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Justice Alfred G. Schroeder 
Chairman, Kansas Judicial Council 
3rd Floor, Statehouse 
Topeka, Kansas 66612 

Dear Justice Schroeder: 

I­
I 

,i 

December 31, 1975 

" . 
I' 

• ~ f"';, 
.... ~ , J I. ~. 

We, are pleased to transmit herewith our report on Kansas Courts 
relative to the inventory of personnel, financial analysis, and municipal court 
caseloads locations and staffing factors. This report sets forth the results 
of our study authorized under the contract between the Judicial Council and 
Public Administration Service dated July ll, 1975. 

Copies of this report have also been forwarded to Chief Justice Harold 
R. Fatzer and Representative John F. Hayes for their review. 

Resident project supervisionw~ provided by Mr. Gerald B. Kuban who was 
assisted in the study by Mr. Stuart Steinberg and Mr. Don R. Vera of our regular 
staff. Mr. Harry O. Lawson, Colorado State Court Administrator, and Miss Nancy 
Dillon assisted on special assignments. Headquarters supervision for the proj­
ect has been provided by Mr. Joseph J. Molkup, Principal Associate. 

We would like to express our appreciation for the excellent cooperation 
received from all court personnel contacted. 

Sincerely yours, 

c· ;:t, ~' /' ,;--­z., ?/. I ( 1l..('/.,10 

E. F. Ricketts 
Executive Director 
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1. 

Summa~ of Most Significant Finding~ 

A total of 2,324 employees have been identified in the Kansas courts. These 
employees represent, hO\\1ever, l,6.::\9 I!'c'r. E. (full-time equivalents). This is 
further det~iled on Exhibi~ F of this section. 

2. Alternative methods of state funding Kansas courts are detailed on E'~hibits S 
and T of this section. To begin unification it would appear feaSible to under~ 
take state funding of the salaries atld fringe benefits of the judges and dis­
trict magistrates in courts of limited jurisdiction ($2.8 million) and salaries 
and fringe benefits of court support personnel ($6.8 m:i.llion less $5.0 tltilliUll 
in court revenues for a net of $1.. 8 million). This cOI;,bination absorbs in­
itially those activities which, in essence, ~l.1~e state functions at the present 
time. Additional segments of the system should be absorbed as state ... furtded 
responsibilities as the budget allows. 

3. The net cost of alternatives 1 and 2 as ShO\\111 in Exhibits Sand T is $4.6 
million if revenues from costs and fees are directed to the state general fund 
rather than to county general funds as is currently the case. Statutes> of 
course, will have to be amertded to accomplish this. 

4. If alter.natives 1 anu 2 are adopted) approximately 1,300 employees would consti­
t.ute the judicial personnel system. Host of these employees would be full time; 
thus, approximately 75 percent of judicial employees would be state funded at 
that point. Other system compon.ents can be phased in as the state budgef: per­
mits in order to fully implement a scate-funded unified court system. 

5. A judicial personnel classification and pay plan should be established for 
whatever components or blocs of the system are absorbed at the state lavel. 
This 'Would eliminate salary disparities, standardize job titles and descrip .. 
tions, and allow for the centralized admin.istration of the majority of judicial 
expenditures. 

When this plan is established for judicial employees~ local salary supplements 
shoud be eliminated in order to maintain an equitable salm:-y plan. In like 
manner, statutory references to salary setting should be amended to reflect the 
authority of the Kansas Supreme Court over court administration matters. 

6. As various functions are added to the state-funded unified court system, ad~ 
ditional staffing will be required in the judiCial administrator's office to 
handle administrative responsibHities. These are further detailed on Exhibit 
U and are keyed to the adoption of various state funding alternatives for the 
unified court system. 
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Exhibit F 

KANSAS COURTS--PERSONNEL INVENTORY 

Totnl EmE10y ·.e..s, 
Supreme Court 48 

Judicial Administrator 7 

District Court 640 

Court lrustee 28 

Probate Court 41 

Juvenile Court 50 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court Combined 302 

Probate/..TuvenUe Court CClmbined 31 

City Courts 22 

Magistrate Court 78 

Court of Common Pleas 53 

Municipal Courts 565 

Adult Probation 57 

Juvenile Probation 129 

Adult I.Juvenile Proba tion 49 

Juvenile Detention 224 

Total 2,32~ 

~/ Full-time equivalent. 

Tota.1 FTE~I 
45.700 

6.500 

486.508 

19.850 

40.230 

48.700 

263.586 

28.744 

15.015 

75.313 

52.050 

152.262 

51.876 

107.979 

44.538 

200. 37}. 

.1.,639.224 .. .....-.. 
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Exhibit S 

PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES TO STATE FUNDING OF KANSAS COURTS 

1 + 2 

1 + 2 

Judges' Salaries 
and 

1 

Court Personnel 
Salaries and Fringes 

$4.6 Million 

1 

2 

Judges' 
Salaries and Fringes 

$2.8 Million 

Court Personnel 
Salaries 

$6.8 Million 
Less ~ Million 

$1. 8 Million 

3A 

3B 

Court 
Operating Expenses 

$2.6 Million 

3B 
(Salaries a.nd Operating 

Expenditures) 
Adult Probation 

Juvenile Probation 
Juvenile Detention 

4 illion 

3B (Salaries and Operating 
Expenditures) 

Adult Probation 
Juvenile Probation 
Juvenile Detention 

3A 

$Lt .• 4 Million 

Court 
Operating Expenses 

$2.6 Mi Hion 

.----I_ 
4 

Municipal 
JUrisdiction 
$1. 7 Million 

Less ~ Million 

$1.0 Million 
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Exhibit T 

PRESEN'r AND ANTICII'ATED SALARIES AND FRINGE BENEFITS UNDER 
FUNDING OPTIONS 1 AND 2 OF EXHIBIT S 

Total Salaries (July I, 1975) for District Courts and 
Courts of Limited Jurisdiction (per Exhibit K) 

~ess Presently Pai~ by State: 
District Court Judges (64.0) 
Court Reporters (68.0) 

Currently Paid by Counties 

Details of Present Salary and Anticipated Salary Costs: 

Q.ption 

1. Judges (to be Associates) 

1. Judges (to be District Court Magistrates) 

2. All Other Court Personnel Including Court Trustee 

Total Currently Paid By Counties 

Total Salary Costs Under Option 1 of Exhibit S 
Fringe Benefits Under Option 1 

Total Costs-Option 1 

Total Salary Costs Under Option 2 of Exhibit S 
Fringe Benefits Under Option 2 

Total Costs~Option 2 

Total Costs Options land 2 

Less Offsetting Revenues Under Opt:Jc',. 2 

Net Cost To State For Options 1 SL~ 2 

FTE (1,029.4) 

$1,836,428 
975,212 

FTE ( 897.4) 

Present. 
Salary 

$ 988,256 

803,861 

4,950,922 

$6,743~ 

$9,554,679 

2,811,640 

$6,743,039 

Anticipated 
Sa1arz 

$1,5l7,666!!:..! 

803 86l£./ , 

5 603 560~./ , , , 

$2,321,527 
, 505,456, 

$2,826:983 

~5,693,560 
1,013,45q" 

~6,707,~ 

$9,533,997 

($lf,950,l41) 

_a/ Salaries for judgc.s to be associates $28,000 or present whichever is higher, 
per Arn Committee Report, plus seven additional associates. 

bl At ~ . - presen,.t S./i', ',ar~es. 

EJ At present salaries plus 15 percent to bring present salaries in line with 
equivalent state satl!tr;i.es. 

I 

.j 
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Exhibit U 

ADDITIONAL JUDICIAL ADMINISTRATIVE STAFFING REQUIREMENTS 

State Funding Additional Staff Option 

1 Judges' Salaries 1 Research and Statistics Analyst (Planning and Development) 

2 Court Personnel Salaries 1 Management Analyst 

1 Personnel Technician 

1 Personnel Clerk 

~ Payroll Clerk 

1 Clerk-Typist 

3A Court Operating Expenses 1 Senior Budget and Fiscal Analyst 

3B Probation and Detention 

(or Juvenile Probation) 

~ Accounting Clerk 

1 Probation Services Specialist 

1 Clerk-Typist 

4 Municipal Court Salaries 1 Budget and Fiscal Analyst 

and Operating Expenses 

Total 10 

Fringe 

Salaries 

$ 18,000 

14,000 

14,000 

8,000 

4,000 

6,000 

18,000 

4,000 

18,000 

6,000 

14,000 

$124,000 

26,000 

$150,000 
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BACKGROUND 

This project was undertaken to provide de"ailed background data on the 

personnel and financial aspects of Kansas courts and related court servi'.es. 

In addition, certain work-load conditions were surveyed--particularly in the 

courts of limited jurisdiction and municipal courts. 

The study is in response to the revised judicial article adopted by 

the people of Kansas in 1972 which vested the Supreme Court with administra­

tive responsibility over the Kansas judiciary and set the scene for a moderniza­

tion of the Kansas judicial system. The Judicial Study Ad',:':!.sory Committee was 

formed in 1973 to report on the financing of the courts and on other matters 

relating to the unification of the Kansas courts. The data in this ::cport 

further amplifies and expands upon this prior work, especially ill the areas 

of judicial staffing and costs and alternative methods of state funding 

Kansas courts. A companion report cot1siders the trat1.sfer of municipal court 

jurisdiction to the unified district court. 

Senate Bill No. 284., as introduced in the 1975 session of the Kat1sas 

Legislature, states that it is: 

"An act concerning the statc. court system; providing for the 
administration and financing thereof; providing for judi­
cial and non-judicial personnel of the state court system; 
prescribing powers, duties and functions of such personnel; 
establishing a court of appeals; prescribing original and 
appellate jurisdiction of courts within the state system; 
abolishing municipal courts and courts of limited jurisdic­
tion; abolishing the office of supreme court commissioner; 

,. effecting statutory changes necessitated by revisions in 
the state court system." 

This legislation is a necessary first step toward the creation of a 

unified, state-funded court system. By far the largest dollar portion of that 

state funding will be for personal services; that is, the wages and salaries 

paid to judges and support personnel. The approach taken in this study was to 

identify all court personnel in terms of who they are, 't<1here they work, what 

they do, and how much they are paid. A broad program-type approach was used 

1 
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in this identification. Each identifiable employee was placed into one of the 

following programs based upon his job title and organizational relationship: 

Supreme Court 

Court of Appeals 

District Court 

Probate Court 

Juvenile Court 

City Courts 

Magistrate Courts 

Municipal Courts 

Judicial Administration 

Adult Probation 

Juvenile Probation 

Adult/Juvenile Probation 

Juvenile Detention 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court Combination 

Probate/Juvenile Court Combination 

Court Trustee 

Court of Common pleas 

Data was gathered by means of questionnaires from each CCJrt of organization, 

transcribed on computer input: forms, and processed. 

Financial information was also gathered by questionnaires, personal 

visits, and telephone calls. Fines and forfeitures information from all 

exc<.~pt municipal courts was gathered through the state treasurer's office. 

Court fees, costs, and operating expenses were procured from the clerks of 

court and other court personnel. 

Work-load data for courts of limited jurisdiction was obtained from the 

Kansas Judicial Council Bulletin. Municipal court personnel, caseload, revenues, 

and expenditures were obtained by questionnaires and from a survey recently con­

ducted by the Kansas League of Municipalities and other available materials in 

the judicial administrator's office. The information as tabulated gives a 

complete picture of the revenues and expenditures for the court system. 
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1. THE PRESENT TRIAL COURT STRUC1"URE1:./ 

Presently there are eight different court ;'. of original procecd:i.ngs in 

Kansas--district, probate, juvenile, county, magistrate, city, common pl':as, 

and municipal courts. The court in which a legal proc.eeding may be brought 

varies with the nature of the action and 'ilith the county in which the proceed­

ing is commenced. Seven of these courts arc created by state statute and 

enforce state law. The municipal courts, on the other hand, exist by virtue 

of city ordinance and apply local statutes. 

The district court, a unified statewide tribunal, is the court of 

general jurisdiction in Kansas. However, it does not have original jurisdic­

tion of probate and juvenile matters and municipal ordinances. Original juris­

diction in these matters is vested in the probate, juvenile, and municipal 

courts, subject to appeal de novo in the district court. This court also has 

the authority to revicHiI the actions of state administrative agencies. 

Below the unified district court are the seVen courts of special and 

limited jurisdiction. The erohate courts have jurisdiction of conservator­

ships, trusts, adoptions, decedents' estates, and the estates of minors and 

incapacitated persons. These courts also have the pmiler to commit mentally 

ill persons and may require alcoholics to undergo mandatory treatment. 

Probate courts may also issue writs of habeas coreus. 

The juvenile courts of Kansas have jurisdiction of proceedings concern­

ing children ~illlO arc charged with being delinquent, traffic offenders, wayward, 

or truant. The juvenile courts arc also charged with providing care and treat­

ment for de)?endent and neglected children. 

1:./1'his material is presented as background for the following analysis. 
It is a portion of the Judicial Study Advisory Committee's report found in 13 
Washburn L.J., 288-291. 

3 
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The Kansas county courts have jurisdiction of civil actions for damages 

't'1herc the amount in controversy docs not exceed $1)000. They also have juris­

diction of replevin and forcible entry and detainer matters) as well as actions 

in aid of execution of judgments. Under a recent statute these courts also 

adjudicate "small claims" actions for money or property where the dollar 

amount claimed or the value of the property claimed docs not exceed $300. 

"Small claims" actions arc handled undc.r simplified procedures \'1ithout attorneys. 

The county courts have trial jurisdicti on of mis(iemeanors and preliminary juris­

diction in felony matters. The magistrate, city. a~lc1 common pleas courts have 

powers similar to those of county courts except that in the magistrate and 

common pleas courts and certain of the city courts) mone.tary limlts in civil 

actions arc $3,000 rather than $1,000. The civil and criminal juriscUction of 

the county, magistrate, city, and common pleas courts is concurrent with that 

of the district court. Thus, a civil action or criminal misdemeanor charge may 

be brought in either the district or these lower courts. 

The munic.ipal courts, created by city ordinance pursuant to general 

enabling statutes, have no civil jurisdiction and arc limited to handling 

violations of local ordinances. Although no other Kansas court has jurisdic­

tion over municipal ordinances, many ordinances are exact duplicates of state 

statutes. Thus, municipal courts arc adjudicating the same kinds of law viola­

tions as the county, magistrate, common pleas, and city courts. Jury trials arc 

available in county) magistrate, common pleas) and city courts) but not in 

municipal courts, despite the municipal court's similar power to imprison con­

victed pen"sons. After conviction in a municipal court, a litigant may appeal 

to the district court and there receive 1.1 jury trial. 

