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~ coyrt operations and the yange of management activities
- sapport them. - A series of guidelines and assessment

for 1mp?a¥ement.

-

: \?ng Court Management Proaect Was 1auncheﬁ in Angust 1977 by LEAA‘
National, Institute for Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice in an effort
to provide trial court managers -- both judges and staff.-- with a
.management report serigs addressing three criical areas of workload
and resource management:. financial, persennel and records. These reports
were completed in August 1978 and scheduled for publication. in early
1979. -In addition, extensive atiention was also given to trial court /
casefiow;managament in the course of this study and general obseryations
requding caseflow managemgat are offéred in this Executive Summary. .

The objective»af the project. has been. to, enhance the tria] eourt 0
manage ‘s capabiiity for dealing with these mandgement. areas. Ea ofv\ T g
“the reports provides a framework of relevant management princi I & i
" functions, and concerns which bear on each of these aspects trig¥ o

essary $0 :

stiops are
management activi- .

_ provided in each report to assist users in_analyzi; ,
and determining areas -

“ties in their jurisdictions, 1uentffying obTeg&{
=7 /

P ) - L=
‘g = Feg
g

‘The series 1is 1htendad %o p‘ﬂ&r/é jts users with a process for LI o

1ook1ng at what their courts are//ﬁwng;-dgterm1n1ng what they should -~ -

or might -- be doing, and‘%uggr/t1n g a fewSaghniques for improving .

. their managemént and service: Regardless of WHéfﬁar the user of this~

‘series has specific probless, or is simply interesteﬁ%%gK90551b¥§

1mprovements generally,/these reports shou!d provide a féﬁ&ggggs.

, : , TN y

B.  Approacti ," cow : DD \\§§*ﬁ$v</
The major premtse underlying the development of this management

report series is-that each of the three areas addressed -- financial,

personnel, and records -~ must be managed systematically. They cannot i

be dealt'with in a piecemeal fashion or with sporadi¢ ad hoc attention ., = - |

only when §r1ses appear, Agreed upon management goals must be established Lo *

ta which all subsequent activities 2ve directed. These goals Should

vespond to the expectatlons Jf 271 of the interests involved with -

_and served by the trial céurt -- judges, staff, prosecution, pablic

~defense attorneys, private bar, community agencii. and all Trdividuals o

involved in the judicial process. Where conflict existsm\trade-affs R R

. must be weighed and priorities established. Against thesa goals, §

i
I

present operatibons can then bg assessed, areas 0§§jppravemhnt 1dentifi¢d
and. subsequﬂnt management agtivity d1recteﬂ’ - ,

and spec1fi¢ remedy -~ lack of space for case files, am emﬁTaxge grievance

petg&ion,‘viclatigﬁ of a speady trial rule, for example. Response %o

these problems often requires instant action and cannot await the ~.

systematic ulanning which would be desirable. Heverthe1ess, tha time “ ,
R ,& ! N T "L Co TR e

i ! 5 ) B i =
] o N - T : . /5 4

J
)
i
|
i
. Admitt&dly, many 51tuations Wikl aﬁaur which will demand immediate : | i
|
|
]
|
1
1
J



DR required tm% systematicawy fhe tota’* mﬁn&wm&t ac;ivitf:es af/f'*“ -
P . a court before dealing with specific functions WA11 be parefi m ”fn T =
e _the Tong run and users of this series are’ m:géﬁ 1o so% ms 7 Co, e e
- . priority i dealing with each of the areas a fdressed.  By- dccumenti SR |

. . existing court 5perat56ns and determining.t i goals which they are™™ ' 7
’ designed to serve, ‘thein effectiveness can assessed rea]isticaﬂy, . p
e - and a management’program can-be developed viich-Satisfies both the ’
- - day~to~day aperat‘iona? naeﬂs and Tong-ﬁaw@m&agement gaa’ts of‘ the }oca%

_ court system. T e B S
= « A & i E ‘ A&
%

{
]
: In prepariﬂg th;ese m@orts, rﬂaﬁﬁ ort’ has been made to draw upon ' 1‘
“the experiences oﬁai diversity of trigi courts in handling specific -
aspects -of these martagemw activiti “Where possible, we have identif, éd ; ]
and. descmbed those management: T.echmques and approaches which have been’ A
/?fective n unf;ew]wonment and might be adaptable in other JuV%sdmtmns.,ﬁ S

'

P Particular atiention has also been/given to the variety of factors which.
/ “contribute to the sliccess -~ or Failure -- of these management approankes .
4. . " and-the trade-offs:jwhich are made when one course of action is seleﬂted
70 ., -over another. S : : K :
= “ ]

/'

' %spwte the cj[nszderab%e srta invesﬁgaﬁnn upon whx/okzthxs project -
" “has been based, the focus of gach veport is upon the overall management .
- process inched i managing & trial court and in dezFing with each of
) these ‘aspects of court cperations. ‘Each of the reperts is organized .. -~ -
' around the principal goals and objectives which“management activity in .~ ;
that area should serve. Site references are offered to suggest the. :
variety of ajternatives which might be copsidered to achieve these s
goa‘ts and ob.)ectives. No attempt, ﬁbwwer, 1sgmade to’ pres«ribe procedure

G,

f\ L= L Si;u'dy of m/er” 40 trm‘l courts’” ‘during the ‘thirteen months of the. - ,

L project’s operation has made it apparent that there is no “best-way" t -

" handle any of these functions. Effectivensss. we hays found dc detetipiped —— ——
more by the @gﬁ&mﬁfﬁ&?ﬁitﬂT&? procédure achieves the qu/'gement

goa1;ii%‘r”§@esmgned, to nrve than by the inherent virtue of the pfacedure V o

!
- = Tff‘ SE. - \\\ o . o /{ ‘ i
| , With proper planning, communi cationy ﬁcu?’?ﬁtfa‘f:wn, and @n;tomng, g'/ 41
- | 34,3%%6‘8? of management techniques can prove successful and effeckive, . - R , )
- "Without such groundwork -- and, particularly, without a seasitivity to - =~ &
- and appreciation for the needs, expectations, and. %nforny/i relationships ™ s 1
| among the individuals and organizations’ working withip 2 1{/(:&1 trial Co T
.~ court system -- what works.well in one juri,éﬁfctwn can fall totally in P T
- another, ‘despite surface smﬂari?ﬁ‘es of drganizhat'iom size and struct% - o
‘.t‘ A - ’ 1
& /) : /’/ " ,‘ ’

Q\: —_ o . /j;}f/
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. _than those in 2 magxstrate court in a 59‘:&11 rural setting. Fer!ms the -

,m/ of %i’tt}yr o cchsequenc\é

o

s
e

/ 0 Thes »s’yst” m ;tﬁ :mstwe in sxate trial com*ts 5 ot wggti Te ﬁb

| : m‘sssmm‘rrms -

A

- '{i\]th@tiab-;fﬁe foz:us 91’ tms refpmt series is up;g: the develo%ent P
Ve ‘management goals and- shjectives for each of the three /
.areas ads éss.;ﬂ soine note shoyld be made regarding cur perception of ;
Ahe prob lezs.. ﬁ%c&% generated thy need for thws ﬁm}eet and w!;ich this
rév’w% series }is demgzzed + addres&

4 , '”"/V

"\@*‘feﬁmmuaﬁmf‘un, ,Heither are the ;zrob?ems which exist in ,
systems, ~What may. be'a -problem in one court may not be in use 1n
__another; much lessa problem. One judge may have expértise ip caseFlow

" panhagedent but be poorly equipped _to deal with personnel, Hnile glerk 5
;;»my be a financial wizard, clerk B 4 /ad:foining Juri adiction who has -
~ troubte balancing the books may be \{;Vkading auﬁzﬁﬂty irr t’ﬁe s’:tafe on
~ court re%r 5 mamgemﬁnto : \

The amstence of o probkﬂfm 4’5 uﬁ%ﬂ/y a :;ecth ;aégmem and
often synptoms and causes.dre topfused, Morepver, ever where probiems
in different ;umsdlct‘/éns»-f are similar; their mp'i?ca*‘icms can be qui
different. ) To appreciate. ;tlraa“lm'fs mgai/ﬁcanz:e, ‘one nust unde;’”tand/

ffthe rationzle by J&ﬁ’r s identif ied and the pav*tmmar s
wh’lch have fgf,“ﬁ to atténtior)/z ‘ s Y A .
ﬂ( tr/s°a *'*”blem" A part%/gu’far Wat /p/mawed M iﬁe Jadge may/ =
the“court administrator. Whatmay ~ ° o .
adm':mstvatov as/aproblem may be fgnored by the judge, S
‘the cl&’r/k amd others, It pays to vemember, hasever, that the bailiff, -
pay‘fé officer, ele«lato/ T opgrater, ‘custodian, newspaper repnrteg ;faﬁm*, : ,
4(1rgr, spectatm-, and észen courthause Jeafer can have problems fop, or -
maF-themseives be peécof-fhe problen.” A11,"and more, are p ("t of zhe ., . -
tepurthouse scene” and ﬁ‘i‘i must_be consideved in-all plans for.change - .=
i, the court if the change is to wm‘k, Courts ave public, not-privite.,
- enterprise creaturgs, and the torality of the organization must not aﬁ‘iy ,
be rfacagnized but-also weighed unless a new pmﬂemfas i:a be. ccstéﬁvad( e
whiie. f»g?#g to smve a’ﬁﬁher. o , e i IR

‘ A comon mlst;enceptwn surrounding m’, pmb?em 'iS that 1t is unique., Ly
-The J@ <. and places may change but problems, like habits, have away of = 4
‘veappearing. If Judge Smith has pwh‘ims dealing with court_personnel a

“in Doeville, chances are he wil} have thoje same probiems in his court

~4n Reeville.  There has yet to be discovered a "model” court systems oy

any system for that matter, free of problems. Wor, inspite of claims

- to the contrary, has there been invented model methols 0 ’d’éa‘ﬁng with
~ court problems everywhere, While the instant work i devoﬂpd to only

three matters, financial, personnel, and records management, we are

swift to admit-that these are not the only areas in which problems o

have arisen- in the past or may arise 1n ’the Ffuture. .

Problems also vary. by degree and their-significance zmist Pﬁe 3&10” ,‘ep‘
by the context ip which they arise, For example, pecords management -
“probless in a large metropolitan court may be considerably more czs;m‘iex n

% . ) ‘»//;;7'




a gourt of femrc% or, even if it is,= ™

. no mc,erds are ke}ﬁ: and aobody deenis to care., / whe metro coort,, ho%ver,

- ?y ‘have more atcess to funds,/consultants, and experts, and mﬁve more’

" dyperience .in probTem solving/ than its rural counterpart, if-in

" there s such @ thing as & plral counterpart to a metropo)itss court, or

vice versg. On the other-jiand, the metro court may be sa mped with -
o fgy»tmd;y survival-probléms it ighores Targer pro oblems—and just moves

7 fronr crisis to crif‘is, while the rural court is spubred to solve its

- problems,. becayse of 1;65 glasv.r re?aﬁwnship it mﬁ; mamtai% mth the -

< dogat e?ectorate. : :

s ﬁan,y prﬁb‘tems /;ayd bebn 1deﬁ§::;£wd ;zzd sz,“udaeﬂ/m tma’l court
-/ - operattons. Wany of thise have been reedied sy’ceasful?y, many stﬂf;
" i = pepsist. .The experience of this project has been that those remedies /

which work wéll gerve the spﬁcxﬁ%c fieeds of the court involvedy those/

. sive to the péeds which should {i& aﬁér»ssed r are not taiwred to tbe
. Tocal envi mnment in whicp ;%eyﬂ are put to work, , =

w7 g l‘@ade‘ls, we. nmm fo;mé 4 tﬁemseives, won't workwtbou’t agnswerab}fz
. adaptation to the envwonmgnt in which they are used. There is no-oneé - /
77 salution. There is fio egsy. snlﬁtiﬁn, - Thera s np fast solytion. And .
3 -gven wherg 3 good solution is %md/ ]tmes no one can afford it,
- Although some say thaz models ‘an |
 models, when. transferred successfu nd-to create othermodels = ”/'
- ‘rather than réplicate themselves. wnvtnough & model can suggest a nupbér.
of management approaches, activities and ideas which may hold much-val ue
- for other court anvwonmenwf ‘the limitations of theiy trans’r‘e'/mtnaut
. some additignal lgtal adaptation is the result of the multitude of
. vamab‘ia& wfnc!; define ; ;xersonah’ty m" c&x triax coart, e

« R A Ta / or example, JUS”{ a few of tne yamabfes w?nu
. “i;he court's systemr state court‘ s@ruct »f/gta topy tonditionss rules
o - reguirements (or theiy absencz); sgur 85 _0F-g &dministrative a,uthomty,
A %pact of the legislative and d exe ca%?\fé branches on the Scope of the

fact &+ U

- -which provide no help, pr even mmfate new prgblems, are gene% ‘fy unres nri-

oyr expeniente has been thﬁ#;f -

‘Wmo defmmg i

. court's oparafmmﬁ and ,,;;me ods by which “they must be perfarmed,_ﬁ
© strength of Zhe highest Courts the role of the chief jastice. Depeding ~
upon_the varjﬁfy of/fm"ﬂat‘%ﬁf“ in which these factors interplay, tbem

ttons_ can ﬁavg are even mare ;?pmer%@ e / ,

e sy%em te work -- cooperation and commitment -- apd the difficulty of
SR Aﬁg})ﬁng what may seem to.be 2 working system tén mites away becomes a1l
7 ihe more fpparent. Despite a variety of managmem iMprovements which
“trial;, s;ﬁm‘t administFative judges and staff iudizated’ they would- Tike. f"‘
“institute 3 a survey conducted by our graaecz;’, a common obstacle )

fores

; /'/

in inst‘%mmng them. '

G

//' /‘ }g | 7 5 “A"
G e Bﬂpﬁyfﬁ& (B),

F different systems resuliing, and the implications, ﬁﬁ‘f&ﬁ -

}%f to ghese var“iab'ies the essent*ra’l prerequz%tes fnr any management

fm((u;y/( ¥ cited was the Tack' of cooperaﬁﬁ% and cornmitment wm«m/y/ y .
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ghange is the varjety of- rspegtives which exist. en ang,aspect,\iet 7

~sunﬁﬁfféu by our field investifation, stvangly bore.out the multitude Of
vwawpowntSron any of the feﬁiy areas addressed. For example, at least,

nineteen djfferent current personnel nanagemeg;@probTems were 1dent¥f1ed
by the 71 }esponding frial court administratize staff membews, and even

“theke problens cased in the respondent ‘Jurisdictions.  Of the' more .
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N :‘o“k‘j A“ 0r1g1na1 Apprbach  ff*f't¢ga ! i n,%; . .
E . When we began the project, our obJect1ve was %o deve]op P«escr1pt1ve
“Packages? which would provide a synthesis of the best management methods

- T and deCthe; now being used by trjal courts- throughout the country i /
< ¢ _managing each-of these areas. It was envisioned that these reports. vknﬁkt S
2 7 oo “be directed primarily at courts of high and moderate volume and wou'd RN /
B  contain a set of model: quidelines and suggestions to help administrative “m o
e Jjudges,-tourt admini stratorsy and clerks-of the court-to plan, implement, .= /

and eva]uate 1mﬁrcvements in their management pract%ces.

