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MINUTES OF THE
MEETING OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE
ON FINANCE

SIXTY-FIRST SESSION
NEVADA STATE LEGISIATURE
May 1, 1981

The Senate Cammittee on Finance was called to order by Vice Chairman, James
1. Gibson, at 8:00 a.m., Friday, May 1, 1981, in Room 231 of the legislative
Building, Carson City, Nevada. Exhibit A is the Meeting Agenda. Bxhibit B

.is the Attendance Roster.

OOMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT:

Senator James I. Gibson, Vice Chairman
Senator Eugene V. Echols

Senator lawrence E. Jacobsen

Senator Norman D. Glaser

Senator Thamas R. C. Wilson

Senator CLifford E. McCorkle

OCOMMITTEE MEMBER ABSENT':

Senator Floyd R. lamb, Chairman (excused)
STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT:

Ronald W. Sparks, Chief Fiscal Analyst
Dan Miles, Deputy Fiscal Analyst
Candace Chaney, Secretary

OTHERS PRESENT:

Howard Barrett, Budget Division

ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 56 - Authorizes additional expenditures during fiscal year
1980-81 by the University of Nevada, Reno, and the Univer-
sity of Nevada, las Vegas.

Mr. Joe Crowley, President of the University of Nevada, Reno, testified in support
of Assenbly Bill No. 56 and submitted to the cammittee a summarization of the
bill and its effects. ‘(See Exhibit C.)

Senator Giaser asked if the only General Fund money was the ariginal $41,000 which
Interim Finance had already indicated would be made available. He inquired if
hismﬂarstandingwasconectmtmisbiuwasnerelyasanctioningofmeInterim
Finance funds and the monies generated from student fees. Mr. Crowley indicated
the Senator was correct with the exception that the University was saying they

had enough excessive revenues so that the $41,000 did not have to be appropriated
from the General Fund; the cost could be picked up from the University's excess

revenue.

Senator Jaccbsen inquired, referring to a previous discussion concerning the
workload of the University professors, if it was true that some were only carrying
an eight hour workload. Mr. Crowley noted it depended on how that workload

was viewed. He said the University had recently approved a policy statement

at UNR regarding minimum faculty teaching loads. That minimum load would be
nine credits per week. He stated that was deceptive, in his view, as there was
agreatdealofpteparatimhmlvedintheteadxingofﬂbseninecredits.

Also it was the University's mission to perform applied research which was also
very time consuming on the part of the faculty. In addition, there was an obli-
gation to perform public services by the faculty.
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Senator Jacobsen commented that the University might be in the position of
soliciting students if the entrance requirements were raised. He asked if that
happened, would that cut the University's revenue. Mr. Crowley remarked that

was a very difficult question to ponder. He thought that if entrance require-
ments were increased then the revenue projection would have to be changed. He noted
he had no objection to a more-restrictive admissions policy. Mr. Crowley added

if the University were to restricdladmissions, there would still be students not
admitted who would be interested in pursuing further education. He indicated

the Comunity Colleges were not funded sufficiently to handle that kind of over-
flow in this biemium. He recommended a study be done to determine the impact

- of a more restrictive admissions policy.

Senator Wilson asked what the impact of an admissions standard that addressed
a proficiency in reading, writing and math would be. Mr. Crowley noted this
was also a problem in the leading universities in the nation.

Mr. Ken Partridge, Vice Chancellor for Finance for the University System, spoke
in behalf of UNLV with regard to the support of Assembly Bill No. 56. He remarked
that the history of UNLV closely paralleled that of UNR. They requested from
Interim Finance over a year ago under the same executive budget peramenters

that they receive an allocation of $39,99]1 and to have an augmentation of their
own revenues of $537,690 to meet the need of the increase in students. Since
that time, they had anticipated that they would have additional revenues of
$280,000 bringing that to a total of $857,591. At the present time, UNLV

would like to refund the Interim Finance allocation of $39,991 utilizing their
own revenues generated of $817,591 which corresponded to the amount of money
they were requesting authorization to spend in Assembly Bill No. 56. The use of
the money would be $557,681 to fund the additional faculty positions, graduate .
assistant positions, and operating needs for their increase in enrollment.

In addition to that, they were requesting permission to spend $18,656 for the
Oollege of Science, Math and Engineering to match a National Science Foundation
grant; $10,000 for video~taped instruction; $10,500 for ecquipment for the
Camumications Department; $9,505 for word processing equipemtn; and approximately
$191,000 for additional library needs.

Senator Gibson requested a breakdown of the aforementioned figures. Mr.
Partridge said he would provide the committee with one. He added that he .
believed both UNR and UNLV would be reverting additional exmess revenue above the
amounts requested today.

SENATE BILL NO. 425 - Increases mumber of district judges in eighth judicial district.
Judge Charles Thompson, District Judge in Las Vegas, and Ardell Kingham, Budget

Officer for Clark County, introduced themselves to the committee to testify
in support of Senate Bill No. 425.

Judge Thampson provided the caommittee with a handout showing current statistics
on caseloads and filings in Clark County as justification for the addition of
four judges to the eighth judicial district. (See Exhibit D) He noted the
tremendous increase in caseloads on civil filings and added that the criminal case-
loads had not increased significantly. The conclusion of the statistical

' reportﬂntttefmrjudgesmreededtohmdleﬂ\esimiﬁcantﬁmase

in civil cases.

Senator Glaser inquired if 2,000 cases was an average caseload for a judge.
Judge Thompson did not agree; he said the national average was about 1,100
per judge. Senator Glaser asked if there were any caseload statistics for
the rural counties. Judge Thompson stated he did not have that information.

Senator Gibson requested an explanation of the headings on the camputer chart
of the handout. Judge Thampson noted this chart showed the condition of the
court presently as a whole. The left hand side of the chart showed the types
of cases now pending in the eighth judicial district. The chart indicated

the amount of new cases and the amount of settled cases in the district during
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the month of December, 1980. The lower area of the chart entitled "Note
to the Trial Docket”, referred to cases that were interested in going to
trial. Judge Thompson noted that the judges heard a case approximately
three years after it was filed. .

Senator McOorkle asked what the difference was in the first sheet of the handout
and the camputer chart of the handout. Judge Thampson replied the computer
chart showed the number of civil cases pending, the sumary sheet referred to
total annual caseload. Senator McOorkle noted Judge Bremnan only had a total
caseload of 1,350. Judge Thampson said some of the judge's cases were not

individually assigned; the camputer only picked up the civil, criminal, and

divorce cases. The probate and guardian cases were not ordinarily assigned and
were heard on a rotating basis. Senator McCorkle inquired if there were 600
probate and guardian cases to bring Judge Bremnan's load to 2,000. Judge
Thompson said no but commented if mental commitment proceedings and uniform

and reciprocal support act cases, and a numwber of the domestic cases the computer
did not count were added up that would make the difference.

Judge Thompson presented a proposed amendment to Senate Bill No. 425 to the
comuittee which requested that the bill become effective January 1, 1983.

Senator Gibson asked how the Supreme Court would be approached to allow the
addition of the judges. Judge Thampson said he would ‘suspect the two judges

in Washoe County would create some sort of a lawsuit to be decided by the Supreme
Court before the election in 1982.

Miss Kingham summarized the report on costs of new district courts. (See Exhibit E).

Senator Wilson remarked that they had been living with the frustration on the
matter of the constitutional prohibition of putting judges where there was no
vacancy. He wondered if the legislature should file a declaratory action.
Judge Thampson understood that there was a proposed oconstitutional amendment
to abolish that particular provision that was going to pass this session.
Senator Wilson noted if approved this session, it would not be until 1984

when it would go into effect. Judge Thompson strongly suspected there would
be a court case before that time.

Senator Wilson asked if anyone knew if Washoe County was prepared to proceed with
the suit in question. Judge James Guinan said if the judges were appointed,
they were de facto judges where anything they did was legal until they were
thrown out of office. He added if no one filed a lawsuit, there would not be

a problem. Senator Wilson inquired if the Governor were prepared to appoint.
Judge Guinan had not heard and added the Governor would have to call the

Senator Gibson wondered.if it might not be possible for the legislature to de-

clare a vacancy. Judge Thompson said, in essence, that was what the legislature
was doing by saying this was effective on January 1, 1982 for purposes of electing
four judges. Senator Gibson commented that a vacancy was not actually stated in
the bill. Judge Roy Torvinen felt it would be a good idea to include the vacancy

- phrase in the bill.
_ The Vice Chairman asked Miss Kingham if she had her proposed fee schedule to

recoup the additional expense. Miss Kingham stated the fee increases she referred
to would be the clerk fees that were statutorially set. She did not have the
actual fee increases with her and did not feel that fee increases would sub-
stantially cover the cost of the additional expense.

Judge Thampson cammented on the funding that will be available to pay for the

staff and facilities of the new judges. He hoped the legislature would give
favorable consideration to a reasonable request for fee increases.
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Senator Gibson inquired as to the amount of time the actual courtroams were
used. Judge Thompson stated no statistics were kept on time utilization of
the courtroams.

m.mmmmmmmmmmsuﬁeammlf
of the association in support of Senate Bill No. 425. Mr. Hagen was also
supporting the bill on behalf of the Clark County Bar Association.

