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2003 HOUSE STANDING COMMrrTBE MINUTES 

Bll..l.JRESOLUTION NO. HB 1002 

House Appropriations Committee 
Govemment Operations Division 
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Hearing Date January 22, 2003 

T Number Side A SideB Meter# 
1 xx xx 
2 xx xx 

Committee Clerk Si 

Minutes: 

Hearing was called to order by Chainnan Carlisle roll was taken with all committee members 

present: Rep. Carlson. Rep. Carlisle, Rep. Timm, Rep. Glassheim, Rep. Warner, Rep. Ktoeber, 

Rep. Skarphol, Rep. Thoreson, Rep. Koppelman. 

Cblel Justice Genld W. VandeWalle (see attached testimony) Court unification has worked 

better than I have hoped. In reference to HB 1044. transfer of Office of Administrative 

Hearings. conflict of interest exists. we need flexibility to experiment with the transfer. HB 1044 

would remove us from the need to transfer funds. I am in sut'port of HB 1044, I b •1leve it's a 

conflict of interest and our inability to experiment wlth full time defenders. We are the only state 

in the country, that uses the contract system. If the bill is passed the recourse may be to contract 

out, there would be a need to transfer funds from the Emergency Fund. We do not supervise 

;',~~~fl~,\\tf.;.<;,,;,•',~i\';::w,i•'•,/,!•,.,,,,/i,i,,:,.:\,l/;,',;<_),',,;;,,', • ,,,,,,,J1, ;,,. C' ,•• ,' , ,,," 
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Pqe2 
Government Operations Di;vision 
BilJ/Resolution Number l 002 
Hearina Date January 22. 2003 

these people. We are charged with hiring defense attorney's and put them in a position to 

determine if they have been effective. 

Rep. Koppelman asked for an amendment that would allow us to employ as well as contract. 

CbW Jusdce VandeWalle hourly rate wouldn't cover the overhead in contrleting, state 

employee's have there needs met i.e.: book&, computers etc. Other states have separate public 

defenders offices or a combination of FT and Pl\ I don't know what the cost difference would 

~. In reference to the Meth problems, It's difficult to detennine how much money will be 

needed with a system we can't control. We are mandated to provide a defense to all. We are 

losing the rural areas, as people 81'.C unwilling to accept contract.. Under our budget indigent 

defense could hold our budget hostage, becauSt'l the constitution requires us to provide these 

services. 

I" 

Ted Gladden, State Court Admlnlstntor (see written testimony) Clerk of Court position was 

changed in the last session, giving 3 options. 1, To be state employees (11 counties participate) 

2. Contract for Services (41 counties participate) 3, Oo alone, (1 county) In reference to tribal 

issues and privacy ... We ha'-.1e judges working closely to improve the information flow. We invite 

them into our dialogue. It ls not mandatory. I do not think the infonnation is flowing as well as 
' 

we would like. We, ,,ir-:r,, ,'.>~\~11-~Hng them, whether they avail themselves is a matter of choice, 

S111a11 Sllkt Dtrecwr ol tiliumce (aee written testimony) 

Justice Dale Suldatrom. (aee written testimony) 

Judae Allen Sd11nal•beraer. (see written testimony) In reference to ITO choices, we 
. 

Interview suppliers and chose the one that would best meet the needs of our department. 

.J 
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Pap3 
Government Operations Division 
Bill/Reaolution Nwnbet 1002 
Hearin1 Date January 22. 2003 

Kan Sdunfdt_ IT dlrector for eouru A complete financial system will be used. We will use 

the old one and the new one wlll be interfaced with it. Limited details will be available due to 

privacy iuues. 

Juctae Holte (Me written tesdmony) Numbers are based on out "best guess .. from last June 

numben. Meth has hit us hard, statistical increases in small communities amount to many 

challenges The magic number is $70..$75 per hour, 

Jusdee Marina (see written testimony) We arc seeing more meth in the Bismarck area than 

other area•s of the state. A study from Dr, Thompson of NDSU was presented. Federal Grants 

have been the source of funding since day 1. We feel by the end of the next biennium it will be a 

legislative deci$ion to carry these courts. Depending on our resources we would like to establish 

Minot and Williston, this is a process with the cooperation of many players. There was an 

increase in federal funding of $40,000 over the last biennium. this was matched with the General 

Fund. Our numbers are limited. more money doesn't mean more participants. our team would be 

extremely stressed., We are handling all we can. 

Judie Gall Haprty. District Juqe (Me written testimony) The Adult Drug Court program is 

not in this budgtt it is a line item in the Dept. Of Corrections. NOTE: The committee will be 

observing the Drug Court on ~rlday. January 24, 2003, 

Wade WHIII• Aacl,,ttob ol Coundel, sp<>ke in support of HB 1002. The counties 

challenge increase with the number of increasing meth case. It impacts the states atty. And 

courts. 

Chrlltlne Hoitt Exee. Director• ND Bar Aslodadon (see written teltlmony) under Holt tab 

pa. 3. Ideally, look at HCR3004 as part of the solution. 

.J 
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Pqe4 
Oovemment Operations Division 
Bill/Resolution Number 1002 
Hearin, Date January 22. 2003 

QaW Judc:e VandeWalle shared conclusions ... We are spending a lot of time on posing privacy 

standards. Federal Money for Drug Courts are limited. the local competition for these arants is 

increasing. resources are needed to make this successful. 
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2003 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES 

BILURESOLUTION NO, HB 1002 

House Appropriations Committee 
Government Operations Division 

□ Conference Committee 

Hearing Date February 6, 2003 

Ta e Number Side A 
xx 

Minutes:Committee Work 

Side B 

Allan, Legislative Council shared an overview of amendment 38002.0 t 02, 

Meter# 

Rep. Kroeber voiced concern with the employee freeze and the reduction in wages. 

Rep. Glasshcim also voiced his concern. 

Chairman Carlisle stated there are 4,000 state in employees in Bismarck, he is also concerned 

with the salary reduction and the hold on benefits. He felts teachers shouldn't receive an increase 

with state employees are biting the bullet. 

Rep. Koppelman review the budget and informed the committee Mr. Gladden of the Judical 

Dept. wi11 be submitting a proposal to remove $260,000 in general fund expenditures. They are 

leaving 37% of the unused operating expenditures in the budget for the renovation of the 

supreme court courtroom, it hasn't been completed in 22 years, They had planned to complete 

phase I & 2 of the renovation during the cut'rent biennium, After discussion they have agreed to 

J 



Page2 
Government Operations Division 
BiJI/Resolution Number HB J 002 
Hearing Date February 6, 2003 

complete phase J, $99,000 iu the current biennium, postpone the remainder. This will increase 

the tum back to $67,000. 

Rep. Glasshclm voiced concern on alternative funding, his c.:oncern, a possible reduction in 

programs. 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY REP. THORESON TO PASS AMENDMENT 38002.0102, 

SECOND BY REP. SKARPHOL, MOTION CARRIED WITH 6 YEAHS, 3 NAYS, WITH 

REP. GLASSHEIM, REP. KROBER, AND REP. W ARNEU VOTING NO. 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY REP. KOPPF.LMAN TO REMOVE $260,000 FROM THE 

OPERA TING EXPENSE LINE ITEM, LINE 13 OF HD 1002, SECOND BY REP. 

SKARPHOL, MOTION CARRIES 8 YEAHS, 1 NAY (CARLSON). 0 ABSENT AND NOT 

VOTING. 

.J 
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2003 HOUSE STANDING COMMI'ITEB MINUTES 

BILURESOLUTION NO. HB l 002 

House Appropriations Committee 
Government Operations Division 

□ Conference Committee 

Hearing Date February J 2, 2003 

Ta e Number Side A Side B Meter # ----+---------+----------t 
1 xx ----4----------4--------~ 

Committee Clerk Si 

Minutes: COMMITTEE WOR 

Rep. Carlisle called the meeting to order, roll call was taken, all member were present. 

Rep, Koppelman reviewed Amendment 38002.0104 with the committee, this amendment covers 

everything, this also includes the action that was taken yesterday in Full Committee with the 

effect of HB 1045. 

Rep. Kroeber voiced 1.:oncern regarding salary reductions. 

Rep. Warner was uncomfortable with the guardian costs and funding, which is forcing the 

townships and counties to take costs they didn't previously have. 

Rep. Skarphol discussed the fact that the bill on indigent defense passed in full committee could 

be transferring duties from the judicial branch to the executive branch. 

Rep. Carlson this eliminates the conflict of interest between judges and the defense attorneys. 

,,J 
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Page 2 
Government Operations Division 
Bill/Resolution Number HB 1002 
Hearing Date February 12, 2003 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY REP. KOPPELMAN TO RECONSIDER AMENDMENT 

38002.0102, SECOND BY REP. SKARPHOL. THE MOTION CARRIED ON A VOICE 

VOTE. 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY REP. KOPPELMAN TO PASS AMENDMENT 38002.0104 

AND REPLACE AMi.;NDMENT 38002.0102, SECOND BY REP. TIMM, MOTION 

CARRIED BY UNANIMOUS ROLL CALL VOTE. 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY REP. KOPPELMAN TO PASS HB 1002 AS 

AMENDMENT, SECOND BY REP. SKARPHOL, MOTION CARRIES BY 

UNANIMOUS ROLL CALL VOTE. 

Hearing no further discussion, the meeting was adjourned. 

.J 
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2003 HOUSE STANDING COMMITIEE MINUTES 

BILURESOLUTION NO. HB 1002 

House Appropriations Committee 

□ Conforence Committee 

Hearing Date 02-17 ~03 

Tape Number Side A Side B Mr,tt;r # 
l X 8.0 ~ 12,0 

-

Committee Clerk Signature (1A~ 3-/(~/./ -· 

c;:7 

Minutes: 

Chairman Svedjan Opened HB I 002 for discussion. A quorum was present. 

Rep. Kopplem~n Introduced the bill to the fulJ committee. The judiciary is behind the times 

regarding IT. 

Rep. Koppleman I move a Do Pass As Amended. 2ud by Rep. Carlisle. Motion carries 

22-0-1. Rep. Koppleman will carry this bill to the floor. 

.J 
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Amendment to: HB 100?. 

FISCAL NOT.E 
Requested by Leglslatlve Council 

02/19/2003 

1 A. State fiscal effect: Identify the state fiscal effect and the fiscal effect on agency appropriations compared to 
~ ~ I d i ti ti J d d I undmg eve s an soorom a on~ en ctDate un er current aw. 

2001-2003 Biennium 2003-2005 Biennium 2005-2007 Biennium ·-General other Funds General other Funds General Other Funds 
Fur.d Fund Fund -Revenues 

Expenditures 
._Appmerlatlons 

1 B. County, city, and school district fiscal effect: ldentlfv the fiscal effect on the BtJDrotJrlate IJOlltlaal subdivision. 
2001-2003 Biennium 2003-2005 Biennium 2005-2007 B!ennlum 

Schoo, School School 
Counties Cities Dl~trlcta Cnuntles Cities Districts Counties Cities Dlstrh,ts --- -

2. Narrative: Identify the aspects of the measure which cause fiscal impact and Include any comments relevant to 
your analysis. 

This bill provldas funds for the operation of the Judicial Branch of Government. This fiscal note only addresses the 
proposed statutory salary changes for juf,tlces and judges salaries. 

P.ased on action tak m at the Judlcal Conference on November 26, 2002, the Judiciary Is reque~tlng the 
Appropriations Committee to r9duce the proposed salary Increases of justices and Judges to the same level as those 
given to (:fmployees by the IE'Qislature. At this point In time, there are no proposed Increases for employees, so the 
proposed salaries for justices and judges are being decreased accordingly. 

3. State fiscal effect detail: For Jnfonnatlon shown under state fiscal effect In 1A, please: 
A. Revenues: Exp/8/n the revenue amounts. Provide detall, when appro1,,. iute, for each revenue type and 

fund affected and any amounts Included In the executive budget. 

B. Expendlturns: Explain the expenditure amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency, line 
Item, and fund affected and the number of FTE positions affected. 

C, Appro~rlatlons: Explain the appropriation amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, of the effect on 
the biennial appropriation for eaoh agency and fund 1iffected and any amounts Included In the executive 
budget. Indicate the mlatlonsh/p between the an,Junts shown for expenditures and appropriations. 

Ted Gladden ency: Supreme Court 
Phona Number: 328-4216 Date Prepared: 02/19/2003 ---..1.---..:---------------' 

J 
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B111/Resolutlon No.: HB 1002 

FISCAL NOTE 
Requested by Leglslatlve Council 

12/23/2002 

1A State fiscal effect: Identify the state fiscal effect and the fiscal effect on agency appropriations compared to 
fu di t I d ri I ti l t d d I n ng eves an aDDfOD1 at ons an c1va e un er current aw. 

2001-2003 Biennium 2003-2005 Biennium 2005-2007 Biennium 
General Other Funds General Other Funds General other Funds 

Fund Fund Fund 
Revenues 
Expenditures $515,684 

Appropriations $515,584 

18. County, city, and school district fiscal tdfect: Identify the fiscal effect or1 the aooror,rlate oolltlcal subdivision. 
2001-2003 Biennium 2003-2005 Biennium 2005-2007 Biennium - Sc~)I School Schoo! 

Counties Cities Olstrfots Counties Cities Dlstr'lcts Counties Cities Districts ------
i...-- -

2. Narratfva: Identify the aspects of the measuffl which cause fiscal hnpact and Include any comments relevant to 
your analysis. 

~ This bHJ provides funds for the operation of the Judicial Branch of Government. It includes proposed 
11,i.,...,,/ statutory salary changes for judges salaries, The amounts shown above are the proposed judicial salary 

increases at the time the judicial budget was submitted on November J 5, 2002. 

Based on action taken at the Judical Conference on November 26, 2002, the Judiciary is requesting the 
Appropriations Committee to reduce the salary increases of justices and judges to the same leveJ as those 
given to employees by the legislature. 

3. State fiscal effect detail: For Information shown under state fiscal effect In 1A, please: 
A. Revenues: Explain the revenue amounts. Provide detall, when appropriate, for each revenu9 type and 

fund affected and any 1-1mounts Included In tha executive budget. 

B. Expenditure'-': Explain the expenditure amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for eacl, agency, line 
Item, and fund affected and the number of FTE positions affected. 

Detail: 

Supreme Court (5 Ju.~tices) 

Salaries and Wages $53,805 

District Court ( 42 Judges) 

.' . ,. ti.a\'w, ., .. ~ 't 

' 
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Salaries and Wages $461,779 

Total $515,584 

C. Appropriations: f ><plain the appropriation amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, of the effect on 
the biennial appropriation for each agency and fund affected and any amounts Included In the executive 
budget. Indicate the relationship betwoen the amounts shown for expenditures and appropriations. 

Name: 
Phone Number: 

Ted Gladden 
,128-4216 

-----+"'""g"-e_n_cy_: ____ S_up~r_e_m_e_C_o_urt _______ ~ 
Date Prepared: 12/26/2002 

"' ... 
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38002.0102 
Title. 
Fiscal No. 1 

Prepared by the l .eglslative Council staff for 
House Appropriations ~ Government 
Operations 

February 7, 2003 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO HOUSE BILL NO. 1002 

Page 1, line 1, remove the semicolon 

Page 1, remove line 2 

Page 1, line 3, remove "relating to salaries of supreme and district court judges" 

Page 1, line 12, replace "5,955,990" with "5,852,l38" 

Page 1, line 15, replace "7,794,858" with "7,691 , 10611 

Page 1, llne 18, replace "34,662,877" with "33,943, 10811 

Page 1, line 24, replace "50,034,808" with "49,315,039" 

Page 2, line 2, replace "48,272,073" with "47,552,304" 

Page 2, line 5, replace "544,227" with "539.445" 

Page 2, line 61 replace "544,227" with "539.445" 

Page 2, llne 7, replace "283,500" with "281,014" 

Page 2, line 8, replace "260,727" with "258,431" 

Page 2, line 9, replace "56,327,658" with "55,501,841" 

Page 2, line 10, replace "2,046,235" with "2,043,749" 

Page 2, line 11, replace "58,373,893" with "57,54'5,590" 

Page 2, remove lines 22 through 30 

Page 3, remove lines 1 through 12 

Ranumber accordingly 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

House SIU No.1002 .. Summary of House Action 
EXECUTIVE HOUSE 

BUDGET CHANGES 

Supreme Court 
Total all funds $7,794,858 (~103,75?) 
LeSB estlmaled lncoma 
Ganeral lund $7,'194,658 1$J03,762) 

District courts 
Total all funds $60,034,808 {$719,769) 
l osa asHmated Income 1,762,7.'.35 

Page No. 

HOUSE 
VERSION 

$7,891,106 

$7,691,106 

$49,::116,039 
1.782,73~ 

1 38002,0102 

I; 
i;J 
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Gono1al fund $48,272,073 ($719,769) $'47,55.1,304 

Judicial Conduct Commission f Total all lunds $544,227 1'4,782) $539,446 
:, l.eM estimated Income 2ag•~~ f486 ~ General lund $2 , 2 ( 2,296 $2 • 

BUI total 
,, 

Tolel all funds $68,373,893 ($028,303 $57,646,590 t 
f's t.oss esllmatod Income 2,046,235 f<186 2,043,749 . 

General fund $66,327,658 ($8 ,817 $5B,5of ,841 
I 

' " House em No. 1002 " Supreme Court - House Action 
f EXECUTIVE HOUSE HOUSE 1 
I OIJDGET CHANGES VERSION 
( Salaries and wages $5,956,990 ($103,752) $5,852,;:!38 I 

I 
Oparatlng e,cpenses 1,706,580 1,706,580 
Jl.Jdges' retirement f 32,l.l}!! ~ 

I 

' 
Total all funds $1,794,066 ($103,752) $7,691,106 

Less ,a•-tlmaled Income 

General fund $7,794,858 ($103,752) $7,691,106 

l FTE 44.60 o.oo 44,60 
I 

l Dept. 181 - Supreme Court - Detail of House Changes 
REMOVES 

PROPOSED 
SALARY REMOVES 

INCREASE RECOMMENDED TOTAL 
FOR SALARY HOUSE 

JUSTICES 1 INCREASE 2 ClfANGES 

Salaries and wages ($53,805) ($49,947) ($103,762) 
Opefatlng expenses 

.. Judges' retirement 
! '1,,, 

,,, i Total aN funds 
I., 

($53,805) ($49,9-47) ($103,762) 

Less eatlmated Income ---
Genoral fund ($53,805) (S4!},94n ($!03,752) ( 

0 
FTE 0.00 o.oo 0.00 

1 This amendment removes tht judicial branch'& p<opoued salary lneteases fo< St/Pfeme Court Justloes, 

2 This amendment r81T!OY8a the Gailemo<'s recommendation lor state empk)yee salary Ina-eases and retains the recommended state i'WlYlllent fO( 
health iniwranca premiums. 

House em No. 1002 • District Courts - House Action 
EXECU'rlVE HOUSE HOIJSE 

BUDGET CHANGES VERSION 

Salaries and wages $34,662,sn ($719,769) $33,9-43,108 
Operating expen11es 1'4,223,487 14,223,487 
Capital assets 109,500 109,500 
Judges' retluiment 918,94'4 918,9-44 
UNO Central Legal Research 80,000 80,000 
Altematiw, dspote resolutlon -40,C,OO 40,000 

Total all funds $50,034',808 ($719,769) $49,316,039 

less estimated lncoma 1,'162,735 1.762,735 

Geoo,al lund $48,272,073 ($719,769) $41,552,304 

FTI'.: 267.50 o.oo 287.50 

Dept. 182 - District Courts • Detall of House Changes 

REMOVES 
PROPOSED REMOVES 

SALARY RECOMMENDED TOTAL 
INCREASE FOR SALARY HOUSE 

JUDGES I INOREAS<: 2 CHANGES 

Salark>s and wages ($-461,779) ($267,990) ($719,769) 

( Operating e>cpeoses 
Gapilal a&sels 
Judgea' retlremenl , 

-~ 
UNO Cen1raf Legal Ae&ealch 
Allemallve dispute resokiflon ----
Tolal aN tunds ($461,179) ($257,990) ($719,769) 
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Less estimated Income 

General fund 

FTE 

($461,778) 

0.00 

($257,990) 

o.oo 
($719,769) 

0,00 

1 This Bmendment rcmovea the judicial branch's proposed salary lnoraase for district court judges. 

2 This amendment rem0'iaa the G<Nemor's recommandatlon for state employee salary lncrea&es and retalrl3 the reoommended ala.lo pr,;1ment for 
health lnBtJr~ premiums, 

House BIii No.1002 .. Judicial Conduct Commission• House Action 
EXECUTIVE HOUSE HOIJSE 

BUDGET CHANGES VERSION 

JOJ<llcial Oondoot Commlllk>n 
and Olaoipllnary Board 

$644,227 ($4,782) $539,446 

Total aw funds $544,227 ($4,782) $539,445 

Less estimated lnoome gs;,,500 ~ ru&H 
G9net'al fund $260,727 ($2,298) $258,431 

FTE 4,00 0.00 4.00 

De~t. 183 • Judicial Conduct Commission .. Detan of House Changes 
REMOVES 

RECOMMENDED TOTAL 
SAL.ARV HOUSE 

INCREASE 1 CHANGES 

Judicial ~ Commls.wn ($4,782) ($4,782) 
and DI~ Board 

Total d funds ($4,782) ($4,782) 

Less estimated lnoome (2,488) (2,486) 

General fund ($2.296) ($2,298) 

't-7'E 0.00 0.00 

1 This IIIT1Mdmenl removea the Governor's reoommend:Jlion for stole employee salary Increases and tetalns the recommended atato payment for 
health lnllUfanoe premiums, 
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Date:02-06-03 
Roil Cal] Vote #: 1 

2003 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES 
BILL/RESOLUTION NO. HB 1002 

House Appropriations: Government Operations Division 

0 Check here for Conference Committee 

Legislative Council Amendment Number 

DO PASS ON AMENDMENT 

Committee 

38002.0102 

Action Taken 

Motion Made By _R_e ___ .,p_. _Th_o_re_s_o_n ____ Seconded By .. Rep.Skarp..__ho_J ____ _ 

Representatives Yes No R~resentatives Yes No 
Chairman Carlisle X -Vice Chairman Carlson X 
Rep. Koppelman X 
Rep, Skarphol X -Rep. Thoreson X -- ,_ 

Rep. Timm V 
,/"a. 

Rep. Glassheim X 
Rep. Kroeber X 
Rep. Warner X 

i,., - ·-
. 

Total (Yes) 6 No 3 

Absent 0 

Floor Assignment NI A -----------
If the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent: 
See attached amendment 
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Date:02-06-03 
Roll Call Vote #: 2 

2003 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES 
BILL/RESOLlJTION NO. HB 1002 

House Appropriations: Government Operations Division 

D Check here for Conforencc Committee 

Legis)ative Council Amendment Number 

Committee 

38002.0102 

Action Taken To remove $260,000 from the operating expense line item, line I 3, of HB 
1002 

Motion Made By _Rep. ~e_,lm_an __ _ Seconded By Rep.Skarphol 

01== 
Repr,~entiltives Yes No Representatives Ye~ No 

Chairman Carl isle X - --Vice Chairman Carlson X -Rep. Koppelman X 
Rep. Skarphol X --
Rep. Thoreson X -- -Rep. Timm X -Rep. G~ssheim X 
Rep. Kroeber X -Rep. Warner X 

-
- ·-· 

--

Total (Yes) ____________ 8_ No _____ _ 

Absent 0 

Floor Assignment _N_/_A ______________________ _ 

If the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent: 
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Date:~·- ( O·-O~ 
Roll Call Vote #: 3 

2003 HOUSE ST ANDING COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES 
BILL/RESOLUTION NO. Click here to type Bill/Resolution No. HBt ~ 

House Appro~riations: Government Operations Division Committee 

0 Check here for Conference Committee 

Legislative Council Amendment Number 3~DD ~.a\ \'.::lg 
Sub~+\ +u+e ~c,, ....;;.<!IV"\-..... \ -c-~----~-e..i--~--,--cde-----eH\--p----

Action Taken ~flJ '<'~ t>o ~ni U"\ · Ot tJr<\e,--d. 

Motion Made By -~-,. Seconded By olo.'$\\eJ ~ , 

Representatives Yes No Representatives Yes No 
Chainnan Carlisle 
Vice Chairman Carlson 
Rep, Koppelman . 
Rep. Skarohol ,..., 

Rep. Thoreson - \ '\ \ '\ 
Rep, Timm \ '> \ "\ \. \ "' ✓·"7 

,..c...-
Rep. Glassheim Jx ' ' '-l- / --,..,,.,:,,-

/ -~✓ ,,,."'' 
Rep. Kroeber l \ \ \ . I \ 'J / ,/ .,,,/ --Rep. Wamer \ "\ ~ ~ ~\ // / /' 

\\ 'I \-ir // / - . 
V I I/ 

I II I 
J I -I 

Total 

Absent 

(Yes) No -------- --------------

FJoor Assignment 

If the vote is on nn amendment, briefly indicate intent: 

.J 
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Date :02-12-03 
Roll Cal) Vote#: I 

2003 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES 
BILL/RESOLUTION NO. HB 1002 

House Appropriations: Government Operations Division 

D Check here for Conference Committee 

Legislative Council Amendment Number 

Action Taken Reconsider Amendment 38002.0 I 02 

Motion Made Uy Rep. Koppe_lm_an ____ Seconded By Rep. Skarphol 

Renres1'ntatives Yes No Representatives ___ , 
Chairman Carlisle 
Vice Chairman Carlson -Rep. Koppelman 
Rep. Skarphol 
Reo. Thoreson 
Rep. Timm 
Rep. Glassheim 
Rep, Kroeber 
Rep. Warner 

VOICE VOTE 
MOTION CARRIES 

•· 

Total (Yes) 8 No 

Committee 

38002.0102 

Yes No 

0 ----------- --------------

Absent 

Floor Assignment 

If the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent: 
See attached amendment 
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38002.0104 
Title. 
Fiscal No. 2 

Prepar"d by the Legislative Councll staff for 
House Appropriations ~ Government 
Operc1tlons 

F0bruary 12. 2003 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO HOUSE BILL NO. 1002 

Page 1, line 1, remove the semicolon 

Page 1, remove line 2 

Page 1, line 3, remov~ "relating to salaries of supreme and district court judges" 

Page 1, line 12, replace "5,955,990" wlth "5,852,238" 

Page 1, line 13, replace "1,706,580" with "1,681,580" 

Page 11 llnJ 15, replace "7,794,858" with "7,666,106" 

Page 11 line 18, replace "34,662,877" with "33,943,108" 

Page 1, llne 19, replace ''14,223,487" with H11,106,138" 

Page 1, line 20, replace "109,500" with "74,500" 

Paye 1, llne 21, replace "918,944" with "826,944" 

Page 1, line 23, replace "40,000" with "20,000" 

Page 1, line 24, replace "50,034,808" with "46,050,690" 

Page 2, line 1, replace "1,702,735" with "1,876,565" 

Page 2, line 2, replace "48,272,073" with "44,174,125" 

Page 2, line 5, replace "544,227" with "539,445" 

Page 2, line 6, replace "544,227" with "539.445" 

Page 2, llne 7, roplace "283,500" with "281,014" 

Page 2, line 8, replace "260,727" with "258.431" 

Page 2, line 9, replace "56,327,658" with "52,098,662" 

Page 2, line 10, replace "21046,23511 with "2,157,579" 

Page 2, line 11, replace "58,373,893" with "541256,241" 

Page 2, replace llnes 22 through 30 with: 

"SECTION 4. ST ATE AID DISTRIBUTION FUND. Notwithstanding the 
provisions of North Dakota Century Code section 57-39.2·26 .. 1 the estimated Income 
llne Item In subdivision 2 of section 1 of this Act Includes tho sum of $1131830, or so 
much of the sum as may be necessary, from the state aid dlstr!butlon fund for the 

Page No. 1 38002.0104 

; 
:) 
I 
i 
! 

,, ' 
~-

.J 



. ·•!' 'I 

r 

I 
I 

0 

" ,, ., 
~ 

L 

" purpose of paying guardian ad lltem expense,s, for the biennium beginning July 1, 2003 ) 
and ending June 30, 2005:· ' 

Page 3, remove lines 1 through 12 

Renumber accordingly 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

House BIii No. 1002 .. Summary of House Action 

EXECUTIVE HOUSE 
BUDGET CHAMGES 

supreme court 
Total all funds $7,794,858 ($128,752) 
Less estimated Income 
General fund $7,794,858 ($128,762) 

Olstricl courts 
Total gJf funds $50,034,808 ($3,984, 118) 
Less estlmaled Income .1,762,735 ~ General fund $48,272,073 ($4, I 48) 

Judicial C',onducC Commission 
ToWaH funds $544,227 ($4,782! 
Less estimated Income 2gg,so~ ~ General fund $2 ,72 ( 

BIii Tol,d 
Total all funds $68,373,893 ($4,117,652) 
Less estlmaled Income J,046,236 Wt.344 
General fund S ,327,668 ($4, :im, 

Houso em No. 1002 .. Supreme Court • House Action 
EX~CUTIVE HOUSE 

BUOOET CHANGES 

Salaries and wages $5,955,990 ($103,762J 
Opere.tlng expenses 1,706,680 (25,000 
Judges' mtk'ement ~ ----
Total all funds $7,794,858 ($128,762) 

HOUSE 
VERSION 

$7,666,106 

$7,666,106 

$46,050,690 
,1&76 565 

$4-4,f~ 

$539,«5 
281 014 
$~ 

$54,266,241 
2,157,579 

$52,098,662 

HOUSI: 
VERSION 

$5,852,238 
1,681,580 
~ 

$7,666,106 

Less estimated income ---- ----
General fund $7,794,858 ($128,762) $7,666,106 

FTE 44,50 o.oo 44.50 

Dept. 181 • Supreme Court • Det&l! of House Change, 

REMOVES DECREASES 
PROPOSED GENERAL 

SALARY REMOVES FUND 
INCREASE RECOMMENDED FUNDING FOR TOTAL 

FOR SAL.ARV SUPREME HOUSE 
JUSTICES1 fNCREASE2 COURT CHANGES 

Salaries anrl wages ($63,005) ($49,947) ($103,762! 
Operating e><pen&es ($25.000) (25,000 
Judges' retlromenl 

Total aN funds (~53,805) ($<19,90) ($25,000) ($128,762) 

Lesa mllmated Income 

Oeneral fund ($53,605) ($,49,947) ($25.000) ($128,762) 

FTE 0,00 0.00 0,00 0.00 

1 This amendment removoa the judjclal branc\1's proposed &alary Increases for Supreme Court justices. 

2 This amendment removes the G<womor's rer.ommendallon lor state empk}Vff salary lncrooses and retain& the reoommeoded slate P'clYfTl8nl fOf 
health Insurance premiums. 

House BIii No. 1002 • District Courts • House Action 

Salarlea and wages 

EXECUTIVE 
BUDGET 

$34,662,677 

HOUSE 
CHANGES 

($719,769) 

Fage No. 2 

HOUSE 
VERSION 

$33,943,108 

38002.0·104 
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Operating oxpenses 14,223,487 (3, 117.349l U,106,130 
Capital assets 109,500 !36,000 74,600 
JL• ices' rnllremcnt 918,844 92,000 820,944 
Uriivarslty ot North 00,000 60,000 

C'1kot11 • Central 
togal research 

Altornalivo dispute 40,000 (20,000) 20,000 
resolution ---

Total all lunds $50,034,608 ($3,984,118) $46,050,690 

loss osllmaled Income J..JJl.l.735 ma30 1,076,66Ji 

General lund $48,272,073 ($4,097,948) $44,174.126 

FTE 287,50 0,00 287,1.iO 

Oept. 182 .. District Courts .. Detall of House Changes 
REMOVES DECREASES Rl:MOVES ADDS 

PROPOSED REMOVES GENERAL FUND DECREASES FUNOINGFOFi FUNDING FROM 
SALARY RECOMMENDED FUNDING FOR FUNDING FOR INDIGENT STATE AID 

INCREASE FOil SALARY DISTRICT OPERATING OEFl:NSE DISTRIBUTION 
JUDGES! INCREAF;E2 COURTS EXPENSES3 FEES" FUNDS 

So!arles and wages ($461,779) ($257,900) 
Operating expen598 ($88,000! ($162,C-32) ($2,990,647) $113,830 
Capita! assets f35,000 
Judges' rellrement 92,000 
University ot North 

Dakota • Central 
legal research 

Altematlve dispote (20,000) 
resolution 

Total aM funds ($41j1,779) ($257,990) ($235,000) ($152,632) ($2,990,647) $1J3,830 

Leas estimated Income 113,830 

General fund ($461,779) ($257,990) ($235,000) ($162,632) ($2,990,54n $0 

FTE o.oo 0,00 0,00 o.oo 0,00 0.00 

TOTAL 
HOUSE 

CHANGES 

Salaries and wages ($719,769j 
Operatlng expenses (3,117,349 
Capltalweta !35,000~ Judges' retlreroont 92,000 
University of Nonh 

Dakota • Central 
legal retearch 

Alternative dispute (ti.l,000) 
resolution 

Total n~ tunds ($3,984,118) 

less t,5llmated Income 113,830 

General lurid ($,4,097,948) 

RE ~00 

t This MleOdmeot rllffl0Y8S the judicial b<attdt's i,<oposed sawy l!'ICnl&Sa lor district court Judges. 

2 This runendment remoYeS the GoVemor's recommendation for state employee salary Increases and retains the recommeodecl slate payment lot 
heatth Insurance premiums. 

3 This amendment re<illCea funding for ope<atlng a1Cp8n&es. Speclflo areas may be determined by the department. 

" This amendment removes funding for Indigent oolense foes, relating to the provisions of House BIii No. 1044, whirl1 will be addnd lo tha Office of 
Admlnlst,allve Hearings, 

6 This amendment adds funds to lhe operating expenses Une from the state aid dlstrlbutloo fund for the purpose or paying guardian ad lltem 
e)(f)ens&S punuanl IO lho Pf'OVlslons of House Bill No, 1CM5. 

