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The Uniform Law Commission 
The Uniform Law Commission (ULC), now 129 years old, promotes 
uniformity of law among the several states on subjects for which 
uniformity is desirable and practicable. The ULC improves the law 
by providing states with non-partisan, carefully-considered, and well-
drafted legislation that brings clarity and stability to critical areas of the 
law. The ULC’s work supports the federal system, seeks to maintain 
an appropriate balance between federal and state law, and facilitates 
social and economic relations with rules that are consistent from state 
to state. 

Uniform Law Commissioners must be lawyers, qualified to practice law. 
Commissioners are lawyer-legislators, attorneys in private practice, 
state and federal judges, law professors, and legislative staff attorneys, 
who have been appointed by state governments as well as the District 
of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands to research, draft 
and promote enactment of uniform state laws in areas where uniformity 
is desirable and practical. 
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 P R E S I D E N T ’ S  M E S S A G E  

Carl Lisman 
ULC President 

2019-2021 

Te Coronavirus pandemic altered, but (thanks to the 
fexibility of our members and the good work of our staf) 
did not materially hinder, the work of the ULC for the fscal 
year just ended.  Our study and drafting committees carried 
on their work, albeit by remote conferencing; our Editorial 
Boards continued to fulfll their monitoring and supervisory 
roles; and our annual meeting - spread over three months of 
teleconferencing - resulted in approval of three acts and good 
debate on fve acts in progress. 

Te Commission’s overarching mission - to promote 
uniformity in the law among the states - is based on America’s 
foundational principle that we are all subject to the rule of 
law.    

Our Commissioners are all volunteers, appointed or 
designated by their States.  Each must be a lawyer, but there 
are no other qualifcations.  

Our process is rigorous:  An idea or suggestion for a uniform 
law is frst vetted by a standing committee; the subject may 
be referred to a study committee of Commissioners, a Joint 
Editorial Board or an outside organization or individual.  If 
there is a recommendation to go forward, the ULC’s Executive 
Committee takes a second look. Te need for a law on the 
topic and the likelihood of substantial enactments among the 
States are paramount considerations. 

Te heavy lifting of actually writing a law falls on the 
Commissioners appointed by the President to membership 
on a drafting committee. Under the leadership of the 
committee chair and with the assistance of a reporter (usually 
a law school professor), the committee meets to make policy 
choices and then draft and refne the law.  Drafts are reviewed 
by all Commissioners at our annual meetings.  Unless there 
are exigent circumstances that require a waiver, an act must be 
read at two annual meetings, the frst primarily to understand 

With more than 350 Commissioners, including Life Members, 
the breadth of knowledge and experience in the ULC is 
impressive.  Te ULC is non-partisan; notwithstanding the 
current political climate in the U.S., most Commissioners do 
not know the political leanings of their fellow Commissioners. 
Tat serves us well. 

All of our committee meetings since mid-March have been 
converted to remote meetings due to the pandemic and 
concerns for the health and safety of Commissioners, spouses, 
reporters, ULC staf and observers.  Our 2020 annual meeting 
scheduled for July in Madison, Wisconsin was cancelled, but 
we were able to meet remotely and do our business.  From 
experience, we know that sitting at a table with others is 
better than teleconferencing, but we will continue to conduct 
our business remotely for as long as necessary and prudent. 

We rely heavily on dues paid by the States and know that 
the pandemic has adversely afected States’ fnances.  Te 
assessment notices going out now acknowledge this fnancial 
stress and are in the same amounts as last year’s.  We anticipate 
that some States will fnd it difcult to make their payments 
and will, as we have done in the past, work with them. 

Our intention is to plow forward with our work. Te 
restrictions brought on by the pandemic will not alter what 
we do, only how we do it.  Study Committees will continue 
to evaluate new suggestions.  Te Joint Editorial Boards will 
carry on.  Drafting Committees will consider, write and edit. 

All Commissioners and members of our legislative staf will be 
reaching out to legislators to garner support for enactments. 
Our Chicago staf, ably supervised by our Executive Director 
and Chief Administrative Ofcer, will provide the support 
services we need to thrive. 

I want to extend my personal thanks to the ofcers and 
members of the Executive Committee for their support and 
thoughtful guidance, as well as to our dedicated staf, all of 
whom have stepped up during this extraordinary and trying 
year. 

the scope of the law and the committee’s policy choices and 
the second in a line-by-line review. 



  

 

  

Mississippi, Utah, and Virginia were tied for most enactments in 2020, each with four enactments. 

The 2020 Legislative Year Was Unlike Any Other…

Legislative Report 

Te Uniform Law Commission is a unique institution created by state governments – and funded by state appropriations – to 
research, draft, and present to the states for enactment, uniform and model laws on subjects where uniformity of the law is useful 
or necessary. 

However, the work of the ULC does not end there. What makes the ULC diferent from other organizations is that it not only 
studies and drafts legislative solutions to signifcant problems afecting the states, it then works to make those acts the law in the 
states. No uniform law is efective until a state legislature adopts it. To that end, Uniform Law Commissioners work toward 
enactment of ULC acts in their home jurisdictions. 

Mississippi, Utah, and Virginia were tied for most enactments in 2020, each with four enactments. 
Mississippi enacted a comprehensive probate bill, which included three uniform acts: Uniform Disclaimer of Property Interests 
Act, Uniform Estate Tax Apportionment Act, and Uniform Real Property Transfer on Death Act. Mississippi also enacted the 
Uniform Partition of Heirs Property Act. Utah enacted the 2019 Amendment to the Revised Uniform Athlete Agents Act, 
the Uniform Electronic Wills Act, the Uniform Foreign Country Money Judgments Recognition Act, and the Model Veterans 
Treatment Court Act. Virginia enacted the Revised Uniform Athlete Agents Act and the 2019 Amendment to that act, along 
with the Uniform Directed Trust Act and the Uniform Partition of Heirs Property Act. 

Kentucky, Washington, West Virginia, and Wisconsin each had three enactments this year. Florida, Nebraska, New York, 
Pennsylvania, and South Dakota were not far behind, each enacting two acts this session. 

The 2020 Legislative Year Was Unlike Any Other… 

Te 2020 legislative year began like any other – with legislatures in session, bills being drafted and introduced, sponsors identifed, 
and legislative committees meeting and considering ULC acts. But soon after the year began, everything was upended. By mid-
March, nearly every state legislature had adjourned, or was restricted to activity only related to budget issues or COVID-19 
issues. 

Understandably, the legislative work of the ULC had to take a back seat to other pressing public matters: dealing with the public 
health crisis, criminal justice reform, and state budgets. Even so, the ULC ended the 2020 legislative year with 155 introductions 
of Uniform or Model Acts, and more than 40 enactments. 



