FINAL RERQR

COURT STUDY JOINT SUBCOMMITTEE
January, 1982

The Court sStudy Joint Subcommittee of the Senate Standing
Committee on Judiciary and the House Standing Committse on
Judiciary and Law Enforcement was created by the Legislative
Council in 1981 in response to Senate Resolution 12. The
Legislative Council appointed the following legislators to serve on
this Subcommittee: Senator Lucas J. DeKoater and Representative
Virginia Poffenberger, Co-~chairpersons, and Senators C. Joseph
Ccleman, Elvie Dreeszen, A. R. Bud Kudart and Bob Rush; and
Representatives James Johnson, Stephen Rapp., Al Sturgeon and L. W.
Joe Gross. The Subcommittee was granted three meetings in which to
accomplish itg duties.

The subject matter of c¢ourt recrganization was originally
approved for study by the Legislative Council in 1979. The general
function of the study was to investigate the feasibility of
reorganizing the courts of Towa, as proposed by the Iocwa Supreme
Court, into a single state judicial department, to be funded by the
state and administered by the Supreme Court.

During the 1979-1980 and 1980-1981 legislative interims the
predecessors of this Subcommittee undertook to measure the costs of
providing judicial services in the state and to identify the
statutory changes that would be necessary to accomplish a reorgani-
zation of the judicial system as proposed by the Supreme Court.
The Legislative Council contracted with Resource Planning Corpora-
tion of Washington, D.C., to obtain the research services that wvere
needed to accumulate data c¢ontained in county records. Based upon
the written report submitted by Research Planning Corperation, and
upen testimony received during 1980-1981 interim meetings and
subcommittee deliberations, the 1980-1981 Court Study Joint Subcom-
mittee approved the concept of court reorganization, but
recommended further study of the methods of funding of a
reorganized court system and of the impact upon local goveraoment
that would result from proposed funding methods.

This Subcommittee was assigned the task of identifying the
various recommendations that are associated with court reorgani-
zation and determining the cost, if any, that would follow adop-
tion of each recommendation, and identifying sgurces of revenue
that might be available to permit state funding of cost-bearing
recommendations, and determining what must be done to accomplish
noncost recommendations.

SUBCOMMITTEE ACTIVITIES
The Subcommittee recognized that in order to accomplish a cours:

reorganization as contemplated by the Supreme Court, there 1is a
need <to recodify court statutes and a need to present cost
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information that is as accurate and as reliable as possible. The
activities of the Subcommittee have resulted in a bill draft, LSB
30645/H, and a document entitled "Bandbook=-=State Assumption of the
Operating Costs and Revenues of the District Court'.

BILL DRAFT

The bill draft accomplishes two purposes: First, it contains a
comprehensive revision and recodification of the Iowa laws that
establish and govern the various components of the Iowa judicial
system, and second, it contains what the Subcommittee believes to
be an appropriate form of court reorganization. The Subcommittee
believes that LSB 3064S/H can be adapted by the General Assembly as
necessary to accomplish any desired form of court reorganization.

The length of the bill draft precludes its attachment to this
report, but a summary of contents for the bill draft 1s attached.
Copies of the bill draft are available in the Legislative Service
Bureau. The bill also is accompanied by an amendment containing
material adopted by the Subcommittee at its final meeting.

HANDBOOK

The costs that are assoc¢iated with court reorganization are es-
sentially the costs of operating the Iowa district court. Although
the state presently finances appellate court operations, the costs
of district ¢ourt administrator offices, and the salaries and
travel expenses of the district judicial officers, the counties are
financing approximately 75% of the total cost of the state judicial
system, as reported by the Research Planning Corporation. The
Resource Planning Corporation report 1is the only source of
accumulated financial data that exists, and 1t contains what is
believed to be a relatively reliable compilation of county
expenditures for district court operations. However, data that are
contained 1in the RPC report cannot be used to estimate court
recrganization costs for two reasons: First, the report does not
contain data for years after fiscal year 1978-197¢; and second, the
county expenditures for district court operations as shown in the
report are not the same costs the state would incur 1i1n 1ts
financing of the district court.

The document entitled "Handbook--State Assumption of the
Operating Costs and Revenues of the District Court" was prepared toc
provide current cost estimates of those district court functions
that would be state-funded following a court reorganization such as
that proposed by the Supreme Court. The Handbook contains the
foliowing information:

<. Cost projections, as adjusted for annual infliation, <hrsoucgh
fi1scal vear 198¢-1990.

2. Personnel cost projections that recognize the anticipated
cost to the state of employee benefits and other personnel expendi-
tures.

e
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3. Cost projections that include only those expenditure items
which <the state logically would assume in connection with court

reorganization.

4. Revenue projections, as adjusted for annual inflation,
through fiscal year 1989-1990, for those portions of district court
revenues that are presantly distributed to the counties and the
school districts.

