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W TNESS REG STER
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Al aska State Legislature
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POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Presented SB 164 on behalf of the sponsor,
Senator MCuire.

JON COOK, Legislative Director

Al aska Auto Deal ers Associ ati on (AADA)

Anchor age, Al aska

PCSI TI ON  STATEMENT: Testified in support of SB 164 and
responded to questions.

CLYDE (ED) SNI FFEN, JR , Senior Assistant Attorney General
Commerci al / Fai r Busi ness Section

Cvil Division (Anchorage)

Depart ment of Law (DQL)

Anchor age, Al aska

POSI TI ON  STATEMENT: Provided comments and responded to
questions during discussion of SB 164.

REPRESENTATI VE LES GARA

Al aska State Legislature

Juneau, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: During discussion of SB 164, testified in
favor of Amendnent 1.

REPRESENTATI VE CARL GATTO

Al aska State Legislature

Juneau, Al aska

PCSI TI ON  STATEMENT: Provided coments during discussion of
SB 164.

ANNE CARPENETI, Assistant Attorney Ceneral

Legal Services Section
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Depart ment of Law (DQL)

Juneau, Al aska

PCOSI TI ON STATEMENT: During discussion of HB 323, presented the
proposed CS, Version E, on behalf of the admnistration, and
addr essed suggested anendnents.

CRAI G GOODRI CH, Fire Chief

Anchorage Fire Departnent (AFD)

Muni ci pality of Anchorage (MA)

Anchor age, Al aska

PCSI TI ON  STATEMENT: During discussion of HB 323, spoke in
support of Anmendnent 1 to Version E

RODNEY 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: Testified in support of HB 323.

ACTI ON NARRATI VE

CHAI R JAY RAMRAS called the House Judiciary Standing Conmmttee

nmeeting to order at 1:10:07 PM Representatives Coghill
Sanmuel s, Hol mes, Guenberg, Dahlstrom and Ranras were present
at the call to order. Representative Lynn arrived as the

nmeeting was in progress.

SB 164 - USED MOTOR VEHI CLE SALES

1: 10: 53 PM

CHAI R RAMRAS announced that the first order of business would be
CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 164(JUD), "An Act relating to disclosures
required for the sale of a used notor vehicle, including a
trailer, by a notor vehicle dealer.”

1: 11: 33 PM

TREVOR FULTON, Staff to Senator Lesil MGQuire, Alaska State
Legi slature, relayed on behalf of Senator MQuire, sponsor, that
SB 164 del etes obsol ete | anguage from statute and addresses sone
uni nt ended consequences of what he termed the "auto dealers
Act," and that the sponsor's intent is to do the aforenentioned
wi thout, in any way, reducing consuner protections. He offered
his wunderstanding that the provision of statute SB 164 is
proposing to repeal - AS 45.25.465(c) - is now no |onger of any
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benefit to dealers, consuners, or the state. Currently, AS
45. 25.465(c) requires that a dealer post, on the w ndow of all
hi s/ her used vehicles for sale, three disclosures: one, that
the vehicle is not subject to [the warranty provisions of AS
45.45.300 - 45.45.360, which he ternmed] "Alaska's lenmon |aw';
two, that the vehicle is not covered under a manufacturer's
warranty; and three, if applicable, that the vehicle was
originally manufactured for sale in a foreign country.

MR. FULTON offered his understanding that these disclosures were
originally mandated in response to an influx in Al aska's market
of used Canadian vehicles that were being sold as new The
mar ket has since corrected itself, and the practice that AS
45. 25.465(c) was intended to address is no longer an issue.
Furthernore, much of the information that this subsection (c)
mandates be posted is already made available to consuners as
they go through the process of purchasing a used vehicle. This
mandatory posting, he opined, is not only an inconvenience to
those in the business of selling used vehicles, but it may also
be leaving such dealers exposed to what he terned "dubious
| awsuits.” Not posting the information outlined in subsection
(c) would currently result in the comm ssion of an unfair trade
practice which could in turn allow for lawsuits that demand
trebl e danages and rei nbursenent of full |egal costs regardl ess
t hat consuners haven't suffered any actual harm or damages.

MR. FULTON rel ayed that the sponsor feels that this issue should

be revisited because t he af orement i oned provi si on IS
unnecessarily burdening Al aska businesses. Subsection (c) no
| onger provides the consunmer protections it once did, and now
nmerely places unnecessary requirenents on auto dealers. I n

concl usion, he urged the conmttee to support SB 164.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG rel ayed that he was the author of AS
45. 25.465(c), and that it was not neant to address only the used

Canadi an car issue; instead, it's purpose was to provide
consuner protection via full disclosure of information on the
wi ndows of the used cars being sold. At the time that this

provision was adopted, menbers were aware that anot her
provi sion, AS 45.25.470, already required notor vehicle dealers
to disclose in witing, at the time of purchase, whether a notor
vehicle was originally manufactured for sale in a foreign
country. The three disclosures required by AS 45.25.465 were
meant to be displayed - via a small form a sanple of which is
included in nmenbers' packets - on the wi ndows of all used cars
being sold, as opposed to being provided to prospective buyers
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only at the time of actual purchase. He acknow edged that the
af orenenti oned "l enon | aw' only applies to new vehicl es.

1:18: 39 PM

JON COOK, Legislative Director, Al aska Auto Deal ers Association
(AADA), after relaying that he supports SB 164, said he's
experi enced the repercussions of having to post the disclosures
requi red by AS 45.25.465(c), and characterized them as confusing
to both dealers and custoners and as redundant. He too noted
that the warranty provisions of the "lenon law' only apply to
new vehicles and not used vehicles, and that notor vehicle
deal ers must already disclose to the custoner in witing if a
motor vehicle was originally manufactured for sale in a foreign
country. Wth regard to the latter disclosure, he opined that
it doesn't matter that such disclosure is nmade only at the tine
of purchase, as opposed to having it posted on the w ndow of the
vehi cl e, because the disclosure is still present. He pointed
out that dealers are required by the Federal Trade Conmm ssion
(FTC) to post a large, what he called an "As Is" sticker [titled
"BUYERS GUIDE'] on a used car which discloses that the car
either does have a warranty or doesn't have a warranty, and that
this sticker nust be signed and retained by the custoner at the
time of purchase.

