after the date the concurrent resolution is
approved by both houses unless the concurrent resolu-
tion specifies a different date. The concurrent resolu-
tion requires three readings in each house on three
separate days, except that it may be advanced from se-
cond to third reading on the same day by concurrence
of three-fourths of the house considering it, and ap-
proval by a majority vote of the membership of each
house. The yeas and nays oh final passage shall be
entered into the journal.
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STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF
BALLOT MEASURE NO. 2

The issue is basically simpler should bureaucrats or
the Legislature be the ultimate lawmaking authority?

All 60 members of the Legislature (40 House and 20
Senate) are elected by the people. They are all voted in-
to, and out of, office by individual voters. The Alaska
Consncurion says, “The legislative (ie., lawmaking) power
of the State is vested in a Legislature consisting of a Sen-
ate. ..and a House of Representatives.. The Legislature
proposes, considers, and enacts laws, known collectively
as the Alaska Statutes (if general and permanent) or as
the Session Laws of Alaska (if specific and temporary).

All bureaucrats who promulgate (ie., enact and en-
force) regulations (theoretically, to put laws into effect)
are in the Executive Branch, headed by the Governor.
3urcaucrats are not voted into office and thus cannot be
removed bv the people. Instead, bureaucrats are hired by
the Governor or by his/her appointees, and thus can
only be removed from office by the Governor or by
somebody answerable to him/her. However, the regu-
lations promulgated by the bureaucrats, known collec-
tively as the Alaska Administrative Code, have the force
of law and affect all of us, sometimes adversely.

What can be done about a law that's bad? It can be
repealed by the Legislature or, in some cases, by the peo-
ple directly via an initiative petition.

What about a regulation that's bad? It can only be
repealed by the bureaucrats who promulgated it, up to
and including the Governor. If the Legislature tries to re-
peal a regulation by passing a bill, the Governor will al-
most certainly (and always has, in the past) veto the bill
so that the bad regulation stays in full force and effect.

Now, if the Legislature had the power to repeal regu-
lations by passing a concurrent resolution (instead of a
bill), then the resolution could not be vetoed by the
Governor. Thus, the Legislature would be able to get rid
of bad regulations, which in effect it cannot do now.

Would this give the Legislature too much power? Not
hardly. Since the Legislature already has full power to
enact laws, why shouldn't it have full power to repeal all
laws, including regulations?

Why do Governors and bureaucrats oppose giving
the Legislature such regulatory repeal power? Because
Governors and their handpicked bureaucrats, which are
answerable only to the Governor (and cannot be re-
moved by the people, which can remove Legislators),
dont want, to lose the power they now have to promul-
gate and enforce any regulation they want.. It’s that simple.

If you feel that the Legislature should have the
power to repeal regulations via concurrent resolution (not
vetoable by the Governor), vote FOR the ballot measure.
If you feel that bureaucrats should be the ultimate law-
making authority, voce otherwise.

1recommend that you vote FOR. Only in this way
will we realistically be able to get rid of bad regulations.

Andre Marrou
State Representative

STATEMENT OPPOSING
BALLOT MEASURE NO. 2

For the third time in sue years, the legislature insists
on confronting the voters with a proposed constitutional
amendment giving the legislature a short-cut to law-mak-
ing—another attempt by the legislature to concentrate
governmental power in its own hands. The voters reject-
ed a similar proposal in 1980 and the identical proposal
in 1984. It should be rejected again.

Under che current constitution and scatutes, the leg-
islature has all the power it needs to make laws and to
limit or guide the adoption of administrative regulations.
Relations are adopted to implement statutes. They have
tfre force of law. Annulling them changes the law. This
proposal would enable legislators to use a law-making
procedure that is not subject to veto by the governor or
repeal by referendum, and chat would be used to ignore
che prohibition agatnsc special and local legislation.

The consricunon now provides for a balance of pow-
er between the legislative, executive, and judicial branches
of the government. This balance requires a blending or
sharing,, as well as a dividing, of governmental responsi-
bilities. If this constitutional amendment were to be ap-
proved by the voters, ic would enable the legislature not
only to write the laws, as has traditionally been the legis-
lature’s function, but it would also enable the legislature
to act in place of the courts in deciding whether the ex-
ecutive has lawfully executed the laws when adopting a
regulation, and it would empower the legislature to act
in place of the executive by reversing a specific cxecutive-
branch decision.

In its intenc scatement accompanying this proposal,
the legislature admitted that the “difficulty in achieving
[the two-thirds) majority [to override a veto) in opposi-
tion to the governor and the governor’s administration
has led the legislature to propose this amendment.” In
other words, tne fear thac che governor might veto a bill
and chat not enough legislators would agree to override
chat veto prompted this short-cut approach to law-mak-
ing. Thac fear overlooks the governor’s accountability to
the voters throughout the state.

The annulmenc is like a repeal. The legislature would
act only in a negative way. It would not be providing the
sort of policy guidance and direction that is appropriate
to its law-making function. The legislature would be say-
ing to the agency “your decision to adopt that regulation
is wrong." But ic would not be telling the agency what
would be right. This is especially troublesome when deal-
ing with a complex subject. Without any guidance beyond
the stature that the executive-branch agency was trying
to implement in the first place, the agency is left with
only the option to guess again. That is neither an effi-
cient nor appropriate way to run the government.

The Alaska Supreme Courc has ruled that the legis-
lature must abide by the constitution’s checks and balan-
ces on its power, including when it acts to annul regula-
tions. The present proposal is intended to overrule the
court's decision. As mentioned when, the voters rejected
the 1980 and 1984 proposals, this amendment would aid
legislators, not the public, and it should be rejected.

Katherine D. Nordalc
Delegate to the Alaska
Constitutional Convention, 1955—1956



MEASURE NO. 1

Constitutional Amendment

LEGISLATIVE ANNUL_MENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE REGULATIONS
(1983 Legislative Resolve No. 15 (SCS HIR 5[Jud)]))

SUMMARY
(Asitwillappear on the November6 1984 General Election Ballot)

This amendment of the Alaska Const|tut|?n would erﬁnt the Ie(gl lature to annul execut|ve Pranch regulanons RZ

Paagagsfaennanannana T e

s ngach NOUSE on separafe days, exce tthat
may be advanced from second to third rea on hesam ee ourt Sy teot Ehguse consi siderjn |tT e
resolytion must receive a grova &m0 the men ersh %eac ous% easan nays o fnal passage
must ent red inthe Iat|vejourna e Tesoluton |snpt ject to veto by the overnor and it 1s not slibjectto
repea yre erengun .
BALLOT FORM:

Avote ' FOR*adothheamendmem
Avote "AGAINST rejects the amendment.

AGAIN%T ]
VOTES CAST BY MEMBERS OF THE 13TH STATE LEGISLATURE ON FINAL PASSAGE

28 memBers}: Yeas 19 Na;s% ABsentor NotVotlnal

Senate
%4 memoers).  Yeas 34 Nays Absent or Not Voting 4

House

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY SUMMARY
AS required by law)

Th|s rpro osal for a constitutional amendrinent onId aIIon the le |s ture to annu a re ulati on dopted b)(]a state
tm ntora en 3/ urrent resolution. The annulment IS effective thi g tert atet eco C O(rent
ut| |sa ove b>ybot ou es unless the resol t|ons eclfl sadl erent HX é)ptmnrequnest ree reaa

|n eac 0us tree s ara axs eéce&t |tn%a e advance rom SeCqn readln on the same
concu; nee oftﬁree ourtﬁso empership of t ehouse con5| enng It Ado t|on requhres LPR ?va yama) nt§
vote of the membership of each house. The vote on final passage must be ent red Into the journa

FULLTEXT OF PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT - -
(Thisamendment would add the following section to article Il of the Alaska Constitution.)

CT|0N 22. ANNULMENT OF REGULAT ONS The Iegl %ure bz cancurrent resoluti on an ul g re uIat
o ted b%/astate epartment or ency. Leannul entof the regalation 1s effecnvet ert e ate
concurrent resolution s LP roved h 0USES Hn}ess thec ncurrent reso t|ons ecl es d| erentd te. T
Foncurrentresowt lon re estnre eadd Ineach house op reeseFrJ rate secett8t|tma¥ e da vance
"from second to thir read|n on the same day by concurrence of three-fourt house consi enng and approva
byamajontyvoteofthemembersh|pofeach ouse. TheyeasandnaysonfmalpassageshaIIbeentere |ntothejourna|

92



STATEMENT IN FAVOR OF BALLOT MEASURE NO. 1

Voterswho have everexperienced irritation oranger as a result of aproblem they havehad with state regulations should vote in
favor of Ballot Measure No. 1. While many regulations do conform to and support state laws, there are occasionally regulations
which are imposed that go beyond the intent of the law and cause undue hardship on our citizens. These regulations often
make no sense at all, state agency people are often at a loss to explain the meaning or sense of the regulations, and yet the
state agencies involved continue to enforce them, and vote's are powerless to change them.

The Alaska Constitution, patterned essentially upon the Constitution of the United States and the experience of the other
states, provides a system of checks and balances among the three branches ofgovernmr .t, and further entitles the people to
their own checks and balances through the voting booth, the initiative process, and final authority over amendments to the
constitution. The one major areaof governmentthatis currently not directly accessible to the people's checks and balances is
the very considerable volume of administrative regulations which are written by the state agancies in the executive branch of
government

These regulations deal with every aspect of government and our lives: fish and game, education, health and social services,
traffic, landdevelopment, utilities, taxes: the listisendless. And once theregulationsgointoeffect.theyhavealltheforceof law.
The problem is, that unlike the situation that occurs with laws, the agency people who make and enforce regulations are not
subject to voter approval at election time: they are either appointed by the governor or by his commissioners.

While the legislature is often made aware of foolish bureaucraticfequiraments by unhappy constituents, it isalmost powerless
to do anything about them. Currently, to annul a regulation, the legislature must pass a new bill which isthen subject to veto by
thegovernor. This puts the governor inthe powerful position of being abletostopabillthatwouldoverturnaregulaticnmade by
his own subordinates.

It was never intended by the framers of our State Constitution that any governmental body except the legislature have the
power to make laws. Vet, bad regulations have been wntten, on occasion by state agencies, which go beyond the letter and
intent of the law as passed by the legislature and in effect create law on their own.

This measure would provide a reasonable avenue for annulment of bad regulations. It would allow your elected representa-
tives in the legislature, through a majonty vote of both houses, to annul regulations in the same way they pass any legislative
bill, except it would not be subject to veto by the governor, who dearly has a biased position in the matter.

The House Joint Resolution which created the ballot measure had bi-partisan sponsorship during the last legislative session,
and was passed with near-unanimous support by both houses of the legislature.

— Mike Szyman3KkKl.
State Representative

STATEMENT OPPOSING BALLOT MEASURE NO. 1

This proposed amendment to the Alaska Constitution is very similar to the one proposed in 1980 and rejected by the voters
82,010 to 58,808. Although the present version includes some improvements over the 1980 version, it is another attempt by
the legislature to concentrate governmental power in its own hands.

Under the current constitution and statutes, the legislature has all the power it needs to make laws and to limit or guide the
adoption of administrative regulations. The regulations are adopted to implement statutes. This proposal would enable
legislators lo use alaw-making procedure that is not subject to veto by the governororrepeal by referendum, and thatcould be
used to ignore the prohibition against special and local legislation.

The constitution now provides for a balance of power among the legislative, executive, and judicial branches of the govern-
ment. This balance requires a blending or sharing, aswell as a dividing, of governmental responsibilities. Ifthis constitutional
amendment were to be approved by the voters, itwould enable the legislature not only to write the laws, as has traditionally
been the legislature's function, but it would also enable the legislature to act in place of the courts in deciding whetherThe
executive has lawfully executed the laws when adopting aregulation: and itwould empower the legislature to actin place ofthe
executive by nullifying a specific executive-branch decision.

The annulment is like a repeal. In using this expedited procedure to annul a regulation, the legislature would act only in a
negative way. Itwould not be providing the sort of policy guidance and direction that is appropriate to its law-making function.
And it would not be providing the thoughtful analysis hecessary to solve a problem. The legislature would be saying to the
agency "your decision to adopt that regulation is wrong*. But it would not be telling the agency what would be right. This is
especially troublesome when dealing with a complex subject. Without any guidance beyond the statute that the executive
branch agencywastrying toimplement inthe first place, the agency isleftwithonlytheoptiontoguessaqain.Thatisneitheran
efficient nor an appropriate way to run the government.

The Alaska Supreme Court has ruled that the legislature must abide by the Constitution’s checks and balances on its power
when it exercises that power, including when it acts to annul regulations. The present proposal is intended to overrule the
court's decision. As argued four years ago, when the voters rejected the 1980 proposal, thisamendmentwould aid legislators,
not the public, and it should be rejected.

— Katherine D. Nordale,
Delegate to the Alaska Constitutional Convention. 1955-1956



BALLOT PROPOSITION NO. 1

LEGISLATIVE ANlNU.LM ENT OF REGULATIONS
Constitutional Amendment

(Committee Substitute for House Joint Resolution No. 82 Amended)

SUMMARY

(As it will appear on the fioveniher "4/198(3 (Serforal Election Ballot)

This proposal would permit the legislature to annul, by adopting a resolution; regulations adopted by state

agencies. Annulment of regulations by resolution was authorized by the First State Legislature in 1959; however,
in 1980 the Alaska Supreme Court hold that the constitution permits the legislature to annul a regulation only
by passing .i bill, which requires three roadings of the bill and a roll call vote which is recorded. The procedures
for adopting resolutions are governed by legislative rules and require only the approval of the resolution by voice
vote of a majority of both houses. A bill passed by,thejegislature annulling a regulation could be vetoed by
the governor or repealed by referendum. A resolution :anqgfyj)ing a regulation could not.

BALLOT FORM:
A vote "FOR" adopts the amendment.
A vote "AGAINST" rejects the amendment.
FOR O
AGAINST O

VOTE CAST BY MEMBERS OF 11TH STATE LEGISLATURE ON FINAL PASSAGE
Sonate (20 members): Yeas 28. Nays O. Absent or Not Voting J2.
House (40 members): Yeas 36. Nays O. Absent or Not Voting 4.

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY SUMMARY

(As required by law)

This proposal would add a new section, section 22, to Article Il of the state constitution. If adopted, the proposal
would authorize the legislature to annul or set aside a regulation which has been adopted by a state department
or agency. In order to annul a regulation, the legislature could adopt a concurrent resolution by approval of the
resolution by majority vote of the membership of each house of the legislature. The resolution specifies the date
on which the annulment of a regulation would take effect.

