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MINUTES OF THE _ _HOUSE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION

The meeting was called to order by Representative Thomas F. Walker at
Chairperson

_9:00 4 mAfd#ton Thursday, February 11 1988in room _522=8__ of the Capitol.
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All members were present except:

| Representative Schauf
Representative Peterson

Committee staff present:

Avis Swartzman — Revisor
Mary Galligan — Legislative Research Department
Jackie Breymeyer - Committee Secretary

Conferees appearing before the committee:

Representative Ed Bideau

Nick Roach, Director, Division of Purchases, Department of Administration
Thomas D. Norris, State Records Specialist, Department of Archives
Representative R.H. Miller

Gretchen Gleue, Kansas Corporation Commission

Chairman Walker called the meeting to order. He stated the minutes would stand approved at
the end of the meeting if there were no corrections or additions.

HB 2751 - State agencies; supplies and equipment

Representative Bideau began on the bill. He distributed several attachments which
included a substitute for House Bill 2751. (Attachments 1-4) Representative Bideau
told of the cost savings which uniformity of size would bring about. He stated that ELF
stands for eliminate legal-size folders. Missouri has gone to regular size paper and
that state is realizing a very positive cost savings. In 1983 it was estimated the
State of Kansas would realize a cost savings of $247,000; in 1988 this would be closer
to $300,000. Legislation would be written to say 'on or after July 1, 1990' so by that
time agencies would have had time to get ready to convert documents into standard size.
Representative Bideau was asked if this could be accomplished administratively or only
by legislation. He replied it could be done administratively, but it could be done at
once and more effetively by legislation,

Nick Roach, Division of Purchases, gave a brief statement saying there was no problem
his department could see with the bill and it would be a big cost savings.

Tom Norris, State Records Specialist, said his department is under a statutory obligation
to provide records management assistance to state agencies. (Attachment 5) His department
sees it as a logical cost saver. He cited a problem with the bill and directed attention
to the balloon attached to his testimony which added language dealing with historical records.

The question was asked of Representative Bideau if he had any objection to the balloon. He
replied that he could see no problem with it and had no objection to it,

Representative R.H. Miller appeared before the committee in support of HB 2751. He stated
it was his first appearance before the committee since his chairmanship of it in 1974,

He cited his interest over the years in making govermment work better. He would like to
see the change made in the bill to put all the figures in the metric system to come into
conformity with all the other entities who have done so; this would be a timely place for
an amendment of this type.

Gretchen Gleue, Kansas Corporation Commission, spoke in favor of HB 2751, (Attachment 6)
She focused on the cabinet space it takes to house legal~size paper. More standand-size
paper might be needed but there is much wasted space in legal cabinets because there is
not as much legal paper to be filed as the standard-size paper.

A memorandum by the Legislative Research Department was handed out to each committee member.
(Attachment 7)

Chairman Walker asked if there were any other questions or comments; hearing none he stated
the hearing was closed on HB 2751,

The meeting was adjourned.

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded herein have not
been transcribed verbatim. Individual remarks as reported herein have nat
been submitted to the individuals appearing before the committee for 1

editing or corrections. Page —_—— Of _1__.
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SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 2751

Section 1. (a) All state agencies and courts of this state
shall permit the filing of documents and pleadings which are are
required, authorized or permitted by law on forms or paper which
are standard size and shall not require the filing of documents
and pleadings to be on legal size paper.

(b) On or after July 1, 1990 all documents and pleadings
which are required, authorized or permitted by law to be filed
with a state agency or court of this state shall be filed on

standard size legal paper and legal size paper shall not be used
for that purpose.

(c) This section does not prohibit the use or filing of:

(1) Forms larger than standard size, if the forms are to be
used to maintain accounting or bookkeeping records, for
preparation of architectural or engineering drafts or documents
or for preparing maps, graphs, charts or artwork; or

(2) fan-fold paper designed for use in computer peripheral
devises and forms, bond paper or legal pads which are perforated
or otherwise designed to produce complete documents not larger
than standard size.

(3) public records smaller than 8 1/2 by 11 inches,
computer generated printouts, output from test measurements and
diagnostic equipment, machine generated paper tapes, charts,
graphs, tables, maps, diplomas, artwork and public records other-
wise required on non-standard size or exempt by law.

(4) preparation of documents required by the federal
government to be on non-standard size.

(5) Upon written application of any state agency or court,
the Secretary of Administration may approve additional exemptions
from this section if based upon such application, the Secretary
finds that the cost of producing a particular type of public
record to conform to this section is so great as to not be in the
best interest of the state.

(d) Each state agency and court shall use its store of paper
supplies that exceeds 8 1/2 by 11 inches in size that are on hand
on the effective date of this Act until those supplies are
exhausted. The Secretary of Administration and the director of
printing shall provide assistance in form analysis and design to
any state agency on regquest to assist in complying with the

provisions of this act.
= = =

- ATTACHMENT 1

(e) As used in this section: )&O&WM "’Zﬁl/gi d

(a) "Standard size" means 8 1/2 x 11 inches.



(b) "State agency" means any state office, department,
institution, commission, board or authority of the state.

Sec. 2. This act shall take effect and be in force from and
after its publication in the statute book.
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December 23, 1987

Representative Edwin Bideau
14 South Rutter
Chanute, Kansas 66720

Dear Representative Bideau:

In response to your question regarding states that require the use of !
letter rather than legal-size paper, | have located the following information.

it appears that the state and federal courts are more likely to address ' )
_the issue of paper size than are the executive or legislative branches of govern- (‘
ment. The federal courts made a letter-size paper standard effective in 1983 and /

several state court systems have either partially or completely adopted such a i
standard. Because of the involvement of the courts in this issue, | requested i
information from- the National Center for State Courts which provided me with a
memo (enclosed) prepared in 1984 that addresses the issue. That memo includes
a chart that displays the states that have adopted a letter-size standard and
other information about the extent of the application of the rule. According to
the Center, Wisconsin and Georgia have also adopted a letter-size standard since
the memo was prepared.

y

As the numerous attachments to the Center's memo indicate, the most
prevalent argument in favor of changing to the smaller paper size is reduced
cost for paper, file cabinets, archival storage and handling. My inquiry to the
National Center for State Courts did not lead me to any post-implementation
studies that would shed light on whether or not the anticipated cost savings
were achieved. ;

Locating information regarding the extent to which a letter-size ste
dard has been adopted via rules or legislation for the executive and legislat
branches of government proved to be somewhat more problematic. The inforn
tion that | have gathered indicates that adoption of such standards by nc
judicial agencies is not very common at all. | contacted my counterparts in t
four surrounding states, and found that none of them have a rule or law t
establishes a paper size standard for the executive or legislative agencies. | a
contacted the federal General Services Administration (GSA) in Washington, D
and was told that the only paper size standard in existence is 41 (
201-45.401-2 (attached), which establishes the requirement that letter’
stationery must be 8.5 x 11 inches, but which does not prohibit the use of
size paper for other purposes. | was totally unsuccessful locating any

| — |-
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study that addresses the real or anticipated cost savings of implementing a
letter-size paper slandard.

I would note that the "GSA Bulletin FPMR B-120 Archives and
Records" (June 2, 1982), which is cited in the National Center for State Courts
memo, was not a regulation and did not impose a mandatory standard on federal
agencies. According to the persons | spoke to in GSA, bulletins are issued for
guidance and information purposes only and have no regulatory impact. (The
bulletin was canceled by a 1986 issuance that became the regulation cited above.)
| emphasize the status of this particular bulletin because it was mentioned in
testimony during hearings on 1983 S.B. 102 before the Senate Judiciary Commit-
tee (enclosed). That bill would have required all state agencies to use 85 x 11
paper or paper that is perforated or otherwise designed to produce completed
documents no larger than standard size. The bulletin, which is attached, does
speak to anticipated cost savings attributable to the smaller paper standard, but
does not include much detail regarding the basis for the estimates.

Testimony presented at the hearing on 1983 S.B. 102 included some
estimates of the cost savings that might be realized by a change to a standard
paper size. The testimony is included for your review. | would caution that the
estimates are several years old, may not be based on assumptions that would be
valid now, and appear to address only the anticipated cost savings for the
judicial branch. (The bill was stricken from the Senate Calendar after being
recommended for passage by the Judiciary Committee.)

The Association of Records Managers and Administrators (ARMA) has
organized an effort called "Eliminate Legal-size Files" (ELF) that has worked for
the adoption of 85 x 11 inch paper as the universal standard for government
work. it appears that much of the information provided to the Judiciary
Committee in 1983 came from ELF as did at least some of the information in the
National Center for State Courts’ memo cited above.

! contacted the International Chairman of ELF who is also Chairman
of the Michigan ELF Commission. He was aware of three states, Arizona,
Delaware, and Texas, thal have adopted statutes that establish 8.5 x 11 inch
paper as the standard (enclosed). A draft bill instituting the standard in
Michigan has been prepared but not yet introduced to the Legislature. Some of
the enclosed material refers to bills that have been introduced in the New York
and Florida legislatures in years past, but none have been enacted.

Both the Texas and Delaware laws apply to state agencies only while
the Arizona statute applies to state and local governmental entities. In Arizore
and Delaware, the state courts had adopted a letter-size standard prior to the
adoption of the statute. The Texas law, which has been interpreted to apP‘y
only to the executive branch, was passed in the absence of a parallel statewide
court rule. None of the states that have adopted statutes mandating the use Of

~ letter-size paper have done follow-up cost comparisons to determine whether the

anticipated cost savings have been realized. A member of the legislative staff in
Delaware informed me that his observation is that there has been litlle change
in the use of legal-size paper since passage of the law. An Arizona legislalive
staffer said that the transition was quite painless there, in large part because
the courts preceded the rest of government with the change.
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I hope this information is useful lo you. If you have any additional

questions, please feel free to call.
Si cer7|3p
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Lettersize Documents
Required By Jan. 1, 1982

Under New Rule 10 niinois joins ten other states in banning the filing

of legal size documents with the state courts.
Documents filed after January 1, 1982 must be 872 x 11
in size except as otherwise provided in the new
Supreme Court rule. This article gives some hints

on how to comply with the new rule.

By Linscott R. Hanson

By order entered January 5, 1981, the
Illinois Supreme Court adopted new
Supreme Court Rule 10:

“NEW RULE 10. SIZE OF PAPERS
FILED IN THE ILLINOIS COURTS.
Except as otherwise provided in these
rules,! all papers filed in all courts of this
state shall be 8% inches by 11 inches. This
rule will become effective January 1,
1982."

By adoption of this rule, Illinois joins
the states of Alaska, California, Con-
necticut. Kentucky, Massachusetts,
New Jersey, Oregon, Washington, Col-
orado, and New Hampshire. Wiscon-
sin has adopted a similar rule for its
appellate courts, and Pennsylvania,
Oklahoma, and Missouri are presently
considering adoption of such a rule.?

