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to Senator Con Bunde

Al aska State Legislature

Juneau, Al aska

PCSI TI ON  STATEMENT: During discussion of SB 3005, provided
comments and responded to questions on behalf of Senator Bunde,
sponsor of SB 206.

ACTI ON NARRATI VE

CHAIR LESIL MGIRE called the House Judiciary Standing
Conmittee neeting to order at 2:51:26 PM Representati ves
McGQuire, Gara, Guenberg, Coghill, WIson, Anderson, and Kott
were present at the call to order.

SB 3005 - DETENTI QV | DENTI FI CATI QN; CONTEMPT

2:51: 35 PM

CHAI R MGU RE announced that the only order of business would be
CS FOR SENATE BILL NO 3005(JUD) am "An Act relating to
contenpt of court and to tenporary detention and identification
of persons; and providing for an effective date."

2:52: 02 PM

M CHAEL MALONE, Intern to Senator Con Bunde, Alaska State
Legi sl ature, explained on behalf of Senator Bunde, sponsor of SB
206, that SB 3005 will balance the need to protect i ndividual

freedom with the ability to prosecute crinme effectively and
provi de defendants with w tnesses on their behalf. W t nesses
are crucial to both the defense and prosecution, but

unfortunately material w tnesses often refuse to cooperate with
| aw enforcenent officials, and this significantly inpedes the
ability of the crimnal justice system to bring indictments or

prosecute <crines; SB 3005 protects naterial wtnesses from
unreasonable arrest or confinenent, and helps ensure the
avai lability of crucial testinony.

MR. MALONE indicated that SB 3005 has undergone m nor changes
since its introduction and so is now slightly different than HCS
CSSB 206(JUD), which was reported from the House Judiciary
Standing Conmttee on 5/5/06. The current version of SB 3005
limts applicable property crines to only the nost serious arson
cases, and limts applicable felony crinmes against a person to
ensure that victins of donestic violence (DV) are not charged
with a msdeneanor for refusing to be photographed. Under
current conmmon law, he posited, |law enforcenent officers are
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allowed to gather evidence at the scene of any crinme, including
t aki ng phot ographs, and proposed AS 12.50.201(e) clarifies that
the bill is not attenpting to overrule any power granted to
peace officers by the court system

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG asked what the difference was between
CSSB 3005(JUD) and CSSB 3005(JUD) am

2:54:47 PM

DEAN GUANELI, speaking as the fornmer chief assistant attorney
general in the Crimnal D vision of the Departnent of Law (DOL),
rel ayed that the anendnent adopted on the Senate floor in part
further restricts the types of crines for which a person could
be detained; for crines against a person, one nay only be
detained if the situation involves a felony crine.

[ Chair McGQuire turned the gavel over to Representative
Ander son. ]

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG pointed out that at the time a gang-
related crinme occurs, l|law enforcement won't know whether the
victim of an assault wll develop a nore serious injury, and
thus he would be prepared to delete the word "felony" from
page 2, line 15.

MR. GUANELI expl ained that the aforenentioned Senate anmendnent,
which was introduced by Senator Bunde, incorporated that
l[imtation at the request of Senator French. M. Quanel i
offered his understanding that Senator French felt that many
W tnesses may also be victins of donestic violence and as such
shoul dn't be forced to have his/her picture taken.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG argued that at the time a gang-rel ated
crime occurs, law enforcenent won't know whether the victim of
what appears to be a m sdeneanor assault will actually develop a
nore serious injury and thus end up being the victimof a felony
assaul t.

MR. GUANELI noted that the kinds of situations that the
Anchorage Police Departnent is concerned about are situations
i nvolving guns, knives, and clubs, all of which give rise to
fel ony-1evel conduct. It will be the rare instance wherein a
gang-related fight doesn't include weapons of sonme kind and an
ostensi bly m sdeneanor injury |later develops into a felony-Ievel
injury. Furthernore, M. CGuaneli remarked, Senator French al so
poi nted out that the legislation is allowing |aw enforcenent to
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detain and photograph - and in sone cases fingerprint -
conpletely innocent citizens, and this should be done in only
the nobst serious circunstances. Allowing this detention only
for felony crines will give sone level of confort to a court
that reviews a challenge to this |egislation, he surm sed, and
thus he relayed to Senator Bunde that the felony-level crine
t hreshol d was not har nf ul

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG poi nted out, though, that a barroom
brawl could result in what at first appears to be a nere
m sdemeanor -1 evel injury actually developing into a felony-I|evel
injury.