FULL TEXT OF PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

SECTION 22. ANNULMENT OF REGULATIONS. The legislature by a concurrent resolution approved by a
majority vote of the membership of each house may annul a regulation adopted by a state department or agency.
The annulment of the regulation is effective on the date the concurront resolution is approved by both houses

unless the concurrent resolution specifies a different date.



STATEMENT IN

Tha legislature, when it writes a law. cannot foresee all
of the possible details involved in carrying it out. The appro,
pnato administrative agency is therefore allowed to write
regulations which spell out who does what, when, where,
and how. If the agency does no mors than this no problem

is created.

Unfortunately agency regulations are not always consistent
with the intent the legislature had in passing the law. Some-
times an agency will get carried away and put out regulations
that cause an unnecessary burden for the citizens. The First
State Legislature realized this and provided a simple solution.
The legislature could, by a concurrent resolution passed by
a majority of each house, annul an administrative regulation.
Such a resolution is not subject to the governor s veto.

The Alaska Supreme Court recently held, in a 3-2 decision,
ﬁbat the legislature must use a bill rather than a resolution
annul administrative regulations. But a bill is subiect to

STATEMENT AGAINST BALLOT PROPOSITION

This is still another proposal by the legislature to free itself
from the checks and balances of our constitution. Undor the
constitution, tho legislature has all the power it needs to make
laws and annul administrative regulations. This proposal does
not aid the public in any way. What it does is allow the legisla-
ture to exercise its power to annul regulations in disregard
of the constitutional requirements that each bill have a single
subject, that each bill have three readings in each house,
and that there be a recorded vote of the ayes and nays on
final passage. It voulri also free the legislature from the exec-
utive veto and it would allow it to ignore the prohibition
against spocisl and local legislation.

FAVOR OF BALLOT

PROPOSITION NO. 1

the governor's veto. The governor can hardly be exoected
to approve a bill overruling his subordinates, who put out
the regulation in the first place. The present governor has
already vetoed one such bill.

The court ruling gives agency regulations equal standing
with laws, even though no single person elected by the voters
has approved them.

Our government is wisely based on dividing power among
the three branches: legislative, executive and judicial. The
current situation gives entirely too much power to the exocu-
ti.e branch. Your approval of this constitutional amendment
will restore the better balance under which the state operated
from 1961 to 1980.

— Charles H. Parr
Chairman. House Judiciary Committee
Alaska State Legislature

NO. 1

Tha Alaska Supreme Court has recontly ruled that the legis-
lature must abide by the constitution's checks and balances
cn its power whenever it exercises (hat power, including
when it acts :0 annul regulations. This amendment is intend-
ed to overrule the court's decision and erode the constitu-
tion's safeguards. It aids legislators, not the public, and it
should be rejected.

— Katherine 0. Nordale
Delegate to the Alaska
Constitutional Convention.
1955-1956

Arguments printed on thispage are the opinions of the authors and have not bean checked for accuracy by any officio/ agency .
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Date Referred: January 20, 1993 FURTHER REFERRALS: (Mudiciaiy™)
Finance"
Date of Committee Action: » d3
The STATE AFFAIRS Committee considered: SSHIR 15
SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 15 100 DAY SESSION LIMIT

Proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the State of Alaska relating to the duration of a regular session.

RECOMMENDATIONS: '] the same title
be replaced with [ Junew title

[ ] have attached amendments(s)
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FISCAL NOTE
STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HJR 15
1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision D ate: Department Affected:  Office of the Governor
Tills:  Amendment to the Constitution RE duration of a regular session BRU  Qivision of Elections
Component:  General and Primary Elections

Spol or: Representative Kott :
Requestor: COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 22

BEXPENDITURESREVENLES:

OPERATING Fr 34 FY 95 FY 36 Fy 97 Fy 98 Fy 39
POPSONAL SERVICES G 0 0 0 0 0
TRAE 0 0 0 0 0 0
CONTRACTUAL 2.2* 0 0 0 0 0
SUPPLIES 0 0 0 0 0 0
EQUIPVENT 0 0 0 0 0 0
LAND & STRUCTURES 0 0 0 0 0 0
GRANTS, CLAIVG 0 0 0 0 0 0
MSCHLANEOUS 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL OPERATING 2.2* 0 0 0 0 0
CAPITAL 0 0 0 0 0 0
REVENUE
FUND SOURCE- 0 0 0 0 0 0
FUNDING
1002 Federal Receipts 0 0 0 0 0 0
1003 G- Metch 0 0 0 0 0
1004 G- 2.2% 0 0 0 0 0
1005 GH/Program Receipts 0 a 0 0 G 0
1006 GHIVHTIA 0 0 0 0 0 0
OHR a 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 2.2* 0 0 0 0 0
PCSITIONS;

FULL-TIVE 0 0 0 0 0 a
PART-TIVE 0 0 0 Q
TEVPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0

Estimate of current year (FY93) impact: 0
ANALYSIS (Attach a separata page if necessary.)*This figure covers cost of inclusion of information about this issue in the Official Elections

Pamphlet as required by AS 15.58, and programming for DetaVote counting of votes ca t on tha measure. However, only 4 measures can be printed
on a single ballot card. Should this measure require printing and additional ballot card, the fiscal impact would be 53.4.

Prepared by:  Chariot E Thickstun. Director Phone: 4654611
Division:  Division of Elections Date:  1/15/93

Approved by Commissioner: Lt Governor John B Coghill
Agency:  Office of the Lt. Governor 1/15/93

PREPARER TO PROVIDE NLUJFSTRIBUTION [PIES TO GOVERNOR™S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For furtter distrintion infomation a’s Legisktie Office
Rev 11/2 1 of




Official Business

Alaska State Legislature

Juneau, Alaska 99801-118

Representative Pete Kott

MEMORANDUM

State Capitol

DATE: January 18, 1993
TO: Rep. Al Vezey

Chairman, House 8fa.te A ffairs Committee
FROM: Rep. Pete Kott th>
RE: Request for hearing

SSHJR 15, 100 Day Session Limit
Please schedule SSHJR 15 for a hearing before the House State
A ffairs Committee as soon as possible.
SSHJR 15 proposes a constitutional amendment establishing a 100 day
lim it on the regular session of the legislature. This amendment
woill reduce the legislative budget and demonstrate the 18th
Legislature's commitment to fiscal restraint.
As you requested, the following items are attached:

Sectional analysis

Fiscal note from Legislative A ffairs

Sponsor statement

Background m aterial
If you have any questions on this issue, please call me or my
Legislative A ssistant, Jack Phelps, at 465-3777.



SECTIONAL ANALYSIS OF
SSHJR 15

SECTION 1:

Secfion 1 of SSHIR 15 consists of a proposed amendment to Article Il, Section 8 of
the Alaska Constitution. The principal substantive change is to reduce the length of the
regular legislative session from 120 days to 100 days.

All other changes proposed in SSHIR 15 have the effect of making it clear that the
regular session will last a total of 100 days and not 101 days. Thus, SSHIJR 15 would
supplant the reasoning expressed inAlaska Christian Bible Institute v. State, 772 P.2d 1079
(Alaska 1989). In that case, the Alaska Supreme Court held that the first day of a regular
session is not counted towards the 120 days that the constitution presently permits. SSHIR
15 makes it clear that the first day of the regular session isto be counted toward the 100
day limit now proposed.

Except as noted above, no other substantive changes are made to Article Il, Section
8 by SSHJR 15. Those provisions contained in Article Il, Section 8 which address extensions
to the regular session remain unaltered.

SECTION 2:

Section 2 reaffirms that, if approved by the legislature, the proposed amendment
will go before the voters inaccordance with Article Xlll, Section 1 ofthe Alaska Constitution.



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO: HJIR 15
1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: Department Affected: Legislative Affairs Agency

Title: Proposing an amending to the BRU: Legislative_Council

Constitution...duration of a regular session.

Sponsor: Rep._Kott Component: Session Expenses. Legal Svcs..

Requestor; Rep. Kott Sal & Allow., Public Svcs & Admin Senl/ices
COMPONENT SERIAL NO:

OPERATING FY A FY% % F97 B D

PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS <1,000.0> <1.000.0> <1.000.0> <1,000.0> <1,000.0>
TOTAL OPERATING 0 <1,000.0> <1.000.0> <1.000.0> <1,000.0> <1,000.0>
CAPITAL

REVENUE FUND SOURCE 0 0 0 0 0 0

FUNDING: (Thousands of Doiiars)

GENERAL FUND 0 <1.000.0> <1.000.0> <1,000.0> <1,000.0> <1.000.0>
FEDERAL FUNDS 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER FUND SOURCE 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 <1,000.0> <1.000.0> <1.000.0> <1.000.0> <1.C00 0>
POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0

Estimate of current year impact:

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

HJR 15 reduces the length of the legislative session from a 120 day limit to a 100 day limit.
The estimated daily cost of the session is $50,000 a day. It me rmssion is reduced by 20 days,
a savings of $1,000,000 is calculated.

Prepared By: Pamela A. Stoops. Director Phone: 465-3850
Division: Administrative Sen/ices Date: 1/18/93
Approved By: Warren W. Endicotl, Executive Director /])

Agency: Legislative Affairs Agency Date: 1/18/93

Distribution (by preparer): Leg. Finance. Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB, GovV., & impacted Agency(ies).
Page i_ of



SPONSOR STATEMENT
SSHJR 15— 100 DAY SESSION LIMIT

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of SSHIR 15 is to help reduce the cost of doing state business without
Impinging severely upon the ability of the legislature to address matters of importance
to the state of Alaska. Currently there is widespread popular belief that it should not take
the legislature 120 days to finish its business. The legislature, by placing time constraints
on its own activities, can demonstrate an ongoing commitment to the prudent use of
state funds. This body has already taken a positive step in that direction by establishing
an early calendar goal for the first session of the 18th Legislature. House Joint Resolution
15 would give the voters of our state the opportunity to ratify this commitment by
amending tire state constitution to limit each legislative session to 100 days.

A REASONABLE REDUCTION

A major obstacle to this kind of legislative reform has been the legitimate concern that
a shorter session would not allow the legislature adequate time for reasoned debate on
the merits of a given issue. This difficulty was taken into consideration in the drafting
of SSHIR 15, and contributed to the decision to call for a twenty day session reduction
rather than the more common thirty day reduction. SSHJR 15 is an attempt to address
the issue of a reduced session while allowing some flexibility for exigencies which may
require more time to resolve in some years than in others. Certainly nothing in this act
nor in the Constitution itself requires the legislature to remain in session for the
maximum allowable time.

The present 120 day limit resulted from Legislative Resolve No. 23 passed by the 13th
Legislature, and was approved by the voters on November 6, 1984. Prior to that time,
there was no constitutional limitation on the length of a session.

During the second session of the 15th Legislature, the National Conference of State
Legislatures, at the request of the Alaska House of Representatives, conducted a review
of House, rules and procedures. In its final report, NCSL identified the session limitation
as one element in a comprehensive approach to improving the efficiency of the
legislative process.

At the time the NCSL study was done, the 120 day session limit was relatively new and
many members of the 15th Legislature had served long enough to evaluate tire
difference. The report indicated that "the 120 day limit has been an overwhelming
success. Few respondents connected the limit to logjam problems or any other negative
consequences." Furthermore, during the interviews, "[mjost respondents called the limit
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‘great' or 'very positive' and several suggested that the legislature could conduct its
business within an even shorter time frame."

A STRICT 100 DAY LIMIT

Article 1l, Section 8, as amended by Legislative Resolve No. 23, SLA 1983, requires
adjournment 120 days from the date the legislature convenes in regular session. In 1989,
the Alaska Supreme Court interpreted the language of Article 13 Section 8 to mean that
the total session length was 121 days since the day the legislature convenes is not
counted for purposes of the constitutional limitation. Alaska Christian Bible Institute v.
State, 772 P. 2d 1079 (Alaska 1989). It is the intent of SSHJR 15 to specify clearly a 100 day
maximum duration for the regular legislative session.

DATE FOR CONVENING FIXED BY STATUTE

The Alaska Constitution fixes the date for convening the regular session as the fourth
Monday in January except as provided by law. This allows the legislature the flexibility
to establish a different date as it deems appropriate. The legislature has, in fact, taken
advantage of that flexibility, and presently Sec. 24.05.090 requires the legislature to
convene on the second Monday in January except on the years following a gubernatorial
election, in which years the legislature is to convene on the third Monday in January.

SSHIJR 15 is silent regarding the constitutionally mandated starting point because the
sponsor believes that the flexibility currently provided by Article Il, Section 8 already
allows the legislature to adjust by statute the date the legislature convenes. If there are
compelling reasons now to convene the legislature later than present law provides, the
statute can be changed without proposing a constitutional amendment. Perhaps within
a few years, it may be expedient to convene the legislature at an earlier date. A change
in statute can accomodate that need as well. In short, there is no compelling reason to
amend the constitution on this point.

Furthermore, there are legitimate practical reasons for keeping the start of the legislative
session in January. First, the budget process is placed under no unmanageable constraints
by the present calendar. It is true that the revenue projections do not normally appear
until April. But there is much preliminary work that can be done in advance of those
projections. Indeed, Title 37 requires the governor's proposed budget to be delivered to
the legislature by the fourth day of the legislative session. The governor must submit
request for supplemental appropriations before the end of the 30th day of session. The
governor must also submit requests for budget amendments to agency budgets before
the 60th day. In short, there is sufficient work which can be done before revenue
projections arrive to justify a January starting date.
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Additional arguments for retaining a January startup date may be adduced from the
practical implications of a citizen legislature. The livelihood of many Alaskans depends
upon the fishing and tourism industries. Legislative adjournment before the end of April
each year will provide additional relief for those legislators whose primary source of
income lies in one of these vital industries. For those legislators who must move their
families to Juneau at the beginning of each session, a later starting date could pose a
hardship since the common school semester break now falls reasonably close to the
beginning of session.

Reducing the length of session while retaining a January start date will lend itself well
to the ideas of forward and early funding. In any case, the longer period of time between
the end of legislative activity and the beginning of the fiscal year can assist agencies in
making adjustments for changes in funding levels.



Legislative Operations, Organization, and
Procedures

The increase in the capacity and willingness
of legislatures to deal with modern societal
problems has involved more than changes in
patterns ofrepresentation. Legislative organi-

zation and procedures are constantly evolving.
Many legislatures regularly review their struc-
tures and procedures, often through a Rules
Committee cr an interim study. Many pro-
cedural changes in recent years have had the
objective either ofopening and formalizing the
process and providing more information to both
the public and members ofthe legislative body,
or of more effectively using legislative time.