MR COOK again characterized the disclosures required by
subsection (c) as redundant, and said he is not sure why deal ers
should be required to post a disclosure on a used car that it
isn't covered under the "lenon |aw' when that |aw doesn't apply
to any used cars and never did. He offered his belief that
litigation won't be barred just because the custoner hasn't
suffered any actual harm He relayed that currently there is

ongoing litigation over not displaying the aforenmentioned
di scl osures, and offered his understanding that this litigation
won't be affected by the bill. The fact that a business can be

sued for not displaying such disclosures is of no benefit to
anybody, though it does put businesses at risk of going out of
busi ness. Referring to the aforenmentioned Ilitigation, he
offered his belief that because the entity that's being sued is
a publicly traded conpany, it can afford to go through the
litigation process and renmain solvent. However, nobst nenbers of
the AADA are small, l|ocally-owned, famly businesses, and if any
of them were to be simlarly sued, he remarked, they would
either be put out of business or would never be able to get
i nsured agai n.
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MR. COCOK, in conclusion, said "This sticker ... puts Al aska
businesses at risk ... for sonething that provides no benefits
to dealers, the consuners, or the state of Al aska."

1: 23: 26 PM

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG pointed out that the purpose of
subsection (c) was not to provide a vehicle for suing dealers -
the aforenentioned litigation was sinply a result of "making it
an unfair trade practice"; again, the purpose in offering that
provision of law was to provide notice to consumers. He
surm sed that M. Cook doesn't object to providing such notice.

MR. COCOK concurred, adding that he believes that dealers do
provi de sufficient disclosures, though such disclosures nmay not
be posted on the vehicle. At issue, he surmised, is how often
the sanme thing should be disclosed. "I am for, and our
association is for, full disclosure,” he said, adding that he
knows that it was not the intent of subsection (c) to engender
l[itigation, but that is what has occurred.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG observed that the "lenmon |aw' provides
very inportant protections for consuners, and so the fact that
it doesn't apply to a used vehicle mght be extrenely inportant
to a particular consuner. |If SB 164 becones |law, then consuners
will no longer be informed that the "lenon |aw' doesn't apply.
Wy, he asked, would [dealers] not want people to know that
fact.

MR. COOK opined that since the "lenon law' only applies to new
vehicles and only addresses the relationship between the
consuner and the manufacturer, there is no reason to disclose
that fact on a wused vehicle. To him he added, the nost
inportant thing to disclose is whether the car conmes with a
warranty, and that is disclosed via the aforenentioned sticker.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG questioned how many custoners actually
know that the "lenon |law' only applies to new vehicl es.

1:28:16 PM

MR. COOK said he's never had a custoner attenpt to neke the
"l enon | aw' apply to a used vehicle.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG pointed out that that doesn't nean it

hasn't been brought up by soneone at sone point. On the issue
of whether a car is manufactured for sale in Canada, he said
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that the purpose of having disclosure of such a fact in the
wi ndow of the car is so that the custonmer could have that
informati on before he/she chooses a car. Why shoul d a custoner
be denied that disclosure until he/she is in the mnmddle of
purchasing a particul ar vehicle?

MR COOK said that there are a variety of required disclosures
that aren't provided until the tinme of purchase, and that he is
not sure that having information, before the actual purchase,
that a car was nmanufactured for sale in another country wll
i mpact the customer's decision  when choosi ng a car.
Furthernore, there is nothing stopping dealers from naking that
same disclosure as required by AS 45.25.470 via posting
sonmething on the wi ndow of the car as opposed to making it in
witing at the tine of purchase.

REPRESENTATI VE CGRUENBERG, on the issue of disclosing whether a
vehicle has a warranty, said that obviously Congress felt that

such disclosure - on every vehicle and in big letters - was
i nportant, because it enacted federal law to that effect. He
added:

| know you want to deny any additional [disclosure]

on that under state |aw | am ... very surprised
to hear you take the position you have know ng that
[the] public now wants to be fully infornmed when they
buy najor purchases, wants full disclosure, and is
al ways vary wary when they buy used [cars]. And |
woul d think that having this sticker on the car would
be to the dealers' protection because then the
custoner could not say later, if they ever sued the
deal er, that they weren't inforned. The deal er woul d
say, "Sure you were infornmed - this sticker was on the
car." That would provide you wth a great |egal
def ense, possibly sunmmary judgnent in your favor, and
now you want to take the sticker off and you' re going
to potentially get the dealer into lawsuits, and they
won't have the printed proof that would give you a
really good defense. Have you fully considered that
this is really as much for the dealer's protection, if
they're sued, as it is for the custoner?

MR. COOK said he has considered that point, but feels that the
l[itigation risk is increased "by having this second sticker,"
and he again noted that there is <class action |litigation
occurring now as a result of the current disclosure |aw
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REPRESENTATI VE SAMUELS asked what percentage of used cars are
sold through deal erships as opposed to being sold directly by
the current owner , and whether there are any consuner
protections in place for sonmeone who buys a used car directly
fromthe current owner.

MR. COOK declined to answer.

REPRESENTATI VE SAMUELS noted that the aforenentioned "As |[s"
sticker specifically states whether there is a warranty.

MR. FULTON concurred, and reiterated that that sticker s
required to be posted on all used vehicles being sold at a
deal er shi p.

MR. COOK said dealers post that sticker on one of the car's
W ndows. In response to a question, he acknow edged that
occasionally that particular w ndow can get rolled down and the
sticker peeled off.

CHAI R RAMRAS recapped M. Cook's concerns/conments.
1:38:43 PM

CLYDE (ED) SN FFEN, JR, Senior Assistant Attorney General,
Commercial/Fair Business Section, Cvil D vision (Anchorage),
Department of Law (DOL), relayed that when AS 45.25.465(c) was
enacted, the DOL had had the understanding that it was ainmed at
the current-nodel used-vehicle market Bbecause those wused
vehicles |ook remarkably Iike new vehicles and - under Title 8
at that tinme - could only be sold by a dealer that also sold new
vehicles, so there was a potential for deception regarding that
specific type of used vehicle. He acknow edged Representative
Gruenberg's point that instead that provision was actually
intended to apply to all used vehicles, and apol ogi zed for the
DOL's m sunderstanding as expressed in his letter to the sponsor
dated 2/19/08. He said he does not disagree with Representative
Gruenberg's conments in that regard.

