
Virginia Criminal Sentencing Commission

November 5, 2014
Meeting Minutes

Members Present: 

Judge F. Bruce Bach (Chairman), Judge Malfourd W. Trumbo (Vice-Chairman), Harvey L. Bryant, Judge Bradley B. Cavedo, Delegate Benjamin L. Cline, Judge Lisa Bondareff Kemler, Judge Michael Lee Moore, Senator Bryce E. Reeves, Judge Charles S. Sharp, Rosemary Trible, Esther J. Windmueller, and Judge James S. Yoffy

Members Absent:

Judge Rossie D. Alston, Jr., Linda L. Bryant, Linda D. Curtis, Marsha L. Garst, and 
H.F. Haymore, Jr.
The meeting commenced at 10:05 a.m.  
Agenda
I. Approval of Minutes

Judge Bach asked the Commission members to approve the minutes from the previous meeting, held on September 8, 2014.  The Commission unanimously approved the minutes without amendment.  
II. Possible Recommendations for Sentencing Guidelines Revisions
Meredith Farrar-Owens, the Commission’s Director, first summarized the process by which proposals for revisions to the sentencing guidelines are developed.  She explained that topics for possible guidelines revisions are suggested by Commission members, judges, guidelines users (via the hotline or in training seminars), and staff.  She emphasized that the proposals reflect the best fit to the historical data.  Moreover, the proposals were designed to maximize compliance and balance mitigation and aggravation rates, to the extent possible.   Based on detailed analysis of available data, four possible recommendations were developed this year for the members’ consideration.  
Proposed Recommendation 1 – Add Distribution of Schedule IV Drugs (§ 18.2-248(E2)) to the Drug/Other Guidelines
Tom Barnes, Research Associate, presented the first two proposals.  Mr. Barnes stated that recent reports suggest that the number of offenses involving Schedule IV drugs had increased in the Commonwealth in recent years.  Schedule IV drugs generally include tranquilizers and sedatives, such as Valium, Xanax, and Darvocet, and are often used to treat patients suffering from disorders such as seizures, anxiety, and insomnia.  In 2005, the General Assembly increased the penalty for the unlawful distribution, sale, or possession with intent to distribute a Schedule IV drug (§ 18.2-248(E2)) from a Class 1 misdemeanor to a Class 6 felony.  Currently, however, this offense is not covered by the guidelines when it is the most serious offense at sentencing.      

Data from the Circuit Court Case Management System (CMS) for fiscal year (FY) 2010 through FY2014 yielded a total of 131 cases in which distribution, sale, or possession with intent to distribute a Schedule IV drug (§ 18.2-248(E2)) would be the primary, or most serious, offense in the sentencing event.  The staff also obtained criminal history reports, or “rap sheets,” on these offenders from the Virginia State Police so that the offender’s prior record could be computed and used in scoring the various factors on the guidelines worksheets.

Based on thorough analysis of the available data, staff developed a proposal to integrate distribution, etc., of a Schedule IV drug into the Drug/Other guidelines.  Mr. Barnes presented the proposed guidelines for this offense.  On Section A (the prison in/out recommendation), offenders whose most serious offense is distribution, etc., of a Schedule IV drug will receive six points on the Primary Offense factor if convicted of one count or eight points if convicted of two or more counts.  The remaining factors on Section A will be scored as they appear on the current Section A worksheet.  Offenders whose primary offense is distribution, etc., of a Schedule IV drug who are referred to Section B (to determine a recommendation for probation or jail up to six months) will receive six points on the Primary Offense factor if convicted of one count and nine points if convicted of two or more counts.  When scoring Section B factors for Prior Incarcerations/Commitments and Legally Restrained, offenders convicted of this Schedule IV drug offense will be scored in the same manner as Schedule III drugs.  Other factors on the Section B worksheet will be scored as they currently appear on the worksheet.  
An offender who scores 11 points or more on Section A of the Drug/Other guidelines is referred to Section C, which determines the sentence length recommendation for a term of imprisonment.  On Section C, an offender convicted of one count of distribution, etc., of a Schedule IV drug will receive two points for the Primary Offense factor if his prior record is classified as Other (no violent prior record), four points if he has a Category II prior record (less serious violent prior record), or eight points if he has a Category I prior record (more serious violent prior record).  No other modifications to the Section C worksheets are necessary.  

