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Koch; Chief Justice Randall Shepard; Thomas Felts; David Whicker; 
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Members Absent:	 None. 

Chairman Bray called the meeting to order at 10:03 a.m. After an introduction of the 
Commission members, Senator Bray asked Justice Frank Sullivan to present an update on the 
Judicial Technology and Automation Project. 

Judicial Technology and Automation Project Update 

Justice Sullivan's prepared remarks are included in Exhibit A and his handouts are included in 
Exhibit B. 

During Justice Sullivan's presentation, the following witnesses testified before the Commission 
about the Judicial Technology Automation Project: 

Sgt. Jerry Goodin, Indiana State Police (ISP), demonstrated how the INCite application is 
saving time for the state troopers when issuing traffic citations. He stated that the use of the 
scanning technology and the Odyssey data base in each ISP squad car reduces the time that 
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officers spend on issuing traffic citations from twenty minutes to roughly five minutes. This 
enables police officers to patrol more areas, pull over more unsafe drivers, and potentially 
increase the revenue that the state and local units of government can receive from traffic 
citations. Sgt. Goodin also indicated that the State Police can now use global positioning data 
to determine whether traffic incidents are concentrated in particular areas. 

Judge Brian Poindexter, Carmel City Court, described the benefit of the Odyssey System for 
the city of Carmel. He told Commission members that this system increases revenue to the 
state and local governments and reduces local costs. It increases revenue by allowing local 
law enforcement officers to write more traffic tickets. It reduces expenditures by eliminating 
the manual entry of tickets and drastically reduces the number of input errors. 

Linda Mueller, Clerk of Floyd Circuit Court, told Commission members that the E-citation 
system has almost eliminated data entry required for traffic tickets. She indicated that the 
number of financial categories which the clerks of the circuit court have to manage has 
increased from roughly 20 to 50 over the past ten years, and the Odyssey system has given 
her office the tools to meet these new demands. 

Ollie Schierholtz, Administrator for the Hamilton County Trial Courts, told the Commission that 
the county has saved $70,000 annually since the county no longer needs the license for a 
DOS-based system that has been out of date since the 1990's. Mr. Schierholtz mentioned two 
other features that provided value to the Hamilton County courts: a protective order 
depository that is available to the local law enforcement agencies and management reports to 
track case flow. He also indicated that Indiana's courts and the executive agencies have had 
very close collaboration. 

Neil Moore, Executive Director of the Criminal Justice Institute, testified that the use of 
technology will potentially make Indiana a national leader in its ability to improve the 
administration of the state court system. He stated that the establishment of a mental health 
data base as required by HEA 1428 - 2009 now allows licensed firearms dealers to screen 
persons applying for a firearm permit for any mental health history issues as well as for any 
criminal background. 

John Eckart, Commissioner of the Indiana Department of State Revenue (DOR), reported that 
DOR uses Odyssey to compile a list of taxpayers for jury pools for the courts; for 
administering tax warrants with the county clerks; and for tax intercepts for unpaid court fees. 

During a question and answer period, Justice Sullivan discussed financing for the expansion 
of JTAC and whether costs should be paid by through general fund appropriations or by user 
fees. He told Commission members that the state could expand the case management 
system to all counties by 2017 if the automated record keeping fee is increased by $3. 

Commission member Jill Jackson told the members that other vendors also do this work and 
don't receive fees. She indicated that she would not like to see these vendors go out of 
business. 

Reg uests for New Court Officers: 

Mark Loyd, Judge of the Johnson Circuit Court, requested new courts in both 2014 and 2018. 
He told Commission members that the Division of State Court Administration ranked Johnson 
County's severity of need for new court officers as fifth highest in the state. He stated that this 
was an effort by the county to stay ahead of the need for new courts by anticipating increases 
in caseload . 
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Judge Stephen Heimann, Bartholomew Circuit Court, requested converting a Title IV-D 
commissioner who currently handles child support to a new full-time court that would handle 
domestic relations cases. Judge Heimann provided an information packet (Exhibit C) to the 
Commission members. 

Ollie Schierholtz, Hamilton County Court Administrator, described the need for an additional 
magistrate for Hamilton County. He gave Commission members letters of support from the 
Hamilton County Prosecuting Attorney and the Hamilton County Bar Association (Exhibit D). 

Judge Thomas Felts, Allen Circuit Court, requested that a Title IV-D hearing officer be 
converted to a magistrate. 

Chairman Bray then ended testimony and told Commission members that the final meeting 
would be on September 23rd at 10 a.m. 

He told Commission members that he would not be hearing any testimony on mechanics' 
liens because of the extensive testimony that Senator Kenley has taken in the past. 

The meeting adjourned at 1:15 p.m. 



REMARKS OF INDIANA SUPREME COURT JUSTICE FRANK SULLIVAN, JR.,
 
TO THE COMMISSION ON COURTS
 

Indianapolis, Indiana
 
August 26, 2010
 

Mr. Chainnan, members of the Commission on Courts, thank you very much for your 
kind invitation to us to give you a report on the work ofthe Supreme Court's Judicial Technology 
and Automation Committee -- what we call "JTAC." With me this morning is JTAC's Director, 
Mary DePrez, who is doing a spectacular job leading our efforts to provide 21st-century technol
ogy to Indiana trial courts and clerks. 

Before I begin, however, I wonder if I could take a point of personal privilege and say a 
few words about two of my law partners? 

First, you will be interested to know that next Tuesday, August 31, Chief Justice Shepard 
will overtake fonner Chief Justice Richard Givan to become the third longest serving justice in 
the history of the Indiana Supreme Court. While Chief Justice Shepard has a great many other 
achievements that far outweigh the fact of his longevity, his tenure alone is highly significant and 
deserves our recognition and appreciation. 

Second, I also want to recognize Justice Theodore Boehm on the eve of his retirement 
from the Court. As you all well know, Justice Boehm is one of the most highly qualified indi
viduals ever to be on the Supreme Court and he has made an enonnous contribution to our state's 
jurisprudence during his service. He leaves very big shoes to fill, indeed. 

Before I move on, I do want to acknowledge the obvious -- how extremely fortunate we 
are in Indiana to have our system of judicial selection and retention. We need to remember that 
elsewhere in this country, many state Supreme Court justices must conduct campaigns for their 
offices and raise huge sums of money. In fact, this is the case with the four states that border 
ours. 

In Illinois, two candidates in 2004 spent - believe it or not - $9.3 million in a Supreme 
Court race in what turned out to be a race to pick which justice would cast the deciding vote in 
an appeal of a multi-million dollar punitive damage award against an insurance company. 

I have similar horror stories from Ohio, from Michigan, and from West Virginia -- per
haps the worst of all. But in the interests of time, let me simply say that there are no such stories 
about Indiana. That's because we have a judicial selection system: 

•	 Where the involvement of the Chief Justice and representative lawyers on the Com
mission and the public nature of the process help assure that people of integrity, im
partiality, and intelligence are appointed. 

Exhibit A 
Commission on Courts 
August 26,2010 
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•	 Where the involvement of the Governor and non-lawyer Commission members and 
periodic retention votes help assure accountability. 

•	 And where the absence of contested elections helps assure that there is no perception 
that justice in Indiana is for sale - no perception that lawsuits are decided in re
sponse to party or interest-group contributions. 

When Governor Daniels announces his selection as the newest justice on Indiana's Su
preme Court shortly, I know you will share my gratitude at the way our State's judicial selection 
system helps provide Hoosiers equal justice under law - in marked contrast with our neighbors. 

Now to JTAC. 

Rather than speak to you at great length this morning, Mary and I have organized our 
presentation in roughly three parts. First, we want to look at JTAC largely from the perspective 
of courts and clerks, showing you the way some of JTAC's products work and letting you hear 
from, and ask questions of, several of our users. Second, we would like to show you what JTAC 
looks like from the perspective of the executive branch and will essentially tum things over to 
two of Gov. Daniels's agency heads for their point of view. Third,we will tum to your own 
branch of government and give you a report on several specific things that you collectively or 
individually have asked of JTAC in the last year. 

Throughout, Mr. Chairman, we would welcome your questions and those of your col
leagues. 

I 

Because of the Commission's extensive familiarity with JTAC, let me dispense with his
tory and simply start with the vision of the Indiana Supreme Court and JTAC: to equip all Indi
ana courts a uniform statewide 21st-century case management system connecting each clerk and 
court in the State with each other and with law enforcement, state agencies, and others who need 
and use court information - including the public. There are two broad components ofthis vision: 
one is providing clerks and courts with a uniform statewide case management system; the second 
is connecting courts with each other and with law enforcement, state agencies, and others to 
permit the electronic exchange of and public access to court information. 

The computer program or, in IT-speak, the "application" that provides the case manage
ment system is called "Odyssey." The computer application that connects courts with law en
forcement and state agencies is called "INcite." You will see on the yellow handout in your red 
folders some information about Odyssey and some information about the many ways in which 
INcite is connecting courts with law enforcement and state agencies. 

Behind the yellow sheet is a map showing the courts using Odyssey at the moment. In 
fact, we prepared the yellow sheet and map last week and have added a court since then -- the 
Lawrence Township Small Claims Court here in Marion County, a very busy court with over 
7500 filings last year. 



3 

Behind the map is a brief narrative description of the various ways in which INcite con
nects courts with law enforcement and state agencies. 

What I'd like to do now with the help of Indiana State Police Sgt. Jerry Goodin is give 
you a demonstration of our e-citation INcite application. 

[eCWS Demonstration] 

Mr. Chairman, it is important that you and the members of the Commission understand 
that the computer software that makes this e-ticket run was developed by JTAC; we did not buy 
it from a third-party vendor; and so we own the intellectual property. We provide the system at 
no cost to any Indiana law enforcement agency that wants to use it, along with training and help
desk support, also at no cost. As you can see from your yellow sheet, the Indiana State Police 
and 172 other sheriff and police departments have taken us up on our offer. Another 23 will be 
added to the system soon - we just trained DNR conservation officers on the system yesterday. 

