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Chairman Koppelman:  Opened the meeting on HB 1496.  
 
Rep. Kading:  Introduced the bill.  (Attachment #1) Went over the testimony.  Stopped 4:44 
 
Chairman K. Koppelman:  This is the bill that passed the house last session and defeated 
in the Senate or is this a different version? 
 
Rep. Kading:  This is the Senate version of the bill minus the study.  They amended what 
the house sent them. 
 
Chairman K. Koppelman:  Further support or opposition to HB 1496?  Seeing none.  Any 
neutral testimony? 
 
Tony Weiler, Executive Director of the State Bar Association:  Has no position on this 
bill.  Betsy Elsberry has emailed you and she asked that I introduce her email.  She 
references It is an attempt to codify some terminology that would help make it consist ant 
thorough out the state and the courts and it would give an understandable terminology.  
(Attachment #2).    
 
Chairman K. Koppelman:  Is she for or against the bill or neutral as you are? 
 
Tony Weiler:   I think she is neutral.  If we are going to pass this she would like to see those 
other definitions added.  Then there would be support.   
 
Chairman K. Koppelman:   There has been real progress in shared parenting.  I remember 
how contentious these bills have been in the past and if we are close to finding some 
resolution to it and if we are close to that that would be a good sign.    
 
Rep. Hanson:  It sounds like case law already requires judges to document their reasons for 
doing something one way or the other so this will would codify that? 
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Tony Wieler:  The court has to make decisions on the best interest factors, there is a 20 
point test, they have to outline their decision analyzing those factors.  Often the courts are 
also analyzing whether shared parenting is in the best interest of the child. If I say I want 50-
50 child custody the courts would have to analyze why not.  That is why I think this is good. 
 
Rep. Hanson:  I understood that case law dictated that they had to do that and this would 
reinforce that.  Child support would not be impacted by this?  Is that right? 
 
Tony Weiler:  There are no issues with this bill or the language, the definitions that Miss 
Elsberry cites to are child support provisions, so they are consistent with child support.   
 
Chairman K. Koppelman:  We have a long history of dealing with family law and with 
custody.   
 
Rep. Jones:  The bill says shared residential responsibility at least 35% of the time but not 
an equal amount of time.  What are they talking about there? 
 
Tony Wieler:  This was wording crafted last session to at least moved closer to a shared 
residential responsibiltiy.  It is not necessarily 50% each.   You have to have equal residential 
responsibility to have an effect on your child support obligation. 
 
Rep. Magrum:  The initiated measure failed in 2014?  What is going on with the law suit you 
mentioned? 
 
Tony Weiler:  The lawsuit caused us to modify some of our procedures and implement to 
make sure we are following the constitution. We do not take positions on anything 
controversial or political.  Often that gets you beat up by everybody because some people 
want lawyer to weigh in.     
 
Rep. Magrum:  Who initiated the law suit?  
 
Tony Weiler:  It was started by one of our memebers.   
 
Chairman K. Koppelman:  You said it is pending before the Unites State Supreme court. 
 
Tony Weiler:  It went up to the Supreme Court and it was sent back to the 8th circuit to 
analyze the constitutionality of mandatory bar.  
 
Chairman K. Koppelman:  Any further discussion?   
 
Rep. Hanson:  I make a motion to amend the bill by the definitions off the Betsy Elsberry 
email.  The four definitions listed there.  

 
Rep. Roers Jones:  Seconded.   
 
Rep. Vetter:  I would resist the first one that say but not equal amount of time.  It is just a 
cause for them to fight. 
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Chairman K. Koppelman:  the next definition is equal residential responsibility.  We are 
dealing with different definitions for different things.  If we pass this amendment then our 
intern can work with it.  This bill does not create a presumption.  The court must consider it. 
Read through the last section of the email definition. Any other questions?  Seeing none. 
 
Voice vote taken: Motion carried on adopting amendment to HB 1496. 
 
Rep. Jones: Moved a Do Pass as amended on HB 1496. 
 
Rep. Satrom:  Seconded. 
 
Rep. Karls:  I have never supported shared parenting.  I come from a very stable family 
background but I know 5 or 6 families who have gone through this.  In every case there were 
5 bad Dads and one bad Mom.  Whoever did the heavy lifting gets the short end of the stick. 
I really struggle with this.  I would love to see an example where they get along.  I will resist 
this bill.  
 