Judge Donald Mosely, Municipal Court Judge from lLas Vegas, representing

the Clark County Bar Assoication testified in support of Senate Bill No. 425.
He felt one point that had not been mentioned was the impact to other courts
in their jurisdiction of a crowded district court docket.

Senator Gibson commented that he did not see the commection as how four more
judges would affect other jurisdictions. Judge Mosely said matters would not be
uailedin_ﬂiecmn'tmanswﬂeextmtﬂxeywerepresently.

Senator Jacobsen asked Judge Mosely if he had talked at all about increasing fees
in the mmicipal courts. Judge Mosely said they were self-sufficient presently
and would not alleviate the problem of over-crowding court calendars.

Mr. A, William Maupin, a las Vegas lawyer in private practice, testified in
support of Senate Bill No. 425 on behalf of Nevada Federatinn of Defense Counsel.

Senator Gibson asked how Mr. Maupin's association would feel about increased
fees. Mr. Mauypin believed there would be no objection.

Mr. Bob Haney, Présidentof the Nevada Trial Lawyers Assoication, testified in
support of Sepate Bill No. 425 on behalf of his association. He felt the fees
should not be increased beyond $60.

Mr. Peter Newman, a member of the Trial lLawyers Assoication, testified in
support of Senate Bill No. 425. He cammented that the association did support
the fee increase in filing fees. Mr. Newman noted there were a number of cases
that did not pay filing fees for example adoptions and other matters in the
same vein. He said the comittee might want to consider having those people

pay filing fees.

Senator Jacobsen inquired if there were any other areas where filing fees were
not charged. Mr. Newman said they included small estates, termination of

parental rights, adoptions, etc.

SENATE BILL NO. 442-Prcvidessalarytodistrict judges for serving as ex officio
) trustees of law library and for their availability to sit

on Supreme Court.

Judge James Guinan, District Court Judge from Reno, testified in support of
Senate Bill No. 442. BHe said this bill would pay district judges compensation
for duties other than being district judges to keep those individuals up with
the cost of living. It was not an increase in real salary. Judge Guinan noted
- the salaries for district judges were fixed in 1977 to be effective in 1979
and could not be amended until 1985.

The amount of the figure in this bill was $17,000 and was the result of an up-
date by the study of the commnission that Governor Laxalt appointed when he
was in office and was based on the then current cost of living. In addition
to the increase being to attract people to the bench and keeping up with the
cost of living, was that the pension would be increased as a result which would
allow judges to retire at the time they should.

The Vice Chairman asked what the repealer to this bi
it repealed a provision that said the members of the County Library Boards
would not receive campensation.

4.
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would be entitled to the additional $17,000, to sit on the Supreme Court or
act as trustees of the law library yet there was a fiscal note attached to the
bill of $614,762 for each of the two years of the biemnium. If that figure
was divided by $17,000, it would indicate that the amount would be given to
36judgee Judge Guinan indicated this would apply to all district judges.
He said they were also faced with the problem that there might be staggered terms
as a result of a resolution pending in legislature which would involve-judges
receiving different salaries.

Senator Gibson inquired if this bill would place: the district judge's salary
above the Supreme Court's salary. Judge Guinan indicated it would but noted
the Supreme Cowrt also had a bill in to increase their salaries.

vg:tpomggestﬂutﬂnsedudesweresomastouseﬂatasabasisfor

Judge Roy Torvinen, District Judge Washoe County, testified in support of
unj.&tmeB:l.llNo. 442. He noted that Nevada judges' salaries ranked 30th in the
ted States.

Senator Jacobsen asked how caseloads per district judge in Nevada compared to
other states. Judge Torvinen did not have those statistics.

Senator McCorkle asked how the salary of $60,000 for district judges would
compare to those received by judges in other states. Judge Torvinen thought
that figure would put Nevada judges scmewhere in the top five.

Judge James Brennan, District Court Judge of Las Vegas, testified in support of
Senate Bill No. 442. Judge Bremnan commented that the judges workload had
doubled but they were not requesting double pay. He felt the Nevada legislature
should have a lot more control over the judges salaries than at present.

Judge Howard McKibben, District Judge for Douglas and Lyon OCounties, testified
in support of Senate Bill No. 442. He felt the legislature should do samething
about making the Judiciary more attractive to younger pecple by either this
bill or same other form of legislation. He suggested that the constitutional
prohibition on increasing or decreasing judges salaries during the term of
office, in his opinion, would not prohibit the legislature in passing legis-
lation which would establish the definite salaries. He thought this legislation
should be designed to have automatic increases each year so that past problems
would not reoccur.

Senator Glaser inquired as to an approximate estimate of caseloads in the rural
counties. Judge McKibbon indicated the court administrator during the past year
had kept those statistics. He noted his present volume in Douglas and Lyon
Counties, per judge, was higher than anywhere else in the State. The second
highest caseload, per judge, was in Carson City and, the third highest was in
Churchill County. Judge McKibben stated he would supply more specific figures
to the conmittee. neaddedmeoftheprobletswﬂ.quetoﬂ)ejtﬂgesmthe
nral counties was the necessity to travel quite a bit.

Semtoraam”hedifthengesawanylmeinﬂ:emmﬂntthere
would be fewer persons to fill the prisons. He asked how Judge McKibben felt
about restitution. Judge McKibben said he was in favor of restitution and

would like to see a_system that required restitution in addition to incarceration.
He indicated he alread utilized alternatives to incarceration in temrms of
non-violent crimes.

Senator Jacobsen asked if Judge McKibben saw a real threat in civil rights
suits being filed by prisoners. JWthmfeltﬂzepotmtialmsﬂare.

Judge Robert LeGakes, District Oourt Judge, testified in support of Senate Bill

No. 442. He noted proposed increases for Federal District Court Judges would
bring their salaries up to $85,000.
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SexxatorGlasercamentedtlmtﬂ:ej\ﬂgeelectedtormformejobatthe
salaryof$43,000andashedifthenevmeanypetquisiwsthatm

the office. Judge Le Gakes said the office was provided staff and -space which
would be overhead to a private attorney. He added there was no way to com-
pensate for the increased cost of living. He noted they were restricted i
the generation of outside funds as lawyers once the bench was assumed.

m.PeterNauanfmﬂeNe\mdaIriallmwersAssociaﬁmtestifiedinsupport
of Senate Bill No. 442.

&.Billbiax:pin,aIasVegaslmrinprivatepractice, testified in support
of Senate Bill No. 442.

5

m.mvignagmrepﬁmti:gﬁems}nemmtynarusoicaﬁm, testified on
behalf of the association support of Senate Bill No. 442 and the remaining
bills on the agenda.

Mr. Bobmad,ofﬂxeﬂevadaﬁiallmyersAssociatimtestiﬁedinmmrt
of Senate Bill No. 442 and the remaining bills on the agenda.

m.BiuKemoftlnClaﬂtOmmtyDistrictAttomey'sofficespokembehalf
oftJnStateBarofNevadainsupportofthejtﬂicialbillpadcaqe.

SENATE BILL NO. 565 - Requires State to pay employee contributions to public
enployees retirement system for justices and district
judges who remain menmbers.

Judge Howard McKibben and Judge Mike Fondi, Carson City District Judge, testi-
fied in support of Senate Bill No. 565. Judge McKibben said this bill proposed
to amend NRS 286.307. ' It would provide that the State Board of Examiners
would pay their retirement contributions of each justice or judge who did not
exercise the option granted by this section of NRS286.410 regarding employee
contributions.

Two years ago in 1979, Senate Bill No. 181 was passed which was adopted as
NRS 286.307 which provided an election to members who were in PERS for justices

andj\ﬁgesoftm&mmttoeiﬂnrremininﬂesyswnorbym
30, 1979 submit in writing their election to withdraw from the system. Presently,
there were six district court judges and two Supreme Oourt justices who elected
in1979toreraininmesystsnasﬂ|eywerealreadyvestedorhereopposedto
vesting in PERS by virtue of service in some other public capacity prior to

the time they went on the bench.

Judge Fondi commented that he believed Mr. Vernon Bermett was going to speak
to the comnittee and the judge said he was going to try and anticipate some
of Mr. Bennett's arguments as he felt PERS' position was in opposition to his
own. He thought one of the amendments Mr. Bennett was going to propose was to
take those judges who were already vested in PERS and put those persons in the
judges retirement system with equal number of years credit for service. Judge
Fondi did not feel that would be acceptable to those judges who would be
affected by it.

Judge Fondi did not agree with another potential argument of Mr. Bennett involving
" advice from the Attorney General's office regarding the effect of the State

up the contribution on behalf of those that would be affected which

be, in effect, a raise in pay. He noted they were already paying taxes
they were drawing and those taxes were based upon the top figure.

most of the people affected by that particular option were people who
receiving periodic pay increases in any event, either yearly or as

saw fit to grant public employees cost of living increases

their normal merit increase.

