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TODD LARKI N, Staff
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Juneau, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Presented HB 230 on behalf of the sponsor,
Representative Holm

JI M CANTOR, Chief Assistant Attorney

Ceneral Statew de Section Supervisor

Transportation Section

Civil Division (Anchorage)

Departnent of Law

Anchor age, Al aska

POSI TI ON  STATEMENT: Addressed his witten suggestions to HB
230.

M CHAEL DOWNI NG Director/ Chi ef Engi neer

Di vision of Statew de Design & Engi neering Services

Department of Transportation & Public Facilities

Juneau, Al aska
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Juneau, Al aska
POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Presented HIR 14 on behalf of the sponsor,
Representative Croft.

ACTI ON NARRATI VE

TAPE 03-60, SIDE A
Number 0001

CHAI R BRUCE WEYHRAUCH called the House State Affairs Standing
Commttee neeting to order at 8:54 a.m Represent ati ves
Weyhrauch, Holm Dahlstrom and Lynn were present at the call to
order. Representatives Seaton and Guenberg arrived as the
nmeeting was in progress.

HB 230- POLI TI CAL SI GNS ON PRI VATE PROPERTY

CHAI R VEYHRAUCH announced that the first order of business would
be HOUSE BILL NO 230, "An Act relating to political signs on
private property.” [Before the commttee is CSHB 230( TRA). ]

REPRESENTATI VE HOLM said that he would like to go through the
witten remarks of M. Cant or, Chief Assistant Attorney,
Department of Law, line by line.

Nunber 0294

TODD LARKIN, Staff to Representative Jim Holm Alaska State
Legislature, turned to M. Cantor's witten suggestions. Wth
regard to [Section 2(a)(6)](B), M. Cantor suggests the |anguage
specify a tineframe during which the signs can be posted. \V/ g
Cantor also suggests inserting a subparagraph (H) in [Section

2(a)(6)] that specifies, "in this section, 'private property’
does not include that portion of property subject to an easenent
for public transportation.” O the related case |law, alnost all

of the cases refer to the concerns surrounding the tine limt
while a limted nunber of cases refer to the easenment concern.
He noted that he has requested that M. Cantor try to produce
sone case law that would say tine |Ilimts or easenent
restrictions are legal or have been upheld by courts. W t hout
the aforenentioned, anendnents of those type would have to be
avoi ded because this legislation attenpts to open up access to
constitutional rights. M. Larkin informed the commttee that
the commttee packet should include the related case |aw. He
directed attention to the conclusion on page 7 of the Larry
VWhitton v. The Cty of dadstone, Mssouri case, a federal
district case regarding tine limts. He then directed attention
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to page 6 of the VAN et al v. Information Council which

specifies, "Regul ations which prohibit all political and
i deol ogical signs in a given location, e.g., in a city or on the
state's hi ghways, have been repeat edl y f ound to be

unconstitutional ."

REPRESENTATI VE HOLM interjected that the cases that M. Larkin
is citing are those cases that he believes wll rmake these
requests unconstitutional. He specified that the requests are
for a 60-day |imt and clearly define that co-use of the right-
of -way would not be allowed. He noted that the nenbers can read
the cases; the interesting thing is whether it could be upheld
[in court]. The other issue that needs to be discussed is the
fact that the regulatory process of the Department of
Transportation & Public Facilities (DOI&F) could be done
knowi ng that the departnment may face a constitutional challenge
on occasi on.

Number 0748

REPRESENTATI VE LYNN hi ghlighted that the next election is going
to be a year fromthis sumrer. Therefore, he questioned why he
shoul dn't be able to put up a sign [in his yard].

MR. LARKIN pointed out that it appears that all of the courts
t hat have heard the above argunent would agree wth
Representative Lynn

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON related his understanding that any tine
limt, including "tenporary” would be unconstitutional.