R - Our er1g1na1 ‘work p]an called for selection of approx1mate1y 30
trial -courts, representing a mix of sizes, structures and tocations,
whose current management techniques in at least one of the topic areas
. were &ither evaluated or reported as successful “ja_practice. Initial = <
s1te visits would bé made to these courts to assess the overall merit of
“the management systems studied to the Project's Packages. Jubsequent to c
these preliminary visits, approximately ten to twelve sites would. - ‘

I "‘“3;: be ,dent1f1ed for more 1ntens*ve study. . ““fa?

.
ooy
N
N

o Based upon th1s site: 1nvest1gat1on, it was ant1c1pateﬁ that each
"+ Package would provide a series of management models which could be
‘ 1mp1emented‘1n who1e or. in part in a suitable cnurt environment.

Bg; Early Work v g ' R

D : < Fi,

Our f:rxt four months: Qf effort were d1rected to carvy1ng out th1s

appnoach During that period, every|state court: adm1n1strator was "

~-contacted to provide: suggestions of, ﬁr1a1 courts in their respective ,

L ““~s%=\os which appeared to be handling these management functions 3uccessfu11y e

“y i Inaddition, we made- anhextansive survey of the literature in each area ~‘H

/.y " and’spoke with a number of court-weseéarchers and pract1t1oners to. discuss RN

- [/ L. = ‘the project, our approach, and our information needs. . During the third )

4 ‘and fourth month of the project, test site visTts were made to séven ‘ ;

1
[
|

- trial courts wh1chﬂhad been recommended and which represented a diversity
= of environments “in_which the study would be conductOd and the packages
wou1d be used. . : /

o

i
)//

2The Court Management Project was or1g1na11y launched under NILE S f
Prescriptive Package Program which was de51gned to synthe31ze the ’
_available knowledge en a particular crimiral justice issue or orogram . T
o . rand recommend model procedures which incorporate successful practices S
:ﬁm¢* ~ or>dealing with it. Farly in-theproject LERA asked that-we develop ; ;
T “\the ;“pb ts as™program mode?s rather than Prescriptive Packages, and, - -

: thu«x foc&»< rimarily.upon the process of pTannfng§ 1mp1ement1ng, and e .
improV?ag mun*qement activities in each area. . - '

- \\ N
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 ohe in full-group session and the other in sepavate subcommittess -=t0

TQQ meetfngs were also held with the proje tis Advisory Boa?d - ',/;ﬁ;;fas~’~

discuss the results of-these actiyities. During these-sessions, we
#1so discussed the implications of the-mew “program model" format which———__
had replaced the originalyppﬁﬁtgiﬁtive package design for the project. e

T

c. iéimiia%%ﬁﬁ§/igbarent in the'Original Approach =

Review of this initial phase of project work made it apparent that
a number of assumptions underlying the original prescriptive package
study approach for this project no longer appeared realistic. This
approach assumed that, in each -management area, a number of good manage-

:‘;*T*ﬁeﬁt“fécﬁaiques and systems were operating in trial courts which, if

" documented, could be the basis for a series of management models and

_managing the functions inyolved.
S H jo1ved.

provide the "best ways" for handling the functions involved. Indeed,
prescriptive package topics had generally dealt with programs or
functions in which it was well known that a number of gocd operational
examples existed, and the task of these projects had been to classify
and- document these operational types. The Court Management Project

 had been generated by a@&awafeness of problems -~ rather than of effective
" )

operational systems -- the designated areas and %he need.of court
administrative staff to have working resources to assist them in

" This critical feature|of the Court Management Project whick distin-

.guished it from other prescriptive package efforts had significant

Juplications on the feasibility -- and desirability -- of following our
original workplan and made it appareni through our early work that -
several of the major premises upon which this workplan had been based

o were open to serious question. @

O

First, our origina1‘appr0ach assumed a common,uﬁﬂefstanding among
court staffs regarding the scope of each of these management areas. This

common frame of reference we found sorely lacking. To many, for example,

"caseflow management? meant simply calendaring or information-system

activity. Similarly, when we raised the topic of "financial management", )

most practitioners asked us what we meant. In states with centralized .
personnel and funding systems, the initial response at the state level, !

1 at least, was generally that the trial courts had no involvement in

these management aveas and that the issue should more appropriately be |
studied at the state level, Although many agreed that trial courts had
responsibility for administering the day-to-day functions of these systems,
there was no consensus either at the state or local level on the trial
court’s role in managing these areas ov the range of activities which
management invo]ved§gr which our reports should address. Although good

&*w\managgment components~were noted in a number of trjal courts, this lack

“of a common frame of reference for these management functions tended to

promote a piecemeal approach to managing the responsibilities involved
and Snstituting needed improvements. To build models out of these "bits
and pieses” as one of our advisory board members phrased it, would only
inter the handling of these mandyement areas rather than . - o

further $p ther 1
encourage ‘the systematic, coerdinated effort which i; requived.” -

e




Secogd when we did find trial courts Which had made efforts to

improve relevant aspects of their management, the lack of common cr1ter1a,

} for effectiveness made our selection of sites for visit haphazard and

any subsequent basis for modeling unsupportable. Very 11tt1e evaluation
of trial court management activities had been reported, and we could

“find no common measures by which effectiveness was judged. In fact,

many of the trial courts which appeared to have good operating systems
in at least some areds addressed brought to our attention a number of
problems which concerned Tocal staff and which their "good" systems had
not remedied. The one frequent factor which we did note associated with
"effectiveness” was the use of technological support. Beyond this,.

we found no commonly-held indicators which were used to differentiate
effective systems from uneffective. :

Third, our oriéinal approach assumed that for each of the m&nagemeht
areas addressed by the project, the mature and scope of trial court

_activities was fairly uniform or could, at least, be classified along

staff.

fairly uniform 1ines. In the financial and personnel areas, particularly,

this was not the case. Apart from the distinctions resulting from state
structural differences, the variety among local trial court practice was
marked. In very few jurisdictions did we find a full range of relevant
management functions formally performed in any one area ~- either because
management needs had not arisen or the local structure of practice
1imited the court's management activity in these areas. To suggest
composite management models from the various functions which might be
performed would only exascerbate the management problems for trial court

Fourth, ‘we-assumed that when appropr1ate well-managed courts were
identified, the components of their 'systems could be formally documented.
In many of the courts we surveyed we-found that a number of management
functions performed effectively were handled informally. This finding
did not suggest that these managemént functions were-handled in an ad
hoc manner, but it did highlight the frequent use and effectiveness of
informai relationships -- rather than formal procedures -- to handle
management functions. Generally, this informal structure was a b

product of the pol1t1ca1 and- organizational structure of the local court ~

system, as well as the particular personality, background, experience,
and style of the manager(s) involved. While we could describe these
informal approaches to demonstrate how managers conduct themselves in a
varfety of management env1roﬂments, this description was no basis for
transferring what was, in effect, a management sty]e to other juris-

. dictions.

In sum, our test of the project workplan during the project's first
four months of operation made it apparent that there was no necessarily

- "best way" to handle any of the functicns invelved and that the most

important factor which distinguished effective systems from ineffective
ones was the overall management climate of the court. This management
climate -~ often difficult to document specifically = was generally
characterized by: (1) a common understanding of and commitment among
Jjudges and staff to the court's role in the community and the management



activities requived té~support that role; (2) a systematic approach to
planning, conducting, and menitoring these management functions; and S

{3} a set of formal and “informal internal and external working refationships

which provided flexibility, accountability, and cooperation. Within this -
climate, an effective management system-could be opersting well despite
theoretically -undesirable or outinoded techniques; without this climate,

even the most advanced systems which had been praised in other jurisdictions
could be failures. ' & o :

. Further, we found that the existence of a particular technique was
often secondary to -- or perhuaps the result of -~ this management climate
rather than the cause. Thus, what may have appedred to be an effective
technique was often successful because of the management environment in
which it operated. While thé Titerature had pointed to this finding in
the area of case assigmment systems, we found it true for many other
aspects of court administrative activities,

- This is not to say that there were not good imanagement principles
to be applied to these areas. However, we felt it would be a disservice
to potential users of .the project's reports to prescribe "the best ways"
to implement these management principles by documenting observed techniques
out of the context inw which they operated, and to suggest further that

. the quality of a court’s management could be dérived from these techniques.

While we observed many good techniques in operation during our initial
field study, we felt that the mere existence of an effective technique

‘was-an inadequate basis upon which to build management models. Fdr move

attention should be given to the management process jtself.
D. . Resulting Revisions in the Project Pian

"Based on the limitations apparent in the original project workplan,
we revised our-methodology to place the primary emphasis in each document
upon developing a framework into which the various management objectives,
functions, and system components in each area could fit. This framework,

© we felt, would remedy one of the basic problems we had encountered: the

lack of a common understanding of the management activities involved in = =
each of these areas. Further, it would promote the systematic planning
and management we felt essential and provideﬁa basis against which

. effectiveness could be measured,

| Each report wou]d”pfovide, therefore, the range of possible functions,

‘responsibilities, and management concerns a trial court manager;might
- _encounter and guidelines for assessing specific areds of authority and

activity within individual court systems. Primary attention would be
given to the management goals and objectives which management activities
in each area should serve, rather than upon administering specific -
components. A variety of site experiences would be incorporated into
each report to demonstrate the variety of alternatives a manader might
consider in achieving thesg objectives and the various approaches used

by trial courts to manage ﬁhese functions and overcome freguently encountered

problems. .

Y
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As the impossibility of developing workable model systems became
apparent, the need to take into account.the diversity of trial cou:t
environments and operating systems became all tha more important. A
“number of methods were used by the project staff to broaden the base of
site information gathered and to maximize the limited time and resources -
available to explore the critical planning, implementation, and monitoring
activities essential to developing a management capability in each of
the areas addressed :

Fxrst, a survey was made of trial court judges and admlnzstrat1ve

staffs under the auspices of the threé membership organizations serving:

on the project's Advisory Board: National Association for Court Administration
(NACA), Natiocnal Assogiation of Trial-Court Administrators (NATCA), and
+ the Conference. of Stalle Trial Judges. The purpose of the survey was to
determine member's management objectives in the areas of, the areas of
caseflow, financial, personnel and records management; Commonly encolntered
prob]ems, techniques for overcoming them and particular aspects of their
court's management which might be of interest to other jurisdictions.

Responses were received from 71 NATCA/NACA members and 75 trial court

Jjudges. -These responses were of greaﬁ value in pr0v1d1ng staff with an
understanding of the pract1t1oner s perspective on the issues addressed

by the project, pointing up problems which should be treated specifically -
in the reports, and identifying jurisdictions warranting further staff
investigation. A summary and analysis of the survey responses is’ 1nc1uded

in Appendwx A (B (2)).

Simu1taneous with the conduct of the mail survey,-an 1ntens1ve
telephone study was launched to discuss with court administrative staffs -
in numercus trial courts the scope of their management responsibilities,
the formc” and informal mechanisms and procedures used to handle them,

- problems encountered,. remedies attempted, and factors they felt accounted

- for management successes and failures. The courts telephoned were
selected on the basis of recommendations from state court officials,
information provided in the mail survey,. or staff knowledge of particular
management activities which might be of interest. In most cases, this
telephone survey was followed up by staff review of relevant materials
provided by the }ocal court and, in st'me cases, by subsequent sfte visit.

Based upon the information gathered dur1ng the telephone investi-
gat1ons and from the resporses to the organizational survey, 30 courts
were selected for site visit by the project staff on the basis of the
range of functions meriting further study and the variety of management
approaches and local management environments represented. The length of
the visits varied from 1-3 days, depending upon the extent of additional
inquiry, observation or documentation required. Although generally the
prior telephone study and material review made only one site visit
necessary, in a few instances, two and three site visits were made to
individual courts to explore specific aspects of system selection, .
implementation and monitoring, * ’ ¥

Although a site visit was essentia1 for providing us with a working
understanding of the specific process and procedures by which a management
system eperated, a major Timitation of the site visit was our inability
to explore some of the -longer-range considerations which went into the

"
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‘decision to adopt a specific management system, the priorities-that wer\
/set, and the trade-offs that were made, as well as the unique character &tics
of the particular court which made the system work. To remedy this o

/ deficiency in our site study plan, we launched a series of three "off-

; site" meetings to which we invited 3-5 administrators from courts of
varying sizes and structures. Two of these meetings were held to- dtféuss
common goals and objectives for caseflow and records management Systems,

the methods by which they were achieved and- the various problems evicountered.
The third meeting focused on the issue of establishing authority and
control in personnel and financial management dand thé various methods by
. 'which this authority and control were exercised. The invitees to these
meetings were selected because of their various management approaches,

the range of structures’and systems which were represented, and the
,part1cu1ar management problems W1th which they had dea?t.

Dur1ng these sessions, we-were able to address many of the prablems
L noted in the organizational survey responses which involved broad
, managerial and political considerations not eaiily addressed durlng site
vigits. These problems generally related to various aspects of developing
a management environment cehducive to improving court operations;
achieving judicial and staff cooperation and support; developing a good
~working relationship between the court and clerk, impiementing. an
‘ administrative structure in a rural setting where courts had tradition-
: * ally considered themselves autonomous;-convincing a funding body of
o . the merits of a proposed court budget, etc. Admittedly, not all of the
i attendees had direct experience in the range of issues discussed. These
| problems; however, raised a sufficient number of common issues to permit
a detailed discussion of how these problems had been.dealt with or why =~ .
they had-not occurred in the Jjurisdictions represented. This interchange
was critical in identifying the various environmental factors, both
1nterna\ to a court and inherent in the political structure of the
Jur1sdlc 1ons, which made one approach feasible for one court and tota]]y
1napprapr te for ancther. . L

In a11 a total of 40 tr1al courts in 20 states were. /Qﬁﬁjed by :
staff durwng the project period. Of these, 28 were studied by telephone
investigation; of which 14 were later represented in at least one
follow-up site visit and an additional 8 were also the subject of an
off-site meeting. Twelve additional trial courts and four State Admin-
istrative Offices were visited to study specific aspects of their ‘
managemestactivities. A list of these courts is included in Appendix
C. An additional 112 courts were represented in the survey responses. A
list of those courts is included in Appendix A (B (4))
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IV.Q/ORGANIZATION OF THE MANAGEMENT REéDRT SERIES

A. 0vera11 Framework

Ideally, we would have praférred to develop a set-of integrated handbocks,
‘each organized around a common set of topics and following a consistent :

~ pattern ¢f development. However, in view of the considerable differences

in the locus of authority and vesponsibility for managing these various

. areas of operation and ¢he implication of these differences on the

management process required, each report had to be @rgan1zeﬂ in a manger

that would reflect the nature of management activity involved.

