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State Fiscal Highlights

Thehill islikdy to have anegligible fisca impact on State revenues or expenditures.

Local Fiscal Highlights

LOCAL GOVERNMENT FY 2008 FY 2009 FUTURE YEARS
Courts of Common Pleas (protection order for a child)
Revenues -0- -0- -0-
Expenditures Factorsincreasng and Factorsincreasing and Factorsincreasing and
decreasing codts, with net decreasing codts, with net decreasing codts, with net
fiscd effect potentidly fiscal effect potentidly fiscd effect potentidly
exceeding minimd in exceeding minimd in exceeding minimd in
juridictions with rdively jurigdictions with reldively jurigdictions with rddively
large casel oads large casdloads large casdl oads

Note: For most local governments, the fiscal year isthe calendar year. The school district fiscal year is July 1 through June 30.

Juvenile division of courts of common pleas. The hill's provisonsrelated to a protection order for achild will,
in dl likelihood, increase the number of matters to be disposed of by the juvenile divison of the court of common
pless. However, LSC fiscad gaff cannaot, a this time, estimate with much certainty the fiscd effect of these child
protection order provisions on the juvenile divison of any given court of common pleas other than to assert the
possihbility that certain courts, most likely those with jurisdictions carrying relaively large civil and criminal caseloads,
could require a more than minimd increase in resources.  For the purposes of this fiscad anadyss, a more than
minimal increase means a cost estimated in excess of $5,000 per year for any affected court.

General division of courts of common pleas. Reative to the genera divisons of courts of common pless, the
bill's child protection order provisons cregte a potentid savings effect that may or may not manifest itsdf in terms of
an actud reduction in the annual operating expenses of any given generd divison. It seems more likdly that, given
the magnitude and increase in the casdoads of courts generdly and the tight budgetary environment, the generd
divisons of courts of common pleas would be able to realocate existing resources in order to more efficiently and
effectively perform other duties and responsbilities.




Foster parents as domestic violence victims. It does not gppear that the bill's definitional expanson asit relates
to a foder parent and existing domestic violence laws will generate any noticeable fiscal effect on the casdoads of
locd crimind or civil judtice systems.

Detailed Fiscal Analysis

Fiscally notable provisions of the bill

For the purposes of thisfiscd andyss, the bill most notably:

Trandfers to the juvenile court jurisdiction to hear, determine, and enforce matters involving
protection orders againgt a child.

Creates an additiona ground upon which a protection order may be sought to protect a
child.

Permits any person who is 18 years of age or older to file a motion for a protection order
on behdf of achild, upon the child's request.

Includes a fogter parent in the definition of "family or household member” in the crimind and
civil domedtic violence laws.

Protection ordersfor a child

Local fiscal effects

The most pronounced loca fiscd effect produced by the bill will be experienced by courts of
common pleas, which, under current law, have jurisdiction over matters involving protection orders
agang a child. Based on LSC fiscad daff's conversations with various court personnd, including
juvenile court judges, it appears that two d the bill's provisons in particular raise workload and cost
concerns. (1) trandfer of jurisdiction involving protection orders againgt a child from the generd divison
to the juvenile divison, and (2) expanson of the circumstances under which a protection order may be
sought to include a"dating rdationship.” In the matter of locd revenues, the provisions of the bill related
to a protection order for a child will not generate additional moneys for deposit in the treasury of any
affected county.




Juvenile courts

As noted, the provisons of the bill related to a protection order for a child will, in al likelihood,
increase the number of matters to be disposed of by the juvenile divison of the court of common pless.
This increase will be a function of at least three varidbles: (1) the number of protection order-related
meatters where jurisdiction would be transferred to the juvenile divison, (2) the number of new metters
generated by expanding the circumstances under which a protection order may be sought to include a
"dating rdationship,” and (3) the number of new matters generated by permitting certain personsto file
for amotion for a protection order on behdf of child.

To date, LSC fiscd daff has been unable to find the information necessary to attempt a
quantification of the magnitude of the likely annua increase in the number of matters to be disposed of
by any given juvenile divison. That sad, we have collected the following information thet is suggestive
of the dynamic that the bill may trigger:

Surveys of younger persons (teens, students, girls) indicate anywhere from one-quarter to
one-hdf of the respondents have experienced, or know someone who has experienced, a
violent reationship.

In conversations with LSC fiscd staff, some judges, who more or less exclusvely handle
juvenile matters, expressed concern over how large the increase in their annua casdoads
could be and the likely expenditure effect. From their perspective, court resources are
dready generdly drained and the adding of new matters to that Stuation crestes more
pressure, especidly in light of the fact that hearings and determinations have to be donein a
time manner when involving a protection order.

LSC fiscd daff cannat, at this time, estimate with much certainty the fiscal effect of these child
protection order provisons on the juvenile divison of any given court of common pless other than to
assart the possibility that certain courts, mogt likely those with jurisdictions carrying reatively large civil
and crimind casdloads, could require a more than minima increase in resources. For the purposes of
this fiscd andys's, a more than minimal increase means a cost estimated in excess of $5,000 per year
for any affected court.

General division of courts of common pleas

As areault of the hill's child protection order provisons, some number of matters that would
have been under the jurisdiction of the generd division of a court of common pleas will be transferred to
the court's juvenile divison, sometimes referred to as the juvenile court. Presumably, this creates a
potentid savings effect that may or may not manifest itsdf in terms of an actud reduction in the annud
operating expenses of any given generd divison. It seems more likdly that, given the magnitude and
increase in the casdoads of courts generdly and the tight budgetary environment, the generd divisons of
courts of common pleas would be able to redlocate existing resources in order to more efficiently and
effectivdy perform other duties and respongbilities.

State fiscal effects




The bill's provisions related to a protection order for a child will have no direct fiscd impact on
state revenues or expenditures.

Foster parents as domestic violence victims

By expanding the definition of "family or household member” in the crimind and civil domestic
violence laws to include a foster parent, the bill provides an additional class of persons access to a
wider array of civil and crimina protection orders and potentidly subjects certain offenders to enhanced
pendties. Based on LSC fiscd dtaff's research into the bill's fiscal implications, it does not gppear that
this definitiona expangon will generate any noticeable fiscd effect on the casdoads of locd crimind or
avil justice sysems, nor for the state in terms of locally collected state court cost revenues or
incarceration costs.
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