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The Appellate Court Systems Subcommittee was cstahl is',vd 
by the Legislative Council at its August 20, 1975 meeting to st.,d. 
the advisability of revising the appellate court system. 

Pursuant to Legislative Council direction, the £0110,<1:>:; 
members of the General Assembly were named to serve as ~e~ber~ o. 
the Subcommittee: 

Senator Gene W. Glenn 
Senator C. Joseph Coleman 
Senator Lucas J. DeKoster 
Senator Minnette Doderer 
Senator Richard R. Ramsey 
Representative Norman G. Jesse 
Representative John H. Clark 
Reprsentative Otto H. ~ealson 

Representative Scott D. Newhard 
Representative Charles N. Poncy 

Pursuant to Legislative Council direction Senator Gl~na 

and Representative Jesse were designated to serve n~ C0-
Chairpersons. Staff persons assigned to the Subcommittee wer~: 
Mr. Larry W. Burch and Mr. ~Iark S. Soldat, both of the Legislative 
Service Bureau, and Mr. Stephen W. Cross, Secretary of the Scn~te. 

At its first meeting on October 24, 1975, the Subcom­
mittee received testimony from members of the jUQ1ciary. Persons 
testifying at this meeting were: The Honorable C. Edwin Mou[~. 
Chief Justice, Supreme Court of Iowa; The Honorable D3Vid Harrls. 
Associate Justice, Supreme Court of Io\"a; The HonorabJe llarvev 
Uh lenhopp, Ass DC i a te Ju s t i ce, Supreme Cou r t of 10\;(1; The Hono r" hI,' 
Mark XcCormick, Associate Justice) Supreme Court of lOWil; Ti\(-: 
Honorable W. W. Reynoldson, Associate Justice, Supreme Cuurt .,f 
Iowa; ~r. William O'Brien, Court Administrator of ti,e .•••• iici,.1 
Department; Judge Harold Vietor, Chief Judge, Sixth .Judici,'; 
District, and Chairman, State liar Association CommIttee on .JuJici~ll 

Administration. 

dicated 
backlog 
proaches 
fying: 

Testimony received at the October 24, 1975 mc(,,~lil1;: 111-

that the Supreme Court is having ('iLlculty reducini; tl:<' 
of cases on is docket. }iowev., tllree differellt ilil­

to reducing the backlog were sUBg ted by persons test' 
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1. Justice Reynoldson suggested that an interim stop-gap 
solution is tIle creation of a commissioner system. Basically, the 
c()mmissioner system utilizes Court-attached commissioners to write 
opi~ions that can be simply endorsed by the Court as resolution to 
a ""se broughL befot'e it. He further suggested that in lieu of thi! 
~olnmissi()ner system and ultimately an intermediate appellate court 
:-; y :-: t 1..: m s 11 0 U 1 d bee s t a hI ish e d ; 

2. Justlc~ ~cCorcick, also speaking on b~ha1f of JURtice 
IldrriH aud Justic~ ~hlenhopp, suggested a solution that prir.lari.lv 
invo[vvs increasing the effiCiency of the Court along with tlI\"~ 

lc}:istal.ttfe provlJing more slaff for the Supreme Court. He 
~u~g\"!Kle(1 tilae [Otlr I)rin~tpal elements are involved in Increil~lng 

tilt.· t.:fficiency--improved differentiated case manJ.gement, improved 
?re-submission preparation, changes in opinion assignment methods, 
and a substantial reduction in the proportion of full opinions 
rendered by theCourt; and, 

3. Chief Justice Moore, also speaking on behalf of Justice 
Xason, Justice Rawlings, Justice LeGrand, and Justice Rees, sug­
gested 8S a solution to reduce the backlog the establishment of an 
il~termcdiate appellate court system. He noted that there are 
variuus techniques for establishing such a court and for providing 
Ji[[~rent jurisdictional review by both an intermediate court and 
t~\l! Supreme Court. 

At its second meeting on November 21, 1975, the Subcom­
mittee received testimony from Mr. Francis H. Becker, attorney and 
former jl1stice of tile Supreme Court of Iowa, and Senator James 
Redmond. BOLl. persons expressed a fear that the establishment of 
some type of intermediate appellate court was the only way of 
reducing the backlog of cases on the Supreme Court's docket. 
Senator Redmond noted that the intermediate appellate court system 
proposed in Senate File 258, introduced by him in the Sixty-sixth 
General Assembly, First Session, was a system the Subcommittee may 
wish to consider. The Subcommittee also discussed different 
legislative responses to the backlog problem without reaching any 
conclusion. It did, however, request staff to prepare cost 
estimates for the various types of intermediate appellate court and 
co~missioner systems which had been proposed to the Subcommittee. 

At its third and final meeting on December 22, 1975, the 
Subcommittee received reports from Chief Justice Moore and staff. 
The Chief Justice reported that the Supreme Court had almost 
unanimously resolved not to sit in panels of three. Mr. Burch of 
staff reported that Senate File 258 would cost, excluding capital 
expenditures, a minimum of $1,024,500 to operate annually. Xr. 
Burch further reported average costs of operating appeal courts in 
other states. The Subcommittee consequently derived the following 
minimum estimates: $330,000 total operating expenses to annually 
operate a five-member intermediate appellate court; $220,000 to 
annually operate a three-member intermediate appellate court; and 
5150,000 annually to hire five experienced staff members to serve 
the Supreme Court in lieu of an intermediate appellate court. Sub-
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sequent to its discussion concerning cost estimates, the Sub­
committee resolved on its recommendations and instructed staf: to 
place them in bill form for consideration by the appropriate 
standing committees during session. 

Pursuant tc due consideration an~ the charges gi.' . .'f:n to tile 
Subcommittee, the Appellate Court Systems Subcomnittee reco'rorl~S 
to the Legislative Council and the Sixty-sixth General A. ,e~blv 
convening in its Second Session that the following be imnlemcntPd 
by law: 

1. That the present nine-member composition of tile 

Court be maintained; 

at 
2. That 

the seat of 
tice; 

a five-member intermediate appellate COlLrt~ sittill}: 
government, be established at the earliest il09S1bl. 

3. That the Supreme Court be delegated authority to deter­
mine how original appellate and further appellate juris~icti~~ i. 
distributed between the intermediate appellate court a~~ ,I,~ 

Supreme Court; 

4. That all judges of the newly-established court 
office at the seat of government; 

r,lUS t 

5. That 
and facilities 
court should 
assistance; 

6. That 
should not be 

the newly-established court should usc: the :-;ervi\,o,l'~~ 

of the Supreme Court, although each judge of tlit~ 
llave access to individual secretarial and ];\w clelok 

if this new court is established, 
given additional staffing. 

the Supreme Courl 