Concern about legislative use of tine has
been motivated by at least two issues: How
much time should a legislature spend in ses-
sion, and should it be considered “full-time” or
"part-time” in nature? And, how can the leg-
islature most effectively use the time available
and avoid the end-of-session logjam that occurs
in many states?

Length of Legislative Sessions

Twelve states place no limit on session
length, while 32 operate with constitutional
limits (two ofthese, Colorado and Kansas, limit
only the second year), and six states (Arizona,
lowa, Nevada, Rhcde Island, Tennessee and
Vermont) have statutory or indirect limitations
based on cutoffs in legislator's salaries or per
diem expense payments.

The argument about session limitations often
is couched in terms of preserving the "citizeu”
nature of state legislatures, as opposed to
developing “professional” or full-time legisla-
tures on the congressional model. There is no
question that the amount oftime spent in ses-
sion and the level of compensation affect the
composition of the membership of the legisla-
tive bodies. Many argue it is desirable that the
predominant occupation of members ofthe leg-
islature notbe that of “legislator,” butthat leg-
islative bodies represent a broad spectrum of
vocations. However, the growing demands on
state legislatures and the greater legislative
role it. policy initiation, budgeting and pro-
gram oversight have increased the pressure on
legislative time.

The 1960s and 1970s were a time ofelimina-
tion or relaxation of the limits on legislative
sessions. More recently, however, there has
been a mixed response to the question of ses-
sion length. In 1984, Alaska adopted a 120-day
limit, replacing its previously unlimited ses-
sions. In 1982, Colorado adopted a limit of 140
lays for the second year of the session, and in
1981, Washington included session limitations

hen it moved from biennial to annual ses-
lions. In 1984, Utah lengthened its sessions by

8 The Book of the States 1988-89
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ten days per biennium when it changed from
a 60-day (first year) 20-day (second year) system
to 45 days per session. New Hampshire adapted
annual sessions effective in 1986. Several leg-
islatures, notably Arizona and lowa, have
limited their sessions by legislative rule or
statute. Movements to adopt more restrictive
session limits surface periodically. Michigan
has experienced several attempts to limit ses-
sions. Montana held annual sessions for one
biennium in the 19703, then returned to a bien-
nial schedule Colorado isconsidering further
limitations on session days and there is a
serious proposal in New Hampshire to return
to biennial sessions.

“Full-time” Legislatures and Legislators

Whether a legislature is full-time in nature
generally can be measured by factors such as
time spent in session, level ofcompensation and
occupational self-definition of members. More-
over, full-time legislatures are likely to have a
pattern bf considerable legislator time spent in
district offices and a high priority placed on
constituent service functions.

The legislatures of California, lllinois, Mas-
sachusetts, Michigan, New Jersey, New York,
Ohio, Pennsylvania and Wisconsin have
lengthy sessions, relatively high legislator
salaries and many members whose primary oc-
cupation is “legislator.” None of these states
have constitutionally-imposed session limita-
tions, although both California and Wisconsin
adopt a systematic schedule of committee and
floor activity, as well as recess periods at the
beginning ofeach biennium. Many of the leg-
islatures which have longer sessions meet only
two or three days per week, while in other
states with more restricted sessions, five- and
six-day work weeks are common. Several ofthe
medium-sized states spend as many actual days
in session as do the full-time legislatures.
Twenty-nine legislatures today have the
authority to convene themselves in special ses-
sion without being dependent on the governor.

The number of legislators who define their oc-
cupation as “legislator" is increasing. An oc-
cupational survey ofstate legislators conducted
by the National Conference of State Legisla-
tures in 1986 found that more than 60 percent
ofthe legislators in New York and Pennsylva-
nia define their occupation as "legislator,” and
more than half the legislators in the Middle
Atlantic states are full-time. The study also in-
dicated that in larger states the number of

&

"business owners" who are members ofthe leg
islature is much smaller than it isin the states
with more limited session lengths. Lawyer leg-
islators exist in greatest numbers in the South,
with Virginia having the largest number (45
percent). In a number of states, members
engaged in "education” outnumber those com-
ing from any other professional background. In-
dividuals engaged in “agriculture™ still are
found in every legislature but ere in greatest
cumber in the rural Midwestern and mountain
states. In rank order, the largest occupational
categories are "attorney” (16 percent),
"business owner" (14 percent), "full-time leg-
islator" (11 percent), "agricultural occupa-
tions™ (10 percent) and "educator™ (8 percent).

The category of full-time legislator would ex-
ceed 20 percent ifthose who list themselves as
"retired." "homemaker” or “student" were in-
cluded. The increased time demands and com-
plexity of legislative activity as well as strin-
gent conflict of interest anu disclosure laws
have likely contributed to the continuing
decline in lawyer legislators. The number of
women and minorities in the legislatures con-
tinues to increase each biennium. In 1937,
1,157 ofthe 7,461 state legislators were female
(15.5 percent). The number of women legisla-
tors is highest in New Hampshire, Colorado,
Maine, Washington and Vermont. Female
representation issmallest in Alabama, Kentuc-
ky, Louisiana, Mississippi and Pennsylvania.
Minority membership in state legislatures now
exceeds 400 (5.4 percent).



1989 LEGISLATIVE SESSION DATES

Scheduled Time Limic (Days)
g egular ggec.ial
onvene ession ssion

Alabama ... . Teta 7 . 12
ALASKa ..o Jan 9 I'll %h 50
ATIZONA i Jan. 9 None None
ATKansas.....ccccvveies e, Jan. 9 60a b
California.....cccocoeevevvciiceiiceree Jan. 2 None None
Colorado......cceeveciciecieciece e, Jan. 4 None None
ConNNectiCUt...ccccevceiceecieceee e Jan. 4 June 7 None
Delaware.....cccoceoeeceeevcceceeeenn. Jan. 10 June 50 None
Flonda.....cocooieiiieiiciie e Aor. 4 60a 20a
(CX:T0] o T T PO Jan. 9 40 40c
Hawaii.....ocoooviiiieececeeeeceeeee Jan. 18 60a 50a
1daho.ccice Jan. 9 60 20
HIINOIS. .. Jaa 11 None None
INAiANA...cccvieiicicec e Jan. 5 61 50
(L0} TE: W Jan. 9 None None
Kansas e Jan. 9 90a None
Kentucky ... No regular session
LOoUuiSiana.....ccoevveeiiiciicie e Aor. 17 60d 50
MaiN€....oooeeeeeceeeeeeeee e Dec 7,1988 June 21a  None
Maryland......cccocoevniivninenecen, Jan. 11 90a 50
MassaChuSettS.....ccoeviviviiiiieenns Jan. 4 None None
Michigan........niniieene. Jan. 11 None None
MiNNESOta...cccoviveiiieiies e Jan. 3 120e None
MiSSISSIPPI.cvierrereeeseiieiee e Jan. 3 90 None
MISSOUN.cviceiiieiicee e Jan. 4 June 30 None
MONtaNa....ccoeeiiieeieiiie e Jan. 2 90a None
Nebraska.....oocooeviieiiiiciiiiieene Jan. 4 90a None
NEevada......ccoevviiveiiicice s Jan. 16 60 20
New Hampshire.....cccoeviennnne Jan. 4 45 15
NEW JErSeY ..o Jan. 10 None None
New MEXICO.....ccovvveriiiiiicicie e, Jan. 17 60 30c
NEW YOrK....ooooovviiviiiiiiiecece i Jan. 4 None None
North Carolina.....ccccevveviiieinnenne. Jan. 11 None None
North Dakota ......cccccoeveviiirinenne. Jan. 10 80f None
(O 11 [0 JF TR Jan. 2 None None
Oklahoma .3 90 None
OregoN ..o 9 None None
Pennsylvania.......ccoeveeinnnne. Jaa 3 None None
Puerto RiCO...ccccvceiiciiiccicee, Jaa 9 Aor. 30a 20
Rhode (stand.......cccccooooennncnenne Jaa 3 60 60
South Carolina......cccoecoevveviiininnas Jaa 10 40 40
South Dakota.......ccceeeevevvevieene, Jaa 10 40 None
TENNESSE .o Jaa 10 90 30
TEXAS i Jaa 10 140 30
Utah o Jaa 9 45 30
VEermont. e, Jaa 4 None None
Virginia .o Jaa 11 60a.g 30
Washington......ccceveeievccesiennn, Jaa 9 50h
West Virginia......ccoooeevveerneevenennnns Jaa 11 60a None
WiSCONSIN....oovieici e undetermined None None
WYOMING. .o Jaa 10 40 None
U) May Oe extended. tfy PrBmnary lesson oornenes n Oec fotoMng Bee-
®| 15 days after drsoosai of suOiecrs on go*mors o | ton of memoerr for orgarxntorm purposes as rv
io tepBUture convening roeif - 50 da/ tarvt. croducoon oemvtTBd.
id) 60 lejnutr* days witrun 85 calendar oays <>Urrvted id JO days
letunvad co 120 kwslanve days dumg J-ywr penod W Leoraacunc may convene m et witn untainted sue-
Must ad/oum tn Uay 72.1989 ject agenda

22 State Government News December 1988
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former owners o f T7ie Times, m the interests of preserving a divtasity of viewpoints in tha

1 HE NEW LEGISLATURE thatAlaskans elected this
past Tuesday will be meeting in Juneau in just a matter
ofanother 10weeks. Will it be bysiness as usual— four
months ofunproductive frustration and unlimited spending?
_Orwill the 1993session, at long last, be one marked_bz ,
diligent attention towork and a commitment to do the job in
no more than 0 days, if notless? .

Many ofthose who campaigned and won last Tuesdav ex-
pressed a firm resolve tq help reduce state spending and to
attend to legislative businessin aworkmanfike fashion.

We'd like to~wish they meant it, and can actually make
girh things happen.'V o,

.-UNEORTUNATELY,.we’vebe,en,d|saPpomtedbefore ,
when otherlegislators have made similarp edges, only to fai
when the session opened and every-."
"hody slipped-all too easily back into the
Juneauroutine.
—The routine, as youll have no.trouble .
. remembering, means looking busy but
|.X.reall doingnothing for the first three'
months—allthe while stashingaway

.. Hlycomestohringthe sessionto ah end.
: Budgetactionis always delayed, imder this tfred scenrtrio,

jects all overthe state. SupPIemental apprepriationsjliowev-
eg.are,alv?a”_approyecl—to coverbudget overrumsbyfhe
Juneau bureaucracyfsmce the last session” adjourned.- * . t-.:
Vs nm tv' eee (% o 0 * SIVORUsA SV
WE REPEAT: THERE 5o earthly’reasonwiry the -
business ofAlaska’s Leﬁmlature cannot be completedin 60 .
g%/s, and even under tfe most grave ofcircumstances within
a °

days. ' .

. Thgre will be grave matters on the table in '93 as a matter
offact— centered around the need to dose the fiscal qap_ be-
tween the state’s fattened spending habits and its declining
revenue hase:, But Ndays — three full months— is more
than'pnnngh time to dedl with the matter’ifonly the legisla-
torshave die courage and the will to do soliiiinong other

things that Alaskans cannolr 1 J —
that'staysin session for one-third ofthe entire yeae.4
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WHOLE LOT OF NOTHING

The halfway mark "..

T HE LEGISLATURE last Thursday passed the
halfway mark in its 121-day session. Ifyou're con-
cerned about having missed the celebration, dont

worry. There wasnt anything to celebrate. Other than col-

lecting their $100 per day, per diem checks on top oftheir
salaries and expenses, lawmakers haven't accomplished
very much so far. They never do during the first halfofa
session.

Sure, they've introduced bills and resolutions, scads of
them. They've mailed out their surveys and newsletters to
constituents. They huddle with lobbyist to concoct strate-
gies, and they summon administrative department heads
to be at their beck and call.

But the legislators havent tackled any oftire hard
problems yet. It's a good chance they will avoid altogether
the sticky issues like subsistence, ethics and spending re-
form. They would rather just wait for the March predictions
about nextyear's oil revenue so they can horse trade with
one another on how to spend those dwindling dollars.

WHAT HAVE they accomplished so far this session?
A handful ofresolutions and one bill are all that has cleared
the Legislature. Things like passing resolutions declaring .
salmon to be SL Valentine$ Day food, congratulating Hilary
Lindh for her Olympic silver medal, and supporting on-
shore fish allocations. The one bill has to do with providing
education employees with collective bargaining rights.

Andthat¥it o !

A whole bunch ofbills and resolutions have been intro-
duced in this, the 17th Legislature. At last count there were
558 House hills, 447 Senate bills, and more than 240 differ-
ent types ofresolutions. Dont worry about too many of
them going anywhere — 90 percent never do. , .

FOUR MONTHS in legislative session in Juneau,
more than halfofwhich-is deadJirnerandeight™nore
months back home in their districts" with full-time staffs v <
and offices. That's what legislators do—all courtesy of the
states limited tax revenue.

It5 hardly the kind ofcitizen Legislature envisioned at
statehood. Rather, it is a full-time, year-round government
bureaucracy. Sixty lawmakers and staffs on'the payroll " “*'7
year-round for a state with the population ofa halfa million
people. 1t a disgrace. _ e

Gov. Walter Hickel wants to limit the Legialature to
75-day sessions. Other people, we're among them, believe
60dayB are enough. Public surveys have shown more than,
three-fourths ofthe public wants to put limits on both
terms ofoffice for lawmakers and length oflegislative ses-
sions.’

But it doesnt appear to make much difference to the
60 sitting down in Juneau right now. They kind oflike it
the way it is.

It will take a voter revolt to change things. That revolt
should take place in the election ballot booths later this -
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1/Legislative excess

REPORTS FROM pre-
cinct meetings held in recent
days indicate the folks back
home are getting fed up with
legislative  flim-flam, the
likes of which were dis-
cussed in the editorial above.

In this election year, diere
is at least a glimmer of hope
that there will be an outcry
telling the legislators:

» The people want a limit
set on the number of con-
secutive terms anyone can
serve in either the House or
the Senate.

* The people are fed up
with legislative sessions that
last four months a year and
want a 90-day limit imposed
on lawmaking activities.

Five weeks have now
transpired since the 1990 leg-
islature began work.

One veteran member of
the House, in a telephone
call from Juneau yesterday,
said he had never see a

slower stan to any second-
term session. There is, he re-
ported, no sense of any kind
of urgency to get on with the
work at hand.

But why should there be?

THEY HAVE until May 7
before they have to adjourn,
and this is just the second
weekend in February.

There’s no rush to do any-
thing — and certainly no
thought even given to the
possibility they could attend
to all th'5’ Tiportant matters

an d simply adjourn,

aving millions of
oho., .1 staff salaries and
other related costs.

