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ACTI ON NARRATI VE

1: 37: 00 PM

CHAIR HOLLIS FRENCH called the Senate Judiciary Standing
Commttee neeting to order at 1:37 p.m Present at the call to
order were Senators Elton, Welechowski, MQ@ire and French.
Senator Therriault arrived soon thereafter.

SB 110- PRESERVATI ON_OF EVI DENCE

1:37:16 PM
CHAI R FRENCH announced the consideration of SB 110. He inforned
the commttee that Lieutenant Dial with the troopers, John @G ass
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and Orin Dym from DPS, and Rebecca Brown wth the Innocence
Project are online.

CINDY SMTH, Staff to Senator Hollis French, said the concept of
SB 110, which is preserving biological evidence, was put forth
for the first time |ast year. Reading from the sponsor statenent
she stated the foll ow ng:

The Anerican system of justice is founded on bal anci ng
the twin protections of the rights of those harned by
crinmes, and the rights of the accused. Crimnal
convictions are guided by evidence of innocence or
guilt, and no one in the crimnal justice system wants
i nnocent people to be convicted of crinmes they did not
cormit. The availability and use of physical evidence
at trials and during appeals is a critical part of a
meani ngful justice system

The point of SB 110 is to address the issue by
requiring that biological evidence in nurder and
sexual assault cases is properly retained while cases
are unsolved and during the period after conviction
that an offender is inprisoned or required to register
as a sex offender. The bill does provide for police
departnments to return or dispose of evidence that’s
too large to keep after portions of the nmaterial that

are likely to contain biological evidence have been
renoved. The bill asks that that evidence also be
retained while cases are unsolved. It then provides a
notice process for cases where -evidence wll Dbe

destroyed and establishes ...a tenporary task force.

1:39: 14 PM
M5. SM TH provi ded an expl anation of the bill

Section 1, page 1, requires the Departnment of Law, the
Department of Public Safety, the Al aska Court System or a
muni ci pal |aw enforcenment agency to preserve all evidence that
is related to unsolved cases of nurder in the first degree,
murder in the second degree, manslaughter, crimnally negligent
hom ci de, sexual assault in the first degree or child sexual
assault in the first degree.

CHAI R FRENCH added that those crines are listed on page 1, line
9.
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M5. SMTH agreed; AS 11.41.100 - AS 11.41.130 are the nurder
crinmes, AS 11.41.410 is sexual assault in the first degree, and
AS 11.41.434 is child sexual assault in the first degree.

The bill requires preservation of biological evidence in an
anount that is sufficient to develop a DNA profile in cases
where the person convicted remains a prisoner in the custody of
the state or is subject to registration as a sex offender.
“Bi ol ogical evidence” is defined on page 3, beginning on I|ine
16. The sponsor worked with the Departnent of Law and the
Department of Public Safety to develop a list of Kkinds of
bi ol ogi cal evidence including slides, swabs, and contents of
forensic kits.

Then the bill provides two broad exceptions to the requirenents
for evidence preservation. One is if the physical evidence is
“of a size, bulk, quantity, or physical character that renders
preservation inpracticable,” it can be returned or disposed of
after renoval of materials that are likely to contain relevant
evidence for DNA testing. The language is intentionally broad
and allows agency discretion because of the different storage
capabilities at different |ocations throughout the state. The
situation in None, for exanple, may be very different than in
t he Anchorage area.

The agency may destroy biol ogical evidence, but before doing so
it must provide notice of intent to destroy the evidence. There
is alist of parties to notify and a process for doing that.

Finally, SB 110 establishes a one-year task force to develop
standards and best practices for <collection, retention, and
storage of evidence.

1:42: 45 PM

CHAI R FRENCH asked when the task force will be created.

M5. SMTH said it will be nanmed essentially at the passage of
this Act. Page 4, l|line 19, states that the task force wll

deliver a report not later than [Decenber 31,] 2010. The task
force is repeal ed January 1, 2011.

ANNE CARPENETI, Assistant District Attorney, Crimnal D vision,
Departnment of Law (DCOL), said testinony from the Departnment of
Public Safety will probably be nore hel pful, but she has severa
things to nention.
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CHAIR FRENCH said it’s worth pointing out that the Departnent of
Law wi || not have to store any evi dence.

