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2001 SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES 

BILL/RESOLUTION NO. 2002 

Senate Appropriations Committee 

□ Conference Committee 

Hearing Date January 17 t 2001 

Ta Number Side A Side B Meter # 
I Judicial Branch 0,0 .. 55, 1 
l Judicial Branch o,o .. so. 7 ------------------------2 Judicial Branch 0,0-54.3 -----------------+-----------~, 
2 0.0- 16.5 ----

Minutes: 

Senator Ncthina opened the hearing on the Judicial Branch. 

Chlef Justice Gerald Vandewalle. appeurcd in support and on bchul f of the Judicial Branch, 

stating the new item for clerk of courts of$ I I milJion, Lnst legislature the Supreme Court 

assumed the clerk of courts with county courts having the option. The main reason for this was 

in relations to collectjon of restitution mainly bad checks, Most of the larger counties were taken 

over but some of the smaller counties are contracted, We are willing to collect restitution if 

money is appropriated for staffing, 

Jana Thiel11es. Director of Finance of tho Judicial Branch. gave an overview of the budget, One 

other request is Juvenile tracking, Federal block grants administered through Association of 

Counties. Rfght now we have a tran~ltion for I I countJes and modified the system. 

Deb Simenson. Clerk of Burleiib County District Court. appeared in support of this bill 

(testimony attached.) 
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Faye McIntyre. Ramsey County Clerk of District CoYit. appeared in support of this bill 

(testimony attached.) 

Kay Newell Braget. eembina County Clerk of District Court. appeared in support of this biJI 

(testimony attached.) 

Ten:y Traynor. NDACo. Assistant Director, al,pcarcd in support of this bill (testimony attached,) 

Senator Grjndber": Numbers to look at on size of counties; your perspective'! 

Terry Troynor: Looking at PSE study; nothing better than there; study complete. 

Senator Andrist: The fees for the state used to bo for county; now judicial costs'! 

Tero: Trqynor: Prior counties maintained costs, criminal as bond forfeitures (didn't appear). 

Review stayed in county; county judge shifted to state; filing fee incrcm,cd which was split 

between state and counties; gradually reduced county to state, 

Senator Andrist: Amount transferred $1.8 million to counties'! 

Tcn:y Traynor: SS million for administration fees and bond forfeitures, 

Senator Tallackson: Was $IO million funds for clerk of courts'! 

Justice Vandewalle: $11 milt Ion plus $638,000~ rest of money in budget; not accounted for 

FTE's; contracts to counties who didn't agree to state employment; 11 counties into state for 

financing. 

Senator Bowman: Demand FTE; savings by consolidation: more FTE 's larger cities; smaller 

cities taking away; costs what gaining to state? 

Justice Vandewalle: Took total FTE's that counties had: state has reduced ult tog"ther for 

restitution mainly; states attomcys that are collecting pay some not all to counties: issue, not sure 

judicial function, 
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Senator Bowman: Point, FTE less today; future FTE to grow because of change; current 

demands may increase; do we save or does this cost us more'! 

Justice Vandewalle: I agree; revenue sharing with counties, depending on how much help from 

is received from counties; motivation costs. 

Jud~ Sch,ualenben,. District Judge, stating a unified proposal for case management by trial 

court through this system, docket/index; 29 counties use, 10 additional inquired. Data base 

location of AS 400 electronically transfers information to correct departments, Dighal audio 

recording proceeding hard disk, record and easily retrieved. Network environment stored in Web 

base, Interactive television for non chumbcrcd areas to deliver services, reduce travel, 

incarcerated individuals appear this wuy, reduce expert witness uppcarancc. Enhanced record~ 

management for storage, imaging system with Judicial Brunch storing cases clectronicully, 

accessible to all, oan transmit docum\Jnts to law enforcement/court, is in IT Plan budget of 

Judicial Branch, 

Dale Sandstrom .. Justice of Supreme Court. appeared on technology, gave highlights and 

strongly urged support. The electronic exchange of criminal justice systems us Info rcadHy 

available for current information, decisions and would be efficient with staff, Supreme Court 

leader with inforrnadon on web she with current opinions. Access hits of 37,000 daily to 

Supreme Court web site. Also notification notices are sent by e-mail saving time and money. 

Senator Solberg: The statew,de network; see this benefiting around the State Judicial system: 

affect of law administration down the road, any savings with personnel'! 

Jusdce Sandstrom; This is the back bone to work done with high speed communications and all 

in one computer, Crimes access with all jn state. printed auto fonns, Also interactive video 
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project is Internet based to video witnesses from anywhere which will benefit and substantial 

savings on expert witnesses. It will create flexibility 10 counties and will not take away, 

Jud1ic Kleven. District Court Jud"c Grand Forks. testified in support of the bill and spoke on the 

indigent budget with a 17% increase but actually a 10% increase as 7% received from Human 

Services. Tape #1, end Side A, meter 55.1 

Tape # 1, start Side B, meter 0.0 

Court appointed attorneys are reimbursed $65 per hour, indigent counsel. SB 2081 proposed 

services pay increase $25 flJing fee, waived if judgment delayed and tacked on end, passed with 

additional $172,000, if state collected costs. Looking at contract system whh indigent counsel; 

' committee working to review concurrent resolution on services, 

Senator Nethin": Is this criminal or civil defense counsel'? 

Judw, Kleven: Civil legal aid. 

Senator Robinson: Where do you find the budget for defense indigent counsel'? 

OMB~ Operation line item District Court. 

Senator RobftllQll: Is this faltlng short or satisfied'? 

Judae Kleven: Satisfied. 

Jud1ie Ralph R, Erickson, Co-Chair Judicial Compensation Committee and North Dakota 

Judicial Conference, appeared in support of bill (testimony attached, hard copy power point 

presentation), 

Tape # l, Side B, meter 26,2 

Senator Bowman: How much does a campaign costs for judges in correlation with wages'? 

Jud11e Erickson: Last race around SS0,000. 

.. 
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Senator Holmber": Interest in judicial position for Northeast District; how do you answer critics 

concerning qualified candidates? 

Judie Erickson: Economic factors. law school is there brings greater interest. Concerns and 

factors with younger inexperienced verses older more qualified judges. 

Senator Schobin1:cr: Comparisons with judges; what attorneys make this salary? 

Jud,:c Erickson: That is a hard survey with attorney comparison. as there is a high and low 

salary for attorneys as welJ as urban and rural incomes for attorneys. 

Senator TomaQ: Competition not out of state but in state; pool judges from attorneys; is the 

competition there'! Regional'! 

Jud,:c Erickson: Numbers are not there; rely on labor dcpart~cnt, but not accurate. Attorney 

salaries still more than judges in urban areas; judges stay at work for expertise. 

Senator Ncthina: Judges have a hard Job; a lot of attorneys would not consider as money is 

important looking at judges, 

~: Standard rating service; ABC ratings from attorney to bench. 

Judw, Erickson: Ratings vary; State Bar historlcaJly accurate; 20 years ago judges were older 

now younger, 

Justice Caro) Kgpsner , from Supreme Court: appeared to testify on the funding for legal research 

and budget changes. 12% Increase as we ate paying more for less. Increases because vendors 

are increasing 8% a year, 

Senator Anddu: Do you have assistance on the material? 

Justice Kapsner: Yes with exiting statistics which are not avaUable from secondary sources, 

Treatise, period foals, advanced I ntemet are not our needs. 



Page6 
Senate Appropriations Committee 
Bill/Resolution Number 2002 
Hearing Date January 17, 200 l 

Justice Mao: Marin". from Supreme Court testified on Juvenile Day Courts. The specialized 

dockets, goals. Program keeps kids clean and sober. Program for kids mainly with criminal 

behavior problems and substance abuse. Program patterned after Adult Courts. Expluincd 

starting of these courts. 

Tape # 1, end Side B, meter SO. 7 

Tape #2, Side A, meter 0.0 

Drugs courts arc now in 42 states an.d the program is highly successful. Stated thut there were 68 

violations by juveniles in 1995 and had risen to 504 by 1999. Alcohol cases from 1700 to 3079. 

Choso Fargo and Grand Forks for pilot programs. Idea program requires kids average age from 

I 4-18 years old and not with violent offenses. Operat,ons arc is supervision of kids weekly und 

daily, alcohol and drug screening weekly at random, electronic monitoring, community sl!rvlcc, 

resthution required. There is a weekly review of the kids with incentives to graduate from 

program. Charge will be dismissed if clean for two years and court juvenile record diimiisscd. 

Program is funded through matched grants and is in the budget for $33,000 for next b,cnnium. 

An Adult Drug Court was started in Burleigh County in 2000 through the Department of 

Corrections and it is in their budget. She read a letter from the mother of a juvenile who went 

through the program and how success it was. 

Senator Bowman: Is there statistics gathered to see how many kids stayed clean'! 

Judie Kapsner: Yes there will be statistics by Dr, Kevin Thompson: hopefully in 2 years there 

will be data. 

Senator Robinson: Can you provide us whh a hard copy of your prescntatlon'l 

Judae KIJ)sner: Yes I will, (attached with letter). 

Senator Solbera: Where on the budget is the $33,000? 
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Jud" Kqpsner: Under District Court operations. 

Senator Solberai: Federal moneys to stop and for how long'! Jurisdictional dollars down the road 

from tax payers? 

Jud"e Kapsner: There are two pilots now and we would like to sec this expand to Bismarck and 

Minot not much more than that. Grants are matched by state and we arc also looking for other 

eligible grants for next two years. If outcome of evaluation is successful, will have state fund the 

program. 

Senator Heitkamn: My concerns are the success on numbers and is this new only in major cities 

where rural areas are just as important to aid with this problem'? 

Judge Ka,psner: Your are correct about rural areas; the model used like across the country found 

it hard wtth rural areas with support and without resources. 

Senator Heitkamp: Important concerns with the rural areas in the future'! 

Judge Kapsner: It depends on treatment with the communities. it is not always there. Trlnl 

judges are running the courts without reduction of their case load with no extra money, 

Senator Nethin.i Coordination, thon involved? Can we expand group to rural model or look at it. 

Oood dollar info? 

Judw, Kapsner: An excellent advisory team to consider next meeting in March, 2001. 

Senator Bowman: The problem, legal age and buyer for the Juveniles; find the source and set an 

example whh the suppUers? 

Judae Kaosner: Not with this program; the Aware Underage Drinking Grant programs setup to 

pursue buyers; local law enforcement to pursue, 

Senator Artdrist: Are kids sentenced to thfs program'? 

Juda K1gsas;r: Both voluntary and by sentence. 
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Senator ThaoS<: Do parents contact this program before trouble har,pcns'! 

Jud1ie K@psncr: There are referrals and parents arc possible~ its not only the law enforcement. 

Tape #2, Side A* meter 24.4 

Justice Neuman. Sypreme Court. gave an overview of the Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR). 

A study was done on civil actions and there is strong support with family law cases. Explained 

current rules and committee studies. 

Senator Solberi: These court employees; do they set up and run hearings~ arc they judges'! 

Justice Neuman: Some cases they arc court employees; varies on cases~ example divorces 

mediating verses adversary way~ need training as mediators and judges are more decision makc1s 

than mediators. 

Senator Hcitkamo.· Mediation then to judges; tukcs skilled mediator, save costs'? 

Justice Neuman Deciding differently; not as many returned cases for possible savings und better 

served. 

Jud,:e Holte. Stanley. ND, spoke on jurors fees; jurors fees of $25 was estublishcd in l 977~ with 

projected increase costs jurors fee to $50 per day; budget $136,500. 

Senator Andrist: Are Jurors for civil or criminal cases'? Why not assess fees to cl vii loser'? 

Jud,:e Holte: They are both; and no fees cannot be assessed to loser. 

Senator Robinson: Dollars for Jurors; Increase reflected In the budget and where'? 

Jud"g Holte: Operation for District Court budget; $640,00 $50 per day; $136.118 $25 per day. 

Tape #2, Side A, meter 43.3 

Chief Justice Vandewalle: Responses and comments; contest for judge elections, not popular In 

ND or salary to attract, Issue comparh,on costs wHI discourage on contested elections verses 

uncontested. Spending amount not there. Justice Marlng's dynamic Kids Drug Court and niral 
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ha.s been asked and efforts arc there with court. Just reduced Judges in ND now program judges 

time is important. Caution Judicial resources after cut. Commented on pilot projects. There is a 

constitution problem if we were to charge civil parties for juror fees, Judge Vandewalle handed 

out chart (attached) for proposed FTE comparison by county. 

Tape #2, end Side A, meter 43.3. 

Tape #2, start Side B, meter o:o 

Senator Nething: Correlation b~twcen Corrections and Drug programs. 

Senator Solber1i: Budget questions~ summary of restitution. 

Jana Thielges: $639,000 cost t I office clerk of court services, first time $564,00 and $75,000 

contracted counties that receive collection; explained restitution. 

Senator Solberg: Was this budget for counties before'? 

J.gna Thielg~s: Yes, larger counties from states attorney, Budget for equipment, computers (4 

y~~\r replacement), copiers. 

Senator Solberg: How about operating increase'? 

Jana Thiehies: With original budget cost charge 3 month funding to full 24 month funding, 

Single line item $1 million breakdown of positions, will know more by April, 2001 . 

.Chief Justice Vandewall,Q: We wHI be absorbing $300,000 out of our budget; we pay contract to 

smaller counties with no equipment costs, 

S ;; . MQA' Sot ha: All the counties had their choice; were they told this and did they understand'? 

t~blef Justice Vandewalle: Yes, thif, was explulncd this~ to pay only for personnel. 

Senator Andrlst: In Canada, bad checks were decriminalilcdi states decriminalized'? 
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this is not a judicial issue but a political decision. He handed in a part of the record a letter to 

Honorable Wayne Stenehjem with letter of support for the Judicial regional pay increase for 

judges. (attached). 

Hearing closed. 

Tape #2, Side B, meter 16.5 

Senator Nothing reopened the hcuring on S82002. 

Senator Ncthing, Chair of the Judicial Subcommittee, presented proposed amendment 

(I 8028.0102); and explained the committee's recommendations. Discussion followed. 

Senator Tallackson moved the adoption of the amendments; Senator Andrist seconded, Motion 

carried. No discussion on the biH. 

Senator Tallackson moved a DO PASS AS AMENDED~ Senator Kringstud seconded the motion, 

Roll Cati Votes: 12 yes; I no; I absent and not voting. 

Senator Nothing will take the floor assignment. 



Bill/Resolution No.: 

Amendment to: Engrossed 
SB 2002 

FISCAL NOTE 
Requested by Leglslatlve Council 

04/24/2001 

1A. State fl1c1I effect: Identify the state fiscal effect and the fiscal effect on agency appropriations 
compared to funding levels and appropriations anticipated under current law. 

1999·2001 Biennium 2001 ·2003 Biennium 2003-2005 Biennium 
General Fund Other Funds General Fund Other Funds General Fund Other Funds 

Revenues -
Expenditure■ $1,029,6~ 
Appropriation, $1,029,8~ 

18. County, city, and achool dlatrJct fiscal effect: Identify the fiscal effect on the appropriate pol/tics/ 
subdivision, 

1999·2001 Biennium 2001-2003 Biennium 2003-2006 Blennlu,;,-
School School Scho 

Countlea Cltlaa Districts Counties Cities Districts Counties Cities Dlatrlc 

2, Narrative: Identify the aspects of the measure which cause fiscal Impact and Include any comments 
relevant to your snslysls, 

The bill provides funds for the operation of the Judicial Branch of Government. It includes proposed 
statutory salary changes for judges salaries. The amounts shown above relate to judges proposed salary 
increases as passed by the Senate and House, 

3, State ff1c1I effect detail: For Information shown under state f/scal effect In 1 A, please,· 
A. Revenue,: Exp/sin the revenue amounts, Provide detall, when appropriate, for each revenue type 

and fund affected and any amounts Included In the executive budget, 

8, Expendltur11: Explaln the expenditure amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each 
agency, llne Item, and fund affected and the number of FTE positions affected, 

Supreme Court (S justices) 

Salaries and wages 

District Court (42 Judges) 

Salaries and wages 

$124,441 



Total $1,029,634 

C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts, Ptovlde detall, wher, approprlete, of the effect 
on th11 blennlal appropriation for each agency and fund sff ected and any r;mounts included In the 
exetutlve budget, Indicate the telatlonshlp between the amounts shr Nn for expenditures ancf 
appropriations, 

Apf)topriation amounts are included an the bill draft by linf: item. 

1:z=:N,-;am_1-:: _______ K,,..,el,.....th....,e,...,E-;,,. _N_e_lso_n _____ ,1:::,A~g_en, .... c,,.;..y_: _ _,.....,,s...,..u~pr.,,.e~m~e,,..c,...o_u_rt ___ ,,___ :] 
Phont Number: 328-4216 Datfl Prepared: 04/25/2001 =:=1 



MVIIION 

BMt/Relofutk)n No.: 

Amendment to: 

SB 2002 

FISCAL NOTE 
R1que1ttd by Lq61latht• Council 

01/0312001 

18. County, cfty, Md aohoot df1trlot fllOM effect: Identify the ll~cal ,,feet on the approprlnte po/It/eel 
1ubdlvl•lon, 

2, N1ttatlve: ldtntlly the aaptJCta of the measure which cause 1/scsl Impact and Include sny comments 
,,,,.vant to your 11n,1v,1,, 

The bill provides funds for the operation of th~ Judicial Branch of Oovcmmrnt. It includes proposed 
rttatutory ulary changes for judges salaries. The amounts shown above rel~tc to Judges proposed snlory 
increasta. 

3. ltat• fltoal effect CMtlMt For Information shown undt1r state I/seal eff,ct In f A, pl~ast,: 
A. llewnute: Explain tha rsv,nulJ a,m,unt11, Provide detail, when spproprlste, lo, each revenu, type 

•nd fund llfHtMI and eny amount, lncludtJd In th• ex,cutlve budgst, 

B, l•pendltutel: lxpllln ,,,. ,xptlndlture amounts, ProvldtJ det11II, whtm approprlott,, for uch 
11,-ncy, Nnt1 lt.m, •nd fund alltH:t«J and th• number of FTE positions afftJCttJd, 

The amounts shown relate to judges proposed salary increases and are included in the line items indicntcd 
below: 

OetnU: 

Supreme Court (S Justfces) 

S11laries and wages 



Dlltrid Court (42judgcs) 

Salaries and wages 

Total 

$992, 12~ 

$1,118,460 

C, Appropti11lon1: Explaln the appropriation amounts, Provide detall, when approptlate, ol the ellect 
on th• biennial appropriation for l)SCh agencv and fund affected and any amounts included In the 
11xecutlva budget. Indicate the relstlonshlp between the amounts shown for e"pendltures and 
appropriations. 

Appropriation amounts arc incJudcd in the bill druf\ by line item. 

Kelthe E. Nelson gency: Supreme Court 
ate Prepered: 01/11/2000 



Bill/Resolution No.: 

Amendment to: 

SB 2002 

FISCAL NOTE 
Requested by Le9l1latlve Council 

12/14/2000 

1A. State flacal effect: ldent/ly the state fiscal effect and the fiscal effect on agency 
approp-r/stlons compared t~ funding levels and appropriations anticipated under current law. 

1999-2001 Biennium 2001 ·2003 Biennium 2003·2005 Biennium 
General Fund Other Funds G•neral Fund Other Fund• General Fund Other Fund• -Revenue, $<40.~0,578 $1,049,943 $54,705,85C $2,217,621 

ExSMtnditure• $<40,640,57E $1,049,943 $54,705,850 $2,217,821 
Approprflt -~ I $40,640,578 $1,049,943 s 54 I 705 ,85(1 $2,217,821 

1B. County, city, and 1chool dfatrfct f11cal effect: Identify the I/seal effect on the appropriate 
pol/tics/ subdivision. 

1999-2001 B6ennlum 2001 ·2003 Biennium 2003-2005 Biennium 
School Sohoor· 

Countle1 Cltle1 Dl1trlct1 Counties Cities Dl1tr,ct1 Counties Cltle1 
($1,000,000] - ($11,493, 32 ·- -

·- 6) -- --
2. Narrative: Identify the aspects of the measure which cnuse fiscal Impact and Include any 
comments relevant to ynur analysis. 

The biJI provides funds for the operation of the Judiciul Brunch of Govcmtncnt. Funding for 
clerk of court offic<'s us required by NDCC 27-05,2 is included. 

3, State ff1c1I effect detalt: For Information shown under state fiscal effect In 1A, please,• 
A. R1venue1: Exp/sin the tevenue amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for eBch 

revenu1t type and fund affected and any amounts Included In the executive budc ,t. 

Revenues include $1,577 ,85 I of federal funds and $639,970 of special funds. 

~ 

B. E,cpendltur11: Explain the expenditure amounts, Provld11 detell, when appropriate, for each 
agency, llne Item, and fund allected and t~e number of FTE positions affected, 

Expenditures totai $56,923,67 J with detaU provided in the bill draft. FTE positions included 
in the bill total 343. · 

C, Approprl1t&on1: E"p/11/n the appropriation smounts, Provide deta/1, when spproprlsts, of 
th, sfllJCt on th, blsnnlal appropriation for each agency and fund affected and any amounts 
Included In th, t1J<t1cutlvt1 budget, Indicate the relatlonshlp betwsan the amounts shown fot 

School 
Dl1trlct1 ·-



expenditures and appropriations. 

Appropriation amounts arc included in the bill draft by line item. There is a direct relationship 
between planned expenditures and appropriations requested. All amounts requested arc included 
jn the executive budget. 

ame: Kelthe E. Nelson fAgency: Supreme Court ] ~-,,.,--,,-----.....,,...,,,.,~---~-,,,,---..,......,~~---~---, 
on, Number: 328-4216 ate Prepared: 12/29/2000 _J 



18028.0102 
Title. • tJ ,.!.'/0 
Fiscal No. 2 

Prepared by the Legislative Council staff for 
Senator Nethlng 

February 13, 2001 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO SENATE BILL NO. 2002 

Page 1, llne 2, remove the first "and" 

Page 1, line 3, after "judges" insert"; to provide an exemption from the provisions of section 
54-44. 1-11 of the North Dakota Century Code; and to provide for a legislative council 
study" 

Page 1, line 13, replace •s,659,939" with "5,637, 102 .. 

Page 1, line 17, replace .. 7,6671669" with "7,644,832" 

Page 1, line 20, replace "25, 143,950 .. with 1124,953,025" 

Page 2, line 2, replace 1137,234,414 .. with "37,043,489 .. 

Page 2, line 41 replace "36,040,343" with "35,849,418" 

Page 2, line 151 replace "382,650" with "382,650" 

Page 2, remove line 16 

Page 2, line 17, replace "11,493,326" with "10,854,353" 

Page 21 line 19, replace "10,743,326" with "10, 104,35311 

Page 2, line 20, replace "54,705,850" with "53,853,115" 

Page 2, line 22, replace .. 56,923,671" with "56,070,936" 

Page 3, after llne 2, Insert: 

"SECTION 4. EXEMPTION. The district courts appropriation contained In 
subdivision 2 of section 1 of chapter 2 of the 1999 Session Laws Is not subject to the 
provisions of section 54•44.1 • 11 for up to an amount of $350,000 and any unexpended 
funds from this appropriation are available to be used to consolidate and Integrate the 
east central Judicial district's case management system with the unlfl$d court 
Information system used by the other six Judlclal districts during th,: olennlum beginning 
July 1, 2001, and ending June 30, 2003, 

SECTION 5. JUDICIAL BRANCH• RECORDS MANA,1EMENT. The judicial 
branch Is encouraged to explore the opportunities of using the electronic document 
management system services provided by the Information technology department for 
enhanced records management and data storage, 

SECTION 8. LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL STUDV • CLERK OF COURT, The 
teglslatlve council shall consider studying, during the 2001 ·02 Interim, the 
Implementation of the clerk of court unUloatlon Including a review of the delivery of 
services by clerks of court and the reaponslblllty for reaUtutlon collection and 
enforcement actlvlUea," 

Page No. 1 18028 0102 



Page 3, line 6, replace •01nety-four• with •ninety-one•. remove *s,evenH, and overstrike 
"hundred 

Page 3, line 7, replace "tw§nty-se~11 with 11\hlrty-nlne" 

Page 3, line 9, replace "fmlhl" with "five" and replace Hforty-threJt with "§ixty-nine" 

Page 3, line 15, replace •eighty-seven• with "eighty-four", remove "four", overstrike •hundred", 
and replace •twenty•tw,t with "fifteen" 

Page 3, llne 21, remove the overstrike over "one", remove "two•, replace"~" with 11Il!.M•, and 
replace "twenty•ong" with "eighty-nine• 

Renumber accordingly 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

Senate BIii No. 2002 • Summary of Senate Action 
EXECUTIVE SENAlE SENATE 

BUDGET CHANOES VERSION 

Sup,eme Court 
$7,6-44,832 Total all lundt $7.667,669 ($22,&37) 

Leu Htlmatld lf'w:ome 
($22,837) General lund $7,667,669 $7,644,832 

Ol&trlct COulU 
Total all I~ $37,234,414 ($190,9251 $37 ,0..3,489 
Leu estimated Income ~'i\!~·0!1 1119,4,071 
General lund $3 I ,3 3 ($190,925) $35,849,418 

Judicial Conduct Comml&llon 
Tolal.Ulunds $529,262 $528,262 
Le&& estlm1ttd Income M ---s5 M General fund $ ' $ I 

Clerk of Ol1trict Coort 
Total all fundl $11,493,326 ($638,913) $10,854,353 
LtH HUmaltd income s10,ffiffi s,o.H Gtntrll fund ($638,973) 

em T0111 
Total all lund& $&8,923,67t ($852,735) $56,070,936 
Leu tttlmatld Income .J:,iuu 2.2~1,eu 
Otntral fund ($852,735) SM.a 3, I 

Senate BIii No. 2002 .. Supreme Court • senate Aot,on 
EXECUTIVE SENATE SENATE 
auooer CHANGES VERSION 

Salarit1 and waoe• $5.659,939 ($22.837) $6,637,102 
Qpef &Ing t,cptnlff 1,645,411 l,645,41t 
Equipffltnt 163,2&0 1&3,2&0 
Jl.ldOtt tltittffltnt ma .mMi 
Totaldfunde S1,M1,W ($22,837) $7,644.832 

Ltlttltiffllttdlncomf 

Gtntrllfund S7,M1,MI (S2U37) $7,&44,832 

FtTE 4UO (),00 4HO 

Page No, 2 18028,0102 
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Dept. 181 - Supreme Court-· Dtt1H of Senate Changes 
ADJUST 

FUNOINOFOR 
JUDGES' TOTAL 
SALARY SENATE 

INCREASES 1 CHANGES 
Sllariff and WAQff ($22,837) ($22,637) 
Operating•~ 
Equipment 
Judge&' tetlttmttfll 

TOlaldfundS ($22.837) ($22,837} 

Leu Hllrnated Income 

Gene/al lund ($22,837) ($22,63'7) 

FTE 0.00 0.00 

1 This amendmfnl adjusts the salary lncteas.1104' SUl)t'tWne Court judges from an 11 percent lnetease for the fksl yea, at1d a two p.,rc.inr ,ncrea&e 
fot lhe &eeond ye11 to app,o,cimalety a 6,5 l)t(etnl lneteas. each yea, ol lhe biennium Which result, In judges' ularies 101 the s.eeond year ol lhe 
bltMlum being the ume as the Ulatlff requesttd In the e,ceculiYe budget, 

Senate BIii No. 2002 • District courts .. Senate Action 
EXECUTIVE SENATE SENATE 

BUDGET CHANGES VERSION 

sa1a,1e, ind w-oes $25, t43,950 ($t90,925) $24,9S3,0~5 
()peratlnO CIMl)enlM 10,218,933 10,216,9:13 
Equjpmtnl 875,150 876,150 r,• retirement 878,381 878,381 

Central lfoaJ rtMarch 81),000 80,000 
A1t1,naov1 djspute ret0lu110n 40,000 ~ 

Total aN fund$ $37,234,414 ($190,925) $37,04~,.489 

Lesa ettlmated Income ~&1! -- 1,194,Q7! 

General fund $36,040,343 ($190,925) $35,B-49,418 

FTE 19"50 0.00 191.50 

' Dept. 182 • District Courts .. Detall of Senate Changes 
ADJUST 

FUN0INGFOA 
JUDGES' TOTAL 
SAL.ARV SENATE 

INCREASES 1 CHANGES 

8alar1t1 and waoes ($190,925) ($190,925) 
0c)ef 1llng tKptnltl 
Eq~I 
Ju~•• ,111,ement 
UN , Cet1tr1I legal rt1taren 
AlttmatlVt dlll)Ylt rHOlutlon --.... -
rocaJaNlundt ($t90,928) ($190,925) 

lMI Mtlfflaftd lneomt --· - --
Gtntfll fund ($100,926) ($100,926) 

FTE 0,00 0,00 

I Thlt amtndl'nenl ICftUltt the lalarl lnetllMI fdl' dilllflct court ludOttl t,om an 11 l)ttctnl ltlettaM for lht fltll Vflt and I two perc,nt lnetHM fOl 
lht MCOftd VIM to .-,,Oltlmltff>' .t I,& petefnl lnetNM 11th Vflt OI tht biennium whldl fHUltl In JOdOfl' IIIIMI fOf lhf ~tCC)f\d VIII ot the 
tMIMiul'n bllnO the 111M II the Nlltltt fequtlltd 1ft lht IIIICYliYI budoft, 

Senlt• am No. 2002 • Citric of Dl1trfct Court • Senate Action 
EXECUTIVE SENATE SENATE 

BUDGET CHANGES IJEFISION 

8tlerltt Md WIOfl t7,13UM 17,132,900 
QpeflllnOtlll)tnlH 3.338.131 :).338,731 

~ of tttliwtiOn 
:JeU&O 382,050 
mm ,1tao.11ai --

T Olal II fundt ., 1,493,3:tt (1633,973) 110.954,353 

LtU~il'ICOfflt ~ --- llQ&.!l.Q 

Qn,jjfund t10,7.t3,32t ($636,973) Sl~,104.:'16:l 

Ftt: ,ouo (7,00) 9G,OO 

Pa,ge No, 3 18028.0102 



Dept. 184 • Clerlc of District Court .. Detail of Senate Changes 

REMOVE 
FUNDING FOR TOTAL 

COlLECTION OF SENATE 
RESTITUTION CHANGES 

S.ries and wages 
Opft',tlnOt~ 
Equipment 
Colitctlofl ot rt111tutlofl (ff,3U73l (~38,973) 

T ocal •• lundl ($638,973) ($838,973) 

LHS fftlmaltd lnc.ome 

Gtntrallund ($638,973) ($638,913) 

FYE (7.00) (7.00) 

Senate Bill No. 2002 .. Other Changes .. Senate Actfon 

This amendment also: 

• Adds a section allowing the judicial branch to carry over up to $350,000 of general fund 
appropriation authority from the 1999·2001 biennium to the 2001·03 biennium to consolidate and 
Integrate the east central judlolal district's case management system with the unified court 
Information system (U~IS) used by the other six judlclal districts. 

• Adds a section that encourages the judicial branch to explore the possibility of using the electronic 
document management system services provided by the Information Technology Department for 
enhanced records management and data storage, 

• Provides for a Legislative Council study of the Implementation of the clerk of court !Jniflcation 
Including the responsibility for restitution collection and enforcement activities. 

( 

The following schedule provides Information regarding Supreme Court and district court judges' salaries (·.· 
Including current salaries. salaries proposed In the judicial branch budget request, and salaries proposed 
In the amendment: 

STATUTORY ANNUAL PROPOSED ANNUAL SALARY 
SALARY AUTHORIZED INCLUDED IN THE PROPOSED ANNUAL 
BY 199&U:GISLATIVE: 2001 •03 JUDICIAL BRANCH SALARVINCLUO~OIN 

ASSEMBLY BUDGET REQUEST PROPOSEO AMENDMENT 

JULV 1, 2000 JULV 1, 2001 JULV 1, 2002 JULY 1, 2001 JULY 1, 2002 

Su~reme Court $87,895 $97,570 $99,621 $93,608 $99,521 
hle1 Jualk:f 

Other Sup,,me $85.-483 $9~.727 $96,622 $91,039 $96,022 
Coutt justk:tt 

$80,755 $90,043 $91,8-43 $86,004 $91,8-43 District court 
~tsldl:iludot• Ot , dllft court $78,887 $87,42:i/ $89,111 $8-4,015 $89,111 
jud0H 

( 

Page No, 4 18028.0102 
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Date: __ J ______ -/_1.:_r_-_c::J ..... L"-----
Roll Call Vote#: --------

2001 SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES 
BJLIJRESOLUTION NO. .~ 6 ~ ~'t:J~ 

Senate ~-Pr .... op_n_·a_tio_ns __________________ _ Committee 

D Subcommittee on ____________________ _ 
or 

D Conference Committee 

Legislative Council Amendment Number 

Action Taken 

Senaton 
Dave Nethina. Chaim,an 
Ken Solber«. Vice-Chainnan 
Randy A. Schobfnaer 
Elrov N. Lindaas 
Harvey Tallackson 
Larry J. Robinson 
Steven W. Tomac 
Joel C. Heltkamo 
Tor.v Orindbera 
Russell T. Thane 
Bel K.rlnastad 
Rav Holmbera 
BUI Bowman 
John M. Andrist 

Total 

Absent 

Vea 

Floor A11ignment 

Yea 

✓ 

v 
v 
~ 
v 
✓ 

L/ 
v 
v 
v 

v 

No 

V 

If the vote,, on an arnendment. briefly indicate intent: 

Senator, Yes No 



REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE (410) 
February 18, 2001 9:38 a.m. 

Module No: SR-29-3624 
Carrier: Nething 

Insert LC: 18028.0102 Title: .0200 

REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE 
SB 2002: Appropriations Committee (Sen. Nething, Chairman) recommends 

AMENDMENTS AS FOLLOWS and when so amended, recommends DO PASS 
(12 YEAS, 1 NAY, 1 ABSENT AND NOf VOTING). SB 2002 was placed on the Sixth 
order on the calendar. 

Page 1, line 2, remove the first "and" 

Page 1, llne 3, after "judges" Insert "; to provide an exemption from the provisions of section 
54·44.1-11 of the North Dakota Century Code; and to provide for a legislative cour!,')11 
study" 

Page 1, line 13, replace "5,659,939" with "5,637, 10211 

Page 1, llne 17, replace "7,667,66911 with "7,644,832 11 

Page 1, line 20, replace "25, 143,95011 with "24,953,025" 

Page 2, line 2, replace "37,234,414" with "37,043,489" 

Page 2, llna 4, replace "36,040,343" with 1135,849,418 11 

Page 2, line 15, replace "382,650 11 with "382,650" 

Page 2, remove line 16 

Page 2, line 17, replace "11,493,326 11 with 11 10,854,353 11 

Page 2, line 19, replace 11 10,7431326" wlth "10,104,353" 

Page 2, line 20, replace 1154,705,85011 with 1153,853, 115" 

Page 2, llne 22, replace "56,923,671 1
' with "56,070,93611 

Page 3, after line 2, Insert: 

"SECTION 4. EXEMPTION. The district courts' appropriation contained In 
subdivision 2 of section 1 of chapter 2 of the 1999 Session Laws Is not subjeot to the 
provision& of section 54-44.1 • 11 for up to an amount of $350,000 and any unexpended 
funds from this appropriation are available to be used to consolidate and Integrate the 
east central judlolal dlstrlot•s case management system with the unified court 
Information system used by the other six judlolal districts during the biennium beginning 
July 1. 2001, and ending June 30, 2003. 

SECTION 5. JUDICIAL BRANCH• RECORDS MANAGEMENT. The judlclal 
branch Is encouraged to explore the opportunities of using the electronlc document 
management system services provided by the Information technology department for 
enhanced records management and data storage, 

SECTION e. LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL STUDY• CLERK OF COURT. The 
leglslatlve council shall consider studying, during the 2001-02 Interim. the 
Implementation of the clerk of oourt unification Including a review of the delivery of 
services by clerks of court and the responslblllty for restitution colleotlon and 
enforcement activities," 

Page 3, llne e, replace "olnet~•Jour" with "ninety-one", remove "aeyen", and overstrike 
"hundred" 

Page No, 1 
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REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE (410) 
February 18, 2001 9:38 a.m. 

Module No: SR-29-3624 
Carrier: Nethlng 

Insert LC: 18028.0102 Title: .0200 

Page 3t line 7, replace "twenty-seven" with "thirty-nine" 

Page 3, line 9, replace "~" with "five" and replace 11forty-thr~e 11 with "sixty-nine" 

Page 3, line 15, replace "eighty-seven" with "elghty1ofour", remove "four", overstrike "hundred'\ 
and replace "twenty-two" with 11flfteen 11 

Page 3, line 21, remove the overstrike over "one", remove "twg", replace "six" with "nlne"1 and 
replace "twenty-one" with "§lghty-nln(l'' 

Renumber accordingly 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

Senate am No. 2002 • Summary of Senate Action 

EXECU'flVE SENATE SENATE 
13UOOET CHANGES VF.AS/ON 

Supreme Cour1 
$7,661,689 Total all fund& ($22,637) $7,644,832 

Less estlmaled Income 
General fund -$7,667.669 ($22,837) $7,844,832 

District Courts 
Total all funds $37,234,414 ($190,925) $37,043,489 
Less estimated Income 1J 194,071 ,1~4,s7~ 
General fund $36,040,343 ($190,925) $36, 9, t 

Judlolal Conduot Commla&lon 
Tolal all fundA $528,262 $528,262 
Leu esllmated Income ~~~,~~o -----•-· -$0 ~~H~~ General fund $ I ' 

$ ' 

Clerk of Olatrlct Cour1 
Total all funds $11,493.320 ($638,973) $10.S54,363 
Leas estimated Income - -($838,973) H General fund $10, , $10, ' 

BIii Total 
Total au funds $56,9~3,871 ($852,13!:l) $58,070,938 
Le11 estimated Income J,21?~ 

($852,735) sst.li&ffl General fund $,705. 

Senate BIii No. 2002 • Supreme Court • Senate Action 

e><EOUTIVE SENATE Sf.NATE 
BUDGET CHANGES VERSION 

Slllrltl and Wlgtl $5.8&9,939 (lU,cl371 S&.&:n,102 
Qf)lfatlng txper,111 1,845,411 t,846,,411 
E~t 153.2&0 163,260 
JudQtt ttllttmtnt ma2U ·--- ~ 

Totlll1llftJndl $7,8e1.869 (S2U37) $7,844,832 

Leu ttllmlttd lneomt --- --
Genetti fund 17,867,869 ($2U37) 17,844,832 

FTE 44,&0 0.00 ,4,4,&0 

Dept. 181 • Suprtmt Court .. Dtt1II of Senate Chang•• 

AOJUST 
FUNDING FO~ 

JUDGES' TOTAL 
SA~AV SENATE 

INOAEA8E81 OHANOf:S 
SllltlttlndWIOfl ~--... (ta2,837) IS22,831) 

(2) Dest<, (3) COMM Page No. 2 SR,29•362-4 



REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE (410) 
February 16, 2001 9:38 a.m. 

Equipment 
Jl.ldoff' rellremenl --------·-
Total all funds ($22,837) {$22,837) 

less esllmaled Income --- ·--· .. ----
Oene1al fund {$22,837) ($2:!,837) 

FTE 0,00 0,00 

Module No: SR .. 29-3624 
Carrier: Nething 

Insert LC: 18028.0102 Title: .0200 

1 'fhls amendment adjusls the &alary lncreas&s lot Supreme Court judges ltom an 11 percenl Increase lor lhe llrsl yoar and a lwo percont lr1croaso 
tor the second year to approximately a 8.5 percent Increase each year of tho biennium which results 1,, judQ(ls' salaries for tho soconu year ol tho 
biennium being lhe same as the salarl&s requested In Iha execull1.1e budget. 

Senate BIii No. 2002 • District Courts • Senate Action 

EXECUTIVE SENATE 
BUDGET CHANGES 

Salaries and waoes $25,143,950 {$190,926) 
Operating expenses 10,216.933 
Equipment 875,160 
Jud8os' retirement 878,38t 
UN • Central legal research 80,000 
~llernallve dispute rasolutlon Af!..QQQ ---·--· - ---·---~ .. 

