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Irv: Is there something there that we don't see.

Searle: No. One of your problems is that you donlt know how to deal with honesty.
We gave you first pick and you don't take it.

I rv : Whe re i s No. 13

Casserly: It's coming.

Irv: I think we ought to wait for No. 13 to come. Recess until it comes.

Knickerbocker: Jim and I worked up some language and we have to make sure that
what we put together is right.

Irv: Numbers on the committees.

Casserly: Approp. should probably have - don't have to have same number on each
division.

Searle: Are you saying that it should be a full Division Semi-State.

Casserly: The people who serve on it normally serve on other Divisions. Before
we clean up. You could easily have 12, 12 and 10. Not significant.

Irv: What do you mean by this second paper here?

Searle: We've explained it twice and weill try again.

Irv: We have been asking you your hard priorities. Now welre beginning to
believe. Tell me once more about your second paper.

Searle: We anticipated you would reject out of hand the committee chairing on
the first document. So we listed all the committees and you take either column.

Irv: Either one?

Searle: That's what we're suggesting.

RECESS

Searle called the meeting back to order at 4:20 P.M.

Irv: The DFL has some problem with the election contests going to committee. We
would urge that we adjourn today. Come back Thursday A.M. and DFL would be in a
position to respond to IRis proposals of today.

Searle: Let's make it 11:00 A.M., Thursday.

Meeting adjourned.



NEGOTIATING SESSION No. 13, Dec. 21, 1978, 11 :00 A.M., Room 15, State Capitol

PRESENT: I. Anderson R. Searle
L. Carlson D. Carlson
D. Kostohryz J. Kn i cke rbocke r
C. Johnson B. Anderson
J. Casserly B. Nelsen

Irv Anderson chaired the meeting.

ELECTION CONTESTS: I rv presented a DFL paper (Ex. A)

Irv: Reconsider our position on election contests. Worked on paper of Dec. 18.
We have reconsidered the paper and can't find no compel 1ing reason why that issue
has to go to a committee, as we read the constitution and the statutes. We say
that the House shall consider the matter. Thepaper back today is the same as
December 18. This process will provide both sides to present their cases before
the full House. We would request your consideration of the matter.

Bob: Number 1. The term " pres iding officer" -- who is that? Is that the newly
elected Speaker or the Secretary of State?

Irv: do not envision the Sec. of State being that person.

Bob: The speaker?

Irv: Yes.

Bob: 5 legislative days from the receipt of the materials.

Irv: Sometimes the court has been forced to delay the materials.

Discussion over time from judicial decision.

Irv: Wbuld have to be brought in after the swearing in of the new members.

Bob: Everyone will be swork prior to putting the question?

I rv: Yes.

Searle: The House has to be organized before the question can be put. Not taking
the route your are insisting on and anticipating what might happen if there is a
ruling that is going to need debate in the House and you want it on the House floor.
What we have there technically is you've got 1ittle old me against anyone of your
experienced attorneys as presentors. We have no one of that legal maturity or
experience. It does put us at a distinct disadvantage if you're going to hold a
sort of court proceeding. I'm not about to take a crash course in law. That is
one of the reasons we feel it should go to a committee that could be balanced with
legal people or non-legal people. We have just one hearing on the House floor.
Someone has to be prepared to go cold. If you have someone in a comm.ittee. We
would be working with the attorneys in a committee. That you can1t do on the House
floor. From the way this document is worded no one who is not a member could present
the material on the House floor. You're placing our caucus at a disadvantage coming
directly to the floor. Five new people coming in who are attorneys. I would want

them to have some background. They know nothing about legislative protocol.
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L. Carlson: Opening up the process by having a committee hear that? You're placing
all the other members of the House at a disadvantage if they are not members of that
committee. Members felt uncomfortable because they had not heard the evidence in
the committee.

Bob: The system operates on a committee basis around here. Never heard anyone
around here asking to be excused because he hadn't heard the evidence in committee.

Kostohryz: The committee is hearing bills. Feel strongly about the committee system.
When it comes to the House floor it's in a good position to be voted upon.

Searle: I think you can say we need such a document included in our negotiations.
Want a chance to review it with our legal people. Let's see if we can't look at
this and come back next week. A chance to study it. Perhaps with some ideas.
If that's agreeable. This has changed drastically since the treaty of Casserly and
Knickerbocker. I don't think we should be critical of those gentlement who put time
working on the document. I think we should defer this until later when we have had
a chance to study this.

Irv: You have to go back and check the statute and constitution and study. Even
though they have used the committee procedure previously that system may not have been
proper. Decision to be made by the House. The House is not a court of law. Neither
one of us are lawyers. Don't expect great moves of parlimentary procedure. You are
as adept at making your points of view as we are. I bel ieve both sides will have
ample legal help. Paragraph d in the statute says viva voce. Fair and open manner
in which the process can be used. Have to consider that neither side has a majority.
This is different. It is mentioned in the constitution so it is more important.
This is a fair method. We think, when you have all the facts before you, you will
agree that this is the procedure that should be used.

Jerry: The legislature, in terms of drafting legislation, has got to use the
consititution as a guide. You should have to agree that the constitution is correct
if there is a conflict between statutes and the constitution. I have always figured
that there was a pretty good reason for referring those matters to a standing
committee or select committee. The legislature didn't want to take up the members'
time on the House floor. I don't quite understand where we failed in what Jim and I
tried to put together. We provided that after all the matters were heard, then
a report would be made to the House floor. The committee system was always used
because it was used to accomplish an orderly sytem. We provided a certain number
of days for reporting from committee. Our concern is to make sure that we don't
have a disorganized serious atmosphere on the House floor for legislation and political
manuve ring.

Kostohryz: I wasn't here. It was always my understanding that those meetings were
always closed.

Searle: No. Rules Committee was the only one.

Bob: Are there statutes that you're using that we don't have.

Irv: We're using the constitution and statutes.
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Bob: 209.10 and Article 4 of the Constitution? Since we don't have an attorney, would
you agree that your presentor would not be an attorney?

Irv: Are we going to pre-empt the right of a legislator to present his case on the
House floor?

Bob: Would you consider a lay person?

Irv: We might agree but we aren't going to preempt the right of a legislator to present.

Carl: When we get the findings I don't think we can snaffu the Republicans simple because
we have an attorney on our side. I think you are over-emphasizing that issue (hopes the
judge will write the findings so that everyone can understand them).

Bob: Would you like to be the presentor? Who do you suppose is going to win?

D. Carlson: I'm surprised that you're saying you're rejecting this paper. Hasn't every
case been referred to someone for study. Are you sitting and trying to be so above board
when you say that the one person we know cannot be a voting person all of a sudden the
votes shift. That has nothing to do whether it should go to a committee to be worked on.

Irv: There were a number of reasons I felt that there was something wrong with the
document. You asked whether you would have the right to use Henry Savelkoul and we
said there would be no objection. You have chosen not to use him. I can't understand
why now why all you raise the issue of an attorney. This is eVen more important than
an election contest. You have not seen fit to use the services of an attorney we had
agreed to.

Bob: Doesn't an attorney have an advantage.

Irv: Only in the court of law.

Bob: Wouldn't the attorney be better able to understand it than a lay person.

Irv: You would have the right to have counsel and he would explain it.

Bob: I don't have the right to call witnesses.

I rv: No.

Bob: We could call a witness in and ask him to explain it.

Irv: \Jhy::.can't we take tILe findings from the court where the witnesses had every chance.

Bob: Everyone is going to think of questions about the material.

Irv: You would have the right to seek counsel to answer your questions.

Bob: We don't have the right to call the witnesses themselves. Remember the long debates
we had on the House floor. There were still questions that had to be answered.

Irv: I remember how articulate the IR members are on the House floor. Your argument
that you will be in a disadvantage by not having an attorney is not valid.
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Searle: I believe the statute says the House must make the final determination. Which
means that technically if youlre going to prevent all of the members of the House from
hearing the testimony then they are being deprived. Youlre depriving House members
from making a full determinating. I think I have matured since 1957 when I was asked for
my reason for not voting. If youlre going to hang your case on that, that is wrong.