Each county of Kansas is served by the distr:Lct court. This is not so, 

however, with regard to the other courts. Exhibit A depicts ill simplified style 

tho trial court structures in the various counties of Kansas. Thus, in 93 of 

the 105 counties, a Single judge presides over the probate, juvenile, and county 

courts. However, in Sedgwick, Johnson, and Hyandotte counties, there is a 

separate juvenile court and a separate probate court; Shawnee County separated 

juvenile and probate courts in January of 1975. The county court is replaced 

in these counties by magistrate courts in Johnson and Wyandotte count:i.es and a 

court of common picas in Sodg~'1ick County. Leavenworth, Shawnee (until January) 

1975), Rona, and Saline counties arc each served by a single judge who presides 
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Court structure in all counties other 
than those listed at right. 
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Exhibit A 

THE PRESENT KANSAS COURT SYSTEH 

SUPREME COURT I 

District Court J 

I Probatl' Juvenile City or 

Court I Court }fagistrate 

I ! 
Court 

, 

, I 
Municipal Municipal Municipal 

Court Court Court 

Court structure in following counties: 

Atchison 
Covllt'y 
Crawford 
L0avemV'orth 

Montgomery 
Neosho 
Reno 
Sa lint' 

- -- - - -

-
Probate Juvenile Magistrate 

Court Court or Common 
Pleas Court 

J ] 
Municipal Municipal Munjcipal 

Court Court Court 

Court structure in following counti~s: 

Johnson 
Sedgwick 
Shawnee 
'W'yandotte 

Nott': The number of municipal courts shmV'U for each type of county structure is merely illustrativ(!. Some rural 
counties have no acLive municipal courts; some urban counties have 20. 
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over the probate and juvenile courts, but the county court function is performed 

by a magistrate court in each of these counties. In Montgomery, Co~vley, Atchison, 

and Neosho counties there is a single judge serving the probate and juve11ile 

courts, but city courts provide the services of tlle county courts. These city 

courts should not be C("'ifused with municipal courts. City courts have cuunty­

wide civi.l and criminal jurisdiction similar to the county, magistrate, and 

common pleas courts. Curiously, the city court judge, although serving the 

county, must be a resident of the city, is elected by city voters, and is paid 

by the city. CO~vlcy and Mo·'tgomcry counties have t\\10 city courts each. In 

Mont8omory there are a city court of Independence and a city court of Coffeyville. 

In Cowley there is a city court in Arkansas City and Winfield. 
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II. STRUCTURE AND 
OF COURT-RELATED 

DISTRIBUTION 
SERVICES 

Adult Probl1ti m 

For purposes of gathering information on county-funded adult probation 

activities, clerks of the district court were asked j as part of their court 

personnel inventory, to identify all adult probation officers. Eighteen 

counties reported having fUl.ded adult probation personnel to somB dor,rec. Tho 

authority for such positions varies. There is general authority for bailiffs 

to perform the duties related to parole and probation. Other statutory pro­

visions relate to specific courts in authorizing the granting of probation and 

tl 1 ·· f .. t 1 2/ del" h 1 . 1 -le nrJ.ng 0" requJ.sJ. c personne .- In a J.tJ.on to tea )ove, certaJ.n paro e 

and probation officers arc funded by the State Department of Corrections and 

provide services for the district courts in felony cases tvherc they arc requir.c~d. 

This service· extends to all countLes except Sedgwick, Wyandotte, Johnson, Sha~"nee, 

McPherson, and Harvey. 

The personnel inventory indicates that the staffing of adult probation 

services is not uniform throughout the State. The main function of the proba­

tion activity includes pre-sentence investigation and supervision of probationers 

placed in that status by the court. In reality, the officers so employed func­

tion as an arm of the judiciary in that they administer and carry out a program 

which is in lieu of sentencing. What is required is a centralized administrati.ve 

authority over all adult probation officers in order to provide for a statis­

tical data base which would assess the adequacy of staffing, the quality of 
.' 

service, and the assessment of the results of the on-goi.ng probation activities. 

Because there are many issues to be resolved in this service area, the personnol 

inventory ~vhich Has conducted provides a necessary initial step towards a co­

ordinated program. Exhibit B lists county~fundcd adult probation programs. 

'1:./'£ho relevant statutory provl.sJ.ons include K.S.A. 20-315, 20-6111.(a) , 
20-820, 20-2014.(d), 20-2301, 20-2305, 20-2305 (a) , 20-2307, 20-2311, 20 w 2517. 
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Exhibit B 

COUN'l'IES WITH COUNTY-FUNDED ADULT PROBATION PROGRAtvIS.§!./ 

District ~!!p.1oyee.E~ 

1st - Leavenworth 4 

3rd Shawnee 31 

6th Bourbon 3 

7th Douglas 1 

9th - Harvey 4 

McPherson 8 

10th - Johnson 9 

12th Cloud " 
"-

13th - Butler 3 

Greenwood 2 

18th - Sedg~vick 22 

19th - Pratt 1 

20th - Ells\vwrth 1 

~1. ~ ~ ... e 1 

2lrd: Riley 2 

~~ii.\1: :. Brown 1 

24th - Lane 1 

25th Finney 4 

?9th - Wyandotte 7 

.... "._---;-------
§,,/ In some counties adult and juvenile probation are combined 

activities. 
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Juvenile Probati.on 

Fifty-five counties have indicatod that: they fund some level of juvenile 

probation activity. The authority for such actiVJ.ties is specific for counties 

of 100,000 to 300,000 population2./ ancl can be implied in all other instances 

where a juvenile court may "commit .:1 child to the care and control of a proba­

tion officer duly appointed by the court or other individual. n1j,/ 

This arce. of court service, although found in more counties than adult 

probation programs, needs t~ be further ~nalyzed in terms of staffing patterns 

and the oV0ral1 availability of officers within a judicial district. It is not 

possible to determine from a personnel inventory alone hm\l each program is 

organized nor the extent of its servicQ.s. Exhibit C lists county-funded juvenile 

probation programs. 

Douse Bill No. 2489, as introduced during the 1975 SeSSion, would do 

much to provide the structure necessary to properly administer and evaluatc the 

effectiveness of this pl~ogram. In summary, this legislation would estahlish an 

office of juvenile probation under the jurisdiction and supervision of the 

Supreme Court. 

Juvenile Detention 

These facilities and supporting personnel arc found in seven counties: 

Hyandotte) Sha\-7tlec, Johnson, Sedgwick, Lyon, McPhr:rson, and Crawford. A total 

of 224· employees, representing 200.273 FTE have been. identified. While it is 

not possible to determine from job titles alone the exact areas of employee 

responsibility, the personnel data suggests that there is a blending in some 

it'lstanC(lS of probation and detention duties. This factor needs to be further 

isolated through an in-depth personnel classification study. 

~/scc 38-804a, 38-804c, 38-805a, K.S.A. 1974 Supp. 

!J:./see 38-824· und 38-826,K.S.A. 
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COUNTIES HITH COUNTY-FUNDED JUVENILE PROBATION PROGl~S§!:./ 

District Eme10yees District Em]210yees I 
1st - Leavenworth 2 17th - Osborne 1 

I 2nd Jackson 1 Smith 1 

3rd Shcwnee 7 18th - Sedg~.;rick 26 

I 
19th - Cowley 1 4th Franklin 1 

Osage 1 Harper 1 I KinfTman 1 
5th - Lyon 3 

1 Pratt 

I 6th Bourbon 1 Sumner 1 

Miami 1 20th - Barton 2 

I. 7th Douglas 6 Ellsworth 1 

8th Geary 1 Rice 1 

I Marion 1 Russell 1 

9th Harvey 4 21st - Clay 1 

I -
8 Riley 2 McPherson 

10th - Johnson 18 22nd - BroWl" 1 

I Marshall 1 
11th - Cherokee 3 

Nemaha 1 
Cra~.;rford 3 I Labette 2 23rd - Ellis 2 

12th - Cloud 1 24th - Edwards 1 I Mitchell 1 Lane 1 

Hashington 1 25th - Finney 1 I 
13th - Greeley 1 Butler 1 

Greem\1ood 1 26th - Grant 1 I Stevens 1 14th - Montgomery 3 
Seward 1 I 15th - Rooks 2 

Sherman 1 27th - Reno 2 

Thomas 1 28th - Ottawa 1 I 
16th - Ford 1 29th - Hyandotte 14 

a/ I - n some counties, adult and juvenile probation are combined activities, I 
I 
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Court Trustee 

Kansas Statute 23-494 provides that the district court may provide, by 

rule, for the offie of court trustee. This officia.l is charged ~vith the ros1'on­

sihi1i ty of halldling cases where welfare n.cipients have r)t been receiving sup­

port money as ordered by the court. The court trustee locates and collects 

these court-ordered monies while the welfare recipient continuos to receive a 

check from the welfare department. The trustee is authorized to retain an 

amount, not to exceed 5 percent, of the funds collected to help defray the 

expenses of tho operation. 

To date, only Shawnee, Johnson, Cloud, Jewell, Lincoln, Hitchcll, 

Republic, Washington, and Wichita have established such offices. These programs 

are initiated with federal money in the amount of 75 percent of all operational 

costs for the first year. 

Unified Court Services 

This program has been LEAA-fundec1 in Shawnee County only. It is pre­

sented here as Exhihit D to illustrate an effort to organize and coordinate 

the various services which are utilized hy the courts in the county. The 

organizational structure presented here, or with some modifications, may 

provIde prototypes for similar court services throughout the State. 
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THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF KANSAS, 
UNIFIED COURT SERVICES 

SHAWNEE COUNTY 

I 
VOLUNTEER 

PROGRAMS 

DISTRICT 

COURT 

I 

JUVENILE 

COURT 

I 

DIRECTOR OF 

UNIFIED COURT SERVICES 

MENTAL 
HEALTH 

SERVICE.S 

ASSISTANT DIRECTOR 

(TRAINING OFFICER) 

GROLIP & 
DOHESTIC 
SERVICES 

I 
JAIL 

SERVICES 

I 
COURT 

TRUSTEE 

MUNICIPAL 

COURT 
I 

- _I 

I 

I 
I CENTRAL 

RECORDS 

I 
\~ORD 

PROCESS ING 
( CLERICAL) 

Source: 1975 Comprehensive Law Enforcement Action Plan, Governor's Committee on Criminal Adminis­
tration, State of Kansas. 
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III. PERSONNEL INVENTORY 

Personnel d,:lta ~\1as collected primarily by means of questionnaires mailed 

to each court J.ocation throughout Kansas. There Here t~vo soparatc'. collection 

efforts: the first directed to'ivard the courts of limited jurisdiction; and 

the second d:i.r0.cted to\vard all knmv11 municipal courts. Tho questiontlaires 

\vere ident:i.cal in nature in both cases. The information rcqucstod was as 

follows: 

1. Name of employee. 
2. Social security number. 
3. Part or full time. 
lL Number of hours Horked per week. 
5. Position title. 
6. Annual salary. 

Responso to the inquiry was exceptional ill that all of the courts of 

limited jurisdiction responded and 60 percent of: the municipal courts. The 

latter included all cities of the first ~ second class. 

Other data collection work ~vas done by telephone contact and personal 

visits. This work \vas necessary to obtain missing information or to clarify 

ambiguities. Approximately 80 percCl1t of the courts of limited jurisdiction 

required at least one or morc telephone contacts in order to clarify the n(wded 

information. 

Similar telephonc~ contacts were necessary to clarify information from 

municipal courts. The case loads of the courts of first and second class ~itics 

~ver(! deemed to be sufficienLly important to \.;rarrant telephone contacts. Courts 

in cities of the third class were telephoned only in those instances \17hcre the 

data submi tt(1d was particularly obscure and other sources \vere not available from 

whjch to draw clarifying information. 

Personal visits were made to the larger courts (Sedgwick, Shmvneo, and 

Johnson counties) ~vhcre it ~\1as necessary to visit several offices to gather the 

necessary information. 

13 
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Aftur the questionnaires were returned and the information had been 

verified or clarified via telephone, the data was transposed to computer input 

sheets which ~vcrc coded wlth the following additional information: 

1. Di&trict location. 

2. County location. 

3. Program number (i.e., district court, probate courts, 
detention, etc.). 

4. Municipal court location. 

5. County scat indicator. 

The data was tlwn kcypt.tnclwd, run on tape, and computer printed to give 

a concis(1, cOlllprehcnsivl~ overvi0~iI of the personnel involved in the Kansas statt' 

judicial system. This printout, of course, is voluminous. llowcver, a sample 

page is ineluc.1c'd here :[or reference (sec Exhibit E). Complete copics of the 

inventory arc available in the judidul administrator's office. 

Personnel Inventory Standards 

The follmiling standards ~vcr(~ ul'lcd in computing the personnel data and in 

dCl":i.ving the cone 1un:i.ons from the printout: 

1.. Five dayl'l t1qunl one \ilcnk. 

2. I~. 3 weeks equal one month. 

3. Fifty-two weeks cqual one year. 

lj.. Twolve months equal on0, year. 

5. '1'\vc1vC' \ilcekH ('qual one summer, i.e., unless othcr\ilisc sped.fied 
all persons f;hoWll as SUl\1mtn" help \ilere comput{~d as having worked 
12 'ileaks. 

6. 1.5 days ( ~uals the lennth of an average jury trial. TIlis 
\vus partlcularl.y lwlpfu1 in trying to compute bailiff timo 
and \vas clcl'l\1C'.d to be fairly accurate and acceptahle to those 
pcrsollB involvl'c1 in the field. 
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Exhibit E 

STATE OF KANSAS JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT 
PERSONNEL INVENTORY REPORT 

District 00 

County HI 

Program Hunicipal County Emeloyee Name Social Security Work Jdg Annual 
Number Court Seat Last First H Number FTE Hours Job Titl,~ .!E.£ Salarx 

03 Englund Janet 513-44-4433 1 0 000 37.5 Deputy Clerk $ 5,520.00 
Gonser Roxanne 509-66-0302 .315 12.0 Typist 1,232.00 
Hc Crendy Vivian L 510-22-9165 1.000 37.5 Clerk of District Court 7,567.00 
Hinkler Zora 513 .. 03-9774 ~082 3.0 .3ailiff 300.00 

Program Total 4 Employees 2.397 $ 14,619.00 

09 Louisburg Nay Timothy Ju~ge--No Response J .00 

Paola .... ( Beck Joyce 447-36-1560 .125 5.0 Deputy Clerk .00 
Paola ";'( Russell Nary 167 -26-4991 .125 5.0 Court Clerk .00 
paola ~': Hanly Ray F • 496 -26 -3700 .400 16.0 Hunicipa1 Judge J 2,160.00 

Program Total 4 Employees .650 $ 2,160.00 

12 Bute1 Anthony C 511-58-9810 1.000 37.5 Juvenile Probation Officer 7,680.00 

Program Total 1 Employee 1.000 $ 7,680.00 

14 Gellhaus Susan H 512 -04-3516 1.000 37.5 County Court Clerk 4,716.00 
Hilt June E 511-36-9774 1.000 37.5 Clerk 5,520.00 
HuntingtoLl Adah 495-03-8756 1.000 37.5 Deputy Clerk Probate 5,520.00 
Prothe Venita 514-44-2869 .213 8.0 Clerk 936.00 
Ha1ker Kathryn K 511-60-8917 1.COO 37.5 Deputy Clerk County Court 5,520.00 
Hinkle Brook 514-05-7703 1.000 37.5 Judge J 14,360.00 

Program Total 6 Employees 5.213 $ 36,572.00 

County Total 15 Employees 9.260 $ 61,031.00 

District Total 37 Employees 24.536 $190,916.20 

I-' 
V1 
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7. PTE or full-time equivalent--all employees' time \vas 
converted to decimal figures. This \vas accomplished 
by divldinB the total number of hours \vorked per \veek 
by tlw total numbc.'r of hours in a normal worlmC'ck. A 
full-tih . .J employee would be indicatocl when showing 
1. 000 in the Fl'E column of the nrintout. Anything 
less than 1.000 would indicate a part-time employee. 
No overtime W.:lS considered in this survey so that no 
employec should have an PTE larger than 1. 000. 

Normal \vork\veC'ks, generally spaaking, wera fo~md to be 
either 40 hours per weak, 37.5 hours per week, or 35 
hours per wade. These variations occ.urrad throughout 
the courts of limited jurisdiction and were easily 
assessed since most of these courts cmployed at least 
one full-timo person. However, in the municipal courts 
whcl'e most employees, inc h1ding the judge, are part time 
it was particularly difficult to determine the lcmgth of 
the average \vorkwcck. To simplify matters a normal work­
week of 40 hours per \veek \vas assumed in the case of all 
muniCipal courts in \(1hich there \(1as any question. 