5. Theoretical plans which could be used to phase-in a re-
direction to the gtate general fund of county and school district
shares of court revenue,

6. Comparisons of county and school district shares of court
revenues to their overall budgets.

The Handbook discusses the various adjustments that were made to
RPC data for the purpose of estimating anticipated state ex-
penditures and anticipated revenues. The length of the Handbook
precludes its attachment to this report, but Table 1 from the
Handbook is attached. Copies of the Handbook are available in the
Legislative Service Bureau.

After the final meeting of the Subcommittee, an Addendum tc the
Handbook was prepared. The Addendum contains cost projections for
indigent defense as well as those contained in the Handbook itself,
revenue projections only for the share of revenues presently
distributed to counties, anéd the recommendations of the
Subcommittee for accomplishing the transition from county funding
to state funding and tables showing the anticipated fiscal effects
of the recommendations. The Addendum is attached to this Report.

SUBCOMMITTEE DISCUSSIONS

The subcommittee discussed the various aspects of court reor-
ganization, and conferred with representatives of the Supreme Court
during these discussions. The Court made several recommendations
to the Subcommittee, and those that were adopted by the
Subcommittee are contained in the bill draft.

The Subcommittee also considered a report prepared by the
program evaluation division of the Legislative Fiscal Bureau re-
lating to the management and funding of juvenile probation ser-
vices in the district court. That report entitled "Iowa Juvenile
Probation O0Offices", contained four recommendations for legislative
action. Three of those were inconsistent with the recommendations
of the 1980-1981 Court Study Joint Subcommittee, and this
Subcommittee received commentary from the Legislative Fiscal
Bureau, the Department of Social Services, and representatives ¢
the Icwa juvenile probation officers and <the Supreme Zours
regarding the reccommendaticons. The Subcommittee ccncluced thaz
luvenile probation serxvices should remain under the control of the
ceurts, and that the proposed supervision and funding of juvenile
probation services as contained in the bill draft would tend to
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eliminate the lack of uniformity that exists under the present
system.

The Subcommittee also considered proposals to redirect the
county and schoel district shares of district court revenues to the
state general fund. As shown in Table 1 of the Handbook, the
projected sum of these two revenue ghares is nearly equal to the
projections of the costs of district court operations that are to
be assumed by the state as a part of court reorganization.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Subcommittee adopted the following recommendations:

1. The state should assume the administration and funding of
Iowa district court operations as soon as financial conditions
permit.

It is estimated that the total cost to the state for fiscal year
1982-1983 of those portions of district court operations that would
be financed by the state under bill draft LSB 3064S/H would be
$28,746,835. This  amount represents the full cost of aill
expenditure components that are recommended £for state filnancing
except 1indigent defense. The Subcommittee suggests that there are
several methods of phasing this cost burden in over a period of
years.

2. Reorganization of the supervision and administration of the
district court should provide for the appointment of the clerks of
district court by the district judges, and for state funding of the
personnel and operating costs of the offices of the clerks cof
district court. All clerks of court and their employees would
necome state employees.

Table 1 indicates that the fiscal year 1982-1983 cost to the
state of financing clerk of district court personnel would be
$12,718,695, and that operating c¢osts would be $2,842,5%0. The
Subcommittee suggests that it is possible to transfer these two
cost components at different times if necessary.

3. Court reorganization should provide for the administration
and supervision of juvenile probation services on a judicial
district basis, with a chief administrative and supervisory officer
in each district who 1is appointed by the district judges. The
various supervisory mechanisms that presently exist would be
eliminated. All probation officers and juvenile court services
employees would become state employees.

This recommendation entails state funding of the perscnnei zn
operating <¢osts of juvenlle prebaticon oifices. Table 1 ta
that the sum of these costs for fiscal year 1982-1383 wculd ¢
$6,446,420.
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The Subcommittee notes that the reorganization of juvenile
probation services on a judicial district could be accomplished
without state funding, but the existing statutory formula that
determines county contributions might need some adjustment.

4. Court reorganization should provide that court reporters for
the district court also become state employees. Table 1 indicates
that the fiscal year 1982-1983 cost to the state of this
expenditure category would be $4,539,155.

5. State assumption of the costs of operating the offices of
the clerks of the district court should include the costs incurred
for juries and witnesses.

The Code establishes specific fees to be paid by parties to law-
suits to offset some of the expenses incurred with respect to
juries and witnesses., Available data do not indicate the revenues
generated by these types of fees, however.

Table 1 indicates that the fiscal year 1982-1983 <cost to the
state of jury and withess expenditures would be $2,199,974.

It should be noted that the bill draft LSB 30645/H does not
change the procedures used for selecting prospective Jjurors, and
does not provide for state funding of county jury commissions. The
state would finance jury expenses incurred after the prospective
jurors have been selected,.