When developing sentencing guidelines, the Commission’s goal is to match as closely as possible the historical incarceration rate for the specific offense as well as the median sentence received by offenders.  Information presented by Mr. Barnes demonstrated that the proposed guidelines result in sentencing recommendations that are closely aligned with historical sentencing practices for this offense.  
Judge Moore made a motion to adopt this recommendation, which was seconded.  With no further discussion, the Commission voted 11-0 in favor.
Proposed Recommendation 2 – Add Certain Identity Fraud Offenses (§ 18.2-186.3) to the Fraud Guidelines

Mr. Barnes stated that § 18.2-186.3, which defines several identity fraud offenses, was added to the Code of Virginia in 2000.  While five felony identity fraud offenses are specified in § 18.2-186.3(D), only identity fraud resulting in financial loss greater than $200 is currently covered by the sentencing guidelines.  The staff examined available  data to determine if sufficient cases exist to add the other identity theft offenses defined in § 18.2-186.3(D) to the sentencing guidelines.  However, only obtaining identifying information to defraud, second or subsequent offense, provided a sufficient number of cases to move forward with a proposal.  Circuit Court Case Management System (CMS) data for fiscal year (FY) 2010 through FY2014 provided 156 cases in which obtaining identifying information with intent to defraud, second or subsequent offense, was the most serious offense at sentencing.  
Staff conducted a thorough analysis of the available data, including each offender’s criminal history, and developed a proposal to integrate this offense into the Fraud guidelines.  Mr. Barnes described the proposed guidelines.  On Section A, offenders whose most serious offense is obtaining identifying information to defraud, second or subsequent offense, will receive one point on the Primary Offense factor.  Mr. Barnes noted these offenders often have extensive nonviolent criminal histories and tend to score high on the prior record factors found on Section A of the Fraud guidelines.  Under the proposal, the Section A factors for Prior Convictions/Adjudications and Prior Misdemeanor Convictions/Adjudications would be split so that offenders convicted of this identity fraud offense are scored differently than other offenders.  This modification was supported by analysis of the data. When referred to Section B of the Fraud guidelines, these offenders will receive six points on the Primary Offense factor.  Based on the data, staff recommended adding a new factor to Section B, which would be scored only if the primary offense is obtaining identifying information with the intent to defraud, second or subsequent offense.  This new factor will be scored based on the offender’s prior misdemeanor convictions and adjudications.  If an offender scores 11 points or more on Section A of the Fraud guidelines, Section C is scored to determine the sentence length recommendation for a term of imprisonment.  On Section C, offenders whose primary offense is obtaining identifying information with the intent to defraud, second or subsequent offense, will receive four points for the Primary Offense factor if the offender’s prior record is classified as Other, eight points if he has a Category II prior record, or 16 points if he has a Category I prior record.  
Ms. Windmueller asked how the enhancements for Category I and Category II prior record are calculated.  Ms. Farrar-Owens stated that the General Assembly, as part of 1994 sentencing reform legislation, specified enhancements to be built into the guidelines to increase the sentence recommendations for offenders convicted of violent crimes, as well as those who have prior convictions for violent felonies.  If the current offense is nonviolent, such as the one in this proposal, the base score (labeled “Other” prior record) is increased by 100% for a Category II prior record (less serious violent prior record) and by 300% for a Category I prior record (more serious violent prior record).  These enhancements are required by statute.
Information displayed by Mr. Barnes showed that the proposed guidelines are closely aligned with historical sentencing practices for this offense.  

Judge Sharp made a motion to adopt the recommendation. The motion was seconded.  With no further discussion, the Commission voted 11-0 in favor.  

Proposed Recommendation 3 – Add Certain Credit Card Offenses (§§ 18.2-192 and 18.2-194) to the Fraud Guidelines

