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NOTE: In 1975, a resolution by both houses of the Alaska State Legislature found that Alaska's criminal code was “vastly out of step with constitutional and social developments of recent decades.” The Alaska Legislature then established a Criminal Code Revision Commission as a subcommission to the Alaska Code Commission. 

Pursuant to AS 24.20.075, the Criminal Code Revision Commission (also called the Criminal Law Revision Subcommission and commonly referred to as the “Subcommission”) was tasked with preparing a draft revision of Alaska's criminal code by December 1977. The Subcommission’s tentative draft revision was introduced to the legislature as HB 661. These minutes are part of a series of hearings on this comprehensive revision to Alaska’s criminal laws.

This hearing was transcribed in 2013 from reel-to-reel tapes recorded on March, 1, 1978. Some of the audio was difficult to understand, and committee members never identified themselves during the hearings. An attempt was made to determine the speakers’ names, but some speakers may be incorrectly identified. In transcribing these minutes, parts of some discussions are absent because they were inaudible. 
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(0:00:15:0)

CHAIR GARDINER called the House Judiciary Committee meeting to order and announced the discussion of eavesdropping. He asked the committee to understand the provisions in existing law. There will also be the “Duncan issue,” he added. [Representative Jim Duncan introduced HB 565 in 1978: An Act Related to Eavesdropping.] Chair Gardiner recommended deleting the eavesdropping provisions from [HB 661] and addressing eavesdropping at a later date, using Representative Duncan’s bill as a vehicle. In response to a question, Chair Gardiner noted that provisions in the eavesdropping section of existing law were unfamiliar, and like the language on ship captains, no one understands where some of the provisions came from. The legislature could just reenact the existing law, he added.

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN surmised that if eavesdropping is not in the new criminal code, the law will stand as it is now.

CHAIR GARDINER agreed. It has been proposed to go into less depth than Duncan’s bill by allowing peace officers to eavesdrop, “but that’s a very ticklish area to start … I think we should be careful to just slap in some amendment.”

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN said that was already in existing law.

CHAIR GARDINER said eavesdropping is not restricted at all. If the amendment is added to say there must be consent of two parties [to record a conversation], except for law enforcement officers, then it gets into a very complex area of the law. 

REPRESENTATIVE DANKWORTH said, “At least the public can be protected under the old law.”

CHAIR GARDINER agreed, and he recommended staying with existing law until the committee can work on Representative Duncan’s bill when there is time. He turned to “Amendment H” [of HB 661].

(0:02:59:0)

[Inaudible discussion]

(0:03:56:0)

BARRY JEFFREY STERN, Staff Counsel, Criminal Law Revision Subcommission, Alaska State Legislature, pointed out that Amendment H deletes lines 6–9 on page 67 of HB 661 [Sec. 11. 46.420] under “Reckless Burning.” A previous amendment made damaging property and causing physical injury to a person a class C felony. There is also the crime of criminally negligent burning, a class B misdemeanor, which Mr. Stern believes to be the same as reckless burning. He recommended keeping criminally negligent burning and deleting reckless burning. He knows of no other code with two separate provisions.

REPRESENTATIVE RUDD asked, “Why delete the higher [inaudible]?”

MR. STERN said that under existing law there is “negligent use of combustible material,” which is criminally negligent. Negligent is the lower culpability and should be for burning. “When you show that the person was negligent to such an extent that it is criminal….” The legislation on combustible material is recent, so that should be a guide, and to have two different levels of culpability is a needless complication.

REPRESENTATIVE RUDD said if the lines are deleted, she would like to continue the idea of raising the criminally negligent [inaudible].

MR. STERN said he will “bring that up in the list of things.”

REPRESENTATIVE RUDD moved Amendment H.

CHAIR GARDINER announced no objections and Amendment H was adopted. 

(0:06:34:0)

REPRESENTATIVE DANKWORTH asked how [these] amendments come about [inaudible].

CHAIR GARDINER said the proposed amendments may be the result of questions the committee brought up earlier or just issues that the Mr. Stern and James McKenzie [Attorney, Alaska Legal Services Division, Legislative Affairs Agency] have reviewed. One criticism that the Subcommission’s revision had was confusion, and staff are making recommended changes.