House BIii No. 1002 .. Judicial Conduct Commission .. House Action 
El<ECUTIVE HOUSE HOUSE 

BUDGET CHANGES VERSION 

Judlclal Conduct Commission $541,227 ($4,782) $539,445 
and Olsclpl!na,y Board 

Total aH lunds $544,227 ($4,782) $539,445 

Less esUmated lnOome ~ i2 . .i.~ 281,014 

General fund $260,727 (~?,296) $268.431 

Page No. 3 88002.0104 
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FTE 
4.00 0.00 4.00 

Dept. 183 • Judlclal Conduct Commission .. Detail of HousA Changes 

Judicial Conduct Commission 
and Olscipllnary Board 

Total aw funds 

Less estimated Income 

Gene<al lund 

FTE 

AEMOVl:S 
RECOMMENDED 

SALARY 
INCREASE I 

($4,782) 

($4,782) 

~ 
($2,296) 

TOTAL 
HOUSE 

CHANGES 

($4,782) 

($4,782) 

(2,486) 

($2,296) 

0.00 0,00 
1 Thia amendment remove, the Governor's recommendation f 

health ln11.1rance premiums, or t.lale employee salary lncreaaes and retains lhe recommended state pa)lm&nt for 

Page f\!o. 4 38002.0104 
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Date:02-12-03 
Ro]] Call Vote #: 2 

2003 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES 
BILL/RESOLUTION NO. HB 1002 

House _Approprjations: Government Operations Division Committee 

D Check here for Conference Committee 

Legislative Council Amendment Number 38002.0104 

Action Taken Do Pass Amendment 38002,0 I 04 to repla~-~§ __ 00_2_._0_10_2 ______ _ 

Motion Made By _g_ep. Koppelman __ Seconded By _R-----1ep __ ._T_im_m _______ _ 

. 

Rt.presentatives Yes No Representatives Yes No ---Chainnan Carlisle X .. 
Vice Chairman Carlson X ,_ 

-·-Rep, Koppelman X 
-••--l --Rep, Skarphol X -Rep. Thoreson X 

Rep. Timm X 
'"~t.o~'I. --- -·~ 

Rep. Glassheim X ... 
Rep. Kroeber X -Rep. Warner X 

~---
-~ - .... ,_ 

.. 

Tota) (Yes) 9 No ----------- -----------------0 

Absent 

Floor Assignment 

If the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent: 
See attached amendment 
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Date:02- 12-03 
Roll Call Vote #: 3 

2003 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES 
BILL/RESOLUTION NO. HB 1002 

House __!\ppropriations: Government Operations Division 

D Check here for Conference Committee 

Committee 

Legislative Council Amendment Number 38002.0104 

Action Taken Do Pass as Amended 

Motion Made By Rep. Koppelman Seconded By Rep. Skarphol 

Representatives Yes No Representatives Yes No 
Chairman Carlisle X 

Vice Chainnan Carlson X 

Rep, Koppelman X 

Rep. Skarphol X 

Rep. Thoreson X 

Rep. Timm X 

Rep. GJassheim X 

Rep. Kroeber X 

Rep. Warner X 

-
-

Total 9 No 0 (Yes) ----------- ------------·----

Absent 

Floor Assignment __ R::.:.=JeR.:..:.•-=K.:.:o:J:pL.p..:..el:.:.:m:.:.:a:.:.;n:__~------------------­

If the vote is on an amendment. briefly indicate intent: 
See attached amendment 
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38002.0105 
Tltle.0200 
Fiscal No. 3 

Prepared by the Leglslatlve Council staff for ✓ 'f_,,/ 1)3 
Representative Carlisle '\ l 11 

February 12, 2003 1r- l 

11Jtf 
HOUSE AMENDMENTS TO HOUSE BILL NO. 1002 Approp 2-18-03 

Page 1, line 1, remove the semicolon 

Page 1 , remove fine 2 

Page 1, line 3, remove "relating to salaries of rupreme and district court judges" 

Page 'J, line 12, replace "5,955,990" with "5,852,238" 

Page 1, line 13, replace "$1,706,580" with "1,681,580" 

Page 1. Une 14, replace "$132,288" with "132,288" 

Page 1, line 15, replace "7.794,858" with "7,666,106" 

Page 1, llne 18, replace "34,662,877" with "33,943,108" 

Page 1, line 19, replace "$14,223,487" with "10,992,308" 

Page 1, line 20, replace "$109,500" with "74,500" 

Page 1, llntl 21, replace "$918,944" with "826,944" 

Page 1, line 22, replace "$3tJ,000" with "80,000" 

Page 1, line 23, replace "$40,000" with "20,000" 

Page 1, llne 24, replace "50,034,S0fl" with "45,936,860" 

BOUSE AaBlullEll!S 'l'O BB 1002 Approp. 2-18'~3 
Page 2, line 1, replace "$1,7§.2,735" with "~.735" 

Paga 2, line 2, replace "48,272,073" with "44,174,125" 

Page 2, line 5, replace "544,227" with "5;39,44.Q" 

Page 2, fine 6, replace "544,227" with "539,445" 

Page 2, line 7, replace "l2.83,500" with "281,014" 

Page 2, line A, replace "260.727" with "258,431" 

Page 2, line 9, replace "56,321,65~" with "52,098,662" 

Page 2, llne 10, replace "2,046.235" with "2,043,749" 

Page 2, line 11, replace "58,373,893" with ''54, 142,411" 

Page 2, remove lines 22 through 30 

Page No. 1 38002.0105 
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BOUSE MlllbNllttS TO BB 1002 
Page 3, remove lines 1 through 12 

Renumber accordingly 

STATE:MENT OF PUff POSE OF AMENDMENT: 

House BIii No. 1002 • SUmmaiy of House Action 
EXECUTIVE HOUSE HOUSE 

BUDGET CHANGES VERSION 

supreme Court 
Tottl all flonds 
Leu Htlmated Income 

$7,794,858 ($128,762) $7,668,106 

General fund $7,794,858 ($128,762) $7,866,106 

Dlslricl oou r18 
T otaJ all funds $:i0,03-4,608 ($4,097,948) $45,936,860 
leas estimated lllCOITlfl 11762,735 1

•
19Hii General fund $48,272,073 ($4,097,948) $#,1 I 

~ Conduol Commlaalon 
Totallllfunc:16 $544,227 (iiif $539,445 
Less estlmaled income ~600 H General fund m ( I 

BIii Total 
TCMalallfuods $68,373,893 

($4,91:~ 
$54, 142,411 

Lesa ea~mated Income 2,ffl1235 2486 ~ General fund $50, ,658 ($4,228, 

House BIii No. 1002 - Supreme Court - House Action 
EXECUTIVE lfOUSE HOUSE 

BUDGET CHANGES VERSION 

Salaries and W8Q8$ $5,955,990 ($103,752/ $5.8'S2,238 
Operadnc,8ll'p8tlNS 1,708,680 (25,()(l('i, 1,ea1,68Cl 
Jodg,es' l'8tirement ~ 1321288 

Total all funds $7,794,858 ($128,752) $7,666,106 

LeN "1111\ated Income 

Gene<al fund $7,794,858 ($128,752) $7,666,106 

FTE 44.50 0.00 44,50 

Dept. 181 • Supreme Court .. Detalf of House Changes 
REMOVES OECAEASES 

PROPOSED GENERAL 
SALARY RP,40VES FUND 

INCREASE RF.COMMENDED FUNDING FOR TOTAL 
FOR SALARY SUF'RE,.4E HOUSE 

JUSTICES1 INCREASE2 COURT CHANGES 

Salar1etl llnd wages =~ ($53,805) ($49,947) 
($25,000) 

($103,762~ 
(26,000 

Total d fun1s ($53,805) ($49,947) ($25,000) ($128,752) 

Leu ~tlmated Income ----
GenemJ fund ($53,805) ($,49,9'7) ($?.5,000) ($128,762) 

f-'TE 0,00 O,t<I o.oo 0.00 

1 This amendment removes the judicial bralCh"s proposed salary Increases lo< Supreme court justloes. 

Approp 2-18-03 ?,,#6 t./ 

2 This a111endment removes the Govemor'a recommeodalion lo( ltale emplo~ sala,y Increases and retalns the recomrTMklded state payment fa< 
health Insurance premiums. 

House BIii No. t002 • Olairict Courts .. Hoo• Action 
EXECUTIVE HOUSE HOUSE 

BUO'lET CHANGES VERSION 

Salaries ard wages $34,862,El77 (1719,7"111 $33,943,108 
Opeiatlng ,xpenses 14,223,.f87 (3,231,179 10,992,308 
Caf)ltalasaets 109,500 !35,000 74,600 
Judges' retirement 918,944 92,000 826,944 
University of North &o,000 80,000 

Dakota • Central 
legal research 

Altematlye dispute 40,000 (20,000) 20,000 

Page No. 2 38002.0105 
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BOUSE ANllUIIIETS TO BB 1002 2-18-03 Approp. 
roaolutlon 

Total alt funda 

leas estimated Income 

Gllflef'al fund 

FTE 

$50,034,808 

1.1~,1~2 
$48,272,073 

287.60 

($4,097,948) $45,936,880 

1,762i7~§ 

($4,097,948) $«,17"4,125 

0,00 287,50 

Dept. 182 - District Courts • Detall of House Changes 

Salaries and wages 
Operallng e,cpenses 
Oaplial auets 
Judges' retirement 
Un IYerllty of North 

Dakota - Central 
legal research 

Alt&matlve dispute 
r9IOlotlon 

. Yolal d funds 

l.eea estimated Income 

( ktner al fund 

HE 

Salaries and wages 
Operating expensn 
Cltplalasse!s 
Judges'relkemen1 
Unl'leralty of North 

DakoCa . Central 
legat reseatdl 

Allernatlve chpute 
resclution 

Tutal all funds 

Lesa estimated Income 

General fund 

FTE 

REMOVES 
PROPOSED 

SALARY 
INCREASE FOR 

JUDGES! 

($,461, 779) 

($481,779) 

($461,ne) 

0.00 

TOTAL 
HOUSE 

CHANGES 

($719,7691 (3,231,179 
i35,000 
92,000 

(20.000) 

($4,097,946) 

($4,097,946) 

0.00 

DECREASES 
RF.MOVES GENf:AAL FUND DECREASES 

RECOMMENDED FUNDING FOR FU~IDING FOR 
SALARY Cll3'1'RICT OPERATING 

INCREAC~2 COURTS EXPENBES3 

($257,990) 
($88,000! ($162,632) 
135,000 
92,000 

(20,000) 

($2:57,990) ($235,000) ($152,632) 

($267,990) ($235,000) ($152,632) 

0,00 0,00 o.oo 

1 This amendment remoYeS the judicial crandl's proposed llalary lncrollSf) for district 0011\'t judges, 

REMOVES 
FUNDING FOR 

INDIGENT 
DEFENSE 
FEES◄ 

($2,990,547) 

(,2,990,547) 

($2,990,547) 

0.00 

2 This amendment removes the Governor's reoommendatlon for state employee aall,y Increases and retains the recommended stat(i paymenl for 
health Insurance premiums. 

3 This amendment reduces funding for opet'ating expenses. Specfflc .Yeas may be jetermlned by the department. 

4 This amendmant removes funding tor Indigent defense fees, relatlno to the provisions of House BIii No, 1044, which will be added to the Office of 
Administrative Hearings, 

House BIii No. 1002 • Judh::lal Conduct Commission - House Action 
EXECUTIVE HOUSE HOUSE 

BUDGET CHANGES VEASION 

Jodiclal Conduct Commlulon $544,227 ($11,782) $539,445 
andOltdpllnaryl:k>ard ---
Total all funds $5«,22'! ($4,782) $539,446 

l\.ess estimated Income 28:1,600 '.2,o488) 281&H 

llenerallund $260,727 (.2,296) $258,"431 

l=TE 4.00 0,00 4.00 

Page No. 3 38002.0105 
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BOUSE ,......._._.8 TO 
Dept 183 J ~x dB 1002 App1·op 

• • udlclal Conduct Comml11alon • Detall of House Changes. 

Judicial Conduct ComfT1lss/on 
and Dl&<;fpllniuy Board 

Tolaf all funds 

Lesa estimated Income 

General fund 

FTE 

REMOVES 
RECOMMENDED 

SALARY 
INCREASE f 

($4,782) 

($4,762) 

{2~fil 

($2,296) 

TOTAL 
HOUSE 

CHANGES 

($4,782) 

($4,782) 

u?.d§f! 
($2,296) 

O,l)l) o.oo 

2-18-03 

1 Thia amendment remova8 the Gov , 
health Insurance p1:emlums, emor • recommendation ,,.,, ,;fate employee sala,y looreases and reta/ lh 

na e recommended state paymant tor 

Page No. 4 
38002.0105 
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Date: ,;i .,, I 1 
Rol1 Cal] Vote #: ~ 

2003 HOUSE $TANDING COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES 
BILL/RESOLUTION NO. too?-

House Appropr_ia_t_io_n_5 __________ _ Committee 

0 Check here for Conference Committee 

Legislative Council Amendment Numb~r 

Action Taken -------·-·----
Motion Made By _'wW~,_"1 __ _ 

Representatives Yes No Representatives Yes 
Rep, Ken Svedjan (Chair) V ' v Reo. Bob Skarohol 
Rep. Mike Timm (Vice-Chair) V Reo. Blair Thoreson V -Rep. Bob Martinson ,/ Rep. Eliot Glassheim 
Rep. Thomas Bruse,gaard ✓ Re2, Joe Kroeber V ·-L-\ 

l,BeJ?:...David Monson v R'i.\th John Warner ✓ 
V Reo. Jeff Delzer -Rep. Earl Rennerfeldt ✓ 

a 

Rep. Francis J. Wald v Re11 Amv Wamke -- v~ 
Rep. Ole Aarsvold ·v- Rep, Larrl Bellew ✓ 

Rep. Pam GuUeson V Rep. Keith Kempenich ✓ ·- v Rep. Ron Carlisle ,_ ReE· James Kerzman ✓ 
Rep. Al Carlson ✓ ~eE, RalEh Metcalf I 

-l,,,........... 
Rep. Ki11 Koppelman ✓ --

,....,.. __ 
Total (Yes) __ ;;J;_.,;;2.~ ___ No ____ ff ___ _ 
Absent 

No 

·-------------------
Floor A~signment ------
If the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent: 

J 
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REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE (410) 
February 18, 2003 11 :44 a.m. 

Module No: HR-31-3068 
Carrier: Koppelman 

Insert LC: 38002.0105 Title: .0200 

REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE 
HB 1002: Appropriations Committee (l-lep. Svedjan, Chairman) recommends 

AMENDMENTS AS FOLLOW'S and when so amended, recommends 00 PASS 
(22 YEAS, 0 NAYS, 1 ABSENT AND NOT VOTING). HB 1002 was placed on the 
Sixth order on the ealendar. 

Pago 1, line 1, remove the semicolon 

Page 1 , remove line 2 

Page 1 , line 3, remove "relating to salaries of supreme and district court judges 11 

Page 1, line 12, replace "G,955,99011 with ''5,852,238" 

Page 1, line 13, replace "$1,706,580" with "1,681,58Q:' 
I 

Page 1, line 14, replace "$132,288" with "132 ,28~" 

Page 1, line 15, replace 117,794,858" with "7,666,106" 

Page 1, line 18, replace "34,662,877" with 11 33,943 11 oau 

Page 1, line 19, replace "$14,223.48T' with "10,992,308" 

Page 1, line 20, replace "$109,500" with '74,500" 

PagfJ 1, line 21, replace "$918,944" with "826,944" 

Pag13 1, line 22, replace "$80,000" with "80,000
11 

Pag13 1, line 23, replace "$40,000" with "20,000" 

PagH 1, line 24, replace "50,034,808" with "45,936,860" 

Page 2, line 1, replace "$1,762,735" with "1,762,735" 

Page 2, line 2, replace 1148.272,073 11 with "44,174,125" 

Page 2, llne 5, replace 11 544,227 11 with 11 539,445
11 

Page 2, line 61 replace "544,227" with 11539,445" 

Page 2, llne 7, replace "$283,500" with "281 ,014'' 

P,1ge f~, line 8, replace "260,727" with "258,431" 

Page 2, line 91 replace "56,327,658" with "52,098.662" 

Page 2, line 10. replace "2,046,236" with "2,043,749" 

Page 2, llne 11, replace 1158,373,893" with 
11
54,142,411

11 

Page 2, remove llnes 22 through 30 

Page 3, remove llnes 1 through 12 

Renumber accordingly 

(2) DESK. (3) COMM Page No. 1 I IR·31 ·3068 
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REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE (410) 
Febrnary 18, 2003 11 :44 a.m. 

Module No: HR .. 31 .. 3059 
Carrier: Koppelman 

Insert LC: 38002.0105 TIiie: .0200 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

House BIii No. 1002 - Summary of House Action 

EXECUTIVE HOUSE HOUSE 
BUDGET CHANGES VERSION 

Supreme Coull 
Total all funds $7,794,858 ($128,752) $7,666,106 
Less estimated Income ~--------General fund $7,794,858 1$128 752) $7,666,106 

District courts 
Total au funds $50.034,808 ($4,097,948) $45,936,860 
Less esllmated Income 1,762,735 

($4,097,9481 
1,762,735 

General 1und $48,272,073 $~4. 174,125 

Judicial Conduct Commission 
Total all funds $544,227 ($4,782 $639,446 
Less aslimaled Income 283 500 8486 281 014 
General fund $200:121 ( 2,296 $258:431 

BIii Totai 
Total all funds $58,373,893 ($4,231/ ':I $54,142,411 
Less eslimated Income 2,046,2:1~ 2 41!6 2,043,1-19 
General fund $5B,327,6b8 ($4,228,996 $52,098,662 

House BIii No. 1002 • Supreme Court - House Action 

EXECUTIVE HOUSE HOUSE 
BUDGET CHANGES VERSION 

Salaries and wage& $5,955,990 ($103,752! $5,852,238 
Operating expenses 1,706,680 (25,000 1,681,680 
Judges' rellrarrnmt 132,288 132,288 

Total all funds $7,794,858 ($128,752) $7,666,106 

Les.~ estimated Income ---- ----· 
General lund $7,794,858 ($128,762) $7,686,106 

FTE 44.60 0.00 44.50 

Dept. 181 - Supreme Court - Detail of House Changes 

REM01/ES DECREASES 
PROPOSED GENERAL 

SALARY REMOVES FUND 
INCREASE RECOMMENDED FUNDING FOR TOTAL 

FOR SALARY SUPREME HOUSE 
JUSTICES1 INCRE/\SE2 COURT CHANGES 

Salaries and wnges ($53,806) ($49,947) ($103,762! 
Operating eKpenses ($25,000) (26,000 
Judges' rellremunl --------
Tollll 1111 lunds ($53,805) ($49,947) ($26,000) ($128,752) 

Lass estimated Income 

General fund ($63,805) U,49,947) ($25,000) ($128,762) 

FTE 0.00 0,00 o.oo 0.00 

1 This amondmenl removes the judicial branch's proposed salary inc1eases lor Supreme Court jusllcos. 

2 This umendment temovos tho Governor's rocommend11t1on tor slate onipioyae salary Increases and retains lhe recomrrY.Jn<iod slate payment for 
health l11surnnce premiums, 

Page No, 2 HR,31·3088 
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REPOnT OF STANDING COMMITTEE (410) 
February 18, 2003 11 :44 a.m. 

Module No: HR-31 •3068 
Carrier: Koppelman 

Insert LC: 38002.0105 Title: .0200 

House em No, 1002 - District Courts - House AcUon 

EXECUTIVE HOUSE HOUSE 
BUDGET CHANGES VERSION 

Salaflos P'ld wages $3'4,662,877 ($719,7691 $33,943,108 
Operating expenses 14,223,487 (3,231,179 10,992,308 
Capital assets 109,500 (36,000 74,600 
Judges' retirement 818,944 (92,000 H.oo,944 
University ol North 80,000 1.30,000 

Dakota • Central 
legal research 

Alternallve dispute 40,000 (20,000) 20,000 
resolution 

Total all funds $60,034,808 ($4,097,948) $45,936,860 

Less estimated Income j,762,735 1,762,735 

General fund $48,272,073 ($4,097,948) $44,174,125 

FTE 287,60 0.00 287,60 

Dept. 182 .. District Courts - DetaH of House Changes 

REMOVES DECREASES REMOVES 
PROPOSED REMOVES GENERAL FUND DECREASES FUNDING FOR 

SALARY RECOMMENDED FUNDING FOR FUNDING FOR INDIGENT 
INCREASE FOR SALARY DISTRICT OPERATING DEFENjE 

JUDGES1 INCREASE2 COURTS EXPENSES3 FEES 

Salaries and wages ($461,779) ($257,990) 
Operating e1<penses ($88.000I (~ 152,632) ($2,990,547) 
Capital as&8fs la5,ooo 
Judges' rellrem,.nt 92,000 
Unlverslty ot North 

Dakota • C',enlral 
legal research 

Alternative dispute 
resolution 

(20,000) 

Total ,;II lunds ($481,779) ($257,990) ($235,000) ($152,632) ($2,990,5.17} 

Le88 estimated Income 

General fund ($41'11,779) ($257,990) ($235,000) ($152,632) ($2,990,G47) 

FTE 0.00 0,00 0.00 0,00 0,00 

TOTAL 
HOUSE 

CHANGES 

Salaries and wages ($719,7691 
Operating e1<penses (3,231,179 
Capita! assets f35,000 
Judges' retirement 92,000 
Un!Yeralty ol North 

Dakota • Central 
legal rea13arch 

Altlfrnatlve dispute 
resolution 

(20,000) 

T Otijl all funds ($4,097,948) 

Less eslimatod Income 

General lund ($4,097,948) 

~TE 0,00 

t rhls amendment removes the judlclal branch's proposed salary Increase for dlstrlcl court Judges. 

2 Thia amendment removes the Governor's recommendation for state employee salary Increases and retains the recommended stato payment for 
heallh Insurance pJemlums. 

3 This amendment reduces funding for operating expenses. Specific areas may be determined by the depart11ent, 

(2) DESK, (3) COMM Page No. 3 HA-31·3068 
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REPORT Of STANDING COMMITTEE (410) 
February 18, 2003 11 :44 a.m. 

Module No: HR-31-3068 
Carrier: Koppelman 

Insert LC: 38002.0105 Title: .0200 

REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE 
HB 1002: Appropriations Committee (Rep. Svedjan, Chairman) recommends 

AMF.NDMENTS AS FOLLOWS and when so amended, recommends DO PASS 
(22 YEAS, 0 NAYS, t ABSENT AND NOT VOTING). HB 1002 was placed on the 
Sixth order on the calendar. 

Page 1 , lino 1, remove the semicolon 

Page 1 , remove llne 2 

Page 1, line 3, remove "relating to salaries ot supreme and district court Judges" 

Pt1ge 1, line 12, replace "5,955,990" with "5,852,238" 

Page 1, line 13: replace "$1,706,580" with "1,681,580" 

Page 1, line 14, replace "$132,1288" with "132,288" 

Page 1, line 15, replace "7,794,858" with "7,666,106" 

Page 1, line 18, replace "34,662,877" with "33,943,108" 

Page 1, line 19, replace "$14,223,487" with "10,992,308" 

Page 1, llne 20, replace "$109,500" with "74,500" 

Page 1, line 21, replace "$918,944" with "826,944" 

Page 1, line 22, replace "$80,000" with "80,000" 

Page 1, line 23, replace "$40,000" with "20,000" 

Page 1, llne 24, replace "50,034,808" with "45,936,860" 

Page 2, line 1, replace "11,762,735" with "1,762,735" 

Page 2, line 2, replace "48,2721073" with "44,174,125,t 

Page 2, line 5, replace "544,227" with "539.4415'' 

Paga 2, line 6, replace "544,227" with "539,445" 

Page 2, line 7, replace "$283,50.Q" with "281.014" 

Page 2, line 8, replace "260, 727" with "258,431 " 

Page 2, line 9, replace "56,327,658" with 1152,0981• ~f32" 

Page 2, line 10, replace "2,046,235 11 with 112,043,749" 

Page 2, line 111 replace 1156,373,893 11 with "54,142,411" 

Page 2, remove lines 22 through 30 

Page 3, remove lines 1 through 12 

Renumber accordingly 

(2) DESK, (3) COMM Page No. 1 HA-31-3000 

..... , .... -···----·· 
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(ANSI) for archtval 111tcroftl111, NOTlCE1 If the filmed IMa'Je above fe less legfble then thf11 Notice, 1t la~ to the quallt~' of th• 
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REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE (410) 
February 1 e, 2003 11 :44 ei.m. 

STATEMfF.NT OF PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

House BIii No. 1002 .. Summary of House Action 

EXECUTIVE HOUSE 
BUDGET CHANGES 

Supreme Court 
Total all funds $7,794,858 ($128,762) Lese estimated Income 
General fund -$7,794,858 • ($128,762) 

District courts 
Total all funds $60,034,008 ($4,097,948) Less estimated Income H,2~1;; General fund $4 , 2, 73 ($4,097,9'18) 

Judicial Conduct Commission 
Total all funds $544,227 
Leas Olltlmaled Income 

~"'~8.~ General fund $ I 

BIii Total 
Total all tunds $58,373,093 

($4,
2~il L&&s estlma16d Income J.046,236 2 88 Ooneral fund $ ,327,668 ($4,228, 

House BIii No. 1002- Supreme Court• House Action 

EXECUTIVE HOUSE 
BUDGET CHANGES 

Salaries and wages $5,965,990 ($103,762? Operating expenses 1,706,580 (26,000 Judges' reUremenl ~ 
Total ell lunds $7,794,858 ($128,752) 
lass estimated Income 

General fund $7,794,868 ($128,752) 
FTE 44.50 o.oo 

Dep1, 181 • Supreme Court .. Dehll of Houae Changes 

REMOVf:S DECREASES PROPOSED GENERAL SAL~RV REMOVES FUND INCr1EASE RECOMMENDED FUNDING FOR 
fOR SALAAV SUPREME JLl!i'rlOES1 lNCREASE2 COURT 

Snlarles and wages ($f,3,805} ($49,947} Operating expen88& 
($25,000) JudQ&s' retirement 

Total all funds ($53.805) ($49,947} ($25,000) 
Lesa estimated Income 

General lund ($53,806) ($49,947) ($26,000) 
FTE 0,00 0,00 a.no 

Module No: HR-31-3068 
Carrier: Koppolman 

Insert LC: 38002.0105 Tltle: .0200 

HOUSE 
VERSION 

$7,666,106 

$7,666,106 

$45,936,880 

H~2~ $4 , 4, 6 

$530,445 

H $ ' 

$54,142,411 
?.10431749 

$62,098,662 

HOUSE 
VEFJSJON 

$5,852,238 
1,681,580 

1321288 

$7,006,100 

--
$.7,666,106 

44,60 

TOTAL 
HOUSE 

CHANGES 

($103,752~ 
(25,000 

($126,752) 

($128,752) 

0,00 

1 This amendll"Gnl removes the Judlclal branch's proposed salary Increases for Supreme Court Justices. 

2 This amendment hlmo11es the Governor's recommendation IIJl' state employee salary Increases and retains lhe recommended state payment for heollh lnaurance premiums, 

(2) DESK, (3) COMM Page No. 2 HR,31·3068 
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REPORT OF STANDJNG COMMITTEE (410) 
February 18, 2003 11 :44 a.m. 

House BIii No. 1002- District Courts - House Action 

EXECUTIVE HOUSE 
BUDGET CHANGES 

Salar1"1s and wages $34,662,877 1171~769! Qperatlng expenses 14,223,487 (3,231,179 Capital as&ela 109,600 f36,000 Judges' retirement 918,944 92,000 University of North 80,00/J Dakota• Central 
legal re&aarch 

Attemat!Ye dl!pote 40,000 (20,000) resolutk,n --Total all lunda $50,034,608 ($4,097,946) 
Lesa estimated In ·ome 1,762,736 
General fund $48,272,073 ($41097 I 948) 
FTE 287.50 o.oo 

Dept. 182 • District Courts • Detail of House Changes 

REMOVES DECREASES 

Module No: HR .. 31-3088 
Carrier: Koppelman 

Insert LC: 3&002,0105 Title: .0200 

HOUSE 
VF.RSION 

$33,9~3, 108 
10,992,308 

74,500 
826,944 
80,000 

20,000 

$45,936,660 

1,762,735 

$44,174,126 

287,50 

REMOVES PROPOSED REMOVES GENERAL FUND DECREASES FUNDING FOR SALARY RECOMMENDED FUNDING FOR FUNDING FOR IND/GENT INCREASE FOR SALARY DISTRICT OPERATING DEFENiE JUDGES1 INCAEASE2 COURTS EXPENSES3 FEES 
Salaries and wages ($461,779) ($257,990) Operating &>lf)enses 

($86.000I ($162,632) ($2,990,647) Caplial '.j!Bela 
i36,000 Judges' rettremenl 
92,000 u n lverslty of Non h 

Dal<ola • Central 
legal ,esearch 

Altcmatlve dispute 
(20,000) resolution 

Total all funds ($461,779) ($267,990) ($236,000) ($162,632) ($2,990,547) 
Less estlma!ed lnoomo 

----General fund ($,:61,779) ($.!57,990) ($236,000) ($152,632) ($2,990,647) FTE 0.00 0.00 o.oo o.oo 0.00 
TOTAL 
HOUSE 

CHANGE:S 

Salatlea and wages f'9,769! Operallng expenses ( ,231,179 
Capital aa&&ts ias,ooo Judges' retirement 92,000 
University of North 

Dakota • Central 
legal research 

Alternative dispute (20,000) 
resolution 

Total all funds ($4,097,948) 

Losa estimated Income 

General fund ($4,097,948) 

FTE o.oo 
1 This amendment removes the Judicial branch's proposed salary increase for district court Judges. 

2 
This amendmanl removes the Governor's recommendation for state employee salary Increases and ratalns the recommended stale payment for heaHh Insurance premiums. 

$ This amendment reduces funding for operating elCpensaa. Specific areas mav be determined by the department. 

(2) DESK, (3) COMM Page No. 3 
HR-31·3068 
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2003 SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES 

BILURESOLUTION NO. HB 1002 

Senate Appropriations Committee 

□ Conference Committee 

Hearing Date 3-17-03 

Tape Number Side A 
1 X 
1 

Committee Clerk Signature ~//\k 

Side B 
0-cnd 

X 0-2306 

~ 

M"ter # 

Minutes: CHAIRMAN HOLMBERG opened the hearing to HB 1002. A bill relating to salaries 

of supreme court and district court judges. 

(Meter 182) Chief Justice Gerald Y./. VandeWalle testified in support of HB 1002. See written 

testimony Exhibit 1. 

(Meter l 120) Ted Gladden, State Court Administrator testified on the overview of Lhe hudgct 

process. See written testimony Exhibit 2. 

(Meter 1945) CHAIRMAN HOLMBERG commended the court system on their web site where 

the cases are published in a timely manner and easily understandable. He also explained that the 

history of HB 10441 which we heard in the Appropriations committee but needed to be heard by 

the Judiciary committee first. He announced the subcommittee for this bill of SENATORS 

HOLMBERG, SCHOBINGER AND KRAUTER. (2225) TED GLADDEN stated he has some 

amendments to propose 
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(Meter 2021) SENATOR MATHERN stated the legislative ~«rt of the budget towards 

0 

corrections, What percent of this budget addresses prevenlativti issues or trying to make sure that 

we do not put any more peo.;>le in prison that absolutely need to be th~re? Is there some clear 

indicr1tor in this budget on what the com1 system doing to address that issue we have in our 

system? (Meter 2098) TED GLADDEN stated it is not only the juvenile drug courts that are 

operating in three districts and the adult drug courts in two districts. In terms of the other 

sentencing alternatives that the judges use such a!, work release, paying back part of their 

incarc~ration, home monitoring, But he could not give a dollar amount. SENATOR MATHERN 

asked if ihere was a strategy effort to enhance those kinds of activities? Are there meetings? Are 

there discussions? Are there initiatives working on that? TED GLADDEN stated an those types 

of discu3sim.~ would be at the local level. Regular collaborations with the Dept of Corrections 

personnel and other agencies but no specific strategies. 

L 

(Meler 2228) SENATOR SCHOBINGER asked about turning the indigent defense services, 

given this move, will the process for these people remain the same? Or change? TED 

GLAf)DEN stated the appointing process would remain with the courts, if indigent defense 

services are removed and placed with the office of administrative hearings the appointment 

process will stiU remain with the district courts. There will be no change in that regard. There is 

an indigent defense commission that was established, they set up the guidelines, the forms, the 

procedures, the application process and he would suspect the same would be used in the future. 

He doesn't see any change in that rer;ard. The actual administration in terms of hiring an 

attorneys1 contacting for services, that wiJI probably change depending on how the office of 

administration hearings wanted to hear it. (Meter 1365) SENATOR SCHOBINGER wanted to 
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know if they would have an opportunity t,o have their cuse hear on the merit in court. Some of 

these administrative hearings apply to state agencie . .; and peop]e out in the field who have 

difficulties with some of the agencies when it finally taken to court, its not only hear on merits it 

hear on the process. TED GLADDEN stated there would be no change in the present process. 

Unlike administrative hearings, these are criminal matters that would be heard in district court. 

So in that regard about hearing them on the merits, it would be hear on the merits in district 

~ourt. 

(Meter 2462) SENATOR TALLACKSON stated that recently one of his retired district judges 

died an<l what is set up to take care of his family and is there a trust for retirement? Is there a 

pool of retired judges that can be alternate on the supreme court? TED GLADDEN stated that 

there is comp)ete retirement benefits l 1id~d to the widow of the deceased judge, Whenever 

judges retire~ they have the option of staying on as surrogate judge:.;. They arc then available to sit 

on either on district court cases or on the supreme court upon request. They do use retired judges 

as available and as needed. 

