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W TNESS REG STER

TOM VWRI GHT

House Majority O fice

Al aska State Legislature

Juneau, Al aska

PCSI TI ON  STATEMENT: During discussion of HB 117, provided a
comment on behal f of the sponsor, Representative John Harris.

REPRESENTATI VE CARL GATTO

Al aska State Legislature

Juneau, Al aska

PCSI TI ON STATEMENT: Joint prime sponsor of HB 88.

ANNE CARPENETI, Assistant Attorney General

Legal Services Section-Juneau

Crimnal D vision

Depart ment of Law (DQL)

Juneau, Al aska

PCOSI TI ON  STATEMENT: During discussion of HB 88, provided
comments and responded to questi ons.

RCDNEY DI AL, Lieutenant, Deputy Comrander

A Det achnent

D vision of Al aska State Troopers

Department of Public Safety (DPS)

Ket chi kan, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Responded to questions during discussion of
HB 88.

REPRESENTATI VE BOB ROSES

Al aska State Legislature

Juneau, Al aska

PCSI TI ON STATEMENT:  Sponsor of HB 145.

CRYSTAL NOVOTNEY, Staff

to Representative Bob Roses

Al aska State Legislature

Juneau, Al aska

POSI TI ON  STATEMENT: During discussion of HB 145, provided
comments on behalf of the sponsor, Representative Roses.

ACTI ON NARRATI VE

CHAI R JAY RAMRAS called the House Judiciary Standing Conmittee
neeting to order at 1:07:01 PM Representatives Lynn, Hol nes,
G uenberg, Dahlstrom Coghill, and Ranras were present at the
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call to order. Representative Sanmuels arrived as the neeting
was in progress.

HB 117 - PROCLANMATI ON CALLI NG A SPECI AL SESSI ON

1: 07: 38 PM

CHAI R RAMRAS announced that the first order of business would be
HOUSE BILL NO. 117, "An Act relating to proclamations issued by
the governor <calling the legislature into special session.”
[HB 117 was anended once on 2/26/07.]

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG referred to the proposed comittee
substitute (CS) for HB 117, Version 25-LS0458\M Cook, 2/27/07

in nmenbers' packets, and said that the bill has been redrafted
to flow well and allow for a general rule of 30 days notice for
a speci al session.

1: 08: 45 PM

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG noved to adopt the proposed CS for
HB 117, Version 25-LS0458\M Cook, 2/27/07, as the work draft.

REPRESENTATI VE DAHLSTROM obj ected for the purpose of discussion.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG expl ained that in Version M proposed
subpar agraph (A) provides an exenption for a proclanmation issued
under AS 26.23.020(k); proposed subparagraph (B) provides an
exenption for a special session called to address a disaster -
including a terrorist attack - as defined in AS 26.23.900;
proposed subparagraph (O provides an exenption for a
procl amation issued while both houses are in regular or specia
sessi on; and proposed subparagraph (D) i ncorporates the
amendnent adopted at the bill's last hearing, thus providing an
exenption for a proclamation issued within one hour after the
second house has adjourned froma regul ar or special session.

1:10: 55 PM

TOM WRI GHT, House Majority Ofice, Alaska State Legislature,
relayed on behalf of the sponsor, Representative John Harris,
that the sponsor is happy with Version M

REPRESENTATI VE DAHLSTROM renoved her objection. [ Al t hough

not hing further was stated, Version Mwas treated as havi ng been
adopted as the work draft.]

HOUSE JUD COW TTEE -4- February 28, 2007



1:12: 00 PM

REPRESENTATI VE DAHLSTROM noved to report the proposed CS for
HB 117, Version 25-LS0458\M Cook, 2/27/07, out of conmttee
with individual recomendations and the acconpanying fiscal
note. There being no objection, CSHB 117(JUD) was reported from
t he House Judiciary Standing Commttee.

HB 88 - TVS AND MONI TORS | N MOTOR VEHI CLES

1:12: 29 PM

CHAI R RAMRAS announced that the next order of business would be
HOUSE BILL NO 88, "An Act relating to televisions, nonitors,
portabl e conputers, and simlar devices in notor vehicles; and
providing for an effective date." [Before the conmttee was
CSHB 88( STA) . ]

1:12: 46 PM

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG, joint prinme sponsor of HB 88, nobved to
adopt the proposed conmttee substitute (CS) for HB 88, Version
25-LS0312\ K, Luckhaupt, 2/25/07, as the work draft. There being
no objection, Version K was before the commttee.