This rule change was seriously pro-
pased for Illinois as early as 1967, but
was not implemented at that time due
to the existence of large stocks of “legal
size” pre-printed forms in the offices
of the Clerk of the Circuit Court of
Cook County. Although there appears
to be some opposition to the new rule
among some [llinois lawyers at pres-
ent, it also appears that reasons for
adoption of the rule, one of which
would be the potential for substantial
savings in the long range. will prevent
a reconsideration by the supreme
court.

There are logical reasons for adop-
tion of a rule requiring the use of
standard size forms on paper which is
the accepted norm for the business
cormmunity. Perhuaps it would be well.
however. to look back at the origin of
“legal” size paper. and its reason for
870 / ILLINOIS BAR JOURNAL / JULY 188%

existence. So far as | have been able to
determine, “legal” size paper became
the accepted norm in our profession in
the 1800’s, when there was a filing sys-
tem in general use, requiring folding of
legal size paper in quarters, and filing
the same standing on end, in deep nar-
row shelves. This same system appears
to have given rise to captioning forms
with the caption running the “long”
dimension of the paper, on the back

The author cites logical
reasons for adoption

of a rule requiring the use
of standard size forms ...

side. as is still the case with many forms
filed with the Illinois Secretary of
State. Obviously, adoption of the flat
filing system, which today is almost
universal, has eliminated one of the
main reasons for continuing the use of
“legal” size paper.

Many reasons seem to support the
adoption of 8! by 11 size forms today,
some of which pertain primarily to the
courts, which are faced with far larger
filing and records management prob-
lems than any individual law office.
and some of which are uniquely signif-
icant for the attorney. The most fre-
quently voiced reason for retaining
“legal” size forms is the obvious ability
to get more words on a single sheet of
paper, coupled with the existence. in
almost all law offices. of stocks of legal
size paper. and legal size filing cab-
inets.

- —————

“Legal” size filing, however. 15 a
waster of space, because. in the typcal
law office, 50% or more of all papers
filed in a “legal” size file are “letter”
size. Thus the additional 2 inches of
the file are wasted on these sheets.
With the far larger problem of filing
faced by court clerks, microfilmirg is
becoming an attractive alternative to
original document storage. Adoption
of any uniform size of paper contrib-
utes materially to reduced cost and
improved quality of microfilmed rec-
ords.’

More significant for the practicing
attorney—and some lawyers may not
be aware of it—are the demonstrable
cost savings in an office-wide use of
“letter” size supplies. Our research in-
dicates that the costs of legal size
paper, on a cost-per-square-inch basis.
are no higher than the cost of letter
size. It should be noted. however. that
the usable space on legal size paper
does not increase proportionateiv to
the increased size of the sheet. cuz to
margins.

More significantly, available aiter-
natives in legal size materials are .im-
ited. because of the limited demaind
for them. Some examples. gainec {rom

1. "Eaceptasotherwise provided” referes o
tamn mstances in which cocuments less than 2: v i
mav be filed. Examples are traffic ticket Crations
and stmilar documents.

2. National Center for State Court, 277 News
port Avenue, Withamshure, Viezina 23055 oo
rundum RIS 81063, Mareh 26, 1951
3. “\erafiim and the Courss, Gunde 00
\anagers” Nanonal Center for SMate Uo7
canon No. ROO2E. July, 1976,

+ —— i



our local supplier, should serveto illus-
trate this point: Notebook binders for
forms, such as those which might he
used in assermnbling a trial notebook, or
an office procedure manual, were
priced comparably for legal or letter
size in the qualities available. “Legal”
size was available only in a very high
quality notebook, costing $18.20 each,
while an available alternative in “let-
ter” size was priced at $2.30. Dividers
for these notebooks were available, in
eithersize if the tabs were leather, with
the “legal” size selling for $6.40. and
the “letter” size for 83.05. Again, an
alternative lower quality set of divid-
ers was available, in “letter” size for
only 31.23.

Uniformity in “legal” size is another
problem. There is more than one “le-
gal” size. While width is standard at 8%
inches, length can vary from 13 to 14
inches, which creates difficulties for
legal secretaries.

Whether some lawyers agree with
the new rule or not. it would appear
that all law offices will have to begin
complying with it by January 1, 1982,
Fortunately, this gives lawyers a con-
siderable amount of lead time to min-
imize its impact on their offices. We
can begin now to cut down our existing
supplies of “legal” size paper. It is
further suggested that purchases of
additional. file cabinets or filing sys-
tems be deferred until the effect of the
new rule Is fully evaluated in each of-

“Courts ... are faced with
far larger filing and
records management
problems than any
individual law office .. .”

fice. If the office determines to totally
abandon the ongoing use of “legal”

size puper. Tletter” size file cabinets

will be proportionately less expensive
to purchase, and will occupy approx-
imately 30% less floor space. All lateral
[iles are 18" deep. so lateral files will
equally accommodate either size
furms and files.

Use Your Suite Number!

In connection with the printing of new
letterheads, envelopes, address labels,
ete., lawyers and law office manacers are
urged to use suite munbers, if applicable,
with addresses. The ISBA receives fre-
quent complaints of undelivered mail,
particularly in Chicago, and we also re-
ceivereturn lettersthat were not delivered
because the suite number was missing.
Help make yvour mail delivery more effi-
cient and help the post office speed up
delivery.

If 1982 should find vour office still
supplied with large quantities of “le-
gal” size paper, this paper can be cut
down to “letter” size at a reasonable

“If 1982 should find
your office still supplied
with large quantities

of ‘legal’ size paper,

this paper can be cut
down to ‘letter’ size

at a reasonable cost.”

cost. Our local supplier has quoted us
the following prices for such a “cut-
down" process:

& of sheets Price
500 $3.30
1,000 4.20
5.000 10.63
10.000 18:33

If you use “legal” size paper with vour
firm name or other information
printed thereon. the trimming process
can be applied to the non-printed end.

Backing sheets probably will not be
trimmable, so particular care should
be used in controlling stocks of these
supplies.

“Could your testators
just ‘make’ their wills,
instead of ‘make, publish
and declare’ them?”

If purchase of a new duplicating
machine is contemplated, savings can
be made by purchasing a machine that
handles only “letter” size paper. This
will expand your alternatives in selec-
tion of such equipment, and permit
selection of lower priced equipment,
particularly in the smaller models. This
writer recently purchased a “letter
only” dry process photo-copier for
under $100.

Obviously, there are both inconve-
niences and benefits for each of us in
the new rule. The challenge now is to
planahead to minimize the former and
maximize the latter.

For the attorney who is concerned
about antiquated language and redun-
dancies in his or her “form” docu-
ments, the new rule provides a unique
opportunity to do the extra work nec-
essary to modernize those forms. John
Phipps. Chairman of the Management
and Economics of the Practice of Law
Section of the Illinois State Bar Associ-
ation. informed this writer that he once
sent out letters that stated: “Dear .

(cont. on p. 709)
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adjusts the contribution based on the
payments made toward the mortgage
indebtedness. So, in determining the
surviving joint tenant’s contribution it
doesn’t matter whether the surviving
joint tenant is ultimately liable on all of
the remaining indebtedness.

In conclusion, it should be remem-
bered that before an unmarried couple
purchase a residence and has it con-
veyed to themselves joint tenancy with
right of survivorship, they must under-
stand that there may be some estate tax
problems that could have a devastat-
ing tax effect when one of them dies.
First, an unmarried couple must re-
member that under I.R.C. § 2040(a)
the entire value of the jointly held
property of a deceased joint tenant
will be included in his gross estate and
be subject to estate tax, unlessit can be
proved that part or all of the value of
the property was attributable to con-
sideration furnished by the surviving
joint tenant.* Secondly, if the pur-
chase of the jointly held property was
financed through amortgage on which
both joint tenants were jointly and sev-
erably liable, there will be imputed a
contribution by each joint tenant equal
to one-half of the mortgage indebted-
ness. This initial contribution will be
increased or reduced depending on
who makes the subsequent mortgage
payments. Therefore, a joint tenant
who makes no subsequent mortgage
payments will be considered to have
contributed towards the purchase of
the property, an amount equal to his
initial down payment plus one-half of
the remaining outstanding mortgage
indebtedness. as determined at the
date of the other joint tenant's death.

It should be pointed out that it is
puossible to avoid some of the estate tax
problems associated with unmarried
couples holding property in joint ten-
ancy. One way, would be for the cou-
ple to get married and sever their joint
tenancy and then recreate it. After do-
ing thisthev would file a gift tax return
as reqatired by § 2040:by of the code,
treating the creation of the joint ten-
ancy as a gift.

Another way to avoid this problem,
if the couple doesn’t want to get mar-
ried, is for the couple to sever the joint
tenancy and hold the property as ten-
ants in common. By doing this only
one-half of the total value of the prop-
erty will be included in the estate.2

Finally, if they still decide that they
want to hold the property in joint ten-
ancy, then the couple should structure
the purchase of the property and the
payments of the mortgage indebted-
ness in a way that both will have con-
tributed equally towards the purchase.
To do this each must contribute an
equal amount towards the initial down

payment and afterwards, towards the
monthly mortgage pavments.

It should always be remembered,
however, that every payment should
be documented, so as to prove the
amount of contributions given by each
joint tenant. Don't forget, the 1.R.S.
will require sufficient facts to prove
the amount of contributions by the
surviving joint tenant,* so all receipts

and documents should be saved. &2

27. This doesn’t apply 1o a joint tenancy result-
ing from a gift, hequest, devise or inheritance. Reg.
§ 20. 2040-1. :

25, L.R.C. § 2040 does not apply to tenancies in
common.

29. Reg. § 20. 2040-1.

MIMBERSHIP
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FOR MEMBERSHIP

FIRST DISTRICT (Chicago)

JAMES BURTON BURNS, One First National Plaza.
Chicago 60603, 1971 .
JAMES S. GRAY, One IR Plaza. Suite 3700, Chicago

60611, 1969
RICHARD DIEROLD LEE. 2500 Prudential Plaza,
Chicago 60601, 1961

FIRST DISTRICT (Outside Chicago)
FRANK ). ZIEGLER. Kraft Court, Glenview 6325,
1975

SECOND DISTRICT
KE\’];.\I. KANE. 1000 Lorh o Circle. Batavia 60510,
FIFTH DISTRICT

BYRDIE §. BROWNRIDCE. 4914 Tudor Ave., Cens
terville 62007, 1978

BOOSTER CLUB
SUPER BOOSTER
MICHEL A, COCCIA

BOOSTER FOR MONTH
MICHEL A COCCLA

ISBA MEMBERSHIP POLICY

The Assoctation by -laws provide that the names of
persans who hay e applied for membership shall be
published 10 the Minow Bar Journal. Members are
urged to examnie the bnt of names and advise the
Cuammittee on Membershin and Bar Activines.ina
simed letter, as to the hiness or anfitness of any
appheant. Correspondence <hould be forwarded
no later than the 10th day {ollowing the recept of
the Journal ta the Ihinms State Bar Assocration,
Hlinois Bar Center, Sprineiieid. Hlinos 62701, The
iformation showincivdes the appitcant’s address
and vear admitted to the bar 1INB A by-aws provide
thata membersiip appin s ton Tmay bevgned by a
member o1 the Assocniion as sponsor.” however,
this as not requmzed b the Buodaws

LETTERSIZE DOCUMENTS
(cont. from p. 671)

If I had more time, I would writeyoua
shorter letter.” Perhaps now is the time
to take the time to write the shorter
form complaints and other pleadings,
and clean up other forms in the office.
Could vour testators just “make” their
wills, instead of “make, publish and
declare” them? You may well find that
elimination of redundancy wil] permit
use of “letter” size paper for all forms.
without an increase in thie number of

pages required. SJQ

Free ISBA
Membership Certificate

Attractive certificate suitable for framing
and hanging in your office. Size 9 x 12
inches, Printed In blue and black on gray
parchment paper. Corporate seai in goid.
Signed by the Executive Director of the
Ilinois State Bar Associatlon. Send re-
quests to Membership Department. llfi-
nols State Bar Association, illinots Bar
Center, Springfield. lil. 62701.