Since the Indiana State Police began using the system in January, 2008, over 2 million 
traffic citations and warnings have been issued using the JTAC system. When they are issued, 
the electronic record of each citation and warning is transmitted electronically to a central data
base that we call the "e-citation central repository." 

There are a couple of additional things that I would like to say about what you have just 
seen but first I would like to give Sgt. Goodin an opportunity to comment. 

[Sgt. Goodin comments] 

Thank you, Sgt. Goodin. And thank you for all that you and your colleagues in law en
forcement due to make ourstate a safer place to live. 

To repeat something I said a few moments ago, when an electronic citation is issued, the 
electronic record is sent to the e-citation and data repository.. The computer software that sends 
the record to the repository is INcite and you can see from the yellow sheet that INcite has many 
uses. What these uses have in common is that they are the means by which electronic records 
are sent either to or from courts. 

Here's another example. Upon the disposition of each traffic case, state law requires the 
court to notify the BMV on State Form SR-16. Personnel in all 200 of our courts with traffic in
fraction jurisdiction have now been equipped and trained by JTAC to transmit electronically no
tices of disposition of infractions to the BMV - can you believe it? - 15,000 SR-16s per week! 

I know you can appreciate that prior to JTAC, the vast majority of courts had to fill out 
these forms by hand and mail them to the BMV, where BMV employees had to enter the data 
into their computer system by hand. Just as Sgt. Goodin told you about the significant labor
saving aspects because of the e-citation INcite application, so too are there significant labor
saving aspects because of the BMV INcite application. 
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But as powerful as the e-citation and BMV applications are, what is really exciting and 
what I really want to tell you about is how Odyssey leverages these applications into a truly 21st
century case management system. 

Let me show you what I mean. 

[Demonstration of Odyssey public access module showing a traffic citation moving 
through the system and then showing multiple litigants] 

Mr. Chairman, this is not what is coming, this is what is here - in Indianapolis and in 
each of the other communities in our state where Odyssey has been deployed. This includes 
many of our major population centers like Indianapolis, South Bend, Bloomington, Jefferson
ville, New Albany, and - coming Labor Day weekend - Fort Wayne. 

Mr. Chairman, I have taken the liberty of asking a judge, a clerk, and a court administra
tor who are using Odyssey to be here this morning. Judge Brian Poindexter of the Carmel city 
court has been using Odyssey since November 21, 2009. His is an extremely busy court with 
more than 10,500 filings last year. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like to call on 
Judge Poindexter for any comments that he may care to make and to respond to your questions. 

[Judge Poindexter comments] 

Mr. Chairman, also here with me is Linda Moeller, the elected Clerk of Floyd County. 
Floyd County has been using Odyssey since February 17, 2009, with approximately 23,200 fil
ings last year. As you know, with New Albany as the County seat, Floyd County is one of the 
largest counties in our state. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like to call on Clerk 
Moeller for any comments that she may care to make and to respond to your questions. 

[Linda Moeller comments] 

Mr. Chairman, also here with me is Ollie Schierholtz, the administrator for the Circuit 
and Superior Courts of Hamilton County. Hamilton County, our state's fourth-largest, has been 
using Odyssey since September 21, 2009, and had approximately 40,000 filings last year. Mr. 
Chairman, with your permission, I would like to call on Mr. Schierholtz for any comments that 
he may care to make and to respond to your questions. 

[Ollie Schierholtz comments] 

Mr. Chairman, the first part of our presentation this morning has tried to demonstrate that 
JTAC has developed a computer program called INcite by which courts, law enforcement, and 
state agencies can exchange electronic data. Two illustrations of this have been e-citations and 
BMV Form SR-16s. Others are listed on your yellow sheet. And when these INcite applications 
are combined with Odyssey, as they have been in 62 courts in 22 counties already, a truly 21 st
century case management system emerges, one in which duplicate data entry is eliminated and 
other dramatic benefits result. 
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II 

Mr. Chairman, I am of the view that there is no State in this country where there is closer 
and more constructive collaboration on technology between the judicial and executive branches 
of government than we have in Indiana. In describing to you the JTAC e-citation and BMV ap
plications, I have illustrated two ways in which Indiana courts exchange court information elec
tronically with agencies throughout the Daniels Administration in a way that increases public 
safety and saves taxpayers money. 

In addition: 

•	 Every single domestic violence court notifies local law enforcement, the State Police, 
and the FBI electronically upon the issuance of each protection order; 

•	 Juvenile probation officers notify the Department of Child Services electronically of 
delinquency cases for which DCS will be financing services for the youth involved; 

•	 The Revenue Department uses software developed by JTAC to notify county clerks 
of outstanding tax warrants; and 

•	 Clerks notify the State Health Department electronically when marriage licenses are 
issued." 

In particular, the Indiana Criminal Justice Institute, through its leadership and funding, 
has been instrumental in fostering many of the collaborative projects that Indiana courts have 
successfully undertaken with executive branch agencies. It has been a central force in our suc
cess. I am very pleased that the executive director of the Criminal Justice Institute, Dr. T. Neil 
Moore, is with us this morning and, Mr. Chairman, with your permission would like to call upon 
him for any comments he might care to make about JTAC and its work from his perspective. 

[Comments from Dr. Moore] 

Another of JTAC's great partners is the Indiana Department of Revenue. In addition to 
the tax warrant INcite application I mentioned a moment ago, the Revenue Department has 
helped us develop our award-winning jury pool list and we have begun some very promising dis
cussions about the prospect of intercepting tax refunds from taxpayers who have unpaid court 
costs and fines. 

I am very pleased that the Commissioner of the Department of Revenue is here with us 
this morning and, Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like to call on Commissioner 
John Eckart for any comments that he might care to make. 

[Comments from John Eckart] 

Mr. Chairman, you've heard this morning from a representative of the State Police and 
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the leaders of the state's Criminal Justice Institute and Revenue Department. I think it likely that 
other state agency heads would have joined us this morning had we asked. But I hope the pres
entation illustrates the comment I made at the outset of this part of our presentation -- that there 
is no State in this country where there is closer and more constructive collaboration on technolo
gy between the judicial and executive branches of government than we have in Indiana. Our 
profound thanks to Gov. Daniels and his team for making this so. 

III 

Mr. Chairman, the third and last part of our presentation is really directed to the State 
Legislature. It goes without saying that without the Indiana General Assembly's support of 
JTAC and its projects, we could not have made the progress we have. The technology court fee 
adopted in 2001 and 2002 has made our work possible. Beyond that, the support and encou
ragement of you personally Mr. Chairman and so many other members of the Legislature has 
provided motivation and incentive for our work. I want to thank you and Representative Lawson 
and every other member of this Commission and also acknowledge the support of so many other 
present and past members of the General Assembly. 

A 

Beyond this general expression of appreciation, Mr. Chairman, two bills passed by the 
Legislature in the 2009 session (Public Law 110-2009 and Public Law 130-2009) imposed cer
tain mandates on JTAC. The deadline for compliance with these mandates was December 31, 
2009, and so this is the first time that JTAC has reported to the Commission since that deadline. 
I am pleased to report that all of these mandates were complied with by that date. 

1. Mental Health Adjudication (NICS) INcite Application. Public Law 110-2009 
required JTAC to establish and administer an electronic system for receiving information that 
relates to certain individuals who may be prohibited from possessing a firearm and transmitting 
this information to the Federal Bureau ofInvestigation for inclusion in the National Instant Crim
inal Background Check System (NICS). In response to this mandate, JTAC developed the Men
tal Health Adjudication (NICS) INcite application which is listed on your yellow sheet. 

The Bureau of Justice Statistics provided a National Criminal History Improvement Pro
gram (NCHIP) grant to JTAC through the Indiana Criminal Justice Institute to develop and im
plement the Mental Health Adjudication (NICS) Application. It is available to all Indiana courts 
making mental health adjudications. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to report to you that since the Mental Health Adjudication INcite 
application went online on July 1, 2009, Indiana judges have notified NICS of 1,860 mental 
health adjudications. This reflects a real and sobering contribution to public safety in our state. 
Thanks to you and your colleagues for passing the legislation that mandated this and to the Indi
ana Criminal Justice Institute for funding this critical initiative. 

2. Protective Order Registry Protocol. Public Law 130-2009 required JTAC to de
velop a standard protocol for the exchange of information, by not later than December 31,2009, 
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between JTAC's protective order registry (POR) INcite application (listed on your yellow sheet) 
and county court case management systems. The statute also required JTAC to submit informa
tion concerning a standard protocol for county case management systems to interface with the 
protective order registry to each prosecuting attorney and court. 

No funding was provided to develop this POR Protocol. JTAC used existing resources to 
develop a standard protocol for other court and prosecutor case management systems to interface 
with the Protection Order Registry. Work on the POR Protocol was completed prior to Decem
ber 231, 2009. The POR protocol is available over the JTAC website. 

3. E-ticket Protocol. Public Law 130-2009 also required JTAC to develop a stan
dard protocol, by not later than December 31, 2009, for, at the option of the county prosecuting 
attorney, JTAC's e-citation INcite application (that Sgt. Goodin and I demonstrated) to exchange 
of information with (1) a prosecuting attorney's case management system; (2) a county court case 
management system; and (3) Odyssey. 

No funding was provided to develop this E-ticket Protocol. But in point of fact, JTAC 
was already working to develop a standard protocol for the e-ticket application to interface with 
other court and prosecutor case management systems when the legislation was passed. Work on 
the E-ticket Protocol was completed prior to December 31, 2009. The eCWS protocol is availa
ble over the JTAC website. Interfaces are in place with the CourtView, Keystone, and ProsLink 
case management systems in addition to Odyssey. 

