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BILL: Sub. S.B. 155 DATE: October 16, 2007
STATUS:  AsReported by House Judiciary SPONSOR:  Sen. Faber
LOCAL IMPACT STATEMENT REQUIRED: Yes

CONTENTS: Creates a Domestic Relations-Juvenile-Probate Divison of the Champaign County Court
of Common Pleas and adds a judge to that divison, makes the Hamilton County Drug
Court permanent, extends the deadline for the report from the Joint Committee to Sudy
Court Costs and Filing Fees, and declares an emer gency

State Fiscal Highlights

STATE FUND FY 2008* FY 2009 FUTURE YEARS
General Revenue Fund (GRF)
Revenues -0- -0- -0-
Expenditures -0- Edtimated $52,428 increase Estimated $139,817 annua
related to state share increase related to state share of
of new judgeship new judgeship

Note: The statefiscal year isJuly 1 through June 30. For example, FY 2008 is July 1, 2007 — June 30, 2008
* The new judge of the Champaign County Court of Common Pleas will be elected in 2008 for aterm to begin February 10, 2009.

Champaign County Court of Common Pleas judgeship. Starting with FY 2010, the annud amount in GRF
funding that the Supreme Court of Ohio will disburse in the form of state support for the new judge added to the
Champaign County Court of Common Pless is estimated at $139,817, which conssts of: (1) $114,600 in sdary,
(2) $15,780 in PERS contributions, and (3) $9,437 in miscellaneous other contributions.  As the term of the rew
judge actudly begins roughly hafway through the state's FY 2009 (February 10, 2009), the amount of State
financid support that will be disbursed in that fiscd year will be a portion of that annua amount, or gpproximeately
$52,428.

Compensation of a legislator appointed to judicial office. As areault of the bill's provison rdative to the
compensation of a legidator gppointed to judicid office, circumstances may occasondly arise wherein certain
legidators appointed to judicid office would be paid less than the statutorily mandated amount of compensation in
effect a the time of that gppointment. Such an outcome mogt likely generates a savings in GRF moneys that would
otherwise have been disbursed by the Supreme Court as state financid support for that judgeship. The magnitude
of that potential savings is problematic to estimate and uncertain, as it depends on predicting the future behavior of
variousindividuas and Generd Assemblies.




Local Fiscal Highlights

LOCAL GOVERNMENT FYs 2008 FY 2009 FUTURE YEARS
Champaign County*
Revenues -0- -0- -0-
Expenditures -0- Edimated $6,195 increase Estimated $8,260 annud incresse
related to local share of related to local share of new
new judgeship plus judgeship plus gpproximately
approximately $40,000 for $40,000 annudly for additional
additionad court saff court staff
Hamilton County
Revenues -0- -0- -0-
Expenditures -0- Potential savings, Potentid annud savings,
magnitude uncertain magnitude uncertain

Note: For most local governments, the fiscal year isthe calendar year. The school district fiscal year is July 1 through June 30.
* The new judge will be elected in 2008 for aterm to begin February 10, 2009.

Champaign County Court of Common Pleas judgeship. Starting with FY 2010, the annual sdlary and related
payroll expenses for the new judge to be added to the Champaign County Court of Common Pleas will cost
Champaign County an estimated $8,260 per year. As the term of the new judge actualy begins before FY 2010
(February 10, 2009), the amount of locd financia support that will be disbursed in FY 2009 will be a portion of
that annua amount, or approximately $6,195.

Champaign County capital improvements The building that houses the Champaign County Court of Common
Pleas is currently undergoing a renovation, the scope of which aready includes the space necessary to
accommodate the additiona judge contained in this bill.

Champaign County court staffing expenses. The saff for the new judgeship will primarily be composed of
exiding saff of the Probate-Juvenile divison. An additiond bailiff for the new judge will need to be hired at a cog,
including benefits, of approximately $40,000 annudly.

Hamilton County Drug Court. Presumably, existence of the Hamilton County Drug Court has dlowed the
county to more quickly and appropriately sanction certain drug offenders than would otherwise have been the case.
If the authority for the Drug Court were adlowed to sunset, then those efficiencies would mogt likely belogt, at least
for the time being, until the locd crimind judtice system adjusted to a new way of handling drug cases. The hill
would preserve those efficiencies permanently. Legidative Service Commission fiscd gaff, however, has no easy
way of quantifying the annud savings that those efficiencies currently produce.




