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POSI TI ON STATEMENT: O fered feedback related to Anrendnent 1 to
HB 127.

ACTI ON NARRATI VE
1: 04: 54 PM

CHAIR CARL GATTO called the House Judiciary Standing Commttee
nmeeting to order at 1:04 p.m Representatives Gatto, Hol nes,
Lynn, Keller, and Thonpson were present at the call to order.
Representati ves Gruenberg and Pruitt arrived as the neeting was
i n progress.

HB 133 - | NCREASI NG NUMBER OF SUPERI OR CT JUDCGES

1: 05:11 PM

CHAI R GATTO announced that the first order of business would be
HOUSE BILL NO 133, "An Act increasing the nunber of superior
court judges designated for the third judicial district; and
providing for an effective date."

CHAIR GATTO reviewed changes nade to certain fiscal notes,
stating that no changes had been nmade to the |anguage in the

bill. He directed attention to the fiscal note with the Ofice
of Managenent and Budget (OVB) conponent nunber 771, and noted
that that nunber had previously been incorrect. He further

relayed that that fiscal note now shows that the departnent
affected would be the Alaska Court System which was confirned
after there had been sone question about the interaction between
the Judicial Council and the Al aska Court System Chair Gatto
then directed attention to the fiscal note [with the OW
conponent nunber 2826] and indicated that it had been changed to
a zero fiscal note.

1: 07: 20 PM

REPRESENTATI VE THOMPSON noved to report HB 133 out of committee
with individual recomrendations and the acconpanying fiscal
not es. There being no objection, HB 133 was reported from the
House Judiciary Standing Commttee.

The committee took an at-ease from1:08 p.m to 1:09 p. m

HB 150 - PROTECTI ON OF VULNERABLE ADULTS/ M NORS

1: 09: 54 PM
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CHAI R GATTO announced that the next order of business would be
HOUSE BILL NO 150, "An Act relating to the protection of
property of persons under disability and mnors; relating to the
crime of violating a protective order concerning certain
vul nerabl e per sons; relating to aggravati ng factors at
sentencing for offenses concerning a victim 65 years or ol der;
relating to the protection of vulnerable adults; anmending Rule
12(h), Alaska Rules of Crimnal Procedure; anending Rule 45(a),
Al aska Rules of Crimnal Procedure; anmending Rule 65, Al aska
Rules of Gvil Procedure; anmending Rule 17, Alaska Rules of
Probat e Pr ocedur e; anmendi ng Rul e 9, Al aska Rul es of
Adm ni stration; and providing for an effective date."

1:10: 39 PM

DUANE MAYES, Director, Anchorage Ofice, Division of Senior and
Disabilities Services, Departnment of Health & Social Services
(DHSS), explained that the Adult Protective Services (APS) unit
lies within the Division of Senior and Disabilities Services.
He said HB 150 relates to the protection of property as well as
the crinme of violating a protective order. He said there are
50,000 to 60,000 seniors in the state who are 65 or ol der, and
that denographic is expected to increase to 80,000 by 2017. He
said HB 150 will strengthen Alaska's |laws by doing a better job
of protecting elders and other vul nerable popul ations from fraud
and financial exploitation. He stated that vulnerable adults
need assistance in stopping the theft and imrediate m suse of
their noney, and he indicated that the proposed |egislation
would alleviate the frustration experienced by those in the
process of accessing the courts.

MR. MAYES said HB 150 wll set up tw types of energency
procedures that wll allow the courts to act to protect
vul nerable adults from financial abuse. The first procedure is
the tenporary conservatorship provision of the bill, which wll

help victims of financial exploitation who may not need a
guardi an but need assistance in stopping imrediate msuse or

t heft of their noney. He explained that a tenporary
conservatorship would work nmuch the sane as the tenporary
guardi anship procedure already in statute. He explained that

the vulnerable victim would retain autonony, while receiving
assi stance, thus enhancing the ability of the victim to stop
exploitation or | oss before suffering irreparable harm

MR. MAYES said the second procedure that would be set up by the
bill would be the ex parte relief from fraud, which he said is
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simlar to existing donestic violence protection |aw Thi s
provi sion of HB 150 would allow vulnerable adults to
i ndependently obtain straight-forward expedited relief wthout a
| awer from any magistrate or judge throughout the state. M.
Mayes said the proposed |egislation would also anmend the Adult
Protective Services statutes in order to protect vulnerable

adults by enhancing their investigatory authority. The bill
woul d expand a list of mandatory reporters to include enployees
of nursing honmes. The bill would also add the concept of undue

i nfluence, which he said is when a person of trust uses their
role to exploit and gain control over a vulnerable adult.
Finally, M. Myes relayed, HB 150 would enhance the crimna
penalties in cases where there is an elderly victim

MR. MAYES sunmarized that HB 150 would provide the state the
tools needed to conbat the grow ng problem of financial abuse in
Al aska's elderly and di sabl ed popul ati ons.

1:17: 20 PM

SCOTT  STERLI NG Super vi si ng At t or ney, El der Fraud and
Assi st ance, Ofice of Public Advocacy, Depar t ment of
Adm nistration (DOA), in response to Chair Gatto, said in the
law "a person of trust” is usually defined as "anyone with a
trust or fiduciary responsibility." He said that may include:

someone who holds a power of attorney instrunent, otherw se
known as an attorney in fact; a |lawer; an accountant; a doctor;

a guardian; and a conservator. He said it can also be defined
to be an informal relationship between famly nmenbers, which
exists as a trust relationshinp. In response to questions, he

said he does not think the definition would include |[|aw
enforcenment agents or people who are discharging a public duty
in that sense. He said parents do stand in a fiduciary
relationship with their children, but he said that is a separate
part of |aw about which he is not prepared to speak.