8. In those instances \vhere an emp loyee \vas shown to be 
utilized by several agencies (for example, \vorking as 
a clerk for both county and city courts) an effort was 
made to balance their FTE figure to indicate \vherc! their 
time was spent. This \(las particularly \(1idespread among 
the municipal courts. Also, where an employee \(las being 
paid by several counties but working in one, the FTE entry 
was placed ~vhere the employee was physically located. How­
ev(~r, wages \.7cre divided to shmv each county r S contribution. 

The result of this technique is that some employees are 
unavoidably listed more than once. However, the results 
provide a more accurate FTE figure as well as a more pre­
cise measurc.~ment of monies contributed by each county. 

9. Wages--cach employee's salary is based upon one calendar 
year (12 months, 52 weeks). If the amount submitted on the 
questionnaire was in some other form (wages per hour, per 
weak, etc.), it \Vas computed to s11m\T annual salary. Also, 
as indicated ahove, great care was taken to show accurately 
what each county contributed to any shared employees. Federal 
or state monies \Vere not designated or reported separately in 
this questionnaire. 

10. Position titles--abbrnviations: The position titles sub­
mi ttccl X(1ere thn ones \Vhich appear on the printout. Stand­
ardized titlt's arc not the rule in the Kansas judicial 
system. Titles were taken at fact: value unless they were 
particularly confusing or misleading. 
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!lata fo~ COurts of Li.Jllit(~d Jurisdiction 
(District Com:Ls,. Probate, Juvonile, and County Courts, HagiC'1>..\,,:~! Courts, City 
Courts, Court of Common I'lcils) 

The data compiled concerning thuse C01.trts is as D<':,I'.. .. .rute and comprchen-

sive as any that has been available to date. It is .. urrent in relation to 

the period of its collection. Clerk.s of CO<.lrt we l,; ~··;;. •. lCS ,-cd to usc the then 

mo st recent county payroll as a data source and ,:,,1 C was taken to assure a 

100 percent return on the information request~,~;· Telephone conversati.ons were 

mad(~ to further clarify or complete pert~:\l .. \i}t data. There are a numbt:r of: 

pl.'ob1em arcas in interpreting data ane d",:).i ,ling specific conclusions. These 

arc discussed he1m-l. 

1. Bailiffs, particulflr,l).n smaller district courts, were repeatedly 

omitted from the questiom1airc,,~'. The main reason for this is that many counties 

have no regular bailiff nn, ;'jl'ij record as to hO\v many tim;'s they have used a 

bailiff in the past O~.' kll/. often one may be used in the future. Bailiffs are 

often paid by vouchr; ~£ter a jury trial is finished and little or no informa­

tion is kept 011 f1 1.-::. In such cases it was necessary to contact the clerk of 

the particular district court in order to get an indication of how many days 

a bailiff \·rd,·l<.ed. This estimate was usually based upon the average number of 

jury trials completed during the past year, allowing 1.5 days per jury trial 

al~(J:' U per day paid to the bailiff (which is in accordance 'ivi th statute). This 

j,Ttved to be a feasible method of gauging bailiff time and was thought to be 

i;~irly accurate by the courts that were contacted. However, it should be noted 

that these arc merely': estim0:.tes and should not be held as reliable as the other 

data compiled. 

2. Clerks of Probate Courts--Tlle clerks of the probate courts invariably 

referred to themselves as Judge Pro Ter:, rathe.t: than clerks. 

3. Probation Officers--These posts were in I1lUl1.y ways the most difficult 

positions in the com:ts of Hmi ted jurisdiction about which to obtain reliable 

data. Often the court is so small that the probation officer deals with both 

juveniles and adults or is also the local sheriff, police officer, or provides 

some other volunteer service. In the latter cuses, there may be wages paid from 

another source or there is no compensation at all. In the larger courts as well 

it was difficult to distinguish adult probation from juvcmile probation on an 

individual staH basis. Because of these difficulties the reporting policy 
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followed ,.;re'3 to deFlignate as probation personnel on the printout those about 

which there is little or no doubt. An effort ,.;ras also made to distinguish be­

tween adult and juvl~ni1e probation officers. In some cases it ,.;ras necessary 

to base these desigl''1tions on the group 'vhich the officer reported serving most 

frequently. A good indication of the numb",: of people inv()lved in this area of 

work was obtained. Except for a more speeific identification of support staff, 

the personnel inventory docs provide a general view of the parameters of the 

prohationary functions. Although the data becomes ,.;roaker when separating adult 

and juvenile functions, it is stable enough to usc as a good basis for estimating 

the approximate east of this function as ,.;roll as the approximate number of per­

sons involved. 

4. Shart~d Emp1oy££.§.--In the reporting of data, it was seldom indicated 

that a person w'orked for hath a county and city or for a district and county or 

that an officer served as a judge for more than one court. These arrangements 

were usually detected by the appearance of the same name on several reporting 

forms. Telephone contacts vm:ificd shared status, and these inquiries led to 

a more accurate view of FTE and wage source (or sources). Although it is pos­

sible that not all shared employees were identified, given the total response 

(100 percent) plus the secondary follow-up by telephone (80 percent), it is 

likely that the vast majority of such arrangements were identified. Thus, the 

missing cases arc not likely to significantly modify the FTE figures or salary 

costs. 

OVt! l."a 11 , the aceuracy and comprehensive scope of the personnel data 

gathered concerning the courts of limited jurisdiction provide a reliable view 

of the system as it now exists. 

Data for Hunicipa1 Courts 

Survey responses ,.;rere received from 60 percent of the municipalities, 

'including all first and second class cities which represent the vast majority 

of the cascload carried by muntcipa1 courts. To supplement the information 

reported on questionnaires, other sources were used. These included a survey 

recently completed by the Kansas League of Municipalities (197l~) and a municipal 

court survey complett~d in 1973 by the judicial administrator I s office. These 

sourc(~s woro particulnrly helpful in providing additional information or in 

verifying reported data. 
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Generally speaking, the same reporting problems were encountered \-1ith 

municipal courts as in the case of the courts of limited jurisdiction. In­

complete information, omission, or misleading entries Were frequent, and al­

though telephone contacts were used to verify or ,'larify, the number of 

municipalities and the part-ti.me nature of many of tlwir courts made it :':nprac­

tical to do so in all cases. 

One problem of primary signi:r:icancc \\Ii.th respect to the municipal 

COU1:ts is that they arc largely a part-time endeavor. In addition, they arl~ 

often vic\ved as a revenue source attached to the police or other function of 

the municipality. Consequently) municipal courts arc not ab-mys iucntifiablc' 

as separate entities but rather as extensions of other municipal offices, such 

as the city clerk!s office or the police department. In addition, almost all 

municipal court employees arc shared \\lith other city offices. This practice 

makes it particularly difficult to arrive at an accurate vim" of how ml,ch time 

a particular court employee spends dealing with court business per sea 

In the light of these circumstances, special care ivas taken to make 

use of info':mation provided by persons actually performing particular court­

related functions. Ill. most cases) FTE figures ivere based upon estimates sub­

mitted on the questionnaire. Hhere no estimates ~vere given or no FTE figure 

\"as supplied, no estimate was made as to the time devoted to municipal court 

work. Similarly with respect to wages, if such information \"as not reported 

and could not be supplied by other sources, no attempt was made to assign an 

arbitrary figure. 

Personnel Inventory ~ards for Municipal Courts 

The following standards vlere llsed in computing the personnel data and 

in deriving conclusions from the printout of municipal court employees. 

1. The standards concerning time vlCre the same as those usod 
for courts of limited jurisdiction: 5 days equal one 
\\leek, 4.3 \\Ieoks equal one month, etc. 

2. In dealing with shared employees, particularly tho judges, 
every effort was made to determine what fraction of tinw was 
spent in each particular court. The same approach was used 

I 
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in allocating ~vages. In addition, a code indicating that 
a particular judgn was both a county and a municipal court 
judge \las developed. "lith respect to courts of limited 
jurisdiction, those judges displaying "-NC I

' are also muni­
cipal c.ourt judges and their FTE shou'ld be divided. Hith 
respect to the municipal courts, those judges showing 
"-ce" indicates that they are county judges and are shared 
employees. 

Summary of Personnel Inventory 

The final computer printout of judicial personnel indicates that a total 

of 2,32L~ individuals arc employed in Kansas Courts and court-related services. 

These employees, however, represent only 1,639 FTE (full-time equivalent). '111is 

equivalency factor is used to describe the total number of employees (both part 

time and full time) in terms of full-time positions. TI1US, the number of 

full-time equivalent employees is less than the number of actual employees. 

Exhibit F sets forth a summary of the more detailed computer printouts which 

are available in the judicial administrator's office. 

In terms of groups or bloc of employees \vhich represent a logical break­

down for state-funding purposes, court employees (eJccluding municipal court 

employees) represent 66 percent o[ total court employees, municipal court 

employees represent 9 percent, and court-related service employees represent 

25 percent. 

Appendix A lists the number o[ employees, FTE, and salary costs for the 

Supreme Court, judicial administration, and all judicial districts by location 

and program. 

While compiling the personnel inventory, it becam'3 obvious that there 

arc \vidc disparities in job titles, salaries, and employee \vork.weeks. Local 

salary supplements, where they exist, add to the problem of salary inequities. 

Further, judicial employees I salaries 'were noted to be at least 15 percent below 

comparable jobs under the Kansas executive branch pay plan. Senate Bill 284, 

as drafted, providos [or a judicial personnel system to be implemented in January, 

1977. Because o[ the disparities ~lich have been identified only in general 

[orm, the importance of a judicial personnel system cannot be overemphasized. 

In addition to provtc1ing a classification and pay plan which is equitable and 

1 I! 
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accurate in terms of employee compensati'n and related transactions, a judicial 

personnel systt~m administered by the Supreme Court would allow for the financial 

control initiully of at least 65 percent of total judicial expenditures for 

state courts. 

It is estimated that at least six mc,1ths would be required to deuelop 

such a personnel system. This should be begun prior to the assl1mption of 

salary costs by the State to insure an orderly transition to a personnel system 

which can be administered centrally. 
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IV. STATE COURT SY8TEM-­
ru~VENill~S AND EXPENDITURES 

In adr~ition to the St")remc Court, the state court system of Knnsar. cmbraces 

a total of 228 courts as follows: 

District courts 
Probate/juvenile/county courts combined 
Probate/juveni1c courts combinod 
City courts 
Magistrate courts 
Court of COnIDlOn P1cas 
Probate courts 
Juvenile cOl.!rts 

Municipal courts are not considered a part of the system. 

105 
93 

8 
7 
6 
1 
l~ 

l\. 

As in the case of the pC):sonne1 information, financial data was obtainl~t1 

by questionnaires from the district courts and courts of limited jurisdiction 

regarding case10ads, revenues, and expenditures of the courts and court-related 

services. There ,vas an 88 percent response i:rom the district courts and an 

82 percent response from the courts of limited jurisdiction. With respect to 

financial information, estimatcs \verc made for the nonrcporting courts based 

on data reported by other similar courts. 

~~es 

As shown in Exhibit G, thc total annual revenue of the state court system 

is of the order of $9.2 million. Almost Sf" percent of this amount arc in the 

form of costs, fees, and other revenues 'ivhich arc transmitted to the respective 

county treasurers. 'D1e largest 15 counties account for nearly half of all stutes 

court system revenucs,whi1e counties with populations between 21,000 and 30,000 

average over $127,000 total revenues annually. By comparison, counties with 

less than 5,000 people average less than $24.,000 total revenues. 

Exhibit 11 indicates that,in addition to the above, municipal courts 

produce $5.2 million in revenue, so that all courts, state and municipal, produce 

an annual revenue on the order of $14.4· million. 
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Exhibit G 

DISTRICT COURTS AND COURTS OF LIMITED JURISDICTION REVENUES 

Revenue 1974 Costs, Fees, and Other 
Number FYE 6/30/75 Revenues 

Population of Fines and District All Other 
Countx GrouE Counties Forfei tures Court Courts Total 

Sedgwick $ 275,453 $ 300 000~.I , $ 350,00~/ $ 925,453 

Johnson 153,528 124,900 145,953 424,381 

Wyandotte 106,122 129,801 229,801 465,724 

Sha'imee 175,606 168,225 226,602 570,433 

Reno 105,902 40 OO~/ , 140 OO~/ , 285,902 

Douglas 83,073 35,000 127,141 245,214 

Leavem70rth 70,146 21,033 109,560 200,739 

Saline 89,631 3.2,887 81,586 204,104 

Hontgomery 54,059 28,158 31,941 114,158 

Riley 70,233 14,539 47,266 132,038 

Butler 133,352 21,672 55,000 210,024 

Cra'iyford 41,359 25 OO~/ , 50,099 116,458 

CO\y1ey 50,506 16,859 76,372 143,437 

Barton 53,876 60,061 58,374 172,311 

Lyon 106,571 25 OOO~/ , 50,00o!/ 181,571 

Counties 21-30,000 (13) 852,716 188,609 612,583 1,653,908 

Counties 11-20,000 (15) 512,965 79,782 341,587 934,334 

Counties 6-10,000 (30) 842,148 97,926 510,535 1,450,609 

Counties 2- 5,000 (32) 453,612 52,060 244,229 749,901 

Total $4 2 230 z 858 $1 2461 2512 $3 2488 2629 $9 2 180 2699 

Percent 46.1 15.9 38.0 100.0 

-- - - - a/ ~ t.~ -_ J. • - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Exhibit H 

SOURCE OF REVENUES--ALL COURTS 
1974-1975 

State court Sxstem Courts 
District Courts of Limited 

Revenue Source Court Jurisdiction 

Fines and Forfeitures (FYE 6/30/75) 

Costs, Fees, and Other Revenues (1974 Calendar Year) $1,461,512 $3,488,629 

Total $1 2461 2512 $3 2488,629 

Exhibit I 

DISTRIBUTION OF REVENUES~-ALL COURTS 
1974-1975 

Distribution of Revenues 

State School Equalization Fund . 
County General Funds 

Municipal General Funds 

Total 

Percent 

2904 

34.5 

36.1 

100.0 

C,')!t,b i ned 

$4,230,858 

$4 2230 2858 

Revenue 
Amount 

$ 4,230,858 

4,950,141 

,Ii, 196 2840 

$14 2377? 839 

Municipal 
Courts Total 

$4,975,975 $ 9,206,833 

220,865 5,171,006 

~521962840 $14 2377 t 839 
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sections 20-2801 and 72-7069 K.S.A. require that all monies from fines, 

penalties, and forfeitures (excluding municipal courts) s11a11 be collected by 

the county treasurCl:S and transmitted to the state treasurer for credit to the 

state nehno1 equnli~",.t:i.on fund. As 8hO\vn in Exhibi.t I, this rt~su1tad in over 

$4.2 m:i.llion being cl:oditcd to the state sCdool equa1i2iuti0n fUl1d. 

Exhibit I prescmtB the distribution to the school oquulization fund by 

county for the Yl'ar ended Jun.D 30, 1975. This amount rcpr(~scnts an increase 

of tf2 perc0.nt over the previous year when comparable receipts ~ilerc $2.5 million. 

nlC 1974 reccipts, in turn, reflect a ~larp incrcane over the prior year in 

\ilhich r(\ccipts for the final five months ,ilere collected at an annual rate> of 

$1.9 million. A similar increase of 42 percent for 1976 would mean additional 

rcvcm.t('B to the BtatL' school equalization fund of $1. 8 million. Exhibit J 

indicat('s that tlw average collection per county in 1975 was $40,29 lf, \ilith the 

higlw.st l)L'ing Sedg\'Jitk County ($275,453). There were eight other counties \vith 

receiptB ovm: $100,000: Butler, Johnson, Lyon, HcPherson, Reno, Shmmec, Sumner, 

and Hyalldottc. The mnallest collection \ilas in Comanche County 'tili.th less than 

$1)000. 

