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I’m sending a link to American Farm Bureau’s right to repair issues page.  At the bottom are
MOUs American Farm Bureau has with equipment manufacturers.  There is also a link just
above the MOUs where someone can file a complaint if they are having issues with a
manufacturer.  

https://www.fb.org/issue/right-to-repair

2025 John Deere announced its Operations Center Pro Service which expands access to digital
tools for equipment beyond what was available through the Advisor tool referenced in the
MOU.  So, they are still expanding access to products.

https://www.deere.com/en/technology-products/operations-center-pro-service/

A big issue for Alaska’s farmers is needing real support to grow the industry so dealers,
independent repair shops and parts stores have more of the parts our farmers need on hand so
it’s easier to get the parts quickly.  Also need more technicians around the state who know
how to fix ag equipment.  Right to Repair laws don’t solve those problems.

Let me know if additional information would be helpful.
Thank you,
Amy Seitz, Policy Director
Alaska Farm Bureau



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
April 10, 2026 
 
Representative Rebecca Himschoot, Co-Chair 
Representative Donna Mears, Co-Chair 
House Community and Regional Affairs Committee 
120 4th Street 
Juneau, AK 99801 
 
Re: CTA Testimony to HB162 
 
Chair Himschoot, Chair Mears and Members of the House Community and Regional Affairs 
Committee:  
 
On behalf of the Consumer Technology Association (CTA), thank you for the opportunity to provide 
testimony to House Bill 162 (HB162), Digital Product Repair.  
 
CTA is the trade association representing the U.S. consumer technology industry. Our members are 
the world’s leading innovators – from startups to global brands to retailers – helping support more 
than 18 million American consumer technology jobs. Our members include manufacturers of the 
devices subject to the provisions of this legislation. CTA has concerns with HB162 which includes 
broad and vague language, and it extremely misaligned with industry’s stance on repair.  
 
Patchwork Concerns  
Given eight states have enacted repair legislation, CTA is concerned about a patchwork of varying 
repair requirements emerging across the United States. CTA supports a national repair approach that 
will ensure that consumers and independent repair providers receive the same or equivalent 
treatment as manufacturer-authorized repair providers for purposes of repairing consumer technology 
devices. CTA also stands ready to work with repair advocates to establish a national Memorandum of 
Understanding to facilitate repair nationally. 
 
Enactment of varying state repair laws with different requirements and definitions subject to differing 
interpretations by state courts and regulators is a major concern for our industry. We strongly 
encourage Alaska to not move forward with HB162 given its broad and vague language as well 
as the drastic differences between the language in HB162 and existing state laws.  
 
Concerns Specific to HB162 
CTA has identified several areas of concern for members where the language will create confusion 
for producers and/or doesn’t ensure reasonable accommodation for industry that other states have 
recognized and put into law while ensuring both that repairs can be made by consumers and 
independent repair shops without substantially compromising safety and security concerns.   
 
Enforcement Mechanisms 
CTA’s top concern on HB162 relates to the potential to cause significant harm to industry. Private 
right of action exists under Alaska state law and would be applicable to this law if adopted, enabling 



 

consumers to file private lawsuits against manufacturers. No state repair law adopted to date allows 
for private right of action. Repair laws should focus on increasing access to repair options for 
consumers; not increasing litigation costs for manufacturers or putting companies at risk of 
inconsistent interpretations of laws across jurisdictions. Limited enforcement mechanisms should be 
given solely to the Alaska Attorney General in line with current repair laws across the U.S.  
 
Definitions 
There are a multitude of unique and Alaska specific definitions in HB162. The definition of “digital 
product” is extremely broad and raises the following concerns:  

 It captures a multitude of products including critical infrastructure devices (electric grid, 
networking equipment, etc.) and devices that could present a security risk if information on 
how to access is provided.  

 Per Alaska definitions, “persons” includes businesses. Sales to businesses or government 
entities should not be in scope of this legislation. 

 Lastly, there is no grace period for new products to come into compliance, which should be at 
least one year from passage of the legislation and should apply to products first sold or leased 
in Alaska on the date of applicability.  

 
These parameters are critical and have significant trickle impacts when you look at the full scope of 
requirements laid out in HB162.  
 
