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SENATE BILL NO 210

"An Act regarding the conputation of overtinme conpensation by
enpl oyers before June 2, 1999; and providing for an effective
date."

- MOVED SB 210 OQUT OF COW TTEE

HOUSE Bl LL NO. 285

"An Act adopting the Uniform Electronic Transactions Act;
repealing certain statutes relating to electronic records and
electronic signatures; anending Rule 402, A aska Rules of
Evi dence; and providing for an effective date.”

- MOVED HB 285 QUT OF COW TTEE

HOUSE Bl LL NO. 277

"An Act relating to the powers of the Regulatory Conm ssion of
Alaska in regard to intrastate pipeline transportation services
and pipeline facilities, to the rate of interest for funds to be
pai d by pipeline shippers or carriers at the end of a suspension
of tariff filing, and to the prospective application of
i ncreased standards on regulated pipeline utilities; allow ng
the commssion to accept rates set in conformty wth a
settlenment agreenent between the state and one or nore pipeline
carriers and to enforce the terns of a settlenent agreenent in
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regard to intrastate rates; and providing for an effective
date."
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PASSAGE
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05/ 09/ 03 1287 (S VERSI ON: SB 210

05/ 10/ 03 1530 (H READ THE FI RST TI ME -
REFERRALS

05/ 10/ 03 1530 (H L&C
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05/ 07/ 03 (H Schedul ed But Not Heard
05/ 09/ 03 (H L&C AT 3:15 PM CAPI TOL 17
05/ 09/ 03 (H Schedul ed But Not Heard
05/ 12/ 03 (H) L&C AT 3:15 PM CAPI TOL 17

W TNESS REG STER

JANE ALBERTS, Staff

to Senator Con Bunde

Al aska State Legislature

Juneau, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Presented SB 210 on behalf of its sponsor,
Senat or Bunde.

GREG O CLARAY, Conm ssioner

Depart ment of Labor & Workforce Devel opnment (DLVD)
Juneau, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in favor of SB 210.

JOHN SHI VELY, Vice President

Government and Community Rel ati ons

Hol | and Anerica

Anchor age, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Urged the conmittee to pass SB 210.

DON ETHERI DGE

AFL-Cl O - Al aska

Juneau, Al aska

PCSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in favor of SB 210.

DAVE CESTI NG Attorney at Law

Davis, Wight and Trenai ne

Anchor age, Al aska

POSI TI ON  STATEMENT: During hearing on SB 210, answered
questi ons.

HEATH HI LYARD, St aff

to Representative Lesil MGuire

Al aska State Legislature

Juneau, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Presented HB 285 on behal f of the sponsor.

SHARON YOUNG, State Recorder

Di vi sion of Support Services

Departnent of Natural Resources

Anchor age, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in support of HB 285.
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DAVI D JONES, Assistant Attorney Ceneral

Governnental Affairs Section

Civil Division (Anchorage)

Depart ment of Law

Anchor age, Al aska

POSI TI ON  STATEMENT: During hearing on HB 285, answered
guesti ons.

SCOTT CLARK, Notary Cerk

O fice of the Lieutenant Governor

Juneau, Al aska

PCSI TI ON  STATEMENT: Testified on behalf of the I|ieutenant
governor in favor of HB 285.

ACTI ON NARRATI VE

TAPE 03-51, SIDE A

Number 0001

CHAI R TOM ANDERSON cal | ed the House Labor and Conmerce Standing
Commttee neeting to order at 3:20 p.m Represent ati ves
Ander son, Lynn, Dahlstrom Gatto, and CGuttenberg were present at
the call to order. Representatives Rokeberg and Crawford

arrived as the neeting was in progress.

SB 210- WAGE AND HOUR OVERTI ME COVPUTATI ON

CHAI R ANDERSON announced that the first order of business would
be SENATE BILL NO. 210, "An Act regarding the conputation of
overtinme conpensation by enployers before June 2, 1999; and
providing for an effective date."

