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HOUSE BI LL NO. 103

"An Act amending Rule 62, Alaska Rules of Cvil Procedure, to
l[imt the anpunt of the bond required to stay execution of a
judgnment in a civil litigation during an appeal or review and
anmendi ng Rul es 204 and 205, Al aska Rules of Appellate Procedure,
to limt the amount of the bond required to stay execution of a
judgment in a civil litigation during an appeal ."

- HEARD AND HELD

HOUSE BI LL NO. 278
"An Act relating to sex offenders and child ki dnappers.™

- MOVED CSHB 278(JUD) OUT OF COWM TTEE

HOUSE BI LL NO. 355

"An Act requiring the disclosure of the identity of certain
persons, groups, and nongroup entities that expend noney in
support of or in opposition to ballot initiatives and the
aggregate amounts of significant contributions or expenditures
made by those persons, groups, and nongroup entities.”

- SCHEDULED BUT NOT HEARD
PREVI QUS COW TTEE ACTI ON
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SHORT TI TLE: BOND REQUI REMENT ON APPEAL
SPONSOR( S) : REPRESENTATI VE(S) COGHI LL

01/ 22/ 07 (H) READ THE FI RST TIME - REFERRALS
01/ 22/ 07 (H) JuD

03/ 12/ 08 (H) JUD AT 1: 00 PM CAPI TOL 120

03/ 12/ 08 (H) Heard & Hel d

03/ 12/ 08 (H) M NUTE( JUD)

03/ 17/ 08 (H) JUD AT 1: 00 PM CAPI TOL 120

BILL: HB 278
SHORT TI TLE: SEX OFFENDER/ CHI LD KI DNAPPER REG STRATI ON
SPONSOR( S) : REPRESENTATI VE(S) BUCH, DOLL, GRUENBERG

01/ 04/ 08 (H) PREFI LE RELEASED 1/ 4/ 08

01/ 15/ 08 (H) READ THE FIRST TIME - REFERRALS
01/ 15/ 08 (H) JuD, FIN

03/ 13/ 08 (H) JUD AT 1:00 PM CAPI TOL 120

03/ 13/ 08 (H) Heard & Hel d

03/ 13/ 08 (H) M NUTE( JUD)

03/ 17/ 08 (H) JUD AT 1:00 PM CAPI TOL 120

W TNESS REG STER

MARGARET R SI MONI AN, Attorney

Fri edman Rubin & Wiite Trial Lawyers

Anchor age, Al aska

PCSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in opposition to HB 103.

DYLAN C. BUCHHCOLDT, Attorney

Pent | arge Law G oup

Anchor age, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in opposition to HB 103.

M CHAEL J. SCHNEI DER, Attorney

Law O fices of Mchael Schneider, P.C.

Anchor age, Al aska

PCSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in opposition to HB 103.

VI CTOR SCHWARTZ, Attorney; Private Sector Co-Chair

Civil Justice Task Force

Anmeri can Legi sl ati ve Exchange Council (ALEC)

Washi ngton, D.C.

PCOSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified during the hearing on HB 103.

EM LY NENON, Director
Al aska Gover nnent Rel ati ons
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Ameri can Cancer Society (ACS)

Anchor age, Al aska

PCOSI TI ON STATEMENT: Answered a question during the hearing on
HB 103.

REPRESENTATI VE BOB BUCH

Al aska State Legislature

Juneau, Al aska

PCSI TI ON  STATEMENT: Testified as one of the joint prine
sponsors of HB 278.

ACTI ON NARRATI VE

CHAI R JAY RAMRAS called the House Judiciary Standing Conmmittee

neeting to order at 2:05:20 PM Representatives Samuel s,
Dahl strom Coghill, and Ranras were present at the call to
order. Representatives Holnmes and Guenberg arrived as the

nmeeti ng was in progress.

HB 103 - BOND REQUI REMENT ON APPEAL

2: 05: 33 PM

CHAI R RAMRAS announced that the first order of business would be
HOUSE BILL NO 103, "An Act anending Rule 62, Alaska Rules of
Cvil Procedure, to limt the anmount of the bond required to
stay execution of a judgnment in a civil litigation during an
appeal or review, and anending Rules 204 and 205, Al aska Rules
of Appellate Procedure, to limt the anount of the bond required
to stay execution of a judgnment in a civil litigation during an
appeal . " [Before the commttee was the proposed comittee
substitute (CS) for HB 103, Version 25-LS0401\E, Bailey, 5/2/08,
whi ch had been adopted as the work draft on 3/12/08.]