There is, however, a common philosophy which underlies all of. the
reports and & number of common elements contained within them. The ,
basic premise of the report series -- the need for systematic management --
has been expressed in each of the reports by the development of a frame-
work of releyvant management principles, functions, and concerns which
bear on each topic area, This framework is intended to present the
" range of management goals and activities which the’ vafious pperational
components of a court must support and against which a court's operations
may be assessed, Suggestions for developing or improving management
capability in each of the areas are prcvided in/both discussions of

specific management activities and a series of ’assessment questions.

Since many of the suggested management goals may be in conflict, these
- assessment tools can aiso enable a court to determine management priorities
and weigh the trade-offs of pursuing one course of action over anotier,
Information on specific management activities of a variety of courts is
provided to suggest the range of alternatives managers might consider -

and to serve them as a resource for obtaining additicnal information.
Inless otherwise noted, all of the court activities cited in the reports
have been determined by the project staff as effective in achieving ‘the
management goals they were designed to serve. Whether or not they can
satisfy the management needs of other courts must be determined on the
basis’of the management goals and priorities which those courts have set
and by the range of structural and organizational factors which determine
the system in which they will wark. '

kY

Each report consists of two interrelated parts: text and examples.
The text provides the context in which these management activities
occur; the examples, generally provided in appendices, demonstrate their
specific application. | Togethﬂr, they are intended -to provide a frame of
reference for managers in developing their management program, Implementing
and monitoring the management processes described is a task which must
be performed by the individual court and must be geared to the local

needs, resources, and structure which that court serves. . '

1.+ Financial Management

) "The Financial Management functions of a tria? court are generally”
performed by a lgpse coalition of organizations or adencies, each of

* which has a considerable degree of autonomy. Many trial courts. fund

their operations through several separate budgets and sources; reflecting -
the management views of the agency or department 1nvo]ved‘ Much deference

// 12
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is also given to the executive branch for pérformance of key budget
management functions, such éngzég/;ztounting, disbribution. of revehues,
contracting and purchasing. —Fhes€ two factors, combined with the lack
of strong dispositiai gn the part of jlidges and court administrators

to exercise a full rarige of financial management responsibilities, has
resulted in very few functioning trial court Tinapcial management systgms.

~ To-provide a framework within which trial court $taff might determine
. the special areas-and points of financial.management responsibility
within their systems, the report is organized in three sections which
address the legal responsibilities which must be exercised; various
+financial management functions which must.be performed, and the trial
court's role in the budgetary process specifically. i

~"In the first chapter, nine possible sources of funds, (federal, state
and local) for trial court operations are discussed, atlong with additional

types of funds which a'court might collect, In addition to these legal
- aspects of a cburt's financial-managempent respofisibilities, different

~ types of informal Ypower relatipnships" between the three branche: are

E dascribed.

2N

=N There are jurisdictions where the budget for tr%a1~court§

¥ not subject to executive branch reduction, or is not even
submitted to the executive branch at all. Short of these rather -
unusual circumstances, there are varijous gradations in judicial

- budgetary independence, ranging from a more or less pro forma
executive and legislative branch-acceptance of a Tump sum court
budget all ‘the way to a total domination of tria? court budgeting

- by the other branches. - 0 o o

~ Apart from legal authority, the chapter discusses a number of other
factors which interplay to determine the posture of a trial court in
relation to the other branches -- the personal stature of the presiding -

~+judge, the credibility of the judiciary and the top administrators in. .
the court, and the relationship between court officials and the executive
or legislative branch officials with financial management authority..

and informal responsibilities and relationships, trial courf financial
management vedponsibilities must be performed. These responsibilities
center upon two basTo-money flows coming ipto the court: funds for -
coyrt operations and funﬁ%sggig&intoqthe court for distribution. Each
of these flows has unique charavteristics resulting from special Teqal
requirements that may be. imposed, types of funds being handled, and the
ultimate recipient of the funds involved.™A°description of.the elements
of each of these flows is provided, along witha discussion of the -
necessary supporting financial systems which must be-used
functions which must be performed. . T
-

Chapter Two 1ays out the elements of a trial court financial ~._

management system and presents a serjes of self-assessment questions.\*%§§§k

By answering each of these questions, the reader can determine the range
. of financial management functions being performed for a specific trial
court; whether some financial management functions are being omitted or .

13

- = MWithin this management'environment, characterized by both formal,;=”j

and the specific
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"~ control; and (4) cash accounting. © Within each of these ca
“seriés:ofAdiscrete management concerns and, functions s described, with

“into t

_.secure funds. K

being performed 1nromp1ete1¥, whethev some- financial management functions

* being peérformed by the executive branch should be piaced under court’
‘control; and whether some financial .anagement functions being performed
by the court could be expanded or beiter controlled. These elements are
" discussed within four broad categories: ~4{1}-genora] management and ‘

organizational considerations] (2) budgeting and QFSEEE*\\%s) e¥penditure
egories, a

note of its significance to the court's overall financial management
system. . Each of these discussions is fb1lowed by a series of assessment
questlons which can guide trial court staffs in examining the character-
istics. of their particular systems. - In all, 12§ questions are provided
for nineteen different aspects of financial management activities. The
questions are designed to be answered initially by gemeral staff knowledge.
Areas of possible additional inquiry aré also suggested which some

_ staffs may want to pursue.

The chapter concludes with suggestions on how to use this assessment

"~ process. Its pr1nc1pa1 purpose is to estabiish a broader sense of

responsib111ty for the performance of alT-financial funztions affecting

trial courts. “The assessment process requires several _stages. The

initial jdentification of which- functions the ¢ourt or a nn-court
agency performs will provide a foundation from which can be determined
current functions which need to be improved and needed functions which

are not performed An action plan can then be developed wh1ch ‘besides

Tisting needed improvements, will indicate (1) the nature of the dgf%ct,
(2) its affect on court operations; (3) whether more detailed anatysis

is needed; (4) what course of action should be taken; and {5} a list

f functions which should be considered for transfer from or to court
contre? and why. This initial assessment should be followed by on-
going monitoring. Normally, exception reports wiil be sufficient to
4dentify incipient problems. A sample of such a report is provided in
the Apgend1x These assessment and moni‘oring functions should be tied

e court's overall budgetary process, which shouid be a year-round

management 4£t1v1ty rather than a/nechanical or seasonal funct1on to

. Chapter Three tr&aﬁs the budgeting process spec1fically, including -
many of the maragement concerns expressed by court officials relating to
the practical px¢b1ems they encountered in the budgetary process. As a
foundation far df~cussing the trial court budget process, a number of
general pharacterrstics of the process- are noted.as to their significance
to thi court's management activities. For exampTe, the political and.

intérpersonal aspects of budgeting are of supreme importance. The prestige

~of a presiding judge and the friendly ongoing dialogue between a court

administrator and a county budget officer may sometimes -- though not ”j
always -- outweigh in importance the procedural and managerial aspects .\
of budgeting. Equally important, however, is the managerial process
that prozides internal contro1 and supports decisionmaki“g The budget
process: & ) ;

is a sfructured means, of obta1ning and a110cat1ng resources

and of managing an organization. Trial courts have not

-generally v1e7zd budgeting in this broad management sense and

i
i
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——Two tables are provided 1isting the specific budget procedures a court !

. A description of each of these-

oA

" ‘have seen budgeting as a routine compliance with externally.
.. imposed budyget procedures. --In short, trial courts have
‘seen 1ittle need to build upon the executive branch bydget -
for the achievement of managerial needs unigue_to the ;
judiciary...Yet, there is a need for a trial rt budgetary
process which deals with those aspects of budgeting which -~
are unique to the needs of the judicial branch and cannut P
he well served by the executive branch pregess. .. T

At Teast five areas of ‘budgeting may reguine/specia1$zed internal :
treatment by the court itself because oftiie significant policy decisions
which must be made which will affect the court's operation. Among these
areas are the setting of:priorities and policies for the formulation of
the court's budbﬂ%;idet°rmining the justification for the budget reguests;
and the deveTopment of the court*s overall financial strategy as to .
the resources it will need and the sources from which they can be obtained. :

sequential relationships ahu~s%aff\ro1es 1nv91ved.

must perform and the

% The organ1zat1onal and administrative variabies most affectwng:*h;s v
budget process are then- discussed ‘Esséntially, these consist of four
types: . (1) the degree of state funding; (2) the powers of the presiding e
,judges, (3) -the existence of a central budget office; and (4} the e
organizational structure of the court. = pet

‘The remainder of the chaprer is devoted to the fave prﬁncipg}f* SRR

' stages by which a court manages its budget: 1) deveiﬂﬁgggt of pudgetary. - ¢

guidelines; (2) review of budget submissions; (3) financi /,oiic ’

and strategy; (4) budgetary presentatinn-— unu‘(sf'budget 4 wonitoring.

stages is provided, with g/Ziscussion of

specific management issues which should be considered ‘management
~ technigues (performance measures, PPBS, ZBB, etc)) spie courts have found
“effective. Each section concludes’ with a final sepies of assessment questions

designed to help users of the report examine speg4/%c aspects of - their

jurisdiction's.activities and consider the poteﬁ;ﬁal gopfaca§411ty of

some of the suggested techn1ques described. N

Examples of each of these management aaproaches and theirrvarvaus .
_applications are contained in the Appendf

3
2.

Personnel Management ﬁ/g I

The—personnel of a tria} court are its most basic
“resource. The appiica ergggpel resources
to achieve the objestives of the court is—the— .

e .
S

primary purpose orfpersonne1 management. I e
The Personnel” Management Repnrt 1ncorporates the basic princ1p1es R
of public personnel ménagement which have been developed in the public . R
sector over the years and applies them to a trial court setting. The
_report is organized in three chapters to provide & management framework
- within which beth broad and specific. rial ceurt personnel management
issues can bg’ ana]yzed and handied, No.particular system 15 advocatéds; -
many organizational and-administrative issues and factors must be considered ;
in.light of the. rﬁTe they pIay in a Tocal 3ur% jction. What is advocated, 1

TEeL
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hc&ever, is that triaT'caurtsfaﬁsa fhese speci
as they relate to the local court involved and .

issues and factors
tablish a parsonaei

management policy that provides a workable manafement Tramework. Further,'

management guidelines shpuld be developed to gpvern the operation of the
system, so that personnel administration voutine does not become an end

in itself. Although no atfempt is made to prescribe discrete personnel -
procedures for replication, a number of "hypgthetical guideTines"” have
‘been. developed which may assist court staff %ﬂ emp\ ying genera?//gpzﬁnnei

. priaciples to a court environment. - ,a;;

res\gi the tw%// coﬂrt

" Chapter Osze discusses the specwal feat
d maiﬁt&ndﬁce of_a personnel

environment which bsar.en the development

system --—the Tocus of administrative authgrity and control, the internal, ﬁ'

organizational structure and the authority to manage basic organizatiana}
“functions. These issues are then discusskd-ds to their management ’
significance in Tight of the spec1a1 factors which- affect the managemeﬂt

of personnel 1n a tr1a1 court ,L,’-/ el - RS

/

“Some of tﬁe courts wh1ch nﬁ?? use/ th1s repart already have oapvating
. personne] systems. ' Qther courts undovbtedTy lack operational guidelines
or even a personnel structﬂre. The management needs~of these fourts are
substantially different,” The fb?iowymgﬁtwo chapters i1 the péport were

developed tQ«IﬁsnﬂndﬂtnAthnnn>*w*-uaﬁTCV§1fuaf1OﬂS. Chapteyr’ Two'assumes

—-=—"the existence of somg personnel system and deals w:th>57§tf“fmarovements

and the development of speciatized ?TgreﬂUres Chapter Three describes
the process for créat1ng a persann ystem where nong ﬂ&1sts.

ﬁhapter TWc, “Improv1nq Courﬁ Personne? Mavage t" pr¢v1des 8
series of assessment questions in/ organization, st§%fing, ﬁmployee ,
*performange,”and employeé relations by which curreit personnel managemen‘

3/),«“ authority can be identified and activities assessed. Guideiines are

3

ther suggested for/expinr;nq\tha‘pgéﬁcy ‘tonsiderations which govern
the administrative §tructura>oi§§9taur4fﬁé%scnne1 system: _authgrity .
siructure; defining employmers’ enure; Jjob—elas ifﬁcation, compensatlon
plans; hours and leave prp#is¥anss selection and promatf“n‘ iethads; -
grfevante procedures, g*t The need to relate all of these issues w‘fﬁ?n‘
a coherent job structdre is then discussed as to the :benefits which can
accrue, spec1f1c/»511cy considerations involved; reiat1onshxp to compen- -
sation scales; zfd Job-spec1f1c cons1derat1ons/xﬁ job class/ification and
compensation.” The remaining sections of the chaptggﬁageﬂuévoted to
aiscu331q9/the specific functions which shoulds a’perfnrmeé to assess:

exfst ‘personnel management practices and delermine areas for improvement. T

?rop/séd approaches are provided for reviewing compensation scales and -
Zluating current, classification of & variety of court staff and clerk

/ﬁnsit1ons‘ Basic ‘factors in estimating and’dncument1ng personnel needs are :
//' suggested,- alofig with/several approaches varieds courts have used.. A

number. of ‘performance criteria as well as certain management functions,
. -such as. ornentatiqnﬁand training, are suggested, which should be performed -
- to-maximize employees' performance. The final set of functions addressed.
by this chapter deal with the distinctive personnel problems which develop
. in a trial court environment. These relate to conditions of work; including
r;fggast¥axﬂts on employee behavior and employer prerogativesy public functions
" and possible 1iability that.can be incurred, as well as discipline, adverse
'~ actions, and grisvances. The chapter concludes with a discussion of two
apeciaT issues which bear on the full. raq,e of personnei managemént funct1on
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fhapt&f ‘%‘ﬁree, "Estabf%shmg a Judicial ﬁ%nch Personnel System/“ i

: is d&xgned/zo aid thosa trial courts which p’tan %0 develos 3 z:aa%( AR

;)ersonnel Aystem or-substantially vestructure an existing syst Ao

e section dssumes development of a velatively self-cortained aﬁ@%;é‘” nd/ﬁ

‘ judiciglbranch system, but aisc has utility for trial couPts which ;ﬁan
- B0 redly-on the executwp branch for some maje& asgects 9/( persan#ie’i