M5. CARPENETI agreed. Referring to subsection (b) on page 2,
lines 2-7, relating to practicable preservation of physical
evi dence, she said DOL’s only concern is that a small village
police departnent not be held to the same standard of keeping
large itens as an agency in a larger comunity.

She pointed out that on page 2, all the standards for disposing
of biological need to be net. Therefore, she believes that the
word “and” needs to be inserted [at the end of] |ine 25.

1:45:18 PM
CHAI R FRENCH t hanked her for bringing that to their attention.

SENATOR W ELECHOWSKI referred to page 3, lines 10-11, and asked
if the state wll be exposed to liability if there isn't
preservation of evidence.

M5. CARPENETI said that was her third point. DOL would suggest
the conmttee add a provision simlar to the donestic violence
statute, AS 18.66.180, which provides that state agencies and
their enployees will not be subject to civil liability.

CHAIR FRENCH said the bill wll receive careful consideration
and certainly won't nove today.

1:47: 55 PM
SENATOR THERRI AULT j oi ned the conmittee.

SENATOR W ELECHOWBKI asked if a person who has been convicted
would be able to file an appeal on the grounds that certain
evi dence wasn't considered and, under this law, that evidence
wasn’t preserved. “It’s sonething to think about,” he said.

M5. CARPENETI said that general statenment you' re describing has
given DOL pause. [Subsection (g) on page 3] says that if the
court finds that evidence was destroyed, it my order
appropriate renmedies. She would read that to nmean renedies the
court deens appropriate as provided in law so that you could
file a post-conviction relief action or sonmething simlar. But
it has to be some procedure that is avail able now, she added.

1: 49: 23 PM
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SENATOR ELTON asked if there shouldn’'t be a provision that
protects individuals from sonebody who intentionally destroys
evi dence.

M5. CARPENETI said that could be part of the protection that’s
included. You could have sone standard that everybody knows
about such as recklessly or intentionally. She added that she
believes they need to protect little police departnents in snal
villages that are doing their best.

CHAI R FRENCH pointed out that a tanpering with evidence crinme is
already in statute. It alnost always applies to crimnals, but
once in awhile you could imagine a police officer tanpering with
evi dence. The charge applies to any viol ator.

SENATOR W ELECHOWSKI asked if the provision on page 1, lines 11-
13, increases the requirenents for |aw enforcenent agencies to
retai n biological evidence.

M5. CARPENETI said the statute doesn’'t state that this is what
police departnments have to do now, but she believes there wll
be testinony that this is what they actually do.

1:51: 24 PM
SENATOR THERRI AULT asked how adjudicated mnors are handled
under this.

M5. CARPENETI said it mght not apply to mnors because this
tal ks about convictions. Mnors aren't convicted for an offense,
they're adjudicated. It’s sonething to think about.

SENATOR THERRI AULT asked Senator French if the split was
pur posef ul .

CHAI R FRENCH said no, but it's a good point. Any 16-year-old or
17-year-old who is convicted of an adult crine would have the
evi dence preserved because it’s a conviction, and an unsolved
crime would have the evidence preserved. But under the strict
reading of the bill, the evidence wouldn't be preserved in the
case of a 14-year-old or a 15-year-old who conmitted an adult
crine.

SENATOR THERRI AULT suggested the conmittee give that sone
t hought .

CHAIR FRENCH said it’s a good point because it would seem that
the sane principle would apply to adults and m nors.
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SENATOR THERRI AULT asked if there was any specific talk about
what happens to the evidence after soneone has served their tine
and is no | onger on probation.

M5. CARPENETI said she assumes the evidence would not be
retained as long as it isn't a sex crine — sexual abuse of a
mnor in the first degree and sexual assault of a mnor in the
first degree. SB 110 requires biol ogical evidence to be retained
if someone is indicted for those crines, but subsequently
convicted of a lesser crine. People who are convicted of a sex
crime in the first degree have to register as a sex offender for
life, and under the bill that means the police would have to
retain the evidence for the life of that individual. DOL has
concern with that because it could be a long tine, but it only
applies to biological evidence. M. Dymfromthe crime lab wll
probably testify that they keep that type of evidence anyway,

but this nay nean that they’ Il need nore space.
1:54:17 PM
CHAIR FRENCH told her she'll hear the commttee ask police

officers and the folks who are testifying on behalf of |aw
enforcenent the extent to which current practices conport wth
the bill as witten. He believes they' Il say that the bill is
fairly consistent with what they do now, but it is something
they’re a bit worried about.