2:06: 09 PM

MARGARET R SIMONI AN, Attorney, Friedman Rubin & Wite Trial
Lawyers, stated that she was a life long Al askan, practicing |aw
in Anchorage. She noted that she works for a firm that
specializes in insurance cases and contract disputes. She
stated that she wi shed to speak in opposition to HB 103, and
opined that this body, other |egislatures around the country,
and Congress have spent tine attenpting to curb the incidence of

frivolous |awsuits. However, this bill, unwittingly, sets up a
system of frivolous appeals, and is a dangerous precedent to
set. She said that she read through the materials that were

avai l able from the sponsor and noted that the focus seens to be
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that this bill would only generate appeals from plaintiffs who
have won, and defendants who have lost. She argued that HB 103
woul d affect any losing party in a dispute, because it sets up a
system in which the person who |oses gets to appeal, wthout
having to post a bond in an amount equal to the anpunt of the
j udgment .

M5. SIMONI AN pointed out that this problem was recognized in the
fiscal note, in which the Departnent of Law (DOL) stated that

the fiscal note is indetermnate but Ilikely significant. The
reason the fiscal note can not be calculated is that a great
deal of post trial litigation would ensue, she opined. She
reported that the sponsor, and those who support the bill, seem
to believe that HB 103 would protect the party that won at
trial, in that it offers protection if the loser attenpts to
hi de assets or dissipate assets in order to avoid paying the
j udgnent . However, nothing in this bill provides a nechanism

for ensuring that the assets are not hidden. She expl ai ned that
the reality of an appeal is that it lasts for many years. Since
the bill does not create a nmechanismto figure out if a conpany
is hiding assets, the burden is on the person who won at trial
to keep track of the losing party’s assets. She opined that the
bill was not necessary since the trial court has the discretion
to |l essen the anmount of an appeal bond, as well as to increase
it; however, this fact is not recognized by the sponsor in any
of the supporting docunents. Ms. Sinonian stated that if a
conpany did not have the assets to post a bond on appeal and
could potentially face bankruptcy in order to do so, the conpany
could go to the trial court and request a | essor bond anount.

M5. SIMONIAN further explained that HB 103 would apply wth
equal force to business disputes. She referred to three
exanples in the conmttee materials in which businesses who | ost
were forced into bankruptcy. However, none of those cases
i nvolved personal injury or an individual plaintiff versus a
conpany situation. Instead, the <cases involved businesses
agai nst busi nesses. She opined that, in cases in which a
busi ness has a contract dispute with another business, the bil

woul d encourage the losing party to appeal, even if the |osing

party does not have a neritorious reason for appealing. She
warned that the business community nmay not understand that this
bill mght end wup hurting the business comunity since

[ busi nesses] would be tied up in the appellate process, even in
i nstances in which an appeal does not have any nerit.

2:11: 01 PM
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REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG referred to page [2], line 6, in the
proposed CS, Version E, that contains the phrase "dissipating
assets". He explained that "dissipating" inplies an action on
the part of the appellant and offered a hypothetical exanple in
which a conpany is falling into hard tinmes, but the conpany is
not taking action to dissipate assets. He opined that HB 103
woul d apply rather than having the exception apply. Thus, the
j udgnment coul d becone worthless even though the appellant is not
intentionally or negligently “dissipating assets.”

M5. SIMONI AN argued that is always the case. She cautioned the

body against the claimthat, without this bill, people who have
a judgnment against them would sonetinmes go into bankruptcy
because they can not afford the appeal bond. She said, “The

bottom line is that sonetinmes conpanies go into bankruptcy
because they can't afford to pay the judgnent that a jury has
said they owe, whether that's to an individual or to another

conpany." Ms. Sinonian advised that the claimthat this aspect
of the bill sonehow protects the party that won at trial is
illusory; in fact, if a party can prove by a preponderance of

the evidence that a conpany is intentionally dissipating assets,
the party can force that conpany to post a bond just by saying
it, and not providing a practical nmethod to do so, does not
provi de any protection at all.