(Meter 2555) SENATOR KRAUTER wanted clarificatio11 between the 'ieparate hranch of 

government, the line items tra11sfcrahility, docs that mean you can transfer funds between 

supreme court and district court? TED GLADDEN ri,sponcled they have the abili.ty f(l transfer 

anywhere within their budget. 

(Meter 2584) SENATOR KILZER asked in the indig~nt defense fl~rvicts, hc,w do other states 

hand1e that? TED GLADDEN stated that we are the only .s'.'.lit\;: in the tmtion th~t hac; a totaJly 

contract based system. Other states have a full time public dcfr.ndcn; ~.nd some jurh;dictkms. 
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Others have combinations of contract public defenders, others have part time public defenders, 

full time and different mixes. 

(Meter 2666) SUSAN SISK, Director 0f Finance for the judiciary provided details regarding the 

budget requests. See written testimony Exhibit 3. 

(Meter 3405) ROBERT HOLTE1 District Judge from the Northwest Judicial District testified for 

HB 1002. See written testimony E~hibit 4. 

(Meter 4762) SENATOR SCHOBINGER asked about background on how the attorneys are 

selected? How they are contracted? Do they have private practice outside of this contract? 

JUDGE ROBERT HOLTE replied the they advertise in the newspaper, through the state bar 

association newsletters and such. They receive responses from attorneys, It is an negotiation 

more than an arm length contact. The attorneys know what the legislature has appropriated and 

the supreme court has divided out to al! the districts. ND is the only state that runs a contract 

system, some plact~s like Grand Forks, Fargo, maybe Bismarck, some attorneys will do this as a 

full time job, He spoke about his own district where the have putt time contract attorneys and 

have their own practices also. 

(Meter 5108) SENATOR ANDRIST asked if they are able to cost share contracts? JUDGE 

ROBERT HOLTE answered if people want an contract attorney, they must apply first und by 

statue they are required to pay a $25 application fee. There are those who just cannot even afford 

$25. Then when the cases is concluded, varying from district to district, if you are financially 

able to in the future be requested to reimburse reasonable costs of this money. An attempt is done 

to do so. On the serious crimes and we put somebody on probation for example, and they are 

under a supervised probation 1 there are fees and costs associated with that. Then they are 

J 
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required to pay $35 per month for costs during the supervision. If there is preset investigation 

report there is a recess $50 fee to help cover that cost. If they cannot pay those fees, those costs 

are done by community service. The reimbursemrnt of the moneys are priority to community 

service. He spoke on his own personal courtroom and district. 

Tape 1 Side B 

(Meter 5) Wade Williams, ND Association of Counties testified in support of the bill. His 

organizati::>n has had a good relationship with the courts. He also referred to HB 1088 and HB 

1025, 

(Meter 151) CHAIRMAN HOLMBERG reference a question to JUDGE VANDEWALLE, if the 

issue of $152,000 of indigent defense from the court to administrative hearings the House 

assigned the cost of a FfE and the contention of the court is there is not FfE in the court and the 

·~ services are provide outside and difficult to take the money from your budget when that is not 

L 

were it is sited, The other issue is the entire administrative hearings which is now in HB 1044 

may have a different philosophy. There is a concern that there isn't enough funding to continue 

the system as we hvve it now, Beyond some of these small issues, the court is moderately 

satisfied with the budget. JUDGE GERALD W. VANDEWALLE responded they are satisfied 

but the problem is it is difficult to separate the rest of the budget from the issues of the indigent 

services contract, The right to indigent defense is a constitutional right that if they don't have 

enough money, they will have to "sell ofr' their employees in order to meet those costs. Whether 

or not the philosophy of the Senate Judiciary committee is to transfer it or not, the problem is 

here. He stated that they need to start experimenting )n different methrds of providing indigent 

defense services whether it can be done more cost effective and efficiently. His agency is not the 
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agency to do that, they cannot put those people on their payroll fu]) time. They cannot hire full 

time people. He gave an example of a man arguing his own case and he tried the alone and failed. 

He appealed and JUDGE VANDEWALLE asked him if he was eligible for indigent defense a'"d 

he said yes and he stated "Those are your boys, I don't want anything to do with them." Judges 

cannot supervise defense attorneys, it is a conflict of interest. Whether or not the Judiciary 

committee is going transfer it or not, the prob}em is still there and they need some sort of method 

of experiment with different methods of this delivery of legal services, indigent services. That is 

more flexible than Judiciary because of the conflict that is. He talked about a group called the 

Stanjaneer Group and are experts in what is happening in all the states, with indigent defense, 

and their report is the reason it is known that we are the only contract system. His impression is 

the best system mijy be a combination of fod time employees and some contract counsel. It is not 

secret for years, indigent services was provided by young lawyers that were willing to work 

cheaper than the more experienced Jawycrs. He spoke about the problems with staffing indigent 

services because of conflict of interests. He also spoke on the upcoming mcth cases and there is 

a shortage of lawyers iu the state of ND. There are not many young lawyers staying in ND. 

(Meter 770) SENATOR CHRISTMANN asked what indigent defense service is? Income wise? 

(Meter 786) JUDGE VANDEWALLE stated a standard limit of 125% of poverty level. 

SENATOR CHRISTMANN statetl as he calculated out, in the current biennium there is about 

4.1 million dollars for indigent defense services out of 56.3 million dollars budget so other than 

the indigent defense services, it would have been about 52.2 million dollars and the budget now 

is 54. l million doHars and with the indigent out of the budget, where is l .9 mi11ion dollar? 

(Meter 855) JUDGE V ANDBW ALLE stated just to majntain the salary increases over what they 
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were last years. The salary increases were staggered in, the second year increases were budget in 

on the second year now they are payable. 

(Meter 917) SENATOR MATHERN asked are judges involved in local area costs as 

incarceration and he gave an example of cost eff~ctiveness if the person is placed in an area that 

cost less. JUDGE VANDEWALLE explained to SENATOR MATHERN it did not work like 

that because keeping them out of an area to keep the money would be a conflict. He talked about 

mandatory sentences which they fought but the legislature insisted on it. The legal system goes 

through cycles, one year we are going to lock chem all up and throw away the key, now because 

of costs. He was wondering on what message is the legislature sending to the courts? 

(Meter 1275) SENATOR ANDRIST asked if it is his initiative to move this program to the 

Office of Administrative Hearings? What is the perceived advantages? What would be the 

perceived disadvantage? Help them to undustand that. JUDGE V ANDEW ALL stated it was hi~, 

initiative to do the study several years ago. It was not his initiative to transfer it to the OAH. He 

... :_ 1n't feel it was appropriate for him to pick. If he had his choice, he would have a free standing 

office of public defenders in the Executive branch. He just stated it needed to be out of Judiciary 

and he stated he felt there were the two reasons: l. It is a conflict of interest. The Judiciary 

operates on the perception on public trust and confidence. If an defendant, like his example 

previously, comes before them and says, I am not going to chase your people, becaur,e they are 

your boys, or in many incidences, they get an issue of ineffective assistance of council before a 

court on a post conviction. They will tel1 us right in a brief, we know you are not going to find 

these people ineffective, after all the courts hire them. He doesn 1t think that is true but from the 

defenders stand point, he can understand why they think like that. And now there is a spectacle of 
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judges going out and begging lawyers to take indigent defense contracts. 2. On the perceived 

disadvantages, one is to ALLEN HOPHAUG's operationt it is a big issue. It gives some other 

agency's flexibility to deal with the indigent defense and try to come up with a system that is cost 

effective and provides an adequate quality service, They are not entitled to the best lawyer, they 

only entitled to an adequate defense. 

(Meter 1636) S.CNATOR THANE referred to the Forum news article did little to improve the 

public's confidence in public defenders. The statement was made that it was indicated that the 

not role<l to defend but to make sure the prosecution foHows the rules. JUDGE VANDEWALL 

stated he did not see the article. He stated that the process is one of the ways they defend, is 

making sure that the courts and the state is following the rules. That is primarily the defense, the 

state is not introducing inadmissible evidence to convict that person. They can't. change the 

evidence but they can put their own color and r )in on that evidence. 

(Meter 1779) SENATOR LINDAAS asked how fines are handled and where those moneys go? 

In the case of a drug bust? JUDGE V ANDEW ALL stated the fines go into the state school fund. 

The costs don't but the fines do. That is a distribution that's made in addition to the state aid 

fund. 

(Meter 2003) CHAIRMAN HOLMBERG stated on a positive note that the court case technology 

especially on the Web site. He also stated that when the suhcommittee with this budget will also 

look at HB 1044. 

(Meter 2197) JUDGE VANDEWALL stated heads up of amendments proposed to add $100 fee 

on criminal case. With the intent for part of it to pay indigent defense and part to go into the 
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judges going out and begging lawyers lo take indigent defense contracts, 2. On the perceived 

disadvantages, one is to ALLEN HOPHAUG's o(Xlration, it is a big issue. It gives some other 

agency's flexibility to deal with the indigent defense and try to come up with a system that is cost 

effective and provides an adequate quality service. They are ,iot entitled to the best lawyer, they 

only entitled to an adequate defense. 

(Meter 1636) SENATOR THANE referred to the Forum news article did little to improve the 

public's confidence in public defenders. The statement was made that it was indicated that the 

not roted to defend but to make sure the prosecution follows the rules. JUDGE VANDEWALL 

stated he did not see the article. He stated that the process is one of the ways they defend, is 

making sure that the courts and tr~e state is following the rules. That is primarily the defense, the 

state is not introducing inadmissible evidence to convict that person. They can't change the 

evidence but they can put their own color and spin on that evidence, 

(Meter 1779) SENATOR LINDAAS asked how fines are handled and where those moneys go? 

In the case of a drug bust? JUDGE V ANDEW ALL stated the fines go into the state school fund. 

The costs don't but the fines do. That is a distribution that's made in addition to the state aid 

fund. 

(Meter 2003) CHAIRMAN HOLMBERG stated on a positive note that the court case technology 

especially on the Web site. He also stated that when the subcommittee with this budget will also 

look at HB 1044. 

(Meter 2197) JUDGE VAN DEW ALL stated heads up of amendments proposed to add $ I 00 fee 

on criminal case. With the intent for part of it to pay indigent defense and part to go into the 
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general fund. He thinks there should be caution on how much that will bring in. Some people 

will be not be able to pay and some moneys may not able to be collected. 

(2197) CHAIRMAN HOLMB3RG closed the hearing to HB 1002. 
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Minutes: CHAIRMAN HOLMBERG opened the hearing to vote on HB ~ A relating to the 

sa)aries of the supreme and district court judges. 

CHAIRMAN HOLMBERG passed out amendments (38002.0203) and explained. This 

amendment is one that will have to include the IT because it came down a couple of days ago. 

The amendment does a number of things. As recalJed indigent defense was moved to the 

department of administrative hearings, that was unfavorable. This amendment restores that fact 

the was it was and restores the $152,000 that had been taken out of the court to fund a person in 

administrative hearings comes back and removes the health insurance differential. On page 2, the 

amendment details the Sennte changes. It removes the health insurance differential, it restores the 

fund for the operating expenses related to the person, and it brings back the 2.9 mitHon dollars 

for indigent defense. If you recall the Judiciary committee on HB 1088 that passed, when it goes 

into conference, there is going to add a study hopefully to see where, we should be going and if 
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you recaU there was a fiscal note on that partkular bill to pay for some additioual indigent 

defense. He suggested that the lT reduction be added in of$ J 32,559. 

(Meter 2593) A motion was made by SENATOR THANE and seconded by SENATOR 

KILZERto adopt the amendments. A voice vote passed. 

(Meter 2623) There was a motion of a DO PASS AS AMENDF'"' hy SENATOR THANE and 

seconded by SENATOR ANDRIST, 

0 

(Meter 2634) SENATOR MATHERN stated he was concerned about the vote they just had, He 

doesn't see anything in the amendment about the 4%. CHAIRMAN HOLMBERG explained the 

4% is an automatic and when introduced, the council would automaticaJ1y included that. He 

asked DON WOLFE from Legislative Council to clarify and he stated those amendments are 

being prepared. SENATOR MATHERN stat<.,d he felt that proceduraJJy would have been better 

to further amend motion of the 4%. 

L 

(Meter 2788) There roU vote of 11 yeas, 0 nays and 3 absent passed the bill and will be carried by 

SENATOR HOLMBERG. 

CHAIRMAN HOLMBERG closed the hearing to HB I 002. (Meter 2920) 
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. u~ Prepared by the Legislative Council staff for : /:')···· .' 
Senator Holmberg ~ · ,, : 

March 26, 2003 _.r~1/ , 
-/ / j 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED HOUSE BILL NO. 1002 
{/' ?? I 

~//0 +i j 

/o Page 1, line 10, replace "o,832,238" with "5,847,592" 

Page 1, line 13, replace:, "7,660,106" with "7,661,460" 

Page 1, line 16, replace '133,943,108" with "33,913,180" 

Page 1, line 17, replace "10,992,308" with "14,135,487" 

Page 1, line 22, replace "45,936,860" with "49,050, 111 h 

Page 1, tine 24, replace "44,174,125" with "47,287,376" 

Page 2, llne 3, replace "539,445" with "~9.034" 

Page 2, llne 4, replace "539.445" with "539,034" 

Page 2, line 5, replace "281,014" wlth "280.801 11 

Page 2, llne 6, replace "258,431" with "258,233" 

Page 2, line 7, replace "52,098,662" with "55,207,069" 

Page 2, fine 8, replace "2,043,74911 with "2,043,536" 

Page 2, llne 9, replace "54,142,411" with "57,250,605" 

Renumber accordingly 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

House BIii No. 1002 .. Summary of Senate Action 
EXECUTIVE HOUSE SENATE 

BUDGET VERSION CHANGES 

su,rceme Court 
otal all funds $7,794,858 $7,666,106 (1,4,648) 

Leas esllmaled Income 
General fund $7,794,858 $7,666,106 {$4,648} 

D lslrlct cou rte 
Total all funds $50,034,808 $45,936,860 $3,113,261 
Leu estimated Income 1,762,735 1,762,735 
General fund $48,272,073 $44,174,125 $3,113,251 

Judicial Conduct Commlsslon 
Total all funds $5«,227 $539,445 

(~~ Leas estimated Income sH ~u.014 213 General fund $ , 31 ( 

BIii Totai 
Total all funds $58,373,893 $54,142,411 $3,108,194 
Less eallmated Income kU i•ffi1749 ~ General hind $ I 2 I $5, ,682 $J,108, 

Page No. 1 

SENATE 
VE!RSION 

$7,661,460 

$7,661,480 

$49,060,111 
1i762,735 

$47,287,376 

$639,034 -$ I 

$57,250,606 
2043.§i!§ 

$5f.?R!7.069 
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House BIii No, 1002 .. Supreme Courlt .. Senate Action 
EXECUTIVE HOUSE SENATE SENATE 

BUDGET vene10N CHANGES VERSION 

Salaries and WII0(/8 $5,965,990 $6,6\i2,238 ($4,646) $5,847,692 
Operating expen!lel 1,706,680 1,&11,61!0 1,681,680 
Judges' retirement 132,288 J32,28B ~ 
Total all funds $7,794,858 $7,866,106 ($4,646) $7,661,460 

Leas estimated lnoome 

General fund $7,794,858 $7,666,108 {$4,646) $7,661,480 

FTE 44,50 '4450 o.oo 44.50 

Dept. 181 .. Supreme Court - Detail of Senate Changes 
REDUCES THE 

RECOMMENDED 
FUNDING FOR TOTAL 

HEALTH SENATE 
INSURANCE 1 CHANGES 

Salarlea and wages {$4,646) ($i,646) 
Operating expenses 
Judgfls' ,etlrement 

Total au funds {$4,646) ($4,646) 

Less estimated locome 

General fund ($4,646) ($4,M6) 

FTE 0.00 o.oo 
1 This amendment reduces the funding for state employee health Insurance premiums from $493 per month to $'468. 70 per month, 

House Bill No. 1002 .. District Courts .. Senate Action 
EXECUTIVE HOUSE SF.NATE SENATE 

BUDGET VERSION CHANGES VERSION 

P.alariea and wages $34,662,en $33,943,108 ($20,928) $33,913,180 
Ope,allng expenses 14,223,487 10,992,308 3,143,179 14,135,487 
Capital assets 109,500 74,500 74,500 
Judges' retirement 918,944 828,944 826,944 
UNO • Centre.I legal research 80,000 80,000 80,000 
Alternative dispute refiOlutlon !0.000 &Q..000 20,000 

Total all fund$ $50,034,808 $45,936,880 $3,113,261 $49,060,111 

Len estimated Income 1£762.736 1,762.735 1,762?35 

General fund $48,272,073 W,,174,125 $3,113,261 $47,287,376 

FTE 287,50 287,60 0.00 287.60 

Dept. 182- D1s1rlct Courts• Detail of Senate 1Changes 
REDUCES THE RESTORES 

RECOMMENDED RESTORES FUNDING FOR 
FUNDING FOR FUNDING FOR INDIGENT TOTAL 

HEALTH OPERATING DEFENSE SENATE 
lNSUA-'\NCE 1 EXPENSES 2 FEES3 CHANGES 

Sa.latles and wages ($29,928} 
$15:?,632 

($29,928) 
Operating expenaea $2,990,647 3,143,179 
Cap/tal asaets 
Ju~• retirement 
UN • Central legal research 
Alternative Jlspute resol utlon 

T olal al funds ($29,928) $152,632 $2,990,647 $3,113,261 

Leu esHmatf"J Income 

Geooral luod ($29,928) $162,632 $2,990,547 $3,113,251 

FTE o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 

1 Thia amendment reduces the lundlng for slate employee hesJth Insurance premiums from $493 per month to $0~ ·10 per month. 

a Thlt amencin1,mt reslOfes $152,6.'l2 In the operating expenses llne Item for lhe administration of Indigent defense services thal the Hnuse removed 
aa pa,t of the ttanafer IJi lndi{lent defense ~rvloos to the Office of Admlnlatrittlvo Hea1lngs In House BIii No. 1044. 

3 Thia amendment restores funding of $2,990,547 to the operating eXpenaea line Item for Indigent defense lee!! that the House had removed as part 
of tho tran•fer of ln(ljgent defense servloot to the Oft/Ge of Aclmlnlslfatlve Hearings In House Bill No, 1044, 
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Hciuae BIii No.1002 • Judlclal Conduct Commission• renate Action 
EXECUTIVE HOUSE SENATE SENATE 

BUDGET VERSION CHANOES VERSION 

SolartH and W~8 

(') 
Judk:lal C'.onduct Commission $544,227 $539,•M6 ($411) $539,03.f 

ano Oisclplina,y Board --~-.. --
Total all funds $544,227 $639,446 ($411) $539,034 

Less t1&tlmaled Income W.§22 gfil&li /lli). ~ 
09t'ler al fund $260,727 $258,431 ($198) $268,233 

FTE 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 

Dept. 183 .. Judlclal Conduct Commission• Detail of Senate Changes 
REDUCES THE 

RECOMMENDED 
FUNDING FOR TliIAL 

HEALTH SENATE 
INSURANCE 1 CHANGES 

Balarles and wages 
Judicial Conduct Comml&Slon ($411) ($411) 

and DlsclpMnary Board ----
Total aW funds ($411) ($411) 

Less estimated Income filID. {213) 

General fund ($198) ($198) 

FTE o.oo 0.00 

1 This amendment reduces the funding for stale emplo> d8 heaf1h Insurance premiun~s from $493 per month !o $488. 70 per mMlh. 

0 
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38002.0203 Prepared by the Legislative Council staff for r;~ JV 
TJUe.0400 Senate Appropriations V" 
Fiscal No. 2 April 3, 2003 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED HOUSE BILL NO. 1002 LJ..-t.f"'~, 

Page 1, line 101 replace "5,852,238" with "5,847,592" 

Page 1, line 11, replace "1,681,580" with "1,658,562" 

Page 1, line 13, replace "7,666.106" with "7,638,442" 

Page 1, line 16, replace "33,943,108" with "33,913,180" 

Page 1, line 17, '(eplace "10,992,308" with "14,026,258" 

Page 1, line 22, replace "45,936,860" with "48,940,882" 

Page 1, line 24, replace "44,174,125" with "47,l78,147" 

Page 2, line 3, replace "§39,44§" with "538,722" 

Page 2, llne 4, replace "539,445" with "538,722" 

Page 2, line 5, replace "281,014" with "280.801" 

Page 2, line 6, retplace "258.431" with "257,921" 

Page 2, line 7, replace "52,098,662" with "55,074,510" 

Page 2, line 8, replace 112,043,749" with "2,043,536" 

Page 2, line 9, replace "54, 142A 11" with "57,118,046" 

Renumber accordingly 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

House BIii No, 1002 • Summary of Senate Action 
EXECUTIVE HOUSE SENATE 

BUDGET VERSION CHANGES 

Supremo Court 
$7,794,858 $7,666,106 ($27,664) Total all funds 

less estimatod Income 
$7,666,108 General fund $7,71M,6G8 ($27,884) 

District courts 
Total all lunds $50,034,808 $46,G36,860 $3,004,022 
Leu estimated income 1,1,2.131 1.7s2i735 
General fund $48,2 2,07 $44, 174, 125 $3,004,022 

Judicial Conduct Cumml&Slon 
Total all funds $644,227 $539,445 ($723t Leu esHmated lnoome $m:m ~014 ('™ General lund s .m 

BIii Totai 
Total aff funds $58,373,893 $54,142.411 $2,975c:) Leu ~tlmated Income sH4a,2; t,g;~,~•B 213 
General fund $ , 27,6 $5 I I e $2,975, 

Page No. 1 
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SENATE 
VERSION 

$7.13~6,442 

$7,638,442 

~:48,940,882 Vif,735 
$<I ' 8,147 

,,638,722 ?1m-$26 I 1 

$57,118,046 
20,1H~a ssta', , o 
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House BIii No. 1002 - Supreme Court - Senate Attlon 
EXECUTIVE HOUSE SENATE /SENATE 

BUDGET VERSION CHANGES VERSION 

Salarle& and Waget $6,965,990 $5,852,238 ~$4,648~ $5,847,592 
Operatlng expooses 1,706,580 1,681,560 23,018 1,668,562 
Judges' retirement 132,288 132,288 132,288 

Total aft funds $7,794,858 $7,666,108 ($27,664) $7,8~1442 

Leas esUmated Income 

General fund $7,794,858 $7,1>66,106 ($27,664) $7,838,442 

FTE 44,50 44.50 0.00 44,60 

Dept. 181 - Supreme Court - Detail of Senate Changes 

REDUCES REDUCES 
RECOMMENDED FUNDING FOR 
FUNDING FOR INFORMATION TOTAL 

HEALTH TECHNOLOGY SENATE 
INSURANCE 1 COSTS 2 CHANGES 

Salarles and wages ($4,646) t,646l Operating expenses ($23,016) 23,018 
Judges' retirement 

Total all funds ($4,646) ($23,016) ($27,664) 

Le!S estimated Income 

General fund ($4,646) ($23,018) ($27,664) 

FTE o.oo 0,00 0,00 

1 Thia amendment reduces the funding for stata employee health lnsurtince premiums Imm $493 pe1 month to $488.70 per month. 

2 This amendment reduces funding for lnfoonatlol'I technology by $23,018 from the general fund, wl,lch represents a reduction In Information 
technology funding from the geoel'aJ fund of approximately 4 percent. 

House Biil No, 1002 • District Courts • Senate Action 
EXECUTIVE HOUSE SENATE SENATE 

BUDGET VERSION CHANGES VERSION 

Salaries and wages $34,662,an $33,943,108 ($29,928) $33,913,180 
Opeultlng expenses 14,223,487 10,992,308 3,033,950 14,026,256 
Capital assets 109,500 74,500 74,600 
JUdges' retlfement 918,944 626.944 826,944 
UNO-Central legal research 80,000 80,000 80,000 
Altemative dlgputa resolution iQ,.QQQ go.ooo -·-- gQ.QQQ 

Total al funds $50,034,808 $45,936,860 $3,004,022 $46,940,882 

Lesa estlma1ed lnoome 1,762.735 1,762,735 1,762,735 

General fund $48,272,073 $44,174,125 !i,.i,004,022 $47,178,147 

FTE 287,60 287.50 0.00 287,50 

Dept. 182 • District Courts .. Detail of Senate Changes 
REDUCES REDUCES RESTORES 

AECOM MENDED FUNDING r-DR RESTORES f-UNDINGFOA 
FUNDING FOR INFORMATION FUNDING FOR INDIGENT TOTAL 

HEALTH TECHNOLOGY OPERATING DEFENSE SENATE 
INSURANCE 1 COSTS2 EXPENSES 3 FEES4 CHANGES 

sr.:nriea nnd wnges ($29,928) 
$2,990,647 

($29,928) 
Opnrallng oxrio11ses ($109,229) $15:,!.832 3,033,950 
Capital IISSOIS 
Ju~• reli1ement 
UN -Central logAI rese1m.h 
AltematlYe dispute resolution ---
Total aH funds ($29,028) ($109,229) $162,632 $2,890,547 $3,004.022 

less eatknaled Income --- --- ---
General fund ($29,928) ($109,229) , 1 ',2,632 $2,990,647 $3,004,022 

FTE o.oo 0,00 0,00 0.00 o.oo 
1 This arnertdmenl reduces the fundll'l{i for state employoe hralth lnBUran~ premiums from $493 per rnonth to $488.70 per month. 

2 This amendment tedLIC88 funding for Information toohnology by $100,229 from th& general fund, which rep(esents a reduction In Information 
technology funding from lhe general fund ot .app,oxlmalely 4 percent. 
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part of lhe transfer of Indigent delenBE1 services lo lhe Office of AdmlnlJtrallve Hearings In House BIii No. 1044. 
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" This amendment restores funding of $2,990,547 to the operating expenses line for lndloent defense fees that the House had removed as part of the 
transfer of Indigent delense se,vk:es to the Ott Ice ol Admlnlstratl\le Hearings In House em No. 1 o.«. 

House BIii No. 1002 • Judlclal Conduct Commission .. Senate Action 
EXECUTIVE HOUSE SF.NATE SENATE 

BUDGET VERSION CHANGES VERSION 

Operating expenses 
Judicial Conduct Commission $544,227 $539,445 ($723) $538,722 

and Olsclpllnary Board 

Total an funds $544,227 $539,445 ($723) $538,722 

Less estimated Income 283,900 281,014 1213) 280,801 

General fund $280,727 $268,431 ($510) $257,921 

FTE 4.00 4.00 0,00 4.00 

Dept. 183 • Judlclal Conduct Commission - Detalt of senate Changes 
REDUCES REDUCES 

RECOMMENDED FUNDING FOR 
FUNDING FOR INFORMATION TOTAL 

HEALTH TECHNOLOGY Sl!NATE 
INSURANCE 1 COSTS2 CHANGES 

Opera~ e>'penses 
Judk:lal onduct Commission ($411) ($312) ($7ll3) 

and DlsclpNnary Board 

Total al funds ($411) ($312) ($723) 

Less ntlmated Income rum 1213} 

General fund {$198) ($312) ($510) 

FTE 0,00 0.00 0.00 

1 This amendment reduces the lundlrlQ for stale empl()yee health Insurance premiums from $493 per month to $488. 70 per month. 

2 This amendment reduces funding for lnlormatloo 18"..hnology by $312 from the general fund which represents a reduction In lnfonnatlon lflehnok)gy 
funding from the general fund of approximately 4 p.woonl. 

Page No. 3 38002.0203 

Yhe mlcrogr&phlc lmAges on this film ore eecurata reproductions 6f records delfverod to Modorn Information Systems for microfilming and 
were filmed In the regular course of buslneae. The photographic process meets standards of the American Notional StandArds rnstltuto 
(ANSI) for archlvAl microfilm. NOYICer If the filmed Image above le leae legible than thfu Notice, ft Is~ to the quality of the 

doc-,t ""'"" fllfflld, ZaiW-, j(,, ~ f d 
$etor'• s gnature te 

t. 

.J 

J 



.... 

r 
Dr.tc: 'r' .3,. o 3 

Roll Call Vote #: / 

2003 SENATE ST ANDING COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES 
BILL/RESOLUTION NO. ~ /OO:L-

Senate Appropriation& Committee 

D Check here for Conference Committee 

Legislative Council Amendment Number 

Action Taken -~" _ ______,;_f_M_S_~__;__~..:....;___...;,J ___ _ 
Motion Made By ':(M~ Seconded By ~~,t" 

Senators Yes No Senators Yes No 
Senator Holmber~, Chairman v,; 
Senator Bowman, Vice Chair V 

Senator Grindbern:, Vice Chair ✓ 

Senator Andrist 
✓ 

0 
Senator Christmann 
Senator Kilzer ✓ 

- v Senator Krauter 

l 
j 

L 

Senator Kringstad j 

Senator Lindaas I.I -Senator Mathern V 

Senator Robinson ✓ 

Senator Schobin2er 
Senator Ta11ackson --Senator Thane v 

Total (Yes) l No 

Absent > 
Floor Assignment µcl m (,w a' 
If the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent: 

........ ,. ----··--· _,,_ 

Tho mtcro9raphlc Images on this fl lm are accuratn reproduct!oM ii~ neel'dtt ,._I fv•rld to Modfrn lnfort111tfon 1)11tttnl for MfcrofllMfnt end 
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REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE (410) 
Aprll 4, 2003 9:27 a.m. 

Module No: SR-61 .. 6767 
Carrier: Holmberg 

Insert LC: 38002.0203 Title: .0400 

REPOR\ OF STANDING COMMITTEE 
HB 1002, as engrossed: Appropriations Committee (Sen. Holmberg, Chairman) 

recommends AMENllMENTS AS FOLLOWS and when so amended, recommends 
DO PASS (11 YEAS, 0 NAYS, 3 ABSENT AND NOT VOTING). Engrossed HB 1002 
was placed on the Sixth order on the calendar. 

Page 1, line 10, replace "5,852,238" with "5,847,592" 

Page 1, line 11, replace "1,681,580" with "1,658,562" 

Page 1, line 13, replace "7,666,106" with "7,638.442" 

Page 1, line 16, replace "33,943,108" with "33,913,180" 

Page 1, line 17, replace "10,992,308" with "14,026,258" 

Page 1, line 22, replace "45,930,860" with "48,940,882" 

Page 1, line 24, replace "44,174,125" with "47,178,147" 

Page 2, line 3, replace "539,445" with "538,722" 

Page 2, line 41 replace "539,445" with "538,722" 

Page 2, line 5, replace "281,014" with "280,801" 

Page 2, line 6, replace "25d.431" with "257,921" 

Page 2, line 7, replace "52,098,662" with "55,074,51 0" 

Page 2, llne 8, replace "2,043,749" with "~,043,536" 

''age 2, llne 9, replace "54,142.411" with "57,118,046" 

Renumber accordingly 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

Housa BIii No.1002 .. Summary of Senate Action 

EXECUTIVE HOUSE SENATE 
BUDGET VERSION CHANGES 

Supreme Court 
4.7, 794,858 ($27.064) Total all funds $7,666,106 

leas estimated Income 
$"/,794,858 GenEH'al fund $7,666,108 ($27,664) 

Dlstrlot courts 
'Total all funri& $60.Q34,808 $45,936,880 $3,004.022 
Less estimated Income 1,762,735 !J62 735 
General fund $48,272,073 $44,!N,m $3,004,022 

Judlcial Conduot Commission 
Total all funds $544,227 $639,445 {$723 
Less es11mated lnoome ~~a.~~i 281 ,g14 213 
General fund $, 130, $ ' ( 510 

BIii Total 
Total all funds $58,373,893 $54,142,411 $2,976,635 
LcL9s eatlni:.ted Income 2,048,235 2,043,749 ~ General iund $66,327,658 $62,098,882 $2,976, 

(2) DESK, (3) COMM Page No. 1 

SENATE 
VERSION 

$7,636.442 

$7,638.442 

$48,940,882 
1,762,736 

$47,178,147 

$538,722 
~801 

$257,921 

$57,118,046 
2,o;H~ $65,0 , 
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REPORT OF STANDING COMMl'ITEE (410) 
Aprll 4, 2003 9:27 a.m. 

House BIii No. 1002 - Supreme Court - Senate Action 

EXECUTIVE HOUSE SENATE 
BUDGET VERSION CHANGtS 

Salarlfla and wages $5,955,990 $5,852,238 f$4,646~ Operating expenseo 1,706,580 1,681,580 23,018 
Judges' retirement ~ 132,268 

Total all funds $7,794,858 $7,666,106 ($27,664) 

Less estimated Income 

G&neral fund $7,794,858 $7,666,108 ($27,664) 

FTE 44,60 44.50 0,00 

Dept. 181 - Supreme Court - Detail of Senate Changes 

REDUCES REDUCES 
RECOMMENDED FLINGING FOR 
FUNDING FOR INFORMATION TOTAL 

HEALTH TECHNOLOGY SENATE 
INSURANCE 1 COSTS2 CHANGES 

salaries and wages ($4,646) !$4,6461 
Operating expenses ($23,018) 23,018 
Judges' retirement 

Total all funds ($4,846) ($23,018) ($27,66() 

Less estimated Income 

General fund ($4,646) ($23,018) ($27,684) 

FTE 0,00 0.00 o.oo 

Module No: SR-61-6767 
Carrier: Holmberg 

Insert LC: 38002.0203 Tlr.le: .0400 

SENATE 
VERSION 

$5,847,592 
1,658,662 

132,266 

$7,638,442 

$7,638,442 

44.50 

1 This amendment reduce11 the funding for state employee health Insurance premiums from $493 per monlh to $488.70 pe; month. 

2 This amendment reduces funding for lnfom,atlon technology by $23,01 B from the general fund, wh!ch represents a reduction In Information 
technology funding from the general fund of approximately 4 pe1cent. 