 

 

 

  

Some of the major highlights of the year include: 

Revised Uniform Law on Notarial Acts 

Te Revised Uniform Law on Notarial Acts (RULONA) is 
designed to modernize and clarify the law governing notaries 
public, their responsibilities and duties, and to provide 
a stable infrastructure for the performance of notarial acts 
with respect to electronic records. RULONA brings the law 
governing electronic notarial acts up to par with other laws 
governing electronic transactions.  Te act was amended in 
2018 to authorize notaries public to perform notarial acts in 
the state in which they are commissioned for remotely located 
individuals using audio-visual communication and identity-
proofng technology regardless of where the individual may 
be located. 

Te act has taken on new importance during the 
COVID-19 crisis.  Tis act updates the ULC’s notarial law 
statute and permits remote notarization. Remote notarization 
allows a notarization to take place via technology when the 
notary and the individual are physically apart. Many governors 
issued executive orders permitting remote notarization during 
the COVID-19 crisis, but those measures are temporary and 
include many legal gray areas. RULONA provides a lasting, 
comprehensive framework to perform remote notarization, 
which ofers efciency and convenience to businesses and 
individuals. 

RULONA 2018 was introduced in seven states in 2020 and 
enacted in three, bringing the total number of enactments of 
RULONA, including its provisions on remote notarization, 
in 12 states: Hawaii, Idaho, Iowa, Kentucky, Maryland, 
Minnesota, Montana, North Dakota, Pennsylvania, South 
Dakota, Washington, and Wisconsin. 

Uniform Electronic Wills Act 

Te Uniform Electronic Wills Act (UEWA), promulgated in 
2019, was enacted in its frst state in 2020 in Utah.  Under 
traditional state laws, a person’s last will and testament is only 
valid if written on a tangible material (usually paper), signed 
by the testator, and signed by two witnesses. Tese traditional 
execution requirements prevent courts from recognizing and 
enforcing the terms of electronic wills, an anomaly in the 
internet age when electronic legal documents and signatures 
are common. UEWA permits testators to execute a will 
electronically and allows probate courts to give electronic 
wills legal efect. Under UEWA, the testator and witnesses can 
execute a will electronically using secure technology without 
being present in the same room. An electronic will can be 
made self-proving for probate by a notary’s contemporaneous 
acknowledgment of its execution – including a remote online 
notary if permitted under state law. Te act also allows the 
enacting state’s courts to recognize electronic wills executed 
under the law of another state. 

Tis act has also taken on new importance during the 
COVID-19 crisis.  Estate planning attorneys increasingly 
need to meet with their clients remotely. Trusts and other 
documents can be signed electronically under current laws, 
and UEWA flls a gap by allowing wills to be executed in 
the same manner. For a generation that is used to banking, 
communicating, and transacting business online, the Uniform 
Electronic Wills Act will allow online estate planning while 
maintaining safeguards to help prevent fraud and coercion. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Model Veterans Treatment Court Act 

Tis year, Utah became the frst state to enact the Model Veterans Treatment Court Act.  Veterans’ courts have been 
created in many judicial districts around the United States to ensure that veterans in the criminal justice system receive 
the treatment and support necessary to rehabilitate them into being productive members of society.  Very few states 
have legislation on veterans’ courts, but many local judicial districts have efectively created veterans’ courts by rule or 
practice.  Te Model Veterans Treatment Court Act provides guidelines for the establishment of veterans’ courts while 
permitting substantial local discretion necessary to accommodate circumstances in diferent communities.  Some of the 
issues that the model act and rules address include: what subset of veterans are entitled to diversion into a veterans’ court; 
for what type of ofenses is diversion into a veterans’ court appropriate; what rights should victims have to participate in 
proceedings in veterans’ courts; and how, in general, should veterans’ courts be organized and operated.  Te Act provides 
that participation in the veterans’ treatment program requires approval of the prosecutor, but expressly reserves to the court 
all power regarding punishment including probation, conditions of probation, and consequences of violation of terms of 
participation in the treatment program.  Tis Act can also be implemented as a set of court rules. 

Other Highlights 

Other major highlights of the year include: 

• Uniform Electronic Transactions Act was enacted in its 50th state:  Washington. 

• Uniform Registration of Canadian Money Judgments Act was enacted in its frst state:  Colorado. 

• Uniform Civil Remedies for Unauthorized Disclosure of Intimate Images Act has been enacted in its 
third state:  South Dakota. 

• Revised Uniform Parentage Act has been enacted in its fourth state:  Rhode Island. 

• Uniform Wills Recognition Act (formerly the Uniform International Wills Act) has been enacted in its 
20th state: Nebraska. 

Te Revised Uniform Athlete Agents Act, or its 2019 Amendment was introduced in more than 15 states, and enacted in 
six. Te Uniform Partition of Heirs Property Act was introduced in 11 states and enacted in four.  

In addition to these acts, more than 30 diferent uniform acts were introduced in various states across the country in 2020. 



 

 

 

 

 

New Uniform Acts Approved in 2020 

Te culmination of the work of the Uniform Law Commission takes place at its annual meeting each summer when the 
Commission convenes as a Committee of the Whole.  At its 129th Annual Meeting in July 2020, three new acts were considered 
and approved.  After receiving the ULC’s seal of approval, a uniform or model act is ofcially promulgated for consideration by 
the states, and state legislatures are urged to adopt it. 

Uniform Pretrial Release and Detention Act 

Most states rely on cash bail as the mechanism to ensure that a 
defendant will appear in court. Individuals who cannot pay the 
bail set by the court are detained, placing a disproportionate 
burden on low-income defendants.  Recent studies indicate 
that approximately two-thirds of the 740,000 people held in 
local jails are awaiting trial, and at least 27% of all pretrial 
defendants were unable to aford bail.  Te Uniform Pretrial 
Release and Detention Act provides mechanisms for states to 
limit the use of pretrial detention.  Te Act does not aim to 
eliminate all pretrial detention, nor to eliminate all uses of 
bail. Provisions of the Act address: (1) the use of citations in 
lieu of arrest for minor ofenses; (2) a time limit on when a 
hearing must be conducted for an individual who is arrested; 
(3) appointment of counsel; (4) a pretrial risk determination 
by a court to individualize release or detention; (5) review of 
a defendant’s fnancial condition so that inability to pay a fee 
does not lead to detention; and (6) an obligation on the court 
to consider restrictive conditional release as an alternative to 
detention. 

Uniform Public Expression Protection Act 

Te purpose of the Uniform Public Expression Protection 
Act is to provide a remedy for defendants involved in lawsuits 
called “Strategic Lawsuits Against Public Participation,” or 
“SLAPPs.” SLAPPs are abusive civil lawsuits that may be 
brought against individuals, entities, or government ofcials. 
Te topics of these lawsuits range from education and 
zoning to politics and the environment. Tough the claim 
of the lawsuit may be defamation, tortious interference with 
business expectations, invasion of privacy, or something else, 
the real goal of a SLAPP lawsuit is to entangle the defendant 
in expensive litigation that stifes the defendant’s ability to 
engage in constitutionally protected activities. Te Uniform 
Public Expression Protection Act creates a clear process 
through which SLAPPs can be challenged and their merits 
fairly evaluated in an expedited manner. Te Act protects 
individuals’ rights to petition and speak freely on issues of 
public interest while, at the same time, protecting the rights 
of people and entities to fle meritorious lawsuits for real 
injuries. 