6. The state should assume the costs that are incurred for the
defense of indigents. Individual counties encounter substantial
problems in attempting to budget for indigent defense because the
costs that will arise in any given fiscal year are not pre-
dictable. When the expenditures of all of the counties are con-
sidered as an aggregate expenditure, however, the annual changes in
the c¢ost of indigent defense become more predictable and more
manageable.

Table 10 in the Addendum to the Handbook 1ndicates that the
fiscal year 1982-1983 cost of indigent defense would be $6,058,618.
This cost projection assumes that the state would finance all of
the existing types ¢of expenditures, including all court-appointed
counsel costs, and the costs of operating public defender offices
in those counties where they exist. The Subcommittee recommends
that these costs be paid out of appropriations to the Supreme
Court, in the same manner as other costs of the reorganized
judicial department.

The Subcommittee suggests that it may be necessary tc establish
some control over the budgets of public defender offices. o
aiterpatively, tc establish some limitation on %the amcunt o
cperating costs that the state will finance. As contemp.ated ©
the sSupcommittee, attorneys and employees of public defender of-
fices would remain county employees, and thus would not be subject
to the supervision of the Supreme Court or the state court ad-
ministrator.

LSNP S e
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7. The state should finance only those additional types of ‘
expenditures that relate directly to district court operations.

One of the proposals considered by the Subcommittee was to
transfer district court bailiffs to the state employee payroll.
This proposal was previously made by the Supreme Court and
recommended by the 1980-1981 interim subcommittee. However, the
Supreme Court has withdrawn that recommendation, and the Subcom-
mittee recommends that the reorganized court system not include
bailiffs. The Subcommittee recommends that the district court be
permitted to hire court attendants whe would serve as courtroom
aides and who would also perform other civil duties, but that
county sheriffs continue to provide law enforcement services to the
courts. The recommendation contemplates that deputy sheriffs would
continue to serve process, to maintain custedy of criminal
defendants, and to perform other law enforcement services for the
district court upon request of the judicial officers.

The remaining cost item which the Subcommittee was able tc
identify 1s that of the additional court staff needed to admin-
ister a state-funded court system. The Supreme Court estimates
that the new administrative responsibilities could be handled by
the addition of eight employees, with a total state expenditure of
$192,251 for fiscal year 1982-1983. The Court suggests, however,
that economies of operation resulting from a state~administered
district court could be egual to the additional administrative
expense, thus offsetting this additional cost. This cost estimate
is not included in the Table 1 consclidated cost projections.

8. The Subcommittee recommends that the state not assume, as a
part of gcourt reorganization, the burden of providing or paying Zfor
courtrooms and other physical facilities used by the wvarious
functiconal units of the district court. The evidence that is
available to the Subcommittee suggests that the other states that
have attempted to finance physical facilities in conjunction with
court reorganization have had poor results.

9. The Subcommittee recommends that those counties which at
present are providing computer services for the district court
continue to do so, and that the state reimburse those counties for
the reascnable value of those services.

Data 1is not available to identify the present extent or value of
these services.

10. The Subcommittee recommends that the share of distric
court revenues that presently 1s paid 1nte county treasur:ies
redirected to the state general fund to cffset the ¢csts that a
assumed by tThe state, tut that the schcel district share Lte e
with the school districts.
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11. The Subcommittee recommends that the transition toc a state-

administered and state-funded district court be accomplished
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a. The supervision and administration of the district court and
the transfer of presonnel to the state payroll would occur 1in the
first year of the transition.

b. The counties would continue to provide some funding for the
district court during the transition. The portion of the costs to
be paid by the counties during transition would be based upon the
projected cogsts for the first year of the transition, and each
county's contribution would decrease to zero in 20 percent steps
during the transition period. As a result, the state would be
respansible for the annual inflation in the costs of operations,
and in addition would perioedically assume a greater percentage of
the total financial burden as county contributions decreased.

c. The shift of court revenues from county treasuries to the
gstate treasury would occur in periodic 20 percent steps, so that
each time a county's contribution to court financing decreases, its
share of court revenue also decreases.

As proposed by the Subcommittee, the transition would take place
over a period of five years. Table 13 from the Addendum to the
Handbook indicates the cost and revenue shifts that would occuz
pursuant to this recommendation. The Subcommittee observes that
the transition schedule could be definitely fixed for a period of
five years or for some greater or lesser period, or that each step
of cost and revenue shift could be made subject to the existence of
certain economic conditions, or that each step could be conditioned
upon separate legislative authorization or  be subject to
postponement by the general assembly.




DIVISION I
DIVISION II

Section 1

THE COURTS
ARTICLE 1
JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT
PART 1
DEFINITIONS AND COMPOSITION
Definitions
Judicial department

1101
1102

Sec.

PART 2

ADMINISTRATION

1201
1202
1203
1204
1208
1206
1207

Sec.

1208
1209
1210
1211
1212
1213
1214
1215
PART 3

FISCAL AFFAIRS

1301
1302
1303
1304
1308

Sec.