4. CMS Protocol. Lastly, Public Law 130-2009 required JTAC to develop a stan
dard protocol for the exchange of information, by not later than December 31,2009, between 
county court case management systems and Odyssey. 

No funding was provided to develop the CMS Protocol. JTAC used existing resources to 
develop a standard protocol for other court and prosecutor case management systems to interface 
with Odyssey. 

The CMS Protocol is conceptually different from the POR Protocol and the E-ticket Pro
tocol. The purpose of the POR Protocol is to allow case information for protection and no
contact orders created by JTAC's POR Application to be exchanged with court and prosecutor 
case management systems. The purpose of the E-ticket Protocol is to allow electronic citations 
created by JTAC's e-ticket application to be filed in court and prosecutor case management sys
tems. However, the purpose of the CMS Protocol is to allow authorized users of Odyssey, other 
court case management systems, and prosecutor case management systems to view the secure 
cases in each other's case management systems, not to file those cases in each other's systems. 

The data on cases in Odyssey is maintained in a central data repository maintained for 
JTAC by the Indiana Office of Technology (lOT). There are 23 other case management systems 
currently in operation around the state. JTAC developed a second data repository (the "Data 
Warehouse") to comply with the CMS Protocol mandate and also provide a repository for legacy 
data not converted when a court installed Odyssey. Any court using any of the 23 other case 
management systems can be authorized and enabled to transmit its case data to the Data Ware



8 

house either in batch or on a near-real-time basis. The CMS Protocol permits users of both 
Odyssey and the other 23 case management systems to search both the Odyssey central data re
pository and the Data Warehouse in a single search. JTAC provides court users with a user ID 
and password to assure proper security. 

This functionality has been implemented for authorized users in Hamilton County with 
respect to legacy data that Hamilton County chose not to convert when Odyssey was installed in 
that county. Work on the CMS Protocol was completed prior to December 31,2009. The CMS 
protocol is available over the JTAC website. 

B 

Mr. Chairman, the last thing that I would like to do this morning is to respond to some 
questions that were raised about JTAC during the 2010 session of the General Assembly. In the 
Senate Committee on Corrections, Criminal, and Civil Matters, Sen. Steele offered an amend
ment to House Bill No. 1276 asking that JTAC report to the Commission on Courts on eight 
items. The amendment did not become law. But as you know, Mr. Chairman, JTAC has always 
been anxious to answer any questions about our operations. I called Sen. Steele earlier this week 
to tell him that we would report to the Commission as his amendment requested even though it 
had not become law. Although he could not attend today's meeting, he seemed appreciative and, 
of course, I will provide the answers I'm about to give you to him in writing. 

1. The amount appropriated to date for the project. Mr. Chairman, as you and 
the members of the Commission are well aware, JTAC's principal funding source is a portion of 
court case filing fees. Probably because JTAC does not receive any state general fund appropria
tions, there is no line-item appropriation for JTAC in the state budget bill. (The only time in 
which there was a line-item appropriation to JTAC in the budget bill was in 2001 when $1 mil
lion was appropriated to JTAC for each year of the 2001-2003 biennium from the "pay phone 
fund.") The way JTAC's appropriation works is that the court filing fees and any other amounts 
that JTAC receives from grants or other sources are deposited in a fund called the "judicial tech
nology and automation project fund." Money in the fund at the end of the year stays there; it 
does not revert. By law, namely, Indiana Code 33-2.1-7-10, money in the fund is annually ap
propriated to the Supreme Court for the judicial technology and automation project. 

I suppose in a technical sense, one could calculate the "amount appropriated to date for 
the project" by adding together the amounts on deposit in the fund on the first day of each fiscal 
year but that would not be a meaningful number since it would count unexpended balances over 
and over again. In any event, I have not tried to calculate that. 

Instead, I interpret this question to request the total amount of court filing fees that the 
JTAC fund has collected since the General Assembly first authorized court filing fees for the 
JTAC project back in 2001. From the inception of the court filing fee through our most recent 
distribution on July 15, 2010, we have been distributed $55.7 million. The handout I have given 
you shows the year-by-year breakdown of this amount. 

Just a couple of footnotes here, if I may. The amount of the fee was $2.00 from July 1, 
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2001, through June 30,2002; $5.00 from July 1,2002, through June 30, 2003; and $7.00 from 
July 1, 2003, to date. It is important not to overestimate the amount of revenue that this $7.00 
fee generates as it is not collected on all cases -- for example, the very high percentage of crimi
nal cases in which the defendant is indigent and excused from paying court costs. In addition, 
the way the distribution fonnula works, the $7.00 is combined with certain other court costs and 
fees and distributed according to a fonnula under which JTAC can get less or more than $7.00 
depending upon how much of the other costs and fees are collected. Finally, as you know, the 
General Assembly directed last year that the $7.00 collected on diversion and deferral cases not 
go to JTAC. 

2. The total amount expended to date for the project. Since inception through 
June 30, 2010, JTAC has spent $62.6 million. As you know, Mr. Chainnan, in 2005, JTAC ter
minated its relationship with its prior vendor, Computer Associates. In that transaction, Comput
er Associates paid to JTAC $6,934.273, representing all amounts that JTAC had paid to Com
puter A$sociates plus an additional $1 million. Subtracting that approximately $7 million from 
the total amount spent produces a net amount of $55.7 million. 

Mr. Chainnan, if I might, I think what is most important here is the amount that has been 
spent to implement the unifonn statewide case management system project. I think the best way 
of analyzing that is to look at all spending on Odyssey and INcite applications since January 1, 
2007, for that is the approximate date on which we began doing business with Tyler Technolo
gies, our Odyssey vendor. From January 1,2007, through June 30, 2010, JTAC expenditures on 
the Odyssey CMS and INcite projects have totaled approximately $39.5 million, approximately 
73% for personal services, 20% for licensing, maintenance, and support contracts with respect to 
Odyssey, and 3% for datacenter services. Because Odyssey and INcite are commonly managed, 
use a common data center, and are closely integrated in other ways, financial infonnation for 
both projects (including all overhead and administration) is presented together. If required to 
allocate the $39.5 million between both projects, JTAC believes attributing approximately $33.0 
million (84%) to the Odyssey project and approximately $6.5 million (16%) to the INcite project 
would be appropriate. 

3. The amount of other funds received to date. Mr. Chainnan, as I discussed in 
answer to question #1, the General Assembly has authorized a portion of court filing fees be uti
lized for JTAC projects. I assume that this question asks the amount of funds in addition to court 
filing fees (and the $2 million from the pay phone fund) that JTAC has received. That amount is 
$8,051,088. This is the amount we have actually received; we have actually been awarded grants 
well in excess of that amount, for which funds have not yet been received. These have all been 
federal and state grants, a number of which Dr. Moore of the Criminal Justice Institute discussed 
earlier this morning, as summarized in my handout. 

I want to express the Supreme Court's appreciation to the leaders of the federal and state 
agencies that supplied these grants for their confidence in JTAC and its work. And I hope, Mr. 
Chainnan, that it gives you and your colleagues additional confidence in our work as well that 
JTAC enjoys such significant financial support from so many government agencies. 

One thing I do want to emphasize is that approximately $3 million of the grants have 
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been distributed to local courts, clerks' offices, and law enforcement agencies and have not been 
retained by JTAC or spent on the case management system project. 

4. The estimated total appropriation needed to complete the project. Mr. 
Chairman, the answer to this question depends on whether the amount needed to maintain and 
support the case management system on an ongoing basis is to be included in addition to those 
funds needed to add courts to the system. As we have been discussing, courts generating approx
imately 25% of the state's caseload are already using the case management system and so a con
siderable portion of JTAC's expenditures are for that purpose. Because those expenditures will 
be absolutely necessary, I am going to include them in my estimate. We believe that we can 
have Odyssey installed in all 400 of Indiana's courts by June 30, 2017, if our court filing fee is 
increased to $10.00 effective July 1, 2011. In order to deploy Odyssey in those courts and to 
maintain and support the case management system in all courts during that period of time, we 
estimate that total appropriations of $49.0 million will be required for Odyssey for the six-year 
period beginning with the start of the new biennium (July 1,2011). (Including INcite and other 
court projects, an additional $4.1 million will be required for this six year period.) 

5. A comparison of actual costs with estimated costs for the project. Mr. Chair
man, you have in front of you the estimated budget for the case management system project that 
JTAC developed at the time we awarded the original contract to Computer Associates - you will 
see the date of 4/26/02 in the upper left-hand comer. This was the budget that the Supreme 
Court had before it when it awarded the original contract to Computer Associates in May of 
2002. You can see that the estimated project life was six years. And you can see in the lower 
right-hand comer that the estimated total cost was $92.3 million. 

Of course, the six-year estimate has proved to be wildly optimistic. And the entire cha
racter of the project is really quite different. We did not anticipate, for example, the amount of 
effort and expense converting legacy data would entail. But if you add the $33.0 million that we 
have spent on Odyssey through June 30,2010 (question #2), the $8.3 million that we estimate we 
will spend this year, and the $49.0 million that I just estimated we will spend over the next six 
years (question #4), you have a total amount of $90.3 million which does not deviate too greatly 
from the April, 2002, estimate of $92.3 million. 

6. A comparison of actual time to complete the project with original estimates. 
Mr. Chairman, I mentioned a few moments ago that we thought it would take six years from the 
time Computer Associates would provide us with fully-functional a case management system to 
get it fully deployed. I think it would be fair to say that Tyler Technologies provided us with a 
fully-functional case management system on October 1, 2007. Knowing what we know today, 
we believe that it will take us slightly less than a total of ten years to install Odyssey - from that 
October 1,2007, to June 30, 2017, the date I gave in answering question #4. 