Lyn Carlson: There are many new legislators coming in in that position who could use
that same argument as used in 1957.

Searle: We want a chance to look at the language and we will react.

Lyn: I think the point will not be inexperience in the law. The experience you need
will be the people in your caucus. They can help the presentor.

Dick: Would more witnesses be called than used in a court.

Searle: It would give both caucuses an opportunity to hear all witnesses. I donlt
visual ize they would call any more than in the court system.

Irv: I havenlt been too pleased about the committee system in the past. Welre better
off if we let the whole House decide.

Bruce: Item c, 209.10 -- the evidence shall be presented first. How is that done. Who
does it. What is considered evidence. 11m looking for an explanation. Only that
forwarded by the court.

Irv: It would be presented by your caucus or whoever your presentor is.

Bruce: The 2 parties in the contest would take the floor?

Irv: No. The members of the House only. I donlt question the right of anyone who has
an election certificate to be seated.

Searle: Your interpretation is that neither one would be able to speak in his behalf.

Irv: He could answer the question but not the unelected person.

Searle: We want to think about this a little bit.

Dick: Wouldnlt the same thing happen on the House floor as in the committee.

Searle: Only 2% telling the story on the House floor. You want to take the findings
of the court and run with them. Youlre letting the court make that determination. What
I am saying is that welre back to your original basics.

Irv: You l re objecting to using the court's findings.

Searle: You1re not too far from your original proposal.

Carl: We think: why does it go to the court at all. Why did they decide it should go
to the court at all. I don1t know why they monkey with it.

Bob: Jim, in a trial there are rules of evidence. Supposing a motion were placed on the
House floor that they would follow the rules of evidence.
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Irv: Paper on Committee Structure (Ex. B)

AGREED ON 1, 2 & 6

Irv: If you have enough votes to organize, then go ahead.

Searle: Impossible task for any speaker if he has only 67 votes. Speaker can't do
anything.

Irv: If people don't recognize this matter as being serious they don't understand how
serious this matter is.

Searle: It touches the lives of all the people in the State of Minnesota.

Irv: The majority would have the responsibility of organizing the House.

Searle: If it would turn around later then it would switch. It takes 68 for the
passage of a bill.

Irv: I don't have 68 and you don't have 68. If either one of us is speaker we can't
assure passage of a bill.

Searle: We have 67 each. We feel very strongly that in order to upset the contract
(if negotiated) it would take an organizational majority of 68. You have some
interesting switches here. We want a chance to look at them. Little by 1ittle it's
coming into place. Sitting by the fire over the weekend will help to mellow
this. We're not going to react to this this morning. We want to chew it a 1ittle bit.

Doug: If I'm counting right we are still at 12-10.

Irv: You're still able to count.

Doug: What a Christmas goose.

Searle: At this point neither one of us has anything and we think we are entitled to
half of everything. What we should do not is decide when we want to meet next week
when we have had a chance to go over this.

Next meeting, Wednesday, Dec. 27, 7:00 P.M.

Agenda: 2 papers at 12th meeting. Will present a paper to IR. Will not present
anything on election contests. If we were to throw out the election contests item
would that be acceptable.

Searle: We have to study this.



NEGOTIATING SESSION NO. 14
Dec. 27, 1978
7:00 P.M.
Room 15, State Capitol

Rep. Searle chaired the meeting.

Searle: The initial part of the program is suppoed to be a presentation from the
DFL negotiators in response to the I-R's suggestions of last week.

Irv: We do have a paper ready to present. It comes after a great deal of thought
and consideration.

Paper passed to committee.

Irv read the entire paper to the negotiating team.

Irv: The paper comes with a great deal of thought as to what areas there should be
compromise. The DFL would have 11 chairmanships and the I-R would have 12 chairman­
ships. This paper equally divides the strength and power of the House of Representatives.

Searle: We've had a chance to go through as you read it. It's enticing. I recognize
some delicate changes which have to be taken in all seriousness. Still some things
not reconciled. Perhaps further honing will be needed. Don't know if it would be
quite fair to react in completeness to the whole 7 pages. It's something we should be
able to come back here with a give you some final refinements that we feel might mkake
it a little bit better and comment on your document with some changes that are
significant. Not sure without having a chance to bat it around whether we feel it is
completely within the toning range of parity. Would request priviledge of responding
after due consideration. Anyone else have any further suggestions or questions.

Bruce: Define majority.

Irv: Joan Growe said that her definition was that if either side gets a majority of
the vote. To Searle: Do you wish to consider further.

Searle: I would like to be able to sit down and analyze some of the changes and weigh
them as against the complete document.

Irv: Would you expect to be able to do that tonight and be able to respond?

Searle: It might take a while.

Irv: This was not drafted in 15 minutes. Very difficult move for us. This proposal
places all of the obl igation to spend the state's money. All the IR candidates had
concern for spending. You ought to assume the responsibility. (Read an article from
Gil Esau's paper). The DFL offers complete control of the spending committee. You
have an obligation to fulfill the responsibility of assuming the chairmanship of this
committee (Appropriations). Serious proposal before you. We are at the bottom of the
barrel. 11-12 in the IR favor. You're playing the same game. The article in today's
paper was in error. At a loss as to where to turn next. You should take this proposal
and run with it. Take it back to your caucus and ask for their consideration. The
DFL has had a caucus during this period of negotiating. Let your caucus see and act
on this proposal.

Searle: Can appreciate the time you spent putting this together. Don't want to respond
to you in 15 minutes. We're at a parity with Claims back in there. Our caucus is more
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interested in knowing whether they are going to have a place to operate at all. You're
doing a great diservice to members of both caucuses by not having a committee schedule
set up. You're the one that doesn't want to get the organization done before the 3rd.
The 5 of us must decide. We can either caucus or recess and come back when we have had
a chance to study it.

Irv: l'Old Claims" was your proposal at the beginning.

Searle: As you discarded them we have discarded them also. We have to have a chance
to study this.

frv: A place to operate~ I know that before you can find a place to operate you have
to know what you're operating with. How can we ever expect to find a place for people
to reside. You're trying to put the cart before the horse. This document has to be
done with before we can make any agreement on space or staff. Once again, let me tell
you to take this back to your caucus and let them act on this.

Doug: You've come to partiy at last -- number-wise. Concerned about leadership. Youlre
requesting both Speakership and floor leader. Isnlt there a little inbalance in that.

Irv: Your paper said that the floor leader isn't important and so if it wasn't, weill
take it.

Doug: The Speakership and Rules Committee. Would you agree to flip-flop?

Irv: No, we wouldn't.

Searle: We got hopeful after that election last week. We certainly ran on taxes.

Irv: We ran on taxes but not spending.

RECESS (45 minutes)

Searle: (going through DFL paper) Organizational Majority 67 or 66 majority in the
House. It doesn't stand to reason. It takes 68 to unseat a Speaker. It shoul d take
as many votes to elect a Speaker as to unseat a Speaker. Can think of times during the
session where it may be possible where the speaker were in disfavor. Could upset a
speakership. This is an area to look at very carefully. No.4 -- What agenda should
be for the first day. What will be the orders of motions, etc., on the first day.
Some things we have agreed on previously should be stated in the contract and all
documents presented. Need time to review and look through the documents on points we
have agreed to previously. 10-12 with Speakership and balance off with the Rules
Committee. Might be well on the opening day we suggested that we get Joan Growe to
meet with us. She should come and answer questions. Would 1ike to make a request that
Joan Growe come in to our next meeting.

Irv: We're not requesting it. You're making a sham out of the negotiations. liThe
DFL is unfair with a 10-12 split". Call me when you want the next meeting. Read the
newspaper article on state spending. Piece used consistently throughout the state.
You wanted to check state spending and taxes.

Sharle: First time you have come in and said 11-11. Let's bargain in good faith.

Irv: When you're ready to negotiate, call me.
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Searle: You said this took a great amount of time. t am disappointed that you're
going to walk out. We still feel we have made concessions. There are unanswered
questions here.