PART 4
PERSONNEL
Sec. 1401
1402

PART 5

LSB 3064S

COURT REORGANIZATION

SUMMARY OF CONTENTS

Strike and insert statement

Supervision and administration

Judicial council .

Personnel conferences

Rules for department

Rules for courts

Rules for judges and attorneys

Report of the condition of the judicial de-
partment

State court administrator

General duties of the state court administrate

Selection of chief judges

Duties of chief judges

District judicial conferences

District court administrator

Clerk of the district court

Chief juvenile court officer

AND FUNDING

Fiscal procedures

State funding

Local funding

Revenues

Revenues of the district court

Personnel system
Personnel control

COMPENSATION OF JUDICIAL OFFICERS AND COURT EMPLOYEES

1501
1502
1503
1504
1505
1506
1507

Sec.

Judicial salaries

State court administration salaries
Appellate court employee salaries
District court adm:inistratisn salar-es
Dilstrict court clerk offices

Juvenile court officers and staff
Court reporter salaries
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1508

1509

1510

1511

1512
PART 6

Compensation of referees

Expenses

Bond expense

Board of examiners for shorthand reporters
Commission on judicial gqualifications

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 1601

1602

1603

1604

1608

1606

1607

1608

1609

1610

1611

1812

1613

ARTICLE 2
JUDICIAL RETIREMENT
PART 1

Judicial proceedings public
Sunday~-permisgible acts

Judge to be attorney

Judges shall not practice law
Special conditions for magistrates
Judicial officer disqualified
Court employees shall not practice law
Salaries exclusive

Compliance with gift law

Mandatory retirement

Judicial retirement programs
Temporary service by retired judges
Court employee retirement

JUDICIAL RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Sec. 2101
2102
2103
2104

2105
2106
2107
2108
2109
2110
2112
2112
2113
2114
2115
2116
PART 2

System created--definitions

Administered by state court administrator

Notice by judge in writing

Deposit by judge--deductions-~contributions
by state

Qualification conditions

Retirement

Amount of annuity

Individual accounts--refunding

Payment of annuities

Other public employment prohibited

Investment of fund

Voluntary retirement for disability

Retirement benefits for disability

Forfeiture of benefits=--refund

Annuity for survivor of annuitant

Actuarial valuation

SENIOR JUDGE ACT

Sec. 2201
2202
2203
2204

2205
2206
2207

2208

2209

Short title

Definitions

Senior judgeship requirements

Annuity of senior judge and retired senior
judge

Practice of law prohibited

Tempcrary service by senior ijudge

Retirement of senior judge

Relinguishment cf senicr judgesiip--ramcval
for cause

Surviver's annuity



ARTICLE 3
DISCIPLINE AND REMOVAL OF JUDICIAL OFFICERS
PART 1
SUPREME COURT ACTION

Sec. 3101
3102
3103
3104
3105
3106
3107
PART 2

Authority

Commission on judicial qQualifications
Oparation of cosmission

Procedure before commissgion

Rules

Procedure before supreme court

Civil immunity

OTHER PROCEEDINGS

Sec. 3201
ARTICLE 4

Impeachment

CERTIFICATION AND REGULATION OF SBORTHAND REPORTERS

PART 1
CERTIFICATION
Sec. 4101
4102
4103
4104

4105

4106
4107
PART 2
REGULATION
Sec. 4201
4202
4203
PART 3

Board of examiners
Terms of office
Public members
Meetings
Applications

Fees

Examinations

Unlawful use of title
Transcript fee
Revocation or suspension

PENAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 4301
4302
ARTICLE 5
SUPREME COURT
PART 1

Misuse of confidential information
Violations punished

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 5101
£102
5103
5104
5108
5106
5107
5108
PART 2

Justices, quorum

Jurisdiction

Chief justice

Divisions==full court

Time and place court meets
Opinions~-~reports

Divided court

Attendance of sheriff of Polk county

RULEES OF PROCEDURE

Sec. 5201
5202
PART 3

Rules governling acticns and preceedings
Rule-maxking procedure




Page 4
ADMINISTRATION
Sec. 5301 Clerk of supreme court
5302 Deputy clerk--staff
5303 Supreme court fees
5304 Supreme court staff
ARTICLE 6

COURT QOF APPEALS

PART 1

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 6101 Court of appeals
6102 Judges-=quorum
6103 Jurisdiction
6104 Sessions--location
6105 Chief judge
6106 Decisions of the court--finality
6107 Rules
6108 wWhen decisions effective
6109 Process--style--seal
6110 Records
6111 Publication of opinions
' 6112 Fees~--costs
PART 2
ADMINISTRATION
Sec. 6201 Clerk of court
6202 Secretary to judge
6203 Law clerks
6204 Physical facilities
6205 Limitation on expenses
ARTICLE 7
DISTRICT COURT
PART 1

GENERAL PROVISIONS

sSecC.