7. The estimated annual appropriation required to maintain the project after 
completion of rollout. Mr. Chairman, the answer to this question depends largely on what 
JTAC is asked to do once installation of the case management system is completed. For exam
ple, many courts, clerks, and lawyers would like to see an electronic filing component added to 
Odyssey. Our own view is that there will still be much work to do after Odyssey is installed and 
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we estimate annual expenditures of $6.7 million to do that work. This would require.an annual 
court filing fee of $7;00 per case. However, a bare-bones budget that would cover no more than 
the cost of the network and data center, annual maintenance and support from Tyler, and help 
desk services would probably total approximately $4.0 million per year, requiring an annual 
court filing fee of $4.00 per case. 

8. The number of interfaces that have been requested and completed under this 
section. Mr. Chairman, as I indicated earlier, we fully complied with the mandate of Public Law 
130-2009 to construct protocols for the e-citation, Protection Order Registry, and Odyssey inter
faces. As I mentioned earlier, we have interfaces operating between our e-citation application 
and the CourtView, Keystone, and ProsLink case management systems (and one interface oper
ating between another e-citation application and Odyssey). But no other interfaces had been re
quested with respect to the Public Law 130-2009 protocols until yesterday when we received one 
with respect to the Protection Order Registry protocol. 

Conclusion 

Mr. Chairman before I conclude, I want to say that I am mindful as anyone of the ex
tremely large dollar amounts that attach to this project. I can assure you, first, that from Chief 
Justice Shepard on down, all of us involved in the JTAC project strive to use the resources 
placed at our disposal in the most cost-effective manner we can. We use a single data center 
here in Indianapolis to which courts and clerks connect over the Internet rather than the old way 
of doing things that required a data center in every single courthouse. We have purchased a sin
gle, statewide license to use Odyssey for an unlimited number of users. That is, there is abso
lutely no increase in licensing, maintenance, or support obligations when we add a new court or 
county to the system. 

During the course of this presentation, I have mentioned our success at receiving federal 
and state grants support for a substantial percentage of our work. We will continue to pursue 
grant funding aggressively. In addition, we are mindful that JTAC's work presents the possibili
ty of generating revenue. We would like to initiate dialogue with members of this Commission 
and of the House and Senate Judiciary Committees along these lines, as well as members of the 
Daniels Administration to make sure that we are capitalizing on investments made in JTAC by 
the State to the extent appropriate. 

Please keep in mind that while a substantial amount has been paid to Tyler, much more 
has been paid here in Indiana to JTAC employees and contractors who go from court to court 
installing Odyssey, to Indiana gas stations and motels that service them while they are in the 
field, and to the Indiana Office of Technology which houses our datacenter. Last year alone 
excluding Tyler - we had 27 contracts with businesses and individuals in the private sector total
ing $3.2 million and are always anxious to develop new partnerships with the many splendid IT 
firms in our state. We are proud, as well, Mr. Chairman, of JTAC's record ofminority hiring and 
the use of minority-owned contractors and vendors. 

Finally, I know you recognize that technology, particularly when it is done right, is ex
pensive. In just the last week, I have noticed the price tags on several technology projects from 
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around the world that are greater than what we are spending but don't seem to me to be anywhere 
near as important. Here are a couple of examples that I have pulled from the newspapers in just 
the last two weeks: (1) Los Angeles County plans to spend $160 million from its general fund 
just to upgrade the city's financial, procurement, budget, human resources, and payroll systems; 
(2) the Singapore stock exchange plans an upgrade to its computer training system at a cost of 
$185 million; and (3) the revenue department of the country of Greece is spending $53 million 
on software just to unify its existing tax databases. 

The reason good technology costs so much is because the economic and intangible bene
fits are so great. Think about the many demonstrable savings that we are achieving in terms of 
the elimination of duplicate data entry and law enforcement personnel having to spend substan
tial percentages of their time processing paper. And think too about the intangible benefits of 
identifying in Floyd County the violent criminal who is the subject of an outstanding warrant in 
Allen County. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission, you have been among the most stalwart 
supporters of JTAC's efforts. We could not be more appreciative of your confidence and pledge 
to you our continued unrelenting efforts to equip all Indiana courts with a uniform statewide 
21st-century case management system that connects all of our courts with each other and with 
law enforcement, state agencies, and others who need and use court information. 

Thank you very much. 
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other users of court data free of 
charge. 

Just over a decade ago, the Indi
ana Supreme Court created its 
Judicial Technology and Auto
mation Committee OTAC) to 
develop strategies for trial court 
technology in our state. The 
implementation of case man
agement and court information 
sharing are principal among 
us goals, so having nearly one 
quarter of the state's caseload 
managed by the Odyssey CMS 
is a major milestone in what has 
been-and what continues to 
be-a challenging and necessary 

Alisting of Odyssey project costs and 
assigned funding sources can be found at 
http://comts,in.gov/ jtac/ docs/ems/ phase2-costs.pdf. 

endeavor for justice and public 
'£...-'- safety in Indiana. 

The goal of a uniform statewide 
CMS also makes sound fiscal .. ) 

savings that result from central
ization and uniformity. Central

ization frees up local budgets
 
from supporting software
 . 

··licensing, maintenance, and . . . 
trammg costs, easmg the burden 
on local property taxes. In 
addition, while the local courts 
need desktop computers and 
Internet access to use the sys
tem, they avoid the significant 
data center costs of localized 
systems; and if a county needs 
adduionalnetworkcapacityto 
run Odyssey, those costs are 
also absorbed by JTAC. 

Judges and Clerks using Od
yssey have noted significant 
advantages and they are better 
able to manage court cases and 
related financial information. 
This is especially evident in 
courts like the Marion County 
Traffic Court, where many in
fractions are processed through 
JTAC's electronic Citation and 
Warning System (eCWS) into 
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changing legislation creating a 
need for a statewide technol
ogy solution. And as a uniform 
statewide CMS began material
izing, other projects have been 
developed that are interde
pendent with the concept of a 
uniform statewide CMS. 

All of the projects undertaken 
by JTAC have been consistent 
with the committee's three 
stated goals: 

•	 Equipping every Indiana
 
trial court with a 21st cen

turyCMS;
 

•	 Connecting individual 
courts' case management 
systems with each other and 
with law enforcement, state 
agencies, and other users of ' 
court information, including 
the public; and 

•	 Providing Indiana judges
 
and court clerks and their
 
staffs with additional com

puter resources to assist
 
them in their work and bet

ter serve the public.
 

Many of the projects connect
ing courts with law enforce
ment and state agencies-such 
as the electronic Citation and 
Warning (e-ticket) System, the 
Protection Order Registry, and 
the Statewide Jury Pool-were 

funded primarily by federal 
grant dollars. Over $2,000,000 
of those grant dollars were in 
turn delivered to counties for 
local technology needs, includ
ing equipment and software 
licensing. 
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paR-A: Protection Order Registry Advocates 
ACcess; ML: Marriage License E-File; TAX: E-Tax 
Warrants; JURY: Statewide Jury Pool and Jury 
Management; DCS: Juvenile Services Filing. 

Demand for 
immediate Odyssey 
installations exceeds 
our deployment 
resources-for now 

Odyssey has been installed in 51 
courts in the 26 months since 
the initial pilot installations in 
December, 2007. This record 
is all the more impressive when 

the rigorous quality controls 
demanded by the Court are 
considered-quality as to con
verting data from old case man
agement systems, to standardiz
ing business practices to comply 
with state law and regulations, 
and to configuring Odyssey to 
conform to local practices. 

We are busy working on addi
tional deployments in courts in 
Anderson, Fort Wayne, India
napolis, Jeffersonville, and other 
places. We have a long waiting 
list of courts and clerks that 
would also like to have Odys
sey installed. But with only so 
many men and women on our 
deployment teams, we are un
able to fulfill these requests as 
rapidly as we would like. We 
have 'explored with-fhe'General .' 

Assembly temporarily increas
ing the court filing fee that sup
ports JTAC's work from '$-7.00 : 
to $10.00 so as to increase the 
pace of Odyssey deployments. 
This proposal has received some' 
support-the Indiana House of 
Representatives and the Sen
ate Judiciary Committee both 
passed it in 2009-but it has not 
become law. We will install Od
yssey as rapidly as our resources 
allow, consistent with the qual
ity demanded by our Supreme 
Court. 

Visit courtsJN.govjvideojhamUton to 
powered byJTAC watch a video case study of Hamilton 

County's Odyssey deployment experience. 



INDIANA SUPREME COURT
 
DIVISION OF STATE COURT ADMINISTRATION
 

JUDICIAL TECHNOLOGY AND AUTOMATION COMMITTEE (JTAC)
 

What is JTAC? What has JTAC accomplished? 

JTAC is a committee established by the Supreme Court to improve computerization for Indiana 
courts and clerks. JTAC has many technology projects up and running that are helping courts, clerks, 
and law enforcement in all 92 Indiana counties. 

(1) Statewide uniform case management system ClOdyssey"). 

JTAC'S biggest and most ambitious project 
is to equip all Indiana courts and clerks with a 
21st century computer system called Odyssey 
to manage cases - and connect each court's 
system with each other's and with law enforce
ment, state agencies, and the public. 

This multi-year project is making solid 
progress since the first pilot installation in De
cember, 2007: 61 courts in 22 counties com
prising 25% of the state's caseload are now us
ing Odyssey to manage their caseloads. 
(These courts include the Marion Co. traffic 
court, the busiest court in the state, and the 
courts of Hamilton Co., the state's 4th largest.) 

Counties pay no license fees or annual 
maintenance costs for Odyssey. Information 
on cases in Odyssey is available at no cost to 
the public on the web. 

"Odyssey" is a leading national case man
agement system with special Indiana features 
for clerks' financial duties and probation officers' 
caseloads. The rights to install it in all Indiana 
courts were acquired July 1, 2007, after a com
petitive procurement involving judges, clerks, 
and IT professionals from throughout the state. 
(JTAC began this project in 2002 but its relation
ship with the vendor collapsed in 2005. The 
vendor paid JTAC to terminate the contract.) 