Booster Clab members are ISBA members whao
have displayed their faithin tie wark of the Cogans
1zed Bar and thewr appreciation of Assag
vices By obtaming o pew member or s
the JHinow State Bar Assocition, therehw 1o enng
Hywork and senvices
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In 1977. when the Kutak firm
nationalized. a charter was drawn up that.
embodied the guiding ideals and princi-
ples of the organization. "My mind runs
toward the simple. and if anything gets
too complex you leave me behind.™
Kutak says. “*When we looked at other
partnership agreements . . . they seemed
to be so complex.”

The philosophy of the firm was that
“we weren't going to be bound by pre-
cedent. and we were not going to carry
over any traditional attitudes about the
structuring and management of a firm."”
Kutak says. ‘*We were going to pull to-
gether and stay together and were going
to not worry about who contributed what
or how much.”

After 16 vears in Omaha. Kutak stiil
lives in the same apartment and drives
the same 1965 Oldsmobile F-85. The
firm's charter has been changed only
(wice, including one amendment to elim-
inate the four-vear limit on the presiding
partner’s term.

Kutak. despite professing a desire to

see “‘new blood™ in the presiding part-

ner's chair. acceded to the amendment.
He says that he has no plans to step aside
in the near future. although he admits
harboring an urge to practice law in the
ranks.

Kutak. the self-styled ‘‘country law-
yer'* who has become inured to ''riding
the circuit.”” easily could have led the
quicter life of a contemplative scholar,
some say. Instead. Kutak says he chose
an active life devoted to people and pub-
lic service. He regrets that he has been
involved in the urganized bar at the na-
tional level to the exclusion of local and
state bar activities.

Yet he is fond of retreating to his
hook-lined study adiacent to his office.
Collcugues borrow from his 5.000-
volume library. which is weighted heav-
ily toward biography. kutak savs that he
indulges his passion for lighter reading
on plane trips back to Omaha.

His other great passion is his an col-
lection. devoted mostly to post-World
War 11 American painters. The 11 floors

~of the Omaha offices are bursting with

his art works. including the walls of the
104 attornevs wha work there.

Kutak has not married because he
chase instead to live the fife of a “lucky

es4
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lawyer,"" he says. Besides. he adds,
“I've always been on the run. and 1o gel
caught you ought to stand still.”” Of his
1950s-style crew cut. Kutak says: 1 just
don’t fuss very much with my personal
life. Taking the time to comb and groom,
| always thought, was a waste.”

Kutak has admitted that he is a prod-
uct of the Protestant work ethic. **l seem
always to have found enough to do. and
I've never understood it when people
have said they're bored with whal
they're doing.”” he says. '‘l've dis-
covered there's more to do than you can
possibly get done . . . if you don’t think
you know it all and you're willing to be
open and inquiring.”

The sum of the Kutak style, he says,
can be found inscribed on the ashtray on
his desk: ‘‘Laborare Est Baudere™
(*Work 1s Joy™). —Bill Winter

LAW PRACTICE

ELF Fights to Cut Legal
Paper Down to Size

Although it sounds a bit impish. ELFisa
highly serious commiltee of the Associa-
tion of Records Managers and Adminis-
trators {ARMA) that intends to Elimi-
nate Legal-size Files — hence the ac-
ronym. ELF. Its goal is to eliminate the
use of legal-size paper everywhere, n-
cluding in the federal courts.

The project began in October, when
Alan Negus of Sarasota, Fiorida, took
aver as ARMA president. pledging to
make the elimination of legal-size paper
one of his major campaigns. He and the
committee have taken their ciimpaign 10
the federal government. armed with facts

ELF. in its mission to trim legal-size
paper down to size (see accompany-
ing story). might find some allies in
Congress. After all. it is Capitol Hill
that's chipping away at Paperwork
Mountain. Their tool is the **Paper-
work Reduction Act of 1980.7

The act’s laudable intent is 1o re-
duce paperwork and enhance the
economy and efficiency of the gov-
ernment and the private sector by im-
proving federal information policy-
making. 1t was signed into law by

" President Carter in December.

By 1983, federal agencies are ex-
pected to have reduced by 25 percent
what's technically called **the burden
of federal collections of information.”™
The act will guide the flow of informa-
lion necessary to comply with federal
reporting requirements.

For example, the act should tell
records managers '‘what are realistic
and understandable requirements for
the retention of records™ by com-
panies and state and local gov-
ernments. said Alan Negus. president
of ARMA. Nearly 1.200 require-
ments now published annuaily in the
Federal Register. he said, are ""very
vague.”’

Chipping Away at Mountains of Paperwork

The act. which is sunset legislation.
requires federal agencies 10 justify in-
formation collection requests. said
Francis Fuller, chairman of ARMA’s
legislative and regulatory affairs
committee. 1t also requires agencies
to share the same information submit-
ted to them. rather than require dupli-
cates.

The Commission on Federal
Paperwork was the catalvst for the
act. which grew out of a ““congres-
sional feeling that no one’s in charge™
of the vast amount of information re-
quired by federal agencies. said Jack
Landers of the General Services Ad-
ministration Nutional Archives and
Records Service. “*Nabody in federal
agencies.”” he said. iy paving much
attention to information manage-
ment.”’

The act established a director to
head an Office of {ntormation and
Regulatory Affairs within the Office
of Management and Budget. By July
1. cuch federal agency heud wis 10
have appointed an information man-
ager to report o that office.

“We're taking a “wait and see’ up-
proach to the act’s effectiveness.”
Fuller said. —\M M.
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and figures on the costliness and ineffi-
ciency of legal-size paper und files.

One government supporter of ELF is
Robert Wamer. archivist of the United
States, who sent letters to Chief Justice
Waurren Burger. the Administrative Of-
fice of the United States Counts and the
Federal Judicial Center. urging them to
consider the problem.

How extensive is the problem? " It's a
waste. it.really is.”" said Ira Penn of the
. General Services Administration Nau-
tional Archives and Records Service.

Kepnnted with permissien ol the Chicago Tnbune, New York News Syndicaue, Ing,

Penn. an ARMA member. favors the
climination of legal-size paper. He
pointed out that the Federal Supply
Service alone spends almost $5 million a
year on the paper. which costs 25 per-
cent more than the more common 8! by
1i-inch paper.

That. Penn said. is a “"drop in the
bucket™ compared with the “*billions™ of
dollars that could be saved in the man-
ufacturing and maintenance costs of ma-
chines that eventually do such things as
copy ur microfilm the paper —machines

that must accommodate the odd sizes.

There also are storage probiems. Penn
said. Legal files take up 20 percent more
room and have put federal recordkeeping
in a ‘'critical sitvation.”

ELF has made inroads. This summer,
the Administrative Office of the U.S.
Courts is studving the problem. It may
recommend the elimination of legal-size
paper at its Judicial Conference in Sep-
tember.

To date. 13 federal courts have. by
local rule. adopted policies against the
use of legal-size paper. Six others may
use either 84" » 11" or legul-size paper,
said Rick McBride. chief of the man-
agement services branch of the adminis-
trative office. which conducted a survey
of court clerks in December.

State courts. too, have considered the
issue and 14 now have banned legal-size
paper from their courtrooms.

—Martha Middleton

LAW PRACTICE

Male Clients Can Be a
Trial for Women Lawyers

It was a good idea gone sour. That's how
a woman lawver on the West Coast
characterizes her recent efforts to help a
Cuban refugee adjust to lite in the United
States. Her efforts spawned an episode
of sexual harassment that taught her
some hard lessons uabout the attorney-
client relationship. she said.

She was representing the refugee in
immigration hearings. '] wunted to give
him a hand™ in his resettlement, she
said. She hired him to do chores at her
law firm and helped him obtain another
job at a restanrant, enroli in English
classes and rent an apartment.

Problems arose. she said. when "}
came down to the office one day und
there were these impuassioned love lel-
ters'” on her desk. When she rejected his
overtures. the letters began o contain
threats. The man began lurking around
her residence. When one of her tires wis
flattened by 4 nail in & board left under i,
she said, It frigchtened me very much.
This all led to a great deal of paranoia.”

Although the luw yer's experience mu
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ira A. Penn

v

LFing has been an interesting ex-

perience. Since the start of
ARMA'’s (American Association of
Records Managers and Administrators)
Project ELF (Eliminate Legal-size
Files) 17 months ago, I have spent
many hours working on this worthwhile
and enlightening endeavor.

When ARMA President Alan Negus
launched Project ELF at the 1980
ARMA conference in Boston, the idea
was not greeted with universal acclaim.
There were some who were very recep-
tive to it, and, to be quite candid, there
were many who rejected it. Some
understood that there were millions of
dollars in potential savings to be real-

PENN ON RECORDS MANAGEMENT

ARMA’s Project ELF
Eliminates Costly Filing
of Legal-size Records

ized, and that a nationwide campaign
of this nature could bring much needed
attention to the profession of records
management. Others misunderstood the
rationale for the effort (someone ac-
tually asked me where all the legal-size
papers would go if there were no more
legal-size files), or were just resisting
something that was new and different
(several people have said to me, ‘‘But
we've always had legal-size.”).

For records management profession-
als to be oblivious to the benefits that
might be derived from eliminating le-
gal-size files is somewhat sad. For those
same persons to be resistant to the idea
of eliminating legal-size files because

the idea was radical and untried is out-
rageous. Mark Twain probably
summed it up best when he said, ‘A
man with a new 1dea is a crank - until
the idea succeeds.’

Project ELF is succeeding! Less than
one year from the date of the project’s
inception, the Judicial Conference of
the United States voted to eliminate le-
gal-size files from all Federal courts.
When that occured the whole picture
changed. The sun came out, the clouds
went away and the elimination of legal-

" size files was considered, in some quar-

ters, to be the most significant achieve-
ment since the elimination of the reg-
istry system. Well . . . it probably

A microfilm filing system

that doesn’t need a lost
and found department.