Sieben: Why do you want Gov. Op and not Appropriati·ons.

Searle: We have come in, we feel, you have the right to preserve the chairmanships
of those coming back in your caucus. It's fair. We're not getting greedy. Approp.
We do not have the experience to run the Approp. Committee.

Sieben: Who has the vast experience in Taxes.

Searle: Taxes has no incumbent chairman.

trv: You have said 'We have no great experience in Approp'. Where is your experience
in the field of Taxes. You l re using that as a criteria about giving us Approp.
The DFL has the more senior members on the Tax Committee. If we're going to have a
Tax Committee we would have a couple of members who could chair that. (Eken, Johnson,
Br i nkman.

Searle: wo u1d jus t as not dea 1 i n personali ties .

trv: You asked for names.

Searle: Trying to protect your caucus members who are coming back and trying to
protect them.

Sieben: Why do you want to give up Education Div. of Approp and the chairmanship of
Approp.

Searle: We have no objection to serving underchairmen from your caucus who have served
admirably.

Harry: How is this going to get resolved.

Jerry: Have to put some weight on the type of committees the other caucus has.

Searle: Staffs should go over all thepapers on these two areas.

D. Carlson: Is a co-speakership not possible by law. This whole thing could fall in
place if we could agree to a rotating speakership. Co-chairmen of Rules Committee.
Can't we take a look at it from a constitutional standpoint.

Irv: We're willing to meet with you on Jan. 3.

Searle: Might be well for member of each staff to get together and put together
whatever is in disagreement. What we would like to do is go through our papers and
put together the entire picture.

trv: Agreeable to meeting on Jan. 2.

Searle: Answer back tomorrow - tomorrow night or Friday. Before the end of the week.
Friday morning. Both sides are adamant about who should have the speakership. Maybe
that will have to go on the floor on the third. Parts of negotiations can be signed,
sealed and delivered. Committee structure should have been settled before speakership
and rules committee.
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Kostohryz: 12-10 split now and you want speakership also.

Searle: You might be willing to negotiate on the speakership.

Kostohryz: I am wondering where you are coming from. You said that you came up
with your proposal from our proposal.

Casserly: What advantage is it to you in to settle this. Is it advantageous that
we don't resolve this so that you can have people standing outside saying "l e t me in".

Searle: No. not me.

Casserly: Our position has gotten a good deal more real istic. You seem to want to
take more time. It seems like there's a very sl ight subtle change here.

Searle: We have nothing to gain by delaying it. Within the last 5 days it has really
come down to really who will have the speakership.

Johnson: Are we kind of giving up on resolving that.

Searle: It seems to be not negotiable. Apparently that's not negotiable.

Johnson: What is the next choice as you see it. Don't we have to resolve it. I hope
we can get that down this week and that neither of us gets the feeling that we ought
to quit at this point and we ought to be concerned about the 3rd or the 4th. I hope
we keep struggling with it.

Searle: I've never spent New Year's in the Capitol. Some suggestions as to how we can
resolve this?

Johnson: Some more talking. I don't have the answer.

Doug: How many committees is the speakership worth? You wanted the 2 plus the
Speakership and the Rules Committee also.

Searle: Willing to meet tomorrow evening.

Next meeting -- Friday, December 29, 1978, 10=30 A.M.



NEGOTIATING SESSION NO. 15
December 29, 1978
10:30 A.M., Rm. 15, Capitol

Irv Anderson chaired.

Irv: The agenda continues from Dec. 27 meeting. I-R was to come forth with a
proposal to the DFL proposal.

Searle: We're not going to read it word for word. We tried to bring together
in one document all of the portions. Very few changes. Believe organizational
majority should be 68 votes. Committee structure complexion of agreements made
over the past weeks. Made a change in No.8, members and chairmen will be chosen
by the caucuses. 14 for the DFL and 8 for the IR. We have accepted your offer
of taking all of the state spending. We have asked for Taxes also. What this
would do is give you 14 to our 8 plus 24 subcommittees to our 6. We have backed
off considerably. Important that the IR caucus have the Speakership. Willing
to relinquish some of the parity we have talked about. Dispensation of the Rules
Committee -- will come back to that later. Rules chaired by DFL. For the change
in the number of committees, we insist that the Speakership shall be in the hands
of the IR caucus. Has to be some kind of a transition term. You have experienced
people to do these types of things. You have 1/2 a speaker and we have 1/2 a
speaker. To be fair to the people in the House and the people in the state. If
we donlt make plans for organization we have to know where the document is going
to fit into the realm of things. (Here Searle was talking about the 1st and 2nd
days of session).

Irv: WeIll do it Tuesday. It will be warm on Tuesday.

Searle: By these types of delaying tactics you're denying duly elected members
to take their official position next week. It's going to make it very difficult
for them. The things they're entitled to.

Irv: They have to be in the House chamber at noon.

Searle: 5 minutes after that they should have a place to hang their hats and a
place to park. They should have the same experience the rest of us have had.

Irv: They ought to have the same experience I have had. I didnlt have a desk or
a parking place or a secretary and I still did my job.

Searle: Members of the caucus feel they're entitled to that.

Irv: It doesn't have to be done today. Can be done in an orderly manner.

Searle: I think this is still important. We brought this up 2 weeks ago. Let's
see how we're going to operate on the first day of session.

Irv: will read it at my leisure.

Sieben: Would it address the election contest.

Searle: No. We're trying to put everything here together in one document.
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Irv: Is the election contest negotiable.

Searle: That's out of our hands. It's in the judicial system.

Harry: Fairness doctrine. Is this an either or. In the past proposal you have
made you were very proud of saying "if you don't like this we'll flip-flop". I'm
inquiring as to whether or not the fairness doctrine is incorporated into this
proposa 1.

Searle: Several times we have offered the either or and it was not taken up. The
first time it was done one of your own members did it. We feel that that approach
hasn't worked. We would consider it but it's not an inherent part.

Irv: There's no sense in talking about this today.

Searle: Any suggestions or comments on the first section.

Irv: Why the length of the agreement. Was it to confuse us.

Searle: Not to confuse you. Itls a matter of getting the 2 towers built and
finished off. Everything into one document so we could work off one document.
We have come in with one document showing these are the items.

Irv: Committee assignments. I commend you for finally recognizing that you have
a responsibil ity for spending. You still have not fully accepted that responsibility.
School Aids Division was still not accepted by the IR.

Searle: All of Education should be kept together. With the way in which the
committee makeup is the real authority on school aids. The major work is going
to be done in the subcommittee but it is still going to be handled through the
Education Committee. In order to keep the 2 together we have said "fine". I think
it would be ludicrous for us to take all of Appropriations, Taxes and Education.
We are trying to be accomodating.

Irv: Do you agree that the 2 committees have more power. You think you ought to
give the chief author of a bill the power to appoint one of the conference committee
members.

Searle: We shouldn't make it mandatory that the chief author be on the conference
committee. On page 3 if you total up what we have offered here, we're givi:ng
you a total of 38 chairs to 14. What is your pleasure as far as our offer is
concerned.

Irv: I go back. You folks raised the issue of the number of chairmanships you
felt you were entitled to. The desire to have a great number of chairmanships was
your desire.

Searle: Never more than 1/2.

Irv: We will caucus on this thing. There's 1ittle hope that this will be the
document that we will settle on.

Searle: The number of committee chairmanships is not a negotiable item.
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Irv: Everything is negotiable.

Searle: We feel that it is important enough for our caucus to have the speakership
to offer you that many committees.

Irv: Let the press and the people know that it was the IR caucus that would buy
the speakership. I think this is a great injustice to this negotiating table to
have to buy something. We are not asking to buy something. We are asking to
negotiate.

Sieben: Break for lunch and come back after lunch and respond then.

Searle~ Have to be gone from 3 - 4.

Sieben: Meet at 1:30.

Doug: Concerned you just feel that this proposal is so far off base.
to have

Irv: We are going to have/a great deal of time to analyze this document.

Sieben: Itls clear it's off base.