MR. STERN said [amendments come about from this committee], and “occasionally I find something that I think is ridiculous and I’ll bring it up.”

REPRESENTATIVE DANKWORTH spoke inaudibly.

CHAIR GARDINER said occasionally [amendment ideas] come from the attorney general’s office.

MR. STERN turned to Amendment I. On line 14, before “injuries,” add “with intent to cause,” since every other section there had an intent requirement. 

CHAIR GARDINER announced the passage of Amendment I.

(0:08:29:0)

[Inaudible discussion]

(0:09:41:0)

CHAIR GARDINER turned to Amendment J.

MR. STERN said sentencing material will go into Title 12, and Title 11 will just contain the actual criminal statutes. The “General Purposes” of Title 11 [Sec. 11.81.100] should only refer to defining crimes, not sentencing. So he deleted the references to the purposes of sentencing, he explained.

REPRESENTATIVE RUDD asked if the wording is on 2, 3, 4, and 5. 

MR. STERN said yes, except for lines 13 and 18; Line 1 is gone.

Amendment J was moved and adopted.

(0:11:20:0)
 
[Inaudible discussion]

(0:06:34:0)

MR. STERN referred to [Sec. 1l.8l.3l0 Construction of Statutes with Respect to Culpability], and suggested inserting “culpable mental state” [inaudible] and deleting:

 (a) When the commission of an offense, or some element of an offense, requires a particular culpable mental state, the mental state is ordinarily designated in the statute defining the offense by use of the terms "intentionally", "knowingly", "recklessly", or "criminal negligence", or by use of terms such as "with intent to defraud" and "knowing it to be false", describing a specific kind of intent or knowledge.

MR. STERN explained that he thinks it is unnecessary to list the four culpable mental states, because they are already defined. Additionally, he wants to delete “the mental state is ordinarily designated in the statute,” because it is not true. Mental state is sometimes designated in the statute and sometimes the general rules of culpability will apply, he stated. 

REPRESENTATIVE MILES said by taking the subsection out, would it not be construed that there will be more culpable mental states? It is good to list them so when new legislation is written, it will likely be kept within those four states, he surmised.

MR. STERN said he believes that is implied. Page 127, line 16, says that “a person is not guilty of an offense unless he acts with a culpable mental state,” and then “culpable mental state” is defined on page 131. He said it is just unnecessary language.

CHAIR GARDINER noted that the provision [that Mr. Stern wants to delete] includes "with intent to defraud" and "knowing it to be false". Those terms are not mentioned in the definition of culpability, he added.

MR. STERN said “culpable mental state” is knowingly “and then you use it knowing it to be false; I think the culpability is obvious.” He noted that it is not ordinarily designated. 

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN asked which amendment was being discussed.

CHAIR GARDINER said Amendment K. 

(0:15:23:0)

[Inaudible discussion]

(0:16:01:0)

MR. STERN said, “I think it probably should just be ‘criminal negligence.’”

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN spoke of a problem that will arise with the remaining language [having to do with] rebuttable presumption.

MR. STERN said he will bring it up to Mr. McKenzie.

Amendment K was moved and adopted.

(0:16:38:0)

[Inaudible discussion]

(0:17:25:0)

MR. STERN turned to Amendment L and said it attempts to simplify and clarify what subsection (b) means in HB 661 [page 128, Sec. 11.81.310]. It states that when a statute does not require a culpable mental state, culpability is nonetheless required and is established only if a person acts intentionally, knowingly, or recklessly. The language is somewhat deceiving because under the definition of knowledge in the code, “you don’t know a result, you only intend as to a result; are reckless as to a result; or criminally negligent as to a result.” What subsection (b) means is that when not specified, the conduct is knowingly and the circumstance is recklessly. That is consistent with the federal criminal code, he added. It is clearer language and makes it easier for a judge to instruct a jury. 

Amendment L was moved and adopted.

(0:19:07:0)

[Inaudible discussion]

MR. STERN turned to Amendment M, credit card offenses. The code treats [credit card offenses] as theft or forgery, but a few things could not be covered as such. “So we made a statute called “Obtaining Credit Cards by Fraudulent Means,” and the introductory language is shown in Amendment L. He said [paragraph](1) is buying a credit card from a person other than the issuer or with the intent to defraud [inaudible]. 

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN asked what the penalty is.