MR. SNIFFEN explained that in 2006, Title 8 was anended to
remove all reference to current nodel [used] vehicles, and so
now a used car at a dealership is considered to be a used car
regardl ess of whether it is a current nodel and only has a very

few mles on it. One option that the DOL considered was to
develop a definition of "current nodel vehicle," but doing so
proved conplicated and cunbersone. In looking at the statutes

nore closely, it seened that all the protections provided by
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posting the aforenmentioned information as required by AS
45. 25.465(c) were already being provided under other statutes.
He said he agrees that wthout having information posted that
the "lenon law' didn't apply to wused vehicles, consuners
woul dn"t know that, but added that that is not generally a
source of consuner conplaints for his office. He said that no
other state, that he is aware of, requires dealers to inform
custoners of the application of the "lenon law," which is tied
to the manufacture's warranty. The box in the buyers guide
whi ch states that the consunmer is buying the car as is without a
warranty somewhat gives the consunmer notice that there is no
warranty and thus no "l enon | aw' protection.

MR. SNIFFEN, on the issue of vehicles manufactured for sale in
Canada, offered his wunderstanding that alnost all Anerican
manufacturers will now honor the warranties on such vehicles, so
the problem that was being experienced five or six years ago is
no |onger an issue. He said he wunderstands Representative
Gruenberg's argunent that consunmers mght want to know right up
front - via a notice posted on the wi ndow - whether a particular
vehicle they are looking at has been manufactured for sale
outside of the U S ; however, the view at the DOL is that having
that information in witing somewhere in the docunents provided
at the time of purchase is sufficient. He said that he is al
for providing as much consuner protection as possible, but the
di sclosures required by AS 45.25.465(c) do seem to be nore
duplicative and redundant than useful.

MR. SNIFFEN, in conclusion, relayed that the DOL thinks that
SB 164 will elimnate that provision's unintended consequence of
engendering class action | awsuits.

1:45:16 PM

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG observed that the penalty section of
the Alaska Unfair Trade Practices and Consumer Protection Act
covers 40-50 different unfair trade practices, but the penalty
provisions aren't wuniform and in sonme cases are what he
characterized as quite draconian. When debating the inclusion
of AS 45.25.465(c) into law, there was discussion, he recalled,
that it would nmake the failure to post notice on a used vehicle
subject to the Alaska Unfair Trade Practices and Consuner
Protection Act, but there wasn't nuch discussion regardi ng what
woul d constitute a separate offense. |If indeed, under that Act,
the failure to put a sticker on each vehicle would be considered
a separate offense and lead to a $500 penalty being assessed for
each car and result in a very large total fine - particularly in
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situations involving large dealerships - that was not his
intention, he relayed, and thus he would strongly support
changing the Alaska Unfair Trade Practices and Consuner
Protection Act. However the industry didn't seeminterested in
pur sui ng that renedy.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG said he'd thought that it was the
policy of the Al aska Unfair Trade Practices and Consuner
Protection Act and the State of Alaska to provide ful
di scl osure and consumer protection, and so he doesn't see "any
good public policy" in repealing "this" warning to the
CONSuUNers. Representati ve G uenberg asked M. Sniffen, as the
protector of the Al askan consuner, to explain why it would be
good public policy to strip away the public's right to know via
"this tiny sticker."

MR. SN FFEN said that he doesn't view the use of such a sticker
as a bad thing, and that it is the position of [the DCOL] to
provi de consuners as nuch protection as possible, but he doesn't
know that "this particular sticker" provides so much extra
consuner protection that its Jlack would be detrinental
particularly given all the other disclosures that are already
being required by a law, though he doesn't have a problem with
continuing to require the posting of such a sticker on used
vehicles. Again, it just seened as though the sticker required
by AS  45.25.465(c) provi ded r edundant and duplicative
i nformati on.

1:48: 45 PM

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG characterized the renoval of that
provision as just one possible solution to the perceived
problem and acknow edged that the dealers do have a problem
because of the draconian penalty. But why not find sone other
solution that doesn't "throw the baby out with the bath water,"
he asked. Why not turn this into a win-win scenario, keep the
consuner protection, and deal wth the penalty provision?
Wul dn't that be fairer and nore just?

MR. SN FFEN said that that would certainly be another approach
to addressing the problem and that the DOL would certainly
revi ew such | egislation

CHAIR RAMRAS, after ascertaining that one else wshed to
testify, closed public testinony on SB 164.

1:49: 47 PM
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REPRESENTATIVE HOLMES nade a notion to adopt Anendnent 1
| abel ed 25-LS0867\M 1, Bannister, 3/28/08, which read:

Page 1, line 1, followng "Act":
Insert "limting notor vehicle dealer charges for
fees and costs; and"

Page 1, following line 3:

Insert a new bill section to read:

"* Section 1. AS 45.25.440 is anended to read:

Sec. 45. 25. 440. Addi ti onal fees and costs
[ ADVERTI SED PRICE]. (a) When selling a notor vehicle,
a nmotor vehicle dealer may not charge any dealer fees
or costs in addition to the advertised or negotiated
price, except for

(1) fees actually paid to a state agency
for licensing, registration, or title transfers;

(2) charges for optional equipnent, for
substantial additions to the notor vehicle, for
warranties, for services, and for style, design, or
color features [, UNLESS THE FEES OR COSTS ARE
| NCLUDED | N THE ADVERTI SED PRI CE] .

(b) In this section, "dealer fees or costs"
i ncl udes deal er preparation fees, docunent preparation
fees, surcharges, charges, and other dealer-inposed
fees and costs."

Page 1, line 4:
Del ete "Section 1"
| nsert "Sec. 2"

Renunber the follow ng bill sections accordingly.
Page 1, line 8:
Del ete "sec. 1"
| nsert "sec. 2"
Page 1, line 14:
Del ete "sec. 1"
| nsert "sec. 2"
CHAI R RAMRAS obj ect ed.
REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES expl ained that Amendnent 1 pertains to

docunent fees, and would require dealers, should they choose to
charge docunent fees, to include those fees as part of either

HOUSE JUD COW TTEE -12- March 28, 2008



the advertized price of a vehicle or the negotiated price of a
vehi cl e. Amendnment 1 won't preclude dealers from charging
docunent fees; instead, dealers will sinply have to notify the
consuner that a portion of the advertized or negotiated price
i ncludes docunment fees, as opposed to nmaking such fees
additional to the advertized or negotiated price.

