House Judiciary Committee Meeting
Wednesday, January 23, 1963

The House Judiciary Committee met Wednesday, January 23, 1963,
in Room 523 at 8:30 A.M. with Chairman Clyde Hill presiding. Thirteen
members were present. Members Arthur, Davis, Fatzer, Gastl, GriffEEQL
Van Cleave and Williams were absent.

Before considering any further articles of the bill for revision -
of the Code of Civil Procedure, Earl Hatcher was asked to answer
and explain questions which arose at the meeting of January 22, 1963.

Section 60-508. Mr. Hill stated that there was a question
whether the ?1 vears plus the 2 years was a maximum limitation.
Mr. Hatcher explained that it would be the maximum that could stand.
Mr. Skoog asked if this would apply to the fellow who was insane
and Mr. Hatcher said it would. Mr. Hill called for any further
questions concerning this section. Mr. Edwards asked a question
which was answered by Mr. Hatcher.

Section 60-515. Representative Briggs stated that Section
60-508 gives two years and Section 60-515 gives one year. He
wondered if this was a contradiction. Mr. Liebert pointed out that
Section 60-508 pertains to the recovery of real property.

Section 60-513, subparagraph 5. Mr. Hill questioned if this
changes the present law. Mr. Hatcher stated that it does. Mr. Crossan
stated that this makes it a statute of limitations which could be
waived. Mr, Hotcher then explained this section more thoroughly.

Section 60-521. Mr. Hatcher explained this section. Mr. Hill
stated that you have a limitation by the municipality. Mr. Skoog
then commented that this puts them in the same situation as a
citizen. Mr. Hill asked for any further questions or comments on
this section. There were none.

Chairman Hill asked for any further questions or comments on
Article 5. There were none.

Section 60-601, b. There was some discussion by the committee
and they ocoreed that there should be a qualifying word to clarify
the word tract. It was agreed that Mr. Hatcher would work on this.

Section 60-609. It was agreed that the word "may," line 5,
following the word "court" be stricken and the word "shall" be
inserted in lieu thereof.

Section 60-710. It was agreed that line 5 should have the
word "district" inserted after the word "the" and before the word
"judge."
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