1:19:15 PM

MR. STERLING in response to Representative G uenberg, directed
attention to the definition of a "person who stands in a
position of trust or confidence", in Section 41, paragraph (20),
whi ch read as foll ows:

(20) "person who stands in a position
of trust or confidence" neans a person who
(A) is a relative by blood or
marri age;
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(B) is a joint tenant or tenant in
common;

(© has a |egal or fiduciary
rel ationship; or

(D is a person who has been
entrusted with or has assuned responsibility for the
use or managenent of the vulnerable adult's assets or
i ncone;

MR. STERLING, in response to Representative G uenberg, confirned
that the proposed |egislation had been crafted to interface with
AS 13. 26. He offered his understanding that the bill has not
been [shown to] the Al aska Bar Association's probate section,
but has been shown to those in that entity's elder section. He
explained that until the bill was released by the Ofice of the
Governor, he was not at liberty to discuss it. He stated, "Once
that perm ssion was granted, | ... proceeded to |let everyone |
could think of know it had been put on the table."” In response
to Representative Guenberg, he clarified that he has worked on
HB 150, on Sections that relate to Title XiIl, in collaboration
with his colleagues at the departnment, but he did not go forth
in search of input on the bill. He said he would do his best to
discuss the bill wth his colleagues in "the elder law and
probate bar."

CHAI R GATTO indicated that HB 150 would be held over to all ow
for nore input.

1:23: 50 PM

MR. STERLING gave a sectional analysis for Sections 1-8. He
said Section 1 nakes a knowing violation or attenpted violation

of a financial protective order a crimnal offense. In response
to the chair, he reviewed the cl asses of vi ol ati ons,
m sdeneanors, and felonies that would be considered crines. He

related that Section 2 would anend the definition of protective
orders found in AS 11.56.740, to include financial protective
orders being introduced with this legislation to protect the
financial security of vulnerable adults and el ders. Section 3
woul d make the fact that a defendant knowi ngly directs crimnal
conduct at a person 65 years of age or older an aggravating
factor at sentencing, which would apply across the board to any
person convicted of a crinme where the victimis identified as
being 65 or ol der. He said the prosecution may allege an
aggravator and the court may - if it fines that aggravator -
assign an appropriate weight to it to reflect the fact that the
victimmay have been nore vul nerabl e because of his/her age.
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1: 26: 48 PM

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG poi nted out that AS 12.55.155 already
includes an aggravating factor for crinmes based on age. He
cited paragraph (5) of that statute, which read as foll ows:

(5) the defendant knew or reasonably should have
known that the victim of the offense was particularly
vul nerable or incapable of resistance due to advanced
age, disability, ill health, homel essness, consunption
of alcohol or drugs, or extrene youth or was for any
other reason substantially incapable of exercising
nor mal physical or nmental powers of resistance;

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG conpared the |anguage of the proposed
bill in Section 3 wth the language in AS 12.55. 155 and
recommended that the bill sponsor consider the differences and
simlarities. For exanple, he noted that AS 12.55.155(5) uses
the term "advanced age"”, while Section 3 of HB 150 uses "65
years of age or ol der". Anot her conparison he made is the use
of the phrase "knew or reasonably should have known" versus
"knowi ngl y".

1: 30: 34 PM

MR. STERLING in response to questions from the chair, offered
hi s understandi ng that the age of 65 was chosen arbitrarily. He
said he does not know whether the age should be nmade ol der, but
noted that approximately seven years ago, the legislature set
the age threshold at 60 in the elder fraud statute, perhaps
because people were retiring earlier. He said he knows that the
age of 65 is generally referred to because of its use in federal
social security legislation and mlitary retirenent. He
confirmed that there are increased benefits to those who wait to
retire at a | ater age.

1: 32: 21 PM

REPRESENTATI VE CGRUENBERG said he would suggest that the
Comm ssion on Aging conduct a study of all the Al aska statutes
that address ages and |egal thresholds and subsequently nmake
recommendations to the legislature if any of the state's |aws
are not synchroni zed.

1: 33: 22 PM
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MR. STERLI NG continued on to Section 4, which, by anmending AS
13. 26. 165(2)(a), would add being a victim of fraud as a basis

for appointing a conservator. This | anguage would allow courts
to protect individuals who may not be suffering from any nenta
deficiency but are victinms of financial abuse. He expl ai ned
that current statute provides an explicit tenporary guardian
provision but no explicit tenmporary conservator provision. He
reported that experience in handling actual cases has shown that
many tinmes a vulnerable adult or elder will seek assistance in

stopping financial exploitation Dbecause he/she is having
difficulty managing his/her financial affairs for a variety of
reasons, and those are often the tines when a perpetrator wll
seek to take advantage of the vulnerable adult's situation. | f
that person is operating from a position of trust and
confidence, then he/she is able to readily exploit the elder or
vul nerable adult's position. M. Sterling said in order to put
a stop to that, particularly if the [exploiter] holds a |ega
i nstrunment, such as a power of attorney, it is necessary to have
the power of the court to intercede, revoke that power of
attorney, to freeze the situation, and to stabilize the el der of

vul nerable adult's position. M. Sterling said this does not
nean that the elder or vulnerable adult needs a guardi an; he/she
is probably well able to nake the nedical, health, life, and

safety decisions necessary; what he/she cannot do is nmanage
their noney so as to prevent a trusted person from abusing it.
The tenporary conservator position, as it is wused in other
states, speaks to an urgent situation in which there is not a
need for a full-tinme or professional guardian, but there is a
need for the power of the court, wth court oversight of a
conservator to right the situation

1: 36: 43 PM

MR. STERLING responded to questions. First, he offered his
under st andi ng that assessing conpetency is primarily a legal, as
opposed to nedical, decision-making process, but that assessing
mental disease or defect is a nedical, as opposed to |egal,
process. Next, he explained that under AS 13, a person known as
the respondent, for whom a guardianship is being sought by
reason of a petition being filed, has a right to contest that
petition and ask the court to "set it on for a jury trial." He
said the reason is that there is a significant constitutiona
liberty interest in the autononmy of a citizen being able to
choose life, health, and safety for hinlherself. Therefore, if
a person seeks to infringe on that liberty interest by asking
for a full guardianship, then a jury trial is granted. He said
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with conservatorships, the liberty interest is not deemed to be

as significant as life, health, and safety. He said he is not
aware of any recorded court opinion that says one has a right to
a jury trial in a conservatorship proceeding. In nbost cases, he

said, when a petition is filed it is because the respondent
wants it to be filed, unless the person is so lacking in
capacity that a third party has to nake that decision. He said
that the Adult Protective Services agency, other state agencies,
and non-governnmental agencies sonetines have to file petitions
when it seens like there is nothing else that can be done to
hel p soneone.