Fondi noted the judges who would be affected were Judges McKibben, Fondi,
» McDanial, Guy and Wendell on the District Court bench. Those affected
Supreme Court would be Justices Batjer and Gunderson.

HH
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Mr. Bennett said he would like to clarify a remark that Judge Fondi made.

PERS did not say that this bill would provide an increase in salary, they advised
Judge Fondi that PERS felt it could create a problem because the other members
of PERS who had gone to the employer pay program had to do so either in lieu

of salary or by an equivalant salary increase. He noted these eight people
stayed in PERS at their option; they were not forced to do so, they
exception in the 1979 legislation.

were

Mr. Bernett said, basically, one was dealing with eight people who were caught
in a phase-out situation. Their problem was that they would not
previous service credit that they had enjoyed in PERS. PERS' suggestion was to
consider a possible transfer of the employee and employer contributions in PERS
together with all service credit to the district court judges and Supreme Court
justices retirement system for those eight individuals. It might also be
considered to make that transfer optional.

]
8
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SENATE BILL NO. 592 - Increases salaries of justices of Supreme Court and
provides annual salary adjustments.

Supreme Court Justice Charles Springer testified in support of Senate Bill No.
592. He commented that the Court Administrator had made a study based on the
Oost of Living Index and came up with a suggested bill that was 20% higher

than the amounts requested in Senate Bill No. 592. With the state of the State's
econamy, it was decided that this bill was more realistic with regard to what
monies were available. This bill was merely a compensation for inflation.
There was a provision in the bill to allow Supreme Court Justices the average
increases of classified employees.

Senator McCorkle asked, referring to the $63,000 base salary, what additional
income could be obtained. Justice Springer indicated justices of the Supreme
OCourt had staggered terms so traditionally that inequality had been adjusted
by compensating for service on the Pardons Board. He noted this duty was not
a nominal one and there was a substantial amount of time involved.

SENATE BILL NO. 594 - Increases amount of benefits for surviving spouses of
justices and district judges.

Mr. Bob Mead, President of the Nevada Trial Lawyers Association, testfied in
support of Senate Bill No. 594.

Mr. Sparks asked Mr. Mike Brown, Court Administrator, if this was the amount
of money that was in the revised Supreme Court budgets. Mr. Brown said it was.

Senator Gibson inquired what was in the budget on the district ocourt judges
salaroies. Mr. Barrett indicated those salaries were listed in the amount of
$43,000.

Mr. Peter Newman commented, after some calculations, that if the State filing
fees were raised in non-criminal cases from $53 to $60, he felt additional
revenue of $190,000 to $210,000 could be raised. With the inclusion of fees
for those filings not presently charged for, an additional $120,000 might

be generated.

SERATE BILL No. 514 - Provides for continuing education for district judges.

Mr. Peter Newman, of the Trial lLawyers Association, testified in support of
Senate Bill No. 514. He felt it was a very wortlwhile program.

Senator Jacobsen remarked that he thought Mr. Newman might have some reser-
vations about making the continuing education program mandatory. Mr. Newman
said, in his personal opinion, he thought it should be mandatory. He noted
same objections might be engendered fram the judges as they might construe

it as being forced to do something.
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Senator Wilson asked if an amendment was needed to fully fund the program for
each year of the biemniun. Mr. Sparks indicated there was an amendment nec-

essary; the committee had asked the Court Administrator to provide information
concerning the funding which he had done.

Mr. Mead indicated he had just noted something on Senate Bill No. 425 that if
the bill passed the conmittee might consider an amendment on page 2, line 4,
which still read seven judges for Washoe County. If the other bill passed,

the line should read nine judges.

ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 56

SENATOR WILSON MOVED TO APPROVE ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 56.

SENATOR JACOBSEN SEOONDED THE MOTION.

THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 10:15 a.m.
Respectfully submittted by:

8. & A Al
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SENATE AGENDA

COMMITTEE MZETINGS
Committee on FINANCE , Room 231

Day FRIDAY , Date MAY1, 1981 , Time 8:00 a.m.

1. A. B, No. 56 - Authorizes additional expenditures during fiscal year 1980-81
- by the University of Nevada, Reno, and the University of Neva-
aa, las Vegas. ’

2. S. B. No. 425 - Increases mmber of district judges in eighth judicial district.

3. S. B. No. 442 - Provides salary to district judges for serving as ex officio
_ - trustees of law library and for their availability to sit on

4. S. B. No. 565 - Requires state to pay employee contributions to public employees'
retirement system for justices and district judges who remain
members

5. S. B. No. 514 - Provides for continuing education for district judges.

6. S. B. No. 592 - Increases salaries of justices of siprene OCourt and provides
ammual salary adjustments.

7. S. B. No. 594 - Increases amount of benefits for surviving spouses of justices
and district judges.
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RBQUEST TO_INCREASE AUTHORIZED EXPENDITURES 1980 - 81

In February of 1980, The University of Nevada, Reno made a request to
The Interim Finance Committee for authorization to spend $370,000 in income
collected above the amount included in the authorized Expenditure Act for
1980-81 and to appropriate an additional $41,000 (See table #2). The
purpomofmsreqmmtwastopmv:demstnx:m:alservwesforthe
mmber of FTE students which exceeded the number projected in the Executive
Budget and accepted by the 1979 lLegislature. The following table illustrates
thedifferemebeﬁaemﬂnvanmspmgectmsarﬂﬁxeachalemonnent
for each year of the biemnium.

TARIE § 1
(1) (2) (3)
" Projected Actual Difference
DateéSource : FTE Students FIE Students # %
80 -
1. 1979 Executive 6012 6314 - 302 5.0
1980/81 :
9 Executive 6012 6673 661 11.0
Budget
3. 1980 UNR Interim 6431 6673 242 3.8
Fin. Req. :

The Interim Finance Committee was advised by the Attorney General's
office that they did not have the authority to increase the authorization,
therefore, the Committee agreed to sponser a bill during the 1981
legislative session to grant the authorization. The Comittee also
appropriated the requested $41,000.

As soon as the fall, 1980 enrollment was known, it became evident
that the 1980-81 anmual enrollment would exceed the February projection,
on vhich the Interim Finance Committee action was based, by 242 FIE
students (tables 41, line 3, colum 3). Conseguently, the University
hired additional part time faculty, full time lecturers and graduate
fellows in various departments including English Composition and Foreign
Language, to provide instruction for the unanticipated enrollment increase.

This action has caused the University to overcommit resources for
professional salaries and graduate assistant salaries in instruction in
the amount of $194,210 (See attachments A & B ).

In addition to the extra expenditure for instruction, it appears that
the umusual increase in natural gas rates in the Reno area will cause the

University to spend $122,089 more than was budgeted for purchased utilities
in 1980-81 (See attachment C).

‘The total request beyond the $411,000 already requested is $319,500.
The University is requesting, therefore, that it bé authorized to spend
additional revenue generated by student fees, indirect cost recovery and
investment income (See attachment D) in the amount of $728,000. This
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amount includes $41,000 to be used in lieu of the amount already appropriated
by Interim Finance. It is our intent that these appropriated funds would be
returned to the state if authorization is given for the University to spend
its own generated incame. (See table #2)

TABLE § 2
(1) : - (2) (3)
State Approp $ Increase in Total
Requested Auth Exp Req. Request
1. Original Request
From Interim
Finance .- $41,000 $370,000 $411,000
2. Revised Request - a $728,000 $728,000

a. Since our current revenue estimate is adequate to cover our

entire request, we are recammending the return of the $41,000
Interim Finance appropriation.
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PROFESSIONAL EXPENDITURES PROJECTED TO 6/30/81

BUDGET ENCUMB. BALANCE
Tcol. 2 - ool. 1)

Agriculture $ 488,868 § 509,998 S$- 21,130
Arts & Sciences 4,679,305 4,777,118 - 97,813
Business ‘ 962,062 983,094 - 21,032
Bducation 789,115 789,402 - 287
Engineering 734,979 731,466 + - 3,513
Hame Ec. 269,830 . 257,876 + 11,954
Mines 470,929 453,075 + 17,854
Nursing . 307,739 294,780 + 12,959
Health Science . 168,416 " 195,906 - 27,490
Letters of Appt. 150,396 214,416 - 64,020

Total Instruction 9,021,639 9,207,131 - 185,492
Academic Support 1,107,051 1,094,765 + 12,286
Student Services 496,005 515,032 - 19,027
Instl Suppt. 414,511 448,002 - 33,491
Oper. & Maint Plant 121,571 121,571 -0-
Research 3,920 3,920 -0~

Total Other 2,143,058 2,183,290 - 40,232
_ Functions
TOTAL UNR $ 11,184,697 SIT, 390,321 $=225,72% :
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ATTACHMENT B

GRADUATE FELLOW EXPENDITURES PROJECTED TO 6/30/81

BUDGET ENOMB. BALANCE
Agriculture 8,630 5,400 + 3,230
Arts & Science 312,838 329,446 - 16,608
Business 17,260 20,450 - 3,190
Bducation 4,315 4,500 * - 185
Engineering 25,890 26,930 - 1,040
Home Ec. 8,630 1,860 + 6,770
Mines 30,205 27,600 + 2,605