Total all funds $37,234,414 ($190,925) 

loss esllmatod Income 1,104,071 ... .__ ___ ~---·--·-· 

Genera! fund $38,040,343 ($100,925) 

FTE 191.50 0,00 

Dept. 182 • District Courts • Detail of Senate Changes 

Salaries and wages 
Operating e,cpensea 
Equipment 
Judaes' retirement 
UNO • Central legal research 
Allernatlve dispute re&0lullon 

Total all funds 

Le1111111t1mated Income 

General lund 

FTE 

ADJUST 
FUNDING FOR 

JUDGES' 
SALARY 

INCREASES 1 

($190,925) 

($190,928) 

($190,91?.'3) 

0,00 

TOTAL 
Sl!NATE 

CHANGES 

(~190,926) 

{i'190,926) 

($190,92/i) 

0.00 

SENATE 
VEASION 

$24,953,025 
10,216,933 

875,160 
878,381 
80.000 
40,000 

$37,043,489 

.L.1Q4,071 

$35,840,418 

101.60 

1 lhl1 amendment ldju1t1 1he ulary lnoraa14,1 tor dlslrlot court ludgea from an 11 percent lncrea&e for the first yoar and a two percent Increase for 
tht HCOnd vei.tr 10 IPPfClxlmately a &,6 percent Increase each year of the biennium which results In judgea' &alarlea for tht &e<Jond year of the 
biennium btl~ the 11mt •• the lllarltl tequtt\led In the el(eoutfve budget, 

Senate BIii No, 2002 • Citric of Dlatrlct Court • Senate Action 

EXECUTIVE SENATE SENATU auoorrt CHANGES VERSION 

8allrlfl ar,tJ WIOfl ,7,132,968 $7,13:1,968 
Qptratlng hx,,tnltl 3,338,737 3,338,737 
E~t 382,~G0 

{S§38.Ql3l 
382,860 

Oollictlou of rtttHutlon mm --
Total ti! funds t11,403,328 ($638,013) St0,854,363 

Leu Hllmlted lncoMt l&®.Q ~ 

G611t!'al fund t10,743,Q28 ($638,073) $10,104,3&3 

r:rE 103.00 (1,00) oe.oo 
(2) DESI<, (3) OOMM Page No. 3 SR,29,3624 
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Module No: SR-29-3624 
Carrier: Nething 
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Dept. 184 .. Clerk of District Court• Detail of Senate Changes 

REMOVE 
FUNDING FOfl TOTAL 

COLLECTION OF SENATE 
RESTITUTION CHANGES 

Salaries and wages 
Operating e1<penses 
Equipment 
Colleetlon of ,eslitullan ($638,973) ($838,97;!l 

Total all fund& ($838,973) ($638,973) 

Le&& estimated Income 
·--➔~_._ ...... 

General lund ($838,973) ($636,973) 

FTE (7,00) (7.00) 

Senate BIii No, 2002 • Other Changes - Senate Action 

This amendment also: 
• Adds a section allowing the Judicial branch to carry over up to $350,000 of general fund 

appropriation authority from the 1999-2001 biennium to the 2001 ·03 biennium to consolidate and 
Integrate the east central judlclal district's case management system with the unified court 
Information system (UCIS) used by the other six Judlclal districts. 

• Adds a section that encourages the Judicial branch to explore the possibility of using the electronic 
document management system services provided by the Information Technology Department for 
enhanced records managan Ient and data storage. 

• Provides for a Legislative Council study of the Implementation of the clerk of court unification 
Including the responslblllty for restitution collectlon and enforcement activities. 

The following schedule provides Information regarding Supreme Court and district court Judges' salaries 
lncludlng current salaries, salaries proposed In the judicial branch budget request, and salaries 
proposed In the amendment: 

STATUTOftYANNUAL PROPOSED ANNUAL SALARY 
SALARY AUTHORIZED INCLUO~O IN Tl U: PAOPOBl::O ANNUAL 
BY 1999 Ll:<31$LATIV!! 20tl f ·03 JUUICfAl. BRANCH SALARY INCLUDED IN 

ASSEMBLV BUDGET REOUl!ST PRCJPOSl:O AMENDMENT 

JULY t, 2000 JULV 1, 2001 JULY 1, 2002 JULY 1, 2001 JULY t, 2002 

sugeme court 
hlof Juttlet 

$87,895 $91,670 $99,621 $93,808 $99,621 

Other Supreme $85,483 $94,727 $96,822 $91,039 $98,822 
Court 1u1tlct1 

Olttrlct COUit $80,765 $90,043 $91,843 $88,004 $91,843 
cLtlldl~u«»e• $78.887 $89,m dlttr court $87.422 $89,171 $84,016 

1udott 

(2) DESk, (3) COMM Page No. 4 
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2001 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES 

BILL/RESOLUTION NO, SB 2002 

House Appropriations Committee 
Government Operations Division 

□ Conference Committee 

Hearing Date March 6, 200 I 

Ta Number Side A Side B Meter fl -----------t---------+-------
03-06-0 I ta e # I O - 621 O O - 62 I 0 
OJ .. 06-01 ta e #2 O - 3863 

Committee Clerk Si rnature 

Minutes: 

The committee was called to order, and opened the hearing on SB 2002, budget for the courts, 

Chirf Justice Gerald Vande Walle: They have provided the committee with a packet of 

papers, They will try to go closely to that schedule. We usually do our presentation by district, 

and this year they are doing the presentation by project and topic. They think its more pertinent 

to do it this way. This is the first time the clerk of court operation is broken out separately in the 

bill. It will give them a better idea of cost accounting. They haven't taken on the clerks of court, 

that happens April I, 2001, and so they don't know all the numbers yet. They know more than 

they did two years ago, however. 

Jana Thielges, Director of Finance for ND Judicial Branch of Government: The 

presenters are to speak on all items in the budget that are resulting in an increase in the budget 

proposed, with one exception, which is a request for funds to allow the judiciary to continue to 

use tracking services and provide for victim and offender conferencing in the juvenile courts. 



Paao 2 
Oovcmment Operations Division 
BUI/Rcso,ution Numbt,r SB 2002 
Hearin~ Date March 6, 200 l 

This is a service currently being provided and the funding is being provided by scvcrul block 

grant funds, administered by tho Astmciution ofCountlcR, Sho commented on tho funding steps 

used in preparmg th~ budget for the Clerk of Court funding, including the option gi\'~n to the 

counties to muke their selection und options. Three counties opted for no state funding, One 

county, Sheridan, did not respc,nd at all. They tlrst began with a staffing study und setting stuff 

numbers. Pcuonnel decisions were handled by u board committee, 11 counties ure now state 

funded. There were various other committees formed to deal with" lot of the transition issues, 

Chairman Byerly: On the clerks of court, do you have a sheet that shows which counties 

opted for what? Also then by county, the work loud, number of employees b~~fore und after, etc. 

Jana Thicll'cs: Will get that together. There urc some changes being made in beginning 

some duties previously done by the County Trcu~: urN:~. The Clerks of Court have pluycd a big 

role in getting ready for these changes, Just recently they have determined that the budget 

request may actually be a little short, but they wilt not ask for additional money ,H this time. 

Rep. Skarphol: Is looking at the budget detail, at the operating fees and services of the 

clerks of court. He would like a more significant breakdown of that. 

Jana Thiel1:es: Included in the operating costs is the payment to the counties that ar.! 

operating the cierk offices. That is a significant part of that line. That goes straight from this 

budget to the counties. Other than that there are the expenses like postage, office supplies, 

printing, travel, general misc. 

Rep. Skarphol: In this particular instance it might be helpful to us as u committee to have 

this broken down more. About the bank accounts being set up, he assumes that they wi11 have 

some reserves in those accounts, and how do you deal with the requirement that funds be 

required to be transferred to the Bank of ND within 24 hours. 



Paao3 
Oovommont Operations Division 
BUI/Resolution Number SB 200:: 
Hearin; Date March 6. 2001 

J1oil 'J'hicllW&: There Is legiulution In plucc, and thut clears that up. 

Qcb Simenson. Clerk of Cour:t, aurlci"b Coua1)'.: Rcud from her prcpurcd written 

testimony. 

Rep, ThotQson: You suy thut Burleigh County is lctl with 11 employees, After the 

reductions in Cuss, Ward, and Grand Forks, do you know how muny urc left in those counties? 

~. Simenson: Believes thut Cuss will huvo 22 or 23, 16 in Grund Forks, and 9 in Wurd. 

Faye McIntyre. Clerk of Court. Bl'tnscy County: Read from her prepared wrlttc~l 

testimony. 

Rep, Skamhot: Asked her to state uguin how mm1y employees in how many counties. 

Eayc Mein~: Throughout the whole stutc, those 11 and all the other too. 

Rep, Glasshcim: It was reduced by 9% in lurgc1· counti~'s, and 20% in midsizc counties, 

But this reduction is almost 40%. 

Faye McIntyre: She called the Court Administrator's office and got the beginning 

number of staff and the ending number of staff, and did not go back and figure out the math. 

Kay Brager. Clerk of Court. Pembina County: Read from her prepared written testimony. 

Rep. Skarphol: Do you think the changes the Senate made were inappropriate? Do you 

think we need to go back t the original funding level'? 

Kay Brager: Explains the restitution issue in her office, and the problems they face. 

~hainnan Byerly: In the Senate they put in another study of the clerk of court 

conversion. Did you di.scuss that with them, and can you explain their reasoning. 

Chief Justice Vande Walle: There was not a lot of discussion. It reflects an interest in 

seeing what has happened. They have no experience, and cannot now report anything on this 

issue. They took the money out of restitution in order to study. There are those counties that do 



Pa104 
Oovommcnt Opcratfons Division 
Bill/Resolution Numoor SB 2002 
Hcarinai Date March 6, 200 I 

restitution fn the clerks office that feel that wo should conthmo to do it that wayt and there urc 

those countie8 that do it through the states attorneys ofticc who fcol we ought to do it that way. 

Cbajouan l3ycrly: Is the Scnutc having second thoughts about the clerk of courts being 

put Into tho court system'? 

ChjefJu&licc Yundc WB.Lw: No, he didn't get that sense utan, 

Rep, Skur.phol: Do you thfnk there is u more uppropriutc way to handle this during this 

bienniumt since it is the first. Ruther thun Htudy it'! 

Chief Justice Vunde Wul!e: He thinks i:s a dny by day reporting thing leading up to the 

next session. \Ve muy icum a lot more when we actually tukc over the clerks offices. He is not 

adverse to the legislative committee walking through this tbr the next biennium. Next session 

we will be more prepared, und we will be studying this on our own, without the Scnutc requested 

study. Does welcome the study somewhut, because it will be helpful next session at this time. 

Jystice Dale Sandstrom: ls here to speak for himself and Judge Schmallcnbcrgcr who is 

the chairman of the technology r.ommittce for the judicial branch. We wanted to highlight some 

for the state systems. We have the Unified Court Information System (UCIS), the juvenile court 

management system, and the jury management system. We have also completed two pilot 

projects involving digital recording and interactive television and are proposing a future project 

of enhanced records management. I will also talk about integration and the internet. He explains 

the UCIS system. There are 29 counties currently online on this system along with some states 

attorneys and law enforcement officers. Many different court informations are on this system. 

The digital audio recording projt:ct was a pilot project in Stark County. It stores judicial 

proceedings on computer hard disk. This has numerous advantages on retrieval of information. 

The interactive tv is another pilot project that is under way, in this (South Central) judicial 



PaiC 5 
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district, There is interactive capabilitie8 In Burleigh, Morton, Mercer, und McLean Counties. 

People cun uppeur and judges cun uppcur in other courthouses and internet through the tv, The 

system be,ng used fn the judiclul branch is internet bused and not telephone lines. An expert 

witness could testify from another stutc through this system, They cxp1.;ct this project to cxpund 

to the State Hospital us well us the courthouse in Jamestown for mental health proceedings, 

There is also an enhanced records munugcmcnt project in this budget. This is not digitul 

filing, bu•. when the documents urc received by the clerk of court they cun be scanned into the 

system and stored in un image basis, The documents cun be uvuilublo in multiple locutions ut 

one time. The judge can look at the file In one locution, und the clerk can have it in another, It 

should offer significant benefits in storage suving und providing mor~ accurate and more timely 

infom1ation available, They also desire to work more closely with the law enforcement areas in 

providing more accurate information more efficiently, They have u very good internet site at the 

Supreme Court, getting 38,000 hits per day, about 1.1 million per month, from many other places 

other than just ND, including other countries. 

Rep, Thoreson: You said that Cass County is on another system called PCIS. Other 

counties use other systems other than UCIS? 

Justice Dale Sandstrom: Cass County is the only county on a different system ns fur as 

court infonnation is concerned. It has been consolidated more and more, and Grand Forks 

County is on their own computer box. They are moving onto our system as well, There have 

been several studies to find the best way to consolidate them as well. The information Cass 

County has is not accessible to the UCIS system. There was no one system better than the other, 

we are just trying to get them all on the same system. 
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Rep, Skarphol: There is about $364,000 of IT contractual services incrcaso, and u 

$360,000 increusc in equipment. Is wondering how much of that is ncccs~;;uy and how much 

could ho delayed? Can you give usu cost on the uudio•vldco project in Burleigh County und the 

interactive project in the other counties also? 

Jysticg Duh; Sandstrom: He did mean to highlight the change in the budget, and of the 

total change in the budget, about 50% is related to the costs of the clerk of court. Ahout the other 

SO% relate to the IT projects. Asks Junu to help with the numbers. 

RQp, Skm:phol: If we were to say you have to cut the IT request by l O or 20%, do you 

have the ability to do that'! Or do you consider your request I 00% needed'? 

Justice Sale Sundstrom: Wo could decide thnt everyone would us~~ computers. The 

question is how long can somo things be <lelaycd. I suspect some things could be delayed, but 

we cannot delay the payments for the connections with the clerks of court offices. The 

advantages of the pilot projects is not to rcplacct but to enhance. The net effect would be to be 

more efficient. 

Rep. Skarphol: Asks this because we hnvc nearly a doubling in the cost of the ITD 

department, and eventually we will have to deal with that. My question is if you believe 100% 

of your budget increase is necessary, or can you back off and help us find a method of reducing 

the cost of ITD. 

Justice Dale Sandstrom: Would be happy to work with the committee to help identify 

whRt is appropriate to delay and what is not. May not be able to quantify some advantages, like 

saved storage costs and judicial advantages of having documents readily available from the 

enhanced document image system. 
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Rgp. Skaa,hol: Arc you anticipating to put just new documents on the enhanced imaging 

system, or to put old documents on as wcl I. 

Ju5ticc Dale Sands1cQm: The flnul scopo hus not been identiflcd. Potentially old flies that 

had not yet been mlcrofllmed yet would be imugcd stored. We still would need to decide on how 

to store and maintain the old tiles. Wc would need to do u cost study on this, what would puy 

and what would not puy, 

Jana Thjcl1:,cs: Explains the budget incrcuscs in the IT plana. (Her testimony burcly picks 

up on the speakers). 

Justice Dale Sandstrom: Evon if we have u system in plucc for on~going r,roccss. 

Explains the project In Jamestown, and the efficiency and savings of resources with that project. 

,Chainnan Byerly: Everyone who comes before us who has an IT plan, talks about how 

they will be much more efficient and be able to deliver n product better. Our problem is trying to 

balance the amount of available funds that we have to those efficiencies. IT is the area this time 

that everyone thinks will give significant savings. How do you come to us in two years, and 

quantify that savings? It is important to us, to be able to see and realize actual savings. No one 

ever comes back and says we now need less people, or less travel money because of these great 

savings. How arc you going to be able to quantify that to us? 

Justice Dale Sandstrom: We understand the question. Some things are hard to quantif). 

The advantage of having a judge have the right information to make an informed decision is hurd 

to quantify. We can give infonnation on accessing, and possibly quantify how much electronic 

infonnation scanned would cost to actually key that information in. Some things are 

quantifiable, but not all. 
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Cb»ir.muo lb1s:clx: If we look ut the current system usu baseline, we seem to be getting 

the Job dono, It miiht tukc an extra duy to don some things, But at whut prico do we puy to get 

the efficiency und Is the change thut slgniflcunt that we should be spending thut much money. 

JYtili~p Doi~ Sun~str2m: We do have lcgul restrictions on timeliness on somo issues. We 

also have very critical decisions needing to be mudc thut ~hould huvc the most und best 

information they can have. He supports tcchnologicul chongcs to help cfflcicncics and supports 

movement into that direction, 

Deb Klcvin, Grand Forks County District Court Jud1::c: She is to speak on the indigent 

defense contract system. They arc requesting n I 0% inc1cusc in the indigent defense budget. 

That is 10% from the g,.mcral fund, and un udditionul 7% that comes from Humun Services that 

comes from additional responsibilities that our indigent defense attorneys have tnken on under 

the adoption and sufc families act. We arc just starting to sec the influx of those cases. Per 

district the increase varies from 4% to 22%. The Cuss County area actually requested more than 

the 22%, but the Supreme Court cut that back. The reason for the increase has to do with the 

reimbursement rate the attorneys are receiving. Our budget asks for a reimbursement rate of $65 

per hour to pay the attorneys. The attorneys foci that the actual amount they recover under the 

contract is about $40 per hour. There is SB 2081 that provides for an application fee for persons 

asking for a c-ontract attorney. 

Chairman Byerly: With the indigent defense is this in addition to moneys that may flow 

in for legal services ND? Is there any funding in this budget for state contributionr, to Legal 

Services ND. 
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Deb K.Lgyin: No. That is separate. The indigent defense provides services for courts for 

criminal undjuvcmile proceedings, and now h,rmination of parental rights proceedings. You ur~ 

talking legal services of ND which hundlcs civil mutters, 

Choinnuo Byerly: Juna~ do you k1,ow if there Is uny funding through any other agency 

for legal services ND. 

Chief Justice Vundc \\lallc: There is u fee that is charged in the tiling fee apportioned 

through statute, A portion of that goes to civil legal services, 

Rep. Glnssh9itn: Although the rates arc not high, urc you finding there is competition 

when you put out bids for the indigent contract'! 

Deb Klevin: They ar'-' struggling in Grund Forks. They really do not have much 

competition. 

Ralph Erickson. District Court Judge, Co-chairman Judiciul Compensation Committee: 

Had prepared charts and graphs, and his testimony followed along those topics. He discussed the 

salaries of the judees and those of the neighboring areas. The state used to be 22nd in the nation 

for judicia) salaries, and in the last 20 years they have dropped to 50th place. If they get the 

suggested state salary increases, they wrn remain in 59th place. In the budget they asked for as 

submitted to the Senate was the percentage of the state employee raises plus an additional 6% in 

the first year, and 3% in the second year of the biennium. The Senate did not object to the 

ending number. They felt that loading the front end of the biennium was unnecessary strain in 

the budget. They ,~qually split the raise over the two years of the biennium. This will stm put 

the judges behind South Dakota and the regional average in 49th place in the union. 

\ 
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Rn~- Kow,olmao: Tho people In ND curn less than the uvcrugc In ND, und they elect the 

legislators. How do we get uway from looking ut thu neighboring states and competing with 

them and leapfrogging over each other in the yours to come•? 

Rolph 6rickson: Hus no unswcrs. SD recognized thcy had u problem, und they looked ut 

their problem and tried to flx it us a whole. We have not done this. The issue is bigger thnn thut. 

We really huve to look at who we arc attracting to the bench, We need to uttruct mature persons 

who have had life experiences. With the salaries we have, we will not be attracting these 

persons, and will not be getting the best of the best, they will be making much more money in 

practice. 

Rep. Koppelman: If the primury motivation is income, people will not be attracted to 

public service, Do you know what the average attorney in ND earns'? 

Ralph Erickson: It is really hard to put u number on that. It varies so widely. We tried to 

get a handle on that about l O years ago, and did a survey and the data we got was usek:· ,. Some 

make $15,000 per year, and some make $500,000 per yeur ( Cass County examples). You cannot 

get an average from this data. 

l{ep, Huether: You have about 3600 cases per year per judge'? That is a lot of cases per 

day. 

Ra11 h Erickson: Yes. But you have to realize that there are a lot of routine stuff. They 

see the same thing every day. We have time every day to do our job, but we are pu8hed to the 

very edge. We couldn't take any kind of crisis right now, like a farm crisis with extra 

collt'!ctions, etc. Just can't take on any more work. 

Judge Pat Conmy. United States District Judge: read from his prepared written 

tesdmony. 
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iusSjcp Carol Kqpsn,:c: She is to present the Hbrury research portion of the budget. The 

library and research portlon of the budget docs represent u 12% increase over the lust biennium. 

This is totally un inflationary increase, und costs thut urc completely out of their control. She 

gave some examples ofwhut materials have incrcuscd in costs. 

~..b.timum f}ycr!y: Wo talk ubout udvunccs in technology, urc we realizing uny suvings 

from those other places making udvunccs in technology und making your research easier, cheaper 

and faster'? 

Carol Kupsner: We huvc begun doing so, by going from book bused research and 

computer based research, It has realized some cost savings by eliminating some books for 

research . 

. Justice Mary Maring: She is testifying about the juvenile drug court, implemented this 

year. She had prepared written testimony. She explained the purpose of the juvenile drug court, 

and that it is patterned after the adult drug courts, 

kep. Skarphol: Asked about parental involvement in the drug court team. 

Macy Maring: Stated parents arc an important part of the team and play an important 

role. 

Rep. Thoreson: Commends the court on this program. On page 2 of your testimony and 

the numbers of increases in the last few years. Are you seeing any increase of any particular 

substance? 

Mary Maring: Those numbers are just drug use, not alcohol. States the drugs of choice 

of the kids. 

Rep. Thoreson: On page 3, it says that the ages are between 14 and 18, What if someone 

is under the age of 14 and still fits the criteria? 
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MAO' MurinK: We could tuk4' that Juvenile into the court. und they have 11omc tlcxibility, 

These arc the lli&O rangc8 they wunt to conccntrah) on. 

Rgp, Olasshclm: This is a little beyond the Juvenile program, but hearing ubout the 

prason system, and their figures of $80,000 per ccH, und $35,000 per offender. Cun you tell me if 

there is any munJatory sentencing that is not ncccssury, Arc there categories of nonviolent 

crimes that we should begin to consider for flnunclul reasons and societal reasons thut we could 

not put these people in jail? 

(Told that thut is beyond this committee, and perhaps for nn interim committee). 

Mary Maring: She believes that there may be some legislation dealing with adult drug 

court nnd mandatory sentences, so that adult drug court can be run without these mandntory 

sentences. 

Rep, Koppelman: Applauds the alternative methods. Do you as judges compare notes 

and communicate with others in other parts of the country, like law enforcement does in regard 

to certain issues. 

Mary Maring: Yes we do. The drug court movement has done just this. Law 

enforcement and judges working together have made this happen. 

Rep. Skamhol: You talked in your testimony about $33,000 for a federal match. What is 

the match ratio, and that will just continue the c1Jrrcnt programs. To str..rt any new programs, you 

would have to double your request~ 

Mary Maring: It is about 15%. We are looking for about $200,000 of federal money 

which we have to match at l 5% for juvenile drug court. We do not have to match on the under 

age drinking. Yes. 
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Rqp. CarHsJQ: Notos thut he is a sponsor of the adult drug court bill, Explains bricOy, 

Says that tho adult drug court blll expects a suvlngs of 10 beds. How many bed savings docs this 

propose'! 

Mary M1Uilli': Cannot tell him. She would need to check with others who would huvc 

more information, 

JY§tlce Bill Neumann: Wo have u $40,000 item in the budget for ADR, alternative 

dispute resolution. This is not a significant budget change, but h docs signul u significant wuy 

that disputes can be resolved in the judicial system, ADR covers things like mediation, 

arbitration, and specialized settlement conforcnccs, The judicial system is to provide ways to 

settle legul arguments, They huvc been working on this is the past, and prior years have been 

budgeted money for this, They have studied using ADR in civil actions, and the committee 

reported strong support for this especially in family law cases. The Supreme Court forwarded 

the committee reports to the rules committee who amended Rule 16, NDRCivP. On December 

6, 2000 the court also promulgated ND Rules of Court 8.8 and 8.9, which became effective 6 

days ago. Rule 8.8 provides for ADR in the court system in the form of court sponsored 

mediation conducted by judicial employees in family law cases and also for specialized 

settlement conferences in complex cases. It also provides for private providers to conduct ADR 

in other cases. Rule 8.0 establishes the roster and training requireme11ts for ADR providers. The 

Supreme Court and the State Bar Association recognizes ADR as a way to make less costly and 

more timely decisions in cases. Now we must monitor and follow these ADR cases, and make 

further rules, studies, and safeguards and improvements. Costs of this committee to follow and 

make further improvements are to be shared jointly by the Supreme Court and the State Bar 

Association. The initial $20,000 appropriation approved by the legislature in 1995 was again 
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authorized in t 997. In 1999 the legislature increased the funding to $40,000 for ADR, and we 

ask the funding to remain at that lt"vel to permit us to operate this joint committee. 

Judie Robert Holte. District Court Judge: Is here to talk about juror pay. In the budget 

there are two figures. Currently jurors arc paid $25 per day. The budget is set at $25 per day, 

and then a second amount is included in the budget to increase the pay to $SO !"·Jr day for serving 

any second or more days. (They would get $25 for the first day, and then $50 for each day after 

that). The current rate of$25 per day was set in 1977. The jurors have to complete a 

questionnaire after serving. Over the years this questionnaire has stated the jurors should get a 

pay increase. It is recommended by a judicial committee that this pay be increased. Reasons that 

the increases have been suggested by past jurors include rising daycare expenses and self 

employed persons needing some reimbursement. There is a separate bill going through the 

legislature on this issue also. 

Re,p. Ko,ppelman: What is the average service of a juror in ND'l 

Robert Holte: Can't tell because they might not have those statistical numbers. But from 

his experience, most of the Jurors called serve one day or less. They call 18 pen ons to serve a 6 

person jury. 12 of those persons will go home right away. Most people serve less that half a 

day, but paid for the whole day. Mostjurors serve just one day, and few go on more. 

Rep. Ko.p,pelman: Do those that show up for the screening get paid the same as those 

who may go actually to serve on the trial? Would this be something we could change? 

Robert Holte: Some states have changed th,s, but he doesn't recommend it. Some states 

require the employers to pay tholr employees for the first day of service. We have not discussed 

thJs. 
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Chief Justice..Yande Walle: Thank you. Gave a few closing comments. The Senate put a 

provision in the bill that prevents bringing Cass County into UCIS. We did not complete the 

project, and they put the provision in that the money would not revert. On the technology issue, 

cannot answer right off the top of his head, but he ~ould have to speak with the IT people, but 

hi~ "est guess is that if there would be a cut in technology, some programs would limp along and 

some would just be cut. Some we would maintain, and some would probably have to go. Would 

be concerned about the interactive t•· project becau:~c that is very important in providing services 

to rural areas. Some we don't absolutely have to have. Doesn't think they will see a cut in 

savings but will see less growth of spending by doing IT projects. As to indigent defense, there 

is very little competition, and they have lost some good defense lawyers. It is not a pro bono 

program, and is very different from a civil legal suit. He supports the salary increases and is very 

concerned about the morale of the judges. Compare the salaries of the judges with other public 

employees and they are paid very low. If there are questions about mandatory sentencing, the 

committee should ask the trial lawyers, they have to deal with them. He applauds Justice Maring 

with her initiative in the drug courts, both adult and juvenile, The drug courts are very judge 

intensive however, and cannot keep cutting back the number of judges and expect these courts to 

expand. The reason is not to cut down costs, but to really have less people coming back into the 

system. 

Rep, KQppelman: Isn't part of the idea with drug courts is the number of people would 

not be in other courts then, and wouldn't that offset some judge time? 

ChiefJusdce Vande Walle: In the Juvenile court that might be true. Not sure about the 

adult. The drug court is not to save judicial dme, but to keep the people ftom recommitting 

crlm~s and to best protect society, Explained the drug court ~ystem briefly, 
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Rep. Skar:phol: Has there been anything filed regarding the collection of tines'! 

Chief Justice Vande Wallq: \Ve could find out how much fines arc collected. The 

obligation to collect fines has be1.:11 placed with the states attorneys. This ts not restitution, but 

criminal fines charged by law. 

Rep. Skaa,hol: In regard to pilot projects, I think of them as trying it out, and if it works, 

to expand it. You talk about the interactive video as a pilot project, and the drug court as a r,ilot 

project. At some point in time, if these become full projects there will be a cost. What arc your 

Chief Justice Vande Waite: They need to know not just costs, but cost/benefit ratios, 

Whether they can afford to ust it or afford not to use it. We hope to know these answers in two 

years from now. They just don't have these numbers right now. Also comments on juror pay, 

and a study they ~re doing right now on the numbers of the juror pool. 

Rep, Carlisle: Explains that the Burleigh County adult drug court now has 7 persons in 

the program, and targeting up to 25 possible. They would spend up to 5 .. 7 hours per day doing 

this, The potential to society is great. 

Chief Justice Yande Walle: Thinks this program is great, but worries about the judges 

and their schedules, and that some judges do this after hours, and will wear out quickly, 

Wade WiHiams. ND Association of Counties: Had prepared written testimony. Made 

two comments not in writing, Commends the justices and court administrators and staff in the 

work they have done to eleviate the transfer of the clerks of court. The transition should be very 

t1m0t?th, Also addresses the i&sue of restitution, It is now in limbo, as it stands coming from the 

Senate, If the state does not fund restitution and the counties do not give the states attorneys 
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extra money to staff to collect restitution, collecting l'cstitution will basically go by the wayside. 

That is only going to hurt the victims. Supports the bill otherwise. 

Rep. Skarphol: Do you think that was the intention of the Senate, to have restitution go 

away? 

Wade Williams: Cannot speak for the Senate. Questions who is responsible for 

restitution. 

Christine Hogan. Exs;cutiye Director of the State Bar Association: Had prepared written 

testimony. The state bar association strongly supports the bill, particularly with respect to the 

salary provisions. 

The chainnan closed the hearing on this bill. 
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The committee was called to order, and opened committee work on SB 2002. 

Chajnnan Byerly: There were really few changes by the Senate. There were some 

decreases in some areas, and an adju~tment to the salaries and wages line item. 

LC staff: Their request had 11% increase for the judges the first year, and 2% the second 

year, What the Senate did was take about 6½% each year. That gets them to the same level at 

the end of the second year, but it saves money the first year, 

Chainnan B~d)!: We have talked infonnally among a few of us about actually 

increasing the salary and wages for the djstrict judges above the govemor•s recommendation, 

Rep, Kogpelman: He received an e-mail &om Judge Erlcksou ofter he testified. His 

sentiment is that the judfoiary undtrstands that money is tight, but they could find some room in 

the budget maybe to support these rais~s. It really js necessary to give them some raise, 
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" Rep. Skan,hol: If you look at the budget detail, there needs to be some ex1,lanntion on 

the operating fees and services increasing by $3.1 million. That's a big hike. They also have a 

$364,000 increase in contractual services in ITD. We need to know mote about this budget, so 

we can relatr. it to ITD. 

Sandy, 0MB: Actually to get that infonnation it would be best to have Jana come down, 

when 0MB reviews the budget, it is really just a cursory review. They arc a separate branch of 

government. 

Rm,, KQJlpelman: While they are a separate branch of government, so are all the 

executive agencies we are talking about. We tend to draw a brighter line between the judiciary 

and our chamber and the other executive branches. Believes we should also do an increase in 

salaries, but there may be other areas that also need to be looked at. 

Rep, Carli§lc: Thought the judges were aU \Jery gracious and he did some comparison of 

the university salaries vs, the judicial salaries, and ~ltey arc not comparable. He supports an 

increase. 

Chairman Byerly: If you took at the judicial conduct and disciplinary board what you are 

talking about is a good half of that is the state bar association. We make no donation to any other 

disciplinary boards in the state. Years ago he fought with this group badly on this issue. People 

didn't like him in Bismarck. All we have to do is look at how little they get paid for the job that 

they do. WB not agree with them, but it is really sad that we have these constHudonal equals of 

the governor who get paid less than many bureaucrats, Also we need to look at how their pay hi 

comparable to the states around us. 
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Rep. KQppelman: Also we need to consider the court unification and the decrease of 

judges. These judges now have increased case loads. He would like some infonnation to justify 

the salary increases for constituents, 

Chairman Byerly: Would like to have Jana come down, maybe on Monday afternoon, 

and would like to do this as a full subcommittee. 

Sandy. 0MB: Recommends that the committee ask Jana to bring her written 

documentation that she provided to the Senate. It is very detailed orientated as to the budget. 

The chainnan closed the hearing on this bill. 
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The committee was called to order, and opened committee work on SB 2002, the court budget. 

Chainnan Byerl~: We have asked Jana and the Chief Justice to co~e and be here to visit 

with us. Jana handed out a bound information booklet, the same as what the gave the Senate, 

except it has a new cover. It gives more detail about the various programs? 

Jana Thielaes: What it consists nr js infonnntion that the Senate asked for specifically, 

Everything they asked for was organized and put into this booklet. 

Rm, Byerly: We talked a Uttle bit earlier about this in just generalities. Our committee is 

not opposed to, ifwe can find some. money, to actually go above the salary request for the 

judges. The big thing is gof ng to be finding the money to do h. 

Rm,. CarUsle: Jana, in the tumbaok, what is your anticipated tumback this biennium? 

Jw Thiolaes: We gave 0MB an estimate of $800.000 some time ago, maybe two 

months or so. The clerks of courts have been under funded compared to what we estimated out 
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costs to be, and some of this money may be used in bringing the clerks of court on board with us 

April l. We can't do any better than the $800,000. 

Chief Justice Vande Walle: Says something about the Senate changing the bill on the 

UCIS integration spending to bring Cass County into the system, and it won't revert into the 

general fund. 

Jana Thielges: Adds that the transition hasn't been done, and that is why the tumback is 

at that amount. 

Rep, Skarphol: Under professional services in the budget, you have a $426,000 increase. 

Why? There is also a $fi99,0S4 operating fees and services increase. 

Jana Thielaes: The big ticket item in there is the indigent defense contract payments to 

the attorneys. The second increase is due to a variety of things. and one thing in there is the 

increase of the juror's rate of pay. Another thing in there is due to Juvenile services and 

conference &ervices, and the third big change is the drug court. 

Rep. Kru,pelman: Knowing the state budget constraints. and our desfre to increase judges 

salaries. are there other areas in your budget that we could save on to fund the raises'? 

Chief Justice Yande Waite: We had to do this for the Senate alst'. WE took out 

restitution. There are areas we could go through again. but we have not done that yet. There are 

some things that could be reduced, It probably would have to come up with some technology 

program, We did not resist the restitution money too much, we will do it as a study for now. 

There are some things in the budget that are necessary: the indigent defense and the drug court. 

On technology, I am not the one who is best prepared to decide this. The other justices would be 

better to decide this. 
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Chainnan Byerly: We, however, wunt you to have this money in the judges pockets, not 

just take the money from you. 

Rep. Skarphol: Do you feet like you arc being gouged by ITD'l 

Chief Justice Vande Walle: Can't say. Several years ago, we used to pay our own 

telephone. The Legislature changed this, and we now pay through the state. Now we pay this 

through IT, and I can't tell ifwe are getting the best deal or not. We lost control when the 

legislature did their thing, and now its really between the legislature and ITD. 

Rep. Skarphol: Are each of the district courts required to have their own Tl line, and pay 

the associated costs4l 

Chief Yattde Walle: Yes, they are. They have to pay what ITD charges, We don't have 

the ability to go out and shop anymore. 

Jana ThieliQs: Right now we have 29 lines. It depeuds on how far down the road we 

want to go to get all the courts this service. 

Chief Vande WaJle: States that the rural counties complain that they do not get tho same 

support as the urban. The Chief Justice has asked why, and are told that the costs are major, and 

one of the biggest costs is training, This is part of our cost/benefit ratio we have impJcmcntcd. 

Chajnnan Bycrb:: One of the things we have talked about in regard to salaries, is over 

the course of the biennfom, what amounts to be about $5000 for the supreme court justices, and 

spUt it up $2S00/$2S00, over the course of the biennium it would really be $7500 times S 

justices, that would be $37,500. For the district judges, at $4500 times 42, that would be 

$189,000. That doesn't include any amounts for tnnges, benefits yet. That's over and above the 

pay rafse already gf ven, already included f n the budget. 

Chfef Justjce Vande Walle: That would be wonderful. 
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Rep. Skarphol: Would that stiU leave you 50th in the nation'! 

Chief Justice VanduYa1Jc: No, we would then move ahead of Montana. Maybe they 

would move ahead of us, because they have an automatic increase. Maybe even move ahead of 

South Dakota. 

Chainnnn Byerl)'.: That is what we would like to do, ifwe can find some way to make it 

happer. Thinks the committee feels strongly about this. Again, this is over and above the 

requested, and differe:1t from the Senate, 

Chief Justice Vande Wall~: Are you asking that we go back and see ifwe can find this 

money elsewhere in our budget? 

~: We arc trying to find a way to do this. It doesn't have to be that you 

even tint.: 1 00%, but it would be nice if you could. 

C:hief Justice Vande Walle: Will have to go back and discuss this with the other justices 

and Jana. and look really closely at their budget. There arc some areas that cannot be cut, 

absolutely, He does have one idea in his head, but will have to go back and discuss this with the 

others. There Is not a lot of room f n the budget, but maybe some room in some technology 

project. Over the past few years. they have turned back a lot of money, sometimes because of 

jury costs not used, and other reasons. 

Rem, Skamhol: Any help you can give us in finding some room in the budget wftl make 

our job much easier. Says the committee beUcves the judges dt.serve the increase. 

Chie(Justlce Vande Walle: Their budget is kind of two parts. The supreme court and the 

district courts, When we get into some areas we have to be cautious. 

Chainnan Dyed~: Would you have some consensus in a few days? We want you to have 

the opportun,t)' to discuss this with the other judges and jusUcest before we move on with thf s. 



Page S 
Government Operations Division 
Bill/Resolution Number SB 2002 
Hearing Date March 12, 200 I 

Chief Justice Vandc Walle: There may be some projects we can defer for a while. Not 

maintenance type things, but new programs in technology that we could put off for a year or two. 

We will have Jana give you the numbers we come up with then, She also has a handout to 

provide to the cCJmtnittec regarding the elimination of 11 district court judges. 

Rep. Skarphol: Asks what the Senate did in their amendments . 

.Qlief Justice Vande Walle: Says basically only two things: they changed the salary 

increase over two years instead of one and removed some money from the restitution fund. 

Chairman Byerly: Agrees. The Senate changes almost would cover the increases they 

are looking at. Don't get your hopes up. 

Rep. Carlisle: The court can move between the admin and operating lines. On the 

tumback, you don't have to commit until when'? 

.Sandy Paulson. 0MB: There isn't really a commitment, it was used fur estimating when 

putting together the governor's budget. 

Rep, KQ(metman: We discussed briefly in the hearing the fact that other states have tied a 

schedule of increases to the salaries. Do we want to do this'? 

Chainnan By.ml!: I don•t think we can, lfwe try to tie this to something else. no. Really 

doesn't H~~ to do that. The judges need to come back each session andjustify their position. 

Rep. KQppe]man: To understand the numbers right, did we say $1 SOO the first year. and 

$3000 the second, This isn •t paying $1500 the first year, and then replacing that with $300·1. 

Chairman Byerly: No its $1 SOO the first year. Then you maintain that $1500, and add 

another $1 SOO, 

The chaf nnan closed the committee work on this bill, 
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2001 HOUSR STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES 

BILL/RESOLUTION NO. SB 2002 

House Appropriations <.:ommittee 
Government Operations Division 

□ Conference Committee 

Hearing Date March 14, 200 l 

Ta e Number 
03-14-01 ta~ #l 

Minutes: 

Side A 
65 - 2900 

Side B Meter# 

The committee was called to order, and opened committee work on SB 2002, the budget of the 

Court System. 

Chairman Byerly: We left off last time with the offer to increase salaries, if you could 

find some ways to cut the budget. 

Jana Thielaes: Handed out proposed reductions of the budgt~t that they came up with, 

The judiciary decided that if they were to reduce technology now. these would be the ones that 

.. they would cut, including an enhanced records management project that they are doing nothing 

with In this biennium. They offer possible reduction # 1 and #2, which she briefly explained, 

Chairman Byerly: Did anyone write down a number that we need to come up with'l 

Rep, Skarphol: $226,S00. 