MR. STERLING regarding conpetency, related that a very common
pattern is soneone having an urgent physical problem requiring

hospi talization, while sinultaneously suffering from the
progressively worsening effects of denentia. He expl ai ned that
the person in this exanple is alert and well enough to

understand that he/she needs treatnment and to converse wth
his/her doctor and nake decisions as to surgeries and
procedures, but cannot grasp matters related to bank accounts
automatic teller machine (ATM card use, and covering utility
bills. M. Sterling ventured that if the person is being
financially exploited at this point, any person of conscious
woul d want to have this petition procedure avail abl e.

1:42: 37 PM

REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES questioned how to protect vulnerable
adults fromfamly nmenbers who may try to take advantage of them
by setting up a conservatorship that the adult does not want.

1: 43: 38 PM

MR. STERLING responded that wunder Alaska's rules of probate
procedure and statutes, the court procedure calls for a court
visitor to be appointed to independently investigate and verify
the allegations and facts that are being brought forward. Much
weight is given to known relevant contacts, such as case
wor kers, famly nenbers, physicians, and anyone with a reliable
knowl edge of the situation. The court visitor's report is the
first step in screening and defining the facts, he said. Next
is the hearing itself, where the petitioners are closely
guestioned by the probate masters and judges about what exactly
the petitioners are trying to acconplish and why. M. Sterling
explained that this is because Title 13 gives preference to
aut onony over safety in what is called "the least restrictive

HOUSE JUD COW TTEE -10- February 23, 2011



alternative," whereby the courts are required to inpose only the
alternative that infringes the | east upon a person's autonony.

MR. STERLING stated that although it is theoretically possible
for soneone to attenpt to manipul ate and abuse the system his
experience has shown that it is not people trying to abuse the
system to create "a patina of legality for thenselves,” but it
is nore that they already have sonme existing |legal authority and
"wth that conmes the power to conceal what they're doing,"” which
he said is far nore comon. He stated, "It's only when soneone
is at rope's end that you see the petition being filed, because
i nexplicably the elder had $150,000 in their savings account siX
nmonths ago and now they have nothing." He noted that it is
possi ble that all that noney could have been legitimtely spent.
He indicated that in such an instance, it would be the job of
the court visitor to come to his office or to Adult Protective
Services to inquire whether one of those entities had been able
t o subpoena the financial records.

1:46: 45 PM

KELLY HENRI KSEN, Assistant Attorney GCeneral, Human Services
Section, CGvil Division (Juneau), Departnment of Law (DOL), said
she represents the Departnent of Health & Social Services, and
Adult Protective Services (APS), and in that role conducts
guardi anshi ps and conservatorships in Southeast, Al aska. I n
response to previous questions from Representative Hol nes, she
said, "On the question of a jury trial, it's only on the
guestion of incapacity in a guardianship. It's not on the
second part of it, which is: Should a guardian be appointed and
who is that guardian going to be?" She then enphasized the
ability of APS in sorting out "he said/she said" situations.
She said, "It wouldn't be as neutral, necessarily, in terns of
the court's eyes, with respect to the court visitor, but a |ot
of work can be done by the APS investigator.™ She expl ai ned
that strengthening the investigatory powers of the APS so that a
case can be disposed of short of a petition is usually in the
best interest of the respondent.

1: 47:53 PM

MR. STERLING in response to Representative Lynn, stated that
under current Alaska |law, a conservator is responsible for both

property and any related financial affairs. If the situation
relates to health, safety, or "a l|ife situation," the courts
nost |ikely would appoint a guardian to make those decisions.

The state's distinctions tend to say that conservators are for
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financial matters only, while guardians are for anything rel ated
to life, health, and safety. In response to a followup
question, M. Sterling said he does not know California | aw.

1:49: 21 PM

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG noted that the bill uses the term
"fraud", and asked whether the term "undue influence" should be
added to the bill.

1:50: 15 PM

MR. STERLI NG paraphrased | anguage on page 11, |ine 25, paragraph
(3), which read as foll ows:

(3) in cases involving fraud, the departnent, or its
desi gnee, may refer the report nade to the departnent
under AS 47.24.010 to the office of public advocacy
for investigation; in this paragraph, "fraud" has the
meani ng given in AS 13. 26. 325.

MR.  STERLING said "financial exploitation' is defined in
reference to elder fraud authorizing statute, which also
includes a definition the legislature enacted when it passed
that statute. In response to Representative G uenberg, M.
Sterling clarified that AS 13.26.325 is new | anguage included in
[ Section 8 of] HB 150, on page 6.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG directed attention to that |anguage in
Section 8, on page 6, lines 5-11, which read as foll ows:

Sec. 13. 26. 325. Definitions. In AS

13.26.325, unless the context requires otherw se,
"fraud" neans

(1) r obbery, extortion, and
coercion under AS 11.41.500 - 11.41.530;

(2) theft and related offenses
under AS 11.46.100 - 11.46.740; or

(3) exploitation of another person
or another person's resources for personal profit or
advantage with no significant benefit accruing to the
person who is exploited.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG asked M. Sterling if he believes that

the current definitions, as proposed in Section 8 wll "cover
the waterfront for undue influence.”
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MR. STERLING said he does, because there are two definitiona
strongholds; the definitions included in crimnal law and in
el der fraud statute are both brought to bear.

1:53:45 PM
REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG referred to the term "advanced age",
used in Section 4, paragraph (2), subparagraph (A), which read
as follows:

(A) the person is unable to manage
the person's property and affairs effectively for

reasons such as nental illness, nental deficiency,
physical illness or disability, advance age, chronic
use of dr ugs, chronic i nt oxi cati on, fraud,
confi nement, detention by a foreign power, or

di sappear ance; and

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG recommended removi ng t he wor d
"advanced", thereby allowng the court the authority to enter a
protective order to soneone who is of a young age. He then
surmsed that this situation may be covered in another part of
the statute.

VR. STERLING indicated that he would research that issue
further.