Exp(~ncl:1.tu.~ 

Exhibit K preBents basic salary costs or the state court system by func­

bon. As Rho\vn, tIw district courts and courts of limited jurisdiction t08l~th(>r 

account for over 70 percent of these expenditures. The balance is divided among 

tlw Supreme' Court and nc1mi.nistrati.on (7 percent) and court-related services 

(22 pcrclmt). BnsNl on this tabulation of basic. salary costs, the nverage fu11-

t:i.mc (~qttivalent sa1aric.1s for tlw four major functions arc as fo11mils: 

Suprlmw Court and administrative 
District courts 
Courts of limited jurisdiction 
Court-related services 

OVerall average 

$18,167 
10,466 

8,224· 
7)172 

$ 9,123 

13,lHcd on a sampling of half of the diGtricts, the clerical and probat:i.onary 

pcrson11('l salari.c!; arc about 15 pc.rceut bc.~lmil the ~;tate (\xccuti.VL\ branch cOO1pen­

sati.on plnn for similar positions. 1111.s should be morc clearly determined through 

a personnel c1assif:i.cat:i.olL and pay stucly. 
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I Exhibit J 

FINES, PORFEITURES, AND PENALTIES 

I 
FROM STATE COUR'I' SYSTl'.:!'-1 27 TO S'I'Nl'E scnOOL EQUALI~mTION FUND 

For thu Year Ended June 30, 1975 

I COUl].!.¥. A mo 'qll.t. county l\mount couP.s:. ~ount. 

Allen $ 30,766 Greenwood $ 37,138 PaWl1C'e $ 22,554 

I And(~J=f..l()n 23,865 Earoi H:on 13,886 Phillips 17,800 
Atchison 13,1£30 IInrper 16,4135 I7ottnwatomi.o 34,..:197 

I Dnl.~ber 18,696 Harvey 94,492 Prtltt 22,7G2 
Bnrton 53,876 II'lf.iko11 11,157 Hnwlins 12,321 
Bourbon 32,SG7 Hoc1gemnn 11,261 Reno 105,902 

I Brown 36,099 Jacksol1 26, 4~54 Republic 11,3!)G 
Bl1t:l(I): 133,352 lTeffcrnon 24,055 '<ico 17, B?() 

I Chas(' 45,5!54 ~Tewell lG,4S5 Riley 70,233 

9,461 Chan l:rluqUl1 Johnson 153,528 Rooks 14,597 

I 
ChCl:oklW 28,889 K<;arny 10,174 Runh J.9,330 
Choyenne 4,GGG Kingman 47,8G7 RUSGcll 33,103 

I 
Clark 11,984 Kio'VlU 27,132 Sal:i n0. 89,631 
Clay 21,533 Labotte 51,380 Scott 14,379 
Clond 28,810 Lane 2,802 Sedgwick 275,453 

I coffoy 79,297 Leavcmvurth 70,145 scwnrd 60,629 
comanche 990 Lincoln 15,981 Shawnee 17~),60G 

I 
Cow1oy 50,506 Linn 20,443 Sheridan 6,501 

41,359 13,914 Shcrmcu1 37,39B Crawford Logan 

I 
Decattu: 16,188 Lyon J.06,571 Smith 24,093 
Dickinson 20,766 Marion 58,880 Stafford 15,9GG 

I DoniphCln 16,220 Marshall 26,B86 Stanton 7,090 
Douglas 83,073 l'-lcPherson 160,596 stev(ms l3,lG4· 
Edwards 24,658 Meade 21,488 Sumner 119,726 

I Elk 13,600 Miami 57,123 Thomas 30,2BB 
Ellis 74,237 Mitchell 13,053 Trego 36,138 

I Ellsworth 84,327 Montgomery 54,059 Wabaunsee 94,562 

Finney 51,460 Morris 6,859 Wa11uce 4,878 

I Ford 44,730 Morton 9,716 Washington 16,40:, 
Franklin 48,516 Nemaha 17,827 Wichita 4,024 

I 
Geary 87,621 Neosho 26,380 Wilson 18,919 
Gove 28,301 Ness 7,950 Woodson 12,121 
Grahnm 11,463 Norton 15,909 Wyandol:te 10G,1~1. -

I Grant 19,228 Osnge 72,469 
Grc:lY 21,801 Osborn0. 12,277 TOTAL $4,230,B'}B 
Greeley 3,91f) ottnwn 37,156 ~ "',.~ -.... " ,,-.., ~~: 

I Source: State 'l'rca surer • 
I 



Exhibit K 

STATE COURT SYSTEM BASIC SAL\RY COSTS BY FUNCTION 

Function 

Supreme Court and Administrative:~/ 
Supreme Court 
Judicial Administration and Support 

Total 

District Courts: 

District Court (105 Counties) 

Courts of Limited Jurisdiction: 

Probate Court (4 largest counties) 
Juvenile Court (4 largest counties) 
Probate/Juvenile Court (8 large counties) 
Probate/Juvenile/County Court (93 counties) 
Magistrate, City,/or Common Pleas Court (12 largest counties) 
Municipal Court ~ 
Court Trustee 

Total 

Court-Related Services: 

Juvenile Detention 
Juvenile Probation 
Adult/Juvenile Probati'on 
Adult Probation 

Total 

Grand Total 

Percent 

7.0 

37.7 

33.1 

22.2 

100.0 

FTE 

45.7 
6.5 

52.2 

485.5 

39.2 
48.7 
28.7 

264.6 
142.4 

.5 
19.8 

543.9 

200.4 
108.0 
44.5 
45.9 

398.8 

1,480.7 

N 
co 

Salar~ Amount 

$ 842,967 
_--:;;l~O: 5 ,356 

$ 948,323 

$ 5,081,383 

$ 394,616 
415,419 
262,134 

1,933,336 
1,312,574 

8,304 
__ 1_46 __ ,913 

$ 4A73,296 

$ 1,328,074 
907,950 
342,674 
423,390 

$ 3,002,088 

,$13,505,090 

~/ Includes Supreme Court Justices, Supreme Court Reporter, Research Attorneys, Judicial Qualifications 
Commission, La~v Library, Disciplinary Administrator, and Board of Law Examiner. 

b/ 
~vo State Court Syst,~m Judges who share duties with munici.pa1 courts. 

-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --
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Number 
Population of 

County Group Counties 

Sedg"ick 
Johnson 
Wyandotte 
Shcwnee 
Reno 
Dcug1as 
Leavem,Torth 
Saline 
Hontgomery 
Riley 
Butler 
Cral.;ford 
Co,v1ey 
Barton 
Counties 21-30,000 13 
Counties 11-20,000 15 
Counties 6-10,000 30 
Counties 2- 5,000 32 

Total 

Percent 

!}./ Estimated. 

~/ Court Trustee. 

f?:./ Unified Court Services. 

$ 

- - - -. - - - -- - - -

Exhibit L 

DISTRICT COURTS AND COURTS OF Lll!ITED JURISDICTION 
SELECTED OPERATING EXPENDITURES BY TYPE OF COURT FOR FISCAL YEAR ENDING 1974 

COUNTY FUNDED 

City, Magistrate, probate/ 
or Probate/ Juvenile/ 

District Probate Juvenile.'! Common pleas Juvenile County Juvenile Juvenile 
Court Court Court Court Court Court Detention Probation 

361,908 $58,616 $140,926 $107,648 $139,517 
140,134 12,361 46,381 21,428 
130,283 12,244 34,400 15,366 38,805 
100,135 / 12,810 43,510 18,673 / 

$15,OOo§!/ 
84,604 

3,00rfo/ 25,000i!. 10,000~ $ 
21,313 $ 33,436 402 3,316 
33,427 9,100 9,7:t3 
20,749 9,755 32,963 
18,559 5,015 11,954 
24,970 34,260 
24,554 / 

8 oorff..! 3,00rfo/ 24,00o§! , 12,810 82,672 
10,889 1,424 9,813 
27,583 23,576 

105,100 3,456 2,449 348,240 900 62,849 
71,235 50,013 4,821 9,881 
93,425 100,800 2,400 
54 2405 -2.?,378 1 z472 

81 2287 2669 $96/031 $265 2217 ?209 2865 $94 2 712. £642 2703 $353 z193 ~!l4/446 

41.6 3.1 8.8 6.8 3.1 20.8 11.4 2.7 

- - - - - -

Adult 
Hisdemcanor Other 

Probation Name Amount Total -. ----

'E./ $10,994 
$ 808,615 

231,298 
$4,430 235,528 

f?:./ 38,856 298,588 
53,000 

931 59,398 
52,250 
63,467 
35,528 
59,230 
24,554 

130,482 
22,126 
51,159 

1,185 524,179 
38 135,988 

196,625 
135 "E..! 3 2°53 111,4~ 

$6.,719 $52 2903 83 z093,458 

.2 1.7 100,0 

.... ...... : 
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In addition to basic salaries, there are additional fringe benefit 

costs of slightly more than $2.5 million for the entire state court system. 

Thus, when this is added to basic salary costs of $13.5 million, the total 

costs for personal sellTices is over $16 million, representing 77 percent of: 

total expenditures. Fringe benefits, constituting 18.8 percent of basic salary 

costs, have been computed as follows: 

Retirement--judges 
Retirement--a11 other 
Social Security 
Health and hospitalization 
Workmen I s Compensation 

19.5% 
7.3% 
5.85% of first $15,000 

$370 per F'l'E 
.3% 

Exhibit L presents a detailed tabulation of operating expenditures by 

type of court and court-related services. Operating expenditures include 

witness and jury fees, contractual serVices, commodities, and equipment, furni­

ture, and furnishings. As shown, the largest 15 counties account for nearly 69 

percent of these expenditures. Although this tabulation is based on financial 

information reported by the counties, it is likely that true expenditures are 

somewhat higher due to the sharing of other county resources which may not be 

charged to the courts. 

Exhibit M consolidates the above data and presents total state court 

~stem expenditures by object and the portions paid by the State and by counties. 

As shown, 30 percent of the almost $21 million of total expendituref: is now 

paid by the State and the remaining 70 percent by counties. It should be notad 

that the county expenditures do not include capital outlays for buildings or im­

provements to buildings, courtrooms, and other court facilities. Statutes re­

quire the counties to provide these facilities. 

T'i170 activities should be considered j,n relation to Exhibit M so as to 

provide a complete picture of the state court program. Thes~ "'.re: 

1. Court of Appeals. The establ:i.shment of this court has been 
recently mandated by Chapter 178, Session Laws of Kansas 
1975. The financial requirements for salaries and fringe 
benefits for this court and its supporting staff are esti­
mated as follows: 
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Exhibit M 

STATE COURT SYSTEM EXPENDITURES BY OBJECT 
FISCAL YEAR 1974 

Paid Paid 
by by 

Object of EXEenditure Percent State Counties 

Salaries (July 1, 1975) 64.8 $3,759,963 $ 9,745,127 

Fringe Benefits (18.8% of Salaries) 12.2 760,158 1,773~390 

Aid to Indigent Defendants 5.2 1,004,099 82,637 

OEeratin~ EXEenditures 

W::..tness and Jury Fees 8.8 1,840,254 

Contractual Services 4.6 585,488 375,043 

Commodities 2.6 28,363 509,474 

Equipment, Furniture, and Furnishings 1.8 91,319 _286,050 

Total 100.0 $6,229,390 214 ,611,975 

Percent of Total 30 70 

Total 
EXEenditures 

$13,505,090 

2,533,548 

1,086,736 

1,840,254 

960,531 

537,837 

377 .369. 

$20,841,36~ 

100 
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Chief Judge 
Judges 
Law Clerks 
Secretaries 

Total Salaries 

Fringe Benefits 

Total 

(1) 
(6) 
(7) 
(7) 

$ 33,000 
192,000 
115,248 

98,616 

$438,864 

86,874 

$525,738 

The Public Defender System. There are now approximately 
13 positions in three judicial districts in this activity. 
Their estimated expenditures are as follows: 

salarie.s 
Fringe Benef:i.ts 
Operating Expenditures 

Total 

$161,000 
32,000 
24,000 

$217,000 

31 

The difficulties encountered during the course of the study to obtain 

accurate and complete financial data from many counties about court activities 

suggest the desirability of improving budgetary and accounting practices. It 

is thus appropriate that, beginning with the 1976 annual budgets, the state 

division of accounts and reports required counties to make use of organiza­

tional units. As applied to courts, the categories ~vere: (1) probate/ juve­

nile court; (2) clerk of the district court; and (3) courthouse general expense. 

Because these categories do not properly reflect how courts are organized, it 

is proposed that representatives of the division of accounts and reports consult 

with the judicial administrator to improve the court segment of the 1977 county 

I budgets. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
i 

II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

'. 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

;1 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

V. MUNCIFAL COURTS-~ 

REVENUES AND EXPEND!TURES 

There are approximately 369 municipal cou:,.,ts in Ka~1sas, with 60 percent 

representing municipalities with populations of 1,500 or less (nearly 74 percent 

represent less than 2,500 population). At the same time, the four largest 

municipalities (Wichita, Kansas City, Topeka, and Overland Park),which repre­

sent only 28 percent of the state population, account for half of the state 

municipal court expenditures and 43 percent of the revenues. 

Revenues 

The total municipal court revenues are approximately $5.2 million. 

This level of reported revenues must be qualified because of the following 

factors: (1) there is a wide disparity in accounting methods and the degree 

of completeness of reporting; (2) some courts account for fines and forfeitures 

separately while others do not; (3) many courts submitted data from their annual 

auditors' reports which, in many cases, are reported on a cash basis (cash 

receipts and disbursements rather than revenues and expenditures); and (4) 

response ~vas poor from the smallest municipal courts. 

Based on responses received, projections ~vere made to assume a 100 per­

cent response and are reported in Exhibit N. As shown, nearly 96 percent of 

municipal court revenues were in the form of fines and forfeitures, with the 

balance representing costs, fees, and other miscellaneous revenues. 

Exhibit 0 presents municipal court revenues in relation to several 

population categories. As sho~vn, the 45 largest courts account for nearly 80 

percent of ,all municipal court revenues. Revenues tend to increase geometrically 

in proportion to municipal population, with per capita revenues of over $3 in 

the large cities and about $1.50 in the smallest municipalities. 