Detailed Fiscal Analysis

Overview
For the purposes of thisfiscd andysis, the bill most notably:

Adds one judge to the Court of Common Pleas of Champaign County.
Makes the Hamilton County Drug Court permanent.
Specifies the compensation of alegidator gppointed to judicid office.

Extends the deadline for the report of the Joint Committee to Study Court Costs and Filing
Fees.

Champaign County Court of Common Pleas judgeship

The hill crestes a Domestic Reations-Juvenile-Probate Divison for the Champaign County
Court of Common Pleas and adds a judge to that divison to be elected in 2008, for a term to begin
February 10, 2009.

Judicial compensation-related costs

Base salary. The annua sdary of ajudge of a court of common pleas conssts of a state share
paid and locd share paid by the county asfollows:

The local share varies dightly depending on a county's population as determined by the
decennid census. The loca amount is based on 18 cents per capita in the county, but may
not be less than $3,500 or more than $14,000.

The state share is equd to the annud sdary minus the locd share. Subdtitute House Bill

712 of the 123rd General Assembly provided annual salary increases each year from 2002
through 2008. The annua salaries of the judges and justices of the court will increase by the
lesser of 3% or the percentage increase in the Consumer Price Index (CPl) over the 12-
month period ending on September 30 of the previous year. In the case of judges for
whom a portion of the sdary is paid locdly, the entire amount of the increase is added to the
state share.

Supreme Court of Ohio fiscal saff has estimated that, in 2008, the annua sdary of ajudge of a
court of common pleas will be $121,600. Absent a Statutory change providing annuad sdary increases
after the year 2008, that annual amount will not increase in the year 2009. This would mean, of that
amount, based on the 2000 Census, Champaign County's locd share will totd $7,000 (38,890 county
population x 18 cents per capita) in the year 2009. The state will cover the balance of the annud sdary,
which for the remainder of state FY 2009 (February 10, 2009 through June 30, 2009), amounts to
$42,975. For FY 2010, the first full state fisca year of the judgeship, the state will expend $114,600
plus whatever future cost-of-living increase may be authorized by the Generd Assembly.
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Retirement. State and loca dected officids are exempt from membership in PERS (Public
Employees Retirement System), unless they choose to become members. Most do. Therefore, this
andysis includes PERS payments, which assumes that the new judge added to the Champaign County
Court of Common Pleasjoins PERS. The state and local PERS contributions would work as follows:

The state and Champaign County contribute at the rate of 13.77% and 13.55% of thelr
share amounts, respectively. Under that PERS contribution formula, Champaign County
will pay $948 annudly, while the state will contribute $15,780 in FY 2010, the firgt full state
fiscd year of the new judgeship.

Other _state and local _contributions. In addition to PERS, the state and Champaign County
aso make contributions for other purposes as follows

The state contributions tota approximately 8.235%, which includes 1.45% of gross sdary
for Medicare for al employees hired after April 1986, 0.07% for workers compensation,
0.295% for the Department of Administrative Services payroll administration services, and
6.42% for hedth insurance. These miscelaneous annud contributions will cogt the Sate
$9,437 ($114,600 x 8.235%) in FY 2010, the first full state fisca year of the new court of
common pleas judgeship.

Champaign County's contributions total gpproximately 4.45%, which includes 1.45% of
gross sdary for Medicare and 3.0% for workers compensation. These miscdlaneous
annual contributions will cost Champaign County $312 ($7,000 x 4.45%).

Summary of payroll-related costs The state and locd shares of various payroll costs directly
related to an additiond court of common pleas judge are summarized in the table below.