RECESS UNTIL 1:30 P.M.

2:00 P.M.

Irv: DFL apologizes for being late. Had intense discussions which relates to the
IR proposal of today as to where we might proceed. We do not agree with the IR
paper of this morning and so for this afternoon's session we would like to refer
to the DFL proposal dated Dec. 27. Paper offered on that date fair and was an
attempt on the part of the DFL provided an equal distribution of the powers. Still
reasonable and fair proposal for acceptance on the part of both parties. Still
seeking a method of settling this matter. p. 5 DFL member would be the speaker.
IR member would be speaker pro temp. Offer this as a further concession and will
serve as to a way to reach agreement.

Searle: Rather disappointed. Interesting and one that we would be glad to take
under advisement. We felt that there's an obligation on your side of the table
to at least react or respond to the generous and most gracious changes we have
made which you are totally ignoring. In our talking about someone -- speaker
pro temp, floor leader with some type of duties. You're not responding to what we
gave you this morning regarding the number of committees, subcommittees. If you
are going to respond or not respond to the offer we made this morning. The change
in our thinking with the change in committee structure at least deserves a serious
answer and it will tell us whether your are negotiating in good faith in all of the
responsibilities of the House. This isnlt going to unlock any new doors as far as
leading to a happy solution.

Irv: Are you saying that the paper you gave this morning responded to our paper
of Dec. 27.

Searle: We spent some time putting this all together today and you donlt even

want to talk about it.
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Irv: We could have fancied this up by retyping and incorporating some of the other
things. We think that the document we gave you on Dec. 27 was fair. We have further
compromised that document by inserting this new language.

Searle: If we change the names and titles -- is that fair.

Irv: don't know what you mean.

Searle: Changing names on each page. In order to break the deadlock this morning
we had to bite the bullet. We had to say therehad to be some areas of compromise.
Welre will ing to forego some of the important chairmanships and will ing to
relinquish some of that. Welre getting no response to that. We would be giving
you 38-14 in total chairmen and subcommittee chairmen as opposed to your first
offer where it was a dead even split.

Carl: Where to start. Seems to me we have reached an impasse judging by the way
you behave and we behave. Any merit to having a position such as you suggested.
Does that solve some of the problems between the 2 caucuses when we offer floor
leader, speaker pro temp and Rules Committee Chairman counter the position of Speaker.
Can't both have speaker. It IS kind of interesting but we hated to make another
move for fear you wouldn't end up with any committee chairmen. We started feeling
sorry for you. I don't know what the public says whether you have the position of
speaker or what.

Searle: Speaker Pro Temp can't be floor leader at the same time if he has to be
in the speaker's chair.

Irv: Couldn't the Speaker Pro Temp designate a floor leader.

Searle: On the surface, I don't know that it makes that much a difference.

Bruce: Giving responsibilities to individuals within a caucus. 3 different
responsibilities that the caucus may not agree with.

Irv: Do you want to change the word "sha11" to Ilmay".

Searle: The answer to your question 'can this break the deadlock' the answer is I no '.
This paper doesn't really address itself to answering the tough question of the power
structure between the speakership and of the committees and how they will be chaired
and the Rules Committee. Committee structure was first. You came back and said we
can't talk about that unless we talk about the speakership and the rules committee.

frv: We have given you the answer.

Jerry: You don't think the speakership is worth anything extra to the caucus that
has it.

Irv: We have told you that we felt very strongly about retaining the speakership.
At that time you did not indicate that same desire to us. Your side, by various
individuals, has said we have completely depleted the powers of the speaker and the
powerful rules committee. It became apparent to us that the 2 positions were equal
as far as power and authority were concerned. We felt strongly that We should have
the speakership and since you thought the rules committee was so powerful that you
should have the rules committee.

Doug: We bent over backwards as far as committee structure.
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Irv: Listening to what you were saying I became of the opinion that it was more
advantageous to have the rules committee than the speakership. Our proposal in­
volves the speakership. The first major concession was by the DFL and that was
the Committee on Appropriations.

Jerry: If we had the speakership what would you feel you would have to have in
order to balance.

Irv: We feel very strongly that we have to have the speakership.

Searle: You're saying it's non-negotiable.

Irv: You're saying it.

Searle: We have offered 14 major committees which would take care of your
long-termers. The speakership would be balanced off that way. Fl ip-flop.

Irv: think you folks ought to have the Committee of Appropriations.

Searle: We have one day left. Take it. The speakership is on the table.

Irv: We have a proposal here that gives us the speakership. You just don't want
to recognize it.

Searle: How much I am disappointed in the fact that we have been trying to work with
you. Memo dated today that was sent to your employees and not to our employees.
There was an article in the paper about a week about about the lack of compassion
of Al Quie. Who's going to have charge of security, who's going to open the door.
What's wrong with negotiating here today.

Irv: I was concerned about my employees. What you have told your people is up to
you to decide. We told everyone.

SEarle: We were concerned very early on. When we asked early on how you were going
to make the transition you said this was the lowest priority.

Irv: The document we gave you on Dec. 27 was a fair one and ought to be accepted.

Bob: We felt the same way about the one we offered today.

Irv: Apparently we're deadlocked here. I've indicated to you that you should have
Appropriations.

Searle: Let's start from there. If you don't like this. Let's get into hard
negotiations. We have offered you something so good that you don't want to talk
about it. You haven't even talked about the committee structure.

Irv: We're willing to meet tomorrow if you wish. Or Sunday, or Monday.

Bob: Let's take it right to the floor.

Irv: Agree to go to the floor for Speakership and whoever wins that vote wins it
all. Lets throw it to the floor (simple majority), then assume the responsiblity
of organizing the House.
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Bob: 68 votes.

Irv: No, simple majority.

Searle: Joan Growe said a simple majority would elect a speaker.

Bob: First day's agenda. Can we talk about that.

Irv: The chairman has ruled that out of order.

Bob: Can't we talk about this. This document mentions committees, committee
structure.

Irv: Let's recognize that we have a stale-mate and go to the House floor for the
election of the Speaker.

Searle: We will give this to you either way. You are not will ing to say to us
as Mr. Knickerbocker asked if the speakership is negotiable, you really haven't
answered that question. What do you have to have in order to give up the speakership.

Irv: We don't want to give up the speakership. We will accomodate that by offsetting
so many more committees. With the speakership given why don't you draw up a package
that is reasonable.

Searle: You have said consistently that it's not negotiable. We have given the
first olive branch.

Irv: This proposal is unacceptable. If it is not acceptable then it canot be used
as a vehicle. This document is imminently more fair than yours and should be used.

Searle: That's not fair.

Irv: Both documents on the table in front of us.

Doug.:. Are you will ing to change it around. We offer you to take it.

Irv: Are you willing to accept the responsibil ities of allocating the state's monies.

Searle: On our latest proposal we have given you the speakership.

Irv: (talking about school aids and Approp.)

Searle: School aids bill goes through the Tax Committee

Dick: School aids doesn't go to Taxes, it goes to Appropriations.

Searle: Most people look at it as being done in the Tax Committee.

Dick: Appropriations, School Aids and Taxes and weld have the speakership?

Searle: That's it.

Sieben: Speakership and Tax Committee. What if we started from that?

Searle: If you want to come back with a proposal, why don't you do that?
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Searle: We are receptive to any combination that will settle this.

Irv: This afternoon or tomorrow morning.

AGREED ON 7:00 P.M. tonight.

7:15 P.M.

Called back to order.

(Conversation between Irv and Searle. Irv: Simple majority of those voting in
the House. Joan Growe's interpretation.)