TOTAL Instruction 407,768 416,186 - 8,418
2Acad Suppt 5,215 6,300 - 1,085
Student Services - 12,945 19,700 - 5,755
Instl Suppt -0- 1,900 - 1,900

Total Other 19,160 27,900 - 9,740

Total, | 19,160 27,900 = 9,740

TOTAL UNR - 426,928 444,086 - 17,158
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University of Nevada-Reno | |

Office of the Vice President for Bysiness (702) 784-6516
Room 110, Clark Administration Building

University of Nevada-Reno

Reno, Nevada 89557

ATTACHMENT C

The actual expenditures for purchased utilities for the first
six months of the current fiscal year amount to $1,326,771.
Historically, the first six months expenditures amount to 49.5%
of the total annual expenditures. Therefore, it is assummed
that the total costs for the year will be $2,680,345 (1,326,771

¢ .495). The 1980-81 budget for purchased utilities is
$2,557,578. The difference is:

1980-81 Budget $2,557,578
Projected Annual
Cost. 2,680,345

Shortfall $ (122,767)

KDJ (2/81)

222
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University of Nevada-Reno

Office of the Vice President for Business
Room 110, Clark Administration Building
University of Nevada-Reno

Reno, Nevada 89557

ATTACHMENT D .

REVENUE OF AUTHORIZED WORK PROGRAM

(702) 784-6516

FISCAL YEAR
Through To Over or
| | Budgeted ® 11-26-80  6-30-80 (Under)
Registraticn Fees $2,004,953 1,074,676 1,015,324 85,047
Non-Resident Tuition 1,332,949 735,000 698,009 100,060
Misc. Student Fees - 30,000 9,213 20,787 0
Misc. Revenues S w000 35,387 59,613 20,000
" Res. Inc, Cost Allocation 275,503 102,839 205,161 32,497
Training Grants Inc. Cost | '
Allocation T 134,600 46,176 142,824 54,400
" Federal Subvention 110,000 0 208,402 [ 1,5%]
"Oper. Capital Invest. Inc. __ 403,250 _ 172,216  _ 328,034  _97,000
| B 387,406

- $4,366,255 2,175,507 2,578,154

aIncludes the $411,096 original request, therefore, the total

revenue anticipated above the authorized expenditure is

$798,40§.

(AP
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CRIMINAL CASES FILED
CIVIL CASES FILED
DIVORCE CASES FILED
OTHER CASES FILED

TOTAL CASE FILINGS

ANNUAL CASE LOAD PER JUDGE

l. Las Vegas Judges

SUMMARY (Revised, April 1981)

é__?*k\\wo D)

CASE FILINGS - EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 *1981 *1982
3,140 3,255 3,477 4,069 3,844 4,383 4,400 4,400
6,273 6,436 6,920 6,965 7,822 8,420 9,900 10,300
6,638 6,582 6,980 7,502 8,308 9,445 10,250 10,700
5,626 5,524 5,772 6,272 7,266 7,660 8,200 8,600
21,677 21,797 23,149 24,808 27,300 29,908 32,750 34,000
2,064 1,981 2,104 2,255 2,275 2,492 2,729 2,833
1,408 1,469 1,435 1,624 1,812 2,119 2,312 2,404

2. Reno Judges

*Projected

U
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AN

3,000

2,500

2,000

1,500

1,000

ANNUAL CASE LOAD PER JUDGE
WITHOUT ADDITIONAL JUDGES ADDED IN 1982

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 ﬁ@ Eh ﬁ@




3,000

2,500

2,000

1,500

1,000

ANNUAL CASE LOAD PER JUDGE

4 JUDGES ADDED IN CLARK COUNTY (1982)
2 JUDGES ADDED IN WASHOE COUNTY (1982)

1975

. 1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981

1982




1980
Eighth Judicial District Court

DEPARTMENTS
1l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Ak Total
. Filings

Criminal Cases

Beginning Inventory 147 165 176 175 okl 42 155 195 27 dly 110 **»* 320

Filed in 1980 408 356 397 429 % 399 387 429 27 bl ol 383 Ak 841 4,066

Disposed of in 1980 469 367 - 416 520 *k 381 456 469 22 Ll 374 Axx 605

Ending Inventory 86 154 133 84 k% 60 86 157 32 adaded - 128 * A% 597
Criminal Appeals *x

Beginning Inventory - - - - e - - - - - - - 106

Filed in 1980 - = = = A - - - - - - - 330 330

Disposed of in 1980 - = = = i - - - - - - - 258

Ending Inventory - - = = R = - - - - - - 178
Juvenile Petitions Filed | ' 1,921" ‘ ~ 1,921
Domestic Cases L

Filed in 1980 618 605 628 518 84 605 611 571 529 523 S00 494 4,527 10,816

Judgments or Decrees Entered 1,041 977 1,102 912 149 1,051 1,044 980 923 906 865 786 704
Civil Cases ) <:>

Beginning Inventory 974 941 834 999 LA 1,120 1,067 936 1,095 1,179 1,099 1,015 70

Filed in 1980 691 670 689 687 bt 692 703 693 690 703 677 694 843 8,434

Disposed of in 1980 542 599 556 441 Rk 455 471 471 442 472 416 441 1,342

Ending Inventory 1,123 1,012 967 1,245 LA 1,357 1,299 1,158 1,343 1,410 1,360 1,268 117
Probate and Administration - - - - - - - - - - - - 764 764
Guardianships - = - = = - - - - - - -. 259 259
Mental Commitment Proceedings - = = S = - - - - - - - 548 548
Support Case Filings = = - o = = = = - - - - 2,805 2,805
Total Filings - - . - - - - - - - - - - 29,943
* New juvenile petitions filed. See the following page for a breakdown of hearings held in the juvenile court.
* * As the juvenile court, Department 5 is not assigned civil or criminal cases. It also receives a limited number of

divorce matters.

*hk In 1980, Departments 10 and 12 served as overflow criminal departments. Their dispositions are included in the

remaining departments.

*+#%x* Unassigned cases and cases disposed of by the clerk without judicial intervention. Probate and guardianship matters
23 were handled by Department 9. Mental Commitment Proceedings were rotated among all the trial judges and Supoort Cases
zg were heard by masters under the direction of the chief judge.

(7%

-

o2

G




TBURﬂﬁmmsraaTOR 7
' CIVIL . MISC

DIVORCE ®

r,ﬁtteusenfw§%b 3
_CRIMINAL

PROBATE

__GUARD

UTAL CASES ASSIGNED

- .

13659 1030

. CASES™
ELTTLEO CASES

el

3914

2552

1278

FILED“TRrs‘MONTH
FILED PRIOR MONTHS

- ey o s e

‘6662';’ oI

0458 0126

TUERSTT T T 008

e )

Xl L}
}c—,\.
= -

0310

TLE 185

0!1 .

0460

N t’_e ?_ TR.IAL oocxer;,..t R

..*‘
{

LR H

T T TOTAC NOTES PENUING
JURY
_NON=JURY

209 ' 000

JURY

—— — cmmemems e

—3% s 005
TOTAL NOTES SET 7% _

)

NON=JURY

007

(AVERAGE TIME = MONTHS)
NON=JURY

JURY -

P

———
R e R T I T vy, L el eame 1y e e e e -y . o ems o - e "o = e e =
s
o —— e tt - - — e
o —— - o woup - - com
T - s - o
o . . i h
T - o AL
————— - - e Q

r
[ 4

N2




SRR S T Migenr _PROBATE  GUARD © '
| TOTAL CASES ASSIGNEO : raz? 0044 0192 0005
[ NEW CASES T T gy g e
SETTLED CASES ERME R L ' :
“FICED THIS  MONTH 0063 TG00
FILED PRIOR MONTHS 0040 o016
'**”"“““*TOTAE“NOTss‘P§N01NG“‘7‘"”" =
JURY
A _..NON-JURY _
| TOTAL NOTES SET Sl : - -
. "JURY 3 . _

—' "NON=JURY

NTO FILING TO TRIAL DATE __' | | . | R — _ ' <:>

’ (AVERAGE TIME = 'MONTHS) T 1
UURY : :
NON=-JURY ;
S e T i o e ememre. Wi TO.IALS i - e . | . = ®_~.
NON-JURY 7034 o F TR SraE T S W
e e e MISC 8 DIV 030 i N
TOTAL NOTES 0100

¥ OIVORCE TOTALSTINCLUDE” DIVORCES s ANNULHENTS “AND "SEPARATE MAINT: 7k

"R 50 A 2
i . 2 i T e T i P
: S PR T
i P A < S 4 o S

o i
. T e b3

QN : .
Ta ¥
3
€ g

.




o . L

el e memwes e e vae® See b s et o ema 0o @

TOTAL CASES ASSIGNED - 0948 0042 0159
NEWTCASESTTT T i ,.134&6052 RS °°°5 thb?Qﬁyﬁﬁf*
| SETTLED CASES : = S

T TOTALTNOTES PENDING T e

JUDGE“BRENN—IN DEPT 1 I

.' rw
‘.\'

cIviL [ !lgg, oxvonce .