Uniform Easement Relocation Act 

In many, but not all, states, the owner of the burdened 
property and the holder of an easement must consent to 
relocate the easement, such as the legal right to use a driveway 
that runs from a public road across one property to access 
another.  When the owner of the burdened property asks 
to relocate an easement to allow further development, an 
easement holder in a state that follows the mutual consent 
rule can withhold consent to prevent the development or 
demand a ransom payment before agreeing to the change. 
Te Uniform Easement Relocation Act allows the burdened 
estate owner to obtain a court order to relocate an easement 
if the relocation does not materially impair the utility 
of the easement to the easement holder or the physical 
condition, use, or value of the benefted property.  Te 
burdened property owner must fle a civil action, give other 
potentially afected real-property interest owners notice, and 
bear all the costs of relocation. Tese conditions build on 
the rule contained in the Restatement (Tird) of Property: 
Servitudes, whose approach to easement relocation has 
been fully or partially adopted in a number of states. Te 
Uniform Easement Relocation Act excludes conservation 
easements and public-utility easements from its scope and 
contains a number of additional safeguards, not found in 
the Restatement, to protect the easement holder’s interest in 
the use and enjoyment of the easement during and after the 
relocation. 



 

 

Spotlight on: 

uniform 
pretrial 

release and 
detention 

act 

The United States has the highest rate of 
incarceration in the world, with an estimated 
2.3 million people currently held in U.S. 
jails and prisons. Pretrial detention, in which 
an individual is held in jail pending trial, 
contributes signifcantly to the soaring 
incarceration rate. On any given day, there are 
nearly half a million individuals in U.S. jails 
who are charged with crimes but have not yet 
been tried or convicted. Te overwhelming 
majority of these people, all of whom are 
presumed to be innocent, are held because 
they cannot aford money bail amounts. 

Te Uniform Pretrial Release and Detention 
Act responds to the need for a broad and 
balanced statute to guide courts in making 
pretrial release and detention decisions for 
the millions of people charged with crimes 
each year in state courts.  Te Act provides 
a comprehensive procedural framework for 
release and detention determinations. 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Te Act has three main objectives: 

1. To ofer a clear, coherent, and workable 
framework for pretrial release and detention 
that strikes an appropriate balance between 
protecting individual liberty and ensuring 
public safety and the efective administration 
of justice. 

2. To limit restrictions on pretrial liberty to 
those necessary to meet the state’s compelling 
interests during the pretrial phase. 

3. To provide enough fexibility to 
accommodate variations in state constitutional 
structures and policy preferences. 

Article 2 – Citation and Arrest 

Article 2 contains provisions to guide the frst 
interaction between an individual and a law 
enforcement ofcer.  It ofers to states the option 
of requiring citations instead of arrests in certain 
circumstances, limiting authority to arrest for 
certain classes or types of minor ofenses.  Article 
2 outlines the information that the citation 
must include, and if a court appearance is 
required, when and where the individual must 
appear.  Experience suggests that presenting this 
information clearly can help to minimize failures 
to appear in court. 

Article 3 – Release Hearing 

Article 3 requires that an arrested individual be brought 
before a court within 48 hours of arrest for an initial 
appearance, which the Act calls a "release hearing". At 
the release hearing, the court must determine by clear 
and convincing evidence whether the accused is likely to 
engage in certain behaviors that would unduly threaten 
public safety or the administration of justice. If not, the 
court must release the defendant on recognizance.  If the 
court determines that there is such a likelihood, the court 
must impose the least restrictive measure available to address 
the identifed risk. As a general matter, the Act prohibits 
fnancial conditions of release that the defendant cannot 
satisfy.  In limited circumstances, however, the Act provides 
for temporary detention or unafordable bail. 

Article 4 – Detention Hearing 

Te Act anticipates that a small fraction of defendants 
may present a great enough risk to justify detention until 
adjudication. For those defendants held temporarily under 
Article 3, Article 4 provides for a prompt detention hearing 
and establishes substantive and procedural standards 
that must be satisfed before the court may issue an order 
of pretrial detention or an order that otherwise results 
in continued detention, which includes imposing or 
maintaining an unafordable bail amount. Te detention 
standards mirror the federal Bail Reform Act of 1984: 
the court must provide counsel to an indigent defendant, 
must conduct an adversarial hearing, and cannot impose 
detention unless it fnds by clear and convincing evidence 
that detention is necessary. 

Conclusion 

Te Uniform Pretrial Release and Detention Act responds 
to broad bipartisan calls for changes to pretrial detention 
practice. Existing practices impose profound social costs as 
well as heavy fscal burdens for state and local governments. 
Research suggests that pretrial detention has a negative 
impact on individuals’ economic prospects and increases the 
likelihood of recidivism. Detained defendants often plead 
guilty in order to go home with sentences of "time served" 
– even those who might otherwise be acquitted or have their 
charges dismissed – because they cannot aford to remain in 
jail. Te Uniform Pretrial Release and Detention Act aspires 
to remedy these ills, maximizing pretrial liberty for those 
presumed to be innocent without sacrifcing public safety. 



 

 

 

 

  

Financing 
the ULC 

Financial Support and Budget 
As a state service organization, the Uniform Law Commission 
depends on state appropriations for its continued operation. 
Te ULC receives the predominant portion of its fnancial 
support from these state appropriations.  Every state, the 
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin 
Islands is assessed a specifc amount for dues, varying 
depending on the state’s population, for support of the 
ULC.  All jurisdictions are also requested to reimburse the 
expenses of their commissioners incurred in attending the 
annual meeting. In return, the ULC provides the states with 
signifcant services, including both drafting uniform, well-
researched, and well-crafted state laws on a range of legal 
subjects, and supporting the efort to enact these laws. 

Te ULC enables states to tap the skills and resources of 
the legal profession for very little cost.  No uniform law 
commissioner is paid for his or her services.  Commissioners 
receive reimbursement only for actual expenses directly 
incurred in the course of their work with the ULC.  Te 
ULC estimates that each commissioner devotes an average 
150 hours a year to ULC work, including service on various 
drafting committees and participation at the ULC Annual 
Meeting.  Tese hours spent in research and drafting work 
– solid, substantive hours—have a cumulative value of more 
than $10 million. 

States would fnd it both difcult and expensive to replicate 
the work of the ULC on their own, especially with regard to 
highly complex subjects such as commercial law or the law of 
probate and estates.  Uniform or Model Acts that the ULC 
promulgates are developed over the course of two to three 
years at intensive meetings.  Acts are read and debated on 
the foor of two ULC Annual Meetings by all the assembled 
commissioners sitting as a Committee of the Whole. 