Chairman K. Koppelman:   I have struggled with this issue to.  What makes this a bit 
surprising is that what we are seeing today is this might be a good move forward.  
 
Rep. Jones:  Things must be straightening out because we aren’t seeing so many turning 
out for this.  
 
Rep. Roers Jones:  I wanted to note that the court still has to use the 20 standards that are 
in the best interest of the child when determining which parent get more custody.  They still 
have to use those 20 standards. 
 
Rep. McWilliams: When we just did that amendment I don’t understand what we amended 
there.  The bill sponsor does not want the bill amended.  I recognize we already moved the 
amendment.   I think it weakens the bill.  
 
Chairman K. Koppelman:  We will pause to look over the amendments. The first definition 
in the amendment is what was discussed last time.  The second 2 are from the administrative 
code and they are the definitions that are used by child support.  
 
Rep. McWilliams:   I think by moving to that other definition it weakens the entire bill. 
Because in the original definition it explains it which is not less than 35% of the time and 
there is no definition of that time in there.  It is my opinion it ends up weakening the entire 
bill. 
 
Rep. Roers Jones:  What we are doing with this amendment is not weakening the definition 
but rather clarifying shared parenting.   It says in the original it says as close to 50% but not 
less than 35% and what we are saying here is equal parenting time is 50% and shared 
parenting is something more than 35% but not equal parenting time.  You are just using two 
definitions to get to the same thing.  
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: In many cases there is sole custody. Shared parenting is the 
concept.   Any further discussion on the Do pass as amended?  Seeing none. 
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Roll Call vote taken:   Yes   11    No   3   Absent   0.  Motion carries. 
 
Rep. Roers Jones:  Will carry the bill.   
 
Hearing closed. 
 
 
   
 
 
 
  
 
 











2019 SENATE JUDICIARY 
 

HB 1496 

  



2019 SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES 

Judiciary Committee 
Fort Lincoln Room, State Capitol 

HB 1496 
2/27/2019 

#32941 (57:40) 
 

☐ Subcommittee 

☐ Conference Committee 

 

      Committee Clerk: Meghan Pegel 

 

Explanation or reason for introduction of bill/resolution: 

 
A BILL for an Act to amend and reenact section 14-09-00.1 and subsection 1 of section 
14-09-29 of the North Dakota Century Code, relating to shared parenting time and 
responsibility. 
 
 

Minutes:                                                 1 Attachment 

 
Chair Larson begins discussion on HB 1496. Senator Osland was absent, and Senator 
Bakke was temporarily absent for a separate hearing. 
 
Tom Kading, District 45 Representative, testifies in favor 
Representative Kading: This bill provides a basic definition for shared parenting and 
provides guidelines for a judge to use should such standards apply. If you remember last 
time, this bill was killed after conference committee; however, both sides seem to think some 
additional progress is needed on this issue. I believe it is important to protect the rights of 
both the parents and the child. Good parents should have the right to see their child, but 
more importantly, a child should have the right to see both of their good parents. I say “good” 
because this bill should not apply in situations where there are unfit parents. Neither party, 
child or parent, wins in a custody battle, so we must put the child first. It’s not good for society 
to alienate or make it difficult for one parent to be more involved.  

Shared parenting time and equal residential responsibility are defined in the bill. 
“Equal residential responsibility” is defined as equal time whereas “shared parenting” is 
defined as more than 35% custody but not exactly equal. On page 2 the bill says shared 
parenting or equal residential responsibility, if requested, should be considered by the court. 
In the event the court decides not to award that, they must articulate that decision. It is my 
understanding that most judges in ND are beginning to adopt standards similar to this- I don’t 
have supporting data, but that is what I am told. I don’t anticipate this bill having much effect 
on child support. I think both sides of this issue acknowledge that there is a problem that 
should be addressed. Ultimately we must do right by the child and protect their rights. This 
bill doesn’t create a drastic change; rather it encourages courts to establish both parents are 
important to that child. I believe children should have fair access to both parents, and this bill 
helps achieve that. 
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Chair Larson: I didn’t intentionally plan this, but it’s a bit ironic you were here this morning 
saying we shouldn’t be telling the courts what to do but instead let the courts decide. And 
now it’s the opposite. 
 
Representative Kading: Those are two separate pieces in law and two separate concepts. 
When it comes to taking care of prisoners, the state has a role to do that. When parties come 
before a court and ask a court to make decisions, I think we have a different and distinct role 
in providing the courts guidelines for making those decisions. 
 