Joanna Laws, Deputy Director, presented the remaining proposals.  She first reviewed                          §§ 18.2-192 and 18.2-194 of the Code of Virginia, which define several credit card offenses.  She noted that the guidelines currently cover one of the four felonies defined in               § 18.2-192 and do not cover the offense defined in § 18.2-194.  Data from the Circuit Court Case Management System (CMS) for FY2010 through FY2014 were obtained.  Staff determined that only one other felony in these two statutes had a sufficient number of cases to proceed further in the analysis.  There were a total of 77 cases in which receiving a stolen credit card or credit card number with the intent to use or sell (§ 18.2-192(1,b)) was the most serious offense in the sentencing event.  
Judge Trumbo asked about the criteria of adding new offenses to the guidelines.  Ms. Laws responded that the general rule is at least 60 cases are needed before the staff conducts an analysis.  
Based on thorough analysis of the available data, staff developed a proposal to incorporate the offense of receiving a stolen credit card or credit card number with the intent to use or sell (§ 18.2-192(1,b)) into the Fraud guidelines.  On Section A, offenders for whom this is their most serious offense will receive three points on the Primary Offense factor if convicted of one count of the primary offense and ten points if convicted of two or more counts.  These offenders will be scored on the remaining Section A factors as they are shown on the present worksheet.  Offenders referred to Section B will receive seven points on the Primary Offense factor.  Other Section B factors will be scored as they appear on the current worksheet.  An offender who scores 11 points or more on Section A of the Fraud guidelines is scored on Section C, which determines the sentence length recommendation for a term of imprisonment.  On Section C, offenders whose primary offense is the specified credit card offense will receive six points for the Primary Offense factor if the offender’s prior record is classified as Other, 12 points if he has a Category II prior record, or 24 points if he has a Category I prior record.  No other modifications to Section C are necessary.
As shown by Ms. Laws, the proposed guidelines are closely aligned with historical sentencing practices for this offense.  

Judge Trumbo stated that the number of cases for this offense may be too low to develop historically-based guidelines.  After a brief discussion about the number of cases, Judge Bach noted that the Commission had the option of deferring action on this proposal.  
Judge Cavedo made a motion to adopt this recommendation, which was seconded.  The Commission voted 7-4 in favor.   
Proposed Recommendation 4 – Add Strangulation Resulting in Injury or Bodily Wounding (§ 18.2-51.6) to the Assault Guidelines.

Ms. Laws reviewed the crime of strangulation resulting in injury or bodily injury, as defined in § 18.2-51.6 of the Code of Virginia.  She noted that this offense was added to the Code in 2012.  As a relatively new felony, it is not yet covered by the sentencing guidelines.  Ms. Laws reported that, in some cases, guidelines users in the field have incorrectly prepared guidelines for strangulation using the Class 6 felony of unlawful wounding.  Staff have received numerous requests to add this offense to the guidelines.  
According to FY2013 and FY2014 data from the Circuit Court Case Management System (CMS), there were 94 cases in which strangulation (§ 18.2-51.6) was the most serious offense at the time of sentencing.  Using these data, as well as each offender’s criminal history, staff developed a proposal to incorporate this offense into the Assault guidelines.  

Ms. Laws presented the proposed guidelines. On Section A, offenders whose most serious offense is strangulation will receive two points on the Primary Offense factor (one point for an attempted or conspired act).  Additionally, staff recommend expanding an existing Section A factor that currently is only scored if the most serious offense is assault and battery against a family member.  Offenders convicted of strangulation would receive points for Prior Felony Person Convictions/Adjudications in the same manner as offenders convicted of assault and battery against a family member.  On Section B, staff recommends splitting the current factor for Additional Offenses such that offenders convicted of strangulation as the most serious offense will receive higher points for any additional offense convictions.  Furthermore, staff recommends splitting the Prior Convictions/Adjudications factor on Section B and increasing the points scored for offenders convicted of strangulation.  Finally, the staff recommends expanding two factors on Section B, currently only scored if the most serious offense is assault and battery against a family member, to include strangulation cases.  These factors score Prior Incarcerations/Commitments and Prior Misdemeanor Convictions/Adjudications.  These changes were developed based on the data available for strangulation cases.  On Section C, offenders whose primary offense is strangulation will receive seven points for the Primary Offense factor if the offender’s prior record is classified as Other, 14 points if he has a Category II prior record, or 28 points if he has a Category I prior record.  

Ms. Laws noted that only two years of data were available for analysis of this offense.  She stated that sentencing in these cases could still be in flux, as judges become more accustomed to hearing strangulation cases.  If sentencing patterns are still evolving, the proposed guidelines may not accurately reflect what sentencing patterns will eventually look like for this offense.  Judge Kemler commented that some of the strangulation cases in Alexandria have been tried by a jury.   Judge Moore stated that he has never had a strangulation case where there wasn’t an accompanying felony charge.  After a brief discussion, Judge Kemler recommended deferring action on this proposal.