Jana Thiitlau: Came up with her numbers, and gave them to Roxanne at LC, The total 

cost of the salary increase is $273,997, which is the whole package, 
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Chainnan Byerly: Coupled with the change that the Senate made, we have some room to 

now work with. Now we have to figure out how to handle this. 

Jana Thielaes: Handed out another document, a summary of costs to expand UCIS. She 

explained this document. Explains that the court did not expect to branch out to all the counties 

right away. but if they did, that would be their additional costs. 

Rep . .Skan,hol: They must be charging you $800 per county to be on line. 

Jana Thiel,ies: No, we have a different rate structure right now, paying $350 per 

connection, plus overhead, $367 per month for each connection. For 29 counties. Comfortable 

that that will stay that way. 

RQp, Olassheim: Are you saying that you would save about $80,000 from what you 

budgeted on the data processing service because of the difference of rates? Would the $202,667 

be reduced by $75,000? 

Jana Thietees: What would happen is that the rate structure proposed would add these 

additional counties at a lesser rate, at incremental cost increases. The additional costs on the 

handout is not included in the budget, but could do it if the committee directed them to do so. 

Chief Justice Vande WaUe: If we start expanding to the other counties, we have to start 

adding additional costs, beyond the hook up costs. Once we bring on those additional costs, we 

will have additional problems with the technical staff. 

Rep, Ska,mhol: As to the enhanced records management project you would be paring 

down, how strongly do you feel about this? 

Chief Justice Vands, WaJ1': The enhanced records management project has two parts, 

one hi the storage ~nd the other as the current records and the avaUabflfty to use it, He gives an 

example. He explains the project purpose briefly. They have not done planning and research 
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nccouary oven to begin the project yet, That j s why this project was in his mind to cut, becuusc 

they really arc not ready to implement this yet. The Senate made them study the project in their 

amendments, Probably could not even complete this project in the next biennium. 

{;;hajnnan Byerly: Wh~n we had the hearing on this bill, he asked the question of 

combining budget Unes, The more he thinks about this, he thinks they have a somewhut 

unlimited capability already in the budget. With all the other things going on, maybe the court 

budget should only be one line. There would still be tho salary and wages restrictions, Thinks 

this branch of government should be treated somewhat differently. 

OicfJustice Yande Wglle: Understands what is being said, but the district court would 

be very uncomfortable with that. We can transfer between lines now, but can't remember taking 

funds from the district court, Most of the budget is salary, We would stiU need to explain the 

budget as usual. 

Rep. Skarphol: In regard to transfening between line items. If you have more than you 

need in the UCIS program, could you transfer funds to the records management program? 

Chief Justice Vande Walle: Yes we could, but I just don't see us doing this program that 

soon. He doesn't like to move that quickly. 

Rem, Slgu;phol: Lets the Chief Justice know that Workers Compensation is already doing 

this records storage process for a few years. 

Rem, Carlisle: Questions how to combine the budget line items. 

Chairmm Byedy: Confers with Roxanne of LC, as to the numbers and the breakdown 

between the supreme court and the district court. Before we look at a motion, we need to decide 

reduction #1, or #2. Since the court has the ability moving money around a little, it should be 

· more comfortable. 
' . 

,. 
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(Had some committee discussion on the options to make), 

Rep, Skarphol: Moves that they take the rcduction suggested in Reduction# I, tukc whut 

is necessary from Reduction #2, to meet the salary increase, und further amend to give them 

le11sladve intent to move the dollars. ( Roxanne from LC stated that they did not need the 

legislative intent language), So noted in the amendment. Seconded by Rep. Koppelman. 

Rep. Glassheim: Questions the $60,000 thRt they wanted, and assumes that has been 

taken care of. 

Vote on motion to amend: 1 yes, 0 no, 0 absent and not voting. Motion passes. 

Chairman Byerly: Verifies the intent of the committee us to the amendment forwarded. 

Re.p, Ko.ppelman: Moves DO PASS AS AMENDED. Seconded by Rep. Thoreson. 

Vote on Do Pass as Amended: 7 yes, 0 no, 0 absent and not voting. Motion passes. 

Rep. Koppelman is assigned to carry this bill to the full committee, 
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2001 HOUSE STANDING COMMITI'EE MINUTES 

BILL/RESOLUTION NO. SB 2002 

House Appropriations Committee 

CJ Cor,ference Committee 

Hearlng Date March 28, 2001 

Cc:,r ,1mlttee Clerk Si nature 

Miuutes: 

Side A Side B 
1150 .. 2080 

The committee was called to order, and opened committee work on SB 2002. 

Meter# 

R~p. Ko.awelman: This is the judicial, judges salary/budget bHI. The subsection proposed 

more salary money than the Senate had proposed. The judges have been seeking a catch .. up 

saJary increase for some time, and they made a good case over the intedm and in the committee. 

The Senate had approved an increase, but our committee wanted to put them in a position where 

they ought to be, To do so, would require more increase. To put the additional dollars into 

saJarics, we did ask them to find that additional money in their budget and they came back to us 

with their proposal. The rest of the bill is self-explanatory. Moves to adopt the amendment 

18028.0202. Seconded by Rep. Carlisle. 

Rep. Oulleson: Do these salaries only affect the judges or do they also affect the support 

staffl 
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Ro», Ko,gpglmao: The salary increase is specific to the jud1es. We did provh.lu for the 

others in a salary increase elsewhere. 

Rgp. Oullesgn: Basically, what percentage do those other persons get, the 3-2-1 '! 

Rm,. Kqggs;lmuo: I believe they would be in u similar track as other state employees. 

Rep. {JyUeson: She is concerned about doing such u large Increase for the judges und yet 

not affecting the people. staff that support them. One of the things that happened in the 

consolidation of judges is that we added support staff to support the judges to handle the extra 

load. We decreased the number if Judges but they increased the support staff. She would like u 

comparable increase for them as well. 

Re,p. KQppelman: The clerk of court consolidation issue was a contentious issue. There 

have been growing pains in that process. The good news is that the process is on board, and on 

track. and we are trying to provide. We did not get infonnation on whether or not the clerks of 

court get paid less now that they are a state employee, rather than a county employee. The court 

consolidation has saved money and their workloads have increased. We also have turned them 

down for many legislative sessions in a row when they have asked for an increase. We felt now 

that this is at a crisis issue. 

Rep. Skamhol: The funding for this is coming from their image enhancement program 

that they were hoping to develop this coaning biennium. They were told about a similar system 

at Workers Compensation and hopefully they can work with them to find efficiency and a way to 

still do this program. 

Rq,. Kempenich: Worried we are setting a bad precedence for increases again and again. 

Voice vote to adopt amendment passed. 
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R@, KOllPCJman: Moves the bUl DO PASS AS AMENDED. Seconded by Rep, 

Thoreson. Despite the growing pains, the Judicial system is working well and getting the hugs 

out. 

Chainnan Ttmm: Where do the judges stund now in regard to salaries in comparison to 

other states'! 

Re.p, Oyerl~: With the additional money. they are still anchored flnnly in 49th position. 

Vote on Do Pass as Amended: 19 yes, 0 no, 2 absent und not voting. Motlon pusses. 

Rep. Koppelman is assigned to carry this bill to the floor. 
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18028.0201 
Tide. 
Fiecal No, 1 

Prepared by the Legjllatlv• CouncU 1taff tor 
HouN ApproprlatJona • Government 
Operations 

March 15, 2001 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED SENA'TE BILL NO. 2002 

Page 1, line 15, replace "5,637, 102• with •&,682,46611 

Page 1, Hne 16, replace "1,645,411" with 111,583,678" 

Page 1. line 19, replace 117,844,832" with "7,628,463" 

Page 1, tine 22, r~ace 1124,953,025" with "25, 181,65811 

Page 1, llne 23, replace 1110,216,93311 with "10,004,66911 

Page 2, llne 4, replace 1137,043,489" with "37,059,858" 

Page 2, llne 6, replace 1135,849,418" with "35,865, 78711 

Page 3, line 20, replace "ninety-one" with "ninety-three", after "eitfht" insert "t&'.I", and remove 
the overstrike over "hwA~•M" 

Page 3, line 21, repace "olnety-six· with "one hundred one" 

Page 3, line 29, replace 11el(~~t with 11eighty-flve•. after "thfee11 Insert "full'\ and remove 
the overstrrke over - tr--~-

Page 3, Une 30, replace ·eighty-nine" with •ninety-two" 

Renumber accordingly 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

Senate IHI No. 2002 • summary of HOUN Action 
EXECUTIVE SENATE HOUSE 

BUOGET VERStON CHANGES 

~c:n .... 
L ... lllimalldlnOome 
o.n..-fund 

~Courts 
Totalalllrtdl 
Leu..elmlllldlllCOffll 
Gtnlfaltund 

Judiclal CcwiCb:ICommilllon 
Tdllalhml 
Leu..., ... " lricomt 
~tund 

Clerk°' o.ttt Court 
T•albldl 
LNI ...,_.. IIICOfN 
General tund 

Bi1Toll6 
TCltllal,.._ 
LMMlln'Md lllCOffll 
GenefllW 

$7,117, .. 

$7,M7,M9 

$37~.414 

1-m·m 131. ~ 

$521,262 

M 
$11,413,32& 

$10 •• 

$51,123,171 
2.217-$5(70! 

' ; \; ,:,1: .~: >-:'' 

$7,644,132 ($11,3418) 

$7,644,132 1$11,3111 

$37,043,418 $18,:IU 

s:Jil~U $16,369 

'521.282 so 
M so 

$10,154,353 so 
110.B so 

-.010 ... so 
.JH to 

Page No. 1 

·, ',"_ ,,. \_•,,:.>,•• '• s I ; 

HOUSE 
VERSION 

$7,821,463 

$7,121,493 

$37,059.151 
1.w."1 $35, I 7 

$521,212 -
St0,854,353 

s10.B 

$51,070,131 

sJiH·fi1 
. • 5 

18028.0201 
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IIMtt IHI Ht), 2002 • ..... Co4.Jrt • HouN Action 
UECUTIVE Sf.NATE HOUSE tlOUSI: 

IUPGE.T VEASIOH CHANGES VERSION 

S.itllfldNON SUH,ffl IU-37,101 $4&.364 $U8U&6 

==·....,... , ...... tt t,646,411 (61.733) 1,6e:upe 
1&3,'60 163,HO 163,2(,() 

~· tttitfn'IIHW ar.uu 1.9.UU --- ~ 
TOlll .. fi#ldl 17,117.~Q 17,644,63~ 1116.369) $1.628.463 

LtHnllfflMlnCOmt --- -- ---•-· •· ...... ,~ 

°"-'wtund 17,117,Mt 17,644,132 IIIIJ.369) 17,628,463 

FTE 44.50 4UO o.oo 44 60 

Dept. 111 • 8upremt Coult • Dttlll of HouM Change1 
IHOAEW DECREASE 

FUNOINOFOR FUNOl~FOA 
JUDGH' SALARY OPERA ING TOTAL HOUSE 

INCREASES I EXPENSES2 CHANGES 
s,i,,1n rd ... t41S,364 ... 5.364 
O.,.,~tliPl"MI ($61,733) (61,733) 
E~ 
Jydget' 1ttlttmtn1 

Totlldtu,,da $45,3C<t ($61,733) ($16,369) 

L"' fftlmlttd lnc:ofnl 

Gtntf_.lund $45.3&4 (M,1,733) ($16,369) 

FTE o.oo o.oo o.oo 
1 This lffllfldmtnt p,cwidl1 lddltional funding lo, &lp(eme Court jur,llcct' IN(ltt of $2.600 ptf yea, above the Stnalt level which rffutt, In lo\11 

ullfy inctMMI of IPP'OltNNMly nine J)tfctnl fOf the fli'II Ylll ol lhe biennium and tight ptfttnl IOf lht MCond yea, ol lhe biennium, 

2 Tht rtductlon In opel'l&lng txpenMS rtlalff to lundl whieh wtrt O'lglnally tnllcipaled lo bt used IOf an enhanced rtc0td5 rnanlQtffltnl projeet. 

Senate BIii No. 2002 • Dletnct Court• • Houn Action 

EXECUTIVE SENATE HOUSE HOUSE 
BUDGET VERSION CHANGES VERSION 

Salarlnandwages $25,143,950 $24,953,025 $221,633 $25,181.658 
()pefllll,gt..,.... 10,216,933 10,21$,933 (212,264) 10,004,669 
E~ 175,160 875,160 875,150 r,· rltirlffltflt 171,311 e1ue1 878,3a1 Ctner= rtlNfdl 