1: 57: 02 PM

MR. STERLING returned to his sectional analysis. He said
Section 5 would add attorneys, caregivers, and the Departnent of
Health and Social Services to those entities who may apply for
conservatorship for an individual. He said the purpose of this
is to wden the net of those who can help individuals to include
those entities who I|ikely have first-hand know edge of the
abuse. Section 6 would create the procedure for requesting the
appoi ntment of the tenporary conservator by adding a new section
to AS 13.26.180. He said currently the courts nay be willing to
make the appointnent, but are seeking the statutory authority to
do so. Most states have an explicit provision for contenporary
conservators. M. Sterling explained that the entity that files
a petition has to show that the person for whom the petition is
being filed is unable to manage his/her own affairs and has
property or assets that are in danger of waste or dissipation if

relief is not granted. He explained that [a conservatorship]
needs to be tenporary because the harm being perpetrated is of
an imediate nature. M. Sterling relayed that throughout
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hi story, conservators have typically been used for elders who

because of age or nental capacity, are not able to manage their
finances; there has been no indication or discussion of abuse.
He ventured that that typical situation was nost |ikely forenost
in people's mnds when the state's conservatorship statutes were
passed. He stated that HB 150 is attenpting to respond to a new
social reality, which is that financial exploitation of people
in that situation is on the increase. He said hopeful ly adding
this |l anguage will either prevent or cure that exploitation.

2: 00: 28 PM

MR. STERLING, in response to Representative G uenberg, confirned
that there is already specific statutory authority for tenporary
guar di anshi p.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG questioned whether the |legislature
shoul d include |anguage that instructs the court that this is
| anguage that should be either strictly construed |ike crimna

statute or broadly construed |ike workers' conpensati on
st at ut es.
2:03:10 PM

MR. STERLING related that existing statute says the policy of
the law is to find and inpose only the least restrictive
alternative. He said he thinks the courts are faithful to that
standard, and that petitioners, advocates, and parties need to
bear that in mnd. However, he said existing statute, regarding
that which conservators are authorized to do, gives the courts
the power to fashion specific relief and |imt the powers of the
conservator. He clarified that existing statute permts
specific relief to be fashioned "according to the harm and the
renedi es that are needed." He stated that he has never had a
problem with the broad versus strict interpretation, although he
said he understands Representative Guenberg's point. He stated
his belief that the state should adhere to the legislature's
coormand in statute to find and inpose the least restrictive

alternative. Doing so, he said, helps define the issues
tightly.

2:05:08 PM

MR. STERLING reiterated the purpose of Section 6. He then

expl ained that Section 7 would add two new statutes. The first
woul d provide the statutory basis for tenporary conservators to
protect the victinms of fraud and financial abuse and to ensure
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that funds are obtained to neet the needs of the respondent -

the person who is the object of the petition - and/or
respondent’'s dependents. He said this statute mrrors the
existing tenporary guardian statute in AS 13. The second

statute would <create a process for obtaining financial
protective orders to imediately stop suspected financial abuse.
It would permt any citizen to apply to a judge at any tine to
put a stop to that financial abuse on an energency basis; it is
intended to be used by people wi thout access to |egal services
or for whom | egal services are unaffordable and for whom access
to courts is difficult or practically nonexistent.

MR. STERLING stated that financial exploitation is a form of

donmestic violence and abuse. The state has effective |aws
related to donestic violence and abuse, and M. Sterling opined
that it is time to expand those | aws. He tal ked about the

i nportance of preserving financial records, and said this
protective order would help preserve evidence. He said there is
an existing problem of evidence disappearing. In response to
the chair, he said a person would have to show that he/she is a
victimof fraud in order to qualify for a protective order.

2:09:29 PM

REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES referred to subsection (f), and asked for
exanples of "third party".

MR. STERLING in response to questions from Representative
Hol mes, said the term "third party", in subsection (f), on page
5, includes the follow ng: financial institutions, nedical and
assisted living institutions, and inmmediate famly nenbers. He

said the order would not be binding to anyone until it has been
duly issued by the court and placed in the registry of
protective orders by the Departnment of Public Safety. He
poi nted out that although the issuance of an order by the court
is notice that it exists, as a practical matter, "it's not going

to help anyone too nmuch to obtain this relief if they don't
communicate it quickly to the people that matter.™

2:12:33 PM

MR. STERLING in response to Representative Thonpson, expl ained
that the person filing as petitioner for ex parte relief may be
the only person present at the hearing, which he said applies
only to the initial 20-day period. He explained that if the
filer wants the order to be extended beyond that, then there
would be a hearing, with notice to the effected party. In
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response to further questioning, he said it would be highly
unlikely that the state would ever file for an ex parte order
for soneone who has capacity. He said when the state files for
someone without capacity, that person should be brought in to
court. A typical case would be an adult wth sufficient
awareness that he/she is being exploited but with no resources
to put a stop to it. M. Sterling said it is easy to steal from
peopl e because technology 1is outpacing the Jlaw and |[|aw
enf orcenment . This legislation would be available to everyone

urban and rural, to get help.

2:15:47 PM

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG, regarding |anguage on page 4, lines 3
and 4, questioned how realistic it would be for a court to
conduct a hearing within 72 hours after the filing, and he asked
M. Sterling to think about that.

MR. STERLI NG in response to Chair Gatto, offered his
understanding that 72 hours neans "72 hours on the clock," and
he indicated that that follows the sane reasoning as that for
having magistrates ready to issue search warrants any tine of
day or night.

2:17: 16 PM

JAMVES JEVETT, testifying on behalf of hinself, relayed that he
was the victim of fraud - for the amunt of $17,000 - and
recounted how that situation came about, what he'd been told by
both the perpetrator and his credit card conpany, and how he has
been attenpting to resolve the problem He said both the
state's Elder Fraud Division and federal agencies are involved
in an ongoi ng investigation of these fraud charges.

2:26: 02 PM

MR. STERLING stated for the record that his original answer
regarding the 72 hours was incorrect. He said the correct
answer is that the weekends and holidays are not included in the
72 hours.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG indicated an interest in finding a
solution for this issue.

CHAIR GATTO rel ayed that HB 150 woul d be hel d over

HB 127 - CRIMES | NVOLVI NG M NORS/ STALKI NG | NFO
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2:27:29 PM

CHAI R GATTO announced that the final order of business would be
HOUSE BILL NO 127, "An Act relating to the crinmes of stalKking,
online enticenment of a mnor, unlawful exploitation of a mnor,
endangering the welfare of a child, sending an explicit image of
a mnor, harassnent, distribution of indecent material to
m nors, and m sconduct involving confidential i nformation

relating to probation; and providing for an effective date."