Because ULC drafting projects are national in scope, the ULC 
attracts a broad range of advisors and observers, resulting in a 
drafting process that benefts from a greater range and depth 
of national, legal expertise than could be brought to bear by 
any individual state. 

In addition, the ULC contracts professional ‘reporters’— 
typically, law professors with signifcant expertise, but on 
appropriate occasions experienced practitioners are appointed 
as well — to aid in many of the drafting eforts.  Reporters 
receive modest honoraria to support the research and drafting 
of ULC acts. 

Te revenue budget of the ULC for the fscal year ending 
June 30, 2020, was approximately $4,593,000, with support 
from state governments in the total amount of $2,778,000 
accounting for 60.5 percent of the budget. 

Grants from foundations and the federal government 
occasionally support specifc educational and drafting eforts. 
All money received from any source is accepted with the 
understanding that the ULC’s drafting work is completely 
autonomous. No source may dictate the contents of an Act 
because of a fnancial contribution. By seeking grants for 
specifc projects, the ULC expands the value of every state 
dollar invested in its work. 

Te Uniform Commercial Code (UCC) is a joint venture 
between the ULC and the American Law Institute (ALI). 
In the 1940s, the Falk Foundation supported the UCC’s 
original development.  Proceeds from copyright licensing of 
UCC materials replenish the original funds. Whenever work 
on the UCC commences, a percentage of ULC and ALI costs 
are paid from endowment income. 

Te Commission has also established royalty agreements 
with major legal publishers that reprint the ULC’s uniform 
and model acts in their publications. 

Te ULC has a very small staf, which keeps its operating 
costs as low as possible.  Te full-time staf of 15 (when fully 
stafed), located in Chicago, provides all the staf support for 
the administrative, drafting, and legislative eforts. 

Particularly in today’s economic climate, as states across the 
country continue to struggle with their budgets, the process 
of drafting a uniform law remains an immensely cost-efective 
endeavor. 
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Current ULC Committees 
Drafting Committees 

Uniform Law Commission drafting committees consist of a 
chair, several ULC commissioners from various states, and a 
reporter (usually a law professor with expertise in the subject 
matter). Te ULC seeks to have one or more ABA advisors 
appointed to every drafting committee.  Other interested 
groups are also invited to send representatives, known as 
observers. 

ULC drafting committees typically meet two or three times 
a year for at least two years.  Drafting committee meetings 
are open to the public and full participation in the discussion 
is encouraged. All drafts are posted on the ULC’s website 
(www.uniformlaws.org) which enables public review and 
comment. 

Currently, 13 drafting committees are working on new and 
revised uniform and model acts.  Proposed acts are subject to 
rigorous examination and debate at ULC annual meetings 
before they become eligible for designation as Uniform Law 
Commission products. 

Te fnal decision on whether an act is ready for promulgation 
to the states is made near the close of an annual meeting, on 
a vote-by-states basis.  To receive fnal approval, an Act must 
receive the afrmative vote of 20 or more states, which must 
also constitute a majority of the states present and voting. 

Te current drafting committees are: 

Drafting Committee on Conflict of Laws in Trusts 
and Estates 

Tis committee is drafting a uniform or model law to address 
the problems of confict of laws in trusts and estates. Te 
committee will address trusts, wills, will substitutes, intestacy, 
estate administration, fduciary powers and duties, powers of 
appointments, powers of attorneys, jurisdictional claims, and 
statutes of limitations. 

Drafting Committee on College Athlete Name, Image 
and Likeness Issues 

Tis drafting committee is drafting a uniform or model law 
addressing college athlete name, image, and likeness (“NIL”) 
issues. Issues to be considered may include a mechanism for 
providing college athletes with a meaningful opportunity 
to receive compensation for their NIL rights; parameters to 
protect college athletics and college athletes from misuse or 
abuse of NIL deals; whether the act should create a right of 
action for college athletes if their NIL rights are violated; a 
mechanism for certifying and regulating agents and third 
party professionals; and whether and to what extent the act 
should apply to high school, youth, and recreational sports. 

Drafting Committee to Revise the Uniform Common 
Interest Ownership Act and Condominium Act 

Tis drafting committee is developing revisions to the 
Uniform Common Interest Ownership Act (UCIOA) 
and the Uniform Condominium Act (UCA).  UCIOA 
deals comprehensively with the complex issues posed in 
condominiums, cooperatives, and planned communities – 
the three forms of common interest ownership.  Te ULC has 
devoted substantial resources for more than 50 years to the 
regulation of these forms of shared real estate ownership and 
has a signifcant interest in making sure that both UCIOA 
and UCA are kept up to date.  

Drafting Committee on Telehealth 

Tis committee will draft a uniform or model act addressing 
a variety of legal issues related to telehealth services. Issues to 
be considered include the defnition of telehealth, formation 
of the doctor-patient relationship via telehealth, creation 
of a registry for out-of-state physicians, insurance coverage 
and payment parity, and administrative barriers to entity 
formation. 

http://www.uniformlaws.org/


 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Drafting Committee on Collection and Use of 
Personally Identifiable Data 

Tis committee is drafting a uniform or model law 
addressing the collection and use of personally identifable 
data, including provisions governing the sharing, storage, 
security, and control of the personal data of others.  Te 
collection and use of personal data are important features of 
our modern economy but raise signifcant issues of privacy 
and control. A uniform or model act on this subject would 
serve as a comprehensive legal framework for the treatment 
of data privacy. 

Drafting Committee on Covenants Not to Compete 

Tis committee is drafting a uniform or model law 
addressing covenants not to compete, including topics such 
as the extent to which noncompetes are enforceable against 
low-wage workers and others, notice and other procedural 
requirements, enforceability standards, choice of law issues, 
and remedies. 

Drafting Committee on Registration and Licensing 
of Direct-to-Consumer Sales of Wine and 
Prevention of Illegal Sales 

Tis committee is drafting a uniform or model act addressing 
compliance and enforcement issues related to direct-to-
consumer shipments of alcoholic beverages. 

Drafting Committee on Economic Rights of 
Unmarried Cohabitants 

Te rate of nonmarital cohabitation within the U.S. is 
increasing, but there is no consistent legal doctrine among 
the states for division of jointly acquired property when 
cohabitants break up or when one cohabitant dies. Instead, 
courts must resolve disputes on a case-by-case basis.  Tis 
committee is drafting a uniform or model law addressing the 
economic rights of unmarried cohabitants. 