-----

CRIMINAL

_ PROBA[E.

GUARD

0207

0010

;e »_-. -

1.0030 S v
Lo e Tal LT S
3 A

A

w7, 000

0001

R | L

FILED THIS" MONTH™ "“"""’"0'00'0“"’““ T "0002 T ""0032

FILED PRIOR MUNTHS 0048 ~00l2 0044

S 4 0 B B 1 por mt e . a

AT N G W e . S EED=  + S ¢

00— e -
000

T Y i S = p g

" NOTE-TO TRIAL"DOCKET *

JURY .020 ' " 000

NON=JURY 013 . _000

TOTAL NOTES SET..
"JURY

NTD FILING TO TRIAL DATE S
(AVERAGE "TIME™ <= MONTHS) ™7~ o e R R T I e

“NON—JURY

NON=JURY =~ "*° 008 " ' = 009

m———— e R T 33...7,..’....,......_:_.;?:;... o e

W e B et Mot Sie P o e

. JOTALS

NON-gURY . i 04 ol
MISC & DIV = 020 o -

8
_af

e . @ i e S e st . —-——

e e m— -

Ve et e e o wtmmem o mren

TOTAL NOTES 0100

"o DIVORCE"TOTALS INCLUDE "DIVORCESTANNULHENTS “AND SEPARATE MAINT+ ™

s - p— -




“*T TUTAL CASES ASSIGNED ozsg | pooz 0002

U021

b e et \‘._ - o -

;“f¢Ew' CASES™ LTI T T T OUeY T

- ol _SETTLED_CASES o T
i FILEG"THIS HONTH —0001
N FICED PRIOR MONTHS 0043

..,.....:- :.?‘ﬁﬂ@ﬁ:‘ R TN AT i "'.I «-,'fﬂ Y - ‘ = -
k . e NOTﬁuToﬁ§RIAL oocxer”" _?ﬁff”' ¢ ;
"“‘“““**Tdfnt‘hoTLS“P@ﬂble— e A e e
A JURY 007 - : 000
e —...NON=JURY _ 025 | __.boo
N _ TOTAL NOTES SET et e R U SR
- “JURY " 2000 ‘
a e T 77T NON=JURY 001 =
™ ;
' NTD FILING TO TRIAL DATE
r‘““' (AVERAGE™ TIME =" MONTHS) ~ 3
, JURY " 4
. NON=JURY :
. | TOTALS
i.._.-_ o midm  evne s e e e - ., o m— "JUR? '_.i.'-:'-""-“ =
; : NON~-JURY
| MISC & DIV
L L U
~ TOTAL NOTES
”**“*“'a“61v0R§£“I01KL$fINF£QP¢*§I¥93§§§?ENQEFBENIET??Q?§€E“5§I£TBEENT TR Sl et T




h

o onJURY

1 . -

w2l g -A~~~--~~~~~-—"-——3uoce ocﬁbﬂntttf"“““bEPT iv.

B s gg_g},t. __ wrsc DlvoRCE o

‘-;é

S -
B
r

CRIMINAL 3

A :,.'-1}' 2 .\,DE%EEFER'MB‘O_ :
"PRoBAIE GUARD

o) _“: it

| Tu1aL casks assieneo S e2ve 0029 0164

0000

I,.-—NEH.—CASE-S.-- — .:. -. .....--.- L T— e y B TS ! -c-.-..,.b:a‘sf :'. -:.-i y.' " ..o’.oo.é-.._.:.....‘-‘—.l.-.‘.o-vg:s.

’ SETTLED CASES oy A

; '.:’.“.o‘oo

=== =" ¢ 1LED” THIS™ MONTH ™" - 000 w003 " 4031
FILED PRIOK MONTHS 10043 0010 0033

g ——- e rim— - 0 NEmE M W Ghma s s g A@e s Ga Rl g e Rt

BT T T o

000
000

. f:\._- \“,K«n ,}?x,}\ Fe t;.v" :

‘“"“‘“‘“‘torAt NdTuS‘PgNDING
JURY
NON-JURY

P L L
l TOTAL NOTES SET
TJURY

NTD FILING TO TRIAL DATE

- ——— .

(AVERAGE “TIME™= MONTHS) =7 "7~ - =57 ke
SR T | Rt s ocﬁ

JURY" _ | % .
L NON=JURY - T T 9g9 i T gQ . ‘ '
 TOTALS
T T T R T T T T T T T e e - giy_
! NON=JURY " " 08} . ek : sl " -
Ui — _.Miscsolv. .- - QZS T L g R0 SRR SR N '
TOTAL NOTES 0146 |
[ DIVORCE T TOTALS TINCLUDE’ DY FURCESTARRULHERTS, AND”SEPARKTE"HKINT 35 .
NN S — —
i & d i
& J
w0 S5




o

TIOBBE HENDOZA T BEPY VT uecsnatn“wao e . -
6 e = g cIviL . misc ozvoace » pRlM}NAL ___PROBATE - GUARD 3 :
F\T TJOTAL CAéES ASSIGNED ' 0006 | 0002 0021 OQQO 0002 0001 - :

L “"&;Q“CASES"'"”T"""';”“""Mf"f?f‘ﬁbﬁi““”‘“’“”* ‘0006“*";.QGfoQQ;,@:ﬁiiqpqo-r:gh:;;yoo -:_5aiqng T w R ii%*
[, S"-TTLED CASES R T Mt gy ST e X, sl ) ) . w0 Bl S )

F ICED "THI'S "MONTH BT 00005503 YO0y 000000
2 FILED PRIOR MONTHS 0000 0000 0002 0000 000 000

e tme e e s reeam e mmsiie v ens mee @ b s - LT - o
b o e AR ox T - T RN .
2, e o .
t v :- < T R ‘e
: ‘e . - “ 7o ¢

| il NOTE To TRI‘L’DOCKET 5

TOTAL NOTES PENDING ™~ - R —
2 JURY 000 000 000 '
_NON=JURY 000 000 000

E [‘. TOTAL NOTES SEY (inifies o S b

CMURY U TepY T a0 e T g L W SEgRRE s Y ARELE S g
NON=JURY™ " 00T - 000 77000 - e _ f

m - e e e

_____NTU FILING TO TRIAL DATE

B (AVERAGE "TIME = MONTHb) "m'"ff"*'-~“f:f'~'~m§""m"""M-""ﬁ paay P s B
| - . NoN-JURY lhalh - gagth S R 000 A 000 e

_TOTALS '
r"*m L e Yo e e N P e e ®-

NON=JURY " 00l . L R A%
T — it MISC 8 OBV o 00O BF Bl 00 P e e,

D : TOTAL NOTES 0002
5 [”"”""“'°"0jiVOh’GE"TUTACS'}!.r?F'tQD*i-;'TOfI'VQBQ'ﬁ§Z'?NN9W,ENT§ AND”SEPARATE MRINTS TS T T T T T

N

—— B s w4 s e Sy B8 Bas, T — il - . . r——

é@?ﬁ




B

p—

.

270 2 0O 2 O 9 'nH

)

n 2 N 0O

o)

C9U90406
RUN DATE al/oissi
MONTH OF OEC

HEAR ING ~=JAN== —=FEB=-
TYPE CUGUNT X COUNT 2 if
OEl HRG _

CURR Y=T=D3: 213 9= 197 @8+ 237

LAST Y=-T-Ds 233 182 219
DET HRG REV

CURR Y=T-0U2 S9 49- 63 49- 47

LAST y=-T-D: 115 12¢ 17
REVOC HRG

CURR VY=T-D: 2 78~ 10 2%+ 10

LAST Y=T-p2 9 8 13
JUD REPR HRG

CURR Y-T-D3 138 66+ 124 138¢ 166

LAST v-T-Ds 82 52 62
DIV HRG REF

CURR Y=T-D: 58 26¢ S9 28+ 78

LAST Y=T-D3 &b 46 [T:]
DIV HRG REVIEW

CURR Y=T-=02: 19 &4~ 33 27¢ 24

LAST Y-T-D: 34 26 29
PC HRG

CURR Y=-T-0D3 109 23- 131 49+ 180

LAST Y~I-D3 142 80 121
PC HRG KREV

CURR Y~T=0: 106 .6% 160 72¢ 134

LAST Y-T-D3: 100 93 167
CHINS HRG

CURR Y-=T-U: 64 + 47 38- 49

LAST Y=T-D: o4 Te 45
CHINS REV

CURR Y=-T-D: 31 6=~ 39 33- 38

58 42

LAST vY=-T-Ds 33

LL ], ] ‘R-'-

[ 1)