CHAIR GATTO noted that there were seven anendnments for
consi derati on.

2:28:50 PM

REPRESENTATI VE LYNN noved to adopt Amendnent 1, |abeled 27-
GH1840\ A. 1, Gardner, 2/18/11, which read as foll ows:

Page 1, line 3, following "mnors,"
Insert "crimnal inpersonation,”

Page 2, following line 30:

Insert a new bill section to read:
"* Sec. 6. AS 11.46.565(a) is anended to read:
(a) A person conmits the crime of crimna

i npersonation in the first degree if

(1) the person

(A [(1)] possesses an access device or
identification docunment of another person;

(B) [(2)] wi t hout authorization of the
ot her person, uses the access device or identification
docunent of anot her person to obtain a false
identification docunent, open an account at a
financial institution, obtain an access device, or
obtain property or services; and

(O [(3)] reckl essly damages the financial
reputation of the other person; or

(2) the person violates AS 11.46.570 and

the crinme intended is a sex offense; in this
paragraph, "sex offense” has the neaning given in
AS 12.63.100."

Renunber the follow ng bill sections accordingly.

Page 9, line 9:
Delete "Sections 1 - 12"
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| nsert "Sections 1 - 13"
Page 9, line 11:
Del ete "Section 13"
| nsert "Section 14"
REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES obj ected for the purpose of discussion.

REPRESENTATI VE LYNN stated that current technology nmakes it
possible for someone to change his/her caller identification

("caller 1D'), which opens the door for predators, including
sexual predators, to fraudulently use the caller ID system He
noted that there was a bill that addressed that issue, but which

never was enacted, and he indicated that he incorporated part of
that bill's language into Anendnent 1. He said there have been
reports that sexual predators have changed their caller I1Ds so
that it appears their calls are comng from a school or police
department, and they ascertain through those calls when children
will be home alone. Representative Lynn ventured that Anmendnent
1 also would provide prosecutors with another tool to use.
Finally, he said he wanted to ensure that a person agai nst whom
there is not enough evidence to prosecute for sexual offense
could still be brought to trial for using a false caller |ID

2:32: 16 PM
CHAI R GATTO asked if Anmendnent 1 would create additional costs.
2:32:21 PM

ANNE CARPENETI, Assistant Attorney GCeneral, Legal Services
Section, Crimnal Division, Departnment of Law (DOL), responded
that that is a difficult question, because although she
appreci ates Representative Lynn's concern about this type of
conduct, she is not certain how often the departnment would be
able to prosecute under this statute. 1In response to the chair,
she of fered her understanding that Anmendnent 1 would not violate
the single subject rule. M. Carpeneti pointed out that whereas
nost sex offenses are located in AS 41 - crines against a person
- or 61 - crines involving child pornography - Anendnent 1
proposes to include |anguage regarding sex offense into another
statute. She continued as foll ows:

This conduct is a Class B felony, and it provides that

if you ... msrepresent yourself with intent to conmt
a crime - a sex offense - you can be prosecuted under
this statute - this provision - at a Cass B felony
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| evel . But one of the problens is it ... brings in
the definition of sex offense in our sex offender
regi stration statutes, which includes attenpts and
some ni sdeneanor offenses, so that under this statute,
if you msrepresent yourself with intent to commt a
sex crinme, which could be intent to conmt an attenpt,
you could be prosecuted for a ... Cass B felony. :
It uses as a basis crimnal inpersonation, which just
means taking a false identity - not necessarily by
telephone ... - and intending to do sonething else
withit.

M5. CARPENETI said the departnment would prefer that [the new
| anguage proposed in Anendnent 1] be "a stand-al one section, not
necessarily in our forgery provisions."

2: 35:45 PM
CHAI R GATTO announced that Amendnent 1 woul d be set asi de.
2:35: 51 PM

REPRESENTATI VE THOVMPSON noved to adopt Anendnent 2, |abeled 27-
GH1840\ A. 2, Gardner, 2/17/11, which read as foll ows:

Page 3, line 7, follow ng "person
I nsert "is"

Page 3, line 8:
Del ete "is"
I nsert "[I1S§]"

Page 3, line 11:
Del ete "has been"
| nsert "[HAS BEEN] "
Page 3, line 14:
Del ete "has been”
I nsert "[HAS BEEN]"
REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES obj ect ed.

REPRESENTATI VE THOMPSON poi nted out where the |anguage woul d be
changed under Anmendnent 2.

REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES said Anendnent 2 addresses one of the
comm ttee's concerns.
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REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES renoved her objection.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG obj ected for the purpose of discussion.
He said he supports the intent of Amendnent 2, but asked if the
departnment has consi dered whether this change is "just right."

2:38: 00 PM

M5. CARPENETI indicated that w thout Anendnent 2, the |anguage,
as currently witten, could be interpreted to nean soneone who
has been previously charged and acquitted.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG enphasized that is not the desired
nmeani ng.

2:39: 13 PM

QUI NLAN STIENER, Director, Central Ofice, Public Defender
Agency (PDA), Departnent of Admnistration (DOA), in response to
the sanme question posed by Representative Guenberg to M.
Car peneti, said although he does not see any particul ar problens
with Amendnent 2, he has not had the anendnent in hand | ong
enough to study it.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG renoved his objection to the notion to
adopt Anendnent 2. He requested that all agencies let the
| egi sl ature know i f the | anguage ever needs further review

2:40: 02 PM

CHAIR CGATTO asked if there was any further objection to the
notion to adopt Amendnent 2. There being none, it was so
or der ed.