80,000 eo.ooo 80,000 
MtmlM rtlOlution ~ ~ ~ 

TOCII .. funds $37,234,414 $37,043,. $18,3&9 $37,059.858 

L"' tltimaltd lnc:ofnl ].t~.{!71 1.,14.011 1,HM,071 

0.-11~ $36,040,343 $35,641"418 St6.3&9 $35.865, 787 

FTE 191,50 191,50 o.oo 191.50 

Dept. 182 • Dtstrtct Courtt • Detail of HouM changes 
INCREASe DECREASE 

FUNOtNG FOR FUHOINOFOR 
JUOGES' SAlARV OPERATING TOTAL HOUSE 

INCREASES 1 EXPENSE$2 CHANGES 

Sallritlandwages $221,133 $221,633 
Oplflling ....... ($212,264) (212,264) 
Equ/pmMI 

~~~ ~. rflOlueion 

TOllllllundl $229,$33 ($212,264) $16,369 

lea~lnoomt 

Genllfll fund $229,633 ($212,264) $16,369 

FTE o.oo o.oo 0.00 

I This .,......,_It pnwM addillonla lundlng to, dluricl court~ of $1,500 ptt ya above 1M Senale levet Which ttlUlts In IOIII salary 
lrltf••-tll~tWwt~ bthe,.-and MCOnd~ol lhtbiennium. 

PageNo. 2 18028.0201 
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lwl1 Ill No, IOoa • Othet' ChlntM • HOll1t Action 

Tht ~ IChldull provktl1 lnfonnltk>n r~di~ ~r•me Court and district court JudOI•' ular1t1 
~ awrent ..,.,., .. ,.,.,.. pr~ In Mlla branch budget rtql.lftlt. Nl1rlt1 propoNd In 
Ena,oued Stnate N No, 2002, and ialarie1 propoMd '" tht amtndmtnt: 

'=Ml~AT ~EASUPAeMI · OISTAIOT COUAT C.,THER OJSTAIOT 
FJU I AT JUSTICES PRESIDING JUOOH COURT JVOGE8 

=~..-dtorilldbv .,. ='······- M7,Mt '86,413 M0,76& S7U87 Ju¥ 1, 

'7t!fflMflltlllMlilWYlneludNln lht 
IOOt 1'dolllifM~ ,... 

=·570 M7,422 ~t.2000 , .. ,727 r.,043 
~ 1,,001 ,Nf eu22 ,6'3 Mt,m 

PtoPOMd MnUII :1:l.,~ In Ii=..,.· .2002 1111,039 SM,004 1,2000 =·· u:,015 
~1.ll001 ,&at 196,$22 $91,8'3 9,m 

~=,.-r~w, 
$87,504 =5,516 2000 see,,oe $93,539 

~1.2001 S104,&a1 1101,$22 $94,8'3 2,171 

P.-No. 3 18028.0201 
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18028.0~2 
Tttft. 
Flacal No, 1 

Prepared by the Legl1latlve Council etaff for 
Houee Appropriations • Government 
Operation, 

March 19, 2001 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED SENATE BILL NO. 2002 

Page 1, llne 15, replace "6,637, 102• with 116,682,46611 

Page 1. Une 16, replace •1 ,645,411 11 with 111,583,67811 

Page 1, llne 19, replace 117,64◄ ,83211 wfth 117,628,463• 

Pago 1, Une 22, replace 1124,953,02511 with •25, 181,658" 

Page 1, llne 23, replace •10,216,933" with •10,004,669" 

Page 2, lfne 4, replace "37,043,489" with 1137,059,858" 

Page 2, Une 6, replace 1135,849,418" with "35,865,787" 

Page 3, line 20, replace "oll}ety-ono" with •nfnety-thru• 1 after "eltM" Insert •&!I", and remove 
the overstrfke over lwAdfed" 

Page 3, Hne 21, replace "olnety-slx" with "a hundred gne" 

Page 3, line 29, replace 11eightv49yr• with "etghiy-(lye•, after "thfee .. Insert"~•. and remove 
the overstrike over •·t.llj-lij~ffll"'M:lt"' ... INII 

Page 3, line 30, replace •mght)'·otoe• with •nJntiY·two• 

Renumber accordfngly 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

Senate BIii No. 2002 • SUmm,ry of Hou .. Action 
E>CEOUTNE SENATE HOUSE 

8UOGET VEAS(JH CHANGES 

..... Colll 
Toallltundl S7,M7,lel $7,144,132 (S1Ult) 
lAlltlllmaldlncOmt 
a..alMIII S7,117,MI $7, ...... 832 (S11.31t) 

Oil1rictCourll 
TCl&tllllundl '37,23-U14 '37,043,- $11,389 
...... Nin.-d lncOmt ..,k:&aill a,,. 
GeMtlltund 111,369 I ,. 

~COndudCofflMiuon -- $0 Ta.all .... $529.212 lw--••"lncanw - -a..altund $0 

ca- af Oillricl Coult , ......... $11,413.32t $10,85"3$3 $0 
........... lncOmt s10.H ,10.H OenMIIMld so 

•r• •.010.• $0 TCIIIIIIMldl -.m.111 
LMtttlm•1dil'lcDfflt ~ GeMtlltund $S4. sdH so 

Page No. 1 

HOUSE 
V£RSK)N 

17,$21,483 

17,128.463 

'37,058,151 

'3f.l~ 
"21.262 -

$1G.ISU53 

110.H 

$5U70,138 am 
18028.0202 



fi 
f 
t 
l 
l 
+· 

{ 
< 

7 

...... INI No. 2002 • ..... Court• HouN Action 
ucecor1ve SENATE cMs HOUSE 

IUOOET VERSION VERSION 

...._l'ldwaoet tUM,ffl tU37,t02 1'5,34-t tUf2,◄66 ~.:: ... ..,.... f ....... 4ff t.645,4tt (It, 733) t ,&IIJ,678 
16U60 163.~ t&U60 .._, ,..,.. ... iSlUtl i2iJij 

TOlllll!uflOt ., ... , .... 17,1-«,13;2 ,,,u.,1 t1.ea1,◄63 

L ... ~lneofnt 

Gtntffiltufld ,, ... ,, ... S7,l-«,132 (Stt,3'9) ,,.eae,◄n 

,re 44,50 44.50 o.oo 44.60 

Depl. 111 • SUpt'tme Court• Dttlll of HOUM Changes 

IHCAEffl DECREASE 
FUNOtHQ OR F~NOFOR 

JUOGE6' SAL.ARV OPERATINQ TOTAt. HOU§ 
INCREASES t EXPENSHI CHANGES 

..... llldWeott $45,3" $45,3'4 
Qpe,lling • .,,.,.. (Ml,733) 111,733) ...... 
JucfoN'•lfflfnl 
TotllllNndl -.s,3" ($61,733) (S1Utt) 

LtM...,._,lneoi'llt 

GNtflltund $45,3'4 ($61,733) <••···' 
FTE 0,00 0,00 o.oo 
t Thie .,.ndrntot prOYldn addieionll funding tot 84.lpttme Court jutllr.t1' Nlalln 0, '2,500 pet~ lboYt lhe Seoal• lt't'tl Whlcn rt1Uffl In 10111 

...-y lnctNMt ol ,WO~ nN petcitnl lot lht litt, yea, of lhe bNWlnk#ft and tlohl p,,cenl lo, the NCond ~., ol lht biennium, 

I Thi ttducllon In oPlflfilG ~ .... lo func:11 which we,. o,~ ~ IO be uMd fo,.,, tnhanoed ,ecordl m.lnlQlffltnl proi-;f, 

Senate BIii No. 2002 • Dt1trlct Court• • Hou1e Action 

EXECUTIVE 
BUOGET .......... $2f,11,14U60 

f:'.:: .. • .... 10.211,933 
17&,150 =·.-.,...,. ·~-1 ~.::: ,= I0,000 
~ 

TOlllllfundl $37,234,41. 

IMI---~ ,.!~.17! 
GlnltllMld $31.040,343 

SENATE 
VERSION 

'24,953,025 
t0,21',933 

976,150 
&79,311 
I0,000 
~ 

$37,0"3,"'9 

,.,!!.271 

$35,841,411 

HOUSE 
Ct-iAHGES 

$22t,633 
(212.2&4) 

$18,369 

$11,369 

HOOSE 
VERSION 

'25,111,15' 
10,004,MI 

175,150 
179,381 
I0,000 
~ 

$37,059,851 

1.1.-.011 

$35,165,787 

FTE ,,,.so 191,50 0,00 tit.SO 

Dept 182 • District Courts• Detail of Hou• change, 
INCAEASE DEOAEASE 

FUNOINGFOR F~NGFOR 
JUOGES'SALARV OPERATING TOTAlHOOSE 

INCREASES 1 EXPENSES2 CHANGES 

Slllrl9tandwages $229,133 $228,633 
Qpntifto~ ($212,264) (212,264) 
~ =•,.._.,. CriWIIQllrtMll'dl ....,,,..,,..,_,..tetOlullon 
Tocalllbd $221,133 ($212,264) $16,369 

.......... lnc:o-ne 

O.W."'"'1 $221,833 ($212,il64) $16,369 

FTE 0.00 0.00 0.00 

I Thll lfflMdmene ptowdts addillonlll hlndlng tell'~ COUit judoel d $1,500 per~ lbcwt ... S.. ltYel which tesults in total llialy 
lflct1•11 d ~ tW1t ptl'Celrll W N Int and wond )'Mt 0, ..,..,,,.,,,., 

Page No. 2 18028.0202 
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• ..... NI No, IOOI • Olhlt ChlngN • HouN Aotlon 

The follown,O IChtcadt provide• Information regarding Suortmt Court and district court Judgta' 11larlea 
~ current NllriN, 11faritl propottd ,n lhl Judiclaf brftnch t,udget r.,queat, 1111,1,, proposed In 
Er,grouec:I Senate BNt No, 2002, and 1111,,e, p,opoNd In the amendment: 

SUPAIMf ~Tiq AT OTHEFI SUPAEMI OflTAIOT COUAT OTHEA OISTAIOT 
OHtE, wSTICI COUAT JUSTIC&S PAISIOINO JUDOH COURT JUDGES 

tl7,M 

M7.&70 
MU21 

,,1,039 
., ... 22 

M0,756 171, .. 7 

"4,01& .,,,m 
.,u,& 
$92,171 

18028.0202 
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Date: '3 .. , 'f DI 
Roll Call Voto #: J 

2001 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES 
BILIJRESOLUTION NO, .S {!) 2(.x"J2 

Houae Aeeropriations • Oovemment Operations Division 

(!(subcommlttooon hi§C2!1 ii r ~C¥/~, 
or 

D Conference Committee 

Legislative Council Amendment Number 

Action Taken mob (Iv'\. Io ll j11 ~ ~ \ A. 

Motion Made By ~- ~ltl:f.. 

Representatives Yes 
Ren, Rox R. Bverlv • Chainnan ✓ 
Rep, Ron Carlisle • Vice Chainnan ✓ 

Reo. Kim Koppelman V 
Reo, Bob Skarohol v,. 
Reo. Blair Thoreson ✓ 

Seconded 
By 

No Representatives 
Reo, Bliot Olusheim 
Rep, Robert Huether 

. 

1, 

Committee 

Yes..,• No 
✓ 

✓ 

Total (Yes) 

Absent 

1: No _{/J-'-------
(P 

Floor Assignment 

If the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent: 

,,:; 
\. -~-}~ 



Date: · .. ?) · ;i./ · c·) 1 
Roll Call Voto#: ? __ .. 

2001 HOUSE STANDING COMMIITEE ROLL CALL VOTES 
BILlJRESOLUTION NO. 5'f> ," c,:() ·c - · 

Houao Appropriations • Oovernment QP!rations Division 

[]f'subcommittee on ~!!P!!P!!!!!f!!!!1!!!*'!!77!!•~G,k~~Li.0fMtr q.-f,<?114--, 
or r--

D Conference Committee 

Legislative Council Amendment Number 

Action Taken 'l:x> PA,.(~ 

Committee 

Motion Made By 

~ 
~ Seconded C l,,,,M ~" ~'-' . •~(__ By r), 

-

ReDrnentatlves Yet No ReDresentatlves Yet No 
Ren, Rex R. Bvcrlv - Chainnan V Reo. Eliot Olusheim V 
Ren, Ron Carlisle - Vice Chairman V Ren. Robert Huether ✓ 
Reo. Kim Koooclman ✓ 

Ren. Bob Skamhol v/ 
Ren. Blair Thol'CIOn v 

Total (Yes) 1 No___,¢"--------
Absent 

Floor Assignment 

If the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent: 
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Date: 3-J&'-OI 
Roll CaJJ Vo&e #: / 

2Nl HOUSE STANDING COMMITIU ROLL CALL VOTU 
BIWRBSOLtrl'ION NO., $ (5 d CO~ 

Hollli APPROPRIATIONS Committee 

0 Subcommittee on--------------------·-
or 

0 Confcronco CommJttoe 

Loai1Jativo Council Amondmcnt Number 

AoUoa rwa mO"tU) -\v orlo-p+ 
MotioaMlde By ~ , ~~ Seconded 

(£ ftll~ W\.Offi v5· 

fk GUtk!u 
~r••tatlnl Y• No RIDr .... tatlva Y• No 

Timm· 0lainaaQ I 

Wald· V• a.irmln 

Ren. AanvoJd Rm-if"-.;;.~ 
\ ....... ' _iJ ReD-Martinaon 

Ian --- -.. ~v ---~· ---·--- '/. 

'lan-C.U- \\ \'-J L, \ \) Ran-= .. I 

Rm-Delllr' ...... \\~ \ \- Reo-SvedilD 
RIID • Olallbeim 

~ u ReD-Tborelon -
T a.·-w.,_. . ..,_OuUelon 

Ra, .. JlaetlMI' ReD-Weatz 

Rm-"· 'ch 
ReD-ICerr.lDIII 
'.bD-Klimlb 

Total (Yea) ________ .No __________ ' 

Absent 

Floor Assignment 

lftbe vote is on an amendment. briefly indicate intent: 

s 
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Date: s -J-~ ~of 
Roll~ Vote#: 2_ 

2001 BOUSE STANDING COMMITl'BE ROLL CALL VOTES 
BILL'RBSOLUTION NO.. S-(-b ZD02-

Housi APPROPRIATIONS Committee 
., 

0 Subcommittee on or -------------------

0 Conference Committee · 

Leafslative CoUIICil .Amendment Number 

Action Taken 

Motion Made By 

}L... ...... tatlftl 
Timm - • -· 
Walcl · Vice a.inDIA .... ~ 
tan-Boebln 
tan-JiiJ!. 
■aa1.r •Lt-

•---Dela' 
hn-011..._m 
a.m.auu.oa 
Lift. iii!! ... I' t II 

tat-~ 
l••ICHn'..,_ 

Total (Yea) -

Ablent 

Floor Allipment 

Y•. 
✓ 

v 
-

v 
✓ 
✓ 
✓ 

_,, 

✓ 
✓. 
✓ 

✓ 
v~v 
v 

,q 

Ne lhDN1111tatlYt1 

. 

Ran- :r .I . 

Rm-Mardnaoa ..,_ ... 
Rea- I 
RM .. S .. 
Ran. TboreloD 
ltM-Warner 
Jtm-Wentz 

· No (/) 

It the vote is on an amendment. briefly indicate intent: 

Y• No 

. 
✓ 

v 
✓ 

✓ 

' 

✓ 
✓ 
✓ 

I 

I 

I 
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SB 2013. as engroaed: App,opcialiona ConunittN (Rep.. Timm. Chairman) reccmmel1(2s 
AMENDMENTS AS FOLLOWS and wnen so amenc!ed. recommends DO PASS 
(t9 YEAS_ C NAYS. 2 ASSENT ANO NOT VOTINGJ Engrosseo SB 20t3 llfaS p1a:ea 
on lhe Six!h order on lhe calendar-

P;-,ge t. reptace lines 23 and 24 with: 

"'SECTION 4. DISTRl8UTIONS TO STATE INS1ITUTIONS. No~ 
section tS-03-05.2. clJring the biennium beginning July 1. 2001. and ending June 30. 
2003. lhe board of univerSity and school lands shal dislritx.lte lhe IOllowing amounts. or 
so much income as may be available. from the permanent fundS ~ for tne 
benefit of the following en!ilies: 

NOflh Dakota state univeisity 
University of NOfth Dakota 
Youth correctionaI center 
School for the deaf 
Norlh Dakota state college of science 
State hospital 
Veterans· home 
Valley City state university 
School for lhe blind 
Mayville state univeisity 
Minot state university - Bolllneau 
Dickinson state university 
Minot state univetsity 

Total 

Page 2. remove lines T lhrough 5 

Renumber accordingly 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

DepL 226- Land Department- House Action 

$1.330.974 
995.011 
502.823 
465.000 
392.994 
374.856 
320.000 
3t0,t99 
290.000 
217.891 

38.900 
38.£16.' 
~ 

$5.316.362"" 

This amendment removes Section 4 of the engrosseci btt:, v.-t\Jct\ provlded legislative intent tnat 
<luring lhe 2001-03 biennium. !he Land Department sell all parcels ot land not producing ~ profrt 
for !he trust funds managed by lhe departmenL 

ThiS amendment adcjs a new section to specify ltle maximum perma11ent runa Oistttbuoons to 
llaflOI.S state agencies roe the 2001-03 biennium. The amounts speofieO are rne 3J1\0wl!S 
tnduded in the executive budget recommendation. This section prc:Jvldes :r-.• u 200 l -03 
bienruurn distributions are not subject 10 North Dakota Century Code Section ~ 5-03-05.2. ~ 
prohibits me retention of income for luture distributions if the result would oe a reduction lfl 

incorr.e ci,stributed to lhe trust fund benelicia:y from !he amount cfistributea the previous year. 

REP0Rt OF STANDING COUMJlTEE 

V 
SB 2008. as engrossed: Appropriations Committae (Rep. Timm. Chairman) re,:ornmeoos 

AMENDMENTS AS FOLLOWS and wnen so amended. reco!T1ffle00$ 00 PASS 
(19 YEAS. 0 NAYS. 2ABSENT AND NOT VOTING}. Engrossed S8 200e wu l)l;)cec 
on the Sixth order on the calendar. 

Page t. 6ne 10. replace "'2..707.820. witn "'2.!!00.996"" 

Paget. line tt. replace '701_8t8"'with 742.786. 

Page 1. line t 2. replace ·.ca.100- with -52;roo-

Page t. line 14. repra.ce "'3.478.33~ w1tn "'3.616.4Br 
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2001 SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES 

BILL/RESOLUTION NO. S92002 

\ Senate Appropriations Committee 
g 
'I'· t ){ Conference Committee 

Hearing Date April 11, 200 I 

TaoeNumber Side A Side B Meter# 
Tape #4 X. 0.0 - 14.2 

-

Committee Clerk Signature ~ ~4-'Ft.-

Minutes: 

Senator Nethina, Chair of S82002 Conference Committee (Judiciary), called the Committee to 

order at 2:00 PM on Wednesday, April t Ith in the Harvest Room, 

Roll Call: Senator Nething, Chair; Senator Solberg; Senator Tallackson; Representative Carlisle: 

Representative Koppelman; and Representative Huether ... all members present. 

Senator Nething acknowled1ed Rcprcas:ntatiye Carlisle, who went through the House 

amendments ( 18028.0202 ). Appeared since the opening of the session that one of the purpo8'!s 

wu to salaries .. searchina for any way to enhance Chief Justice VandeWa1te•s salary ... 

hopef\ally we've achieved some of the inequity. The department was asked. if you nced~d to 

identify areu where dollars could be adjusted .... response from Justice Mary Muehlcn Maring 

wu distributed ( a copy of her letter la attached), and he led tho discussion of the letter, 

$@ator Ncthina: Out otoperaUna? No statement of where this comes from'l 



Page2 
Senate Apprll()riations Committee 
BUI/Resolution Number S82002 
Hearing Date April l l, 2001 

Rsmresentadve K2imelman: Issue: State employees getting more dollars .. _. good case given 

during the interim and session. Senate granted this .... on merit ... a little more to give equity 

increases. folks of their credentials (justices, attorneys) could receive much more in the private 

sector. Believe this is fiscal responsibility. Not our initiative to determine where dollars come 

from. 

Senator Solber1i: First we've seen this letter--.. what target area'! 

Representative Kogpelman: Just received 1 0 minutes ago myself .... not sure this is what the sub 

section or full committee asked of the court .. MM believe the court initiated it. 

Senator Solberg: Letter doesn't say that. 

R&presentatjye Koppelman: Letter is dated A11ril 10th - refers to last evening, which would mean 

April 9th discussion. 

Representative Carlisle: t visited with Justic.c Maring, asked that she put her thoughts down on 

paper. 

Senator Nethina; The infonnation we got regarding information technology need wus 504 

thousand over current budget•·· allowing for training of 340 judges/staff/ directors/ program 

assistants and help desk,•• all needed to move forward ... explore the active TV, store 

electronically, The 350 thousand carry over dollars stHI in place'l 

Roxanne Hobz,a. Leaislative Council Staff: Carry over there •· not salaries. 

Snator Ncthin11: Understood they had to have operating dollars to create this. 

Rm,rcantatiye Kmu,elman: Believe this Is a timlna and Implementation period .. another review 

of priorities. 

ScNtor NctJtina: Avanable when uked? 

Bcm:caentatjye Km:meJman: If all this was knownf there'd be no conference committee. 
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Page 3 · 
Senate Appropriations Committee 
BUI/Resolution Number S82002 
Hearing Date April l l, 2001 

Ss;nator Nethina: Roxanne Hobu, Legislative Council --- a breakdown available'? 

Roxanne Hobu: Will check. 

Senator Nethin&: Operating line has been decreased • what was in the operating line; we need to 

know. 

Roxanne Hobza: Sheet provided by justices for House .. software and contractual, 

Senator Solbera: Copies'! 

Roxanne Hobza: Yes, will provide. 

Representative KQgpelman: In part, working in part with ITD ... some delay could be 

considered. It is an opportunity to enhance systems -- coordinate .... there is a need to hannonizc, 

Senator Nething: Legislative Council look into this'! Consultant approved'? 

Representative Ko,11petman: Not to my knowledge. 

Senator Nethinu: Don't recatt dollars for sataries'l 4% .. 4%; 50-50; 8 and 5 there, 

Representative Carlisle: Restitution. Senate 638,973 out'? 

Senator Nethimi: Couldn't get our anns around it1l Why the study. 

Senator Nething distributed copies of a proposed amendments ( a copy is attached). Discussion 

of same. 

Senator Tallackson: Connection with dollars out and this? 

Seoator Nethina: Vos, 

Scoator Solbcra: As of 4-1 the Supreme Court tak"s over, paying until 2003 '? May ~ a 

problem. 

Representative Carlisle: Believe we need time to discuss this further, request another meeting, 

Senator Nethfna: A&rH. Committee meetln1 closed. to be reconvened at the call of the chair. 
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2001 SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES 

BILL/RESOLUTION NO. S82002 

Senate Appropriations Committee 

..)( Conference Committee 

Hearing Date April 13, 200 J 

Number Side A Side B Meter# 
X 0,0 - 9.2 

Committee Clerk Sj ature 

Minutes: 

Senator Nethjna, S82002 - Judiciary Conference Committee Chair, called the meeting to order at 

2:00 p.m., on Friday, April 13th, 

Roll Call: Senator Nething, Chair; Senator Solberg; Senator Tallackson; Representative Timm; 

Representative Byt:rly; and Representative Glnssheim; all members present. 

Senator Nethina: Distributed copies of an independent assessment of the effects of the budget 

revisions made by the House; anJ led the discussion regarding same ( copy ( J ,) is attached). 

Our thoughts are to accept technology changes, However, not to accept increase jn salary. 

Problem deal: restitutfon not fn conflict .... copies of a propoi;ed amendment or legislative intent • 

restitution collecdon and enforcement attached for review ( a copy (2) is attached)•· un 

altemative for keepfna in place. Addftfonal FTE: know tt•s a problem: put some dollan. in to 

reaolve h •· perhaps 13,000 wm cover postaae, printing etc, 

On the table: flat $0 thouund in budaet ... with legislative intent? 



Page2 
Senate ·Appropriations Committ"~ 
Bill/Resolution Number S82002 
Hearing Date April 13, 200 l 

Rm,resentatiye Timm: Salaries amount to? Perhaps Legislative Council can provide info there'! 

Roxanne Hobza. Legislative Council Staff: Senate change 11 - 3 second to 6 ½ and 6 ½'? As 

introduced to the Senate, 11 and 2. 

Representative Timm: on top of 3 .. 2 to all'l 

Roxanne Hobza: 6 ½ and 6 ½. includes 3 and 2. 

Representative Timm: House has 9 and 8 on top of 3 and 2? 

Roxanne Hobza: Includes 3 and 2. 9% and 8% -- no additional. 

Re.presentatjve Timm: Difference then. Senate gave 13%' House 17'¾>'? 

Roxanne Hobza: Correct. 

Re.presentative Byerly: House after review of structure .. by sub and full House committees, 

looked hard at pay ,._ felt it was not adequate compensation in relationship to other elected 

officials. Percentage increases were never given for judges as with other officials--.. nothing 

more than the 3 and 2. Felt this should be looked at a~ an equity adjustment .... not a salary 

increase. Case loads are up, number of judges down. Regional look indicates judges are entitled 

to at, .._,ary adjustment, Our contention is that this is adequate .... fair and equitable. It is within 

direct correlation judges in ND, NY and FL •·· we have quality judges ... no raises. We asked the 

Court to flnd dollars if they found dollars that didn't effect operations ..... correcting the inequity 

.. whhin being responsible to our parameters•· we'd live up to our promise•· give the increases, 

and flaht to retain them. On Floor we have had significant support, They lived up to their end, 

we will Uve up to ours. 

Senator Ncthina: Just said no to any offer•, Concludes the meeting at this time, will re~hcdule. 

A letter from Ju1tict Mary Muehlen Maring dated April I 2th further eKplah\cd the curlier letter 

from her roprdlna proposed budget reduction (a copy ls attached (3,) 
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Number Side A Side B Meter# 
X 9.0 - 22.3 

Committee Clerk Si •nature 

Minutes: 

Senator Nethin;, Chair of the S82002 (Judiciary) Conference Committee, opened the meeting at 

2:00 p.m. On Tuesday, April 17th in the Harvest Room, 

Roll Call: Senator Nething, Chair; Senator Solberg; Senator Tallackson~ Representative Timm; 

Representative Byerly; and Representative Olassheim present, All members present. 

Representative Byerly: Distributed a list of state employees, annual salaries of 90,000 and above 

( a copy is attached). Note: no judges are listed. Salary for the judges is one area in which we 

differ from the Senate. The other area of dHlerence is that the Senate removed 638,973 in the 

restitution area ... why? 

Senator Nethin1: Felt we could not get our anns around it ... decided not to deal with It at this 

time, do the study. Chief Justice in his presentation did not have recommendations•· felt it wus 

a political issue and left tt up to us, 
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Senator Solbera: Felt it was like aiming at a moving target -- the inclusion of clerk of court --

and the different areas, different places --- no continuity in the collection of restitution. 

Representative Byerly: Since House action -- item to talk about'! 

Senator Nethina: Can't explain it -- appears t•., re arc 1 I counties involved -- 8 doing it one way 

the other 3 differently -- and 38 that don't belong, all doing a mixture of ways to collect. The 

counties brought an amendment forward -- we don't like to create problems for the cnuntics if we 

can help it -- amendment had dollars with it. 

Representative Byerly; s 17S,623. 

Senator Nethina: Plus 2 FTE's H study would reveal need. 

Senator Solber": Narrative indicated a mixed bag of what counties do. 

Representative Timm: Perhaps someone could explain how the counties handle this who urc not 

in agreement .... what's restitution area'? 

Senator Nethimi: Collection of bad checks .... some states attorneys assist, some is done in the 

country ... some clerk of courts assist ...... 

Representative Byerly: Believe the treasurers arc involved-.... money deposits, then payouts here, 

Everything from small claims court judgments, to bad checks to whatever -- with the exception 

of chHd support which is separate. 

Senator Nothina: lnfonnation you gave doesn't include elected officials? We were given the 

figures that South Dakota is l 2% greater•·· which with the 6% this session and 6% in 2003-

dollars received would be 13% increase, House put that to 17% •·· thaes 30% over what the 

Senate did? 

Bcmrc,entatbe Timm: lfwe go the Senate route .... what would you do with the dollurs'l 

s,nator Nethjna: Oo to the general fund ... except what we do with the resdtutlon. 
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Representative Byerly: Hope not to do that .... not sure if iCs fair to the judges-~- give it to. 

them, then take it away. They had plans --- other options for the dollars; not fair treatment. Our 

legislative council attorneys make more than our judges. House is still committed to our 

package. Hopefully we can work this out. 

RswrescntaUye Byerly: We sec 2 items: salary and rci;titution. If you arc asking for altcmativc 

suggestions .... no we do not have them. 

Senator TaJlackson: Isn't compromise the purpose of the conference committee'! 

Senator Ncthin1:: Senate offered to accept the reduction -- if House agreed to Senate sulury 

figures. They would not accept. 

Representatjyc Bycrl)!: Respect the offor, but we went buck to the courts with their original 

intentions, 

Senator NcthioJ£: Had outside consultant review thut .... not sure of the need, or if they cou Id 

accomplish it now. aJso assuring it would be just us apprnpriatc to complete 2 years from now, 

Representative Byerly: Could use the dolJars now --- to do the same thing. 

Senator Solber": Fee comfortable with leaving balance for records as carryover'! 

Representative Byerly: Could falJ in carryover category ... not all electronic imaging syslem --

not so tenible if goes to carryover, 

Senator Nethina: Hearing no new requests, offers, the meeting is adjourned. 
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Minutes: 

Senator Nething, Chair of the S92002 Conference Committee (Judiciary), called the meeting to 

order at 11 :00 am, Thursday, April 19th in the Harvest Room. 

Roll Call: Senator Nething, Chair; Senator Solberg; Senator Tallackson; Representative Timm: 

Representative Byerly; and Representative Olasshcim responded. All members present. 

Senator Ncthina: Believe the Issues are clear .. differences between Senate and House, 

Rm,resentative Byerb:: Right, 2 items: I) salary and 2) restitution. In the interest of moving 

forwarded the House is prepared to recommend that half salary requested of the House•· would 

be SOntl qavings there and use those dollars to offset restitution; no additional general fund 

dottars .... w"' ',f b-.; a WASH. House feels no FTE•s needed ...... feaves some room for the 

counties, It would add 2SOO to Supreme Court .. J 750 to district court ••above the Senate 

numbers, ... leaves in the neighborhood of 130,000 for restitution rather than 175,000, 

senator Nethioa: Close •· we understand dollar wise. 
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Senator Nethina: Senate proposal: using Senate figures H 75,000 to increase salaries the second 

year of the biennium. 

Representative Timm: Increase½ --- first Senate~ 2nd half House level? 

Re,presentative Byerly: Supreme Court: additional 5000 or 3500 or 5000 second year and 

3500/2500? 

Senator Nethimi: Half of House proposal -- only in the second year . 

.S.enator Solber~: Easier to use percentages -- 6 '/2 -6 1/2 has Senate had then to 6 '/2 -8 ½ us 

proposed now. 50,000 to restitution. 

Representative Timm: Where would the additional dollars be spent'? 

Senator Nethina: Back to the general fund. 

' Rgpresentative Timm: House asked the agency to find dollars within their budget .... they did: 

now we say we arc taking it away --- to put into the general fund? Think the agency will want to 

work Ukc this again'! 

Senator Netbimi: Money was found: money was suggestion fo1 utilization •u all viable dcluys 
• 

that could be done 2 years from now•·· money perhaps that shouldn't be spent, we don't know 

until it is studies ...... we would be putting in SO thousand now ---eannarking h for 2 years from 

now for technology. 

Rcm:csentatfye Byerly: Don •t think the House goes along with that proposal --- SO thousand 

restitution .. H where did that number come from'? Requested currently 175,000 restitution? The 

study wHI show how to handle restitution ...... there Is a need for bodies per department. 

Senator Netbioa: Part of the problem .. we don't know•-- so thousand was an arbitrary figure, 

Senator Solber.a: r oppose to more than SO thousand going into restitution •· we •re now taking 

the clerk or courts in•·· not aware of what's going to happen•·· perhaps throwing money wrong 
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direction ..... better put in~~ the ending fund balance. Put 175,000 figure out, and some countic8 

would be question~ng .... see how clerk of court works in .... being generous with SO thousund, my 

opinion. 

Bmu:esoaiotiyy Iimm: If we go SO thousand here·- salary in 2nd year ... extra salury to first ycur 

..... no money back to general fund1l 

Senator Nethhw: But we gave them all the salary they requested, 

Bsmresomtive Iimm: Dollar amount•, Going back to general fund'l 

Senator Nethin": Neighborhood of 75 thousand. 

R;pcesentativc Timm: Better back to salaries·-- that sum wouldn't do much to the ending 

balance in general fund. 

Senator Nethjna: All I can do at this point, per Senate leadership. 

RQpresentatiye Byedy: Can •t speak for others -- but for myself -- think the court was asked to do 

•· they did it•· we renege on it --- the next time we say --- what do you think they'd say'? 
I 

Senator Netbina: Difference between Senate and House --- we gave what they asked for. 

Representative Byerly; They asked for more when in the House --- this didn't come out of the 

sky--- lots ofdme was spent in the House on this testimony--- Judge Ralph Erickson did a 

presentation -- in part, regarding )ow salaries -- we went to the Chief Judge ... didn't request 

specific numbers •·· but the salary survey show numbers like 5000 and 3500 would be a 

reasonable base increase --- and based on that infonnution the House gave strong support. 

Here's materials from presentation to support the point. (shared with Senators Nething and 

Solberg). 

Senator Nethins: We didn't see that request in your documents -- nor was it in testimony we 

heard -- we gave them what they requested -- something we don't do in all budgets. 
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Represeugitlye Bys;[ly: Depends on what constitutes request'! They testified low sulurios .. 

compared salaries with outside professional poshions uvallablc. Believe the., dollurs would be 

well spent. 

Seogtor Netbio1': Willing to keep SenatJ level'! 

Represntatjye Qyerly: Not sure, 7 .members of my co1r,mittce were influenced and supporting 

of dollar increases. 

Rwresentative Olassbcim: Didn't exactly say more dollars needed in testimony .... but the 

burden of testimony indicated very low•· tho executive recommendation not bringing them near 

other comparable positions ..... Vaguely indicated raise would be uppropdatc. It was clear 

salaries were very low; committee concluded --if department could find it ---. Secondly~ feel 

funny -- when one House asks to find savings •·· net result is that they lose the dollars found ••w 

indicates the word is useless H betrayal could be a Uttle strong. 

Senator Netbjng: Senate was told there is a need for the technology. 

Representative Byerly: o~n 't see a motion at this point -- adjourn and think? 

Senator TaUackson: Appears we are close? 

Re.presentatiye Byerly; Not convinced we're close-· cut in half: House not locked into all 

restitution --- 50 thousand may not be a problem -- could be some residual -- but put back the 

doJlars where they came from. 

Jwpresentative Glassheim: More comfortable with fuJl amount 2nd year •w enough interest? 

Then 50 thousand residual back to technology when needed? 

R,presentative Timm: Get the feeling -- savings should go back to the budget --- not go to the 

general fund. 
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Seo,tor Solbcii: I have an amendment to offer ... basically do the Senate sulary .... then 50,000 to 

restitution •·· balance back to where it was in the budget ... with authorization to carryover. 

BQpre.seotatiY_, B~tl~: 2/3 •· missing one key component'! 

SsmatQC Solbetj: Covertt Representative Glassheim's concoms ...... I move the umcndmcnts, (No 

second received) 

SsmgtQr IaJlaQks2n: Better to have the Chaim1an 1s recommendation .... technology dollurs 2 

years from now. 

Jwul,1Qn1.miye Byerly: Uncomfortable with that salary solution -- need the whole raise not just l 

year pay raise. 

SenatQr Nethin,i: ½ second year -- rest as Senator Solbcrg's amendments state? 

Representative Timm: Half of the half w-rest amendments'? 

Senut2r SoJben,: Full wages plus ....... believe fair. 

Representative Byerly: Not a compromise for the House, 

Re.presentative Timm: I 00% of requested raises given by the Senate? 

Senatpr Nethioa: Yes -- 13% total; 6 ½ and 6 ½. 

Senator Nethina closed the meeting- to be reconvened upon the call of the schedulers. 
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Minutes: 

Senator Nethin&, Chair of the S82002 Conference Committee (Judiciary), called the meeting to 

order at 11 :00 am, Friday April 21st in the Harvest Room. 

Roll Call: Senator Nething, Chair; Senator Solberg; Senator TaUackson; Representative Timm; 

Representative Byerly; and Representative Glassheim were present. 

Senator Nething: All members are present, we have reviewed the differences between the House 

and Senate, are we ready for further discussion or is there a proposal? 

Re_presentative Timm: Distributed copies of the House proposal regarding the salary and 

restitution portions which had not been agreed on during previous sessions ( a copy attached). 

He led the discussion regarding the proposal. 

Senator Nething: 1250 first year, 1250 second year -- do the numbers come out? 

Roxanne HobM, Legislative Council Staff Analyst: There will be a little adjustment -- for 

benefits, etc but without a few thousand dollars. 
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Senator Iallackson: I /2 of House and ½ again'! 

Bsun:eaeotatiYG Olas1beim: Not another 2nd year'! Cost to continue'! 3750 raise'! 

Seoais;,r TulJacksgn: Ours ..... was but only for 2nd year. 

Rc;pre,entatiy; Dyerb:: Originally 11% and 2% •- significant difference when 6 Vi and 6 Vi. 

Senator SQlberi: Accept the changes in the spirit of cooperation, 

Repa2sentative Timm: Recommends that the House Recede from its amendments; adopt the 

amendments to include today's proposal from the House, along with other previously agreed 

upon items. Recommendation seconded by Senator Tallackson. Discussiom Roll Call vote: 6 

yes; 0 no; 0 absent and not voting. 

Senator Nethina: Thank you gentlemen, the meeting is adjourned, 



PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED HOUSE BILL NO, 2002 

Paao 3, after line 16, insert: 

SECTION 7. LEGISLATIVE INTENT - RESTITUTION COIJLECTION 
AND ENFORCMENT, It is tho intent of the legislative assembly that the county and 
1tato offlcea per(onnina restitution collC<'tion and enforcement activities as of April 1, 
2001, continue to perform those activities until June 30, 2003, 

Renumber accordingly 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED SENATE BILL NO. 2002 

That the House recede from its amendments as printed on pages 1071•1073 ot the Senate 
Journal and pages 1171 • 1 t 73 of the House Journal and that Engrossed Senate em No. 2002 
be amended as follows: 

Page 1, line 4, after 11Code11 insert "; to provide a statement of legislative Intent" 

Page 1. line 15, replace 115,637, 1 Ot' with "5,657 .95411 

Page 1, line 16, replace 11 1,645,411 11 with 11 1,583,678" 

Page 1, line 19, replace 117,644,83211 with "7,603,951" 

Page 1, llne 22, replace 1124,953,02511 with "25,056,564" 

Page 1, llne 23, replace 1110,216,933" with "10,004,669" 

Page 2, tine 4, replace 1137,043,489" with "36,934,764" 

Page 2, tine 6, replace "35,849.41811 with "35,740,69311 

Page 2, llne 17, replace "3Q2,65Q" with "382,650 .. 

Page 2, after tine 17. Insert: 

"Collection of restitution 

Page 2, tine 18, replace 1110,854,353" with "10,904,353" 

Page 2, llne 20, replace "10,104,353" with "10,154,353" 

Page 2, line 21, replace "53,853,115" with "53,753,509" 

Page 2, line 23, replace "56,070,936" with "55,971,330" 

Page 3, after line 12, Insert: 

50.000" 

"SECTION 6. LEGISLATIVE INTENT • RESTITUTION COLLECTION AND 
ENFORCEMENT. It is the Intent of the legislative assembly that the county and state 
offices performing restitution collection and enforcement activities as of April 1 , 2001 , 
continue to perform those activities until June 30. 2003." 

Page 3, line 20, replace "nlnety-one11 with "nlnety-twQ", after •eighl" insert "tw.Q .. , remove the 
overstrike over .. hl:fRdree", and replace "thirty-nine• with "eighty-nine" 

Page 3, line 21, replace ·ninety-six" with •ninety-nine" and replace .. §!K .. with 11
Q!1§

11 

Page 3, line 29, after "ttwee" Insert "seven•, remove the overstrike over "h~Adre6", and replace 
"fifteen .. with "§!xty-flv,t 

Page No. 1 18028.0205 



Page 3, Hne 30. re,,,ace 11ejghb·n10•• with ·010•~• and replace "QD.t" with "1.l.M'' 

Renumber accorc.fingly 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

Senate 8111 No, 2002 • 8umm,ry ot Conftrtnct Commtttff Acllon 

E)(ECUTIVE 
BUOOET 

~Condllcl Commlulon 
T Olli .. fundl 
Lttilt~lnwmt 
Gtnlfllfund 

SENATE 
\lt;ASION 

$7,t4U32 

-l"~i4w2 

$10,854,363 ,,o.e 

CONFF.RtNCE 
COMMITTEE 

CHANGES 

t-..O.M1) 

t'Mo"lii1 

($108,7251 

\iioe,725) 

so -~ 
$50,000 

$50,000 

($99.606) 

($99.606) 

CONFERENCE 
COMMITlEe 

VERSION 

$7,$03,951 

v.eoT.951 

Senate BIii No, 2002 • Supreme Court - Conferenc;:e Commlttee Action 

T04aldlunds 

Leu fftlm~ed lncOl"l'le 

Gtnetal fund 

FTE 

EXECUTIVE 
BUDGET 

$5,659,939 
1,845, .. 1 t 

163,250 
~ 

$7,667,669 

4 •. 50 

SENATE 
VERSION 

$5,637,102 
1,646.411 

163,250 
~ 

$7.6.4,832 

CONFERENCE 
COMMITTEE 
CHANGES 

$20,852 
(6t.733) 

(S4o.881I 

rs•o.eeo 
o.oo 

CONFERENCE 
COMMITTEE 

VERSION 

$6.857,954 
1.583,678 

153,250 
~ 

$7,603,951 

$7,603,951 

44.50 

Dept. 181 • Supreme Court• Detail of Conference Committee Changes 

Salaries and wages 
()pef allnO ellptflle$ 
EQUipment 
Judges' re0rement 

r ota1 a1 funds 

Lesa estimated Income 

Genefal fund 

FTE 

INCREASE 
FUNDING FOR 

JUDGES' 
SALARY 

INCREASES 1 

$20,852 

$20,852 

$20,852 

0.00 

DECREASE 
FUNDING FOR 
OPERATING 
EXPENSES 

($61.733) 

($61.733) 

($61,733) 

0.00 

TOTAL 
CONFERENCE 
COMMITTEE 
CHANGES 

$20,852 
(61,733) 

(S.0,881) 

0.00 

HOUSE 
VERSION 

$7,828.463 

'17.ii'&,463 

$10,86-4,353 

$10,9 

HOUSE 
VERSION 

$5,682,466 
1,583.678 

163,260 
~ 

$7,628,463 

$7,62M63 

44.S0 

COMPARISON 
TO HOUSE 

t'2Ul~I 

-- (t2fl121 

($125,0941 

($12&,094) 

$0 

$0 

$60,000 

-$5o.OOO 

($99.606) 

($99.606) 

COMPARISON 
TO HOUSE 

($24,5121 

($24.5121 

($2 •. 5121 

0.00 

1 This arnendmenl providei additional funding l0t Supreme Court jusuces' salaries S1 ,250 pe, year whiCh resutts in &alJry lnaeases ol appfOximalely 
eight pe,cent lot the fit st year ot tht biennium and seven percent for the second Yfl,r of the biennium. The Senale prOpOStd salary lneteases ol lilk 
and one-hail ptt'c«il fol NCh y.... ol tht biennium, and lhe House ptopOsed salary lnereases of nine pe«:enl fOf' lhe fltst year ol the biennium and 
a,Jpfolimalely eight pe,cenl k>f the second yet1 o, the biennium. 
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...,,,. IHI No, 2002 • o.,trlct Cowt• • Conftf'enct CommittN AcUon 
CONFERENCE COtffEAF.NCE 

li>CECUTIVf SENATE COMMITTEE COMt.41 rTEE 
8U00£T VERSION CHANGES Vf:HSION =---.. 126, f43,9r,o l2U53.0t'~ $103,6:19 125,056.664 

M#'9tllptnMt 10,218.933 t0,21U33 1212,2~4) 10,004.669 
fqu,p,nent 176,160 876,t&O ,,~.160 
~'letNtmtnt 171.381 uu,, 8/8,311 

Ctnltalltgal ,0,000 80,000 80.000 
fflNtCh Mtrn••~• 40,000 ,o.ooo 40,000 
rttolulion ---

____ .. 
-·- .... ~-----· 

TOlllalllundl 137,23◄ ..I ◄ '37,043,489 (I 109,7261 $36,93V6◄ 

LtH tlllrNltd income 11IJM,Q71 1.1Q1,Q7J. I I lj◄ ,07\ 

OtnttaJlund 138,0-40,343 $35.8-41».418 ($109,726) $35. 740,693 

FTE 191.60 191.&0 0,00 1916-0 

Dept. 182 • Dl1trlct Court,• Detall of Conference Commlttff Change, 
INCREASE 

FUNOINOFOA DECREASE TOTAL 
JUDGES' FUNOINQFOR CONFERENCE 
SALARY OPERATING COMMITTEE 

INCREASES I E>CPENSES CHANGES 

S1lar1t, Ind WIQfl $103.639 $103.539 
Optf1llnQ fl(ptnMI ($212.2641 (212.264) 
Equlpmtnt 
Ju~• fttittmtnt 
UN • Ctntr1I • 

ftNlreh 
AltttnltiVt diapule 

rtlOlutlOn -----
TOia! 1M funds $10U39 ($212,26-4) ($108,725) 

Less estimated income 

Oene11I fund $103.639 ($212,264) ($108.725) 

FTE o.oo 0,00 0,00 

HOUSE 
VERSION 

126.181,6~6 
10.00466~ en,.,!io 

878~1 
80.000 

40 000 
-· ··-- -~ , .... -·~. 
131,059.658 

1,194,1.Q}J 

$36.865.787 

191 50 

C<>MPAW~ON 
lOtiOU!-if 

($1l6.01J4! 

(1126.0941 

0 00 

1 This amendment Pf0111de1 additional lunding le< district court Judats of $750 per year which resu~s In salary Increases ot approMimalely seven 
percen1 fQf the 11nt v .. r and tht second year ol the biennium. The Senate propoaed salary lncrtases or she and one,hall i,ercent lor each year of 
the biennium, and the Houst proposed salary increaae, ol approMlmately eight percent lor each year ol the biennium. 

Senate em No. 2002 • Clerk of District Court • Conference Committee Action 
CONFERENCE CONFERENCE 

EXECUTIVE SENATE COMMITTEE COMMITTEE HOUSE 
BUDGET VERSION CHANGES VERSION VERSION 

salaries and wages $7,132.966 $7,132,006 $7,132,966 $7,132,966 
Operating e~penses 3,338,737 3,338,737 3,3~.737 3,338,737 
Equlpmenl 382,650 382.650 382,650 382,650 
Colleetlon of restitution §&W 550.000 50,000 

Total a• lunds $11,493,326 $10,854,353 $50,000 $10.90,"353 $10,854,353 

Lesa estimated Income ~ 750,000 l§.Q&QQ 750,000 

General lund $10,7-43,326 $10,104,353 $50,000 S10, 154,353 $10,104,353 

Fl'E 103.00 96.00 0,00 96.00 96.00 

Dept. 184 - Clerk of District Court• Detail of Conference Committee Changes 

Sala1les and wages 
Opefating 8l(ptnMS 
Equipment 
Collection of restitulion 

TOia! .. funds 

Leu 85tlmaltd income 

o.netallund 

FTE 

PROVIDE 
FUNDING FOR 

COllEOTION AND 
ENFOACEMENT OF 

RESTITUTION 1 

~ 

$50,000 

$50,000 

0.00 

TOTAL 
CONFERENCE 
COMMITTEE 
CHANGES 

U2.QQ2 

sso.ooo 

$50,000 

0,00 

COMPARISON 
TO HOUSE 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$50,000 

0.00 

Page No. 3 18028.0205 
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&tnllt am No, 2002 • Other Ching,, • Conference CommlttN Action 

The fotlowlng achtdule provides Information regardl~ Supreme Cout1 and district court judges• salaries (' 
Including current 1alarie1, aalarles proposed In th:J lclal branch budget request. salaries proposed in 
Engro11ed senate em No, 2002, aatarlea propos In House amendment& to Engrossed Senate 8111 
No. 2002, and salaries proposed ln this amendment: 

SUPREME OTHER DISTRICT omen 
COURT SUPREME COURT l)ISTRICT 
CHIEF COURT PAE$IPINO COURT 

JUSTICE JUSTICES JU0OtS JUOOES 

stawt:i IMWII llllty authOfiztd i,y 
lht1 L~tAIMfflO!y 

$&7,8$5 $&5,483 $80,755 $78.887 Jutv 1, 

PloPQMd anmill lalarV inclWtd In lhe 
~0J1•0i judi(:lal bf'Meh budget ltqUftl 

$97,670 194,727 $90,043 $87,422 July t,2001 
July f, 2002 $99,621 96.622 $91,843 $89,m 

Propolld ~ :=to lndudld in 
Eng,ollld Senalfl 810 , 2002 

$113,608 $91,039 $86,00-4 $84,015 July 1, 2001 
Jul~ 1,2002 \99,521 $96.622 $91.~3 $89,171 

PropoMd annu. Ml,t)' Included In lhe 
HouM amtndmtnll 10 l:!ngrOIMd 
Senate BUI No, 2002 

$8T,604 $$6,616 July,, 2001 $96,108 $93,639 
JUIV 1, 2002 $10-4,621 $101,622 $~.843 ,~2.m 

PropoNd IMl.ltl talary Included in 
Conlerenct Committee amendmen1 

$92,289 $66,764 $8-4,785 July 1, 2001 $94.868 
July 1. 2002 $102,021 $99,122 $93,3,43 $90,671 

Page No. 4 18028.0205 



2001 CONFERENCE COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES 
BILL/RJ;SOLUTION NO. SB 2002 

CONFERENCE COMMITTEE-Judiciary 

Legislative Council Amendment Number / tf c:J~/ ~ vt'cJ.-5__. 
• 

;a::: recommends that tho (SENA~ (ACCEDE to) 

the (Sen~mondments on (SJ/HJ) page(✓?' 2L • ,,!cl.1. ~ 
0 having been unable to agree, recommends that tho committee bo dlschurged and u 

om) 

newcommittcebea1>~~/ ~ 

Action Taken ~~ {_4/li /~' _______ _ 

Motio11MadeBy ~~ SeCOndedBy ~~~ 
nator/Representativc ,___; Senator/Representati v ~ 

Senators Yes No Representative Yes No 

Senator Nething V Representative Timm t/ 

Senator Solberg / Representative Byerly vi 

Senator Tallackson ✓ Representative G1assheim ✓ 

I Yes-4z__ No cJ Absent ----



•■PORT OF CONFERENCE COMMITTEE (420) 
Aprll 23, 2001 7:37 1,m. 

Module No: SR• 72•9018 

lnHrt LC: 18028,0205 

REPORT OF CONFERENCE COMMITTEE 
88 2002, 11 engroaHd: Your conference committee (Sens, Nethlng, Solberg, Tallai:kson 

and Reps. Tfmm. Byerly, Olasshelm) recommends that the HOUSE RECEDE from the 
House amendments on SJ pages 1071-1073, adopt amendments as follows, and place 
SB 2002 on the Seventh order: 

That the House recede from Its amendments as printed on pages 1071-1073 of the Senate 
Journal and pages 1171-1173 of the House Journal and that Engrossed Senate BIii No. 2002 
be amended as follows: 

Page 1, ltne 4, after "Code" Insert": to provide a statement of legislative Intent" 

Page 1, line 15, replace tt5,637, 102" with tt6,657,954" 

Page 1, line 16, replace "1i645,411" with 111,583,678" 

Page 1, fine 19, replace "7,644,832" with "7,603,951" 

Page 1, Hne 22, replace "24,953,025" with H25,056,564" 