3:03: 24 PM

REPRESENTATIVE GARA said he wants to ensure that t he
identification requirenents of the bill won't endanger w tnesses
to gang-related crines, and hence will be offering an anmendnent
to address this concern of his. He then referred to the
| anguage on page 2, line 14, which stipulates that a person may
be detained sinply for being "near" the scene of a crime, and
said he is concerned that it will give |law enforcenent the right
to do "nei ghborhood sweeps.” He indicated that he would like to

define the term "near" so as to ensure that it won't include
| ocati ons where one couldn't have seen or heard the crine; in

other words, "near" should nmean a location within view ng or
|istening distance of the crine. He opined that this wll be
sufficient for law enforcement since the standard wll be

reasonabl e suspi ci on

REPRESENTATI VE GARA, in response to questions, referred to
Amendnent 1, which, with handwitten corrections, read [original
punct uati on provided]:

at p. 2 line 14,
Del ete "near"
insert "within viewing or listening distance of"

REPRESENTATI VE CGRUENBERG said he'd had a simlar concern and so
had prepared an anmendnment that replaces the words, "near the
scene” with the words, "in the inmediate vicinity".

MR. GUANELI explained that the whol e concept of detaining people
who nmay have wtnessed or been "near" the scene of the
commssion of a crime conmes from the nodel code of pre-
arrai gnnment procedure by the Anmerican Law Institute and is not
viewed as particularly threatening by |egal scholars. Pol i ce
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will only stop a person who they feel is in a position to have
information; to limt those who may be detained to only those
who' ve been within viewng or listening distance of a crinme wll
remove |law enforcenent's ability to detain sonmeone a bl ock away
who may have seen the getaway car speeding away. He surm sed
that | aw enforcenent officials - when responding to felony-1leve
assaults, arson, crimnal mschief, and msconduct involving
weapons - are only going to be seeking information from people
whom t hey believe m ght have heard or seen sonething, those nost
likely to aid in the material investigation.

REPRESENTATI VE GARA asked what kind of guidance will be given to
police with regard to how they should interpret what the term
"near" means.

3:16: 45 PM

MR. GUANELI indicated that the DOL doesn't advise the police on
how to do their job; the police have a wide range of discretion
regarding how to deal with certain situations, and he is not in
a position to say how the police will deal with gang-rel ated
incidents, particularly given the w de range of circunstances
and surroundings that mght be present at any particular
incident. The police, he predicted, are going to deal with such
situations as they do all situations - wth judgnent and
di scretion and wunder review of the courts if there is a
chal | enge.

REPRESENTATI VE COGHI LL expressed a preference for the current
| anguage of, "at or near".

MR. GUANELI offered his belief that SB 3005 wll allow the
police to stop people and ask them who they are, and doesn't
require the people to say anything other than who they are.
Most people who witness sonething will want to cooperate wth
the police, and under the bill, those few who don't wish to
cooperate will be required to either show or provide sone form
of identification (ID) or face receiving a subpoena to testify
before a grand jury. Utimately, if such people refuse to
provide identification or refuse to be photographed or
fingerprinted, they could be charged with a crinme, but nost
people, he predicted, wll sinply choose to provide |aw
enforcement with their 1D

REPRESENTATI VE W LSON surm sed that Anendnent 1 will defeat the

purpose of the bill because the person will sinply be able to
state that he/she neither saw nor heard anyt hing.
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MR. GUANELI concurred that Anendnent 1 seens to contain a built-
i n excuse.

3:23:40 PM

WALT  MONEGAN, Chi ef, Anchorage Police Departnent (APD)
Municipality of Anchorage (MJA), wth regard to Amendnent 1

pointed out that the potential w tness may not know that he/she
has wi t nessed sonet hi ng because he/she may not have had a direct
connection with the crinme itself; for exanple, a person m ght
not be within sight or hearing of a crime but does notice a
vehi cl e speeding away from the area, and the police ought to be
able to ask that person what he/she saw or heard and obtain
contact information so as to be able to question that person
again. He also pointed out that the APD is not generally called
right away, and so persons involved in a gang-related crine my
get quite a distance away from the scene, and thus the police
ought to have sonme flexibility with regard to who they can
questi on.