PART 2
DISTRICT
Sec.

PART 3
DISTRICT
Sec.

7101 Unified trial court

7102 Appeals and writs of error

7103 Court in continuous session

7104 Judicial officers

7105 Places of holding court--magistrate schedules

7106 Sessions not at county seats--effect--duty
of clerk

7107 Judicial districts

7108. Reassignment of personnel

7109 Judicial election districts

JUDGES

7201 Office of distriet judge

7202 Jurisdiction

7203 Preparation and signing of records--altera-
tions

ASSOCIATE JUDGES

7301 Number and apportionment of district asso-
crate judges

7302 Appcintment of district assccirate sudges In
lieu of magistrates



7303
7304
7305
' 7306
PART 4
MAGISTRATES
Sec. 7401
7402
7403
7404
7408
PART S

Alternate district associate judge
Appointment of district associate judges
Term, retention, qQualifications
Jurisdiction, procedure, appeals

Number and apportionment

Additional magistrate allowed

Appointment and qualification of magistrates
Qualifications |
Jurisdiction=-procedure

MAGISTRATE APPOINTING COMMISSIONS

Sec. 7501
7502

7503

7504

7505
PART 6

Composition of county magistrate appointing
commissions

Member of commission not to be appointed to
office

Commissioners appointed by a county

Commissioners elected by attorneys

Vacancy

DISTRICT COURT ADMINISTRATION

Sec. 7601
7602
7603
7604
7608
7606
7607
PART 7

District court attendants
Referees and special masters
Court reporters

Dockets

Funds, reports
Administrative reports
Control of recordse-vacancies

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 7701
7702
ARTICLE 8
JUVENILE COURT
PART 1
THE COURT
Sec. 8101
8102
8103
8104
PART 2
PROBATION AND
Sec. 8201
8202
ARTICLE 9

Circuit court records
Counties bordering on Missouri river

The juvenile court
Court records
Referee~--procedure
Physicians and nurses

COURT SERVICES
Administration and supervision
Juvenile court officers

CLERK OF DISTRICT COURT

Sec. 9101
9102
9103
9104
5108
Q106
107

Office of the clerk of the district court
General duties

General powers

Records and bocks

Fees--coliection and dispositicn

Certain fees--collection and disposition
Court maintenance surcharge
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DIVISION 111
COORDINATING AMENDMENTS
Bill Section

Code Section

10001 4.1
10002 12.9
10003 14.10
10004 17A.2
10005 17A.20
10006 18.97
10007 18.97
10008 18.117
10009 19A.3
10010 20.4
10011 25A.6
10012 39.17
10013 44.7
10014 46.16
104015 64.6
10016 64.8
10017 64.11
10018 64.19
10019 64.23
10020 66.19
10021 68.1
10022 69.3
10023 69.8
10024 79.12
10025 85.49
10026 85.%0
10Q27 97B.41
10028 127.17
10029 204.502
10030 229.40
10031 232.2
10032 Ch. 232, generally
10033 Ch. 232, generally
10034 232.152
10038 252.18
10036 258A.1
10037 2584.3
10038 258A.4
10039 306B.5
10040 306C.19
10041 3564.2
10042 356A.6
10043 400.6
10044 453.1
10045 509A.7
10046 598.16
10647 600A.2
10048 Ch. €25, new sectlon~-Cccur%
repcrter fee
10048 £28.4
1005¢C 831.2



DIVISION IV

TRANSITION PROVISIONS

Sec. 10101
10102
10103
10104
10105
DIVISION V
APPROPRIATIONS
Sec. 10201
DIVISION VI
REPEALER-=-EFFECTI
Sec. 10301
10302
10303

cedure--New Provisicn

Court rules to implement bill
Existing clerks of court retained for terms
Accrued vacations, sick leave, longevity

Enrcllment in state insurance plans
Rule of construction re chapter 605A

Appropriations

DATE-=-CCOIFICATION

Repealer

Instructions for codification
Effective date

10051 631.6
10052 633.17
104083 633.18
10054 633.20
10055 633.21
10056 Ch. 633, new section--probate
orders
10057 684A.6
10058 801.4
10060 805.12
10061 813.4
10062 Acts of the 69th General Assembly,
Ch. 117, Sec. 321
10063 Acts of the &9th General Assembly.
Ch. 117, Sec. 322
10064 Acts of the 69th General Assembly,
ch. 117, Sec. 360
10065 Acts of the 69th General Assembly,
Ch. 117, Sec. 421
100€6 ACts of the 69th General Assemb.y,
Ch. 117, Sec. 425
10087 Acts of the 69th General Assembly,
Ch. 117, Sec. 500
10068 Acts of the 69th General Assembly.
Ch. 117, Sec. 508
10069 Acts of the 69th Generali Assembly,
Ch. 117, Sec¢. 652
10070 Acts of the 69th General Assembly,
Ch. 117, Sec. %00
10071 Acts of the 69th General Assembly,
. Ch. 117, Sec. 901
10072 ACts of the 69th General Assembly.
| Ch. 117, Sec. 902
10073 Acts of the 69th General Assembly,
Ch. 117, Sec. 903
10074 Acts of the 69th General Assembly,
Ch. 117, Sec. 906
10075 Rule 49, Rules of Criminal Pro-
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INTRODUCTION

This Addendum supplements information previcusly presented in
the document entitled "EANDBOOK = STATE ASSUMPTION OF THE OPERATING
COSTS AND REVENUES OF THE DISTRICT COURI" of December, 1981.