(2) Critical data exchange with law enforcement and state agencies eINcite"). 

While Odyssey is being installed court-by-court, JTAC works closely with law enforcement and state 
agencies using a computer program called "INcite" to send certain critical data electronically to and from 
courts and clerks in all 92 counties except where noted. 

•	 Court traffic infraction data - to BMV. 
•	 Domestic violence protection orders - to 

local police and state Protection Order Regi
stry. 

•	 Juvenile delinquency case data - to De
partment of Child Services from juvenile 
probation officers (available in 82 counties). 

•	 Tax warrant data from Indiana Department 
of Revenue - to clerks (42 counties). 

•	 Marriage license data - to Indiana De
partment of Health from clerks (64 counties). 

•	 Electronic traffic tickets issued using 
scanners - to courts Indiana State Police 
and sheriff and police departments (172 de
partments; 23 more in planning stage). 

•	 Mental health adjudication data - to the 
FBI for background checks. 

•	 Court statistical data - to Division of State 
Court Administration from courts. 

(3) JTAC has made grants ofmore than $2 million to courts. clerks. and 
law enforcement for computer systems and technology equipment. 

(4) Research. education. web site. and other services. 

JTAC also provides the following at no cost: 

•	 LEXIS-NEXIS electronic legal research ser
vice for judges and clerks.. 

•	 Computer classes at Ivy Tech for court and 
clerk staff. 

•	 On-line child support calculator. 
•	 Indiana judicial web site with information 

for and about courts and clerks. 
•	 County "jury pool" lists and jury manage

ment software. 
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Odyssey
 
Deployment Progress
 

Trial Courts Deployed: * Individual Courts Deployed: 
• Monroe County • Marion Traffic Court 
• Warren County • Greenwood City Court 
• Tipton County • New Haven City Court 
• OeKalb County • Carmel City Court 
• Floyd County • St. Joseph Traffic Courts 

• Parke County • Alexandria City Court 

• Washington County • Roanoke Town Court 

• Owen County • Franklin Township SC 

• Hamilton County • Washington Township SC 

• Rush County • Center Township SC 
• Harrison County • Wayne Township SC 
• Huntington County • Warren Township SC 
• Blackford County 
• Benton County 
• Carroll County 
• Clark County 
• Posey County 

Trial Court Deploy Supervision Deployed: 

D ment in Progress: • OeKalb County PO 
·Harrison County Juvenile PO*
 

• Allen County • Warren County PO 
• Greene County 
• Hancock County 
• Jackson County Supervision in Progress: 
• Jasper County • Floyd County PO 
• Jennings County 
• LaPorte County 
• Scott County 
• Shelby County 
• Steuben County 
• Lawrence Twp. SC 



J 00 FACTSHEETb Tools for Judges and Clerks 

ODYSSEY STATEWIDE CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (CMS) 
The Indiana Supreme Court is providing Indiana courts and clerks with a statewide case management 
system that connects courts with each other and those that need court information. The Court signed a 
contract with Tyler Technologies for a statewide license for a court case management system, called 
Odyssey, in June 2007. By September 2009, Odyssey will be used in 36 courts in 13 counties tyle r 
representing almost 20% of the new cases filed in 2007. These courts include the Marion County traffic 

TECHNOLOGiES
division, the busiest single court as measured by filings. Public case information from counties that use 
Odyssey is available on the Indiana Courts website with no cost for searching and printing. 

INcite (INDIANA COURTS INFORMATION TRANSMISSION EXTRANET) 
JTAC provides many online tools for Indiana courts and clerks, many of which 
are available through a secure extranet site called INcite. INcite provides a single 
online location where individuals working in the courts are given access to the 
tools they need to complete their daily duties. The tools available on INcite 
extend or integrate with the functionality of the Odyssey CMS, and the INcite 
framework itself provides a platform for interfacing with other data systems, such 
as those managed by the Bureau of Motor Vehicles, the Department of Child 
Services, and the Indiana State Police. Following are descriptions of the suite of 
tools available through INcite. 

Electronic Filing to the Bureau of Motor Vehicles 
To help Indiana counties comply with new federal regulations, JTAC created an electronic system that counties can 
use to submit SR16 citation information to the BMV instead of mailing or faxing. The transmission time dropped from 
53 days to 8 for counties using lI\lcite. 

Electronic Citation and Warning System (eCWS) 
In cooperation with the Bureau of Motor Vehicles, Indiana Criminal Justice Institute, State Police, and other state and 
local agencies, JTAC created an e-ticket system where traffic tickets are "written" using a scanner and entered a 
single time through INcite into a statewide data repository by officers in the field, who then print a uniform traffic ticket 
from equipment in their vehicles. These tickets are filed electronically into the Odyssey case management system. 

Statewide Protection-Order Registry 
Using federal grant funding, JTAC and the Indiana State Police created a statewide electronic Protection Order 
Registry. When a judge issues an order it is electronically entered into the system and shared through INcite with the 
Indiana State Police database and the FBI's National Crime Information Center within minutes. At the same time, 
notice of the order is transmitted to local law enforcement stations where the parties live and work. 

DCS Probation System 
Juvenile probation officers electronically submit to DCS information required for reimbursement of costs for 
delinquency services and placements under the 2008 property tax bill. This system is available to juvenile probation 
officers statewide and is used in 82 counties. 

Statewide Jury Pool Lists and Jury Management Tools 
Our nationally recognized Jury Pool program provides each county with the most inclusive and diverse jury pool list 
ever available-at no cost. A new JTAC Jury Management System (JMS) uses this list and has additional tools to call, 
track and compensate jurors. Both the list and the JMS are available through INcite. 

Electronic Tax Warrants 
JTAC and state Department of Revenue created a Tax Warrant interface through INcite that allows Clerks to 
seamlessly process Tax Warrants electronically, reducing manual data entry, making public records easily searchable 
and providing accurate records in a more timely manner. 

courts.lN.gov/jtac 08.24.2010 



Marriage License E-File System 
In response to requests made by many Indiana County Clerks, JTAC created a Marriage License e-File system in
 
INcite, where Clerks can create marriage licenses electronically and print a copy for the bride and groom. When the
 
completed license is returned to the Clerk's Office, the Clerk can update the record and submit it electronically to the
 
State Department of Health (ISDH), which collects the data for vital records. In turn, the Indiana State Library is given
 
access to the data for genealogy researchers. There are 45,000 marriages in Indiana each year, and this electronic
 
system has eliminated the need for Clerks to laboriously hand copy names into paper record books; it has saved
 
countless local dollars Clerks previously spent mailing hard copies to the ISDH; and it has eliminated the need for
 
data entry at the state level.
 

Indiana Courts Online Reports (ICOR)
 
As of April 3, 2007, Indiana courts and probation departments began submitting required reports to the Division of
 
State Court Administration through INcite, JTAC's secure extranet for court information. All courts are now mandated
 
to submit forms electronically, saving time and money.
 

H .- .-' 

ONLINE LEGAL RESEARCH 
Since 2001, JTAC has maintained a contract with LexisNexis to provide legal research 
subscriptions and book discounts to Indiana trial court jUdges, small claims court judges, .'U LexisNexis'u 
and county clerks-at no cost to them. Judges in every Indiana county have requested 
accounts. 

IVY TECH COMPUTER TRAINING PROGRAM 
In 2001, JTAC began a program in cooperation with Ivy Tech State College to provide basic computer 
training to trial court staff. Courses covered Microsoft Office software and using the Internet, and were IIavailable at any of Ivy Tech's 26 campuses statewide. In 2005, JTAC expanded the program to include city 
and town court staff in conjunction with the BMV / SR-16 electronic filing project. Court employees in 72 III 
counties have participated in this program. 

INDIANA COURTS WEBSITE (courts.IN.gov) 
,ITAC publishes the Indiana Courts website providing information 
about the state Judicial Branch, including local courts, appellate 
courts, and a variety of court-related programs, such as the Court 
Improvement Program, Family Courts, and GAL/CASA, among 
others. Judicial opinions and orders, press releases, video webcasts, 
and case information are also available on the site. In 2005, the 
Indiana Courts website was ranked the #3 court website in the world 
and #1 state court website in the country. 

CHILD SUPPORT CALCULATORS 
In cooperation with the Domestic Relations Committee of the Indiana 
Judicial Conference and the Marion Superior Court, JTAC has 
developed three versions of a child support calculator that is based on the Indiana Child Support Guidelines. Parents can 
use the online Step-by-Step calculator to estimate child support and generate forms for use in court. Judges and 
attorneys can use either the online Practitioners' calculator or the downloadable Microsoft Excel calculator to figure 
parents' obligations and generate court forms. The child support calculator is one of the most popular sections of the 
Indiana Courts website. 

VIRTUAL COURTHOUSE TOURS 
The Indiana Supreme Court is publishing online tours of Indiana county courthouses, which include 360 0 interactive 
images, still photographs, courthouse histories provided by the Historic Landmarks Foundation of Indiana, and other 
information such as location, parking, and accessibility. Tours for twenty-two counties are currently online, and additional 
counties are planned to be added. 

courts.IN.gov/jtac 08.24.2010 
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Odyssey Public Access 

An integral part of the Indiana Supreme Court's (ISC) VISion for the state's trial 
courts is access to court records over the internet for lawyers and others who need 
and use court information. This non-confidential information is made available to 
anyone at no cost. The ISC received a joint recommendation from JTAC and the 
Case Management System (CMS) Project Statewide Governing Board and 
considered the applicability of the Court's Administrative Rule 9. The Public Access 
website includes access to court case searches for the Courts who currently utilize 
the Odyssey Case Management System. 