1:13: 08 PM

REPRESENTATI VE CARL GATTO Al aska State Legislature, joint prine
sponsor of HB 88, spoke about the progression of entertainnment
options that vehicles have had available for drivers to use over
the years. These options now include television and other forns
of monitors, and this is unacceptable because the distraction
they cause can result in the death or injury of other people.
In a situation wherein sone people in Anchorage were killed, the
driver that caused the accident had disabled the nechani sm that
prevented his [television/DVDl nonitor from being on if the
energency brake was not engaged. The passenger in that vehicle
had said that the driver had been watching the nonitor on and
off, but the driver clainmed that he'd only lost control of the
vehicl e when he'd reached to pick sonething up and not because
he' d been watching the nonitor.

REPRESENTATI VE GATTO indicated that the goal of HB 88 is to
prevent others from being injured by sonmeone who wants to watch
a [television/DVDl nonitor while driving; the bill stipulates
that any such nonitor may not be viewable by the driver. Thi s
is particularly inportant given how easy it is to disable
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nmechani sms that are intended to prevent the nonitor from being
on while the vehicle is noving.

REPRESENTATI VE DAHLSTROM said she agrees with the intent of the
bill. She asked whether the bill would apply to a @ obal
Posi tioning System (GPS).

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG sai d that |anguage on page 2, l|ine 11,
specifically exenpts equipnent that displays only navigation or
gl obal positioning.

REPRESENTATI VE GATTO noted that one can choose to take a quick
gl ance at a navigation or global positioning system but when a
car chase scene is taking place on the programthat's playing on

a [television/DVD] nonitor, one is not likely to |ook away, and
of course that is the purpose of such nonitors - they are
intended to be viewed continuously. He nentioned that «cell
phones are also exenpted from the bill even though sonme cel

phones do have nonitor technol ogy.
CHAI R RAMRAS rel ayed that the bill has a zero fiscal note.

REPRESENTATI VE COGHI LL nentioned that the bill also exenpts
per sonal data assistants.

1:20: 38 PM

ANNE CARPENETI, Assistant Attorney Ceneral, Legal Services
Section-Juneau, Crimnal Division, Departnent of Law (DQL),
relayed that she'd been working with Representative G uenberg
and various other [joint prinme sponsors] on this legislation for
a couple of years now, and characterized Version K of HB 88 as
t he nost prosecutable thus far. Version K excludes cell phones
and simlar devices that are used for verbal communication, but
[ does not exclude] an "iPod" that is showing a novie which a
driver could view from a normal driving position and he/she is
watching it while driving.

M5. CARPENETI, in response to a question, said the bill would
require the prosecutor to prove that the iPod was operating
while the person was driving and that it was visible to the
person while he/she was driving. In response to a further
guestion, she said that the bill, on page 2, 1line 5
specifically excludes a devise that is being used for verbal
communi cation, and offered her belief that since she considers
music to be a form of verbal communication, an iPod that is
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being used solely to play nusic while one is driving would
qual ify for that excl usion.

REPRESENTATI VE COCGHILL referred to | anguage on page 2, line 8 -
whi ch exenpts equi pnent that is displaying only audio equi pnent
i nformation, functions, and controls - and surmised that in the
case of an iPod, the prosecutor would have to prove that the
driver was in fact watching the video screen rather than just
listening to mnusic.

M5. CARPENETI reiterated that the bill requires the prosecutor
to prove that the person was driving, that the screen was
visible to that person, and that it was operating with a visible
di splay while the person was driving.

1: 24: 16 PM

REPRESENTATI VE COGHI LL, referring to page 3, subsection (f),
asked what levels of proof will be needed for the different
charges listed therein.

M5. CARPENETI said they all require proof beyond a reasonable
doubt; the penalties relate to the harm caused by the person's
driving, so if a driver, while watching a novie, kills another
person, for exanple, that is a serious crinme - a class A felony
under the bill. In response to a question, she offered her
understanding that the behavior the bill is attenpting to stop
is considered to be a primary offense; however, as a practica
matter, the police officer's attention would first have to be
drawn by the person's driving.

REPRESENTATI VE GATTO noted that when one is stopped at a traffic
light and | ooks over at other drivers, one can see when there is
a video screen operating. If there is, then a |law enforcenent
of ficer would have a reason to pull the driver over.