MS. SI MONI AN t hen asked:

How is a person who has ... won at trial, whatever the
di spute nay be, whether it is a contract dispute or a
real estate dispute, ... supposed to prove by a

preponderance of the evidence that the party that | ost
is now trying to hide or dissipate its assets?
There's no way to prove that.

2:14:49 PM
REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG r emar ked:

If there is a |litigable issue of "intentiona
dissipation" and if the appellee bears the burden of
proof by a preponderance of the evidence, isn't that,
in essence, an action for fraud wthin the min
action? Aren’'t those basically the elenments you have
to prove to show a fraudul ent transfer?

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG then indicated the difficulty in
litigating a fraudulent transfer.
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M5. SIMONI AN agreed. In fact, in order to protect the judgnent,
the person would have to litigate a separate case and by passing
this bill, the commttee would inpose a whole new |evel of
l[itigation on both parties, which is essentially a fraudul ent
transfer case with the sanme standard of proof, which is a
preponderance of the evidence. She also pointed out that, in
order to access this sort of information, which is not public
information, the information would have to be in the context of
[itigation.

2:16:41 PM

CHAIR RAMRAS referred to the many letters of support in nenbers
files and asked whether she could explain their support for the
bill.

M5. SIMONIAN surmised that HB 103 was sold to supporters as a

bill of tort reform Thus, the business comunity is in support
of tort reform and the bill does nmake it easier for a business,
that has lost at trial, to appeal a case. However, the other

part of that equation is that this would also nake it easier for
a business that has lost to another business in a contract

di spute to nake a frivol ous appeal. Ms. Sinonian dism ssed the
idea of nmulti-mllion dollar judgnments driving businesses into
bankruptcy as unsubstanti at ed. In fact, the biggest judgnent

issued in the state of Alaska after trial was the John Ellsworth
v. Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated (CIRI) case, in which the
jury awarded each side mllions of dollars. Furthernore, had HB
103 been in effect at that tinme, one of the parties would have
been able to appeal the jury's decision wthout posting a bond
that was the amobunt of the judgnment agai nst them

M5. SIMONI AN presented a scenario in which a hotel owner sues
anot her party for defaulting on a contract and wi ns, then that
the conpany, regardless of the nerits of the appeal, would be
allowed to appeal w thout posting a bond in the anount of the
j udgment . The hotel owner would not only need to litigate the
appeal, but would need to litigate whether the conmpany is trying
to hide its assets to avoid paying the noney that they owe you

since they defaulted on their contract. She surm sed that the
|l etters of support canme from people who may not have understood
the inplications of the bill. She stated that she read sone of

the letters, which seened to have the msconception that
soneone’s right to trial was sonehow infringed and that this
bill would nmake it easier for a person to exercise his or her
right to trial
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CHAIR RAMRAS said, "Wth all due respect, M. Sinonian, as a
person in the private sector, than | fundanentally m sunderstand
this bill, because that's precisely the way | get it."

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG pointed out that the |anguage states
that the amount of the bond may not exceed the |esser anount of
$5 mllion, or 10 percent of the appellant's net worth. He
asked, in a case in which punitive danages are not at issue, but
the net worth of the conpany may be an issue, at the point of
trial, up to the time of judgnent, whether the bill would add a
| ayer of post trial discovery.

M5. SIMONI AN confirmed that post trial discovery wuld be added
since the party would never know a conpany’s net worth unless a

jury has decided that punitive damages are appropriate. She
opined that if punitive danages were not an issue, that HB 103
woul d require another layer of litigation in order to determ ne

whet her $5 million, or 10 percent of the conpany’s net worth, is
| ess.

2:22: 10 PM

REPRESENTATI VE CGRUENBERG then inquired as to whether M.
Si noni an was aware of cases in which an insurance conpany has
decided to appeal, not for the benefit of the insured, but
because an inportant point of insurance |aw is involved.

M5. SI MONI AN sai d yes.
REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG t hen renmar ked:

And does this then nmeasure who the real appellant is
because ... in an auto accident, and you've got person
A versus person B, who maybe is sinply, doesn't even
have anything except for a $50,000 policy ... but the
real issue is sonething that Allstate or State Farm or
Geico ... has areal interest in.

M5. SIMONIAN said that she was unsure. She opined that the
i nsurance conpany would argue to "look at the person and not the
i nsurance conpany." She said that she thought that the intent
of the bill was to protect the idea that a business should not
go into bankruptcy in order to appeal a decision; therefore,
| ooking at the insurer would underm ne the intent.
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REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG observed that the insurance conpany is
not a naned appellant or a naned appell ee.