The internet addresses are (type in the address from your internet browser): 

http://Courts.IN.Gov 

1m http://Courts,in.gov 

(click on the Court Case Public Records Search link) 

Clerk's Online Appellate Docket 

MooRlS'o'iUa natiw Jennifer Bauer. a 9ts:lf attorney for the Indiana 
Supreme Court's Judicial Center, was giYen the eoLat's -Pride 01 the 
Miami" for hel' setness help with her mather's organ transplant, Chief 
Justice Randall T. Shepard announced today. 

I~~~ation 
112~ 
112 Jwlgeo 

112 ilIl2mm 
1t1~ 
a K·12 EdUcators 

Ms. Bauer I'8ceived the award during the court's annuafEmployee , 
Recognition Ceremony tom Mimli nation Viee-:chief John Dunnagan, 
after ehe was, introduced by Chillf Justice, Randall T. Shepard. . 

MS. Sinier played a critical.rolevmen her mother, Karen BauBl' of 

1-
------1 Moor&!Mlle. needed an'organ tran9p(ant due to a kidney dieeaBe. lAftto ~t ~ t._. VI.. Ch... 

Mra. Bauer is married to Travis: Bauer. t::no::::r" 1M "'.,,1 Nltlort. end 

Toda}"s Supreme Court Opinions -M.a. Bauer's action displayad courage and a deep generous spirit. We are proud 01 heractions and very 
pleased she iep8l1 of the Supreme Court family: ssid ChiefJustice Shepard. 

Today's Cqyrt of Appeals 
QJ!i!liQMI{]IFULL STORyl 

Trui::nlc. T~", ('"J\,ut nnininnq ~III 
or 

http://mycase.in.gov 

Note: Electronic access to certain court information is restricted by federal and 
state law in addition to court rules and orders. Information displayed on this site is 
not to be considered or used as an official court record and may contain errors or 
omissions. Accuracy of the information is not warranted. Official records of court 
proceedings may only be obtained directly from the court maintaining a particular 
record. 

Updated 8/24/2010 Page 1 of 5 



Odyssey Public Access 

The financial information displayed for a case may not reflect the complete financial 
amounts for a case. The financial data contained within a case may not include 
interest that has accrued or other charges that have become due since the last 
financial transaction. The Clerk's office can provide current financial information. 

Information obtained from the site should not be used as a substitute for 
competent legal advice. 

Please note that the records available through this online search include both data 
that is recorded through Indiana's Odyssey CMS and data that has been converted 
from previously used electronic systems. As a result, converted data in a record 
may be notated as a "converted event." 

1.	 BEGINNING A SEARCH. To begin a case search, first select the location from 
the Case Records drop-down menu. Options in the drop-down menu include: 

•	 All Courts-Case Search, meaning records from all locations included in 
the system; or individual counties. After selecting a location, click the link 
for the collection you wish to search. You may search either 

•	 Criminal &. Citation Case Record, which includes criminal cases, 
infractions and traffic cases, or collectively Civil, Family, and Probate 
Case Records. 

STATE' CaURT 
ADMINII!ITRATlCN 

This is the pubfic acceS$ site for Odyssey Case Management System for Indiana Courts and Clerks. 

Updated 8/24/2010	 Page 2 of 5 



Odyssey Public Access 

2.	 CIVIL, FAMILY & PROBATE CASE RECORDS SEARCH. When you conduct 
a search for civil, family and probate cases, you may search by: case 
number, party name, or attorney name. 

For each search type, certain information is required. Required fields are 
notated with a plus sign (+) and in red text. After completing the required 
fields, you may further limit the search results by case status and a date 
range for the date the case was filed. 

(.) Required Fields 

searctI Br.1 Case ~~A 

L_·_··._.__----e-1I_Caoo._' '--.C-C--0-_c--o.,...'--.C-..,_.._ ~,1+-Cue Number 

r=---------------------------------------,--------J 
I C_ Sta_ 0 .. 00... OCl>oed i 
I OnorAfter DftorBefonl II 

I D.... FlIed: I I .M I I ,
I ("0. 1111211955) j 

I s&llltld 1 Clear Fonn I 

3.	 CRIMINAL & CITATION CASE RECARDS SEARCH. When you conduct a 
search for criminal or citation cases, you may search by: case number, 
defendant name, citation case number, or attorney name. 

For each search type, certain information is required. Required fields are 
notated with a plus sign (+) and in red text. After completing the required 
fields, you may narrow your search results by completing information in any 
of the remaining fields. 

(+) Required Fields 

5eIRotl Br.1£~!__J~] 

-----------------------. -
Caoo: 0._0.,..."",.._ ~ r+C""'"-"N""'um""b.''--__-,....

I I I	 il .. .__.. ._ _ _.._ _._ _._ _ } 

I CaooS1lllUl: 
0 .. °Opon °Cl>oed 
OnorAk Oft Ot Befwe 

ID.taFIIed: I I 'M ,--I--'--'--~ 
I (ag.11f1211955) 

I Se8tth II CI....Fonn I 
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Odyssey Public Access 

4.	 CASE & CITATION NUMBERS. Indiana has a uniform case numbering 
system outlined in detail in Administrative Rule 8. 

Website: http://www.in.gov/judiciary/rules/admin/index.html 

Each part of the case number corresponds to information about the case, 
including the county, court, date filed, and case type. 

EXAMPLE 
county
number 

57C03 8805 
case type 

DR - 0631 4 
court 
identifier 

year month sequence 
number 

When searching by case number, you do not need to include the hyphens 
(dashes), but you may include them. However, if you do include hyphens, 
they must be included exactly as they appear in the official case number. In 
addition, you do not need to include zeros at the beginning of the sequence 
number (the final segment of the case number). If you only have part of the 
case number, you may use wild cards in your search. For more information, 
see section 7. Searching with Wild Cards (below). 

5.	 UPPERCASE AND LOWERCASE. Fields in the search are not case sensitive. 
If you wish to search for a case by the party name "Richard Smith," your 
search results will be the same whether or not you capitalize any of the 
letters in "Richard Smith." 

EXAI"1PLE:
 
RICHARD SMITH, richard smith, Richard Smith, rICHARD sMITH, and
 
RiChArD SmItH would all return the same results.
 

6.	 THE "USE SOUNDEX" CHECKBOX. Once you have selected a collection to 
search-if you choose to search by a party, defendant, or attorney name
the page where you will enter your search terms includes a checkbox in the 
upper-right corner labeled "Use Soundex." Soundex is a tool used by search 
engines that allows the system to return phonetically spelled search results. 
The wild card and soundex features must be used separately. 

EXAMPLE: 
If you were to search for a case by the name of a party to the case, and you 
knew the party's name was "John Shepard," but you were unsure how to 
spell his name, the Soundex will produce search results that are similar in 
sound, though not spelled the same. So with the "Use Soundex" box 
checked, you could enter "John Shepard" and produce results associated with 
"John Shepard" as well "Jon Sheppard," "John Shepherd," "John Sheperd," 
and even "John Swafford." 
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Odyssey Public Access 

7.	 SEARCHING WITH WILD CARDS. Wild cards allow you to conduct a 
search even if you don't have all of the information required by the type of 
search you are conducting. 

NOTE: If you are conducting a search by party name, defendant 
name, or attorney name, you must turn off the Soundex by 
unchecking the "Use Soundex" box to use wild cards in your search. 

To use a wild card, you can simply replace parts of your search term(s) with 
an asterisk *. Different types of searches allow for various uses of wild cards. 

EXArvlPLE - NAME SEARCH 
For a party, defendant or attorney name search, if you know the person's 
last name is "Sheppard" with a first name starting with the letter "J," you can 
use a wild card to produce better search results. In a party search, the first 
name is required. If you enter only the letter "J" into the "first name" field, 
your results would be very limited, if the search produced any results at all. 
But you can enter "Sheppard" for the last name and "J*" for the first name 
(after turning off the Soundex), and produce results that include "John 
Sheppard," "Johnny Sheppard," and "James Sheppard." You may use a wild 
card in either the first or last name, but you may not replace the entire first 
or last name with a wildcard. 

EXAMPLE - CASE NUMBER 
For a case number search, wild cards may also be used following the court 
identifier. This allows you to search for all cases, or all cases of a particular 
type, filed in a specific month and court. 

For example, if you want to find all cases filed in Monroe County Circuit Court 
#2 in February 2002, you would enter the county identifier, the court 
identifier, followed by the month and year of the case filing, and an asterisk: 

53C020202* 

However, only up to 200 cases per inquiry can be returned, so you may need 
to limit your search by case type, or, shorten your search parameters to a 
week or even a day. 

For example, if you want to search for all Infraction (IF) cases, you would 
add the "IF" to the sequence: 

53C020202IF* 

Need more help? 

If you have questions about a particular case or the contents of a case record, 
please direct them to the Clerk's Office in the county from which the case 
originates. In the case of the Marion County Small Claims Court, direct your 
questions to the designated township court. An online "Help" link is also available 
for use while logged onto the Public Access site. 

Updated 8/24/2010	 Page 5 of 5 



-~. ._..;~-,~:, ,,,'-_. ,,,. 

Search Indiana Courts ... for 

Judicial Technology and Automation Conunirtee 

Interface Specifications 

eCWS Interface Specifications 
PCilltci No".mlat 1i, 2009 

Pursuant to Public Law 130·2009, the links below are to documentation of the interface protocols for the fiJ.~ll:WlniGj:;'1hltJ.911 
~1JEL~Li1!.ll!L!!L9:i&~:rtl For questions please contact JTAC's MIS Director, Andy Cain, at a!&in@}ttac in QQ;'i. 