Champaign County Court of Common Pleas Judgeship
Estimated Annual State and Local Judgeship Payroll-Related Costs

Estimated Base Salary: $121,600 (for a term to begin February 2009)*

State Share (FY 2010)

Salary $114,600

PERS (13.77%) $15,780
Medicare (1.45%) $1,661
Workers' Compensation (0.07%) $81

Payroll Administration Services (0.295%) $338

Health Insurance (6.42%) $7,357

State Total $139,817

Local Share (CY 2009)

Salary $7,000
PERS (13.55%) $948
Workers' Compensation (3.00%) $210
Medicare (1.45%) $102

Local Total $8,260




Other Champaign County costs

Capital improvements The building that houses the Champaign County Court of Common
Pessis currently undergoing a renovation. This renovation began with the knowledge that a new court
of common pless judge could possibly be added in the future. As aresult, the scope of this renovation
has aready incorporated the space necessary to accommodate the additiond judge contained in this bill.

Staffing expenses. Legidative Service Commission fisca daff contacted Champaign County
court personnd to determine if the addition of one judge will require any increase in court staff and was
informed that the new judge/divison will require the addition of a baliff a& an annud cog, including
benefits, of approximatdy $40,000.

Hamilton County Drug Court

The bill makes the Drug Court Judge of the Hamilton County Court of Common Pless
permanent. The term of the current Drug Court Judge began on January 3, 1997, and is set to expire
and be replaced by a successor generd division judge on January 2, 2009.

The Drug Court currently costs Hamilton County in excess of $700,000 annudly to operate,
which includes the payroll expenses of 18 county personnd, including the judge, a director, an
adminigtrator, a balliff, a clerk, a court reporter, a prosecutor, three public defenders, and eight
probation officers.

If the authority that alows the Drug Court to exist were dlowed to sunset, these annud
operating costs would not smply disgppear; nor would its drug caseload smply disappear. These drug
cases would be redigtributed among dl of the judges of the generd divison of the county's court of
common pleas, including the former Drug Court judgeship that would become a member of the generd
divison. The remaning county personnd that have been assembled around the exigting Drug Court
would probably not be just let go, they would most likely be redlocated around the crimina justice
components of Hamilton County's common pleas court sysem to reflect the casdoad effects of
redistributing drug cases.

Even if the bill does not create a direct fiscd effect on Hamilton County, for example, by cutting
annua operaing cods associated with the Drug Court, it could still be argued that there is a least one
likely indirect fiscd effect. Presumably, the existence of the Drug Court has alowed the county to more
quickly and gppropriately sanction certain drug offenders than would otherwise have been the case. If
the authority for the Drug Court were alowed to sunset, then those efficiencies would most likely be
log, a leadt for the time being until the loca crimind justice system adjusted to a new way of handling
drug cases. The hill would permanently preserve those efficiencies. Legidative Service Commisson
fiscd gaff, however, has no easy way of quantifying the annud savings that those efficiencies currently
produce.

Compensation of a legislator appointed to judicial office
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State revenues and expenditures. As a result of the bill's provison reéaive to the
compensation of a legidator gopointed to judicid office, circumstances may occasonaly arise wherein
certain legidators gppointed to judicid office would be paid less than the statutorily mandated amount of
compensation in effect at the time of that appointment. Such an outcome most likely generates a savings
in GRF moneys that would otherwise have been disbursed by the Supreme Court as dtate financia
support for that judgeship. The magnitude of that potentid savings is problematic to estimate and
uncertain, as it depends on predicting the future behavior of various individuas and Generd Assemblies.

Local revenues and expenditures. This provison of the bill appears unlikdly to affect the
amount of the locd share for any given judgeship. Thus, it would have no effect on loca expenditures.
This provision has no effect on loca revenues.

Joint Committee to Study Court Costs and Filing Fees

Pursuant to Section 6 of Sub. H.B. 336 of the 126th Generd Assembly, effective January 18,
2007, the Joint Committee to Study Court Costs and Filing Fees must submit written findings and
recommendations not later than one year after the effective date of the act to the justices and Chief
Judtice of the Ohio Supreme Court, the Generd Assembly, and the Governor.  The hill extends that
deadline to one year and six months after the effective date of Sub. H.B. 336. Thisprovison of the bill
does not gppear to have any direct fiscd effect on the revenues or expenditures of the state or its
political subdivisons.

LSC fiscal staff: Matthew L. Stiffler, Budget Analyst
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