M5. SIMONIAN concurred, adding that the judgnent would be
agai nst the assets of the insured, not of the insurance conpany.

REPRESENTATI VE COGHI LL, speaking as the sponsor of HB 103,
expressed his understanding that "the insurance is the set for
the bond, but the strict liability is on the appellant."”

M5. SIMONIAN said, "That is true if they're insured, typically
t he judgnent would only be the anpbunt they're insured ...."

REPRESENTATI VE COGHI LL then asked whether a conpany has ever had
to fight its insurance conpany to maintain the agreed bonding
requirenent.

M5. SIMONIAN indicated that she had not handled a case |ike
t hat .

2:26: 05 PM

REPRESENTATI VE COGHI LL, referring to the mtter of fairness,
asked whether it is appropriate for an appellant to dissipate
his or her assets.

MS. SI MONI AN sai d no.

REPRESENTATI VE COGHI LL then inquired as to whether the anount,
or the language in the bill, was disturbing in this rule change.

M5. SIMONI AN responded that the anmpunt is disturbing, and while
the | anguage is intended to ensure that there is not an abuse of
t he appel | ant process, she still has concerns about the bill.

REPRESENTATI VE COGHI LL questioned whether, during the appellant
process, the judgnent is in the hands of the court, and whether
there would be a separate trial or [the proceedings would be] a
part of the appeal process.

M5. SIMONI AN explained that, when a judgnent is entered, the
trial court is done and responsibility transfers to the
appel l ate court. However, the bill requires the parties to
continue to litigate before the trial court and sinultaneously
litigate the appeal.
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REPRESENTATI VE COCGHILL surmsed that the issues of "state and
ot her governnental entity,"” "intentionally dissipating assets,”
and "environnental disaster” becone problenmatic because they are
in a very different discovery node.

MS. SIMONI AN concurred, adding that an appellant is not allowed
to dissipate assets and so if there were no exception there
woul d be issues of fraud. She also stressed that an appell ant
would be required to reveal its financial records to the other
party throughout the years of the appeal process.

REPRESENTATI VE COGHI LL stated that the purpose is [to prevent]

an appeal that would immediately drive a conpany into
bankruptcy, yet maintain synpathy for the prevailing party.
There is also the attenpt to lower the limt of appeal and

est abl i sh saf eguar ds.

M5. SIMONI AN warned that the safeguards are intrusive and are
nearly inpossible to be effective in the realm of litigation,
because whoever won would have to beconme a watchdog over the
party that | ost.

2:32:59 PM

REPRESENTATI VE COGHI LL described his interest in |essening bond
requi renents, and explained that the bill 1is nodeled on
| egislation in other states. He asked whether the establishnment
of a cap on the anmount of bonds and the addition of performance
requi renents would still create problens. He then asked, "Do
you think that it should always be the value of the judgnment or
is there some place for a cap?”

M5. SIMONI AN explained that [the existing] rule has a built-in
mechani sm to ensure that an unfair result does not occur. She
rem nded the committee that the amount of the bond is at the
di scretion of the court and does not have to be equal to the

anount of the judgnent; in fact, a conmpany could present
information to the court and request a |ower anount. She
acknowl edged that unfair situations have occurred. Fur t her nor e,
a low cap on bonds would encourage frivolous appeals. MVs.

Si nonian said that the situation involving the Exxon Valdez is
an exanple of "playing the appellant gane,"” at the expense of
the parties who shoul d have been conpensated, for 20 years.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG noted that normally the federa

bankruptcy law protects a debtor, and a person who has a
judgment is just another type of creditor. He opined that the
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sponsors of the bill are seeking protection for debtors against
creditors. Recently, the federal governnent has sought to [imt
the protection that debtors have under the bankruptcy Act, and
the bill is counter to that.

[ Chair Ranras turned the gavel over to Vice Chair Dahl strom]
V5. SI MONI AN agr eed.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG also pointed out that those wth
j udgnment s agai nst them often delay [paynent], because the anount
of interest is far less than the value of the use of the noney.
He gave an illustrative exanple.

M5. SIMONIAN strongly agreed, and described the financial
advantages to a party that holds up a judgnent for several
years.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG t hen referred to Al aska Rules of G vi
Procedure, Rule 80, Bonds and Undertakings, and asked for its
effect in this circunstance.