Drafting Committee on Unregulated Transfers of 
Adopted Children 

In some cases, parents fnd that after the birth or adoption 
of a child they experience considerable difculty or even 
inability in caring for or efectively managing the child’s 
behavior, which sometimes leads families to transfer a child 
to another person outside of the courts and the child welfare 
system. Without specifc regulations directed at these types 
of unregulated transfers, a transfer of custody might go 
unnoticed within the child welfare system. Tis committee 
is drafting a uniform or model law addressing the transfer of 
children in these types of cases. 

Joint Committee on Uniform Commercial Code and 
Emerging Technologies 

Te Joint Committee on the Uniform Commercial Code 
and Emerging Technologies, with members from the 
Uniform Law Commission and the American Law Institute, 
is reviewing the Ofcial Text of the Uniform Commercial 
Code with a view to drafting amendments or revisions to 
the Uniform Commercial Code to accommodate emerged 
and emerging technological developments.  Te committee 
will consider, among other technologies, distributed ledger 
technology and virtual currency and other digital assets.  

Drafting Committee on Public Meetings During 
Emergencies 

Tis drafting committee is drafting a uniform or model 
act granting state and local agencies the authority to 
conduct meetings and hearings during emergencies using 
communication technology, subject to minimum standards 
relating to technologies used, security, record retention, 
public access, the protection of the rights of parties to 
contested cases, training to establish competency to use 
remote communication technologies efectively, and other 
relevant requirements. 

Drafting Committee on Community Property 
Disposition at Death Act 

Tis committee is revising the Uniform Disposition of 
Community Property Rights at Death Act, originally 
approved in 1971 and adopted in 16 states. Te act provides 
rules for disposing of a decedent’s property, originally 
acquired as community property, when the decedent’s estate 
is probated in a non-community property state. Tis act is 
intended to be enacted only in non-community property 
states. 

Drafting Committee to Update Uniform 
Unincorporated Organization Acts 

Tis drafting committee will develop amendments to the 
Uniform Partnership Act, the Uniform Limited Partnership 
Act, and the Uniform Limited Liability Company Act, with 
understanding that the update does not include wholesale 
policy revisions. 

Drafting Committee on Debt Collection Default 
Judgments 

Tis committee is drafting a uniform or model act or rule 
applicable to debt collection eforts by third party debt 
collectors or buyers based on default judgments. 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Study Committees 

ULC Study Committees review an assigned area of law in 
light of defned criteria and recommend whether the ULC 
should proceed with a draft on that subject.  Study committees 
typically do not meet in person. When appropriate, study 
committees hold meetings with those interested in the area 
that the committee is exploring to assist in gauging the need 
for uniform state legislation in an area, the likely scope of any 
drafting project, and the potential support for a project.  ABA 
section advisors are typically appointed to study committees. 

Te current study committees are: 

Study Committee on Online Sales Tax Collection 

Tis committee will study the need for and feasibility of state 
legislation on state taxation of online sales and collection of 
taxes in the wake of the Supreme Court decision in South 
Dakota v. Wayfair, which held that the correct standard to 
determine the constitutionality of a state tax law is whether 
the tax applies to an activity that has “substantial nexus” with 
the taxing state. 

Study Committee on Tenancy in Common Ownership 
Default Rules 

Te committee will study the need for and feasibility of 
state legislation to resolve problems arising under current 
common law tenancy-in-common ownership default rules. 
Te committee will study the need for and feasibility of an 
act that would permit a threshold percentage of owners to 
convert ownership from tenancy-in-common ownership to 
a more durable entity form of ownership, such as an LLC – 
as contrasted with existing law, where such a determination 
would require unanimity among the co-owners. 

Study Committee on Mortgage Modifications 

Tis study committee will study the need for and feasibility 
of a uniform or model act addressing mortgage modifcation 
issues. Topics to be addressed include whether the 
modifcation of some of the terms of a mortgage loan requires 
the execution and recordation of an instrument modifying 
the currently recorded mortgage document, as well as the 
extent to which the mortgage retains its priority to secure 
repayment of the debt as modifed. 

Study Committee on Cybercrime 

Tis study committee will study the need for and feasibility of 
a uniform or model act on cybercrime. Issues to be addressed 
include the gaps and lack of uniformity in existing state 
criminal law schemes, the desirability of providing for civil 
remedies in addition to criminal penalties, and the extent to 
which existing state and federal statutes may be outdated due 
to technological developments. 

Study Committee to Revise the Uniform 
Determination of Death Act 

Tis study committee will study the need for and feasibility of 
updating the Uniform Determination of Death Act (1980), 
which has been enacted in 44 states. Issues to be considered 
include lack of uniformity in the medical standards used 
to determine death by neurologic criteria, the relevance of 
hormonal functions, and whether notice should be provided 
before a determination of death. 

Study Committee on Fines and Fees 

Tis committee will study the need for and feasibility of a 
uniform or model addressing the impact of fnes and fees on 
people of limited means. Te impact of fnes and fees on 
those with means can be a mere inconvenience, but for the 
poor and working poor who are unable to pay, those same 
fnes and fees can be devastating, resulting in thousands 
of dollars of debt and functioning as a poverty trap.  Te 
committee will consider three major areas which might be 
addressed in a uniform or model law: (1) suspension of 
driving privileges because of unpaid fnes and fees even when 
unrelated to public safety; (2) fnes and fees imposed on 
juveniles and their parents in the juvenile justice system; and 
(3) fnes and fees imposed without consideration of ability to 
pay because of adult criminal ofenses. 

Study Committee on Family Court Emergency 
Procedures 

Tis study committee will study the need for and feasibility of 
a uniform or model act addressing family court procedures in 
time of emergency. Issues to be addressed may include use of 
automatic continuances, suspension of statutes of limitation, 
prioritization of certain categories of disputes for in-person 
hearings, and utilization of technology, as well as considering 
the feasibility of incorporating provisions relating to existing 
uniform acts to ensure their efective operation during times 
of emergency.  

Study Committee on Public Health Emergency 
Authorities 

Tis committee will study the need for and feasibility of one 
or more uniform state laws addressing the authority of state 
governments to respond to epidemics, pandemics, and other 
public health emergencies. Te committee will consider such 
topics as quarantines, business closures, collective purchasing 
mechanisms, and rules for medical practice. 

Study Committee on Criminalization of Student 
Discipline 

Tis study committee will study the need for and feasibility 
of a uniform or model act on the relationship of in-school 
disciplinary procedures to criminal law enforcement. 



 

 

 

 

  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

   

Study Committee to Revise Uniform Health Care 
Decisions Act 

Te committee will study the need for and feasibility of 
Amending or Revising the Uniform Health Care Decisions 
Act (UHCDA). Te UHCDA was originally promulgated 
in 1993 and has been enacted in eight states. Te key issues 
in the UHCDA warranting possible revisions are the priority 
list of those who can act as surrogate; identifcation of residual 
surrogates; provision for oral appointment; lack of domestic 
partnerships, civil unions, or co-habitants in the surrogate list; 
disqualifcation of surrogates; scope of surrogate decisions; 
and decision-making by mature minors. 