1:52: 54 PM

REPRESENTATI VE LES GARA, Al aska State Legislature, after
relaying that the text of Amendnent 1 is included in other
pending |l egislation, offered his understanding that M. Sniffen
would be able to address the nerits of Anmendnent 1 and that
Representative Gatto has been "victimzed by the [docunent] fee
process in the past."” Representative Gara said that the problem
is that there are car dealers in the industry who seek to gain
an advantage over consuners by adding docunent fees to the
advertised or negotiated price. He said he doesn't have a
problem with deal ers chargi ng whatever they deem necessary, but
is opposed to the practice of adding extra fees after the price
has been agreed upon, because then the consumer is forced to pay
that extra amount even though it was not sonething he/she was
taking into consideration when negotiating the price.

CHAI R RAMRAS argued that the consuner could instead sinply take
hi s/ her business elsewhere; that's sinply an aspect of doing
business in the private sector.

REPRESENTATI VE GARA argued that that's not possible when every
deal er engages in the sanme practice.

The commttee took an at-ease from1:58 p.m to 2:01 p. m
2:01:08 PM

REPRESENTATI VE GARA said that [Amendnent 1] is intended to
"l evel the playing field so that dealers don't engage [in] what
| consider to be an untoward negotiating strategy towards a
consuner." He went on to say:

By adding the [docunent] fee after they negotiate a
price, and by every dealer in the city doing that -
and | think virtually every deal er does that though I
have heard that sonme dealers are now advertizing 'No

[ docunent] fees' - ... when nost of the dealers you go
to do the sane thing, it really doesn't help to be
able to walk [away from ... one car dealer and go to
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another lot and have to deal with the same thing. So
| consider the [docunent] fee strategy a deceptive
one. The attorney general's office has fought it in
the past, and ... this legislature passed a |aw back
in the 1990s to ban the practice, but it was witten
in a way where this is what's left as a |oophole:
you're not allowed, under the interpretation of that
[law] ... to charge a [docunent] fee in addition to
the advertized price but you can charge it once you
nove off the advertized price and it becones the
negoti ated price.

REPRESENTATIVE GARA relayed that he wll be asking that
Amrendnent 1 be withdrawn after the commttee has had the chance
to debate it, and indicated that he would be offering this sane
anmendnent when SB 164 is heard on the House fl oor

REPRESENTATI VE SAMUJELS offered his belief that various types of
private-sector retail businesses seek to get custoners to pay as
much as possible, and opined that in the case of buying a car,
it is the responsibility of the consuner to refuse to pay nore
t han he/she negotiates with the car deal er

2:07:16 PM

REPRESENTATI VE CARL GATTO, Alaska State Legislature, relayed
that in one instance, he'd gone to a car dealer to buy a brand
new Subaru advertized for $19,995.95, but when he got ready to
make the purchase, the taxes, licensing fees, and docunent fees
were all lunped together as an additional charge. After telling
the dealer that he didn't want to pay the docunent fees because
he wasn't buying the car on credit, the dealer told him that he
was required to charge the docunent fees. Representative Gatto
said he paid the docunent fees at the tine, but then later
| earned that what the dealer had said was not true and that
docunent fees were sinply an addition to the bill.

REPRESENTATI VE GATTO rel ayed that in another instance he'd gone
to a different car dealer to buy a used car and the same thing
occurred: even though the car dealer was not required to charge

docunent fees, he clainmed that he was. Representative Gatto
said that in each case, he was told that he was required to pay
docunent fees. He characterized this practice as deceiving the
cust oner. Representative Gatto noted that during another

commttee hearing, the coment was nade that docunent fees are
sinply part of the car dealer's additional profit.
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CHAI R RAMRAS again said that the consuner could sinply refuse to
purchase the product, adding his belief that that's just the way
the free market operates - consuners have the choice to not
participate in a particular transaction.

REPRESENTATI VE LYNN opi ned, however, that purposeful deception
i s not acceptabl e.

CHAI R RAMRAS argued that that's not what is occurring when car
deal ers charge docunent fees.

REPRESENTATI VE GATTO poi nted out, though, that when a car dealer
says chargi ng docunent fees is required when in fact it is not,
that is deceptive, and that he is unable to sinply pick another
Subaru dealer to do business with because there aren't any
others within a 500 mle radius. He opined that car dealers
ought to have sone obligation to be conpletely up-front and say,
if asked, that document fees are what they charge everybody so
as to nake an additional profit.

CHAI R RAMRAS opi ned that Representative Gatto should sinply pick
a different nmake of car next tinmne.

[ Fol | owi ng was a brief discussion regarding other |egislation.]
REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES wi t hdrew Anmendnent 1
2:20: 05 PM

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG, nentioning that he'd attenpted to get
an anmendnent crafted but was unable to do so, said he opposes
nmoving SB 164 from commttee and will be [signing "Do Not Pass”
on the bill report].

REPRESENTATI VE DAHLSTROM noved to report CSSB 164(JUD) out of

commttee with individual recomendations and the acconpanying
fiscal notes.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG obj ect ed.

A roll call vote was taken. Representatives Sanuels, Lynn,
Hol nes, Dahlstrom Coghill, and Ramras voted in favor of
reporting CSSB 164(JUD) from commttee. Representati ve
Gruenberg voted against it. Therefore, CSSB 164(JUD) was

reported from the House Judiciary Standing Commttee by a vote
of 6-1.
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HB 323 - CRIM NAL LAW PROCEDURE: QOWNI BUS BI LL

2:21: 13 PM

CHAI R RAMRAS announced that the final order of business would be
HOUSE BILL NO. 323, "An Act relating to the crinmes of assault in
the fourth degree and of resisting or interfering with arrest;
relating to the determnation of time of a conviction; relating
to offenses concerning controlled substances; relating to
i ssuance of search warrants; relating to persons found
i nconpetent to stand trial concerning crimnal conduct; relating
to probation and to restitution for fish and game violations;
relating to aggravating factors at sentencing; relating to
crimnal extradition authority of the governor; renoving the
statutory bar to prosecution of certain crimes; anending Rule
37(b), Alaska Rules of Crimnal Procedure, relating to execution
of warrants; and providing for an effective date."