MR. STERN said it is a class A misdemeanor. 

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN spoke of [something as trivial as] lying about a middle initial.

MR. STERN said Representative Miles requested that he include the situation of lying to get a credit card, but it should not cover Representative Brown’s example, and that is why “intent to defraud” is included. He tried to avoid the concept of materiality in the code, he added.

CHAIR GARDINER said this amendment would add….

MR. STERN jumped in and said it would add another way a crime can be committed: making a false statement for a credit card.

CHAIR GARDINER said the amendment has been moved. Hearing no objections, Amendment M was adopted.

(0:21:55:0)

MR. STERN turned to [Amendment N], which is two pages and is based on a request to divide forgery into two degrees. 

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN surmised that the committee had discussed this amendment. He asked if it is based on HB 661.

MR. STERN said, “I think what you have now is when it is forgery in the second degree, which would be a class C felony.”

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN said the question is, “What are we amending?”

MR. STERN answered that action in the last meeting was not clear; he does not recall that the committee adopted the original proposal.

CHAIR GARDINER said he does not think the committee adopted it; forgery is still a class C felony.

MR. STERN said the committee had adopted the decision to take out “Criminal Possession of a Forged Instrument” as a separate crime and treat it as a form of forgery.

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN said [legal] staff is not differentiating between a direction by the committee to come back with an amendment and a procedural motion to actually amend the bill. “I am not sure which it is he’s saying we did. Did we pass a motion to delete line 15, page 71?”

MR. STERN said he recalls that the committee did delete “Criminal Possession of a Forged Instrument,” because it will be included in forgery (the entire section of 11.46.510) and that it was included within the crime of forgery but the committee did request that Mr. Stern bring back an attempt to divide forgery into two degrees. 

(0:24:12:0)

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN asked if the committee deleted line 29, pages 70-71, and is awaiting further amendments from Mr. Stern.

MR. STERN said yes, and the committee can either decide two degrees of forgery or take what is now “Forgery in the Second Degree,” and make it “Forgery” with a class C felony.

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN asked about “the other thing that we have an amendment for that just says ‘Forgery.’”

MR. STERN responded that it was from his first suggestion.

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN said he now remembers the discussion; it was about the person who forges a movie ticket. “Do you treat him the same as the guy who forges a check for $50,000?”

REPRESENTATIVE DANKWORTH made an inaudible remark.

MR. STERN said that a first degree forgery would be a class C felony if it was one of the types of instruments specified.

CHAIR GARDINER surmised that if a person cannot be tried for first degree, perhaps the state can go for second degree.

MR. STERN said, “Yes, it comes in because it says, under the first degree provision, a person commits the crime of forgery in the first degree by violating Sec. 500, which is the second degree provision, and the instrument happens to be….”

REPRESENTATIVE DANKWORTH asked what section was violated if someone forged a name to [inaudible].

CHAIR GARDINER told him it would be “part 1, line 7.”

(0:26:08:0)

[Inaudible discussion]

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN said the phrase “negotiable instrument” needs to be in the provision.

MR. STERN said it is fine. The committee had asked him how one state deals with it, and this is how Oregon code does it.

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN said maybe by commercial instruments, they mean negotiable instruments, since [inaudible] we ought to put it in there.

MR. STERN said he thinks that is correct.

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN said, “Along with that long list, just include ‘negotiable or other commercial instrument’.”

MR. STERN surmised that he wanted to delete “commercial instrument” and say “contract assignment, negotiable or commercial instrument.” Mr. Stern stated that it would not hurt to put it in there.

(0:27:25:0)

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN said the policy decision is if the amendments are drafted correctly or is it the categorization of the crimes between the serious forgeries on the felony side and the less serious ones on the misdemeanor side without inadvertently putting one in the other.

REPRESENTATIVE DANKWORTH spoke inaudibly.

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN said he supposes “it doesn’t really go all the way [inaudible], but Mr. Dankworth and Mr. Carpenter raised the argument last time that there is a state interest in defending the sanctity of negotiable instruments for purposes of reliance [on them] in business transactions. His original objection was the idea that if I steal $249.00 under current law, I am guilty of a misdemeanor in certain ways, unless I forge a check for $249.00 or $101.00 or $5.00 in which case I’m guilty of a felony.” That has not changed, he said, but the amendment does take care of the more ludicrous results of [forging] admission tickets or identification cards.