Nunber 0162

JANE ALBERTS, Staff to Senator Con Bunde, Alaska State
Legi sl ature, presented SB 210 on behalf of its sponsor, Senator
Bunde. Ms. Al berts paraphrased from the sponsor statenent,
whi ch reads as follows [original punctuation provided]:

This legislation is designed to protect Al aska
enpl oyers who properly calculated overtinme wages for
their enployees prior to the effective date of Ch.43,
SLA 99(HB201), and correct an erroneous judicial
interpretation of Al aska's Wage and Hour Act.
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In 1999 the Al aska Legislature passed HB 201 dealing
with the issue of wage "pyram ding" (paying overtine
wages nore than once for the sanme hour of overtine
work). Unfortunately, a last m nute amendnent deleted
the Act's retroactive effective date (April 1, 1997).
Though future clains were clearly precluded, those
clains existing on or before the effective date of HB
201 renmained active. As a result several enployers
were sued for calculating overtinme wages exactly how
the Al aska Departnent of Labor had instructed them to
do it. Every other business in the state used the
same mnet hod.

This nmeasure, once and for all, brings certainty to
the interpretation of conputing overtime under
Al aska's Wage & Hour Act. These changes are

consistent wth both concerns and policy goals
expressed by the Legislature in the enactnent of
Chapter 43, SLA 99 and official State Departnent of
Labor practice going back to pre-statehood.

CHAI R ANDERSON inforned the commttee that per Mason's Mnual
these court cases can't be spoken of directly. Therefore, he
instructed the commttee not to ask questions on those court
cases.

REPRESENTATI VE GATTO inquired as to how nuch noney is involved
in these pendi ng cases.

M5. ALBERTS answered that although she didn't believe it had
been determned, it could potentially be a |large sum of noney.
In fact, she believes that these could potentially becone class
action suits.

Number 0383

GREG O CLARAY, Comm ssioner, Departnent of Labor & Wrkforce
Devel opnent (DLWD), testified in favor of SB 210. He related
that in his nearly 40 years of representing workers, negotiating
| abor contracts, and interpreting the law wth respect to
enpl oynent, he has never seen a decision as odd as this. [ The
judicial interpretation] requires an enployer to pay the
enpl oyee twice for the sane hour [when there are overtine
hours]. He related his understanding that potential exposure to
the conpanies in the pending cases could anpbunt to several
hundreds of thousands of doll ars. He urged the conmttee to
pass this |egislation along.
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REPRESENTATI VE GATTO surmised that in sone cases sone of the
overtime would be tine and a half, but as the enployee
accunul ated over 40 hours the pay wuld be double tine.
Therefore, if an enployee was paid six hours of overtine on
Monday, the enployee would be pushed over the 40-hour |imt and
thus requiring one hour of double tinme rather than tine and a
half. He asked if the aforenentioned has ever intervened in any
of these cases.

COWM SSI ONER O CLARAY renmarked that it's worse. If an enpl oyee
wor ks six hours of overtine on Monday in a five-day workweek and
the enployee works eight hours a day for the remaining four
days, the enployee would be paid six hours of overtine on Monday
and under this court ruling at the end of the week the enpl oyee
would be time and a half again. Therefore, the six hours of
overtime would be paid triple time, although the statute only
requires time and a half after eight hours [in a day] and after
40 hours [in a week]. Through this judicial interpretation the
enpl oyers were being hit twice for the sane nunber of hours. In
further response to Representative Gatto, Conm ssioner O C aray
said [this legislation] doesn't deal with double tine.

Number 0587

JOHN  SHI VELY, Vi ce Presi dent, Gover nnent and Communi ty
Rel ati ons, Holland Anerica, informed the commttee that Holl and
Anerica is one of the conpanies that was sued [as a result of
this judicial interpretation]. M. Shively reviewed the |ong
and tortured legal history of the case against Holland Anerica.
The original claim was $21 and Holland Anmerica paid it.
However, the [Alaska] Suprene Court ruled that it could be
turned into a class action suit, which is the case now. A class

action suit could expose Holland Anerica to mllions. M.
Shively related that Holland Anmerica doesn't believe there is
any | egal inmpedinment to meking the Jlaw passed in 1999

retroactive, which legislative |egal counsel agrees. Therefore,
M. Shively requested that SB 210 be passed on.

CHAIR ANDERSON commented on the absurdity that this could
happen.

Number 0615

MR. SHI VELY noted that in the other case the judge cane to the
opposi te concl usi on.
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REPRESENTATI VE GATTO asked if the statute specifies that an
enployer "shall" pay time and a half overtine for hours in
excess of eight hours a day and overtinme in excess of over 40
hours a week. He asked if that was the difficulty.