60~

135+

34

t7-

49¢

20~

9¢

19~

CLARK COQUNTY JUVENILE CGURS SERVICES

~=APR==

208
204

100
T2

82
90

65
61

49
33

126
120

110
122

49
51

24
21

¢

39¢

60¢

Te

36

Se

10-

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT

2¢¢ COURT HEARING SUMMARY eee¢

—=MAY ——

21
179

107
100

93
13

41
32

36
20

157
164

109
128

62
63

28
47

23e

1

12-

27e

28¢

80¢

4=

13-

—=JUN=-=

192
153

64
57

134
er

S5
67

39
26

124
108

135
126

29
41

10
44

. -—=JUL~~
UNT £ CUUNT T COUNT 8§ COUNT & COUNT Z CUUNT S COUNT %

25¢ 208

12¢

38~

S4qe

18~

50¢

15¢

29-

157

15
80

78
817

Je
50

32
2)

139
140

94
105

34
31

Lo
238

32¢

Tie

10-

24~

39+

| CJ

10~

10¢

93-

190
401

95
18

r X

64
57

3
20

30
24

130
145

99
134

29
44
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22

—AUG—

-

22¢

75¢

12+

53¢

25+

to-

c=SEPm~

212
194

108
19

91
66

25

39

163
138

91
159

42
17
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16

9 217 12~
243

33¢ 125 46e
87
300¢’ z: 163+

38+ 88 13e
76

36~ 71 69¢
42

44 690
26

22¢ 145 10¢
: 123

43- (18 ‘2=
120

147+ 47 18e
' 40

23¢ 25 19+
21,

199
162

106
82
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60
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50
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130
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171

3o
46

23
a

=—0CT=~ ==NOVY—-
COUNT % COUNT 3

19+

29¢

120+
3

47+

10+

10-

8¢

20~

17-

19—

182
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58

i1
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335

128
t02
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128

4l
44

15
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€9090406 - CLARK COUNTY JUVENILE CUURT SERVICES

RUN DATE ulL/o01/81 EIGHTH JUULCIAL OISIRICTY
RUNTH OF VEC
5 ®¢¢ COURT HEARING SUMMARY see
HEARING ==JAN== —fEle= ——MAR== —=APR== ~=MAY—~ ==dUN==  ==Jyle=  —mAUYGr > ~wSEPme (T —=NOY—
TYPE COUNT T COUNT T COUNT £ COUNT § COUNT g COUNT T CUUNI T CUUNT X COUNT § COUNT % COUNT 2

NSW REVIEN HRG

CURR Y-T-D: o 0 0 0 ) 0 0 0 0 0 0

LAST Y=1-0: 0 0 0 o 0 0 o 0 0 o 0
PLEA HRG _

CURR Y-T-01 774 220 724 134 848 11~ 644 19~ 945 40¢ 718 11- 689 13- 674 25- 768 11e 777  1- 696

LAST Y=T-D3 637 642 958 799 614 808 784 894 707 181 825
CUNTD HRG

CURR Y-T-01 198 14- 178 27¢ 171 4+ 227 79+ 123 31~ 137 12+ 146 S+ 84 43- 123 23- 145 26~ 134

LAST Y=T-D: 229 140 168 127 178 122 - 139 147 160 200 133
SPECIAL HRG '

CURR Y=T=0: 3 83- 9 31- | 83 11 100 9 44 o0 4 33 5 64 2 60- 26 1606 8

LAST v-1-Ds 29 13 6 10 16 1 6 14 s 10 3
CERT JUV HRG

CURR Y=T-D: 0 0 3 2000 3 2006 o0 0 o . 4 I e 6 o

LAST v-T1-0: 0 P 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1
CERT HHG

CURR Y~-T-p: o 0 o . o o 0 0 ) ) v )

LAST Y=1-D: 34 Y 1 0 o 1 0 i 3 ° 0
C/ADULT HRG

CURR Y-§-Ds 21 3 28 50~ 27 23¢ 22 38e 26 300¢ 23 o4¢ 19 126 20 33¢ 11 66~ 7

LAST v-1-0: 0 0 48 22 16 “ 14 17 15 32 50
RGO

CURR Y-1-D1 193 21- 244 500 228 1- 293 26+ 299 . # 244 Lo 284 476 223 22- 161 35- 260 20¢ 183

CAST Y-1-D: 243 163 231 233 299 242 193 285 246 234 276
R ¢ 0 REV

CURR v-1-D1 252 384 198  9¢ 191 35+ 273 95+ 256 51+ 219 12¢ 190 T- 195 S- 220 12+ 189 9+ 260

LAST Y=1-D: 182 181 142 140 169 195 204 206 196 174 243
TRAF PLEA

CURR Y=-T=-D: 68 39¢ S6 81+ 86 54¢ 72 22¢ 80 122¢ 125 257¢ 110 293¢ 66 1= 8U 43¢ 87 23¢ 115

LAST Y=-1-0: 49 31 56 59 36 33 28 14 So 11

62

16~ 783
569

- 94
110

167+ 20
4

86~ 138
37

34~ 229
2217

7+ 183
23

85¢ 22
31

38¢

15~

400+

3¢

696+

57~

PAGE
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2626
2059

9617
608

2

~=DEC~—~ ~—=TOJAL~-
COUNT T CUUNT

21~

13+

9

1=

28¢

59

A pomm——— . o, o=

- v— e o

- —




-

~
o

B R RIS I WS S

3

€9090406
RUN DATE 0l1/01/81
MONTH OF DEC

CLARK COUNTY JUVENILE CGURI SERVICES
EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISIRICY

$64 COURT HEARING SUMMARY Ssss

HEARING -—MAR=-

TYPE

~~JAN—~ —=FEB~- T ==APR==  —=MAY== ~mJUN— —=JUl~= =——AUG--

TRAF CONTESTED

—=SEP—
COUNT & COUNT T COUNT ¥ COUNT X COUNT § COUNT X COUNT S COUNT £ COUNT X COUNT € COUNT 2

PAGE 3

—0EC— —TOTAL—
COUNT S COUNT 4

==0LT—— —=NOY——

CUKR Y=T=Dz 19 32- 12 4+ 14 ¢ S SO- 8 11- 8 14¢ 6 10 106 04 22- 8 14+ 3 T0- 14 133¢ 122 1-

LAST Y=-T-D: 28 12 14 10 9 7 o 10 18 ? 10 6 131
MUCO )

CURR Y-I-D: & ¢ 13527% 7 22~ 5 5%~ 2 61- 3 S0¢ 9 600 4 6T- O 8 11- 10 400¢ & &3- 3 e

LAST V=T-0: 6 Y 9 11 6 ‘2 1 12 3 9 1. 12
APPEAL HRG oo

CURR Y=T=D: O 0 o ° 0 o o ° 0 0 ° o 0

LAST Y=T-D: 0O 2 o o o 0 0 o 0 0 ‘0 0 2
TRUANCY MRG

CURR Y~T~Ds 41 241¢ 146 18- 32 68¢ 264 40~ 8 100¢ 1 o 0 o T A7¢ 24 39- 34 143+ 175 24¢

LAST Y=T-D3. 17 17 19 40 Pt o 0 0 1 6 23 14 141
TRIAL

CURR Y=T-U2 1 0 1 * 0 0 0 0 20 29 999¢ 22 27 - 20 120 991e¢

LAST Y-T-0: 0O Y 1 3 o o 1 o 2 0 ° o 11
GRAND TOTALS "

CURR Y-1-D312377 342356 1942549 142401 Te2611 1742266 02167 562002 16-2213 342467 762259 $-2226 - 286 27914 ° Se

LAST Y-T-D12312 1983 2535 2240 2229 2144 2083 2389 2157 2314 2382 1739 26307




- | RS °=3UUGE BABLUCK T DERT IV T T RTD R
e R *cxvxL '-‘3“ . MISC DIVORCE e CRIHINAL .* PROBATE quep

[ TOTAL CASES ASSIGNED © 1384 0044 0181 0!?? | 0012 0000
- s AR s e 1 : R L TR U B { E.
__SETTLED CASES o e En i e :

FILED THIS MONTH ™™ "~ g00T " "~001 ™~ p027T 0003 000"~ —-—00g——— —
FILED PRIOR MONTHS oo;; 0011 0040 0028 000 000

s

”'=z=_;.,'...-

NOTE T0 TRIAL oocxew W 2
bese TOTAE’NOTES PENDING - TS e
' JURY 016 . 000
e NON-JURY“M~N“M,922 . 001
{ TOTAL NOTES SET ‘:? {_.,g I e $

'U'““”"“”"""”“"”"m"'_-*NON-JURY 072

NTD FILING TO TRIAL OATE

T T (AVERAGE T TIME - MonrnS)'""’h““*‘""’”““f‘*“f'"“"“f’ 2
JURY" i 015 sintid #2000 Ny
NON=JURY L0087, i L H009 2

cmmeicae cme tee s ae s e s el semes saie . - e anemmesmces 340 e Sme e seu ‘. . P R T T S

TOTALS B | .. .