This Addendum presents two types of information that are not
contained in the Handbook. First, this Addendum presents data
regpecting county expenditures for indigent defense. At its
December 18, 1981 meeting, the Court Stu Joint Subcommittee
decided that court reorganization legislation should include the
assumption by the state of the costs of indigent defense. As a
result, the data contained in the Handbook need to be modified to
reflect this item of court expense by the counties.

The second type of information contained in this Addendum is
that relating to the Court Study Joint Subcommittee's
recommendations with respect to the manner of phasing in the state
assumption of district court costs. The Subcommittee recommended a
version of Plan IV as contained in the Handbook, and this Addendum
presents the features of and the ‘financial data for the
Subcommittee's proposal.

Part 1 of this Addendum presents the development of indigent
defense cost data. Part 2 presents the development of aggregate
cost data that can be used to estimate the total costs and total
revenues that the state would experience upon adoption o¢f the
Subcommittee's recommendations. Part 3 presents Plan V which
depicts the year-by-year fiscal effects, during the period of
transition, of the adoption of the Subcommittee's recommendations.
igrtd4 discusses some additional limitations on the reliability of

e data.

As 1n the EHandbook itself, the term "RPC Report" used in this
Addendum means the "lowa Court Financial and Perscnnel Information
Profile® prepared by Resource Planning Corporation of Washington,
D.C.

PART 1
INDIGENT DEFENSE COSTS

The RPC Report presented data respecting indigent defense costs
for fiscal years 1976-77, 1977-78 and 1978-79. Table 5-15 at page
5-19 of the RPC Report presents these expenditures by judicial
election district and as statewide totals. Appendix VI of the RPC
Report presents county-by-county data for each of the three fiscal
years that were analyzed.

As discussed in the RPC Report, the indigent defense ex-
penditure category 1includes two <ypes of expenditures: AmMCUNTS
pa:d to attorneys acting as court-appelnted counsel. and amcunts
expended for salaries and operating costs of public defender
offices. The subcommittee recommended that the state assume these
expenditures along with district court operating expenses.
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The method used in the Bandbook to develop cost projections was
tec develop RPC data for fiscal year 1978-79 as the base, and then
to project estimated costs for future years by assuming a uniform
annual growth ¢of each expenditure item at the rate of 11.5 percent.
The costs shown by RPC for indigent defense do not require the
adjustments made for other items because in this case the state
would be assuming the actual costs as incurred by the counties.
Thus projections were developed by using the 1978-79 statewide
figqure of $3,919,892, as shown in the RPC Report, Table 5-15 at
page 5~19, and assuming the uniform rate of growth of 11.5 percent
per year. These cost projections are presented in Table 10 at the
end of this part.
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PART 2
AGGREGATE COST AND REVENUE DATA

The Subcommittee made two decisions which require adjustment of
the consolidated data presented in the Handbook. First, the in-
clusion of indigent defense costs increases the total costs which
the state would assume under the reorganized judicial department.
Second, the Subcommittee concluded that the share of district court
revenue presently going tc the counties should be redirected to the
state treasury, but that the state should not receive court
revenues presently distributed to the school districts.

Table 11 at the end of this part presents aggregate cost
projections through fiscal year 1993-94., The total for any given
year represents the sum of the grand total of the cost components
for that yvear as shown in Table 1 of the BHandbook plus the
projected cost of indigent defense for that year as shown in Table
10 of this Addendum.

These figures represent the total estimated burden on the state
of assuming all costs associated with clerk of district court
offices, jury and witness costs, juvenile probation offices, court
reporters, and indigent defense.

Table 1l also isolates the projections with respect to the share
of district court revenues that would be shifted from the counties
to the state under the Subcommittee' recommendations. These
figures are extracted from Table 1, line F of the Handbook. As
stated in the Handbook, revenue growth 1is assumed to be at an
annual rate of 12.5 percent.
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PART 3
TRANSITION PLAN

The Bandbook presented four thecretical types of plans by which
the transition f£from county funding to state funding could be
achieved over a pericd of time. The Subcommittee recommended a
plan gimilar to Plan IV as described in the Handbook.

OVERVIEW

The transition plan adopted by the Subcommittee contains the
following features:

1. The Supreme Court would be given one year of lead time
before it assumes full responsibility for personnel and budgets.