Judge Trumbo made a motion to defer action on this proposal to allow for further study.  The motion was seconded.  The Commission voted 11-0 in favor.

Other Analysis
Ms. Farrar-Owens reviewed other analysis performed by staff that did not result in specific proposals.  She noted, however, the Commission could choose to act on the basis of the analysis if it chose to do so.  

Based on a request received by staff, the guidelines for indecent liberties (§§ 18.2-370 and 18.2-370.1(A)) were examined.  Compliance with the current guidelines for these offenses is well below the overall compliance rate and, when judges depart, they are much more likely to sentence above the guidelines range than below it.  In particular, Ms. Farrar-Owens noted that the rate at which the current guidelines recommend a prison sentence in these cases could be more closely aligned with the actual rate at which judges are sentencing offenders to prison.  Staff explored the feasibility of adjusting the Section A Primary Offense scores and other factors to assign higher points for indecent liberties offenses, with the goal of improving compliance and producing more balanced mitigation and aggravation rates.  While some scenarios appeared promising, Ms. Farrar-Owens suggested that changes in sentencing practices in indecent liberties cases may be ongoing.  Thus, adjustments to the guidelines made based on the current data may not accurately reflect what sentencing patterns will eventually look like for these offenses. 
Judge Trumbo asked if the staff would do a full analysis of the indecent liberties offenses during the coming year.  Ms. Windmueller commented that she would like to see the same analysis the next year.  Judge Bach directed staff to continue examining data on indecent liberties offenses and report back to the Commission in 2015. 
III.  Sentencing Guidelines Manual Sales and Paid Seminar Attendance
At its previous meeting (September 8, 2014) the Commission discussed the desirability and the feasibility of providing guidelines manuals and training to court-appointed attorneys free of charge.  Currently, the Commission provides free manuals and training only to government employees, such as Commonwealth’s attorneys, probation officers and public defenders.  The Commission charges private attorneys, including court-appointed attorneys, for manuals and training seminars.  The Commission had asked staff to provide additional information at the April 2015 meeting.

Jody Fridley, Manager of the Training/Data Quality Unit, presented information regarding the amount of revenue generated by manual sales and training fees.  He stated that prices are set in order to cover most, if not all, of the Commission’s cost to train users and print manuals annually.  

Ms. Windmueller noted that the Commission has an outstanding training staff and curriculum and that the members of Virginia’s criminal defense bar find the educational programs offered by the Commission to be of great assistance.  Ms. Windmueller pointed out that many private criminal defense attorneys take on court-appointed defense work and that some, especially young lawyers, struggle to earn a living.  While the fees charged by the Commission to private defense attorneys are nominal and attendance at the classes qualifies for mandatory continuing legal education (MCLE) credit hours, she nonetheless felt that the Commission should strongly consider waiving the manual and training fees for members of the private bar that do court-appointed work.  She mentioned that there is some recent precedent for the Supreme Court to waive fees for training seminars for defense attorneys.  Specifically, she mentioned a full-day criminal defense attorney training seminar (Indigent Criminal Defense: Advanced Skills for the Experienced Practitioner) held in Richmond (with a remote video site), sponsored by the Virginia State Bar in conjunction with the Virginia Supreme Court, wherein attendance fees were waived.  Ms. Windmueller closed by saying that the Commission should continue to charge private defense attorneys who do not take court-appointed work.  
Mr. Fridley noted that one option for the Commission might be scholarship or grant money.  At the previous meeting, Judge Alston had informed the Commission that some of the scholarship and grant money available through the Office of the Executive Secretary (OES) goes unused every year and the Commission should inquire about those funds.  Ms. Farrar-Owens informed members that she had inquired about those funds and was informed by the OES Director of Training that those funds were available only for judges and court employees, and were available for private defense attorneys to attend the Commission’s guidelines training.  
Judge Bach stated that the Commission operates on a tight budget and staff does a considerable amount of work to assist other agencies.  Ms. Windmueller inquired if the Commission could bill other agencies for work the Commission performs.  Judge Trumbo wondered if the staff could estimate the cost of assistance that we provide to other agencies. Judge Bach suggested that the Commission find a grant to cover the cost of the court-appointed attorneys training and manuals.  Judge Yoffy asked if the staff had information regarding how much court-appointed attorneys make annually.   Ms. Farrar-Owens responded that she did not have that information but she would request it from the OES.  Judge Bach indicated that attorneys could apply for scholarships based on their annual salary.  At the conclusion of the discussion, Judge Bach asked the staff to explore options for grants and scholarships and report back to the Commission at the April 2015 meeting.    
IV. Sentencing Guidelines Automation Project