M5. CARPENETI surmised that that is what [the |egislature] would
want, for a police officer to be able to stop the behavior
bef ore soneone gets hurt because of it.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG, returning to the issue of iPods,
reiterated Ms. Car peneti's comment s, and of fered hi s
understanding that it would be an affirmative defense to say
that the device was only being used for the purpose of |istening
to nusic.
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M5. CARPENETI offered her belief that in that situation, no one
woul d even attenpt to prosecute the person, and so he/she would
never get to the point of having to raise an affirmative
def ense.

REPRESENTATI VE COGHI LL suggested that if a driver gets into an
accident while watching a video, he/ she would have the
opportunity to turn off that equipnment before |aw enforcenent
officers arrive on the scene. He asked whether the nere fact
that the equipnent was there would be enough for officers to
assune that that was the cause of the accident.

M5. CARPENETI said it would not be enough on its own because the

bill doesn't apply to video screens that are disabled;
prosecutors would need to have other information in order to
support a prosecution. In response to a question, she relayed
that her iPod, when playing nusic, just lists the songs being
pl ayed.

1:31: 31 PM

RCDNEY DI AL, Li eut enant, Deputy Commander, A Detachnent,
Division of Alaska State Troopers, Departnment of Public Safety
(DPS), said that officers do fromtime to tine see vehicles that
have rear-nounted television nonitors, which are quite easy to
see, particularly at night. Under current |law, he relayed, if a
trooper, while at a traffic stop, |ooked over at another car and
saw that a full notion video was playing on a nonitor - whether
permanently installed or tenmporarily nmounted - the trooper could
pull the driver over, and if, while driving around at night, a

trooper saw the flashing light associated with a television
monitor but not the actual nonitor itself, the trooper would
have probable cause to pull the driver over. He said he does
not see that the bill would change |aw enforcenent's current
ability to stop a vehicle for violating either current |aw or
t he proposed | aw. Vi sual observations will play a big part in
whether a |aw enforcenent officer will pull someone over for a

violation, and there is also the possibility that a concerned
citizen mght report sonmeone who was watching television or a
novi e while driving.

REPRESENTATI VE DAHLSTROM recounted how she'd recently seen a
vehicle with children in the back seat watching a video nonitor
that was nounted behind the driver; in that situation, there was
also a nonitor playing the sane program nounted in view of the
front passenger seat, but the driver, from what she could see,
never once |ooked over at that nonitor. She pondered whet her
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perhaps the driver didn't have the ability to turn that front
monitor off, and asked what a | aw enforcenent officer's reaction
woul d be in such a situation

LI EUTENANT DI AL said that the individual officer would have to
make a determ nation regarding whether there was sonme sort of
visual barrier between the driver and the passenger-side
nmoni t or . If there was, then the situation would probably not
warrant a traffic stop, but if the driver could sinply glance
over and watch what was playing on the nonitor, the officer
woul d probably choose to investigate the situation further.

REPRESENTATI VE DAHLSTROM reiterated that she agrees with the
intent of the bill, but nentioned that she is uneasy about
possi bl e uni nt ended consequences.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG spoke of simlar legislation that
passed the House |last vyear. In Representative Dahlstroms
exanple, he remarked, if in fact the nonitor was permanently
nmount ed where the driver could see it, the bill would apply. He
also pointed out that the behavior outlined in the bill 1is
already a traffic violation, and the bill nerely increases the
penalties. So for a felony charge, the prosecutor won't have to
show that the driver was negligent if in fact his/her driving
caused physical injury [to another] and the vehicle had a
nmonitor nmounted where it could be viewed by the driver while in
a normal driving position; nmerely the fact that the nonitor was
mounted in such a |ocation would constitute "negligence per se,”
he opined, and thus it would be easier to prosecute this type of
behavi or.

LI EUTENANT DI AL reiterated that the bill wouldn't change |aw
enforcenent’'s ability to nake a traffic stop

1: 37: 28 PM

CHAI R RAMRAS, after ascertaining that no one else wshed to
testify, closed public testinony on HB 88.

REPRESENTATI VE SAMUELS referred to the |anguage on page 1, |ine
10, and asked whether that |anguage would nmake it illegal for a
passenger in the front seat of a vehicle to be using a portable
conmputer if the driver is also able to see the screen

REPRESENTATI VE CGRUENBERG i ndicated that it is the intent of the
bill for that to be illegal, and nentioned that the House State

HOUSE JUD COWM TTEE - 9- February 28, 2007



Affairs Standing Comrittee added that provision two years ago to
simlar |egislation.