MR. LARKIN recalled that one of the cases in the commttee
packet nentioned "tenporary" in a city ordinance, which was
struck down. M. Larkin said that the aforenentioned city
ordi nance may have been struck down because the city didn't have
a severability clause. The original version of HB 230, Version
H, included |anguage that specified that the "signs are not on a
permanent base"” and thus the sign could be in place in
perpetuity. However, soneone posed a situation in which there
was a permanent base for a tenmporary sign, which the sponsor
considered a friendly amendment. He suggested asking the DOT&PF
representative whether, for enforcenment purposes, the departnent
preferred the |anguage in the original |egislation.

REPRESENTATI VE HOLM pointed out that [already existing] signs
with a permanent base being used for another purpose often have
political signs below [the permanent sign]. He said he didn't
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want to infringe on that right. Representative Holm turned to
M. Cantor's witten suggestion [to include subparagraph (G] as
fol |l ows: "this section does not authorize indirect advertising
of commercial products”. Representative Holm said he wasn't
sure how the aforenmentioned applied to political signs.

Nunber 1040

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON referred to a letter from the US.
Departnent of Transportation dated April 21, 2003. The letter
specifies: "The nost recent Suprene Court case on residential
signs, Cty Ladue v. Glleo, 114 S . C. 2038 (1994), held that
residential signs expressing political, religious, or personal
nessages, were an inportant and distinct nedium of expression
that deserved protection.” Furthernore, the letter specifies
that the signs should be tenporary in nature. He asked if this
letter is in reference to the original HB 230.

MR. LARKIN answered that the letter is in reference to the
original HB 230 and the non-permanent base wording was inserted
to satisfy the U 'S. Departnent of Transportation. Ther ef or e,
sone reference to permanency should remain in order to address
the federal agency's concern. M. Larkin pointed out that this
is a tangled web that tries to use |anguage that stays wthin
constitutional constraints as well as the w shes of the federal
gover nment . He noted that this | egi slation includes
restrictions that wouldn't be present had the federal governnent
not requested them

MR. LARKIN enphasized that this legislation was structured with
regard to what is and isn't constitutional. Since all tinme-
limt restraints have been struck down when heard in court, the
sponsor has attenpted to address the concerns of those who don't

want perpetual Ilitter as well as the departnent's need for
enforcenent power. The aforenentioned led to the |anguage
defining "current relevance" and "date of decision.” Al t hough

the aforenentioned may be unconstitutional, M. Larkin believes
the language is crafted such that the court could view it as
r easonabl e. The bill speaks to content, which is one of the
things the courts review regarding whether [a state] 1is
unconstitutionally restricting free speech. However, | eaving
political signs as a broad term doesn't actually create a
restriction but rather creates access. Therefore, even if the
content clause would conme into play, M. Larkin didn't expect
any challenges because the language is allowing rather than
restricting. M. Larkin acknowl edged that there are already
constitutional questions for the legislation and renarked that
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it's better to pass a |law and maintain sone state control rather
than allow the courts to strike it down and permt everything.

Nunber 1378

JIM CANTOR, Chief Assistant Attorney, Ceneral Statew de Section
Supervi sor, Transportation Section, Cvil D vision (Anchorage),
Department of Law, began with the easenent issue. He expl ai ned
that nost highways are easenents and nost easenents in Al aska
were created as a matter of property law through public |and
orders, including Public Land Order 1613. Public Land Order
1613 includes |anguage specifying that the wunderlying property
owner can't do anything in the easenment without a permt. M.
Cantor said that he wasn't famliar with any of the easenent
cases that M. Larkin nentioned. The U S. Suprene Court upheld
an ordinance that prohibited political signs wthin the
easenent. He explained that nodern highways were designed and
courts enforce the "clear zone" concept, which is basically a
zone in which a car can accidentally |eave the road and not bunp
into anything dangerous. The clear zone varies in wdth
dependi ng upon the speed of the road and the shape of the road.
Gving a carte blanche that allows people to place things in the
easenent creates a public safety issue. Subpar agraph (H) he
pr oposed in hi s witten remar ks woul d addr ess t he
af orenenti oned. M. Cantor acknow edged that DOT&PF believes it
woul d have the authority under existing law, but pointed out
that it's being litigated.