L ad,,;fn%strat’)‘en, T ‘ e

< ’ " The sectwn presents 2 generai impié%nta;n/w/ chronoiogy for deve]oping
< 4 a personnel system. The chronclogy is A‘g;miz,c{ in five phases. JThe &, o
; F/J ~ first phase, initial policy decisions; i g&és the decision to create a--—- .
=7 _ - personnel sysStem, a determinatiop ds to h L it will function in m%%oca?'
“ . system of government, and how it will. y}/g;ve‘!ﬁped Phdse Two, data gathering -~ -
and detailed policy proposals, requirgs documentatjon of existing empigyees oy
- o qualificeZier functions 91 analyzing policy issues. j%z%ﬁnsbij@
TS to-igeal government personnel systems, transitionperiodnéeded, etc.); -
= Pliase Three, detailed policy :;;Vmsion, ‘encompasses the court's response to
_—~"___-“the personnel issues placed Lefore it.o Nermally, this, respons/emﬂl be
" contaiged Trules of coupt but a pplicy Statement can also e adequate. - -~ |, -,
: Phase Four, implementatisen, ﬁea?s Aith thres basic asp,eats of ?mp]emenﬁng L R
> the court personne] rples:  the mer.hanics/of freaﬁng a-job  and pay structure; o~

developing an operai;mﬂ aﬁmmstrat)va?ﬁechamsm, and orientétion of system .7 o

-

i
participants, The Final Phase, atart-ug, ‘begins when the fourtt phase dis _ - . - 1
s _completed.- The <central feature of the start—up p%ase 15 ﬁght momtaring s
2 | and quick- resyrmse te prob‘lefms,; : . B

3, Aer;ards Managememt Y -

‘ \\h

#

aie Records Managemen{é Report is ées&gned to elafab?e trial cour'%s to
né‘JE]Wp a records management program which will mest the historical and

o

7 legad functions of court records as well as the vaﬁous max:;agement funcﬁon§ T
P to be pev*f@med in ‘hand] mﬁ,;p,éi“%éefc‘rr Tase fﬁ!‘%\ B e O

= ,/; T m ,;:_
. /;{,{/ -

. ﬂﬁm discusses the overall context in which records management =
e g pez;fgﬁed\ and, partig;u&av!y, the variety of materials which sonstitute-. -
- ° @ geErt "recprd”: “the gase file, microfilm, computer printouts, video ¢

: isplays, exd 1)!3%6 The need to manage these records during the
/, course of th P 1fe-cym1e" is therdescribed in the four'stages of 2
o~ record's Mifgspan: (1) m};éke and initiation, (2) maintenance, (3)-

5 use #ind distribution, and {4) disposition. Some of the distingtive
factors which should be cdasidered in deve'mpmg/@a court records program -
are described along with records manageament princwples in other sectors ;
winch ha\na %'eievance ta cou?ts. P ey . v
The wﬂamng sectwns of‘ the repov“t d scuss ‘the basic recards A
mairmames,fx by a ‘court, specific management actVTt1§S partmning to the
"*mamtenamce "of-cdsecfiles in particular, qidélines for assessing a3~ /
© court's (4‘ ecords managemefit progpram, and-planhing for mzprovgmenn Chapter
s Two prov des u scheme for.classifying court records and determining theit ,
retenti value.: A suggested 1ist of overall system goals and operating - -
/ObJe(Z‘tTVQS is paresem;ed4 foﬂowed by discassion of ean;h e%% pecifigf /

: //“”‘/
- T m
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m%gemnt componjnw ‘ﬁﬁfCh make up a tma'f court recnrds mnagemerft o
~dystem. The £irst four sets of thase components pertain to the m:twiﬁes

" relatéd to each stage of the recOrds 1ife-cycle. - The fifth sep of - e

co ents relates to the maintenance of the recards.:/ System 34 a whole . 7 ,

‘includes legal guidelines; equipment; supplies’and techmology; = L

mf‘omatmn sygtﬁm applicaimns, and management,/and sta"f skitls. . T

R (,h@fmer Three fu%%e% upen the cnnsﬁ@%atmns of- space, eqmpme/t

‘_ agé/ﬁie composition; as well as the vepious polisies-and procedures’ wmcb
“should go <into xezéwe‘r‘ﬁfsﬁ'ﬁtenance and sfanagement.. Basic policy };.%esﬁons, :
-sych as whether to separaté active from inactive case files, along with ,
' ¥é?¥ ‘practical considéra*%n,;, such as file format, numberivg systems, ets.,
. are considered. A vfrzety of ¥5saes relating to file romposition-ands =< = . -
" format zte discussed, including paper size, folder déSign and use of calor N
~ , cﬁ&ing Considerations relating to space utilization are also-ewplored, |
T K] ﬁaﬁ*ﬁsmaﬂy as s_they relatecto equipment selection, file station 1[ tion ik

: “ and staff argamzata}ﬁ. T%e principal management issues relating fo eaaéy ’
of these topics are discussed, as are common probhm tha* may oceur wi fo

el 2 maég:oumg of. 7ctwn Vi, another-. : LT
A Ehaptor Four provmns detaﬂed gmde‘imes fof’asxesswgva _tz;wa’l
- our/t records management system. and pTannmg for- improvemant, - %\"“”ﬁ”ﬁé“““*:??; R Dt
phased planning and implementation process is eat}’fned followed by a £ e s
g - gseries' of "speci{ic assessment steps-which may be used to identify the *~ LT
o7 - palative strengﬁbs dnd weaknesses of particular court record systems.” ~ -

<~ Specific attention is given to the conduct of a records inventory, anab'*
..." of-forms design and usage, documenting the paperflow process, assess%ﬂg IR

~equipment and supply needs, dé&terfnvining zppropriate retention -and - dxspasztwn

‘schedules, and the possible apphcatwns of mcrofﬂmmg A number of :

specific evaluative questions are. provided in the text, supported by
- additional dogumentamon in the Apyandices. Graphics have been mj;erspersw
throughout t/fe dﬁcument ta ﬂ‘lusrra*de many of the management cpxzcepts d‘isc }:ssed
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o The reports are organ1zed on the basis ef subaect forﬂeasa of’use,
not to suggest strict segregat1nn ©of areas without. 1atéréépendence.‘ .
'~ There are no standard solutions in the reports, but. ideas and suggestivns

are presented which must be evaluated in- l?ght -of the conditions ex1ut1ngA‘

o .~ in a particular court. Hopefu?]y, theje tac1ty of the materwals w111
e be iﬁe1r strongest féature¢~ : ,

R e S ==

As adm1rahle ~as f$§ecavp%natr6n for perfect1on r@y be, fIaw]essnegs
no mere exists jp.systems of justice than anywhere-else. The judge, -
administrater and clerk (like the butcher, baker, and candléstick mker)
-are f21iible-humans. Egotism. pride, cunning; gnq/harshness, all théﬁe

_and more.are presentdin every: human, - d1ffé?1n§-0n1y jn<dintensity. .These
same features may make a problem for one/géfsong or one couri but he]p
sclve a nroblem*rﬁr ‘anather, . =

e T "n”*— e

=i O S s T

?ha ccurt is not i gampo§lte/of ‘individuals wonk»ng in 1soTat1on§

nor is it a composite of 1n;z¢én@ght funct1ons. The a agtivity.of each
- person and each group affects thé whole.: This 1nt§rdependence must be

© 7 ....considered when EStHb]«éﬁ;ﬁg gaars “and’ @wa%ﬁﬁ,ﬂﬁgixhe 1mp11cat1ons of

= ¢

W

L %

. Nﬁ‘n d1scussxng change ;n~tbe tr1a1,;ourt, 1t is° best‘to ta1k in-

, R terms ofi goals, what one’ wants 1o accomp]ish, rather than. problems:  This
- has.two %mmeﬂlate ahVantages, First, a narrow interpretation pf‘the

i Lo grnb?em is pvoided, Second, the Tikelihood of bestowing blam@é on parti--

““cular. individugls s Timited, thereby 1ncreaspng the chances of coopevat1on

and succesg.g &

E2 NN !
o . \\

4£y51uat1ng a;goa] shouidwbe done in term{
cﬁinﬁerralated management areas affected What .
~ haye orj finance, personnel, records, caseflow) etc.? This process will
~ . bring more aspects of the change to 1ight and ‘nrevent a narrow, -1imiting
< 1nterpretat1on of the situation. .Having cnnsrde?éd mus#~9f “the” aspects,
et : th%b;ra:srtlnﬂ w1]1 be easier and more order]y. ;

impact will the change

'f,/

|- ‘Take, for exann1e, 'Vthange 1h1ch at f1rst glange appears 51mp1e o

R B imp]ement. “To. determ1ne the simplicity, the ranige of implications which

S ~this "simpie’ thange w111 have on the*tota] operat1ons of the court should
be ant161gated . , A A &7 :

1 ©

e S rew)of the questions in the d1fferent areas thﬁt shauld be ; L
| PR ;addressed are: B : L ‘
g E}nance:( How much will it ‘cost?” "J’~"¢/<

Where can the money nn:obtazned7 .
W111 there be: ccnt1nu1ng or 1nc1néntal costs?

v

Pergshnel: Who w111 Be affected? )
- ; " . Wi1l-it be necessary to hire add1t1ona1 personnel?
Will it be-necessary to termvnate/ref?awn/reassrgn exzsting
pers%nnel’

4 L f How:w111 the posat1on be affected in the job c1ass rfcation?

= 57
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What records w1}1 be generated by the change?

-Records:
i " Who will keep the vecords and where?
E .Will the change cause duplication or obsolescence of a11 or
part of other records or:forms7 | \
“ Caseflow:  Will the change mandat e ﬁelet1on add1t1on, or rearrange-
- * ment of steps in the process?
| EXAWPLET o

Y

‘ The payro11 for employees in the court system will be computer1zed
with cpecks being issued at the state Tevel. \

F1nanc1a1 sons1derat1ons'

The cost of computer t1me, a computer operator and programme%) supp]ies,
If computer time is rented, access to the computer

etc. must be budgeted.
is a factor to be considered; if purchased, maintenance costs are a
factor,” Money Tor additional staff at the state level will have to be
a]]ocated, as well as money for their equipment, offices, supplies, etc.

Personnel considerat1ons

Issuing checks at the state level will eliminate the need to maintain a
bank account and disburse funds locally. It will still remain necessary
for someone to keep personnel records at the Tocal Tevel and transmit
information about hirings, terminations, salary changes, leaves without -
pay, and similar data to the state. A portron of the local job will be
‘eTiminated, but the need for the person remains, {

‘At the state level it will be necessary to hire staff to develop
personne1 guidelines and recordkeeping forms* maintain the information,
and review local actions for compliance. Orientation to the new forms
and procedures will be essent1a1 ‘

Records considerationss L
Information must be supplied in a un1form manner to facilitate computer-
ization. The diverse tocal recordkeeping procedures must be standardized.
Records should be maintained at the state and-local level. The computer-
- ized information could be useful. for purposes other than producing

~.paychecks. If statewide budght1ng is in effect, the.data will be valuab]e
to-the financial officer. Planning requirements nutside the budget area
'might be fu1f1lT€dvh¥~PQ¥rD]] data in certain forms. Usefnlness to

other agencies is another factor. - A1l of the forego1ng needs - mlght be

met by payro;‘\éa;a with only minor mod1f1cat1ons, if any. R

To avpid be1ng trapped in a mire of details surrounding ach1eveme1t
. of a goal, it is essential to KEEP YOUR EYE ON THE SQUIRREL. Contwnua1]y}
" the questions should be asked; what de we want to accomplish? What was
. .. the original purpose? Then each step to be taken, each change being
.- contemplated, can be evaluated as to necess1ty and des1rab111ty in
' atta1n1ng the result.
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Thorough evaluation is the key to success. Evaluation of a goal_
does not have to result in taking stéps to attain the goal to make the™
effort successful, If, after study, the determination is made that the s
goal is unrealistic or undesirable, the attempt is nonetheless successful. T
Time, money, morale, and future undertakings.might well have been saved N
by a;oidance of a rash start. A better course of action might have been
found. S . ‘




ﬂ VI. MATTERS DESERVING FURTHER INVESTIGATION

it

The purpose of this project has beer to provide a framework:for
understanding the context in which these management functions are per- -
formed and for assessing, in general terms, relevant activities of 3

individual courts and ways in which these activities might be improved.r4/d~

This report series is, therefore, designed to lay a fouwdation/
for detailed investigation into the specific components and activities
necessary to support each of these management areas. This foundation
should by no measg§#§gcgnsidered an exhaustive freatment of/these topics.

it is only a begxnﬁ?ﬁg::&ag@; e e *“{

Upon this base, a considerable range of spec1a11zed research needs
to be done. While system models may not be effectively transferred
in toto, elements of these systems may have much transfer potential.

‘HopeTully, each of the management components described in this report
“series will be analyzed in terms of the objectives which should be

achieved and the variety of approaches trial courts have used to achieve
them. This task involves both documentations of actual procedures and
evaluation of these systems to determine both immediate effectiveness
and system-wide impact. .

There are many questions which need to be asked and many sources
from which the answers must be obtained. What is the formal cour:

- structure in the jurisdiction using this system? What are the informal

pattern of relationships within the court and with outsise agencies?
Why was this particular system selected over another? How was it
introduced? How was it implemented? How does it work on paper? How
does it work in operation? @gg/does it work? Or, Why did it fail?
What 1mmed1até problems did 1t solve? What preblems did it create?

For some questions, answers will be readily available. For others,

they will be more d1ff1cu1t. In many cases, answers may be contradictory.
Nevertheless, much more rigorous analysis of potential models must be
made before an endorsement of one ‘approach vs. another can be offered,

In addition to the need t@ Took at specific components of each of
these management areas, a number of both general and specific issues
warrant _investigation. In terms of general issues, two will be noted
here. First, the concept of a unified court system is extremely compliex.
Our limited investigation in the area made it apparent that the process
by which a unified court system was implemented and the management
concerns of the trial courts represented were as varied as the states
invelved. Certainly, no easy descr1pt1on can be offered on any
management function performed in a unified.court system and much
further work is needed to understand the management impact of court
unification on the trial court in particular and the variety of
unanticipated problems that many kave encountered.

Another issue deserving study 1nv01ves the development of standards

and policies governing court operations, the process by which they are
cormunicated and the degree of compliance they receive. Much attention
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has been given to this issue as it related to speedy trial provisions

but investigation should be broadened inte all aspects of court operations.
Very frequently, we found that research information indicated that

state policies (statutes, rules, caselaw) existed on particular aspects:

of court procedures. Yet local staff were often unaware of these
provisions or indicated that they had great difficulty in obtaining

them. The formal statement of policy by no meansﬁpeant that it was

general knowledge or that it was regularly comp11é’\°1th

A number of specific issues we have addressed also deserve spee1a1~-
ized treatment. Although no attempt is made at this point to catalogue
all of these issues, one in particular -- training -- was noted -
frequently in the survey responses {See Appendix A) ip connection with
each of the topics surveyed. Both judges and administrative staff
frequently expressed the desire for tra1n1ng resources axd opportunities,
both, in terms of day-to-day procedures and in regard to deve!oplng a

: capd/111ty for managing their courts. The need for training opportunities

was also borne out by our field investigations in which we found the
presence or absence of training programs critical to the success or
failure of new management systems

Many other matters deserving further inquiry can be 1dentif1ed
from the suriey responses, from the discussion of court literature
(Appendix B) and from examitiation of each of the reports. Some will
be more relevant than others, depending upon the needs and resources.
of the various jurisdictions in which these reports will be used.
Regardless of the topics pursued, two caveats are offered: the need
to recognize the unique features of the court system studied, and the
importance of an interchange of ideas and experiences among them.