CHAI R RAMRAS offered his belief, however, that under HB 88, al
of the conditions outlined in the bill wuld have to be
satisfied: a person was driving a notor vehicle; the vehicle
had a device capable of providing a visual display that could be
viewed by a driver in a normal driving position while the
vehicle was in notion; and the visual display was operating
whil e the person was driving.

REPRESENTATI VE SAMUJELS, in response to coments, pointed out
that the |anguage on page 1, line 11, says "a visual display
that can be viewed"; so regardless of whether the driver is
actually looking at the nonitor, nerely operating a portable
conputer in the passenger seat while the vehicle is underway
woul d be illegal under the bill. He expressed concern with that
provi si on.

CHAI R RAMRAS expressed concern that the behavior outlined in the
bill is a primary offense.

1:42: 43 PM

LI EUTENANT DI AL, in response to a question, said that during the
17 years he has been a l|aw enforcenent officer he has never
issued a citation for the behavior outlined in the bill. He
said he envisions that the bill would be used in situations
wherein soneone is killed by a driver who was watching a video
monitor; furthernore, in such a situation, |aw enforcenment would
have to clearly show that the driver's conduct was egregious.
He said he doesn't envision that |aw enforcenent officers would
be stopping soneone because the passenger was working on a

portabl e conputer. The language in the bill nerely addresses
the types of entertainment systens that are currently being
installed in vehicles. He referred to television shows which

pronote the installation of nonitors in nunerous places in a
vehicle, and indicated that placing nonitors in vehicles in such
a fashion is proving to be distracting to drivers.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG posited that if a driver has to crane
to see a portable conputer nonitor being operated by the
passenger, that nonitor would not be considered viewable. The
intent of the bill is to prohibit situations in which the
nmoni tor has been turned so that the driver really could see what
is on screen, and this would not be the case normally when a
passenger is working on a portable conputer.
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REPRESENTATI VE GATTO, in response to coments, noted that
generally a person cannot see what is on a portable conputer
unless the screen is facing directly at the person. Just
because it is possible to see a passenger's portable conputer
screen while driving doesn't nmean that it is likely that one
woul d make an effort to do so. Again, in order to be prosecuted
under the bill, all three of the aforenentioned criteria nust be
satisfied; furthernore, soneone else would have to notice the
behavior, and the facts of the case would have to be proven
beyond a reasonabl e doubt.

1:47:11 PM

CHAIR RAMRAS pointed out, however, that regardless of how
unlikely it is for soneone to satisfy all of the criteria
outlined in the bill in a situation involving a passenger's
portabl e conputer, the language in the bill is stipulating that

t he af orementi oned scenario would warrant being pulled over.

REPRESENTATI VE DAHLSTROM remarked on how difficult it would be
to prove that a driver got into an accident because he/she was
| ooki ng at a passenger's portable conputer.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG opined that if a portable conputer
nmonitor can be viewed by a driver in a normal driving position
and both the vehicle and the conputer are operating, that is a
dangerous practice and [is already] illegal; the bill can save
lives, and though sonme people may be inconvenienced by it
because they want to be able to watch television while driving,
the purpose of the bill is to prevent that kind of activity.

REPRESENTATI VE GATTO pointed out that nothing in the bill
prevents soneone from reading a book while driving or from doing
other "stupid things," and reiterated that the goal of the bil

is to prevent a driver from giving his/her undivided attention
to sone device while driving because that puts everyone at risk.
| f an accident happens, and witnesses are able to say that the
driver had a novie playing on a video screen, that is all part
of gathering evidence. Just because a person has a nonitor of

some sort in his/her vehicle doesn't mean that he/she wll be
prosecuted for it; a lot of criteria wll have to be satisfied
The bill wll put people on notice that this type of behavior

will not be tol erated.

REPRESENTATI VE COGHI LL agreed, but expressed concern that the
bill will be used for other purposes by |aw enforcenent. He
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asked whether prior simlar legislation also made the behavior a
felony in certain circunstances.

REPRESENTATI VE CGRUENBERG i ndi cated that it did.

REPRESENTATI VE COGHI LL said that if sonmeone gets hurt because a
driver was watching a nonitor while driving, the driver should
be held accountable. However, he indicated that he doesn't want
| aw enforcenent to start targeting every driver whose passenger
has a portable conputer.

CHAIR RAVMRAS asked whether it would be possible to alter
proposed subsection (f)(1) - which says, "a person who viol ates
(a) of this section is gqguilty of (1) a class A m sdeneanor,
unl ess any of the circunstances described in (2) - (4) of this
subsection apply" - such that it would not be a primary offense.
He expressed concern that the bill would be used to invade a
person's privacy.