The conmttee took an at-ease from2:21 p.m to 2:28 p. m

[Following was a brief discussion regarding how the comittee
woul d be proceeding. ]

2:29:34 PM

REPRESENTATI VE DAHLSTROM noved [to adopt] the proposed comittee
substitute (CS) for HB 323, Version 25-GH2038\E, Luckhaupt,
3/25/08, [as the work draft]. There being no objection, Version
E was before the conmittee.

2:29: 47 PM

ANNE CARPENETI, Assistant Attorney GCeneral, Legal Services
Section, Crimnal Division, Departnent of Law (DOL), explained
that Sections 1 and 2 of Version E go hand-in-hand and require
pawn brokers - or people who | end noney on secondhand itenms - in
municipalities with over 5,000 residents to maintain their
transaction records in an electronic format. She added that the
DCOL is considering asking that these provisions be anended such
that those electronic records shall be shared wth the
Departnment of Public Safety (DPS) should the DPS request them
The purpose of these provisions is to help victinms of property
crinmes find their stolen property.

M5. CARPENETI explained that Section 3 of Version E provides

that a third [or subsequent] m sdeneanor injury assault within a
10-year period would be a class C felony instead of just a class
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A m sdeneanor. The drafter, who'd suggested this change,
drafted it as part of the statute pertaining to assault in the
third degree; this makes a |lot of sense, she opined, "because
then you don't need to go back to [the statute pertaining to]
assault in the fourth degree and include all the conformng
amendnents. "

2:32: 14 PM

REPRESENTATI VE SAMJELS asked whether Sections 3 and 4 are
simlar to provisions included in another piece of |egislation
pertaining to donestic violence (DV)

M5. CARPENETI said these provisions do sonething simlar but in
a different way, and indicated that the DOL prefers the |anguage
of HB 323 [Version E] because the DOL is concerned that under
the other legislation, different judges wll treat simlarly-
situated people differently. In response to a question, she
rel ayed that the sponsor of that other legislation is aware of
the DOL's concern and is wlling to work cooperatively to
alleviate it.

REPRESENTATI VE SAMUJELS suggested that the provisions in that
ot her piece of legislation be changed to resenble Sections 3 and
4 of HB 323 [Version E] so that the underlying policy is adopted
regardl ess of which bill passes.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG, referring to Sections 1 and 2 of
Version E, said he wants to nmke sure that they don't violate
the single subject rule, since they don't appear to pertain to
crim nal statutes.

M5. CARPENETI posited that Sections 1 and 2 woul d probably pass
such a challenge because both relate to the investigation of
stol en property.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG asked Ms. Carpeneti to provide a |egal
opinion to that effect.

M5. CARPENETI agreed to do so.
REPRESENTATI VE CGRUENBERG posited that such an opinion may help
the courts see that that issue was considered by the

| egi sl ature.

2:36:44 PM
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M5. CARPENETI, turning attention back to Section 3, said that
the predicate crimes would include homcide, assault, felony

assault, physical injury assault - not including fear assault -
assault on an wunborn child, stalking, and first and second
degree sexual assault and sexual abuse [of a mnor]. Section 4

is a conformng anmendnent that directs the courts with regard to
what the legislature nmeans in terns of what constitutes a
convi cti on.

M5. CARPENETI explained that Version E's Section 5, which was

suggested by Representative Ranras - addresses the problem of
peopl e stealing property from a comercial establishnent without
the property having been concealed; it will allow a person to be
detained and investigated even if the property he/she is
attenpting to walk away with is not conceal ed. She indicated
that [Section 6 of Version E mirrors Section 3] of the origina
bill; that Section 7 [of Version E mrrors Section 5 of the
original bill] but also adds the drug zopiclone - comonly
called "Lunesta" - to the list of schedule IVA controlled

substances; and that Sections 8 and 9 of Version E mrror
[ Sections 6 and 7] of the original bill.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG [referring to Section 8] asked whether
there is any constitutional problem with a court issuing a
search warrant for property located outside [the court's]
jurisdiction.

MS. CARPENETI said she doesn't believe there is, though problens
mght arise in the other jurisdiction with regard to enforcing
such a search warrant. [ The problem Section 8 is neant to
address] is that sone judges don't feel confortable issuing a
search warrant for property Jlocated outside their court's
jurisdiction, and Section 8 would specifically outline in
statute that it is acceptable to do so. In response to a
guestion, she agreed to furnish the commttee with exanples of
such cases, again adding her belief that any problens [resulting
from the adoption of Section 8 would stem from an enforcenent
issue and not a constitutional issue. In response to another
question, she explained that even under Section 8, one would
still have to conply with the requirenments currently pertaining
to the issuing of search warrants, such as establishing probable
cause. In response to comments and a question, she el aborat ed:

If the place where you were going to be [searching]
refused to cooperate, then you would have to go to a
court in the other jurisdiction and ask them to give
full faith and credit and issue their own ... order.
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But this arises mainly in [child] pornography cases

[wherein Internet providers] are perfectly wlling
to give us their records [but] they need a piece of
paper, and that's why [the DOL is proposing Section
8] . If they want to see a search warrant or a
subpoena, we can't get a subpoena 'til there's a court
case going on, so we need the ability to ask for a
search warrant.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG said he just wants to ensure that no
one will nove to quash "on that basis."

M5. CARPENETI pointed out that that can't be prevented - people
can say whatever they want and file any notion they want.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG cl arified that he doesn't want a court
to i ssue an order quashing a case.

2:42: 54 PM

M5. CARPENETI went on to explain that Sections 10, 11, 12, [21,
and 22] of Version E are simlar to [Sections 8, 9, 10, 19, and

20 of] the original bill, but the DOL has worked with the Ofice
of Public Advocacy (OPA) and the Public Defender Agency (PDA) to
address their concerns. These sections deal wth situations

i nvol ving persons who are charged with a serious crinme but are
i nconpetent to be tried, and the goal is to ensure that they are
treated in as fair a manner as possible while also protecting
the public. The language of the original bill provided for
mandat ory evaluation and treatnment for all people who are found
i nconpetent, whereas the |anguage of Version E provides for
mandatory evaluation and treatnent for only those charged wth
f el oni es.