Senator Myrdal: On the first page it talks about equal residential responsibility, but then it 
talks about 35% and then 100 days. Is this contradictory language? 
 
Representative Kading: I was also confused at first with this language. That’s language that 
was actually amended in the House. My understanding is that it you can request either equal 
responsibility or shared parenting. That’s based on child support guidelines. 
 
Senator Myrdal: On the last paragraph on page 2, does this still leave the sole discretion to 
the judge? I don’t see it here, but I believe there’s 20 points that they have to go through to 
consider the welfare of the child. Does that still override this? 
 
Representative Kading: Absolutely. This bill does not change a lot when it comes to that. 
The judge would have the discretion to award whatever they feel is correct. They could even 
award 0% under this bill. 
 
Chair Larson: What is different from that now then? 
 
Representative Kading: This begins to put it into statute and provides the right for an 
individual to formally request it to the court per their right. 
 
Vice Chairman Dwyer: There are three different terms: equal residential responsibility, 
extended parenting time and shared residential responsibility. 
 
Representative Kading: The extended parenting time was also amended in the house. I 
don’t know if there was an intention to tie it to anything, but I believe it can be removed without 
affecting anything. It is a term that is in child support guidelines but isn’t used in that section. 
 
Vice Chairman Dwyer: Then it’s not referred to anywhere else. 
 
Representative Kading: Exactly. 
 
(9) Tony Weiler, Executive Director of the ND State Bar Association, testifies in favor 
Weiler: We support this legislation. As many of you know who have been here over multiple 
sessions, there have been bills in the shared parenting realm. As Representative Kading 
stated, this, in essence, is the bill that came out of conference committee last session and 
then was defeated. I think it’s a step in the right direction and a step towards helping to codify 
some of the terms that are already used but don’t show up in the code. It also makes sure 
that if you request it from a judge, the judge has to acknowledge and give you a reason why 
they didn’t award you with either equal residential responsibility or shared residential 
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responsibility. I agree with Representative Kading that the extended parenting time, while it 
is tied to child support and the administrative code, probably doesn’t necessarily belong in 
the bill. Courts in ND still have the discretion and will still apply the 20 factor best interest of 
the child test. If a court determines that it’s not in the best interest to award either equal 
residential or shared residential, they’re under no compulsion to do that. In the last several 
years, we’re seeing more and more that parents are getting equal residential responsibility; 
Mr. Fleming told me it’s maybe 1 out of 4 cases. If the parents can work it out and agree to 
it, then the court will generally agree and affirm those wishes unless they see something that 
would cause them not to do so.  
 
Senator Myrdal: Is this retroactive in any way? 
 
Weiler: No. 
 
Senator Myrdal: I like the last section in which the courts have to explain their reasoning, 
but what does the new language do? 
 
Weiler: Yes, the last section on page 2 would require a court to give a reason why they didn’t 
award equal or shared responsibility. From what my family law lawyers tell me, that is already 
in case law, but this would codify it. That’s a positive step. Then we added these other terms. 
There is some confusion often with clients where there’s maybe not an understanding of the 
terminology, and this might help. For the longest time it was “custody” and “visitation”, but 
we’ve moved away from that. 
 
(14:30) Jim Fleming, Director of State Child Support, neutral party 
Fleming: Every 4 years, we review the parent guidelines. Part of that review is to undertake 
a statistical analysis concerning court orders, and that’s where we learned that for every new 
order that has been issued in the last 30 months or so, 1 out of 4 is an equal parenting order. 
It’s something that is becoming much more common. However, you do not see that when 
mom and dad choose to live apart. If parents are determined to live and work in separate 
communities with separate school districts, it’s difficult for equal parenting time to work in that 
arrangement. For us the bill will confirm what good judging ought to be, which is that if a party 
makes an argument in favor of something they’re asking for, even if the judge doesn’t grant 
it, they ought to explain why. That’s to make sure that there is an explanation. A cynic would 
say that this is happening anyway, so the bill is not needed. The advocate would say the 
definitions will help clarity and understanding. With regard to the definition of “extended 
parenting time”, that came from a private attorney in the House side. I think it was under a 
misunderstanding that it would be helpful to put in code. The child support guidelines have 
about 15 terms or phrases defined, and extended parenting time is one of them. You could 
take that definition out because it’s not used in the Century Code. If you want to keep it in, 
it’s not doing any harm either; it’s superfluous words. Again the Department doesn’t have a 
position on it. Child support will continue the way it is; it’s not impacted negatively or positively 
by the bill. Whatever history there is about gender roles and custody, it is definitely going 
away.  
 