The Alaska legislative
process has become an em-
barrassing and costly annual
exercise in governmental
eXCess.

And at the precinct level,
at least, the public is begin-
ning to speak up.
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THE BEST thing about
the dismal legislative ses-
sion now unraveling in Jun-
eau was the introducnon ol a

prooosed constitutional
amendment by freshman
Republican Rep.  Uiren

Leman of .Anchorage.

God bless turn, tie's asking
his fellow legislators to put
on the ballot for the voce of
the people a cansntubonal
change that would limit the
state's annual lawmaking
sessions to 50 days.

Such a plan would pass ac
the polls by a landslide vote
— no question aoout it.

But che trouble is. of
course, that Mr. Leman's
resolution hasn't a snow-
ball's chance in hell of being
passed by the legislators
themselves.

It wtil never get on the
ballot. .Asa matter of fact, it
probably will never see the
lignt of day from whatever
committee was given the
first chance to quietly
murder it.

THE LAST thing the legis-
lative establishment wants u
another curtailment on its
rtght to sit in Juneau and
swaste time and money.

Many of the legislators
now publicly plead that they
hardly have tuns enough to
meet their heavy obligations
— ever since the people
were so stupid as to put a
120day limit on the length of
the session:

Privately  they'll- say
something else — the honest
ones, anyway.

They'll tell you that 90
days is more than enough
time to do the annual law-
making job, If it is done with
diligence.

But that isn't the way
things work in Juneau.

This homble session is a
case in point.

It very likely has been the
worst in the state's history.

It spent the first 30 days
doing 3bsoluteiy oothuuj, un-

90-day dream

less you consider the fritter-
ing away of time and money
to be important. We're now
in the 112th day of the ses-
sion. little still has been
done, and the final frenzy of
pell-mell legislating is about
to begin.

Rep. Leman introduced
his resoiunoo on the 100th
day of this sad and depres-
sing session.

Here's what he had to say
about it:

"WHY CAIVT we imve.
establish priorities, set sche-
dules and get to work? Here
we are at 100 days and we
could have been finished 10
days ago. My resoiunoo
would require a vote of the
people. If they approve the
90-day limit, we will cut the
length of the session by 25
percent.There is substantial
savings to the treasury nght
there."

But of course that's not
what most of the legislators
want to achieve. They give
lip service to the idea of an-
ting state ccsts — while at
the same time running one
of the most costly operadons
of state government, ooe
loaded with four-star bene-
fits and extras.

Mr. Leman was even so
bold as to suggest that a 90
day sesscn would "make it
easier for the average cit-
izen to serve In the legis-
lature."

Spoken like a true fresh-
man. He should know by now
that the professional legisla-
tors we have in the legis-
lature don't want average,
workmg<lass Alaskans hav-
ing any part of their elite,
full-time lifestyle.

But the people of Alaska
would buy this proposal in a
minute, given the chance.
But the hard, sad and realis-
tic truth is cnetr elected le-
gislators 'will never give
them a chance to vote on
this proposal.
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THE ALASKA Legis
lature isat the midway point
today of its 120-day journey
in Juneau.

A number of state legis-
latures only meet for 60days
a year — or every other
year, in some cases. But in
Alaska, where the lawaking
job has been transformed by
the legislators themselves
into virtually a full-time oc-
cupation, the legislative ses-
sions last for four full
months every year.

It's a temble waste of
time and money.

The job could be done an-
nually in half the time. Most
of the legislators will pn-
vately admit that, even if
they won't say it publicly.

We have sung this same
song many times over the
years in these columns, and
it's worm echoing the re-
frain one more time justas a
reminder that there is a bet-
ter way to do things.

FIRST OF all, of course,
there needs to be a commit-
merit on the part of the le-
gislauve leadership to settle
down to a disciplined work
schedule from the very first
dav of the session.

This legislature convened
last Jan. 8.

And inall
much has
plished.

Sure, there
floor sessions
muree meetings
calls and bills and resolu-
cions introduced by the
score. There has been no end
of political posturing and
tugs-of-war between the ma-
jonty and the minority cau-
cuses and between Republi-
cans and Democrats.

But there has been little in
the way of productive ac-
complishment.

Nothing, really, worthy of
two months of very, very ex-
pensive operations.

In the old days — and we
acknowledge that issues of
the territorial past cannot be
likened to the challenges of

kindness, not
been accom-

been
and com-
and roll

have

le gislative d

ay

today — Alaska's lawmakers
handled the legislative func
tion in just 60 days, and ther
only every other year.

We acknowledge, too. that
biennial sessions probably
make no realistic sense,

But shorter annual ses-
sions certainly do — 90 oays
at the maximum, and proba-
bly 60 days every other year
or so. There are. after ail.
only a few more than 500.000
people in Alaska — and they
require only so much law-
making every year. .And the
governor and the admin-
istration do need time to try
to run the state, without the
legislature demanding their
constant attention,

WHAT IS going to happen
now is what happens every
other year in Juneau,

The legislators are going
to do everything they have to
do in the next 60days,

And the point is perfectly
clear to just about every-
body but the legislators
themselves,

They could have skipped
the first 60 days and started
at what now is the midpoint
of the session. And the re-
suits would be exactly the
same — without millions of
dollars being spent on staff,
travel, tons of paper gnnd-
ing through the legislative
print shop and all the other
items that make the legisla-
tive process one of the
state's most expensive oper-
ations.

The real fact is that most
of the work will be done in
the last 45 to 30 days of the
session — ignoring the mad
frenzy that will turn the leg-
islative chambers and of-
fices into a mini asylum on
the final two or thee days,

But let's thank heaven for
small favors. Before the vot-
era finally rose up in outrage
and anger and forced law-
makers to accept a 120-day
limit on the length of the ses-
sions, legislatures were run-
ning beyond the 160-dav
mark.
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FOR SOME weekend food
for thought, we offer a tidbit
of information about the leg-
islative process.

Not Alaska's legislative
process.

Hawaii’s.

Down in the 50th State,
where prosperity bloons,
there is a 60-day limit on the
length of the annual legisla-
tive session.

And the system works
very well.

This year, the Hawaiian
legislature convened on Jan.
21, a Wednesday, and will ad-
journ —no ifs. ands or buts
—on April 27, a Monday.

And midway through the
session —if you can believe
such radical stuff —the le-
gislators of Hawaii took a
mandatory five-day recess.
It extended from March 17
to March 23, and took ail the
lawmakers back to their
home districts and out of the
pressure cooker for a little
exposure once again to the
reality of life.

HOWS IT work? Just
fire, say legislative leaders.

Becane of the deadlines
imposed to meet the 60-day
requirement, one influential
senator from Honolulu says,
members of the Hawail
House and Senate are forced
to concentrate on priority is-
Sues.

They aren't inundated by
hundreds and hundreds of
pieces of legislation, because
the members know the prac-
tice of papering the record

with campaign bills is coun-
terproductive to an effective
session.

At the stan of each ses-
sion, the president of the
Senate the speaker of
the House — this year, the
respective posts are held by
Sen. Richard SH. Wbng and
Rep. Richard A Kawakami
—sign off on a schedule that
everybody abides by un'H
adjournment comes.

AMONG OTHER things,
these rules provide that no
new bill can be introduced
after the 22nd day of the ses-
sion. Period. End of discus-
sion. In other words, just a
little more than one-third of
the session can be used for
bill introduction — and just
about 3 full two-thirds for
consideration of the leg-
islation that has been put on
the table.

And not all of those bills
hagg around until the very
end.

_ Throughout the 60-day pe-
riod, there are checkpoints
along the way. If bills don't
clear those hurdles, they're
dead ducks.

That's how the major, pri-
ority Items get handled in
due order, with time for de-
liberation and thoughtful
consideration.

Why can’t Alaska legisla-
tors get the message that
there is a better way to do
business — and they don't
have to reinvent the wheel to
get there?
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SHORTENING THE LEGISLATURE
Putlid on at 75 days

KEN IT COMES to reforms thac would im-

prove the way the state of Alaska functions,

put high on the list a reduction in the length
c/ time the Legislature stays in session every year.

The new suggestion is for a 75-day limit.

Let's endorse that, and urge all Alaskans to think in
that time frame.

Clearly it will take a voter revolt to reduce the length of
legislative session, because lawmakers themselves will
never do so on their own. They like being in session for
four months each year, and they cultivate the appearance
of working full time —complete with full-time staffs and
offices —the other eight months of the year.

And before the people of the state brought enough pres-
sure to bear to forcea 120-day limit on the annual ses-
sions, the legislators were delighted to stay in Juneau for
much longer periods of time —more than 160days on
three occasions, in fact

THAT KIND OF time spentlegislating each year for a
half a million people isa frightful disgrace.

So, too, is 123days each year.

The truth is, and most legislators will privately ac-
knowledge the reality, nothing much is accomplished in
the first 30days of any session—and often not much in 60.
besides a great deal of posturing and pandering to each
other's egos.

And while the legislators are in Juneau, doing whatever
they do to occupy the time, the wheels of government es-
sentially stop turning.

The result is that for three months at the start of every
year, the administrative departments of government —
which are supposed to be running things—drop every-
thing else and concentrate on being at the beck and call of
the lawmakers.

Then once the Legislature has adjourned, the adminis-
trative branches of government spend the next three
months trying to figure out what happened to them as a
result of legislative actions—and changing regulations
and whatnot to conform to changes in the law. Nota
whole lot of progressive actions are accomplished during
this pan of the year.

By the time the last three months are at hand, the ad-
ministrative offices have to start getting ready for the
next legislative session—spending three months building
their defenses or trying to concoct arguments in favor of
some new program or spending plan.

IT’S NO WONDER that the state winds up running in
circles, accomplishing little for the good of the people —
but spending an enormous amount of dollars in the pro-
cress.

The governor —whoever the governor might be—has
little time to develop programs and to effectuate leader-
ship goals. Juneau's whole attention is on the legislators
—not on the administration and the governor, charged by
the Alaska Constitution to lead and direct the state's wel-
fare and future.

Walter J. Hickel, who now occupies the governor's of-
fice, has endorsed the 75-day legislative limit. He recog-
nizes there is much to be done and that huge challenges
are out there —with great opportunities awaiting if only
the state could focus on the goals.

The one-third-of-year legislative session indeed can be
shortened. But it will take action by the voters —speaking
loudly and with force —to make it happen.

S peaking out

Clymer Lopez Grabowiki

Q. Should the Alaska Legislature's 120-day session be fur-
ther reduced to a 75-day limit?

* "Yes. They need to reduce the length. They're taking
too long. | think 75days is sufficient time for them to

legislate."”
—Chlora Clymer, Kodiak

“Yes. It takes them too long to make decisions.”
—Nga Lopez, Anchorage

* “Yes. | always feel it takes them too long to make
decisions. | think we need to reduce the session."
— Sue Grabowski. Anchorage
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January 18, 1993

To: Representative Pete Kott
Representative Terry M artin
State Capitol Room 409
Juneau, AK 99811

From: Roger E. Henderson

Re: House Joint Resolutions Nos. 3 and 15

I wholeheartedly support both of the above referenced
resolutions, particularly in view of the fact that the
proposal in the last general election for a constitutional
convention was defeated. Based upon my contact with voters
during campaigns before the election, | am convinced that
both of the proposed resolutions are favored by a majority
of AlaskanB.



legislative SESSIONS SINCE STATEHOOD ~ 5 /f) £

Legislature/Session
& Number of Days
1ST LEGISLATURE: 1959 - 1960
1st Session - 81 days
2nd Session - 65 days

2ND LEGISLATURE: 1961 - 1962
1st Session - 74 days

2nd Session - 81 days

3RD LEGISLATURE: 1963 - 1964
1st Session - 76 days

2nd Session - 85 days*

1st Special Session - 3 days

"Formal recess, 40 days

1965 - 1966

4ATH LEGISLATURE:
1st Session - 75 days
2nd Session - 84 days

5TH LEGISLATURE: 1967 - 1968
1st Session - 77 days
1st Special Session - 6 days

2nd Session - 86 days

6TH LEGISLATURE: 1969 - 1970
1st Session - 95 days

2nd Session - 147 days

7TH LEGISLATURE: 1971 - 1972
1st Session - 121 days

2nd Session - 161 days

8TH LEGISLATURE: 1973 - 1974
1st Session - 90 days

1st Special Session - 27 days

2nd Session - 96 days

2nd Special Session - 4 days

9TH LEGISLATURE: 1975 - 1976
1st Session - 139 days

2nd Session - 142 days

10TH LEGISLATURE: 1977 - 1978
1st Session - 141 days

2nd Session - 161 days

11TH LEGISLATURE: 1979 - 1980
1st Session - 112 days

1st Special Session - 3 days

2nd Session - 145 days

2nd Special Session - 3 days

Date-
Convened

1/26/59
1/25/60

1/23/61
1/22/62

1/2S/63
1/27/64
8/31/64

1/25/65
1/24/66

1/23/67
9/29/67
1/22/68

1/27/69
1/12/70

1/11/71
1/10/72

1/8/73
10/17/73
1/21/74
6/17/74

1/20/75
1/12/76

1/10/77
1/9/78

1/15/79
8/6/79

1/14/80
9/22/80

Day/Date
Adjourned

Tu 4/16/59
Tu 3/29/60

Th 4/6/61
Th 4/12/62

Sa 4/13/63
Sa 5/30/64

We 9/2/64

Fr 4/9/65
Su 4/17/66

Su 4/9/67
We 10/4/67
Tu 4/16/68

Th 5/1/69
Su 6/7/70

5/11/71
6/18/72

Sa 4/7/73
Mo 11/12/73
Fr 4/27/74
Th 6/20/74

6/7/75
6/1/76

Mo 5/30/77
Su 6/18/78

Su 5/6/79
We 8/8/79
Fr 6/6/80
We 9/24/80

- 73-

/.> n
Adjournment Time
SENATE HOUSE
9:50pm 9:45pm
12:00pm 12:00pm
2:01am 2:20am
1:22am 1:10am
10:46am 10:45ara
1:00am 1:00am
11:12am 11:08am
4:32am 4:35am
1:14am 1:28am
11:35am 11:32am
2:37am 2:35am
8:05am 8:00am
4:18am 4:30am
3:33am 3:51am
3:23ara 3:26am
12:50am 12:59am
5:45pm 5:50pm
4:35pm 4:35pm
8:21pm 8:25pm
6:17pm 6:12pm
2:30am 2:43am
8:19am 8:14am
10:41am 12:33pm
9:32pm 11:36pm
12:15pm 3:00pm
2:16pm 7:26pm (8/7)
8:43pm (6/5) 1:01am
9:38am 2:55am (9/23)

* All sessions convened on a Monday, except the First Special Session of the fifth Legislature, which convened on
a Friday, die First Special Session ofthe Eighth Legislature, which convened on a Wednesday, and the First Special

Session of the Seventeenth Legislature, which convened on a Wednesday.