MR. STERN said the two degrees of forgery are appropriate.

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN said it does not go as far as he asked, but he moved Amendment M and the changes noted above. He then objected to his motion and added, “We are convinced that we are deleting 510, all of that’s going to move somewhere else?”

MR. STERN said that is included in “Forgery” under [paragraph](2) of the second degree provision.

REPRESENTATIVE DANKWORTH said the penalty is reduced [inaudible].

MR. STERN said no, it depends on the instrument.

CHAIR GARDINER said all of it used to be a class C felony and now some conduct will be a class A misdemeanor.

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN said his motion was counterproductive because of the way the amendment is drafted. He said he does not want to delete Section 500.

MR. STERN said he did not delete it.

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN said, “That’s what my motion says.”

MR. STERN apologized and said it should be Section 510.

[Inaudible discussion]

CHAIR GARDINER announced the passage of Amendment M, as amended. He said the committee will switch gears and move to sentencing.

(0:32:21:0)

[Inaudible discussion]

(0:33:06:0)

CHAIR GARDINER turned to page 5 of the “sentencing bill.”

DOUG POPE, Attorney, Alaska Bar Association Representative, Criminal Law Revision Subcommission, Alaska State Legislature, told the committee about a national magazine on sentencing.

[Irrelevant discussion]

(0:36:00:0)

CHAIR GARDINER said there is a working draft that the committee went through last week to gain familiarity. Yesterday, the committee went through the first four pages. The draft should be in pretty good shape when the committee is done with it, “except for deciding what to do with certain issues.”

REPRESENTATIVE DANKWORTH asked if the [Alaska Department of Law (DOL)] is coming in with another [sentencing] proposal.

CHAIR GARDINER said yes, but he does not know how much different it is from the draft before them.

ANNE CARPENETI, Attorney, Alaska Department of Law, Juneau, said the [DOL’s version of the sentencing bill] will have some drafting changes—“some really good changes that would avoid some problems….” 

MR. POPE said it would be nice to have what she is working on. Are the changes just for language or are there policy changes?

MS. CARPENETI said there are some minor policy changes.

REPRESENTATIVE DANKWORTH spoke about going through different versions of the code revisions, and he suggested waiting for Dan Hickey [Chief Prosecutor, DOL] to be present instead of going back over the same issues.

CHAIR GARDINER said Dan [Hickey] has been sick for the last week, and he does not think “that our effort here is being wasted.”

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN said there are a few major controversies regarding sentencing policies. Once those are decided, there is not much substantive difference with the proposal by the DOL. “I think we ought to just continue marking it up, and … since the matters that [Ms. Carpeneti] is referring to are not biggies, they are things that staff can bring us when looking at a final c.s. [committee substitute].”

MR. POPE asked what the committee is working on.

MS. CARPENETI said, “We’re just taking the whole sentencing thing and going over it.” There have not been any major differences so far, but she gave one example. On the first page [under Purpose of Sentencing], the committee wrote, “In imposing sentence, the court shall give primary weight to the seriousness of the offense and the prior criminal history.” Ms. Carpeneti pointed out that the constitutional provisions of sentencing are to be based on protection of the public and rehabilitation of offenders, so the above factors should be listed with the other factors [of sentencing considerations] instead of being in the body of the paragraph. She said the committee language will create problems. That is not a major change, but it does involve some policy, she surmised. 

(0:40:15:0)

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN said a member of the bar in Fairbanks and other people have asked if the bill really was adopting the Chaney standards or “was really changing the emphasis, perhaps inadvertently, and adopting additional or different standards from Chaney.” He said it seems that this committee did not want to change existing law too much in the general purpose requirements. Some of the members of the committee may not think that is serious, he said, but Chaney v State says that a judge actually has to list each consideration and how each is being taken into consideration when sentencing. Even in a presumptive sentencing scheme, the judge would still have to do it, he surmised. He wants to know the opinion of the DOL.

(0:41:36:0)

MS. CARPENETI said the language expands on the Chaney factors, which is within the province of the legislature to do so.