House BIii No. 1002 - District t:ourts .. Senate Action 

EXECUTIVE HOUSE SENATE SENATE 
BUDGET VERSION CHANGES VERSION 

Salarles and wages $34,662,877 $33,943,108 ($'29,928) $33,913,180 
Operatlnu expenses 14,223,487 10,992,308 3,033,950 14,026,258 
Capltal assets 109,500 74,500 74,600 
Judges' retirement 918,944 826,944 828,944 
UNO-Central legal research 80,000 60,000 80,000 
Alternative dispute resolution 40,000 20,000 20,000 

Total all funds $50,034,806 $45,036,860 $3,004,022 $48,940,882 

Lesa estfmaled Income 117621735 1.782,735 11762,735 

Generrtl fund $48,272,073 $44,174,126 $3,004,022 $47,178,147 

FTE 287,60 287,50 0,00 287,60 

Dept. 182 • District Courts • Detail of Senate Changos 

REDUCES REDUCES AESTOAES 
RECOMMENDED FUNDING FOR RESTORES FUNDING FOR 
FUNDING FOR INFORMATION FUNDING FOR INDIGENT TOTAL 

HEALTH TECHNOLqav OPERATING DEFENSE SENATE 
INSURANCE 1 COSTS EXPENSES3 FEES 4 CHANGES 

Salaries and wages ($29,928) ($29,928} 
Operating expenses ($109,229) $162,832 $2,990,547 3,033,950 
Cap/lal assets 
Judges' retirement 
UNO-Central legal rasearch 
Alternative dispute reso!utlon _ --·-
(2) DESK, (3) COMM Page No. 2 SR-81·6787 
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Total all funds 

Leas estimated lr1come 

General fund 

FTE 

($29,928) 

($29,828) 

0.00 

($109,229) 

($109,229) 

0.00 

$162,632 

$162,632 

0.00 

Module No: SR-61-6787 
Carrier: Hofmberg 

Insert LC: 38002.0203 TIiie: .0400 

$2,990,547 

$2,990,547 

0,00 

$3,004,022 

$3,004,022 

o.oo 
1 This amentJrnont reduces thfJ funding for stale employee health Insurance premiums from $493 per month to $488.70 per month, 

2 Thia amendment reduces funding for Information technology by $109,229 from the gemirel fund, which represents a reduction In Information 
technology funding from the genaral fund of approximately 4 percent. 

3 This amendment restcrea $152,632 In the operating expenses llna for the administration of Indigent defense services that the House removed as 
part o( the transfer of Indigent &.>lense servk.ea to the Offlce of Admlnlstratlve Hearings In House BIii No, 1044, 

4 Thli amendment restores funding of $2,990,547 to the operallng expenses line for Indigent defense foes that thJ House had removed as part of 
the transfer of Indigent defense services to the Office of Mmlnlslrallve Hearings In House BIii No. 1044. 

Hoiuse BIii No. 1002 • Judlclal Conduct Commission" Genste Action 

EXECUTIVE HOUSE SENATE SENATE 
BUDGET VERSION CHANGES VERSION 

Operall'&:ses 
($72.'3) Judlcial ct Commission $544,227 $539,445 $538,722 

and Dlsclpllrtary Board 

Total all funds $544,227 $539,446 ($723) $538,722 

Less estimated lnoome 283,600 ~81,014 {213) &!!Q,801 

r.e11eral fund $260,727 $268,431 ($510) $257,921 

I 
(J FTE 4.00 4,00 o.oo 4.00 

Dept. 183 • Judicial Conduct Commission• Detail of Senate Changes 

. I 
· -1i I ,,_ 

,',. I. 

. L 

RECUCES REDUCES 
RECOMMENDED FUNDING FOR 
FUNDING FOR INFOP.MATION TOTAL 

HEALTH TECHNOLOGY SENATE 
INSURANCE 1 COSTS2 CHANGES 

Oparatl~ :ses 
($723) Judicml o uot Commission ($111) ($312) 

and Dlsclpllnary Board -··-
Total all funds ($411) ($312) ($723) 

Less t.'Stlma!ed Income rum (213) 

General fund ($198) ($312) ($510) 

FTE 0,00 0,00 0.00 

I This amendment reduoes the funding for state employee health Insurance premiums from $493 per month to $488.70 per month. 

2 This amendment reduces funding for lnlorrnatlon technology by $312 from the general fund which represents a reducllon In Information technology 
funding from the gerteral fund of approxlmal&ly 4 percent. 

(2) OESK, (3) COMM Page No, 3 SR,61•6787 
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Tne micrograph le fm,gee on th le film are eccurate reproductfons of records del fvered to Modern Information systems for mlcrC"fll■tn, Ind 
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(ANSI) fo~ archival mfcrofllm, NOTJCE1 If the filmed tmagQ above Is less legible then this Notice, ft is~ to the quetfty of the 
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2003 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES 

BILL/RESOL{JTION NO. HB 1002 

House Appropriat: · ns Commit.t~\l 
Govyiment Operr.tions Division 

~Conference Committe~ 

Hearing Date April 14, 2003 

Ta Number Side A SideB Meter# 
2 xx 37.4-53. I 

Rep. Koppelman called the meeting to order. Roll was taken with Rep. Koppelman, Rep, 

Carlisle, Rep. Warner, Sen. Holmberg, Sen. Krauter, and Sen. Schobinger in attendance. 

Sen. Holmberg described the Senate changes as found on the yellow standing committee report . 

HB 1088 has been completed relating to the indigent defense issue. 

Rep. Carlisle commented, So, everything has gone back to the Supreme Court. 

Sen. Holmberg the only difference is IT and the $750,000 for idigient defense. 

Rep. Koppelman Movi11g to Office of Administrative Hearing, did that negate the increase. 

Ted Gladden_ Supreme Court We supported that change and the increase to $630;000, which 

would flee the rate increase to $65/hr. Wheather it went to the Office of Administrative Hearings 

or stayed with us .. HB 1088 was the funding bill, it was amended. HB 1044 was defeated, that 

was the moving bill. 

t. 
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Page2 
Government Operations Division 
Bill/Resolution Number HB 1002 
Hearing Date AprlJ 14t 2003 

Rep. Warner asked if there was any discussion on the Sen8te side relating to centralizing idigent 

defense? 

Sen. Holmberg The Judiciary Committee did address that issue. 

Ted Gladden A study resolution is addressing the issue. We need to get it out of the judiciary 

are, we will come with~ proposal in the next biennium. We need to change the cap. We need to 

address those issues in the coming biennium. 

Sen. Holmberg we will have to consider the final IT issues, I don't sense a division other than 

that. 

Rep. Koppelman I agree, we would only need to meet again after the IT issues have been 

resolved. So we will adjourn at the call of the chair. 

··-·-

7ht 1tcro0r1phfc fl!MtGff on thla ftlnt are accurate rtproductlons 6f record& del f vertd to Modern Inf m111tfon SyttUN for 1111 crcfHMfn« IOd 
wert fflMld tn the r~l•r course of bustnea•. The piot09rephtc proeeaa Nett atendards of the Amrfcan Natfontl Sttnderdt lnetltut• 
(AMSJ) for archtval Mtcrof1lN, NOTICE! If the fflNd , •• above fa le•• teotbte then thf• Notice, ft •• due to th~ qutlfty of th• 

..,._,, 11o, .. ftlMOd, ,~Q)~-i\u ~c11'.6cd 
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2003 HOUSE STANDING \~OMMtTTBE MINUTES 

BILI./RESOLl.l'['JON NO. HB 1001. 

House propriations Committee 
ment Operation fl Di vision 

Conference Committee 

Cha~nnan Koppelman cailed the confenm,~t> Cl)mmiHt~ lo ord~r. ~.rt~mb.-:-r-s in attendnoce: Rep. 

Koppelman, REp. Carlisle, Rep. Glasshelm, &n. Sc~oblng~i·, Sen~ K~it~r, absr.ut was Sen. 

Holmberg. 

Rep. Kopp,:Lrnan introduced amendment 38002.0204 to the committee. He received a i Lcr 

from Ted O1adden, ND State Couri Admi1.1istrator, (~ee Rttached). The letter addressed: 1. n· !h1P. 

il~1n which includes salaries, after daJcussion with leadership, it was determinCIJ this win not be 

addre!ised iu this committee, the adjustment wi11 be •nude at the IT level. 2. Salary ilr1crease was 

addressed. Elected official1-, arc not included in the current bill relating to increases and the 

incentive being offered. Leader3hip will pt)Hsibly address this in ihe amendments on SB 2015 

(Of\'1B) Last biennium, I was a proponent of the inci-~ase in the Supreme Court, we nl!ed to siay 

in iine with the increases. 

········ ·-·--······ ······-··•-··-···- -----·------ ·-···-··•-- -------· --- --·--· l t ed .. to -~rn 1n1lort11itlon SyatN'.s for 111tcrafll11fng and 
Th• Mlcraorephfc ,,.1.,. on thfa ft lin are accurate reproductions of "'::,~~ W::t,v!~and9rds of the AMerfcan NatfOMl Stiandlrdl ln1tltute were f1lllltd tn the rtQOler courae of bulfneH, The !rr1raph~~!: 11· ltH ltt)lblt thM'I thl• Notice, It ii dlJt to the quality of the 
(ANSI) for 1rchlYtl Microfilm. NOflCes If the ffl M9f /. /2 
doclllltnt befno fflllltd, ,.· ~ a~ hie? \~ q ld-6 D ;i. ,. ( IC... ((; o,te J 
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Page2 
Government Operations Division 
BiU/ResoJution Number HB 1002 
Hearing Date April 22, 2003 

Sen. Schoblnger made a motion the Senate recede and amendment 38002.0204 be adopted, 

second by Rep. Carlisle. Roll call l'ote was taken with 5 yeah 1 absent (Holmberg) 

MOTION CARRIES. 

MeetJng adjoumed. 

·i,1,,' -· 

_________ , ................ _,_._._ ·•---· ..... -•~~--M~- • • • ' ••-••••••-••·• -·-•••~-.._ ..... ,,,~••·-----· .... •--• 
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WN fftlild fn th• ....,tar eourH of bulfntta. The photoeraphtc proct11 11Ht1 1tanderdl of tht AMtrtcen Ntttonal lttndlrdl 1n1tttutt 
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38002.02"..,4 
Titte,0500 
Fiscal No.1 

Prepared by the LeglalatJve Counoll staff for 
Representative Koppelman 

Apr11 · 1 e, 2003 

Confinnce CommlttM Amendmenta to Engroa1ed HB 1002 • 04IU/2003 

That the Senate recede from Its amendments as printed on pages 1317-1319 of the House 
Journal and pages 1146-1148 of the Senate Joumal and that Engrossed House Bill No. 1002 
be amended as follows: 

Page 1, Une 10, replace "5,852,238" wfth "5,847,592" 

Page 1. line 11, replace 111,681,580• with •1,es2,eo9• 

Page 1, line 13, replace •1,666, 10611 wtth 117,632,68911 

Page 1, fine 16, replace 1133,943, 1 os• with 1133,913, 18011 

Page 1, llne 17, replace "10,992,308• ~ 1113,998,95011 

Page 1, line 22, replace 1145,936,86011 with 1148,913,57411 

Page 1, line 24. replace 1144, 174,125" with "47, 150,83911 

Conwence Committee Amendment. to Engroued HB 1002 • C>4/Hl2003 

Page 2, llne 3, repfac~ •539,44511 with 11638,64311 

Q Page 2, line 4, replace '539,446' with '538,643' 

Page 2, llne 5, replace 11281.014 11 with •2ao.ao1 N 

Page 2, lfne 6, replace !1258,431 11 with 11257,84211 

Page 2, line 7, replace 1152,098,66211 with 1100,041,37011 

Page 2, llne 8, replace 112,043,749 11 with 112,043,53611 

Page 2, line 9, replace 1154, 142,411 11 with 1167,084,90611 

Renumber aooordlngly 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT: 

HoUN am No. 1002 • Summary of Conference Committee Action 
CONFERENCE CONFE~ENCE 

EXECUTIVE HOUSE COMMITTEE COMMITTEE 
BUDOET VERSION CHANGES VERSION 

T,C4urt 
otilaNfundll t,,71M,8S8 ! 986,108 ($33,417) $7,&Sa,880 

LMt~h'lco!M 
-~7,632,tllt GWl'llfl.N $7,704,868 ,1,eee,1oe ($33,417) 

Dlttrlct cotiltl 
Totalaltfundl 
LMt eslllne~ ll'KlolM 

$50,034,808 $,45,938,880 $2,078,714 $48,01a,s1• 

SENATE 
VERSION 

$7,838,442 

$7,838µ2 

$,48,040,882 

OOMPAAISON 
TO SENATE 

($5,763) 

($&,7&3) 

($27,308) 

i . GtntralfWld ...t.11.~ $4Hft11I t I 1 $2,078,714 .. ~:ff8:HI '4~:Tfi:fff """<iii;iie) 

i,.~ 
l 

Judlclal Conduct 0ommlMlon 
TotalaJlflm 
LAM Mtlmattd lnconit 

...,.,227 
&BS 

$531>.4"45 
~ (= $538,8"43 $538,722 ($70) 

2tQ.lll .2&ltl 

l 

L 
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Yhe 1fcroer.,tc ,_., °"' tht, ft 11111r11ccur1t1 reproductftint 6f recol"dt del lvertd to Modern lnfoNMtton IYttMI for Mfcroft 1111'11 end 
were fflMtd fn tht refijltr courH of buefnH1, Tht phototraFltifc proc111 MttU ttandlrdt of th• Alltrtcan N1tton1l ltandll'dl lnttftutt 
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\ Oenlnll....,.. taeo,m .. ,431 ( .. $217,842 f2157,lli21 (m) 

1111 TOia! ,/ 

Totll .. Nndl •m• '54,142,411 ··~1 .. 7,0IM,IIOI .. 7,118,CMe ($33,140) I~ 

' LIM ..,_llld Income .taa911 ..-- .J.ffl,IM .t.SHffl ($33,140) 
J' 

Glnl.-lf\N $2,'42, ,,, 

I HoUN BIii No. 1002 .. Supreme Cowt .. COnt.rance CommlttM Action 
CONFEFIENC:e CONFERENOE 

E)(EOUTIVE HOU8E COMMITTEE COMMITTEE SENA'fE CX>MPAAISOH 
BUDOET VEAStON OHAHOES VERSION VERSION TO SENATE 

IMlliMlndMOM $5,8,N() .,.,231 
~rJ:T 1.1oueo 1,.1,580 -- JJLill 

t••·Me! 21,771 
t6,iM7,5tz 
1,e&2,a 
Jam 

$a,147,5tz 
1,818,li2 
!Ha 

(.,753) 

Total•Nfl#ldt t?',7'4,1151 $7,eee,1oe ($33,-417) $7,932,W $7,931,'42 ($5,753) 

l.eM ..,.tld lnc::«ne 

Gentl'alfund $7,794,151 $7,ee&,108 ($33,-417) $7,932,eeo $7,fJ38,""2 ($5,753) 

F1'E 44.50 44.50 0.00 44,50 44,50 0.01.1 

Dept. 181 • Suprome Court• Detail of Conference Committee Chlngee 
FIEOUCES REDUCES 

RECOMMENCED FUNDING FOR TOTAL 
FUNDfNGFOA INF<>fWATION OONFERENCE 

HEALTH TEat«JlOOV COMMtn'EE 
IHSUAANCE1 006T82 OHAHOES 

'j 
Salfillltand~ ($4,Me) lt4.Mel ~---- ($28,771) 21,771 
J~• litlllnWlt 

f 

Totalt•furldl ( ....... , ($29,771) ($33,-41'1) 

LMI rMllmltld Income --
Gtnel'llll#'ld ($4,148) ($28,771) ($3.1,417) 

FTE o.oo 0.00 (),00 

1 Thlt amendment l'lducN 1M fundN'IO for etate employM heellth Insurance prernlurn1 froM t403 IO $488.70 per month, 

0 2 Thie amtndmem ~ fundh'IQ for Information ~ by $28,771 froM the gei-..ral fund, ~ repl'etenta a ~ In Information 
ttChnology funding ft<lm the gtneral fund of app,oldrnl~ 6 percent. 

Hou. BIii No. 1002 .. Dlatrfot court. • conference Committee Action 
CONFERENCE CONF~RENCE 

E>CE~mVE HOUSE COMMITTEE COMMITTEE SENATE COMPARISON 
BUD\ET \leRSION CHANGES VERSION VERSION TOGENATE 

&llanet and YMO- $3,4,882,877 $33,943,100 ($29,928) $33,913,180 $33,913,180 =~ 1-4,223,487 10,092,308 3,00C,,842 13,0lle,950 1-4,02e,258 ($27,308) 
109,600 1-4,ISOO 7-4,500 74,600 

J~'rttl~ 018,044 82&,044 eff,044 826,04-4 
UH Ctnttall.egalAMearch 80,000 80,000 80,000 80,000 
Altematlve dlepute rttolutlon ~ ~ ~ 2.Q,000 

Toe.I aN fundt $50,034,808 $,45,038,&e() $2,978,71..t ~.013.674 $48,SM0,882 ($27,308) 

lMe Mtlmattd Income 1,702,73§ 1,712,73§ 1,7e2,735 1.782.73§ 

o.ntralftM'ld $48,272,073 $4,4, 17-4, 125 $2,078,714 $47,150,839 $47,178,1-41 ($27,308) 

FTE! 287,50 2tf1.50 0.00 287.60 287,60 0.00 

Dept. 182 .. Dlltrlct Courtl .. Detall of Conference Commlttet Changes 
REOUCl:9 Fl'JDUCES Rl:STORES 

REOOMMENOED FVHDINGFOR t:U:STORES FUNDINOFOR TOTAL 
FUNDIHGFOA INl=ORMATION FUNOtNG FOR INDtGENT CONFERENCE 

HEALTH 't'ECHNOlOGV OPERATING DEl=ENSE COMMITTEE 
IH8lJAANCE1 COSTS~ E>CPENSES3 FEES4 1'HANGE!S 

811,iliMandwaoet ($20,028) 
$1112,832 $2,090,547 

~,028) =r.=r-- ($138,W) 3, ,842 

r~I AMMl'dl 
~ NIOlollon 

·:;J Totaltnf\M ($20,0M) ($138,5.1'7) $152,e32 $2,990,5'7 $2,978, 71,4 

LMIMtimatldlncomt ---
~ttWld ($20,928) ($138,531) $162,832 $2,000,5'7 $2,978,714 

' 2 of 3 38002.0204 
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m o.oo o.oo o.oo o.oo o.oo 
1 Thll ........ ,._. h fwdng tot*• .... hNIII lnulnoe pl'lffllume fn>m ._, to ... 70 Pl' monlh. 

2 Th1111nt11dment tN1CMbldingfot'~ _..docl'Jt,v •1•,537• !ht general fund,~ ....--1 Ndl.don In lnfof'ml"°'1 
~MdnglNln'llhtOrittlfundof~i~ 

I Thll ........ ,.......1==~hClpMllrla._,...llnefot'theldnliflllttlltb\M!ndlc,lnl...,_aeMOMMh~IWl'IOWdM 
P1rt of !ht....,.,_ of lndlgllnl IINloM to Ill 0l'lol of~---.... In HouM II No, 104<4, 

• Thll lMllldlnlnt ,_,..~cl ti,9IO~to h ~tlno._.... lint '61' ~...,._,_ht Ill~ hid l'lfflOWd u Pllt of the 
~ ol Indigent.,.,....,... to the of~ ........ In~11111llo, 10M, 

HouM BIii No. 1002 • Judlclal Conduct commt..lon • con,.,.._ CohlmltlN Action 
OONFEAENCE OONFEFIENOE 

EXECUTIVE HOUSE COMMITTEE COMMtn'EE SENATE OOMPAAl80H 
BUDGET VERSk>N OHANOES VERSION VER8k>N TO SENATE 

JuclcllJ Condu(lt 00ff'lmlMlon tM4.227 ... <Ml (tem) t131,&43 ... '722 (~ 
and ~IY Bolrd --

Toe.Jdfundl •• 227 ... 4-4& ($802) ... ~ ... 722 (.,..) 

LAIi Ntlrnated Income II.SQ 21..1.&.!i .(W} mill. l&m ·--
Oen..-.lf\i'ld -.o,m t251,431 ($1i9) $2S1i842 $2&7,921 (f79) 

FTE 4.00 ,4,00 0.00 ,4,00 4.00 0.00 

Dept. 183 .. Judlclal COnduct commlNlon • o.tall of Conference COmmlttN Changee 
REDUCES AEDUCES 

AE~D FUNDtNOFOA TOTAL 
FtMOtNGFOA INFORMATION C0NFEAENOE 

HEALTH TEOHNOl.OOV COMMmEE: 
IN8UAANCE1 COST81i CHANGES 

Judldal conduct COrntnliMlon ($411) ($381) ($80(l) 
and Dltclpllnery brd 

Totaldfundl ($411) ($381) ($802) 

LAIi Mtlrnlwd Income wm Wal 
Genet'llfll'ld ($188) ($301) ($589) 

FTE 0.00 0.00 0.00 

1 Thlt al'rltl'ldmtnt l'ilducN !ht funding kl( stat. employM health lnlurance premlume from $493 to $,488. 70 per 11'\0rWh. 

2 Thll 1meodm•nt rtducM funding for Information ~ 1,1/ $301 from 1h11 general fund, whldl rtp~ a reduction In lnforr'nllllon technology 
funding ftorn 1h11 general fund of appro,drnlttly IS pe~. 
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REPORT OF CONFERENCE COMMITTEE (420) 
Aprll 22, 2003 1 :12 p.m. 

REPORT OF CONFERENCE COMMITTEE 

Module No: SR-12~·109 

lnaert LC: 38002.0204 

HB 1002, •• engrossed: Your conference committee (Sens. Holmberg, Schoblnger, KrButer 
and Reps. Koppelman, Carlisle, Warner) recommends that the SENATE RECEDE 
from the Senate amendments on HJ pages 1317-1319, 9dopt amendments as follows, 
and place HB 1002 on the Seventh order: 

That the Senate recede from Its amendments as printed on pages 1317-1319 of the House 
Journal and pages 1146-1148 of the Senate Journal and that Engrossed House BIii No. 1002 
be amended as follows: 

Page 1, llne 10, replace 1151852,23811 with "5,847,592" 

Page 1, llne 11, replace "1,681,580" with "1 ,652,80911 

Page 1, llne 13, replace "7,666, 106" with 117 ,632,68911 

Page 1, line 16. replace "33,9431108" with "33,913, 18011 

Page 1, llne 17, replace "10,992,30811 with 1113,998,95011 

Page 1, line 22, replace "45,936,860 11 with •48 1913,574" 

Page 1, llne 24, replace "44,174,125" with •47, 150,839" 

Page 2, line 3, replace "539,445" with 11538,64311 

Page 2, line 4, replace "539.445" with 11538,643" 

Page 2, line 5, replace "281,014" with "280,801" 

Page 2, llne 6, replace "258,431" with .. 257,842" 

Page 2, llne 7, replace "52,098,662" with .. 55,041,370" 

Page 2, llne 8, replace .. 2,043,749" with "2,043,536" 

Page 2, llne 9, r-~place "54,142.411" with "57,084,906" 

Renumber accordlngly 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE UF AMENDMENT: 

House BIii No. 1002 • Summary of Conference Committee Action 

CONFERENCE CONi:ERENCE 
EXECUTIVE HOUSE COMMITTEE COMMITTI:E 

BUDGET VERSION OHANGl:S VERSION 

Sfotme Coort 
otal alt funds $7,794,868 

LHt e&tlmated ~ 
$7,886,106 ($33,417) $7,632,889 

Genetal fund $7,794,868 $7,668,106 ($33,-417) $7,832,689 

Olttrtct courts 
Total alt funds $60,034,808 $45,9138,880 $2,978,71-4 $48,913,574 
Leu e&tlrnated Income 116ff35 .J.tM:tH ~,762,w 
General ~Jnd $48, ,073 $2,978,71-4 $4 .150, 

Jucllc:lal Oottcxlot Oommtl&lon 
Total all fun de $544,227 $5:i9,4-46 <mfil $638,6,43 
Leu eetwnmed Income m&Q.Q ru.w 2&AQ.1 

(2) DESI<, (2) COMM Page No. 1 

SENATE COMPARISON 
VERSION TO SENATE 

$7,638,442 ($5,753) 

$7,638,442 ($5,763) 

($27,308) $48,9-40,882 
1i'f82,p~ ~($27,308) $-47,178, 4 

$538,n2 
~ 

($79) 

sri-12-s1oa 
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REPORT OF CONFERENCE COMMITTEE (420) 
April 22, 2003 1 :12 p.m. 

o.n.talfund 

BNI TOUII 
rOUllallfuncll 
L• Ntinated Income 
Gendlfund 

$258,431 ($589) $257,842 

Hou .. BIii No. 1002 • supreme Court• Conference Committee Action 

CONFERENCE CONFERENCE 
EXECUTIVE HOUSE COMMITTEE COMMITTEE 

8UOOl:T VERSION CHANGl:S VERSION 

SalarteaandWIQN $5,955,990 $5.862,238 i$,4,848~ $5,847,592 
ope,allng eXJ)ln ... 1,708,680 1,681,680 28,771 1,652,809 
Judges' retirement 13Ull_§ 132,288 132.288 

·r ota1 a11 fonds $7,?'IM,858 $7,666,106 ($33,417) $7,632,689 

L ... fitmatedlnoome 

General fund $7,?'IM,858 $7,668,106 ($33,417) $7,632,689 

FTE 44.50 44,50 0.00 44,f~ 

Dept. 181 • Supreme Court • Detall iaf Conference Committee Changes 

REDUCES REDUCES 
RECOMMENDED FUNDING FOR TOTAL 
FUNDING FOR INFORMAllON CONFERENCE 

HEALTH TECHNOLCX~V COMMITTEE 
INSURANCE 1 COSTS2 CHANGES 

SaltliesMdWagei ($4,848) 
OpetaUng expenses 
Joe' :,es' retlr'ti, nent 

($28,771) !$4,848l 2e,n1 

r otal au funds ($4,848) ($28,771) ($33,417) 

Leu ntlmated Income 

Gen&l'al fund ($4,848) ($2a,n1) ($33,417) 

FTE 0,00 0,00 0,00 

Module No: SR-72-8108 

lnaert LC: 38002.0204 

$257,921 

$57,118,048 

$5t.ffl:ffl 

SENl,TE 
VERSION 

$5,847,592 
1,658,562 

132.288 

$7,638,442 

$7,638,«2 

44,50 

($79) 

($33,140) 

(~,140) 

COMPARISON 
TO SENATE 

($5,763) 
--~ 

($5,753) 

($5,753) 

0,00 

1 Thia amendment reduces the funding for slate omployee health Insurance premiums from $493 to $488,70 per month, 

2 Thia amendment redu* funding for Information technology by $28,771 from the general fund, which represents a reduotlon In Information 
technology funding from the genetal fund cf apptox/mately 5 percent. 

House em No, 1002 .. District Courts • Conference Committee Action 

CONFERENCI: CONFERENCE 
EXECUTIVE House. COMMITTEE COMMITTEE SENATE COMPARISON 

BUDGET VERSION CHANGES VERSION VERSION TO SENATE 

SaMltles and Wl(lel $3,C,662,8n $33,943,108 ($29,Y28) $33,913,180 $33,913,180 
Qperltfng eJCpenMI 1,,m,487 10,992,308 3,006,842 13,998,950 14,028,258 ($27,308) E.... 109,500 74,500 74,600 14,500 
J 'rttlrement 918,944 826,944 828,944 826,944 

Cenltal Legal Rtseatch 8U,OOO OJ,000 80,000 80,000 
AlteM&tNe dispute r~utlon ~ ~ ~ 20,000 --·-
Total llll funds $50,03<4,808 $45,938,860 $2,978,714 $48,913,67 .. $48,940,882 ($27,308) 

Leu ntlmatfd Income 1,162.735 1,262,736 -~~ 1,762.73§ j,762.735 

Gl:Mltl'al fund $48,272,073 $44,174,126 $2,978,714 $4 7, 1 !50,839 $47,178,147 ($27,308) 

FTE 287,50 287,60 0,00 267,60 287,60 0.00 

Dept. 182 .. Dl1trtct Court, .. Detall of Conference Committee Chana•• 

(2) OESI<, (2) COMM Page No. 2 SR,72·8108 
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REPORT OF CONFERENCE COMMITTEE (420) 
Aprtl 22. 2003 1 : 12 p.m. 

Module No: SR-72-8108 

ln•rt LC: 38002.0204 

REDUCES REOUOEB RESTORES 
RECOMMENDED FUNDING FOR RESTORES FUNOINGFOA TOTAL 
FUNDING FOR INFORMATION FUNC:NGFOA INDIGENT CONFERENCE 

HEALTH TEOHNOlq<lV OPERATING DEFE~E COMMITTEE 
INSURANOE 1 COSTS E)(Pl:NSES 3 FEES CHANGES 

SMwlMandMQet ($29,928) ($29,928) 
~mlngexpenlN ($136,s:m $152,832 $2,990,547 3,00&,842 
Cipltal--

~c:.i=Rewtd, 
AllemalNe dllpute rtlOlutic)n ---
Total aN fundl ($29,928) ($1311,637) $162,632 $2,990,547 $2,978,714 

L ... estlmaled Income --·- ----
General fund ($29,928) ($138,637) $162,632 $2,990,&47 $2,978,714 

FTE 0.()(1 o.oo o.oo 0,00 o.oo 
1 Thia arnendrntnl rec:loce$ lht fundl\o '°' sta~ employee he.ihh lnwranee l)(&mhJm. fl'Ofl; ;493 to $4M.7o par month, 

2 Thlt ~t reduces funding for Information technology hV $136,6.17 from the l)t(leral fund, 'Nhlch .--u• a reduetlon In Information 
ttchnoloOv funding from Int general fund of approxim.tely 5 j)erci9nt, 

3 Thll amtndment restO<M $162,832 In lht opei'atlnQ e,cpef\181 Hne tor lht administration of Indigent defente NtVloes that the HC>llM removed as 
part ci lht transfef ol lndiOtnl c»fllnN l8fVbit to ltie Offiot of Admlnltltatlve Htarlnge In HotJ8e Blll No, 10«, 

4 Thll amendment ~ fonding of $2,990,647 to tht (lpef~ t>q>enMII line f« Indigent defati1e fees that the HOYse had removed aa part of 
the ltant1tt d Indigent~ lliMctt to the Office of Admlnl~trallv& Hc,ar!ngi In Hou1t BIH No, 1044, 

Houae BIii No.1002 .. Judicial Conduct Commission .. Conference Committee Action 

CONFERENCE CONFERENCE 
EXECUTIVE HOUSE COMMITTEE COMMITTEE SENATE COMPARISON 

BUOGl:'f Vr:RSION CHANGES VERSION VERSION TO SENATE 

Judicial Conduct Commission $544,227 $539,445 ($802) $536,643 $538,722 ($7'9) 
and Di.clpllnary Board -----

lotal aNfundt $544,227 $539,445 ($802) $538,6"3 $538,722 ($79) 

Less estimated Income lM,.600 281,014 (213) 280,801 28o.801 

General fund $280,721 $268,431 ($5119) $257,8-42 $267,921 ($79) 

FTE 4.00 4.00 0.00 4,00 4.00 0.00 

Dept. 183 • Judlclal Conduct Commission .. Detail of Conference Committee Changes 

REDUCES REDUCES 
RECOMMENDED FUNDING FOR TOTAL 
FUNDING FOR INFORMATION CONFERENCE 

HEALTH TECHNOLOGY COMMITTEE 
INSURANCE 1 COSTS2 CHANGES 

Judicial Conduct Commlask>n ($411) ($391) ($802) 
and Oll(:jpllnary Board ---

Total all funds ($411) ($391) ($802) 

L8'1j Mtlmeted ln<:of1'l8 ru.:n (213) 

Genetal fund ($198) ($391) ($589) 

F1E 0.00 0,00 0,00 

1 Thia~ reduOH the funding for 1tate employee ti.alth ln11Ur1tnoe premiums from $49311> $488,70 P8f' month, 

2 Thia amendmei,t reduces funding for Information tlJdlnology by $391 from thtt general fund, 'Nhloh represents a reduotion In Information 
technoloOY fundk!O from the oentf'al fund of appro,dmtdely 6 percent, 

(2) tlt:SI<, (2) COMM Page No. 3 SR•72•8108 
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REPORT OF CONFERENCE COMMITTEE (420) 
April 22, 2003 1 :12 p.m. Module No: SA-72-8108 

lnNrt LC: 38002.0204 

~ Engrossed HB 1l'02 was placed on the Seventh order of business on the calendar, 

0 
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Prepared by the North Dakota Leglslatlve Council 
staff for House Appropriations 

January 20, 2003 

~ apartment 180 - Judlclal Branch 
'-~OUM BIii No. 1002 

2003-05 E)(ecutlve Budget 

2001-03 Leglslatlve Appropriations 

Increase Decrease 

FTE Po1ltlot1a 
336,00 

336,00 

0.00 

General Fund 
$56,327,658 

53.75315091 

$2,574 149 

Other Fund• Total 
$2,048,235 $58,373,893 

212171821 551971,3302 

$171 586 $2 402 563 
1 The 2001-03 general fund appropriation Is the amount appropriated by the 2001 Leglslatlve Assembly. In July 2002, Governor 

Hoeven ordered a 1.05 percent budget allotment. Although the Judicial branch Is not subject to the ellotment, pursuant to North 
Dako~a Century Code Section 54-44.1-12, the agency plans to tum back 1.05 percont of their 2001-03 general fund appropriation, 
which would be $664,412. 

2 The 2001-03 appropriation amounts do not Include $350,000 of addltlonal general fund carryover from the 1999-2001 biennium. 

Agency Funding 

$60.00 -----------

$50.00 -------­

$40.00 ..,.,__ __ 

FTE Positions 

3e0.00 ....----=-~=---

340.00 

320.00 ...,__--~1----------·--l 

. i $30.00 
300.00 1-----
280.00 1----+-------------1 

( $20.00 

r:) s10.oo 

$0.00 

280.00 1---------·-------1 

..... _~,•' 

240.00 ~~=-------------1 
220.00 .._. ___________ ... 