Fair and Reasonable Terms 
Documentation, tools, and parts should only be required to be provided to independent repair 
providers or consumers based on fair and reasonable terms and if the documentation, tools, and 
parts are provided to authorized repair providers. This ensures that manufacturers aren’t required to 
provide documentation, tools, or parts beyond what they provide their trusted and vetted authorized 
repair providers. The lack of reference to fair and reasonable terms is also concerning which provides 
reasonable accommodation to manufacturers.  
 
Consumer Protection 
Additionally, HB162 fails consumers. Consumers aren’t protected in this legislation. Consumers 
should be provided with basic information about the repair provider and parts provided by the 
independent repair provider, and such independent repair provider should be required to protect 
consumer data and recycle responsibly. If the main point of this legislation is to expand consumer 
rights, there should be a concurrent expansion of disclosure to consumers of who is doing the repair. 
 
The above challenges are just some of the examples we see in HB162. Most repair bills focus on 
providing consumers with options to repair their products; HB162 goes far beyond the typical 
consumer products in scope of these proposals and does little to provide reasonable accommodation 
for manufacturers which have invested heavily in supporting consumers as well as independent and 
authorized repair providers.    
 
Conclusion:  
Given the multiple concerns outlined above, we strongly encourage Alaska not to move forward with 
HB162. Our concern is that variations in these nuanced provisions among state laws will be a field 
day for attorneys (especially with private right of action) and move the center of energy away from 
expanding repair and into prolonged court battles. CTA has developed model legislation on repair in 
conjunction with TechNet. We would welcome the opportunity to discuss this language as a path 
forward for repair in Alaska.  
 
 





April 17, 2026 

The Honorable Rebecca Himschoot 
Co-Chair 
House Community and Regional Affairs Committee 
Alaska State Legislature 

The Honorable Donna Mears 
Co-Chair 
House Community and Regional Affairs Committee 
Alaska State Legislature 

Dear Co-Chair Himschoot, Co-Chair Mears, and Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the National Marine Manufacturers Association (NMMA), I write to express our 
concerns with H.B. 162, Digital Product Repair, as currently drafted. 

NMMA represents nearly 1,300 recreational marine businesses, including boat, engine, and 
accessory manufacturers, many of which are small, family-owned operations. The recreational 
boating industry plays a meaningful role in Alaska’s outdoor recreation economy, supporting 
over 3,000 jobs, over 300 local businesses, and access to the state’s waterways. 

While we appreciate the intent of H.B. 162 to expand consumer access to repair, we are 
concerned that the bill does not adequately account for the federal regulatory framework 
governing marine engines and related components. The Clean Air Act imposes strict 
requirements on manufacturers to prevent tampering with emissions control systems. Marine 
engine manufacturers are legally obligated to restrict access to certain software and systems to 
ensure compliance with federal emissions standards throughout the life of the product. 

As drafted, H.B. 162 could require manufacturers to provide access to tools, software, and 
systems in a manner that conflicts with these federal obligations. This creates a risk of placing 
manufacturers in the position of choosing between compliance with state law and adherence to 
federal environmental requirements. 

For this reason, NMMA respectfully requests that H.B. 162 be amended to explicitly 
accommodate the mandates of the Clean Air Act as they pertain to marine vessels and their 
components. At a minimum, the legislation should include clear language ensuring that marine 
manufacturers are not required to provide access to emissions-related systems or any 
functionality that could enable tampering or noncompliance with federal law. 

If such amendments cannot be incorporated at this time, we respectfully urge the Committee to 
consider withholding further action on the bill until these concerns can be addressed. This 
approach will help protect Alaska’s marine industry while maintaining the state’s commitment to 
environmental stewardship and consumer safety. 



NMMA remains committed to working collaboratively with the Committee and stakeholders to 
identify a balanced approach that supports repair access while preserving safety, compliance, and 
the integrity of marine products. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Emily Villanueva 
Manager, Western Government Relations 
National Marine Manufacturers Association 
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Chair Himschoot and Committee, my name is Mark Ourada, and I am Director of 
Government Affairs for the National Electrical Manufacturers association.  