A}
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APPENDIX A

COMMENTS BY TRIAL COURT JUDGES AND ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF
ON THE MANAGEMENT AREAS ADDRESSED ‘BY THE PROJECT

_A. " General Information kvai]ab]e
B. Responses to Project Sﬁ%vey. H
1. Background B
2, Responses.

a. Caseflow Mandgemént
b.  Records Management
‘¢c. -Financial Management
d. Personge] ﬁgﬁagement

Observations |

Survey Respondent§

G
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: positions less than two years; 70% less than five years.

~ APPENDIX A

© COMMENTS. BY TRIAL COURT JUDGES AND ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF
© ON THE MANAGEMENT AREAS ADDRESSED BY THE PROJECT

a

A. General Information AvéiTable ’

Despite the variety of writing on court management issues, véry
little contribution to this literature has been made by court managers
themselves. Most of the court management writerz are researchers or
consultants, some of whom have worked in the court system at one time.

‘Most, however, are not presently involved in the day-to-day operations

of a trial court and the day-to-day problems encountered.

“While the national court‘organizatiohs publish periodic newsletters D
and journals, they do not purport to cover systematically the range of
problems and concerns which the trial couri manager confrorts, the .

;innovations introduced, the obstacles encountered, or tiy successes

achieved. Even if trial court managers' views and experiences regarding
court management were elicited regularly, the diversity oF backgrounds
and experiences among these practitioners and the environments and
functions associated with their positions suggest that the range of
perspectives and comments received weuld be considerable. o

~ The responses of 200 trfal court administrators to the Natiomal
Manpower Survey amply bear out this diversity. In educational back- ,
ground, trial.court administrators ranged between high school education
(12%), some college (25%),\college degree (22%), master's degree (12%),
and law degree (29%). One-fourth of these respondents h?d been initheir
Rrior exper-
ience was divided about equally between c¢lerical positions in the
court or other local governmentzoffice and business or public admin-
istrative management positions.© As to their position responsibilities, ’

- their responses suggest that there is no’ong area of responsibility

which all trial court’administiators share.” The two management activities

.most frequently shared appeared to be statistical management (shzred by

78% of the respondents) and calendar management (shared by 76%).% In
terms of areas of desired training, techniques for caseflow management
were identified by 90% of the respondents and assistance with records
management by 80%. Other areas of training needs were personnel manage-

-ment (68%);° program planning and evaluation (67%); and budget and fiscal

management and computer applications (each 61%).

/

1Nationa’l Mahgnwer Survey, "Educational Attaihment of COurtTAdministrators
by Level and Type of Court Served and by Presence of Professional Staff",

< p. 1-383,

21bid, p. 1-382-4.

31bid, p. 38.

v

%1bid, p. 38. ©
SIbid., p. 387.
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The Nationa] Manpower Survey c]assified trial court administrator .
responses’ in two groups: those from administrators without staff and
those who had staff. Although beyond the scope of the Manpower Survey,
many other variables might be identified bearing on the management
orientations and perceptions of those court administrators surveyed, as
well as the caurt clerks and judges who are also 1nvo1ved in the trial
court management process. , Ty

B. Respoqsesuto Project Survey

1. ackground

To gain some perspective on the management objectives, prob]ems and
experiences of trial court management staffs in the areas of financial,
‘personnel and records management, a survey was mailed to members of thé

- Conference of State Trial Judges, National Association for Court Adminis-
tration (NACA) and th1ona1 Association of Trial Court Administraters - -
(NATCA) by the Project's Advisory Board representatives from these
organizations. The survey quest1ons are 11sted w1th the response analysis
1n Append1x A (B 2).

The survey was designed principally to e11c1t the perceptions of
the potential users of the Court Management Projrct Report Series on the
operational difficuities of managing each of'fﬁe areas addressed. To

‘minimize the burden ¢of responding and to b@ of maximum value to the
project, the survey Form was brief, with most questions open-ended.
Specific information on caseload and staff size was sought only“for its
possible bearing on response analysis, with full recogn1t10n that the
inter-jurisdictional variations used in defining and measuring these
statistics would make comparisons on these bases unreliable. The
statistical analysis which follows was based on responses received
from trial court judges and staff. Althougit responses received from
individuals not working at the trial court level are excluded from

. this statistical analysis, they were reviewed and included in the
~total responses sent to the organization's Advisory Board representative.

These responses will also be made available to other trial court

‘ projects in the hope that they can provide insight to those staffs
. and facilitate an information exchange among trial courts.

" A total of 161 responses were received, 151* of which were from
trial court staffs or judgés representing 125 trial courts in 42 states,
the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. The trial court responses
represent the f0110w1ng distribution of court sizes by number of judges:

T Respondents = Size of Court by Number of Judges
;,f : A B C. D
i PR | | 1-5 6-15__ 16-30__Over 30
}; . oubeEs - | 37 21 7
!  PRATCA/NACA ~ 27 0 10 4
/ o

S atistical analysis was based on-the 151 responses r?ceived
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° judges, staff cooperation, particularly. judicial commitment, was cite

‘ The analysis of these responses was conducted from ‘two perspectives:

staff and judoes' on tnese issues.

\\

the range of responses to each question ‘and the specific responses s
given; and the deyree of commonality or divergence among management i

i - &

2. Resgonses |
gf Casefiow Management

R xtwhat asnects of casef?ow operations in your court mtght be of

1nte;est £0 pther Jur1sd1ct1ons considering 1mprovement in this
area: )

Both judges and administrative staff pomntéd most frequently to -
aspects of case scheduling, screening and monitoring in their court ‘ . Sy
which might be of interest to others. Judges more frequently -
noted scheduling and calendaring systems; administrative staff more
frequently pointed to screening/tracking and monitoring activities. .
Within discussions of scheduling and calendaring techniques, focus was
primarily upon specific calendaring systems, with satisfaction being
expressed with a variety of different and contrasting techniques. Very
few of the aspects noted addressed the common problems which respondents ;

~experienced 1n ‘managing caseflow (see C below)

B.(1)What do you see as the goals of your caseflow manggementtprocess?

Most respondents listed.at 1east two goals for their casef]ow

Jnanagement process. Both Judges and administrative staff agreed that a..

speedy trial was-the system's most 1mportant goal. The:majority of \i
respondents in each group talked of minimizing delay generally, with
approximately 20% discussing this goal as to compliance with specific :
time requirements. /’art from this area of consensus, responses of each - -
group reflected som. <ifference in orientation. Administrative staff ° '
pointed more often to efficient management and maximum prodyctivity as
contrasted with the judges who more frequently Jisted fairress of the 7/ )
disposition process and quality of court service to the public. Both =~ .7 -
groups cited the redustion of backlog as a goal of their casefiow managemeg S :
process infrequently despite the heavy stress recent literature°and o

research has given to this- issue. . 7

B. (2)Nhat procedures do you feel contribute to achfeving the gaa1s
of your caseflow management process? /D

Although 83% of the judges and 89% of admin1strat1ve staffs 1dentif1ed &
at least ohe goal for their caseflow management process, 43% of the 7
judges and 33% of the administrative staff listed no cperational procedures e
which supported these goals. For those respondents who did indicate N
supporting procedures, administrative staff (20%) noted information e
system reports and internal monitoring through pre-trial conferences, ///f'
controls over continuances and other procedures. Of the responding

A

" most frequent]y with internal monitoring and judicval exercise of

controls also noted as important, ) . 7
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C. What have been the mpst frequent1g encountered problems regarding
.. the accomplishment of these goals:

Lack of cooperation and insufficient resources were the most
frequently cited problems which both judges and administrative staffs
encountered. The apparent consensus on this question is tempered by the
considerable diversity of opinion of the two groups on the source of their
problems in these two areas. Most of the judges citing lack of cooperation

4n managing caseflow attributed it to attorneys. Most administrative

staff experiencing problems in this area attributed it to judges and staff.

- Both groups also noted insufficient resources as a probliem in managing

caseflow and agreed that the most s1gn1f1cant effect of this resource
shortage resulted from their courts' 1nab111ty to plan and monitor the
casef1ew process.

Among the other problems experienced, the respond1ng Jjudges- cited
maintenance of their schedules, primarily because of contihuance requests
or last-minute settlements. .In contrast, administrative staff more
frequently 1dent1f1ed inadequate internal management procedures.

B. If resources were no prdblem what improvements would you make in
your: casef1ow process?

In only one‘area -~ resource support--- did the desired improve-

- ments noted on the responses to this question relate to the problems i

identified in the previous question. Of the 47% of responding judges

~citing additional resource support as a desired improvement to their

caseflow management process, 22% pointed to the need for additional
staff in administrative as well as quasi-judicial positions.

.Of the judges, an additional 11% cited creation of more judgeships... Of

the administrative staff expressing the desire for additional resource
support, 14% pointed to additional administrative staff, and 10% focused
on additional equipment. Only 6% suggested quas1-3ud1c1a1 pos1t1ons,
and only 3% noted added judgeships.

In contrast to the Tow frequency with which prob]ems in management
had been noted in the previous question, 43% of tho judges and 59% of
administrative staffs cited a var1ety of desired improvements in this
area. Judges listed more screening, improved management information
systems, and better case scheduling and assignment. Administrative
staff saw improved management information systems as a primary area of
improvement, with better case scheduling and assignment procedures secondary.

‘Improved screen1ng was c1ted by only 6% of responding adm1n1strat1ve

staff. §

While the lack of cooperation of attorneys, other'égencies and -
court staff had been a major problem identified earlier, only 2% of the
respond1ng Judges and 3% of responding administrative staff cited
desired improvenents in this area. Similarly, the lack of the colrt's

. control over many of the proplems associated with casef]ew management

was an issue underlying many of the comments on lack/ of cooperation in
question C above. Few administrative staff and no judges identified
desired improvements in this area. .
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COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT -
ORGANIZATIONAL SURVEY
Response Summaby
I. CASEFLOM

Question C: What have been the most freguentﬁx encountered grob1ems regarding the accomglishment of these objectives?
Respondents: Judg

?5 Respondents TYPE OF COURT*
RESPONSES . - ) A B C D TOTAL
1. Insufficient Resources . :
a. Lack of runds =2 1 1 4
‘ ) ; (5.26%)
b. Inadequate Facilities 1 2 PR | 4
, : - (5.26%)
¢. Lack of Judgas_. .. 3 1 ¥ 5
' (6.58%)
d. Lack of Attorneys ] 1
e. Insufficient Staff touP1§n/Mon1tur L2 3 2 3 .- 10
_ | ; } (13.16%)
TOTAL - 9 i 5 4 23 -
wo iy {30.26%)
2. Lack of Cooperation R
a. Of Attorneys ' N7 6 ° 2 26
‘ (32, 90%)
b. Of Witnesses/Defendants 1 2 (
< _ 3. 95 )
c. Of Other Agencies ' ' A ] ‘
N N (1. 32%)
d. Of Staff and Judges B ) 1 1 2 q
5 (5.26%)
TOTAL 18 % 9 4 2 33
v k ” (a3.42%)
3. Internal Procedural/Mngmt Problems £N '
a. Pre~-Trial Procedures S
b. Poor Filing Systems A\
¢. Case Scheduling Procedurss i , )
d. Lack of Planning N X 1 2
| (2, 63%)
e. Distribution of Workload i B Z
o : ) : (Z. 63%)
f. Transcript Delays 1 ] ’
o : ) - (1.32%)
TOTAL ' 1 3 , 1 5
P _ {6.58%)
4. Maintaining Schedule ‘
a. With Attorneys ‘ 1 o
: i {1.32%)
b. Last Minute Settlements 5 T T T
: ' : {9, 21%)'
c. Frequent Continuances 3 2 2 R .
; - . - {10. 53%)
TOTAL g 3 3 1 i 16
o M , (2].05%)
5. External Factgrs y K .
. H#igh Case Volume/Com 1ex - :
g Tume/Comp \/ty . a. 3 %)
b. Change of Venue 2
, i {2. 63%)
e _—SvFeagmentation of Management/ 3 é 1
= Authority/Control ) v (7.90%)
TOTAL ‘ 3 ‘ 4 1 1 9
- : (11.84:.')
) 6. No Response ) 5 4 = 3
R (15 79%)
*  Percentages are based on 76 Judges respondents. The total of percentages will exceed 100% because sSome

pot ) respondents suggested multiple problems.
" A'=1-5Judges; B = 6-15 Judges; C = 16-30 Judges; D = Over 30 Judges




T ' COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT ,
\\ _ ‘ ORGANIZATIONAL SURVEY
R o Response_Summary
D CASEFLOW
Question C: What have been the most frequently encountered gmlﬂems reqarding the accomplishment of these objectives?
Respondents: NATCA/HACA Members
n Respondents S ) ) TYPE OF COURT*
RESPONSES A B D : TOTAL
1. Insuffic'lent Resources :
ack of tunds 3 3 6
_ -~ (8.45%)
b. Inadequate Facilities 3 2 5
. {7.04%)
c. Lack of Judges T 3 1
{7.04%) .
d. Lack of Attorneys 1 2 1 [
: ) {5.63%) .
e. Insufficient Staff to Plan/Monitor [ 4 2 10
2 (14.09%})
TOTAL 12 14 3 1 Kii] ’
2. Lack of Cooperation ‘
- a. ttorneys- 3. 3 3 g .
{12.68%)
b. Of Witnesses/Defendants ;
c. Of Other Agencies 1 1 - 1 3
(4.23%)
d. Of Staff and Judges B\ [} 4 1 18
F (25.35%)
TOTAL 9 12 8 1 30
- (42.25%)
3. Internal Procedural/Management
Problems A CAagelent ,
a. Pre-Trial Procedures . 2 2
{2.82%)
b. Poor Filing Systems 1 )]
_ {1.81%)
¢. Case Scheduling Procedures 3 1 ] q
{5.63%)
‘ d. Lack of Planning 1. 1 2
4 . ' ) (2.82%)
e. Distribution of Workload ‘ ) R g T
. v (1.41%)
5 f. Transcript Delays . > -
TOTAL g T 1 1 10
; | ! (14.09%)
4. Maintaining Schedule b
a. With Attorney:
b. Last Minute Jettlements 1 2 o1 ( 45 %’
: / L i ) . 5.63 z
¢. Frequent Coy/dnuances - 2 1 1 3 7 ‘
= (9.86%)
TOT > 3 3 2 : 3. n
% ' L ; (15, 49%)
5. External Fa tors ; ,
s—mrtw?f‘wr. ; ume/Complexity 1 B 1 3
. - _ £4,23%)
b. Change .of Venue ;
1 c. Fragmentation of Management/ 2 a , ' 6 )
o ; Authority/Control G (8,45%) -
' ' TOTAL o -2 5 1 1 9
; ‘ ' , (12.68%)
6. Mo Response , 6 4 1T 1
. {15.49%)
® Percentages are based.on 71 NATCA/NACA respondents. The total of percentages will exceed 100% because Some
respondents suggesied multiple probliems. ‘
= 1~5 Judges; B = 6-15 Judges; C = 16-30 Judges. D = Over 30 Judges
' 3% '
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COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT

~ ORGANIZATIONAL SURVEY

Response Sunmary
CASEFLOM

Question Dt If rescurces Werg no pro blem, what improvements would you make in_your caseflow management process?
Respondents: Judges

N = 76 Respondents -

TYPE DFCCGURT*

RESPONSES A TOTAL
1. HAeguire Additional Resources :
a. More Equipment 2 2
: 2'.53%
b. More Facilities 2 2 R i (2,63)
Cl 90%)
¢. More Manpower 17 B
e : (36 84%)
1)  Research/Parajudicial/Quasi-Jdud. 4 1 2
, " (9: 21%)
.2}  Administrative B 4 (i)
: - {13.16%)
3) Prosecutors/Public Dafenders 1 1 : 2
‘ ) (2. 63%J_
4) ° Judges 4 3 1
(10 SS%L
5) Court Reporters R T
(1 32%)
TOTAL 21 10 4 1
) (47 37%)
2. Improve Management/Monitorin )
a. Wore §creen%ng 3 ] 5 . 1 14
(18.42%}
b. Better Information Systems 2 5 1
: . {14.47%)
c. Better Case Schedyling/Assignment 1 3 2 2 8
: (10.53%)
TOTAL [ 13 10 4 33
: 4 (43.42%)
3. . Clarify Procedures
a. ciarify Court Goals 1 111’2%
b. Develop/Publish Ct. Procedures I
<. Change Rules/Stututes
4. Improve Pre-Trial Procedures 3 3
- (3.95%)
5., Establish More Court Control
6. Reduce Jury $ize 1 1 ’
7. Improve Cooperation 741.322)___“3:
a. Of Judges . : 1 . It 1
’ ' : (1.32%)
b. Of Attorneys 1 k) B
I {1.32%)
1 1
. TOTAL ,(2.2 63%)
8. Provide More Services to Public
. 9. Provide Judicial Training ¢
. n't ¥Know 3 3
10. Don't K (3.95%)
1. None -1 — 7
— : {9.21%)
12. No Response [} 3 4 13
3 {17.11%)
»

Percentages ave based on 76 Judges respondents. The total of percentages will exceed 100% because some

respandents suggested multiple improvemsnts.
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A = 1-5 Judges; B =78-15 Judges; C = 16-30 Judges; b = Oyer 30 Judges‘ ’
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COURT MANAGEMENT. PROJECT
* ORGANIZATIONAL SURVEY

o Response Summary

i 1. CASEFLOW

Question D: ‘If resources were nmp_roblexh, what 'Imrogements would you make "B your caseﬂow management process?
Respondents: NATCA/NACA Members

N = 71 Respondents ‘§< . " TYPE OF. COURT*
RESPONSES . A B R D TOTAL
1. Acquire Additional Resojrres '
a. More Equipment
b. More Facilities . o 3 3 - g 1 7
N , ‘ , (9.86%}
c. More Manpower , 8 3 3 i TS
: ) (26.76%)
1) Research/Parajudicial/Quasi-jud. 1 2 1 q
) /Paraj Q J ) (5.632)
2) Administrative "6 3 1 10
- ~ {14.09%)
- 3) Prosecutors/Public Defenders 1 1 1 3
) (4.23%)
4) Judges ) ‘ 3 2
{2.82%)
§) Court Reporters 1 T
o (1.41%)
v TOTAL 11 n 3. T 26
K : _ {36.62%)
2. Improve Management/Monitoring . g .
a. More Screening 1 2 . 1 (5 63%)
b. Better Information Systems 13 171 T2 1 ‘
; v (3& 03%)
¢. Better Case Scheduling/Assignment 2 8 3
‘ w . . , (13 31%)
TOTAL 16 21 ° ‘ 5 2 "
(61.97%)
3. (Clarif Procedures
. CTariTy Court Goals
" b. Develop/Publish Ct. Procedures 1 I
: . (1.41%)
c. Change Rules/Statutes. 2 1 3
: . o (4.23%)
TOTAL 3 v 4 :
; v (5.63%)
4, Improve Pre-Trial Procedures 1 1
Amprove ) (1.413)
"5, Establish More Court Control : 3 4 . 2 1 10
L : {14.09%)
6, Reduce Jury Size )
q S
7. Improve Coopuratisn : .
a. Uf Judges B I A e | e 2
] 7 (2.82%)
b. Of Attorneys ) ! 1 1
(1.41%)
TOTAL . 1T .2 3
) . | (4.23%)
8., Provide More Services to Public ! 1 1
J (1.41%)
9. Provide Judicial Training N 1 1
VLot . oo (1.41%)
0. Don‘t Know _ _
1. None 1 ) )
aone , o ! (25%21)
12. No_Response ' 3 o4 1 8
» . . (H 274%)

% Percentages are based on 71 NATCA/NACA respondents. The tota] of percentages will exceed 100% because some
respondents suggested muitiple improvements. -

A = 1-5 Judges; B = 6-15 Judges; C = 16-30 Judges; D = Over 30 Judges
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E. What would vou see as the most significant probigms ycu would face
Jn _instituting these improvements: o

Twenty-three percent of administrative staff saw no obstacles to
improvement, assuming financial resources were no problem. ;. In contrast,
only 4% of responding judges shared this optimism. Thirty-seven percent
of the judges felt inadequate resources would continue to be a probiem
in maintaining system improvements, and an additional 8% pointed to
resource shortages in manpower, facilities, and training opportunities
necessary to implement the system. These anticipated problems were also
shared by responding administrative staff, ‘

Both groups (35% of the judges and 37% of administrative staff)
felt that lack of cooperation would also continue to be a significant
problem. Nine percent in each group also pointed to the requisite approval
of state agencies (both court and legislative) as a significant obstacle
to improving caseflow management in their local trial courts.

b. Records Management

A. Are there any aspects of your records management system which might
“s. be of interest to other trial courts? .

“In addition to a relatively high no response rate to this question,

a sign?§ipant number of respondents specifically answered "none" (35%

of the judges, 20% of administrative staffs). Of those who did note
aspects of their systems which might be a potential interest to other
jurisdictions, the most frequently cited activities involved the use of
equipment or other resokrces. Within this category, judges most frequently:
pointed to computerizatisn; administrative staff referred to computerization
and microfilming primamiﬁy. A less frequently noted aspect of records
management involved the handling of various components of the records
managenent process. A total of 14% of the responding judges and 11% of
administrative staff described improvements in docket book entries and
maintenance, indexing systems, and other aspects of their systems. _
Developments relating to retention and destruction palicies were also

?itﬁd by administrative staff (11%) and, less- frequently, by judges

(32).

'B. What problems have you encountered in the area of records management?

Although responses from both groups to the previous question suggested
a considerable dissatisfaction with existing records management in the
respondents® courts, this dissatisfication was not reflected in a large
number of problems noted. Forty percent of responding judges did not
respond to this question; 17% indicated "none", and an additional 5%
responded that their problems were "too many to-list". " Responding
administrative staffs addressed the question more fully. Only 21% did
not respond; 10% indicated "none" and the remainder noted specific
problem areas. i) .

Among the problems noted by judges, the lack of standard procedures
for information entry and waintenance was by far the greatest problem

A
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Question E: Wkhat wo
Respondents: Judges

N = 76 Respondents

RESPONSES

————a——a——

T. None

2. Lack of Resources
a. Manpower

b. Funds

c. Facilities T
d. Time

e. Training Opportunities

TOTAL
3. Lack of Coo erat1enJ
a. E;torney

b. Judge
c. Staff (Including Union)

)

d. Public Support
TOTAL
4. Management Problems
a. Kgm?nistrative Burdens
b. Lack of Standardized Informatio

¢. lLack of Adequate Information
TOTAL

5. Reguired State Approvals
) Ifgbis1at¥ve7§upreme Court/A0C)

6. Maintaining Quality

7. No _Response -

COURT {MANAGEMENT PROJECT

ORGANIZATIONAL SURVEY

Responsa Summary
1. CASEFLOH

TYPE OFCCOURT*
|

A TOTAL
2 T3
(3.95%)
1 b 1
(1.32%)
T TS 3 3 ,
N (36.84%)
) 1 L
(6.58%)
1 1 &
L (1.32%)
16 12 3 4 '35
(46.05%)
5 1 2 3 n
. (14,47%)
S T 3 2 )
‘ {13.16%)
i ) 7 i 1
: (6.58%
(1.32%)
10 4 7 6 27
& (35.53%)
1 1
©(1.32%)
T T
(1.32%)
2 7
(2.63%)
1 3 2 1 7
. (9.212) -
15 3 4 22
. (28.95%)

*  Pevcentages are based on 76 Judge respondents. The total of percentages will exceed 100% because some
resgondents suggested multiple problems in instituting improvements. :

A = 1-5 Judges; B =6-15 Judges; C = 16-30 Judges; D = Over 30 Judges

S )
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= s e " COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT (S e
| ORGANIZATIONAL SURVEY, A o

N - Response Summary
1. CASEHJJ“

Q.xestion E' What would you see as the most s gnificant groblems you would face in instituting these 1@. nVements?
Q. Respondents' NA}'CA/‘HACA Members ’

i g
2

. =71 Respondents : TYPE OF COURT* . /'/
@ RESPONSES e A B_ C D .~ TOTAL
1. None 3’ 9 ' 3 1 A4 ~ 16
‘ . i e 122,543)
2. % : .
o 2 ) 5. 7
© L , -{9,86%)
) " IR IR & L . T 2
’ - : _ (38. 63%)‘:
c. Fad(ﬂities PR T -
_ - {5. 63%)
d. Time . 2 )
_{2. 82%)
e.. Training Opportunities "
TOTAL ‘ 14 21 4 1 40
: - : (56.34%)
3. k_of ' :
a. Attorney 1 4 1 6
e i (8.45%)
b. dudge . : 3 9 3 T 16
_ {22.54%)
c. Staff {inciuding Union) - T2 , 2 . 1 ™5
' . = p N (7-04%)
d. Public Support - ;
TOTAL 6. 15 3 3 27
. b . {38.03%)
4. Mahagement Problems ‘ ‘ o
' a. Administrative Burdens .
b. Lack of Standardized Informatior M 1
(‘l 41%)
- ¢+ Lack of Adequate Infc-mation v ) )
_ ‘ , {2. 32%)
TOTAL *“ 2 x 1
: _ i ‘ : (4.23%)
§. Required State Approva]s 2 1 = 2 1 6
gis‘lative/Supreme Court/A0C) (8.45%)
6. Maintaining Quality - v 1 i
¢ ‘ . = (1.41%)
7. No_Response 3 | 1 ‘ 5
; - ~ (7.08%)
*  Percentages are based on 71 NATCA/NACA respondents, The total of percentages will exceed 100% because some

respondents sugggsted muTtiple problems in instituting improvements. o
= 1-5 Judges; B = 6-15 Judges; C = 16-30 Judges; D = Over 30 Judges
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. ¥7 Percentages are based on 76 Judge respondents. The total of percentages will exceed 1

|

. | COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT
ORGANIZATIONAL SURVEY

”Resgonse Summary
"~ 11. RECORDS

ST N TR LHITT LT TO URUT uo

Question A: Are there anx aspects ‘of your records mahagement system whi ch miqht be of intevect 4o othev—teis? sourte?

Respondents:z Judges L

N = 76 Respondents TYPE OF COURT*
e. .

SPONSES | A TOTAL
1. Management Activities ]
B ata kntry ] . :
b. Case File Control ‘ - “ , 3 ( 39 .
: . 3.95 2‘- ;
¢+ ‘Information Reports o g o 1 1 h
5 (1.32%)
d. Forms Revision= B
e. Purging Program ' T
f. Filing Procedures ] ’ v iR
. . ) (1.323)
g. Inventory Control
TOTAL ' 1 3 ik 5
’ " n {6.58%)
2. System Components , - -
* . . Docket EooEs?Entries 2 1. 3 6
. : {7.90%)
b. Indexing System 1 1 ?
> . ) {2.63%)
c. Notice System B 1 1
{1.32%)
d. Procedures for Maving Case Files i 1 1 R
To/From Archives . {1.32%)
e. Exhibit Disposa]s . 1 : 1
; (1.32%)
f. Methods for Hand'l'ing Third Pav\ty 1 T
Payments (1.32%)
- ToTAL : 4 5 Y3 12
) : - f % : {(15.79%)
3. S stem Requirements R R
ﬁetent%n?ﬁ&struction Schedules . 1 £y 1 2 :
. ! ! {2.63%) "
b Nodifications to Conform with Recent
“"Court Consolidation - : e .
T
- OTAL 1 v R Zexn)
4. Usé of E%uig%\gntgkesources ]
crotiim 2 ”
“ f G, 95%)
b. Computerizat'lop . : 3 ; 4 3 3
s ; (17 H%)\,
' ¢. Filing Equ1pmnt/Arrangement
d. Space Reduction 3\
: T g
e. Security/Access o . 1 AN 1.
S 5 (1.32%)
TOTAL . L) 6 4 3 17
i ) : {22.37%)
5. KNone : ' 16 6 1. 3 26
. (34.21%)
6. No Response N 12 . 7 5 24
) {31.58%)

respondents suggested multiple aspects of interest. - T
A=1s8 Judges. B = 6-15 Judges; C = 16-30 Judges./D/ Over 30 Judges
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E ' ‘COURT HAMAGENENT PROJECT

;o ‘ 7 Response_Summary , » . ‘
e - II.  RECORDS

/,

~ Question A: Are there any aspects of your records management system which mght be of interest to other trial caurts?
. Respondents NATCA/NACA Members

— ‘ = 7] Respondéﬂts N TYPE OF COURT* ‘
ESPONSET::r e - __A _B . C B TOTAL

S

T 2]