Expendi turc~s 

Municipal court expenditures by object of expenditure are presented on 

Exhibit P. As of July 1,1975, there ~vere 563 municipal employees, which repre­

sent 155.5 full-time equivalent employees or an average of $8,429 per full-time 

employee. 
33 
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Exhibit N 

MUNICIPAL COURT REVENUES BY SOURCE 
FISCAL YEAR 1974 

Revenue Source Percent Revenue 

Costs and Fees 4.0 

Fines--Totnl 90.0 

Parking Meter Fines 8.4 $ 439,575 

Illegal Parking Fines 3.4 l79,29l~ 

N 1 • . a/ 
onparc~ng F~nes- 78.2 4,062,444 

Bond Forfeitures 5.7 

Other Miscellaneous Revenues .3 

Total 100.0 

Amount 

$ 206,834 

4,681,313 

294,661 

14,031 

$5,196,840 --
~/ Nonpnrking Fines, for these purposes, include moving traffic 

violations and nontraffic ordinance violations. 
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Exhibit 0 

MUNICIPAL COURT REVENUES BY POPULATION SIZE GROUP 
FISCAL YEAR 1974 

Number Percent 
of Percent Average of Revenue 

MuniciEa1 Size GrouE Courts ResEonse Revenue Total Revenue Aulount 

Over 15,000 21 95.2 $169,521 68.4 $3,559,940 

10,000 to 15,000 13 92.3 It!+,745 11.2 581,684 

5,500 to 9,999 14 85.7 16,356 4.4 228,991 

3,500 to 5,499 25 80.0 10,561 5.1 264,015 

2~500 to 3,499 23 82.6 4,919 2.2 113,128 

1,500 to 2,499 55 7802 3,899 4.1 214,449 

500 to 1,499 129 54.3 1,47l~ 3.7 190,177 

Under 500 89 R:1 500 .9 44,45§. - -,-
Total 369 62.3 $ 14,084 100.0 .~5z196,3~ -



Exhibit P 

MUNICIPAL COURT EXPENDITURES BY OBJECT 
FISCAL YEAR 1974 

Object of Expenditure 

Salaries (563 employees, 155.5 full-time equivalent employees) 

Fringe Benefits (17.3 percent of salaries) 

Retirement 

Social Security 

Health and Hospital 

Workmen's Compensation 

$95,679 

69,456 

57,530 

3,932 

Other Selected Expenditures (12.2 percent of salaries) 

Telephone and Postage $23,791 

Stationery and Supplies 

Court-Appointed Counsel 

Witness Fees 

Equipment, Furniture, and Furnishings 

Other Miscellaneous 

. Total 

40,322 

20,684 

13,864 

31,088 

30,320 

Percent 

77 .2 

13.4 

9.4 

100.0 

Expenditure 
Amo~nt 

$1,310,667 

226,597 

$ 160,069 

$1,697,333 

-- - - - - - - - - - - _1- _____ _ 
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The other operating expenditureE, indicated as $160,000, are likely to 

be underestimated because these items are not normally budgeted nor accounted 

for separately in the smaller municipal courts. Thus, there is a ~\1ide dis­

parity in these expenditures among population grC"lps, as sho\\1n in Exhibit Q. 

Of these expenditures, other than salaries at,.d fringes, almost 72 percent are 

made by the 21 largest municipalities. 

Relation of Revenue to Expenditures 

Exhibit R contains revenue and expenditure data for the four largest 

cities of Kansas and for ali of the other 365 municipal courts combined. As 

shown, there is an overall ratio of three-to-one of municipal court revenues 

to expenditures. 

A companion report on municipal courts analyzes their case10ads, loca­

tions, and staffing in greater detail. 
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Exhibit Q 

MUNICIPAL COURT SELECTED EXPENDITURES 
OTHER THAN SALARIES AND FRINGE BENEFITS BY POPULATION SIZE GROUP 

FISCAL YEAR 1974 

Percent 
of Average Expenditure 

Mun:i.ciEa1 Size GrouE Total EXEenditures Ex:eenditures Amount: 

Over 15,000 71.9 $5,481 $115,098 

10,000 to 15,000 107 214 2~777 

5,500 to 9,999 3.9 447 6.,257 

3,500 to 5,499 6.9 439 10,971 

2,500 to 3,499 6.5 454 10,449 

1~500 to 2,499 5.2 151 8,315 

500 to 1,l~99 3.3 41 5,232 

Under 500 .6 11 970 

Total 100.0 434 $160,069 
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Exhibit R 

MUNICIPAL COURT REVENUE AND EXPENDITURES 
FOR LARGEST CITIES AND ALL OTHER MUNICIPAL COURTS 

Revenue/ Expenditure 
Total Total Fringe Other Expenditure to Revenues 

MuniciEa1it:l POEu1~ Revenues EXEenditures Salaries Benefits EXEenditures Ratio Percenta~e 

Wichita 261,851 $1,170,035 $ 416,232 $ 317,798 $ 54,979 $ 43,455 2.8 36 

Kansas City 178,566 486,067 262,9LJ.4 197,883 34,234 30,827 1.8 54 

Topeka 140,831 331,911 '/3,833 59,118 10,115 4,600 4.5 22 

Overland Park 82,368 239, 23 l:. 101,743 75,465 13,055 13 ,223 2.4 43 

Subtotal--4 cities 663,616 $2,227,244 $ 854,752 $ 650,264 $112,383 $ 92,105 2.6 38 

All 365 other courts 1,650,863 2,969,596 842,581 660,403 114,214 67,964 3.5 28 

Tota1--a11 courts 2,314,479 $5,196,840 $1,697,333 $1,310,667 $226,~97 $160,069 3.1 33 

Percentage of 4 cities 28.7 42.9 50.4 49.6 49.6 57.5 
to all courts 
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VI. ALTERNATIVES TO 
OF KANSAS 

STATE 
COUR'£S 

FUNDING 

The decision chart set forth in Exhibit S depicts in simplified for:n 

the various funding alternatives for Kansas t.ourts. These alternatives :i.ndi­

cate the basic pattern or framework for the transition from a court system which 

is funded in the main by counties a11d municipalities to one which is totally state 

funded. In essence a step or building block approach is presented in that the 

various components of the system arc identified, viz.:' (1) judges salaries and 

fringe benefits (other than district court judges salaries and benefits v~hich 

are already state funded); (2) court personnel salaries and fringe benefits 

(other than court reporters salaries and fringe benefits which arc already 

state funded); (3a) court operating expenses, (3b) adult and juvenile pro-

bation and juvenile detcntiol1~-both salaries and operating expenses; and (4) 

municipal jurisdiction transfer costs--both SaIal"ies and opnrating expenses. 

The components are set out iL1 the order in which it is assumed that 

state funding Hill proceed. That is, it seems most reasonable. initially for 

the State to fund the salaries and fringe benefits for judges and court per­

sonnel. These functions are in essence state functions in that the personnel 

arc engaged in the adjudication and administration of state law. At this point, 

if these two groups are absorbed, approximately 1,300 employees ~<7ould constitute 

the judiCial personnel system; thus, 65 percent to 75 percent of the total num­

ber of judicial employees would be state funded. The net cost to the state for 

these options is 4.6 million dollars. These costs are set forth in Exhibit: T, 

and this option represents the most favorable starting point for the state 

funding of , the unified court system. 

From there, either the court operating expenses (supplies, eqUipment, 

etc.) (3a) can be absorbed or the court-related services area (adult and juve­

nile probation and juvenile detention) (3b). The costs for thes!? areas are 

$2.6 million and $4.4 million, respectively. 

The state funding of adult and juvenile probation \<7ould allow broader 

program commitment for the jttdicial system in that this group of employees repre­

scmts the next largest bloc of court support personnel (459 employees). In the 

alternative, court operating expenses \-loulc1 represent a sm~llcr budget :i.mpact;. 

41 



42 Exhibit S 

PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES TO STATE FUNDING OF KANSAS COURTS 

1 + 2 

1 
or 

1 + 2 
? 

1 + 2 

Judges' Salaries 
and 

1 

Court Personnel 
Salaries and Fringes 

$4.6 Million 

1 

2 

Judges' 
Salaries and Fringes 

$2.8 Million 

Less 

Court Personnel 
Salaries 

$6.8 Million 
5.0 Million 

3B 

3A 

-$1. 8 Million 

3A or 

3B? 

Court 
Operating Expenses 

$2.6 Million 

(Salaries and Operating 
Expenditures) 

Adult Probati.on 
Juvenile Probation 
Juvenile Detention 

$4,4 H:i.llion 

... ,. 

3B 

4 

(Salaries and Operating 
Expenditures) 

Adult Probation 
Juvenile Probation 
Juvenile Detention 

3A 

$4.4 Million 

Court 
Operating Expenses 

$2.6 Million 

Municipal 
Jurisdiction 
$1. 7 Million 

Less ~ Million 

$1. 0 Million 
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J~xhibit T 

PRESENT AND ANTICIPATED SALARIES AND FRINGE hENEFITS UNDER 
FUNDING OPTIONS 1 AND 2 OF EXHIBIT S 

Total Salaries (July 1, 1975) for District Courts and 
Courts of Limited Jurisdictio11 (per Exhibit K) 

Less Presently Paid by State: 
Didtrict Court Judges (64.0) 
Court Reporters (68.0) 

Currently Paid by Counties 

FTE (1,029.4) 

$1, 836 ,L~28 
975 ,212, 

FTE ( 897.4) 

43 

$9,554,679 

2,811,640 

$6,74.3,039 

I Details of Present Salary and Anticipated Salary Costs: 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Opti.on 

1. Judges (to be Associates) 

1. Judges (to be District Court Magistrates) 

2. All Other CourtPersonne1 Including Court Trustee 

Total Currently Paid By Counties 

Total Salary Costs Under Option 1 of Exhibit S 
Fringe Benefits Under Option 1 

Total Costs-Option 1 

Total Salary Costs Under Option 2 of Exhibit S 
Fringe Benefits Under Option 2 

Total Costs-Option 2 

Total Costs Options 1 and 2 

T.,ess Offsetd.ng Revenues Under Option 2 

Net Cost To State For Options land 2 

Present 
Salary. 

$ 988,256 

803,861 

4,950,922 

Anticipated 
Salarl 

$1,517,666!1 

803,S61E.I 

cl 
5,693,56cr-

$2,321,527 
. 505,456 

$2,826,983 

$5,693,560 
1, 013 ,l~54 

$6,707,01/+ 

$9,533,997 

($l~, 950,141) 

§!0..583 ,856 

2.1 Salaries for judges to be associates $28,000 or present whichever is higher, 
per Arn Committee Report, plus seven additional associates. 

!?I At present salaries. 

Sl At present salaries plus 15 percent to bring present salaries in line with 
eqUivalent state salaries. 

. 
___ _ __ .. _~~~~_-----.l._ 
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Lastly, the transfer of municipal court jurisdiction can be state funded 

for approximately $1 million. This is set forth as the last c Qnponent to be 

phased into the unified court structure. It is felt that: (1) there is less 

of a "state" rnlatic ,ship than with the previolls functions; (2) municipal 

revcnuc~s ~"i11 be variously affected by the ;Jortion of stat\.: revenues ~"hich adhere 

to the State under the proposed legislation; (3) in most instances there will 

be u physical transfer of operations to a central district court location ~"hich 

will have to be planned, coordinated, and budgeted. 

The overall additional sum required to statt! fund the entire court system 

and court-re1atod services is $12.6 million. This assumes that certain offsetting 

reVC11Uc.'S '''ill be returned to the state general fund as outlined in the fol1o,,,ing 

section. 

Offs(~tting Rcvcmue:..§. 

If tho State of Kansas assumes the funding of judges' and court personnel 

salaries and fringe. benefits from the countit~s, it is reasonable to have those 

court revenues in the form of court costs and fees directed to the state general 

fund rather than to the county treasury as is now the case. Alternatives 1 and 

2 would cost the state a total of $4.6 million if this procedure is adopted 

($9.6 million less $5.0 million in court revenues). In order to redirect these 

costs and fees to the state treasury, those statutes which currently provide 

that such funds be deposited in the county treasu:cy must be amended to reflect 

the transfer of such funds to the state level. These costs and fees ~"ould be 

in addition to the fines and forfeitures ($4.2 million) which .'llready corne to 

the State and arc deposited in the school equalization funl. 

In like manner, under Senate Bill 284, certain amounts of offsetting 

revenues ~"ill be available as a state share of municipal court revenues. The 

bill states: 

"All H.nes anll forfc:i tures an.Sl.ng from the processing and 
disposition of cases involving violations of city ordinances 
by the district court shall be collected and accounted for 
monthly by the clerk of the diBtrict court. A separate ac­
count shall be maintained by the clerk of the district court 
f01' euch city wlt:hi.n the judicial district. 'l'~"enty percent 
(20 percent) of ull fines und forfeitures collected in cases 
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involving violations of. the ordinances of any city shall 
be retain('.d by the district court and the remain.dor shall 
be raturnctl to such city, except that in any city Ivhi.ch 
maintains a facility for the processing of violations of 
city ord:i nal'lC(Ul) pursuant to an agrl~(\m("1t aut1l()ri~cd 1>y 
Section 37l~, only t('u pt\rcant (10 pnr(~Cl'l.t) of Bueh :!::i.UNl 

aud forfeitures shull b0 rctained by the district courts 
as costs, and the rOlllai.lltlL'r sl1al1 be rc.~uJ:'nl.~d to such 
city." 

At th(' present It!vl~l of Il1ttn.id.pal court revenuc, the stat(~ Hhal"(~ is 

estimated at $781,590. 'thus, the total cost to the Statu :£01' the ulH10rl't:ton 

of municipal court jUr.i.f1dlction in a n(>.t of $1 m1.11io11 ($1.7 million t'xpomLi." 

tures for salarins and op(~ratil1g f..~xpcn~ll\S lelis $.7 million i11 offsetting 

revenues). 

Additj.onnJ ,"~g:i.nl3 Roqu:j.nl!~~~Judi,d.~~ ~dm:inist~'..!!... Office: 

As components are added to tho state fumled unified court systmn, addi.­

ticnal staffing Ivil1 have to be providc1d in. tlw judicial uc1minintrator's o:t£iet\, 

In ordar to provide for the proper functioning of tlH,~ oifi.cc \'7hich acts as 

the administrative arm of the Suprcm<'1 Gourt, ntaff: add:i.t:io •• 3 \<1i1.l hl.~. t'l.C'CeBS<.t17Y 

to handle the. \York. associated with tlw assumption of court and court~rclated 

functions. Exldbit U further details thase staHing requirements Ivit:11 t1wir 

estimacad salaries and fringe benefits. 

Initially, if only judges' and court (\mploycoli i salari.CS und fringe 

banafits are asslu[lcd, i.t is estimated that at loust 5.5 additional pOHiti.otls 

would be required in the judicial administrator IS of:tict\. '1'h(\80 positiol'w 

would l'elatc to the handling of re80arch and statistical an(\1Y8i8, manug(~mcnt 

analysis, payroll and personnel administration) and rclat('.d clerical activities. 

Exhibit U also indicl:ltes further stLlffing augmentations considered nOC01;­

sary for the judici~l administrator's office if other unification options orc 

followed. 

Related Court Financial Activities AffectinG Court Unification 

In adcliti.on to the analysis of court rCVl\t1UCS and expm'l.ditul"(!s, t\vO 

other items arc pertinent because 0:( their potC'ntial impact on court fit1.un(',ial 

matters. The clerk' ~ trust accolmt is identifil'd as a pott>ntial r(W(HlU(~ source 



Option 

1 

2 

3A 

3B 

4 

Exhibit U 

ADDITIONAL JUDICIAL ADMINISTRATIVE STAFFING REQUIREMENTS 

State Funding Additional Staff 

Judges' Salaries 1 Research and Statistics Analyst (Planning and Development) 

Court Personnel Salaries 

Court Operating Expenses 

1 Management Analyst 

1 Personnel Technician 

1 Personnel Clerk 

~ Payroll Clerk 

1 Clerk-Typist 

1 Senior Budget and Fiscal Analyst 

~ Accounting Clerk 

Probation and Detention 1 Probation Services Specialist 

(or Juvenile Probation) 1 Clerk-iypist 

Municipal Court Salaries 1 Budget and Fiscal Analyst 

and Operating Expenses 

Total 10 

Fringe 

Salaries 

$ 18,000 

14,000 

14,000 

8,000 

4,000 

6,000 

·18,000 

4,000 

18,000 

6,000 

14,000 

$124,000 

26,000 

$150,000 

---.----~~-----~----
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in that idle funds dcposi ted therein may be invested in accordance ,..rith guidelines 

which should be established by the Supreme Court. As with other revenues generated 

by the courts, any revenues derived from tho investment of these funds should 

also be dirl'cted to ..:lw state general fund. However) a significant: related ques­

tion is the right to the ownershi.p of invef> ';\110nt proceeds. The details surround­

ing these accounts are outlined below. 