REPRESENTATI VE GARA argued that a police officer won't have to
prove that a person heard or saw sonething in order to detain
himher; rather, the officer nmerely has to have a reasonable
suspicion that the person mght have seen or heard sonething.
So it won't matter that the person clainms not to have seen or
heard anyt hi ng. Acknow edging the difficulty of defining what
does constitute "near", he suggested that they |eave that
| anguage as is and nerely say what doesn't constitute "near";
for exanple, the term "near"” shall not be interpreted to nean a
| ocation from which the person could not have heard or seen
evi dence of the crine. In this way, if someone couldn't have
seen or heard sonmething, he/she can't be [charged with a cringe]
for not providing | aw enforcenment with ID

MR. MONEGAN expl ained that normally, when officers arrive on the
scene, after they have stabilized the situation and gotten an
i dea of what occurred, they will canvass the nei ghborhood to see
i f anyone has seen or heard anything, and the officers nust take
peopl es' answers at face value. But if a person who was in the
i medi ate vicinity of a crine clainms not to have seen or heard
anything, [then under the bill's current |anguage] the police
would be allowed to obtain that person's |ID, photograph, or
fingerprints in order to question him her |ater

REPRESENTATI VE GARA asked M. Monegan whether he is anenable to
addi ng | anguage which stipulates that "near" does not nean a
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| ocation from which the person could not have heard or seen
evi dence of the crine.

MR. MONEGAN, in response, asked nenbers to consider a situation
in which a witness saw the crinme but by the tine the police
arrive has fled to his/her house two bl ocks away, but police are
directed to the witness by soneone el se who saw hi m her | eaving
t he scene.

CHAIR MGU RE and REPRESENTATIVE GARA suggested that "near”
should be linked with "at the tine the crime was commtted".

MR. MONEGAN agr eed.

REPRESENTATI VE COGHI LL noted that HCS CSSB 206(JUD) included the
phrase, "during the conm ssion of a crine", and suggested that
they insert that |anguage into SB 3005.

CHAIR McGU RE pointed out, though, that the concern wth that
| anguage is that it excluded people that nmay have fled, or that
may be around, that mght have information that could help |ead
to solving the crime, and surm sed that they shouldn't go back
to that |anguage. She acknow edged that Representative Gara has
hi ghlighted a problem wherein the police mght use the |anguage
currently in the bill to conduct neighborhood sweeps w thout
cause. She suggested that the phrase, "within viewing or
listening distance at the tine the crime occurred” would get
them where they want to go. She surm sed that police officers
are trained to not msuse their powers and responsibility.

MR. MONEGAN concurred, and offered that there is also sufficient
oversight of what officers do should anyone challenge their
actions under this |egislation.

3:34:36 PM

REPRESENTATI VE GARA sai d: "What 1'd like to do ... is say,
"near' doesn't include if you're so far away that you couldn't
have seen it or heard it, and then I'Il put in a sentence that

says a person who was near the scene of the crine is subject to
this section even if she or he left the area before the peace
of ficer detains the person".

MR. MONEGAN sai d such | anguage woul d work for him
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REPRESENTATI VE KOIT said he wants to ensure that they don't
excl ude soneone who might have w tnessed soneone fleeing the
scene of the crine.

REPRESENTATI VE GARA suggested that that is a flaw in the bill,
not in Amendment 1.

MR. GUANELI, in response to coments and a question, said he
doesn't believe there is a flaw in the bill wth regard to
peopl e who flee. The bill is structured such that the police
will have the authority to stop sonmeone who is near the scene of

the crime but not if that person is a mle away, for exanple.
However, if a crinme is conmtted where no one can see it or hear
it, but yet a person sees soneone fleeing the area, the police

ought to be able to obtain information from that person. He
added, "This is an inportant piece of legislation, ... and |
hate for it to get bogged down on what |I'm not certain are
realistic fears about ... police abuses of something that ... we

haven't even tried yet.

MR. MONEGAN pointed out that police officers are highly
notivated with regard to cases that involve violent crines, that
such cases have a higher priority, and that police won't be
asking for information from people who were not in the area
where a crine occurred until soneone at the scene gives police a
reason to start questioning people away from the scene; when
sonmeone does have information to offer or is in a position to
offer sonme, the police ought to be able to obtain contact
information from himher. He added that when police are
investigating a serious crinme, that is their focus and they do
not spend time canvassing the nei ghbor hood for smal |
infractions, and thus are unlikely to pursue soneone sinply for
refusing to provide contact information unless the police have a
reasonabl e suspicion that the person is sonehow involved in the
crine.