Study Committee on Recurring Service Charges 

Tis committee will study the need for and feasibility of a 
uniform or model act addressing issues related to recurring 
service charges in consumer transactions. In particular, the 
committee will consider whether a legal framework should be 
developed to address situations in which a consumer enters 
into a subscription or other agreement resulting in recurring 
charges but then fnds it difcult or impossible to cancel the 
service (such as if the initial transaction is entered into online 
while cancellations can only occur through other means). 
Te committee will consider possible legislative responses 
such as a recent California law requiring that any recurring 
services that can be subscribed to online must also permit 
online cancellation. 

Study Committee on Special Deposits 

Tis committee will study the need for and feasibility of state 
legislation on special deposits. A special deposit resembles a 
prefunded letter of credit with three parties:  a funder, a bank, 
and a benefciary.  Te bank pays the benefciary if a specifed 
condition occurs. If the specifed condition does not occur, 
the special deposit reverts to the funder.  A special deposit is 
not assignable and is not subject to legal process.  Te law 
of special deposits has not developed much since the 1930s, 
and a uniform or model act on special deposits could provide 
greater clarity in this area. 

Study Committee on Mitigation of Public Health 
Emergency Business Disruptions 

Tis committee will study the need for and feasibility of 
one or more uniform state laws providing special rules and 
procedures to mitigate the impact of an epidemic, pandemic, 
or other public health emergency on the operation of 
businesses. Te committee will consider such topics as non-
liquidating receiverships, business interruption insurance, 
and the application of force majeure and impossibility 
doctrines. 

Monitoring Committees 

Tere are fve monitoring committees which have been 
appointed with respect to specifc areas of the law.  Tese 
committees are responsible for monitoring new developments 
in their assigned area. 

Committee to Monitor Developments in Civil 
Litigation and Dispute Resolution 

Tis committee was created to monitor developments and 
trends in civil litigation and alternative dispute resolution, to 
provide information to the Scope and Program and Executive 
Committees about these issues, to ofer suggestions of issues 
that may be appropriate for uniform state law, and to ofer 
suggestions on whether current ULC acts in this area should 
be revised, amended or withdrawn.  

Committee to Monitor Developments in Healthcare 
Law 

Te committee was formed to study and monitor 
developments in health care law, provide information to the 
ULC about these issues, ofer suggestions of issues that may 
be appropriate for uniform state laws, and to ofer suggestions 
and input, on request, to the ULC about healthcare law and 
related issues.  

Committee on Technology 

Tis committee was formed to study and monitor 
developments in technology, particularly as new technologies 
impact current ULC Acts.  Te committee provides 
information to the Scope and Program Committee on 
these issues and may ofer suggestions of issues that may be 
appropriate for a uniform or model law. 

Criminal Justice Reform Committee 

Tis committee monitors the need for and feasibility of model 
and uniform state laws that efectuate criminal justice reform, 
and serves as an advisory committee to the Committee on 
Scope and Program on potential and emerging legislative 
developments in criminal justice reform. Te Committee 
may be asked to review and consider proposals for criminal 
justice reform work, but also should consider and when 
appropriate present proposals to Scope and Program for 
necessary and feasible uniform or model state laws. 

Committee to Monitor Developments in Privacy Law 

Tis committee monitors developments in privacy law 
and provides suggestions to the Scope and Program and 
Executive Committees about issues that may be appropriate 
for uniform state law or current ULC acts in this area that 
should be revised or withdrawn. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Editorial Boards 
Six editorial boards have been appointed with respect to uniform acts in various subject areas.  

Tese boards are responsible for monitoring new developments which may have an impact on the acts and for making 
recommendations for revising existing acts or drafting new acts in their subject areas.  Te editorial boards are made up of members 
from the Uniform Law Commission, the American Bar Association, the American Law Institute, and other organizations. 

Permanent Editorial Board for Uniform Commercial 
Code 

Tis board is composed of members from the American Law 
Institute and the ULC. It also includes a Director of Research. 
Te board monitors current drafting activities of the Uniform 
Commercial Code. It also prepares commentaries and advises 
its member organizations on further changes needed in the 
Uniform Commercial Code. 

Joint Editorial Board on Uniform Unincorporated 
Organization Acts 

Members from the Business Law Section of the ABA and 
the ULC make up this board.  Te board is responsible for 
monitoring and reviewing the Uniform Partnership Act, the 
Uniform Limited Partnership Act, the Uniform Limited 
Liability Company Act, and other uniform acts related to 
unincorporated associations. 

Joint Editorial Board on International Law 

Members of this JEB include representatives from the ULC 
and the International Law Section of the American Bar 
Association, and liaison representatives from the United 
States Department of State Ofce of Private International 
Law.  Te functions of the JEB include: facilitating the 
promulgation of uniform state laws consistent with U.S. laws 
and international obligations dealing with international and 
transnational legal matters; advising the ULC with respect 
to international and transnational legal matters that have 
the potential to impact areas of the law in which the ULC 
has been, or might become, active; informing and assisting 
the U.S. government with respect to the negotiation of 
international treaties and agreements with appropriate 
consideration of state law perspective and experience; and 
promoting the principles of rule of law and harmonization 
of law. 

Joint Editorial Board for Uniform Real Property Acts 

Representatives of the ULC, the ABA Section of Real 
Property, Trust and Estate Law, the American College of Real 
Estate Lawyers, and the Community Association Institute are 
members of this Joint Editorial Board, and representatives 
of the American Land Title Association and the American 
College of Mortgage Attorneys are liaison members.  Te 
board is responsible for monitoring all uniform real property 
acts. 

Joint Editorial Board for Uniform Family Law 

Te JEB for Uniform Family Law includes members from 
the ULC, the American Bar Association Section of Family 
Law, the American Academy of Matrimonial Lawyers, and 
the Association of Family and Conciliation Courts, together 
with liaison members from the American Association of Law 
Schools and the ABA Center on Children and the Law.  Te 
board is responsible for monitoring all uniform and model 
acts that are family-law related. 