REPRESENTATI VE LYNN indicated that he didn't have any problem
with the behavior outlined in the bill being considered a
primary of f ense.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG expl ai ned that that behavior is already
a primary offense. He went on to note that subsection (f)(2)-
(4), which nakes the behavior a felony if soneone is hurt or
killed by the behavior, would only apply after an accident has

occurr ed. For the m sdeneanor charge outlined in subsection
(f)(1), if the police are not allowed to pull someone over for
t hat behavior, it would gut the bill, and he therefore strongly

objects to [altering that |anguage], he remarked.
1:58:58 PM

LI EUTENANT DI AL confirmed that the behavior is already a primary
of fense, and nentioned that current |law also already allows |aw
enforcement officers to pull soneone over for driving while
wear i ng headphones.

REPRESENTATI VE LYNN relayed that when he was a police officer,
it was never his goal to invade people's privacy but rather to
sinply ensure that people were followng the |aw Al t hough
everyone is concerned about protecting one's right to privacy,
that can be taken to extrenes, he pointed out, and concluded by
sayi ng he supports the bill.
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LI EUTENANT DI AL, in response to a question, said that currently
a device would have to be nounted to the vehicle where the
driver can view it in order for its operation while the driver
is operating the vehicle to be a primary offense; [|aw
enforcenment officers do not currently stop people just because a
passenger in the front seat is operating a portable conputer.

2:02: 19 PM

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG offered his wunderstanding that the
aforenmentioned prior legislation at one point stipulated that
the device had to be installed in the vehicle, but there was a
concern that a driver could sinply watch a novie on a device
that isn't installed in the vehicle, and that would be just as
dangerous. The alternative, he remarked, is to do nothing; the
| anguage of the bill nust either apply only to devices that are
installed or apply to all devices whether installed or not. | f
the former, sone people who are driving in a very dangerous
manner won't be prosecuted, and if the latter, a portable
conputer being operated by a passenger in the front seat could

fall under the bill. Again, the intent of the bill is to
prevent drivers from viewing a nonitor instead of watching the
r oad. Any law is capable of being unjustly enforced, he

remar ked, but that's why |aw enforcenent, prosecutors, judges
and juries have "sone comon-sense discretion.”

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG went on to say:

In law school, we spent lots of tine dealing wth
ridi cul ous "hypotheticals" to show how |laws could be
m sapplied, and there are whole |aw books ... where
every case is a ridiculous application of a comon-
sense principle. ... W have to rely on the police and
the whole justice system wth its limted resources,
using sone comobn sense, and | don't think that we
can, in this body, manage |legislation for every
possible msuse. ... W've got to legislate for the

general common sense approach, and this is sonething I
think that's very reasonable if it's properly applied.

REPRESENTATI VE GATTO asked Lieutenant Di al whether he, or any of
his col |l eagues, would take action in a situation wherein he/they
absolutely knew that it was just the passenger that was view ng
a portable conputer.

LI EUTENANT DI AL said that he doesn't know of a single situation
wherein taking action against soneone for engaging in a |aw ul
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activity has even been consi dered. If the driver was not doing
anyt hing reckless, |aw enforcenent wouldn't link the two things
t oget her and intervene. Regardl ess of whether HB 88 passes, he
said, he doesn't see either hinmself or his colleagues citing a
driver in the aforenentioned scenari o.

REPRESENTATI VE COGHI LL nentioned that HB 88 has also been
referred to the House Finance Conmittee, and remarked that
al though he is concerned that the current |anguage of the bil
could result in [unnecessary argunents] being raised in court,
he is not willing to hold the bill in commttee.

REPRESENTATI VE CGRUENBERG indicated that he is anenable to
altering the bill so that nenbers were nore confortable with it.

CHAI R RAMRAS suggested that they report the bill from commttee
and sinply ask [the joint prine sponsors] to work on the bill's
| anguage so as to address nenbers' concerns before the bill is
heard in its next conmttee of referral.

REPRESENTATI VE CGRUENBERG, speaking as one of the bill's joint
prime sponsors, agreed to do so, adding that he sinply wants
“"this to be a good bill."

2:10: 16 PM

REPRESENTATI VE SAMJELS noved to report the proposed CS for
HB 88, Version 25-LS0312\K, Luckhaupt, 2/25/07, out of commttee
with individual recomendations and the acconpanying fiscal
note. There being no objection, CSHB 88(JUD) was reported from
t he House Judiciary Standing Commttee.