Senator Myrdal: Over the weekend just from my district alone, I received 60 emails and 
stories that said do not pass this bill. Why do you think that is? 
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Fleming: My guess is that someone got a word out suggesting that the bill does something 
that it doesn’t actually do. Child support does not decide custody. This issue in the past has 
gone much further than the fairness of an explanation and attempted to exert a presumption 
which would override the judge. You have cases where the judge is looking at two parents 
where maybe one has a meth or marijuana problem. The judge may not want to call out the 
parent in front of their kids on public record. They may simply say “upon a preponderance of 
evidence and looking at these factors, I feel like this is the best parent to have”. If you have 
a presumption, then the judge is now compelled to come forward with all of the bad stuff and 
good stuff. It can become really painful, and it is a public record. My guess is the word got 
out erroneously that this bill would establish a presumption of shared or equal parenting 
which would take out of the hands of the judge unless the judge really wanted to bad-mouth 
one of the parents, probably not a productive thing when you’re looking at kids and parents 
wanting to get along. That would be my guess, but this bill doesn’t do that. This bill simply 
says if you ask for it and don’t get it, you have the courtesy of an explanation, and that seems 
fair. 
 
Chair Larson: I’m curious about the list of 20 items that they look at. I didn’t realize there 
was a checklist. 
 
Fleming: 20 items is my rough estimate. Perhaps your clerk can find it in chapter 14-09. 
They’re the best interest factors. When I read those decisions, quite often the judge lists each 
factor and separately analyzes them yes or no. In terms of a parent getting a fair explanation, 
I think in most cases, that’s happening anyway. It’s difficult when you have two perfectly good 
parents but one lives in Fargo and one lives in Bismarck; it’s not like the child can alternate 
school districts by week. You can’t have any extracurricular activity, and you’d have different 
friend sets. We’d love for them to live right next to each other, but it’s not the reality. 
Sometimes it’s a hard spot for judges because they have to decide where the child spends 
the predominant amount of their time so they can go to school.  
 
The intern provides “Best Interests and Welfare of child court consideration factors” 
from chapter 14-09. (see attachment #1) 
 
Vice Chairman Dwyer: You said 1 out of 4 is equal. What are the other 3? 
 
Fleming: The other 3 out of 4 would be ones where the predominant amount of time is with 
one parent. They are considered to be the obligee or the custodial parent and provide their 
share of the child’s expenses by in-kind. They would go to the grocery store, pay rent, etc. 
The other parent has less than half of the time. They are the obligor and have their income 
applied to the child support guidelines to figure out what they should pay every month. It’s 
income-based based on USDA data. The definition in the bill for extended parenting time 
reflects a recent decision of the child support guidelines committee to lighten up on how 
readily discounted child support will be if the child spends extended time with the other 
parent. It used to be 160 nights, and now it’s 100. The point is that we want to foster the 
noncustodial parent relationship, and it’s a discount for the time they spend with their child. 
We think that’s productive in the guidelines because roughly 35% of the cost of raising a child 
is food. That cost goes away for every day that the child is not living with the custodial parent. 
If you have 10 days a month where the child is being fed by the noncustodial parent, that 
noncustodial parent can then get the discount for reflecting the fact that the food is being paid 
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in-kind by them. Even though we have an obligor model that only looks at the one parent, 
the guidelines are pretty adept at recognizing the savings of having that extended parenting 
time. We deliberately lightened up on that standard because we do recognize that time with 
both parents is a really good deal. Therefore, the other 3 is when someone is the obligor, but 
it can really vary how much they owe based on their income and how much of a parenting 
time deduction they get. We also factor into the calculation if the noncustodial parent has two 
families; it will be a little discounted for each one to reflect the fact that they have two families 
instead of one. 
 
Senator Luick: How often is the formula recalculated? 
 
Fleming: The guidelines review the table of contributions every 4 years. If you imagine, the 
left side of the spreadsheet is net monthly income in $100 increments. Then the tables 
moving to the right are 1 child, 2 child, 3 child and 4 child. Those amounts are reviewed every 
4 years. Every 18 months we will review the parent’s income to see what line of that chart 
they should be on. We revisit the chart every 4 years and revisit where they ought to be in 
that chart upon request every 18 months. The feds set a parameter to say you have to do it 
every 3 years. This last year we changed it to 18 months because if you have a significant 
job change up or down, 3 years is a long time to wait before you get a change. We hope that 
will allow for better support for kids if the income has gone up. It will also help the obligor if 
the income has gone down. Our current support collection rate is now well above 75%, which 
I think reflects the fact that we do a lot to try to keep obligations payable one way or the other. 
There’s 250 million unpaid child supports, so anything you want to throw at us to help with 
the job, we’ll keep working at it. 
 