MR. CANTOR turned to his suggestion to explicitly specify that a
political sign is a noncomrercial sign. The aforenentioned is
inportant in clarifying the commttee's intent. Al t hough the
comm ttee has been discussing political signs as canpaign signs,
political signs address a nunber of issues beyond canpaigns.
M. Cantor explained that he proposed a tine limtation in order
to have a definitive marker. He enphasized that the basic
constitutional rule fromthe early part of the last century was
that the government has the right to Ilimt the time, place, and

manner of speech. M. Cantor noted that at the sane tine the
| east restrictive neans is attenpted, one doesn't allow a
governnment official to make content determ nations. He

expressed concern that the definitions of "current relevance”
and "date of decision" require a governnent official to make a
content determ nation regardi ng whether an issue is really over.
The "tenporary” rule is difficult to enforce and thus a tine
limtation [is in order]. He infornmed the commttee that the
cases he has seen deal with 30-, 60-, and 90-day tinefranes.
Furthernore, the cases are generally brought by candi dates who
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often say that it takes a candidate a long tinme to nake
hi nsel f/herself famliar to the community, and two nonths isn't
enough time to do so. M. Cantor said that there are no
challenges to long periods of time. |If a long period of tine is
specified, the governnent official is provided a clean target.

Nunber 1754

REPRESENTATIVE LYNN related his wunderstanding that both the
property owner and the owner of the easenent can use the
easenent . However, he said he understood that the owner of the
easenent has priority for the purpose of the easenent.

MR. CANTOR renarked that easenent is a broad term under the |aw
meaning that there is sonme sort of right to cross and utilize
sone portion of [|and. Therefore, this would be dependent upon
the wording of the easenent; in fact, there are exclusive
easenents. He noted that highway easenents under PLO 1613 take
virtually all of the rights of the property owner. However, it
allows the property owner to apply for a permt. O her
easenents aren't so exclusive, such as section |ine easenents.

REPRESENTATI VE LYNN nentioned that he has an easenent in front
of his property and he can plant a tree on it if he wants.
However, the "road people” can cut that tree if they choose to
wi den the road. He said he thought the sanme [l ogic] would apply
to a political sign

MR. CANTOR reiterated that easenents vary from parcel to parcel
For the main state roads, which is what [DOT&PF] regul ates, the
property owners' use is constrained.

Nunmber 1916

REPRESENTATI VE HOLM surm sed that M. Cantor is delineating that
roads are state roads because of state noney put into them
However, he pointed out that in Fairbanks there have been nmany
cases in which signs were taken down because federal noney had
been used to refurbish a road in downtown Fairbanks. Therefore,
these aren't specifically state-owned roads. He assuned the
same woul d be true in Anchorage and Juneau as wel | .

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON turned to M. Cantor's suggestion wth
subparagraph (C) regarding marking the date the sign was
installed. He asked if the aforenmentioned is for enforcenent.

MR. CANTOR replied yes.
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CHAIR WEYHRAUCH remarked that M. Cantor's suggestions seem
simlar to the rules regarding posting signs in state office
bui | di ngs.

MR CANTOR said he wasn't famliar with those rul es.
Number 2028

REPRESENTATIVE LYNN directed attention to M. Cantor's
suggestion with subparagraph (F) and conmented that he knew of a
candidate who paid $20 to place a sign in a noncomerci al
| ocati on. Representative Lynn asked iif M. Cantor was
suggesting that a candidate could pay to place a political sign
in a location.

MR. CANTOR said he wasn't aware from where [subparagraph (F)]
cane, however, he suspected that it evolved from the fears that
the comercial sign industry would view this as a new revenue
sour ce.