1~2001 2001-03 2003-05 1997-99 1999-2001 2001-03 2003-os 
Executive 

Budget 

■ General Fund ■ Speclal Fund, 

E!xecutlve Budget Hlghllghts 
General Fund 

1. Provides for the foUoWfhQ Supreme Court changes: 
a. Provkfes funding for a 3 percent salary Increase for the Supreme 

Court Justices for the first year of the biennium and a 2 percent 
lnerease for the second year 

b. Decreases funding for former Judges' retirement 
c, Decreases operating expenses primarlly In the area of office 

fXIUlpment and fumtture ($74,000) 
d. Prollldes funding to continue employee salary Increases given 

during the 2001--03 tHennlum pursuant to Judlclal branch salary 
schedule 

2. Provides for the following dlstrlct court changes: 
a, Provides funding for a 3 percent salary Increase fot the district 

court Judges for the ftrat and second years of the biennium 
b. Decreases operating e,cpenae1 primarily In the areas of travel 

($94,436), Information technology softWare/suppfles ($72,903), 
lnfonnatJon technology contractual services ($217,223), office 
ec,ulpment and fu1nlture ($168,340), and Information technology 
equipment ($381,514), Some Increases In operating expenses 
Include contract payments to counties for clertc aervlces 
($225,199), a 5 perctnt Increase for Indigent defenl8 attomeyt 

$48,606 

($76,781) 
($30,348) 

$108,860 

$461,764 

($120,220) 

Executive 
Budget 

OtherFUndl 

I 

($213,599) 

Total 

$48,606 

($76,781) 
($30,34S) 

$108,860 

$461,764 

($333,819) 

L 
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($220,626), and Information technology data processing 
($145,989) 

c. Increase& funding for former judges' retirement 
d. Increases funding for drug courts and tracking services $21,512 

$40,563 
.. ,.,.., 894 

e, Provides funding for a new copy machlna In each of the seven 
dlstrir.ts 

$40,563 
$67,382 
$74,500 $14,50(1',, 

f. Provides funding for a new telephone syatem In the northwest 
district 

g. Provides funding to continue employee salary J11creases given 
during the 2001-03 biennium pursuant to the Judlclal branch salary 
schedule 

3. No significant changes for the Judicial Conduct Commission and 
Disciplinary Board, 

Major Related Leglalatlon 

$35,000 $35,000 

$1,131,316 $32,263 $1,169,579 

HouN BIii No. 1044 • This bUI transfers the responslblllty for contracting for the legal services of Indigents from the Judicial branch to 
the Office of Administrative Hearings, 

HouN BIii No. 1045 ~ Thia bfft transfers the costs relat.lng to Indigent defense costs for mental lllneas oommltrMnt proceeding&, cMI 
commitment of sexual predak>rs, and guardian ad llttm lefVk:ea from counties to the state. 

HouN BIii No. 10M - m. bWI provides a continuing appropriation to the district court from a $10 lnoteaMJ In avil case filing fees for 
the estab618hment of I court facilities Improvement an<.I maintenance fund. 

Senate BIN No. 20M .. This bfft requires the court, when ordenng restftutlon In Insufficient funds cases, to Impose a fee of the greater 
of $10 or 25 percent of the 11moont of restitution ordered to be used to offset oper11ting costs of the state's attorney and clerk of district 
court. 
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House B1111002 - Judlclal Appropriation 
by Gerald W. VandeWalle, Chief Justice 

Good morning Chainnan Carlisle and merr1bers of the Government {)pt;rations 

Subcommittee of the House Appropriations Committee. For the record, I am Gerald 

V ande Walle, Chief Justice. I will lead oft· on our appropriation request this morning. 

We are very fortunate in North Dakota to enjoy the confidence of the citizens of this 

state. Our judiciary is able to process cases timely as we provide judicial services in 

all counties of North Dakota. That i.s due to the adequacy of funding we have 

received from the Legislative Assembly. 

Before any specific remarks regarding the budget, I want to take this 

opportunity to respond to the letter, dated January 8, 2003, I received from Senator 

Bob Stenehjem, Sentate Majority Leader, and Representative Rick Berg, House 

Majority Leader, having to do with a request for us to respond to some specific 

questions as part of c,ur appropriation hearing. 

As a separate branch of government we do have line item transfer authority. 

Within that framework I will respond to the questions contained in their rtquest. 

We continue to provide services in all 53 counties of the state. The most 

visible overall way of judging the effectiveness of our judiciary is to review whether 

our trial courts schedule and process cases in a timely fashion. For many years we 

have had Administtative ule 12 in effect which provides for docket currency 

reporting by all trial courts on a twice a year basis to the Supreme Court. This means 

that judges must respond on the status of any case that is outside the time standard 

provided in that rule. Our judges receive regular~ monthly reports on the status of alt 

pending cases assigned to them. As part of our semi .. annual reporting, a judge•s 

House Bill 1002 Page 1 
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exceptional or outstanding cases must be reviewed and approved by the Pre.,iding 

Judge of each judicial district before a status report is received in our state 

administrative office. The reports are then analyzed and a report provided to me. I 

can then provide specific waivers to judges for specific cases beyond the time 

standards. 

We have a similar management system in place for all cases submitted to the 

Supreme Court on appeal. We monitor cases ro1.ttinely to make sure oral arguments 

are scheduled and d~cisions entered in a timely manner, Our commitment is to ensure 

that we do not t1tose tra.ck" of cases and that we have mechanisms in place to ensure 

the timely resolution of litigation. 

I noted with interest in the newspaper on Saturday, January 11, that the 

Legislative Assembly will hold legislative proceedings on a trial basis in the evening 

to make your proceedings more accessible to our citizens. Likewise, for a number of 

years now, we have had in place a commitment to conduct oral arguments of our 

Supreme Court in comnnmities throughout the state. This has been a very successful 

initiative, allowing our citizens an opportunity to see their Supreme Court in action. 

Ordinarily, we travel out three to five times per year. Along with the oral arguments, 

we always make a point of visiting with students in the local schools on the work of 

the judiciary. 

In November 1998, I created a committee to look at issues of public trust and 

confidence in the courts. This initiative, chaired by Justice WHliam Neumann of our 

court, involves citizens throughout the state to look at strategies to ensure we are 

responding to the public's needs to their trust and confidence in the wo.rking of the 

judiciary. A number of initiatives have been implemented as a res,ult of that 

House Bill 1002 Page2 
··--..,....,/' O:\~l ~ • HI 1002 ...,_• Mlllltlllotl • Ollel M1ic.,wpc1 

L 
I 

" ''••• ----••" .,.,.,_. •••-•--•-•----..... L•-•..,-•_.,._ ......... __ -----•-•-••-.....-•-,.••,•a•"•••••••• .. -•"•••,> 

TIM 11tor09rephlo , ..... on thta f llM art accurate reproductfone ~f rtcordt dlltwrtd to Modern lr1fol'Mltfon IYtt•• for 111feroftl•lno lf'ld 
Ntft ffll•d fn th• NtUl•r eourtt of builtneu. Tht photo,raphfc pr0tt11 Nttl 1tancMrdl of tht AMtricll"I N1tfen1t ltandll'dt lnetftut• 
(ANH) for 1NlhfY1l ■tcrofH■, NCITIClt If tht fflllied ..... lboYt •• ltH lttlblt than thh Notte,, ft h du,t to tht .. lttv of thl 

doe\alftt bttl'II fttMCt. ~}. ~ Q ~~ t ~ /; ~ ·· :~~ ~,~ca 1 1~_t?l._ 
1tor' a UnttUl't ttt .J 



r 

L 

committee's work. Perhaps the two most prominent efforts have been the 

establishment of a judicial improvement program and a speaker's bureau. The judicial 

improvement pro~ which began as a recommendation from Justice Neumann's 

Committee and was then recommended by our Judiciary Standards Committee, is set 

out in our Administrative Rule 48, which becomes effective in March. The program 

will provide a mechanism for lawyers and court personnel to provide comments 

regarding a judge's performance. 

We have also adopted AR 44 implementing an infonnal complaint procedure 

providing for an inf onnal, confidential, non-confrontational and educational method 

for addressing complaints or concerns about judicial offices a11d employees. The 

panel consists of three judges, one layperson and one lawyer. ln addition, of course, 

the Judicial Conduct Commission established by Chapter 27-23 of the Century Code 

to hear fonnal complaints against judges remains operative. 

Our recently inaugurated Speaker's Bureau makes speakers available to 

classrooms and civic groups throughout the state on the role and function of the 

courts. Presentations on the role of the clerks of court offices, the judge's role, and 

our juvenile court, are scheduled upon request. 

Our web page, which I referred to in my State of the Judiciary Message, is 

another initiative we are fully committed to as part of ensuring accessibility to our 

courts by alt citizens. Citizens can listen to oral arguments before our court, they can 

review our court's schedule, as well as statistics and workings of our trial courts. We 

are also exploring putting daily district court calendar inf onnation on our web page 

so it, likewise, is accessible by all citizens. We have installed a child support 

House Bill 1002 Page3 
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calculator on our website to allow citizens the ability to cal cu late child support 

obligations for litigation they are contemplating or that has been initiated. 

Now let me tum to the budget we have submitted to the Legislative Assembly 

for 2003-0S operations. I will provide a general overview and then turn it over to 

~taff, Justices, and Judges to touch on a number of program areas and provide a 

detailed outline of our budget request. We have allowed enough time in our 

presentation to respond to alt questions of the Committee. 

Q 

Overall, we are requestin~S 8,3 73,89~for the operation of the judicial branch 

for the next two year period. In creating our budget, my direction to our state court 

administrator was that all program areas were to be reviewed with the objective of 

approaching a no growth budget. Without salary or health care increases, our budget 

had a 2% increase over the current biennium. The budget you have before you is 4% 

larger than our current budget, or an increase of $2,052,563. This increase includes 

proposed salary increases as recommended by Governor Hoeven for employees, as 

well as funds for health care coverage increases. The budget before you does provide 

increases of 3% and 2% for our Supreme Court Justices and 3% and 3% for our 

district judges. However, as I pointed out in the State of the Judiciary Message, we 

are reducing that request to the same increase for our Justices and Judges as is 

awarded all other personnel. In 2001, the Legislature awarded a substantial salary 

increase to our District Judges and Supreme Court Justices. This was the first step 

in an effort to create parity with judicial salaries in neighboring states. While our 

long tenn objective is to ensure there is parity with neighboring states, we recognize 

that with the financial picture as it is, we cannot expect additional increases to 

achieve that this biennium. 
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We have reduced technology initiatives so that the only funds for new 

programs is a modest amount of just over $100,000 to fund an enhanced records 

management system that Justice Sandstrom will cover. However, our budget does 
• 

include the necessary funds to support the expansion of our unified court infonnation 

system into all S3 counties of the state, which will be completed by June 30 of this 

year. 

We are requesting a 5% increase for indigent defense service. The Council of 

Presiding Judges recommended a 10% increase. The Supreme Court, after reviewing 

the entire budget, concluded that, while we need to get the hourly rate up for indigent 

defense attorneys, overall fiscal constraints dictated that an additional 5%, or 

$200,276 was all we would request. I am concerned that with the dramatic increase 

in the number of methamphetamine cases that are being filed in all courts of our state, 

this may not be an adequate sum. The amount of law enforcement and prosecution 

resources committed to fighting methamphetamine problems has a direct impact on 

case filings. It is a substantial problem and one that is most apparent in our rural 

areas, because it is those areas in which it is becoming most difficult to get counsel 

to handle appointments. If HB 1044, transfening indigent defense from the judiciary 

to the office of administrative hearings is enacted, three-fourths of that s~ 

$4,312,000, would be transferred to that budget. 

We have taken a very measuredt thoughtful approach in the preparation and 

review of our budget, reducing it by 7% from what was originally submitted by our 

trial courts. With the changing dynamics of our courts' workload, this budget 

maintains the programs to which we are committed, ensures we are applying the most 
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relevant technology, and reflects a review of all of our operations for 
cost-effectiveness. 

If you have any questions, I can respond now but will point out that we have 

allowed time in our presentations to respond to any questions you may have of the 
next presenters. 

At thls time, I will tum the podium over to Ted Gladden, our state court 
administrator, for an overview of our budget submission. 
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House BIil 1002 - Judicial Appropriation 
by Gerald W. VandeWaUe, Chief Justice 

Good morning Chainnan Holmberg and members of the Senate Appropriations 

Conunittee. For the record, I am Jerry VandeWalle, Chief Justice. I will lead off on 

our appropriation rt!quest this morning. 

We are very fortunate in North Dakota to enjoy the confidence of the citizens 

of this state. Our judiciary is able to process cases timely as we provide judicial 

services in all counties of North Dakota. That is due to the adequacy of funding we 

have received from the Legislative Assembly. 

Before any specific remarks regarding the budget, I want to comment on the 

letter, dated January 8, 2003, I received from Senator Bob Stenehjem, Senate 

Majority Leader, and Representative Rick Berg, House Majority Leader, having to 

do with a request for us to respond to some specific questions as part of our 

appropriation hearing. 

As a separate branch of government we do have line item transfer authority. 

Within that framework I will respond to the questions contained in their request. 

We continue to provide services in all 53 counti,,s of the state. The most 

visible overall way of judging the effectiveness of our judiciary is to review whether 

our trial courts schedule and process cases in a timely fashion. For many years we 

have had Administrative Rule 12 in effect which provides for docket currency 

reporting by all trial courts on a twice a year basis to the Supreme Court. This means 

that judges must respond on the status of any case that is outside the time standard 

provided in that rule. Our judges receive regular, monthly reports on the status of all 

pending cases assigned to them. As part of our semi .. annual reporting, a judge's 
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exceptional or outstanding cases must be reviewed and approved by the Presiding 

Judge of each judicial district before a status report is received in our state 

administrative office. The reports are then analyzed and a report provided to me. I 

can then provide specific waivers to judges for specific cases beyond the time 

standards. 

We have a similar managem\;nt system in place for all cases submitted to the 

Supreme Court on appeal. We monitor cases routinely to make sure oral arguments 

are scheduled and decisions entered in a timely manner, Our commitment is to ensure 

that we do not "lose track" of r 'lSes and that we have mechanisms in place to ensure 

the timely resolution of litigation. 

I noted with interest that the Legislative Assembly held legislative proceedings 

on a trial basis in the evening to make your proceedings more accessible to our 

citizens. Likewise, for a number of years now, we have had in place a commitment 

to conduct oral arguments of our Supreme Court in communities throughout the state. 

This has been a very successful initiative, allowing our citizens an opportunity to see 

their Supreme Court in action. Ordinarily, we travel out three to five times per year. 

Along with the oral argumentst we always ~ea point of visiting with students in 

the local schools on the work of the judiciary. 

In November 1998, I created a committee to looJr at issues of public trust and 

confidence in the courts. This initiative, chaired by Justice William Neumann of our 

court, involves citizens throughout the state to look at strategies to ensure we are 

responding to the public's needs to their trust and confidence in the working of the 

judiciary. A number of initiatives have been implemented as a result of that 

committee's work. Perhaps the two most prominent efforts have been the 
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establishment of a judicial improvement program and a speaker's bureau. The judicial 

improvement program, which began as a recommendation from Justice Neumann's 

Committee and was then recommended by our Judiciary Standards Committee, is set 

out in our Administrative Rule 48, which becomes effective in March. The program 

will provide a mechanism for lawyers and court personnel to provide comments 

regarding a judge's perfonnance. 

We have also adopted AR 44 implementing an informal complaint procedure 

providing for an informal, confidential, non-confrontational and educational method 

for addressing complaints or concerns about judicial offices and employees. The 

panel consists of three judges, one layperson and one lawyer. In addition, of course, 

the Judicial Conduct Commission established by Chapter 27-23 of the Century Code 

to hear formal con1plaints against judges remains operative. 

Our recently inaugurated Speaker's Bureau makes speakers available to 

classrooms and civic groups throughout the state on the role and function of the 

courts. Presentations on the role of the clerks of court offices, the judge's role, and 

our juvenile court, are scheJultd upon request. 

Our web page, which I referred to in my State of the Judiciary Message, is 

another initiative we are fully committed to as part of ensuring accessibility to our 

c~urts by all citizens. Citizens can listen to oral arguments before our court, they can 

review our court's schedule, as well as statistics and workings of our trial courts in 

their own home or place of business. We are also exploring putting daily district 

court calendar information on our web page so it, likewiset is accessible by all 

citizens. We have installed a child support calculator on our website to allow citizens 
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the ability to calculate child support obligations for litigation they are contemplating 

or that has been initiated. 

Now let me tum to the budget we have submitted to the Legislative Assembly 

for 2003-0S operations. I will provide a general overview and then turn it over to 

staff to touch on a number of program areas and provide a detailed outline of our 

budget request. We have others present as resources to answer specific questions you 

may have concerning drug courts, technology, indigent defense, and other matters. 

We have attempted to allow enough time in our presentation to respond to all 

questions of the Committee. 

Our budget as amended by the House is a request of $54,142,411 for the 

operation of the judicial branch for the next two year period. The budget is 4% less 

than our current budget, or a decrease of$2, 178,919. The budget before you does not 

provide for increases for personnel or for our Supreme Court Justices or district 

judges. As I pointed out in the State of the Judiciary Message, we reduced the request 

for our Justices and Judges to the same increase as is awarded all other personnel. In 

2001, the Legislature awarded a substantial salary increase to our District Judges and 

Supreme Court Justices. This was the first step in an effort to create parity with 

judicial salaries in neighboring states. While our long term objective is to ensure 

there is parity with neighboring states, we recognize that with the financial picture as 

it is, we cannot expect additional increases to achieve chat this biennium. 

We have reduced technology initiatives so that the only funds for new 

programs is a modest amount of just over $100,000 to fund an enhanced records 

management system. However, our budget does include the necesRary funds to 
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support the expansion of our unified court infonnation system into all 53 counties of 

the state, which will be completed by June 30 of this year. 

As you are aware, HB 1044 has transferred the indigent defense program out 

of the judiciary to the Office of Administrative Hearings. We had requested a 5% 

increase for indigent defense service. The Council of Presiding Judges recommended 

a 10% increase. The Supreme Court, after reviewing the entire budget, concluded 

that, while we need to get the hourly rate up for indigent defense attorneys, overall 

fiscal constraints dictated that an additional 5%, or $200,276 was all we would 

· request. But~ since the budget was prepared, the contract indigent defense counsel 

have told us they cannot afford to renew their contracts. We use contracts because 

payment to indigent defense counsel on an hourly, open .. ended basis means we have 

no control over costs. We cannot employ counsel in an employer-employee 

relationship because of the need for our courts to deal at arm's length with all 

counsel, whether prosecutor or defense, and the resulting conflict of interest an 

e,mployer-employee relationship would create. 

I am concerned that ·with the dramatic increase in the number of 

methamphetamine cases that are being filed in all courts of our state, this is not an 

adequate sum. The amount of law enforcement and prosecution resources committed 

to fighting methamphetamine problems has a direct impact on case filings. It is a 

substantial problem and one that is most apparent in nnr rural areas, because it is 

those areas in which it is becoming most difficult to get counsel to handle 

appointments. 

HB 1044, approved by the House, transfers indigent defense from the judiciary 

to the Office of Administrative Hearings. Three-fourths of the budgeted amount, 
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$4,312,000, has been transferred to that budget. The Office of Administrative 

Hearings has indicated they cannot operate the indigent defense program on the 

budgeted amount. We have no magic fonnula to operak the program at less cost than 

does that office. 

Finally, we also received a communication from t.ne leadership concerning 

vacant positions. We have few vacant positions and they are being filled. Two of 

those positions should be mentioned. One is the position of Assistant State C1urt 

Administrator for the Trial Courts, a position held by Ted Gladden before he v1,·as 

named State Court Administrator last fall. The other is a position of Administrative 

Assistant in the Northeast Central District. The Court is looking at a proposal from 

the Judicial Planning Committee, chaired by Justice Neumann, to realign the judicial 

districts for administrative purposes, and the type of positions needed in that 

realignment. To preventt at least in part, asking for additional ·positions should that 

proposal be adopted, we have not filled those positions. The FTE's will be filled in 

the near future, 

We have taken a measured, thoughtfulapproach in the preparation and review 

of our budget. With the changing dynamics of our courts' workload, this budget 

attempts to maintain tht programs to which we are committed, ensures we are 

applying the most relevant technology, and reflects a review of all of our operations 

for cost-effectiveness. 

If you have any questions, I can respond now but will point out that we have 

allowed time in our presentations to respond to any questions you may have of the 

next presenters. 
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At this time, I will tum the podium over to Ted Gladden, our state court 

administrator, for an overview of our budget submission. 
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by Ted Oladd<m, State Court Administrator 

Good morning Chain.nan Cnrlisle and members of the Government Operations 

Subcommittee: 

My name is Ted Gladden. I am the State Court Administrator. I will be 

providing a general overview of our budget request. Following my general remarks, 

Susan Sisk our Dire,1tor of Finan.cc will provide the details contained ht our 2003-05 

budget request. 

In preparing our 2003-05 budget, we directed the judicial districts, operating 

units of the Supreme Court, as well as the Judicial Conduct Commission, to build 

their budgtits based on ne~d. White the directive was to consider need, everyone was 

admonished to consider that Governor Hoeven had already provided directions to 

depai1ments and agencies under his supervision to prepare a budgets based on 95% 

of the 2001-03 authorization. 

When the initial budgets were assembled, the seven judicial district budgets 

reflected a 9% increase and the Supreme Court budget reflected a 3% increase. At 

this point, fiscal staff in the administrator's office began working with trial court 

administrative personnel and Supreme Court department heads to pare back their 

req11ests as we prepared our final budget for submission to the 2003 Legislative 

Assembly. The budget that was submitted reflected a 2% increase over our 2001-03 

appropriation, not including employee salary increases or health care spending. The 

increase is $1,057,000. Once we include the salary increases and health care benefits 
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for judges and staff at the amount recommended by Governor Hoeven, our final 

budget is $58,373,893 or~% in.::rease of$2,0S2.S63 over our current appropriation/ 

Appropriat/011 Request 

~The Supreme Court makes up $7,794,858 of our budget. This is a 3% increase 

over tht, present biennium. The increase for the district courts is 4% and makes up 

the vast majority of our total appropriation, with a request of $S0,034.805. The 

Judicial Conduct Commission and Disciplinary Board budget request is $544,227 or 

a 3% incl'ease of $15,965. 

Budget Reduction 

As part of our preparation of the budget, once staff reviewed and made 

preli1ninary cuts, the district court budget was reviewed by the Council of Presiding 

Judges. The Cour1cil recommended to the Supreme Court what the dish ict court 

budgets submission should be. The Supreme Court then considered the total judicial 

branch appropriation and made a final detennination of the budget before you. 

To provide the framework for our budget, I will outline the areas that were 

reduced as part of our evaluation prior to submission to you. 

1. Out-of .. state travel for judges and personnel was reduced by 50%. 

2. All temporary salaries other than that which is required for jury bailiffs 

were eliminated ir, all judicial districts. 

3. This same standard was applied to the Supreme Court resulting in the 

elimination of temporary employee salaries. 
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4. A number of information technology initiatives were scaled back or 

eliminated all together. All funds for the expansion of interactive 

television projects have been eliminated from our budget request. 

S. Jn the area of enhanced records management we had originally requested 

$245,000. Rather than eliminate all of these funds we are requesting 

$108,000 to allow us to move forward with one application, based on 

the study that is cUITently underway. 

6. Funds for electronic filing of cases were eliminated this biennium. 

7. Our Unified Court Infonnation System (UCIS) is a legacy based system 

that is now over 12 years old. We were planning a review of the systent 

for possible upgrade this coming biennium. Those funds have been 

eliminated. 

8. AU funds for the installation of additional digital audio recording 

equipment have likewise been eliminated from our budget. 

We have reduced $84St000 of new technology initiatives. 

In revi~wing our professional supplies and materials, we have reduced a 

number of cwrent holdings of legal research periodicals. We have done this, in part, 

recognizing that some of these services are available over the internet and, in part, 

that we cannot continue to support some infrequently used periodicals from a cost 

benefit perspective. 

Payments to Counties 

Included in our budget request is $2,671,895 for payments to 41 counties for 

clerk of court services, an increase of three additional counties electing to be state 

I 
I 
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funded over the present biennium.<This represents a 6% increase over the current 

blcnnium>l49,263 is primarily for salary Increases that county government has 

provided its clerk personnel. 

Conclusion 

Our budget was prepared recognizing the difficult times the state faces 

financially. It is a thoughtful. conservative approach to fund core operations within 

the courts of the state assuring there will be no reduction in service delivery to the 

citizens in 53 counties of our state. With that said, we have been very cognizant of 

the need to reduce spending to cover bare essentials in our programs anJ ass'lln' that 

services will remain at the high level that all citizens of the state expect. 

At this time, I will tum the podium over to Susan Sisk our Director of Finance 

who will go through the details of our budget request. 

I would request that if you have any questions, I will respond to them when all 

presentations are completed and we will all be available for questions at that time, 

Thank you. 
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House BIil 1002 
Senate Appropriations Committee 

by Ted Gladden, State Court Administrator 

Good morning Chaimian Holmberg and members of the Senate Appropriations 

Committee: 

I will be providing a general overview of our budget request. Following my 

general remarks, Susan Sisk our Director of Finance will provide the details 

contained in our 2003•05 budget request. 

In preparing our 2003-05 budget, we directed the judicial districts, operating 

units of the Supreme Court, as well as the Judicial Conduct Commission, to build 

their budgets based on need. While the directive was to consider need, everyone was 

admonished to consider that Governor Hoeven had already provided directions to 

departments and agencies under his supervision to prepare budgets based on 95% of 

their 2001 ... 03 authorization. 

Our original budget submission was for $58,373,893. Our budget, as amended 

by the House. reflects a 4% decrease over our 2001-03 appropriation. As it now 

stands, our budget is $54, 142,411. The bulk of this $4,231,482 reduction is for 

indigent defense services. Indigent defense services have been moved to the Office 

of Administrative Hearings for the last 18 months of the 2003-05 biennium as 

provided in HB 1044. 

Appropriation Request 

The Supreme Court makes up $7,666,106 or 14% of our budget. This is a 1 % 

increase over the present biennium. The decrease for the district courts is 5% and 

makes up 85% of our total appropriation, with a request of $45,936,860. The Judicial 
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Conduct Commission and Disciplinary Board budget request is $539,445 or a 1 o/o 

increase of $11,183; 

B"tlget Reduction 

As part of our preparation of the budget, once staff reviewed and made 

preliminary cuts, the district court budget was reviewed by the Council of Presiding 

Judges. The Council recommended to the Supreme Court what the district court 

budgets submission should be. The Supreme Court then considered the total judicial 

branch appropriation and made a final detennination of the budget that is before you. 

To provide the framework for our budget, I will outline the areas that were 

reduced as part of our evaluation prior to the commencement of the legislative 

session, 

1. Out-ot:.state travel for judges and personnel was reduced by SO%. 

2. All temporary salaries other than that which is required for jury bailiffs 

were eliminated in all judicial districts with the exception of a reader for 

one of our district judges. 

3. This same standard was applied to the Supreme Court resulting in the 

elimination of temporary employee salarfos. 

4. A number of information technology initiatives were scaled back or 

eliminated all together. All funds for the expansion of interactive 

television projects have been elirninated from our budget request. 

S. In the area of enhanced records management we had originally requested 

$245,000. Rather than eliminate a11 of these funds, we are requesting 

$108,000 to atlow us to move forward with one applicationf based on an 

enhanced records management study that is currently being conducted, 
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7. 

Funds for electronic filing of cases were eliminated. 

Our Unified Court Infonnation System (UCIS) is a legacy based system 

that is now over 12 years old. We were planning a review of the system 

for possible upgrade this coming biennium. Those funds have been 

eliminated. 

8. All funds for the installation of additional digital audio recording 

equipment have likewise been eliminated from our budget. 

These actions have resulted in a reduction of $845,000 in the technology area. 

In reviewing our professional supplies and materials, we have reduced a 

number of current holdings of legal research periodicals. We have done this, in part, 

recognizing that some of these services are available over the internet and, in part, , 

that we cannot continue to support some infrequently used periodicals from a cost 

benefit perspective. 

Based on action taken in November 2002 by the North Dakota Judges 

Association, our budget was reduced by $515,584. This is the amount that was 

previously included for judicial salary increases. The judges and justices are 

requesting the same increase as is provided to state employees. This is a matter that 

will need to be revisited in the future as we strive for regional equity of judicial 

salaries, but with the financial problems our state is faced with today, this is the most 

appropriate action to take at this time. 

House Appropriations Action 

Reductions to our budget were made after we consulted with a subcommittee 

of the House Government Operations Division. We reviewed our budget and 

advanced the following additional $260,000 reduction: 
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2. Alternative Dispute Resolution $20,000; and 

3. District and Supreme Court Operating Expenses S 148,000. 

District operating reductions include $40,963 in travel, $47,037 for payments 

to counties, and $35,000 for a new telephone system in the Ward County Courthouse. 

Supreme Court operating reductions include $25,000 for an el~ctronic case filing 

initiative. 

Pay111e11ts to Coulltla 

Included in our original budget request was $2,67 J ,89S for payments to 41 

counties for clerk of court services, an increase of three additional counties electing 

to be state funded over the present biennium. This represented a 6% increase over the 

current biennium. S 149,263 is primarily for salary increases that county government 

has provided its clerk personnel. Under the reductions made by the House, the total 

amount requested has been reduced by $47,037, for a total request of $2,624,858. 

This represents a 4% increase over the current biennium. 

Budget Restoration 

The House Appropriations Committee reduced our budget an additional 

S 152,632. This amount represents the fiscal impact estimated by Allen Hoberg of the 

Office of Administrative Hearings for one person to handle the administration of 

indigent defense services by his agency, as provided in HB 1044. In the judiciary, the 

administration of indigent defense services is spread between seven judicial districts 

and the state administrative office. As a result, we are not able to isolate one person 

to carry out these administrative duties. We are requesting that $152,632 be restored 

to our budget. 
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Concluslo1' 

Our budget was prepared recognizing the difficult times the state faces 

financially. It is a thoughtful, conservative approach to fund core operations within 

the courts of the state assuring there will be no reduction in service delivery to the 

citizens in 53 counties of our state. With that said, we have been very cognizant of 

the need to reduce spending to cover bare essentials in our programs and assure that 

services will remain at the high level that all citizens of the state expect. This 

statement still applies with the $260,000 reduction we advanced in the House and the 

restoration of $1 S2,632 that was addition'llly removed. 

At this time, I wilt tum the podium over to Susa.11 Sisk our Director of Finance. 

who will go through the details of our budget request. 

Thank you. 
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Budget Presentation 
Government Operation, Subcommittee -

House Appropriations Committee 

Mr. Chainnant members of the committee, good morning. My name is Susan Sisk and I am 

the Director of Firumce for the judiciary. I will be providing you with some details regarding our 

budget request. 

The total budget request for the judiciary is $58,373,000. This is an increase of $2,052,000 

or 4% over the current biennium, The three appropriations are as follows: 

SupremeCourt $ 7,795,000 13% 

District Court $50,034,000 86% 

Judicial Conduct Commission/Disciplinary Board $ 544,000 1 % 

Without considering the salary increase for judges and justices proposed by the judiciary 

and the increase in waries and benefits per the Governor's recommendation our increase would be 

$541,000, or a l % increase over the current biennium. 

No new positions are being requested. The salaries and benefits requested are for the 336 

full time employees cun-ently appropriated. 

Included in the salary line item is $5 I S,583 for proposed salary increases for justi~ and 

judges. 1his would provide for increases of 3% and 2% a3 of July I, 2003 and 2004 for the justices 

and 3% and 3% as of July 1, 2003 and 2004 for the judges. Per nction taken at the Judicial 

Conference, we will be requesting that the Appropriation Committee reduce these increases to the 

same leve,l given to employees by the legislature. Based on the Governor's recommendation, this 

would result in a decrease of $371,378 to the judicial budget, 
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The operating line item for the judiciary reflects a decrease of $364,167. All areas of the 

1 \ budget were scrutinized when preparing this request and reductions are reflected in many areas 

within the operrating line item including IT ($513,000), out-ot:state travel ($112,000) and office 

equipment and furniture ($223,500). However, there are some aret.u; where we are requesting 

increases, and I would like to focus on these areas: 

lodiaent Defense 
We are requesting funds ofS4,312,000 to fund the indigent defense program, This n,t1ects 

a S% increase, or $200,200 over the current biennium. This would provide for an increase of 5% 

to compensate the attorneys under contract who provide indigent defense services. It is estimated 

that this would compensate them using a statewide average at approximately $60 - $6S per hour. 

For your infonnation: 

• In 1996, the North Dakota Legal Counsel for Indigents Commission recommended 

• 
a rate of $7S per hour. 

In 2002, the Council of Presiding Judges established a goal of$6S per hour for the 

current biertniwn. 

This budget also includes $250,000 ($25,000 more than the current biennium) estimated to 

be spent for cases (foster care and f.ennination of parental rights) resulting from the passage of the 

Adoption and Safe Families Act. Of this amount, $65,000 is federal funds to be reimbursed from 

the Department of Human Services. 

Judge Holte will be providing you with more information regarding the indigent defense 

program. 

Qlerk of Court Services 
As you know, 2001-2003 is the first full biennium with the clerk operations as part of the 

judiciary. During the current biennium they are operating under a separate appropriation - we have 

combined these operations wiL.'1 the district and included them with the district appropriation for the 

2003 .. 200s budget request. 
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Currently, 1 t counties arc state funded and operated, 38 are state funded and county operoted, 

and 4 mnain county ft.anded and operated. During the 2003-200S biennium 3 more counties have 

opted to be funded by the state while 1 will remain county funded and operated. 