Protocol for County Court Case Management 
Systemshql.~!l~,"~\lf~f,!J.~ 

£~tH~l!l 

GJY.L;il9lli)L"1.t.;rt.LCJ!.~ul
 
t~1\;.:!Wlill~.ti911
 Protocol for Prosecuting Attorney Case 

Management Systems 

Techoicai Help 

lWii@Jl0 COLlrt~) Hom>;
 
POR Interface Specifications
 
Posted O~c:embif 30, 2009 

Pursuant to Public Law 130·2009, the links below are to documentation of the interface protocols for the .ErQ1!"·iJIOI\ OIJ-t'il: 
8egisll:i. For questions please contact JTAC's MIS Director. Andy Cain, at acainCQ)ltacin.gol/. Read the ~ announcing 
the publication ofthese specifications. 

. ~, J Protocol for Protection Order Registry Interface 

Odyssey CMS Interface Specifications 
Postea Oe-oemt;.er 31. 2009 

Pursuant to Public Law 130-2009, the links below are to documentation of the interface protocols for the OdVSS8V Ca:38 

rV1anac8n:'3nt S)'St8n1. For questions please contact JTAC's MIS Director, Andy Cain, at acain@jtac.in.gov. 

Protocol for Odyssey eMS Third Party Interface 
Iii" 

I, 
j
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Proposal to convert Child Support Court
 
To
 

Bartholonlew Superior Court #3
 

;,.;:. .:~. 

i 

Presented by Stephen R. Heimann
 
Bartholomew Circuit Judge
 

234 Washington Street
 
Columbus, IN 47201
 

(812) 379-1606 
sheimann@bartholomewco.com 

ExhibitC 
Commission on Courts . 
August 26,2010 
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STEPHEN R. HEiMANr'<l. JUDGE 
Bartholomew Circuit Court 
Ninth Judicial Circuit Telephone: (812) 379-1605 
234 Washington Street Fax: (812) 379-1764 
Columbus, Indiana 47201 

August 19,2010 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The judges in Bartholomew County unanimously support the proposal to convert the
 
Title IV-D Court (child support court) from a part-time court to a full-time Superior Court #3.
 
The workload of our courts has increased significantly over the past twenty years to the point
 
that it is increasingly difficult to produce quality work given the time constraints of dealing with
 
the additional workload. Our Courthouse hours are 8:00 a.m. until 5:00 p.m., so we do not have
 
the luxury of adding hours to alleviate the situation.
 

Currently, the Title IV-0 Court has a part-time Commissioner who hears those cases.
 
While this helps to alleviate the work for the three courts, as judges, we are still required to
 
provide oversight to the commissioner. Also, Title IV-D Court has limited jurisdiction so child
 
support collection cases can be heard by the commissioner, but custody and visitation cases may
 
not be held there. This causes some cases to be divided and part of the case is heard by the
 
commissioner and part of the case is heard on <mother date by a judge. This is ineffective.
 

We are seeking the Superior Court #3 so that it can be a Family Law Court and handle all 
of the domestic relations cases. We would appreciate your support. 

Kindly yours, 

~,Jfi~~~ tephen R. Heimann Chris O. Monroe leenT. Co n 
Circuit Court Judge Superior Court 1 Judge Superior Court 2 Judge 



BARTHOLOMEW COUNTY AUDITOR BARBARA J. HACKMAN, AUDITOR 

August 16, 2010 

In Re: Bartholomew Superior Court 3 

To Whom It May Concern: 

In July 2010, both the Bartholomew County Commissioners and the Bartholomew 
County Council voted UIlanimously to support the creation of Bartholomew Superior Court 3 
which will replace our Child Support C01llJ.llissioner's Court. Since Superior 3 will replace the 
existing Child Support Commissioner's Court, the infrastructure is already in place. The 
Courthouse has the courtroom space and it is furnished. 

Very truly yours, 

Barbara J. Hackman, 
Bartholomew Co. Auditor 

BJH/bh 

Government Office Building, Suite 102 • 440 Third Street, Columbus, Indiana 47201-6798 

Ph. 812-379-1510 • Fax 812-379-5321 • bhackman@bartholomewcocom 



·TAMI HINES
 
BARTHOLOMEW CIRCUIT / SUPERIOR COURT CLERK
 

234 WASHINGTON STREET
 
COURTHOUSE P.O. BOX 924
 

.COLUMBUS, INDIANA 47201
 
(812)379-1600
 

August 18, 2010 

To Whom It May Concern, 

I support the request to transform our Child Support Court into a Superior 
Court #3. I have spoken with the Judgesand believe that it will be beneficial to 
the people we serve. 

Sincerely, 

Tami L. Hines 

Bartholomew County Clerk 



=------,CIlmT C1 
. TH01'lIASSON, TaO!'IIASSON, loNG & GUTHRIE, P.C. 

·r-I,IJU 
ATTOR.'\iEIS AT Lnv
 

Mi(hael Thomasson; Sean G. Thomasson, Sh;ui E. Long: Jason H. Guthrie
 

August 20, 2010 

To Whom It May Concern: 

As president of the Bartholomew County Bar Association, I am writing to voice 
this Bar Association's support for the creation of a Superior Court 3 in Bartholomew 
County. We applaud the efforts of the judges in Bartholomew County to convert the 
current IV-0 Child Support Court with its limited jurisdiction into Superior Court 3 with 
general jurisdiction. Our bar association recognizes the clear need for this change in 
order to better serve the needs of the litigants in our area. 

The Bartholomew County Bar Association strongly supports your 
recommendation for the creation of Bartholomew Superior Court 3. Thank you for your 
consideration of this very important matter. 

Shari E. Long 
President 
Bartholomew County Bar Association 

SEL 

50WashingtonStreet,Suite3A IP.O. Box 2086 I Columbus, Indiana 47202-2086 I phone 812.372.5785 I fax 812.372.4928 
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2009 Weighted Caseload Measurements
 

Bartholomew County currently has 5.16 judicial officers. Of these, 3 are 
judges, 1 is a regular magistrate, 1 is a juvenile magistrate, and 1 is a part 

. time child support commissioner. 

We are seeking to replace the part-time commissioner with a full.:..time Family 
Court Judge. 

The juvenile magistrate's weighted caseload is less than 1.0 and given the 
results from that Court, we believe it is appropriate to keep her weighted 
caseload at its current level. l 

Without the child support commissioner, the caseload for the three judges and 
regular magistrate is 1.46 per judicial officer. 

.
o 

o 

. I The State of Indiana Department of Corrections saves more than $1.5 
million dollars per year as a result of the work done in the Juvenile Court. 
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Over One and a Half Million Dollars in Savings
 
To the Indiana Department of Corrections
 
Because ofLower Juvenile Commitments
 

From Bartholomew County
 

Mid 90's average # youth sent to DOC  -34 
2002 -2009 average # youth sent to DOC  - 6.375 
Difference 27.625 

Average length of stay for DOC juveniles is 311days.l 
.A.verage cost per day for DOC juveniles is $187.19.2 

Annual savings to the Indiana Department of Corrections from the 
lower number of youth sent to DOC from Bartholomew County. 

27.625 less youth per year x 311 ave~ days per stay = 8,591 fewer days 
per year 

8,591 fewer days/year x $187.19 cost/day = $1,608,219 savings/ year 
c 

I Information provided by Sarah Schelle, Research Analyst for DOC, (317) 233-4764 
2 Information from DOC website and confirmed by Sarah Schelle. 



i.	 FFT-FunctiollClI FClmily Thel'Clpy (2004) Youth ages 10-18, and their Families, whose problems 
range From acting out to conduct c\isordet- to aIcohollsu bstance <lbuse. otten these Families telld to 
h<lve limitec\,-esources, histories oFFailure, a range oFdiagnoses, .:md conHictwithin the home. 

50C- Systems of CCl I'e (2004) Systems ofc<lre is not 'l progr'lm - it is <l philosophy oFhow care 
shoulc\ be c\elivered. Systems ofCare is an 'lpproach to services that recognizes the importance of 
Family, school and community, anc\ seeks to promotethe Full potenti'll oFeverychiid and youth by 
a'ddressing their physic'll, emotional, intellectual, cultural <lnd soci<ll needs. 

PCltent PWiect- A 10-16 week p'lrenting class designed For p'lrents ofstrong-willed or out ofcontrol 
kids. The curriculum te~ches concrete prevention, identiFication, 'lnd intervention str'ltegies For the 
most destructive 'ldolescent beh<lviors (truancy, <llcohol/drug use, g<lngs, run<lw<lYs, 'lnd violent teens. 

ART - Aggression R.eplClCemellt TrClining Focuses on le<lrning how to reduce <lggression 'lnd 

violence in both adult and adolescent popul<ltions. 

TFAC- Thinking Fot A ChClnge- curriculum uses 'lS its core, <l problem solVing program 
embellished by both cognitive restructuring and social skills intervention 

MR.T - MorClI R.econCltion Thel'Clpy (2008) is a cognitive behavior'll system that leads to enhanced 
:~ mor'll re<lsoning, better c\ecision-making, and more <lppropri'lte beh'lvior. Focuses on substance use 

MClhix lOP (2008) Mahix lOP is a 16-week intensive 'lnd comprehensive eVidence-based 
ther'lpeutic model intended For adolescents meeting criteri<l For substance dependence. The 
'ldolescent fI/\atrix Model consists of rese<lrch-b<lsed techniques integratec\into <In 'lpproach th'lt 
includes individu<ll, 8mily <lnd group sessions <lnd separate parent and adolescent subst'lnce-educ<ltion 
groups. ReFerrals c'ln be made From correction'll, educ'ltional, F<lmili'll systems.. 

Movillg On- is a 26-session curriculum-based progr<lm developed exclusively For women oFFenders 
The primary gO'll oFthe program is to prOVide women with 'lltern<ltives Free From crimin<ll 'ldivity by 
'lssisting them to IdentifY <lnd mobilize both personal and community resources. The progr<lm is 
b<lsed on <ln educ<ltional 'lnd cognitive skills-building 4pproach and can be delivered over 9 to 13 
weeks in sm'lilgroups or on an individu'll basis byh<lined correction'll practitioners.. 