MS. SI MONI AN said she had not considered its effect.

2:43: 15 PM

DYLAN C. BUCHHOLDT, Attorney, Pentlarge Law G oup, stated that
he represents plaintiffs in personal injury clains. He said
that he echoed many of M. Sinonian's coments and added that
the protections the bill was seeking are built-in the current
pr ocess. In addition, he pointed out that 97 percent of civi

cases are settled before trial and the renmining cases do not
warrant a change in the rules. Furthernore, he opined that the
present bond requirenment is the only "rock solid" way to protect
the judgnent because the other party would not have a way to
determ ne whether a dissipation of funds has occurred; in fact,
enactnent of the bill would force every appellee to imediately
file suit to protect their assets.

MR. BUCHHOLDT then spoke of the "environnmental disaster”
exception. Although this exception is the direct result of the
l[itigation involving the Exxon Valdez, there renmains the
guestion of whether other cases, such as those involving
catastrophic injuries to famlies, should also be excepted. M.
Buchhol dt concluded that the bill was really witten for the
benefit of big business, such as insurance conpanies, and he
encouraged the comrittee to table the bill.
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[Vice Chair Dahlstromreturned the gavel to Chair Ranras.]
2:48: 08 PM

M CHAEL J. SCHNEI DER, At t or ney, Law O fices of M chael
Schneider, P.C., inforned the conmttee that he has practiced
law in Anchorage for 33 years. He referred to his letter of
March 15, 2007, to Senator Huggins that addressed an identical
bill, SB 48. He joined with the comments of the two previous
wi tnesses and added that there would always be extrenely rare
instances, in the current system where outcomes prove to be
unfair. However, HB 103 would change a system that works wel
for everyone and have the system address "cases that are a few
standard deviations away from the main." M. Schneider also
stressed to the conmttee that the bill is terrible public
policy due to the fact that anyone, or any business, can be
drawn into litigation, and HB 103 would afford the |oser
"another bite at the apple" paid for by the public. M.
Schneider re-stated the avenues of relief that are already
afforded a party assessed a judgnent. He then concluded that
there was no reason for changes to a system that was fair to
all.

REPRESENTATI VE  GRUENBERG  poi nt ed out t hat t he bill IS
inconsistent in its use of the ternms "intentionally dissipating
assets" and "di ssipating assets.”

MR. SCHNEIDER said, "That would be a bad idea." He then
described the difficulty and the cost, after a judgment is
i ssued and the discovery period is over, to determ ne whether a
conpany is dissipating assets.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG stated that under existing rules, the
anount of the supersedeas bond is the anpunt of the judgment,
plus the costs on appeal, plus interest. However, the anount
required by HB 103 would only be the anobunt of the judgnent. He
then asked for an estimate of the difference in the anpunts.

MR. SCHNEI DER estimated that there would be a difference of 15-
20 percent.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG further asked how one would know
whet her costs were "outside the ordinary course of business."”

MR. SCHNEI DER conpared the statenent to "How many legal fairies
can dance on the head of a pin?"
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2:58: 57 PM

VI CTOR SCHWARTZ, Attorney, Private Sector Co-Chair, G vi
Justice Task Force, American Legislative Exchange Counci
(ALEC), disagreed with previous testinony that an appellant has
nothing to |ose, considering the anmount of the bond that could
be forfeited. Furthernore, 37 states already have a simlar
| aw, and no problens have been reported. He then stressed that
the right to appeal is an inportant right and the bill intends
to address cases in which a judge has nmade a significant error.

CHAI R RAMRAS cl osed public testinony on HB 103.

REPRESENTATI VE SAMUELS referred to page 3, lines 6 and 7, of the
bill that read:

(A) to awards in actions or proceedings in which the
state or another governnmental entity is a party;

REPRESENTATI VE SAMUELS than asked the representative for the
Anmerican Cancer Society the follow ng:

Wen | read that it seemed that that was the way to
get away from the issue of big tobacco and their
appeal bonds, which was an issue three or four years
ago, and I'm just wondering if you have an opinion on
t hat .

EMLY NENON, Director, Alaska Governnent Relations, American
Cancer Society (ACS), stated that she has not seen that version
of the bill.

3:03: 25 PM

CHAI R RAMRAS announced that HB 103, Version E, would be held
over.