97 -
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LEGISLATIVE SESSIONS SINCE STATEHOOD

Legislature/Session
& Number of Davs

12TH LEGISLATURE: 1981 - 1982
1st Session - 165 days
1st Special Session - 3 days
2nd Session - 144 days

13TH LEGISLATURE:
1st Session - 162 days
2nd Session - 152 days

1983 - 1984

14TH LEGISLATURE: 1985 - 1986
1st Session - 119 days
1st Special Session -30 days'*

2nd Session - 120 days.

15TH LEGISLATURE: 1987 - 1988
1st Session - 122 days***
1st Special Session - 3 days
2nd Session - 121 days

16TH LEGISLATURE: 1989 - 1990
1st Session - 121 days
2nd Session - 122 days

1st Special Session - 14 days

17TH LEGISLATURE:
1st Session - 122 days
2nd Session - 122 days
1st Special Session - 4 days
2nd Special Session - 8 days

1991 - 1992

Date*
Convened

1/12/81
7/13/81
1/11/82

1/17/83
1/9/84

1/14/85
7/15/85
1/13/86

1/19/87
7/1/87
1/11/88

1/9/89
1/8/90
6/25/90

1/21/91
1/13/92
05/13/92
06/15/92

Day/Date
Adjourned

Th 6/25/81
We 7/15/81
We 6/3/82

Mo 6/27/83
Fr 6/8/84

Su 5/12/85
Tu 8/13/85
Mo 5/12/86

We 5/20/87
Fr 7/3/87
Mo 5/9/83

Tu 5/9/89
We 5/9/90
Su 7/8/90

We 5/22/91
We 5/13/92
Sat 5/16/92
Mon 6/22/92

Adjournment Time

SENATE

7:06pm (6/24)
6:11pm (7/14)
5:35pm

9:39am
4:38pm

9;42pm

11:54pm

11:58pm (5/19)
1:31am
4:12am

11:59pm
11:59pm (5/8)
5:13pm

9:39pm (5/21)
11:59pm (5/12)
4:56pm (5/15)
3:44pm

HOUSE

12:23am
1:32am
7:23am (6/2)

9:2Spm (6/26)
4:05pm

’ld(():Sme

11:59pm

1:30am
12:12am
6:04am

11:32pm
12:01am
5:00pm

12:37am
12:06am
5:40am
4:17pm

* All sessions convened on a Monday, except the First Special Session of the Fifth Legislature, which convened on
a Friday, the First Special Session ofthe Eighth Legislature, which convened on a Wednesday, and the First Special

Session of the Seventeenth Legislature, which convened on a Wednesday.

** The First Special Session of the Fourteenth Legislature (considering the question ofimpeachment of Governor

Sheffield) adjourned in 30 days under Article Il, Section 9, Constitution of the State ofAlaska.

The First Session of the Fifteenth Legislature was extended by a proclamation by the Governor.






HOUSE COMMITTEE REPQPT
ga)lte Referred: March 1, 1993 FURTHER REFERRALS:
Date of Committee Action: / N2
The STATE AFFAIRS Committee considered: HJR 18
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 18 ESTABLISH FISHING COMMUNITY AT ADAK

Relating to establishment of a fishing community at Adak.

RECOMMENDATIONS: | ] the same title
be replaced with | 1a new title
[ ] have attached amendments(s)

do pass

[ ] do not pass
[ ] no recommendations
[ ] individual recommendadons

[ ] additional referral to the Committee
ADOPTS: letter of Intent
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF .ALASKA BILL NO. HR IS
1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Ravision Cets: Ceot. Affected:
Lrde: r.srahl i ~hmenc of 3 fishing communicv BRU
ac Adak. Conporent:

Sponsor: ReD. Moses
Requestor: Reo. Moses COMPONENT SERIALNO

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)
CPERATING I P FY% FYes Fyor FY8

PERSONAL SFRVICES

TRAR

CONTRACTUAL
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EQUIPVENT

LAND &STRUCTURES

CGRANTS A AINVG

MSCH LANEOLS

TOTAL CPERATING 1 '

CAPITAL
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FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Recaipts

1003 G- Mich

1004 G-

1005 GHProgram Regeipts

1006 GAVHIA 1
Other 1
TOTAL 1

POSITIONS:
RULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEVRCRARY

Estimata of currant yaar(FY93) impact: J
ANALYSIS: (Attach a soparate paga if nacassary)

Zero fiscal impact

Prepared by. Jeff Morrison. Director Phore: 465-4730
Division: _Administrative and Support Services Catm 16 Feb 93
Approved by Conmrissioner (K M 2*** > es || Hugh L. Cox III Dete: mlk /v
Agency. M ilitary and Veterans Affairs

PREPARER TO PROMIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION GCPIES TO GOVERNORS LEGSLATIVE CHHCE
Far further distribution informetion all the Governar's Legisiativa Offica
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A laska & tatc |I& egialaturc

Representative Carl E. Moses

CHAIRMAN SESSION:
HOUSE RULES COMMITTEE CAPITOL BUILDING, ROOM ?2C4

JUNEAU, ALASKA 99801-1182
CHAIRMAN PHONE: (907) 465-4451

HOUSE SPECIAL FISHERIES COMMITTEE FAX: (907) 465-9445

MEMBER INTERIM:

FINANCE SUBCOMMITTEES P.0. BOX 109
FISH AND GAME UNALASKA, ALASKA 99685

PUBLIC SAFETY PHONE: (907) 581-1234

MEMORANDUM P o ot et
10: Representative Al Vezey,
House State Affairs Committee
FROM: Representative Carl Moses
DATE: March 3, 1993
RE: Scheduling of HJR 18

| would like to respectfuIIY request that you schedule for a hearing
Il-IJIR d18, relating to establishment of a fishing community on Adak
sland.

The Adak Naval Base has been in existence as a military
establishment in the Aleutian Islands since World War “ll.
Commercial fishing is the major industry in the Aleutian Island
Chain and along the Alaska Peninsula, but natural harbors that are
adjacent to fpr|me fishing grounds are at a ?rer,mum. Adak Island has
a number of such harbors that have the potential of being developed
as small outﬁosts of the local fishing industry. It is now time for
Alaska and the U.S. Department of Defense t0 look to the future of
Adak Island. Releasing a portion of the naval reserve for
development of a fishing community, or at least making it available
for civilian use, would be a first step.

The resolution has no fiscal impact.

ADAK *AKUTAN «AMCHITKA mATKA «ATTU «BELKOFSKI «CHERNOFSKI «CHIGNIK «CHIGNIK LAGOON «CHIGNIK LAKE
COLD BAY . DUTCH HARBOR <EGEGIK «EKWOK «FALSE PASS «IVANOF BAY *KING COVE *KING SALMON «KOLIGANEK «LEVELOCK «NAKNEK
NELSON LAGOON «NEW STUYAHOK «NIKOLSKI «PEDRO BAY «PERRYVILLE «PILOT POINT «PORT HEIDEN «PORT MOLLER «SAND POINT
SHEMYA «SQUAW HARBOR m8OUTH NAKNEK «ST. GEORGE ISLAND ST. PAUL ISLAND «UGASHIK «UNALASKA «UNGA



A laska Slate ffiegialature

Representative Carl E. Moses

SESSION:

CAPITOL BUILDING, ROOM 204
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99801-1182
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FAX: (907) 465-1445

CHAIRMAN
HOUSE RULES COMMITTEE

CHAIRMAN
HOUSE SPECIAL FISHERIES COMMITTEE

MEMBER INTERIM:

FINANCE SUBCOM M ITTEES PO. BOX 109
FISH AND GAME UNALASKA. ALASKA 99685
PUBLIC SAFETY Sponsor Statement PHONE: (907) 561-1234

FAX: (907) 501-2875

HJR 18

Relating to establishment of a fishing community at Adak

The Adak Naval Base has been in existence as a military
establishment in the Aleutian Islands since World War II. With the
easing of Cold War tensions, the U.S. Department of Defense is now
looking at reducing or phasing out numerous installations across the
country, including “Adak.

Commercial f|sh|n% is the maFlorJndustry in the Aleutian
Island Chain and along the Alaska Peninsula. “Natural harbors that
are adjacent to prime fishing grounds are at a premium, Adak Island
has a number of such harbors that have the ﬁ,oten,tlal of being
developed as small outposts of the local fishing industry.

At one time, civilians did have limited access to the Adak
Naval Reserve, but that access was revoked.

It is now time for Alaska and the U.S. Department of Defense to
look to the future of Adak Island. Releasing a portion of the naval
reserve for development of a f|sh|n% community, or at least making
it available for civilian use, would be a first step.

ADAK «AKUTAN «AMCHITKA «ATKA «ATTU «BELKOFSKI «CHERNOFSKI «CHIGNIK «CHIGNIK LAGOON . CHIGNIK LAKE
COLD BAY «DUTCH HARBOR «EGEGIK «EKWOK «FALSE PASS «IVANOF BAY «KING COVE «KING SALMON «KOUGANEK «LEVELOCK «NAKNEK
NELSON LAGOON «NEW STUYAHOK . NIKOLSKI «PEDRO BAY «PERRYVILUE «PILOT POINT «PORT HEIDEN «PORT MOLLER «SAND POINT
SHEMVA . SOUAW HARROR «SOUTH NAKNEK . ST GEORGE ISLAND - ST PAUL ISLAND . UGASHIK . UNALASKA - IJINGA
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AdaFdd TIANSLEAST BOROYGH, .

SERVING THE COMMUNITIES OF
U KING COVEH SAND POINT B AKUTAN B COLD BAY Bl FALSE PASS B NELSON LAGOON

February 17, 1933

Representative Carl Moses
P.0. BoxV
Juneau, AK

Dear Representative Moses:

The Aleutians E«st Borough supports HJR #18. The use of the harbors
around Adak Na /a Base would be advantageous to the fishing Industry
In a number of v/ays. First and paramount is the issue of safetY. No
other Industry has the mortality rate of the fishing Industrr in Alaska.
Having access to safe harborsand good facilities is essential to the
safety of our fishermen. The creation of such a port at the extreme
end of the Aleut ans Is an mtngumg concept that needs further
exploration and development. [t would appear that additional fish
}groducts would De brought ashore that are now leaving the State.
his.should enhE nce the State's revenue picture.

For the above reasons, the Aleutians East Borough supports the further
development of :his concept.

Sincerely,

Dick Jacohsen

Mayor
CLERK/PLANNER BOROUGH ADMINISTRATOR FINANCE DIRECTOR
P.O. BOX34B 1600 ASTREET, SUITE 103 P.O. BOX40
SAND POINT, ALASKA99001 ANCHORAGE, ALASKA99501-5146 KING COVE, ALASKA99612
(607) 383*2669 (907) 274-7655 (007) 497-2588

(907) 363-3498 FAX (907) 270-7589 FAX (907) 497-2380 FAX






STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HJR22
1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Oaco: Oapartmont Affected:  Office of the Governor
Title: Amendment to the Constitution RE Legislature BHJ) Division of Elections

of 25 Senators and 50 Representatives Comoonent: General and Primary Elections
Sponsor:  Representative roster

Requestor: comporent serial ho. 2
BEXPENDITURESREVENUES:

CPERATING FT %4 FT &3 FT % FT 97 FT 98 FT 9
PERSCNAL. SERVICES 0 0 203.3 0 0 0
TRAA 0 0 16.7 0 0 0
CONTRACTUAL 2.2% 0 462.0 27.0 a0 27.0
SUPPLIES 0 0 0 0 0 0
EQUIRVENT 0 0 0 0 0 0
LAD S STRUCTURES 0 0 0 0 0 0
GRANTS, A AIVB 0 0 0 0 0 0
MSCH LANEQLS 0 0 0 a 0 0
TOTAL CPERATING 2.2% 0 582.S 27.0 0 27.0
CAPITAL 0 0 0 0 0 0
REVENLE
AND SOURCE 0 a 0 a 0 0
FUNDING
1002 Federal Receipts 0 0 0
1003 GF Match 0 0 0
1004 G- 2.2% 0 682.3 27.0 0 27.0
1005 GF/Program 0 0 0 0 0 0
1006 CHVHTIA 0 0 0 0 0 0
OHR 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 2.2* 0 0 27.0 0 27.0
POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0
PART-TIME

TEVRORARY 0 0 17 0 0
Estimate of currant year (FY93) InC- :: 0

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necossary.)sThis figure covers cost of inciusion of information about this issue in the
Official Elections Pamphlet as required by AS 13.50, and programming for DataVote counting of votes cast on the measure.
However, only 4 measures can be printed on a single ballot card. Should this measure require printing an additional ballot
card, the fiscal Impact would be 53™4. See att“cied for further Analysis )

[ d by: - ariof S. Thicfcstun, 01lrecto/S??CrfrA'rENL
5@% B‘iwggkl%@qof Elections

Approved by Coomisoioner:  Lt. Governor John B.
Agency:  Office of the Lt. Governor

PREPARER TO PROMIDE ALL OLSTRIBUTIOWMTOPIES ~ (GOVERNCRS LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution/in/oraatiifn =al Governor's Legislative Office

Rev 11/92 Page 1 of



SPONSOR'S STATEMENT

The primary reason for offering this resolution is to give the voters
the aption ‘of havmq smaller legislative districts.  ThiS has the
effect’ of bnnq legislators closer to the people that they represent.
While this is less important in the urban areas, it is extremely
important in rural areas. In my own case, the house district is
several hundred miles* long and represents very diverse interests.

One advantage of smaller districts is that campa|gtn|ng ‘would be
easier and less expensive for persons who may otherwise might not
be able to finance a ,camPalgn. It would also make it possible for
more people to participate n the political system as legislators.
Another advantage is that residents would be more likely to know
their legislators and as a result cast an informed hallot:

This legislation would result in more rural and urban district but
would not change the rural and urban proportions of the legislature
since that is governed by federal law.

There are two fiscal notes. The first deals with the cost of
reapportionment. The projected cost of $6825 could be
significantly reduced if the plan was implemented after the 2000
census as"a part of the required redistricting needed to meet federal
reapportionment requirements.

The second fiscal note is the more interesting since the Legislative
Affairs Agency has fprolected the increased annual cost as
$3,667,700. " This figure seems excessive when one consideres that
the FY 94 House proposed budget for LAA is $5489,400. If one
makes _the assumption that a 25% increase would inflate the budget
bé 125% the expected increase in cost would be $1,372350 which is
$2295350 less than Legislative Affairs has projected.