2. At the beginning of the second year of the transition, all
employees in the offices of court clerks and in probation offices
and all court reporters would become state employees. Also, the
Supreme Court and the chief judges of the judicial districts would
assume full contrel over the budgets and operations o¢f the
components of the district court.

3. At the beginning of the second year of the transition, the
shift from county funding to state funding would commence. The
counties would contribute to the funding of the operations of the
district court during years two through five of transition, but
their contributions would decrease annually during years three,
four and five. The shift in revenue distribution would also take
place in increments during years two through six the transition
period.

EXPENDITURES

As described in the Handbook, Plan IV provides for county
contributions to court funding in the form of a percentage of a
fixed amount. This fixed amount 1s equal to the projected
aggregate cost for the first vyear of the cost shift. Fer
convenience the first year of cost shift was referred to as the
base year, and the projected aggregate cost for that year, the base
cost.

Undexr the Subcommittee's recommendations, the cost shift would
commence at the beginning of fiscal year 1983-84. However, instead
of assuming 20 percent of the base cost as the first step, the
state would only assume the inflation in costs from the previous
year as the first step, and in addition, the base cost would be the
projected cost for the previous year. Thus. under the
Subcommittee's proposal, the base cost would be that for fiscal
Year 1982~83, or S$34,8085,452. In fiscal vear 1983-84, the counties
woulid pay all of the tase cost, and the state would pick ur the
growth (projected tc be 11.5 percent) over the base year <<o8T, o
$4,002,627. In fiscal year 1984-85 the c¢ounties would pav 80
percent of the base cost, or $27,844,362, and the state would pay
the remaining cost of $15,426,646 (as projected). Each year there-
after, the porticn of the base cost paid by the counties is reduced




by 20 percent, and commencing in fiscal year 1988-89 the state
would be paying all of the costs.

As discussed in the Handbook, this type of plan also requires
the preparation of a schedule that determines what portion of the
aggregate contribution of counties is to be paid by each county. A
"county share" schedule was developed and presented in the Handbook
under the discussion of Plan II, at page 27. However, that
schedule did not reflect indigent dJdefense expenditures. The
Subcommittes recommended that a new county share schedule be
developed which included the indigent defense expenditure iteam.

Table 12 at the end of this part contains a revised county share
schedule as recommended by the Subcommittee. The fraction shown
for each county reflects that county's expenditures in relation ¢to
the expenditures of all counties for the following cost components:

1. Court <clerk salary and operating expenses for fiscal year
1978=-79 as shown by the RPC Report.

2. Jury and witness expenditures for fiscal year 1978-79, as
shown by the RPC Report.

3. Juvenille probation salary and operating expenses for fiscal
year 1978-79, as shown by the RPC Report.

4. Court reporter salaries and expenses for fiscal year 1978-
79, as shown by the RPC Report.

5. The average of 1indigent defense expenditures for fiscal
years 1976-77, 1§7g-78 and 1978-79, as shown by the RPC Report.
The Subcommittee concluded that this average should be used rather
than the 1978=79 figures only because the average tends ¢to
eliminate the relatively large fluctuations that are experienced by
individual counties from year-to-year.

A county would determine its obligation for any year during
transition by multiplying the fraction shown for the county by the
aggregate amount payable by all counties for that year. For
example, during the third step of cost shift, counties would be
contributing an amount equal to 60 percent of the base cost.
Wright County's contribution would be calculated as follows:

.0045 - (county share schedule) x .60 (county contribution at step
2) x $34,805,453 (base cost) = $93,97S.

Under the existing county funding scheme, the projected cost to
wright County e.g., of the components listed above during fiscal
year 1985-86, which would be the earliest date step 3 could be
reached, would be $195,699. )

- The final consideration of the Subcommittee was the length cf
tne transition period. The Subcommittee recognized that a fixed
statutory timetable might not be possible, and that each step of
transition might have to be dependent upon some economic factor,
such as the existence of a certain year's-end balance in the
general fund. The Subcommittee did not adopt such a mechanism, but
recommended that transition be completed as soon as practicable.

-7=




Table 13 at the end of this Part presents the fiscal effects of
a five-year phase-~-in period. Table 13 does not reflect any
interruption that might result from legislative postponement of
steps or from the effects of a trigger mechanisam.

REVENUES

The Subcommittee recommended that the share of district court
revenue that ig distributed to county treasuries be shifted to the
state in uniform increments at the same time base costs are
shifted. Thus, during the second step, 20 percent of the revenue
would be shifted, 40 percent during the third step, and sc on until
all of the county share of revenue has been shifted to the state
treasury. Table 13 also indicates the fiscal effects of this
revenue shift during the five-year phase-in period.