We are requesting $2,671,800 t('I contract wilh the 41 countie11 for clerk services. This is an 

fncreue ofS 149,260 or 6% over the cwrent biennium. This increase represents pay increases given 

to employee. by the counties, u well as funds for the 3 additional counties opting for state fund'ing. 

luvmiJe Oma CQurt 

Juvenile Drug Courts began operating in May of 2000 in two judicial districts• East Central 

(Fargo) and Northnst Central (Grand Forks). During the cumnt bicnniwn the South Central 

(Bilfflll'Ck) Drug Court began operating in October. In the past these courts have operated on federal 

fund,, with the only general f\md request being for matching funds. 

To fund these three courts we are requesting $387,000, which i~ an increase of $88,890 over 

the current biennium. Of this request, $286,000 is federal grant funds, and S l 00,800 is general 

funda. Of the$ I 00,800 general fund request we are requesting approximately $40,800 for matching 

t\ands and $60,000 to pay for a portion of the tracking costs. This $60,000 general fund request is 

to be med only in the event that federal monies are not available. 

Justice Maring will be providing you with more information regarding the juvenile drug 

courts. Judge Hagerty will also be discussing the adult drug courts. 

EQhancedRecoro~Manamnm! 
Funds in the amount of$! 08,itOS are being requested for an enhanced records management 

project, The successful hnplementadon of this project will provide a more effective and efficient 

method of archiving, storing and retrievfog court related documents by Judicial Branch employees 

and the public. During the current biennium an analysis ls being conducted to review this initiative 

and to prepare a phased implementation plan. The requested funds will be used to implement a pilot 

project in one of the districts. 

Justice Sandstrom and Judge Schmalenberger will be discussing this pmject as well as other 

IT initiatives. 
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Thank you for your attention. I will be available for questions at the end of the presentation. 

At this time Justice s~dstrom will be providing comments. 

Page4 

.. ---·----·····-·- .... ·•···-·----- •· ______ ,, _________ , --- -----·-- ·-•·--··· .. · .. ·---·., -·-· ---
The 1lcrotraphlc f_,.. on thl1 ftl■ r.rt accur•t• reprocbltfCN i,f recordt dtllvtrld to Modern lnforwtton lyat- for ■fcroffl1lr11·and 
..,. ff lMd In tht ,.._,tar courH of hUlfnN1, Th• phototrephfc proctt1 ... t, 1ttndtrdl of th• Alltrtcan N1tton1l lttndtrdl ll'lltf tut• 
(MIi) for trchfvel ■tcroffl•. NOTICII If tht fflMd , .... ..,. ,. lttl lttlblt then thfl Notte,, h ,. due to tht quetfty of tht 

downt .,.,,,. ff\■ld. .W:~◄ Q)~cd q /2iD!ol. 
~u... re\, 



r 

' , I 

' r ."<' •• ' 

L 

ND Supreme Court 
Detall of Budget Increases 

Supreme Court 
i /strict Court 
JCC/DB 

Proposed Increases for Judges and Justices 
Increases In Salaries & Benefits per 

Governor's recommendation 

Increase In JUdfcfal Budget without salary 
Increases 

Indigent Defense Increase 
County Clerf< Services Increase 
Juvenlle Drug Court 

Custody Investigator Training 

M
en, hanDecced Records Management Initiative 

sc. reases 

Total 

Reaue11 
$7,794,858 
50,034,808 

544,227 
$58,373,893 

lnoreas~ 
$ 190,907 
1,845,691 

15,965 
$2,052,583 

(515,584) 

_ (995,40~ 

$ 541,570 

200,276 
149,263 
88,894 
15,000 

108,708 
(20,5711 

.!. s..1,s,·o .. 
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JUDICIAL PORTION OJ"' THE STATE'S PROPOSED BUDGET 
2003-2005 BIENNIUM 

Total St.lite Ocncral and Sp«l1&1 runds Approprluthin 
$4,993,371,102 

Execuliw, and legislative Branch Qenetal and S 
$4,934,997,209 (99'/4) J)C!Clal f'u nc.Js Appror,rfallon 

Judicial Branch Oenertl and SJk,ielal ~unds Appropriation 
S 58,3?J,89J ( I¾) 

STATE JUDfCIAL SYSTEM 
1% 

NONwJUDICIAL GEN & SPEC FUNDS APPROP 
99% 
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STATE JUDICIAL BRANCH PROPOSED APPROPRIATION 
BY APPROPRIATED LINE ITEM 

Total Judicial BrlUklh Oenentl and Special 
Funds Appropriation $5113731893 
S.laric. and Bcnd'lu $4016 I 81867 
()pa-.tlna Expen11e1 S1519301067 
Capital AIMtl S I 091500 
Special Purs,ote, S I 1 7151459 

(70%) 
(27'1,) 
( 0-/ii) 
( 3'/4) 

2003-2005 BIENNIUM 

SALARIES & BENEFITS 
70% 

SPECIAL PURPOSES 
3% 

-/\ 
OPERATING BXPBNSBS 

27% 
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STATE JUDICIAL BRANCH PROPOSED APPROPRIATION 
BV T\'PE OF ACTIVITY 

2003-2005 BIENNIUM 

Supreme Court 

DiltridC'oortl 

Ocneral fund 
Special Funds 

TOTAL 

OtneralFund 
Fcd«alFunds 
Special Funds 

TOTAL 

$1,194,858 
0 

S 7,794,858 (IJ•/o) 

$48,272.0?J 
11451 1721 

311,014 
SS0,034,808 (86%) 

Judicial Conduct Commission & Dllclpllnary Board 
Oen«al Fund S 260,727 
Special Funds 283,500 

TOTAL S 544.227 ( 1%) 

DISTRICT COURTS 
86% 

SUPREME COURT 
13% 

JUD. COND.COMM. & DISC, BRO, 
l¾ 
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House Bill 1002 
Senate Appropriations Committee 

By Susan Sisk, Director of Finance 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, good morning. My name is Susan Sisk and I am 

the Director of Finance for the judiciary. I will be providing you with some details regarding our 

budget request. 

The total budget request for the judiciary as amended by the House, is $54,142,411. This is 

a decrease of $2,178,919 or 4% over the current biennium. The three appropriations are as follows: 

Supreme Court $ 7,666,106 14% 

District Court $45,936,860 BS% 

Judicw Conduct Commission/Disciplinary Board $ 539,44S 1% 

• '; ' • I~ ' 

: / :: I,~ 
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This budget does not allow for salary increases for judges and justices. Our original budget 

request provided for increases per the Judicial Compensation Committee. However, per action taken 

at the Judicial Conference, we have requested that these increases be reduced to the same level given 

to employees by the legislature. This has resulted in a decrease of $S 1 S,584 to the judicial budget. 
. . ' 

No new positions are being requested. The salaries and benefits requested are for the 3 36 t\111 

time employees currently appropriated, 

The operating line item for the judiciary reflects a decrease of$3,620,346. All areas of the 

budget were scrutinized when preparing this request and reductions are reflected in many areas within 

the operating line item including IT ($S 13,000), out-of-state travel ($112,000), and office equipment 

and furniture ($223,SOO). Further budget reductions in operating made by the House Appropriations 

Committee include payments to counties for clerk of court services ($47,037), additional travel costs 

($40,963), and $25,000 for a pilot IT project. The largest decrease made by the House within the 

operating line item is related to Indigent Defense. 
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We requested funds of$4,312,396 to fund the indigent defense program. This reflects a 5% 

increue, or $200,276 over the current biennium. This would provide for an increase of 5% to 

compensate the attorneys under contract who provide indigent defense services. It is estimated that 

this would compensate them using a statewide average at approximately SSS - $60 per hour. For 

your information: 

• 

• 

In 1996, the North Dakota Legal Counsel for Indigents Commission recommended 

a rate of $1S per hour. 

In 2002, the Council of Presiding Judges established a goal of $6S per hour for the 

current bienruum. 

This budget also includes $250,000 ($25,000 more than the cu1Tent biennium) estimated to 

be spent for cases (foster care and termination of parental rights) resulting from the passage of the 

Adoption and Safe Families Act. Of this amount, $65,000 is federal funds to be reimbursed from the 

Department of Human Services. 

HB 1044 which passed the Housel transfers the indigent defense program out of the judiciary 

to the Office of Administrative Hearings. Thls would go into effect on January 1, 2004, so 

three-.fourths of the amount budgeted ($2,990,547) has been transferred out of our budget. An 

additional $15'-,632 has also been .removed from our budget to fund one FTE at the Office of 

Administrative Hearings to administer the Indigent Defense Program. As Ted Gladden previously 

stated, we are asking that this amount be restored back to our budget. 

Judge Holte will be providing you with more information regarding the indigent defense 

program. 
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Other reductions made by the House in our budget include $35,000 in the capital asset line 

item for a phone system in the NW District, $20,000 in the Alternative Dispute Resolution line item, 

and $92,000 in the District Court Judges Retirement Line Item. 

At this time I would like to revi~N areas of the budget wher-, we are requesting increases: 

Clerk orcourt Services 

As you know, 2001-2003 is the first fuU biennium with the clerk operations lb part of the 

judiciary. During the current biennium they are operating under a separate appropriation .. we have 

combined these operations with the district and included them with the district appropriation for the 

2003-2005 budget request. 

~ ' - ' ' ! 
·,: <'' 

-. ;:1,. ,: 
·."\ : ·:.' 
• n-· D 

Currently, 11 countiee are state funded and operated, 38 are state funded and county 

operated, and 4 remain county funded and operated. During the 2003-2005 biennium 3 more 

counties have opted to be funded by the state while I will reattain county funded.and operated. 

Our original budget request included $2,6'71,800 to contract with the 41 counties for clerk 

services. This was an increase of $149,260 or 6¾ over the current biennium. Th.is increase 

represents pay increases given to employees by the counties, as well as funds for the 3 additional 

counties opting for state funding. As part of the reductions made by the House, th.is request has been 

reduced by $47,037. This reduces the total request of$2,624,8S8 to a 4¾ increase over the current 

biennium. 

I 
I 
I 

Juvooile Prua court 

Juvenile Drug Courts began operating in May of 2000 in two judicial districts .. Eaat Central 

(Fargo) and Northeast Central (Grand Forks). During the current biennium the South Central 
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(Bismarck) Drug Court began operating in October, In the past these courts have operated on federal 

funds, with the only general fund request being for matching funds, 

To fund these three courts we are requesting $387,000, which is an increase of$88,890 over 

the current biennium. Of this request, $286,000 is for federal grant funds, and $100,800 is for general 

funds. Of the S l 00,800 general fund request we are requesting approximately $40,800 for matching 

federal funds and $60,000 to pay for a portion of the tracking costs, This $60,000 general fund 

request is to be used only in the event that federal monies are not available. 

Enhanced Records Manuemeot 

Funds in the amount of $108,708 are being requested for an enhanced records management 

project. The successful implementation of this project will provide a more effective and efficient 

method of archiving, stor:mg and retrieving court related document~ by Judicial Branch employees 

and the public. During the current biennium an analysis is being conducted to review this initiative 

and to prepare a phased implementation plan. The requested funds will be used to implement a pilot 

project in one of the districts. 

Thank you for your attention. I would be happy to answer- any questions. 
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ND Judiciary 
Detail of Net Budget DecreaNs 

Otiglnat Budget Submitted: 
Supreme Court 
District Court 
JCC/08 

Proposed Increases for Judges and Justices 
fncrnses In Salr-rfes & Benefits per Governorts recommendation 
Indigent Defense Increase 
County Cleric Services Increase 
Juvenile Drug Court 
Custody fnveatfgator Tr'91nlng 
Enhanced Records Management Initiative 
Mfso, Decrea8ea 

Total Net lnctNM In Judlclal Budget Submitted 

CMngN mack by House: 
Salaries and Wages 
SC - IT costs .. electronic filing plfot project 
DC .. Payments to County Clerks 
DC .. Out-of-State Travel 
DC .. FTE for OAH 
DC .. 314 ID to OAH 
DC .. ID Cost& paid by Counties 
DC .. Judges Retirement 
DC .. Capital Assets - Pho.le System 
DC - Alternative Dispute Resofullon 
DC .. Salaries .. JCCDB 
Total 0.el'taMS In Judlclal Budget submitted 

supreme Court 
Dietrict Court 
JCC/08 

,,., j I ,.I 

Total 
Request 

$ 7,794,858 
50,034,808 

544,221 
$ 58,373.113 

Total 
Reaunt 

7,666,106 
45,936,860 

539,445 

$ 

$ 

IQSlHH 
190,9()7 

1,845,691 
15,965 

21ou1• 

515,584 
995,409 
200,276 
149,263 
88,894 
15,000 

108,708 
(20,571) 

(823,521) 
(25,000) 
(47,037) 
(40,963) 

(152,632) 
(2,990,547) 

0 
(92,000) 
(35,000) 
(20,000) 

(4,782) 

Increase/ 
(Decrease) 

from W1 ::(,3 
62,155 

(2,252,257) 
11,183 

Pages 
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STATE JUDIC:IAl, BRANCH PROPOSt:D APPROPRIATION 
BV APPROPRIATED LIN•; l'n;M 

Total Judicial Branch General and Special 
Fund~ Approprlatlon $541 142,41 l 
S.lan~ and Beneflts S39, 79S,346 ( 74%) 
~I t

1
1ns Expenses $12,673,888 (2t¾) 

-., ta Assets S 74,500 ( Ot/4) 
Special Purposes $ 1,598,677 ( 3%) 

SALARIES & BBNEFJTS 
74% 

AS AMt:NDl..:D BV HOUSf; 
200."l-200~ BIENNIUM 

SPECIAL PURPOSES 
3% 

OPERATING EXPENSES 
23% 
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Supreme Court 

Di~Cowta 

Oaknf Fund 
Spticial Fund• 

TOTAL 

OcrMnlFund 
Fedenl Funds 
Special Pundt 

TOTAL 

STA'fE ,JUDICIAi, BRANCH PROPOSED APPROPRIATION 
AS AI\O;NDJo~D BV HOURE 

$7,666,106 
0 

BY 'rYPE OF ACTIVITY 
2003-2005 BIENNIUM 

$7,666,106 (14•/e) 

Judldal Conckacc CommllSIH>n & Dltclpllnary Board 
o.w.t Fund S 258,431 
Spedal Funds 281,014 

TOTAL $ 539,44$ ( 1%) 

DISTRICT COURTS 
15'1. 

SUPREME COURT 
14¾ 

JUD. COND.COMM, & DISC. BRO. 
1% 
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Testimony of Justice Dale V, Sandstrom on H.B. 1002 
Government Operations Division 

House Judiciary Committee 
January 21, 2003 

The judiciary continues to seek to expand the use oftechnology to improve efficiency 

and effectiveness in making judicial services and infonnation accessible to all. 

S11preme Court Website 

The Supreme Court website continues to expand the available infonnation. The 

usage of the site continues to grow. This biennium, the National Council of State 

Governments recognized the website as the Best Judicial Branch Site. A rnulti-branch panel 

of state officials judged nominations based on: 

• 
• 

• 

Innovative use of technology to streamline and integrate government services 

Ability to make state government closer, mor~ reliable and more trustworthy for 

citizens and businesses 

Ability to meet the emerging needs of constituents and make government more 

relevant to their lives via the Web 

• Overall ease of use and accessibility 

Enhanced Records Management 

Our budget calls for funding for a pilot project for enhanced records management. 

The basic concept is that legal documents not acquired in an electronic fonnat would be 

scanned upon filing with the clerk of court, The electronic image of the documents would 

be available in the local clerk of court's office at all times, But the electronic documents 

would also be available to the Judge wherever located. And when a case is on appeal, the 

electronic file would still be available locally. We believe this will improve the efficiency 
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of judicial services while improving access throughout the state. Here are highlights: 

• Providing the capability for clerks of court to store case related documents 

electronically. Couilter 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. 

• Security is maintained on a ctntralized dooument storage system . 

• Case pleadings would be available from remote sites by computer terminal . 

• Actual location of the hard copy case file becomes less relevant because the 

documents are stored electronically and accessible by computer. 

• As storage of hard copies becomes less relevant, their storage could also be less 

expensive by storing them in a remote site. 

• Allow for ease of faxing documents to support end correctional agencies. 

• Clerk personnel could prepare cases on appeal from their desks, rather than having 

to retrieve actual paper copies. 

• Use of imaging could allow clerks to handle an increasing workload without· 

additional full time equivalent personnel being added. 

Crlmh:1lll Justice Information System (CJIS) 

The Judicial Branch is fully committed to Criminal Justice lnfonnation System 

project, a multi~branch effort to facilitate and enable sharing of criminal justice relate<l 

infonnation. We have developed the judicial data warehouse to facilitate sharing of 

infonnation wHhin the justice community, and state court persoMel are actively involved in 

the design ofCJIS. 
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Overall 

Our technology requests this biennium arc down, not because of a lessening of 

commitment to technology and the benefits it can bring our state, but bccaus,, of timing and 

the recognition of the financial challenges facing us all. 
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Comments by 
Allan Schmalenberger 

District Judge 

INTRODUCTION 
The trial courts have several statewide infonnadon systems, We have the Unified Court 

Information System, Juvenile Court Management System, and Jury Management System. 

Tpday, I will highlight the Unified Court Information System, which we call UCIS, the data 
warehouse, digital audio recording, interactive television, support, and other initiatives. 

UCIS 
UCIS is a comprehensive case management information system used by the trial courts to 

manage all cases from the time of filing through post-judgment proceedings, The major components 
of the system arc document indexing, case monitoring, financial management, and case scheduling. 

'Jbe last time I appeartd, we had 29 counties on UCIS. Now I it is operational in 41 counties. 
Including Cass county, Cass cou~ty had its own infonnational system providing services to the 
State•• Attomey•s office, local cNTections and the courts, but tho system was not compatible with 
the judicial information system irj the rest of the state, We have now successfully integrated the two 
systems. Although 12 counties ire not on the systent, they wilt be by the end of this biennium. This 
means all case-related infonnation will be in one shared Ciata base. It wilt provide timely, accurate, 
and appropriate data for all the judges and the court personnel, as well as providing all counties with 
automated case management systems. 

As a result (Jf funding by the 2001 legfalative assembly, we will have one unified court 
infonnation systerrt operating statewide. 

In additior.1 to the counties, Mandan, Bismarck, Minot, and Jamestown are also using UCIS, 
and we expect t(J add Dickinson and Devils Lake in 2003. This will allowing sharing infonnation 
between the district and municipal courts. 

DATA WAREHOUSE 
UCIS is a case management system designed to assist the courts with the processing of cases, 

Once a, case is completed, the value of having the case within UCIS is minimal. For this reason, 
there are no ongoing efforts to have previously closed cases entered into UCIS. Typically, the data 
from a specific county is 1noluded from the date the county started using UCIS. Cases that were 
closed before the date the county started using UCIS may be included in UCIS if the case is 
reopened, 

Although the data in UCIS may not be a full and complete criminal history, it does provide 
a history of the contact the individual had with the court since the county began using UCIS. 
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Because this infonnation is important to criminal justice personnel and others, a data warehouse wu 
developed to provide a web based inquiry system to provide access to this information. In addition 
to providing an easy web access for criminal justice pcrsoMel; it also protects the integrity of the 
underlying data because the data warehouse is a separate system that is constantly updated with 
cWTent infonnation. The data warehouse provides inquiry access to the Department of Corrections, 
State's Attorneys, and law enforcement personnel. In the future. the data warehouse will become 
the focal point for infonnation sharing with other criminal justice information systems. 

OTHER INITIATIVES 
Currently, we send traffic citation dispositional infonnation electronically to the Department 

of Transportation and send divorce infonnation electronically to the Health Department, 
We are working with the Department of Transportation and the Highway Patrol to be able 

to accept citation infonnation electronically. Thus, the citation process would proceed electronically 
from the Highway Patrol issub,g the traffic ticket; to the Courts, to the Department ofTransportation, 
and back to the Highway Patrol. This would provide timely, accurate infonnation and eliminate the 
repeated manual entering of it by each agency. 

We are also working on initiatives which would automate the process for protection orders. 
We are working with the North Dakota Council on Abused Women's Services on a project to gather 
domestic violence petition infonnation electronically. This petition infonnation would be 
electronically transmitted to the Court for inclusion in the domestic violence protection orders. 
Then, the full protection order would be sent electronically to the Bureau of Criminal Investigation 
and law enforcement through the state data network and state radio network. This would provide 
timely. correct infonnation to law enforcement agencies to protect abuse victims. 

There are ongoing discussions for sharing infonnation with the Health Department and the 
Department of Transportation, as well as other agencies. We will continue to develop and cmhance 
this system guided by the users to make it more functional and useful. 

DIGITAL AUDIO RECORDING 
A pilot project was completed in Stark County using digital audio recording. Digital audio 

recording is a technology for recording and storing judicial proceedings on a computer hard disk. 
Benefits of a digital recording system are enhanced efficiency in making the record. 

instantaneous playback, attaching judge's and recorder's notes to the digital record for later search 
and retrieval, simultaneous access to the record by the recorder, the judge, the transcriber, and other 
authorized individuals. The recorded testimony can easily be copied and sent to authorized parties. 
This technology oan replace conventional tape recording systems and a network environment would 
allow the record to be shared over web based interfaces. 

Due to budget constraints, no funding is being requested for digital audio recording for th~ 
2003-2005 biennium. We expect to continue with this project in the 2005-2007 bienniwn pendins; 
funding. 
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INTERACTIVE TELEVISION 
The judiciary wu the fint to use the state network to establish interactive television. 

Currently, four cowity courthouses have systems installed and operational. These arc in Burleigh, 
Morton, Mercer, and McLean counties. Cus County is adding an interactive video system between 
its courthouse and jail facilities to provide for video appearances, 

The benefits of interactive video include: 
L efficient and improved delivery of judicial services; 
b. reduced travel time and expense for judges, staff, parties, and witnesses; 
c, the ability to conduct proceedings involving incarcerated defendants located in 

remote locations; thus, providing a higher level of security and reducing the cost of 
transporting w.arcerated defendants; 

d. reduce witness travel for medical professionals, partioululy in mental health 
proceedings; 

e. it could also be used for training, which would reduce travel time and expense for the 
participants, 

Due to budget constraints, no funding is requested for any interactive television project, for 
the 2()()J .. 200S biennium. We expect to continue with this project in the 200S-2007 biennium 
pending funding. 

ONGOING SUPPORT 
Because these services are provided to over 330 state employed judicial personnel, as well 

as to 42 contract cowity employees, there is a co11tinuing obligation of support. The support is 
provided through a help desk run by our Infonnation T~hnology Department, They also provide 
training, network support, hardware support; and application support. 

CONCLUSION 
A more detailed discussion of this infonnation oan be found in the North Dakota Judicial 

Branch Infonnation Technology Plan. It sets forth the Judicial Branch's lnfonnation Technology 
plan and the associated costs. An additional resource is our Infonnation Technology Director, Kurt 
T. Schmidt. He has done an outstanding job for us, and I am sure he would be willing to respond 
to your inquiries. 
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C0111111ent• by 
Allan Schmalenherger 

Diatrict Judge 

INTRODUCTION 
For the record, I am Allan Schmalenberger, District Judge and 

chair of the Court Technology Commit tee. The Court Technology 
Committee is comprised of represAntatives from the Supreme Court, 
District Courts, Clerks of Court, and State Court Administrator's 
Office. The committee is responsible for general oversight and 
direction of technology for the Judicial Branch. 

The trial courts have several statewide information systems. 
We have the Unified Court Information System, Juvenile Court 
Management System, and Jury Management System. 

Today, I will highlight the Unified Court Information System, 
which we call UCIS, the data warehouse, digital audio recording, 
interactive television, support, and other initiatives. 

UCIS 
UCIS is a comprehensive case management information system 

used by the trial courts to manage all cases from the time of 
filing through post-judgment proceedings. The major compon.e!lta of 
the system are document indexing, dase moni to1·in9, f in~ncial 
management, and case scheduling. 

The last time I appeared, we had 29 counties on UCIS. Now, it 
is operational in 47 c~unties. Including Cass County, Cass County 
had its own informational system providing services to the State's 
Attorney's off ice, local corrections and the courts, but the system 
was not compatible with the judicial information system in the rest 
of the state. We have now successfully integrated the two systems. 
Although six counties are not on the system, they will be hy the 
end of this biennium. This means all case-related information will 
be in one shared data base. It will provide timely and accurate 
data for the judges and the court personnel, as well as providing 
all counties with an automated case management system. 

The data sharing capabilities that exist between the State's 
Attorney Management System (SAMS) and UCIS have been oxtended so 
that data may still be shared with the two systems residing on 
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separate computers. We will continue to work with State's 
Attorneys and the Attorn~y General's office on a replacement for 
SAMS, 

As a result of funding by the 2001 legislative assembly, we 
have one unified court information system operating statewide. 

In addition to the counties, the cities of Mandan, Biemarokt 
Minot, Jamestown, Dickinson, and Devils Lake are also using UCIS. 
This will allowing sharing information between the district and 
municipal courts. 

DATA WARBBOUS■ 
UCIS is a case management system designed to assist the courts 

with the processing of cases. Once a case ie' completed, the value 
of having the case within UCIS is minimal. For this reason, there 
are no ongoing efforts to have previously closed cases entered into 
UCIS. Typically, the data from a specific county is included from 
the date the county started using UCIS. Cases that were closed 
before the date the county started using UCIS may be included in 
UCIS if t.he case is reopened. 

Although the data in UCIS may not be a full and complete 
criminal history, it does provide a history of the contact the 
individual had with the court $ince the county began using UCIS. 
Because this information is important to criminal justice personnel 
$nd others, a data warehouse was developed to provide a web-based 
inquiry system to provide access to this information. In addition 
to providing easy web access for criminal justice personnel, it 
also protects the integrity of the underlying data because the data 
warehouse is a separate system that is constantly updated with 
current information. The data warehouse provides inquiry access to 
the Department of Corrections, State's Attorneys, and law 
e11forcement personnel. In the future, the data warehouse will 
become the focal point for information sharing with other criminal 
justice information systems. 

Currently, web-based access is provided to nearly 200 non­
judicial personnel, and UCIS access is provided to approxfmately 
125 non-judicial personnel. 

OTHBR INITIATIVBS 
Currently, we send traffic citation dispositional information 

electronically to the Department of Transportation and send divorce 
information electronically to the Health Department. 

we are working with the Department of Transportation and the 
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Highway Patrol to be able to aooept ~,i tati,on information 
electronically. Thus, the citation pro(1ess would prooeed 
electronically from the Highway Patrol issui~.1.g the traffic tioket, 
to the Courts, to the Department of Transportation, and back to the 
Highway Patrol. This would provide timely, accurate information 
and eliminate the repeated manual entering of it by each agency, 

We are also working on initiatives which would automate the 
process for protection orders. We are working with the North 
Dakota Council on Abused Women's Services on a project to gather 
domestic violence petition information electronically. This 
petition information would be electronically transmitted to the 
Court for inclusion in the domestic violence protection orders. 
Then, the full protection order would be sent electro~ically to the 
Bureau of Criminal Investigation and law enforcement through the 
state data network and state radio network. This would provide 
timely, correct information to law enforcement agencies to protect 
abuse victims. 

Based on requests from the district judges, a web-based 
interactive child support calculator was also developed, 

There are ongoing discussions for sharing information with the 
Health Department and the Departtnent of Transportation, as well as· 
other agencies. We will continue to develop and enhance this 
system guided by the users to make it more functional and useful. 

DIGITAL AUDIO RBCORDINQ 
A pilot project was completed in Stark County usina digital 

audio recording. Digital audio recording is a technology for 
recording and storing judicial proceedings <..'n a computer hard disk. 

Benefits of a digital recording system are enhanced efficiency 
in making the record, instantaneous playback, attaching judge's and 
recorder's notes to the digital record for later search and 
retrieval, simultaneous access to the record by the recorder, the 
judge, the transcriber, and other authorized individuals. The 
recorded testimony can easily he copied and sent to authorized 
parties. This technology can replace conventional tape recording 
systems and a network environment would allow the record to he 
shared over web-based interfaces, 

Due to budget constraint$, no funding is being requested for 
digital audio recording for the 2003-2005 biennium. We expect to 
continue with this project in the 2005-2007 biennium pending 
funding. 

INTBRAC'l'IVI TILBVISION 
The judiciary was the first to use the state network to 

establish interactive television (ITV). Currently, four oounty 
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courthouses have systems installed and operational, These are in 
Burleigh, Morton, Mercer, and McLean counties. The Court 
Technology Cotmtittee expanded the uae of ITV to the Southeast 
Judicial Di,strict. They will be using it for mental health 
proceedings. Cass County is also working towards using ITV between 
the Cass County jail and the Cass County Courthouse for persons in 
custody. 

The 
a. 
b, 

c. 

benefits of interactive video include; 
efficient and improved delivery of judi~ial services; 
reduced travel time and expense for judges, staff, 
parties, and witnesses, 
the ability to conduct proceedings involving incarcerated 
defendants located in remote locations; thus, providing 
a higher level of security and reducing the cost of 
transporting incarcerated defendants, 

d. reduce Y{itness travel for medical professionals, 
particularly in mental health proceedings; 

.e. it could also be used for training, which would reduce 
travel time and expense for the participants. 

Due to budget constraints, no funding is requested for any 
interactive television projects for the 2003-2005 bieMium. We 
expect to continue with this project in the 2005-2007 biennium 
pending funding. 

OHOOIHG SUPPORT 
Because these services are provided to over 330 state employed 

judicial personnel, as well as to 42 contract county employees, 
there is a continuing obligation of support. The support is 
provided through a help desk run by our Information Technology 
Department. They also provide training, network support, hardware 
support, and application support. 

CONCLUSION 
A more detailed discussion of this information can be found in 

the North Dakota Judicial Branch Information Technology Plan. It 
sets forth the Judicial Branch's Information Technology Plan and 
the associated costs. An additional resource is our Information 
Technology Oirector, Kurt T. Schmidt. He has done an outstanding 
job for us, and I am sure he would be willing to respond to your 
inquiries. 
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COMMENTS TO GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS DMSION OF THE 
HOUSE APPROPRIATION'S COMMITTEE 

JANUARY 21, 2003 
by Robert W. Holte, Pretldln1 Judae, Northwest Judlclal Dutrlct 

Chainnan Carlisle and Members of the Committee: 

INTRQDUCTION 

My name is Bob Holte and I presently serve as the Presiding Judge for the Northwest Judicial 
District, which includes the six (6) counties of Burke, Divide, McKenzie, Mountrail, Ward and 
Williama. 

Chie{Juatice VandeWalJe requested that l share some thoughts with your committee on our contract 
indigent deCome system. I suspect that the Chi-,r, request was based at least in part because ow­
district was confronted with a somewhat unique situation this past year when the three (3) attorneys 
who provided both adult criminal, and ju-venile indigent defense services for Williams, McKenzie 
and Divide Counties (Williston, Watford City and Crosby) first announced their intention to 
withdraw from their contract ifwe would not increase their rate of compensation by some 2S%, and. 
when we were unable to do so, they withdrew from the contract. 

The opinions I share with you today are my own and based primarily upon this experience, and my 
observations in attempting to contract with attorneys to provide these servicei.:i in the Northwest 
Judicial District over the past four years. 

NOTB: Regarding the issue of indigent defense in general. I should bring to yow- attention that the 
Interim Judiciat)' A Committee has pre-filed a bin which would transfer administration of the 
indigent defense services from the judicial branch. 

Chief Justice VandeWalle supported the transfer before the interim committee, In his State of the 
Judiciary Message on January 8, 2003, Chief Justice VandeWalle indicated that such a transfer 
would avoid the a(:ousation of conflict of interest on the part of the judicial branch, and would pennit 
greater flexibility in seeking the best and most cost effective ways to provide indigent defense 
services. 

I can attest that I have often heard comments to t1 .J effect: "It was no surprise that I was found guilty, 
after all my attomey works for the court system, not for me. 0 While such a statement is not true, the 
perception that it is often becomes a reality in the minds of those dissatisfied with the results of their 
case. 

Before this legislative session ends, I expect the issue of the ~roposed transfer of the administration 
of indigent def ens~ services will be dealt with. The remainder of my comments will deal with other 
issues dealing with indigent defense seNices, For the most part these comments would be applicable 
in principle whether there is a transfer of the administration of these indigent dtifense services or not. 
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INDIGENT DEFENSE 

There are three (3) areas of law where trial judges, such as me, are required to consider providing 
an attorney at public expense for individuals who are unable to hire their own attorney without it 
causing them an undue financial ha1"1lship, All three of these areas are situations where a person's 
liberty may be in jeopardy: 

Flqt: 

Second; 

Third; 

For persons who are alleged to have committed criminal offenses 

For persons facing involuntary mental health and/or chemical add,~tion 
commitment for treatment; and, 

For both juveniles and their parents involved with fonnal juvenile court 
hearings. 

HOW INDIGENT SERVICES ARE PROVIDED 

There are three primary ways indigent defense services are provided: 

1. A rotational appointment system, whereby a judge woulrl individually appoint lawyers in a 
specified geographic area (such as a city or county) on a case by case basis. 

2. Some states have created an independent state agency referred to as a public defender system. 
The administrator of such an agency would be authorized to hire or contract with attomeys to 
provide these services. 

3. A third way for providing these indigent defense services, and the way we do so in the North 
Dakota state court systemt is by contracting, Each of our scvenjudicial districts is authorized by the 
state to contract for these scrvic.es for adult criminal cases and for juvenile oases. These contracts 
are funded w 1th monies appropriated by the legislature. 

At present, the counties are responsible for providing such attorneys for involuntary mental health 
and chemical addiction hearings. Some counties contract for these services. Usually these are the 
more populous counties. Many of the rural counties rely upon a judge making an appointment from 
local attomey,.' and paying the attorneys on a case by case basis upon the attorney's billing statements 
approved by tiw judge, In most cases the judges approve these statements at about the same rate as 
are being paid to state contract attorneys. 