MR, SHI VELY said that it was a wording problem that was open to
sone judicial interpretation, but never any admnistrative
determ nati on. "It's the way wage and hour |aws have been
interpreted by the state since statehood, before statehood, and
by every other state in the union,"” he said.

REPRESENTATI VE GATTO said that is a very conpelling argunment if
t he | anguage was such that it used "and".

MR, SHIVELY reiterated that a different judge canme to the

opposite concl usi on when revi ewi ng t he samne | anguage.
Furt her nor e, when the legislature discovered this, t he
| egi sl ature went back and made the |anguage very specific. He

said that [this legislation] nerely places the retroactive
cl ause back in.

REPRESENTATI VE GUTTENBERG surm sed that other types of overtine
problens are sunsetted out or not applicable to this
[l egislation].

Nunmber 0830

DAVE CESTING Attorney at Law, Davis, Wight and Trenaine,
informed the commttee that the separator in the statute was
"or" not "and", which gave rise to the confused interpretation.

Nunmber 0875

DON ETHERI DGE, AFL-ClI O - Al aska, announced that he is present to
relate the AFL-CI O s support of SB 210 as it did of the original
l egislation in 1998. The AFL-Cl O doesn't believe that enployees
shoul d take advantage of | oophol es any nore than enpl oyers.

Nunmber 0988

REPRESENTATI VE ROKEBERG turned attention to the April 22, 2003,
menor andum from Barbara Craver, Attorney, Legislative Legal and
Research Servi ces. He asked if there is Al aska case |aw
regardi ng whether a retrospective activity could be undertaken
if there wasn't a final judgnent as it relates to the due
process rights.
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MR. CESTING said there is only one such case, a land regulation
property tax dispute in Homer, and it would be favorable to the

position M. Craver takes. He related that M. Craver's
position is that the legislature may retroactively |egislate
this matter because there is no absolute vested right until the

final judgnment occurs, which isn't the case in this situation.

REPRESENTATI VE ROKEBERG inquired as to the equal protection
argunments with regard to a conpelling state interest.

MR. OESTI NG opined that the equal protection argunments woul dn't
be applicable in this situation because there is no irrationa
decision made by the state in an area in which the state is

| egally conpetent to regul ate. In this situation, there was a
derelict decision that came to a strange conclusion and
retroactively was anplified into a potential class action. No

one heretofore has sought or been granted the type of protection
that this plaintiff was awarded by the trial court in its
initial determnation in the case.

REPRESENTATI VE ROKEBERG asked if it could be determ ned that the
j udge had found that the |egislature had made a m st ake.

MR. COESTING agreed that the above could be said, but other
j udges have conme to the opposite conclusion on this case.

Nunmber 1069

REPRESENTATI VE ROKEBERG poi nted out that the legislature drafts
the statute and when the judges interpreted it there were
conflicting interpretations. He inquired as to why HB 201 had
to be introduced to correct language if the statute wasn't
def ecti ve.

MR. OESTING agreed that the fault would initially lie with the
| egi slature which wote the statute in an anbi guous manner [t hat
resulted in] two courts arriving at different conclusions.

REPRESENTATI VE ROKEBERG turned attention to the inpairnent of
property rights for retroactivities.

MR. CESTING said that the above is a due process concern. Wen
a legal provision becones, as a matter of law, a term of every
contract, it brings with it the ability to be renoved or altered
to any contract in which it is included so long as the rights
under that |egal provision haven't been reduced to a final
judgment. The aforenentioned is the situation in this case and
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is one of the min thrusts of argunments wth regard to

defamati on of property due process. It has been addressed in
exactly the same context in three to four cases, including in
the 9th Crcuit by the Fair Labor & Standards Act, which is the
federal counterpart to Alaska Wage & Hour Act. Consi stently,

the conclusion has been that absent a final nonappeal able
judgnent that statutory fornulation can be revoked even |if
expressly revoked because of an anbiguity in the original
statute.

CHAI R ANDERSQN, upon determ ning no one else wished to testify,
cl osed public testinony.

Number 1205
REPRESENTATI VE DAHLSTROM noved to report SB 210 out of commttee
with individual recomendations and the acconpanying fiscal

notes. There being no objection, it was so ordered.