(26:30) Weiler: I misspoke, there are 13 factors under the best interests. 
 
Senator Myrdal: I’m looking at the history of this legislation. Twice it was on the ballot 
measure and defeated. On 2011, 2013 and 2017 it’s been before the legislature and defeated 
here, and it’s back. We’re hearing from the previous speakers that it’s improving judiciary. 
Why do we need this language? Does it do something substantial enough for me to be 
convinced to overturn all the times it’s been heard before? 
 
Weiler: This has been a contentious issue and one that’s gotten me named a federal 
defendant in a lawsuit that’s still pending in front of the U.S. Supreme Court because the bar 
association opposed that initiated measure in 2014 and were sued as a result of that. As Mr. 
Fleming explained, the problem with that initiated measure and with both of the previous 
session’s initial bills was the 50/50 presumption. If this had that in there, I wouldn’t be here 
supporting it; that’s the big difference. The concern was that it was not taking the best interest 
of North Dakota’s kids into consideration. That’s why my board opposed that in 2014 and 
ultimately why we were sued. The presumption would require people to come in and rebut 
that presumption by bringing in all of the negative things that could be brought in, it would 
have been difficult to overcome and it was not in the best interest of the court system, the 
kids or the litigants. Last session or the session before, that bill had retroactivity to go back 
to every child custody decision that was ever made, and that was a problem too. This bill 
doesn’t do any of that. This creates some definitions in code that mean something in practice 
and would help people understand how they’re getting to the kind of child support and 
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custody arrangement they have and holds courts accountable for explanations. I think that’s 
fair. 
 
Vice Chairman Dwyer: What was the basis of the lawsuit, and what are other states doing 
on this subject matter? 
 
Weiler: We were sued by a member who argued that we were using his mandatory bar dues 
in a manner that violated the constitution. Constitutionally we can only use bar dues to 
regulate the profession and for the improvement of the practice of law. In the lawsuit we made 
some changes. We now offer you the ability to opt out of anything we consider to be non-
chargeable to the dues. For example, I include any time I spend at the legislature. That’s the 
impetus of the lawsuit. The concern now is if it is constitutional to have a mandatory bar. 
There has been a push around the country to get this presumption into legislation. I haven’t 
looked lately, but I’m not sure there’s any state that starts with the presumption. In any states 
where the presumption has come in, there have been attempts to defeat that and most have 
been successful. Again, that’s not this bill. 
 
Chair Larson closes the hearing on HB 1496. Senator Bakke returns to the committee. 
 
(33:05) Senator Bakke: I don’t mind the word “equal”. I’m of the opinion, when you conceived 
this child, you both gave equally to that process. When you go into a divorce settlement, 
unless one has a substantial reason why they couldn’t parent, you should always go into it 
with the idea that it will be a 50/50 split as far as the child’s custody. It’s up to the court to 
decide if they’re each equally providing nurturing support of what the child needs. When you 
go into court, the assumption is that you’re equal until someone proves in court that you are 
unequal. 
 
Senator Myrdal: We heard that in 1 out of 4 cases, judges do decide equal responsibility, 
and that’s a growing trend. By putting “equal” in it, we’re going back to language of 
presumption, which is a problem. The judge already has the 13 factors of best interest for the 
child to consider. I like portion of the bill that says the judge needs to explain, but I’m not sure 
how I feel about the rest. I feel like it’s hidden presumption language. 
 
Vice Chairman Dwyer: If we were going to require the judge to articulate a decision for 
awarding or denying a request, we would have to have the definitions of equal or shared. 
Also if we pass this, we should take out the word “awarding” on line 18 and say “the court 
shall consider the request” because awarding almost is a presumption that you’re going to 
do one of those. 
 
Chair Larson: When you look at the Christmas tree version, it doesn’t have that in the back 
end. 
 
Senator Bakke: What is the 35%? Are they saying they start at 35 and go up? 
 