Mr. Fridley updated members as to the current status of the Commission’s automation project.  He reported that the Supreme Court’s Department of Judicial Information Technology (DJIT) was making good progress in designing the online sentencing guidelines application, which would allow guidelines users to prepare, save, and submit guidelines worksheets in an automated fashion.  Commission staff have been testing each component of the application as it is developed by DJIT.  Mr. Fridley described the feature that would allow many data fields to be populated automatically with information from the Supreme Court’s Case Management System (CMS), saving preparers significant time.  Mr. Fridley concluded by saying that pilot testing is ongoing in Norfolk. While the pilot phase continues, additional components of the application are being designed.  Statewide implementation could begin in 2015.  He reminded members that the application will have to be updated every year. There would be an ongoing maintenance cost for the automation project.     

V. Reporting to the Child Protection Accountability System – Status Update     

Mr. Fridley provided members with an update on the Commission’s reporting to Virginia’s Child Protection Accountability System.  The Commission is required to submit information to the System for cases involving certain crimes, such as child abuse and neglect, kidnapping, and numerous sexually-related offenses.  The Commission must report detailed information pertaining to each case including, but not limited to, the name of the sentencing judge, the sentence given, whether the sentence was within the guidelines range or an upward or downward departure from the guidelines, and the reasons given for the departure, if any.  

Mr. Fridley presented a sample of the Commission’s most recent report based on FY2014 data.  The FY2014 report will be completed and submitted to the Department of Social Services (DSS) in December 2014.  As a result of the legislation, for FY2014 cases, staff began typing the exact wording of the judge’s departure reason(s).  Thus, the FY2014 report will reflect the exact wording of the departure reason (instead of the general category of the departure reason, as in years past).  In addition, when a judge does not provide a complete or legible departure reason, the staff will return the guidelines form to the judge with a letter explaining the requirements of the legislation, thus providing an opportunity for the judge to submit a complete departure reason for each case.  

Mr. Fridley advised that each judge will receive a copy of his or her FY2014 report for review before it is submitted to DSS.  Judge Moore asked how a judge could correct an error if he or she finds one in the report.  Mr. Fridley said that a judge may call, email or fax to submit the correct information and staff will update the report accordingly.  

Judge Moore made a motion to approve sending the report to Circuit Court judges.  The motion was seconded.  With no further discussion, the Commission voted 11-0 in favor.

VI. New Nonviolent Offender Risk Assessment Instruments – Status Update

Ms. Farrar-Owens provided an overview of the Commission’s risk assessment instrument for nonviolent offenders.  In 1994, as part of the reform legislation that abolished parole and instituted truth-in-sentencing, the General Assembly directed the newly-created Sentencing Commission to develop an empirically-based risk assessment instrument predictive of a felon’s relative risk to public safety to determine appropriate candidates for alternative sanctions, apply the instrument to non-violent felons recommended for prison, and implement the instrument with a goal of placing 25% of these prison bound felons in alternative sanctions.  After the instrument was developed, pilot-tested, and refined, the Commission recommended, and the General Assembly approved, statewide implementation for July 1, 2002.  In 2003, the General Assembly directed the Commission to determine, with due regard for public safety, the feasibility of adjusting the assessment instrument to recommend additional low-risk nonviolent offenders for alternative punishment.  The Commission recommended moving the threshold to 38 points, which would not result in a significant increase in the recidivism rate and would recommend an additional 500 offenders per year for alternative punishment in lieu of traditional incarceration.  That recommendation was approved by the legislature and the change became effective July 1, 2004.  

Ms. Farrar-Owens then described the use of the risk assessment tool and how risk assessment is integrated in the guidelines.  The risk assessment worksheet is completed for larceny, fraud and drug offenders who are recommended for some period of incarceration by the guidelines and who satisfy the eligibility criteria established by the Commission.  Offenders with any current or prior convictions for violent felonies (defined in §17.1-803) are ineligible for risk assessment.  When the risk assessment instrument is completed, offenders scoring at or below the selected threshold are recommended for sanctions other than traditional incarceration in prison or jail.  If the judge complies with either the traditional incarceration recommendation of the guidelines or with the risk assessment recommendation for alternative punishment, he or she is considered in compliance with the guidelines. For offenders scoring over the selected threshold, the original recommendation for incarceration remains unchanged.