THE PROBLEMS WITH OUR CONTRACT SYSTEM 

1. Some of the problems with our contract system are directly or indirectly rehtted. to contract 
reimbursement rates. This was the case with the three (3) attorneys who withdrew from our contract. 
Part of the problem is the current funding process. 
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It is the court's current policy to reimburse contract attorneys at the rate of$6S per hour. But when 
we approach the legislature for funding · ve justify the amounts requested based upon historical 
statistics our contraet attorneys arc required to provide court administration, These statistics are used 
to dctcnnine the number of cases we nticipate assigning to the attom~YR, and the reasonable urnount 
of time it should take to dispose of oases assigned to our contract attorneys, and multiply times $65 
per hour. The case filing statistics we rely upon arc about twelve (12) months old by the time we 
receive funds, 

What happened in Williston this past year (and is currently happening all over the state) is a 
statistically significant increase in serious drug case filings in the court. Primarily rm making 
reference to the large number of methamphetamine oases being filed. This is1 of course, the 
predictable result of drug enforcement task forces which are aggr~ively operating in our district. 
This situation was not anticipated some three (3) years ago when preparing our requests for the 
current biennium budget funds for contract attorneys. 

As a result of these increases in case filings, our contract attorneys are being assigned more cases, 
and these cases require more of their time and, ultimately, their actual reimbursement rate had 
dropped in Williston to about $42 to $SO per hour. 

It is important to remember that the attorneys who we contract with are responsible for providing 
their own office space, their own secretaries and their other operating costs including required 
professional liability insurance, and the requfrement that they take a certain amount of continuing 
legal education courses each year in the area of law that they provide contract services. 

Christine Hogan, Executive Director of the North Dakota State Bar Association, indicated that the 
bar association is conducting another economic survey of law finns in North Dakota; however, the 
tabulated results of this survey will likely not be available until sometime this spring or early 
summer. 

The last economic survey of North Dakota law firms was conducted in 1993. The results of that 
study indicated that lawyer billing rates varied from a tow of$7S per hour to a high of$12S per hour. 
At that time, the rule of thumb was that 50% of their billing rate was to cover overhead costs. Thus, 
about ten years ago, overhead costs were ranging in the area of about $38 per hour to about $63 per 
hour. 

This is in keeping with my personal experience, In 1985 when I left a rural three person law finn 
to ':\CC,P,pt a judicial appointment, our overhead costs were running $52 per hour, That was eighteen 
( 18) years ago. 

The three attorneys who withdrew from their contract in our District this past year were alleging that 
their effective hourly reimbursement had decreased such that it was less than their hourly overhead 
requirements. 

2. Gary Lee, the President of the State Bar Association of North Dakota, has expressed that the 
reduction of the number of attorneys in North Dakota is a matter of serious concern and has made 
that issue a matter of primary significance for the association. 
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This reduction in numbers :>f attorneys has consequences for indigent defense contracting. 

A. A significant number of the reductions of lawyers in North Dakota are in the rural 
areas. In many counties the only attorney, ifthere is one, is a State's Attorney. Thus, we must count 
on the attorneys we are contracting with in the urban areas to provide these defense services in the 
rural counties as well, 

You may recall that I mentioned that my district includes six (6) counties, but all our conh'M,t 
attorneys reside in only two of those six counties, ie. Ward and Williams. All these attorneys must, 
from time to time, travel to court in the other four (4) counties. 

From these attorneys' home cities, (Minot or WiJHston) it is about two (2) how'S of round trip driving 
time to each of the adjacent counties' county seat cities. However, under our contracts, we do not 
reimburse these attorneys for their windshield time. We only reimburse for mileage. Thus, this 
driving time, is time of zero income as far as they arc concerned. I anticipate that sooner or later our 
attorneys will decline to provide setvices in rural counties, or insist upon hourly reimbursement for 
travel time. 

B. Another consequence of the reduction of attorneys is that fewer and fewer attorneys 
arc interested in contracting. On a few occasions in my district, we received no response to our 
invitations for contract bids. So far we have managed to negotiate contracts, but sooner or later we 
may just not be able to do so, 

It should be remembered that providing indigent defense services is perhaps the lca~Jt glamorous and 
least financially rewarding of the various areas of law in whieh an attorney can pn\Ctice. 

Convicted criminals are not often happy campers, and these attorneys arc subjected to frequent 
referrals to the state ethics boards because the client was not happy with the results ofhis or her case, 
and in some instances sue their attorney, While these lawsuits and referrals are seldom successful, 
the attorneys arc required to respond to and defend themselves each and every time such matters are 
filed. 

Most of the contract attorneys in our district also maintain private law practices. However, all the 
areas of law that we contract for these services (criminal law, mental health law and juvenile law) 
are areas of law that require expedited deadlines for hearings. Thus, as their contract caseloads 
increase, they have less and less time to dedicate to their private practice cases, which are usually 
more financiatly rewarding for them. 

ANOTHER PROB.LEM 

A situation that may be unique to our District is arising. The problem is most of our contract 
attorneys provide contract defense services in all three areas; i.e. they contract for adult criminal 
cases, juvenile court cases, and mental health cases. 

All three of these areas have mandatory short-tenn hearing deadlines; in particular, juvenile court 
hearings and mental health hearings, 
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This is causing us a caseflow management and scheduling nightmare. We often end up in situations 
where our contract counsel are being sobrduled to attend two or more hearings at the same time. but 
before different judges. Obviously this is requiring the rescheduling of at Jeast one hoarin&, and 
sometimes two. 

A good example of how this happens is that hearings on emergency mental health petitions must be 
held by the court within seven (7) days that the petition is filed, or from the time that a person it 
placed involuntarily in a mental health unit on an emergency commitment, 

We, of course, never know when these petitions are going to be filed or ~.n emergency commitment 
made, but for some reason (perhaps Murphy's Law), weekends seem to be a popular time, The 
petition and supporting docwnents often don't reach the court until the following Monday or 
Tuesday, and by that time, three or four days of our seven day deadline for hearing has passed. 

The Court must then coordinate a hearing date, time, and place with the state's attomey•s office, a 
contraot attorney, mental health professionals who may need to testify, and a judge, This must be 
done within the seven (7) day deadline in which the law requires such hearings to be held. 

ht the meantime, especially the contract attorneys may already have other short-tenn hearings 
scheduled in the other areas they contract for defense services. 

Perhaps the only real good solution is for the Court to limit our attorneys who contract for defense 
counsel services to only one area, i.e. only adult ~riminal, or Juvenile, ormentaJ health. The problem 
with this solution in our district at least, is that we do not have enough attorneys in our district 
expressing an interest in such contracting, to be able to put such Jimitations on our contract attorneys, 

CLOSING COMMENTS 

ht closing, let me raise a final concern regarding contracting for indigent defense in the immediate 
future. 

In keeping with the state's present financial condition, the court only requested a five percent (S¾) 
increase in funding for indigent defense contracting for the next biennium. 

However, Susan Sisk, the court's accountant, advises me that based upon the current case load, these 
funds, even if provided in full, could result in an average contract rate of about $60 w $65 per hour 
for the next biennium. This could result in a reimbursement rate less than our current policy. 

This concludes my comments, I would be happy to attempt to answer any questions the <mmmittee 
may have. 
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COMMENTS TO GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS DIVISION OF THE 
Sl!:NATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 

Marcia 17, 2003 
by Robert W. Holte, Presldin1 Judr(•, Northwest Judlelal District 

Chainnan Holberg and Members of the Committee: 

INTRODUCTION 

My name is Bob Holte and I presently serve as the Presiding Judge for the Northwest Judicial 
Distrfot, whioh inolu<les the six (6) counties of Burke, Divide, McKenzie, Mountrail, Ward and 
Williams, 

Chief Justice VandeWalle requested that I share some thoughts with your committee on our 
contract indigent defense system. I suspect that the Chief's request was based at least in part because 
our district was confronted with a somewhat unique situation this past year when the three (3) 
attorneys who provided both adult criminal, and juvenile indigent defense services for Williams, 
McKenzie and Divide Counties (Williston, Watford City and Crosby) first announced their intention 
to withdraw from their contract if we would not increase their rate of compensation by some 25%, 
and, when we were unable to do so, Lhey withdrew from the contract, 

The opinions I share with you today are my own and based primarily upon this experience, 
and my observations in attempting to contract with attorneys to provide these services in the 
Northwest Judicial District over the past four years. 

. ___ ..,,, NOTE: Regarding the issue of indigent defense in general, I should bring to your attention 

L 

that H.B. 1044 transfer administration of the indigent defense services from the judicial branch . 

Chief Justice VandeWalle supported the transfer before the interim committee. In his State 
of the Judiciary Message on l anuary 8, 2003, Chief Justice V andeWalte indicated that such a transfer 
would avoid the accusation of conflict of interest on the part of the judicial branch, and would pennit 
greater flexibility in seeking the best and most cost effective ways to provide indigent defense 
services. 

I can attest that I have often heard comments to the effect: "It was no surprise that I was 
found guilty, after all my attorney works for the court system, not for me." While such a statement 
is not true, the perception that it is often becomes a reality in the minds of those dissatisfied with the 
results of their case. 

The remainder of my comments will deal with other issues dealing with indigent defense 
services, For the most part these comments would be applicable in principle whether there is a 
transfer of the administration of these indigent defense services or not. 
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INDIGENT DEFENSE 

~ 
I Thorc are three (3) areas of law where trial judges, such as me, are required to consider 
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providing an attorney at pubUo expense for individuals who are unable to hire their own attorney 
without it causing them an undue financial hardship, All three of these areas are situations where 
a person's liberty may he in jeopardy: 

Flnt; For persons who are alleged to have committed criminal offenses 

Second: For persons facing involuntary mental health and/or chemical addiction 
commitment for tr1 ·atment; and, 

Third; For both juveniles and their parents involved with fonnal juvenile court 
hearings. 

HOW INDIGENT SERVICES ARE PROVIDED 

There are three primary ways indigent defense services are provided: 

1. A rotational appointment system, whereby a Judge would individually appoint 
lawyers in a specified geographic area (such as a city or county) on a case by case 
basis, 

2. 

3. 

Some states have created an independent state agency refen'Cd to as a public defender 
system. The administrator of such an agency would be authorized to hire or contract 
with attorneys to provide these services. 

A third way for providing these indigent defense services, and the way we do so in 
the North Dakota state court system, is by contracting. Each of our seven judicial 
districts is authorized by the state to contract for these services for adult criminal 
cases and for juvenile oases, . These contracts are funded with monies appl'Opriated 
by the legislature. 

At present, the counties are responsible for providin3 such attorneys for involuntary mental 
health and chemical addiction hearings. Some counties contract for these services. Usually these 
are the more populous cow1ties, Many of the rural counties rely upon a judge making an 
appointment from local attorneys and paying the attorneys on a case by case basis upon the attorney's 
billing statements approved by the judge. In most cases the judges approve these statements at about 
the same rate as are being paid to state contract attomeys. 

THE PROBLEMS WITH OUR CONTRACT SYSTEM 

1. Some of the problems with our contract system are directJy or indirectly related to 
contract reimbursement rates. This was the case with the three (3) attorneys who 
withdrew from our contract. 
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Part of the problem is the ClUrrent funding process . 
. ~ 

J It is the court's current policy to rcJmburse contract attorneys at the rate of $65 per hour. But 
when we approach the legislature for funding we Justify the amounts requested based upon historical 
statistics our contract attorneys are required to provide court administration, These stadstios are used 
to detcnnine the number of cases we anticipate asAigning to the attorneys, and the reasonable amount 
of time it should take to dispose of oases assigned to our contract attorneys, and multiply times $65 
per hour. The case filing statistics we rely upon are about twelve (12) months old by the time we 
receJve fun(lli, 

What hlJ)·pened in Williston this past year (and is currently happening all over the state) is 
a statistically significant increase in serious drug case filings in the court. Primarily rm making 
reference to the large number of methamphetamine cases being filed. This is, of course, the 
predictable result of drug enforcement task fotces which are aggressively operating in our district, 
This situation was not anticipated some three (3) years ago when preparing our requests for the 
oWTCnt biennium budget funds for contract attomeys. 

As a result of these increases in case fiUngs I our contract attorneys are being assigned more 
cases, and these oases require more of their time and, ultimately, their actual reimbursement rate had 
dropped in Williston to about $42 to $50 per hour. 

It is important to remember that the attorneys who we contract with are responsible for 
providing their own office space, their own secretaries and their other operating costs including 
required professional liability insurance, and the requirement that they take a certain amount of 
continuing legal education courses each year in the area of law that they provide contract services. 

Christine Hogan. Exeoutivo Director of the North Dakota State Bar Association, indicated 
that the bar association is conducting another economic survey of law finns in North Dakota; 
however, the tabulated results of this survey wHl likely not be available until sometime this spring 
or eArly summer. 

The last economic survey of North Dakota law flnns was conducted in 1993. The results of 
that study indicated that lawyer billing rates varied from a low of $75 per hour to a high of $125 per 
hour. At that time, the rule of thumb was that 50% of their billing rate was to cover overhead costs. 
Thus, about ten years ago, overhead costs were ranging in the area of about $38 per hour to about 
$63 per hour. 

This is in keeping with my personal experience. In 1985 when I left a rural three person law 
finn to accept a judicial appointment, our overhead costs were nmning $52 per hour. That was 
eighteon ( 18) years ago . 

. , The three attorneys who withdrvw from their contract in our District this past year were 
alleging that their effective hourly reimbm·sement had decreased such that it was less than their 
hourly overhead requirements. 
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2. Oary Lee1 the President of the State Bar A$S00iation of North Dakota, has expressed 
that the reduction of the number of attorneys in North Dakota is a matter of serious 
concern and has made that issue a matter of primary significance for the association. 

This reduction in numbers of attorneys has consequences for indigent defense contracting. 

A. A significant number of the reductions of lawyers in North Dako~ are in the rural 
areas. In many counties the only attorney, if there is one, is a State•s Attorney. Thus, we must count 
on the attorneys we are contracting with in the urban areas to provide these defonse services in the 
rural counties as well. 

You may recall that I mentioned that my district includes six ( 6) countle$, but alJ our contract 
attorneys reside in only two of those six counties, ie. Ward and Williams. All these attorneys must, 
from time to time, travel to court in the other four (4) counties. 

From these attorneys' home cities, (Minot or Williston) it is about two (2) hours of round trip 
driving time to each of the adjacent counties' county seat cities, However, under our contracts, we 
do not reimburse these attomeys for their windshield time. We only reimburse for mileage. Thus, 
this driving time, is time of zero income as far as they are concerned. I anticipate that sooner or later 
our attorneys will decline to provide services in rural counties, or insist upon hourly reimbursement 
for travel time, 

B. Another consequence of the reduction of attorneys is that fewer and fewer attorneys 
are interested in contracting, On a few occasions in my district, we received no response to our 
invitations for contract bids. So far we have mana&ed to negotiate contraots, but sooner or later we 
may just not be able to do so. 

It should be remembered that providing indigent defense services is perhaps the least 
glamorous and least financially rewarding of the various areas of law in which an attorney can 
practice. 

Convicted criminals are not often happy call\pers, and these attorneys are subjected to 
frequent refettals to the state ethics boards because the client was not happy with the results of his 
or her case, and in some instances sue their attorney. While these lawsuits and referrals are seldom 
successful, the attorneys are required to t'espond to and defend theh, selves each and every time such 
matters are filed. 

Most of the contract attorneys in our district also maintain private law practices, However, all the 
areas of law that we contract for these services ( criminal I aw, mental health law and juvenile law) 
are areas of law that require expedited deadlines for hearings. Thus, as their contract caseloads 
increase, they have less and less time to dedicate to their private practice cases, which are UliiUally 
more financially rewarding for them, 
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ANQIUIB PROBLEM 

A situation that may be unique to our Di strict is arising, The problem is most of our contract 
attorneys provide contract defense services in all three areas; i.e. they contract for adult criminal 
cases, juvenile court cases, and mental health cases. 

AU three oftl1ese areas have mandatory shortwtenn hearing deadlines; in particular,juvenUe 
court hearings and mental health hearings, 

This is causing us a oaseflow management and scheduling nightmare. We often end up in 
situations where our contract counsel are being scheduled to attend two or more hearings at thc!l same 
time, but before different judges. Obviously this is requiring the rescheduling of at least one hearing, 
and sometimes two, 

A good example of how this happens is that hearings on emergency mental health petitions 
must be held by the court within seven (7) days that the petition is filed, or from the time that a 
person is placed involuntarily in a mental health unit on an emergency commitment. 

We, of course, never know when these petitions are going to be filed or an emergency 
commitmCJtt made, but for some reason (perhaps Murphy's Law), weekends seem to be a popular 
time. The petition and supporting documents often don't reach the court until the following Monday 
or Tuesday, and by that time, three or four days of our seven day deadline for hearing has passed. 

The Court must then coordinate a hearing date1 time, and place with the state's attorney's 
office, a contract attorney, mental health professionals who may need to testify, and a judge, Thi~ 
must be done within the seven (7) day deadline in which the law requires such hearings to be held. 

In the meantime, especially the contract attorneys may already have other short-term hearings 
scheduled in the other areas they contract for defense services, 

Perhaps the only real good solution is for the Court to limit our attorneys who cot1tract for 
defense counsel services to only one area, i.e. only adult criminal, or juvenile, or mental health. The 
problem with this solution in our district at least, is that we do not have enough attorneys in ._,ur 
district expressing an interest in such contracting, to be able to put such limitations on our contract 
attorneys. 

CLOSING COMMENTS 

In closing, let me raise a final concern regarding contracting for indigent defense in the 
immediate future. 

In keeping with the state's present financial condition, the court only requested a five percent 
(5%) increase in funding for indigent defense contracting for the next biennium. 

However. Susan Sisk1 the court's accountant, advises me that based upon the current case 
load, these funds, even if provided in full, could result in an average contract rate of about SSS-$60 
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per hour for the noxt bionnium. Thi Id 
policy, s cou result in a reimbursement rat~ leAS than our current 

This concludos my comments, I Jd be 
committee may have, wou happy to attompt to answer any quoationa the 
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Drug Court 
It's Not Business As Usuall 

Testimony for Judlclal Branch ■udpt Hearing 
Gall H119erty, District Judge 

Imagine a courtroom where the judges clap for the criminal defendants and know 
their famllles. There are donuts and coffee to celebrate successes. It's happening. 

Since January of 2001, an adult drug court has been In operation In Bismarck and 
Mandan. Drug court meets every week. And It's working. 

The concept has been around since the late 1980's. Offenders who continue to 
commit criminal offenses In large part bocause of chemical addiction are given an 
opportunity to participate In drug court Instead of being Incarcerated. lt1s not the easy way 
out, Those sentenced to drug court are on Intensive probation supervision. They're tested 
several times every week. They're Involved In an Intensive treatment program. They are 
required to have full-time employment, be futl .. tlme students or do community service for 
40 hours each week. And they go to court on a regular basis --M every week during the first 
phase of the program. 

The crlmlnal defendants sentenced to drug court are non-violent, chemically 
addicted lndlvlduals. Those charged with delivery are not candidates. Nor are those who 
most likely would not go to jall If they weren 1t sentenced to drug court. The cllentele Is 
made up of Individuals with long-standing addiction problems. Defendants are 
recommended by prosecutors and law enforcement officers and must apply within days 
of arrest. 

Judges meet with a representative of the parole and probation departmant, a 
representative of the treatment provider and, often. a prosecutor, every week to prepare 
for the court session. Each person who will make an appearance Is discussed. When 
necessary, the team decides what sanctions should be Imposed. More often, positive 
Incentives are provided. 

It takes a minimum of 12-months to complete the drug r.ourt program. Usage 
episodes happen, and are dealt with swiftly. Offenders may spenc· a weekend, or a week, 
or longer In Jail. For less serious violations, community service Is ,1mposed or a curfew Is 
Imposed. There are a whole range of sanctions. 

Research demonstrates that one of the best ways to predict whether treatment wlll 
work Is to took at the length of the treatment. The longer people are actively Involved In 
treatment, the more likely It Is to world Drug court keeps people Involved In treatment for 
a significant period of time. 

Since we began operating drug court, we've had: 
39 people sentenced to the program 
24 current participants 
10 participants have been women 
29 participants have been men 
19 have been multiple DUI offenders 
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~ 20 have been drug offenders 
( , 13 have of the drug offenders had meth as a drug of choice 

~ ~=~: ~~;u:~1~:t~t~~:-t !,f".tr, 1t!ll, 
Judge t3ruce Hask~II Is the lead judge for the ,·,rogram and we work togeit-ter. Each 

of us spends thre~ to four hours a week on the program. 'Ne've found it works we,1 to have 
two Judges Involved, because neither of us could be there avery week, and famlllatjty wtth 
the program and participants Is necessary for anyone who presides. 

We are volunteers, In a sense. We are not required to be Involved •. . am~ our 
Involvement doesn't affect the number of cases we are assigned. I think I speak for L'Oth 
of us In saying we are Involved In the drug court program because we believe It works In 
a positive way, It Is a cost effective way to deal with offenders. It helps build their lives and 
famllles In a way Incarceration never would. And because It works, the community is a 
better and safer place. 

If drug courts are to expand, It will require that the judges Involved have the 
resources necessary to devote the time and energy necessary, 
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Drua Court Preae11tatlon 
January 21, 2003 

Mary Muehlen Maring 

I. This month you have heard the tenn °drug court., used by the Governor in his State of the 
State fllld the Chief Justice in his State of the Judi<liary. 

D, What is a dnlg Court -
A, It is an alternaJvc to incarcerating substance abusers who are not charged 

with manufactnrlng or selling chugs or violent felony crimes, 

B. Drug courts are "treatment courts.,. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

Tb"' drug court model is built on a team concept. We all work together in 
these courts: 
1. The judge - 0 accountability leader0 

2, The prosecutor 
3. The defense attorney 
4. The treatment provider 
S. The juvenile court officer 
6. The school representative 
7. Law enforcement 

The program 
1. The participant will be in the drug court 6 to 12 months, 
2. High accountability 

a. weekly appearances before the court 
b. treatment plan .. group or individual counseling 
c. school attendance is required 
d, community service - 20 hours minimwn 
e. weekly random and scheduled drug testing 
f. intensive tracking as needed 

3. Sanctions for noncompliance 
Incentives for compliance 

4. Parental/significant adult involvement 
a. required attendance with the juvenile in court proceedings 

Implementation of drug courts in North Dakota to date 
1. May 2000 .. Fargo Juvenile Drug Court - Monday 4:00 p.m, to S :00 p.m. 
2. May 2000 .. Grand Forks Juvenile Drug Court - Thursday 4:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
3. Ootober 2002 • Bismarck Juvenile Drug Court .. Thursday 4:00 p.m. to S:00 p.m. 
4. January 2001 .. Bismarck Adult Drug Court - Friday 8:30 a.m. to 9:30 a.m. 
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Call Marilyn Moe, Program Direotor, 328--4207, North Dakota Supreme Court, to arrange a visit to 
drug court, to view a ten-minute video on our North Dakota Drug Courts, or to obtain infonnation 
on drug courts, 

III. Governor Hoeven said these courts are ''reclaiming lives.,, Examples: 

A. Parcnh of one juvenile who successfully completed drug court later thanked 
Judge Erickson, the drug court judge, for "giving our son back." 

B, A mother wrote about her daughter who graduated from juvenile drug court: 

"My daughter was out of control prior to entering drug court, Her continued 
drug/alcohol abuse and suicide attempts placed her in a life threatening situation, I 
do not believe she would be alive today if not for the drug court program. After 
completing the program and inpatient treatment. she is once again happy and enjoying 
life in a positive manner. The drug court program provided the structure and 
discipline that she needed but at the same time displayed compassion and 
understanding. It was obvious the drug court staff truly cares about the lives of the 
participants which enabled her to get control of her life. We credit the drug court staff 
in saving her life. 0 

c. A graduate of drug court: 

"There is no way I would have graduated without drug court. I was failing in school 
before drug court and because of drug court I was able to graduate from high school. 
From the tools I learned, I was able to weed out my true friends. I did comm.unity 
service at a performing art8 school in Fargo. I continued even after my community 
service hours were completed, I sang a solo at the state music festival. My tfa(lker 
was a very important part of my success. I continue to have contact with my tracker 
and the drug court team whenever I need help. I believe I have resources to help me 
make it now." 

D. A current participant's parents wrote: 

"Both John and I support [our son's] request to move to PATIi 3, Despite his slip a 
month ago, he has shown improvement regarding taking responsibility for his actions, 
his overall attitude and being accountable. Since his involvement in Drug court, he 
has been free from marijuana (June 02), improved his GP A from .83 (Spring quarter 
2002) to 3.2 (Fall Quarter 2002) and decreased his alcohol consumption considerably 
which directly impacted his physical health. The neurologist has seen significWtt 
improvement in his muscles and nerves since his abstinence from alcohol. In fact, she 
believes that his condition is reversing! Therefore, we think that he is moving in the 
right direction and has earned his way to the next level. 

Overall, we have been happy with this program, We certainly had some struggles 
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along the way, but tho program has benefited not only [our son], but also our family 
aa a whole. We look forward to his graduation dato and a positive, exit, I hope you 
have seen his progrea alona the way. We thank you for the guidance and support to 
[our son] in this difficult journey." 

Statistical Summary of ND Juvenile Drug Court .. May 1, 2000 to September S, 2002 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E, 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I. 

J. 

K. 

Number of Juveniles appearing from May l, 2000 - September 5, 2002 "' 80 

Current partfoipants 30.0% or 24 
Graduates 33. 7% or 27 
Terminated/revoked 36.3% or 29 

Retention Rate: North Dakota 64% 
Nationally 68% 

Males 
Females 

DRUG CC>J JRT GRADJ IAIBS: 
70.4% 

White 
Ethnic Minority 

Lives with both parents 
Lives with one parent 

Drug of choice: Marijuana 
Alcohol 
Meth 
Cocaine 

Mental Health Diagnosis 
in addition to substance 
abuse 

Average number of referrals 

29.6% 

74.1% 
25.9% 

61.5% 
38.5% 

51.9% 
48.1% 

SO% 

s.o 

Average age at fint referral 16.7 years 
to drug court 
Recidivism Rate as of June 20, 2002: Drug Court 

Comparison Group 

3 

PARTICIPANTS: 
79% 
21% 

79% 
21% 

4S% 
SS¾ 

St% 
47% 
1% 
1% 

59.6% 

5.33 

16.67 

35.7% 
55.6% 
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V. 

VI. 

VII. 

Report of impact of Drug Court on participant's school achievement (August 12. 2002): 

A. Average GPA among participants in 2 quarters preceding court: 1. 78 
Average GPA among participants in 2 quarters following court: 2,08 

(Roughly 1/3 of a grade point) 

B, Decrease in absenteeism 

C. Qualitative data from t~chers: 
1, one juvenile elected to student council 
2. one achieved a perfeQt grade point average 
3. another scored in the 82nd p«Qcntile on the ACT 

following a poor score prior to drug court 
4. several have gone on or are considering college 

Cost-Benefit Analysis: Youth CoJTCCtional Center, Group Residential Center, Community 
Supervision 1 

A. YCC costs $120 per day or roughly $3,667 per month - approximately $44,000 per year 

B. 

c. 

Group residential facility costs $100 per day or 
roughly $3000 per month 

Community supervision costs $11 per day or roughly 

.. approximately $36,000 per year 

$330 per month .. approximately $4,015 per year 

Cost-Benefit Estimate of North Dakota's Juvenile Drug Court: 

Recidivism Cost Savings 

A. Recidivism is defined as any subsequent arrest for an offense committed in 
North Dakota classified as Class B Misdemeanor or higher. 

B. The reduced recidivism rate among drug court juveniles produced a court and 
victim cost savings of $62,400 over 18 months. 

1Figures provided by the Division of Juvenile Servicest North Dakota Department of 
Corrections (2002). 
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VIII. Healthcare Professionals 

A. Discuss teenage alcohol and dnig abuso aa a national public health 0ri1i1, 
Dru1 court is a promJsing approach to the problem.2 

B. 

c. 

IX. Sornroary 

"(M]uch of Blue Cross Bluo Shield of North Dakota'• substance abuse 
payments aro for its juvenile members. In 2001. BCBSND•, allowed charae for 
substance abuse coats in treating cannabis abuse for members younger than 20 
reached nearly $900,000-90 percent of the total allowed costs for treatina 
cannabis abuae, •tJ 

"Barly alcohol U$C is a strong predictor of lifetime alcohol abuae and 
dependence, . , . R-.rch shows that drinking alcohol impairs brain function 
and adolescent memory,.,.. 

A. Reduced recidivism 
B. Improvement in school performance and attendance 
C. Cost savings to co1Te0tions 
D. Cost savings to victims and courts 
B. Improved treatment compliance and completion 

We truly are "reclalmlna Hves." 

2Physioian Leadership on National Drug Policy, Adolescent Substance Abuse: A Public 
Priority, (2002). 

3Btue Cross Blue Shield of North Dakota, "Drug courts provide therapeutic justice for 
teens/' Hea,lth Care Discuuions, Volume s. Number 4. Winter 2002. at 31. 

4t.J.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Makin a the Link - Under:qc Priokina: 
and Violcmcct (August 2002 Rev), 

5 

'.,,,, ' \ 

• 



r 
~ . 
I 

r , 
! , 

•. I . ', 

~mte of ~ ortlf ~alutbi 
Of'l't08 OF STATI COURT ADMINISTAATOA 

TID 0, ~ 
8TATI COURT ADMN8TMTOA 

February 4. 2003 

TO: Reprelentadve Kim KoppeJman 

FR.OM: 

Repreaentadve Bob Skarphol 
"""1ft~tative John Warner 

SUBJECT: h Appropriation Request 2003-2005 Biennium 

IUPAIMICOURT JucloW:,;1•,-. 
l00 I ~Ave 0.,.1to 

lllmlrdc. ND MI06-0MO 
Phont:(701)-...a1, 

F.-:(101) ...... 

The followina represents a review of onr 2003-2005 budget request and re1p0nse1 to questions 
raiaed about our current appropriation by 1ubcommittee members marina our meeting on January 29. 
2003, 

Let me first speak to the iasue of potential reductions, After a tbouptful review of our budpt 
requeat. l 11t1 identifyina the following possible reductiona, The total is $260,000 and is contained in 
the following catepie,: 

Special.E,,wk 11~,e 
Opentiq Funds ·~~ 
Total Reduction 

s112.ooo 
148.000 

$260,000 

The special fund reductions are for aJtemative dispute resolution and judges retirement. The 
operatina funds are for an electronic document transfer initiative between Grand Forb County and the 
Supreme Court, out-of-state travel, a new telephone system in Minot, and a reduction in payments to 
coWtties for clerk of district court services in tho contract counties. The reduction for county payments 
will ~t in a 2% decrease in payments or SSJ.400, 

The following relates to questions that were raised at the January 29 meeting. At that meeting. 
inquiries were made focusing on our existing budget and those budget categories where there was more 
than 306/4 renwnina as of December 31. 2002, as well u telephone services in the district courts. The 
attached worksheets address all of the program areas where we do have a budget remaining in excess 
of 300/4 u of the end of 2002. A general statement that applies to equipment purohases and some of our 
operating expenses is that we have historically deferred costs that could be deferred to the last quarter 
of the bienniwn to assure there were adequate funds available to complete the biennium. AJ a result 
of this action, there are a number of equipment items that have been deferred until the last quarter, 
B~auu of this. maintenance agreements become due towards the end of the biennium, u well. 

If you have any questions concerning any of the documents. please contact me. 

TG/rb 
Attachments 
cc: Representative Ron Carlisle, Chainnan 
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~tau of ~ ortlt J~ltota 
OFFICE OF STATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR 

TID 0, O&.AD0EN 
STATE COURT AOMtNISTAATQA 

TO: 

FROM: 

February 6, 2003 

Stephanie Johnson; Lcgislativ~ Council 

TedGladd~ 

RE: Detail of Increases in Salary Line Item 

8UPAIMI COURT 
~11tl'loor eoo E Ave Otpt 110 

IMlmlfdc, NO~ 
Phone: (701) 32Ma1t 

FIIC: (101) 328-,-

Per your request, below is the detail regarding the increases in the salary line item for the 
judiciary: 

(~r\ S 366,654 
235,128 
SlS,584 
995,409 
658,608 

Judges legislative salary increase for second half of current biennium 
Employees legtslative inc~ for second half of current biennium 
Proposed increase for judges and justices for 2003-2005 

,·,\;,,,, 
; ~ i' _;: 

L ' 

' . ' 

\ . / .,_,,, 

$2,771,383 

Proposed increase for employees per Governor's recommendation for 2003-2005 
Estimate of annual and sick leave payout upon retirement and step 

increases given during cumnt biennium 1 

Total Increase in Salary line item 

These are estimates, as some of them are difficult to measure. The salaries and wages line item 
calculation is consistent with prior biennial budgets. 

Please contact me or Susan with any questions. 

1 Judicial Personnel System Administration 
Alt new hires are at entry level. 
All classified employees are eligible for a step increase of approximately 4-S% every 

other year based on successful job perfonnance. 
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WILLIAM D. BLIJO,AJ.A. 
DINNll l. HULIINO A.I.A. 
..... L PlUIT1A.IA 

RITIERBUSH • EUIG • HULSING P.C. 
AR<mrr.cD-PLANNERS 
71 l lUVUWOOD DkM. SUITI 1 
BISMARCK. NOlTH DAXOTA 51504-6220 

MIILIN I. lUDlUD. A.I.A. 
IOBllT It mTEIIUSH.AJ.A., P.B. 
LANll,OIUBI 
JAMBI P. NILION 

October ... 2002 

Mr. Ted Gladden 
North Dakota Supreme Court 
State Capftol Bulldlng 
Bllmarck. North Dakota 58505 

RE: ND Supreme Court Renovations 'IKJ2'.7 

We have prepared a prellmlnary estimate of construotlon and remodeUng costs for the 
North Dakota Supreme Court Courtroom. This estimate 18 based on conversation with 
the Juatlcet and yoorsetf. I had a dlscuask>n on September 19" wtth the North Dakota 
Highway Patrol. There were four lasuea that we dlacuued: 

1. rhey would lfke to add sound to the wamlng fights that are In the Court entryway 
and down In their main office. There are times that they cannot see the llghl 

2. They would like to have some cameras In the courtroom so they could better 
monitor the room • 

3, They commented that they do lock the exterior courtroom doors at times. I 
discussed with them that for fire safety reasons. they need to leave the doors 
unlocked when the room Is occupied. 