Senator Luick: 35% minimum if they are qualified. The judge can still say they’re not 
qualified at all. If you have parents living far apart from one another, the judge has to decide 
the best split in those cases. The reevaluation of the way that custody amounts are being 
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evaluated today is 18 months, so the formula can change in about a year and a half if their 
income goes up or down if requested. 
 
Joseph Jensen, UND Law Intern, neutral party 
Jensen: There were some questions as to whether the court has to state why they’re making 
the decision in child custody. In case law, they do have to do that. As of December of 2018, 
that is required in a district court decision. They have to say why the factors apply and why 
they made the decision they did. 
 
Senator Myrdal: Shared residential responsibility is already a term used. I would strike 
“equal” and just say “shared residential responsibility”. You don’t want to codify “equal” 
because then you’re binding the judge to equal. I also agree that “awarding” is not a good 
word.  
 
Vice Chairman Dwyer: Shared residential responsibility is a new definition too.  
 
Chair Larson: Mr. Fleming said that they use that in child support already. 
 
Senator Bakke: It’s defined as “but not an equal amount of time”, so we need “equal”. 
 
Senator Myrdal: Judges already do that and that’s already there, so why are we specifying 
those three definitions? We’re tightening it up. 
 
Senator Luick: I think that it comes down to the fact that it encourages more support for the 
welfare of the kids themselves. When you have the agencies like the state bar association 
supporting and suggesting that this is a good process, I am in favor of it. I think any 
encouragement we can give parents in keeping those attitudes focused on the kids, we need 
to try to do. We have enough family problems as it is, and I don’t think that this will do harm. 
 
Senator Bakke: Who testified? 
 
Chair Larson: Representative Kading and Tony Weiler with the State Bar were in support 
and Jim Fleming with child support was neutral.  
 
Senator Bakke: Did they like the amendments? 
 
Chair Larson: They were fine, but said number 3 on page 1 (the extended parenting time 
definition) is not needed. 
 
(47:30) Vice Chairman Dwyer: Let’s say we keep these two definitions. Shared residential 
responsibility means they’re sharing but it’s unequal. Would we want to dictate that it has to 
be 35%? Why couldn’t the court choose less? 
 
Senator Myrdal: Yes, that’s what I don’t understand- judges can do whatever they want 
anyway.  
 
Senator Bakke: Isn’t extended parenting time the same as shared residential responsibility?  
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Chair Larson: Shared parenting is between 35% up to 50% of the time.  
 
Senator Myrdal: Section 1 is the definitions. It gives the definition of extended parenting time 
that isn’t mentioned in the actual law; it’s frivolous. Equal and shared responsibility are the 
two definitions we’re dealing with. 
 
Chair Larson: where does this allow for 20%? 
 
Senator Myrdal: section 2 subsection c tells the judge he has to award equal or shared 
responsibility. 
 
Chair Larson: or tell why not. 
 
Vice Chairman Dwyer: We would have to take out the word “awarding” and say that the 
court shall consider the request for shared or equal to make it neutral. 
 
Senator Myrdal: Shall or may? 
 
Senator Bakke: We can take out number 3 on page 1 and reword number 10 on page 2 to 
say “Shared residential responsibility” means each parent has residential responsibility for a 
portion of time spent with a child, but not an equal amount of time. We’ll take the 35% out 
and then basically you’re saying it’s either equal or it’s shared and shared can be any 
combination that is in the best interest of the child, that works for the parents and that the 
court is okay with. 
 
Chair Larson: That’s a smart observation and makes a lot of sense. If we do pass this bill, 
we will have something in Century Code that can be amended in future years rather than 
bringing another bill forward again. It’s been defeated 5 times as Senator Myrdal explained. 
 
Senator Myrdal: I won’t vote for it as is, but perhaps we can amend it further. 
 
Senator Bakke: Let’s strike out the definition of extended parenting and amend the definition 
of shared parenting to simply say an unequal amount of time. 
Vice Chairman Dwyer: What you said earlier- a portion of time, but not an equal amount of 
time. 
 
Senator Bakke: Yes. It takes the 35% out and gives the judge more discretion. 
 
Senator Myrdal: I can go to legislative counsel and have them draw up these changes. 
 
Senator Bakke: please remove number 3 in section 1. 
 
Vice Chairman Dwyer: and replace “awarding” with “the request for” so it’s neutral. 
 
Chair Larson: Yes, it will be good to put something into Code but still leave it up to the 
judge’s discretion. These are good ideas for amendments. 
 