CHAIR GARDINER moved to page 5 [of the sentencing bill], and he said he did not know if the committee had already completed its discussion on the topic. He noted a previous question of Representative Miles regarding “fifty dollars.” [The discussion appears to relate to Sec. 11.37.170, Consequences of Nonpayment (a) of HB 661.] He said the committee did not adopt any figures. 

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN asked what has been decided on line 20.

CHAIR GARDINER said it has not been decided. “It is $100,000.00, I think.” That is what the Subcommission suggested for [the maximum fine to an] organization, he added. He asked Ms. Carpeneti if she will be suggesting “different numbers.” She said no, and he then explained that the committee is not moving any amendments but is marking up the bill and then asking staff to bring back new language.

CHAIR GARDINER said, in response to a question, “We’re leaving those [numbers] blank.”

(0:43:21:0)

MR. POPE said [paragraph](b) should “have ‘50’ crossed out and leave that blank, and ‘six months’ also should be crossed out.” 

MS. CARPENETI noted a problem. She said that, as it reads, restitution can only be ordered if the defendant is serving imprisonment or as a condition of probation or SIS [suspended imposition of sentence]. She understood that the Subcommission intended restitution to be a sentence in itself.

MR. POPE said he cannot remember the Subcommission saying that, but…. “I can’t imagine a judge ever just doing that, saying ‘I sentence you to restitution.’” The judge would give an SIS and include restitution and six months suspended, he surmised. “I guess we don’t want to preclude that, but I can’t imagine it happening either.”

(0:45:19:0)

An unknown speaker said courts are vague regarding restitution, and another responded that judges were very specific in Fairbanks.

MR. POPE suggested specifying how specific to be.

CHAIR GARDINER said that the next line reads: in the amount and manner ….

MS. CARPENETI said the sentencing procedures requires [inaudible]. 

CHAIR GARDINER asked an inaudible question.

MS. CARPENETI said she would like to talk to Mr. Pope. She said she is not sure whether to delete the language or make it clear that restitution could be ordered.

CHAIR GARDINER noted that the code [HB 661 Sec. 11.37.030] lists restitution as one of the authorized sentences. It has already been stated that the judge may singly, or in combination with other sentences, order restitution.

(0:47:01:0)

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN said he disagrees. As discussed by the committee, each offense will have presumptive sentencing, “and in that case, it’s a jail opener.” If presumptive sentencing is excluded for misdemeanors and first felonies, as Mr. Brown would like, defendants will get probation, SIS, or a suspended sentence. “So, operationally, restitution will almost always occur in the way in which it is drafted here … the judicial behavior of the court is never going to order restitution without any other sanction. “The court is always going to have a suspended sentence hanging over the guy’s head,” he opined. He said he supports specifying terms of restitution. “We still need the boiler plate provision to make it clear that this is not in lieu of … a civil liability.” A civil liability might go far beyond restitution agreed to by the court, he added.

(0:49:21:0)

CHAIR GARDINER asked what the committee wanted to do with the previously mention phrase, “The court may order that restitution be made while the defendant is serving a term …” [from Sec. 11.37.190, Eligibility for Restitution.

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN said that line is fine, but he suggested inserting the phrase “in a specific amount and in a specific manner” after “to make restitution.” Also, he suggested, add a provision regarding civil liability.

MS. CARPENETI said she thinks there is one already.

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN said if it is hiding in five places ….

[Inaudible discussion]

(0:50:50:0)

CHAIR GARDINER turned to community work service.

REPRESENTATIVE RUDD moved to delete the words, “service programs” from “community work service programs.” The judge may order a defendant to perform a program of community work while serving a term of imprisonment or as a condition of probation, and the service is defined, she explained.

CHAIR GARDINER surmised that she wanted to delete the words, “a program,” as well.

[Inaudible discussion]

CHAIR GARDINER asked staff to follow through on that suggestion.

(0:52:41:0)

MR. POPE said there is a policy change that was suggested by Ms. Carpeneti. The Subcommission decided that no program of community work service may be ordered except upon the agreement of the defendant. Ms. Carpeneti inserted “and if the defendant is incarcerated by the Division of Corrections.” Mr. Pope cannot imagine a situation where a judge can order community work service when the defendant is in jail.

MS. CARPENETI said judges do so in Ketchikan.

MR. POPE said the Subcommission probably did not think about that.

CHAIR GARDINER asked about Alaska Bush communities.