Page 1, tine 23, replace "10,216,933H with "10,004,669" 

Page 2, line 4, replace "37,043i489" with "36,934,764" 

Page 2, line 6, replace .. 35,849,418" with "35,740,693" 

Page 2, Una 17, replace "382,650" with "382,650" 

Page 2, after line 17, Insert: 
"Collection of restitution 

Page 21 line 18, replace "10,854,353" with "10,904,353" 

Page 2, line 20, replace H10,104,353" with "10,154,353" 

Page 2, line 21, replace 1153,853, 115" with "53,753,509" 

Page 2, lfne 23, replace "56,070,936 .. with "55,971,330" 

Page 3, after line 12, Insert: 

50,000" 

"SECTION 6. LEGISLATIVE INTENT - RESTITUTION COLLECTION AND 
ENFORCEMENT. It I~ the intent of the legislative assembly that the county and state 
offices performing restitution collection and enforcement activities as of April 1, 2001, 
continue to perform those activities until June 30, 2003." 

Page 3, line 20, replace "ninety-one .. with "ninety-two", after .. e½JM" Insert "two"1 remove the 
overstrike over "huAafoEI", and replace "thirty-nine" with "eighty-nine" 

Page 3, line 21, replace "ninety-six" with "ninety-nine" and replace "§.!K" with "one" 

Page 3, line 29, after "tAf:ee" Insert "seven", remove the overstrike over .. hUAeFeEt"1 and replace 
.. flfteen11 with .. sixty-five" 

Page 3, llne 30, replace "eighty-nine" with "ninety" and replace .. one" with"~" 

Renumber accordingly 

I~ DESK. 12) COMM Paae No. 1 111111111111111 
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IIIPOIIT OP CONl'IRINCI COMMITl'EE (420) 
April a. 2001 7:37 1.m. 

BTATIMENT OF PURPOSE OP AMENDMENT: 

llnl1t am No, 2002 • summary of Conference Commlttte Action 

CONFf.AF;NCE CONFl:RENCE 
EXECUTIVE $iENATE COMMITTEE COMMITTEE 

BUDGET EASION CHANGES VERSION 

811P(,mtC(x#t 
$7,667,669 $7,644.832 ($40,880 $7,603,001 Totallllfundl 

lt11 Nllmated Income -,;----- V.$44]32 sr.80'3·.9,n· Genttal fund 7,687,669 ($40,880 

District Oourtt 
T Olli Ill tundt $37,~◄,414 $37,043,489 ($108.726) $36,834 I 76<C 
ltN ettimalfrl Income J•1f3'8U s3Hff:iU ~,1~f1 Oeneral fund $ ,O◄ ' ($106.726) $3 ,7 , §3 

Judicial ConduQt Oommltalon 
TOlll III tun<M $628,262 $528.262 $0 $528.262 
Lt11 nllmaled Income JBifj ,B ------io ~ Gentfll fund 

Cieri! of Dltltlct Oowt 
Total all funds $11,493,326 $10,854,353 $50,000 $10,904,363 
Ltll astlmaled lnr.:ome ,,o.~m ~QQ H General lund $101 I 53 $50,000 $10, , 

Bi# Total 
Total Iii funds $58,923,671 $56.070,936 ($99,606) $65,971,330 
Lesa t1llmaled locome J,217,8u 2,(!7,,21 J,217,821 
Oenet'al fund $ ,706,8 $63, 3, 16 ($99,606) $ .163,609 

Senat, em No. 2002 - Supreme Court • conference Committee Action 

CONFEAl:NCE CONFEAl:NCE 
EXECUTIVE SENATE COMMITTEE COMMITTEE 

BUDGET VERSION CHANoes 1/ERSION 

Balarie• and Wage& $5,659,939 $6,637,102 $20,852 $6,657,954 
Operating eicpen.es 1,&45,411 1,645,◄ 11 (61,733) 1,583,678 
Equipment 163,250 163,250 153,250 
Judges' redrement ~ ~ 209.Q69 

Total all fonds $7,667,669 $7.644,832 ($40,881) $7,603,951 

Lesi estlmaled Income 

Genef'al fund $7,667,669 $7,644,632 ($40,881) $7,603,951 

FTE 44.50 44.50 0.00 44.60 

Dept. 181 - Supreme Court• Delall of Conference Committee Changes 

INCREASE 
FUNOlNGFOR DEGREASE TOTAL 

JUDGES' FUNDING FOR CONFERENCE 
SALARY OPERATING COMMITTEE 

INCREASES 1 EXPENSES CHANGES 

8allwies and wages $20,852 $20,852 
Op8f'allnQ eicpen • ($61,733) (61,733) 
Equipment 
Judget' retltement 

Tculllllunds $20,852 ($61,733) ($40,88H 

Lm eetimalad Income 

General lund $20,852 ($81,733) (S-40,881) 

FTE 0.00 o.oo 0.00 

Di2n~ Nn !) 

Module No: SR•72•I01t 

lnHrt LC: 18028,0205 

IIOUSE COMPAnlSON 
1/EflStON TO HOUSE 

$7,628,403 ($24,612) 

$7.628~◄6:i --($2(612) 

$37,069,858 ($t26,094) 

H!tW $3 I 0 
... ($125,094) 

$528,262 $0 

M $ ' 
-----~,o 

$10,854,353 $50,000 

a $10, , $50,000 

$66,070,936 ($99,606) 
~1217,821 

$5 ,A53,115 --($99,600) 

HOUSE COMPARISON 
VERSION TO HOUSE 

$5,662,466 ($24,512) 
1,683,678 

153,260 
W,~ 

$7,628,463 ($24,5t2) 

$7,628,4~:l ($24,512) 

44.E'•0 0.00 

C.CI 7'>.at\Hl 
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fllPOflT OI' CONl'lfllNCI COMMITTEE (420) 
April 13, 2001 7:17 1.m. 

Sanatt BUI No, 2002 • Dt1trtot Court, • Conflf'1nc1 CommlttM Action 

CONFERENCE CONFERENCE 
EXECUTIVE 6eNATE COMMITTEE COMMITTEE 

~POET VERSION CHANOl!S VERSION 

Salarltaandwagn f25,t43,9li() $24,&l,3,026 ,103,639 $26,0&6,!i6.t 
Opefatlflg tlif)tnMI 10.2te,933 10,218,933 (212,26◄} 10,00◄ ,6()9 
E~t 876,150 a7&,t50 876,150 
~'retitemtnt 878,081 878,3&1 8'f8,381 

Ctnlfallegal 80,000 80,000 80,000 
re1e1tch 

AAtmlMlv• dllWI• 40,000 40,000 40,000 
rer.okltlon ·-·--- ----

Total Ill fundf $37,234,414 $37,043,489 ($108,726) $36,93-4,76-4 

Lffl estlmatlfd Income .!JjtQll 1.111:4.071 .L!iWl.1 
General fund $36,040,343 $35,849,-418 ($108,725} $35,740,693 

FTE 191,50 191.60 0,00 191.60 

Dept. 182 • District Courts• Detail of Conferen~e Committee Changes 

Salarlel and Wages 
Op&,aling ellf)ef11et 
Eqolpmei\1 
Judciet' retlrfffltnC 
UNO • Central legal 

teseatch 
Altemallva dlapote 

resoklllon 

Total all fundl 

Leu estimated Income 

Genetal lund 

FTE 

INCAEASE 
FUNDING FOR 

JUDG€S' 
SAt.AAV 

INCREASE:S f 

$103,639 

$103,639 

$103,639 

0.00 

DECREASE 
FUNOINGFOA 
OPERATING 
EXPENSES 

($212,264) 

($212,264) 

($212,264) 

0,00 

TOTAL 
CONFERENCE 
COMMITTEt: 
CHANGES 

$103,539 
(212,264) 

($108,726) 

($108,725) 

0,00 

Module No: IR-72-9011 

lnNrt LC: 18028,0208 

UOUSI: COMPAHISC"' 
VERSION TO HOUBl: 

$26,181,668 
10,0Q.4,689 

($126,09-4) 

876,160 
878,381 
80,000 

40,000 
---- .. -~-~-... 

$37,069,668 ($126,09-4) 

~l! ----·-~·--
$36,865,787 ($126,09◄) 

191.60 o.oo 

1 'This amendment J)l'OVldes additional funding for dlslrlct court Judges ol $750 per year which resuhs In salary Increases of approximately seven 
percent l0t the llral year and trn, second year of the biennium. The Senate proposed salary Increases of six and one-half percent for each year of 
the biennium, and the Houlltl propo~ salary Increases of app(O)(lmalely eight percent for each year of the biennium. 

Senate BIii No. 2002 - Clerk of District Court - Conference Committee Action 

CONFERENCE CONFERENCE 
EXECUTIVE SENATE COMMITTEE COMMITTEE HOUSE COMPARISON 

BUDGET VERSION CHANGES VERSION VERSION TO HOUSE 

Salaries and wages $7,132,966 $7,132,966 $7,132,966 $7,132,966 
Operating exper!IN 3,338,737 3,338,737 3,338,737 3,338,737 
Equipment 382,650 382,650 382,650 382,650 
Collection of restitution mm $50,000 60,000 $50,000 

Total .. funds $11,493,326 $10,854,353 $50,000 $10.904,353 $10,864,353 $50,000 

Leu estlmaled Income 760,000 760,000 760,000 750,000 

o.n.atlund $10,743,326 $1o,104,363 $50,000 $10,154,353 $1 o, 104,353 $50,000 

FTE 103.00 96.00 0.00 96.00 96,00 0.00 

Dept. 184 • Clerk of District Court .. Detail of Conference Committee Changes 

(2) DESK, (2) COMM Page No. 3 SR·72·9016 



REPORT OF CONFERENCE COMMITTEE (420) 
April 23, 2001 7:37 a.m. 

PROVIDE 
FUNOINGFOO TOTAL 

COl.LECflON AND CONFERENCE 
ENFORCEMENT OF COMMIT'rEE 

RESTITUTION f CHANGES 

Salsletandwages 
~lllnO • .,.., ... 
Equlpmtnl 
Co#ectlon of restilutlon ~ ~ 

Total all funds $50,')00 $50,000 

Lesa estlmattd Income 

Gentt9' fund $50,000 $50,000 

FTE 0,00 0,00 

Module No: SR-72-9016 

Insert LC: 18028.0205 

f This amendment adds a section ol leQlslaUve Intent regarding the collection and enforcement ol reslilullon and provides rolaled funding from tho 
gene,al fund of $50,000, 

Senate em No. 2002 • Other Changes .. Conference Committee Action 

The followlng schedule provides Information regarding Supreme Court and district court Judges' salaries 
Including current salaries, salaries proposed In the Judicial branch budget request, salaries proposed In 
Engrossed Senate BIii No. 2002, salaries proposed In House amendments to Engrossed Senate BIii 
No. 2002, and salaries proposed In this amendment: 

SUPREMt OTUER OISTAICT OTHER 
COURT SUPREME COURT DISfAIOT 
CHIEF COURT t>AESIOINO COUFH 

JUSTICE JUSTICES JUDGES JUDGES 

Sta'r:¥ annual &alary authorized by 
the 1 L,=lvs Assembly 

$87,895 $85,483 July 1, $80,756 $78,887 

P1ot)Oled ...... .la! &alary Included In lhe 
2001-03 judlclaj bl'Meh bud(lel reque1t 

July 1,2001 191,510 f9-t,727 190,043 $87,422 
Juty 1,2002 99,521 96,622 91,843 $89,171 

~ annuli sall~ctuded In 
Enc,o&Nd Senate em . 2002 

July1,2001 f93,608 f91,039 m,004 $84,015 
July 1, 2002 ~.521 96,622 ,843 $89,111 

PioPONd annual &alary Included In the 
HcMM 1meodmentt to Eno,ouod 
Senate BIii No, 2002 
~ t,2001 $96,108 $93,539 1:1,504 :gs,s15 
Juty 1,2002 $104,521 $101,622 94,843 2, t71 

f:'YOP.ONd annuli salary Included In 
~ CommfflH IMtndmtnt 

July 1 I 2001 
Jufv t, 2002 

$94,858 
$102,021 

f92,289 
00.1~2 

m,764 
,343 

=,765 
,811 

Engrossed SB 2002 was placed on the Seventh order of business on the calendar. 

(2) DI~ (2) COMM Page No. 4 
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Prepared by the North Dakota Legislative CouncU 
staff for Senate Appropriations 

.,.,.nment 110 . Judfclal Branch 
mate am No. 2002 

2001-03 Schafer Executive Budget 

1999-2001 Legislative Appropriations 

Increase (Decrease) 

2001·03 Hoeven Executive Budget 

Hoeven Increase (Decrease) to Schafer 

FTE Po1ltlon1 
343.00 

351.00 -·--·-
~a.001 

343.00 

0.00 

-". 

January 16, 2001 

General F: :':ld Other Fund, 
$54,705,850 $2,217,821 

40,640,576 1,049,943 ........... ___ 
$14,065,274 $1,167,878 

----• $54 I 705,850 $2,217,821 

$0 $0 --
Major Schafer Recommendation■ Affecting Judicial Branch 2001..03 Budget 

Total 
$56,923,671 

41,689_!51 ~ 

$15,233,152 

$56,923,6~.! 

so 

General Fund Other Fund• Total 
1. Provides for the following Supreme Court changes: 

a. Provides funding for an 11 percent salary Increase for the Supreme 
Court justices for the first year of the biennium and a two percent 
Increase for the second year, 

b. lncreaset operating e,cp&nses primarily for operation of thA law 
library. 

c. Decreases funding for fonner Justices' roliroment. 

2. Provides for the following district court changes: 

a. Provides funding for an 11 percent s0lary incteasa for the district 
court Judges for the first year of the biennium and 0 two percent 
Increase for the second year. 

b. Eliminates 2 FTE positions, Including one Judgeship (the number of 
judges needed to be redU¢ed to 42 by January 2, 2001 ), 

c. Adds the following 4 new FTE positions: 
1,00 FTE other• Not clusslfled (legal assistant) 
.50 Fre other• Not classlfted (district court secretary) 
.50 FTE other• Not classlfled (district court secretory) 
1.00 FTE other• Not classified (computer F.upport position) 
1.00 FTI: other• Not classified (juvenile court officer) 

d. Increases operating e,cpenses primarily In tha awes of lnformaUon 
technology contractual services ($338,422), opeta11ng fees and 
services ($599,054), and professional ser.ilces ($426,961) 

e. Increases funding tor fonner Judges' retlrnment 

3, No slgnlftcant changes for the Judlclal Conduct Commission and 
Olsclpllnary Board. 

4, Provides for the following cleri< of district court changeEi: 

a. Ellmlnates 8 FTE positions and lncreasns funding for tho clerk of 
district court unification 

$126,426 

$109,897 

($67,/91) 

$992,579 

($275,435) 

$38,271 
$40,137 
$40,137 
$84,063 
$84,063 

$842,314 

$63,820 

$9,341,026 

$38,271 

$437,581 

$750,000 

Major HotYen Recommend1tlon1 Afffttlng Judicial Branch 2001.0, Budget 
Comrared to the BIii II Introduced (Schafer Budget) 

The Hoeven executive budget did not change the Schafer 8)(ecut11Je budget recommundallon. 

Major L1gl1l1tlon Affecting th• Judicial Branch 

$126,426 

$109,897 

{$67,791) 

$992,579 

($275,435) 

$76,542 
$40,137 
$40,137 
$84,063 
$64,063 

$1,279,895 

$63,820 

S 10,091,626 

enate 8111 No, 2081 estabUshet an Indigent defen&e administration fund and provldut1 a continuing appropriation for all moneye 
lted ln the fund. 

Senate BIii No. 2083 provides Changes for Judges' retirement boMnts. 



Prepared by the North Dakota Leglstatlve Cooncil 
staff for House Appropriatk>ns 

March 5, 2001 

rtment 180 .. Judk:lal Branch 
BIN No. 2002 

FTE Poaltlona General Fund OtherFunda 
2001-03 Schafer EMecutive Budget 343.00 $54,705,850 $2,217,821 

1999-2001 Legislative Appropriations 351.00 40,640,576 1,049,943 

Increase (Decrease) ie,oo~ $14,065,274 $1,167,878 

2001-03 Hoeven Executive Budget 343.00 $54,705,850 $2,217,821 

Hoeven Increase (Decrease) to Schafer 0.00 $0 so 

MIJor Schlftr Recommendatlona Affecting Judlclal Branch 2001.03 Budget 

1. Provtdel for the following Supreme Court changes: 
a. Provides funding for an 11 percent sata,y Increase for the Supreme 

Court Jutticel for the flf'lt year of the biennium and a two percent 
lncreate for the aecond year, (The Senate decreased funding by 
$22,837, to $103,589, to adjUlt the ula,y Increase for Supreme 
Court Juatlcal to a 6.5 percent lncree11 for each year of the 
bleMlum.) 

b. lncte .... operating eMpenHI primarily for operation of the law 
llbrlty, 

c. 0ecre .... funding for former juatice1' retirement. 

• Provktel for the following district court changes: 

•· Provides funding for an 11 percent satlt'Y lncreaae for the district 
court judgel for the first year of the biennium and a two percent 
lncre11• for the l8COnd year. (The Senate decrelled funding by 
$190,ffl, to $801,654, to adjust the Nlary lncteaM for dlltrict court 
Judgll to a 8.5 percent lncte118 for each year of the t,1enn,um.) 

b, EllmNtll 2 FTE poaHlont, lndudlng one Judgeship (the number of 
JudgM needed to bl reduced to 42 by January 2, 2001 ), 

c, Addi the fotlowlng .. ntW FTE poafftonl: 
1,00 FTE other• Not clauHlld (legat aul1tant) 
,50 FTE other• Not clNllflld (dlltrict court IICl'ltary) 
,50 FTE other· Not clNllflld (district court IICfltlfy) 
1.00 FTE other• Not dallfflld (computer 1upport poaltk>n) 
1,00 FTE other• Not cllufflld (jwtnlle court offlc«) 

d. fncrtMM operating expenNt prtmlrily In the lf'NI of Information 
tlCh.iology contl'ICtuli NNtcN ($338,422). operating feel and 
NMCe1 (SH0,054), and proflNk>nlt Mrvtcet ($428,081) 

•· lnctNNI funding tor former Judgll
1 
retirlment 

3, No elgnlbnt chllngel tor the Jucffdlt Conduct Commlulon and 
~ Board, 

4, ~ for thl fotlowlng cllt1c of district CCMAt1 ehlngtt: 
1. lllmlnatiM 10 FT! poeltk>nl and lncf'laHI funding for the cterk of 

dtetrtct court~. (Tht 8enatl removed funding for coltectlon 
of ,..tltutlon In tht amount d 1838,073,) 

General Fund Other Fund8 

$126,426 

$109,897 

($67,791) 

$992,579 

($275,435) 

$38.271 $38,271 
$40,137 
$40,137 
SM,063 
SM.083 

$842,314 $437,581 

$63,820 

$780,000 

Major HotWn IIINOmmlftdlttone Mreotlnt Judlcl1I lrlnch 2001-03 BudOtt 
Compertd to thl IIH II lnttocNotd (lohlftt ludget) 

Hoewn ulCUdvt budget did not change the 8cheftr 1,cecuttvt budget recommendation. 

Total 
$56,923,671 

41,690,519 

$15,233,152 

$56,923,671 

so 

Total 

$126,426 

$109,897 

($67.791) 

$992,579 

($275,435) 

S76,M2 
$40,137 
$-10, 137 
$84,083 
$84,083 

$1,279,895 

$63,820 



Major~ Affecting the Judlcl1I Branch 

Senate BIN No. 2081 ettabMlhet an applcatior1 fM for lndJgent defense and pro•lkkts a continuing appropriatk>n f« all moneys 
coMected. fTh" bll h8I been patHd by the Senate,) 

BIi No. 2083 ptcwidel changes for judgel' retirement benefits. (Thie bil has been paned by both the Senate and the House.) 

S..... BIi No. 2383 lncteaeu the compenution tor dlltrict court Jurors from $25 to $50 f« each day subsequent to the fir'lt day of 
Jury duty. (TINI bit hu been patled by the Senate.) 

Swnma.y of Leglalatlve Chlngee Ruulting From First Houte Action 

See Statement of Purpose of Amendment (attached). 
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•••• Bill No. 2002 • Fundin1 Summary 

f:ncutlvt Stn•tt StHtf 
Bud1tt Chango Vtnlon 

Supreme Court 
Salaries 111d wages $5,659,939 (S22,ll.l71 SS,637,102 
Operatfn1 exptnses 1,645,411 1,645,411 
Equipment I S3,2SO I S3,2SO 
Judaes rttlrement 209,069 209,069 ,,, 

-Total all l'unds $7,667,669 ($22,837) $7,644,832 
Less estimated income 0 0 0 
General fund $7,667,669 ($22,837) $7,644,832 

f-iE 44.SO 0.00 44.50 

District Courts 
Salanes and wa,es $25,143,9$0 ($190,925) S24,9S3,02S 
()ptratln1 expenses 10,216,933 10,216,933 
E:qulpmenl 81S,ISO 875, I SO 
Judaet retlremtnl 878,381 878,381 
UNO• Central legal 80.000 80,000 

researi:h 
Altematlve dispute 40,000 40,000 

resolution 

TotlJ all t\.tnda $3?,234,414 ($190,925) $37,043,489 
Less estimated Income 1,1941071 0 1,194,071 
Oeneral f'und $36,040,343 ($190,925) $35,849,418 

f/TE 191.SO 0.00 191.SO 

Judlclal Conduct Commission 
Judlclal conduct comm & $528,262 $528,262 

disclpllna,y bd 

Total a.II f'unds $528,262 $0 $528,262 
Less estimated Income 273,750 0 273,?SO 
Oeneral f'und $254,512 so $254,512 

FTB 4,00 0.00 4.00 

Clerk of District Court 
Salaries and WaJOS $7,132,966 $7,132,966 

;:, Opcr1tln1 eitpenses 3,338,737 3,338,737 
Equipment 382,650 382,6$0 
Collection otr.11l1utlon 638,973 (638,973) 

T ota.l all f'und1 SI 1,493,326 ($638,973) SI 0,854,353 
I.Au ettlmatld Income ?501000 0 750,000 
Oeneral f'und SI0,?43,326 ($638.973) $ I 0, I 04,353 

FTS IOJ,00 (?,00) 96.00 

9111 Tow 
TOCII all ftinds SJ6,923,6?1 (SU2,735) $56,070,936 
LeH eatlma&ed lnc:omt 212171821 0 2,217,821 
Otntral t\ind S54,705,8SO ($152,735) S53,853, 115 

FTE 343.00 (7,00) 336,00 

-

S92002 



uui BIil No. 2002 • Supreme Court - Senate Action 

Sal111ts and wa,es 
Operat1r11 eicpenses 
EqulpMent 
Judaes retirement 

Total aJI funds 
Len estimated Income 
OeMtal fund 

FTE 

Exec•l&~t 
l11dttt 
SS,659,939 

1,64S.4 I t 
153.lSO 
209,069 

$1,667,669 
0 

$7.667,669 

44.SO 

Se■-te 
Ch1■1e1 

($22,837) 

($22,837) 
0 

($22,837) 

0.00 

Department No, 181 • Supreme Court• Detail or Senate Changes 

Salaries and wa,es 
()pet1tln1 tltpt"Mt 
Equipment 
Judaes reclrement 

Total lll fund1 
Less ettlmaced Income 

OeMtal Alnd 

FTB 

AdJutt Fundlna 
tor J1tdae1' 

Salary 
l1terta1t11 

($22,837) 

<S22,sn, 
0 

($22,837) 

0.00 

Total Senate 
Ch1111t1 

(122,837) 

($22,837) 
0 

($22,837) 

0.00 

St11tt 
Ver"OII 

SS,637,102 
1,64$,411 

I S),250 
209,069 

$1,644,832 
0 

$7,644,832 

44.SO 

03/02/0 l 

1 This amendment adjusts the salary Increases for Supreme Court Judges trom an 11 percent Increase for the tlrst year and a 2 percent 
'.! Increase for the second year to approximately a 6.5 percent Increase each year of the biennium which results In Judges' salaries for the 

second year of the biennium being the same as the salaries requested In the executive budget, 

Senate BIii No. 2002 " DJ1trtct Courtt • Sfnate Aetfon 

Sal.wt and w.,.. 
Opffltir11 elCptnNt 
Equipment 
Jud,et tttlttment 
UNO • Central le1aJ mearoh 
AltnMl\'f dispute rtlolutlon 

Total all ftHtdt 
lMI estlmattd Income 
OtMrtl 1\11,d 

m 

Executive 
Buda•• 
S25, 143,950 

10,216,933 
115,150 
171,381 
101000 
40,000 

SJ6,040,J4l 

191.50 

SeHtt 
ChHlff 

($190,925) 

($190,925) 
0 

(S190,92~) 

0,00 

2 

Senate 
Vtrafull 
S24,953,025 

10,216,933 
115,150 
171,311 
80,000 
40,000 

• $37,043,419 
1,194,071 

SH,149,411 

191.SO 

S82002 
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partment No, 182 - District Courts - DetaU of Stnate Changes 

Salaries and waaes 
Opetttln1 eltpenses 
Equipment 
Judaes retirement 
UND • Central legal research 
Allcmatlvc dl$pute rcsolullon 

Total all tuncu 
Less flttimated Income 

Otneral t'und 

FTE 

AdJ&lll Fundln• 
torJud1u' 

Saluy 
l1trt11t11 

($190,925) 

($190,925) 
0 

($190,925) 

0.00 

'folal Sfn11lt 
Chan1t1 

($190,92S) 

($190,925) 
0 

m90,92S) 

0.00 

03/02/0 I 

1 This amendment adjusts the salary Increases for district court Judges from an 11 percent Increase for the flrst year and a 2 percent 
Increase (or the second year to approximately a 6.S percent Increase each year of the bleMlum which results in judges' salaries for the 
second year of the bleMlum being the same as the salaries requested In the executive budget. 

n1te BUI No. 2002 .. Judlelal Conduct Commltslon - Senate ActJon 

The ~nate did not chanse the Schafer executive budget recommendation for the Judicial Conduction Commission and Disciplinary 
Board. Oovemor Hoeven did not propose any changes to the Schafer recommendation for this agency, 

Senate am No. 2002 • Clerk ot District Court • Senate Action 

Executive Senate 
l1.1qet Chan1e1 

Salaries and wqes $7;132,966 
Operat1n1 eltpenm 3.331,737 
Equipment 382,6SO 
Collection or re1tltutlon 638,973 (638,973) 

Total all ftindt S 11,493,326 ($638,973) 
Leu estimated Income 1so1000 
Otneraf f\ind i 10, 743,J26 

0 
($638,973) 

m 103.00 (7.00) 

3 

Senate 
Ver1lon 

S?,132,966 
3,338,737 

382,650 

SI 0,854,lSJ 
• 7S0,000 

SI0,104,3$3 

96.00 

S82002 



rtmeat No, IM - Clerk o( District Court .. Detail or Senate Ch1n1es 

SaJlries and wa,es 
Ope,1tln1 e,cpenses 
l!qulpme,u 
Colletllon of restitution 

Total all funds 
Ltu esUmated lncomt 

Oenetal f'und 

FT~ 

Rt•on 
f'Hdl11 for 
C olltc t101 of 
RestUutlon 

(638,973} 

($638,973) 
0 

($638,973) 

(HO) 

Tot•I Stnilt 
Chan.ta 

(638 97)) 

($638,973) 
0 

($638,973) 

(700) 

Sfnate am No, 2002 .. Other Ch1n1es • Senate Action 

This amendment also: 

03/02101 

• Adds a section allowing thejudlclal branch to carry over up to $350,000 of general fund appropriation authority from the 1999-
200 l biennium to the 200 I •03 bleMlum to consolidate and Integrate the east central judicial district's case management system 
with the unified court Information system (UCIS) used by the other six Judicial districts, 
Adds a section that encourages the Judicial branch to PICplore the possibility of using the electronic document management system 
services provided by the Information Technology Department for enhanced records management and data storage, 

• Provides for a Leaislatlve Council stud!,' of the Implementation of the c I erk of court unlflcatf on Including the responsibility for 
restitution collection and enforcement activities. 

The followlna schedule provides information regarding Supreme Court and district court Judges' salaries Including current salaries. 
salaries proposed In the Judicial branch budget request, and salaries proposed In the amendment: 

Statutory Annual Salary Propo11d Annual S1t1ry Propo11d Annual Salary 
Authorfzed by 1111 Included In tht 2001..03 Judlcf1t tncludtd In 

Lqf1(1tfvt AIMmbty Branch Budoet Rtquttt Propond Amendment 

July 1, 2000 July 1, 2001 July 1, 2002 July 1, 2001 July 1, 2002 
Suprtmt Court Chief Juttl~ $87,8015 $97,570 $99.!21 $93,608 S99,521 
Othtr Supreme Court Ju•ttce• $85,483 $94,127 $96,622 $91,039 $98,822 
Dlttrfct court pttlldlng judgtl $80,755 $90,~3 $91,843 see.~ $91,M3 
othtr dlttnct court Judgtt $78,887 $87,422 $89,171 $84,01& $89,171 

4 S92002 
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Supreme Court 1,aw J.,ibraey 

The Supreme Court Law Library provides the legal resources necessary for the legal 
research needs of the Supreme Court, the legislature, state agencies, penitentiary inmates, and the 
general public. Our library is also a part of ODIN and supplies legal materials via interlibrary 
loan to the colleges, universities, and public libraries throughout the state, 

A comp)ete law library is necessary for thorough research on legal issues. The cost of 
library materials continues to rise as the legal publishing industry is dominated by two major 
publishers, both foreign-owned, and their assumption of smaller publishers. These two 
publishers arc the official or main publisher for the statutes of most of the 50 states and of the 
U.S. Congress and for all the federal and mor.t of the state case reporters. 

To show the escalation in library costs, let me begin with a little background, According 
to Legal Information Buyer's Guide and Reference Manual, 1998w 1999, Ken Svengalis states 
that while the CPI increased 253% from 1974 to 1996, the cost of legal periodicals increased 
406%, looseleaf services increased 434%, legal continuations increased 1006%, and aJI serials 
increased 495%. A sampling of prices shows the continued escalation oflaw book prices: 

.. Northwest Reporter(/vol.) 
-Fed. Reporter (/vol.) 
-California Code 
-C.J.S . 
.. A,L.R. 5th (/vol.) 
-Fed, Practice Digest 
.. couch on Insurance 
-Shepard's CFR citator 
-Family Law Reporter 
-Labor Relation Reporter 

1228 1222 ~ 20.00 % 
59.50 64.00 7,6 68.50 7,0 
40.S0 43.25 6.8 47.00 8. 7 
1009 978 -3.1 1306 33.S 
3868 4134 6.9 4576 10.7 
68.25 12.25 5,9 78.2S 8.3 
1483 1037 -30.0 2264 54.2 
94S 1025 8.5 1109 8.2 
607 631 4.0 692 9.7 
650 709 9,1 750 5.8 
3918 4173 6.5 4486 7.5 

Prices, based on these figures. estimates currently collected by Ken Svengalis, and 
comments from librarians and publishers on the Jawlib listserv, are expected to continue rising at 
a 8-10% per annum rate. The Supreme Court Law Library has been trying to alleviate the impact 
of these increases. We have cut lesser used publications which can be obtained via interlibrary 
from the UND Law School Law Library or other libraries. We have also switched fonnat, ie. to 
cd-rom or internet if there is a price advantage. We have eliminated duplicate cories of 
publications and have cut publications if we have more than one title in an area, We continue to 
evaluatt. the collection and weed as appropriate, 

0 1 
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Legal Research 
& Reference Materials 

Spending 

Under/(Over) Budget 

Supreme Court 
Law Library 

Biennial Budget Comparison 

99--01 

$388,837 $20.02-4 $408,861 
5.2% 

$432 722 $454 972 

$45,885 $48 111 
1111.9% -11.8% 

2/512001 

01-03 

$110,626 $517,487 
27.2% 
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SURROGATE JUDGES 

Article VI, § 11 of the North Dakota Constitution provides: 

When any justice or judge has a conflict of interest in a pending cause or is 
unabJe to sit in court because he is physicaJly or mentalJy incapacitated, the 
chief justice, or a justice acting in his stead, shall assign a judge, or retired 
justice or judge, to hear the cause. 

A district or surrogate judge called by the Supreme Court to act as a member of the Supreme 

Court has the duties and powers of a Supreme Court Justice for the purpose of the case. 

State ex rel. Linde v, Robinson, 35 N.D. 410, 160 N.W. 512 (1916). 

Canon 3(E) of the Code of Judicial Conduct, copy attached, prescribes the 

circumstances when a judge must disqualify himself or herself, thus referring another judge 

to be assigned. The presiding judge of a district is authorized by Administrative Rule 2(8) 

and (9) to assign cases among judges of the district except when the presiding judge is 

disqualified in which case it is assigned in a manner provided by a local rule established by 

the judiciaJ district and approved by the Supreme Court. If there is no local rule, the 

assignment is made by the Chief Justice. 

The Chief Justice has authorized the Clerk of Court to choose judges to sit with the 

Supreme Court when one of the Justices is disqualified. The Chief Justice assigns judges 

into other districts when all judges of a district are disqualified or in the (rare) instances 

when a district may need assistance with its caseload from judges in other districts. 

N.D.C.C. § 27-17-03, copy attached, sets forth the authorization of and the procedure 

and payment for surrogate judges. Subsection 3 sets the compensation at 5% of the gross 

monthly salary of a judge of the court on which the surrogate sits for each day actually 

engaged in the perfonnance of duties, When sitting with the Supreme Court thiB is 

ordinarily one day, the day the case is heard, There are currently 8 judges named as 

su1Togate judges. The budget for surrogate judges for the next biennium is $15,000 and is 

found in the Salaries and Wages line item of the Supreme Court Budget Request, 
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District judges are not compensated over and above their salary when they sit with 

the Supreme Court or the temporary Court of Appeals. 

The temporary Court of Appeals is established under Ch. 27-02. l, N.D.C.C., which 

authorizes the Supreme Court to assign retired or active district court judges and retired 

justices of the Supreme Court to serve on three-judge panels of the temporary Court of 

Appeals if the Supreme Court has disposed of 250 cases in the 12 months preceding 

September l of any year. Although the Supreme Court has reached the 250 case requirement 

each year, we have used this option sparingly, assigning no cases in 1999 and only 3 cases 

in 2000. 

There is no specific item included in the budget for the temporary Court of Appeals 

because the minimal cost can be absorbed in the budget. 

4 
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CODE OF JUDICIAL CONDUCT Canon 3 

011,,rd tJ/ comp,m.~lltion ~., 11ot l"etieve the Judge of the 
c,oJ/gation 1m11cribed b11 Section ,JC(4), 

D, Disciplinary Responsibilities. 
(1) A judge who receives lnfonnatlon indicating a 

substantial likelihood th11t another judga hus commit
ted a violation of this Code should take appropriate 
action. A judge having knowledge • that another 
Judge has commlttod a violation ot· this Code that 
raises a substantial question as to the other judge's 
fitness for office shall 1nfonn the appropriate authori
ty,• 

(2) A judge who receives information Indicating a 
substantial likelihood that a lawyer ha.ii committed a 
violation of the Rules of Professional Conduct should 
take appropriute action, A Judge having knowledge • 
that a lawyer has committed 11 violation of the Rules of 
Professional Conduct thut rulses a substantlul ques
tion as to the lawynr1s honeaty, trustWol'thlneaH or 
fitness as a lawyer in other l'especta shall Inform the 
appropriate autho1ity, 

(:J) Acts of a Judge, lri thl:! discharge of dliwlpllnary 
responslbllltlmi, required or permitted by Sections 
30(1) and 30(2) are part of a Judge'8 Judlciul dutlus 
and shall be absolutely privileged, und no civil action 
pretilcated thel'eon muy be lnBtituted ugulnst the 
judge, 

Commf!ntarg 
ApproJ»"iate act/1111, may in.elude di,·evt co111mu11icrttlon 

1111th the Jadoe 01• /u WI/el' who htM eom.111 ltted tlrn 11iulation, 
,11h111· dfrr.ct ud/011 (f'cwui/able, and l'e/><wfirig the ululation to 
~ (JJ)'})Y'OJ>l'lt1fr t11tflw1'i./y m• uthe1· ag,mcy m· body. 

E, DfsquaHflcnUon. 
(1) A Judge sh11ll disqualify hlm1:1elf or herself ln a 

proceeding it1 which the judge's lmpa.rtl11llty might 
reasonably be questioned, lncludlt1g but not limited to 
Instances where: 

Commentar11 
Undar th /11 t'ltlr. <I• fudge I~ disqttalifi11d wltetui1111t• th.t1 

J11dgt 'a IIH/)(111 [a((f11 m fght r-ta11n11ably ht q11f!Mio11ed, rt(Jarri• 
tu~ wlttth11• a ~111 nf th11 flp+ic(flc tt1tlm1 itt Stctintt. ,l/i}(t J (l,pp/11, 
Frw tt<amplt, if a Judgt w~re in thf! Jffl)Ct11s o/11.tr,otiati11g [m-
1mplo11numt w{tlt a luw ·""'"• tlie Jud.Cit 1001ud bf! d(Hq1wl/fied 
/rfim t1,1.y mattel'tl in which. tho.t la.w firm. a~<u'f!d. 1t11lt1M 
tM diJ1111u1llj'(ootfo11 wtt~ wai1111d by the pcwt.ie1J rvfel' diHdio• 
tllN by tht Judo~. 
, A Jt1dgt 11ho11lrl dl~d011e on. th, tY.cnrd it1/tm>1.at.i<m. that th.t 
J~ bfl/111'4!11 lht pc1rtlt11 or their lttwt1t~ m.ight cmMldcr 
r!litiat1t to tht1 1/IH'Htlon oj' di~q1wliffcatfrm, ewn If th~ Juage 
llflll~11 thm, IH 1w 1't!t1I bru1l11 j'~I' d{Hq1uiliftca1 itm. 

iuttt1' cu.~e, the judue 11111.,t di8clo.~e 011 the tecord the ba.~i.~ 
ful' J><mJible disqualijir.:utimt w,d u.~c rc1rnu1wbilJ f.Jforl..~ tu 
tm118J'e1· the matte,· to 1mvtlte1· j11(/ye us 1wo11 u.~ ,,,·acticublt. 

(a) the judge has a pet"Sonul bias or prejudice 
concerning a pati.y 01• a party11 lawyer, or personal 
knowledge • of db;puted evidentiat·y facts concern
ing the proceedings; 

(bl the judge served us u law,yer In the matter In 
cot1trovm-sy1 or a luwyer \\ith whom tho judge previ
ously practiced law sot'\'Gd during i,uch assO<!iatlon 
us u lawyer (!Oncernlng the matter, or the judge has 
been a matm-ial wit1rnss concm11ing lt; 

l'ommf!ntary 
A /111,,yr:1• in a gov1!r11mN1t 11ye11c1J doe.~ 110/. oi'llinarily 

Jwve an a,wxiatio11 with ofhel' lu1t•11e>·s emp/011ed by thut 
a{}r11cy 111i/hi11 /he mea11i11g of Se!'fio11 ,Jf,'(J)(b); ,1 jwi{)e 
/ormel'I// emplo//t'd by a {JOl'l.'>'1111u•11t 011e11cy, hrJ/l't'Ver, ,1hm,ld 
di.w11111/i/11 )1im8t'(( m· howe/f i11 a 1>mc11Nli11g if the Jmfgi,'.~ 
i111pmti1tlity mi11hf r1!1Mo1wbly bi! 1111e.<1tio11ed b1•cu11.~e qf .~m·h 
a8,WJl'iol ion. 

(c) the Jurlge knows "' thut he or ~he, lndlvlcluully 
01· a.,; u fldudai·y, 01· the judge's spouse, p1trent <>r 
child wherever residing\ 01· uny other member of the 
Judge'8 fumlly re!ildlng lt1 the Judge's howwhold, • 
hus nn economic inte1•ctit ~ !t1 the i.uhject mutter lt1 
cont1·ove1'l-ly 01· in 11 pa11~· to the Pl'Ol'cedi11g or hn8 
any other more thun de mlriimli; .'/I it1h!t'est t.hut 
could be 1mbstu11tiully affected by the p1•oceedlng: 

(dl the Judge or the Judge's spouse, or 11 perHon 
withit1 ,,he thh·d degi•ec ot' relutlotishlp • to either of 
them, c•1· the !4pottse of !-luch H ppt•sun: 

(I) l!i u purty to the pl'oceeding, 01· IHI offlcllt', 
dll'ect11\' 01· trustee ot' a pm·t~·: 

(II) is acting 1:1s 11 law~·e1· ln the p1•nceedlttg; 
(HJ) la known "' by the judge to hnve a more 

thari de mlnintls * lnte1-est thut could be substan• 
t!aUy at'rected by the p1·oceodlng; 

(M la to the judge's knowledge "' likely to be a 
t'naterlal witneAB in the pl'oceedlng, 

l'ummentnrg 
Thi' ,tuvt that o lnw11•·•· /11 a µ,.,.1eurll1111 i,'l 1iffili11ted with a 

/1111 1 )11'111 with which 11 1·tl11ti 1•r vf t/111 judgt i11 Clj)'illuted dc>t!s 
not 1t il11e(I' di11q11u/Ui1 the Judge. U111lt•1· npwoµrlott cfr• 
t•11111.~t111we11, lh1J ,fiwt Iha/ "tht )11dgt',i 11111,>ttl'tial/ty might 
1'em1m111h/11 bl! I/Ut'1Jti1>11td" 1,111/1H' Stdio11 .~E,'(J), o;- that lht 
l'lllntll't! Ii! kmmm by tht )nrl()r to hcwr, c1t1 l11ttrt11t In th4 law 

JY,.,,, that ct>1tld bt "M1hi~t,111tinll11 u.tfcct,ui by !ht outcom, 1)/ 
thi• p1't>t'1Jtdi110'' 1111,lti• S111.•tlo11 JEfJJ(d)(liiJ 1111111 l'l!q1iiw the 
)111/ue:~ tll11qunUfir11tlcm. 

8'1 dt11J/Hltm<1l lnw. 1/11 i,t/e fJt' >t#l1tt1H111t11 may ()IJ{)rr/,le the 
,.,,~ ,~,· 11/11qnnJit11•11111111, /t'm• · eiam,,l1J, a Judge might b~ (2) A Judge ghull keep Informed about the Judge's 
l'tqulrt11i to /H1t1i1•i1lflfe /11 ,11ulicit1I l'C11ie111 ,11· u j 11d111it1l 11n/nry pe1~onlll 1tnu t1ducl11~• • econo111lc lntcreMu, • and 
~uut,l.fl, m· might bi, tJ11• ,m/11 .J11don ,,mMlttbltt ln " mntter 1trnke ll re11eonuble el't'ot't to k,eop lnt'o~ad nbout the 
"''111/1,110 l1111111•11/11f,1 Jm/Jt'lnl 1wffo11, .well '"' a. li1Jurl11f1 ,m JH!l'Pionul tictrnomic lntet'ftl\h1 ol the judge e el)Ouse and 
tm>hnb/i1 M/1111' m· 11 fm1/H>->'fl'Y't/ rc11trt1111h111 f>rtll'r, lt1 the nilno1· chlldl'en 1oe11tdlng In thti juci~e'e household. 

421 

6 



27-17-03 JUDfC[AL BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 

Sow-ce1 S.L. 1949, ch. 206, § 2; 1951, ch. 
200, § 1, 1957, ch. 210, § 2i R.C. 1943, 1957 
Supp., § 27-1702: S.L. 1983, 1.1h, 172, § 37. 

27-17-03, Services and compensation of retired justices and 
Judges. 

1. Upon retirement of a justice of the supreme court or a judge of the 
district court, the chief justice of the supreme court may appoint the 
retired justice or judge to serve as a surrogate judge of the supreme 
court to aid and assist the court in the performance of judicial duties 
within the unified judicial system as may be assigned by the chief 
justice with the retired justice's or judge's consent. 

2. An appointment under this section does not become effective until 
the appointee subscribes and files in the office of the secretary of 
state an oath or affirmation substantially as follows: 111 do solemnly 
swear (or affinn) that I will support the constitutions of the United 
States and the state of North Dakota, and that I will faithfully 
discharge the duties of the office of surrogate judge of the state of 
North Dakota to the best of my ability." 

3, Subject to subsection 4, a surrogate judge is entitled to receive com• 
pensation for services rendered for each day actually engaged in the 
performance of judicial duties in an amount equal to five percent of 
the gross monthly salary of a regularly elected or appointed and 
qualified justice or judge of the court to which the services are ren• 
dered, or one-half of that daily compensation for services of one•half 
day or less. 

4. A surrogate judge is not entitled to receive as compensation for 
services rendered in the performnnco of judicial duties during any 
calendar year a sum of money which when added to any judicial 
retirement benefits received by the surrogate judge for that year 
exceeds the annual salary of a justice or Judge of the court from 
which the justice or judge retired, The compensation must be paid 

,,,, 1, upon the certificate or the surrogate Judge showing that the services 
were performed for the number of days claimed in the certificate, 
Services of a surrogate judge under this section and receipt of com• 
penaation therefore do not reduce or otherwise affect the amount of 
any retirement benefits to which the judge otherwise would be enti• 
tied, 

5, In addition to daily compensation, a surrogate judge is entitled to 
receive ref mbursement for travel expenses neceasarHy incurred in 
the performance of judicial dut,ee under the assignment, as regu• 
JarJy elected or appointed and qualified Justices and judges are enti• 
tied to receive, 

6, A retired justice of the supreme court or a retired judge ot the dis• 
trict court is also eligible to serve as a master and to be compensated 
for services rendered in any civil case or other Judicial proceeding 
when so designated by the court having power to appoint masters; a 
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RETrREMENT OF JUoogs 27-17-06 

retired justice or judge, when requested, is alRo eligible to serve as 
legal counsel and to be compensated for services rendered in the 
office of the attorney general, in any executive department, commis• 
sion, or bureau of the state, and for any committee of the legislative 
assembly. 

Sources S.L. 1949, ch. 200, ~ 3; 1951, ch, 
200, § 1; R,C, 1943, 1957 Supp., § 27-1703; 
S,L. 1981, ch, 325, I 1. 

Croa.Rot(en,ncea, 
Expense allowance to dl11tnct Judge sitting 

with supreme court, 8ff § 27,05,04, 

27.17.04. Salary of retired Judges, Repealed by S.L. 1957, ch. 210, 
§ 3. 

27•17-05, Disposition ot contributions, All moneys in the judges 
retirement fund in the general fund are hereby transferred to a special fund 
within the state treasury to be known as the judicial retirement fund, Any 
money collected pursuant to this chapter must be deposited with the state 
treasurer, who shall credit the same to tha special fund to be known as the 
judicial retirement fu~d. 

Source: S.L. 1965, ch. 187, § 2. 

27•17•06, Immediate withdrawal of present active judges from 
Judges retirement fund. From and after July 1, 1973, each Judge of the 
supreme or district court serving on that date and each former judge of the 
supreme or district court, not receiving judicial retirement salary, may 
elect to withdraw his previous contributions made pursuant to this chapter, 
and thereafter not participate in a judicial retirement program provided for 
by law, This option ceases to be available and may not be exercised after 
June 301 1975, If a judge selects this option, he Is entitled to receive the 
combined total of the following sums: 

1, The entire amount of his previous contributions ma.de pursuant to 
this chapter, to be calculated to the date of election under this sec
tion; plus 

2, An amount calculated by applying the vesting schedule set forth in 
section 54 .. 52 .. 11 to an amount equal to sixty percent of the judge's 
individual contributions as calculated in subsection 1, plus eat-nings 
thereon as calculated in subsection 3i plus 

3, An amount calculated by applying the figure .05625 to the periodic 
annual or partial annual balances in the individual judge's account 
during his years of service prior to selecting the option provided by 
this section. The figure applied pursuant to this subsection must be 
compounded annuaUy, 

The total amounts received pursuant to this section may not be considered 
tax1bla income tor the purposes or r1hapter 57-38, and may be treated u an 
adchtilfna) adjustment reducing the amount or taxable income 111 addition to 
those provided in section 57-38-01,2. Selection of the option provided by 
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FTE's 

asof 
7/1/1999 

District Court 189.5 

• Current Biennium Changes: 

DISTRICT COURT 
REQUESTED FTE'S 

2001-2003 BIENNIUM 

Changes 
Requested .. 

Current• for 
Biennium 2001-03 Bien. 

I 

(2) 4 

(1) FTE - District Court Judgeship (Southwest Judicial Dist.) 
_filFTE .. District Court Secretary (Southwest Judicial Dist.) 

(2) 

... 2001 .. 03 Requested Changes: 

FTE'a 
Requested 

for 
2001-03 Bien. 

191.5 

1.0 FTE - Legal Assistant (1/2 Juv. Drug Court/ 1/2 Web development) (central o'ffice) 
0.5 FTE .. District Court Secretary (Northeast Judicial Dist.) 
0.5 FTE - District Court Secretary (Southeast Judicial Dist.) 
1'.0 FTE - Computer Support position (central office) 
1.0 FTE .. Juvenile Court Officer (South Central Judicial Dist.) -4.0 

2/412001 
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North Dakota Indigent Defense Funds 

The 1999 Legislature appropriated a 4.4% increase in the j udiciary's indigent defense budget 
for the 1999-200 l biennium. In authorizing the approximate $ J 44,000 increase, the legislature 
stated that the judiciary must establish a system equalizing the payment to indigent defense counsel 
based on factors such as caseload, complexity of cases, the level of efficiency in hand I ing cases, and 
historical funding levels. While the judiciary had taken steps in the past to level per hour rates to 
defense counsel, this was the first time the legislature had directed the approach. 

After investigating several methods of allocating funds, a system which averaged the 
districts' caseload, the assignments in the districts, and the population of the districts was used. The 
formula predicted an hourly rate of between $55 and $65 per hour for six of the seven districts. The 
formula projected that the seventh district would be in excess of the $65 per hour rate. Therefore, 
funds were reaJJocated from that district to districts with lower hourly rates. 

As a result of the formula, one district received a funding cut, one district wus kept at no 
increase. Increases in the other districts varied from 3% to 11%, depending or, the projected hourly 
rate. The entire 4.4% incrf!ase was devoted to bring reimbursement rates to attorneys to the $60 to 
$65 per hour range. 

Data from the first 12 months of the biennium indicate that in five of the seven districts, 
reimbursement rates will be below the $60 per hour rate with n state average of $58 per hour, This 
data is, however, preliminary as it generally reflects the "easier" cases assigned during the biennium. 
Generally, it takes about 18 months worth of data to reflect the caseload on rates for the biennium. 

In addition to equalizing rates, the judiciary faces the challenge of attracting qualified 
attorneys. This is especially true in the more rural areas where neither the overalJ dollar amount of 
a contract nor the target $60 per hour rate is high enough to attract attorneys from their private 
practices. This is complicated by the need to have several different attorneys available in any district 
to address conflict issues between the parties in a case, or in related cases. 

Fin11Hy, defense services are affected by laws passed at the state and federal level. For 
example, mandatory sentencing affects the number of hours an attorney wilt need to spend on 
criminal cases. Additionally, the federal government passed the Adoption and Safe Families Act 
whfch pJaeed certain mandates on the state. Included in those mandates are more hearings ancl an 
emphasis i,n tenninating parental rights of parents. Both require:ments result in significant increases 
in the number of hours required of defense counsel, 

The request in this area for additional funds is necessary to raise the rate to $65, a step 
necessary to attract qualified attorneys. 
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District 
East Central 

Northeast Central 

Northeast 

Northwe&1 

South Central 

Southeast 

Southwest 

ASFA funds* 

Total 

Spending 

Underl(Over) Budget 

Dlltrict Court 
Indigent Defense 
General Fund• 

Biennial Budget Comparison 

97.99 99-01 
Budaet Ciumae Budoet 

$622,076 $66,662 $688,738 

$374,004 $30,630 $404,834 

$399,017 $5,742 $404,759 

$381,766 $37,877 $419,643 

$824,763 $0 $824,763 

$435,121 $17,112 $452,233 

$228,503 ($13,790) $214,713 

$0 