2:40: 10 PM

REPRESENTATI VE PRU TT noved to adopt Anmendnment 3, |abeled 27-
GH1840\ A. 3, Gardner, 2/18/11, which read as foll ows:

Page 9, following |line 6:
Insert a new bill section to read:
"* Sec. 14. AS 47.12.030(a) is anended to read:

(a) When a mnor who was at |east 16 years of age
at the time of the offense is charged by conplaint
information, or indictment with an offense specified
in this subsection, this chapter and the Al aska
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Del inquency Rules do not apply to the offense for
which the mnor 1is charged or to any additional
offenses joinable to it under the applicable rules of
court governing crimnal procedure. The m nor shall be

char ged, hel d, rel eased on bai |, pr osecut ed,
sentenced, and incarcerated in the sane nanner as an
adult. If the mnor is convicted of an offense other

than an offense specified in this subsection, the
mnor may attenpt to prove, by a preponderance of the
evidence, that the mnor is anmenable to treatnent
under this chapter. If the court finds that the m nor
is anenable to treatnment under this chapter, the mnor
shall be treated as though the charges had been heard
under this chapter, and the court shall or der
di sposition of the <charges of which the mnor is
convicted wunder AS 47.12.120(b). The provisions of
this subsection apply when the mnor is charged by
conplaint, information, or indictment with an offense

(1) that is an unclassified felony or a
class A felony and the felony is a crinme against a
person, other than a violation of AS 11.41.455;

(2) of arson in the first degree;

(3) that is a class B felony and the felony
is a crime against a person in which the mnor is
all eged to have used a deadly weapon in the conm ssion
of the offense and the mnor was  previously
adj udi cated as a delinquent or convicted as an adult,
in this or another jurisdiction, as a result of an
of fense that involved use of a deadly weapon in the
conm ssion of a crine against a person or an offense
in another jurisdiction having elenments substantially
identical to those of a crinme against a person, and
the previous offense was punishable as a felony; in
this paragraph, "deadly weapon” has the neaning given
in AS 11.81.900(b); or

(4) that is msconduct involving weapons in
the first degree under

(A) AS 11.61.190(a)(1); or

(B) AS 11.61.190(a)(2) when the firearm was
di scharged under circunstances nanifesting substanti al

and unjustifiable risk of physical injury to a
person."
Renunber the follow ng bill sections accordingly.

Page 9, line 9:
Delete "Sections 1 - 12"
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I nsert "Sections 1 - 12 and 14"
REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES obj ected for the purpose of discussion.
2:40: 45 PM

M5. CARPENETI explained that Anendnent 3 was suggested to DOL by
the Division of Juvenile Justice, wthin the Departnent of
Health & Social Services. She said it raises unlawul
exploitation of a mnor, currently under AS 11.41.455, from a
Class B to a Cass A felony, and by doing so brings it wthin
t he aut o-wai ver provisions of AS 47.12.030. She expl ai ned that
under AS 47.12.030, Cass A felonies against a person and
uncl assified felonies commtted by 16- and 17-year-old mnors
are automatically waived to adult court wthout going through
the juvenile system She said the thought was that these types
of offenses are probably nore suitable for treatnent by the
Juvenile Justice system She said there is a discretionary
wai ver provision in statute, which would allow those cases to be
wai ved, but "this" would say that it would not be automatically
wai ved to adult court.

2:42: 14 PM

REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES renoved her objection.

CHAIR CGATTO asked if there was any further objection to the
notion to adopt Anendnent 3. There being none, it was so
or der ed.

2:42: 32 PM

REPRESENTATI VE PRUI TT noved to adopt Anmendnment 4, |abeled 27-
GH1840\ A. 4, Gardner, 2/21/11, which read as foll ows:

Page 1, line 4, follow ng "probation":

Insert "relating to the subpoena power of the
attorney general in cases involving use of an Internet
service account ;"

Page 9, following |line 6:

Insert a new bill section to read:
"* Sec. 14. AS 44.23.080 is repealed and reenacted
to read:

Sec. 44, 23. 080. Subpoena  power of att or ney
general in cases involving use of an Internet service
account. (a) If there is reasonable cause to believe
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that an Internet service account has been wused in
connection with a vi ol ation of AS 11.41. 452,
11.41.455, or AS 11.61.125 - 11.61.128, and that the
identity, address, and other information about the
account owner wll assist in obtaining evidence that
is relevant to the offense, a |law enforcenent officer
may apply to the attorney general or the attorney
general's designee for an adm nistrative subpoena to
obtain the business records of the Internet service
provi der | ocated inside or outside of the state.

(b) If an application neets the requirenents of
(a) of this section, the attorney general or the
att or ney general 's desi gnee may i ssue an
adm nistrative subpoena to the Internet service
provider requiring the production of the follow ng
records:
(1) the nanme and other i dentifying
i nformation of the account hol der;
(2) the address and physical |ocation

associated with the account;

(3) a description of the Iength of service,
service start date, and types of service associated
with the account.

(c) A subpoena issued under (b) of this section
must prescribe a reasonable tine after service for the
production of the information.

(d) At any tinme before the return date specified
on the subpoena, the Internet service provider may
petition a court of conpetent jurisdiction for the
judicial district in which the provider resides or
does business for an order nodifying or setting aside
t he subpoena or for an order sealing the court record.

(e) If the Internet service provider refuses to
obey a subpoena issued under (b) of this section, the
superior court may, upon application of the attorney
general or the attorney general's designee, issue an
order requiring the Internet service provider to
appear at the office of the attorney general with the
i nformati on described in the subpoena.

() An Internet service provider who know ngly
fails to produce the information required to be
produced by the subpoena or court order is quilty of
contenpt under AS 09.50. 010.

(g) Nothing in this section |limts the authority
of law enforcenment from obtaining process from the
court or through a grand jury subpoena to obtain the
information described in (b) of this section.
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(h) A person may not bring a civil action
against an Internet service provider, its officers,
enpl oyees, agents, or other person for conplying with
an adm nistrative subpoena issued under (b) of this
section or a court order issued under (e) of this
section."

Renunber the follow ng bill sections accordingly.

Page 9, line 11:
Del ete "Section 13 of this Act applies”
I nsert "Sections 13 and 14 of this Act apply"

REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES obj ected for the purpose of discussion.

M5. CARPENETI relayed that [in 2010], Senate Bill 222, [which
was signed into law], and House Bill 298 addressed sex offenses
and child exploitation offenses. A provision of that
| egislation allowed the Departnment of Public Safety to obtain
adm ni strative subpoenas from Internet service providers to get

certain information about individuals. She said administrative
subpoenas, although common in statute, are not particularly
famliar to the Criminal Division of DOL. She said there are
sone problems with the |aw that passed |ast year that Anmendnent
4 addresses. Ms. Carpeneti said current law allows only the
attorney general to issue such a subpoena and does not allow
hi s/ her specific designee to do so. She posited that this is

probl emati ¢ because the attorney general is not always avail able
and the purpose of [obtaining an admnistrative subpoena] is to
hel p speed the process.