CHAI R McGUI RE rel ayed that Amendrment 1 woul d be set aside.
3:40: 30 PM

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG [nade a notion to adopt] Anendnent 2,
which, with handwitten corrections, read [original punctuation

provi ded] :

Page 3, line 13
Change "is" to "may be"
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REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG expl ained that "nmay be" is the correct
technical term because the court won't yet have nade a
determ nati on. He offered his understanding that t he
adm ni stration has no objections to Arendnent 2.

CHAIR MGU RE asked whether there were any objections to
Amendnent 2. There being none, Anendnent 2 was adopt ed.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG [nmade a notion to adopt] Amendnent 3,
which, with handwitten corrections, read [original punctuation
provi ded] :

Page 3, line 17
After "subpoena” i nsert:
i nvesti gator"

or t he | ead

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG expl ai ned that the reason for providing
for this option is that it nay be difficult to |locate the sane
officer who served the subpoena in order to show himher the
i dentification. He offered his understanding that t he
adm ni stration has no problemw th Anendnent 3.

CHAIR MGU RE asked whether there were any objections to
Amendnent 3. There bei ng none, Anendnent 3 was adopt ed.

3:42: 39 PM
REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG [nade a notion to adopt] Anendnent 4,
which, with handwitten corrections, read [original punctuation

provi ded] :

Page 2 line 31 after "photographic identification",

insert the following ", or other valid identification
that the officer finds to be reliable to identify the
person, "

Page 3 line 18 after "photographic identification",
insert the followng ", or other valid identification
that the officer finds to be reliable to identify the
person, "

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG not ed t hat not everyone has
phot ographic identification, so Amendnent 4, which was drafted
by M. Guaneli, would allow other fornms of identification to
substitute. He of fered hi s under st andi ng t hat t he
adm ni stration was anenable to Anendnent 4.
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CHAIR MGU RE asked whether there were any objections to
Amendnent 4. There being none, Anendnent 4 was adopt ed.

The committee took an at-ease from3:43 p.m to 3:48 p. m
3:48: 03 PM

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG [nade a notion to adopt] Anendnent 5,
whi ch read [original punctuation provided]:

AS 09.50.020(a) is repealed and reenacted to read:

Sec. 09.50. 020. Penal ty. (a) A person who commts a
contenpt is guilty of a class A m sdeneanor.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG said that although SB 2005 in part
attenpts to nodernize the contenpt statutes, which are used by
the court to enforce its orders and control the integrity of its
process, Amendnent 5 would wupdate and sinplify what the
puni shnments wll be by charging a violator with a class A
m sdeneanor, which could result in someone having to serve up to
a year in jail and being fined up to $10, 000. He pointed out
t hat under Amendnent 5, the courts will have conplete discretion
over the matter of fines and jail tinme for contenpt violations.

MR. GUANELI indicated that he is satisfied that in nost
i nstances the penalties for contenpt are insignificant, and that
as a practical matter the current contenpt provision is alnost
never used. He characterized Anendnent 5 as effecting a good
change because it will provide the court with nore authority.

CHAIR MGU RE asked whether there were any objections to
Amendnent 5. There being none, Anendnent 5 was adopt ed.

3:52: 20 PM
REPRESENTATI VE GARA wi t hdrew Anendnent 1

REPRESENTATI VE GARA nmade a notion to adopt Anmendnent 6, which
read [original punctuation provided]:

Insert at p.2 line 23

"(4) The term "near" shall not be interpreted to nmean
a location from which the person could not have heard
or seen evidence of the crine, or flight from the
crime. A person who was near the scene of a crine is
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subject to this section even if the person left the
area before the peace officer detains the person.™

REPRESENTATI VE COGHI LL obj ect ed.

REPRESENTATI VE GARA offered that Amendnent 6 wll address his
concerns in that although it will leave the term "near" in the
bill, it will also stipulate that "near” won't nean a distance
so far away that the person couldn't have either seen or heard
sonmething at the scene of the crine or the flight away fromthe
scene of the crine.

REPRESENTATI VE COGHI LL not ed t hat under pr oposed AS
12.50.201(a)(2), the police officer, before being able to detain
a person, nust have a reasonable suspicion that the person has
information of material aid in the investigation of the crine.