Since increase membership does not increase the number of
committees within the body, staff should not be expected to also
rise by 25%.  Also we are Iookm? at attempting to shorten the
Iege,slatwedsessmns and this would also affect the cost that would
e incurred.



Alaska House of Representatives

Richard Foster During Session

P.O. Box 1630 Slate Capitol

Nome, Alaska 99762-1630 Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182
907-143-5036 907-465-3789

Fax 907-443-2162 Fax 907-465-3242

MEMORANDUM

T0: Representative Al Vezey
Chair, State Affairs Committee

FROM: Representative Richard Foster

RE: Scheduling HJR 22

DATE: January 11, 194

| would apﬁ,reciate that HIR 22 be scheduled for a hearing in the near
future.  While | do not intend to try to get the legislation” through the
legislature during this session, | would appreciate the resolution
being discussed so that various points of view may be aired.

Thank you for your consideration

AlaManule, Cheuak, Elim, Emmanok, Gambell, Golovin, Hooper Boy, Kotlik, Koyuk, Marshall, Mekaryuk, Mountain Village, Newtok, Nightmutc, Nome,
Pilot Station, Pitka's Point, Russian Mission, St. Mary's, St Michael, Savoonga, Scammon Bay, Shaktoolik, Sheldon Point, Stebbins, Toksook Bay, Tununak,

Unalakleet, White Mountain
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Alaska State Legislature

130 Seward Street, Suite 218
Juneau, Alaska 99801-2196

Legislative Research Agency
Phone: (907) 465-3991

Fax: (907) 463-3351

January 22, 1993

MEMORANDUM
TO: Representative Richard Foster
FROM: Gordon S. Harrison, Directo:

RE: Cost and Other Effects of Enlarging the Alaska Legislature
Research Request 93.083

You asked for an assessment of the cost and other effects of increasing the Alaska Senate
to 30 members and the Alaska House of Representatives to 60 members (i.e., adding 10
senators and 20 representatives), particularly the effects on representation. You also asked
for information about the size of other state legislatures.

This memorandum will provide a brief historical account of the evolution of the size of the
Alaska legislature, a comparison with other state legislatures, a discussion of the impact on
representation, and an assessment of the cost of the change.

Evolution of the Alaska Legislature to a 60-Member Body

The Alaska territorial legislature was created in 1912. With only 24 members--8 senators
and 16 representatives—t must surely have been among the smallest of such legislative
bodies in American history. Many in Congress at the time were skeptical that the sparse and
transient population of the territory of Alaska justified the expense of an elected legislature,
and the diminutive body probably reflected a concern for costs.

In 1942 Congress enlarged the territorial legislature to 40 members: from 8 to 16 senators,
and from 16 to 24 representatives. This change (which took effect in 1944) was the result
of efforts by Delegate Anthony Dimond, who believed strongly that the territorial senate of
8 was too small to be an effective legislative body. He was particularly incensed that as few
as four senators could-and regularly did—thwart the will of the 24-member institution.
Delegate Dimond initially campaigned for a unicameral body. When a territorial-wide
referendum in 1937 rejected that option, he introduced a bill in Congress to increase both



Representative Foster
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houses to 18 members and to apportion them both on the basis of population.1 Congress
eventually consented to an enlargement of the senate to 16 and the house to 24, with only

the house apportioned on the basis of population.

The Alaska Constitutional Convention set the present size of the state legislature at 60
members. The question of the optimum size of the two houses was not debated on the floor
of the convention. In general, the delegates wanted to increase representation, particularly
of rural areas, over that afforded by a 40-member body, but they were also determined to
have a small legislature. The cost of operating the prospective government was never far
from the minds of the delegates, and concern for the expense of the legislature doubtless
contributed much to the pressure to keep it comparatively small.

Some convention delegates thought a senate of 20 members was too small. Doubts about
so small a body have been expressed from time to time since statehood. Although the state
senate has more members, it is proportionally the same size as the original territorial senate.
One complaint about so few senators is the fact that they have too many committee
assignments. In his book Legislative Life, Alan Rosenthal writes: "It is difficult to imagine
a body of 40 members (not to mention those with fewer) really maintaining a committee

system."”

Despite this lingering concern about the size of the senate, only two resolutions have been
introduced over the years to enlarge the legislature: HIR 71 in 1978 proposed to increase the
senate to 25 members and the house to 51 members, and HIJR 48 in 1981 proposed to
increase the senate to 30 members and the house to 60. In addition, two resolutions have
been introduced to increase by one the membership of both the senate and house, but these
measures were concerned with another problem, that of partisan deadlocks of 10-10 and 20-

20.

Comparison with Other States

Attached is a table that shoe's the size of legislative chambers in each of the 50 states.
Alaska has the smallest bicameral legislature, although Delaware with 62 members, and
Nevada, with 63, are close. The average number of members in the upper houses is about

"With regard to apportioning both houses on the basis of population, Dimond was ahead
of his time. He argued eloquently for the inherent fairness and democratic logic of the idea,
but Congress turned a deaf ear. Apportionment of both houses of state legislatures on the
basis of population was imposed on the states by a series of U.S. Supreme Court cases in
the early 1960s.
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38, and the average number of members of the lower houses is about 110. There does not
appear to be any correlation between the population of a state and the size of its legislature.
New Hampshire is one of the least populated states yet has a lower house of 400; California
is one of the most populous states, and it las a legislature of 120. One of the few
generalizations that may be possible is that western states tend to have smaller legislatures
than the older, New England states.

In all states the senate is smaller than the house. This is a matter of political custom rather
than law or logic (Delegate Dimond argued this point, unsuccessfully, in his effort enlarge
both chambers of the Alaska territorial legislature to 18 members).

Several states have decreased the size of their legislatures in recent years. However, these
reductions have occurred in states with comparatively large legislatures, and the resulting
bodies remain substantially larger than Alaska’s.

Effects Of Enlargement on Representation

Enlarging Alaska’s legislature would result in more legislators from smaller districts. This
would have the effect of bringing elected representatives "closer to the people,” and it would
result in more rural districts as well as urban districts, but it would not alter the current

proportion of urban and rural legislators.

Both houses of state legislatures must be, as a matter of federal law, apportioned on the basis
of population. There are currently 40 election districts in .Alaska. One house member is
elected from each. Senate districts are a combination of two election districts; one senator
Is elected from each. If the number of house members were increased from 40 to 60, there
would be 20 additional districts from which a representative would be elected (assuming the
continuation of single-member districts). The 60 house members would, in the short run at
least, each represent substantially fewer constituents than the 40 members currently represent,
and the mega-districts which we now have in Alaska would be reduced in size to some
extent. Senators would likewise represent smaller constituencies. \While there wouid be
more rural and urban districts, the urban and rural areas of the state would continue to have

the same proportion of total members.

There may be several advantages to smaller election districts in Alaska. One is that
campaigning for office would be easier and less expensive. Another is that residents would
be more likely to know their legislators and be able to cast an informed ballot on election
day. Greater familiarity could improve communication with and access to elected
representatives.  Also, there would be opportunity for more people to participate in the
political system as legislators.
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Fiscal Impacts

Increasing the membership of the legislature from 60 to 90 would create higher annual
operating expenses of about $6 million. It would also involve a substantial one-time capital
expense because the existing legislative chambers, committee rooms and office space would
have to be expanded to accommodate the new members. While we have estimated the
annual recurring cost, we have not attempted to estimate the one-time capital cost.

Annual Recurring Cost

Annual recurring costs would fall into four general categories: compensation, travel,
contractual, and staff. \We obtained estimates of these items, based on the current average
cost per legislator, from the Division of Administrative Services, Legislative Affairs Agency.
The total cost would be approximately S6,102,540, as shown below. This estimate assumes
that central support staff (employees of Legislative Affairs Agency, for example) would
remain unchanged.

Compensation for legislators is currently $33,000 each (including benefits). Thus, 30
additional legislators would increase compensation $990,000 annually.

Travel expense, including moving, session per diem, and long-term per diem, averages
approximately $20,933 per legislator. Thus, the new members would increase travel expense
by $627,990 per year.

Contractual expense includes a $4,000 allowance per member, plus an additional
approximately $7,000 each for phones, supplies, and equipment. Thus, contractual expenses
associated with the additional members would be an additional $330,000 per year.

Staff expenses average $21,465 per staff member during session; they average $37,045 per
staff during the interim. 1fwe assume that on average each legislator has three session staff
and two interim staff, the additional staff expense per legislator is $138,485. Thus, staff
expense caused by the expansion would be $4,154,550.

The foregoing incremental costs total $6,102,540.

One-time Capital Costs

We have not attempted to estimate the capital cost required to accommodate the new
legislators, but we presume it would be several million dollars.  The existing capitol
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building would have to be remodeled to make space available to the new members. In all
likelihood, the executive branch would vacate the capitol building and it would become a
legislative hall. The existing house and senate chambers would have to be enlarged, several
of die meeting rooms would have to be expanded, and more office space would have to be
found. «The reshuffle of office space could push some employees into leased space, which
would increase the foregoing estimate of annual recurring costs.

| hope this information is useful. If you have any questions, please contact this agency.

Attachments



NUMBER OF MEMBERS IN THE STATE LEGISLATURES

State Senate House Total
ALABAMA 35 105 140
ALASKA 20 40 60
ARIZONA 30 60 90
ARKANSAS 35 100 135
CALIFORNIA 40 80 120
COLORADO 35 65 100
CONNECTICUT 36 151 187
DELAWARE 21 41 62
FLORIDA 40 120 160
GEORGIA 56 180 236
HAWAII 25 51 76
IDAHO 42 84 126
ILLINOIS 59 118 177
INDIANA 50 100 150
IOWA 50 100 150
KANSAS 40 125 165
KENTUCKY 38 100 138
LOUISIANA 39 105 144
MAINE 35 151 186
MARYLAND a7 141 188
MASSACHUSETTS 40 160 200
MICHIGAN 38 110 148
MINNESOTA 67 134 201
MISSISSIPPI 52 122 174
MISSOURI 34 163 197
MONTANA 50 100 150
NEBRASKA 49 49
NEVADA 21 42 63
NEW HAMPSHIRE 24 400 424
NEW JERSEY 40 80 120
NEW MEXICO 42 70 112
NEW YORK 61 150 211
NORTH CAROLINA 50 120 170
NORTH DAKOTA 53 106 159
OHIO 33 99 132
OKLAHOMA 48 101 149
OREGON 30 60 90
PENNSYLVANIA 50 203 253
RHODE ISLAND 50 100 150
SOUTH CAROLINA 46 124 170
SOUTH DAKOTA 35 70 105
TENNESSEE 33 99 132
TEXAS 31 150 181
UTAH 29 75 104
VERMONT 30 150 180
VIRGINIA 40 100 140
WASHINGTON 49 96 147
WEST VIRGINIA 34 100 134
WISCONSIN 33 99 132
WYOMING 30 64 94

Source: Book of the States, 1992 - 1993, The Council of State
Governments

Prepared by the Legislative Research Agency, January 1993 (93.083)
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR DIVISION OF ELECTIONS
P.O. BOX AF

JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811-0105
PHONE (907) 465-4611

March 31, 1993

The Honorable Richard Foster
Representative

Alaska State Leqislature
Court Building, Room 611
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Representative Foster:

Just a word to let you know we have submitted the attached fiscal note through the
normal process. If hT effective date couI% have corrﬁsPonded with reapportionment in
the year 2000 we could have avoided such a high dollar figure

Your bill is excellent, please give me a call if you would like to discuss this fiscal note.
Sincerely yours,

Chariot E. Thickstun
Director



3iil Version: HIR 22

STATE OF ALASKA ’ _ .
1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION (H) Ruciisn Cats:  4/14

Revision Date: Department Affacteg: Legislative Affairs Agency

Title: Frccosing amencments to :ne SRU: Legislative Council
Ccnst<tution....relatino to membership of the legislature. Legislative Ccerating Sudcet
Sponsor: Representative_Foster Component: Sal. & Allowances. Gen. Services
Requestor: Representative roster Session Expenses. Leo. Coer, Budge:

COMPONENT SERIAL NO:

Exoenoitures/Revenues: fTncusands oi Cellars)

*OPERATING | FY 94 I P/95 FYo | FY97 | FYO98 1 F/99 1
PERSONAL SERVICES | 1523.01 2891.71 2391.71 2891.71
"RAVEL | 257.21 318.51 318.51 31851
CONTRACTUAL | 442.51 442.51 44251 442 .5i
SUPPLIES | 15.01 15.01 15.01 15.01
EQUIPMENT | 195.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
LAND &STRUCTURES | 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
GRANTS. CLAIMS | | | | | |
MISCELLANEOUS | | 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
TOTAL OPERATING | (o]e | 0.0l 247271 3667.71 2667.71 2667.71
ICAPITAL 0.01 0.01 150.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

<REVENUE FUND SOURCE

-*JNDING: (Tnousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND

FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER FUND SOURCE

2442.71 3667.71  3667.71  3667.71
0.0 oL oL o
150.01 o o a

B R OR
=

TOTAL Ol 255271 366771  3667.71  36S7.7|
=OSITIGNS:

FULL-TIME o a 451 451 451 iSi
PART-TIME ol oL 34| 24| 341 2
TEMPORARY o o oL oL oL oL

Estimate af current year impact:

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)
HJR 22 proposes amendments to the Constitution changing the membership of the Legislature from

20 senators to 25 and from 40 representatives to 50. Total membership would change from 60 to 75.

It is.estimated there would be increased costs by enlarging the size of the membership of the Legislature. These
increases would be additional members and legislative staff, additional sgt-at-arms staff, additional suppan staff,
additional office space, increase in travel, additional annual allowances, increase in supplies, telephone equipment
and charges, computer and office equipment, etc. Also a one time cost would be incurred to remodel the existing

chamders to accommodate the additional members.

Pamela A. Stcoos. Oirectcr Phone: 4%‘%3
Division: Administrative Services Date:
Warren W. Endicctt. Executive Oirector ( ) @ASN (i/fIW /i
- Date: 3/5:92

Acencv Legislative Affairs Acencv

Gistncuticn (by preparer;: Lag. Finance. Legislative Sponsor. Requestor, OMB, Gov.. & Impacted Agency(ies;j.
Page 1 of 2__



CONTINUATION OF FISCAL NOTE: HJR 22

PERSONAL SERVICES

It is anticipated the additional members and staff will not occur until FY 96. The FY 96 cost is for six months.

