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ESS 
Electronic Services System – Coordinating Committee Meeting 

Agenda 
Web Conference 
March 19, 2025 

2:00 P.M. to 3:00 P.M. 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 Welcome and Introductions 

 Legislative Update - House File 633 and House File 328 – Status 
 

 Review of Pending Issues 
o Fee Policy (mortgage documents) 
o Recording Modernization 
o ESS Policies and Procedures 
o ESS 28E Agreement 
o County Electronic Recording Options 
o Statewide System 
o Back the Blue 

 Declaration and Next Steps – Approval 
 

 Adjourn - Next Regular Meeting May 15, 2025 
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Proposed Committee Amendment to House File 328 - DRAFT 

SUMMARY 

Includes the proposed $10 per recording fee and the $2 allocation for the recorders’
technology fund
The allocation for the electronic services system is omitted. It is implied that counties
could voluntarily contribute funds to ESS through the 28E agreement. A $1.00 fee would
apply for counties which remain a part of the 28E agreement.
Incorporates a lot (but not all) of the formatting and related recording policies included in
SF 371.
Removes the authority of ESS to provide electronic access to recorded documents to
the public and to establish standards for recording
Removes the requirement for counties to participate in ESS/CLRIS.
Envisions the creation of a different statewide search website, with reference to a
vendor.
Seems to allow ESS to do E-Submission and to charge an unspecified fee amount
(reference to the $3 fee is removed)
Includes a Back the Blue shielding policy
Includes the surveyor formatting and index legend policies.

************************ 

Page 1, Section 1, lines 4-15. Current law provides one assurance of “legality” of electronic 
documents by saying that they are equivalent to paper documents in the mail or personally 
delivered. When it was first crafted numerous years ago, no one else was really doing electronic 
recording, so it referred to the county land record information system. This change would 
provide a more general legitimacy of submitting electronic documents for recording. 

Page 1, Section 2, lines 16-23. Provides definitions for Parcel Identification Number and 
Electronic Services System. The definition for parcel identification number aligns with the 
definition included in SF 371, but the definition for Electronic Services System is incomplete. 
Also, a needed definition for “additional parcel identifier” has been omitted. 

When compared with Senate File 371, a definition for a county land record management system 
is also omitted. See Senate File 371, page 1, lines 7-13). 

Page 1, Section 2, lines 24-27. A definition for “statewide search website vendor” is provided. 
The legislation appears to call for a process for the Iowa County Recorders Association to 
choose a “vendor” to provide a statewide search website. It implies that the Electronic Services 
System and Iowa Land Records (ESS/ILR) would be replaced, as subsequent references to the 
“county land record information system are replaced with references to the “vendor”. See page 
1, lines 28-35, and page 2, lines 1-8. It is unclear whether ESS/ILR could be selected as the 
“vendor”. A definition for a county land record management system is also omitted. See Senate 
File 371, page 1, lines 7-13). 

Page 2, Section 4 and 5, lines 9-35 and page 3, lines 1-29, would increase the base recording 
fee from $5.00 to $10.00 per page, eliminates the additional transaction fee, and sets a 
recording fee cap of $500.00 – similar to SF 371. An “allocation” of $2 per document for a 
recorder’s technology advancement fund is included, similar to the provisions of Senate File 
371. However, an allocation of any kind is not provided for an electronic services system fund.

Updated 031925 ESS Page 22

DRAFT



Proposed Committee Amendment to House File 328 - DRAFT 

In lieu of a statutory allocation, it has been mentioned by the bill sponsor that members of the 
ESS 28E agreement could independently (voluntarily) decide to allocate funds for ESS. 

Page 3, Section 6, lines 30-35 through page 4, lines 1-34. Section 331.604, subsection 3, would 
be amended such that counties would no longer be required to participate in a county land 
record information system  and counties would not be required to comply with the policies and 
procedures of the system’s governing board. 

However, all counties would be required to upload data and images of the recorded documents 
to the “the statewide search internet site” or “link to a county’s own search, if applicable”. There 
is a provision included in this section which specifies that counties not participating in the 28E 
agreement (this is presumed to be the electronic services system) would be required to allocate 
$1.00 per document to support the “statewide” internet site. It has been suggested that this 
would be the baseline expectation even when a county was not voluntarily allocating funds from 
the base recording fee as suggested above.  

Page 4, Section 7, line 35 through page 5, line 1 would remove a reference to the electronic 
transaction fund (Fund 255), and a reference to the 28E agreement from the Code. This needs 
to be reviewed further. 

Page 5. Section 8, lines 2-27 would amend 331.605B in a manner similar to the provisions of SF 
371 with the following notable exceptions. 

 The “purpose” for ESS would no longer include “providing electronic access to recorded 
documents to the public and establishing standards for recording, indexing, etc. 

 The responsibility for setting standards for recording processes is removed. 

Instead of allowing for an E-Submission fee of up to $3 per recorded document, the amendment 
appears to allow ESS to “collect a reasonable fee”.  

Page 5, Section 8, lines 28-35 through page 6, line 1 appear to have similar effects as provided 
in Senate File 371, although the language should be reviewed further to evaluate the effects of 
any variation. 

Page 6, Section 9, lines 4-18. The amendment to 331.606 varies from Senate File 371 by the 
omission of the following: 

 A specific standard format for recording reference numbers (two digit county number, 
four digit year, and a sequential number of six digits (it does require a sequential number 
starting with the beginning of a calendar year) 

 Indexing parsed legal descriptions and additional parcel identifiers 
 Specifications for the exact time of recording 

Some requirements are included, such as associated references and parcel identification 
numbers, but with some variation in language. 

Page 6, Section 10, lines 26-35 and Page 8, Section 12, lines 2 through page 9, line 11 would 
transform the Back the Blue redaction program into a redaction AND shielding program. 

Page 7, Section 11, line 12 through page 8, line 1.  This would remove references to the county 
land record information system and substitute the term “statewide search system”. 
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Proposed Committee Amendment to House File 328 - DRAFT 

Page 9, line 13 through page 13, line 10 (Sections 13 – 16) concern proposed amendments to 
Iowa Code Section 331.606B and appear to be similar to the provisions of SF 371. Further 
detailed reviews will be needed to check for variations. 

Page 13, line 11 through page 16, line 5 (Sections 17 – 21) concern the new section for 
recording surveys. It appears that they have accepted much of the proposed language from SF 
371. Further detailed reviews will be needed to check for variations.

Page 16, Section 22, lines 6 -14. It is unclear what the intended effect of the changes to the 28E 
references are.  

Page 16. Section 23, lines 15 – 27. The session laws providing for the transition of funds 
generally follow the language in SF 371, but without the statutory revenue stream for ESS and 
Iowa Land Records. 
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AMEND HF328 (AS SF 371) 

3/19/25 

Amend HF 328 by striking everything after the enacting clause and inserting in lieu thereof the recorders’ 
fee policy and modernization proposal (SF 371). 

This bill is further amended by the following provisions. 

Provisions which remove requirements that E-Submission activities are exclusive to the 
Electronic Services System. Three provisions to be adjusted. 

Provisions which permit the specified counties to withdraw from the Electronic Services System 
28E agreement. 

Provisions which specify that standards adopted by Electronic Services System apply only to the 
members of the 28E agreement. 

Provisions which specify that all counties will participate in the ESS database, search, and E-
Submission applications, even if they are not members of the 28E organization. 

Other Issues which need to be addressed for passage of the fee policy and related legislation. 

Fee policy for mortgage documents. 

Back the Blue program policy 

Modernization changes removed by HF 328 

Miscellaneous and non-substantive technical changes 
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