MR. GUANELI indicated that his coments regarding Anmendnent 1
also apply to Arendnent 6. In response to a comment, he said he
is concerned about requiring the police to calculate whether a
person they wish to ask questions of was able to hear or see
anyt hi ng, because he does not want officers to hesitate when
trying to decide who they have a right to speak to. "I just
worry that we aren't going to be able to anticipate all of the
situations that are going to confront the police, and that by
being ... overly cautious and overly suspicious about the
police, that we're going to hanper their ability to do their
j ob," he added.

REPRESENTATI VE GARA poi nted out, however, that the police wll
be asking thensel ves whether soneone could have seen or heard
sonmet hing anyway, and he just wants to prevent the police from
using the bill to go a few blocks away and start doing a
nei ghbor hood sweep. He suggested that the courts wll
ultimately be deciding what constitutes "near"

3:58:49 PM

SENATOR CON BUNDE, Alaska State Legislature, speaking as the
sponsor of SB 206, sinply asked the committee to come down on
t he side of stopping violence and gang probl ens.

REPRESENTATI VE COGHILL reiterated his belief that when proposed
AS 12.50.201(a)(1) and (2) are taken together, it neans that
bef ore detaining soneone for information, the police nust have a
reasonabl e suspicion that that person has information that could
be of material aid in the investigation of a specific crine.
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A roll call vote was taken. Representatives Gara and MQuire
voted in favor of Amendnment 6. Representatives Coghill, W] son,
Kott, Anderson, and Guenberg voted against it. Ther ef or e,
Amendnent 6 failed by a vote of 2-5.

4:00:59 PM

REPRESENTATIVE GARA [nade a notion to adopt] Concept ual
Amendnent 7, which, with handwitten corrections, read [original
punctuati on provided]:

I nsert new 12.61.120(b), and re-letter accordingly.

"(b) | f a person is required to provide
information as a wtness, or potential wtness under
AS 12.50.201, the information under subsection (a) my
not be provided to a defendant if providing this
information creates a public safety risk to the
per son. If the defendant is wthout counsel, the
person may be made available for interview with the
defendant at a place, and in a manner, that protects
the defendant's constitutional right to obtain
evi dence, and protects the persons [sic] safety.”

REPRESENTATI VE GARA said he wants to ensure that a witness isn't
required to provide identifying information to a gang nmenber who
woul d later hurt the witness. He offered his understanding that
under current law a person doesn't have to provide information
to the defendant unless the defendant doesn't have an attorney.
Conceptual Amendnent 7 maintains that requirenent while also
requiring that the witness is protected.

REPRESENTATI VE GARA rel ayed that he w shed to anend Conceptua
Amendnent 7 to the effect that "these protections are in
addition to the other protections we have for w tnesses."”

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG sai d he woul d support such an anmendnent
to Conceptual Anendnent 7.

REPRESENTATIVE GARA nmade a nmotion to anend Conceptual

Amrendnent 7, to add after the |ast sentence the words, "The
witness protections in this section are in addition to the
protections in AS 12.61.120". [ Conceptual Anendnent 7 was

treated as anmended. ]

4:05:31 PM
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LAUREN RI CE, Staff to Senator Con Bunde, Al aska State
Legi slature, on behalf of Senator Bunde, sponsor of SB 206,
of fered her wunderstanding that current statute stipulates how
the identity of victins of sexual assault shall be protected,
and asked whether [ Representative Gara's goal could be
acconplished] by sinply including material wtnesses in that
statute. She recalled that the Anchorage Daily News had printed
information about a wtness at the scene of a gang-related
shooting, and this was not appreciated by the APD;, the newspaper
had printed the physical characteristics of the wtness, the
area he lived in, and [a description of] his car, and under the
existing statute pertaining to victins of sexual assault, the
newspaper would not have been allowed to print such information

had the person been a victim of sexual assault. In response to
guestions, she said that Senator Bunde had intended to work on
this issue next vyear, and that she would |like to hear M.

GQuaneli's coments on Conceptual Anendnent 7, as anended.