The impact of federally funded projects must likewise be assessed in 

terms of the personnel hired under these programs. \~hcn federal funds are 

terminated, it is possible that the personnel hired for the term of the program 

,..rill look to the county or state for continuation of the programs and their re­

lated costs. This, of course, has a budget and payroll impact that must be iden­

tified to properly determine the extent of the commitment. Levels of fund:i.ng 

and programs are outlinc3 in a later section. 

I Clp.rl~ I s Trust Account 

II 
I 
I 
I 
I, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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Included in our survey '.;1ere questions with regard to clerks I trust or 

bank accounts, investments) and alimony and support payments. These monies repre­

sent either a bank a('~ount established as a working account for court receipts 

and disbursements or monies accumulated and awaiting distribution to the county 

treasurer (and) in some cases, ultimately to the state treasurer») litigants, 

estates, and others. The purpose of the survey was to determine the amount of 

these funds and then to evaluate alternative methods of handling these funds. 

The follOWing is be ;led on an analysis of the first 60 reports received. This 

data was projected to estimate the scope for the entire 105 counties (91 returns 

have been received to date). 

The estimated total cash balances of these clerks' trust or bank accounts 

as of July 1, 1975, is about $3.2 million, or an average of about $30,000 per 

county. About 75 percent of these monies are held by the district cou~ts with 

the balance retained by the courts of limited jurisdiction. There are, obviously, 

some portions of these funds ~vhich could be invested but exactly how much could 

not be determined through the limited survey. It was ascertained that approxi­

mately 18 percent of the courts did invest portions of their idle funds in sav­

ings accounts or certificates of deposit, with the other 82 percent either not 

responding to the question or keeping these funds in a non-interest-bearing 

checking account. Twelve percent of the courts turn over interest earned to 

I 

, ; 
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the county; 2 percent retain the interest in the court; 2 percent return interest 

to the defendants; and the balance not responding or not investing. 

The question of investment of these funds is unclear according to an 

attorney general's opinion (number 75-41). Excluding certain statutory excep­

tions for larger jurisdictions, his conclusion made for Shawnee County includes: 

" ..• that it is within the authority of the clerk of the district court to 

establish a separate bank account for the deposit of such monics (of litigants) 

as arc not required to be deposited with the county treesury, and .•. that 

there exists no authority, either by statute or by county charter resolution, 

to authorize investment of monies so deposited." 

Alimony and support payment monies are normally handled by the dis­

td.ct court or, in some cases, by the court trustee--especially in welfare­

related cases. The survey indicates the following estimated number of transac­

tions and amounts: 

Endorsed over without recourse 

Checks written for monies received 

Total 

Monthly 
Number 

of Checks 

4,291 

9,117 

13,408 

Monthly 
Amount 

$ 537,000 

1,553,000 

$2,090,000 

Of the lIendorsed over ll amounts, above, approximately 28 percent represent 

Wyandotte County. No attempt was made to determine the extent of problems in­

volved in this area, but it has been our experience in other stutes with decen­

tralized systems that there is often a lack of follow-up on delinquent payors 

and, if checks arc written by the courts, relatively large record-keeping is 

:i nvolved. 

An alternative would be for the Supreme Court, after unification, to 

develop a centralized COll,puterized system of routinely handling these receipts 

and payments. This centralized approach would offer the advantages of reducing 

local bookkeeping, increasing follmv-up on arrearages, and providing greater 

uniformity. It cannot be ascertained ,~hcther a centralized method would increase 

or decrease "turnaround" time, i.e., the time between when monies arc received 

and chc~cks arc written. Monies received on investment of the IIfloat" should 
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more than cover the processing costs, The Supreme Cot:'t't should investigate the 

feasibility of centralizing these olimony and support processes, although this 

should be given a relatively lo~v p1.'ior1.':y as compared to other more critical 

needs ~lich court unification will entail. 

Federal Funding, 

A number of partially fede:rally funded projects have been identified 

which can potentially affect court unification costs. There arc a number of 

employee positions included in our financial analysis which, if federal funding 

is discontinued, could increase the state judicial budget after unification. 

In Kansas, courts and court-related services are affected by federal 

funding in the following three areas: 

o Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(U.S. Department of Justice) 

a Comprehensive Employee Training Act 
(U.S. Department of Labor) 

o ltlglmay Safety Act 
(U.S. Department of Transportation) 

LEM--Law Enforcement Assist.ance Administration. The Governor I s Com­

mittee on Criminal Administration (GCCA) administers LEAA programs) and its 

report, The 1975 GeCA Comprehensive Lmv Enforcement Action Plan, contains a 

budget for LEM projects totalling $6,t~02)2l6. Ninety percent, or $5,762,000, 

is the federal share, with the balance consisting of state and local matching 

funds. Nearly 90 percent of the total budget is under Part C of the LEAA 

provisions (to be used in uperating programs in courts, corrections, or law 

enforcement) Part E funding (supplemental funding for corrections only). 

Future LEAA-GCCA expenditures arc antiCipated to increase approximately 10 

percent in both 1976 and 1977 over the previous years. Of the total budget 

of $6.4 million, the GCCA files contain at least 53 open projects dealing with 

courts and court-related service·] totalling $2,003,988, or an average of $37,811 

per project. Of the $2 million for courts and related services, $1,483,987, or 

74 percent, is for salaries--with the remaindor for fringe benefits, commodities, 

contractual services, and other expenses. These projects arc distributed as 
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follo~",s: (a) counties: 4!,. projects; (b) cities: 3 projects; (c) the Judicial 

Council: 2 projects; (d) the Supreme Court: 1 project; and (e) the Department 

of Corrections: 2 projects. 

The GCCA functional classification of the open projects is as follows: 

Func tiona 1 Area 

l-A Adjudication: Improvement of 
Courts, Prosecution, and De­
fense Activities 

I-B Adjudication: Upgrading 
Court Personnel 

3-A Institutional Reha~ilitation 

3-B Noninstitutional Rehabilitation 

3-C Upgrading Correctional Personnel 

Othm: ~'ii:3cellaneous Projects 

Total 

Number of 
Projects 

8 

5 

1 

26 

7 

6 

53 
= 

Project Amount 

$ 333,704 

25,320 

lL~7 ,269 

1,128,256 

99,534 

269,905 

li.2.°03 ,988 

An analysis of the positions accounting for the $1.5 million salary 

costs provided the follm-1ing approximate breakdown: 

Administrative 
Clerical 
Probation/parole 
Juvenil~ probation 
Adult probation 
Institutional care and service 
Medical and related 
Deten.tion 
Courts and related 
Other and unidentifiable 

Total 

15 
3212 
87 
10 

2 
16 
5~ 
412' • 

3 
10J;; 

186 

Comprehensive Emp10xment and Training ,Act (CETA). The exact extent of 

use of CETA funds involVing courts and court-related services was not deter­

minable since they involve mUltiple sponsoring agencies, and the available infor­

mation is ma:tntaincd on a clic:mtele basis (jobs) rather than on a program basis 

(courts and court-related services). It ,,,,as ascertained, however) that there 
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are at least seven full-time positions ell-gaged in court-related 'ivork in t,\lO 

large counties ,\lhich utilize CETA funds and the 1.: this involved approximately 

$43,000 in salaries and fringe benefits. 

lI.iglnvny Snfctx_Ac·t. At present, there ir only ('He project being funded 

under tho Higlwray Safety Act-~t;he Topeka Alcohol and Safety Action Progr'm 

(ASAP), and there is a question as to whether this projc..'ct \vi11 be funded again. 

One position in the judicial administrator's office is also funded from tilis 

source. The estimated termination date of such funding is July 1, 1976. 
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Appendix A 

KANSAS COUR't<1 
EHPL(lYE'~S AND SALA.RIES BY LOCATION AND PROGRAH 
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Appendix A 

.------~-----------------.-----------------------

___ .. _ .. _._~ Loc.at,:i.on/Pl~oi\rnm 

Supreme Court 

Judicial Administration 

Total 

District Court 

City Court 

Municipal Court 

County Total 

Lcavemvorth County 
'0"'1'0'_ b ...... 

District Court 

Magistrate Court 

Hunicipn1 Court 

Probate/Juvenile Court 

Adult Probation 

Juvenile Probation 

Adult/Juvenile Probation 

County Total 

DISTRICT TOTAL 

Jackson Countx 

District Co'urt 

Municipal Court 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 

Juvenile Probation 

County Total 

Judicial 

'.eotal 
~..!E.e.~1 C~ e B, 

1~8 

...l 
55 

D:istrict 

7 

4 

4· -
15 

8 

4 

16 

5 

1 

2 

3 

39 

54 -

01 

Judicial District 02 

A-1 

3 

1 

4 

1 

45.700 

6,500 

52.200 . 

5.306 

2.545 

.450 

-.s.301 

6.750 

2.825 

6.298 

5.000 

1.000 

2.000 

...b2..QQ 
26.373 

34,.674 

1.500 

.125 

2.600 

.250 

4.475 

~::'~~111'1 e s 

$84.2,967 

105,356. 

$ 58,986 

15, 9t~6 

6 ,2~.~ 

2 81,190 

$ 72,081 

22,618 

64,890 

46,072 

8,880 

19,560 

22. 2716 

22562817 

$338 2 007, 

$ 8,808 

2,220 

19,687 

$ 30,715 
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Appendix A (continued) I 

I 

A-2 
I 

----
'rotal I •. _--.-l=.ocntion/Program Em~~ Ii' .1~. E. Salaries --

Jefferson County 

District Court 3 2.200 $ 11,968 I 
County Court 1 1.000 ,'1,213 

Probate Court 1 1.000 5,330 I ~unicipal Court 9 .132 595 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court· 1 1.000 13 2000 

I County Total 15 5.332 $ 36 2106 

Pottawatomie County I District Court 5 4.400 $ 52,765 

Municipal Court 6 .164 2,400 I Probate/Juvenile/County Court 4 4.000 27 2193 

County Total 15 8.564 $ 82 2358 I 
Wabaunsee County 

I District Court 3 1.502 $ 8,632 

Municipal Court 6 .145 1;140 

I Probate/Juvenile/County Court 3 2.600 17 2475 

County Total 12 4.247 $ 272247 I DISTRICT TOTAL 51 22.618 $176 2426 

Judicial District 03 I 
Shawn(~e County 

I District Court 40 36.788 $411,173 

Probate Court 6 6.000 58,838 

Juvenile Court 9 7.700 68,713 I 
Magistrate Court 19 17.688 154,899 

Municipal Court 10 6.100 59,117 I 
Court Trustee 12 11. 000 73,096 

Adult Probation 12 12.000 116,7l~6 I Juvenile Probation 7 7.000 66,402 

I 
I 
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I Appendix A (cot1tinued) A-3 

I Total 
L~~~ion/Prop.;ram Employees, F.T.E. Salnrics 

Juvenile Detention 52 47.050 $ 352 1 985 

I Adult/Juvenile Probation -11. 16 _,900 ---125 ,427 

County Total 186 168.226 $.,L.lr97 1396 

I \ 

DISTRICT TOTAL 186 168.226 $l,l[97 ,396 -

I Judicial District Oq· --
~}len G.2,.unty. 

I District Court 7 4.000 $ 53,993 

Municipal Court 5 1.325 12,990 

I Probate/Juvenile/County Cou':t 4 4.000 28 ,[[16 

County Total ..1£. 9.325 $ 95 2 399 

I A.nderson .9.9Y'J!Y. 
District Court 5 2.000 11,379 

I Municipal Court 2 .200 2,700 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court -1. 2.0q.o. 13 2008 

I County Total 10 If.200 $ 27,087 

C.offey Count.y. 

I District Court 5 1.140 7,88lf 

II 
Municipal Court 3 .037 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 5 3. 37l,. 20,520 

County Total 13 4.551 28 2q·04 

I Franklin County 

District Court 10 8.099 . 6q.,257 

I Municipal Court 7 .600 5,796 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 4 3.825 29,189 

I Juvenile Probation 1 1.000 8 2600 

County Total 22 13.524 $ 107,8l ,.2 

I Osage County 

District Court 5 2.000 12,782 

I Mun~cipal Court 9 .700 3,liH 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 4· 4.000 26,295 

I 
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A-4 Appendix A (continued) I 

Total 

I .~ocntion/ProRrRm Employoes P.T.E. Salaries -' 
Juvenile Probation 1 .600 $ 2,808 

County Total 19 7.300 45,066 I 
Woodson Count;y I District Court 5 1.100 7,198 

Municipal Court 2 .375 1,530 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 2 1.80q, 12 ,511 I 
County Total 9 3.2/5 $ 212239 

I DISTRICT TOTAL 89 42.175 $ 325,037 

Judicial District 05 I 
Chase Count;y 

I District Court 2 1.750 $ 9,098 

Municipal Court 1 .050 120 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 2 2.000 14,160 I 
County Total -.2. 3.800 $ 23 2 378 

L;yon Count;y I 
District Court 6 5.550 $ 59,278 

Municipal Court 6 lf425 4,140 I 
Probate/Juvenile/County Court 7 7.000 51,600 

Juvenile Probation 3 3.000 25,335 I 
Juvenile Detention 26 20.200 99 2116 

County Total . 48 37.175 $ 239 ,469 I 
DISTRICT TOTAL 53 40.975 . $ 26228l~7 

I 
Judicial District 06 

Bourbon Connt;y I District Court 5 4.057 $ 51,404 

MuniCipal Court 3 .837 4,297 I Probate/ JuvC'.ni le/County Court 3 3.000 22,600 

Adult Probation 2 1.700 15,935 

I 
I 
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Appendb~ A (continued) 

. ___ .• r.,o~.:'ltion/Pl:oy~~_. _____ _ 
Total 

Employees 

Juvenile Probation 

Adult/Juven:i.lc Probation 

County Total 

Linn Countl, 

District Court 

Hunicipal Court 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 

County Total 

Miami CountY.. 

District Court 

Municipal Court 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 

Juvenile Probation 

County Total 

DISTRICT TOTAL 

Douglas Countx 

District Court 

Municipal Court 

Prob'ate/Juvenile/County Court 

Adul t Pro ba lion 

Juvenile Probation 

County Total 

DISTRICT TOTAL 

Dickinson County 

District Court 

Municipal Court 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 

County Total 

1 

1 

15 

3 

2 

'2 

..1. 

4 

6 

1 

15 

37 

Judicial District 07 

12 

5 

10 

1 

6 '-
34 

34 

Judicial District 08 

6 

9 

5 

20 

1.000 

1.000 ---

1.557 

.125 

2.:i~ 

3.6~~ 

2.397 

.650 

5.213 

1.000 

9.260 

24.536 

9.960 

2.602 

9.000 

1.000 

4·.500 

27.062 

27.062 

4.256 

.l~16 

5.000 

9.672 

A-!:J 

Salaries 

$ 6,600 

4.,680 

,£105,516 , 

$ 8,306 

1,800 

14,263 

$ 24,369, 

$ ll~, 619 

2,160 

36,572 

_-'-7 ..... 2..680 

li1 ,031 

$190,916. 

$120,213 

21,200 

73,720 

9,000 

40,723 

$264,85~ 

$264·,856 

$ 53~669 

9,711 

36 ,l~20 

~ 99.800 



'. 