15 additional legislators (75 not 60) - 5519,000

30 additional full time legislative staff - $1,699,500

30 additional permanent pait time legislative staff - $615,000
2 additional sgt-at-arms staff for House and Senate - 525,000

2 additional House and Senate support staff - $33,200 , 2891.7

Personal services costs are estimated using FY 94 personal services costs. Support staff costs are conservative.
Not sure what impact additional 15 members will have-on the Agency.

TRAVEL

Travel to and from session, session per diem, relocation costs, interim per diem, travel per diem for 15 additional
legislators - $318,500. FY 96 cost is $51,300 less for legislator's interim per diem. 318.5

CONTRACTUAL

Telephones 70 lines @$250/yr - $17,500
Long distance and local charges - $90,000
Annual $4,000 allowance - $60,000

Increased lease space for session and interim - $275,000 442.5

SUPPLIES

Supplies for 79 additional members and staff for session and interim - $25,000 25.0

EQUIPMENT

Equipment for 79 additional members and staff for session interim. ' swould be a one time cost.

75 Desks or funding for built-ins = $33,000

40 Computers @ $1,500 = $60,000

45 File cabinets = $18,000

40 Printers <a>$1,500 = $60,000

75 Chairs = 15 <>$400; 60 @ $300 = $24,300 195.0

MISCELLANEOUS

A capital appropriation would be requested to remodel the 2nd floor of the Capitol. The Senate and House
Chambers would have to be enlarged to accommodate additional members. Offices would need to be
moved and additional committee and office space would be required. The Legislative Lounge might

also need to be enlarged.

Approximate amount for the 2nd floor renovation is $150,000. 150.0



STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO.

1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
AHALTSIS: (continued)

Travel:
72270 Administrative Travel 16.7
(2 Supervisor meetings(l Juneau, 1 Anchorage 7.3;
aeaporrlonment paralegal (2 trips to ! regions] 5.9;
Admin. Officer (1 trip to 3 Regional Offices and
Director®s Office 3.0)

Personal Services:
Additional Clark IllIs 703.3

(17 a Hange 8A, no overtime S months)
Contractual Services:

73100 Professional Services
Mapping 236.3
Voter ID cards (330,000) 130.0
73300 Communications
Postage 95.7
Printing and Binding 27.0

Additional Ballots

Total

Rev 11/92 Page

HIJR22

2






FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA

1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION billno. hjr24
Revision Date; Department Affected: Natural Resources
Title: "Relating to the shortage of housing for BRU: Resource Management

military personnel" Components: Land Management

Sponsor Representative Mulder
Requestor  Representative Mulder Component Serial No. 431
EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY A FY % FY %6 FY 97 FY 98 FY @
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND&STRUCTURES

GRANTS,CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 00 00 00 00 00 00

CAPITAL 00 00 QD 00 00 00
REVENUE fund source:

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1006 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL 00 00 °° °o 00 00

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0
PART-TIME 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0
Estimate of current year (FY93) Impact. $ No (iscal impact anticipated

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

This resolution requests the department to identity state land that might tie made available lor increased housing for military

o O
o o

personnel and to report these results to the legislature. We have already met with the Municipality of Anchorage,
Fairbanks North Star Borough. City of Fairbanks and City of North Pole to identify available land. In both the Anchorage
and Fairbanks areas there is no state land available. All the land is privately owned or the land has been transferred from

the state to the local municipalities. We will continue to meet and work with all affected parties to explore alternatives.

Prepared by: Ron Swanson Phone : 762-2692
Division: Land A Date : 4-Feb93
Approved by Commissioner: Glenn A. Olds < " Date:

Agency: Department of Natural Resources

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office

(REV 11/92) (fnform.xIs/DNR) page 1 of 1
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. hjr2

1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Dote: Dept Affected:

Title: A resolution relating to the shortage of adequate housing... BRU: AHFC
Component: AHFC

Sponsor Mulder

Requestor: COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY94 FY95

PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTALOPERATING

CAPITAL 0 0 1 0 0
REVENUE FUND SOURCE: 0 0 0 0
FUNDING ! (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts 0 0 0 0
1003 G F M atch 0 0 0 0
1004 OF 0 0 0 0
100S GF/Proeram Receipts 0 0"* 0 0
1006 GF/MH TIA 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0

positions;

FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0

PART-TIME 0 0 0 0

TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0

Estimate of current year (FY93) Impact: $

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

Prepared by; Judith DeSpaig ) Phone; 561-1900

Division: AHEFC o 1 Date: 02/05/93
s ' // Il ) (S L -------------- Date: V €~,

Approved by Com missioner;

Agency;
PRETARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution Information call the Governor's Legislative O ffice

(tII‘II@I\ian]MfB? Page 1 of 1
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WALTER J. HICKEL, GOVERNOR

fIREFAItTMENT 4ftF XAT8JRAL I1&KSOUKCKS 400 WILLOUGHBY AVENUE
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99801-1796

PHONE: (907) 465-2400
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER FACSIMILE: (907) 586-2754

February 4,1993

The Honorable Al Vezey, Chair
House State Affairs Committee
Capitol Building, Room 102
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Subject: HJR 24, Housing for military personnel
Dear Representative Vezey:

The Department of Natural Resources (DNR) supports HIJR 24. DNR reev. prizes that
the military is a vital component of the Alaska economy and that in order to keep an
active military presence in Alaska and avoid base closures it is important to assure
an adequate housing stock to meet the needs of military personnel.

To this end, DNR has had meetings with key leaders with the Municipality of
Anchorage, the Fairbanks North Star Borough, the City of Fairbanks, and the City
of North Pole. Unfortunately, in both the greater Anchorage and Fairbanks areas
there is no state land available for housing. All land suitable for these purposes is
either privately owned or has already been conveyed by the state to the appropriate
municipality.

DNR will continue to meet and work with all affected parties to explore alternative
solutions to this important matter.

Cordially,

f NN

N Glenn A. Olds
Commissioner

cc: Representative Eldon Mulder
Kris Lethin, Legislative Liaison, Governor’s Office
Ron Swanson, Director, Division of Land



Representative Eldon Mulder
HJIR #24
February 4, 1993

AMENDMENT TO HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION #24

On page 2, line 6, strike the word “tHecent”and insert the word
“‘adequate’’



-Chairman -

A Iaska State Legislatu re Legislative Chinch.

- -Co-Chairman -
House of Representatives House Specui-Connhtee on

M ilitary Ano Veterans A ffairs

R epresentative Eldon M ulder -CO-CHAIRMAN -
M ilitary A ffairs eor
DISTRICT 23 MULDOON-FT. RICHARDSON Anc,:oryageCaucus
MEMORANDUM
TO: Representative Al Vezey, Chair

House State Affairs

FROM: Representative Eldon Mulder i f
SUB): Scheduling of House Joint Resolution #24
DATE: February 5,1993

| would like to request that the House State Affairs Committee hear House Joint
Resolution #24 as soon as possible. This legislation has been a joint effort between
Senator Ted Stevens, the Department of Military and Veterans Affairs and my
office. Senator Stevens has informed us that this legislation will be a great help to
his work in Washington and has expressed interest in having it passed as soon as
possible. Attached is some information regarding HJR #24. If you require any
further information, please contact my office. Thank you for your positive
consideration.

A laska State Capitol,Room #116 Juneau,A K 99801-1182 Phone (907) 465-2647



Representative Eldon Mulder
House Joint Resolution #24
February 5, 1993

House Joint Resolution #24
SPONSOR STATEMENT

HISTORICAL OVERVIEW

Due to the downsizing of our military personnel and facilities, the President
established the Base Relocation and Closure Commission (BRAC) to review military
facilities around the nation for closure. Last December, the Department of Defense
published the selection criteria which the BRAC will use when it begins io review
military facilities in the U.S. for closure in 1993 (see attachmen* A). A few weeks
ago, Senator Ted Stevens made statements in the Anchorage Daily News that
Anchorage and Fairbanks lacked suitable housing for military personnel and
therefore, did not meet the infrastructure component in the BRAC selection criteria.
Section G of the selection criteria relates to infrastructre and states as follows: "'The
ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities' infrastructures to
support forces, missions and personnel." Analysis of the housing markets in both
Anchorage and Fairbanks showed a significant shortage of housing that meets

military standards.

A market analysis performed for EImendorf AFB in Anchorage showed that
1,467 families (out of 3,281 total) are unsuitably housed off-base (see attachment B).
Additional information gathered by a special housing task force appointed by the
Anchorage Chamber of Commerce showed that there were 459 families from Ft.
Richardson that were unsuitably housed (see attachment C). Those two figures
combine for a total of 1,926 unsuitably housed in the Anchorage area. Eielson AFB
and Ft. Wainwright are shown to have a combined total of 1,225 unsuitably housed

(out of 2,102).

Military Families Unsuitably Housed

Anchorage Fairbanks
Elmendorf AFB 1,467 Eielson AFB 583
Ft. Richardson 459 Ft. Wainwright 642

TOTAL 1,926 (59%) 1,225 (45%)



Representative Eldon Mulder
House Joint Resolution #24
February 5, 1993

MILITARY HOUSING STANDARDS

Department of Defense (DoD) has established standards and requirements for
military housing that are defined as follows:

(1) Affordability: DoD establishes a maximum allowable housing cost
(MAHC) to cover rent and utilities. MAHC varies by grade (rank) and is
coupled with a 15% additive factor. Current analysis shows that the majority
of the unsuitably housed are non-commissioned officers (1,685 in Anchorage
and 1,127 in Fairbanks.)

(2) Location: Requirements are that housing be within 30 miles and
commute time less than one hour by personal vehicle during rush hours.
Also, housing must be in a residential area which meets standards of
sanitation and is free of objectional features (fumes, industrial noise, etc.)

(3) Condition: Must be structurally sound and have a private entrance, bath
and kitchen. Dwelling must be arranged so both kitchen and living room can
be entered without going through the bedroom.

(4) Bedroom Requirements: Size and number are based on rank and number,
age, and sex of dependents.

*No child should share a bedroom with a parent

*All families with two children have a three bedroom requirement

*A child 6 yrs. or older should not share a bedroom with a child of the

opposite sex
*Dependents 10 years of age or older are entitled to separate bedroom

(5) Minimum Square Footage: DoD uses net square footage (excludes non-
living areas).

eone bedroom - 550 sqg. ft.

etwo bedroom - 750 sq. ft.

*three bedroom - 960 sqg. ft.

*four or more bedrooms -1,190 sq. ft.

Obviously, there are two solutions to correcting this problem: renovating
current housing to meet the criteria defined above or building new housing to meet
the above criteria. The Anchorage Chamber of Commerce Military Housing Task
Force determined that there is enough existing housing that could be converted to
DoD standards for the 1 bedroom and 2 bedroom needs of the military personnel in
Anchorage. However, there are not enough existing 3 bedroom units to meet the
demand in Anchorage and therefore, new construction of 3 bedroom units would be

necessary.



Representative Eldon Mulder
House JointResolution #24
February 5, 1993

In the Fairbanks area, a private contractor, Ben Lomond, Inc. received a
contract in September of 1991 to build housing for Eielson AFB. The contractor has
not been able to get a bond for the project since that time. Eielson AFB just issued
Ben Lomond, Inc. a "cure™ notice that informs them that they have not fulfilled
their contract and have ten days to develop a plan that would get the project
moving (see attachment D). This project was the last one authorized under the
Military Family Housing Leasing Program, section 801 10 U.S.C. 2828 (also referred
to as 801 housing'). This program allows the military to make long-term leasing
commitments (20-25 yrs.) with a third party developer who finances the
construction. This program has since been eliminated. = An assessment of the
Fairbanks housing market is underway to determine if renovation of existing
housing will meet military needs or if new construction will be necessary.

WHAT HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION #24 DOES
This resolution does the following:

(1) Directs the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation in cooperation with the
Municipality of Anchorage and the Fairbanks North Star Borough to develop
a self-sustaining program to provide suitable housing for military personnel
and th®ir dependents.

The intent is for the AHFC, MOA, and the North Star Borough to develop a
self-sustaining program to provide military housing. The intent is not to create
publicly financed housing, but to establish a [plan/set of regulations] that would
allow the private sector to develop this housing.

(2) Directs the Governor and the Commissioner of the Department of
Natural Resources to identify state land that might be available for
improvement of military housing.

As stated earlier, new construction of 3 bedroom units is necessary in
Anchorage and no determination can be made in Fairbanks as of yet. The intent is
self-explanatory, to find state land that could be used to construct new housing.

(3) The Governor, Commissioner of DNR and the AHFC Board of Directors
are required to submit a report of their findings by the 10th day of the Second
Session of the Eighteenth Legislature.

Finally, all parties involved are asked to submit a report of their findings by
the start of the next session (January, 1994).



Representative Eldon Mulder
House Joint Resolution #24
February 5, 1993

CONCLUSION

The military facilities, military personnel and their dependents have a huge
impact on the local and state economies. A joint effort between Senator Stevens
office, General Cox and the Department of Military & Veterans Affairs and my office
produced HJR #24. Senator Stevens has informed me that this would be a great
help to his work in Washington and would like to see it passed as soon as possible.

I feel that it is extremely important to keep our military facilities in
Anchorage and Fairbanks and would greatly appreciate your support of this
legislation.



ATTACHMENT A

e SELECTION CRITERIA UTILIZED BY BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION
A. The current and future mission requirements and the impact on operational
readiness of the Department of Defense’s total force.

B. The availability and condition of land, Tfacilties and associated airspace
at both the existing and potential receiving locations.

C. The ability to accomodate contingency, mobilization, and future total
force requirements at both the existing and potential receiving locations

D. The cost and manpower implications.

E. The extent and timing of potential costa and savings, including the number
of years, beginning with the date of completion on the closure or
realignment, Tfor the savings to exceed the costs.

F. The economic impact on communities.

The ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities”
infrastructures to support forces, missions and personnel.