CHAIR WEYHRAUCH pointed out that subparagraph (E) of CSHB
230(TRA) includes the | anguage specified in M. Cantor's witten
remar ks regardi ng subparagraph (F).

REPRESENTATI VE HOLM noted that people who own bus benches are
al ready allowed to charge people to place political signs on the
benches. Furt hernore, borough-owned buses are allowed to have
political and commrercial signs on the bus. Therefore, he said
he didn't believe this is an issue that [the |egislation] should
enter into.

Number 2150

M CHAEL DOWNI NG, Director/Chief Engineer, Division of Statew de
Design & Engineering Services, Departnent of Transportation &
Public Facilities (DOI&F), clarified that the departnent has
expertise in the managenent and operations of the highway system
but [DOT&PF] isn't an expert in free speech. M. Downi ng
explained that he 1is seeking elegance and craft in this
| egislation such that the departnent isn't left to conplete
i ssues that have been left wunfinished. At some point, this
| egislation has to be interpreted in real life, and therefore
M. Downing said that he is seeking enough definition so that
the departnment isn't left to define things that the |egislature
feels it can't.
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REPRESENTATI VE HOLM comented that in the past DOT&F has, by
renoving or not renoving signs from certain places, exercised
political will based upon the political beliefs of those who
wor ked for DOT&PF. Representative Hol m specified that [through
this legislation] he is trying to elimnate the need for DOT&PF
to make such decisions by defining that there is a
constitutional right to freedom of political expression. Thi s
| egislation attenpts to provide direction to the departnent.
However, Representative Holm said he wasn't sure that the
| egi slature could define the departnent's actions. Thi s
|l egislation tries to err on the side of the individual to
express his/her free speech while not placing a burden on
DOT&PF. Wth regard to marking the sign with the date of
installation, Representative Holm pointed out that it would be
probl ematic for those who run year after year and reuse signs.
He said this cones down to the follow ng question: "Do you have
a right to have a sign for 10 years on your property if you want
to?" This legislation nerely addresses whether a person has a
right to express hinself/herself wthout placing the departnent
in the inappropriate position of making those deci sions.

Number 2423

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG posed an exanple of a person who wants
to keep a political sign on his/her property for years and
inquired as to why that individual wouldn't have that right. He
said it seems to himthat "current relevance” is in the eye of
the beholder. He indicated that it is up to the property owner
when the sign conmes down due to the individual's right to
express hinsel f/ hersel f.

CHAI R WEYHRAUCH poi nted out that these statues were originally
proposed by a group of individuals who were incensed by signs,
bi I | boards, and posters. There was the notion that the public
didn't want the aforenentioned visual pollution. Therefore, by
referendum or initiative it was placed on the books. Chair
Weyhrauch said that there seens to be a tension between
accomodating First Amendnent rights and private interest
against the public's desire to have an environnment as clean as
possi bl e.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG said that Chair Wyhrauch is referring
to the ballot neasure that said, "It's the intent of the people
that Alaska shall renmain forever free of billboards."” A
billboard is an outdoor conmercial advertisenent.
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MR DOMING in response to Chair Wyhrauch, specified that
Title 19 defines "billboard,” which seens to be very inclusive.
M. Downing related his understanding that the definition of
"billboard" would not be limted to comrercial [signage] but
rather refers to any device intended to distract. The
af orenenti oned definition has led to sone confusion, he said.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG remarked that what is being discussed
is a classic exanple of why the separation of powers provision

is coupled with the free speech provision in the Bill of R ghts.
Under the constitution, there is sonetines a higher good that
may be nore inportant than the popular will, which is the right

of [an individual's] free expression on a matter of public
importance. This issue is the right to speak.

Nunmber 2665

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON said that he didn't believe it's fair to
use the "tenporary" |anguage, which |eaves DOI&PF in the
position of deciding when to take down what signs. Al | owi ng
DOT&PF to use its judgnent is exactly what the commttee is
saying that it doesn't want to do.