T TJURY T T 068 e 5
‘ . NON=JURY ;'w 097 i e
— _____mlsc & DIV ‘__.._ggi o

TOTAL NOTES 0193
[““"“‘e DIVORCE “JOTALS' INCCUDE OTVORCESTARNUCHERTS MND *SEPARATE: HATNT

o G = o . et e —esm A R®E T ess @ S e Ee s

PSSV - . EES SO JSpE Beer : 54 a Fore s : - — S
; SEA T R R SRR GE ), . : . i e P S o o ; .3 ; . 3 3w e e T ‘
H T T B X iy, 2o j 0 : ., LY A N * % fe I - Ty 2 £, . T 0
E o o . 5 : k . w e ' : b L L . ' i "y i . . S .
P s TR - = 5 * - o e M R s v, ow e 5 Lol LT * oty : * : .t B

. ten s e




e e % GWE MRS SO AR e OB e = - .

MISC o

‘“UUUGE'CHRTSTENSEN “‘UEPT“VII IR
"c1v1L |

-”CRIMINAL

Dlvonce . T

PROBATE

~ GUARD

N

TUTAL CASES ASSIGNED

1295 -

0037

0098

0217

0013

0004

‘"”NgW“CASES"'“”'""*"”""'””~ TOOSETTTTTTTTT 00067 06T T T 0007000 N {:;‘
[ SETTLED CASES i e g TR R i G § “
o == F TLED THIS HONTH 0000 T0004 """ T0pS2 000 000
N FILEO PRIGR MONTHS 0046 oo;e 0039 000 000
) art NOTE To TRIAL oocxer
TOTAT NOTES PENDING————— =
N JURY . 011 - 000
e e NON=JURY 023 ..000 . i -
N TOTAL NOTES SET . © %" s
o JURY © - -oz8 000
U TTTTTTTTNONSJURY 057 000"~ 012 -
: - ' O
__NTD FILING TO TRIAL DATE
T TTAVERAGE TIME = MONTHS) 77 7 T : e T TR - .
) JURY §° 5% 09 L 000 000 et AT
i e JNON=JURY -7 77 008 000 008 g LT LI
TOTALS . ~
e e TS S s L JURY . .. 0TI N - U SO e e ‘®,_-
) NON=JURY 080
! _ HISC & o1V 017 o = N
h TOTAL NOTES 0136
7% DIVORCE TOTALS ITNCLUDE GTVORCESTANNDLMENTS "ANO “SEPARATE MAINTT " TR -
1 CE T . )€ DIVORCES» ANNOLMENT SEPARA MNTs (:}_
o R e e e e i rena - T - "
g i : a %

U . 1




"~
’

" J0GE WENDECL T

CIVIL MISC olvoace S

5 CtﬁﬂEﬁ_"ﬁﬁb

_CRIMINAL PROBAIE " GUARD .

* SETTLED CASES

SES ASSIGNED 1206 0035 0186 0239 000S 0003
NEW CASES ™7~ T T T g TTT0007" T TN T T
FICED THIS "MONTH ~3%00 0003 -

FILED PRIOR MUNTHS

0037 0013

N l | S i
T TTOTALTROTES TPENUING
B JURY 009 000
| Noq:gggx_ 025 000
& TOTAL NOTES SET? S L . ; Lo
. “TOURY 031" " 000 \ . -
c T “TNON=JURY 035 000 o
; _NTD FILING TO TRIAL DATE |
(AVERAGE’ TtMe - MONTHS:”"""”“‘"‘““’- g R 2 S :
3 C T JURY 012 SETREEEA T a0 2 et o
| NON=JURY 008" T i 000 ‘
X
TOTALS : .
ez T Eevesmemne e v JURY =P 'Z'-"’"" "o[.o .\:_'»"5 Pl -.-.' A “.t"" P K E < ﬁ—
5 NON=JURY - 060 7R s T T R, i MR
! _MISC & DIV 011 N s :
TOTAL NOTES 0111
[ ¥ DIVORCE TOTALS INCLUDE™ DIVPRCSS"ANNUCMENTS AND” SEPARATE HIINT.~ o e =ik
(3] T T g o T e % G
3 N Y T L 5 " LA & SR
o~ e i o LT : i
u m i ‘r i . L




T e e T IUUGETHUEFAKER T DERY X oecEMEEﬁ‘Tbao , T
! CCIVIL MISC _ OIVORCE * 1. CthlNAL i PROBATE _ GUARD

Lo & 5 D I PNy -

' | TOTAL casES ASS1GNED C 1331 0034 0135 0032 0007 0001

S §

000
000

B et e ehem gk wtes 14 B s 8. e tmie e = e oy =30

0052 T T T 0003 60287

' serTeen CA§ES e ,;._ o o e
A TSTRICED THIST MONTH ‘“0601 ~ 0003 5018
* FILED PRIOR MONTHS 0033 0008 0044

f— NEW CASES

| T S T T T TR . e A Py N
! B “‘f__j NOTE To TRIAL oocxer:, £ DN e R
e TTOTALTNOTES™ PENDING". ' -

T JURY 016 = - 000 000
.___.”_w__ummn_"-__m”m.NON“J““Y e 93 000
 TOTAL NOTES SET 7% ' "",;'.:_;f#f o H
. JURY 0 g2ld TR 090

U - ~"‘N"ON-JUR!*’“"“ 046~ —"""—"""""g0y

. NTO FILING TO TRIAL DATE e o _ O
r‘ " (AVEKAGE TIME = MONTH&),}?I R T e a0 S T TR : " -

JURY . 010 R s B et 5
I NON=JURY = 008 v YT 009 ¢ 004

TOTALS . : .
reme e e i e e e i ......unY ;_... e mos.’..._ —— ,‘.'...:‘, e ..,.,... . . b? ga é‘ *‘;:':i;_l = _:::_‘.._:;J..T.n .. T e .._--..._...-. i o | __.@,
, NON=JURY N YA A _ A B e,
1 _HISC & 0Ly 014

TOTAL NOTES 0128
[T ¢ DIVORCE™TOTALS INCLUOE' DIVORCES?mNNULMENTS AND” SEPARATE ﬂhINT,




-\

.

fog -

f—ﬂﬁw'CASES*"°-""W"°""'”ffT,1jﬁy

A | ' ; CIVIL

] TOTAL CASES ASSIGNED T 1237

JUDGE- GDEDFKN

"’-.‘ L

. GUARD

0001

Y

i SETTLED CASES

PrTIS  w meme | B @ LBt v eSS v e v VB B e WO S o w48 oo b . e e oo e

TTmTSFICED THIS MONTH————0000"
FILED PRIOR MONTH‘_S 0037

TOTAC NOTES RPENDING ===
JURY - £ 000
e e e e "ON'JU“!

_ NTD FILING TO TRIAL DATE

- TOTAL NOTES SET
JURV

T NON=JURY

"Avﬁﬂdcﬁ“rlns"="no~rasr:“:=
JURY : Ry

| TOTALS
-— — T CeE o aewmeis e 4 wes PP JURY o—aeen e ..05.6... = e, ' :.‘,;
l NON~JURY 155" y
UL—'“‘ L MI_ SC Q__DIV 028 s
TOTAL NOTES 0239
[~ % DIVORCE TOTALS“INCLUDE 6IVORCES?KNNUEEENTS‘AND SEPARKYE“HAINT. M heke

—— ———— - e

N




N

~

m

i

]\.
t

u;

l -
i JUDGE 6UY ™ DEP]""XI S _'_-_J_DECEHBER_WBO _ _ ]
L . T eV n;;c 4y orvoace ° "”fCRIMINAL  PROBATE  GUARD

TOTAL CASES ASSIGNED

|

NEW CASES ™

SETTLED CASES

R e L

FILED YHIS MONTH — 0000

0044

0162

0169

0009 0006

FILED PRIOR MUNTHS oox?

[ = m e m e e g ———

i"'\,l-

R S—

TOYAL NOTES PEND ING‘_

TOTAL NOTES SET hoi ' i o

em—

0001

10003~

0006

ARET 000 A

NOTE TO TRIAL DOCKET'

- -

JURY 028

000

NON-JURY 048

Al

JURY: . 038

902

oW e mnas

000

E— §
.