M5. CARPENETI, in response to Representative G uenberg, offered
her understanding that the designation m ght be done in witing.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG surm sed that someone from DPS concurs.
M5. CARPENETI said a second concern the departnent had with the

| egi sl ation passed |last year was that it provided for service
according to Cvil Court Rules 4 and 45, which allow for service

via certified mail or personal service by a |law enforcenent
officer - both relatively slow nethods of service. Ms.
Carpeneti noted that the federal governnment allows the subpoenas
to be sent via facsimle ("fax"), which is faster. Amendnent 4

woul d renove the hanpering | anguage regardi ng service.

2:46: 39 PM
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REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG pointed to I|anguage in Anmendnent 4,

which states that "the attorney general or the attorney
general's designee may issue an admnistrative subpoena". He
poi nted out the words "may issue". He noted that he did not see

any other |anguage addressing the nmethod by which the subpoena
woul d be served.

2:47: 06 PM

M5. CARPENETI said she thinks Representative Guenberg is
correct that there is no other |anguage addressing that.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG enphasized the inportance of |egal
service being done in accordance with |aw, and he suggested that
| anguage be added to require that the adm nistrative subpoena be
issued "in a manner prescribed by regulation.” He asked Ms.
Carpeneti if the departnment is regulated by the provisions of
the Administrative Procedure Act (APA) in promulgating its
regul ati ons.

M5. CARPENETI responded yes. She indicated that Representative

Gruenberg's suggestion is reasonable. She related that the
other statutes allowing for admnistrative subpoenas she has
| ooked at do not address that particular issue. She surm sed

that the departnent could set its own regul ations, guided by the
federal government's nethod of sending adm nistrative subpoenas
via fax. She said she supposes that in the future
adm ni strative subpoenas could even be scanned and sent via e-
mai | .

2:49: 57 PM

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG expressed a desire for an anmendnent
that woul d survive a constitutional challenge.

REPRESENTATI VE CGRUENBERG noved to conceptually amend Amendnent
4, such that following the words "may issue" in subsection (b),
the following would be inserted: "in a manner prescribed by
regul ati on".

CHAI R GATTO asked whether such would automatically direct the
departnment to adopt a regul ation.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG said his intention is that before an

adm ni strative subpoena is issued, the regulation would be in
pl ace.
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M5. CARPENETI said the departnent could not issue such a
subpoena w thout the regulation in place. She said she would
talk to the other people in her office to ensure there is no
problem with requiring such a regulation; however, she said she
does not think there will be a problem

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG repeated his notion to conceptually
amend Amendnent 4.

CHAI R GATTO asked if there was any objection to the notion to
amend Amendnent 4. There being none, it was so ordered.

REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES asked whether the attorney general's
desi gnee woul d have to be "within the Departnent of Law. "

V5. CARPENETI answered yes.

REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES then asked if the attorney general could
designate nmultiple people.

2:53:29 PM

M5. CARPENETI indicated that the departnment envisions the
appoi ntment being for one person who would be available to
police officers in their investigations. She said this is a
delicate matter, because district attorneys, who are working on
the cases, should not be appointed. She said there are severa
|awers in the departnent who are significantly renoved from
t hose cases who woul d be nore suitable for appointnent.

2:54: 21 PM

REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES renoved her objection to the notion to
adopt Anendnent 4, [as anended]. There being no further
obj ection, Anendnent 4, as anended, was adopted.

2:54:39 PM

REPRESENTATI VE PRUI TT noved to adopt Anendnment 5, |abeled 27-
GH1840\ A. 5, Gardner, 2/22/11, which read as foll ows:

Page 3, line 20, through page 4, line 7:
Delete all material and insert:
"* Sec. 7. AS 11.61 is anmended by adding a new
section to read:
Sec. 11.61.116. Sending an explicit inmge of a
mnor. (a) A person conmts the offense of sending an
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explicit inmage of a mnor if the person, with intent
to annoy or enbarrass another person, distributes an
el ectronic photograph or video that depicts the
genitals, anus, or female breast of that other person
taken when that person was a mnor under 16 years of
age.
(b) Sending an explicit image of a mnor is

(1) a violation if the person distributes

the inmage to one or two peopl e;

(2) a class B mnisdeneanor if the person
distributes the image to three or nore peopl e;
(3) a class A nisdeneanor if the person

distributes the imge to an Internet site that is
accessible to the public.
(c) In this section,

(1) "conputer” has the neaning given in
AS 11. 46. 990;

(2) "distributes" neans to deliver the image
to another person by sending the image to the other
person's conputer or telephone;

(3) "Internet” has t he nmeani ng gi ven in
AS 11.46.710(d)."

REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES obj ected for di scussion purposes.
2:54:58 PM

MS. CARPENETI indicated that she, in response to feedback from
the commttee, had hel ped in the wordi ng of Anendnent 5.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG expressed his appreciation of the
intent of Anmendnent 5. He directed attention to the phrase,
"intent to annoy or enbarrass another person”, and suggested
that "with crimnal nmalice" follow He offered an exanple in
which one teenager transmts a baby photograph of another
teenager on line in order to enbarrass the person or perhaps
annoy hinlher, but in which there is no crimnal intent, and
suggested adding the words "with crimnal malice".

M5. CARPENETI responded that she is concerned about that term
it is not used in Alaska Statute. She said the term "malicious
mschief" is wused, but is defined with statutorily defined
cul pabl e nental states.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG reiterated that he is concerned that

soneone could want to enbarrass soneone, but would have no evi
i ntent.
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M5. CARPENETI acknow edged that this is a difficult section to
draft. The cul pable nental state for harassnment is with intent
to annoy or harass. She stated, "One of the reasons it was
decided we should include ... this in harassnment is because we
wanted to introduce the concept of intent to enbarrass sonebody,
which is what | think a lot of this conduct will be, and we
didn't want to change that intent for all of the harassnent
sections, which would be a big change to our harassnment |aw "

2:57: 53 PM

REPRESENTATI VE CGRUENBERG again expressed concern that soneone
coul d take of fense at sonething that another would not.