MR. POPE said there are no jails.

CHAIR GARDINER said, in Bethel and Nome, there are places where people are held. 

[Inaudible discussion]

(0:54:20:0)

MR. POPE said that it does not make any difference, because the Department of Corrections probably should have a say—but then the classification process [inaudible].

MS. CARPENETI said the Department of Corrections has a problem at times because the judge in some communities will order a person to be let out of jail to go to a job and sometimes [inaudible] supervisory problem.

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN said, “As opposed to Corrections supervised work release that they do on their own?”

CHAIR GARDINER said the problem is that the Department [of Corrections] has done “this crazy classification system, because that one guy escaped up on Anchorage, and now they just store everybody in the slammer and leave them there, and they wonder why they have problems.”

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN said something inaudible about escapes and money spent on prisons. “Anchorage ought to secede from the state,” he added.

(0:55:37:0)

REPRESENTATIVE DANKWORTH said something about a penal problem and classification.

[Inaudible discussion]

MR. POPE turned to page 7 [Modification and Discharge, Sec. 11.37.240 of HB 661] and said the Subcommission bill had provisions on probation, work service, and restitution with provisions for discharge for each one. He redrafted the bill so that the two sections say the same as the six sections in the Subcommission bill.

REPRESENTATIVE RUDD suggested a grammatical change.

MS. CARPENETI asked if it necessitates a change of court rule.

MR. POPE said there is a provision in the court rules that says “this rule does not supersede any statutory law.” He admitted to not knowing what that meant, but a bill introduced in the Alaska Senate would authorize modification and reduction of sentences. That is why Mr. Stern is writing a memo on whether a modification of the court rule requires a two-thirds vote.

(0:58:41:0)

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN noted that the provision refers to “the probation officer,” and not all cases have probation officers. He asked if the state should be added as an entity to be able to make application to extend probation or make it more difficult. He then pointed out that the language allows the court to [modify a defendant’s work service] only when it finds the original sentence imposed an unreasonable burden on the defendant. “What about when it cuts the other way?” he asked.

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN added that probation can be revoked. The state could be burdened with tremendous paperwork, so “in that situation shouldn’t the question of who has an unreasonable burden on them” also include the state?

(1:00:24:0)

MR. POPE said that might be double jeopardy.

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN said it is not double jeopardy—no more than the revocation of probation. “Does that mean we increase the sentence?” he pondered. Perhaps if the length of time is increased [it would be double jeopardy], but modifying the requirements of community work because the state saw that the program was not working [should be permitted].

MR. POPE said that is another reason to keep community work service and restitution as part of the sentence.

(1:01:24:0)

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN said there should be an indication [in the code] “that this can be done with regard to the burden it imposes on the state.”

CHAIR GARDINER asked why the state would want to modify the work service.

REPRESENTATIVE BROWN said a well-intentioned judge and others “go in and recommend something, and then after the fact, they will find out it is just not working—that the conditions are unreasonable … and yet the corrections division is saddled with the problem.” He said the state should be able to say that the conditions or circumstances are not practical from an administrative standpoint. 

CHAIR GARDINER asked Mr. Pope to take into account “upon notice,” which should probably say state or district attorney.

MR. POPE replied that the probation officer, the district attorney, and the [inaudible] are of the state.

(1:03:49:0)

MR. POPE said he will figure out how to get around the double jeopardy problem if there is one.

[Inaudible discussion]

CHAIR GARDINER said that in one draft there was a notice provision that applied to the victim.

REPRESENTATIVE DANKWORTH said something inaudible.

[Inaudible discussion]

MS. CARPENETI said something about getting the agreement of the victim.

CHAIR GARDINER said it just says “notice,” not “agreement.”

[Inaudible discussion]

(1:05:59:0)

MR. POPE said that [the notice] should be put in on the sentence of restitution—also in modification and termination of restitution.

[Inaudible discussion]

(1:07:00:0)

MR. POPE said the next section will be controversial. 

CHAIR GARDINER said to wait until tomorrow. “We’re going to go late tomorrow.” 

[Irrelevant discussion]

ADJOURNMENT

[bookmark: adjcommname][bookmark: adjourn]There being no further business before the committee, the House Judiciary Standing Committee meeting was adjourned at 4:30 p.m.

(1:08:02:0)
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