M5. CARPENETI explained that Section 13 of Version E has been
ratcheted down a bit from what it was [as Section 11 of the
original bill] by saying that the court can order probation for
an offense under Title 11 or Title 16 but not necessarily for a
violation under other titles. Sections 14 and 15 of Version E
are simlar to language included in the original bill. Secti on
16 of Version E is a bit different than [Section 17 of the
original bill] in that now the governor may only appoint either
the lieutenant governor or the head of a principal departnment to
act on the governor's behalf in performng extradition duties.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG guesti oned whet her t he u. S
Constitution contains a provision regarding extradition, whether
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extradition under such a provision must be perforned by the
chief executive, and, if so, whether such a provision would
allow the Alaska state legislature to provide the governor wth
the ability to del egate that duty.

MS. CARPENETI said her research supports the del egation of that
duty, and offered to provide the conmttee with substantiating
case citations.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG suggested that she sinply include them
in the | egal opinion she'll be providing.

M5. CARPENETI agreed to do so. She then noted that the DOL has
suggested a change in a Senate bill's version of this provision
that specifies that the delegation and subsequent action is on
the governor's behalf and at his/her direction so that he/she
remains principally responsible. That [|anguage is based on
Oregon | aw and has been upheld in Oregon. The DOL reviews every
extradition in which Alaska is involved, and isn't aware of any
other state wherein the governor actually signs the extradition
docunents hi nsel f/ hersel f.

2:46:32 PM

M5. CARPENETI explained that Sections 17 and 18 are new
provisions that anend the statute of Ilimtations for post-
conviction relief applications fromtwo years to one year; this
proposed change wll mke the statutes pertaining to post-
conviction relief wuniform with regard to their statute of
[imtations. She added that the DOL has worked with the PDA and
the OPA on these provisions. She indicated that these
provisions require the inclusion of [an indirect court rule
amendnent] found later in the bill.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG, referring to Section 17, asked whet her
there wll be exceptions to the proposed one-year statute of
[imtations.

MS. CARPENETI said that there are several exceptions such as one
pertaining to newly discovered evidence, but if an exception
doesn't apply, then the statute of limtations will be one year.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG nentioned the standard set out in
Salinas v. State, 373 P.2d 512 (Al aska 1962), which he called
the main first case addressing notions for a newtrial.
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M5. CARPENETI then relayed that Section 25 of Version E has been
changed from [Section 22 of] the original version in that now
the warrant shall be executed and returned within 30 days as
opposed to just within a reasonable tine.

2:49: 08 PM

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG asked what provisions of |aw are being
repeal ed by Sections 23 and 24 of Version E

M5. CARPENETI relayed that those sections repeal provisions that
were being repealed [via Section 21 of] the original bill.
Under Version E, Section 23 repeals a provision of statute in
order to conform to the change being made [via Section 9 of
Version E], the bill's "tel ephonic" search warrant provisions,
and Section 24 repeals the existing bar against the state going
forward with a crimnal prosecution of a crimnal act when that
act has already been prosecuted by the federal governnent. She
of fered that even though such prosecutions by the state wouldn't
come up very often - and the state would still have to conply
W th certain tinmeline requi renents/restrictions - it's
important, for the sovereignty of the state of Alaska, to pursue
crinmes against its own laws and not be usurped by the federal

gover nment . In response to a question, she said that the issue
of double jeopardy only arises in instances of two prosecutions
by the sane sovereignty. In response to another question, she

offered her belief that a conviction in federal court could not
be used as evidence in a state prosecution.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG questi oned whether, under the bill, an
"ex post facto" issue would arise should the state choose to
pursue those [l egislators] who' ve recently been convicted by the
federal governnent of bribery.

M5. CARPENETI opined that such an issue would arise because of
the effective date of the bill. In response to a question, she
indicated that in order for simlar cases in the future to be
prosecuted by both the federal governnent and the state, the
acts would al so have to be illegal under state | aw.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG questioned whether the state should
enact |laws prohibiting acts such as noney | aunderi ng.

M5. CARPENETI said that mght not be a bad idea, but she would
prefer to give that concept further consideration.

2:56: 41 PM
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REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG referred to Anendnent 1 to Version E,
| abel ed 25- GH2038\ E. 2, Luckhaupt, 3/27/08, which read:

Page 1, line 2, followng "felons;":
| nsert "rel ating to arson and crimnally
negl i gent burning;"

Page 4, following line 10:

Insert new bill sections to read:

"* Sec. 7. AS 11.46.410(a) is anended to read:

(a) A person comrits the crime of arson in the
second degree if the person know ngly [|NTENTI ONALLY]
damages a building by starting a fire or causing an
expl osi on.

* Sec. 8. AS 11.46 is anended by adding a new
section to read:

Sec. 11.46.427. Crimnally negligent burning in
the first degree. (a) A person conmts the crine of
crimnally negligent burning in the first degree if
t he person

(1) violates AS 11.46.430; and

(2) has been previously convicted of
violating AS 11.46.400 - 11.46.430 or AS 41.15.150 or
a law or ordinance of this or another jurisdiction
with elenments simlar to those offenses.

(b) Crimnally negligent burning in the first
degree is a class C fel ony.

* Sec. 9. AS 11.46.430 is anended to read:

Sec. 11.46.430. Crimnally negligent burning in
the second degree. (a) A person conmits the crime of
crimnally negligent burning in the second degree if
with crimnal negligence the person danages property
of another by fire or expl osion.

(b) Crimnally negligent burning in the second
degree is a class A m sdeneanor."”

Renunber the followi ng bill sections accordingly.