HB 285- ELECTRONI C TRANSACTI ONS & SI GNATURES

CHAI R ANDERSON announced that the final order of business would
be HOUSE BILL NO 285, "An Act adopting the Uniform Electronic
Transactions Act; repealing certain statutes relating to
el ectronic records and el ectronic signatures; anending Rule 402,
Al aska Rul es of Evidence; and providing for an effective date."

Number 1241

HEATH HI LYARD, Staff to Representative Lesil MQiire, Al aska
State Legislature, presented HB 285 on behalf of the sponsor.
M. Hilyard provided the foll ow ng testinony:

The fundanental purpose of adopting UETA [Uniform
Electronic Transactions Act], as it's comonly
referred to, 1is to renove perceived barriers to
el ectronic conmmerce. UETA is a procedural statute and
does not mandate either electronic signatures or
records but provi des a means to ef fectuate
transactions when they're used. The primary objective
is to establish the l|egal equivalence of electronic
records and signatures with the paper witings and
manual |y signed signatures. In a position paper
prepared by the National Conference of Comm ssioners
on Uniform State Laws, they offer several conpelling
reasons why states should adopt UETA. Anmong these
bei ng, UETA defi nes and val i dat es el ectronic
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si gnat ur es. An electronic signature is defined as an
el ectronic sound, synbol, or process attached to a
logically associated with an electronic record and
executed or adopted by a person with the intent to
sign the electronic record. UETA renoves witing and
signature requirenents which <create barriers to
el ectronic transactions; UETA ensures that contracts
and transactions are not denied enforcenment because
el ectronic nedia are used. UETA ensures that courts
accept electronic records into evidence [and] protects
agai nst errors by providing appropriate standards for
the use of technology to assure party identification.
UETA avoi ds having the selection of medium govern the

outcone of any disputes or disagreenents. And it
assures that parties have the freedom to select the
media for their transactions by agreenent. Lastly,

UETA aut hori zes state governnental agencies to create,
communi cate, receive, and store records electronically
and encourage state governnent, governnmental entities,
to nove to electronic nedia.

Number 1361

SHARON YOUNG, State Recorder, D vision of Support Services,
Department of Natural Resources (DNR), testified in support of
HB 285. As M. Hlyard noted, such Ilegislation has been
presented in a nunber of |egislatures across the country. She
recalled that 40 states have adopted UETA. This legislation is
inportant to the land recording system in Al aska because it
would provide a uniform framework for dealing with electronic
reporting in the future. She opined that enactnment of this type
of provision wll benefit commerce in those states that enact
this type of provision. O her agencies would also benefit from
this legislation. Governnment work and services are increasingly
being perfornmed electronically. The UETA is the neans by which
consi stent procedures for these transactions can be devel oped
and assured. A high percentage of nortgage transactions in
Al aska involve out-of-state | enders, she noted.

M5. YOUNG pointed out that UETA gives states the option of
determning whether to adopt and inplenment electronic filing
systens or electronic reporting systens. Such optiona

provisions are located in Sections 140-160 of this |egislation

Toget her, Sections 140-160, provide broader authorization for a
state to develop electronic systens and processes in
i nteractions W th nongover nnent al entities and persons.
Hi storically, land recording systens have evolved around witten
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records and processes based on paper docunents. However, this
| egislation would nean that those papers would be equal to
el ectroni c nedi a. She opined that this will be the future for
recordi ng systens.

Nunber 1534

CHAI R ANDERSON highlighted the lack of a fiscal note with HB
285. He surmsed that the lack of a fiscal note is because it
is difficult to extrapolate the potential benefits [that would
save noney].

M5. YOUNG reiterated that HB 285 doesn't require anything
different than what is being done today; it doesn't require
el ectronic recording. Therefore, no fiscal note was created.
The legislation nmerely provides a framework if [the agency]
noves to that in the future.

Number 1645

REPRESENTATI VE CRAWFORD inquired as to how this would work if
[an individual] wanted to "side step” a local title conmpany and
refinance property with an out-of-state conpany. Specifically,
he asked how the closing would occur and ensure that the correct
parties are invol ved.