REPRESENTATI VE HOLM reiterated that the [departnent’'s] abuse of

this was the reason behind this |egislation. If the committee
wants to renove line 18 on page 2, he said he didn't have a
problem with that. Representative Holm explained that this

| egislation has been crafted so that it allowed DOT&F to
approach the wunconstitutionality of being able to renpve an
individual's right to speech. Al though this language is a
potential constitutional challenge, it's done for the purpose of
trying to be responsible to the request by the adm nistration.
He mentioned that ideally he wouldn't want any restriction
what soever save the one regarding the signs that pose a traffic
hazard. The |anguage was crafted to help DOT&F not hinder the
depart nment. "If you don't want it in there, we can get rid of
it all," he concl uded.

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON commented that he didn't believe |laws are

chal | engeabl e rather actions are chall engeable. Therefore, it
doesn't matter what is in the legislation because there has to
be a case. Representative Seaton interpreted this |egislation

to nean that the departnent nust create regul ations based on its
judgnment in order to nmake a case and go to court because the
| egi sl ature couldn't decide what to tell the departnent.

Number 2905
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REPRESENTATI VE HOLM interjected that the above has already been
done through the departnent's ability to have rights-of-way.
The DOT&PF has been charged with making sure that the highways
and rights-of-way are safe for the public. Because of the
aforenentioned, the legislature hasn't specified when and if
action is taken but rather when and if there is an obstruction,
which is defined. Representative Holm related that [through
this legislation] he is trying to not be too specific so that
the departnent is free to do its business.

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON said that he didn't have any problens wth
the obstruction part of the |egislation.

TAPE 03-60, SIDE B

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON related his understanding that the
intention is to craft legislation that allows political speech

within the limtations such as the "tenporary". Furt her nor e,
the aforenentioned is being done outside of the safety issue
that should be taken up by the departnent. Representati ve

Seaton expressed concern wth regard to asking DOT&PF to
promul gate regulations that have to be vague because whatever
regul ati ons are promul gated will probably be unconstitutional.

Nunmber 2890

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG asked if any legal opinion has been
requested on HB 230.

CHAIR WEYHRAUCH said that no one has submtted a |egal opinion
to the commttee.

MR. LARKIN nmentioned that there was a verbal discussion wth
Legi sl ative Legal and Research Services, which highlighted the
possible problems wth content and the date of decision

concerns. He pointed out that the anorphous |anguage isn't
necessary; rather it's an attenpt to give DOI&F passive
enf or cenent . This legislation attenpts to allow DOI&F to
extricate itself from this enforcenent quagmre and then nake
its regulatory requirenents. He specified that DOI&F is
covered by the |anguage on page 2, lines 19-20. However, he

acknow edged that the |anguage "or maintenance" could be added
so that maintaining the road' s shoul der woul d be addressed.

Nunber 2754
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REPRESENTATI VE  GRUENBERG noved that the conmttee adopt
[ Amendnment 1], which read as foll ows:

Page 2, line 18
Del et e subpar agraph (B)

REPRESENTATI VE HOLM sai d [ Anendnent 1] is acceptable.
There bei ng no objection, Amendnent 1 was adopt ed.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG pointed out that M. Cantor's witten
suggestions for paragraph (6) have inserted the ", non-
comercial” | anguage. Representative G uenberg said he believes
the aforenentioned clarifies the intent of the |egislation.
Therefore, Representative Guenberg noved that the committee
adopt [ Anendnent 2] as follows:

Page 2, line 15, after "political"
| nsert "non-commercial "

There bei ng no objection, Amendnent 2 was adopt ed.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG turned attention to M. Cantor's
suggestion to insert a new subparagraph (G and noved that the
commttee adopt Conceptual [Amendnent 4], which would insert
| anguage saying, "this section does not authorize indirect
advertising of comrercial products”.

REPRESENTATIVE HOLM inquired as to what that |anguage woul d
mean.