1. Management Activities ‘“:"'\\:Q;~:T$;q/\::€ B
:‘ - . ata ntry =% 1 A e r i?%;::;::::"“i:?t [ — E@
| b, Case File Controf L \:\‘ ' 6 . —r—— i
¢. Information Reports ‘ o , T 1
_ o : - 7 ‘ (1. 41%)
~d. Forms Revision : =2
) . ; ' (2. 82%)
ey Purging Program A . 4 %)
f. Filing Procedures . 1 Z (4 3%)”" i
.g. Inventory Control : ' - : 1 ' ‘ ” a 41%)
' TOTAL v 5 ; T
s o : \(12.68%)
2. System Components :
r @, Docket BooEs?Entr‘ie; . . . 1 5 4 (750“) i ,
b, Indexing System A 1. i - : 1 (4.323%) N
o c. Notice System ' .
‘ d. Proceduras for Movin’ét Case Files o T 1 S 1. S
_ To/From Archives . , i {1.41%)
e. Exhibit Disposals i o 1 ) i ]41%)
f..Metheds for Handling Third. Party " g — T— .
= Payments » ) , : -
7
TﬂTAL 3 6 1 “ 10 7
: : 4 . (14.09%) /-
3. System Re uirements . - : :
a. Hetention/Destruction Schedu]es D R - -2 i 3 . (9 Bﬁ })
» . Modificationg to Conform with Recent 1] T _
=== Court Consolidation - - e ’ (l 4]%)
TOTAL 3 ' 2 o3 : » o .
e : : { TJ 31%) ?
4. Use of Equipment/Resources 1 S S ‘
. Microfilming . i 2 5 . 3 2 1
! : L : i (19 31;1
b. Computerization 2 . ] [} E 2 /
: 3 i as, 317:)
c. Filing Equipment/Arrangement T ¥ 2 N 23%)
d. Space Reduction 1 - ey fm “']41';) I
e.. Security/Access ; e
‘ TOTAL ) - 6 S 12 g8 .1 4 0 i P
o : ‘ o : 142.25%) =
5, Ko B 8 I 1 & 14
hone, v ' _— | . ‘ . (19.721)
6. MNo Response v o 9 | 9 2 S 20
“‘" ;n i 5y (28%*) Jl
*  Percentages are based on 7 NATCAINACA respondents. - The tota'l of Dercentaqes will exceed 100% because somﬁ S
respondents suggested multiple aspects of interest. -

A= 1-5 Judges; B = 6-15 ﬁudges, = 16-30 Judges; D = Over 30 Judqes

)
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,', idehtified Among ‘the, _speeific probiem§ described were t1me Tonstming

" the two areas of records management in which they would institute improve-

 manual indexing and fi?ing systems, ‘the lack of széndard procedures for:
information entry, and the absence of system monitoring and evaluation.
In contrast, only 8% of responding administrative staffs identified -
~problems in this area. Far more-attention was given by them (35%) to
lack of resources, primarily poor physical fawilities. In contrast,
only 6% of the responding judges pointed to problems in this area.

Among other problems Tess frequently noted were the lack of court
control, technical and equipment problems, and problems with obtaining
information and records. The problem of security which received mention
during field studies received very Tittle attention by administrative
sfaff (3%) and no meat;on by Jjudges. o

C. If resources were no problem what 1mprovements would you make in
your records management process? ‘

Both judges and court administraters were in agreement regarding -
mentss ‘technology and procedures, but the relative -importance of these

two areas differed for each of the groups. For judges, 38% would apply
technology;. 27% of whom would automate more functions, and the remaining

11% would ut?igze various forms of microfilming. For administrative

staffs, a substantially higher percentage (57% would apply technology,
splitting almost’ evenly between automating more functions and utilizing
-microfilming processes. .Twenty-two percent of the judges cited a variety

of improvements which were geared to creating more simplified and

uniform procedures and producing more complete and available 1nformat10n

In contrast, only 10% of responding administrative staffs suggested
improvements in this area, and the majority of these related to the ,
development of retention and de§truct1on schedules. - . , i

D. . What would you see as the most sggpif1cant probiems you wou]d face
in. inst1tut1ng these 1mprovements

, Both groups c1ted lack of respurces and. cooﬁ;rat1on as the. two

‘most significant obstacles to records system jmprovements. Again, the
relative importance of these two areas and the specific problems anticipa
differed for the two groups. - For judges, 36% cited lack of . xesources,
while 57% of responding administraxive staff anticipated probIems in

this area.  For both groups, the resource obstacles were" p“aggr(Ly
financial, As to lack of cooperatior; 25% of the—judges anticipated—-.
-probTems while only 15% of administrative staff shared this concern. Of
the responding judges citing potential problems of cooparation, two-

‘thirds antjcipated the lack of cooperation of local staff and approx- . P
mately one=third anticipated problems with attorneys. While responding B
administrative staff reflecteéd a similar percentage conicerned over the s

- cooperation of local staff and attorneys, one-third also pointed to an
_anti¢ipated lack of ‘cooperation on the part of tha Jjudges.

“Anorg the problems which were not frequently anticipated were those
1nv01ving statutcry changes and—the: exercise of ciurt control
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! Q_UURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT . \\
L . “ . “'"Response Summary .
N : “_11." RECORDS o R
Question B; What grobjems hgve zou/éncnuntered n the arey of records managemen t? ’\ o
Respondentst, Judges - o -
\\!!b = 76 Respondents - ' S 5 ' TYPE 0]: COURT* - .
Ramnsss S, : A B l - e STOTAL
nadeguate Procedurds/Systoms e 1.. = SR , i .
a. Lack of Standard Procedures for: : N T - . | ==t ) 1.
-~ Informution Entry/Filing - : gL _ 2 {9 zm :
:b. Time Lonsuming Manual Indexing/ DI o T A T T 8
Filing Systems : ' (m 532)
& T Lack of Destruction Schedules A ] 1
d. Lack of Monitoring/Evaluation - T zr T
*OTOTAL - ' C ] SNt AR SR S | -
A . T { (31 5850 -
P Prob‘lems in_Obtainin Infu/Records ! S R v -
“ . 4. Errors in Information Entries 1 AN B 1
] ' {1,328
b, De]ay in Information Entry . 1 ) |
- ' " - o . (1.32%) .
c. Obtaining Records From Other , z
-Courts/Agencies/Court Reporters _ ‘ . i ,
d. Retrieving/Locating Records i ] RS 1. 2
. ; . . I Ao (2.63%)
 TOTAL 3 1 4
' : : A 15.26%)
3. Lack of Resourdes K . ; -
. Poor Pﬁysicasl Facﬂities : i e 1
i : (]:32%)
b. Lack of Technica! Resources : T - L 1 -2
. : - 1?,,53‘!)
c. Lack of Staff/Funds ) ‘ i 1 2 . L
. ' : : : \{\63%) '
TOTAL : ) 2 2 1
_ ‘ ~ — (6. ssx)
4. Technical/Equipment Prmﬂem ‘
» a. InaccuratefGutdated Coznputerization r ot .3 X 1 (76‘90{),» 47
b. Technical Problems W/EGuipment A 1 ‘ , * T
. , - : (1 3__2%)
TOTAL o 1 3 ] 2 1 "
S ' ' _ , (9,21'1)
__ 5. High Volume of Paperwork - °
6. Security f
7. Reluctance to Change 3 1 4
y N P N . (5.26%)
. 8, Lack of Court Control ) : 3 2 v 1 (26
9, Too Many to List... -~ Y 3 1 ; L3 |
: TN Yy / {5,263%)
10, -fighg \ : 9 i T % 1 K]
! B ; . ‘ (17.11%)
11. - No Response : 15 9 . 2 4 . 30
L . : - (39.48%)
* 7 Percentages are based on 76 Judge Respondents. The total of percentages witl exceed 1002 because some
respondents suggested multiple probliems encountered. ° e . . i
A = 1-5 Judges; B = 6-15 Judgess C = 16-30 Judges; D = Over 30 audge:z o . ’ N |
g / #
5 i “ g
= 4 |
) Q
[
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B © COURT mm% #%'?ﬁéézg;— ,
B2 . i R B w . IS e
- ' IT. RECORDS e /
Question B: WW&&W? L
Respnndents* HATCA/NACA Members _ ) =
« N = 71 Respondents B T TYPE OF COURT* ’ , o=
RESPONSES ™ S B D TOTAL
}. Inadaquate chedures[Systems// T e p | R
a: Lack of Standar P;lmnfures \\for, : 1 I i 1 ///,, 3
. Information Encey/Fiting .~ ek . 1% {22350} .
b% Loastming Manual Indexiﬁg/ ~ T 4. F I e I
ny Systems \ L BT N . — (2.82%) .. i
e 4% Lack of Destruction Scbeduies S e on = EEE A 7 "'"'"
d,. Lack of Monit.r%ﬁgi‘ivﬂuation “ 1 ] — T Sl =
T : = : ‘ . : {1. tm:)
) TOTAL - = 2 2 ] - ,
7 . : : (8.451) )
. problems in Obtaining Info/Records s ' . " !
© .3 Errors In Information entries I St 1/ ;
: ) j (Zﬁﬂ)
b, Delay in Information Entry - b : =
& Obtaining Records From Dther ' 1 1 N 2
.Courts/Agencies/Court Reporters ; ; ) {2.82%)
d. Retrieving/iLocating Records T T P 3
s {4.23%)
TOTAL R | 3 F4 1 i 7
. . . . . u ! - ! (9.851)
53 Lack of Resgurces - I ’ , | Cem e
. Poor Physfcaﬁ"aci'lities o 5 g L L LA
' . i ; (za.’gm
" by Lack of Technical Resources_ PR { :
¢. Lack of Staff/Funds ‘ T T N R st 321_..
; ‘ U A S 1;2!?4;)
- TOTAL 3 12 = b z
, P : ol I (35,214] -
4, Technica][Eguiant Problems , ‘ 1
naccurate/Outdate COnputeriza‘Hon o2 : 1, 3
’ L L (4.23%)
‘ b. Technical Problems W/Equipment ° | ) 2 1 . ‘ 4 =
§ ment ’ i | ci (5.63%)
TOTAL. .  — T 1 T “T e
; v g oo {sEeky
5. High Volume:of Paperwork LS 3 LE 3 -
. . ) o 3 . 5 f&.za"
‘6. Security o : ' 2 e T2
- , i (2.82%)
7. Reluctance to Change \ 3 e 1 6
. ) . - u . i (e.m—_‘- L
B. Lack of Court Control e 2. Frra =g LI
. . - A » . : {7,04%)
9. Too Many to List | - ‘ o
10, Hone - 1 Tz 3 S R 7
. b ) — - il S mn i {4 Rﬂll
11. Mo Respanse ' 6 8 A . 15
o ‘ i ' (21.13%)
*  Percentages are based on 71 NATCA/NACA respondents. The total of percentages Will exceed 100% because some
respondents suggested muitiple problems ericountered.
A = 1-8 Judges; B = 6-15 Judges; € = 16-3)) Judges; D = Oven 30 audges
i e
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/ﬁnuestion ]

Respondents: Judges .

Q

P ]

- -gOURT HANAGEMEHT panasgx N
/

N = 76 Respondemts™ . .

. aSponse Summary
o 13 O

RECORDS.

TYee oFécounr*

BESPONSES T I D
J,_,‘ sy TeChRDL
= iutomate ﬁgre Functions - 010 3
3 A " =
b. Use Microfilm (Includfng Updatqb?e .3 z" T T
Microfiche) S
TOTAL )] 2. L} L]
. “ {36.842) |
2. Incredse Resdurces . i K\ .
a. Mora-Staff ,‘,‘ \ .
e b, Acquive Re ortin F111n Equi nt B 1 R \\\\\ ’
cql pe g/ g Equipme ! ¢ : ﬁ\\az%)
0C. ggre Spgce (For Files and Dead Q T i
orage ( 1 32 ) T
. TOTAL T 1
: - - . (2. 63%)
3. Im rove Procedures: ; y == P
. Improvad Indexing System 1 = 1
| e , ¢ - {1.32%) s
b. Simplified and Uniform:Procedures Z 5 7 ( : \ j
- 10.53% i
¢. Katention/Destruction Program T 1 ( 2 ") ;
P 2.63% {
d. More Complete/Available Info. —7 5 T—" j
- ‘ : : (6 58%) ]
TOTAL 6 ) 2 q d
t21 05%) I
4. Centralize, Caurt Contro] o 2 /2
P i (2.63%)
- 5. Cenduct Systematic EvaIuat‘ion[PIanning 1 1 2 4
. (71.26%) 4
6. Achieve Better Use[Training of - 8 2 3 10 -
- ersonne . ' (13.16%)
7. Don't Know 7 1 1 .
: _ (1. 327;)
~ 8. None N 6 o1 : Y
) (9 21%) ’
9. No Response 10 f 2. 4 -7
. : > ] l. "1 (28.95%)
* Percentages are based on 76 Judge Respondents. The total of percentages will exceed 100% because some o
respondents suggested multiple mprovements. ) .
A = 1+5 Judges; B = 6-15 Jdudges; C = 16 30 Judges, D = Over 30 Judges -
‘ 5 l
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Question C:

COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT

ORGANTZATIONAL  SURVEY

Response Summary

II.

Respondents: NATCA/NACA Members
N = 71 Respondents
ESPONSES
1. Apply Technology
2. Automate More Functions
b. Use Microfilm (Incladlng Updatable

" Microfiche)
TOTAL

2. Increase Resources
a. More Staff

b. Acquire Reporting/Filing Equipme»t. . [

¢. More Space (For Files and Dead
_Starage)
T

3. Improve Procedures :
a. Improved Index1ng System

b. Simplitied and Uniform Procedures

Aﬁ. Retentior/Destruction Program

d. More Complete/Available Info.
TOTAL

4, Centralize Court Control

5. Conduct Systematic Evaluation/Planning

6. Achieve Better Use/Training of
Personnhel

7. Don't Know

8. None

——

9. No Response

*  Percentages are based on 71 NATCA/NACA

RECORDS .

TYPE OF COURT*
€

If_resources were no problem, what improvements wou1d you make 1n your records management process?

G g

(O

3 TOTAL
3 8 6 21
(29 58%)
7 10 2
(26 76 )
10 19 [}
(§. 34 )
1 .
(1. 41%)
2 1 ;
- (a. 23%)
5 T.
(e 45%)
5 2.
(14.09%)
1 1
{1.41%)
T 2 3
{4.23%)
1 1 2 : 3
’ £5.63%)
3 3 2 8
(11.27%)
2 2 4 |
{5.63%) ¢
1 1 2
(2.82%)
] 1 i
{1.41%)
1 1
{1.41%)
y 1 1
{1.41%)
7 4 3 17
1 ‘ (23.94%)
Respdndent§. The total of percentages will exceed 100% because some

- respondents suggested multipie improvements.

A = 1-5 Judges; B = 6-15 Judges:

= 16~30 Judges;

D = Over 30 Judges
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COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT

OkﬁﬁgllATIONAL SURVEY

Response Summary
RECORDS

1I.

Respondents: Judges

N = 76 Respondents

RESPANSES

1.