M5. YOUNG said that [the departnent] doesn't have all those
procedures defi ned. In fact, UETA reconmends that these states
devel op st andar ds and uni form appr oaches to provi de
"interoperability" so that the electronic recording systens in
one state are conpatible with those in another. Ms. Young
mentioned that a nunber of national organizations are supportive
and involved with UETA, including the Property Records |ndustry
Associ ati on. The aforenentioned association is a private and
public organization, which is currently developing standards.
Ms. Young enphasized that UETA is available for any agency to
use with transactions between parties; the electronic filing and
recordi ng aspect of UETA is a small portion of this |egislation.

REPRESENTATI VE CRAWORD surmsed then that there is no real
nati onal standard. In the case of electronic signatures on
state fornms, he inquired as to how one would verify those.

M5. YOUNG opined that part of the standards would address
el ectronic notaries. She assured Representative Crawford that
there would be assurances for authentication of an individua
before a notary or certification authority.
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REPRESENTATI VE CRAWORD said that he wanted to pass the
| egislation, but it seens that the cart is being placed before
the horse by nmaking it legal to do electronic recording and
filing wthout having the standards in place.

Nunmber 1858

M5. YOUNG i nformed the commttee that there is already a federal
el ectronic signatures law in place, E-Sign [Electronic
Signatures in G obal and National Conmerce Act]. In fact, there
was an electronic signature law in Al aska before E-Sign was
adopt ed. If UETA is adopted in its entirety, it provides a

broader authorization for dealing with electronic transactions
and woul d actually prevail over the federal |aw.

REPRESENTATI VE CRAWORD inquired as to how the federal |aw
wor ks.

Nunber 1975

REPRESENTATI VE GATTO referred to a docunent from the National
Conference of Comm ssioners on Uniform State Laws dated 11/20/01
in the commttee packet. He said this docunent relates that 46
st ates have adopted UETA

M5. YOUNG said that she was only aware of 40 states that have
adopted UETA. However, she said that the National Conference of
Conmi ssioners on Uniform State Laws would be reliable because
the organi zation actually devel ops the uniforml| aws.

Nunber 2037

DAVID JONES, Assistant Attorney GCeneral, Governnmental Affairs
Section, Civil D vision (Anchorage), Departnent of Law, turned
to Representative Crawford's earlier question. M. Jones
reiterated Ms. Young's testinony that HB 285 is designed to set
up a framework for the enforcenent of electronic transactions
and not to specify requirenments regarding those transactions.
He explained that UETA doesn't require people to engage in
el ectronic transactions rather UETA is designed as enforcenent
for those who have chosen to use electronic transactions. Those
using electronic transactions are in the best position to judge
what |evel of security or assurance they need from the others
involved in the transactions. M. Jones pointed out that there
are various l|evels of securities available to those using
el ectronic transactions, such as the use of a pin nunber as a
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signature or the public key infrastructure. He noted that the
public key infrastructure has a cost to it, and therefore it
woul d be cheaper to use a pin nunber. This |egislation wouldn't
make the aforenentioned choices, rather those choices would be
left to the individuals involved in the transactions. Thi s
| egislation nerely specifies that the state wll recognize the
enforceability of electronic transactions.

REPRESENTATI VE CRAWORD reiterated his question regarding how
el ectronic transactions woul d work.

CHAI R ANDERSON drew attention to a menorandum from USKH [ Unwi n
Scheben Korynta Heuttl, Inc.] which provided an exanple of how
the production process of designing a project is conpletely
el ectronic, except for the requirenent of a "wet" signature on
the final draw ngs.

MR. JONES said that he has perforned electronic transactions in
ordering services and goods over the Internet. This |egislation
would nerely nake those transactions enforceable when one
doesn't get what he/she ordered.

Nunber 2214

REPRESENTATI VE GUTTENBERG renarked that if this |egislation does
nerely establish a framework, then he is concerned with regard
to the organization that does it and the problens that already
exist with electronic matters, such as the readability between
PCs and Maci ntosh conputers.

MR. JONES specified that this legislation is a framework to
allow people to answer those questions and create specific
requirenents just as is currently done with paper transactions.
In further response to Representative CCuttenberg, M. Jones
hi ghlighted that the federal E-Sign |law specifies that no state
| aw can favor a particular technol ogy over another, otherw se it

will be preenpted by the federal |aw. Since UETA doesn't
specifically favor a particular technology, it has been given
the express exenption from preenption under the federal |aw

M. Jones pointed out that if the state were to choose a
particular technology the |law could becone obsolete due to the
speed at which technol ogy i s changi ng.