HB 278 - SEX OFFENDER/ CHI LD Kl DNAPPER REG STRATI ON

3:03: 53 PM

CHAI R RAMRAS announced that the final order of business would be
HOUSE BILL NO 278, "An Act relating to sex offenders and child
ki dnappers. ™ [Before the commttee was the proposed conmttee
substitute (CS) for HB 278, Version 25-LS1104\E, Luckhaupt,
2/ 21/ 08, which had been adopted as the work draft on 3/13/08.]
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CHAIR RAMRAS recalled that previous discussion raised the
questions of whether people could be identified by their
"handl es” and whether clarification of the definition of
"I nternet conmunication identifier"” would be provided.

3:05:19 PM

REPRESENTATI VE BOB BUCH, Al aska State Legislature, speaking as
one of the joint prime sponsors of HB 278, concurred and asked
Representative Holnes to present Amendnent 1, an anmendnent
| abel ed 25-LS1104\E. 2, Luckhaupt, 3/17.08, which read:

Page 1, line 10, follow ng "address;"
| nsert "or"

Page 1, lines 11 - 14:
Delete all material and insert:

"(O establishment of an online identifier
or any <change to an online identifier; in this
subparagraph, "online identifier" has the neaning
given in AS 12.63.010;"

Page 3, lines 4 - 6:
Delete all material and insert:
"(I) each online identifier used by the sex
of fender or child kidnapper;"

Page 3, lines 16 - 17:

Del et e "el ectronic mai | addr ess, i nst ant
nessagi hg address, or other |Internet comuni cation”

I nsert "online"

Page 3, line 19:
Del ete "address or"

Page 3, following line 19:
Insert a new bill section to read:
"* Sec. 4. AS 12.63.010(f) is anmended to read:
"(f) In this section,

(1) “"correctional facility" has the neaning
given in AS 33. 30.901;

(2) "online identifier" nmeans any
el ectronic nmail address information or i nst ant
nessage, chat, social networking, or other simlar
| nternet communi cation nane, but does not a include
soci al security nunber, date of birth, or pin nunber."
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Renunber the followi ng bill sections accordingly.

Page 3, line 20:
Del ete "a new subsecti on”
| nsert "new subsecti ons"

Page 3, lines 23 - 24:

Delete "electronic or messagi ng address or
| nternet”

I nsert "online"

Page 3, line 24:
Del ete "address or"

Page 3, lines 26 - 27:

Delete "electronic or nmessaging addresses and
| nt ernet conmuni cati on"

I nsert "online"

Page 3, line 30:
Del ete "addresses or"

Page 3, following line 31:

I nsert a new subsection to read:

"()) In this section, "online identifier" has
t he neaning given in AS 12.63.010."

Page 4, line 11:

Delete "electronic or nessaging addresses or
| nt ernet comruni cati on”

| nsert "online"

Page 4, line 13:
Del ete "addresses and"

Page 4, lines 14 - 16:

Delete "electronic or nessaging address, or any
changes to those addresses, or the establishnent of an
| nt ernet comruni cation identifier,"

Insert "online identifier"”

Page 4, lines, 18 - 19:

Delete "electronic or nessaging addresses or
| nt ernet comruni cati on”

| nsert "online"
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Page 4, line 19:
Del ete "addresses and"

3:05:40 PM

REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES expl ained that Amendnent 1 is ained at
defining "online identifier"” and addi ng conform ng | anguage.

REPRESENTATI VE BUCH stated t hat Amendnent 1 answer ed
Representative Coghill's questions and was patterned after
Arizona's registration |aw.

CHAI R RAMRAS cl osed public testinony on HB 278.

REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES nade a notion to adopt Amendnent 1. There
bei ng no objection, Anmendnent 1 was adopt ed.

3:07:15 PM

REPRESENTATI VE DAHLSTROM noved to report the proposed commttee
substitute (CS) for HB 278, Version 25-LS1104\E, Luckhaupt,
2/ 21/ 08, as anended, out of commttee wth individual
recommendati ons and the acconpanying fiscal notes. There being
no objection, CSHB 278(JUD) was reported from the House
Judi ciary Standing Comm ttee.

ADJ OURNVENT

There being no further business before the commttee, the House
Judiciary Standing Conmittee neeting was adjourned at 3:07 p. m
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