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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Iowa held that compensation for an attorney who entered into an indigent-

defense contract is governed by the contract's terms rather than a judicial determination of reasonable

compensation. The court upheld the State Public Defender's denial of compensation for in-county

travel because the contract incorporated administrative rules that limited compensable travel and the

attorney had not obtained prior authorization. The court also rejected the attorney's contract-of-

adhesion and reasonable-expectations arguments and annulled the writ.
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Hofmeyer sought certiorari review of the State Public Defender's
denial of compensation for in-county travel time under his indigent-
defense contract. The lowa District Court for Fayette County upheld
the State Public Defender's action, and Hofmeyer challenged that

ruling in the Iowa Supreme Court.

In a certiorari action, the court determines whether the lower court
exceeded its proper jurisdiction or otherwise acted illegally. The Iowa
Supreme Court reviews the district court's action for errors in

interpreting the law.
Published Iowa Supreme Court opinion; precedential.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether compensation for an attorney who entered into an indigent-defense contract is governed by

statutory reasonable-compensation principles or by the terms of the contract.

2. Whether the contract incorporated the lTowa Administrative Rules governing compensable travel

expenses.

3. Whether the administrative rule excluded compensation for Hofmeyer's in-county travel because the

travel did not fall within an enumerated category and lacked prior authorization.

4. Whether the indigent-defense contract was a contract of adhesion subject to the reasonable-expectations

doctrine.

5. Whether the district court acted illegally or otherwise exceeded its jurisdiction in upholding the State

Public Defender's denial of the travel claims.

HOLDINGS

1. For an attorney who has entered into an indigent-defense contract, compensation is determined
according to the terms of that contract; the district court therefore properly treated the dispute as a matter
of contract law.

2. The contract clearly incorporated the applicable Iowa Administrative Rules by referring to Master
Contract Version 493-99 and providing that travel expenses would be paid to the extent specified by

administrative rule.

3. Hofmeyer's in-county travel was not compensable because it did not fall within any of the rule's

enumerated categories and he had not obtained prior authorization from the State Public Defender.

4. The contract was not a contract of adhesion, and the reasonable-expectations doctrine did not justify

disregarding the incorporated travel limitations.
KEY QUOTATIONS
“We conclude Hofmeyer's compensation is governed by the terms of his contract. Writ annulled.” (at 226)

“Under the statute, it is not the role of the district court to establish or determine reasonable compensation
for a contract attorney.” (at 228)

“The terms referenced in the lowa Administrative Code are consistent with the purpose of the contract as they

only serve to define the limits of compensation expressly stated in the main document.” (at 230)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

John W. Hofmeyer III signed an indigent-defense contract with the State Public Defender. The contract provided
compensation for legal services and stated that travel expenses would be paid to the extent specified by

administrative rule. Hofmeyer sought compensation for travel from his Oelwein office to the county seat in West



Union, but the State Public Defender denied compensation for in-county travel because it was not authorized by

the contract or incorporated administrative rules.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hofmeyer entered into a contract with the State Public Defender to provide indigent-defense services and
submitted claims for compensation for travel within his home county. The State Public Defender denied those
portions of his claims. The district court upheld the denial, and the Iowa Supreme Court reviewed the matter by

certiorari, ultimately annulling the writ.
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