CCllm- Conholling Angel' Clnd Le'lming to Man'lge It-is a cognitive-behqvior'llgroup h qin if1g 
program intended to reduce <lnger, Violence, 'lnd emotion'll loss ofcontrol For adult m<lle oltellders. 
The 24 sessions in the CALM Program te<lch particip<lnts the skills necess<lry to reduce the Frequency, 
intensity, 'lnd dur<ltion ofanger-. ThiS helps to lessen the likel ihood of the occurrence of 'l9gression 
<'lnd other shong neg'ltive emotions 

'. 
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FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

LS6508 NOTE PREPARED: Feb 18,2010 
BILL NUMBER: SB 307 BILL AMENDED: Feb 16,2010 

SUBJECT: Courts in Bartholomew, Clark and Floyd Counties. 

FIRST AUTHOR: Sen. Sipes BILLSTATUS: 2nd Reading - 2nd House 
FIRST SPONSOR: Rep. Robertson 

FUNDS AFFECTED: X GENERAL IMPACT: State & Local 
DEDICATED 
FEDER<\.L 

Summary of Legislation: (Amended) This bill has the following provisions: 
A.	 Floyd County - It provides that in Floyd County: (1) the Floyd Circuit Court has exclusive 

jurisdiction over probtate and trust matters; and (2) the Floyd Circuit Court and Floyd Superior Court 
No.3 have concurrent juvenile jurisdiction. 

B.	 Bartholomew Superior Court NO.3 - It establishes the Bartholomew Superior Court NO.3 effective 
July 1,2011. It requires the Governor to appoint the initialjudge ofthe Bartholomew Superior Court 
NO.3 for a term beginning July I, 2011, and ending December 31, 2012. It provides that the initial 
election of the judge of the Bartholomew Superior Court No.3 is the general election on November 
6,2012. It requires the Bartholomew Circuit and Superior Courts to impose and collect an infraction 
judgment for each traffic violation in BartllOlomew County with the advisory infraction judgment 
amount being $50. It provides that, if at the end of a fiscal year the county auditor of Baliholomew 
County and the state Office of Management and Budget determine that the amount of money 
deposited in the state General Fund that is equal to $50 multiplied by the total number of infraction 
judgments imposed and co [lected for each traffic violation in Bartholomew County was less than the 
amount of the salary paid by the state to the judge of the Bartholomew Superior Court No.3, the 
Treasurer of Bartholomew County Shall Transfer to the Auditor of State for Deposit in tile State 
General fund an amount equal to the difference between: (1) the amount of money deposited in the 
state General Fund; and (2) the amount of tile salary paid by the state for the judge of the 
Barth010mew Superior Court #3; during the previous fiscal year. 

C.	 Clark County UI1!fied Circuit Court - It establishes a unified circuit court for Clark County on 
January 1, 20 11, by combining the current judge of the Clark Circuit Court and the three judges of 

58 307+	 1 



. the Clark SuperiorCourts into a unified circuit court with four judges. It specifies that the Clark 
Superior Court judges serving on December 3], 20 10, serve as judges of the unified Clark Circuit 
Court. It transfers all cases and other matters pending in the Clark Superior Courts at the close of 
business on December 31, 2010, to the Clark Circuit Court on January 1,2011. It repeals provisions 
concerning the establishmentand operation of the Clark Superior Couns. 

Effecti~e Date: (Amended) Uponpa~sage; July 1,2010; January 1, 2011. 

Explanation ofState Expenditures: (Revised) Bartholome.y County Superior Court #3- The estimated total 
compensation (base salary and fririge benefits) of a judge during FY 2012 is $164,553. Future salary 
increases will depend on legislative or administrative actions (see IC 33-38-5-8.1). 

Salaries and Benefits for ,Judge 

Benefits 

Salary $125,648 

Life Insurance $362 

Indiana Judicial Conference . $J ,000 
Social Secmity $9,612 
Retirement $11,685 
Disability Insurance $2,865 
Deferred Compensation Match $390 
Health, Dental, and Vision (blended rate) $12,991 

Total Cost Per Judicial Officer $164,553 

• 
The added costs to the state for the new judge could be offset if the Bartholomew Superior Courts were to 
increase the judgments for at least half of all traffic infraction cases by an additional $30 over the current 
level that they charge. 

Exolanation of State Revenues: (Revised) New General Fund Revenue from Infraction Judgments in 
Bartholomew County - The bill provides that at the end of each fiscal year, Bartholomew County and the 
state Office of Management and Budget are to reconcileby calculating the difference between the new costs 
of the judge and an amount equal to $50 times the number of infractions cases in Bartholomew County. If 
the costs of the judge are greater than the calculated amount, Bartholomew County will transfer the 
difference to the state. 

Bariholomew County reports that the current infraction judgement is $20. A new infraction judgment 
advisory amount that the court may voluntarily consider to impose would be $50. For Bartholomew County 
to recover the entire cost of the new judge from the advisory infraction amount, Bartholomew County's 
courts would have to assess the $50 on half of all traffic infractions that have a guilty verdict. 

The following table shows a history of infractions filed and disposed and the judgements collected since 
2005 in Bartholomew County. 

SB 307+ 2 



Infractions Filings, Dispositions and Judgments.
 
in Bartholomew County between CY 2005 and 2009
 

CY
 
2005
 

2006
 
2007
 

2008
 

2009 (est.)
 

Filings 

8,596 
11,479 
12,574 

13,384 

11,694 

Dispositions 

9,174 
10,473 

12,322 

1.3,190 . 
11,533 

Infraction Average 
Judgments Collected 

$273,797 $29.84 
$230,852 $22.04 

$322,853 $26.20 
$346,413 $26.26 

'---~ ~--
Note: Average number of infractions disposed in Bartholomew County 
between 2005 and 2009 is 1l,338. 

Bartholomew Courts indicate that traffic infractions make up almost 99% of all infractions cases in their
 
county. Bartholomew County's courts could begin increasing the infraction judgments charged in traffic
 
cases by an additional $30 beginning July 1, 20 IO. The following table shows the new revenue that would
 
be deposited in the state's General Fund if half of all infractions are assessed $50 instead of $20, and all
 

. defendants in these cases pay the added infraction judgment. Bartholomew.County estimates a current
 
collection rate of 85% on infraction judgments. 

IH'"A."", 

Estimated Revenue to State General Fund 
Based on 50% Collection Rate 

Added Infraction Percentage of Cases NewI Dispositions Judgment Added Fee is Imposed on Money 

. 11,338 x $30 x 50% = $170,070 

The net revenue to the state General Fund would be $5,500 based on this assumed collection rate. 

. . •.......
 
Net Rennuefor State General FundAssumirig 

New Revenue From Infraction Judgments $170,070 

Added Expen~itures for Bartholomew Superior Court #3 $164,553· 

Net Revenue for S tate General Fund $5,517 

By IC 34-28-5-4, infraction judgments are deposited in the state General Fund: Under IC 34-28-5-4, the 
maximum judgments for infractions is $500 for Class C infractions, $1,000 for Class B infractions, and 
$10,000 for Class A infractions. 

Explanation of Local Expenditures: Floyd County - Juvenile cases in Floyd County comprised an 
estimated 22% of the Circuit Court's workload. TI~is bill would pertuit these cases to be shared between these 
two courts. 

(Revised) Bartholomew County Superior Court #3 - Counties pay for court space and court staff 
Bartholomew County has existing court space that could be used by the new judge of the Bartholomew 

County Superior Court #3. 
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CAMPBELL KYLE PROFFITT LLP
 
ATTORf\IEYS AT LAW 

JOHN D. PROFFITT FRANK S. CAMPBELL 
JEFFREY S. NICKLOY (1880.1964) 
DEBORAH L. FARMER 
WILLIAM E. WENDLING. JR. FRANK W. CAMPBELL 
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TO: COMN1ISSION ON COURTS 

Sen. Richard Bray, Chairperson Thomas Felts 
Sen. Randall Head David Whicker 
Sen. Timothy Lanane Michael J. Kruk 
Sen. Lonnie Randolph Jill Jackson 
Rep. Linda Lawson, Vice-Chairperson Chief Justice Randall Shepard 
Rep. Matt Pierce Timothy Tyler 
Rep. Eric Koch Mark Goodpaster 
Rep. Kathy Richardson 

RE: Hamilton County's Request for a Magistrate Position 

The Judges of Hamilton County have presented a proposal and statistics to the Hamilton 
County Bar Association concerning proposed legislation to create a new Magistrate position in 
Hamilton County, Indiana. 

Having reviewed and considered such proposal, the Hamilton County Bar Association 
would request that the Commission on Courts to favorably consider the establishment of a new 
Magistrate position. 

CAMPBELL KYLE PROFFITT LLP 

Exhibit D 
Commission on Courts 
August 26,2010 
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Sonia J. Leerkamp • Prosecuting Attorney
 

August 24,2010 

TO: COMMISSION ON COURTS 

Sen. Richard Bray, Chairperson Thomas Felts 
Sen. Randall Head David Whicker 
Sen. Timothy Lanane Michael Kruk 
Sen. Lonnie Randolph Jill Jackson 
Rep. Linda Lawson, Vice-Chairperson Timothy Tyler 
Rep. Matt Pierce Chief Justice Randall Shepard 
Rep. Eric Koch Mark Goodpaster 
Rep. Kathy Richardson 

Re: Hamilton County Request for Magistrate 

The Judges of Hamilton County have presented a proposal and supporting 
statistical information concerning proposed legislation to create a new Magistrate 
position in Hamilton County. 

The Hamilton County Prosecutor's Office would request the Commission on Courts 
give a favorable recommendation to the establishment of this new Magistrate 
position. 
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