Page 6, following line 19:
Insert a new bill section to read:
"* Sec. 17. AS 12.55.127(c) is anended to read:
(c) |If the defendant is being sentenced for
(1) escape, the term of inprisonnment shal
be consecutive to the termfor the underlying crineg;
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(2) two or nore crimes under AS 11.41, a
consecutive term of inprisonnment shall be inposed for
at | east

(A the mandatory mninum term under
AS 12.55.125(a) for each additional <crine that is
murder in the first degree;

(B) the mandatory mninmum term for each
additional crinme that is an unclassified felony
governed by AS 12.55.125(b);

(O the presunptive term specified in

AS 12.55.125(c) or the active term of inprisonnent,
whi chever is less, for each additional crine that is

(1) mansl aughter; or

(1i) kidnapping that is a class A fel ony;

(D) two years or the active term of
i mprisonnment, whichever is less, for each additional
crime that is crimnally negligent hom cide;

(E) one-fourth of the presunptive term
under AS 12.55.125(c) or (i) for each additional crine
that is sexual assault in the first degree under
AS 11.41.410 or sexual abuse of a mnor in the first
degr ee under AS 11.41. 434, or an attenpt,
solicitation, or conspiracy to conmt those offenses;
and

(F) some additional term of inprisonment
for each additional crine, or each additional attenpt
or solicitation to conmt the offense, under
AS 11.41.200 - 11.41. 250, 11.41.420 - 11.41. 432,

11.41.436 - 11.41.458, [OR] 11.41.500 - 11.41.520, or
AS 11.46.400 - 11.46.430."

Renunber the followi ng bill sections accordingly.

Page 11, |ine 21:
Delete "secs. 17 and 18"
| nsert "secs. 21 and 22"

Page 11, |ine 22:
Del ete "sec. 19"
| nsert "sec. 23"

Page 11, |ine 28:

Delete "Sections 3, 4, 7, 13 - 15, 20, and 24"

| nsert "Sections 3, 4, 7 - 10, 16 - 18, 24, and
28"

Page 12, line 3:
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Del ete "Sections 8, 9, 23, and 25"
| nsert "Sections 11, 12, 27, and 29"

Page 12, |line 6:
Delete "Sections 10 - 12, 21, and 22"
| nsert " Sections 13 - 15, 25, and 26"

Page 12, line 9:
Del ete "Section 16"
| nsert "Section 19"

Page 12, |ine 14:
Del ete "Sections 17 - 19 and 26"
| nsert "Sections 21 - 23 and 30"

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG i ndi cated that Anmendnent 1 is neant to
address the series of arsons that have been occurring in his
district and in Muntain View Amendrment 1 will tighten and
strengthens the current arson and negligent burning laws in
three ways: it alters AS 11.46.410 - pertaining to the crine of
arson in the second degree - by changing the nental state from
"intentionally" to "knowi ngly"; it adds a new section 427 to AS
11.46, thus establishing the crime of <crimnally negligent
burning in the first degree - a class C felony that wll be
applicable to repeat violators of AS 11.46.400 - 11.46.430 and
AS 41.15.150; it alters AS 11.46.430 such that it now pertains
to the crime of crimnally negligent burning in the second
degree; [and it adds violations of AS 11.46.400 - 11.46.430 to
the sentencing provisions of AS 12.55.127(c), which addresses
consecutive and concurrent terms of inprisonment].

CHAI R RAMRAS questioned whether [proposed AS 11.46.427] would
address those who set fires to cars in recreational -use areas.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG, remarking that it is his intention
that it do so, said he would research that issue further

CHAI R RAMRAS said, "W would want it to be at least as bad to
commt a negligent burning in an urban area as it is to burn a
car in the Knik recreation area."”

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG concurr ed. He noted that he and the
DOL would be researching whether there should be a |ook-back
period associated with [proposed AS 11.46.427].

3:00: 53 PM
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CRAIG GOODRICH, Fire Chief, Anchorage Fire Departnent (AFD),
Muni cipality of Anchorage (MJA), said the AFD supports Amendnent
1 [to Version E]. He went on to explain that arson is a very
preval ent activity, and that it is rare for someone [who has
served or is serving tine] in the crimnal justice systemto not
have a background in setting fires. For exanple, it was rel ayed
to him by staff at the MULaughlin Youth Center that they don't
track which of their innmates have conmitted arson; instead they
sinply assunme that all their inmtes have commtted arson at
some point in their crimnal careers because alnost all of them
have. The AFD has two full tine arson investigators and is
considering adding a third, and this, in and of itself, he
observed, speaks to the fact that there is plenty of arson
i nvestigation work to be had. There are sone sections of the
municipality that are nore prone to instances of arson than
ot her sections. As a practical mtter, the fires that are
started often spread out of control and do a great deal of harm
to both |ife and property. In conclusion, he said that what he
i kes about [Amendnent 1] is that it ensures that repeat arson
offenders wll be treated differently, adding "W're pretty
excited about ... all of this and the potential for it noving
forward."

CHAIR RAMRAS expressed appreciation for Anmendnent 1, and
indicated that it would be included in a forthcom ng proposed
Cs.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG noted that Representative Gatto has
al so been very involved with this issue.

3:04: 54 PM

RCDNEY DI AL, Li eut enant, Deputy Commander, A Detachnent,
Division of Alaska State Troopers, Departnent of Public Safety
(DPS), relayed he would be speaking to the provisions pertaining
to search warrants - Sections 8 and 9 [of Version E] - and that
the DPS supports HB 323. Wth regard to Section 8, which would
allow the court to issue a search warrant for |ocations outside
the state, he remarked that this proposed change is inportant
when investigating crimes involving Internet technology or in
situations involving interactions wth the Royal Canadi an
Mount ed Police (RCVP).

LI EUTENANT DIAL offered an exanple of the latter type of
situation involving law enforcenent officers in Ketchikan
investigating a person in Hyder who had had a serious accident
while driving under the influence (DU) and had seriously
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injured [hinmself and] a nunmber of people. The driver was
transported to Stewart, Canada, for treatnment, and, in this
particul ar case, the officers were able to find a |ocal [Alaska]
j udge who issued a search warrant for the nedical records of the

per petrat or in order to illustrate his blood alcohol
concentration (BAC), and this warrant was honored by the
Canadi an gover nment. However, the judge could have refused,

since there is no requirenent in state law that a judge issue a
search warrant for property |located in another jurisdiction. He
added that the DPS definitely supports Section 8.