H. The environmental impact.

NOTE: See attached 1992/19Q3 Base Closure Milestones



ATTACHMENT B

COLONELS MAJOR LT

PERMANENT PARTY 37
LIVING OFF BASE 14
UNSUITABLY HOUSED 0
% UNSUITABLE 0%
BAQ + VHA § 1,374.56
MAHC $ 1,580.85

PERMANENT PARTY
LIVING OFF POST
UNSUITABLY HOUSED (APPROX)

% UNSUITABLE (APPROX)
*DOES NOT

INCLUDE 44 MEMBERS DENIED CONCURRENT

HOUSING NEEDS BY GRADE

ELMENDORF AFB (1992)

LT coL/ CAPT/

SR NCO

291 572 728

165 276 470

20 102 207

12% 37% 44 %
1,328.19 860.19 1,150.83
1,527.42 989.22 1,323.45

NCO
4,114
2,060
1,061
52%
886.83

1,019.85

FT RICHARDSON (1992)

OFFICER ENLISTED
438 3,958
156 877
42 417
27% 48%

1992
TOTAL

4,396
*1,033
459

44%

ATRMAN/ 1992
SOLDIER TOTAL
1,176 6,918
296 3,281
77 1,467
264 45%
649.84
747.32
1997
PROJ
TOTAL
¢ t
939

TRAVEL--LACK OF 4 BR HOUSING

1997

PROJ
TOTAL

2,179



ATTACHMENT C

COLONELS
PERMANENT PARTY 14
LIVING OFF BASE 1
UNSUITABLY HOUSED 0
% UNSUITABLE 0%
BAG + VHAS 1,181.69
VAHC $ 1,358.94

PERMANENT PARTY

LIVING OFF POST

% UNSUITABLE (APPROX)
*DOES NOT

INCLUDE 50 MEMBERS DENIED CONCURRENT

HOUSING NEEDS BY GRADE

EIELSON AFB (1990)

LT coL/ CAPT/

MAJOR LT SR NCO NCO
90 257 334 1,998
50 133 147 457
25 73 52 270
50% 55% 35 59%
1,119.82 893.86 980.60 792.84
1,289.79 1,027.94 1,127.69 911.77

FT WAINWRIGHT (1992)

1992
OFFICER ENLISTED TOTAL
679 4,324 5,003
264 841 *1,105
141 501 642

53 % 60% 58%

TRAVEL-LACK OF 4 BR

AIRMAN/ 1992
SOLDIER TOTAL
782 3,475
209 997
163 5C3
78% 59 %
571.06
656.72
1997
PROJ
TOTAL
950

HOUSI

NG

1997

PROJ
TOTAL

1,314



ATTACHMENT D

Feitterks Caly Naaniilrcr, Wecheschy, Fetmeary 3 18

Elelson builder gets 10 days

By KATS RIPLEY
suit writ*

Ths Air Fora'ihas given dovelop-
er BenLomond Inc. another io day*
toprove h h u financing for th*J«4-
unit 301" bowing project on GU*
son Air Force Biue,

TSo original deadline oxplrsd
Monday.

Spokeswoman Staff Sgé. Jac.
quslina Boucbar Mid tha Elolson
contracting offlot lent Ban
Lomonda "caw notice" Tuaaday,
notifying the dsvoloper that It hu
not complied with laid out in
ita September iwi contract.

The notice requests tha davalop-
or respond within 10 days with a
game planthatwouldallowtbopro-
ject to proceed, Boucher said.

il t’®tart one iter tha base has
taken," tha Air Force spokes-
woman said Tuesday, “AHwe cun
doiswait and eeewhat the contac-
tor doea.”

Robert HUQ, business manager
for Ben Lomond, said in's hope
be canpull togrether the necessary
bonding and Tong-tarm financing
for the 990 million project within
the Air Force’s time frame.

Ben Lomond sought help from
Alaska Housing Finance Corp., a
state agency, after more tradlHao-
al methods of financing failed to
comethrough.

The project is mired In a fin&n+
dal Catches; unable toarrange for
the financing until the builder
obtains a type of Imuranoathat will
guarantee money to finish con-
Struction.

But tha builder, Hartecb USA
Inc. of Anchorage, says It can't buy
(hat insurance, known as a con-
struction bond, until the long-term
Unandny Is arranged. .

"What we seam to bare is a
chicken and egg situation,” said
Barry KuBc, exécutive director of

Alaska Homing Finance In
Anchorage, o

AHFC is reviewing Ben
Lomond’s application for long*
term financing, but the board of
directorswiHnot make afinal dad-
don on the request until It meets
Fob.» . Eultn raid.

Tha Air Force contract also re-
quires a 11 million lease bond,
which would, among other things,

rotect_the Air Force if taig-tann

a&aciai is not secured.

"Noonewants toputthat bondup
without the assurance that long-
term financing Isavailable,” Hulm

sal 1 . . .

Hun fluid he's working with th«
Air Focus to satisfy tho wm-boud
requirement. He declined to pro-
rloa details, but said Ben Lomond
likely would finance the bond Itself
by mortgajfingflcms of ha property

"Hopefully people understand

to prove financing

bow much of t commitment we're
wi'ltog to make," Hull said. "It's

call

hanging It an ot there.” .
Ben Lormond

already has sunk

cm movertime )
KulmJdthetaxestoaueetsonare

1100,000 Into the project, which
must be completed b¥ September
1094. "If this project doesnt go
through, we lose a half-mil!Un doP
lars." nug mid. "ltwincum US
tome real grief."

Ben Lomond’s money woes don't
stop there; the Fairbanks North
Star Borough claims the company
owes (2.7 million to back taxes
s nee 1934 on Ita Cod Homes hous-
|n%pr01ect at Eiatom.

ra Lomond disputesthetax bLL.
Tha argument is now before the
Alaska Supreme Court, where a
Judge will make the final decision.
_Borough Assemblyman a try8 et-
tiey said bs’a concerned with Ban
Lomond’s appeal to Alaska Hous-

tog Finance for belp.
It just seems to me that before

upto2 Judge-flct Barney or othsr
borough d. :

Tbe military's Hi howtos prog-

ramwas creafed as a cost-effective
way to Increase bousing on Air
Force bases and Army posts.
_ instead ofthe governmentspend-
ing cash upfront on new housing
complexes, private developers fi-
nance ooostadton ofbousing, then
IeasetU back to the r{nlltary under
ong-term agreements.

ES?@. rI[gd ftmns said last week
that improved military housing to
key if Alaska la to survive upcom-
ing bate closure review* over the
next two yean. ) .

_ Aboat 1700f 1,000 Air Fort; lami-
lies Ivtogolf base In Fairbanks are
on the waiting list for Eielson
housing.

PASS 6 C

a**






HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT
(7)
Date Refereed: February 5, 1993 FURTHER REFERRALS
Date of Committee Action
Tiie STATE AFFAIRS Committee considered:
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 25 IMPLEMENTING ALEUTIAN TRADE ACT OF 1990
Relating to implementation of the Aleutian Trade Act of 1990,

RECOMMENDATIONS: | ] the same title
be replaced with [ ]a new title

[ ] have attached amendments(s)

[t-Tdo pass

[ 1 do not pass

[ 1 no recommendations

[ ] individual recommendations

[ ] additional referral to the Committee
ADOPTS
ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s) APPROVES PREVIOUS (Dept/Dam)
[ ] fiscal impact _ [ ] fiscal note(s)
I zero fiscal note [ 1 zero fiscal note(s)
SIGNING DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS

CHAIRMAN” SIGNATURE



STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HJIR-25
199) LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: Department Affected: LAA
jjdg. Relating to implementation of Aleuti™y.
Trade Act of 1990

Component:
Sponsor:  Rep. Carl Moses
Requestor: COMPONENT SERIAL NO.
Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 92 FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 9% FYy 97
PERSONAL SERVICES 0 0 0 0 0 0
TRAVEL 0 0 0 0 0 0
CONTRACTUAL 0 0 0 0 0 0
SUPPLIES 0 0 0 0 0 0
EQUIPMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0
LAND & STRUCTURI J 0 0 0 0 0 0
GRANTS. CLAIMS 0 0 0 0 0 0
MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL OPERATING 0 0 0 0 0
CAPITAL 0 0 0 0 0 0

[ § I

REVENUE 0 1 o n 0 0 0
FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 0 0 0 0 0 0
FEDERAL FUNDS 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER 0 0 0 0 C 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0
POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0
Estimate of current year impact:.

Prepared By: House State Affairs Comittee Phone: _ 465-3719

Division: Date: 2/22/93

Approved by Commissioner: Rep. Al Vezey, House State Affairs Committee
Agency: HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES Date: 2/22/93
Distribution (by preparer): Legislative Finance, Legislative Spo equestor, OMB, & Impacted Agency(ies).

Rev 10/90 Page j of i



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HJR-25
1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date: Department Affected: LAA

jjilg. Relating to implementation of Aleuti”y.
Trade Act of 199U

Component:
Sponsor:  Rep. Carl Moses
Requestor: COMPONENT SERIAL NO.
Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 92 FY 93 FY A4 FY 95 FY 9% FY 97
PERSONAL SERVICES 0 0 0 0 0 0
TRAVEL 0 0 0 0 0 0
CONTRACTUAL 0 0 0 0 0 0
SUPPLIES 0 0 0 0 0 0
EQUIPMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0
LAND & STRUCTURES 0 0 0 0 0 0
GRANTS, CLAIMS 0 0 0 flilltti: 0 0
MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 0 0] 0 0
TOTAL OPERATING 0 0 0 0 0
CAPITAL 0. 0 0 : 0 ..0.
REVENUE 0 0 n 0 0 0

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND 0 0 0 0 0 0
FEDERAL FUNDS 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 0
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0
Estimate of current year impact:
Prepared By: House State Affairs Comittee Phone: 465-3719
Division: Date: . 2/22/93
Approved by Commissioner: Rep. Al Vezey, Cbai House State Affairs Committi 3
Agency: house of representatives Date: 2/22/93

Distribution (by preparer): Legislative Finance, Legislative Spooeo  equestor, OMB, & Impacted Agency(irs).

Rev 10/90 Page j of 1



WFLITHTDATHEAVINVEL TR

HOUSE COMMITTEE REPO$RT

(7
Date Refen-ed: February 5, 1993 FURTHER REFERRALS:

Date of Committee Action: Jt/js’
The STATE AFFAIRS Committee considered: HJR 25
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 25 IMPLEMENTING ALEUTIAN TRADE ACT OF 1990

Relating to implementation of the Aleutian Trade Act of 1990.

RECOMMENDATIONS: f ] the same title
be replaced with ] a new title

[ ] have attached amendments(s)
[v-Tdo pass

[ ] do not pass

[ 1 no recommendations

[ 1 individual recommendations

[ ] additional referral to the Committee
ADOPTS: letter of Intent
ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s): (Dopi) APPROVES PREVIOUS: (Dept/Datc)
[ ] Fiscal impact [ ] Fiscal note(s)
fA  zero fiscal note [ ] zero Fiscal note(s)
SIGNING DO PAS? DP OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS DNP NR AM
/7
—yi A



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HJR-25
1003 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision D a te : Department Affected: LAA

-J-jile. Relating to implementation of Aleuti®y.
Trade Act of 1990

Component:
Sponsor:  Rep- Carl Moses
Requestor: COMPONENT SERIAL NO.
Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY 92 FY 93 FY A4 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97
PERSONAL SERVICES 0 0 0 0 0 0
TRAVEL 0 0 0 0 0 0
CONTRACTUAL 0 0 0 0 0 0
SUPPLIES 0 0 0 0 0 0
EQUIPMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0
LAND & STRUCTURES 0 0 0 0 0 0
GRANTS. CLAIMS 0 0 0 > 0 0
MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL OPERATING 0 0 0 0 0 0
CAPITAL 0 .. a i 0 0 (0 I
REVENUE n 0 n | n 0
FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND 0 0 0 0 Q 0.
FEDERAL FUNDS 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
PART-TIME 0 .0 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 1 O 0 0 0
Estimate of current year impact:.
Prepared By: House State Affairs Comittee Phone: 465-3719
Division: Date:  2/22/93
~ . .

Approved by Commissioner: Rep. Al Vezey, /"House State Affairs Committee
Agency: HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES Date: 2/22/93

Distribution (by preparer): Legislative Finance, Legislative Spoi&6*rHequestor, OMB, & Impacted Agency(ies).
Rev 10/90 Pagej__ of.



Alaska i~tate legislature
Representative Carl E. Moses

CHAIRMAN SESSION:
HOUSE RULES COMMITTEE CAPITOL BUILDING, ROOM 204
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99801-1182
CHAIRMAN PHONE: (907) 4657451
HOUSE SPECIAL FISHERIES COMMITTEE FAX: (907) 469-3445
MEMBER INTERIM:
FINANCE SUBCOMMITTEES PO, BOX 109
FISH AND GAME UNALASKA. ALASKA 99669
PUBLIC SAFETY PHONE: (907) 561-1234

FAX: (907) 581-2675

SPONSOR STATEMENT for
HJR 25
Inplementation of the Aleutian Trade Act of 1990

Residents of the Aleutian Islands have historically relied on
domestic fish tender vessels to provide freighter services for
general and fisheries cargo. These vessels, and in particular, those
operated by Coastal Transportation, Sunmar Shipping, and Western
Pioneer, have provided reliable service to small remote communities
along the Aleutian chain on a year-round basis. Unlike foreign
freighters, they are regulated, and are willing to take low volume
cargo to and from the smaller ports. They have a proven safety
record, and have met new manning and safety requirements.

However, the United States Coast Guard is now obligated to
inplement two new pieces of national legislation - the Aleutian
Trade Act of 1990 and the Commercial Fishing Industry Vessel
Safety Act of 1988. In the Aleutian Trade Act, Congress fashioned a
compromise so that the traditional tender supply service would not
be interrupted, yet safety requirements would be upgraded. One
provision of the legislation specifically prohibits the adoption of
regulations that require alterations to vessels constructed before
the effective date of those regulations. However, the Coast Guard"s
proposed vessel safety regulations ignore that provision, and would
require extensive alterations so costly (hat the Coast Guard itself
predicts that 75% of the current fleet will be forced out of service.
The additional costs due to retrofitting the remaining vessels would
be passed directly to the fishing industry and communities of the

Aleutian chain.

AOAK ¢ AKUTAN « AMCHITKA - ATKA « ATTU « BELKOFSKI mCHEANOfSKI - CHIGNIK ¢« CHIGNIK LAGOON « CHIGNIK LAKE
COU) BAY « DUTCH HARBOR « EGEGIK « EKWOK - FALSE PASS - IVANOF BAY ¢ KING COVE ¢ KING SALMON mKOUGANEK ¢ LEVELOCK . NAKNEK
NELSON LAGOON . NEW RTUYAHOK « NIKOLSKI « PEORO BAY - PERRYVILLE ¢ PILOT POINT « PORT HEIDEN ¢« PORT MOULER « SAND POINT
SHEMYA + SOUA.V HARBOR mSOUTH NAKNEK « sT GFf ~ ' 'NO - ST. PAUL ISLAND mUGASHIK ¢« UNALASKA « UNGA



This resolution expresses the support of the Alaska State
Legislature for the continued existence of the small "mosquito" fleet
of fish tender vessels in the Aleutian Islands chain. Although the
deadline for public comments is February 28, 1993, 1 have been
assured that any resolution from the Legislature will be 1included in
the public record. I ask your support for this resolution.