Irv: As we left this afternoon, it was my udnerstanding that the DFL would make a
new evaluation based upon the conversations held this afternoon so we have been very
busy. The proposal that we laid on the table this afternnon is hereby withdrawn.
December 27 paper to be used for tonight's discussion (DFL paper). No.3 from the
I-R document is made page 2 of the DFL Dec. 27 document. IR-8 committees; DFL-14
committees. The basis by which we come to this conclusion whereby you're wi 11ing to
flip-flop, we have a hang-up with the chairing of the Committee of Approp. What
our proposal is that you ought to chair Approp. Giving Approp. and the Committee of
Taxes to the IR. Most of the spending responsibi1 ity. You have indicated a strong
desire to chair the committee that would determine what tax relief would be necessary.
Our DFL document calls for a DFL speaker and the IR chair the committee of Rules.
Speakership, Rules, Taxes, Appropriations. With th ose 4, the IR would have control
of 3 of the 4. We have to say that the DFL has gone a long way to settling the
difficulties between the 2 parties 1 by giving up the 2 big committees. If this
proposal were acceptable, we would ask for one seat on the LAC. Since you would
chair both important committees, we would abolish Rule 1.10 for the duration of the
agreement.

Bruce: What you're saying here -- this page is the same as we gave you except for
what is noted.

Irv: You will note we took your page on committee structure and made changes.
Speakership to DFL, Rules to IR, omit Rule 1.10. Giving the Rules Chairman all 1.10
legislation.

Doug: Floor leader to DFL.

Irv: Yes, that's what the words of this proposal read.

Searle: In response to your offer here, I think welre getting closer. live got a
warm feeling. I would like you to answer a question. Is the speakership negotiable.
You have never yet conceded it's a negotiable item.

Irv: I have told you many, many times that everything we have before us is negotiable
and that included the speakership.

Searle: We would be glad to caucus on this for a few minutes and have a chance to
review it. Have to go back and check on the rest of the stuff that's in your document.
We are willing to offer more than 1/2. You do not seem to enjoy that same thinking.
If my calculations are correct, you want the speakership; you want 14 of the major
committees and divisions which would give you 24 subcommittees which gives you a
total of 38. It would give us a total of 8 committees and the Rules Committee.
Assuming that there's a closer relationship than that, there's at least got to be
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parity on the committees with this type of arrangement. We would like the time to go
over this is you would al low us that. Coming back in 1/2 hour.

Irv: Take a break, caucus and discuss the proposal thoroughly. The Speakership gave
you 3 of the most 4 important positions in the House of Reps. We gave you Approp.,
Taxes and Rules.

Searle: Again, the speakership and the control he has over that body. Is there any­
thing here that you can see that you would give up the speakership or negotiate for
the speakership.

Irv: We told you from the beginning that the speaker was a hard spot.

Searle: Until you can give us a resonable answer to that question, it's become
pretty one-sided.

Sieben: Why don't you talk this over and react to it.

RECESS.

Searle: We have had an opportunity to look over your offer. In one way, it's very
difficult because you have told us of one hard spot you have and it's speakership
and it's difficult for us to come back. We thought we'd paint a picture in order
to give you something to think about in order to break this impasse because, up to
this point we're saying that should we rel inquish our 1/2 claim to the speakership
these are things we feel would have to be considered in saying the importance of
that position, these are our hard lines. 14 committees; 8 from this morning. We
would have to have a l-vote majority on Rules. Should have a rotation of floor leaders.
Rule 1.10 should be left intact. There should be a joint appointment of conference
committees by speaker and Rules. Acceptance of Casserly-Knickerbocker's election
contests should be in effect. Document shouldlbe in effect for duration of session.
Other than that, there would be an acceptance of our Dec. 29 document as presented
this morning. If we had to give up the speakership this would mean that this
proposal would be withdrawn.

Sieben: Your proposal includes those 3 committees.

Searle: Yes. I thought you might 1ike to caucus.

Irv: WE appreciate the information you gave us tonight and are willing to meet with
you at any time.

Sieben: No acceptable.

SEarle: When you get ready to tell us what the speakership is worth, then weill
talk. That the problem with you fellows none of you have sat on Approp.

Carl: Most of our trouble has come from the people who talk.

Irv: Do you want to meet tomorrow?

Searle: If you have some kind of a response to give.

Irv: We have given you our answer.

Searle: You have not come anywhere near on parity. That's what we have been.
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Irv: Let's at least agree that we meet on Tuesday at noon to work out the details
of the opening day.

Searle: That's fine. We made an appointment with the SEcretary of State in the
ATtorney General's office for that afternoon of that day.

Meet at 11:00 A.M., Tuesday.

Irv: Our proposal of tonight and Dec. 27 is withdrawn. We will meet at any time
you wish.
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Larry Bothwell -­
Temp. Secretary of
Discussion on first

Searle: Last week we agreed to meet this morning to agree on an agenda for the
opening day and the state-of-the-state message on Thursday. The IR caucus met
with the Secretary of State and the Attorney General and have gone over some of
the things that would come up on Wednesday and Thursday. I'll turn this over to
the DFL.

Anderson, I: Announcement of Dick Kostohryz's heart attack. As of last evening,
his condition was serious but stable. No report yet this morning. We expect to
receive further report from the doctors office on his condition. We would urge
and hope that the IR caucus would consider delaying the election of a Speaker
until next Monday. We also request, as in the past we have indicated that we get
down to negotiating to resolve our differences (maybe even this afternoon) and
would like a response. I notified Mr. Searle last evening of Mr. Kostohryz heart
attack.

Searle: I appreciate the fact that you did call me. This changes the complexion
of what we have been debating for the last month. We certainly are not going to
jump on this opportunity., We would not jump on this occasion with hob nail boots.
When we would postpone the election of the speaker to, I think I would want to wait
and have an updating on the medical ,condition. We can't go too long without organiz­
ing the House. It might be a month. Presumptous to be basing it on something we
don't know at this point. Perhaps we should at least look and see how far we go
tomorrow; what we will do tomorrow and Thursday. Can't meet this afternoon. Having
a meeting this afternoon. Could meet on Thursday evening or on Friday at the soonest.
As quickly as we can do it. We understand the situation you are in. Will try to
work out the accomodation.

Discussion of first day of session. Faricy -- Clerk Pro Temp.
Sergeant at Arms Pro Temp. Wally Strand -- Sergeant at ARms Pro
State turns over gavel to the President of the Senate (Gearty).
day of session followed.

Searle: Want to wait on medical report of Kostohryz (thinking about a meeting on
Friday).

Anderson, I: In the past, the precedence has been to adjourn on Thursday until the
following Monday.

Meeting Adjourned.
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Anderson: Once again we will try to resolve the differences between the two groups
for purposes of organization of the House. Neither side has indicated a willingness
When we last met we discussed about the other side making a proposal and no require­
ment that either side do so. We have a proposal for your consideration today that
we are hopeful will set the agreement between the 2 parties (read document).

Appropriations, Taxes, Rules (I-vote majority on Rules -- Rules 1.10
left intact -- joint appointment of coordinating commission by
Speaker and Rules Committee Chairman -- acceptance of Casserly­
Knickerbocker document

Anderson read Jan. 3 paper of DFL. Rules Committee chairman is entitled to his
appointments being read into the Journal of the Day. Provides for an I-R Speaker.
Your statement required that there be 14 committees on the IR side if you were to
give up the speakership. We maintain only 12 committees moving from 14-8 to 12-10.
In addition, your statement of that date would have required that what I consider
the 'big four' -- Speaker, Rules, Taxes and Appropriations under the guidelines you
set forth -- it would have been necessary for you to have control of 3 of the 4.
IR -- Speakership and Appropriations; DFL -- Rules and Taxes. We have followed the
guidelines you have set forth for the one vote edge you have set on Rules. Can't
see the value in rotating floor leader. Don't think it is necessary to rotate.
Request that the DFL be permitted floor leader position. Rules 1.10 would remain
intact. Joint appointment of coordinating commission. Question of election contests
hasn't been brought up today. Ought to give consideration that it be brought before
the House and not sent to a standing or select committee. We're not dealing with
that question today. Agreeable to the election of a Speaker. Would be good as long
as there are 68 votes in favor of him.

Searle: Before we respond. 2 things I would like to request consideration of if you
can provide them. We asked last time whether it would be possible for you to give us
an official medical report on Rep. Kostohryz.

Anderson, I: Condition is satisfactory and stable. Expected that he will have to
reamin in the hospital for 10 to 14 days from Monday, January 1.