I 
A-6 Appendix A (continued) I 

'';:0 tal 

I Location/Program Employees. P.T.E. Salaries 
; --

Geary County 

District Court 10 7.319 $ 70,791 I Municipal Court 6 2.600 20,088 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 7 6.307 42,695 

I Juvenile Probation 1 1.000 7~950 

County Total 24· 17.226 $14.1,52L~ I 
~ion CounS): 

District Court 4 2.4/+6 $ 12,905 I Municipal Court 5 .312 3,825 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 4 3.381 25~060 

I Juvenile Probation 1 .080 828 

County Total 14 6.219 2 42,618 

I Morris County 

District Court 3 1.600 $ b.,895 I Municipal Court 3 .125 1,002 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 3 2.500 15,940 

I County Total 9 L~. 225 $ 25 2837 

DISTRICT TOTAL -fl 37.342 $309,779 I 
Judicial District 09 I, 

Harvey County 

District Court 7 6.200 $ 65,397 I Municipal Court 8 2.324 35,328 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 5 5.000 27,276 

I Adult/Juvenile Probation 4 4.000 27 2708 

County Total 24 17.524· $155 2709 

I McPh(~rson County 

District Court 4 3. L~6l $ 18,467 I MuniCipal Court 8 .854 5, lL~O 

probate/Juvenile/County Court 10 9.24·8 60,957 

Juvenile Detention 5 5.000 29,608 I 
I 
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Appendix A (continued) 

--------~---------------------.--------.-.. -.-,-----
____ !:..o.c.[ttio.n/P~ogram __ ~~-___ _ 

'£ota1 
~ll? 1. 0:y!.:9.E_ 

Adult/Juvenile Prubation 

County Total 

DISTRICT TOTAL 

Johnson County 

Distl-ict Court.. 

Probate Court 

Juvenile Court 

Magistrate Court 

Munici pal Court 

Court Trustee 

Adult Probation 

Juvenile Probation 

Juvenile Detention 

Adult/Juvenile Probation 

County Total 

DISTRICT TOTAL 

Cher.okee County 

District Court 

MUll.icipal Court 

Probate/Juvenile/C unty Court 

Juvenile Probation 

County 'ro tal 

Crawford County 

District Court 

MUnicipal Court 

Probate/Juvenile Court 

Ju~eni1c Probation 

Juvenile Detention 

County Total 

8 

35 

59 

Judicial District 10 

9 

7 

20 

59 

10 

8 

18 

14 

1 

'193 

193 

,Judicial District 11 

7 

6 

3 

3 

5 

8 

3 

3 

32 

6.38B 

24.951 

42,£1·75 --

42.566 

8.230 

7.000 

20.000 

21.537 

8.517 

7.216 

15.065 

13.800 

1.000 

14.4. 931 
144.931 

5.634 

1.875 

3.000 

3.000 

13.509 

5.000 

.775 

3.000 

3.000 

28.575 

4·0.350 

A-7' 

Salari.es 

$ 43,399 

$157 )57~, 

$313,280 
I 

$ 506,384 

8?,795 

67,486 

205,1.,·73 

193,835 

63,437 

89,636 

148,405 

98,4.06 

13,000 

$l't [,·6 8,857 

$1~4.68,85Z. 

$ 58,679 

7,353 

22,090 

23,540 

$111,662 

$ 57,886 

9,048 

33,682 

23,868 

175,1.78 

$299 t 662 

. j 



'. 

I I 

A-8 
Appendix A ( continued) I 

'fotal 

I Loca ti on/~rogran~_ Employees Ii' # T,E, Sa laries 

Labcttc Count~ 

District Court 7 6.550 $ 6L~,59~. I 
Munici pal Court 5 1.850 16,068 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 5 ~·.500 l~0,220 I Juvenile Probation 2 1.250 6 1 795 

County Total 19 1~· .150 $127 ,677 I 
lli·.,)sho County 

District Court 6 5.375 $ 58,189 I City Court 6 4.125 32,L~03 

Municipal Court 9 1.425 2,940 I Probate/ Juvenile Court 4 3.500 23 2858 

County Total 25 14.425 $117 ,390 I 
Wilson County 

District Court 3 2.115 $ 11,314 I Municipal Court 3 .800 3,000 

Probate./Juvenile/County Court 3 3.000 22,368 

I County Total 9 5.915 $ 36 2682 

DISTRICT TOTAL 123 88.34·9 $693,073 I 
Judicial District 12 I Clotid Count~ 

District Court 5 4.150 $ 52,119 

I Municipal Court ,6 .675 5,220 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 3 3.000 23,068 

Court Trustee 1 .333 6,000 I 
Adult/ Juvenile Probation 1 1.000 7 2300 

County Total 16 9.158 $ 93 2707 I 
JmV'oll County 

I District Court 3 1.646 $ 7,765 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 2. 2.000 13,705 

Court Trustee 1 727 I 
County Total 6 3.6/,6 $ 22,19Z 

I 



I 
I Appcmdbc A (continued) A-9 

-_ .. _--

I 'fota1 
_~).5.:~L12n/Pro,r;rf1.!n .• ___ p:mp1oy(\~ F,.'I'.E" Salaries 

I 
1.inco ~.100\~y. 

District Court 3 1.326 $ 7,L!-46 

Municipal Court 2 .05C) 600 

I Probate/Juvenile/County Court "2 1.950 13,576 

Court TruHtne 1 567 

I County Total " . '8' 3.326 $ 22 _.18.9. 

H: ~chGlJ;.~92..l:2..n.l~y' 

I District COtlrt 3 1.527 $ 10,171 

Municipal Court 5 .250 2,070 

I Probate/Juveni1n/County Court 2 2.000 12,900 

Court Trustee 1 977 

I 
Juvenile Probation 1 1.000 963 

County Total 12 4.777 $ 27 2°81 

I Republic County 

Distr.ict Court 4 2.173 $ 11,000 

I Municipal Court 3 .050 600 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 4 2.076 14,050 

I 
Court Trustee 1 992 

County Total 12 4.299 $ 26 z6 l ,.2 

I Washington County 

Diserict Court 3 2.095 $ 10,482 

I Municipal Court 6 .012 900 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court "2 2.000 13,800 

I 
Court Trustee 1 1,117 

Juvenile Probation 1 .650 900 

I 
County Total 13 4.757 $ 27~199 

DISTRICT TOT.l\L 67 29.963 $219~013 

I 
I 
I 



------
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I 
A~lO Appendix A (continued) 

I 
Total 

Locntion/rroRram Emp 1 o::s:£.~ P.T.E. Sulndes I 
Judicial District 13 

Butler County I 
District Court 7 7.000 $ 70,734 , , 
Municipal Court 10 1.450 7,710 I :Probate/Juvenile/County Court 6 6.000 54,151 

Adult Probation 1 1.000 7,644 

I Juvenile Probation 1 1.000 7,699 

AI..1Ll.1t/Juvenile Probation 2 2.000 15 ,307. --
I County Total 27 18.450 $163,24~ 

Chautnugua County I District Court 3 1.817 $ 9,060 

Municipal Court 2 .500 1,800 

I Probate/Juvenile/County Court 2 2.000 13 2 600 

County Total 7 4.317 $ 21+A60 

I Elk County 

District Court 3 1.182 $ 6,644 I Municipal Court 3 .100 600 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 2 2.000 13,320 

I County Total 8 3.282 $ 20 256lj. 

Grcemvood County I I 

District Court 4 4.000 $ 51,355 

Municipal Court 4 .112 1,337 

I P~obatc/Juvcni1c/County Court ' ·3 3.000 1.8,480 

Adult/Juve.nilc Probation 2 2.000 15 2000 

County Total 13 9.112 2 86 2 172 I 
DIS'rRICT TOTAL 55 35.161 $29lj·,441 I 

I 
I 
I 
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Appendix A (continued) 

--------_ .. --------
Locn !"ion/Prop; rnm --...:a:<.n:llw.or._ .. __ ~_" •• _______ ~_. 

'1'0 tal 
Empl.c;r~ 

~~I,t"gon)(';ry qo.}!.~ 

Dj.strict Court 

City Court 

•. Municipal Court 

Probut"e./ Juvenile Court 

Juvenile Probation 

County Total 

DISTRICT 'rOTAL 

Graham County . - . 

Judic:i.nl Distrt£..s.1i 

8 

6 

7 

3 

3 

?::1. 
27 

Judicial District 15 

District Court 4 
Municipal Court 3 

Pr.obate/Juvenile/County Court 3 

County Total 10 

Rooks Count;'l. 

District Court 

Municipal Court 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 

Juvenile Probation 

County Tot.'J,l 

Sheridan Countx. 

District Court 

Municipal Court 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 

County Total 

3 

5 

2 

2 

12 

4· 

2 

2 

8 

5.987 

4.625 

1. 737 

2.975 

~31. 

17.&2 
17.857 

3.038 

.325 

1.951 

5.31.4 

1. 724 

.500 

2.000 

.628 

l~.852 

1.083 

.100 

1.500 

2.683 

11.-1'.1. 

Salnrj C'fl __ .. __ tt 

$ 60 ,1~41 

'26,669 

21,124 

33,828 

14,2/,0 

$156 2.3,02 

$1 % .• ,302 

$ 46,220 

332 

15 2060 

$ 61.,61,3. 

$ 9,140 

720 

13,320 

2 2160 

$ 25,340 

$ 6,957 

600 

11 2966 

~ 19 2523 



---- ----- -----------

I 
A-12 

Appendix A (continued) I 
'rota1 I Loc n t::iyn/P1:9E!:nn1.. Emp 10), (' (~s. F.'l'.F~ SalaricR - . 

Sherman Count;y 

District Court 4 1. 710 $ 8,634 I 
Mur.i.cipa1 Court 2 .575 4.980 
Probate/Juvenile/County Court 3 3.000 18,04·8 I Juvenile Probation 1 .075 900 

County Total 10 - -? .360 $ 32,562 I 
Thomas Cou~ 

District Court 2 J. .ll-50 $ 8,554 I 
Municipal Court 3 .500 3,000 
Probate/Juvenile/County Court 2 1. 750 14,100 I Juvenile Probation 1 1.000 8 2400 

County Total 8 !+.700 $ 34~054 I - ..... 
DISTRICT T01'AL 48 22.909 $173,091 -

I 
Judicial District 16 

Cl.ark Count;y I District Court 5 3.600 $ 48,151 
Municipal Gourt 1 I Probate/Juvenile/County Court 2 1. 742 12 2057 

County Total ...2. 5.342 $ 60 2208 I Comai.1chc ~u. 

District Court 2 1.C~8 $ 5,960 I Mt1l1i.cipal Court 2 .075 240 
Probate/Juvenile/County Court 1 -L.QOO 9,000 

I -
County Total 5 2.083 $ 15 2200 -

Ford Count;y I District Court 4· 3.219 $ 16,157 
Municipal Court 6 1.274 12,848 I Probate/Juvenile/County Court I" 3.610 34,970 ~ 

Juvcni1c Probation 1 .922 7 2068 

I -
County 'rota1 16 9.025 $ 71, Oll3 -

I 
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Appendix A (cont::i. nucd) 

-- - __ ·_c<_._ 
.. """'-------

'iotal 

~--.... Location/Program lliEn.l ~~:.~ ---.,.-..... -~~ 

Gray'.,.8?,:ll~tx 

Dintdct Court 3 

Municipal Court 4 

l'robn to / .1uvcn:i.1L~ /County Court: 2 
County Total 19. 

KiO\V'a C01ln!.:y 
----.-~-

DiRtri(~t Court 2 

Municipal Court 2 

Probate/Juvenilo/County Court 2 

County Total 6 

~,~s-Co,untx. 

District Court 3 

Municipal Court 2 

Probate/Juvenile/County COUl:t 2 

County Total ..1. 
DISTRIC'£ TOTAL g 

Judicial Distric! 17 

Cl\e.lennc Co1.1nty 

District Court 2 

Municipal Court 2 

Probatc/Juvnnilc/ County Court 2 

County Total 6 

Decatur County __ ,aI. 

District Court 4 

Municipal Court 2 

Probatc/Juvunilc/County Court 2 

County Total 8 

A-1'3 

.1~~ .. ~~ Salnrj<,s _.",." ,._ ... _ ... -

1.211 $ 9,056 

300 

2.LIOQ 117 ,910 

3.611 $ 27,266 

1.090 $ 6,308 

.300 1,500 

-L.§OO 11,712 

2.990 $ 19,52Q 

1.195 $ 7,012 

~.QQ.Q. 11}2 112 

~lli. $ 21212l~ 
26.2/+6 $21~?3Gl 

1. 03l~ $ 6,144 

.1.00 1,080 

-.bl~ 12,120 

2.884 $ 19 :l3ftl!. 

2.063 $ 33,663 

.025 1,500 

1.1~27 10,977 

3.515 $ lfG 21/.~0 



I , 

A-14 Appemlix A (conti nuecl) I 
_ .... __ -.---------

Totnl I L,ncn I: ion/Pl'I)I~ EmployC'ell 2#t~',E. Sn 1uri ('S 
-~ ....... 
~p1'l'{lll Count Yo 

I District Court l~ 2 .1~15 $ 20, 281.~ 

Hunicipnl Cllurt 3 .150 1,280 

lll'obate/ Juvc>nilc! County Court 2 2,000 '13 , 829 I 
County 'l'otal ...2. lh565 $ 35:393 

Osborno Count.Y, I 
Di.strict Court j 1.2":7 $ 7,600 

Hunicipal Court 3 .350 1,980 I 
Probate/Juvenile/County Court 2 2.000 12,900 

Juvenile Probation 1 .212 828 I 
County Total 9 3,819 $ 23 2308 -

Phil1:i12 s C,mtnty I 
Distri.ct Court 2 1.038 $ 6,060 

Hunicipa1 Court 3 .550 1,980 I 
Prohate/Juveni.le/County Court 2 1.200 112 08l~ 

County Total .2 2.788 $ 19 2l2l~ I 
Rm"lill~~s County 

I District Court 2 1.428 $ 8,697 

HUllicipnl Court 3 .082 665 

Prohatc/JuVt'l1:i.le/Counly Court 2 1.275 10 ,6l~0 I 
County Total .2 2.785 $ 20 2°02 

Smith County. I 
Disl~rict Court 3 1.273 $ 7 ,0l~0 

Municipal Court 3 I 
Probat:t'./ JUVQ nil c /County Court 2 2.000 13,700 

Juvenile Prohation 1 .100 L~20 I 
County Total 9 3.373 $ 21 2160 

DISTRICT 'l'OTAL 55 23.729 $18t~ ,1~71 I -

I 
I 
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Appendix A (continued) 

'rotal 
}';nmloyc'['B 

.... ~. ,==,,~o,¢>/".\4'::_'" ."_' __ ~'" """_ ... -*_ ...... , ..... ,' .... t"'~, ........ "¥,""', .. " ~ __ a>.;.. __ :t ... ~-,-~~ .. ..-,. ., .. 

.B.~~'p~\?i r: I~ )~2l!,r:~', ~ 
Di.~,tr:i.ct: Cllilrt 

Probate Court 

Juvcni,lu Cnu~:t 

Municipal Court: 

Court ().~ Ct)!lltllon Plvaf; 

Aclult Probat.ion 

.1uvcm11c Probn t i I,m 

Juvonj.lc Dot:entitll1 

Adul t/.JmTC'.1.1j Ie Pl'obatj,ol1 

CounLy Total 

nrSTR1CT TOTAL 

~E.....S)11~X. 

District Court 

Municipal Court 

Probate/Juvenile/Connty Court 

County Total 

~('y C()l~ 

District Court 

City Court 

Municipal Court 

pJ:obnlc/Juvcnile/County Court 

Juvenile. Probation 

County Total 

G(i 

ll~ 

19 

51. 