CHAIR GATTO surm sed, though, that intent to enbarrass would
have to be proven.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG r esponded that just because soneone has
intent to enbarrass does not nmake it crimnal. He indicated a
desire to table the notion to adopt Amendnent 5. He opined that
"enbarrassnent is a very |ow standard."

M5. CARPENETI pointed out that it would be a prosecutor who
woul d have di scretion whether or not to prosecute.

2:59:12 PM

CHAI R GATTO stated that he would |ike Amendnent 5 incorporated
into a commttee substitute to HB 127, at which point the
commttee could further consider this point.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG agreed, and said he would not state an
obj ection to Anendnent 5.

2:59: 30 PM

REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES expressed interest in hearing what M.
Carpeneti has to say about the other changes proposed in
Amendnent 5.

CHAI R GATTO suggested that all that information could be heard
after a commttee substitute was witten

REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES renoved her objection to the notion to

adopt Anmendnent 5. There being no further objection, Anendnent
5 was adopt ed.
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3:00: 32 PM

REPRESENTATI VE PRU TT noved to adopt Anmendnment 6, |abeled 27-
GH1840\ A. 6, Gardner, 2/23/11, which read as foll ows:

Page 2, line 13:

Delete "of "

Insert "used by"
Page 2, line 14:

Del ete "of"

I nsert "used by"
REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES obj ected for di scussi on purposes.

3:00: 52 PM

REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES referred to proposed | anguage which would
amend AS 11/41/270(b)(3) to add that which would be considered
"nonconsensual contact". That |anguage is on page 2, lines 11-
14, of HB 127, and read as foll ows:

() usi ng, i nstal ling, or
attenpting to use or install a device for observing,
recordi ng, or photographing events occurring in the
resi dence, vehicle, or workplace of that person, or on
t he personal tel ephone or conputer of that person;

REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES expl ained that Amendnent 6 would change
"of that person" to "used by that person", so that it would
include, for exanple, that person's use of soneone else's
conput er or vehicle.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG expressed concern with the |anguage of
subparagraph (1) that it not inpinge upon the legitimte
activities of private investigators.

M5. CARPENETI clarified that this is |imted |anguage regarding
course of conduct, and it would have to be proved that sonebody
was put in fear of death or serious bodily injury.

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG renoved hi s objection.
REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES renoved her objection to the notion to

adopt Anendnent 6. There being no further objection, Anendnent
6 was adopt ed.
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3:03:29 PM

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG noved to adopt Amendnent 7, |abeled 27-
GH1840\ A. 7, Gardner, 2/23/11, which read as foll ows:

Page 5, line 25:
Delete "if"
| nsert "of"

There being no objection, Amendnent 7 was adopt ed.

CHAI R GATTO returned to Anendnent 1, and he asked Ms. Carpeneti
for her advice on how to make it work.

M5. CARPENETI reiterated that she would prefer to see the
| anguage of Anendnent 1 in a stand-alone bill.

REPRESENTATI VE LYNN requested that the director of Legislative
Legal and Research Services speak to the issue.

3:05:12 PM

DOUG GARDNER, Director, Legislative Legal and Research Services,
Legislative Affairs Agency, offered his understanding that the

committee would Ilike to know whether or not the |anguage
proposed in Amendnment 1 is in the right place. He stated that
currently under AS 11.46.570, if a person assunmes a false

identity and does an act in that assuned character with the
intent to commt a crinme, if that crime is a sexual offense,
then it is already potentially a crine and could be charged as
such. He ventured that a prosecutor would be less likely to do
that, because "this ... would be a m sdeneanor as it would be
currently cogni zable under the statute as it is." He submtted
that Amendnent 1 would neke it a felony to do that if the intent
of the act is to conmmt a sex offense. He indicated that he
could not <conment on the policy regarding "where it is."
However, he observed that AS 11.65.565-570 enconpass a |arge
nunber of acts that could include msuse of Craigslist or
Facebook or caller 1D

MR. GARDNER continued as foll ows:
One way to look at this is that this language ..., if
the intended crine is a sex offense, ... gives a

prosecutor another option to prosecute under. It may
be the case ... that an attenpted sex crinme would
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certainly be nore serious, but in order to prove an
attenpted sexual assault or an attenpted SAML - sexual
abuse of a mnor in the first degree - you'd have to

al so include proof of a substantial step towards

commtting that offense. In this crinme, ... this
would be an offense that wouldn't i ncl ude that
el enent . | could conceive of a situation where

sonmebody does sone type of a caller ID scam as
Representative Lynn discussed, or did sonmething on
Facebook where it mght not quite get to the point
where it's a substantial step, but it mght be ... a
very serious issue that could be addressed under the
statute, with the amendnent or without the anmendnent,
as a m sdeneanor.

CHAI R GATTO sought clarification as to whether the public would
be better served by the |anguage of Amendnent 1 being placed
within [AS 11.46.565(a)] or by making it a stand-alone bill.

3:09: 56 PM

MR. GARDNER said that is a difficult question to answer.
Not wi t hst andi ng that, he stated the foll ow ng:

| think that the conduct could constitute a violation
of this section as it is, albeit with a lot |ess
consequence as a m sdeneanor instead of a felony. And
so, | think generally there is an effort made not to
duplicate a simlar situation in other statute, and |
think that that was the idea behind anending the
existing statute to avoid addi ng anot her nunber to ...
Title 11.

3:10: 41 PM

REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES expressed an interest in not adopting
Amendrent 1 at this point.

CHAIR GATTO concurred, and suggested that the committee set
Amendrment 1 aside and bring forth a conmttee substitute. He
asked if anyone on the commttee besides the sponsor of the
amendnent who would |ike Amendnent 1 brought to a vote.

3:11:40 PM

REPRESENTATI VE GRUENBERG noved to tabl e Amendnent 1.
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3:12: 13 PM

REPRESENTATI VE LYNN said he thinks Anmendnent 1 has a better
chance of making it into the bill if it is tabled to be
di scussed further at a |l ater date.

CHAI R GATTO asked if there was any objection to the notion to
tabl e Arendnent 1. There being none, it was so ordered.

[HB 127, as anended, was held over, with Amendnent 1 having been
t abl ed. ]

3:13:31 PM
ADJ OURNVENT

There being no further business before the commttee, the House
Judi ciary Standing Conmittee nmeeting was adjourned at 3:13 p. m
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