“VISI-CODE”...from Microseal.

Searching for lost or misfiled microfilm

B¥ jackets is not only frustrating, but costly as

' well. With our new “'VISI-CODE" microfilm
jacket and fiche filing system your records
are identified visibly by alpha or numeric
codes, color bars or special information for-
mats. You virtually eiiminate filing mistakes.
Just check the easy-to-read printed codes
on the jacket . . . then file it or retrieve it.

Our new system also saves up 10 80%
of space used by bulky paper files. There's
no need for retraining staff since you main-
tain the same codes you're using now.
Order standard jackets or customized
printed formats for your special uses.
There's a "VISI-CODE'" jacket that's right
for you.

For more details contact your Microseal
dealer or call us toll-free: 800-323-9079.
With "VISI-CODE" there's a bright new
future for microlilm jackets. You can see It

AT LAST!

[ & J O—___-T‘r‘llill1llvl|lv]-
. :SORENSEN, Hpelen E. - . 1394-46-3709

© 1982, Microseal Corporation

Visi-Code . ..
You can see it!

Microseal Corporation

MICROSEAL 2000 Lewis Avenue, Zion, IL 60099
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«is 1. _gardless, it's good to know
1l ryone is now on the same side.
L...sUsiasm, it seems, is contagious.
And perhaps it’s because 1've sensed so
.-nuch enthusiasm lately that 1 felt com-
pelled to write this article and say - the
job isn’t over yet! Legal-size is still
around. The Federal courts were a high
hurdle - perhaps the highest, But let’s
not get carried away by an early accom-
plishment and forget that there are ad-
ditional obstacles to overcome. The fact
is, there are 32 states and the entire pri-
vate sector to deal with.

True, there is tremendous momentum
going. Eighteen states have eliminated
legal-size from their court systems.
Four additional states have the matter
under serious consideration. The Na-
tional Archives and Records Service is
working closely with the Federal Supply
Service to try and eliminate all legal-size
(as opposed to just legal legal-size)

from Federal Government offices. Sev-.

eral corporations have already stopped
using legal-size in their operations.
ARMA has published an ELF brochure
containing facts and figures — includ-
ing the cost of legal vs. lettersize paper,
filing equipment, and supplies. (Write
to the Association of Records Managers
and Administrators, 4200 Somerset,
Suite 215, Prairie Village, KS 66208,
Membership information also avail-

. able.) There is now a 24-hour ELF Hot- |

line (904) 224-1034 that you can call for
information and assistance. But . . .
these things are only happening because
people are involved in making them
happen.

You are needed for Project ELF!
Regardless of the nature of your in-
volvement in records management, you
can do something to help eliminate le-
gal-size files. Contact the governor of
your state, the mayor of your city,
county administrators, judges, and
clerks of the court. Contact top man-

agers of corporations, and members of '

state legislatures. Tell them all, ‘‘Elim-
inating legal-size files is an idea whose
time has come!”’

Ira Penn, CRM, Chairperson of the
ELF Committee of the National Capi-
tal Chapter in Washington, D.C., is a
senior management analyst with the
Federal government. He is a member of
the Association of Records Managers
and Administrators (ARMA) and has
received the association’s Notable Lit-
erary Achievement Award in 1976 and
again in 1980. Penn was also the recip-
jent of the 1979 ARMA Britt Literary
Award for his article, *‘The Records
Management Problem: Living Records
— Dead Management.”’

April 1982

That, you may be surprised to learn,
is the way it was done with the Federal
Judiciary. No magic wand was waived.
No miracles were performed, A few in-
dividuals worked to ensure that the
members of the Judicial Conference of
the United States had the facts. The rest
is history.

Your involvement could have the
same result in a company, a town, or
an entire state. You could be the person
who makes the difference. Don’t think
about it. Don’t talk about it. Do it!
Join project ELF. O

Meet the IRM staff
at the NMA show
St. Louis . . .
Booth 1009
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The superbly engineered EOM 6100 microfilm camera processor
produces a 16 mm by 148 mm fully processed film strip. The EOM 6100
photographs and processes continuously, enabling the operator to
photograph up to 1200 documents per hour. The operator need only
change documents and press the copy button while the 6100
photographs, cuts, advances, and processes the film ... costing less than

% cent per image.

All in your own office...automatically

for FREE sample film strip and more information call toll free
(800) 854-1761 in California (714) 593-2515 or circle our reader

service number.
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National Center for State Courts

300 Newport Avenue
Williamsburg, Virginia 23185
(804) 253-2000

Edward B. McConnell

Executive Director January 20, 1984
MEMORANDUM
REF. NO.: RIS 84.0C6
BY: Martha M. Parrish
SUBJECT: Use of Letter Size Paper by Court Systems

The Research and Information Service was asked to provide current
information on how many of the state court systems have adopted the
Tetter size paper standard (8 1/2" x 11"), as opposed to the legal size
(8 1/2" x 14"). This review also contains a discussion of the reasons
for changing from legal size to letter size. Information on how to
manage the transition also is provided.

The attached chart, which includes information from RIS files, court
rules, and a handbook published in 1983 by the ELF (Eliminate Legal
Files) Committee of the Association of Records Managers and Administra-
tors (copy enclosed), indicates that 32 state court systems and the
United States federal courts have adopted the letter size standard,
either wholly or partially. This compilation may be incomplete, as it is
not the result of an exhaustive rules and statutory review. Readers are
invited to provide additional information to the Research and Information
Service, concerning the status of their state's adoption of the letter
size standard. Note that the degree of acceptance of the standard ranges
from total application in all of the courts in the state for all papers
filed, (as in Arizona, Hawaii, Idaho, I1linois, Kentucky, Massachusetts,
Minnesota, New Jersey, North Dakota, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South
Dakota, Utah and Virginia) to a very limited application, such as in
llyoming, where the only requirement is for letter size jury instructions.
Clearly, the national trend has moved quickly toward the replacement of
Tegal size paper and files with a letter size standard.

The justification for this change has been advocated by a variety of
governmental, research, and professional organizations for the last
several years. In Microfilm and the Courts: Guide for Court Managers
(NCSC, 1576), National Center project staff developed record standards
for court microfilm programs (see enclosed copies of pages 22-25 and in
particular, chart 6.1) that recommend the adoption of a uniform document
size of 8 1/2" x 11" for both case file documents and instrument
filings. Moting that "courts have traditionally accepted almost any
document submitted to them," the authors point out that standards are now
necessary to facilitate the benefits of the microfilm process.

Records management experts on the National Center's Court Improvement
Through Applied Technology Project also recommend the use of letter-size

. | ———————— |
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RIS 84.006 Page 2

paper for its cost and space benefits (see the enclosed excerpt from
Records Management Recommendations for the Municipal Court of Lincoln,
Nebraska). They note that Tegal size paper, filing equipment, and
supplies cost 10% to 30% more than letter size and that 7legal size filing
equipment occupies 30% more floor space than letter size filing equipment.

Ernest H. Short and Charles Doolittle, in a monograph entitled
Records Management (National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice, T9797, also estimate the cost and space savings of letter size
paper (see enclosed Table 1, p. 24). Note that these authors, likewise,
consider the savings in terms of standard machines, filing cabinets, and
office supplies.

The Association for Records Managers and Administrators (ARMA),
through its ELF project, has Taunched perhaps the most aggressive efforts
to convince businesses, industry, and the government of the wisdom of
switching to the letter size standard. See the enclosed copy of "ELF
Fights to Cut Legal Paper Down to Size," ABA Journal, vol. 67, July, 1981
(pp. 834-835). Begun in October, 1980, the project has made considerable
progress. Reportedly, ARMA members had a significant role in the
adoption of the letter size standard by the Judicial Conference of the
United States, which went into full effect on January 1, 1983. In the
enclosed article, "ARMA's Project ELF Eliminates Costly Filing of Legal
Size Records," Information and Records Management (April, 1982) the
author, Ira A. Penn describes the ELF project as successful but not yet
complete. Two enclosed articles from The Third Branch (January, 1982 and
December, 1982 issues) announce the adoption of the 8 1/2" x 11" standard
in federal courts and summarize the expected savings. These include the
Tower cost of the paper, less office space for filing, and smaller office
equipment. No longer will there be a need for double inventory, and
mailing costs will be reduced.

A well planned implementation scheme is crucial for both the initial
acceptance of the letter size standard and its ultimate success in
promoting efficiency and cost savings. The enclosed National Center
staff recommendations (see excerpt from Records Management
Recommendations for the Municipal Court of Lincoln, Nebraska, p. 6)
suggest a transition period of several years to allow courts and
attorneys to exhaust supplies of legal size paper and forms, to design
and develop new forms, and to obtain new equipment and supplies designed
for letter size paper.

According to the enclosed article from the I11linois Bar Journal
("Letter-size Documents Required by Jan. 1, 1982 Under New Rule 10," July
1981) the implementation of the ban on legal size documents in I1linois,
first considered in 1967, was delayed because of large stocks of legal
size forms. Whren the rule was adopted in January, 1981, the I1linois
Supreme Court allowed one year lead time; it became effective January 1,
1982. In changing from legal to letter size paper, Mew Jersey provided a
two year transitional period during which either size paper could be used
(see the enclosed excerpt from Records Management, p. 75).




RIS 84.006 Page 3

The General Services Administration of the federal government issued
the enclosed announced GSA Bulletin FPMR B-120 Archives and Records (June
2, 1982), which encouraged federal agencies to plan for an orderly
transition to letter size by using up old stcck, converting information

retrieval systems, ceasing to purchase legal size equipment, and revising
forms. '

The Western Regional Office of the National Center recently has been
involved in the transition to the letter size standard in the state
courts in Hawaii. Mote the discussion in the enclosed report by Fred
Miller that outlines a one year phase-in period as the most appropriate
implementation plan for Hawaii.

For additional information and assistance concerning the adoption of
a letter size staridard, readers should contact a National Center for
State Courts Regional Office. Additional information and assistance may
also be obtained by contacting the Association of Records Managers and
Administrators, Inc., 4200 Somerset Drive, Suite 215, Prairie Village,
Kansas 66208.



State Courts Systems that have adopted the Letter Size Standard, Wholly or Partially.

RIS 84.006
January 20, 1984

State Jurisdictions Types of Authority Effective Information Source
Affected Documents (Rule Citation) Date (copy attached)
Alabama A1l printed Project ELF
forms filed Handbook
with courts.
Arizona Justice, Magistrate, A11 filings R. S. C. 1{(a)(1) Permitted Project ELF

Superior, and
Appellate Courts

R. Civ. P. 10 (d)
ARCAP 6(c)

SCRAP-Civ. 6(c), 14(a)

SCRAP-Crim. 10(b)
R. Crim. P. 35.1

October T, 1981

Required
3u;y i, 1982.