NEMA represents the interests of over 300 leading manufacturers in the Electroindustry. 
In Alaska, the electroindustry supports over 228 jobs with labor income of $20 million.  

Most all Right-to-Repair bills across the country are aimed at ‘consumer electronic 
products’ ensuring that individuals can repair phones, computers, and other personal 
electronic devices. Indeed, this legislation amends the Alaska Unfair Trade Practices and 
CONSUMRER PROTECTION ACT. 

Therefore, if the author’s intention is to focus on consumers it would be extremely 
appropriate to be clear that this legislation is not intended to affect ‘business to business’ 
or ‘business to government’ transactions.  

NEMA is also suggesting language that would prevent indirect disclosure of trade secrets 
through access to firmware, imbedded in so many products, encryption keys, diagnostic 
tools, or similar mechanisms by adding language in the “Trade Secret” definition: 
 or provide any means by which a trade secret could be ascertained or indirectly disclosed. 

This legislation also puts intellectual property at risk that companies spend years and 
significant amounts of money and labor to innovate, develop and manufacture. 

There is a strong precedent set by the National Electrical Code (NEC) against repairability 
of lighting products, stating that “Reconditioned luminaires, lamp holders, ballasts, LED 
drivers, lamps, and retrofit kits shall not be permitted.” Lighting products are already 
designed for replaceability of certain components where safe to do so. 

Including the following language will avoid any confusion: “Nothing in this bill shall be 
construed to require an original equipment manufacturer to provide parts, tools or 
documentation for any product where reconditioning or repair of the product is prohibited 
by law, regulation, or building or electrical code, or where doing so will create the potential 
for an unsafe operating condition.” 

NEMA is committed to working with you to ensure consumers have access to repairs and 
ensure that their privacy, safety, and security are protected. For the reasons outlined in this 
testimony, NEMA is in opposition to HB162 in its current form and asks the committee to 
take a careful look at the suggestions we have made. 
 
Thank you for your time and attention. 
 
Mark Ourada - Director, State Government Affairs 
The National Electrical Manufactures Association 
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April 16, 2026 

The Honorable Rebecca Himschoot, Co-Chair 

The Honorable Donna Mears, Co-Chair 

Members Alaska House Community & Regional Affairs Committee 

Re:  Alarm Industry Support for CS Version T of HB 162 with Further Changes Needed 

Dear Co-Chairs Himschoot and Mears and Committee Members:  

On behalf of the Alarm Industry Communications Committee (AICC), we are writing to 

express our gratitude to members of the House Community & Regional Affairs Committee, and 

to others who involved in preparing the Committee Substitute (CS) Version T of HB 162, for 

including language to exempt security and life safety systems and physical access control 

equipment from the requirements of Alaska’s Digital Right-to-Repair Act.  AICC believes the 

amendment language will go a long way to protect Alaskans who rely on these hazard-critical 

systems and devices for protection of their homes and businesses. 

At the same time, AICC members are concerned that the revised language, however 

helpful, leaves a hole for intrusion alarm systems that are not monitored, even though 

disclosures about such equipment may compromise similar systems that are monitored.  This 

situation can foreseeably arise when security systems are left installed in a home after a 

monitoring customer moves or cancels service.  As a result, the same type of system that is used 

in monitored homes would no longer be monitored, and the security and life safety systems and 

devices that the Committee has sought to protect would become subject to right-to-repair 

obligations. 

To close this loophole and avoid unintended consequences, AICC respectfully requests 

that Section (a)(3)(B) of AS 45.45.895 be revised as follows: 

(3) a digital product that is

(B) a physical intrusion detection system monitored or designed to be

monitored by a person providing a security service; or 
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AICC appreciates the Committee’s thoughtful consideration of this issue and stand 

ready to serve as a resource as you continue your deliberations. 

Respectfully submitted, 

ALARM INDUSTRY COMMUNICATIONS 

COMMITTEE 

Tiffany Galarza, Co-Chair  

Sascha Kylau, Co-Chair 

c/o The Monitoring Association 

7918 Jones Branch Drive, Suite 510 

McLean, VA 22102 

703-242-4670

www.tma.us

cc: Rep. Maxine Dibert (Sponsor, HB 162) 