Searle: It may be a little difficult to respond point by point because of what we
have to do here. Only fair to say the change in approach is much more generous than
we have seen before. It's true what you read earlier on the transcript. Hypothetical
case "should say". It was with-drawn as was your's at the same time that day. I guess
the question that I want to ask at this point would be if we exchange sides on the
table at this point, would this offer be accepted by your side? What would be your
reaction?
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Anderson, I: Are you asking us if we would flip-flop the offer?

Searle: Not necessarily. It's the first time you have considered relinquishing
your 1/2 of the speakership. There were 2 events: one unfortunate and one very
happy for our side (election contest -- Pavlak). Entirely different atmosphere.
We were sincere about the hypothetical case. Trying to break the stalemate. Back
to that magic number of 12-10 again. Only thing that we can say to respond in full
is either to take a recess and come back and respond. Going to find some things
objectionable. Recess for 1/2 hour to 45 minutes. Want to talk to my negotiators.

Anderson, I: Anyone who has such a proposal placed before them would have to caucus.
Had to negotiate from a standpoint of 67-67. Had to provide a vehicle for the
election contest to corne before the House. After meeting of Dec. 29 as I traveled
horne, I had the benefit of thinking about your proposal -- maybe that's the way out
of this situation. On New Year's Eve my staff was called to research what, if any,
powers we had negotiated within the speakership had to be changed if we went along
with your proposal. Words you have spoken were listened to. Committee chairmanships
had to be divided equally. We have listened to what you have said here and I think
it is a reasonable method by which we can settle the differences that exist. We
are divided 67-67. We have to compromise. Hope that we are not forced into a position
that we would have to bring someone in on a sick bed. I will not be placed in that
situation. The proposal we have laid before you is fair and reasonable and answers
all the requirements you laid before us on December 29.

Knickerbocker:
referring to

Number 9 on your paper. The special select committees that you're
like the Committee on Energy?

Anderson, I: Yes. I don't expect to object to the creation of a legitimate committee
such as Energy. Energy Committee was a temporary committee.

Searle: Would this include a temporary select committee?

Anderson, I: I don't know what you really mean by "temporary".

Searle: Temporary committees appointed to handle election contests.

Knickerbocker: You could have a circumstance where a select committee could study
something like energy or like the power line controversy for a short time which would
go out of business after a very short time.

Carlson, D: At this point in time I would question your total sincerity -- about the
election contest. Take it today? or are they negotiable items in here?

Sieben: Why don't you consider it before you turn it down?

Nelsen, B: Number on committees.

Searle: We have to decide. Inform the Secretary of State of time and day we
adjourn the House tomorrow. We thought maybe Friday would be a more fitting time to
meet. Perhaps we ought to make some agreement.

Sieben: Would you take advantage of Kostohryz's absence and try to elect a Speaker?

Searle: You shouldn't confuse me. It's a possibility, Mr. Sieben, that it's going
to take a long time to get the machinery moving -- committee scheduling moving, etc.
From that standpoint, should any action be taken on Friday, should there be a Speaker
elected and the other orders of business that follow, it would then give that person



No. 17
p. 3

and his steering committee Saturday and Sunday to get things going for Monday.

Anderson, I: How about Wednesday?

Searle: They are going to start sending messages, etc. within a week (the Senate).
Joan Growe has said you can organize with a simple majority.

Anderson, I: I would never impose the 67 vote we would hold if an IR member was
temporarily out of commission or unable to attend a House session. I said it at
this table and to the press. We would never impose our will upon the IR when an
IR member is unable to attend a House session.

Searle: What I want is a definition of "temporarily". Are we going to have a Friday
meeting or a Monday meeting?

Johnson: So far you've reviewed our document. I'm here serious about sitting here.
Let's get down to business here.

Casserly: Separate people from the thoughts. Certainly would be appreciated for you
to look at this and give us a response.

Searle: What is a reasonable length of time?
know how long this would take us.

Anderson, I: As long a time as you want.

This would be more important. I don't

Searle: When we're ready to get back and talk, we'll call you.

5:40 P.M. Called back to order.

Anderson, I: IR caucus has a proposal.

Searle: We listened to words of the bargaining table. We have busted a gusset trying
to get this rough draft to you this afternoon. What we would like to do tonight,
because of committments and because some of us are closer to the 2 men who are being
honored at the banquet tonight, we're going to suggest that we put the date of Monday
on tomorrow's agenda. We would like to suggest that the 10 of us stay here this week­
end until we have a negotiated settlement. One thing I'd like to have -- I am going
to ask Doug Carlson to give you an assumption. We didn't see the document or the
actual statement from the doctor. We have talked to a cardiologist. Doug Carlson
is a professional and is to give us a scenario on the usual time schedule on the
type of problem Kostohryz has. Doug is a veternary doctor. Might be interesting
at this point.

Carlson, D: I didn't ask for this assignment. Realistically, we're concerned.
Medically speaking, it would take a miracle for him to come back -- hopeful for a
recovery. As a veternarian, I have some experience along this line. It will not
happen that it will be Monday, Wednesday or Friday. These types of patients are
kept in the coronary care unit for about 5 days. From that point, they go to critical
care unit. If everything is still normal, he will start to sit up and start walking.
This is a minor attack. Rehabilitation area to see what happens. 2-3 weeks on any
kind of a moderate attack. Very outside chance that we won't see him for 4-6 weeks
or 6-8 weeks.

Anderson, I: Thank you. Representative Kostohryz will leave coronary care tomorrow.
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Searle: We would like to leave this with you and give you as much time as you want
to digest it. Set a time for tomorrow morning to meet and hopefully start drawing
up negotiated papers.

Discussion of IR proposal for Jan. 3.

Anderson, I: The statement you made on Dec. 29 I took it as a very serious statement.
I thought it indicated the value you placed on the speakership. I thought that it
was an in-depth statement and had come to' a conclusion after much study and had
envisioned it not so much a political statement but one realistically. A solution
to the differences that exist between us. Difficult for me to really believe that
you folks are at a mind that we are still at a 67-67 position. We're still evenly
tied. If you have, in the past approached this table with a firm desire that you
want to be fair and reasonable then I can only conclude that the statement you issued
on Dec. 29 was an effort to resolve the differences between us and that it was a fair
and reasonable offer. We are not unwilling to resolve the differences between us.
We will make every effort possible to resolve the differences but, at this point, the
differences that exist between your side and our side are immense.

Searle: In regard to the quotation from the 29th, we had a caucus last night. It was
the first time our people were together. They really wanted to come up and see if
there really was going to be rooms available, parking and a session. Maybe I am
beginning to find myself in a position of -- we have a group of our legislators -- are
saying go grab it and run. You have the 67 votes -- go ahead and do it. I have
said 'no, we are still bargaining in good faith with an 11-11 split and the pressure
is on our caucus to go two different ways to the point of walking over there tonight.
Others said "no". Out of courtesy to the health problem, we will offer to meet on
Monday. You have given this about 5 minutes of perusal and you should have staff go
through this whole thing and I think you should look at the entire picture. As I
said earlier, we will be willing to meet whatever time you want to meet tomorrow
morning or tomorrow afternoon and continue to bargain or if we have to stay until
Friday, we will be willing to do that also. Staff should go through the entire thing.

Anderson, I: A number of changes within the document. Those changes may be hidden -­
can't believe in the short time you had to prepare this.

Searle: We can go back and pullout and make a comparison of who has been doing what.
No sense playing games and we could run those steps through. We are suggesting that
you look at this in depth and we will be glad to meet you in the morning.

Anderson, I: We're most agreeable to meeting with you in the morning. I would like
to get into some discussion about the commerts of some of your members to "grab the
whole thing and run".

Searle: Older hands are prevailing. We should negotiate.

Anderson, I: Your document is based on that type of background. The House is split
67-67. One of ours is obstructed from coming to the session. Paper isn't fair.
Doesn't divide the House in an equal manner. Gives the IR caucus the edge.

Searle: We are responding to the fact that the House must get on with the business.