MR. CANTOR recalled that the concept stemmed from the letter
from the Federal Hi ghway Admi nistration (FHWA) regardi ng whet her
this legislation would be acceptable with federal funding. The
[ FHWA] included this as a concern. Currently, there is a case
before the U S. Suprenme Court involving letters sent out by N ke
regarding how well it treats its enployees in Asia. Al t hough
Ni ke says that letter was informational under the free speech
clause while others say that it's comercial speech the end
product of which is to sell Ni ke shoes.

REPRESENTATI VE LYNN posed a case in which a candidate who owns a
busi ness notes his business on his canpaign signs and asked if
that woul d be considered indirect advertising.

MR. CANTOR remarked that with free speech there is a very fine
i ne between satire and conmerci al adverti sing.
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REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG wi t hdr ew [ Concept ual Anmendnent 3].
Nunber 2420

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG directed attention to page 2, line 25,
the last word of which is "or" while M. Cantor's suggestions
use "and".

MR. CANTOR indicated that it was a typographical error.

REPRESENTATI VE  GRUENBERG noved that the conmttee adopt
[ Amendnent 4] as foll ows:

Page 2, line 25,
Delete "or"
| nsert "and"

There being no objection, Arendnent 4 was adopt ed.

MR. CANTOR, in response to Representative Guenberg, said that
his witten testinony regarding paragraph (6) subparagraph (A)
the word "and" instead of "or" was a typographical error on his
part.

Nunber 2310

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG turned to page 3, |ines 5-6. However,
he pointed out that if an individual is running for office or
has a canpaign for a ballot nmeasure, the television or newspaper
woul d be paid to carry the advertising, or the person delivering
flyers may be paid. Therefore, he questioned why soneone
shouldn't be able to pay soneone to put up a sign.
Representative G uenberg offered to delete the |anguage on page
3, lines 5-6.

CHAI R WEYHRAUCH i nquired as to how that provision was included.
MR. LARKIN recalled that perhaps it was a suggestion by [Legal
and Research Services] or it may be referenced in the letter
fromthe FHWM. After listening to the debate, he said that the
provi sion probably isn't necessary.

REPRESENTATI VE  GRUENBERG noved that the conmttee adopt
Amendnent 5 as foll ows:

Page 3, line 4,
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Delete "; and"
| nsert "."
Delete lines 5-6

There being no objection, Arendnent 5 was adopt ed.
Nunmber 2186

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON nentioned that his community is going to
be upset when the rights-of-way are filled wth signs.
Therefore, he noved that that the commttee adopt [Anendnent 6],
whi ch would incorporate subparagraph (H), as suggested in M.
Cantor's witten coments. Subparagraph (H woul d read:

in this section, "private property” does not include
that portion of property subject to an easenent for
public transportation.

REPRESENTATI VE HOLM obj ected and renmarked that he believes the
above | anguage is blatantly unconstitutional.

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON remnded the conmittee of M. Cantor's
testinony that a property owner doesn't have the right to put
anything wthin the state right-of-way, the "clear zone,"
W thout a permt. Therefore, if signs can be placed in the
right-of-way, then so can bird feeders, trees, et cetera unti
it's determned to be a hazard.

REPRESENTATI VE HOLM disagreed and interjected that in sone
rights-of-way trees can be planted [wi thout obtaining a permt].

Nunber 2051

MR. DOMI NG referred to the FHM's |l etter regarding whether this
| egi slation conplies with the H ghway Beautification Act (HBA).
He said that it's worth asking whether signs within the right-
of -way violate HBA He noted his suspicion that signs within
the right-of-way violate HBA.

MR. CANTOR related that in response to other states that have
asked the above question, [the federal government] backed off on
strict enforcement wth private property while still being
protective of the right-of-way. As a tort lawer, M. Cantor
informed the commttee that Al aska had a "clear zone" case in
which there was a rock in the right-of-way. The state won that
case on sumary judgnment, but only after spending $290, 000. He
al so noted that the state could' ve just as easily |lost and spent
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nore that it did. "Having things in the 'clear zone' can be a
very expensive proposition,” he said.

