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Fiscal Note

Purpose of Bill: This bill authorizes justices of the peace to demand and receive a fee of 6% of a garnishment judgment for
processing the garnishment proceedings, half of which will go to the ward constables. In addition, this bill provides that
garnishment judgments will be paid to the sheriff, marshal, constable, or justice of the peace for processing prior to being
paid to the seizing creditor.

This bill may increase expenditures for the justices of the peace (JPs) and decrease expenditures for the ward
constables, but the exact impact is indeterminable. There are no other anticipated direct material effects on
governmental expenditures as a result of this measure.

Based on information from the Louisiana Justice of the Peace & Constables Association, JPs may see their expenditures
increase to the extent that the workload related to garnishment payments (currently handled by ward constables) is shifted
to the JPs and the JPs are unable to handle the additional workload using their existing resources. However, the exact impact
on JPs is indeterminable due to a lack of information regarding statewide individual practices and potential fiscal impacts. In
addition, ward constables may see their expenditures decrease to the extent that the workload related to garnishment
payments is shifted to the JPs and the constables are unable to use their existing resources for other work. However, the
exact impact on ward constables is indeterminable due to a lack of information regarding statewide individual practices and
potential fiscal impacts.

Continued on Page 2.

This bill may increase revenue for the justices of the peace (JPs) and decrease revenue for the ward constables,
but the exact impact is indeterminable. However, overall governmental revenue is not expected to change.
During our work, we reviewed annual financial reports for 20 ward constables, and noted that 17 of these constables (85%)
did not receive any garnishments during the year reviewed. For the remaining 3 ward constables that we reviewed (St.
Tammany Parish Constable Ward 3 - A; Jefferson Parish Constable 1st Justice Court; Tangipahoa Parish Constable Ward 8),
we noted that these ward constables received garnishment payments during the year reviewed. Assuming that garnishment
payments remain constant, these ward constables could see their annual revenue decrease by $9,786, $1,783, and $37
respectively as the 6% garnishment fee that currently goes to the ward constables will be shared with their JPs. In addition,
these ward constables’ JPs would see their revenues increase by the same amount. 

Based on information from the Louisiana Attorney General’s Office, Union Parish Sheriff, Pineville City Marshal, Shreveport
City Marshal, and the Louisiana City Marshal and City Constables Association, this bill is not expected to impact the revenue
of sheriffs, marshals, or city constables as it appears that this bill is putting the current practices of these entities into law.
Note: We spoke with a JP that had concerns about the legality of JPs processing/collecting garnishment payments and, as
such, questioned whether the bill would have any fiscal impact if JPs were not allowed to collect such payments per the bill. 
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EXPENDITURE EXPLANATION

Based on information from the Jefferson Parish Constable 1st Justice Court, if the JP took over some of the garnishment
workload from the constable due to this bill, there would be a negligible decrease in expenditures of the constable’s office.

Based on information from the Louisiana Attorney General’s Office, Union Parish Sheriff, Pineville City Marshal, Shreveport
City Marshal, and the Louisiana City Marshal and City Constables Association, this bill is not expected to impact the
expenditures of sheriffs, marshals, or city constables as it appears that this bill is putting the current practices of these
entities into law.

Note: We spoke with a JP that had concerns about the legality of JPs processing/collecting garnishment payments and, as
such, questioned whether the bill would have any fiscal impact if JPs were not allowed to collect such payments per the bill.
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