The conmttee took an at-ease from2:11 p.m to 2:13 p. m

HB 145 - SEXUAL CRI MES

2:13:18 PM

CHAI R RAMRAS announced that the final order of business would be
HOUSE BILL NO 145, "An Act relating to sexual assault, sexua
abuse of a mnor, and online enticenent of a mnor."

2:14: 50 PM
REPRESENTATI VE BOB ROSES, Alaska State Legislature, sponsor,

said he would prefer that HB 145 be held over in order to allow
himto address sone of the concerns that he's heard from nenbers
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thus far. He posited that legislators are charged with the
responsibility of doing everything they can to protect those
citizens that are unable to protect thenselves. Under the
current laws pertaining to sexual abuse of a mnor crines,
certain age groups are being left out, he opined. House Bill
145 will extend the age of consent to the age of 18, thereby
drawing a bright line distinction: those who are under the age
of 18 will be considered mnors, those who are [18 years of age
or older] wll be considered adults. The bill also focuses on
the practice of "online enticenent,” which is becomng nore
prevalent and is difficult to prosecute.

[Chair Ranras turned the gavel over to Vice Chair Dahl strom]
2:19:45 PM

CRYSTAL NOVOTNEY, Staff to Representative Bob Roses, relayed on
behal f of the sponsor, Representative Roses, that in addition to
establishing that a mnor is under the age of 18 and an adult is
[18 years of age or older], HB 145 includes a threshold of a
four-year age difference, so that sonmeone who is 19 years old
will not be prosecuted for having consensual sex wth someone
who is 17 years old. The bill will instead focus on those that
| ook outside their peer group for sexual partners. Currently,
for exanple, there is no legal recourse when a 16-year-old
engages in consensual sex with a 50-year-old. The bill wll
provide 16- and 17-year-olds with |egal recourse when soneone
t akes advantage of them sexually.

REPRESENTATI VE COCGHI LL asked whether the bill is addressing a
specific, known problem or whether it is sinply establishing a
new policy.

REPRESENTATIVE ROSES offered that it is doing both, and
menti oned that he has personal friends whose fam |ies have been
i npacted by the behavior outlined in the bill. He offered his
understanding that the North Pole chief of police will at sone
poi nt provide testinony regarding the difficulties his force is
experiencing wherein older individuals are preying on younger
people - for exanple, hanging around the nmiddle schools with the
intention of enticing the children. Representati ve Roses
mentioned that in one situation that he knew about, a man |iving
in Colorado began using the Internet to entice a 13-year-old
Al askan girl and then, when she turned 16 and her parents were
out of town, he flew to Al aska to engage in sex with her - that
man knew Al aska | aw and knew what he could get away with
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REPRESENTATI VE ROSES said he wants to draw attention to such
situations, and although HB 145 may not stop every incident, it
is the responsibility of legislators to put the tools in place
that will allow the crimnal justice system to better protect
Al aska's citizens. |In response to a question, he said that sone
of the issues in particular that he wuld |like to resolve
pertain to how the proposed new age of consent will affect 17-
year-olds who are going off to <college, <certain marriage
contracts that some cultures in Alaska engage in, and those
who' ve qualified for emancipation. He also nentioned that the
sentencing schene outlined in the bill is also of concern, given
that sonmeone could potentially be going to prison for a very
| ong tine.

2:27:56 PM

REPRESENTATIVE COGHI LL said he agrees wth the concept of
raising the age of consent, and asked Representative Roses
whet her he's done any research regarding how other states have
handl ed the types of issues being raised by HB 145.

REPRESENTATI VE ROSES said he and his staff have done research
regardi ng what other states have done, and that they wll be
conducting further research as well.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG, in response to a question, explained
that Al aska case |law has held that a reasonable m stake of fact
as to age is an affirmative defense.

VI CE CHAI R DAHLSTROM in response to comments, noted that sexua
abuse of a mnor crimes have al so been perpetrated by wonen.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG asked the sponsor to provide a listing
of the states and their statutory age of consent, and to provide
a conparison - broken down by age of both offenders and victins
- between how the existing |law treats offenders and how the new
law wi Il treat those sanme of fenders.

REPRESENTATI VE ROSES indicated that he would be providing
further infornmation.

VI CE CHAI R DAHLSTROM r el ayed that HB 145 woul d be hel d over.
ADJ QURNVENT

There being no further business before the commttee, the House
Judiciary Standing Conmittee neeting was adjourned at 2:34 p. m
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