MR. LARKIN pointed out that the FHWA's letter does address this

matter as follows: "Despite these concerns, the FHWA does not
believe that the proposed changes to Alaska law would violate
the HBA." M. Larkin highlighted that the federal HBA doesn't

regulate these rights-of-way under discussion because they
sinply withhold noney and allow the state to regulate the right-
of -way. In response to Representative Seaton, M. Larkin agreed
that the federal governnent expresses its dislike of signs in
the right-of-way by saying that the US. Depart nment  of
Transportation has the authority to inpose a 10 percent penalty
on federal aid if it's determined that the state is nonconpliant
w th HBA In cases in which the right-of-way distinctions have
been struck down, the states he researched didn't |ose noney.

CHAIR WEYHRAUCH remnded the commttee of the objection to
Amendnent 6.

A roll call vote was taken. Representatives Seaton and
Dahl strom voted in favor of the adoption of Anendnent 6.
Representatives Holm Lynn, Guenberg, and Wyhrauch voted
against it. Therefore, Anendnent 6 failed by a vote of 2-4.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG [nobved to report CSHB 230(TRA), as
anended, out of conmmttee with individual recomendations and
t he acconpanying fiscal notes].

MR. DOMNI NG informed the conmittee that in 1997 SB 56 passed and
it allowed "Todd" signs, which are a regulated sign to be pl aced
on private property adjacent to the highway. That | egislation
SB 56, was what caused the reaction that occurred with the
ref erendum He pointed out that HB 230 is considerably nore
advertising than [the "Todd" signs].

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG remarked that HB 230 involves a basic
constitutional right while SB 56 involved a [political] sign.

MR. DOMI NG agreed that the "Todd" signs are comercial while
t hose addressed in HB 230 are political signs.

CHAIR WEYHRAUCH, upon determning there was no objection,
announced that CSHB 230( STA) was reported fromconmttee.

HIR 14- NATI ONAL WHEELCHAI R GAMES
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CHAI R VEYHRAUCH announced that the final order of business would
be HOUSE JO NT RESOLUTION NO 14, Relating to urging that the
2006 National Veterans Wheelchair Ganes be held in Anchorage,
Al aska.

MARK GNADT, Staff to Representative Eric Croft, Alaska State
Legi sl ature, thanked the conmttee for hearing HIR 14, which he
said is a good resolution to keep noving.

Nunber 1621

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON noved to adopt CSHIJR 14, Version 23-
LSO709\Q Kurtz, 5/9/03, as the working docunent.

REPRESENTATI VE CGRUENBERG objected for discussion purposes and
then wi thdrew his objection.

[No objection was stated and thus Version Q was treated as
adopt ed. ]

CHAI R VEYHRAUCH expl ained that he nmade sonme grammati cal changes

to this legislation. Furthernore, he inserted | anguage on page
2, lines 10-12, regarding Anchorage as an wheel chair accessible
city. Al so, he deleted the language from [Version H that

specified that the National Veterans Weelchair Ganes are
anticipated to bring in mllions of dollars because this is
desired because Anchorage is a good city and Alaska is a good
state. He enphasized that the National Veterans Weelchair
Ganmes is a very inportant event and is welcone in Al aska.

MR. GNADT said that the sponsor appreciates the changes.
REPRESENTATI VE LYNN noted his support of the resol ution.
REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG noved to report CSHIR 14, Version 23-
LSO709\Q  Kurtz, 5/9/03, out of conmttee wth individual
recommendati ons and the acconpanying fiscal notes. There being
no objection, CSHIR 14(STA) was reported fromconmttee.

ADJ OURNMVENT

There being no further business before the commttee, the House
State Affairs Standing Commttee neeting was adjourned at 10:12
a.m
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