$3,265,~50 $144,233 $3,409,483 
4.4% 

$3,208,408 $3,424,683 

$56,842 ($15,200) 
1.7% •0,,4% 

*Adoption and Safe Families Act funds (ASFA) are received from the 
Dept. of Human Services 

10 
2/41~001 

01~03 
ChanaA Budoet RAnuest 

$149,007 $837,745 

$48,546 $453,180 

$14,046 $418,805 

$76,857 $496,500 

$50,837 $875,600 

$49,967 $502,200 

$31,927 $246,640 

$0 $0 

$421,187 $3,830,670 
12.4% 
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District 
East Central 

Northeast Central 

Northout 

Northwest 

South Central 

Southeast 

Southwest 

ASFA funds* 

Total 

Spending 

Under/(Over) Budget 

Olltrlct Court 
Indigent Defense 

All Funds 
Blennlal Budget Comparison 

97.99 99-01 
Budoet Chanoe Budaet 

$622,078 $68,862 $888,738 

$374,004 $30,630 $404,634 

$399,017 $5,742 $404,759 

$381,766 $37,877 $419,843 

$824,763 $0 $824,763 

$435,121 $17,112 $452,233 

$228,503 ($13,790) $214,713 

$0 

$3,285,250 $144,233 $3,409,483 
4.4% 

$3,208,408 $3,424,683 ... 

$58,842 ,s1s12~Ql 
1.7% •0,,4% ·- -

*Adoption and Safe FamUles Act funds (ASFA) are received fwm the 
Dept, of Human Services 

I I 
2/412001 

01-03 
Chanae Budaet Reauest 

$149,007 $837,745 

$48,546 $453,180 

$14,046 $418,805 

$76,857 $496,500 

$50,837 $875,600 

$49,967 $502,200 

$31,927 $248,640 

$225,000 $225,000 

$646,187 $4,055,670 
19.00/o 
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18066.0200 

Flfty .. seventh 
Legislative Assembly 
of North Dakota 

Introduced by 

Judiciary Committee 

FIRST ENGROSSMENT 

ENGROSSED SENATE BILL NO. 2081 

(At the request of the Supreme Court) 

1 A BILL for an Act to amend and reenact subdivision a of subsection 3 of section 12.1-32-08 and 

2 section 29•07-01.1 of the North Dakota Century Code, relating to application fees for Indigent 

3 defense services, reimbursement of indigent defense costs and expenses, and creation of an 

4 Indigent defense administration fund; and to provide for a continuing appropriation, 

5 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF NORTH DAKOTA: 

6 SECTION 1, AMENDMENT. Subdivision a of subsection 3 of section 12.1-32-08 of the 

7 North Dakota Century Code Is amended and reenacted as follows: 

8 3. a. Under section 12.1-32-07, the court may order that the defendant reimburse 

9 Indigent defense costs and expenses as a condition of probation. The court 

10 shall notify the defendant, the defendant's probation officer, and the 

11 prosecuting attorney of the amount of costs and expenses to be reimbursed 

12 and of the defendant's right to a hearing on the reimbursement amount. It Is a 

13 rebuttable presumption that reasonable reimbursement of costs and 

14 expenses cons I sts of seventy-five dollars per hour for appointed counsel 

15 services plus reasonable expenses, The reimbursement amount must 
1 e Include an appUcatloo fee Imposed under section 29-01-01. 1 If the fee has om 
17 been paid before dlapoamon of the case and the court has not walyed 
18 payment of the fee, If the defendant requests a hearing within thirty days of 

19 receiving notice under this subdivision, the court shall schedule a hearing at 

20 which the basis for the amount to be reimbursed must be demonstrated. In 

21 determining the amount and method of reimbursement. the court shall 

22 
23 

consider the flnanolal resources of the defendant and the nature of the burden 

that reimbursement ot costs and expenses will Impose. 

F 18068,0200 
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Fifty-seventh 
Legislative Assembly 

1 SECTION 2, AMENDMENT. Section 29-07•01.1 of the 1999 Supplement to the North 

2 Dakota Century Code Is cimended and reenacted as follows: 

3 29•07-01 .1, Payment of expenses for defense of Indigents • Reimbursement of 

4 Indigent defense costs and expenses • Indigent d_efense administration fund • 

5 Cpntlnulng appropriation. 
6 1. Lawyers appointed to represent AeeEty Indigent persons must be compensated at 

7 a reasonable rate to be determined by the court. Expenses necessary for the 

8 adequate defense of a Aeee~ an lndjgoo1 person, when approved by the Judge, 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
28 

27 

28 

29 

30 
31 

must be paid by the state if the action Is prosecuted In district court and by the city 

In which the alleged offense took place If the action Is prosecuted In rnunlclpal 

court. The city shall also pay the expenses in any appeal taken to district court 

from a Judgment of conviction In municipal court pursuant to section 40-18-19. ~ 

gefendant requesting representation by appointed counsel. or for whom apgolnted 

counsel without a reguest is considered approprJm.e by the court, shall su~rolt.1m 

application for ID).Qolnted defense servlc~. For an appllca.t!o.n. fQrJuwolnte..d 

defense seryices in the district court, a nonrefundable appJloatlon fee of twenty:O~Q 

d.Pllara must be paid at the time the appllcauon Is submitted, The district coyrt ma~ 

mend the time tor payment of the fee or may waive or reduce the fee If the coun 
determines the-®f!tndant Is floanclaJly unableJ.o..pay all or part of the fee, If thft 

rumt1cat1on fee Is not paid before disposition of the case, the fee amQYO.l.mY!U!ft 
added to the amount to bu reJmbursed under this section, AppUcatlon foes 

collected under this subsection must be forwarded for deposit In the Indigent 

defense admln/strat!on fund established under subaeotlon !I, 
2. A defendant with appointed counsel, subject to this subseotlon, shall reimburse the 

state or city such sums as the state or city expends on the defendant's behalf. 

a, At the time counsel la appointed for a defendsnt, the appointing court shall 

advise the defendant of the defendant's potential obllgatlon to reimburse the 

appropriate govemmental entity the amounts e><pended on behalf of the 

defendant, 

b, Within ninety days after lta Judgment of conviction or after conoluslon of en 

appeal of Ha lnltlal Judgment of conviction, the court that appointed couns,11 for 

.. 18066,0200 
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10 
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Fifty-seventh 
Legislative Assembly 

the defendant shall notify the defendant and the prosecuting attorney of the 

amount of Indigent defense costs and expenses the defendant Is obligated to 

reimburse If able to do so and of the defendant's right to a hearing on the 

reimbursement amount. It Is a rebuttable presumption that reasonable 

reimbursement of costs and expenses consists of seventy~flve dollars per 

hour for appointed counsel services plus reasonable expenses. If the 

defendant requests a hearing within thirty days of receiving notice under this 

subdivision, the court shall schedule a hearing at which the basis for the 

amount to be reimbursed must be demonstrated, In determining the amount 

of reimbursement and method of payment, the court shall consider the 

financial resources of the defendant and the nature of the burden that 

reimbursement of costs and expenses will Impose. 

c, A defendant who Is required to reimburse Indigent defense costs and 

expenses and who Is not willfully In def a ult In that reimbursement may at any 

time petition the court to waive reimbursement of all or any portion of the 

costs and expenses. If the court Is satisfied that reimbursement of the 

amount due will Impose undue hardship on the defendant or the defendant's 

Immediate family, the court may waive reimbursement of all or any portion of 

the amount due or modify the method of payment. 

3. The state's attorney of the county or prosecuting attorney of the city In which the 

alleged offense took place, If reimbursement has not been received, shall seek olvll 

recovery of any amounts expended on the defendant's behalf any time the state's 

attorney or city attorney determines the pen.on for whom counsel was appointed 

may have funds to repay the state or olty within al>< years of the date such amount 

waa paid on that person's behalf. A peNon against whom clvll recovery Is sought 

under this aubaeotlon la entitled to all exemptions accorded to other Judgment 

debtors. The atate's attomey may contract with a private aeetor colleotlnn agenoy 

tor asalatanoe In seeking recovery of aueh funds, Before referring the matter to a 

colleotlon agency, the atate'a attorney shall notify the person who la the subject of 

tht collection action. 

18068,0200 
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Fifty-seventh 
Legislative Assembly 

~ The Indigent defense administration fund Is a §pecial fund In the state treasu_~ 

The state treasurer shall deposit In the fund all appllcatloo fees. collected under 

subsection 1. All moneys In the Indigent defense administration fund are 

appropriated on a continuing basis to the Judlclal branch to be used I.D...lM 

administration of the lodlgent defense system and the collection of Indigent 

defense costs and expenses required to be reimbursed under this section! 

F 18088,0200 
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DISTRICT COURT 
REVIEW OF OPERA TING LINE ITEM CHANGES 

2001-2003 BIENNIUM 

99-01 01-03 

Line Item: 
Operating Expenses $8,937,038 

fundlna sources: 
General Fund* $8,452,035 
Federal Funds $168,797 
Special Funds $318,206 

• Qbanges 10 General Fund operating expense.1 
$197,082 Information Technology (IT) Plan 

$1,279,895 

$842,314 
$387,567 
$50,014 

$421, 187 Indigent Defense 
$215,900 Juvenile Tracking Services & Accountability Conferences 
$136,118 Increase In Juror Pay ($B2383) 
$33,466 Required federal match for Juvenile Drug Courts 

($181 1439) other 
$842,314 

/Co 
2/8/2001 

$10,216,933 

$9,294,349 
$558,364 
$386,220 
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UNIVIJll1V o, ~ HO~TH 

___________ .__..._.............., .......... t_ .. __ ._ ... ,, _______ ., ____ _ 

September 20, 2000 

ClN'IAAl.l.f.C.IM. 
UNO 5CH00t. LAW ,.o.~900.t 

GMND f'ON(S, NO«TH D.uoTA llaOJ.fOOS 

(100111•*• 
,AX f700 777•llt 7 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Judiciary Committee. 

My name is Elaine Ayers, I have been the Program Director at Central Legal 

Research at the UNO Law School since 1993, I'd like to thank the Committee for the 
opportunhy to sp!ak to you today and to tell you about CLR and the service it provides 
to the court system. 

Central Legal Research (CLR) is the University of North Dakota School of Law's 

unique research and writing program. What makes the program unique is that it 

combines service to the state's judicial system with an intensive legal research and 

writing experience for law students. What makes the expedence intense is that the law 

students provide research and analysis for real cases and create real impacts in the 

outcomes of those cases. What makes the program indispensable is that CLR is the only 
direct service the law school provides statewide. 

CLRts mission is to answer the research needs of judges, prosecutors, and court

appointed defense attorneys in an essentially rural state, where legal resources are at a 

premium. Using the remarkable research tools available only through the law school, 

we give lawyers and judges, from Williston to Wahpeton, from Beach to Bottineau, 

foundational assistance so that they can do their difficult jobs mote effici~ntly. Based on 

the facts and issues submitted by the judge or attorney, our students search out the 

statutes and cases which are relevant to the resolution of those issues. We then apply 
those authorities to the facts, creating a written memorandum of legal analysis, 

Cun-ently, there are six student researchers-second and third year law students

on the staff. They are supervised by the program director, a licensed attomey, who 

directs and reviews their efforts. A certified legal assistant, who manages the office and 

publishes our online newsletter, rounds out an efficient and professional organization. 
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The imm~inte benefldaries of tlw eervice are the publicly paid penoMel of the 
criminal juttice 1y1tem (proeecutora, court-appointed defense attorney,, judgee). These 
public aervanbl have counted on CLR tct provide ne<:eesary research asalltance for the 
lut22yean . 

Each y,iar, without charge, CLR researches and write, about 80 to 100 legal 
memoranda and responds to countless other requests for Jess complex research 
assistance, Our memoranda give lawyen and judges foundational assistance for the 
writing of legal brief• and the making of judidal deds!ona. 

And, speaking of judicial decisions, Ladles and Gentlemen of the Committee, the 
verdict ls in : CLR saves our court system time and lt saves our court system money. 
Laat fiscal year, attorneys and judges in our criminal justice system saved hundreds of 
hours of the taxpayers' time by tapping into this amazing resource. For that period, we 
have data from only 26 usel's of our service but those 26 told us that they were able to 

save a total of 344 hours of research time, travel time, and secretarial time because CLR 

was there for them. That works out to about 13 1 / 4 hours per project. More telling 
perhaps were the responses of other users who offered no estimate of their time savings 

but instead indicated that that they couldn't have done the job CLR did because they 

just don't have a.:cess to the resources we do. One state's attorney told us "God only 

knows" how long it would have taken him and his staff to complete the project done by 

CLR. 

That gives you an idea of how difficult it is to quantify the benefit CLR provides 

to the publicly paid persoMel of our courts system when we are taking about the 

.t-ffident use of their time. So, it should come as no surprise that it is equally difficult to 
quantify th~ financial savings the system enjoys because CLR is there at its beck and 

call. But, I will share with you the sentiments of an attorney who works in the indigent 

defense contract system. He wrote, 11Without CLR, as an indigent defense attorney, I 

will need to have considerably more money to remain on the state contract. This 
multiplied by the other contrad defense l,ttomeys :n the state means that without CLR 

the cost of indigent defense wiU skyrocket or the courts will lose the attorneys." 

Our requesters tell us that if CLR did not exist, attorneys and judges would have 
to spend valuable time-and public funds-traveling to either Grand Forks or Bismarck 
(home to the only open law libraries in the state), pouring over law reporters, 

photocopying cases, traveling back to their offices, analyzing the authorities and 

f6 
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crafting their briefl or opinion, from 1eratch. That i• the burden that the continued 
operation of CLR alleviates for the immediate ben,ftdaries of our aervlces. 

Ask a lawyer or a judge about the process of legal research and what you are 
likely to hear are the me11phora of frustration and of wasted time: 

♦ "I was looking for a needle in a haystack" 
• .. I epent two hours jt11t spinning my wheela0 

♦ 01 wu beating my Jtead against the wall" 
But give the lawyer ,.,r judge access to the legal research service of CLR and you 111 

hear what I have heard time and time agab,: 
♦ 11Excellent service, quality results" 
♦ 11Nke work, thank you very much" 
♦ .,CLR provides an essential 'Jervice" 

CLR works. It works because we have a staff of bright, eager law students 
whose researclt skills f:jtay sharp ~cause they are constantly in use. It works becau,,e 

we have the tools of the modem era-corr,puters, electronic databases, the Internet-at 

our immediate disposal. It works because we can use those tools to make the difficult 

job of dispensing justice easier for North Dakota's judges, prosecutors and court

appointed defense attomeys. 

CLR represents the creative application of the resources of one institution--the 

law school--to the needs of another institution, the criminal justice system, to the 

benefit of both. We have, in the relationship between CLR and the judicial sydem, 
achieved the too often elusive win-win outcome. In CLR, our students hone the skills 

they will need as future attorneys. They win. The publicly paid personnel of the 
criminal justice system save time and money because CLR gives them the head start 

they need to do justice to their causes and their cases. The system wins. 

And, finally, no description of CLR would be complete if I didn't direct your 

attention to the bigger picture. There is also a beneficial ripple that extends outward to 

the citizens of North Dakota who find themselves in the court system, whether as 
victims of crime, as the accused, or as members of the jury. Because CLR is available to 

help judges, prosecutors and defense attorneys do their jobs better, the people of Norli 
Dakota are better off for it. Prosecutors defend the rights of victims of crime and of 

society as a whole, armed with citations to legal authority CLR provides. Court

appointed attomeys, representing indigent criminal defendants, have the foundation a · 
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CLR memorandum provides to "'mpetently advocate on behalf of their clients. Judges 
have the atsittance of an objectively written CLR memorandum to aul&t them in sifting 
through argumentl of coun,el or in Instructing the jury. 

CLR work,, Tht' systems works. Everyone wins. 
Those are the benefit, of CLR. Now, let's talk briefly about the financial costs 

associated with reaping ·J\ose benefits, Por most ol its 22 year history, CLR was funded 
as part of the law school's budget although the chief attribute of the program was, and 

had always been, its service to the criminal justice system, In the 1999 session, there 

were no dollars marked for CLR in th~ High Ed. Budget. Faced with the loss of this 
service, the Legislature approved an $fl0,000 pass-through for CLR in the 1999-2001 

biennial District Court budget, This leve} was less than half of the appropriation CLR 
received in the previous biennium but it meant that the branch of government that 

benefits ,he most directly from CLR's services-our court system--had assumed a share 
of the funding responsibility. 

Despite having only half of the money we had before, we were able to keep the 
program going thanks to intercession from two sources: funds from the Law School 

Budget and outside funds from North Dakota's Protection and Advocacy Project, each 
providing about 25 per cent of CLR's rentaining expenses. The law school in fact 

provides mo.te of the funding if you take into account that another $80,000/biennium is 
off-budget, nonappropriated, and covers operating expenses and student 
compensation. In 1999, CLR was awarded a one-year contract from Protection l'ftd 

Advocacy to provide that agency with legal research services. In exchange fm 1300 

work hours over the course of the year, CLR received approximately $20,000 from P&A. 
Protection &: Advocacy was pleased with the SE.l'vke and recently renewed its contract 

with CL17. on the same terms for FY 2000-2001. 

Of special interest to this Committee is the fad that aliliough the chief beneficiary 

of the service-the judicial system-provides only half of CLR's funding, our service to 
that system is as responsive now as it was in the past. In the last fiscal year, we 

completed about 70 research projects for judges, prosecutors and court-appointed 
defense attorneys. This is within range of our previous level of service to the judicial 

system despite the fad that about one-quarter of our time is now diverted by projects 

for Protection and Advccacy and despite the fact that, during the summer months, only 

the program director and the certified legal assistant staff the office. 
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I thank the Committee for itl time and am happy to anawer any qunUoN you 

mJght have about CLR, 

t~,'k,L/4~-
ElaJne Ay_; ·=) 
Program Director 
Central Legal Research 
UNO School of Law 
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The Judicial Conduct Commission was established ln 1975 to receive, evaluate, and 
Jnvcstl9ate complaints osafnst any judge in the state and, when necessary, conduct hearin8s 
cone ~ming the discipline, rom1wal or retirement of any judge. District Court Judge Benny A. Graff 
is servina as acting chair of the Commission. The Commission consists of four non .. lawyers, two 
judges, and one lawyer. 

The Commission's procedures are set forth in the North Dakota Rules of the Judicial Conduct 
Commission. CompJalnts alleging judicial misconduct are flied with Disciplinary Counsel, who 
evaluates the complaint. When a complaint is noticed for inve~tigation, the judge has the duty to 
respond and has the opportunity to present any information the judge may choose, If there is 
substantial misconduct, formal proceedings will be instituted and a hearing wW be held, The 
Commission may issue an admonition, with the consent of the judge. The Supreme Court must take 
flnaJ action on pubHc censure, suspension, renmval or retirement, or any discipline which limits the 
performance of judicial duties, 
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The DisclpHnary Board was created in J 965 to provide for jnvestigating, evaluating, and 
actins upon complaints alleging unethical conduct by attorneys licensed in North Dakota, The Rules 
of Professional Conduct are the pdmary guide for lawyer conduct, and the North Dakota Rules for 
Lawyer Discipline provide the procedural framework for the handling and disposition of complaints. 

The Board has ten members-three non-lawyer members and seven lawyers. Richard E.T. 
Smith, Wahpeton, serves as chalnnan, Paul W. Jacobson serves as Disciplinary Counsel and 
Loralyn Hegland serves as Assistant Disciplinary Counsel. Penny Miller, Clerk of the Supreme 
Court, serves as secretary to the Board. 

When a written complaint alleging attorney misconduct is received, it is filed with the 
Board's secretary and referred to either the District Inquiry Committee Ea.'d, West, or Northeast of 
the State Bar Associatior.1. These committees are composed of three non-lawyer members aud six 
lawyers, appointed by the Bar Association, The chair of the committee reviews the complaint and, 
if appropriate, assigns the complaint for investigation to a member of the committee or staff counsel. 
If the cornp,aint, on its face, does not indicate misconduct, an investigation will not be conducted 
and the matter will be referred to the committee for summary dismissal. Actions available to district 
inquiry committees are dismissal, issuing an admonition, probation with the consent of the 
respondent attorney, or directing that formal proceedings be started, 

Formal proceedings are begun when there is probable cause to believe that misconduct has 
occuned that deserves a public reprimand, suspension, or disbarment, A petition for discipline is 
filed by Disciplinary Counsel, and a hearing panel is appointed by the chair of the Disciplinary 
Board to make findings and a recommendation. Present and past members of the Board may serve 
as hearing panel members. Under rule amendments which became effective July 1, 1999, 
recommendations of the hearing pune) that do not result in dismissal, consent probation, or 
reprimand are filed directly with the Court, The hearing panel may enter orders of dismissal, consent 
probation, or reprimand; however, they are subject to a petition for review that is filed with the 
Court. 

By Supreme Court Administrative Rule, the Joint Attorney Standards Committee provides 
the vehicle for the coordinated, complementary, and continuing study and review of the range of 
issues concerning attorney standards and supervision. 
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$1,000 $2,000 100% $1,000 

1 · Ttltphone ($0) $1,000 0% ($0) 

Trevtl $3,850 $23,000 21% $3,850 

I · SoftWtre/Suppllet $2,000 '2,000 $2,000 

Postlge & Related Servlcn $11,000 

I-Contr1ctu1I Servl011 $2,600 $3,000 651% $2,600 

rlpment LttsOI/Rtnlall $2,000 $7,000 40% $2,000 

ace Leate/Rentals $2,000 $18,000 1,4% $21000 

Profess, Develop. $4,086 $8,000 105% $4,096 

g Fees & Services $46 $14,000 0% $46 

tpalrs $2,000 $8,000 50% $2,000 

Prof111lon1I Services $1,600 $8,000 23% $1,500 

~rty Insurance $18 $75 ~32% $18 

Offloe Supplies ($0) $2,000 0% ($0) 

lnting $500 $3,000 20% $500 

rulonal Suppllet & Materials $500 $2,500 25% $600 

aceffaneous Supplies $500 $1,500 50% $500 

C Operallolt• 
$5,800 $17,109 $115,075 25% $22,709 
6% 19% 

~Cay1pment 
Equtp. & Fum. - Off. Machine $1,000 ($1,000) -100% ($11000) 

lulp. & Fum. • Fumlt, & Furnish. $2,000 $2,000 $2,000 

Equip .• Computers $1,000 $3,800 $4,800 380% $3,800 

- other Equipment $2000 $2,000 $2,000 

.,,.equfpmmt S2000 $1,000 $8,800 sa.aoo 
50% 

' 'totlll JUd, Cond. c.omm. & DIie. Bd. Sl11,92S {$14.M7) $11714 3% $18,337 ·)•,:1 
r:,·- -3% ◄'Ml 
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Ct£RJ( or DISTRICT COURT FUNDING 

B1d11t ff lpHpu 

Fundlna for clerk of district court offices is being requested for the entire biennium, This 

compares to funds provided for the last three months of the current biennium. This budget was 

developed jointly by district court administrative staff, clerks of court, and state court adminl strator' s 

office flscaJ staff. 

WhHe this budget is primarily funded by the general fund, $750,000 of federal funds is also 

a funding source. This amount is estimated to be reimbursed by the Department of Human Services 

for time spent by clerk staff on child support enforcement activities. 

This requested budget includes funds for 11 counties which elected to have state funded and 

state operated clerk offices and 38 counties which elected to have state funding but remain operated 

by the county. This budget consists of three standard items and one special line item for collection 

of restitution. Each line will be addressed. 

Salarles and Woaes 

This part of the budget includes funds for 96 FTE positions (excluding restitution) for the 

state operated counties. 

The estimated cost of funding these positions is $6.8 milliont excluding OMB's salary and 

fringe benefit increase proposal. Including this proposal, the cost is $7,132,966 . 

.QJmJtina EXl)enses 

Operating costs which are not currently paid or reimbursed to counties through the 

district court budget (such as juror fees) were included in the clerk of district court budget. 

The total operating expense request is $3~38, 737, 
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The operatlna expenses budaet requested for state operated offlco, is S117 ,SOS with 

the most sl,nitlcant amounts budaeted for postage, office supplies, and staff travel costs. 

Three items are included as operating expenses for county operated clerk offices, 

Two of the three are f ncluded in tho category of operating fees and services. The first Item 

f n thf s category Includes amounts for contractual payments to reimburse counties for salary 

and fringe benefits and costs for their offices by using the same fonnula used to determine 

clerk office FTEs in state operated counties, The second component adds an additional 10% 

to the salary and fringe reimbursement amount to reimburse counties for estimated operating 

costs. The third item included in the budget for county operated clerk offices is a pool of 

funds equivalent to 3% of the amount reimburse<l for FTE employees, This total ofS 110,728 

is budgeted according to N.D.C.C, §27-05.2-02 and will be distributed to counties based on 

requests submitted by them for technology related equipment. 

Equipment 

The equipment budget request ofS382,650 is for various equipment items for state 

operated clerk offices. Funds for purchasing or replacing computers for three-fourths of the 

staff are included, This should help bring computers used by staff in these officf!s onto the 

four-year computer replacement schedule followed by the judiciary, 

CoJlection of Resdtution 

This line item has separated the function of collection of restitution from other 

budgeted items in order to more clearly identify expenses related to it should a decision be 

made that the clerk of district court offices assume this responsibility. This budget provides 

for seven FTEs in the 11 state offices and the equivalent of one FTE in county operated 

O:\WPICONNl£\lw\ludlcW 8nndt • C1n o(Dltlrlct C'«irt Flllldlftt. lWpd 
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offloea. Thia 11 leu than the ten FTEa reconunended by tho Restitution Workload 

A--..ment Committee studylna this issue, Tho ten FTEs include 7.8 FTEs for state 

operated clerk offices and the equivalent of 2.2 FTEs for county operated clerk offices. 

Operatina and equipment amounts related to collection of restitution are also Identified, The 

total budget of $638,973 proposed for this special line includes $564,427 for state operated 

clerk offices and $74,546 for county operated clerk offices. 

0:1~\Judldal ._. • Cleric ot Dlllrict Court flll'ldint, Wpd 
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CIIM o, DtllT~ COURT 
•1.aooa MNNIUM IUDGIT IIIQUIIT ............ 

(lnoludl1 ua.y lnorNNI for 1taff) 

u 
ltatt ()pirated County Operated 

Offlcel Offlotl ,., ...... ,_ 
~nn•nent SalerifJs (96 FTE'u) $5,288,455 

1846511 Fringe Benefits 

Total l1l1rle1 & W1g11 

aaerat1ng IXSMDHI 
IT .. Data Processing Serv. 

IT - Telephone 

Travel 

IT - Software/Suppl/es 

Postage & Related Services 

$7132Ne 

$4,719 

$95,005 

$127,100 

$30,420 

-

IT - Contractual Services 

Dues & Profess. Develop. 

$143,766 

$31,920 

$31,255 

$59,100 

$41,000 

$10,550 
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Operating Fees & Services 

Repairs 

Professional Services 

Property Insurance 

Office Suppl/es 

Printing 

Professional Supplies & Materials 

MlscellaneousSupplles 

Total Operating Expenses 

Equipment 
. Equip. & Fum. - Off. Machines 

Equip. & Fum. - Fumlt. & Fumlc;h. 

$1,400 

$122,520 

$66,750 

$8,500 

$43,800 

• $817,805 

$108,300 

,$81,400 

2/4fl001 

$2,454,004 

$66,928 

$2,.~20,932 

• State ,undtcl 
Offlc11 

$5,288,455 

1846511 

$7132 918 

$4,719 

$95,005 

$127,100 

$30,420 

$143,766 

$31,920 

$31,255 

$2,513,104 

$41,000 

$10,550 

$1,400 

$122,520 

$66,750 

$8,600 

$110 728 

$3,338,737 

$108,300 

$81,400 
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CLlllk o, DIITfltCT COURT 
I001-IOOI IIINNIUM IUDOIT HQUIIT 

2001 ... 1 .. NNtUM 
(lnoludte 11la,y lnore- for 1tlfl) 

IT Equip, • Comput,ra 

IT Equip, • other Equipment 

Total Equipment 

CaHNUoa or Bt•lltutlon 
Permanent Salaries (7 FTE's) 

Fringe Benefits 

IT• Data Processing Serv. 

IT• Telephone 

IT-SoftwsrBISupplles 

Postage & Related St1rvlces 

IT - Contractual Services 

Dues & Profess. Develop. 

Operating Fees & Services 

Office Suppl/es 

Printing 

Mlscellsneous Supp/las 

IT Equip. • Computers 

Total Collection of Restitution 

Total Clerk of Dist. Ct. Budget 

State Optrattd County Operated 
Offlcel Offlctl 

$143,260 

$49,700 

lt,tePundtd 
Offlctl 

$143,250 

9700 -
$312,eso -·------ .....,_ __ 3_1_2_e __ to_ 

$368,105 

$129,830 

$4,758 

$3,985 

$770 

$30,000 

$5,000 

$1,000 

$72,567 

ia5s,1oe 
$129,830 

$4,758 

$3,966 

$770 

$30,000 

$5,000 

$1,000 

$72,567 

$10,000 $10,000 

$5,000 $5,000 

$7,000 $1,979 $8,979 

$9,000 $9,000 

___ $ __ 5_64 __ ,_42_7 _____ $_74.....,,,Me___, ,____ $83!,973 

$8,897,849 $2,595,478 $11 483 328 

30 ~¥;··· ·;, 
~tw : 
r\ .. i;,i,\) ·. 

2/4/2001 
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CLERK OF DISTRICT COURT FUNDING 
REQUESTED FTE'I FOR 11 STATE-oPERATED COUNTIES 

2001-2003 BIENNIUM 

lalarlN&WagH Collection of RNtttutlon 
# of FTE Positions # of FTE Positions Total 
(excl. restitution)* (restitution onlY)** FTE Positions 

23 1 24 

18 2 18 

a 8 

14 2 18 

18 1 17 

10 10 

5 1 e 

' • 
•• 1 103 ... 

Clerk's Office 
FTE positions 

prior to Jan. 2001 

25 

17 

10 

19 

17 

12 

7 

107 

i~~!J:,?,' ~ ;' 
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: m posltlont wert determined In • staffing st1nd1rds study perfonned In 2000 by the National Center for State Courts 
: :. (NCIO), NCSC wortled closely with • commltttt ~nslstlng of clertc of court at1ff from 17 counttes (Including county• 

~ ,~?: · . opetlled ind Mure stlte,.operated counties) and 2 administrative personnel from the state court admlnlstratr.,r's office, 

1
~·1,: .. YMI commlttet assisted In measurtng the worttlold and rec~mmendlno staffing standards to be applied to each county. 
; ,: :i. The ..,Ueatlon of thue mandarda resulted In the request for 02 staff In the state-operated counties. and formed the basis 

·· Ji . fOt reimbursing oountl• opting to receive state reimbursement for provk.ing clerk of court services. 
,' ''!'I~:·· .'-. , I ' 

~1{rtrl poeltlonl WM dettffl'lined ~ • committee consisting of cfer1t of court staff frOm e counties (Inducting county-
,,~~;< 1 .. opnted and fUtUfl ltlle-ope(lted oourdlel) and staff from the state court actmlnlstratof's office. The committee developed 
\~f;.,\t,

1
,:_.... llltllffllnt model Ind 1ppfftd It to 111 counties In the stlte. The appflcatlon of this model resutted In the 

;t,...lill tor 7 lllffto perform functtona refiled to rettttutton acffvftles and forms the basis for relmbu,sjng countltS opting 
1
:J.to.NOIIMi atr• ,_.,,..._,t tot provtdfnO dertc of oourt Nf'Vtcel. 
'l//1 I. 
r1ti,r1.1 1 

,;:, • ......,,. to i total of a 1t1ff (7 ltltt m polltJona and 1 polltlOn Nlmbul'Md to countltl)are Included In the 
\iqtileallon of~• lf'ldlt Nnt Item, TIit oommMN Indicated 10 total staff would be required, however tht. lnfonna• 
tift wee noe·av•IIMlt prtot to IUbmlttina the budget l'lqUllt, 

i' /};;I;~:· : / 
·,\(,, '.'. ! • .. · , · .. m pa11110f11 .,. bllng ,_,. .. Id. Thtl oompar11 to 11 O posltlona per ltglllltlve couneil reeordl for the last three 

.......... biennium. 

,, ' 2NI001 31 
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RESTITUTION COLLECTION ACTIVITIES 

Section 12.1-32 .. 08, N.D.C.C., establishes the procedure by which a court may order that a 

"defendartt make restitution (or reparation} to the victim or other recipient as detennined by the 

court .... 11 Restitution may be ordered by the court in a wide variety of c:ases in which the victim of 

a criminal offense suffers monetary loss or damage to property. Arguably most common, however, 

is restitudon to recover financial less associated with bad checks. The statute is silent regarding who 

is responsible for restitution enforcement and collection activities, but does provide that an order for 

restitution "may .. , be filed, transcribed, and enforced by the person entitled to the restitution ... in 

the same manner as civil judgments .... " Historically, restitution has most often been monitored and 

collected by clerks of court. In some counties, restitution collection activities were, an!J are, managed 

exclusively by the state's attorney's office:. And in other counties, there has been a shared 

responsibility between the two county offices. These different divisions of labor regarding collection 

of restitution have evolved over time in response to local practices, budget conside: ations, and 

persortnel factors. 

1" the fall of 1999, the Court Services Administration Committee, a Supreme Court advisory 

group, A1rveyed clerks of court to determine their level or activity in severaJ areas. Nearly all clerks 

responded to the survey, With respect to restitution, the vast majority of clerks indicated some or 

att of court-ordered restitution was monitored, collected, and disbursed within their offices. 

However, withJn these counties there was a difference with respect to handling restitution In 

particular kinds of cases. In some counties, clerks of court handle restitution only in misdemeanor 

ca-, while the wtate's attorney's office handles restitution in felony cases, In some coundes, it is the 

opposite. And in some counties, typically smaller counties ·with part-time state's attorneys, the clerk 

of court handles all restitution, Notably, in the three counties with the most activity (Burleigh~ Cus, 

and Grand Forks). restitutlon collection and enforcement is the ex.elusive resp'lnsibility of the state's 

attorney's offlce. This dift'erence in practice 1s reflected in the 11 counties in whJch the clerk or court 

and court staff will become state employees on April 1, 200 l, 
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With the impending state-funding of 11 clerk of court officest a more recent assessment of 

restitution activities was conducted with respect to those counties. As previously noted, the state's 

attorney's office monitors, collects, and disburses restitution in the 3 counties with the proportionately 

highest criminal caseload (Burleigh, Cass, and Grand Forks). Of the remaining 8 counties, restitution 

in felony awl misdemeanor cases is handled by the clerk's office in 7 counties (Morton, Ramsey, 

Richland, Stark, Stutsman, Walsh, and lVilliams). The clerk's office in one county (Ward) handles 

restitution only in felony cases, The Report of the Restitution Workload Assessment Committee 

indicates that restitution collection and enforcement activities require 1 O FTEs statewide. In light of 

uncertainty regarding whether the cost of restitution collection should be assumed by the state, this 

FTE assessment was not included in earlier reviews of clerk workload, 
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Mr, Rod Batkman, Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
600 East Boulevard Avenue 
Bismarck, ND S8SOS 

Dear Mr. Backman: 

During the 1997-99 biennium, the Judiciary again turned back funds due to the elimination of 
judgeships as was done in prior biennia. 

During the biennium, three judgeships were eliminated by the Judiciary. Three of the seven judicial 
districts were affected by these reductions. Judgeships were abolished in Jamestown, Minot and 
Mandan, The eliminated judgeships resulted in a tunsback to the general fund of $339,000 
cottsisting of savings in the salaries and wages line of $3 I 6,000 and in the operating and equipment 
lines of $23,000. This is in addition to other turnbacks to the general fund, 

The 1999-01 biennial district court appropriation provides funding for 43 district court judges 
through December 31, 2000 and 42 judgeships for thfJ remainder of the biennium, If a judgeship is 
abolished earlier than January 1, 2000, the Judiciary is committed to retumlng funds appropriated 
but not used due to the elimination of the judgeship. 

Sin,:erely, 

~==-
~the E. Nelson 
State Court Administrator 

KEN/JT/rb 
cc: The Honorable Edward T. Schafer, Oovemor 

The Honorable John Dorso, House Majority Leader 
The Honorable Oary Nelson, Senate Majority Leader 
The Honorable Merle Boucher, House Minority Leader 
The Honorable Tim Mathern, Senate Minority I..eader 
The Honorable Jack Dalynnple, Chair, House Appropriations Committee 
The Honorable David Nethina, Chair, Senate Appropriations Committee 
The Honorable Rex Byerly~ Chair, Oovemment Operation& Division of House 

AppropriatJou Committee 

.eM• biWNJIIJVIIIII 1t.-..,•OM1tt....._,_,. 
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,btte nf '1ortlt Jaultotu 
OFFICE OF STATE COURT ADM!NISTRATOR 

February 2, 2001 

Chief Justice Gerald W. VandeWalle 

Keltho E. Nelson ( 'Y\, 
l 997-99 Budget Turn Back 

SUPREME COURT 
Judclll Wing, 1 It F1oot 

600 E 8oulevlld Aw, Dept 180 
BISMAACt<, NO 58505-0530 

(701) 328-,4216 
(~A)() '101•328-4480 

You asked me what the dollar tum back was for the 1997-99 biennium. The figure is 
Sl,669,943.79. Included in this amount is $339,000 tumed back as a result of three judgeships 
1bolilhed during the biennium. 

KEN/rb 
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OFFICE Of STATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR 

Kl!ltHE E, NIUOH 
S"tATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR 

Mr. Rod B•ckman, Director 
Office of Manasement and Budget 
600 East Boulevard Avenue 
Blamarck. ND sasos 
Dear Mr. Backman: 

August 7, 1997 

SUPREME COUR'f 
Judicial Wing, ht Floor 

600 East~ Av.nut 
BISMARCK, ND 58505-o530 

(701) 328◄218 
(FAX) 701 •328◄480 

During the 1995-97 biennium. the Judiciary again turned back funds due to the elimination of 
judgeships as was done in prior bienniums. 

During the biennium, one funded FTE judgeship was eliminated by the Judiciary. In the District 
Court appropriation. $192,000 olthe total salaries and wages tum back of $622,556 wu due to the 
elimination of this judgeship. · In th.-, operating line, approximately $20,000 .of tHe S280.S23 total 
tumback 11 attributed to the elimination of the judgeship. Total general funds turned back for the 
Supreme Court, District Court, Judicial Conduct Commission and Disciplinary Doud amounted to 
$1,247,000. 

A second unfunded nB judgeship was eliminated by the Supreme Court just prior to the start of the 
1995/97 biennium. Fundina for this abolished judgeship wu not included in the 1995-97 biennium 
ao there are no savinp or aopropriated funds resulting tom this vacancy. The 1997-99 biennium 
provides f\andina for 46 district court judps .. 

Good fiscal maMgement on the part of the Judiciary enabled the retum of' these funds. We are 
committed to retum ftmd1·appropriated but not used due to the elimination of judgeships. 

it:?tk t :, 
raBE.NELSON 

State Court Administrator 

KN/ml 
cc: The Honorable Jobn Dono, HOUie ~~ Lead• 

The Honorable Gary NellOD, Sate M1JOritY Lead• 
The Honorable Merle Bouclw. HoUle Minority Lead• 
The Honorable Tim Matbn. Senate Minority Leader 
The Honorable JIClc 1>11yrq,1e, Chair, Hou11 Approprlationa Committee 
The Honorable David Nedina. Chair, Senate Approprladona Committee 
The Hononblt Genld ~ a.r. Budget Committee on Government Finance 
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MEMO 

To: Supreme Court Justices and District Court Judges 
F'tom: llalph Erickson 
Re: Judicial Com~sation Talking Points 
Date: December 14, 2000 

( 1) In 1988 there were S4 fulJ-time trial judges in North Dakota, as of January 1, 
2001, that number will be reduced to 42. This represents a 22% reduction in the 
number ot trial judges in North Dakota. · 

. 
(2) The case load per judge has increased by an annual number of approxh,.ately 1000 

cases-which represents a S00/4 increase in caseload. 

(3) 

(4) 

(S) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

North Dakota Trial Judges currently earn $78,887 and Supreme Court Jt:,~ges earn 
$85,483. , 

The average state trial judge in the United States earns $104,349. The average 
Supreme Court Justice earns S 116, 184. 

The 10 state regional average salary for trial judges is $93,747. 

The average of trial judge salaries for states on our border is $88,083-this average 
will go up dramatically in 2001 according to sources in MiMesota as Minnesota 
judges are expected to receive a raise of over s10.ooo in 2001. 

South Dakota trial judges earn $88,631-in 1997 North Dakota trial judges actually 
eamed more than South Dakota trial judges. 

North Dakota trial judges will be SO"' in the Union in salaries on January 1, 2001. 
We are currently 49111-leading Montana judges by $300 per year. 

In 1977 North Dakota judges were above the national averaae for judicial 
salaries-it our salaries had kept pace with inflation we would currently be earning 
in excess of S99.000, 

The averap North Dakotan earns 82% of the national average wage-earner. If 
North Dakotajudges were eamins 82% of the national average judicial salary they 
would be earning S8S,SS6, We estimate that 82% of the national average salary 
would be at leut $89,000 in the upconuna biennJum. 

We have put a propoul before the legislature that wm bring ua to approximately 
the 11n11 level u South Dakota judaes over • tour year period. Thia would leave 

.31 
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us one raise behind South Dakota judges-because of the timing of their raises 
com'pared to ours. We estimate that we would be no higher than 48111 in the Union 
if our efforts are ~uccessful (it would be likely that we would be 49th in the Union if 
our efforts are r1.1ccessful). 

( 12) During the 10 year period that we have reduced our numbers by 22% we have 
actually received smaller percentage raises than other state employees. 

(13) States with populations less than North Dakota currently average $93,993. 

(14) States with populations less than 19000.000 currently average $97,253. 

(1 S) Lawyers starting with major law flnns in Minneapolis and St. Paul actually receive 