Anderson, I: We could if we both realized that we are evenly split at 67-67, When
last you made this proposal which was not as fair as the one we laid on the table
today. Most interesting to me that you continue to charge that the DFL is unwilling
to compromise. We will meet you at 10:00 A.M. tomorrow morning.

Finis
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Rep. Searle chaired.

Searle: The IR caucus put together a rough draft copy -- much of what we had agreed
together with some changes and changes in committee makeup. Much negotiable material.
Chance to study before this morning's meeting. I imagine there has been a lot of
material in it. Getting to that point where, hopefully, we will be able to say we
have done it.

Anderson, I: I agree that we have reached the point where we should reach an agreement
and will do everything possible that we can do to reach that end. Our time has been
so limited. What we're here for today is to set the time for when we can meet again
and information. Ask some questions so we can understand each others positions.

Searle: If there's not enough time to digest but I understand and there are time
constraints especially with all the other things that are happening. Can we agree that
we will adjourn until 2:00 P.M. Monday?

Anderson, I: Agree.

Searle: We will defer any definite action until Monday. Irv will make the motion
to adjourn until Monday, January 8 at 2 P.M. What time tomorrow?

Anderson, I: Most ready, willing and able to sit here through the weekend and work
on the details. 10 A.M. tomorrow morning. If we are a few minutes late, please
excuse us. Can we get into your document?

I, A, "through the issuance of a new election certificate"
p. 2, No.8, OK
Chairman of Rules making interim appointments -~ check on Rules

Committee wording (Dec. 27th).

Don't think the IR document is clear. Doesn't follow present intent. Statute
implies Chairman of Rules appoints IV (Item A) p. 14, paragraph C.

Searle: Any other comments of the other negotiators.

Patton: Would like to see a conclusion come.

Searle: Both of us have expressed ourselves for a deadline of tomorrow on this thing.

Adjourned until 10:00 A.M. Friday.
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Nelsen, B.
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Searle
Knickerbocker
Carlson, D.

Rep. Anderson, I. chaired.

Patton, A.
Sieben
Anderson, I.
Johnson
Casserly

Anderson, I: Attempting to resolve the differences which exist between the two
sides. Most willing to negotiate at any time throughout the weekend. We stand
ready and willing to negotiate into the next week if that is what it takes. Want
to negotiate the differences that exist. Think it's in our best interests to
reach a negotiated agreement. I don't think either of us gain by attempting to
resolve differences on the House floor. In an attempt to resolve the differences,
the DFL has prepared a paper. Hopeful that it will be the paper that leads us to
a resolution of the differences that exist between us. Irv Anderson read the DFL
paper of January 5, 1979. Indicates where we're coming from. As we stated in our
opening paragraph, the DFL strongly feels there was a mandate laid down by the
people from the Nov. 7 election. There is no real advantage held by either side.
Once you have reached that conclusion -- a firm and strong desire to resolve the
differences -- I think that you make every effort in your mind and heart to come
forth with a position that is acceptable to the other side. Last night members
of our negotiating committee sat for 2 hours attempting to find a solution for
this stalemate. Believe the proposal is fair and equitable to both sides. Had
the advantage of the staff finding out what the powers are of Rules Committee
Chairman as compared with the powers of the Speaker. Slight advantage to the
Speaker. Comes about because he is far more visible than the Rules Committee
chairman. Have overcome the small advantage by point No.2. Strong desire to
chair committee of Taxes (not Appropriations) resolves the primary and major
divisions between us. Urge your strong consideration of this package. Think it's
fair to both sides. IR can have first choice of the 2 under the DFL proposal.

Searle: Let me paint a little different picture. First paper you have presented
and I think its the first time you have indicated that you even accept the mandate
of the voters. We said early on what we thought the voters had said to the IR
and we haven't agreed on that. We have a firm and strong desire as do you to
conclude this. Bargaining so there is a parity and get along with the organizing
of the House (mentioned Freshmen). I would like to remind you that it has only been
within the last week that your negotiating team has used what we have been using
right straight from the beginning and that is not a definition of parity. Your
first offer was 13-9 committees plus speaker and rules. 12-10 speaker and rules
(when court case was hanging). We have maintained from the start that we have half
of everything and half of nothing. After weeks of trying to convince you that there
should be a majority of one on every committee we finally said we would go to your
position of having all committees on an equal basis. About 2 weeks ago you said you
better go back and talk to your caucus and I have done that. We had a caucus this
week and they made it very strong as to what the negotiators on this side should
stand for. Because of the mandate that we have was given and handed at a caucus
earlier that the even split on committee is a non-negotiable fact at this time,
including Rules. I think I would agree with you that the main stumbling blocks

are Speaker, Rules, Taxes and Appropriations. We have consistently said there are
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other committees that can be weighted very close. Agree with Point III. Consistently
said it should be 11-11. Have never deviated from that position. We're still a little
concerned about IV. Still hold the caucuse gives the instructions. 2 - would be
able to accept your figures. 3.-- no hang-up - OK. 4 -- irritates me. 5 -- OK.
V -- OK. We are not going to buy what I would consider the shoe sales approach.
We have indicated, since your more reasonable approach of last week, that the
speakership belongs with the IR. Willing to accomodate you with the Rules Committee
and chairmanship of that committee. We could accept the chairmanship of Appropriations.
One thing we have tried to do is save those committees for you in which you have
veteran chairmen and also that you have the expertise and experience in those committees.
I think what I would do is to, having said that, I have a couple of alternatives that
perhaps you may want to chew on a little bit. This would be our alternative to your
paper. We would offer you the chairmanship of Appropriations. We would like for the
IR to have the committee chairmanship of Taxes but we will offer, as one way of trying
to break this impasse, offer that there will be 2 divisions of Taxes and that they will
be chaired by the DFL. We will agree with you on the 11-11 split on committees. We
have already said we will not buy the Rules Committee with a one-vote majority. We
will also break down and offer you the floor leader and back away from the stand that
floor leader should rotate. This is our counteroffer. We are willing to meet
tomorrow or Sunday to try and resolve what little'there is left to negotiate.

IR

DFL

Speakership, Tax Committee (2 divisions of Taxes to be chaired by DFL)

Rules Committee, Appropriations (2 divisions of Taxes), Floor Leader

We have met our obligations of attempting to resolve our differences. Dec. 29 paper
gave you a reasonable compromise. Nothing real in the differences between speaker
and one-vote advantage on Rules Committee. Let's go forward today with a firm
resolve that we can resolve the differences between us. There is equality between us.

Sieben: Getting tired of hearing speeches. I don't care what happened on Nov. 7 or
Dec. 27.

Searle: My caucus has said "no deal". After last week, there's been a change in the
DFL. I'm talking about the unfortunate position of one of your members. Somebody
has got to get this House organized. Going to take 2 to 3 weeks to get the machinery
going. One side takes the initiative.

C. Johnson: I feel like Harry feels. I thought it was a couple of shoes that don't
fit. I do have a message nevertheless. It's really disgusting to sit here and
wonder who are the nice guys. You say that you are and we say that we are and then we
admit that maybe we weren't once. That really doesn't solve a thing. It's kind of
nice to know that we have both been on both sides of the issue. The problem is that
we are only 67-67 and we may make ------ on whether we have power. We ought to look
over what each has done this morning.

Patton: We are willing to accept either one of our positions here.

Searle: It puts you at an advantage.

Patton: If we can't resolve our intent here today where do we go as a legislative
body who are representing the 4 million people in the state. It will come to rest
on all of us. We have a responsibility as individuals. Let's not forget why we are
here and how we got here.

Casserly: Would all the bills that come to taxes have to go to the 2 divisions?
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Searle: It would be up to the chairman. I would say that they would have to go to
one or the other. I can't answer that because I have never sat on Taxes. We would
give you those 2 without asking for one in return. I t would be 13-11 in your favor.
Has a nice sound.

Casserly: With Taxes, it's harder to divide. If you see another way to do this.

Searle: I was talking about the chairmanship of Appropriations -- does not include
all 4 divisions.