4. I dlscu8:3e,.. the use of a magnetic look at the head of Ute two courtroom envance 
doors. These would have card key access. 

TELEPHONE: 701.223.7780 • FAX: 101,258.6564 
E-MAIL: reh@btinet.net 
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We are nM:Ommending the number of fixed INtl be reduced to 49. Prelently. the room 
wtU Nit approximately 81 people. The INtlnQ would be•• foHowe: e Jultloel. 8 
Attorneya, 2 Cllrtcl. and 38 apectatort. 

The following estimete tndudea Architect/Engineering fees and a ten percent 
oontlngency. 

The project can be In budget category 1. II and Ill, If desired. 

luclatt ctt,aorv I; 
• New adjustable/movable lectern. 
• Cloae the camera opening and paint the entire ceUlng. 
• Refinish attorney bookcue raN. 
• Refinish the front d the Juatlce'a b6ft:h. 
• Mlecellaneoue woodworking Items, 11 required. 
• Lighting the bust of former Chief Jultiee Erfcbtad. 
• Provide a flush floor box for the podium, allowing the podium to be rotated •~ 

moved. Includes power, microphone, data conneotiona, timing llghts, etc. for the 
podium. Also provkf N for additional undaflned facllftlea. 

• Provide rough-In only for future video teleconferencing. Included in conduit to 
judges benchea, podium, counsel table, clerk's desk, and other mlacellaneous 
locations. 

• Plush carpeting Installed In the courtroom and entrance. (Price Includes 
carpeting and a high-density rubber pad using a double glue Installation), 

• Wood hue (remove existing vinyl base and replace wfth new wood base). 
• WaH fabric (remove existing wall fabric and replace with a mohair fabric, similar In 

quality to the existing fabric). 

our Opinion of Probable Cost for the above Items Is $99,900.00. 
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lydatCalllsnll; 
• New attorney tablea. 
• New ltorlgl cabinet at the Clflt'k's dNk. 
• Mllcell1neou1 ~ng ltemt. •• required. 
• Acid microphone capabllltlea to each of the counsel tablee. 
• Oelktop vinyl. 
• Theatre roping (reupholster extlting ropes with new mohair fabric). 
• CounNI table chairs: Replace six existing chalrw with an ergonomk: caster chair 

In leather. 
• Court Recorder and Clerl( of Court chairs: Replace two exJstJng chairs with an 

ergonomic caster chair In leather. 
• Modular fumfture: 38 piece• of new modular furniture covering In a mohair 

fabrtc, slmllar in quality to the existing fabric. 

our Opinion of Probable Cost for the above items Is $87,000.00 

!i;]f :2 ·•7) :,=: ~~ = =~=~~::.-=door. 
19;} t ( ~__., • Provide dimming for overhead fights above the Justice's bench. 
:-·n· ... · • Provide audible alarm Indication to the highway patrol's monitoring deak outside 
y,:,~·,>,, the courtroom and also In their office a floor below • 

. ~tit•:\ 

' 

our Opinion of Probable Cost for the above items Is $29,100.00. 
~ 

We do not recommend reupholstering the existing modular furniture. it would be a stop 
gap measure. The chairs life span would be considerably shorter than inatalllng new. 

Reupholster 36 pieces of existing modular furniture (price includes new mohair fabric, a 
new Dacron wrap on seats and upholstery labor)- Deduct $19,000.00 

Please feel free to contact this office if we may be of further assistance to you, In regard 
to this subject. 

Wlllam D. Elllg, AIA 
Ritterbush-Elllg-Hulslng, P.C. 
Architects-Engineers 
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"bdt of ~art!, Jaakout 
,~ TIOO, OlADDIN 

1'ATl! COURT AOMINIITRATOA 

OFFICE OF STATE COURT ACJMINIStRATOR 
SUPRE!MI OOURT 

J~,1ttFloor 

~ 

TO: SandyP;_ 
FROM: Susan s· 
SUBJECT: Capital Asset Detail 

February l 0, 2003 

eoo I Avt 0tpt 180 
191tmetck.NO~ 

Phone: (101) ~1, 
F&IC: (701) 328-20tQ 

Attached ls the detail of the proposed capital asset Plll'llhases In the 2003-2005 District budget 
IPJlroprillion, ni- items were budgeted by the dlstricta, and l c:ontacted them tor the detail of these itoms. 

I have reviewed th- 1.'Stimateo and based on the location and the types of copiers, feel that they are all reuonable. 
1 
"',...,) Please call tne with any questions, 
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f!dRdW Locltian 
1 Copy Machin• - t-NJ Juvenh court 

2 Copy Machine· SC a.triot Court 

3 Copy M.chln1 • NEC Olltriot Court 

_. Copy Machine - EC Olltrict Court 

5 Copy Machin• - SW Olltrict Court 

e Copy Machine .. NEC Cltrk 0fflce 

7 Copy Machine - ri.ftN Juvenll Court 

Total Propo■ed PurchaMI 

ND Judfoltry 
Detail of Ctpltal Ahets 

EtUrnm Ex:MndOo 
7 1500 WI be purchaMd for Juvenh Court offlc• In Minot 

Eltfmlted puroh ... prio• bntd on lltimatoe rto•lv"d from 
vtndol'I baled on uuoe and volume, 

8,000 WI be purchlHd for Oiltrtct Judgt offlo• In Mandan. 
BIIIMd on ldrnltt oonlidering uuge end volume. 

151000 WI bt purchued for Juvenh Court office In Grand Forks. 
Ettimat• from vtndol"I baled on uug1 and volum,. 

131000 WI bl purch-..cl for Fargo Olltrict Court offlo,. Eltimat• 
blMd on purch ... of lllt machine. 

101500 WI bl purchlNd for O,Cldn10n omc.to be uttd by both 
Dlltl1ct and Juvenh oourt. lncludee '-, flnllhtr and sorter. 
Thllr current copy machine WM purchMed In 1995. Baud 
on eatlmltt frot"l'I vtndor, 

15,000 WI be purchlNd tor Cleric of Court office In Grand Fori<t. 
Edmltl from v.ndora baled on UAQ1 and VOiume. 

7,500 WI be purchlled for Juvenh Court office In Wllhton. 
Edmlttd purchllN prtc. baed on lltimatea r.ctivtd for 
vendor1 bMtd on UMQI and volum,. 

Footfrot9: ,-omc. Syattma Inc. an ••tlmate of• Olgltel ~ Photocopit,r With docLllnfll1t fNd.,, unllmlttd dup,.xlno, 
INJction and~ 4 way p-,,.r aupp/'/, ow..t ,orter with ,tap/Ing 1, $12, 90~. 
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OFFICE OF STATE COUFIT ADMINISTRATOR 

TIO 0. OlADDIH 

SUPREME OOUR'T 
~,1et,toor eoo E Ave Dtpt 110 

STATE CIJUAT AOMINISTAATOA Blemltck. NO 8NOMAO 
Phont: (701) --..,1, 

Fl)(: (701) 32t-2082 
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TO: 

FROM~ 

SUBJUCT: 

January 24, 2003 

Repraentative Bob Skarphol 
UNolNllalM'll·tative John Warner 

on Request - HB I 002 

This memo ia in response to questions asked at our appropriation hearfns on January 21. 
2003. The fint attachment relates to questions concerning our IT budget and the breakout by 
progra.m areas for the coming biennium. 

The second attachment relateB to a question raised over indigent defense assignments, I am 
also including a copy of a memorandum sent to Representative Boehning in response to a question 
he had during a judiciary committee hearing as it provides additional data on the indigent defense 
program. 

If you have any questions concerning any of the materials, please do not hesitate to contact 
Susan Sisk or me. 

TG/rb 
Attachments 
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t---------+---..;;.J.;:..1Ud;;.;.1ic.;,,;.ll;;;;.;.l..;;:B:.:..:r•:.:.;n:.::.ch:.:..:.:.....::ITC:.;;o.::.:•tl::=_:;De.::.:ta=l::..:IB~IV[,_C:::,::1::;tl::Jtat:o:!.i1ryL.-. __ -L- 1/2212003 

...... , ..... 8--and~ for 9 IT ... ,1, .... 
,\-, . • :,: I !ll'tf"lt"). -~~r, Jh,lurt,,t. 

Ooutrldtd IClftwlrt ....... -." ..... for • ,_~ .;N Upkeep fot SupNlml CCKMt 
lnfonnttiol, •~ lnoludlng Dtmw,dl for ChirGt of Judge; o.lpelrwy Board 
8VIMll'I Ind 0oGktt ,WNm, S 
IWtb and DM1baN s..... ~ and upot'ldN f..e.d to opntil'IQ •Y-.. 
I.net~. $ 
Wf/lAul# & I.at L.tgll R.....-oh Contr'llcl9 $ 
Mtac1111ntout, non-connct compuwlprimt' ,.,_.. that .,..throuut,cu thl-. 

$ 
Syallm .,,.'wamlllll to the~ CIII mn,gtffllnt ayttern $ 

rlW(jiliion prCljlcta ~ 
Ellolronlc dltiw,y of the iii t9)Ct of Pidlcion 0r'dlf'9 to Law Enforoem.nt and 
--·oolo · 

e·· ____ trwfer and repot1lr,o NIINd to lnlfllo c1eatior,e 

0.. WINlhouN ...,,..., ~ and •ihlncernna 
EllalroriotNNfer of DWrict CowtCllllnfomlltion to SwpreN Coun on 
OlllalliDIIII $ 

Conllruition ot E~anced R_,,. ~ 8YDn beMd on ltudy CU'1'Wltly 
1-----------1~undlrwav $ 

SU..~ (Continum ot OoYernrnn) $ 
,---------t~•Wi~-~--;;;ict;;;-;;contratAI;;;;; for uiltl'l! IOftwlt-. and hlrdwara, ~ IUCh thlnc,a n: 

Softwntortlptti.cta1p1:IOftWINtc. ........ ab11•torthl..e.war.ttouM; 
Mpri19 IOftwwt fot UCJ8i Video Conftrencfng 8~; Jwn. c... 

• ,R $1MMM' ..... DMk Sw.m $ 
TcallT-C___.leMoll $ 

ff ........... 

5000 

15000 
82.245 

83177 
15.000 

121.834 

108708 
86 H50 

183.851 

--
..__ 

--

IL.ama NrWr UNd to ni, thl .. _.. UCIS ,YtMm. 111,111 • 
Cllnl hlrdwn & upgrade& :;-~ ~~ d 168 campuln forttnployw Md 25 other COfflfM.bf'S Ill I ""' 

-of~$1,700Meh, Compuwpurch1Hl .. on1+.~ \. -d~h~ \ 
~,ridt/ '" 'd.Jotrict& 

~cycle. lnlddltklnto~computilt'llfor~ltlnck,dee / .. 
oompum.uat for trliq, In COlrtr'ooml, for pubic wmlrM and tht Mb, ~ / 
lndudM $2,000tcr wr.w 333,125 
PwchaM of~ 20 printtf'I llt I rangt of $7'i0 • $2,200, lncludM 
Drirwt for 13 countiN to be ldded to UOIS. 

CD Rom loWlf'I 6efwr dtYlc,N to l'nllWltan the CD-ROM beNd i.aal ~ 
Sptdlllzed~qulpmlnt VolceE ... ·•~~tcirAOA .. ,_ 
UPS POWW .. II aeYICM fOrttf'Wfl 

Phone Sy,aml : :,.:..:= tc:J,UW TOr ~t: UIMJ"ICt ,or~~ ·-- OfflCI lnJlll'IMtown, 

IT .. DMI Proctttlnl 

65,350 
5000 
1,300 

128,3M 

. 

StNtctF ... (ITD) D~ ol- c.. ud. q.:.~.:..~u.-ki( 
DMldop Support Eltlfna tJf 156 hoWa iTD luppori al WM', In lr&ipetl~aot"'"""-n of--,-=,ER=P:-,-lmplet--:--IMl-.. ...,..ation.......--+-----4-

and ~ nteda. 8,424 .__ ________ .i.;;,; 

Syatemt ANify1t e~ d 130 hcln ITO .uppott at 58.t\r, In antlc¼pltlon of ERP lmplementdon 
llnd ~ needs, 716.o ""----------------...+---~~_. Proc,ammlno Ettlmate d 130 holn ITD Programming at $!Whr 7,020 

Rec«da Mgml. F.. Pilf' ITO· monthlV rtcOfdt ma - .. -~ fM at $185/month ◄ 4.w 
IBM Enttt'priM &w'N UM d IBM Mt\ltf fo, ltwffl«Y1 SAMIS, Orivffl bnee tranaactlont. Alto lnoludet 

S2 500 ln«tue In I .. . of ERP-· ,..., .. , 13,500 

.,., __ , __ . --· ·--.~-~-· -----.. --------->••-·· ... - ..... -----·· ~-... ~----·------- ·-···-~--- .. -·~ ·-- ... .. .. -··· .,.. .. ~·-•··~-....__.._ .. _ _._-. 

TIM •tcrotraphtc ,,..... on thf• ff lM 1rt tcCYratt rtproduotfcns l,f recorde dtl fvertd to Modern lnfoMMtf on SV,UN for •f croft l1lno Ind 
were ff lllld fn tht regular courH of buelnt11. Tht photoorephfc proct11 Mttl 1ttnderdt of tht AMerfcen Ntttonel standtrdl ll'lltltut• 
(ANSI) for 1rchfv1l •lcroffl1. NOTICII If the fflMtd t_,. tbove ft lt11 letlbl1 than tht1 Notice, ft fl due to tht quelftV of tht 

doc.ant bttno fflMtd, ,u~~ =1 Or~~ , q ~! , t'.-/l~7L◄ 1'1~~f6\ l~tl2;i. 
~ .. ,. I ptur1 Dltt 

J 
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eo,~c-... 

-
~Uw-lD .,._onU... ts.122 
DW-uplong0Wlr'°9 .,._onu.... 4,920 
Didio. T-1 Connect : .... ~~ for II 03-....u..... to UOl8, Nt4 !.-::~:.~:: tlblf' __.,._,;.....,, for C... and 

·• ; t _L 3'58,~ ' 
~ Connect. (WAN) .. ,, for SuprtrM CM and Unaloclt.-d OWrict Court within the Capitol 

:~ 88088 
VPNand~. IVll1UII~ lnCI MltO, 11 1i9Q 

TOUII R' • Dita ProoM .. '°'·* 
fT.T ....... 
fT .. a.-, ... 

T.-ph. 8~. ~ E..._duuaeof· w111vat ,~ i0 t-rn $2,100 
NMwork~ &tinalofUMa11dMlWOf1'_,... /' $14,412 
~Tech,F ... E._..fotwitrw~ S8.l'70 

IT. EqUlpmlnt 0 ..... 
Ph0f11111iollrw. Actulll and - .. ' . . ,._ Nlld on lTO ,_. ssa.m 
AnllogPllft Actullland ·~baNdonlTO,_ $15,S0,4 
Sti•ll•rPhartl Actullland _.._baNdonlTD,_. $705 -- Phone Adulland-

. 1J1at1abaNdonlTO,_ S3.248 - . 
V-MII huland-

... 
u.M baNd on ITO,_ $2 79fS 

IT • COnf. 01111 • Oplr, ANW, Actullland-
.. . ·._..ctonlTD,_ $3.n& 

,r.DWai,oe~C...,.. Adulland-
.. .___,on ITO l'IIN MS.473 

IT 0 Mltc1IIMCU ~ ........ ·--- d._fN,m .ny to cMiat In Grand FOl'b, I.AN wllct\ln 
~ t.-.. ~ In WIIMon, LAN .W, In MNt and WIIIIMon, .. 
~ for phone •ytlem In~ ~ end LAN IWltct, In Vt//lily 
Cb. .. netwoftc _.,.UNl-'ICI . ' $36.~1 

Non-4TF ... &~ r-•" ~~met' 
....................... #ti,, -- .. lnak,dee OOMII d ptm •~ nat through ITD and cc. of__, phonN. 
~~ ...... ,1..-"' ..:~ -• J An.Ill"\ OwrdYh "~. hM 22ctll Dhalw It 21,28/mofor 1 ~ COit of $11,583, l228.318 

,-,rr .. -i•,._. \., L..rr..... ,l...l l't'O ( ,-.t...._/ f..-.._:-;;-;"" __ ri~. • 4'd,1fl . 
ff' .eoftWaN 111d lupplll 

Mlecll1N01•W•~---lnc:idng ~. tape,, poageetc s 8000 
UCIS ~too.~docwnnaelc) s 2!5,000 i.-

SetwtdylOftwaf't,~~fa!IUr9monltof9;--fihrinOmpeblly 
s 31 :2e50 

R~~toMb'oeoftlndeldw~Wlndofa. $ 6,000 
Serwr Opntinp SYMM $ 10000 
Netwotk l.kitnNt for MCh PC wtlhln the Judiollll BtlnCh s 57,oeo 
OfficeproducMy~MICh-word~;~,pow..-pol,'itetc 

$ e!,200 
Mlac1l1necu IT Equlptnd WWW $'750. lncludM ltemt IUCh II print~: 

1.1....-a... ,._....,.....,.., , .......... $ 36,900 
Teal rr -lolWaN and aupplM , - "- A ._~ tTO (-- ...... I - ._,.r,) • 230,400 . _.___,, ..... ---

Ml\e *.:-- lTD. • 

rr .. Equipment ov.r U,000 t'none tiy■affl TOI" NW (Ml1CIIIJ • 311000 

TOTAL IT COITI • 3,322 .... 1 

• When alocattd to 53 CCM,l,tiet lndMdual emount. we 2,096. Howtwr, total purchaM It t:Ner $5,000 
Md ~ be rtelNlffitd to ·n· Equipment t:Ner $5,oocr 

.. Tat.I purcheM II c,r'11ter thin $5,000 • thould be~ to •1T Equipment OWJr $5,()()()M -
ThtM two hml can be t.ndltd by the J~ through tMft lint lttm b'lntfer 1uthority, 
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0 ,.,, TIDQ,OLADOIN 

OFFIOE OF STATE OOURTADMINISTRATOR SUPAIMECOUAT 
~11tP'loot eoo I Aw Dept 110 

''•l i 

STATE COURT ADM6NISTRATOA 

April 21, 2003 

Representative 
Appropriations :smeo 

Representative Carli1le: 

~ NO l5NOs-oAO 
Phone: (101) '2Ma18 
FIIC!(701)32t-20l2 

It aeema there i• a dilOl'eplllCy regarding the inclusion of salaries in the IT budaets of the various 
aovemment entitiea. The Judicial Branch bu inc.,luded salaries in our IT budgets while others may not 
have. 

The inclusion of salaries takes on a more important role when calculating the proposed 5% reduction in 
IT budpta. Cummtly, the proposed 5% IT budget reduction in HB J 002 is based on a general fund IT 
budpt request of $3,313,988 and is $165,699, When salaries are t Juded; the 5% reduction would be 
$119,700. 

I would uk that. when calculating the reductions, a consistent approach be applied and the reductions 
for the HD l 002 be based the same factors as other 1T budget reductions. 

In regard to a pay increase for Supreme Court Justices and District 1udgcs, I am renewing our request 
that whatever increase is provided state employees include Supreme Court Justices and District Judges. 

Thank :you. 

Sincerely~ 
' 

·.~~ 

Ted Gladden 
ND State Court Administrator. 

.J 



r 

{<;,: .. ' 
;''1'' 

, I 

I 

I 
I 

"i 

) 

• 

TIOO,G&.ADDIH 
STATE COURT AOMINIITAATOA 

Febnury 4, 2003 

Ted Gladden 
State Court Administrator 

"tab of ,orilt ,nlutta 
Of'FtOE OF 8TATI COUAT ADMINISTAATOfi &U,NMICOURT 

JuclcMI = 111 "-800 I ~AW o_.110 
IMn'IMk.NOINOIONO 

Phone: (701) ltM218 
Faic: (701) .._2082 

Below i• tho infonnation requeated by the Houe otRepreaentativea Sub-committee reprdina the 
telephone Nl'Vice utilized by the District Courta. 

Telephone service i1 beina obtained from ■event different providen. Thi• include■: 

• In the countiea ofOnnd Forb. Ramaey, Richland; Dames, Stark, and Ward. telephone aervicea are 
provided by ITO at a COit of $21.00 per telephone. 

• In the countiea ofCau, Williama, Stutaman, Grand Forb (one office only), Ward (one office only), 
telephone service■ are provided by the county in which the courthouae re■idea tbroup the county­
owned telephone ayatem. The rates for these services range from $10 to $38 per phone, with the 
avenae cost per phone beina S21.06. Those locations coatina $30 and $38 per telephone and tho■e 
locationa beina serviced by both lTD and the county are being reviewed for poaible migration to 
rm•, service. 

• Other district court offlcea have purchued their own phone 1yatem. Thia includea the South 
Central Judicial Diatrlct/Burleigb County. In this location. only the actual line coltl for the shared 
lines are paid directly to Qweat. 

• Service at the Capitol for the Supreme Court and Court Administrative Office is provided by ITD. 

Pleaae feel free to contact me with any questions. 

----------····-···-----·-·····"···•··•······ ·-·-··------······ .... 
TM ■forotraphtc ,.,.. en thfa ff ll 1r• accurate reproductfw 6f recol'd8 dtl fwrtd to MocMrn lnfol'Wtfcn lyttlMI for 111fcroff l■fl'II and 
WtN ffl■ld fn the ,...ul1r COUt'lt of bulfnttl. Tht phototraphfc proc.11 MMtl It.,.,. of tht AMrfcan NltfCINll ltandlrdt lnetftut• 
(ANH) for 1rctitY1l •fcroffllll, NOTICII If tht ftllild ,_. lboW ,. lffl lttfblt than thtl Notfct, tt ,. due to tht qual tty of the 

dow,t btfno fflMd. ~/~ .. :1◄ 9(t,df6cc1 q /4i6!Ql..... 
~Urt fate 
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~tate nf , ortlt ~alurlu 
OFf'toE OF STATE COURT AOMINISTAArOR IUPAIMIOOUAT Judiclll::. 11t Ao« 

8001~ AveDe,lt180 

STATE COURT AOMtNl6 TRATOR 
8'1mMllc.NOMIOMPO 

PhoM: (701) saM21t 
PQ: (701) •aoea 
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January 23, 2003 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Attached is the ta we have compiled for your request of January 17. At thi■ time we have 
forty-five (45) finm under contrllrt to provide felony, misdemeanor, and juvenile indigent defeoae 
■ervicea in the state. 

Attachment I i1 a spreadaheet with indiaent defense data for contract coumel for the flnt year 
of the biennium. July l, 2001 throuah June 30, 2002. We will have data for the tint six montha of 
the aecond )'ell', July 1, 2002 through December 31, 2002, by the end of January. A summary of the 
data ia contained below: 

cw Ime Number or Auianmenta x State Avcraae Hours Per Cue IM • Total Hours 

Felony 
Mildemeanor 
Juvenile 

TOTAL 

3,228 
3,337 
~ 
8,608 

s 
2,7 
3.1 

16,174 
8,969 
6,331 

31,331 

The amount of administrative time spent by attorneys is minimal. Attorneys are required to 
complete one report listing the number of hours per case. They must document any travel or 
miscellaneous expensee. With the exception of one district, the attorneys are not involved in 
designating or "administering" cases, In the South Central district a lead finn is identified on each 
of the three contracts. The lead finn is responsible for case assignments, assuring an equitable 
rotation. For these services three lead firms rectsive a total of $86S per month for this administration. 

Attachment 2 contains our indigent defense' and guardian ad Utem expenditures for the 
1997 .. 1999, 1999-2001, and the first 18 months of the current biennium. 

If you have any questions. or need additional data. please contact me. 

OW/cs 
Attachment 
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'tht •fcrotr•f o f_.. on thf• ffl• 1r1 accur1tt ~tfOM 61 rteordl dtUv.l'td to Modern rnfol'Mlltfon lytt .. for •forofft■fnt. and 
WIN ff l■ld fn th• NtUl•r courH of bulfMU, Th• ptloto,rep1f C Pf'OCtll ... u 1tllndlrdl of tht Aatrf Hn N1tfon1l ltandlrde hwtftutt 
(ANtl) fot 1rdlf1,1l Mfetroftl•. NOTlc:11 If tht fHMd , ... iboYe fl ltH lttfbll thll"I tht1 Notte., ft fl dut to tha quelftv of tti. 

docwnt btf"' ,.,... .tj~-,ty' j(t,d£acd 
~~ture 

i 1 
I 

.J 



r 

L 

' ' . 
ATTACHMENT 2 . .. .. 

""" 
DISTRICT COURTS 

INDIGENT DEFENSE SUMMARY 

I 
EAST CENTRAL 

Dlatrlct 
Legal 
other 

Juvenile 
Legal 

DISTRICT 

Guardian M Utem F._ 
other 

Con1nlct 
Legal 
other 

NORTHIAIT C!N111Al 
Dlltrtct 

Lagll 
Other 

Juwnlle 
LIIQIII . 
OOlfdilnhJUtemF ... 
other 

contract 
. Leg1I 
Other 

NORTHEAST 
Dfatdct 

Legal 
other 

Juvenlt. 
Legal 
Gu.'1rdlan NJ Lltem Fen 
other 

contract 
Legal 
Other 

I EXPEND. EXPEND. 
97-N tt-01 

$871.754 $741.on 

a.,125 $2,250 
$21,258 $1,703 

$3,589 $24,895 
$0 $20,537 

$2.805 $1,438 

S53e,en $689,072 
$8,198 

$355,911 $424.115 

S1,075 
. so 

$7,569 $924 

$245 $3,483 
so $10,483 

se1 $805 

$346,560 $398,834 
$12,567 

$30l,311 $410,155 

$12,104 $7,510 
$14,563 $2,415 

$2.746 $10,923 
$6,373 $10,824 
$6,920 $5,241 

$355,604 $360,284 
$21,959 

~LEASE NOTE THAT THE 01 M 03 EXPENDITURES ARE ONLY THROUGH 12/31/02 
.. INCLUC>ES $94,46-4 REIMBURSED BY HUMAN SERVICES FOR GUARDIAN MJ LITEM FEES 
... INCLUDES $172,248 REIMBURSED BY HUMAN SERVICES FOR GUARDIAN 

N:J LITEM FEES 1 

•EXPEND. 
01-0S 

'878,323 

$0 
so 

$'13,781 
$53,087 
$2,138 

$597,024 
$8,403 

$372.471 

$1,097 
S5 

so 
$30,585 

$3,1586 

$324,000 
$13,203 

$330.24'5 

$5,645 
$252 

$8,897 
$8,205 
$4,007 

$278,151 
$29,089 

1/2~3 

The •l~roeraphtc t_.. on tht I ffl• are eecur1tt reproductfon1 6f rtcordl dtlfwrtd to Modern lnfol'Mltton IYltMI for •lcroftl■fnl end 
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cM,I) fOf' 1rohfY1l •tcrottlM. NOTICl!I If th• ftlMd ..... tboYe ,. lHI l .. fblt thon thl• Notte•, It ta dut to tht quelf ty of tht 
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I 
NORTHWEST 

Dtatrlct 
Legat 
other 

Juvenlle 
Legal 

DISTRICT 

Guardian Ad ut•m FNI 
Other 

contract 
Legat 
other 

SOUTH CENTRAL 
Dlltrlct 

Legal 
other 

Juwnll 
l.egaf 
QulfdanAdUtemr-e• 
()It-, 

Con1rlot 
Legal 
Other 

SOUTHEAST 
Dlatrtct 

Llgal 
other 

JuvtnNe 
Legal 
Guilrdlan Ad Utem Fees 
other 

Contract 
Legat 
other 

DISTRICT COURTS 
INDIGENT DEFENSE SUMMARY 

I EXPEND. 
17-H 

$441,581 

$89,502 
$1G,928 

$88,1◄6 
$17,121 
$3,823 

$229,0SO 

$775,7-18 

$19,778 
$18,8◄0 

$1.(383 
so 

$85 

$735,380 

$451,593 

$59,718 
$17,659 

$18,705 
$24,62◄ 
$6,423 

$324.463 

. \ 
t{)'-.~4 , L e.:Jo.. 

EXPEND. 
11-01 

MU,725 

ss3,ns 
$9,585 

$◄5,088 
$10,288 
$3,622 

$331,193 
$2,173 

$810,135 

$13,295 
$9,242 

$8,795 
$0 

$1,515 

$778,872 
$416 

$502,330 

$118,085 
$10,578 

$63,456 
$26,876 
$13,958 

$265,284 
$4,102 

l'¥ts1 b' 

t~.C~v. ~✓- 21-\, ~ i.l '\ 

.:'.a.~%'J 

'Pt.EASE NOTE THAT THE 01 · 03 EXPENDITURES ARE ONLY THROUGH 12131/02 
.. ,NCLUOES $94,464 REIMBURSED BY HUMAN SERVICES FOR GUARDIAN AD LITEM 1·:ees 
... INCLUDES $17212◄8 REIMBURSE:0 BY HUMAN SERVICES FOR GUARDIAN 

~uraM~~ 2 

• ;,',r•.•r.' ,, 

*EXPEND. 
01-03 

$34N).115 

$18.734 
$2,985 

$28,0$4 
$15,◄80 
$2,027 

$290,630 
$7,244 

$191,701 

$13,130 
$1,528 

$20,735 
$20,098 
$5,382 

$630,329 
$7,507 

$385,424 

$24,079 I $:2,319 I 

I $16,~2 
$29.533 I 
$8,567 I 

I 

$274,071 
$10,313 

11.2312003 
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SOUTHWEST 
D11trlct 

Legll 
other 

Juwnlle 

DISTRICT 

Legal 
GuarcfianhJUtemFeN 
other 

Contract 
Legal 
other 

ffofltj 

DISTRICT COURTS 
INDIGENT DEFF.NSE SUMMARY 

I EXPEND. EXPEND, 
17-tt tl•01 

s213.ou, s22.-,111 

$2,283 s2,see 
$7,079 $1,858 

$90 $2,805 
$7,550 $11,8-41 
$2,278 $3,338 

$1SM,CMO $194,640 
$8,930 

' i ii.2oa,'°8 1 .. 1 i5.su,s11 I ... I 

*EXPEND. 
01-03 

$181,447 

$2,ffl 
$102 

$2,137 
$3,(587 
$1,~3 

$145,980 
$5,-489 

$2,!!3,771 I 

r-· 
.J 'PLEASE NOTE THAT THE 01 • 03 EXPENDITURES ARE ONLY THROUGH 12/31/02 

.. INCLUDES $94,464 REIMBURSl:D BY HUMAN SERVICES FOR GUARDIAN /4D LITEM FEES 

... INCLUDES $172,248 REIMBURSED BY HUMAN SE:!~VICES FOR GUARDIAN 
~uraM~~ 3 1/2312003 
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~btu nf ~ortlf Jtlnlurla 
OFFIOE OF Sl'ATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR 

TIO 0, Ol.ADOIN 
STATE COURT AOMtNISTFIATOA 

February 11, 2002 

TO: Represcntativf.l SvcdJan, Chair 

FROM: 

House Appropriations Committee 

__.i;~au..:J~~Dlrector of Finan~ 

s HB 104S - Indigc.nt Def en Costs Currently Paid by Counties 

' ------= 

SUPREMI COURT 
JudlcW Wing, fol Ftoor 

eoo e ~Avt Dept teo 
BWnlrok, NO aeaos-os30 

Phont: (101) atMate 
Fill: (701) 321-20t2 

I testified in front of the Appropriations Committee this morning regarding the cost of Guardian~ 
ad Litem currently paid by the counties that would be transferred to the state under HB 104S. I 
ntatod that of the $390,000 in the fiscal note, ~6,91 S would be paid from the judi_oiary and the 
remainder would be indigent defense costs transferred to the Office·or Administrative Hearings 
under HB 1044. 

The actual amount that would be paid by the judiciary should be $113.830. The number I gave to 
the committee this morning wa.ci actually an annual number and n;;& to be doubled for the 
biennium. The correct infonnation is as follows: 

$113,830 Guardians at Litcm (Judiciary) 
277.470 s~xual Predator, Mental Illness and Custody Investigators (OAH) 

$391,300 Total Costs per HB 1045 

I have attached the information I gathered from the counties showing these numbers ,,n the 
bottom, 

Please call me (328 .. 3509) with any questions. 
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~ ND Judiciary 
Indigent Defln• • Altlgnments Undtr Contract 

(Does not Include aulgnmentl outaldl Of contracta) 
July 1, 2001 through June 30, 2002 

Cay Type 
Felony 
Mlldeme1nor 
Juvenlle 

Number of 
Assignments 

3,228 
3,337 
2.()43 

Hours per Working Year 
#FTE's 

state Average 
Hours per 
OIHIYPt 

6 
2.7 
3,1 

Total 
.t:klwl 

18,1,40 
8,010 
8,333 

31,483 

' '•" '' ' ; ,., ,Ii,, , ,I .\I;, 

The ■tcra,:raphfc fMlttt on thf I ffl111 art accurate reproelletfc,n, 6f rtcc,rdl dtlfwrtd to Modern lnforMtfon sytt ... for 111fcroftl111f,- and 
IMf't f tt•• fn the ,...ul1r courH of bUlfntt•• The photogrtphfc pt"OCffl ... ti 1tandardl of tht MtrfcM Natfonal ltandardl 1n1tftvtt 
(MIi) for \'trohfwl •tcrofflM. NOTICII I~ the fflMd , .... lbovt ,. ltll lttfblt thM thtl Nott ct, ft , .... to tht quality of tht 
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