Number 2355

SCOTT CLARK, Notary Cerk, Ofice of the Lieutenant Governor,
testified on behalf of the |ieutenant governor in favor of HB
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285. M. dark stated that Al aska does have an electronic
signature law, although it is restricted to a specific type of

t echnol ogy. He related his observation that the aforenentioned
has limted the advancenent of the electronic transaction
process. Therefore, UETA would step backwards and create a

broad framework wth regard to the legal definition of an
el ectroni c signature.

TAPE 03-51 SIDE B

MR. CLARK echoed earlier testinony regarding the inportance of
not penning the state into a corner by adopting [legislation
that specifies a particular technology to be used for electronic
transacti ons].

REPRESENTATI VE GATTO asked of notaries <could lose their
livelihood [with the adoption of this |egislation].

MR. CLARK answered that it wouldn't be likely because there are
aspects of notarization that an electronic signature wll never
be able to replace. For exanple, notaries check for the
wi | lingness and conpetency of the signer. He said he wasn't
sure how technology would replace the aforenentioned human
i nteraction. M. Cark commented that UETA would provide the
framework by which the state could |look at what an electronic
notarization would |ook Iike. He reiterated earlier testinony
that HB 285 wouldn't mandate an electronic notarization. I n
fact, current notary law requires a handwitten signature. He
mentioned that the notary laws will need to be updated in order
to accommopdate this el ectronic notarization/signature.

CHAI R ANDERSQN, upon determ ning no one else wished to testify,
cl osed public testinony.

Nunber 2278

REPRESENTATI VE LYNN noved to report HB 285 out of commttee with
i ndi vidual reconmmendations and the acconpanying zero fiscal
not e.

REPRESENTATI VE CRAWORD renarked that he is at a conplete |oss.
He said that he didn't receive much clarification with regard to
how this would work. He related that although he isn't going to
object to HB 285 noving out of conmittee, he mght not vote for
it on the House floor if he doesn't receive sone answers. He
mentioned that perhaps the local title conpanies would have sone
i nput on this.
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REPRESENTATI VE LYNN noted that for real estate transactions, one
can do many things by e-nail and fax, but  hardcopi es
[ handwitten signatures] have to follow at sone point.

REPRESENTATI VE CRAWFORD asked if Representative Lynn was sure
that was the case because he understood el ectronic signatures to
hail the end of [the need for handwitten signatures].

REPRESENTATI VE GUTTENBERG said that he wasn't going to oppose
the legislation noving from commttee, but he suggested that
there needs to be a nodel or direction for this.

Number 2123

MR. HLYARD informed the committee that the House Finance
Committee is hearing legislation today that will pronote a pilot
program for electronic procurenent. Although this pilot program
woul dn' t necessarily require UETA or advanced electronic
signature technology, UETA or advanced electronic signature
technology would potentially nake this pilot program nore
ef fective. He noted that the State of Virginia has a thorough
el ectronic procurenent process and is noving toward using many
of the on-line technologies to effectuate state business. Wth
respect to electronic signatures, M. Hlyard related his

understanding that the legislature will have the ability to
specify when electronic signatures can be used and when they
can't. He offered to do further research and provide the

commttee wth information regarding what the state of
Washi ngton, Virginia, and Texas are doing since inplenmentation
of electronic procurenent. M. Hlyard remarked that [passage
of the legislation] will allow [the state] to nore effectively
| everage technol ogy for stream ining state governnent.

CHAIR ANDERSON interjected the possibility of an [electronic]
per manent fund di vidend application or voter registration.

MR. HI LYARD highlighted that inconme taxes can be electronically
filed. However, one can't conpletely file a pernmanent fund
di vidend el ectronically.

REPRESENTATI VE CRAWFORD commented that he understands the npve

toward electronic business, but he nerely wants to know nore
about it.
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CHAI R ANDERSON, upon hearing no objection, announced that HB 285
was reported from the House Labor and Commerce Standing
Conmittee.

ADJ OQURNMVENT

There being no further business before the commttee, the House
Labor and Commerce Standing Conmittee neeting was adjourned at
4:20 p. m
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