Handbook

Arizona Appellate

Handbook (1982
Supp.)

California

Superior Court

Appellate Courts

A11 papers

Briefs

R. Ct. 201(b)

R. Ct. 15(b)(1)

Required in
Superior Courts
Jan. 1, 1977

Project ELF
Handbook
R. Ct. 201(b)

R. Ct. 15(b)(1)

Colorado

Project ELF
Handbook (But see
Col. App. Rule 32)

Connecticut

Project ELF
Handbook

Delaware

Project ELF
Handbook

Appellate Courts

Briefs

R. App. P. 2.210

Project ELF
Handbook
R. App. P. 9.210




Courts Systems that have adopted the Letter Size Standard, Wholly or Partially.

(continued)

State Jurisdictions Types of Authority Effective Information Source
Affected Documents (Rule Citation) Date (copy attached)
Georgia DeKalb County Practice of reducing to Georgia Courts
Superior Court letter size as many Journal, Jan. 1982
records and forms as Project ELF
possible Handbook
Hawaii Supreme Court, Inter- A1l court R. Sup. Ct. 8(3) July 1-December 31, 'Aha' Ilano,
mediate Ct. of documents R. Int. Ct. of App. 8(c) 1983-legal and Tetter vol. x. No. 5,
Appeals, Circuit, | R. C. Ct. 3(a) size acceptable Aug. 5, 1983
District and Land R. Dt. Ct. 3(a)
Courts R. Land Ct. 3 Jan. 1-June 30, 1984- Order amending
Typewritten briefs Rules of Ct.
and documents must be (June 21, 1983)
letter size; legal Memo by Fred
size preprinted court Miller (NCSC,
forms will be 1983)
accepted.
July 1, 1984-Letter
size required
Idaho Supreme Court A1l motions, App. R. 6 Until January 1, 1985 The Advocate,
petitions, or permissable to use May 1982
other documents 8 1/2" x 13" or 14" App. R. 6
District Courts A11 pleadings, R. Civ. Pro. 10(a)(1) Until January 1, 1985 R. Civ. P. 10(a)l
motions, notices, pemissable to use
judgments, or 8 1/2" x 13" or 14"
other documents
filed with the
court
T'Iinois A1l courts A1l papers S. Ct. R. 10 January 1, 1982 Project ELF
filed Handbook

S. Ct. R. 10




St ourts Systems that have adopted the Letter Size Standard, Wholly or Partially. (continued)

State Jurisdictions Types of Authority Effective Information Source
Affected Documents (Rule Citation) Date (copy attached)
Iowa Supreme Court Briefs and R. App. Pro. 16(a)(b) Project
appendix, ELF Handbook
motions and R. App. Pro.
other papers 16(a)(b)
Kentucky A11 courts Pleadings and R. Civ. Pro. 7.02(4) After 1978 R. Civ. Pro.
paper (except 7.02(4)

exhibits and
printed briefs)

Massachusetts A1l courts A11 cases R. Sup. Jud. Ct., Project
Gen. R. 1:08. ELF Handbook
R. Sup. Jdud. Ct.,
Gen. R. 1:08.
Michigan Project

ELF Handbook

Minnesota A1l courts A1l filings, Supreme Ct. Order July 1, 1983 Bench and Bar
pleadings, (April 16, 1982) Interim (May 28,
motions, and 1982) Project
petitions ELF Handbook

Nebraska A1l pleadings After July 1, 1982 Nebraska Judicial
and filings. lTetter size allowed; Newsletter,

After Jan. 1, 1983- page 7, No. 4,

letter size required. Feb. 1, 1982
Project ELF
Handbook




Courts Systems that have adopted the Letter Size Standard, Wholly or Partially. (continued)

State Jurisdictions Types of Authority Effective Information Source
Affected Documents (Rule Citation) Date (copy attached)
New Supreme Court Briefs Sup. Ct. R. 16 Project ELF
Hampshire Handbook
Sup. Ct. R. 1¢
New A1l courts Pleadings and R.1: 4-9 September 1, 1971 Project ELF
Jersey other papers R.2: 6-10 Handbook
R.1: 4-9
R.2: 6-10
New Project ELF
York Handbook
North Superior and A1l papers, Sup. and Dt. Ct. R. 5 July 1, 1982 Project ELF
Carolina District Courts except wills Handbook
and exhibits Sup. and Dt. Ct.
R. 5
North A1l courts Pleadings and R. of Ct. 3.1 July 1, 1982 R. of Ct. 3.1
Dakota other papers Project ELF
Handbook
Supreme Court Opinions North Dakota
Judicial News,
Winter, TOR87.
Ohio Appellate Courts Briefs R. App. Pro. 19 Project ELF
' Handbook
R. App. Pro. 19
Ot Appellate Courts Transcripts, . App. Pro. 6.40, Project ELF

briefs

~ O

.05

Handbook




St.._ Courts Systems that have adopted the Letter Size Standard, Wholly or Partially.

(continued)

State Jurisdictions Types of Authority Effective Information Source
Affected Documents (Rule Citation) Date (copy attached)
Pennsylvania All courts A11 papers, R. App. Pro. 124 March 1, 1980 Project ELF
documents, (See Notes after Handbook
briefs, and rule.) R. App. Pro. 124
reproduced
records
South A1l courts A1l papers, Sup. Ct. R. 47 Until July 1, 1983, Sup. Ct. R. 47
Carolina other than both size accepted. Project ELF
exhibits Mandatory on Handbook
July 1, 1983.
South A1l courts A11 documents, July 1, 1983 South Dakota
Dakota except original Unified Judicial
documents filed System (bulletin),
as exhibits Jan/Mar, 1982
Utah A1l courts A1l paper Until Dec. 31, 1982, Utah Bar Leader,
both sizes accepted; March, 1982
Jan. 1, 1983, only
letter size accepted.
Washington Appellate Courts Verbatim report R. App. Pro. 9(2)(f) Project ELF
(but see 9(2)(g) Handbook
Briefs R. App. Pro. 10.4(a) R. App. Pro.

Superior Court

Use of 8 1/2" x R. Superior Ct. 10(d)
11" on pleadings,
motions, and other

papers is optional

9(2)(f), 10.4(a)

R. Superior Ct.
10(d)




S Courts Systems that have adopted the Letter Size Standard, Wholly or Partially. (continued)

State Jurisdictions Types of Authority Effective Information Source
Affected Documents (Rule Citation) Date (copy attached)
Wisconsin Appellate Courts Briefs, any R. Civ. Pro. 809.19 January 1, 1982 Project ELF
paper filed (8)(b) Handbook
R. Civ. Pro. 809.81(1) R. Civ. Pro.
809.19 (8)(b)
Wyoming Jury ’ Project ELF
instructions Handbook
Virginia In any clerk's offices, A1l pleadings, R.1:16 ‘ January 1, 1984 Court
in any proceeding motions, briefs, (No paper shall be Commentaries,
pursuant to Supreme depositions, refused ... clerk VYol. 9, No. 3,
Court rules requests for may require that July, 1983
discovery and the paper be redone.) VA Bar News,
responses there- June, 1983
to, and all
other documents
filed, except
tables, charts
plats, photographs,
and other material
that cannot be
reasonably repro-
duced.
Federal A1l courts A1l documents Both sizes accepted The Third Branch,
Courts from Dec. 14, 1981- January, 1982

Dec. 31, 1982, unless
lTocal rules prohibit
8 1/2" x 14",
Mandatory effective
Jan. 1, 1983.
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MINUTES OF THE . SENATE  COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY

room _214-5 . Statchouse, at _10:00 ;4 [ S L] L, __ Fcbruary 19 _. 183

Senate Bill 151 continucd

Adrian Farver testified there are 103 sheriffs in addition to Scdgwick County

sheriffs who support this bill because of the budget problems. He said the .
sheriffs are serving the state in this regard. te urged the camittce to give

both Scnate Bill 121 and Senate Bill 151 their consideration.

\ Jim Clark testified Senate Bill 151 attampted to reach the same problan as

S Scrate Bill 138: he thinks Scnate Bill 138 is a better bill. He said if it
were left up to the county to fund it, it would actually bankrupt that system

n bixcause the jails are filling up, jury trials arc on the increase, and that

(D ; 2 takes money.

™~

Kim Dewey testified the Board of Sedgwick County Conmissioners are in support
of the bLill. A copy of his ranarks 1s attached (Sce Attachmnent W4),

Deputy Sheriff Jim McKecl testified the traffic program in Sedgwick County has
boen offective. The number of violators scans to have decrcased on the streets,
and speeding violators are not as camon. He said the bill will help keep the
traffic program on a good level. A camittee marmber 1nquired where the money
fram appeals from municipal courts go. Joyce Rocves answerod., the $44.00 appeal
fec goes to the statc and the finc gocs back to the city.

Senate Bill 102 - Requiring state agencics to use 841l inch paper.

Marjorie vVan Burcen testifiod in opposition to the bill. She stated the court

18 very satisfied with the paper tlwy are now using and have no plans to change
at this time. She asked the camittce to loave the courts out of the bill. She
referred the cammittee tn a copy of a letter fram Judge Donald L. Allegrucci
opposing the bill (%* Attachment ¥3)., In answer to a question, she replied they
teought in around 174 million dollars 1n fincs and docket fees: their budget is
around 32 mllion dollars. Y

Dick Shannon appeared i1n support of the bill.

John Thamas testified in support of the bill. A copy of his ramarks and a copy
of the Wyandotte County District Court Civil Decpartment File Managanent Systam

Financial Analysis are attached (Sce¢ Attachments 46, 7). During camittee
discussion, Mr. Thonas explainod the bill 1s patterncd after the New York hill.

/ —Semte bills 121 and 15] - Court fines and traffic fincs

Sher1ff William Thunpson appoared in support of the bills. He said he was speak-
ing on behalf of the smaller counties. ‘e smll counties are not able to have
a separate unit for serving civil papers. e testificd his deputies handled 662
logal documents with absolutely no noney 1n return for the service. They

can't affect the additional manpower to take care of the paper load.

sheri1ff Trampson testifiod \n support of Scnate Bill 151, He explained tne
traffic patters 18 going off of the main roads onto county roads, because there
1s no traffic control on the county roads in the smaller counties, anl they
need help along that line. The chairman inquired how the DUT law was working.
Sher1ff Thompson answerud, at the present tune, 1t hasn't drastically affocted
the smaller counties, They are not sceirg jai) tune as yet: it will defimtely
affect tham later.

The meet17g adjourncd.

©
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The _rj(a.naas Diatrict gu.dgza ' Hssociation

February 15, 1983

Hon. Elwaine Pomeroy
Chairman, Judiciary Committee
Statehouse, Room 143-N
Topeka, Kansas 66612

Dear Senator Pomeroy!

This is to advise you that the Legislative Coordi-
nating Committee of the Kansas District Judges' Association
has voted to oppose passage of Senate Bill 102.