LI EUTENANT DI AL posited that Section 9 - which pertains to
search warrants issued via telephone - wll increase the
productivity of law enforcenent officers across the state.
Wrking in renote areas of Alaska, there are nany instances
where the need for a search warrant has been identified, but
currently law enforcenment officers have to travel to a conmunity
with a nmagistrate or judge in order to present evidence and get
a search warrant. The ability to do that telephonically will be
an enornous tine saver, but wll in no way lower the current
hi gh standard that nust be met in order to get a search warrant
issued; in fact, it mght even be nore difficult to obtain a
search warrant telephonically because the evidence wouldn't be
presented in person at the tine of the request. Regar dl ess of
this potential increased difficulty, Section 9 wll provide a
way for law enforcenent officers to increase their productivity
and nake better use of their tine.

3:07:45 PM

REPRESENTATI VE CGRUENBERG, referring to Section 8, questioned
whet her an interstate conpact or federal |egislation could be of
assi stance, and whether the federal government shoul d be | ooking
at international treaties or agreenments with regard to this
i ssue.

LI EUTENANT DI AL said he would have to research those points.

REPRESENTATI VE CGRUENBERG observed that the legislature could
assist in getting things noving in that direction if such would
be of any help. He said he doesn't want the state to get into a
situation where there are conflicts; it would be worth it to
wor k out potential problens beforehand.

CHAI R RAMRAS indicated that [Anendnments 2 and 3 to Version E]
woul d al so be included in a forthcom ng proposed CS
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3:10: 30 PM

M5. CARPENETI referred to Anmendnent 2, which read [original
punct uation provided]:

Page 9, lines 13 - 21: Delete all material and insert
t he foll ow ng:

"(d) The court may not consider a substantive
claimin an application brought under AS 12.72.010 or
the Alaska Rules of Crimnal Procedure until the court
has first determ ned that

(1) the application is tinely; and

(2) except for an application described in
AS 12.72.025 or allowed under (c) of this section, no
previ ous application has been filed.

M5. CARPENETI expl ained that Amendnent 2 woul d address a concern
the OPA has with regard to Section 19 of Version E. The
intention [with Section 19 and Amendnent 2] is to provide the
courts W th di rection regar di ng post - convi ction relief
applications, such that the courts should first determne

whet her an application is tinely and whether it is illegally
successive to another application, and then - if the application
is tinmely and not illegally successive - go on to consider the
nmerits/substance of the application. Because a post-conviction
relief application can sonetines be very conplicated, the DCL
believes that it will save the court tine if it is directed to

bi furcate its consideration of a post-conviction relief
application in order to first determne whether it should even
be considered at all. She said that Amendnment 2 acconplishes
this in a manner that both the OPA and the DCOL are confortable
with.

REPRESENTATI VE CGRUENBERG indicated that he would later be
researching the exceptions outlined in Anmendnent 2's proposed AS
12.72.020(d) (2).

M5. CARPENETI noted that they are located in AS 12.72 - which
pertains to post-conviction relief procedures for persons
convicted of crimnal offenses.

3:12: 55 PM

M5. CARPENETI referred to Amendnent 3, [which was drafted to fit

the original version of the bill and] which read [original
punct uation provided]:
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Page 8, following line 9:

Insert a new bill section to read:

*Sec. 22. The uncodified laws of the State of Al aska
as enacted in Chapter 24, Section 36(c), SLA 2007 is
anmended to read:

(c) AS 12.72.025, enacted by sec. 25 of this Act,
applies to offenses conmtted before, on, or after the
effective date of sec. 25 of this Act. A person whose
application for post-conviction relief was denied
before the effective date of sec. 25 of this act has
until July 1, 2008, to file a claim described in AS
12.72. 025. This subsection does not authorize filing
a claimunder AS 12.72 or the Alaska Rules of Crim nal
Procedure that is not otherwi se available under AS
12.72, the Alaska Rules of Cimnal Procedure, or
ot her provisions of |aw. "

Renunber the followi ng bill sections accordingly.

Page 9, following line 7:

I nsert a new bill section to read:
*Sec. 23. Section 22 of this Act is retroactive to
July 1, 2007.
Renunber the followi ng bill sections accordingly.

M5. CARPENETI, <characterizing Amendnment 3 as probably the
cl eanest way to go about addressing the issue, explained that
Amendnent 3 is an anendnent to an applicability section that was
adopted last year via HB 90, which provided a one-year statute
of limtations for what she ternmed, "Ginols PCRs"; a PCR is a
post-conviction relief application and Ginols v. State of
Alaska is a case wherein the court decided that due process
fairness requires a person to get a lawer to litigate whether
the lawer assisting the person wth his/her first post-
conviction relief application was effective. The one-year
statute of limtations adopted by HB 90 for bringing a Ginols
PCR is one year from when the court denied the first post-
conviction relief application. She indicated that that
af orenentioned applicability section has been interpreted by
some people to nmean that a person gets "one free application for
a PCR without conplying with the other statutory provisions and
court common-law provisions of PCRs." Because of [this
interpretation] there is now sonmeone who is claimng, for a
nmurder conviction in 1980, that this gives himher "another free
PCR. "
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M5. CARPENETI said that the DOL wanted to clarify that instead
all the other provision of law - comon |aw, statutory |aw, and
court rules, such as the requirenent that one nust exercise due
diligence in bringing a post-conviction relief application -
apply to Ginols PCRs too. Clarity is needed on this issue

because there is sone concern that there will be "a rash of PCRs
based on 1980s and 1990s nurder convictions"” since those people
are still in jail. Again, the goal is to clarify that Ginols

requires due diligence when bringing a post-conviction relief
application based on ineffective counsel for one's first post-
conviction relief application, that the sanme standards that
apply to other post-conviction relief applications apply to
Ginols PCRs as well

M5. CARPENETI explained that the letter of intent included in
menbers' packets for consideration would clarify that Amendnent
3's proposed change to the aforenmentioned applicability section

is sinply saying that all laws that apply to post-conviction
relief applications also apply to "these that are brought up
"til July 1, 2008." In conclusion, she said that the DCOL has

wor ked cooperatively with the PDA on Anmendnents 2 and 3 |[to
Version E], but has not yet gotten a response back from the PDA
regarding the letter of intent.

[ HB 323, Version E, was held over.]

ADJ OQURNNMENT

There being no further business before the commttee, the House
Judiciary Standing Conmittee neeting was adjourned at 3:16 p. m
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