SENATOR W ELECHOWSKI said he'Il be interested in hearing about
security mneasures to protect the victinse of sexual violence
because their DNA will be retained forever.

M5. CARPENETI said she believes M. Dymw | say they keep that
information in different databases.

SENATOR ELTON asked if the |anguage on page 1, lines 8-10, neans
there is no need to retain evidence once there is a conviction.

M5. CARPENETI explained that paragraph (2) on line 13, talks
about preservation of biological evidence if a person is
convicted of a crime wunder [AS 11.41.100-11.41.130]. She
beli eves the sponsor chose these because they are the type of
crinmes that you have by DNA evi dence.

SENATOR ELTON asked what happens to biological evidence that’s

collected at the scene that doesn’'t belong to the person who was
convi ct ed.
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M5. CARPENETI deferred the question.

1:57:42 PM

SENATOR THERRI AULT asked if paragraphs (1), (2) and (3) under
subsection (d) on page 2, are connected with an “and” or an
“or.”

CHAIR FRENCH said Ms. Carpeneti highlighted that earlier and
it’s a crucial point to square away with the drafters.

1:59: 19 PM

Bl LL OBERLY, Executive Director, Al aska Innocence Project, said
he sees SB 110 as securing justice for Al askans. Al aska needs
this legislation because the state has no universal policy on
evi dence preservation. As it stands now, justice depends on
where you live in the state. You're lucky if you live in Gal ena
because as of February 2008 they retain evidence indefinitely as
possi bl e excul patory evidence for potential future appeals and
cold case investigations. According to Police Chief Rob Heun,
Anchorage retains indefinitely evidence from homcides and
sexual assault cases. From there evidence preservation drops
preci pitously, he said.

SB 110 is limted to evidence in cold cases and those involving

hom cides and the npbst serious sex crimes. It «calls for
retention of all evidence in cold cases and in post conviction
cases it calls for retention of evidence likely to contain

bi ol ogi cal evidence. Referring to page 3, subsection (h)(2)(B)
he suggested the conmittee insert the words “itenms containing”
at the beginning of linel7. That would clarify that these are
evidentiary itens and not just test tubes and things |ike that.
It certainly makes nore sense when read with [subsection (b) on
page 2] that tal ks about the size of evidence. He described the
provision that calls for preservation of evidence as long as the
person has to register as a sex offender appropriate and fair.

2:03:21 PM
MR OBERLY said the bill has practical safety valves related to
evidence retention. If the evidence is too big, it allows

removal of areas likely to contain relevant biological evidence.
| t also establishes a procedure for early destruction.

Significantly, it provides the i npact of destruction in
violation of the statute as a renmedy rather than a sanction.
Hopefully that will address sone of the concerns the state has.

Finally, it creates a task force to review the standards and
practices for collection, retention and catal oging of evidence.
This will allow the state to look at how this law is working and
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tweak it where necessary. The bill allows for extraction of
portions of material likely to contain relevant evidence and he
woul d suggest waiting for the task force report before placing
further limtations on the size of itens to be retained.

MR OBERLY said His final coments relate to the benefits of SB
110. First, it will inprove and standardi ze cold case evidence
retention, which doesn’t currently exist. Second, it will ensure
that individuals with viable clains of actual innocence wll
have the evidence that can establish their innocence. Third,
this will help bring actual perpetrators to justice because when
sonmeone is wongly convicted there is a perpetrator who has not
been caught. Finally, there is a fiscal benefit. Justice For Al
grant noney is available and could be used to upgrade DNA
testing, help with the DNA work backlog and help identify and
test clainms of wongful conviction. The noney is available to
states that have a statew de evidence retention statute, which
is what SB 110 provi des.

2:07:50 PM

BARBARA BRI CK, representing herself and speaking as a board
menber of the Al aska Innocence Project, said she was a public
defender in Alaska for 23 years. During that time there were
huge increases in technology. In 1982 it was a big deal to get
facsimle machines and word processors and today she can't
i mgi ne the practice of law without a conputer. Sinmlar advances
have been made in scientific evidence including fingerprinting,
firearm analysis, bite mark identification, blood spatter, hair
anal ysis, and handwiting analysis. Each has been hailed as an
advance and gave the sense that they were reliable and provided
trustworthiness to jury decisions.