initial salaries larger than Supreme Court Justices in North Dakota. There are 
reports that starting lawyers in New York and Washington are receiving initial 
compensation packages ranging as high as $170.000, The ABA has described the 
salary ot"statejudges nationally as having reached "the crisis point." Obviouslyt if 
the national figures constitute 0 a crisis" North Dakota salaries can only be viewed 
as a disaster. 
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Public Employees Retirement Plan 
Judge's 

Employer Contribution: 
Employee Contribution: 

Chapter 54-52, NDCC 

14.52% of covered payroll 
5.00% of aatary 

Total Retirement Contribution: 11.52% 
V11tfng In Dl11blllty Benefit: 180 daya 
Vtatlng In Retirement Benefit: 80 monthe 
Normal Retirement: 

0011; 

B•tfrtmtot Fonnuta 
Flrat Ten Yeara: 

Stcond Ten Ye1r1: 

Remaining Y11ra: 

Ex1mp1t; 

Nfmbtra; 

•ae 85 or rule of 85 

Maintain purchasing power of currant retirement beneftte. 

Flnal Average Salary x 3.5% x Flrat 10 Years of Credited 
Service 

Flnal Average Salary x 2.80% x Second 10 Years of Credited 
Service 

Flnal Average Salary x 1.25% x Remaining Years of Cnadlted 
Service 

$8584 X 3.50% X 10 ■ $2304.52 
$8584 X 2.80% X 10 ■ $1843.52 
$8584 x 1.25% x 5 • 1.411,IO 

$A5SI.M 

Actlw 41 
Rttlrtd I 
B1neflcl1rl11 8 



REPORT OF THE LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL'S 
EMPLOYEEBENEFITSPROG~SCOMMmEE 

BILL NO. 73 

poMI: ProYidel thlt permanent and tota dlubllty for Suprwne Ccut and district court judges Is baled ldely 
on I judge11 lnablty ID perlonn judlcta dukl aniMng out ol physk:al er mental impajnnent; pn,videc that for 

' ' supreme Court and dllatct ccurt Judges who d() not elect a'\ingle life, jc"1t and survtvcr. level Soda& Security, or life /'.1 wilt) $1W ot 10-yw redrement payment option. retirement ber.effis must be In the form d a lfetime monthly 
· ~ wfttt SO pear,n d the bend continuing for the life d the suMYlng sp,w. if any: pn,videc that partlcipents 

;,. . in the Judges' retirement aysta'ft n entfhd to NClfvlt I two percent poatretlrernel\ adjustment In ttMli' ptllSent ; I monthly bentftt begin.-,Jng Jenuary 1, 2002. and lgli, on ~ 1, 2003: and repeats NOCC Section 54-52-17.12. 
: tlltdnO to postretlrement __ ad)ustmen• fa' Su,:nme Court and dlltrtct cowl judges. 

I 
The commtttea ltMnded the bll at the requeat d the RetJrwnent Board to darify that the ~ benefit faml 

,: . must be., ~~option. 
:' :. 
1 

Actuarial Anatysla: The ,-paned 8duerfal cost Impact d the propoell, a amended, Is 4.70 percent d pey. The 
\ foffowing table IU,,,..,.._ the ectuariaf COit Impact d the propoetd dllnges; 
, 

Ellglblly for 

:
1 I = ..::.~!.. == Ad-Hoc COLA ~ ..... ~-----....... --"!~~---~~~~~+--~~~~---~~~!!"+-~~~~ 
~ accrued S11,845,338 $12.877,882 S11,8N,937 S11,982.443 S12. , 
ffllblty 
Nonnllcoa 
Required contrtbulon 
Allftaf'l!!!aflld 

$781,981 
S2M,847 

cs.so% 
S852.025 
$423,912 

10.85" 

S781,N1 
$268,808 

e.75" 

j : f WI bl II tnlCted. the remainmG rNU'gln fn the judges' td'ement aysttm wl be 3.32 percent (8.02 • (11.20 
\ )• 3.32). 1,, 
::

1

• C4nNnlllN ltapo,t: Favorable~ 
' ~I 
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fte111te BID 2J (Le 100'73.~j 

Jgcla'• Bedamut am; 
The Jqe•s Bill does the followiq: 

Sectiqn2: 

$cctio,a 4; 

States that a judicial diability is bued upon a jud&e •• inability to perform judicial dutit.S, 
u contrasted witb tbe l)l'eSeDt system, which ii the inability to perfonn atty duties. 
(Pap 1 liDa 14-18) 

Changes the name lfnaJe lite beneftt to nonmJ retirement benefit. (Page 2 line 11) 
Deletes parapapb (3) since this provilion bas already been implemented. 
(Pap 2 lines 25-28) 

Provides that the normal retin:meat benefit includes ID unreduced .SO% Joint and 
Survivor benefit. (Paae 3 lines 10..17) This ii tbe same u the Higbway Patrol Sy.tem. 

Provides for a 2% annual adjustment for Judges, wttb the ftnt adjustment on January 1. 
2001 and the second on January 1. 2003, (Pqe 3 lmes 21. 24, 25 & 28) 

Repeals an old section 54-52-17.12 oftbe 1999 Supplement, which related to the 1999 
and 2000 luqa increue that bu already been implemented. 

41 
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SUPNffll CQurt & Dlltrlct Court 
Juda• Retl,.,,_,. (Old Syatem: NDCC Chapter 21-17) 

Blennlal Budget Comparhlon 

97.99 99-01 
Line Item 

Supr. Ct. - Judges Retirement $337,405 ($60,545) $276,880 ($67,791) 

Dist. Ct ... Judges Retirement $959,232 144 671 $814 561 $63 820 

Total $11298,837 ($205,216) $1,091.421 ($3,971) 
-15.8% -0.4% 

Spending $1107,694 $1042274 

Under/(OVer) Budget $188 943 $49,147 
14.6% 4.5% 

$209,069 

$878,381 

$1,087,450 

• lncludet funds for 12 former justices and Jud~• and 18 spouses. Since the budget request was 
prepared, Judge Burdick and Judge Heen have passed away. 

't:.L 
~001 
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Senate Appropriations Committee 
Information Technology Update 
1999-200 l Biennium 

Actiyity #) - PC. Network and Telecommunications. 
1999-2001 biennium appropriated 1,7S6,65 I; expended: 744,0SS; 
2001-2003 biennium request: 2,124,563 

February S, 200 I 
Page I 

This activity includes all costs related to personal computer hardware and software purchases and maintenance; 
network: maintenance; and telecommunications costs. 

To date, we have used funds from this activity for salaries; personal computer hardware replacements; office 
produr.tivity software such as Microsoft Office or Corel WordPerfect; contractor assistance for support and 
maintenanu of personal computers; connection charges paid to ITD for Tl, S6k and dial up connections. 

Judicial Branch personal computers are on a 4-year replacement schedule. 

As the end of the biennium approaches, specific hardware and software needs are being identified and will be 
purchased. 

I 

Actiyity #2 M • Information Systems Q.perations. 
1999-2001 biennium Appropriated 602,205. Expended: 328t646; 
2001 .. 2003 biennium request: 842,272 

This activity includes costs associated with the development, maintenance, support, training and other functions 
related to the infonnation systems used by the Judicial Branch, 

To date, we have used funds from this activity for salaries; development fees paid to ITO; AS400 computer 
hardware and software; system development tools and fees paid to contractual developers. 

Actlylty #3 - Inte~ 
1999·2001 Biennium appropriated 468,000, expended: S9,488 
2001-2003 biennium reque..,t: 336,287 

This activity includes costs related to information systems integration efforts of the Judicial branch, These 
efforts include such things as automated reporting of case dispositions to the Bureau of Criminal Investigation; 
graphical and web bastd interfaces for our trial court case management system. consolidation of trial court case 
management systems use by the Judicial Branch; data sharing with states attorney offices and integration with 
other appropriate entities. Specfflc efforts include ongoing and planned projects such as: 

I. Creation or a data warehouse for a basis for web-based reporting and graphical Interfaces, 
2. De\'elopment efforts to automatically and etectronfcally send divorce record infonnatlon to the Health 

Depanment, 
3, ConlOHdatlon of several municipal courts currently using the state court•s cue managen1ent sy!ltem into 

a 1fnaJe, fntearated databaae. 
4. Con10Hd1don of the 6* of 7 Judfclal dlstrlctt Into the Judlcfal Branch's single, ,ntegrated database. 
5. Cttatlon of ln-rfacet for abuse ad\ ocacy groups to electronically create and submit petitions for 

protection orders; the electronic storage and forwarding of the protection orde~ ~ t'-' law enforcement 
penonnel. 

6, Bvatuatfon and Implementation of appropriate methods of sharing traffic ,itc,.,i(•ri a.l'1d ,Hspoiftion 
lnfonnation with law enforcement personnel 

7. Automated reportln1 otcase disposition lnfonnatlon to the Bureau ofCrh,ri~ud iov~~·.lpt,on. 

The current biennium•• appt0pri1tlon Included tund1 to be uted to consoUdate and Integrate the East Central 
llldlclal Dlatrict'• cue manaaement system with the system being used by the other 6 Judfcial districtt, Efforts 



Senate Appropriatlona Committee 
lnfonnation Technology Update 
1999-2001 Biennium 

February S, 2001 
Page 2 

for this began in late 1999. During the course of the project, several crlHcal issues were encount,red, Althou&h 
these issue11 were primarily non-techni\iS! :n nature, they were substantial enough for us to suspend the project 
for Integrating the East Central Judk:idi District. The funds intended for thfs integration will be retu,nc:d, 

Jt fs our desire ta resume the efforts to integrate the East C<"r~ral Judicial District's case management system 
with the system used by the other 6 districts in the 2001-2003 biennium. However, funds were not Included In 
the budget request and wHI need to be found elsewhere. 

Activity #4-loteractiye Television, 
1999·2001 Biennium appropriated 101,435; expended: 66,738 
2001-2003 biennium requi,st: 91,287 

This activity includes costs related to the implementlltion and operntlon of an Interactive televfsfon system. 
This system wm be used to enhance the judicial services delivered to the cftl:t.ens of North Dakota, 

Jn mid 2000, systems were Installed in 4 courthouses in the South Central Judicial District, Addltlonally, a video 
gateway was purchased and Installed in cooperation with the Executive Branch's Jnfonnation TechnoJogy 
Department (ITD). Joint purchase of the gateway will allow ITD to explore the technology on a limited bas,, 
whlle providing the ITV system an interface to other video conferencing systems, 

Butd on the successful completion of this pilot project, we expect to Install similar systems In several other 
location• that we Mlfeved wlH benefit substantially from the use of interactive televlslon systems. 

Actlvt~ #5 - Enhanced Records Manaument and Stoms°" 
1999·200I BleM,um appror•rh:.ted 43,877; expended: 6.712 
200 I •2003 UennJum request: S 10,877 

This activity lnch,des costs for develop I no and f mplementlng a statewide document management/document 
imqln1 system. 

Thi• project hu been delayed pending the consolidation of the trial court case management 1y1tem1. It 11 our 
Intention that the lmplementatfon of such a system be a statewide records management solution. With the 
consolidation nearing completion, we expect to fully Implement a record~ rnanasement soJudon In the 200 J • 
2003 biennium. 

Actiyl\y #1 - Qialtal Audio &ecotdlna, 
U>99-200I Biennium apptoJ)ri1ted O; expended: 378 
200 I •2003 biennium request: 13,920 

Punda currently In this activity are those necessary to maf ntafn and test the digital audio NCordlng system be Ina 
uNd fn the Southwett Judicial District, 
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PQNdtdt/ 
f,wa~OF EXPB■E IT•OGIIIIIL 
'.:'Id 1&•1■ 1•1m 1323219 

_gp.,,.., fn,-, 
IT - a.ta Pmcesling Se,v. 1328, 182 

IT - SoffwMt & Supples 

$393,120 

$157,861 

........ rr.._ ...... 
aet-2111 ...... 

ACTMTY 
Woia. 

$379.086 $31,178 

128.669 

"2=-::•:::?'?f~~'t-1~-:~';:~~~-::? ---:_- - •-c;-·"-· 

16,287 

Enhanced 
AK. 

$15!'893 

126.435 $120 

$80,739 $53,800 $10,000 $2.549 $1,800 

IT - Contractual SeMces $167,681 $329,778 $231,309 S445.ooo s1z 
Total Operating Expense $1,046,844 ~. 186 $2~, 109 ,.10,_000 ~~.984 

fg,hmtnt 
IT - Computers $599,300 $55,000 $20,000 $20,000 

IT - Other Equipment $155,200 $1,000 $75,000 $1,000 

Total Equipment $754,500 $56,000 $20,000 $75,000 $21,000 

Tolll 

Activity Total . $2, ~24,513 ~~ ~272 $'~ $91,217 ~ S51G,177 ~ . S1~1 ~1~ 

2/4/2001 

# 
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PROPOSED INFORMATION TECIINOLOGV ACTIVITIES 
2001-2003 Biennium 

Activity N1■es PC, Network, and Ttlecommunle1tlon1 Operation• S2,124.563 

The Judicial branch has many computers, servers, software packases and systems distributed 
across the state of North Dakota. The costs associated with this activity will be used for 
maintenance and operation of judicial branch hardware and software. 

Costs will include Jwdware and software purchases, maintenance t'greements, support tools. 
salaries for support persoruiel, telecommunications and other costs related support and 
maintenance of personal comput-.,rs, networks, and telecommunication. 

Activity Names Information Sy1te1111 Operation, $874.272 

The judicial branch has several statewide infonnation systems in use across the state of North 
Dakota, such as: the unified court infonnation system (UCIS); Juvenile court management 
system (JCMS), supreme court docket system, demands for change of judge, and the 
disciplinary board system. 

This activity contains costs associated with the maintenance, development. training, and 
other activities related to the support and operations of these information systems. Specific 
costs that will be included in this activity are: hardware and software, programming and 
support personnel salaries, and related training costs. 

A.edvlty Name: Sy1tem1 lntqntloa $336,287 

The judicial branch is planing a project which seeks to integrate severaJ infonnation systems 
within and outside the judiciary, and to provide a better repository for judicial case 
infonnation. This activity consists of costs related to those efforts. 

Preliminary project plans include possible enhancements and integration with systems such 
u: municipal courts; the bar board admissions system; bureau of criminal investigation's 
criminal history system; further integration with the department of transportation; graphical 
and web-based interfaces for UCIS; consolidation of judicial branch trial court case 
IDIOllffllent infonnation system, as well as other integration possibilities. Representatives 
from the judicial branch plan to meet with members of the attorney general's office to discuss 
possible integration and data sharing. 

The benefits of this project include: 

o.vwat~••hl ... ~IT ~-• 



i 

·.~: .. .,.-., 
tr 
l 
l 
f .. _, ,, 

r 
I' I 
l
,,,. 

~ I ", • 

f,) 

}';1 ,.. 

·{···i:·:·;·· 
i. ,, 
';' 

:11.,,,.· 
\'. !· 
,, ·, 

\, ; I _I,•• 
,•,,-.,. 

)I' 
I ·;~;lfi\ 

t: . 
f 

{\::; 
I 

•. . 
~ ·. ·. 

l 
.• 

,', --, 

• 

• 

• 

A hJ&her level of efficiency and cooperation within the judlclal information systems, 
u well u between Judicial information systoms and other aovemmont entities• 
lnt'ormadon system, throu,h better data aharina abilities, 
Efficiency benefits throuah the use of araphJcal interfaces and centraliud data 
repositories, 
Public access to Judicial infonnadon · systems and data are to be improved by 
providin1 access to selected Ju.~iciaJ information via electronic means, such as the 
Internet. 
Better information for judicial decisions due to accessibUity to justice-related 
infonnation, 

Aettvlty Name: lateraetfve Televttlon $91,237 

As the numb,r of judicial p,sitions decHnes, strategies need to be developed and enacted that 
effectively and efficiently enhance Judicial servic~s to the rural areas of North Dakota, 

This project seeks to instaU a system that would allow parties to appear via interactive 
television for proceedings that would othclwlse be delayed to avoid the time and expense of 
travel and for the convenience of the participants. It is intended to enhance access and 
availability to judicial servicc,s in areas where a judge ls not chambered. 

This project provides for the testing of interactive television installations during the 
1999-2001 biennium. Based on the evaluation and successful outcome of the project. 
interactive television access wJll be expanded during the 2001-2003 biennium. 

Benefits to be derived from this project include: 
- More efficient delivery of Judicial services to counties where judges are not 

chambered, 
- Expedite .md improve judicial services to rural areas of the state. 

Conduct court proceedings in a timelier manner. 
- Reduce travel time to and from remove locations for judges, staff, and others using 

the judicial system. 
- The ability to conduct proceedinas involving incarcerated inmates located in remote 

locations, thereby providing a higher level of security and reducing the cost of 
transporting incarcerated defendants. 

- Reduce witness travel for medical professional participating in mental health 
proceedinas. 
Reduce witness travel for expert witnesses. 
The ability to conduct judicial training via teleconference between courthouses in the 
state, which will reduce the travel necessary for participants. 
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Acdvhy Name: Eallaaeecl Reeordt M••••••••* aad Stora1e S510,877 

The project provides for the analysis. integration, and implemer.iation of document imaging 
within the judicial branch. 

Record !maaina of case documents: 
.. Provide the capability to allow the electronic imqlna of an case pleadings. 
• LeaaJ documents would be scanned and filed immediately. 
.. Provide a mechanism whereby all case documents will be stored electronically. 

The successful implementation of an enhanced records management and storage project will 
provide a more effective and efficient method of archiving, storing, and retrieving court 
related documents by Judicial branch emrJoyees and the pubUc. 

An enhanced records management system may be integrated and with an electronic filing 
system to provide a complete electronic document management system. 

The evaluation w,,uld include. 
The appropriateness and complexity involved in the utilb:ation of an optical imaging 
system for record storage and retrieval purposes of the courts, This would include 
an evaluation of existing applications and the future costs associated with the 
maintenance of the applications. -
The appropriateness and level of integration with electronic filing alternatives. 

• Analyze existing and potential hardware and software systems and their ability to 
service the needs of the courts in the future for document imaging. 

.. Analyze existing communication infrastructure and recommendations regarding its 
ability to meet expectations related to sharing information stored on an imaging 
systems. 

- A cost/benefit analysis associated with options evaluated during the course of the 
project. 
A process review of the infonnation flow from the clerk's receipt of initial 
docwnents, through the courts, and to ultimate disposition of the case. 
Enhance security, as confidential documents would be stored in a separate file not 
accessible on the public access computer. 
Allow clerks to handle an increasing workload without any additional full-time 
equivalent personnel being added. 

The benefits to this project include: 
Providing the capability for clerks of court to file case documents electronically. 

- Counter and telephone questions regarding case pleadings can be answered much 
more quickly. 

• Documents would be instantly accessible from the bench, judge's office, or clerk's 
office . 

.-,'i ,' 



• Security ii maintained on a ""trallzed document atoraae system. 
• CM pleadiftli1 would be available from remote 1lte1 via the internet, 
• Actual location of the hard eopy cue flle becomes less relevant because the 

documents are stored elec:tronJcally and are accessible via computer. 
• Al aioraao of hard copies becomes less relevant, their storqe could also be less 

expensive by storina them in a remote site. 
• All for ease of faxina documents to support end comctlonaJ agencies. 
• Clerk personnel could prepare cases on appeal from their desks, rather than having 

to retrieve actual paper copies, 
- Use of hnaalng would aJlow clerks to handle an increasing workload without 

additional full-time equivalent personnel being added, 

Activity N1mes Dlptal Audio Reeordln1 S13,920 

Digital audio recording is technology of recording and storing judicial proceedings on a 
computer· disk to allow easy access to testimony and allowing integration of judges' notes 
with specific portions of testimony for ready retrieval. This technology, in a network 
environment, can replace conventional tape audio recording systems and can allow the record 
to be shared via web interfaces, 

A pilot project is currently underway to test this technology, 

The benefits include: 
- Digital audio recordings will enhance the efficiency of taking the record. 
- Instantaneous playback of testimony or portions of pr~xeedings, 

Attachment of queries, motions. and bench marking of portions of the proceedings 
by the judse for later use in research and findings. 

• Simultaneous access of the recording by recorder, judge, or authorized individuals. 
allowing the Judge to conduct research from chambers and records to prepare the 
transcripts. 

• Sharing of the record by authorlud parties, 

4q 
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Ju,tlee Mary Maeblen Marina 
TeatlmOI)' 

Before the Senate Approprl1tlon1 Committee 

IUVENll,E DRUG t;QURT • AN OYEBYIEW 
February 17, 2001 

Wll•C I• • dn1 court? 

It is a apecial docket within the juvenile court to which selected deUnquency cases are 
referred for handling to a designated judge when the behavior is exacerbated by substance use, 

I. 

' . ' 

,· ' 

'-· ; ·' ~ 
:· ... 

·.• .i,, ' 
· ... ·. ·:· ,; 

Hi1toey 

A. Goal•! To reduce the abuse of alcohol and drugs and the criminal behavior that 
often follows. 

8. 

c. 

D. 

Adult Drug Courts - in existence for a decade. It began with a few people at the 
arauroots level who realized the current approach to dealing with the drua using 
off'Jllder wu not working. They understood it would take a new approach - a team 
approach with the judge as the accountability leader. 

Juvenile Drug Courts - modeled after adult drug courts 

l. Started in approximately 1995 

2, 105 juvenile drug courts in operation throughout country and 68 more are 
beina plaMed u of June 2000. 
44 states plua District of Columbia and Guam. 

Adult drua court evaluations: (Outcome evaluations are confinning the success of 
these courts.) 

I. Recidivism is a primary focus of drug courts. Offenders who do not 
participate in drug court are three times more Jikely to be attested for new 
drug offenses and four times more likely to violate tenns of probation or 
parole. 

2. The cost-benefit of drug treatment is well documented. Incarceration of drug 
uaing ofrenclera costa between s20.000 and $50,000 per person per year. 

1 
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Capital cotta or buUdina • priaon cell can be II much u SS0,000, 

In contrut. • comprehensive drua court system typically co1t1 le11 than 
$2,500 • yew per offender, 

3. Hiply 1uceeaful in reducina recidivism and in increuins treatment suc;:ce11 

JI, Nanh Dako!I Moxmnent 

Ill 

A. In October 1998, the North Dakota Supreme Court through the Juvenile Policy Board 
formed a study committee to address whether North Dakota Judiciary should 
consider a pilot juvenile dnig court, 

B. The committee consisted of members considered to be stakeholders in tht1 project 
such as the State's Attorneys, indisent defense counsel, Department of Human 
Services, private treatment providers, Department of Corrections, Department of 
Health. Department of Public lnatntcdon, Juvenile Court Officers, Judges, Referees, 
law enforcement and the Attorney General. 

C. The committee coucluded North Dakota has the resources and ability to operate this 
prosram and there was a need for it: 

J. Statistics included: 

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

The number of juvenile drug offenses is rapidly increasing, 
• 1995 • 68 controlled substance violations 
• J 999 - S04 controlled substance violations 

North Dakota Courts• Annual Report indicates from 1995 to 1999 
violations of alcohol laws increased from t.717 to 3,079 

The 1999 Youth Risk Behavior Survey 
61 percent of North Dakota highschool students have experimented 
with alcohol as compared to 50 percent nationwide 

In Bast Central Judicial District, the number of controlled substance 
offenses went from 70 in 1997 to J SO in 1998. They have more than 
doubled. 

The North Dakota Pilots 

A. 

B. 

Fargo and Grand Forks have been chosen as sites 

A planning committee spent eight months crafting the program 

2 
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c. 
D. 

B. 

Thal two cow bopn ope11doa on May I, 2000 

Oma Cowi BlaaibUi~ Critaia • Ff nt needed to Identify taraet population, 

J. 

2. 

Roferrina ofTeme may be either urua or non-drua related. (There are no 
reatrictions on the number or prior of'fensea or convlctiona.) 

Juvenile mu,t be between the 11es ot 14 and 18. 

3, No prior violent felony level adjudications or pending petition, alleging 
violent felony level delinquent act,. 

4. No previous refetTal to JDC. 

S. No prior or pending charges of selling and/or manufacturing controlled 
substances. 

6. Admission to the offense and/or a court order to the program, 

7, An assessment must be completed indicating a drug and/or alcohol abuse 
problem. 

8. The JDC team has some flexibility as to who is eligible, depending on their 
ase, drug and/or alcohol history and nature of their prior convictions, to enter 
the JDC program. 

Drug Court Team 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 
6. 

1. 

Judao - Team leader; the one who will hold the juvenile accountable; will 
oversee the coordination of treatment and rehabilitation. 

Juvenile Court Supervisor/Officer .. continues to be in role of probation 
officer; will u team member refer, develop plan and report to court. 

State's Attorney - will continue to guard PubJic Safety as well as participate 
as a team member. 

Defense Counsel - Protect chiJd•s constitutional rights. 

School Representative - Provide court with valuable education infonnation. 

Treatment Coordinator .. Assist in designing treatment plan 

Drua Court Coordinator .. Coordinate all information for the JDC judge. 

The JDC ,team .. will -..111 ·in referral, deaip of the accountability plan, gather 
. information fQt. pro~ reports and attend progress review hearings. 
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P. Juvenile Drua Court Operations 

I. 

2, 

3. 

4. 

s. 

JuvonJle required to admit to offense 

Juvenile required to 1ip contract 

Juvenile required to appear before me Judie 

Progros, review hearins• • 

a) JDC Judge will review progress reports 

b) Incentives for compliance or sanctions for noncompliance 

c) Consequences are immediate, appropriate and levied on an individual 
basis 

An individualized accountability program plan will be designed for each 
participant 

6. Required program components 

o. JmrnocUato tcanin1tiao 

H. 

1. New arrest for possession with intent to sell or manufacture, a violent felony 
offense. 

SPC&CIII 

1. Current offense will be dismissed, 

2. In addition. the juvenile may be entitled to dismissal of juvenile record if he 
remains offense free for a two-year period. 

3. Oraduation celebration. 

JmpJcmcotation 

A. Process and Outcome Evaluations - will be conducted by Dr. Kevin Thompson, 
NDSU. 

t. As of January s. 2001, we have had 24 participants ( 15 males, 9 females) 

2. As of Januazy s. 2001, we have had 3 graduate from the program 
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VII. 
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3, We ttrminatod 7 partfcipantl becaUH of dirty 1creen1 and funher offenae1. 

~. Averaa~ aae .-16,2 yean 

5, Averaae number of prior referrals to juvenile court .. 5.S 

PnwOna 

A. 

1. Planning • Drug Courts Program Office (OJP) 

2. Implementation .. Edward Byrne Memorial State and Local Law Enforcement 
Orant 

3. Possibly more 01P money or other grant fundjng. But we need match funds. 

Wh)tPalt? 

A. Drug Abuse is breaking up families, destroying Jives and devastating our 
communities. If we are to tum the tide of illcga) drug activities, we must come to 
grip• with the fact that demand drives the drug market. 

Drug offenders accounted for 72% of the overall increase in the federal prison 
population between l 990 and 1996. 

Theae court, represent a new vision . 

Adult Dma Court 

A. Implemented in Burleigh County on January 5, 2001, with the help of two District 
Court Judges, Judge Hagerty and Judge Haskell. 
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Good Morain& Chairman and Committee Members: 

I am Deb Simenson, Clerk of District Court In Burleigh County. 

I am bere to explain tbe Impact of the transition from county to state 
fundln1 for Burleigh, Cass, Grand Forks and Ward counties. 

First, I wlll address the staffln1 impact in these counties. In Cass 
there 11 a reduction or two employees and in Grand Forks there is a 
reduction or one employee. The number of FTE's in these two 
counties bas been reached through attrition. Ward County will 
have to reduce two positions by April 1, 2001. Burleigh County has 
11 employees and was the only one which remained at the same 
staffing level of these four counties. 

Second, let me explain throughout this process, the State came up 
with a funding formula wblcb basically equated 1 FTE for every 600 
filings. Several clerks felt this number was arbitrary and did not 
reftect the work of clerk's offices because it did not include any FTE 
credit for' reopen cases, administrative traffic or restitution. To 
alleviate these criticisms, the State Court Administrator's Office put 
together a couple of working committees to look into these areas of 
coaeern. 

Identlfyln1 actual work load is very important since this will be the 
ftnt full biennium or funding elerk's offices. 

Three separate committees were assembled which were made up of 
clerk representatives from small, medium and large counties. Those 
committees were the Workload Assessment Policy Committee 
(W APC), Administrative Traffic and most recently a Restitution 
Workload Committee. The W APC and Administrative Traffic 

.·. _ eommittees recommended new staffing levels that are now the basis 
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or tile 2001-2N3 budaet request you have before you. 

TIie Restitution eommlttee's 01dln11 or 10 more FTE's statewide are 
not factored Into tbe b11d1et request. (Of these 10 FTE's, 4.8 
posltloa• are ldentlfted for Burlelab, Cass, Grand Forks and Ward) 

Generally, In tbe1e four counties, restitution Is now beln1 collected 
by the State's Attorney's Offices. Ward County collects restitution 
In felony eases oaly. lltbe Supreme Court decides to transfer this 
duty to the Clerk or Court offices, the collecting, monitoring and 
enforelaa of restitution will require addition al staff which are not In 
the present budaet request. 

I feel tbe number of recommended FTE's Is minimal but adequate 
with the exception or restitution. 

Maaaaement reviews are being conducted in the 11 state-funded 
clerk'• offices. These reviews are being done to provide consistency 
and streamline operating procedures. 

All noa-Judlcial duties such as marria1e lic~nses, vital records and 
vetena'1 dilcbaraes bave been moved to other county offices. 

Thank you. 
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Testimony 
Senate Appropnations - O 1/l7/01 

Kay Newell Braget 
Pembina County Clerk of District Court 

Chairman Nothing and members of the committee, my name is Kay Newell Braget. J am 
Clerk of District Court for Pembina County. I am aliro the only person testifying today 
that will remain a county employee after 4/J/01. 

Many of you are aware Pembina County was in opposition to HB 1275 last session •- the 
bill that made Clerk of Court services a State responsibility. Well, the bill was passed into 
law and changes have begun to take effect. We res,wct the law. We must accept it. The 
last legislative session started a process that requires funding. We trust this session will 
follow through, Maintaining full-scale clerk of court services in all counties should 
remain a commitment. Local Clerk services are vital to local access of our judicial system. 

Pembina County was one of six counties that had the opportunity to tum their Clerks 
office over to the State, but chose to enter into a fundir,g contract instead from April I , 
2001 throush the end of the next biennium. Some the reasons Pembina County chose the 
funding contract over State-employment were: 1) the desire to maintain local control of 
the Clerk's office~ 2) waiting to determine if sufficient FTEs would be assigned to handle 
the work load (WAPC was pending & resolutions were due 4/1/00)~ 3) concern over 
rural versus urban issues~ and 4) concern that this legislative session may not adequately 
fund Clerk of Court services through the judiciary budget. My office accounts for 
approximately 9-1/2% of the total funds assigned to Pembina County General. If 
Pembina County had agreed to state assumption of the Clerk's office, if the Clerk's budget 
were dropped from County General, and if funding were not to come through this session, 
it would create a difficult shortfall for the County to overcome. 

The 2.S million budget request for the contracted clerk of court services in the 42 counties 
that are not state-employed represents some property tax relief for rural counties. 
Although it may not result in a drop ir, property taxes for rural counties, it may relieve 
some of the pressures being felt by counties to raise taxes due to their rising costs. 

At a result of the passage ofHB127S, NDCC 11 .. 10-02 was amended to remove Clerks of 
District Court as elected officials on and after 01/01/03. NDCC 27-05.2-02 made clerk 
of court ~ces a state responsibility; outlined funding options; and authorized the State 
to step in on County-employed offices if certain standards are not met. The non-court 
functions were transferred to the ROD on 0 1/01/01, unless the board of county 
commissioners designated another official. This has created a shift in the Clerk's office. 
A shift in who we feel responsible to and a shift in our duties and responsibilities. 

Extensive efforts to streamline the Clerks office started in 199S when the County Judge•s 
offi~ was abolished. In Pembina County, the electronic court reporter and the Judge 
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became ate employeet. Prior to 1995 the Pembina County ECR wu rapc,neU,k,i for 
adminiltratlve traffic ftllnp and mildemeanor/lnhodon eaN ftllnp. ThoN dutia nNded 
to be int'l'ltod ln the Clerk'M office, with no additional FTE1 belna anlped. In Pembina 
County we NVerely limited the time spent by Clerk, in the courtroom. Now Clem are 
only In the Courtroom for muter calendar, chlld l\lpport osc,, a,,d jwy trials. We are 
able to do this becaute we have the services of a court reeorder and are able to UN her 
note, u mlnutn for cues we are not present at. AJ10, we relied heavity on technoloay to 
1ncreuo our efficiency. Judgment, and achodulins notices are aenerated ln the 
Courtroom during master calendar, so the Defendant leavt1 the Courtroom with the 
information needed. Thi• saves the Clerk copying and mamna dme/expenan tater ln the 
day. The uae of a court information 1y1tem (UCIS), jury manaaement proaram, Acce11, 
e .. mail, answering service have increased the speed in which we can provide Nrvicet, 

The FTB1 provided by the W APC study are con,idered by many Clerk, to be bare bones. 
Much pressure will be placed on clerk employee, to work at peak efflclency. IMUfflcient 
ftlndina in the current biennium did not allow reimburaement for operatins expen1e1 or 
technoloSY•telated items where Clerk of Court services are contracted, Thote employon 
are goins to need the technology and support provided by the Court Admim1trator't 
office to achieve and maintain peak efficiency. 

Al you know, the lut JegjaJative session started a proce11. Thi• proceu require, 
adequate funding, Clerk duties are now by law a state respontibiHty, It 11 important that 
thi1 legislative usembJy appropriate the funds needed to complete implementation. Pkue 
follow through and adequately fund the Clerk FTEs and technology needed to effectively 
operate the Clerk of District Court's office, 

Thank you. 
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Testimony 
Sen1te Appropriations 

January 17, 2001 
Faye McIntyre 

R•m•ey County Clerk of District Court 

Chainnan Nething and members of the committee, my name is Faye McIntyre. I am Clerk of 
the Oistrict Court for Ramsey County. I am here to infonn you of the impact of the transition 
from county to state funding for Ramsey, Walsh, Williams, Morton, Richland, Stutsman and 
Stark Counties. 

The staff'mg issue was a labor intense task put before the Workload Assessment Policy 
Committee (W APC), The committee was comprised of 19 people of which 16 persons were 
either clerks of court or members of their staff. Four sessions were conducted working on tasks 
performed by the clerks of court and the time 11eeded to perform those tasks, The committee 
members worked and reworked the tasks and numbers until the number of staff needed was 
less 9% in the larger counties and less 21 % in the mid size counties, 

The staffing in my particular county is so tight that if one wants to take a five day vacation you 
really pay tor it upon your return. I feel that our office is run as efficient as possible. Part of the 
problem is staffing for restitution. At the present time our office collects, distributes and 
monitors restitution and we have not betn given credit for these duties. 

In the future. management revf ews will be conducted in the 11 state funded clerk's offices. 
Even though we feel tti~at our offices are perfonning to their maximum efficiency there may still 
be room f'or some improvement. 

Equipment is also an issue that needs to be addressed, There is a large variance in the present 
equipment now beina used in the clerk's of court offices, In some counties the only PC's that are 
be1na Uled were received from the North Dakota Departntent of Human Service through a grant 
available at the time the state child support proaram was put into effect. Particularly in Cass 
County only! out of22 1taft'members are usina PC's and in Stutsm1n County only 3 out of 6 
Mlff'memben are ulina PC'•• the remainder of the staff are using dumb tennlnals, There are 
odNt COUlldll In the ume predicament. Thi• is not workina with full efficiency. Also. in the 
lilt ..._um print,n were budaeted at S 16,000, This biennium we are requestina an increase of 
tour tlmn that amount ror clerk of court needs. 1 

Wkhoul proper l&lffln& and equipment. the quaJity of work given to the state by th, clerks of 
oourt 111d dllir ltd will not be thn, It ls crucial that t\andlna be provided u requested. 

Thllk,ou. 



HB1275 is the law. 

Senate Appropriations 
January 17, 2001 

Changes have been implemented. 

The last legislative session began a process that requires adequate funding. 

Local Clerk services art a vital part of local access to the judicial system. 

Pembina County is one of six counties that chose a two-year contract over 
state-employment. Reasons: }-desiring to maintain local control; 2-
waiting to determine if sufficient FTEs would be assigned to handle the 
work load; 3-concems this legislative session may not adequately fund. 

NDCC 11-10-02 removed the elected status of Clerks of District Court. 

NDCC 27-05.2-02 makes clerk of court services a state responsibility. 

Many Clerks are of the opinion the FTEs are minimal. Access to 
technology and technical support is .necessary for peak efficiency. The 
current biennium's funding did not allow for reimbursement of Clerk 
operating costs and technology-related items. Funding is crucial on these 
items. 

S 11.4 milUon is a conservative amount for providing Clerks services in all 
53 counties. 

Kay Newell Brapt 
Pembina County Clerk of District Court 



Testimony to the 
SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 
Prepared January t's, 2001 by the 
North Dakota Association of Counties 
Terry Traynor, NDACo Assistant Director 

REGARDIN(; SENATE BILL 2002 

Chainnan Nething and members of the committee, I appear before you to express 

the counties' support for the funding this budget contains for State assumption of 

the clerks of court in the larger counties and the assumption of the responsibility 

for their judicial duties in the remaining counties. 

Court unification has been a long and difficuh journey for the counties. Most 

county officials were very reluctant to see the County Judges become District 

Judges. The later loss of the fine and fee revenue was a major blow to county 

finances, and the gradual reduction and ultimate removal of the filing fee revenue 

added to that di fficuJty. 

While counties were very obviously ton1 last session between the costs of the 

clerks' offices and the final steps of this unification process, we ultimately 

supported a the compromise proposal that would allow each county to mah,tain the 

level of court services they desireJ but that also acknowledges the State's goal in 

uni tying the court. 

We arc therefore here today to Atatc for the record our support tbr the adequate 

funding to complete this effo11. 
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WAPCFlE eo.._. ,._m,.,wAPC ~ ..... Oplt..._., ..... , ..... 
EC ea.. 23.34 23 
NEC Grand Forb 18.28 18 
NE Remtey 3.98 .. 
NE WIWI 3,81 .. 
NW Watd 9.09 ~ 

NW Wlllilm• ... 7 .. 6 

SC BwWgh 10.87 11 
SC Morton ... 93 5 

SE Rlc:hllnd 3.92 .. 
SE Stutlman 5.&5 6 

SW Static 4,90 5 
To.I 11.41 t2 

County O,.,aW / ltlltl Funded 
EC SINle 0,60 
EC TraMt 1.70 
NEC Nttlon 0.78 
NE Benion 1.34 
NE Bottineft 1.87 
NE C1vatitr 0,77 
NE McHtnr; 1.,s 
NE Pembina 1.58 
NE ~ 0,99 
NE Renvlffl 0,54 

NE R.- 1.87 
NE Towner 0,76 
NW Burke 0,-M 
NW DMde 0.39 
NW McKenzie 1.17 
NW Mountrlll 1,10 
SC Emmon1 0,68 
SC Grant 0.36 
SC t<ldder 0.67 
SC Logan 0.29 
SC Mdntoth 0,,41 
so Mclean 2.07 
SC Mercer 1,,49 
SE Btmet 3.14 
SE ~ 1.08 
SE Eddy O.◄7 
8E P:OIW o.ee 
8E Grip 0,,48 

81 UlfflOUfl o.ee 
II 1'lnlOffl 1.0I .. ........ 1,H 
II WIii O.tl 
M MIMI 0.1~ 

"' ..... 0,13 
11N Ounft 0,71 
11N O...V-, 0,11 
11N ltl...., 0,40 
1W .... O.:M , .... ti.II 

0, .. .,0, ••• ,0 ......... 
IC a.. O,IO 
IC ... 0,21 
IC ... O.M --- 0,11 , .... .... 

......... ,... 1IUI ........................ ., 
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El ........ of 11 Dltblct Court Judg■III
Amounl ol Genenll Fundl lawd 
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Reduction lo: 

Bottineau, Grafton 
Minot, WIiiiston 
Unton (2), Mandan 
Jamestown, Lisbon, Wahpeton 
Bowman 

Biennt•I stYIDQS 

$450,424 
$459,424 
$889,138 
$889,136 
$229.712 
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Pay Equity for the Third Branch 

• Justice for the Gatekeepers 

•Ralph R. Erickson 
•Co-Chair Judicial Compensation Committee 

•North Dakota Judicial Conference 

\ 

-
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1991 -- How it was 
-~.r-~ -·-

• At the end of 1989 there were 54 ·Full-Time 
Trial Judges in North Dakota 

• HB 1517 created a unified trial court 
- County Courts abolished as of Jan. 1, 1995 

- Number of judges begin to be reduced 

- Target set for 42 District Judges by Jan. 2, 2001 

~ ~; 
:~;-1 
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Cases Disposed of Per Judge 
1989-1999 
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How are the Courts Functioning? 

• Even though the number of judges is 
reduced the people's business is current 
- Docket Currency Statistics show the calendar is 

more current than it has been 

- District Judges are being more efficient-
disposing of greater numbers in the same 
amount of time 

- Trial Courts continue to function in all 53 
counties 

~_f:k.f~. -~:~i 
·.- , ... ~ 

·-A~I 
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Judicial Cotnpensation Fails 
to Keep Pace 

• In 1977 District Judges were paid $34,500-
the equivalent of $98,158.37 in constant 
1999 do liars 

• In 1999 District Judges are paid $77,340 
- District Judges have lost $20,818.37 in 

purchasing po"ver since the late 70's 

- per judge case disposition has increased by 26% 
since unification-58% since 1989. Source: 

Westegg.com 
Inflation 
calculator 
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National Averages in 2000 

• Courts of Last Resort 

• General Trial Courts 

$116,184 

$104 349 ,_ 

-~ 

Source:NCSC 
Salary Survey 
11/15/00 
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ND Courts Co111pared to National 
Averages 

-------------------·-
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□ ND Supreme Court 
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Source: NCSC 
Salary Survey 
11/15/00 

.•. 
:~ 



%,{.'.') ,;~~ - ,· ' •• •• e .'..~-c-~ '. ~ __..., • c"-. - - -· •--'c-.. L"""'"_,,, =•· ,..,.. ,.,.._,,. a,~~ . . .,.,-~ -~ --~~-, ~•-k£,c:z:~,~•~,c 
~· 

-=, .. 
~~~~:.~ 