Yours very t uly,

Dowath &, Qlogprcel

Donald L. Allegrucci
Div. 1, District Court
P. O. Box 1348
Pittsburg, Kansas 66762

ce: Judiciary Committee WHembers
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s{y%nqlﬁn‘the State of Kansas the District Courts alone
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1. Dark arcas represent states that have totally or partislly eliminated
' legal size files.: : -

2., Cross hatch states such as Kansas, Vf;ginia and Texas have bilil
pending in the Legislature at this time.

3. Some ctates such as Missouri and Oklahoma have the proposal under .. .
study at this time. . : .

In the state of Towa the Supreme Court by court rule eliminated legal:
files, the L.gislature set this aside because only 90 days notice

was provided. Jowa Legislature is now making their own.study and ..
proposal. . :
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. mm or EI.P PRESENTATION FOR LEGISLATURE .
i £13 btplain ARMA. (Association’ of Records Managers and Mdninistrators) -

A. Currently 100 chapters consisting of 7,500 menbers. .. . ..
. . Goal to unify reootdsmmgmxtcamptl L P N
wxc.\ National headquarteu in Pmkio vnlage, xansu» 4
S, SRV T S . QL2 ..rf‘-.| dul
n. Introduce ELP comittco morbers RN
A. Aaron Reynolds,.Chairman, 34 Oorpon!:ion, File Hanageumt T 8
8, Richard Shannon, Wy. Co. District Ct., Court Administrator ..
C. Tom Adkins, Adkins & Ascociates, Kansaa (,ity ARM\ pxesident, T
organized local ELF committees . . - ¢
D. John Thoras, International Pauing Systene f.i:st c.haiman o! m
camittee, got local ELP project to progress
B. Terry Starchich, Electronic Realty Associates, Mamge: : N
x.nfomauon Sszicu : .

nx . 'restbnony Pacu

m’n\ hu a nationwide project, ELP, Eliminate Legal siu Piles, objecuva t.o
ltandudiu siza of files (8 1/2 by 11*), increasa efficency & lowet costs -

muimm 27 -um hm totally o parthuy u.dopted the ELP ptinclplo.

‘-‘n .1,

. madkigre
) In some ltatu, tha govetnor is mkmq tho change by decree.

4 e \yanvau»,

Smowzuuomkingunchmqtbylouloxdet.‘ o

Sanameat e naliwans,

s“ sum aro mklnq tha chanqo by locality (city, m&,

AL WY LYY

" Host states ace uki.nq the chango by legislation to create mﬂ‘omlty.

PRIV S FIEERAR [ RN Y A A R T

A state can onl.y eftectively make the greatest savings whcn all three. bunchu '

o! wvumnnt eliminate the use of legal siza forms at the same t.im.

Almdy many courts ace oxpcrimch:g confusion becauu a ttatc ot local court -
xay require legal size paper and the federal court across tha street requires - -

standard size papor. The sooner every state adopts t.he Ewr pouqr. the m:.~

(RS
MVMHBWN BEENMNZ:
Mabun o Fentucky . Ohlo
Arizona . . Massachusetts
California Michigan
Colorado Minnesota .
Connccticut Nebraska South Dakota (by governoz)
Plorida New Hamgshire uh
Georgia New Jersay lachington
1daho New York wisconsin
Illinois North Dakota Wyoming

mrybod{ um puzticipau in gratn: uvingl. : - Ht‘p&,,,,
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The Federal government has el iminated legal size files.

1. GSA Bulletin FIVR D~120, Archives and Records, June 2, 1982 states

“Legal-size documents are costly and inefficient, Legal-size

papes costs about 25 percent rore than letter-size, Legal-size file cabincts
cost tbout 13 percent more than letter-size for the upcight variety and 28
percent more for the mobile or hanging file type, Thece cacincts take up to
16 percent mo.e flocr space than letter-size cabinets. TInactive legal-size
files take up 20 percent more space in Fedcral tecords centers than do
letter-size files, Copying machines and other types of automated office
equipment must be designed and manufactured to provide for this exception,®

While it {s estimated that this will save adninistrative costs by 25¢, the
savings do not occur immediately because present systems must be gradually
phased out over several years, Within five to ten years the savings will be
actual and consistent,

ENDORSEMENTS

Court clerks in Kansas voted and endorse ELP

Joseph Harking, Secretary of the Kansas Dept, of Health and Environment
endoreed the adoption of the ELP progran ‘

Kansas Department of Corrections endorsed the ELF program . . ,

Executive Council of the Kansas Dar Association endorsed the ELV program
WHY ELIMINATE LBGAL SIZ2E?

ELP comittee objectives backed by AR'A are to show that the State of Kansas
can reduce future costs and expenses from savings in space, labor, equipment,
supplies and shipping.

If you walk into most any office storage area (courts, state offices,
attorneys, businesses) you will normally see that on one side are shelves
containing paper of legal size, typing paper, copy paper, onionskin per,
carbon paper, envelopes, etc, The other side contains the same suppl ies
except in standard size, 8 1/2 x 11" paper.,

If you eliminate the legal size forms, only one side of the room will be
hecessary Lo stock those supplies. This saves space as well as being able to
buy larger quantities of one size of paper at a lower price.

The United States is the only country in the world that has a double standard
for paper, file cabinets and shelves for storage.
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" FUKMHER SAVINGS

Tha ;iavlngs wa're talking about goes further than paper, cabinets, floor space
and labor,

Cost of copy machines could be reduced from $25,000 to $19,000 because for a
copy machine made for one size paper;

1, the design is simpler and less complex

2. fewer dies are required

3, it is lighter in weight resulting in lower shipping costs
4. uses less material

5. nickel alloy drum cost alone reduced from $300 to $210

6. lover ycarly maintcnance costs due to simplicity

FESULTS: $6,000 plus {n savings

Likewise, word processing equipment would not have to accomaodate but one size
paper,

Mlcrographic equipment; cameras, reader/printers, etc, all requira extra
rescarch and tooling to accommodate ¢ial paper systens,

A roxm of legal-size paper is approximately 21% larger and 248 heaviecr than a .
ream of lettec-sizo paper, Legal-size takes more wood fibers and energy to
produce and more cnergy and space to transport than letler-size foc an
equivalent numhor of reams of paper, It takes 25V more enerqy to cut, haul
and pcocess ‘legal-size paper,

ELP will conserve our natural resources and enctgy by eliminating potential
waste before it occurs.

Anybody who does much work with files knows it costs pore to maintain a file
folder in which various sizos of paper are attached as it incroases

costs, Also, letter size paper is difficult to £ind vhen filed in legal files
with legsl size papera. . .

LETTER/LYGAL SIZE COST AMALYSIS: (by Aaron Reynolds, File Hanagement
Specialist)

Handout sheet thowing supplics/equipment and cavings
Handout sheets showing costs, letter vs. legal size

.
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LETTER/LEGAL SIZE QOST AMALYSIS .
s ' ITEM LETIER SIZE  LEGAL SI1Z8 AHIGHER
PILE CAB. (VEKTICAL 4 DRAMIR) $208.50 $239.20
DESK TRAY 10.25 11.40
‘ ) FILE GUIDES (PPESSROARD) 32,50 43,50
; PILE POCKETS (EXPANDABLE) 1.1 2,01
_'_‘*' LINED WRITING PAD .89 1.07
BOID PAPER (REANM) 13.40 17.35
o XETOX DUPLICATING PAPER (REAM) 4.88 6.28
PILE FOLDERS (FANILA) 10.50 13.78
EINELOPES (MANILA) 14.42 20.00
L 46 Average 22.6% increase of lotter vs. lecgal size :
< 1 Average percent of incroase was arrived at pelor to rounding to
.}' e nearest percent
B | SOURCEs Kross Office Products 1983 catalog

Kross Office Outfitters, Inc,
.Kansas City, FKansas
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1 - WRTICAL
LETTER SIZE FILE
4 - PR
OCOPIES 7 Sa, FT.
(FuL AtSLE From biaLL)

1 - ERTICAL
LEGAL SIZE FILE
4 - (RAER
OCOLPIES 8.75 Sa. Fr.
(Fut AISLE FroM WALL)
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25% MORE IN FLOOR SPACE CLBTS FCR LEGAL SIZE FILE CASINET THAN LETTER

*CosT PER SQUARE
Foot/ArsAL

MLTIRLY: 7 5a. FT. X $15 = 3185 8.75 sa. FT. X $15 $131.25

DivioE: $105 DIVIDED BY 100'= $131.25 DIVIDED BY 100'=
$1.05 PER IICH $1.31 PER INCH ~ ~

SPACE: §1,05 PER INCH PER YEAR $1' 31 PER INCH PER YEAR

SIZE
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LETTER SIZE LEGA. SIZE
*AVERAGE COST . 828,50 B398
SIZE ‘ 4-DeaveR 4-DRAER

FiLing Ina€s 208,53 DIVIDED BY 29.208 DIVIDED BY
100" = 87 oggPER 100 : = $2, 39PER
FILING INCH FILING INCH

5 YEAR EQUIPMENT $,41 PER INCH PER YEAR $, 47 PER INCH PER YEAR
AORTIZATION

LEGAL SIZE FILE. CABINET 15% MORE THAN LETTER SIZE "

*SoURCE:  KrROSS OFFICE OUTFITTERS, INC,

3

PO N L

4}4‘
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* (CQUALS 4O DRAVERS)
-PER DRAWER COST

(ANEAL SALARY DIVIDED

BY 40 DRAVERS)

TIER (100") =
sl,mu.m DIVIDED BY 100"

LeGaL @

LEGAL SIZE FEQUIRES 25% MORE LABR DLE TO FILING AD RETREIVING OF RECCRDS.
UNIFCRA SIZE PAPER IS EASIER AND FASTER TO FIND AMD TO FILE.