Joint Editorial Board for Uniform Trust and Estate 
Acts 

Te board is composed of members from the ULC, the 
American Bar Association Section of Real Property, Trust 
and Estate Law, and the American College of Trust and 
Estate Counsel. Te JEB also has liaison members from 
the Association of American Law Schools and the National 
College of Probate Judges.  Te JEB monitors the Uniform 
Probate Code, Uniform Trust Code, and all other estate and 
trust related acts. 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Membership by State 
Uniform Law Commissioners, Associate Commissioners, and Life Members 

ALABAMA 
Jerry L. Bassett 
Paul J. DeMarco 
William H. Henning 
David A. Kimberley 
Othni Lathram 
Robert L. McCurley 
Jay Mitchell 
William S. Poole, III 
Kenneth M. Rosen 
John Treadwell 
Cam Ward 

ALASKA 
Deborah E. Behr 
W. Grant Callow 
Andrew Hemenway 
Arthur H. Peterson 
Susan R. Pollard 
Treg Taylor 
Megan Wallace 

ARIZONA 
Barbara A. Atwood 
Timothy J. Berg 
James M. Bush 
Roger C. Henderson 
Michael T. Liburdi 
Edward F. Lowry, Jr. 
Samuel A. Tumma 

ARKANSAS 
Marty Garrity 
J. Clif McKinney, II 
David G. Nixon 
John T. Shepherd 

CALIFORNIA 
Pamela W. Bertani 
Diane F. Boyer-Vine 
Martin D. Carr 
David J. Clark 
Robert H. Cornell 
Elena J. Duarte 
Elihu M. Harris 
Brian Hebert 
Hannah-Beth Jackson 
Nanci E. Nishimura 
Daniel Robbins 
Byron D. Sher 
Nathaniel Sterling 

COLORADO 
Alicia Duran 
Robert Gardner 
Tomas T. Grimshaw 
Claire Levy 
Donald E. Mielke 
Tomas Morris 
Charles W. Pike 
Sara S. Scott 
Kerry Tipper 
Joseph R. Whitfeld 

CONNECTICUT 
Molly Ackerly 
David D. Biklen 
William R. Breetz, Jr. 
Abbe R. Gluck 
Barry C. Hawkins 
John H. Langbein 
Louise M. Nadeau 
Francis J. Pavetti 
Suzanne B. Walsh 

DELAWARE 
Mark J. Cutrona 
Anne E. Hartnett 
Michael Houghton 
David C. McBride 
Alix K. Robinson 
Battle R. Robinson 
Tomas A. Shiels 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Brian K. Flowers 
John J. McAvoy 
James C. McKay, Jr. 
Nicole L. Streeter 
Heidi Tseu 
Joan Zeldon 

FLORIDA 
Randolph Braccialarghe 
Jeremiah Hawkes 
Larry Metz 
Donald J. Rubottom 

GEORGIA 
Wayne Allen 
David B. Dove 
John F. Kennedy 
Paul M. Kurtz 
Brian Strickland 

HAWAII 
Lani L. Ewart 
Peter J. Hamasaki 
Maurice S. Kato 
Elizabeth Kent 
Blake Oshiro 
Kevin P.H. Sumida 
Ken H. Takayama 
Robert S. Toyofuku 

IDAHO 
Rex Blackburn 
John Michael Brassey 
Ryan Bush 
Dale G. Higer 
David S. Jensen 

ILLINOIS 
James W. Dodge 
Steven G. Frost 
Harry D. Leinenweber 
Tomas J. McCracken, Jr. 
William J. Quinlan 
Quinn Shean 
Susan D. Snyder 
Howard J. Swibel 
J. Samuel Tenenbaum 

INDIANA 
William W. Barrett 
Gerald L. Bepko 
James Bopp, Jr. 
David Certo 
Marc Fine 
Ryan Hatfeld 
John Kline 
Eric A. Koch 
H. Kathleen Patchel 
Martha T. Starkey 
John J. Stief 
Frank Sullivan, Jr. 
Greg Taylor 
John Young 

IOWA 
Craig S. Long 
David S. Walker 

KANSAS 
James M. Concannon 
Richard C. Hite 
Fred C. Patton 
Gordon Self 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

KENTUCKY 
Turney P. Berry 
Stephen C. Cawood 
Norvie L. Lay 
John T. McGarvey 
Gail Russell 
Tomas E. Rutledge 
Cory J. Skolnick 
R. Kent Westberry 
Steve Wilborn 

LOUISIANA 
Jerry J. Guillot 
Michael H. Rubin 
Robert Singletary 
John R. Trahan 

MAINE 
Donald G. Alexander 
Paul W. Chaiken 
Ann R. Robinson 

MARYLAND 
K. King Burnett 
Steven N. Leitess 
Anthony C. Wisniewski 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Stephen Y. Chow 
Martin W. Healy 
James C. Kennedy 
Robert H. Sitkof 
Edwin E. Smith 

MICHIGAN 
Tomas J. Buiteweg 
Jennifer Dettlof 
Matt Hall 
Peter Lucido 
Kieran Marion 
James P. Spica 
James J. White 
Tenisha Yancey 

MINNESOTA 
Jack Davies 
Harry J. Haynsworth, IV 
Melissa Hortman 
Ryan S. Inman 
Garry W. Jenkins 
Harriet Lansing 
Kimberly Lowe 
Robert A. Stein 
Michael P. Sullivan 
Robert J. Tennessen 
Michele L. Timmons 
Harry M. Walsh 

MISSISSIPPI 
Chuck Adams 
Mark Baker 
Robert Davidson 
Briggs Hopson 
William A. Neely, Jr. 
Drew L. Snyder 
Ben Sones 
Gwenetta Tatum 
Teresa A. Tiller 
William T. Wilkins 
Jack Wilson 

MISSOURI 
John Fox Arnold 
Robert G. Bailey 
Kenneth D. Dean 
David M. English 
Michael A. Ferry 
Patricia Brumfeld Fry 
Russ Hembree 
Dean Plocher 

MONTANA 
Jonathon S. Byington 
E. Edwin Eck, II 
Todd M. Everts 
Jacqueline T. Lenmark 
Gregory G. Pinski 

NEBRASKA 
C. Arlen Beam 
Norman Krivosha 
John P. Lenich 
Marcia McClurg 
James E. O’Connor 
Joanne M. Pepperl 
Harvey S. Perlman 
Larry L. Ruth 
Steven L. Willborn 

NEVADA 
Shea Backus 
Robert R. Barengo 
Terry J. Care 
Lesley E. Cohen 
Bryan J. Fernley 
Becky Harris 
Kay P. Kindred 
Erven T. Nelson 
James Ohrenschall 
Genie Ohrenschall-Daykin 
Keith F. Pickard 
Michael C. Roberson 
Keith A. Rowley 
Bradley A. Wilkinson 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Jared Bedrick 
W. Michael Dunn 
Russell F. Hilliard 
Gordon J. MacDonald 

NEW JERSEY 
John M. Cannel 
Joseph M. Donegan 
Barry H. Evenchick 

NEW MEXICO 
Sarah E. Bennett 
Raul E. Burciaga 
John P. Burton 
Joseph Cervantes 
Robert J. Desiderio 
Dayan Hochman-Vigil 
Philip P. Larragoite 
Cisco McSorley 
Greg Nibert 
William H. Payne 
Patrick Rogers 
Raymond G. Sanchez 
Paula Tackett 