Where North Dakota 
Judges Rank 

• In 1999 District Judges were 50th in the 
Union in salary 

• In 1999 Supreme Court Justices were 49th 
in the Union in salary 

• Unless the legislature enacts some judicial 
pay equity proposal the ND judiciary will 
be 50th in the upcoming biennium-and we 
will trail the 49th state by thousands 

1 Source: NCSC 
Salary Survey 
7/1/99 
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.. Where North Dakotans Rank 
-.-~ 

,_ 

■ In 1998, the last year for which 
statistics are available, North Dakotans 
earned 82% of the National Average. 

~ 
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<2' : Where ND Judges Rank 

~ North Dakota Judges currently earn 
75.6% of the National Average 

ii If North Dakota Judges earned 82% of 
the National Average the current salary 
would be $85,556 
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North Dakota Judges Compared to 82% 
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How Do We Measure Where We 
Are? 

~-------------~-~--. 
• Ten states in the Executive Branch Pay 

Study 

• Average of the Three States Contiguous to 
North Dakota 

• Average of States with Populations Less 
than 1 Million 

• Average of States with Populations Less 
than North Dakota 
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What North Dakota Judges 
are Paid 

• -Chief Justice of the 
Supreme Court 
$87,895 

• Justices of the 
Supreme Court 
$85,483 

• Presiding District 
Judges $80,755 

• District Judges 
$78,887 

Source: 1999 
Session Laws 
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10 States in the Executive Branch 
Study 
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re_ ,. verage Trial Judge Salary in 10 
'states in Executive Branch Study 

• $93,747 

Source:NCSC J 

Salary Survey ! 
111199 J 
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:-. .C How We Compare 
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Nortl1 Dakota a11d tl1e States on 
its Borders 
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Current 3 State Average 

• $88,083 

Source: NCSC 
Salary Survey 
11/15'00 



3-State Average on July 1, 2001 
.-----·- -- - -- - "' -

■ If one assumes the Montana raise 
already embodied in their law and one 
further assumes that neither SD nor MN 
receive any raise the 3-State average 
on July 1, 2001 will be 

■ $90,070 

~ 
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How We Currently Compare 
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States with a Population of Less 
than 1 Million 
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Average of __ States with a 
Population of Less than 1 Million 

• $97,253 
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States with a Smaller Population 
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.veraQ:e of St11tes Less Populous 
than North Dakota 

• $93,993 

Source:NCSC 
Salary Survey 
11/15/00 
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How We Compare 
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South Dakota a Comparison 

• Historically the salaries of judges in 
North Dakota and South Dakota 
have been similar 

~.-:::. 
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North Dakota and South Dakota 
Trial Courts Compared--1997 

·------------------------------------~-----,_....., .......... 
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North and South Dakota Trial 
Judges Compared 1/1/00 
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North and South Dakota 
Compared 7 /1/00 Trial Courts 
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North and South Dakota 

Compared 7 /1/00--Supreme Ct. 
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South Dakota in 2001-with a 3% 
Inflation Allowance 

--------------------------------------------------~---- --

■ Supreme Court--$ 97,732 
■ Trial Courts--$91,289 
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If ND Judges Had Kept Pace with Inflation 
Since 1977 Compared to Actual 

.... --------------------··· .- -
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□ North Dakota 
(hypothetical) 

1 i □ North Dakota 

Source:lnflation 
Calculator 
Westegg.com 
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If ND Judges Had Kept Pace with Inflation 

~:, since '77 Compared to Comparison Groups 
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(hypothetical) 

□ 10 State Average 

!I 3 State Average 

■ States with Population 
< 1,000,000 

■ States Less Populous 
than North Dakota 

Source: 

Westlaw& 
NCSC Salary 
Survey 11/15/00 
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Where We Are in Relation to 
Comparison Groups 

100000 . . · ·■ North Dakota (actual) 
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The Numbers 
- ... --: 

S. Ct. Just. Chief Just. Dist. Judge Pres. D.J. 

$103,848 $106,248 $98,158 $99,958 

$103,718 $112,704 $93,747 ctt~k 902 J)~u, 

$96,478 $101,345 $88,083 $90,405 

<1,000,000 $104,842 $108,504 $97,253 $99,489 

<North Dak $101,572 $103,360 $93,993 $97,787 

South Dak. $94,886 $96,943 $88,631 $90,687 
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What We Asked For in the Budget 

■ The percentages the Governor included 
in his budget for state employees 

■ Plus an additional 6% equity 
adjustment in year one of the biennium 

■ Plus and additional 3% equity 
adjustment in year two of the biennium 
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How the Numbers Break Down 
·---~---.::"....,;,--

■ Supreme Court 
■ July 1, 2001 $94,927 
■ July 1, 2002 $96,622 

■ District Court 
■ July 1, 2001 $87,422 
■ July 1, 2002 $89,171 



If Successful-Where We1I Be 
:'t ~-~-;""-1. ........... ~- -~ 

■ At the end of the biennium we will still trail 
South Dakota Judges by over $1800 a year 
and the regional average by much more than 
that if Minnesota judges get even half of 
what their compensation commission has 
recommended to the legislature. 

■ It is a mathematical certainty that we can be 
no higher than 48th in the Union. 

·- -~' 



GERALD w. VANDEWALLE 
SUPREME COURT CHAMBERS 
818MAACI<, NORTH DAl<OTA 58505 

TELEPHONE 701•22'•2221 

Honorable Wayne Stenehjem 
Chairman, Judiciary Committee 
P.O. Box 6352 
Grand Forks. ND 58206-6352 

Dear Senator Stenehjem: 

March 7, 2000 

Senator Stenehjem has been so kind as to give the judiciary some time 
before your comnuttee on April 10, 2000, to discuss the issue of a judicial pay 
equity bill. We look forward to the opportunity to make a presentation to 
you. J thank Senator Stenehjem and all of you for this opportunity. 

The judiciary has just completed a unification of the trial hench. As 
part of this unification process, the number of trial judges in the state has been 
reduced by 25%. ThJs may be the only time in the history of the United States 
that an entire branch of state government has been reduced in size by one
quarter. 

There are two noteworthy statistics accompanying this reduction: 
first. because of increased case filings over the last flfteen years and the 
reduction in judges, the number of cases disposed of per judge in North 
Dakota has increased by 50%; and, second, even with reductions in the 
number of judges and an increase fn caseload, the trial courts' calendars are 
more current than ever. This is a testament to the commhrr.ent that the men 
and women of the trial bench have made to seeing that the will of the 
Leaislature ia fully, fairly and efficiently implemented. In past State of the 
Judiciary messages, I predlcted

1 
our remaining trial judaea would do what wu 

nece11ary to di1poae of the increased caseload per Jqe. They did not fail us. 

I believe the judiciary can make a compelling cue for the enactment 
of a JudJciAI pay equity bill and welcome the opportUnity to dllCUII the matter 
with you. For your addJtional information. I am enclosing a copy of an AP 
article which appeared fo many of the daily newspepen on the subject u well 
u an edJtorlal in r,,. Forum. 

Not IWtl P,r fW ,_ '""" 
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Page2 

I know I speak for the entire judiciary when l say we deeply appreciate 
the chance to discuss this important issue with you. I certainly hope that at 
the close of our presentation you will agree with the proposal and give us 
your whole-hearted support. Thank you for your consideration. 

~-~ 
Gerald W. VandeWalle 
Chief Justice 
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FOR THIS VOLUME OF LETTERS SEE THE 1999-2000 
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N.D.: 
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t 
• 

I object, say l . 

~ s 

pay scale is 

\ out of order 
St11te"s last-place rank } . 
in salaries belies work t 

~ 

bP__Jng done, they say 
i • r 

llyJac&SIIIKan · 
r 

I fl!eP-~ 

. NortilDuoeaiudesaiethelow--
i 

I .:st paid ID the nation. and a com- l 
ll 

l'!li.ttee of judges and ~c:m is ' weidunc ways to ask ~lie tepla- :t 
t 

tme~anise.. 
, 

~-p=tybaa~thdr l has grown ar.d become t 

mare comp~~~ and the DUJD- f 

her of jUdges bas bee:i a:ut. East 
f . 

Centtal Dislrict Judge RalPh Erick- t 
,O.'J said. f 

-we think we-re doing a better 
~ob than som.• said Erickso~ 
_.ho set res as co-chairman of the ~ 

Slate Jud:cial Conference•s com-
.. 
~ 

pematioO ~ 
; 

• District coon judges in North ~ 

!lai.ola malie Stt.340 per ,ar- a ' 
step ~ow Montana judges. i 
whose $77 .439 salaly ranks sec-

~ 

and to last.. accotding the Nation- i 
al Center of Slate CoumL 

. 
• 

)1JSticeS on the North Dakota • 
Supreme C.ourt fare slightly better 

• 
t 

I . 

See Ju•~ Back Page 
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compared to their peers: Their 
183.807 salary is 49th nationally. 
according to a study conducted 
by the nonprofit agency 

While judges make far more 
than the statr::·s average worker. 
their earnir.g potential is limited 
compared to what North Dakota 
lawyers can make in private prac
tice.. And some lawyers and 
judges fear finances may prevent 
good lawyers from running for 
openings on the bench_ 

Becoming a judge '"should be 
the height of one's caree~ but fi
nancially _ it's not the height of 
one's careei;• said Bismarck attor
ney James Hill, who serves on the 
judicial compensation committee. 

Rather than making judges 
rich. a pay raise could remove fi
nancial barriers that might keep 
lawyers considering nmning for 
the bench from doing so. said 
Hill wk> is a former president of 
the State Bar Association of North 
Duola-

Nonh Dakota judicial salaries 
were in the top half of the nation 
in the early 1980s.. But the com
parative pay has dropped since 
then. while the number of judges 
in the state was cut and 
caseloads and court dockets have 
grown,_ Erickson said_ 

-We really foel we·ve done an 
awful lot to make the judiciary 
smalle£.. more responsive and bet
ter situated to med the needs of 
the public.'" Erickson said_ "This 
process has been hard on the ju
diciary - I mean. no one ·wanted 
to eliminate Zane Anderson's 
seat." 

Anderson"s position in the 
Southwest District Court was 
eliminated by the Supreme Court 
eadier this year after the Legisla
ture ordered the number of 
judges be cl.It from 53 to 42 by 
2001 _ Other reductions were 
._,_,.a._ J.w,. --• f;ll;..,,.,... .~,_..,...,.,;cw-- l.oofe-

I I/ 

N.D. hallle to lowest paid district judges 
North DakoWs district judges are the lowest paid in the nation. accoroing 
to a study conducted by lhe National Center for State Courts. 

District or ....,.t trial court: 
A.New Yock $136,700 
.Jt lllinoiS $126,978 
@Cera.ware $119.200 
"4(_ Virginia $119.154 
5. Florida $117.020 

Supreme or highest court: 

t NewYork $151.200 
Illinois $147.024 

'al Florida $145.083 
4~ California $135.018 
5. Michigan $134.752 

46-Alabama 
47_ Wyoming 
48. New Mexieo 
!{g_ Montana 

50. North Dakota 

46. Wyoming 
47. South Dakota 
48. New Mexico 
49_ North Oakota 

-~!jo_ Montana 

$84.564 
$83.700 
$79.215 
$77.439 
$77.340 

$93.000. 
$92.118 
$87.773 
$83.807 
$83.550 

Regional salaries for district judges, with overall rank: 

North Dakota - ~ ··$ ·n.340 . 
Montana ... ·:. - ·s· 77,439 t -. M~ntana ~~Q- M"mn_ 
\Alunoning -,~, ~':· .· $:83~700 .,, .· •ft :.·,~•:·.:50. 
.. .,......... · · i .. ... · •- 31 Wt 
South Dakota ·.;:e s 86.044 \. ~ .. . . . s.o. 15

-

M:.. _ __..._.·~~~-}'.-· ... :.rar,320• ·- 'Wy • _ 44 26 
ltll~se;..:.s::: ~~=:~-~- .- i ommg-- -- - . I 

Wi • $ 99 961 1 • '· 47 · · ·~ owa ISCOOSUl • ! . . . '. 23 
Iowa $100,500 ,~ .. ~....,,-- ... · 

Source: The NatiOnal Center for Slat& Courts. 

by retirement or attrition. 
Meanwhile.. •the business of 

judging has become more com
plex as the laws have come more 
complex.- Erickson said. citing 
protection and restraining orders 
and mental health commitments 
as areas of significant change 

While the compensation com
mittee hasn't drafted a final pay 
plan. Erickson suggested judicial 
salaries should be ranked closer 
to other state wages. 

If judicial pay was 45th - as 
other state wages have been 
ranked 45th - then districtjudges 
would be paid $85.300 and jus
tices $93,600. he said. 

The compensation committee 
ic: o::athPrina infnnn:atinn ::.hont 

Beclcy ~ I The l=OfllfT 

what Midwestern judges earn 
and is weighing ways to address • 

. the issue with the Legislature. 
which sets judicial pay by stalute.. 

- While the final plan isn·t set. 
·our hope is we'd like to be 
moved closer to the regional aver
age. .. Erickson said. -sut we un
derstand there·s no great big pot 
of money out there. either.-

State Sen. Wayne Stenehjem. R
Grand Forks. is chaim1an of the 
Interim Judiciary Comrmttee and 
said it will address judicial pay be
fore the next legislatit>e session. 

While h~ can·t predict what the 
committee will decide. Stene• 
hjem said he thinks many mem· 
hers will supl)(.lrt a raise for 
ii1rtcr-

., 

·11 
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:~1 Low wages 
~- eventually 
hurt N.D. 

s North Dakota becoming 
the Mississippi of the 
north? 

If trends continue, the 
answer could be yes. 

Teacher pay perennially 
- rankt4 among the nation's 

. lowest. Now a report 
. from the state Judiciary 
: Forum confirms that district 
~ Judges are the lowest 
· paid in the nation at a 8di torfaJ time when workloads are 
· , up and cases more com• 

pltcated. 
. . ctor in news of major naUonal com• 
panies coming into the ata te 1 o pay 
hourly wa111 stpdlicantly lo•,.,er than 
national avera1es. and the trend is clear 
- and alarm1n1, 

We've heard the arguments that 11the 
coat of Uvtn1 11 lower here.~ therefore 
wa1e• are lower. Not true, 

The national co•t of ltvtng index 
pe1• the national averaee at 1. ln 
North Dakota the tndea t• .93, That's 
not much of I difference to the aver• 
••• North Dakota f1• .. 111,'1 arocery. 
heaun1. hou1tn1 u1" tran1port1tton 
COltl, 

So let's di,pen1e with the co1t-of•Uvtn1 
tffllle wa1•~n UM to keep WIIH 
low It no lon1er hat crecltbtli~ 

What we de, have 101n1 in tile 1tate la 
· hard•workln1 people who know how to 

,.ve a day's work or•more for a day's pay. 
The problem, of course. ta that every year 
we have fewer of them, as talented 
young people bolt from the state for bet• 

· ter-paytng Jobs elsewhere. 
What we do have are teachers who, 

despite low pay, perform so admirably 
that their students always rank at or 

· n·ear the top of national academic 
achievement statistics, And the state al
ready is seeing the signs of a shortage 
of good teachers, as many of the best 
and brightest take Jobs where pay 
matches their abilities and classroom 
commitment. 

What we do have are district Judges 
who have taken on more and more work, 
partly as a result of legislative mandates, 
and are not being compensated to the 
level that reflects their efforts, It should 
come as no surprise that members and 
potential members of the Judiciary - the 
state's best legal minds - will opt for prt• 
vate practice where they can earn much 
more, 

Some commercial and pollUeal tnter• 
ests too easily write off the low•wage 
factor as unimportant to the state1s 
success, They cling to the discredited 
dogma that low wages are good for 
economjc development, They are 
wrong, 

Low-wage Jobs do not attract or hold 
educated young people, In the long 
term - and certainly in a strong nation• 
al economy - highly educated gradu• 
ates of the state's untveraitie1 will leave 
North Dakota, and few from out of 
state wtll look for work here, Without 

: an expanding base of htgh•wage Jobs, 
: real economic development won't hap• 

pen. 
The signals the state 1end1 are impor• 

tant. When national 1urvey1 1how 
North Dakota teacher, amon1 the low• 
est paid in the nation and di1trict 
Judgea at the bottom of the 'pay scale, 
the impact• are not 100d. The 1tate11 
tm11e be1in1 to 1uffer.in much the 
1ame way MiHitaippt•• hat tor 1enera
tion1. 

(1'oMn ,clltorW. rep,wllt&t tu opinion of 
Porum ~nt anti tlw n,u,,,..,.,, 
Btbtonal lloiid.) 

The Forum 
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Prepared by the North Dakota Legislative Council 
staff for Repre11ntatlve Byerty 

April 2001 

STATE EMPLOYEES· ANNUAL SALARIES 

The following Is a listing of full-lime permanent state employees whose annual salary Is $90,000 or mote. 

Annual 

Name De artment Job Title Sala 

David A, Billings University of North Dakota Assistant Professor/Medical School $260,132 

H. David WIison University of North Dakota Dean/School of Medicine $243,200 

WIiiiam S. Mann University of North Dakota Associate Professor/Medical School $211,421 

Manuchalr Ebadi University of North Dakota Professor/Medical School $197,500 

Kenneth Brizman State Hospital Physician $187,308 

James F. Hanley University of North Dakota Associate Professor/Medical School $182.416 

WIiiiam Pryatel. Jr. State Hospital Physician $179,748 

David R. Antonenko University of North Dakota Professor/Medical School $175,000 

Joanne Rowe State Hospital Physician $170,700 

Nadeem Halder State HospHaf Physician $167,448 

David J, Thetge Unlvetslty of North Dakota Associate Professor/Medical Schoot $164,800 

Celestino Ballnghasay State Hospital Physician $163,440 

Mario Castillo State Hospital Physician 1'-1b3,440 

Gerardo Toribio Department of Human SeNlces Physician $158,736 

Mana Robles State Hospttal Physician $158,004 

Bayani Abordo State Hospttal Physician $153,000 

Lanylsaak North Dakota University System Office Chancellor $150,860 

' Unlve,slty of North Dakota Assistant Professor/Medlcal School Thomas M, Polovltz 
$148,839 

Leny O. Hatvoraon Unlve,slty of North Dakota Associate Professor/Medlcal Schoof $148,689 

Charlet Kupchella University ot North Oakota Pre&ldent $141,000 

Joseph A. Chapman North Dakota State Unlver11ty President $147,000 

Leroy Olson Department of Human Servlee• Physician $146,664 

Andrew McLean Department of Human Servlcet Physician $145,692 

c. MIiton Smith University of North Dakota Associate Professor/Medical School $145,189 

Guy P, Tangedahl UnMar11ty of North Oakot• A11l1tant Profeaaor/Medlt.:al Gc~r;l S145, 18Q 

Elizabeth Fautt Department of Human Services Physician $1 .... ,828 

David Cllnkenbeard Department of Human Servlcat Physician ~144,288 

Aoge, Metvold University of North Dakota Profe11or/Medlcal Schoof $143,434 

John Ft Bawd Unlv1t1lty of Nonh Dakota AHOclllt Profe110,/MecUcal School $141,037 

0'1QOf'Y D. Greek Unlvtrslty of North Dakota AIIOClete Profe11ot/Medlcal Schoof s1.-o,s&e 

Btnnlt W, Mutehl Unlvffllty of North Dakota A11l1tant ProffflOr/Medlcal School $140,000 

Steven HII Otpanment of Human SlfVfctt Physician $139,94-4 

Jemt1 E, Burrel Unlver,Hy of North Dakota A11l1tent Profesaor/Medlell School $139,126 

Sttven R. M1tt&on Unfvetalty of North Dakota A11ocl1t1 Profe110,/Med~ School $139,726 

Robert Rublek Unlvtrllty of North D1kot1 Profntor/Medk:al Sct,oof $137,800 

KariM,Mk Un!Yffllty of North Datcota A1tltt1nt Profetaor/Medlcll SchOol $13!,000 

Rou A, t<rtngMt Univttllty of Nonh Dakota A111ttant Profe110t/Med4CII Schoof $1~.726 

Klmblfty T, Krohn UnlvMlty of Nont\ Dakotl A11lttant Profet1or/Medlcaf Schad $1~,200 

Edward C. Clf'tton Untvtt1lty of Nonh Dakota Profettor/Medlcal Schod $132,180 

,. Cra,g R, Schnell North Dakota State Untv1r11ty Vice Pretldent Academic $131,847 
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Name 
•-R=oge_r_L...:..;, Sopher 

George MlzeN 
Philip Boudjouk 
David a. Lambeth 
Kannan Ramar 
Roger W. Schauer 
Charles D. Peterson 
Mark J, Christenson 

Patricia Jensen 
Bn~A. Smith 

R*r1 C. Gallager 
Dean C, Blais 
John Ettllng 

W. Jeremy Davis 
Lee A, Vickers 
James E. Mitchell 
Michael Haugen 
Michael HIiiman 
Otto Helweg 
Virginia L. Clark 
H. Erik Shaer 
Timothy M. HeJnley 
Alex Schwtetzer 
Donna S. Thigpen 
Ellen E, Chaffee 

Jay A. Leitch 
Lee Petet1on 

Dennis J. Elbert 
Th0m11 J. RIiey 
RlchatdRayl 
Jamee L. Roerig 
Cole R, Guatafaon 
Shaton D. AndMon 
St~ Wondefkh 
George Wlffrnln 
LIUtl Glatt 
Rlchatd W, WM1n1Ck 
Jody C. Pearson 
Velmet Burton 
Curtll Wolfe 
t<ap Jal Ltt 
catototton 
AllnWhHe 
Alblf1 J. FMuanl, Jr, 

• • 
2 AprU 2001 

Annual 
.....,_. _____ Oe....:partm_e_nt:;,___ ____ -------·---- Job Title------·-·· ____ __ Sa~ry_ 

University of North Dakota Profeuor/Medical School $130,000 
Department of HeaHh Medical ElCamlner S 125,436 

North Dakota State University 
University of North Dakota 

State Hc.ispltal 
University of North Dakota 
North Dakota State University 
University of North Dakota 

North Dakota State University 
University of Nonh Dakota 
University of North Dakota 
University of North Dakota 
University of Nonh Dakota 
University of North Dakota 
Dickinson State Unlver11ty 
University of North Dakota 
Adjutant General 
North Dakota University System Office 
North Dakota State Unlver11ty 
North Dakota State University 

Minot State Unlveralty 
Unlv&r11ty of North Dakota 
State Hospital 
Bl1marck State College 
Mayville State Unlvet1lty • Valley City 
State University 
North Dakota State University 
Department of Economic Development 
and Finance 
University of North Dakota 
North 01kot1 State University 
Nonh Dakota State University 
University of North Dakota 
North Dakota State University 
North Dakota State Unlvertlty 
Unlvttl,ty of North Dakota 
North Dakota State urw.,.11y 
North Dakota UIWtt'tlty Syatem Offtce 
Unlvnlty of North Dlkotl 
North Dakota State Unlverllty 
North D1kotl State Unlveralty 
lnfotmaUon Technology Department 
University of Nofth Dakota 
Department of Human S1r11cet 
Not1h Dakota Stitt Unlvtrelty 
UnWtrllty of North D1kot1 

Vice President Academic 
Professor/Medical ~;chool 

Physician 
Associate Professor/Modica! School 

Dean 
Physician 

1 Vice Pre,,tdent Agricutture 

Dean 
Vice President for Finance and Operations 

Athletic Coach 
Vice President Academic Affairs 

Law School Dean 
President 
Professor/Medical School 
Adjutant General 
Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs 

Dean 
Dean 
President 
Physician 
Physician 
President 
President 

Dean 
Dlrecto, 

Dean 
Dean 
Viet President fo, Bu1lne11 and Finance 
A11oclate Profeasor/Medlcal School 

Dlrecto, of ElCtenslonJAES 
Olrecto, of Extension/AES 
Profetaor/Mtdlcll Schoot 
Viet Prttldent Student A,rair1 
Vice Chanceftor for Admlnlttratlve Affairs 

ProfetlOrlMedlcal School 
Pro,etlOf' 
Dtan 
Chief Information Officer 
Profenor/Mtdlcll Schoot 
Director 
Dean 
Attodate Dean 

$125.420 
$125,400 
$122,472 
$121,580 
$121,000 

$120,384 

$120,382 
$120,020 
$120,000 

$120,000 

$118,965 

$118,366 

$116,000 
$115,851 

$114,504 
$114,400 
$114,000 
$114,000 
$112,710 
$112,512 
$112,416 
$112,400 
$112,320 

$111,000 
$111,000 

$110,828 
$110,500 
$110,027 
$110,000 
$108,665 
$108,665 
$108,394 
$108,000 
$107,500 
$106,1&4 

$105l06 
$1015,000 
$102,756 

$102,1&4 
$101,424 t,'l'-

1 

$100,000 '--· 
$100,000 
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Annual 
• Nam• Denartment Job Tltte Salarv 

Gary R. Smith North Dakota State University Professor $100,000 

Sharon V. Hart State College of Science President $100,000 

Stephen J. Tlnguely University of North Dakota Associate Professor/Medical Schoot $100,000 

Thomas C. OWena University of North Dakota Dean $100,000 

Gregory J. McCarthy North Dakota State University Professor/Chairman $99,999 

James R. Venetta North Dakota State University Associate Dean $98,800 

Robert H. Boyd University of North Dakota Vice President Student Affairs $98,643 

Sharon c. Wllsnack University of North Dakota Professor/Medical Schoot $98,553 

Marte A. Sheridan North Dakota State University Professor $98,500 

George A, Selet1tad University of North Dakota Associate Dean $98,491 

t<evln Young University of North Dakota Professor/Medical School $98/.48 

Eddie Dunn North Dakota University System Office Vice Chancellor for Strategic Planning • $97,000 
CTEC Director 

Gordon Bierwagen North Dakota State University Professor/Chairman $96,616 

Elizabeth G, Nichols University of North Dakota Dean $96,435 

John T. Martsolf University of North Dakota Professor/Medical Schoof $96.089 

Albert Schneiter North Dakota State University Professor/Chairman $96,022 

Bonita M, Nea1 Nmth Dakota State University Officer $95,000 

Karen L. Zotz North Dakota State University Assistant Director of Extension/AES $94,758 

John 0. OllnJd Legislative Council Director $93,420 

Rod A, Backman Office of Management and Budget Director $93,420 

Peggy Lucke University of North Dakota Associate Vice President for Finance and $93,000 
Operations 

Randy s. Eken University of North Dakota Alaociate Dean/Medical School $92,443 

Donald A. Smtth North Dakota State Unlver11ty Professor $92,142 

Grant Crawford North Dakota Unlvtf'llty System Offlce Chief Information Offlcer $92,050 

Richard J, Brown UnlvMlty of North Dakota Clinical lnetructor $92,000 

Cert A. Fox UnlvMlty of North Dakota Deen $90,000 

D•vkl Sprynczynatyk Department of Tran1portaUon Director $90,000 

K•Mh 0. Bjertce North Dakota State University Officer $90,000 

Paul R. Krlffllt'. WOl'kert Compenaation Bureau Director $90,000 

WltburA,S~ Untvertlty of North Dakota Library D\rector $90,000 
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Mr, Chairman and members of the committee: 

I am Pat Conmy, a United States District Judge in "senior status'\ My position is now 
technically vacant awaiting action by the new administration, but the workload is still present and 
I am now in effect working free, which offends my ca]vinistic nature. 

I appear in support of the salary increase request of the judges of the State of North Dakota, and 
do so by contrasting my situation with theirs. 

Let me begin by saying that I have the best of all worlds. I am paid a national armual salary of 
$145,100 but live in North Dakota. My authorized staff is 3 law clerks plus a court reporter, and 
I am assisted by a full time magistrate-judge who is paid far more than the chief Justice of the 
North Dakota Supreme Court. My senior law clerk earns more than a North Dakota Supreme 
Court Justice. My position is one of appointment by the President with life tenure. Retirement is 
at full salary, plus social security, and as long as I remain on active senior status I am entitled to 
all salary adjustments. 

The court I work in is a 0 limited jurisdiction° court. North Dakota is allocated two federal 
judgeships. The State Courts are courts of general jurisdiction. The major difference is that 
federal courts have no domestic relations jurisdiction-no divorces, custody battles or child 
support issues to face, and from my experiences in private practice, these are the toughest issues 
a judge races and she must handle them without the assistance of a jury, 

The members of the appellate court which cottect my errors are paid $153,900.00 and are each 
authorized a total of five chambers employees, 

The position of the State Court judges, in contrast, badly needs improving, They do not have my 
independence in that they must seek reelection, with no real opportunity to electioneer. They 
must give up their law practices when initialJy appointed or elected, and, if defeated in a later 
election, must virtually start over. They do not have the staff support which I enjoy c1nd they deal 
in direct personal issues much more likely to lead to emotional disturbance u1an the workload 
before me. 

A judge has very real power. I hope we do not base the attraction of the office solely on that 
power and its possible lure to those who carutot hi.ndle its exercise or who have been unable to 
find success in the practice of law. 



TNtlmony In l4Jppott of ..... M 2002 
ltltl Ill ANodltlon of Noilh Dlkotl 

HoUle Approprtattona CommlttN 
GoY•nment Operatlonl Division 

Mlroh I, 2001 
ly Ctwladnl Hogan, bloudvl Dktctor 

The Stitt Bir ANOCllltlon of North Dakota 1trongly 1upport1 the 

proposed ul1ry package In the Judicial budget Ht forth In Senate am 2002. 

Thi ralMI .,. wtll deHrved and due. 

Lawyers In this 1t1t1 unite In their recognition of the need for 

excellent Judges to prealde over our 1t1te Justice sy1tem, Without excellence, 

Judg11 lo•• the aura of neutrality and Independence that la central to their 

role •• ultimate arbiters over our llvN, property, and llberty. 

Judlclal excellence depend• on several factors. Th••• factors Include 

hlghly-quallfled applicant poola from which Judges are selected, the 

experience and wisdom attained through tenure on the bench, and the 

maintenance of Judlclal autonomy and independence. Common to each of 

these la the central l11ue of Judicial compensation. 

Over time, without adequate compensation, the quality of the 

applicant pool can be diminished. Unless the judiciary Is able to offer its 

potential members adequate compensation, the most talented lndlvlduals -

thou who tend to be more highly compensated In the private sector - are 

likely to be unable or unwllllng to Join the ranks of the Judiciary. 



We .. ~ In 11111 -- to NM •01l1noe In our Judtollfy. Thi 

ltltl Ill A11aolltlon of Notth Dllcota blNIYN ltnlt• II 2002 wMI promote 

and P,IIINt that txotlllnoe by making Judlolll oomper111tlon more 

oompetftlvt with the prtv1tt NOtor. 

Wt we- you, aupport for ltnate IHI 2002, Think you • 

. ,.,'• .. 
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111002 - Apprarlatlon for Ot.ftulng tbt IXRtDHI of tbt Jlldlelll lraooh 

A reque1t w11 Mid• by Senate Appropriation• on Wednesday, April 11,2001 for an 
Independent 111111ment of the effects of the budget revlak>ns made by the North 
Dakota House of Repreaentatlve,. 

Revisions to SB~002 In the house Included reductk>ns to IT-Data Processing, IT
Software/f,upplie,1 and IT•Contraotual Services. Total reduction was $273,997, 
Additional revlsic,ns were made to Increase salaries for supreme court and district 
judges for a tote, biennial amount of $273,997, 

Based on tha discussions with representatives of the State Court Administrator's 
Office and ITD, the following conclusions have been determined: 

1. Due to the fact that the legislature has approved a carryover of $350,000 for the 
Consolidation of Court Information, the court's technical staff will be carrying a 
full load to complete this project during the 2001-2003 biennium. 

2. The deferment of the records management project will allow the court technical 
staff to concentrate on the Consolidation of Court Information Project during the 
01-03 biennium. 

3. The house amendments retained $60,000 for a Needs Assessment and Planning 
Study to prepare the court for the Records Management Projei1 during the 03•05 
biennium. 

4. Tho deferment will allow the court to take advantage of the records management 
experience of ITD. Workers Compensation Bureau and other state entitles. 

6. The court expressed their current and ongoing practice of coordinating with ITD 
on technology projects. 

Summary- In our opinion, the deferment of the Court Information Project along with 
the deferment of the Records Management Project provides an opportunity for the 
court to make their technology advancements In an orderty fashion. Priority one will 
be the Consolidation of Court Information Project (01-03) and the Records 
Management Project the top priority during the 03-05 biennium. Staging the projects 
in this manner allows the court IT staff to manage the• workload most efficf ently. 

If you have further questions, please contact me at 701.258. 7072. 
\ 

Robert J. Pope 
Nexus Innovations, Inc. 

/. 



PIOPOIID AMBNDM8NTS TO l!NOROISBD HOUSE BILL NO, 2002 

, ... 3, after In 16, inlert: 

SICFION 7, LEGISLATIVE INTINT- RllfflUTION COLLECFION 
AND INPORCMINT, It i1 the intent of tho leaialadve UMmbly that the county and 
ltato offlcea perfonnina reatitution collection and enforcement 1etivltiea u of April I, 
2001, continue to porfonn thole activitiea untU June 30, 2003, 

Renumber accordingly 
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QNIJUDA 118IDIII 
IT• Din Proo,nlng S.V, 

IT• T•phontl 

IT .. Sottwn/Suppll,1 

Poltlflfl • RelahHI SffVlces 

IT .. Contractual Serv,ces 

Dues & Prore,,. Develop. 

omo. Supplies 

Printing 

Mlacell,neous Supplies 

Total Opel'ltlno Expen•• 

Egulpm,nt 
IT F.qulp. - Computers 

Total E.qulpment 

Total for propond amendment 
• 

1114,$71 

p,,. 

,1,359 

t1, 133 

$220 

$8,571 

$1,"429 

$286 

$2,857 

$1,'429 

$2,000 

$11,214 

$2,171 

ft ts esttmated that 2 FTE employees (perhaps half-time employees) may be needed to perform restitution 
related activities at the same level as currently performed in eight of the eleven clerk of dlstrtct cou11 offices 
operated by the slate, Those offices are located In Morton, Ramsey, Rlohland, stark, Stutsman, Walsh, 
Ward and WIiiiams counties. 

The proposed amendment from the Association of Countlel does not anticipate the state would fund 
the cost of restitution ,_.ed activities In the remaining three state-operated clerk of district court offices 
(Otis, Grand Forb and Bur1eigh) or In counties which have entet'9d Into funding agreements wtth the 
state In the 2001..o3 biennium. 

If the leglslature adopts the amendment bul detennlnes empfoyees shoUld not be added to perform 
~ adlvlltes, funds to provide for operating expenses Of $12,857 would be needed for 
pOetage, suppHes and printing. 

4/12/2001 
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flTh ...... ,.,... rn·, ..... ,., TOIII rounded rounded ,. .. ..., ...... m._ to..,. to..,.. 
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,.,.. blU 
t;' Morton 4,11 O,st 1.u I 5,5 
'' 

R.,,.., 3,91 o.n 4,21 .. 4,5 

Rlchllnd 3,t2 0.21 4.21 4 .. 
8tlft .... O.M 5,,4,4 5 5.5 

) 

I, 

stutlmln 5.55 0.32 5.87 e e 
' 1 • 
,,,' 

Walsh 3,81 0.32 ,4,13 .. .. 
Ward 8.09 0,5 9.50 10 9.5 

,· 
WIH11m1 4,74 0.33 5,07 5 6 

4/12/2001 
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Percent Amount 

Actual ludget lncrJ(Deor.) lncrJ(Dtor,) 

" t fromN-01 fromN-01 
(,, Interactive TV $11,217 -10% ($10,148) 

3/7/2001 
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The Honorabl~- n-~isle 
North Dakota ~Representatives 
600 E. Boulevard Avenue 
Bismarck, ND SSSOS 

Dear Ron: 

IU,IIIMI OOU .. T 

April 12, 2001 

•IAl'r ICMIVMO__. DIPT ttt 
..,.._.IICIC,NCINN•• 

('Pit)..., 

~:(1011•• .. ••~:,_....owt, ...... t,t 

I am writing to correct a mistake I made in my letter concerning our proposals for 
possible arC1as of budget reduction. I stated, in error, that your committee asked us specifically to 
identify areas in our technology budget. Chief Justice VandeWalle has clarified that your 

1 committee's request was generally whether we could identify money in our budget that could be 
adjusted without any specific identification of an area, We then identified technology, as I 
indicated in my letter of Apnl 10, 2001. 

I apologize for my misstatement of your committee's request, and I hope this letter clears 
up any questions concerning that point. 

Thank you. 

MMM:pfw 
cc: Chief Justice Gerald VandcWalle 

Sincerely yours, 

~hlen Maring 
Justice 

_I • " • 

J: 
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The Honorable Ron Carl 
North·Dakota Houae oneorca1G1M1m· 
600 B, Boulevard Avw•ll"!ii..,. 
Bismarck, ND 58505 

Dear Ron: 

IV,,tlMI COUIIT 

April 10, 2001 

• WT IOUI.I\WID ~ Dl'1 •• 
•IMklCtC,Nf:INNN• 

f7t0 ....... 7 
~:rroo•u• 

l•MM.1 ...... l1N1. .... MYI 

Last evening you asked me about our technology budget for the courts. As you know, 
your committee asked our Chief Justice ifwe could identify money in our ti,chnology budget that 
could be adjusted or reduced. In response. our technology support identified our Enhanced 
Records Management Project and proposed two possible areas of budget reduction which were 
presented to you. These two possible reductions were identified for a couple of reasons: 

/ 

1. We first need to prepare a project plan which will require review and analysis of 
records management solutions, and 

2, We carried over the Cass County project of switching the clerk of court's office 
from PCSS to UCIS. We recognized that we probably do not have the staff to do 
both the implementation of this latter project and the implementation of the 
Enhanced Records Managemer.t Project in the next biennium. 

Therefore, we were very satisfied with having enough mon.ey left in our Enhanced 
Records Management Project to pennit us to prepare a project plan and to study solutions for 
both the Supreme Court and District Courts. This would also allow us to give our full attention 
to the Cass County project, We also do not want to duplicate any efforts of ITO. This will give 
us an opportunity to examine their enhanced document management system and to coordinate 
with them in our planning. 

I hope this answers your questions, and if I can be of any further assistance, please 
contact me or feel free to contact Chief Justlce Gerald V ande Walle. 

Thank you for your continued support .. 

MMM:pfw 
cc: Chief Justice Gerald VandeWalle 

Sincerely yours, 

~hlen Maring 
Justice 



,i 

• 

l,-

.............. .., ..,._,nt 0,,11t11ne DMIIIR ef 
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Dmrtlll! 
I :, I Adilllloiiil - kl ·= I : UCII to 23 lddl't. counllN : 

JudldlllrlnchlTlllff ,1u,ee4 
IT" Ditti ProoNllng 8trvtce '313,4.:te $202,N7 • 
IT• T11ephont '313,111 
IT • SOftwlre • Suppll .. hOl,1,1 
IT • contradual Servicel $1,185."IH 
IT .. Equipment $929,500 $70,~00 
COits for new users to attend training $14,835 

Total $3,951,208 $287,eoa. -
~•sed on ,urrent bUHng arrangements wtth ITD. These arrangements would llkely be 
modified If UCIS Is e>epanded. The new arrangement would change the addltlonal cost 
to $104,480, 

3114/2001 

I 
] 

Total I 
.755,814 
'581,073 
$393,119 
$309,749 

,1.1as,1ee 
$996,900 
$14,835 

$4,239,108 
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Pouibte Poulbfe Adjulted 

Budget Reduction Reduction Budget 
BIPYMI ll1 a BlQYIII ....... ,w .. $15,893 $15,893 

(Allocltlon of etaff time) 

Operating Expenses 
IT •Dal• Proctlllng $26,ti35 ($25,716) ($720) 
(Connection charges) 

IT-Softwlre/SuppUes $2,549 ($1,M9) $1,000 
(Software and Licenses) 

IT-Contractual Services '4•5,000 ($185,000) ($60,000) $200,000 
(ConauHant/Oevelopment) 

Equipment $21,000 ($15,750) $5,250 
(servers) 

$510,877 ~$212,2641 ~$7614701 $2221143 

The inltlat budget request Included money for records management solutions for the 
Supreme Court and District Courts, 

Reduction #1 defers the lmplementatlon portion of the solution for District Courts 
to the 2003-2005 Biennium but maintains the funding for a solution for the Supreme Court 
and maintains funding for a Needs As.'iessment and Planning for a solution for the District Courts. 

The reduction #2 effmlnates the funding for a records management solution for the Supreme court. 

H should be noted that there Is a real and substantial need to accommodate and modernize 
the records management, storage and document retention processes of the Supreme Court 
and District Courts. Redudtons beyond reduction #1 would seriously Inhibit the abilities of the 
Judicial branch to modernize and manage the flow of documents within the courts. 

3/14/2001 
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