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Proposed law may result in a net decrease in SGF expenditures. Proposed law has the effect of providing supplemental pay benefits to
certified security personnel of the Supreme Court and courts of appeal only if they are already duly commissioned as deputy sheriffs. It
also allows a justice whose primary residence is 50 or more miles from the courthouse to elect all or part of any amount due for
reimbursement for reasonable housing and other expenses to be reimbursed as a vouchered expense.

Supplemental Pay. The proposed law will result in an increase of $26,881 SGF expenditures in Other Requirements Schedule 20-966 -
Supplemental Pay in FY 27, for supplemental pay benefits being made available to certified security personnel of the Supreme Court and
courts of appeal already duly commissioned as deputy sheriffs. The proposed law’s provision allowing certified security personnel of the
Supreme Court and courts of appeal who are already duly commissioned as deputy sheriffs would apply to only three (3) employees of the
Supreme Court and courts of appeal. The supplemental pay benefit is estimated to be $600 monthly, and if made available to the 3
employees who qualify, it will generate additional expenditures of $21,600 annually ($600 x 12 months x 3 employees). Additionally, the
Supreme Court is responsible for payroll taxes and the employer retirement benefit expenses on the supplemental pay, or an additional
benefit percentage (24.45%) of $5,281.20 ($21,600 x 0.2445).  The associated expenditures are as follows:

Annual Supplemental Pay $21,600
Benefit Expense $  5,281
Total $26,881

Supreme Court. The proposed law will also result in a decrease of $44,865 in SGF expenditures in the Supreme Court, to the extent that
justices of the Supreme Court elect to use the vouchered expense option in lieu of the equivalent allowance. Additionally, for Supreme
Court Justices who choose to elect all or part of any amount due for reimbursement as a vouchered expense, the amount vouchered would
be considered an expense reimbursement and not compensation (an unvouchered expense). Additionally, the amount vouchered would
not be subject to payroll taxes and would not be considered compensation in regards to pension contributions.

[CONTINUED ON PAGE TWO]

Current law provides for venues where the Supreme Court may certify questions or propositions of state law and where it is authorized to collaborate in
preparation of uniform rules of court; provides for criers of court, applicable salaries, and retirement pay. Proposed law adds that the Supreme Court may
provide for the development of a comprehensive and uniform plan for the use of filing, case management, and related technology by and in the appellate
courts; provides for one or more criers appointed by Supreme Court judges from its security personnel; provides that the deputy secretary of public
services, or his designee, may facilitate additional security assistance for the court; provides that any justice whose primary residence is 50 or more miles
from the courthouse may elect all or part of any amount due to be reimbursed as a vouchered expense pursuant to an accountable plan, provided that the
election shall be for an entire year, and the total amount claimed as vouchered expenses actually incurred that would otherwise be unreimbursed, together
with any amount remaining payable as a taxable allowance for expenses after any partial election or lack thereof; provides for reimbursement paid from
available funds, and that those amounts not be considered employee compensation for purpose of any public retirement system; provides that Supreme
Court security personnel or that of any court of appeal, except those already commissioned as deputy sheriffs, are ineligible to receive supplemental pay
benefits; provides that any amount paid as per diem and travel rates for attending to official duties in the parish of the courthouse shall not exceed the
maximum daily expense rate allowed for federal employees for travel established by the U.S. General Services Administration; provides for recusal motions.

There is no anticipated direct material effect on governmental revenues as a result of this measure.
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If all seven justices elect all of the amounts due for reimbursement for housing and other expenses as vouchered expenses,
the maximum potential decrease in SGF expenditures is $44,865. To the extent some judges maintain their reimbursement under
current law, or only elect a portion of any reimbursement due as a vouchered expense, the decrease in SGF expenditures will be lower.

The decrease in SGF expenditures is attributable to a reduction in taxes for Medicare, LASERS, and MERS, as follows:

SGF Paid for Allowance $126,000  (7 Justices x $18,000 Housing Allowance)

Medicare Taxes $  1,827
LASERS $38,178
MERS $  4,860
                                              $ 44,865

The proposed law’s provision which prohibits any amount paid as per diem (for attending to official duties in the parish of the courthouse
and related travel) from exceeding the maximum daily expense rate allowed for U.S. employees for travel established by the U.S. General
Services Administration may result in an indeterminable decrease in SGF expenditures. The proposed law has the effect of limiting the
daily expense rate to make it concurrent with the General Services Administration rate, and along with its imposition of a 10-day limit on
meals, expenditures associated with travel and meals are likely to decrease. The exact fiscal impact of this provision within the proposed
law is indeterminable, as the duration of travel and number of meals that may be purchased by those officials impacted are variable in
nature.
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