Because it had been a number of years since the nonviolent offender risk assessment instrument was last examined, the Commission, in 2010, directed staff to begin a new recidivism study to evaluate the current instrument and potentially update the instrument based on more recent felony cases.  Following the completion of the study, the Commission approved the revised risk assessment tools (one for fraud/larceny offenders and one for drug offenders).  Ms. Farrar-Owens explained that the 2012 Annual Report included a recommendation to implement the revised risk instruments, which was accepted by the General Assembly.  The new instruments became effective on July 1, 2013.    
Ms. Farrar-Owens summarized the Commission’s most recent study.  As with previous studies, recidivism was measured as a new arrest within three years of release that ultimately resulted in conviction.  The results indicated that, overall, 27.1% of offenders in the study sample recidivated during the follow-up period, with larceny offenders recidivating at the highest rates.  When developing the new risk assessment tools, Commission staff attempted to address concerns expressed by users in the field.  Guidelines users reported that information for two factors on the previous risk assessment instrument (employment history and marital status) was not always available.  It has always been the Commission’s policy that the guidelines preparer err on behalf of the defendant if a particular piece of information is unknown.  As a result, some offenders recommended for an alternative sanction would not have been recommended had unemployment and marital status been known and scored accurately.  Ms. Farrar-Owens displayed the new risk assessment tools, which exclude employment and marital factors.  The Commission’s study revealed that predictive accuracy was slightly improved using the two newly-developed instruments.
Ms. Farrar-Owens stated that staff had been monitoring the new instruments since they became effective on July 1, 2013.  Preliminary data for FY2014 suggest that the new instruments are recommending a slightly lower percentage of nonviolent offenders for alternative sanctions than the previous instrument (48% recommended for an alternative in FY2014 compared to 53% recommended for an alternative in FY2013).  This could be explained by more accurate scoring of the risk assessment instruments (because employment and marital status are no longer included on the instrument).  In addition, comparison of data from before and after implementation of the new risk tools revealed that certain characteristics in the felon population appeared to have shifted.  For example, the percentage of fraud offenders who were legally restrained at the time of the new offense had increased over time, while prior record offenses among certain drug offenders were resulting in higher scores on the risk assessment tool.  Ms. Farrar-Owens explained that these shifts in the population appear to be affecting risk assessment outcomes, such that a lower percentage of offenders were being recommended for alternatives.  Ms. Farrar-Owens concluded by saying that the staff would continue to monitor the risk assessment instruments throughout FY2015. 
VII. Miscellaneous Items 

Before concluding the agenda, Judge Bach asked Ms. Farrar-Owens to discuss any miscellaneous items.

Ms. Farrar-Owens announced that a northern Virginia law firm had submitted a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request for guidelines compliance and departure rates for all judges in Fairfax and Arlington.  Per FOIA requirements, staff had prepared the information.  A letter was sent to the Fairfax and Arlington judges making them aware of the request.  The letter also provided each judge with information regarding his or her individual compliance and departure rates by guidelines offense group. 
Ms. Farrar-Owens reminded members that the Commission’s Annual Report was due to the General Assembly on December 1, 2014.  Staff had already begun preparing a draft of the report.  Ms. Farrar-Owens advised that the report draft would be sent to all members for their review and comment prior to its submission to the General Assembly.  
Ms. Farrar-Owens announced the tentative dates for the Commission’s 2015 meetings.  After some discussion, meetings were set for April 13, June 8, September 14, and November 4.  (Note:  The September 14 meeting date was subsequently changed to September 15).
Judge Bach recognized Mr. Harvey Bryant and Ms. Trible and noted that this meeting would be their last with the Commission.  Judge Bach thanked both of them for their commitment and service to the Commission.  He also acknowledged the service of Ms. Garst, who was not able to attend the meeting.  Judge Bach informed members that Chief Justice Kinser had re-appointed Judge Trumbo and Judge Sharp for another term on the Commission.
With no further business on the agenda, the Commission adjourned at 12:00. 
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