* ARA SURVEY

T IA G et ke

o)
31,352 Eﬂ DIVIDED BY 100"

SANRY

$260/vEEK - $13,520 (ANHUAL) .
( INCLUDES BENEFITS)
$338.00 PER DRAER

$10.14 PER INCH PER YEAR

$13.52 PER INCH PER YEAR
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CosT/FILING INCH
OE 4-DRukR FILE

Ten 4-DRAVER FILES
TOTAL A UAL OOST

*CosT Exa DES CosT OF CREATING RECORDS

EILE IhcH QBT

HIUAL VERTICAL LETTER
SPACE © $1708
EQUIPLENT $ .41
LasoR $10.14
*SUPPLIES $1.12

(FOLDERS, LABELS)

$12.72
PER INCH

WARDEX COPANY, MARIETTA, CHIO

VERTICAL LETTER FILE  VERTICAL LEGAL FILE
(COHTAINING 100%) (CONTAINING .100%

$ 12.72 %X 100" $. 16.67 X 100"

$1,272.00 $1,667.00

. . e .
$12,720.00 $16,670.00

VERTICAL LEGAL




VERTICAL LETTER
4-DRAVER

CoST PER CABINET $1,272.00
COST PER DRAVER $318.00
*AVERAGE DOCLMENTS 3,000
PER DRAMER
FiLtng CosT PER $.10-
DoCUeNT

SAVINGS IN COST PFR DOQMENT

*IRA

VERTICAL LEGAL
4-DrAMER

$1,667.00

$416.75
3.008
$.13

§$.03

oy
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A, LABR (INCLUDES BEMEFITS)
1. SORTIMG AND FiILING DOCUENTS!
250 VIORKDAYS X 8 QLERICAL HOURS PER DAY X
.53 LABOR RATE PER HOR =

2. CEMERAL FILE [MAINTEMANCE:

$13,600.03 PER YEAR

25 WORKDAYS X 8 HOURS PER DAY FOR MAINTENMIKE X

50 LABOR RATE PER HOR =
LABR IBTCOTAL =

3, SWPERVISION: &% X 526 2.0
(LABOR SUBTOTAL)

TOTAL ANUAL LABR =

B, SLPRLIES

1. ANWAL EXPENSES FOR FOLDERS, LABELS,
FILE CABINETS, ETC,

C. SPAE*
90 SQ, FT, OF FLOOR SPACE X
$15.00 COST OF SQUARE FOOT PER YEAR =

TOTAL ANUAL OCST =

MDoES NOT INCLUDE SPACE AT COURTHOUSE
WEEX LOCATED 15 MILES FROM COURTHOUSE

$13,000.00 PER YEAR
$26.000,03 PER YEAR

$ 5,200.23 PER YEAR
$31,200.00 PER YEAR

$15.000.20 PER YEAR

$13,500,08 PER YEAR

$59,700.00 PER YEAR
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IWADOTTE COUNTY DISTRICT QOURT CIVIL CEPT, {(cont'D)
OPEN SHELF FILING B2 1/2x8x76 = 25840 FILE INCHES
L-DRAYER VERTICAL LEGAL Xx4x23 = 2,20 FILE INGES .

FILE INQES IN BASEMENT

SOUARE FEET OF OFF ICE SPACE
BE{NG UTILIZED

SQUARE FEET OF BASEbEh.IT
BEING UTILIZED

TOTAL SQUARE FEET

38,176 FILE INGHES X 128 AVERAGE DOCLMENTS PER INCH = 4,617,120 DOCLMENTS

4,617,120 DOGLMENTS X $.03 SAVINGS

LESS 23% *** (SEE FOLLOYING NOTATION) ._31,858712 .
TOTAL SAVINGS $1067655748 L
$106,655.480IVIDED BY 10 YEARS =$10,665. 54 SAVINGS PER YEAR, e ’7
EACTS (CORRECTION FACTOR) ERE
1. THE AVERAGE LEGAL COURT FILE CONTAINS 3B SHEETS OF PAPER - SOME LEGL, :

SQE LETTER SIZE,
2. IN THE AVERAGE CASE FILE, 36X OF

HAVE BEEN ON LETTER SIZE: OR 11 SHEETS OF THE 33 COULD BE ON STAHOARD SIZE - -

PAPER,

3. THE RMAINING 64X (19 SHEETS) ARE ON FULL LEGAL SIZE PAPER.
4, TYPING THESE 19 LEGAL SIZE SHEETS ON STANDAWRD SIZE PAPER Reulkes 36X (7 -, - 1A

SHEETS) MORE CF REGULAR SIZE PAPER,

5. THS, THE FILE INCREASED IN SIZE BY 11 + 19 + 7 = 37 SHEETS (ZX) T
THEREFORE, THE TOTAL COST SAVINGS SHOMI BY GHAGING FROM LEGAL TO STANDARD

SIZE PAPER SHOULD BE REDUCED BY %

TOTAL FILE INOES 38,476 FILE INCGHES

FEGUIRED 10 CUNVERT TO STAMMRD PAPER AO THE INCREASE IR FILE SIZE (SPACE).

19,338 FILE INGES

.

w SOJARE FEET P RN I

AN T L

32 SQUARE FEET
SO0 SQUARE FEET

PER DOCLENT = $138,513.60

PAPER 1S EITHER ON LETTER SIZE (R COULD

BECAUSE OF THE ADDITIONAL 18)-RER OF SHEETS




IN CCHOLLS ION

, THE COMBIIED NULBER OF F ILES ON RECORD IN OTHER DEPARTMENTS
COUNTY DISTRICT:COURT (CRIMINAL, PROBATE, JWENILE, LIMITED ACITONS, .
PROBATION, ETC.) IS 2.9 TIMES THE NUBER OF FILES IN THE CIVIL CEPARNENT;

IS

- PER CORT PER YEAR, THE STATE vOULD REALIZE A SAVINGS OF $247,

IN THE WYANDOTTE
THEREFORE, THE YEARLY AVERAGE SAVINGS TO THIS COURT WOLLD BE tio.é_so’.ns:.‘- '

IN A PROJECTED STATE WIDE SAVILGS IN THE COUKTS CN THE BASIS OF CASES FILED
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" 'UYANDOTIE CY DISTRICT COURT CIVIL DEPT, : LSS
FILE MAMAGENENT SYSTEM SYSTEM FINAMCIAL ANALYSIS ‘3"/4‘-}3

1. EVALUATION CRITERIA

SYSTEM PRICE $2083 A Co
DEPRECIABLE LIFE (VEARS) 16 -
DEPRECIATION MCTHODE STPAIGHT LINE ..

GPOMTH RATE FOR FILES 6% '

TAX RATE 0%
CONVERSIONH PERIDD (MONTHS)

FOR ACTIVE FILES : 12
FESIDUAL VALUE 30
INFLATION COST FACTOR 8%

MINIMUN RETURN OM INVESTMENT

SUMMARY OF FORECASTED AMIMUAL SAVINGS
YERAR

: 1ooe

.- EXISTING SYSTEM CuSTS . $19084
o FILE MANAGENENT SYSTCM SYSTE .° 14362 . 16670 : . 19084’ ea_xmlizzs,our

11.

e d,

COMERSION-ACTIVE FILES . .. 2261 0 0y 0k
sAVINGS . 2261 8177 ssar '¢m T 2767 .-
LESS  IAPRECIATION . Tiee 199 199.35 199 © 199

PRETRX SAVINGS 2062 as7e  s7ae ssssm
LESS! TAXES 9 0% 1) 0 S0y 0 20

2T ARTER TAX SAVINGS $2062 34978  $5708 "' £6583 - .

. - PN
. L T
o e
.

11l CALCULATION OF CASH FLOW Co il

AETER TAX SAVINGS T s2062 86378 - 33728 ' 36588
PLUST  DEPRECIATION 199 -~ 199 199.%." 199.
T RESIDUAL VALUE I 0"-‘;:.0q
AFTER TAX CASH FLOV - $2261  $5177 #3927 .. ssm",snsz

3
HICRPDGRAPHIC PPODUCTS DIVICSIDN
CONFILENTIAL INFOPMATIDN FOR WYANDDY1E CY DISTRICT COURY CIVIL LEFT. oy

ek, 7

AT As araca.
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WYANDOTTE CY DISTRICT COURT CIVIL DEPT.

FILE MANHGEMENT SYSTEM SYSTEM FINANCIAL Al
COST CONPARISON ALvsts

RO TS W it B S AT TR

AVDrrao
[ =4
[~
o

1

oo YEAR

+ - EXISTING SYSTEM COSTS
¢ - hEW SYSTEM COSTS

‘AETER TAX CASH FLOV = ‘ Lo
FOR S YLAR ANALYSIS - 2261 - 8177

S YEARS
ESTIMARTED:

INTERNRL PATE OF PETURN 166.3%%
NET PRESENT VALUE 9 0% $2%831 .

PRYBACK PERIOD (YEARS) .92

[ S,




COMMENTS CONCERNING HOUSE BILL NO. 2751

Presented to the House Government Organization Committee
by Thomas D. Norris, State Records Specialist,
Department of Archives

I appreciate very much thig chance to speak before the
committee as a representative of the State Historical Society’s
Department of Archives. As custodian of the official state
archives and because of our statutory obligation (see K.S.A. 45-
406) to provide records management assistance to state agencies,
this department is very interested in any proposal =such as House

Bill No. 2751 which is related to the storage of state government
records.

In general, we have no argument with the bill: it reflects
a tactic of cost savings that has been proposed by the
Association of Records Managers and Administrators for several
years and which has been adopted by many buginesses and states
across the nation. Although there are often legitimate reasons
for creating and maintaining records of non-standard sizes, many
times agencies continue to wuse such formats long after the
practical reasons for their wuse has departed from either a mig-
placed sense of tradition or a simple fear of change. One
consequence is that thousands of tax dollars are wasted annually
across state government on legal-sized filing equipment and
gupplies for which less expensive standard purchases might be

easily substituted. This bill, if enacted into law and enforced
with wvigor, would help to alleviate some of this problem and
thereby save money for +the state. The portion of the bill

(paragraph 1-c¢) that directs the Department of Administration to
assist agencies in forms analysis and design should help reduce
duplication of old and superfluous creation of new forms in. state
government. In short, the basic precepts of this bill

incorporate sound records management principles that should serve
the state well.

Nevertheless, the Department of Archives proposes an
amendment which is set forth in a balloon version of the bill
attached to this gstatement. That amendment would allow the

purchase and wuse of equipment and supplies for the storage of
state government records of enduring value which were created
prior to the approval of this legislation and which are of non-
standard sizes. It would also allow the same for the historical
collections in the custody of the State Historical Society and

the libraries of the colleges and universities under the State
Board of Regents. :

The rational behind the proposed amendment is that non-
standard-sized records are already in existence and that those
with archival worth will c¢ontinue to require gtorage that meets
their peculiar shapes and sizes. To attempt to force an over-

ATTACHMENT 5
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may do irrevocable damage to the document. Folding legal- or
other odd-sized papers to fit standard filing spaces ruptures the
fibers within the paper and eventually fosters ripsz and tears.
To repair injured documents requires time and skill--it is far
more cost effective to prevent the harm from occurring. Without
the addition of this amendment, our state-supported historical
records repositories would be unable to effectively fulfill their
mission to protect and preserve our heritage.

Although thig amendment would mogt affect the State
Historical Society and the library special collections divigions
at the Regent’s institutions, other agencies would also benefit.
This is because many of them maintain records in their custody
which are archival in nature but which need to remain at the
agencies for various operational reasons. This amendment would
enable all agencies to properly replace or upgrade the gtorage
aequipment and supplies for the archival records in their custody

thereby helping to promote the preservation of our state’s
history.