MR, GUANELI said that there is a specific statute that says
information about victins of sexual offenses shall be wthheld
from public inspection; furthernore, agencies can't be forced to
di scl ose the nanes of victins. Limting what information can be
printed in a newspaper, however, is a broader topic involving
the First Anmendnent. He characterized Representative Gara's
point as a good one, and noted that current |aw contains sone
protections for the addresses and tel ephone nunbers of wvictins
and witnesses, and so even though the prosecution is ordinarily
required to turn everything over to the defense, the prosecution
can't be forced to turn over that particular type of information
unl ess the court finds good cause for doing so. Also there is a
specific statute which says that with certain types of crines,
if the judge finds that the victim nmay be in jeopardy, those
types of information don't have to be provided because doing so
m ght endanger the victim

MR. GUANELI characterized the first sentence of Conceptual
Amendnent 7, as anended, as appropriate. Wth regard to the
second sentence, he pointed out that there is an existing court
rule that speaks to depositions in crimnal cases, and so on the
issue of meking a wtness available for an interview, they
probably ought to proceed under those existing court rules.

REPRESENTATI VE GARA, expressing an interest in crafting sone

sort of wtness protection nechanism wthdrew Conceptua
Amendnent 7, as anended.
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CHAIR McGUI RE remarked on possibly inserting |language into the
bill asking for a report that would provide the legislature with
suggestions for wtness protection nechani sns. She added, "W
all wish that people would be willing to be part of solving
crimes and to be forthcomng, ... [but] we know that they're
not; that's the purpose of the bill, it's to say ... we're going
to reach in there with the heavy hand of the governnment and get
this informati on because there's a greater goal of solving the
crinme." That being said, the situation could arise wherein the
not her of a couple of children witnesses a crinme and knows that
t he defendant knows who she is; under the current |anguage, the
wonman woul d have to face either putting herself and her children
in jeopardy or not conplying with the law. Therefore, the bil
should require that recommendations be provided to the
| egi sl ature regardi ng witness protection mechani sns.

VS. RICE reiterated that Senator Bunde was intending to
introduce legislation next vyear that would deal wth such
concerns, adding that perhaps a report of the kind Chair MQiire
mentioned is worth | ooking into.

CHAIR McGU RE, in response to a question, noted that the bil
has an i medi ate effective date.

4:16: 58 PM

MR. GUANELI, in response to questions, relayed that AS 12.61
al so covers a nunber of protections for witnesses; that there is
not a witness protection program at the state |evel; and that he
doesn't know how successful the federal program has been, though
it is a controversial program and has been subject to a nunber
of abuses. In Alaska, he surmsed, nost often a witness wll
have a fear of imediate retribution, which the first part of
Conceptual Amendnent 7, as anended, addressed.

CHAIR MGUJ RE observed that it is not yet known what the

repercussions of Anchorage's nounting gang violence wll be.
The nei ghbors of gang nenbers are going to continue to live in
nei ghbor hoods where gang viol ence occurs but will now be put in

a position of having to provide information about those that
could retaliate.

CHAIR McGQUIRE referred to Conceptual Anmendnment 8, which, wth
handwitten corrections, read [original punctuation provided]:

The state has an interest in protection [sic]
wi t nesses from viol ence or other danger.
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The Departnent of Public Safety shall provide a
report to the legislature by february 1, 2007. The
report shall propose workable neasures to protect
Wi t nesses who nust provide information under SB 3005,
and who mght be endanged [sic] by providing their
identifying information to other persons, including
gang nenbers, who mght endanger a w tness providing
such information.

CHAI R Mc@GU RE characterized Conceptual Anendnent 8 as at |east a
statenent of intent.

4:22:23 PM

REPRESENTATIVE GARA nmade a notion to adopt Concept ual
Amendnent 8.

CHAIR MGURE made a nmotion that all nenbers of the House
Judiciary Standing Comrittee be shown as co-sponsors of
Conceptual Anmendnent 8. There being no objection, it was so
or der ed.

CHAIR MGU RE asked whether there were any objections to
Concept ual Amendmnent 8. There being none, Concept ual
Amendnent 8 was adopt ed.

REPRESENTATI VE GARA said he would still try to craft sonething
regarding witness protection as outlined in the first sentence
of Conceptual Amendnment 7, as anended, before the bill is heard

on the House fl oor.
4:23: 37 PM

REPRESENTATI VE COGHI LL noved to report CSSB 3005(JUD) am as
anended, out of comittee wth individual recomendations and
t he acconpanying zero fiscal notes. There being no objection,
HCS CSSB 3005(JUD) was reported from the House Judiciary
St andi ng Comm ttee.

ADJ OURNVENT

There being no further business before the commttee, the House
Judi ciary Standing Conmittee nmeeting was adjourned at 4:24 p.m
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