But |ast week the National Acadeny of Science issued findings
and conclusions indicating that these itenms of evidence that had
been used nationwide to convict or exonerate people were, for
t he nost part, handl ed by poorly-trained t echni ci ans.
Furt her nore, their reports and testinony exaggerated the
accuracy of their nethodol ogies as well as their conclusions. A
primary reason for drawing this conclusion was that none of the
scientific |aboratories were truly independent or objective.
Instead they were closely affiliated with |aw enforcenent and
the prosecution and the work was done by human beings, all of
whom are fallible. This isn't the first tinme that scientific
evi dence has been discredited, she said. In 2004 the FBI had to
notify hundreds of potentially wongfully convicted individuals
because the reliability of chem cal bullet analysis had been far
over st at ed.
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M5. BRICK said she provided the history |esson because nost
peopl e today believe that DNA evidence is the be-all and end-

all. It’s true that 124 people who were on death row after they
went through jury trials and lost their appeals have been
exonerated and advances in DNA testing techniques have

exonerated over 200 people nationwide. That’s the state of the
state today, but she would like a preservation of evidence bil
to cover things that haven't been thought of.

Preservation of evidence 1is critical because it can help
exonerate innocent people and help prosecute people who aren’t
identifiable at the time of the crine. Less than 10 percent of
violent crines involve DNA evidence so an evidence preservation
bill like SB 110, which Ilimts its approach to biological
evi dence, may be mi ssing an opportunity for greater justice. It
only applies to a narrow category of crinmes and a narrow
category of biological evidence if the case has been solved.
It’s a good start, but we don’t know what advances in technol ogy
are going to be nmade in the future and it seens that we’'re doing
ourselves a disservice as far as unsolved crinmes and their
consequences, she said. Every piece of preserved evidence has
the potential to inprove justice.

2:13:22 PM

M5. BRICK said it’'s been inportant to the people who work in
crimnal justice that there is just one standard of justice
statewi de and Al aska's preservation of evidence policies need
reformto do the same. Procedures need to be standardize so that
the amount of justice and public safety that’s available does
not depend on where a person happens to live or what the |oca
police remenber to put in the refrigerator. “W can do better
than that,” she said.

2:14: 32 PM

RI CH NORGARD, Board President, Alaska |Innocence Project, said he
is also speaking on his own behalf as someone who has worked in
the crimnal justice system for 16 years. He said he echoes what
Ms. Brink said. SB 110 is needed because we know that testing
has changed dramatically over the years and we just don’t know
what we mght be able to test tonorrow. DNA testing nay be just
the tip of the iceberg.

MR. NORGARD urged the committee to pass SB 110 with the changes
that the National Innocence Project submtted and those M.
oerly reconmended. He cautioned against narrowing the bill and
enphasi zed that it needs to say that itens containing biologica
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evidence will be preserved — not just the biological evidence
itself. He encouraged passing a strong bill that preserves
evi dence now and for the future.

2:17: 47 PM

REBECCA BROWN, Policy Analyst, Innocence Project, described SB
110 as a reform whose tine has cone. She explained that the
| nnocence Project was founded in 1992 at the Benjam n Cardozo
School of Law to exonerate the innocent through post-conviction
DNA testing. Since that time forensic DNA testing has proven the
i nnocence of 232 people and identified the real perpetrator in
100 of those cases. None of this would have been possible
wi thout the proper preservation of biological evidence. She
cited the R cky Johnson case, which shows the prom se that new
technology holds for solving long-forgotten <cases. It's a
testament to the crinme-solving potential of nodern DNA
t echnol ogy, she said.

M5. BROW said that evidence roons across the country have
becone crine solving gold mnes and it’s understandable that
evi dence custodians becone concerned when legislation 1is
considered that wll require them to save evidence for which
they have little room But SB 110 is incredibly nodest conpared
to other retention laws across the country. It only requires
retention of evidence in a very narrow category of serious
violent offenses. In fact the |anguage in Section 1, subsection
(b), is consistent wth the federal standard. The federal
government also issued regulations to nmake the |aw practicable
and she would encourage Alaska to look at those federal
regul ations for guidance. There is no sanction identified in
this law so no one is going to be liable in the small nunber of
cases where a nistake m ght happen, she said.