Finally, let me say that House Bill 2751 should only be one
step in the development of an efficient and effective records
management program. At  present, Kansas is nearly unique among
the statea in i1its lack of a centralized and uniform records
management policy and system for state government. The start-up
costs of such a system would not be inexpensive, but they would
be an excellent investment for the long term. Thie bill has
merit, but it should be followed by other statutory changes and
appropriations necessary to establish a full-fledged centralized
records management program. Suech  a  program would greatly

increase efficiency in =tate government and would provided
aubstantial financial savings.
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Session of 1983
* HOUSE BILL No. 2751
By Cémmittee on Judiciary h

2-2

®
AN ACT concerning state agencies; relating to certain supplies
and equipment; restricting the size thereof.

Be it enacted by the Legislature of the State of Kansas:

Section 1. (a) No state agency shall purchase forms, bond
paper or legal pads larger than standard size unless the forms,
bond paper or legal pads are perforated or otherwise designed to
produce completed documents not larger than standard size.

(b) No state agency shall purchase file cabinets designed to
hold completed documents larger than standard size.

(¢) Each state agency shall review its existing forms to deter-
mine which forms need to be redesigned so that each page of the
completed document is not larger than standard size. The secre-
tary of administration and the director of printing shall provide
assistance in forms analysis and design to any agency upon
request. .

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, no state
agency shall use forms, bond paper or legal pads larger than
standard size on or after June 30, 1990, unless the forms, bond
paper or legal pads are perforated or otherwise designed to
produce completed documents not larger than standard size.

(e) This section does not prohibit the purchase or use of:

(1) Forms larger than standard size, if the forms are to be
used to maintain accounting or bookkeeping records, for prepar-
ing architectural or engineering drafts or documents or for pre-
paring maps, graphs, charts or artwork; or

(2) fan-fold paper designed for use in computer peripheral’w

devices. e

() As used in this section:
(a) “Standard size” means 812 x 11 inches.

(3

Equipment and supplies to be used for the storage of
government records created before this act which hold
enduring value as defined by K.S.A. 45-402(f) or of

the historical collections of the State Historical
Society and the various institutions of higher learning
governed by the State Board of Regents.
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w46 (b) “State agency” means any state office, department, insti-
0047 tution, commission, board or authority of the state.
0048 Sec. 2. ‘This_act shall take effect and be in force from and
0049 after its publication in the statute book.




TESTIMONY BEFORE THE HOUSE GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION COMMITTEE
Feb. 11, 1588

Good morning, Chairman Walker, ladies and gentlemen. Thank you for the
opportunity to appear and provide testimony regarding House Bill 2751.
Xy name is Gretchen Gleuwe. I’m a Management Analyat with the Kanaaa
Corpvoratigogn Commission. Included in my duties is records management.

The Kansas Corporation Commission supports this bill, and the changes
provosed by the State Archives.

During the last 18 months, the KCC has developed and started to implement
a records management plan. While conducting records inventories, I have
learned how much floor space and equipment is dedicated to the storage of
state records. Under the advisement of the State Archives, and with the
approval of the State Recorda Board, we are beginning to reduce our
storage needs by microfilming and eliminating duplicatesa. We could
further reduce our administrative operating costs by eliminating the
necessity of having both legal and letter size records. Aa part of itas
records management plan, the KCC is investigating the use of only letter-
size paper. /
Every legal-size cabinet reguires 17% more floor space than a
letter-size cabinet. Floor space in the Docking State Office Building
costs us 3 11.75 per square fooct. By multiplying the amount of apace
wasted by legal aize file cabinets times the number of files times the
cost per agquare foot, ycu’ll see the additional storage costs borne by
the agency attributed to the present recorda maintenance policy.

The percentage of additional cost for legal-size furniture and supplies
over the standard letter aize items is illustrated in thisa table.

Legal-size cabinets require at least 960 additional saguare inches of
steel. This furniture grade steel is one of the key ingredients in the
spiraling cost of office eguipment.

Agencies that use both legal and letter size parer must maintain a supply
of both sizes. Double atocking requires 21% additional atorage space and
file storage. According to information published by the Assocciation of
Records Managers & Administratora (ARMA) International, the Federal
Government has saved taxpayers over 272 million annually by photocopying
only on letter-size paper.

We recognize the Commission should plan to acquire new equipment in only
letter—size. We realize older legal-size equipment has to live ocut its
life span. We would phase out existing legal-saize eguipment as it
becomes worn and obsclete.

The KCC is a member of the Association of Records Managera and
Administrators (ARMA)> International. In Oct. 1580, ARMA International
started "Project ELF". ELF is an acronym for Eliminate Legal-size
Folders. ARMA International’s headquartera is in Prairie Village, Kanaas
and they could provide you with additional information on Project ELF.

We urge you to follow the lead of the Delaware General Assembly, who was
the firat state to adopt legislation to eliminate legal-size files.
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Table 3°

LETTER/LEGAL-SIZE COST ANALYSIS

Percent of
~ Additional
Item Lettersize Legal-Size Expenditure
File Cab {Vertical 4-drawer) $208.50 $ 298.70 43
File Cab (Mobile Hanging) 95.60 131.00 37
File Cab (Lateral 4 Tier) 647.00 647.00 00°(A)
File Cab (Transfer) 8.90 11.15 25
File Cab (Fireproof) 960.00 1,033.00 08
File Shelving (Open Face) 295.00 295.00 00°
Desk Trays 9.30 10.60 14
File Guides (Pressboard) 46.50 58.75 26
Carbon Copysets 8.95 8.95 00
File Pockets (Expandable) 1.43 1.65 15
Duplicating Stencils 1295 14.60 13
Folders (Pendaflex) 12.00 13.70 14
Folders (Pressboard) 19.80 24 .65 24
Folders (Manila) 9.40 12.10 29
Binders (Report-ACCO) 1.90 2.40 26
Pads (Lined “Legal”) .87 97 11
Papers (25% Cotton-Typewriter) =~ 11.40 16.95 49 (B)
Paper (Xerographic) 6.30 8.05 28 (B)
Paper (Mimeographic) 6.30 8.05 28 (B)
Envelopes (Manila Flat 32) 14.35 18.50 29

(A) These units are manufactured to hold either letter or legal-size media.
There is, therefore, a waste of 960-1,400 square inches of furniture
grade steel in each file used for lettersize media. Over 10,000 cubic

inches of waste in each file.

(B) Projected discounted copy paper cost for the Federal Government is
$60,000,000. If the government used legal instead of standard let-
tersize paper, the cost to the taxpayers would soar to $72,600,000.

This is an annual figure.
*Source: Arlite Office Products, 1982

.ASSOCIATION OF RECORDS MANAGERS AND ADMINISTR.ATORS

(ARMA) INTERNATIONAL, INC.

4200 Somerset Drive, Suite 215, Prairie Village, KS

(913) 341-3808
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MEMORANDUM

February 8, 1988
TO: House Committee on Governmental Organization
FROM: Kansas Legislative Research Department

RE: 1988 H.B. 2751

Summary of Bill

The bill would prohibit, with certain exceptions, any state agency from
purchasing forms, bond paper or legal pads larger than standard size after July
1, 1988. Effective the same date, agencies would also be prohibited from pur-
chasing file cabinets designed to hold documents larger than standard size.
Effective July 1, 1990, agencies would be prohibited from using forms, bond
paper or legal pads larger than standard size.

Standard size would be defined by the bill as 8 1/2 x 11 inches. The
bill defines the term "state agency” to mean any state office, department,
institution, commission, board or authority of the state.

Larger paper would be permitted for use in accounting or bookkeeping,
for architectural or engineering drafts or documents or for preparing maps,
graphs, charts or artwork. Larger paper would also be permitted for use in
computer equipment.

The bill is identical to one introduced in 1983 (1983 S.B. 102). That
bill was recommended for passage by the Senate Judiciary Committee, but was
stricken from the Senate Calendar at the end of the 1984 Session.

Background

Judicial Agencies. Based upon national information, it appears that
the state and federal courts are more likely to address the issue of paper size
than are the executive or legislative branches of government. The federal courts
adopted a letter-size paper standard in 1983 and several state court systems have
either partially or completely adopted such a standard. Kansas has not adopted

a letter-size paper standard, and most filings with the state courts must be on 8
1/2 x 14 (legal size) paper.

Information provided by the National Center for State Courts, which
produced a research memorandum on the subject in 1984, is attached. That
chart displays the states that have adopted a letter-size paper standard either
wholly or partially and other information about the extent of the application of
the rule. The memorandum indicates that Arizona, Hawaii, Idaho, lllinois,
Kentucky, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New Jersey, North Dakota, Pennsylvania,
South Carolina, South Dakota, Utah, and Virginia have adopted a complete
letter-size paper rule. According to the Center, Wisconsin and Georgia adopted
a letter-size standard after the table was prepared.

- ATTACHMENT

oo Moo 2411128



- 2.

The most common argument in favor of changing to the smaller paper
size is reduced cost for paper, file cabinets, archival storage, and handling. The
National Center for State Courts did not know of any postiimplementation
studies that would shed light on whether or not the anticipated cost savings
were achieved.

Executive and Legislative agencies. Locating information regarding the
extent to which a letter-size standard has been adopted via rules or legislation
for the executive and legislative branches of government is more difficult.
Apparently adoption of such standards by nonjudicial agencies is not common.
Only three states have enacted legislation that regulates the size paper that
state agencies can use. The federal government has a very limited requirement
regarding paper size.

According to the federal General Services Administration (GSA) in
Washington, D.C., the only paper size standard in existence is a regulation (41
CFR 201-45.401-2) that establishes the requirement that letterhead stationery
must be 85 x 11 inches, but which does not prohibit the use of legal size paper
for other purposes. There does not appear to be any federal evaluation of the
real or anticipated cost savings of implementing a letter-size paper standard.

"GSA Bulletin FPMR B-120 Archives and Records" (June 2, 1982),
which is cited in the National Center for State Courts memorandum, was not a
regulation and did not impose a mandatory standard on federal agencies. Ac-
cording to personnel in the GSA, bulletins are issued for guidance and informa-
tion purposes only and have no regulatory impact. (The bulletin was canceled by
a 1986 issuance that became the regulation cited above.) This paricular bulletin
has apparently been misinterpreted in the past to be a requirement that federal
agencies quit using legal size paper.

The Association of Records Managers and Administrators (ARMA) has
organized an effort called "Eliminate Legal-Size Files" (ELF) that has worked for
the adoption of 85 x 11 inch paper as the universal standard for government
work. It appears that much of the information available on this subject is
generated by ELF.

The International Chairman of ELF is aware of three states, Arizona,
Delaware, and Texas, that have adopted statutes that establish 8.5 x 11 inch
paper as the standard. A draft bill establishing the standard in Michigan has
been prepared for introduction to the 1988 Michigan Legislature. Apparently
bills have been introduced in the New York and Florida legislatures in years
past, but none have been enacted.

Both the Texas and Delaware laws apply to state agencies only while
the Arizona statute applies to both state and local governmental entities. In
Arizona and Delaware, the state courts had adopted a letter-size standard prior
to the adoption of the statute. None of the states that have adopted statutes
mandating the use of letter-size paper has done a follow-up study to determine
whether anticipated cost savings have been realized.
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