53 
21 

26 

66 

1. -
317 

~u. 

3 

5 

3 -
11 -

7 

• 6 

6 

3 

1 -
23 

65.225 

1t~. 000 

19.000 

35 .1,~9 

52.050 

18.210 

211.500 

57.500 

1. Q..~~9. 

286. 2.~Et 

~8G. 9'§!1, 

1.346 

.212 

2.300 

3.858 

5.800 

3.720 

1.0/+9 

3.000 

1.0.2.0 

1l~ • .569 

Snl :ll<1.i (~n 
"-~-=,.''''-:.. ..• -~ 

(. 
y 85~I, 099 

1/\.9,929 

163,515 

27LI~127 

52!» 20'1 

15/: 3 7l~) 

21~1~ 7S7 

409)943 

1'/.039 ---....- ... ~-,..",.. .. 

R'l 7Po '1" 1) ~.!:~~2~ 

:72 , 78(~'..t}S 

$ 7,315 

2,365 

~&2?. 

$ 25,775, 

$ GJ.,634 

30,322 

(j /,·90 

33, 9/~O 

9,000 
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A-16 

Appendix A (continued) I 
'J:otal 

I Locatio~/Progrnm Employees ]!" 'r, E • Salaries . -
HarE.£r County 

District Court 4 1.506 $ 8,100 I 
MUl1icipal Court 3 .187 2:.760 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 3 3.000 17,820 I JuveniLe Probation 1 .160 600 

County Total 11 4.853 $ 29,280 I --•. ~ 

Kingman County. 

District Court 5 3.476 $ 48,860 I Municipal Court 5 .550 3,900 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 3 3.000 22,480 I Juvenile Probation 1 1.000 8,400 

County Total 14 8.026 $ 83 ,640 I 
Pratt County. 

District Court 5 3.330 $ 19,253 I Municipal Court 2 .125 3,200 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 4 4.000 29,348 I Adult/Juvenile Probation 1 1.000 8,070 

County Total 12 8.lJ-55 $ 59,871 I 
Sumner County' 

District Court 3 2.600 $ 15,593 I Municipal Court 10 .350 4,815 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 4 4.ClOO 35,755 I Juvenile Probation 1 1.000 6,900 

County Total 18 7.950 $ 63 ;1063 I DISTRICT TOTAL 89 47.711 $403,015 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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I Appendix. A ( continued) 
A-J:7 

~.---

I Total 
__ ~1:o..C;52:.~~1.1~~~~~2:~_,_._~ .. _." El\1pln~ .J.: . T r rL._ SCI J ;q-j (' B 

, - --, , .. -----

I 
Judicial District 20 ----

Barton r,ounty ---"- ... ...,. .. ,.--' ..... 

I 
District Court 1J.. 7'.708 $ 68,531. 

Hunicipa1. Court 6 1.300 18,290 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 7 6.750 46,183 

I Juvenile Probation 2 -1.. 375 __ 9'.<,~?O 

County Total 26 17 .133 $142 ,49/~ 

I Ellsworth County 

District Court 3 1.245 $ 6,80iJ. 

I Municipal Court 4 .187 2,125 

Probate/ Juveni lc./C·ounty Court 4 3.425 21,438 

I Adult Probation 1 .250 1,200 

Juvenile Pcobation -.1 .250 1 z tQQ. 

I County Total 13 5.357 $ 32,767. 

Rice Coun.!:,y 

I District Court 5 2.595 $ 36,585 

Municipal Court '1 .367 3,100 

I Probate/Juvenile/County Cburt 3 3.000 22,715 

Adult/Juvenilc Probation -.l 1.000 5,284 

I County Total .1&. 6.962 $ 67 ,68 11' 

Russell County 

II District Court 3 1.338 $ 7,220 

Municipal Court 7 .300 2,990 

I Probate/Juvenile/County Court 4 4.000 21,384 

Juvenile Probation 1 .533 1)800 

I County Total 15 6.171 $ 33 , 39L~ 

Stafford County 

I 
District Court iJ· 3.069 $ 23,572 

Municipal Court 3 .300 1,980 

Probate/Juvcnile/County Court 2 2.000 13, 7L~2 

I County Total -2. 5.369 Lj9,29l l' 

DISTRICT TOTAL 11. 4·0.392 $315,633 

I 
------''-------
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A-18 Appendb: A (conti nued) 

I 
'Totnl 

Lo~:i ()n/P)'or;rn~ Emr1oyeQ~ F.'r .l~. Salaries I 
Judicial Di std ct 21 

C1ny CountY., I 
Dir: ':rict Court 4 1.291 $ 8.'1-02 

Hunicipal Court 6 .475 3,096 I Probate/Juvenile/County Court 3 2.125 21,035 

Juvenile Probation 1 .500 1 2249 

I 
County Total 14 4.391 $ 33 2782 

Riley County I 
District Court 6 5 • L~15 $ 66,721 

Hunicipal Court 5 2.225 17,515 I Probate/Juvenile/County Court 11 9.419 74,026 

Adult Probation 2 2.000 12,600 

I Juvenile Probation 2 2.000 15 2060 

County Total 26 21. 059 $185,922 

I DISTRICT TOTAL lj·O 25.450 $219 970lj. 

Judicial District 22 I 
I3rmVl1 CounSi. 

I District Court 5 4.161 $ 51,414 

Municipal Court 3 .600 1,923 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 4 3.100 21,670 I 
Adult/Juvenile Probation 1 .750 2 2L~00 

County Tota't 13 8.611 $ 77 ,lj.07 I 
Don:irhan County 

I District Court 3 1.507 $ 8,213 

l1unicipa1 Court 4 .475 3,300 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 2 2.000 17,164 I 
County Total 9 3.982 $ 28 2677 

I 
I 
I 
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I Appendi'~ A (continued) A-l'9 

,-_._- ----

I 
Total 

LoCn.~~.!l:~l ___ ,_ Em)) 7.2..J:££~ F.T.E. Snlnrj('s 

Harsh~l ~S~~!!:.:i: 

I District Court 3 2.098 $ 12,039 

Municipal Court 5 .l~OO 3,475 

I Probate/Juvenile/County 
I 

Court 3 2.307 ,20,575 

Juvenile Probation 1 .133 600 

I County Total 12 ~38 $ 36 > 6 89 

N .naha Countv ..... _ •• ',, ___ <6_ 

I District Court 3 2.057 $ 10,888 

Hunicipa1 Court [I' .350 2,976 

I probate/Juvcni.1c/County Court 3 3.000 21,973 

Juvenile Probation 1 .300 

I County Total 11 .5.707_ $ 35 2 837 

DISTRICT TOTAL 45 23.238 $178,610 

I 
Judicial District 23 

I Ellis County 

District Court 5 l( .• 500 $ 54,783 

I 
Municipal Court 6 2.450 4, 74,i(· 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 4 4.000 29,056 

Juvenile Probation 2 2.000 17 2597 

I County Total 17 12.950 ~180 .' 

I 
Gove County 

District Court ' 3 1.172 $ 7,4·10 

I 
Municipal Court 2 .075 300 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 2 1.500 10,650 

I 
County Total .2 2.747 $ 18,360 

Logan County. 

I 
District Court 3 1.275 $ 7,359 

Municipal Court 1 

Probate/ Juvenile/County Court 2 1.050 9 2228 

I County Total 6 2.325 $ 16,5B7 

I 



I 
A-20· Appendix A (continued) I 

Total 

I Locllti on/P.s~)g:~~Op1 Employees )f.T.)~. Salaries 

'rrego County 

Distri.ct Court 2 1.425 $ 7,772 I 
Municipal Court 2 .187 1,500 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 3 2.866 '19,320 I 
County Total .2 4.478 $ 28~592 

Wallace Count;z: I 
District Court 3 1.1,~0 $ 6,550 

Municipal Court 1 I 
Proba te / JUVt~ni le /County Court 2 1.068 9 2300 

County Total 6 2.168 $ 15 2 850 I 
DISTRICT TOTAL 43 2L~.668 $185,569 

I 
Judicial District 24 

Edwards County, I District Court 4 1.446 $ 7,870 

tvlunicipa1 Court 1 .250 1,600 I ~robate/Juvcni1e/County Court 7 2.601 16,707 

Juvenile Probation 1 .103 429 

I County Total 13 4.400 $ 26 2605 

lIod~cman Count;z: I Dis t'ric. t Court 4 1.314 $ 7,726 
Municipal Court;: 1 .050 600 I Probate/Juvenile/County Court 2 1.950 13 2 800 

County Total 7 3.314 $ 222126 I 
Lane Count;z: 

District Court 3 1.057 $ 7,875 I Municipal Court 2 .500 1,200 
Probate/Juvenile/County Court 2 1.000 12,300 I Adult/Juvenile Probation 1 1.000 7~280 

County Total 8 3.557 $ 28 2655 I 
I 

~ I 
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I Appendix A (contin.ued) A-tl 

I 'total 
Locntion/Pro~ram ~\11p1oyGCS F, rr~E.~ Snlnr:i.C?s 

------..........--.~.,---.. -------- , 

I 
~.Count:Y. 

District Court 4 1.306 $ 7,940 

MUl1:cipal Court 3 .100 qOO 

I Probatc/Juv~ni1c/County Court: 2 1.350 .-11 ,800 ___ 
County Total -2. 2.756 $ 2° 26/,,9 

I Pa~vnee G.£~n¥~y' 

District Court 6 4.473 $ 50,820 

I Municipal Court 3 1.000 1~,218 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 3 ~65 10, l89 -
I County Total 12 7.338 ~ 75,227 

I 
R:ush County 

District Court 4 1.161 $ 7,115 

Municipal Court 3 .250 600 

I Probate/Juvenile/County Court 2 2.000 12,516 

County Total 9 3.LJ·11 $ 20 2231, 

I DISTRICT TOTAL 58 24.776 $193 /1-85 

I Judicial District 25 

Finne;y: County 

I District Court 7 6.038 $ 63,057 

Municipal Court 3 1.500 8,088 

I Probate/Juvenile/County Court 4 4.000 28,LJ.20 
0 

Adult Probation 1 1.000 9,600 

I 
Juvenile Probation 1 1.000 8,640 

Adult/Juvenile Probation 3 3.000 18;064 

I County Total 19 16.538 $135 , 869 

Q:!:'eeley County 

,I District Court 1 1.000 $ 5,900 

Municipal Court 1 300 

,I Probate/Juvenile/County Court 2 1.046 9,168 

Juvenile Probation 1. .046 168 

II County Total ..2 2.092 §.. 15,536 

I 
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A-22 Appendix A (continued) 

I 
~otal' 

I Location/ProRrnm' Employees F.T.E. Salndcs -
llami.1ton County 

District Court 2 1.200 $ 7,001 I Municipal Court 2 .200 720 

Propate/Juvenilc/County Court 2 1.875 13,784 I County Total 6 3,275 $ 21,505 -
Kearny County I 
District Court 2 1.200 $ 6 ,l~l1 

Municipal Court 2 .025 300 I Probate/Juvenile/County Court 2 1.400 11 2 000 

County Total 6 2.625 $ 17,711 I --
Scott County 

District Court 3 1.107 $ 6,346 I Municipal Court 1 .150 2,018 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 2 2.000 13 ,022 I 
County Total 6 3.257 $ 21 2386 

Wichita County I 
District Court 3 1.611 $ 6,14·6 

Municipal Court 1 1,000 I Probate/Juvenile/County Court 1 1.000 9 2 000 

. County Total 5 2.611 $ 16 2146 I DISTRICT TOTAL 47 30.398 $228 2 153 

I 
Judicial District 26 

Grant County 

I District Court 3 2.015 $ 11,920 
Municipal Court 1 .212 3,000 
probate/Juvenile/County Court 2 1. 757 14,360 I 
Juvenile Probation --1 .714 2 2 795 

County Total -2 4.698 $ 32,075 I 
I 
I 
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I Appendix A (conti l1ued) A-t3 

I Total 
Location/ProRram Employ.cefi ~X:.!.._ Salad<,s ..... _ ... _ I ,*~..n __ ~ .... __ --.-..-,.--...,k-______ 

Haskell_.County 

I Distric.t Court 3 1.302 $ 6,902 

Munj.cipal Court " .2(,1) 2,4.00 

I Probate/Juvenile/County Court 2 1.314 4 2 /,16 

County Total -2 2.816 $ l3~718 

I Morton County 

D'strict Court 3 2.011 $ 33, L,A5 

I Municipal Court 3 .150 l.,740 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 2 2.000 10:200 

I County Total 8 4.161 ~385 

I 
Stanto.tl County 

District Court 2 1.175 $ 6,600 

Municipal Court 2 .112 1,0/10 

I Probate/Juvenile/County Court -2. 1.187 10,250 

County Total 7 2. L,74 $ 17 2890 

I Stevens County 

District Court 3 2.046 $ 18,762 

I Municipal Court 2 .450 3,l162 

Probate/Juvenil~/County Court 2 2.000 13,920 

I Juvenile Probation -±. 1.000 7,320. 

County Total ~ 5.496 $ 43,464 

I Se\vard County 

District Court 5 3.658 $ 20,440 

II Municipal Court 2 1. 500 13,500 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 4 4,000 31,709 

I Juvenile Probation ~ 2.000 20 2 294 

County Total 13 11.158 $ 85 1 943 

I DISTRICT TOTAL 50 30.803 $238,475 

I 
I 
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A-2l~ Appendix A (continued) II 

'J~otal 

I Locntion/rro~ram Employees, P.T.E. Sa 1.a r:i e s . 
Judicial District 27 

Reno COt.!.nty I 
District Court 1] 11.00" $128,617 

Magistrate Court 9 9.000 69,166 I 
Municipal Court 15 3.350 26,974 

Probate/Juvenile Court 6 ') •. ')00 43,~Rc) I Juvenile Probation 2 2.000 16,718 
County Total 43 30.850 $28~., 86l~ 

DISTRICT TOTAL l~3 30.850 $ 28l,. , 8G1!~ I 
Judicial District 28 I Otta\oJu County 

District Court 3 1.457 $ 7,684 I Municipal Court 3 .125 1,380 

Probate/Juvenile/County Court 3 3.000 16,625 

I Juven:iJ.e Probation ...l .500 2,958 

County Total 10 5.082 $ 28,647 

I Saline County 

District Court 10 9.375 $123,382 I Magistrate Court 10 9.800 69,540 

Munir.ipa1 Court 7 2.700 30,428 

I Probate/Juvenile Court 10 8.769 81,306 

County Total n 30.644 $304,656 

I DISTRICT TOTAL '~7 35.726 $333,303 

Judicial District 29 I 
\vyandol: t e County 

District Court 45 45.000 $550,461 I 
Probate Court 10 10.000 97,725 

Juvenile Court 15 15.000 115,705 I 
Magistrate Court 16 16.000 160,331 

Municipal Court 25 22.375 202,214 I 
I 
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Append:i.x A (continued) 

----___ ~ .. __ ... _ .... _.__ t-. .... _n'_ ... ___ _ 

_____ L_o.('_._a_t_i_01 ..... 1L.~~_. ___ _ 

Adult Probation 

Juvenile Probation 

Juvenile Detention 

County Total 

DISTRICT TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 

Total 
Employ('('s 

7 

14 

~ 

156 

156 

2,320 

r.T.R.:..-

6.500 

14 .. 000 

24.000 

152.875 

152.875 

h§.35.899 

(Includes Supreme Court and Judicial Administration) 

Salaries 
'ri 

$ 51~, 911 

102,302 

__ Pl,lf89 

$ 1 2 415 2138 

$ 1 2 415,138 