NEW YORK 
Mark F. Glaser 
Norman L. Greene 
Richard B. Long 
Sandra S. Stern 
Justin L. Vigdor 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Marion W. Benfeld, Jr. 
Caroline N. Brown 
Sidney S. Eagles, Jr. 
Henry D. Gabriel, Jr. 
Andrew Kasper 
Floyd M. Lewis 
Susan Kelly Nichols 
J. Anthony Penry 
David Unwin 
Russell G. Walker, Jr. 
James A. Wynn, Jr. 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Owen L. Anderson 
Jay E. Buringrud 
Jennifer S. Clark 
Parrell D. Grossman 
Gail Hagerty 
David J. Hogue 
Lawrence R. Klemin 
Bradley Myers 
Dave Nething 
Jacob T. Rodenbiker 
Jerod E. Tufte 
Candace Zierdt 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

OHIO 
Boris Auerbach 
Jefrey T. Ferriell 
Larry T. Garvin 
Leon M. McCorkle, Jr. 
Cassandra B. Robertson 
Gregory Stype 

OKLAHOMA 
Gregory Barnard 
Julie Daniels 
Robert H. Henry 
Cheryl Hunter 
Gerald L. Jackson 
Christopher L. Kannady 
Ryan Leonard 
Laura McConnell-Corbyn 
Fred H. Miller 
Christopher K. Odinet 
Mark H. Ramsey 
R. Stratton Taylor 

OREGON 
Carl S. Bjerre 
Victoria Blachly 
Lane Shetterly 
Martha Lee Walters 
D. Joe Willis 

PENNSYLVANIA 
William H. Clark, Jr. 
Ann E. Conaway 
Vincent C. DeLiberato, Jr. 
Amy M. Elliott 
Lisa R. Jacobs 
Marisa G. Z. Lehr 
James G. Mann 
Juliet M. Moringiello 
Raymond P. Pepe 
Curtis R. Reitz 
Michael S. Schwoyer 
Duane M. Searle 
Nora Winkelman 

PUERTO RICO 
Francisco L. Acevedo 
Eduardo Arosemena-Munoz 
Maria del Mar Ortiz-Rivera 

RHODE ISLAND 
Patrick A. Guida 
Tomas S. Hemmendinger 
William C. Hillman 
Marco Lofredo 
Louise Ellen Teitz 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Ashley Harwell-Beach 
Robert W. Hayes, Jr. 
Peden B. McLeod 
Weston J. Newton 
H. Clayton Walker, Jr. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Michael B. DeMersseman 
Marc S. Feinstein 
Tomas E. Geu 
Brian G. Gosch 
Jon Hansen 
Timothy R. Johns 
Gene N. Lebrun 

TENNESSEE 
Timothy L. Amos 
George H. Buxton 
Efe V. Cozart 
Alberto R. Gonzales 
Jess O. Hale, Jr. 
Brian Kelsey 
Jamie Shanks 
Charles A. Trost 

TEXAS 
Angela Alexander 
Levi J. Benton 
Debra H. Lehrmann 
Peter K. Munson 
Frank E. Perez 
Marilyn E. Phelan 
Leonard J. Reese 
Rodney W. Satterwhite 
Harry L. Tindall 
Karen R. Washington 
Lee Yeakel 

U.S. VIRGIN ISLANDS 
Tom Bolt 
Yvonne L. Tarpes 

UTAH 
Lorie D. Fowlke 
Lyle W. Hillyard 
Mary Gay Jones 
Reed L. Martineau 
V. Lowry Snow 
Eric Weeks 
Michael J. Wilkins 

VERMONT 
Richard T. Cassidy 
Teodore C. Kramer 
Peter F. Langrock 
Carl H. Lisman 
Luke Martland 
Stephanie J. Willbanks 

VIRGINIA 
Emma Buck 
Mary P. Devine 
Ellen F. Dyke 
Tomas A. Edmonds 
David H. Hallock 
H. Lane Kneedler 
Esson M. Miller, Jr. 
Christopher R. Nolen 
Carlyle C. Ring, Jr. 
Amigo Wade 

WASHINGTON 
Marlin J. Appelwick 
Kathleen Buchli 
Dennis W. Cooper 
Jamie Pedersen 
Michele Radosevich 
Anita Ramasastry 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Vincent P. Cardi 
Frederick P. Stamp, Jr. 

WISCONSIN 
Lawrence J. Bugge 
Timothy W. Burns 
David A. Cullen 
Peter J. Dykman 
Aaron R. Gary 
Shaun P. Haas 
Gary Hebl 
Joanne B. Huelsman 
Margit S. Kelley 
David T. Prosser, Jr. 
Fred A. Risser 
Ron W. Tusler 
V. David Zvenyach 

WYOMING 
Keith Kautz 
Richard J. Macy 
Philip Nicholas 
Anthony Wendtland 

*Membership as of December 14, 2020 



    

 
   

   

    

    

 
  

   

 

    
 

Ideas for new uniform or model acts are considered by the ULC Committee 
on Scope and Program, which welcomes requests from organized 
bar, state governmental entities, private interest groups, uniform law 
commissioners and private citizens. Any party wishing to suggest an idea 
for a uniform or model act may contact the ULC headquarters office in 
Chicago, which will forward the suggestion to the Committee on Scope 
and Program. 

Guidelines concerning the submission of ideas for new uniform or model 
acts can be found on the ULC’s website at www.uniformlaws.org 

http://www.uniformlaws.org/
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ABOUT THE 
UNIFORM LAW COMMISSION 

The Uniform Law Commission (ULC), now in its 129th year, provides states with non 
partisan, well-conceived and well-drafted legislation that brings clarity and stability to 
critical areas of state statutory law. 

ULC members must be lawyers, qualified to practice law. Commissioners are practicing 
lawyers, judges, legislators, legislative staff and law professors who have been appointed 
by state governments as well as the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin 
Islands to research, draft and promote enactment of uniform state laws in areas of state 
law where uniformity is desirable and practical. 

• ULC strengthens the federal system by providing rules and procedures that 
are consistent from state to state but that also reflect the diverse experience 
of the states. 

• ULC statutes are representative of state experience because the organization 
is made up of representatives from each state, appointed by state government. 

• ULC keeps state law up to date by addressing important and timely legal issues. 

• ULC’s efforts reduce the need for individuals and businesses to deal with 
different laws as they move and do business in different states. 

• ULC’s work facilitates economic development and provides a legal platform 
for foreign entities to deal with U.S. citizens and businesses. 

• ULC Commissioners donate thousands of hours of their time and legal and 
drafting expertise every year as a public service and receive no salary or 
compensation for their work. 

• ULC’s deliberative and uniquely open drafting process draws on the expertise 
of commissioners, but also utilizes input from legal experts, and advisors and 
observers representing the views of other legal organizations or interests that 
will be subject to the proposed laws. 

• ULC is a state-supported organization that represents true value for the states, 
providing services that most states could not otherwise afford or duplicate. 



Uniform Law Commission 
111 N. Wabash Ave., Ste. 1010 

312.450.6600 
www.uniformlaws.org 

Chicago, IL  60602 

http://www.uniformlaws.org/
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