2:22:13 PM

M5. BROWN said the creation of a task force will ensure that a
range of stakeholders can take part in a deliberative process to
consider the contours of the issue over tine. This expert work
will allow for reasoned refinenents. It my narrow the concept
of retention and it nmay consider expanded retention policies.
The provision of guidance and direction to evidence custodi ans
won't create an unfunded nmandate and may well save nbney over
time by <creating space for future evidence through the
identification of evidence that can be lawfully destroyed, she
sai d.

Saf eguarding biological evidence is in the interest of all
menbers of the crimnal justice comunity — from crinme victins
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to law enforcement to the wongfully convicted. Oten when the
i nnocent are excul pated, the guilty are identified through COD S
hits, she said. My states realize that their retention
policies have not kept up with DNA advances. Just |ast year
three states passed I|laws nmandating the preservation of
bi ol ogi cal evidence in several crinme categories. SB 110 prom ses
to shape an evidence managenent policy that is respectful of
Al aska’s specific concerns articulated by a range of
stakehol ders. “1 think this is a wonderful bill,” she said.

2:23:49 PM

ORIN DYM Forensic Laboratory Manager, Departnent of Public
Safety (DPS), said he would first respond to some of the
guestions that have come up. First he clarified that victim DNA
sanples are not wuploaded into the national CODS database
system When a case cones in for analysis it may have from one
to several hundred itens of evidence. He and his staff first
|l ook at the nobst intimate and probative pieces of evidence and
work out to the least intimate and | east probative. Depending on
what they find, not all the evidence will be anal yzed.

If a piece of evidence is analyzed, a sanple is obtained where
bi ol ogi cal evidence is expected to be present. Those sanples are
retained by the l|laboratory indefinitely. But if an item is not
| ooked at in the laboratory — perhaps because they have body
swabs that contain sufficient evidence - it wll never be
opened, |ooked at or sanpled in the |aboratory and nothing wll
be ret ai ned.

2:26:19 PM

MR. DYM comented that although people are very proud that DNA
has exonerated 200 people in the last several years, he can say
that exonerations are happening every day with DNA in the
| aboratory. Not every DNA exam identifies a suspect; nore often
than not it elimnates an individual as a suspect.

MR. DYM expressed concern about |aboratory resources. They
already retain nany sanples that technically belong to |[|aw
enforcenent agencies throughout the state because they recognize
that nost |aw enforcenment agencies throughout the state do not
have sufficient resources and expertise to store these sanples
properly. W are conmtted to retaining and storing these
sanpl es properly and that’s what we’ ve done, he said.

The existing crime |aboratory has had 500 square feet of storage

space for the last 22 years. It sinply is not enough so there is
a resource issue with the storage of sanples, he said. The
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| aboratory also have a great nunber of biological sanples that
predate conputerization and he recognizes that those have to be
brought up to conputer standards for easy tracking and ready
preparation of lists of where evidence is |ocated.

2:28. 14 PM

SENATOR ELTON asked if sone of the things that are collected at
a crime scene that are not initially tested are, in fact,
evi dence.

MR. DYM said yes; evidence that is not analyzed the first tine
t hrough nmay beconme highly probative |ater on

SENATOR ELTON said that's what he wanted to hear because then
the | aboratory would be required to hold as evidence everything
el se that may have been col |l ected but not tested.

MR. DYM said that's correct. He's |l ooked at the possibility of
screening nore evidence when a case initially conmes in, but
there is absolutely no space in the existing |aboratory to place
an additional biological screener. The next issue that comes up
relates to an agency that wants to dispose of the clothing or
chair or jeep seat that hasn’'t been anal yzed. He believes that
it falls to the crinme laboratory to evaluate and sanple that
item That too inpacts the | aboratory.

SENATOR ELTON questi oned addi ng $40,000 in cost to the bill when
the laboratory already needs nore space to store evidence.
“That’s just a question that | mght ask at finance,” he said.

2:32: 04 PM
MR. DYMsaid we'll address that there.

SENATOR W ELECHONSKI asked if everything in a room that is
splattered with blood is typically preserved as evi dence.

MR. DYM said it depends, but potentially everything is submtted
to the laboratory. In general they would not retain the entire
item Rather, they would swab bl ood sanples or cellular materi al
that mght be present fromthe itemand retain the swab. In the
case of a picture that has 27 droplets of blood, they m ght
phot ograph the docunent and only collect and retain 2 or 3
representative droplets.