Chair Larson ends discussion on HB 1496. 
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Minutes:                                                 1 Attachment 

 
 
Chair Larson begins discussion on HB 1496. 
 
(see attachment #1) 
 
Senator Myrdal: We wanted to amend out lines 14 and 15 on section one page one, 
extended parenting. These are my amendments, not the committees. The other thing we 
talked about was taking out the 35% on page two, subsection 10. Legislative council said if 
you take that out and leave the remaining, it doesn’t make sense at all. The amendment you 
have before you is what I asked for personally because I couldn’t support the bill as was. I 
put the bill kind of back in its original version but taking out the word equal then keeping page 
two the same except replacing “the request for” instead of “awarding”. The committee asked 
to take out lines 14 and 15 and to change it from awarding to the request for. I accomplished 
those two things, but I did not take out the 35%. I also took out the equal residential 
responsibility definition out. 
 
Chair Larson: Most of this amendment on the top part is just renumbering the numbers. 
 
Senator Myrdal: Yes, because I’m taking all of those definitions out. 
  
Senator Bakke: By taking out lines 12 and 15, then you’re saying that one person has to 
have 35% and the other one has to have 65%. You’re not allowing for equal shared parenting.  
 
Senator Myrdal: They were supposed to just take the word “equal” out, not the entire 
overstrike. I’ll bring this up again. I just knew I couldn’t support the bill as is because “equal” 
is all throughout the bill and puts the judiciary and judge in a difficult position. However, I do 
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think they should explain to the parents the reasoning for it. that’s a good part of the bill that 
I can support. 
 
Chair Larson: If you’re looking at the bill on line 12, the way you discuss it, 12 and 13 would 
say, “residential responsibility’ means each parent has residential responsibility for the child 
for an amount of time as determined by the court”. 
 
Senator Myrdal: Yes, exactly. That’s what I asked for. 
 
Senator Luick: Can we just change remove lines 12-15 and just leave it at lines 14 and 15? 
 
Senator Myrdal: The word “equal” is very obfuscating to the court to have that.  
 
Vice Chairman Dwyer: I had written down that I wanted to take out the 35% and instead 
say, “each parent has residential responsibility for a portion of time” because 35% is so 
arbitrary. 
 
Senator Myrdal: That’s what I brought to legislative council, but they said it would be an 
issue, that you’d have to change different parts of the code as well. 
 
Chair Larson: I had written that down as well, “a portion of time, but not an equal amount of 
time”.  
 
(8:30) Senator Bakke: We said we didn’t need the number 3 definition because there can 
either be 50/50 or an unequaled time determined by the judge. We didn’t want to put a 35% 
in there because then the judge is stuck to a 35%. It’s better to say a parent has responsibility 
for a period of time but not an equal amount of time. The extended period of time is not clear. 
They’re either equal or the judge can divide the time as they see fit. A lot of kids are equal 
time. I don’t know why we would want to eliminate that when really that’s the preferable thing 
if both are qualified parents. 
 
Senator Myrdal: I respect that too. We heard over a quarter of people who get divorced do 
equal. I won’t promote this amendment until we clarify with legislative council. The way the 
bill reads to me originally, it doesn’t give enough discretion to the judge to not do it equal. 
The way it reads, I can’t vote for something that has hidden presumptuous language in it to 
me. 
 
Chair Larson: Did they talk at all about the ability to remove number 10 on page 2? 
 
Senator Myrdal: No, I don’t think so. I’ll go back up and talk to them.  
 
Vice Chairman Dwyer: On page 2 on subparagraph c, if you’re going to use the term “shared 
residential responsibility”, then you would want to have some definition of what that means. 
 
Senator Myrdal: We have several definitions. Extended parenting time is defined but not 
used. Overall, this bill is drafted very ambiguously; I don’t think it’s in the best interest for any 
party. 
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Senator Bakke: We were just saying they get either equal or unequal. That would be worked 
out between the judge and parents. When you have that extended parenting in there, it got 
confusing because no one knew what they meant by “not to exceed an annual total of 100 
overnights”. That seems weird. If you’re going to say you want them with the parent 50/50, 
you also have to provide a definition for something that’s not 50/50 if that’s in the best interest 
of the child. That’s what number 10 shared parenting is. It’s saying both of them have shared 
responsibility, but it’s not a 50/50 split. 
 
Chair Larson: The original amendments we were looking at would say residential 
responsibility for the child for at least a portion of time but not an equal amount of time. To 
specify that in there was what we were looking for.  
 