000

1 57y
e
i, T

olz2

000 -

001

B — T V) o 082 012 - O
. NTD FILING TO TRIAL DATE S _ e
! (AVERAGE TIME™ = MONTHS)’ T T o i _ : e .
JURY o009 soin ok 000 e 000 L gy LR Sy
- NON=JURY 013 = 009 008 - 2
e e e e __..I.QT“LSWH__ e e et e oo
r | # JURY TTTTT063 SRS s T -
NON=JURY © 110 .
e _ MIsC & DIV 021 o _ T e
TOTAL NOTES 0200
T DIVOKCETTOTALS INCLUDE  DIVORCESTANNULHENTS "AND” SEPARATE WAINTT 7 T
e — h| — [P — biats e rema -l
& =
bg . Ai".
w ..,’ =




~

)

\]‘

|
B
L

JUﬁGE"L'EG’KKg’S“"‘"’"‘OE"T RIT Yesm oECI:HBER"l‘980 P 7y
eviL_ . wIsc olvoacs ° 7 -CRIMINAL: . PROBATE ggARp_

e 8 maedae

TOTAL CASES ASSIGNED © - 1322 0025 0151 0006 .~ 0007 0000

NEW CASES ™77 T 00057

SETTLED CASES

|
;

N

FICED YATS MONTH "”“6660""'“  ~~0007
FILED PRIOR MONTHS 0028 0006

e e e A 8us iin e G0 . W s Sy et e @ @ 8

TOTAL NOTES PENDING™ > ;
JURY 028 - . 000

NON=JURY 026 - 000

!
h

TOTAL NOTES seT ¢ PR R g T
JURY ' . 029 . 000 ¢
'““'NON’JURY 060 001
NTU FILING TO TRIAL DATE <:>
(AVERAGE  TIME = MONTHS ) T T T e e e S Ty e T SRR, S A v o
, JURY R 0@ et ooo L 009 RSt Gl el ] g
N NON=JURY - _'- 010 : 018 - 008 T ©

TOTALS

Mye AR wh S R s S8 SR s b ey SO WP @ SEE WAt 5 W Be sest MR - m ~"-- - b - =
JURY S L) e e e R e TR TR, A L L R T

- - . ”P‘g"i{'&" ¥ SRR S S S A R T e
NON—JURY 086 il e e RIS :

WISC B OTY 1 Lo ggp < g F e SR

¥ OIVORCE TOTALS™ INCLUDE “DIVORCESTANNOLHENTS ANY SEPARATE FATNTS

TOTAL NOTES 0180

-

) .- 4 (4 s
E[u o i .
g\g g { e ‘=. Vo
et | i 5 )




REPORT ON COSTS OF NEW DISTRICT COURTS
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April 24, 1981




REPORT ON COSTS OF NEW DISTRICT COURTS

The following analysis reflects the results of a series of meetings
with Judge Charles Thompson and the Eighth District Court personnel,
the Clark County Manager's office, the Clark County Public Defender's
office and the Clark County District Attorney's office regarding the
fiscal impact of S.B.425.

At these meetings previous differences of opinion between the
agencies involved were addressed and resolved. This analysis presents
a mutually agreeable plan for receiving four additional District Court
Judges, and is detailed in Exhibit A and the fiscal summary. This plan
is the product of mutual agreement arrived at through these meetings and
is predicated on the following points of concensus:

1. The existing Track and Team system currently utilized in the
Eighth District Court has successfully demonstrated the effec-
tiveness of such a system in expediting judicial business and
equalizing the work of district judges. One of the previous
concerns regarding the fiscal impact of adding new judges to
the district court was whether the new judges would be devoted
to civil matters only. Based on the reality of present Track
and Team assignments, all concerned parties now concur that
the addition of new judges would address both the need to .
handle a rapidly increasing civil case 1oad and the need to
keep pace with criminal cases.

2. A second previous concern was over estimated space required
for new courtrooms and auxiliary service areas. At these
meetings space requirements were clarified and it is now
the common concensus that 2,400 square feet per court (in-
clusive of all office and service space) would be both
functional and adequate for District Court needs. An addi-
tional 600 square feet will be required for a jury delibera-
tion room which will be shared by all four courtrooms.

3. As a further result of these meetings, it is now the common -
consensus that the most effective way to maximize the judicial
service level and minimize the fiscal impact would be to

& integrate four new judges into existing Track and Team units.
Exhibit A and the fiscal summary detail the cost-savings of
this plan.
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In jointly supporting this plan, both Clark County and the
Eighth District Court support the. postponement of additional
Judges to the Eighth District Court until January 1, 1983.
This new time frame would allow the flexibility needed for
completion of County construction projects and will assure
that the four courtrooms and auxiliary service space will be
cggglgted. furnished and ready for occupancy by the January 1,
1 ate.

The feasibility of a reasonable increase in court filing fees
was a related topic of discussion in these meetings. Judge
Thompson indicated that the District judges would not be opposed
to this concept and noted that the opposition -of attorneys
might be less 1ikely if they realized that a fee increase could
provide funding for additional District Courts.
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EXHIBIT A

PROPOSED PLAN FOR FOUR ADDITIONAL
DISTRICT COURT JUDGES -

This option, based on the results of a series of meetings with the
Eighth District Court, the Clark County Manager's office, the Clark County
Public Defender's office and the Clark County District Attorney's office,
assumes the integration of four new judges into existing District Court
Track and Team units (thereby adding one new judge and therefore a
district court to each of four existing tracks). This option will permit
the redistribution of the criminal case 10ad among more judges thereby
increasing the capacity to handle the growing number of civil cases.

It 1s the concensus of the agencies listed above that this option will
eliminate the need for an additional track and team and justice court

and will require only eight new attorneys as supporting personnel to

be added as needed (four each in the Public Defender's and District
Attorney's offices). This plan will require four new courtroom facilities
as a one time capital cost. Estimated costs for this plan are indicated
in the fiscal summary.
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FISCAL SUMMARY

Estimated Costs of Four Judges

YEAR 1 YEAR 2
(1-1-83) (1-1-84)

Four District Courts $1,641,400 $ 927,300
Supporting Personnel at

‘Four Attorneys each in

D.A./P.D. (to be added

as needed) 342,580 350,743

Total _ $1,983,980 $1,278,043

Cost Detail for Four District Courts and Suppoft Personnel

YEAR 1 YEAR 2
{1-1-83) (1-4-84)

Four District Courts (Personnel, ;

Supplies/Services - Jury) $ 839,000 $ 926,300
Capital (One Jury Deliberation Room

@ 600 sq. ft. & 4 Courtrooms @

2,400 sq. ft. x $70 sq. ft., plus

furnishings and equipment @

$88,400) : 802,400 1,000
Support Personnel (Four Attorneys

each D.A. & Public Defender's

office plus Supplies/Services

@ $16,476) 242,580 349,743
Capital (Remodeling Costs for

Eight Offices @ 1,200 sq. ft. x -

$70/sq. ft. plus Furnishings and

Equipment @ $16,000). 100,000 1,000

Total $1,983,980 $1,278,043
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I SCAL NOTE A.Bv—
S.B, b0
e STATE AGENCY ESTIMATES -Date Prepared April 28, 1981
Agency Submitting PUBLIC EMPLOYFES RETIREMENT SYSTEM
RN SR XK R ¥ Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
‘Expense Items 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 Continuing
Employee contributions for .
6 District Court Judges $20,640 $20,640
Employee contributions for
3 Supreme Court Justices 11,340 11,340
Total . - $31,980 $ 31,980

Explanation (Use Continuation Sheets If Required)

Six District Court Judges participate in PERS. Each salary is $43,000. Contribution rate
for employees is 8%. 6 x $43,000 x .08 = $20,640.

Three Supreme Court Justices participate in PERS. Each salary is $47,250. Contribution rate
for employees is 8%. 3 x $47,250 x .08 = $11,340.

Local Government Impact YES /X/ No //

o . - * e 7
(Attach Explanation) Signature_; 3 d//¢/<<;;:;4%§’
/

Title

Assistant Executive Ufficer

® DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION COMMENTS Date

; Signature
: Title

=

e LOCAL GOVERNMENT FISCAL IMPACT Date

(Legislative Counsel Bureau Use Only)

Signature

dx-3 (Reviceé $-29-80) Title_



VERNON B STATE ( NEVADA
EXECUTIVE OFFICER RE v MENT BOARD
. DARREL R. DAINES
CHAIRMAN

WILL KEATING

ASSISTANT EXECUTIVE OFFICER SAM A. PALAZZOLO

VICE CHAIRMAN

WILLIS A. DEISS
PEGGY GLOVER
BOYD D. MANNING

PUBLIC EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SYSTEM MARGIE MEVERS
693 WEST NYE LANE WL UL
CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89701
TELEPHONE (702) 883-4200

TESTIMONY PROVIDED TO THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
REGARDING SENATE BILL 565 ON MAY 1, 1981

| am Vernon Bennett, Executive Officer of the Public Employees
Retirement System of Nevada. The Retirement Board has not had
sufficient time to take an official position regarding SB 565.
However, we feel sure that the Board will be concerned regarding
this bill. SB 565 would provide a new form of employer pay for a
small group of members in our System which is not available to the
other 45,000 members. The System has already considered and taken a
position in opposition to AB 37, SB 233 and SB 419 which would
provide employer pay without being in lieu of an equivalent increase
or salary reduction as required by NRS 286.421 for various elected
officials. The 1975 Legislature passed our current employer pay
plan which specifically requires that the employer shall have the
option to pay the employee contributions in lieu of an equivalent
salary increase or reduction of salary. Approximately 65% of our
45,000 members have enrolled in the employer pay program with the .
salary adjustment. The Board is concerned that legislation of this
nature may encourage our members to request a reimbursement of the
additional salary they would have been paid if provisions equivalent
to SB 565 had been available to them. Judges who have elected to
remain as members of PERS are enrolled in the same retirement fund
with the same benefits as regular members. Therefore, we feel that
adoption of SB 565 will possibly create a discriminatory situation
with our regular members. :

We will be pleased to answer any questions you may have.
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