NEW STATE EXPENDITURES

As shown in Table 11 at the end of Part 2 of this Addendum, the
share of district court revenue that is te be shifted toc the state
is less than the projected costs to be assumed by the state. The
difference would have to be paid out of state revenue derived <£rom
other sources. The last two lines of Table 13 represent the fiscal
affects of this "unfunded" liability. The line "new state dollars
needed" indicates the difference between the state's burden for any
year during transition and the amount paid to the state during that
year as county contributions. The 1line '"new annual commitment"
indicates the amount of additional unfunded liability the state
assumes each year of transition compared with the  unfunded
liability of the prior year, or in other words the amount of new
dollars required each year during transition.




Adair
Adamn
Allamakee
Appancosge
Audubon

TABLE 12
PLAN V
COUNTY SHARE SCEEDULE

.%%gf " Jafferson

0022 Johnson
.0052 Jones

.0059 Keokuk
.0033 Rossuth

Benton
Black Hawk
Boone
Bremer
Buchanan

.0081 Lee
.0563 Linn
.0080 Loulsa
.0083 Lucas
.Q086 Lyon

Buena vista
Butler
Calhoun
Carroll
Cass

L0055 Madiscn
.0047 Mahaska
.0041 Marion
.0083 Marshall
Mills

Cedar

Cerro Gordo
Cherokee
Chickasaw
Clarke

Mitchell
Monona
Monroe
Montgomery
Muscatine

clay
Clayton
Clinton
Crawford
Dallas

OTBrien
Osceola
Page

Palo Alto
Plymouth

Davis
Decatur
Delaware
Des Moines
Dickinson

Pocanhontas
Polk
Pottawattamie
Poweshiek
Ringgold

Dubuque
Emmet
Fayette
Floyd
Franklin

sac
Scott
Shelby
Sioux
Story

Fremont
Greene
Grundy
Guthrie
Bamilton

Tama
Taylor
Union
Van Buren
Wapello

Bancock
Bardin
Harrison
Henry
Howard

warren
washington
wayne
Webster
Winnebago

Humpeldt
Ida

Ilowa
Jackson
Jasper

Winneshiek
Woodbury
Worth
wWright




duan

L IR mCz P<m

UPROXCn 2

T ABLE

3
PeAN

fl‘l'l-' T T Y 4 r h“t‘;"'

Co-nmdnt}q,; - FY 1923 -2Y

3A3L
YEA R —_
FY -2 e X B2V | pepu-ps!| #v 36-36] 5y 2428 ST R-BP | FY .
Taral : i
CTebe /) 39705 53] 20, 208,090 y3, 17, 0 | P, 3¥)/ 7Y\ 3,759, 98| 39, 4R, /| &4, 7P9, °.
| Goo Tl | Gomedk | Grmetk | Goeurh —
»
STATE, - Aane | @rowrth e} o of bst o S of fa 4
3 9 4082 627) /5924, 696(27, 263 %3139, 237 17| 11, 02/, ovo 44,249, 3
% o /9 36 57 -4 bd 4 /00
Counrias * ALl Base coo? | 20X & base] 40X of base| e ¥ £ base|20% f buse| flome
¥ 39,005, S 3{3v, pos, 453 {27 pwv,362iz0 PPN LV 13 2, 100 6, P64, 021 o
% hisnd 90 4 43 =é A 0
3 9 ) 8%, 17| &, 072,249 10, 2v4, 919 /:Lﬁ! I 1,6/, S
*
O/OL Qo Q 0 o 1 po 00
ounTies Al ALl Peresid | Proconte | praveche | Prerude e
¢ 70,466,937 | 11, Y, 56 10,795 10719, 108 373 (5. 734,27 | 1 202,52yl ©
% ¥ /o0 s00 o ‘o w0 28 o
NEw 3ITATL T
Dowrrts NLRDED Aont &, 00k, §27 1,787, P62 2.0,2%,655 |29, $96, Y70 37 450,412 5,245, 9
N ANk A
CormrmEnT Mone g el 627 | 99252/ (25637075, 299 Pv3| B aéa 2y |7,4/4 7,

#* percent ra Tablt. 11 Revewse Pﬁ)uﬁom;



PART 4

The Handbook discussed several limitations on the reliability of
the financial data that was presented, perhaps the most important
one being that the rate of 12.5 percent that was assumed for
revenue growth may be inaccurate.

An additional factor affecting the aggregate cost projections is
that under the Subcommittee proposal the state would reimburse
counties for any computer gservices that are provided the district
court. Some counties pressntly provide these services, and the
value of these services is not presently known. These expenditures
would be in addition to the costs shown in Table 11.

Finally, the reliability of the cost projections for indigent
defense are subject to some doubt. The magnitude of this cost
component is not subject to direct control by any legislative,
executive or judicial body, and thus the annual growth cannot be
controlled. The RPC Report indicates a growth rate for one year of
nine percent but a growth rate the following year of 28 percent.
Recurrences of a growth rate of 28 percent could have a net effect
cver five to ten years of increasing actual costs above projected
costs by between one and five million dollars.

-11=-