Senator Bakke: I think “awarded” to “request” makes sense to me as well. 
 
Senator Myrdal: I brought all of those to legislative council, and I don’t remember why, but 
there was a problem with replacing 35% with a portion of time maybe because of other laws.  
 
Chair Larson: It could be a percentage of time 
 
Senator Myrdal: There was an issue not having a number for some reason. 
 
Vice Chairman Dwyer: We should have separate amendments because one is clean up 
with taking out extending parenting and changing to awarding. Then we should have an 
amendment on the equal because that’s a standalone issue.  
 
Chair Larson: To take the word equal out of the whole bill? 
 
Vice Chairman Dwyer: Yes. Primary residential responsibility talks about a percent. 
 
Senator Bakke: That says with more than 50%. 
 
Chair Larson: It does say the word “percent”. We will consider this again another day. 
 
Chair Larson ends discussion on HB 1496. 
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Chair Larson begins discussion on HB 1496. 
  
Senator Myrdal: After going back and forth with legislative council on that particular issue, I 
decided I won’t bring any amendments. However, I did bring information on what other states 
do. (see attachment #1) 
 
(see attachment #2) 
Senator Bakke: I have amendments with the Christmas version. On page 2, line 4, it had at 
least 35%. We had wanted that taken out and have a portion of the time. Jill Grossman talked 
to us and said that if you leave it that way, it’s conceivable that they may say the parent could 
have the child one day. We want the judge to make that decision of whether it’s one day or 
35% of the time. She said you can leave it that way, but it’s usually advisable to have a 
threshold of some kind of the bare minimum. I don’t know how you would do that when every 
case is so different. We’re saying that they either have a 50/50 split or some other 
combination. 
 
Chair Larson: Thank you for the work you put into this, but this bill has many flaws, and I 
would like to kill it. I don’t think it’s fixable. 
 
Senator Bakke: I want to fix it if they override us on the floor. I believe the person who sees 
all of the evidence and is looking at all of the reports of the parents’ abilities and what’s in the 
best interest of the child should determine. It isn’t always going to be clear-cut. You can’t say 
it’s the same for every kid. If we put it into law saying 35%, then we’re going to come across 
a kid that should only be with the parent 25% for one reason or another. I agree with you; 
this is a difficult one. 
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Senator Myrdal: I agree. The people of North Dakota have defeated this twice on the ballot. 
We’ve had it before this body twice, and now this is the third time. I understand the intent of 
the sponsor. Divorce for whatever reasons is a broken thing. It’s broken for the children 
regardless for the reasons for divorce. Every case is different, and we already have in law, 
the best interest of the child. That’s who I care about here. No matter what lipstick we put on 
this bill, I will vote no. 
 
Senator Luick: There was one other thing we talked about on line 12 with the “equal 
residential responsibility”. We were going to take that equal out because that won’t work. 
Equal means 50/50. 
 
Senator Bakke: We took the one below it, 14 and 15, out because that’s the one we didn’t 
seem to need because the equal meant it’s 50/50. The one on the back meant that it’s 
something other than 50/50.  
 
Chair Larson: I had notes to take out lines 12-15 altogether. 
 
Senator Luick: That’s what I have. 
 
Senator Myrdal: That is one of the reasons I handed you all the study of 7 other states. I 
don’t think there is anything there that’s better than what we already have in law. This 
committee consistently leaves the judiciary discretion to prosecutors and judges because 
they’re the ones that see it. We write the law but don’t enforce it. On this issue, let’s leave it 
to the discretionary of the judges the way it sits now with the concern of the best interest of 
the child. I feel the language in the law as it stands now protects children to the utmost that 
we can. 
 
Chair Larson: Just like us, if the judge isn’t doing their job the way they should, they need 
to be replaced. 
 
Vice Chairman Dwyer: To confirm what Senator Myrdal is saying, apparently the courts are 
giving equal to about 25% of the cases, so they’re doing it. 
 
Senator Myrdal: Motions for a Do Not Pass. 
Senator Bakke: Seconds. 
 
Chair Larson: It is difficult when we try to dictate to a judge how they need to find when it 
involves the best interest of an individual child. It’s too heavy of a burden for us to legislate; 
that needs to be a judicial decision in my opinion. 
 
A Roll Call Vote Was Taken: 5 yeas, 1 nay, 0 absent. Motion carries. 
 
 
Senator Myrdal will carry the bill. 
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