SENATOR W ELECHOWNSKI asked how he mght examne this conmttee
room 17 people are present and DNA i s everywhere.
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MR DYM said they rely on the investigators to apply good
detective work to determ ne what mght have scientific value and
limt the nunber of sanples coll ected.

2:34:31 PM

CHAI R FRENCH asked how full the 500 square foot crinme |aboratory
evidence room is now, how long it has taken to get that full
and when it wll be physically inpossible to fit anything else
in.

MR. DYM replied it's been full since he arrived 1.5 years ago.
Recently they installed a CONEX container to hold non-
evidentiary itens to free closet space in the laboratory for
evi dence storage and they mght be able to utilize a closet in
the back of the boiler room to handle evidence overflow Al so,
t hey’ ve quadrupled the volune of evidence they ship back to
agencies. Things that are not related to DNA are shi pped back.

CHAIR FRENCH asked what in this bill is specifically different
fromcurrent practice.

MR. DYM said the bill requires nore evidence to be sanpled and
retai ned than current practice. Before agencies dispose of itens
that have been returned, they wll probably send those itens
back to the |laboratory for sanpling or identification of
pot enti al bi ol ogi cal evidence.

2:37:25 PM
JOHN GLASS, Deputy Conmm ssioner, Departnent of Public Safety,
said he is available to answer questions.

RCDNEY DI AL, Lieutenant, Alaska State Troopers, Departnent of
Public Safety (DPS), provided an overview of DPS evidence
procedures at trooper posts across the state. Currently
department evidence custodians are required to be know edgeabl e
of Alaska statutes that apply to evidence. Those include AS
12.36 and AS 34.45, which relate to disposal of evidence. They
are also required to be know edgeable of the departnent’s
operating procedures nmanual and the detachnent SOPs. Before
evidence is disposed of, the custodian nust have one or nore of
the following: witten authorization from the case officer, a
court order, permssion fromthe district attorney’'s office, or
perm ssion from the state medical exam ner. Standard practice is
to retain evidence from serious crines for a significant anount
of tinme. Retention is also dependent on factors such as statute
of limtations, involved parties, whether or not appeals have
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been exhausted, and if it’'s reasonably believed that there is no
value in continuing to retain the evidence.

Referring to the question about exculpatory evidence, he
expl ai ned that evidence in cases where a person was convicted of
a crime is retained until the departnment obtains a release from
the district attorney’s office.

CHAI R FRENCH asked whether the DA's office allows evidence to be
di sposed of before a person is released from prison.

LI EUTENANT DI AL said yes, but generally not in murder cases or
ot her serious violent offenses where appeal s are expected.

2:40: 21 PM
SENATOR ELTON asked what kind of training occurs now and what
m ght be envisioned after the task force is finished.

LI EUTENANT DI AL explained that all acadeny recruits receive
basic procedures and instructions on evidence handling,
collection, and preservation techniques. Once they're in the
field they go through additional field training. At nost trooper
posts primary and secondary evidence custodians are identified.
They must be know edgeable of the statutes relating to the
collection of evidence as well as the departnment’s operating

procedures nanual. Detachnment commanders are also required to
inventory evidence facilities on a regular basis to ensure that
those standards are adhered to. It’s an ongoing process of

following rigid guidelines coupled with oversight, he said.

SENATOR ELTON asked if the current training procedures are good
enough to assume that the task force wouldn’'t suggest nore
traini ng.

LI EUTENANT DI AL said he believes nore training would be required
before taking steps to dispose of certain types of evidence in
certain cases.

2:43.16 PM

M KE MOBERLY, representing hinmself, Anchorage, said he works in
the courts on a daily basis and believes that everyone in the
process works hard to see that the right results occur. But it
doesn’t always happen. “One needs only to Ilook at the
di sproportionate representation of mnorities or economcally
di sadvant aged peoples in custody to know that that just isn’t
the case.” SB 110 is a nodest effort to ensure that convictions
that are obtained are sound and that we can have confidence in
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the system He said he supports legislation that reasonably
preserves evidence to provide confidence in the outconme that’s
obt ai ned through the justice system

CHAIR FRENCH closed public testinony and held SB 110 in
commttee for further work.

2:45: 25 PM
There being no further business to conme before the commttee
Chair French adjourned the Senate Judiciary Standing Conmmttee
at 2:45 pm
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