Anderson, I: What you are proposing here is that one position, either accept it,
negotiate .

DFL desires a caucus.

Sieben: Put everything on the table. Flip a coin. Winner takes first choice and
so on down the line.

Patton: Do you think it would be fair to have the administrative powers of the House
divided equally?

Searle: Yes, but how you view it only -- your definition or our definition or how
you weight it.

Patton: Then define the responsibilities of the Rules Committee and the speakership.

Searle: Maybe we have to go back to the beginning. One point holding this whole thing
up. Hard point we were against. That's the one-vote majority on Rules Committee.

Patton: Resolve differences between speakership and rules. Balance or inbalance.
Trying to conclude this situation today. We'll be here until May. Determine what
the administrative powers are.

Anderson, I: Read the powers of the Rules Committee. The earliest possible time the
House can go into operation is by a negotiated document.

Searle: The alternative could be a crass grabbing of power.

Recess to caucus.

Carl Johnson excused. Ray Faricy replaces Johnson.

3:10 P.M.

Anderson, I: The DFL has had some very intense discussions. Do not have any other
proposal to lay before the IR.

Searle: Trying to make the time limit. Not quite completed on trying to analyze
Under the circumstances if neither side is not ready perhaps we should set a time
for tomorrow. Both said we would stay until done. Want to set time for whatever
time is convenient.

Anderson, I: 11:00 A.M., Saturday, January 6.

Adjourned.
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Johnson, C.
Casserly
Anderson, I.
Sieben
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Searle: Thank the media for being patient. In order to be honest and candid, there
was an informal meeting this morning in which the negotiators met to resolve differences
that have they have not been able to resolve across the table. No apology. Were not
able to reach accord in our discussions. Wanted to come back. I have no~ been with Mr.
Anderson since 10:30 although I understand some of the members lingered on to try and
resolve some of the points in disagreement. Willing to meet today, tomorrow or
early Monday morning. Both agree that a negotiated settlement would be the best way
to go if we can do that. I have no offers to make. Don't know what transpired after
I left this morning's meeting. Willing to listen if there are some suggested ways
from the other side of the table. Willing to set a time later in the day or
tomorrow to see if we can come back later to reach agreement.

Anderson, I: Thanks to the press for waiting. True about the private meeting.
Apparently not any more successful than public meetings. Express desire to resolve
differences that exist. Suggest recess to the call of the opposing party at any time
they wish a meeting. Thought deliberations were very sincere and expressed a strong
desire that they wanted to resolve the differences. Both sides sincere desire to
negotiate an agreement that is agreeable to both parties. Seem to be unable to resolve
a clear-cut definition between the 2 sides. Equal balance that is satisfactory to
both sides. (Proposal -- 4 major factors -- (1) Speakership and Chairmanship of
Appropriations; (2) Chairman of Rules with I-vote majority + chairmanship of Taxes)
that apparently has been unacceptable to our counterparts. Would like to add one
other alternative that we might consider.

Searle: We're not going to play that game.

Anderson, I: That offer is on the side the alternative dealing with Rules
Committee - 1 vote edge. We would offer taxes a I-vote edge with the chairmanship.

Rules -- 1 vote; Speaker Pro Temp + Rules with 1 vote edge; Floor leader + Speaker.

Searle: What about a 68 vote majority?

Sieben: If it's put under a total package.

Nelsen: You're offering us an A or B. Let's not establish the ground rules.

1:40 P.M. Recess to 4:00 P.M. What we have tried to do is study the A and B proposal
you gave us and trying to come up with some alternatives. I want to preface it by
reminding the other side, I will speak for myself, I'm long on patience; I've got a
long fuse but right now, they're a lot shorter than they have been at any other time.
We could have stuck it to you on Wednesday -- we could have done it on Thursday.
We feel we are coming from a position of more authority than we were a week ago.

We're trying to accomodate the problems your caucus inherited. There has been some
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bluffing -- perhaps on both sides, some bottom-line, hard-line things. They are
negotiable. We will go through it one more time and see if we can find some
accomodations and after a reasonable discussion, we may be able to break off and
discuss things. That's our attitude. If we're not able to reach a conclusion at
this sitting, we will be available in the morning. I will feel a lot fresher in
the morning. With that, we would like to respond to your proposal and I would like
to go through and explain it. Subcommittee on Rules would have authority to make
any changes from the Rules as they now stand at the end of last session.

Anderson, I: I have no questions but some of the other committee members might.

Sieben: Would you take either side?

Searle: Either alternative?

Sieben: We offered you either side.

Patton: Tax Committee with a one-vote margin.

Searle: Possible. I would have to check with my team. We are trying to find
some ground.

Anderson, I: Is there a one-vote majority on Taxes or not?

Anderson, B: The 2 divisions would have a I-vote also.

Patton: What do you envision those divisions to be?

Searle: 1/2 of the members would be on each division.

Patton: How would we determine the divisions of Appropriations?

Searle: On the 2 divisions of Appropriations, you would get the one where you have
the incumbant chairman and one other. You take one and we would take one.

Anderson, I: What about subcommittee on Rules?

Searle: In order not to be completely stymied in the operation of the House that
there would be 5 members from each caucus who would be put on a special subcommittee
of rules. -- to deal with rule changes so that they could not be changed in full
rules with the one vote majority -- anything to do with House rules, Joint rules, etc.

Knickerbocker: 2 Divisions of Taxes -- Special Tax - Inheritance; Property Tax and
Natural Resources and Local Government Financing.

Anderson, I: Is that your proposal?

Searle: That's our proposal.

Anderson, I: One vote edge of rules -- proposal the other day. You haven't done
very much research on that. Are you going to expect us to do your research in this
case?

Searle: None of us have sat on Taxes. We would have to sit down with Levine's people.
We're trying to find a place that we can agree on.
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Anderson, I: Answer to our proposal this morning.

Searle: You wouldn't cross hatch. I t would have to be "NO".

Dean: 2 divisions of Taxes. Sincere desire on the part of the IR caucus to
participate in the process of building the tax bill for this session. It was clear
that this was the major issue of this past summer and fall. If you're going to
have the chairmanship of that committee, we want an opportunity to balance and
build those bills. Input on constructing those bills. Desire to participate.

Anderson, I: You have given us a one vote edge on the standing committee.

Searle: It's on the table for negotiating.

Anderson, I: My point is you have lost it by glvlng us the one-vote edge. You can
have input at the subcommittee level. Trying to find out what you're seeking.

Searle: It also means that we're going to have the ... of legislation coming out of
committees. That's where we have banked. There has to be great cooperation and
understanding in this session. One vote edge on taxes and then we would like a
one vote edge on both divisions. At this point the speakership is not negotiable.
We feel this is a pretty hard point.

Sieben: Is it negotiable or not?

Searle: No, it's not. It balances off on Rules.

Sieben:
(DFL) .

Scratch off Speaker and Rules. Rules (1 vote); Taxes (1 vote); Appropriations
IR -- Divisions of Appropriations and Government Operations ..

IR

Rules (1 vote)
Taxes (1 vote)
Choice of 1st 2 divisions
of Appropriations

12 of 16 left.

DFL

Appropriations - chairmanship
Speakership
2 divisions of Appropriations
Floor Leader
Speaker Pro Temp

Anderson, I: Further explanation. Proposal withdrawn.

Searle: Was it possible? I have been overruled. We go by a democratic process.
IR does not want to bargain on Speaker. On Divisions of Appropriations -- the
one - Education (chairman). We would take the next one. You would take 3rd and
we would take last one. If you don't want Education we would take the first choice.

Anderson, I: What if we don't want the divisions?

Searle: That would be negotiable.

Anderson, B: Both sides whould be responsible for raising money and also spending
money.

Searle: page 14, 3d and 3e -- returned to document. page 17, omit No.1. Education,

Higher Education, School Aids,
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More members on Higher Education.
Smaller division on School Aids.

Should be more people on Education Committee.
No big hang-up on that.

AGREED -- Go back to DFL paper where they will do nothing with election contests.

Session Adjourned.