3.

4,

- 6.

P, i

b. Of Local Staff

c. Of Attorneyg/

d. Of State AOC
TOTAL

Coordinating with Other Agencies
Re Bata Eo1%ect¥on Procedures

Statutory Requirements

Lack of Court Control

System Implemsntation/Monitoring

Resources
a. Computer

b. Space
c. Money
TOTAL

Staff Training 9pportunities

None

P

No_Response . .

[

Percentagés are based on 7

Z‘Judge Respondents .
‘respondents suggested multiple problems,

A = 1-5 Judges; B = 6-15 Judges;

TYPE OFCCOURT*

Question D: Hhat would you see as the most significant problems you would face in instituting these improvements?

A D TOTAL
1 1 1 3
15 25%)
z ] z )
- £13 163)
3 ? T ®
(7.90%)
6 4 5 4 15
(19.74%)
1 ; 1
” ‘ (1.32%) ..
1 6 1 . 8
i (10.53%)
1 ] 2.
(2.63%)
1 2 3
{3.95%)
3 3
172 A ? 3 pL)
(31.58%)
15 7 ? 3 )
(35.53%)
1 L2 3
] , (3.95%)
3 3
' (2.952%)
13 3 3 5 24
(31.58%)

= 16-30 Judges;

D=

The total of percentages will

Over 20 Judges
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exceed 100% because some
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COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT

ORGANIZATIONAL SURVEY

II.

Response Summary
RECORDS.

Question D: What would vou see as the most significant prob1ems you would face i institu ting these improvenents?
Respondents NATCA/NACA Members

1.

2.

7.

9'

N = 71 Respondents

RESPONSES

e,

b. Of Local Staff

¢ Of Attofneys

d. OfvState AoC
TOTAL

Coordinating with Other Agencies
Re Data a Coliection Procedures

Statutory Requivements

Lack of Court COntrol

System Imglementation *Monitoring

Resources
omputer

b, Space
c. Money
TOTAL

Staff Training Opportunities

None 9

No_Response

Percentages are based on 71 NATCA/NACA Respondents .
respondents suggested multiple problems.

# = 1-5 Judges; B = 6-15 Judges; C =

A

TYPE OF COURT*

A c, TOTAL
1 1 2 . 3
5 {5.63%)
3 2 5
(7.04%)
T
(1.41%)
1 .t 2
; (2.82%)
5 3 7 T2
(16.90%
2 2
(2. B2%)
3 3 6
(8.45%)
1 2 -3
{4.23%)
1 1 1 3
/ {4.23%)
1 y ‘ 1
(1‘41%\
3 z
, (7. 04%)
g T7 7 K1)
(37.892)
T2 20 7 10
_ {56.34%)
2 3 3 8
. (11.27%)
1 1 1 3
_ (4.23%)
6 6 1 15
(21.13%)

16-30 Judges;

The total of percentages will exceed 100% because some

D = Over 30 Judges

50




c. F1nanc1a1 Management

I, System Objectives

A series of possible objectives for a trial court financial manage-
ment program, similar to those for personnel management, was sent to
survey rec1p1ents with the request that they indicate their relative
priority in the management of their respective courts. Only 14% of the
Judges and 24% of administrative staff indicated that all of the objectives
were presently held in their courts. The most frequently held objectives
shared by both judges and administrative staff were Number 10: to
insure accurate and honest handling of monies collected by courts and
- Number 4: to control expenditures. The groups differed on the third most
frequently noted objective. Judges cited Number 1: to obtain more -
funds; administrative staff noted Number 5: to insure that goods and
services are purchased at the best price. C

The Bbjectives which were least frequenily held by responding
judges were Number 2:  +o shift more items of expense to the state level
(18%); Number 9: to insure that budgeted funds are fully expended
(17%): and Number 8: to control cash flow to maximize interest to the
government (14%). Administrative staff shared the judges®' views with
only 32%, 28%, and 24%, respectively, 1nd1cat1ng them to be part of
present maﬂagement p011cy

As to obaethves which respondents supported as des1rab1e even if
not presently held, both judges and administrative staff cited Number 3:-
to protect the fiscal independence of the courts by restricting the
power of other branches; Number 7: to develop capital budgeting strategies;
and Number 6: to insure flexibility in use of budgeted funds. The
objective which both judges and administrative staff most frequently
cited as Tow priority was Number 9: to insure that budgeted funds are
fully expended. With lesser frequency, they also noted Number &: to
control cash flow to'maximize interest income and Number 2: to sh1ft
more items of expense to the state level.

Those objectives which were noted as low priorities often repre-
sented the comments of judges or administrative staff from smaller
courts (Types A and B). Three of the listed objectives, however, were
low priority for courts of all sizes: Number 2: to shift-more items
of expense to the state level; Number 8; to control cash flow to
maximize interest income to the government; and Number 9: to insure
~ that budgeted funds are fully expended. The smaller courts also

represented a higher proportion of respondents which supported the
objestives but did not presently adhere to them.

A. UWhat have been the most frequently encountered;problems regard1ng
~ the accomplishment of these objectives?

. Both groups cited the external controls over~the court budget as
the most frequently encountered problem, These external controls were
most frequently derived from local and state executive agencies and
legislative bodies. -For approximately 10% of the respondents in each
group these problems involved the controls of state Judicial offices.

i
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FINANCIAL

Lc‘":;g RESENTLY SHOULD BE L.OW PRIOR- NOT RELE- N TOTAL
POSSIBLE w SMBJECTIVE 0BJECTIVE OBJECTIVE  VANT RESPONSE
OBJECTIVES = %Mo, _% No. % No. r% No. % No.” % - MNo. %
1. To Obtain-More Al 18 | 24 1 s 8 8N 0 0 5 7 37]49%
Funds
Bl 16 | 21 1 1 1 1 0 0 3 4 21)28%
C 6§ 8 1 1 0| o -0 0 0 0 71 9%
o7l 9 0| o 0] o ofo |l 4a]cs 11/14%
TOTAL} 47 | 62 8 {11 3 112 0 0, w3z 116 761 100%
2. To Shift More A} 6 8 8 11 5 7. 13 37 5 7 37:49%
Items of ‘ i c l
Expense to B 2 3 3 3 3 4 10 {13 T3 4 21:28%
the State Level 1 S .
2 3 0] 0 3 4 1 1 . 1 1 7 9%
D4 5 0 0 3 4 0 0 4 5 11;14%
; TOTAL T4 {18 11 14118 24 132 T3 {17 {1 761008
3. To Protect A201 26 g iNn 1 1 1 1 7 9 37149%
Fiscal Indep- : ‘ _ .
endence of B 9% 12 7 9 3 1 1 i 3 4 21}28%
Courts by .
Restricting C 3} 4 2 3 L] 1 L] 1 0] 0 7] 9%
Power of Other ’ : ‘
Branches to Cut Oy 4 5 2 3 0 0 0 ] 517 1113%
Ct. Budgets :
g TOTAL| 36 | 47 19 | 25 3 4 31 8 T5_| 20 76, 1003
4. To Control A22 1 29 3 4 4] 1] 4 5 8|17 37149%
Expenditures
Bi13 | 17 2 3 1 i 1] 0 5 7 21128%
Cl 6 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 7| 9%
D 7 9 0 0 0} 0 0 0 4 5 11114%
TOTAL] 48 | 63 b B8 1 1 4 5 17 1 22 7611003
5. To Insure That Al 20 | 26 6 8 1 1 3 3 7 9 37(492
Goods and ,
Services are Bl11 | 14 4 5 1 1 1 1 4 5 21128%
Purchased at .
Best Price Cl 5 7 2 3 0 0 0 0 01 0 7] 9%
By 7 9 0.0 0 0 0 1] 4 5 11114%
TOTALTA3 T b7 12 118 2 3 4 5 15 120 76 1@?
6. To Insure Flex- A{18 | 24 g in 11 415 61 8 |l37]a0y
ibility in Use N
of Budgeted B 8. 1 7 L} 3 4 1 1 2 3 21)28%
Funds Either By ] B
Budget Cushions C| 5 7 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 7] 9%
or Free Transfer
of Funds Betw/ D] '§ 7 1 1 0 0 1 1 4 1.5 11414%
Line Items TOTAL{ 36 | 47 16 | 21 d15 7 1 9 13 (17 76 | 100%|
7. To Develop dsln il Il al s 7| 9 g L1 || 37(aex
Capital Budget- i ‘ ‘
ing Strdtegies B 71 9 618 5 7 0 0 3 4 21128%
q 4 5 2 3 1 1 0 0 0L O 71 9%
D 618 1 1 0 0 0 0 4 5 11 [14%
TOTAL 25 33 19 125 10 ] 13 7 9 15 120 76 ‘l()l'ﬁJ
JUDGES: 76 Respondents
&2




FINANCIAL

53

o .
. %EPRESENTLY, SHOULD BE LOW PRIOR- NOT RELE- NO TOTAL
POSSIBLE 4 PBJECTIVE 0BJECTIVE ITY 0BJ. VANT - RESPONSE
OBJECTIVES ZCNo. % No. % __ No. % No. % No, % No. %
8. To Control Cash Al 7 | 9 6| 8 517 1 e g |1 |j 3r|asz
Flow so as to®
Maximize Inter- Bf 2 3 1 1 7 9 8N ‘3 4( 4 21128%
est Income to
the Gov't. ¢l o 0 0 0 1 1 5 7 1 1 71 9%
Dl 2 3 3 4 1.4 1 1 1 4 5 11114%
TOTAL] 11 14 10 113 14 118 25 1 33 16 {21 76 1002
9, To Insure That A} 4 5 4 5 7 9 14} 18 811 37149%
Budgeted Funds .
are Fully Bl 5 7 1 1 9 {12 3 4 3 4 21)28%
. Expended
c| 2 3 0. L0t 1 1.1 3 4 1 1 71 9%
D 2 3 2 3 2 3 ] 1 31 4 111142
TQTAL 13 117 7 9 19 125 21 128 15 120 761100%
10.To Insure At21 | 28 4 5 0 0 3 4 9 112 37149%
Accurate & Hon-
est Handling of B{14 | 18 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 5 21128%
Monies Collected . :
by Courts cl 4 5 1 1 0 0 1] 0 -2 3 71 9%
D 7 9 0 0 0 0 [ 4 5 11114%
TIOTAL 46 | 61 6 8 1 1 4 5 1 19 125 76 1100%
it
JUDGES: 76 Respondents
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NATCA/NACA: 71'Respongent$

84

FINANCIAL &, ‘ ,
— EPRESENTLY ~ SHOULD BE = LOW PRIOR-  NOT RELE- TOTAL
POSSIBLE ] BJECT‘IVE OBJECTIVE  ITY 0BJ. VANT v
OBJECTIVES F= % No. % No. No. No. %
1. To Obtain More 2 || 3]s afe 2| 3 1 27) 3s%
Funds :
16 | 23 7 Fi10 4} 6 11 2 30} 42%
g8imn Do 2143 010 0 10| 14%
o 4] 6 0 lo 6|0 Dt o 0 - 4 6%
TOTA0 45 | 63 10 114 10 {14 416 3 711.100%
2. To Shift More al 6 {l als 31| 4 16 0 Al 27| 382
Items of Expense 3
to the State sl 1] 314 16 2 3:\ 30| 42%
g 3f 4 ol o 416 3 Q F\;Q 14%
‘B 2i 3 0] 0 113 i 0 o 6%
TOTAL 17 | 24 51 7 T {15 36 2 73 00%
3. To Protect Fis- A 51 7 14 |20 111 7 0 27 m
cal Independence
of Cts by Res- B 11{ 15 14 |20 3{ 4 1 1 30 a2
tricting Power '
of Other qsi 7 2{ 3 111 2 0 10] 14% |\
Branches to Cut
Ct. Budgets N3l a 111 ol o Q 0 o 6y
TOTALl 24 | 33 31 |44 51 7 70 i 711100
4. To Control H20| 28 51 7 o) o 1 1 27] 38%
Expenditures
B2l 30 7 |10 111 0 0 1 30| 42%
d1o| 14 0l o oo 010 o] o 10{ 14%
o3l a 111 0l o ) 04 o0 8} 6%
TOTAL 54 | 76 13 118 T [ T3 7 3 711700%
5, To Insure That 19§ 27 8 6 2 3 2 3 0 0 . || 27|38%
Goods and Sevrvic ' ‘
are Purchased B 19| 27 6 8 2 3 2 3 1 ] 30)42%
at Best Price :
qgof13 111 ofo 00 0{o0 10{14%
ol 31 4 i 111 0lo 0olo 0] o 4| 63
TOTALI 50 | 70 [ T2 117 416 4 176 T 11 711100%
6. To Insure Flex- A{14 | 20 / 6|8 3] a 314 111 271{38%
ibility in Use of ,; ‘ L _
Budgeted Funds Bl16 ) 23 /1] 12 |17 1 i1 olo 2| 3 1} 30[422
Either by Budget : :
Cushicns or cio] 14 0o o] o 0|0 0] o 10]14%
Free Transfer of :
Funds Betw/ B3y 4 1 i 0] o 0o 0] o 4| 6%
Line Items
A TOTAL 43 | 61 19 127, o 314 31 3 711100%
7. To Develop A1t ] 15 10 |14 1 416 111 || 27)38%
Capital Budgeting
Strategies B 13| 18 8 |11 2|3 5|7 2| 3 [l a0]ex
’ q 7110 2|3 1 |1 oo 0] o | 10]14%
121 3 141 1 11 0l o0 olo 4] 6%
ToTAL 33 1 26 21|30 5 1.7 9 [13 3 [ 4 711700




FINANCIAL e :
© EIPRESENTLY ~ SHOULD BE LOW PRIOR- NOT RELE- WO TOTAL
POSSIBLE & S0BJECTIVE OBJECTIVE ITY 0B, VANT RESPONSE
OBJECTIVES ZCRNo. % No., % No. % No. ¥ No. % No. %
8. To Control Cash 9 ]13 5 7 314 10 {14 nlo 27138%
Flow so as to
Maximize Inter- 8 |11 5 7 6 8 10 114 1 1 301423
est Income to )
the Gov't. a5 7 0] o 314 21 3 olo 10]14%
L, 3 1 1 11 1 1 1 1 0 0 |1 4] 6%
TOTAL} 23 | 32 N '15 13 118 23 132 1 1 H 71 10@
9. To Insure That A 6 | 8 1] 14 |20 517 1] 1. || 27}3ax
Budgeted Funds ‘ { ‘
are Fully 9l fs17. 9 {13 618 1] 1 | 30]e2x
Expended ) i
Cl 5 7 0 0 2 3 3 ‘ 4 0 0 10}14%
0o 0 [} 0 3 4 1 1 0 0 41 6%
TOTALL 20 | 08 [ 8 28 [ 39 1% 121 2 3 v‘7l 100!
10.7o Insure Al23 | 32 BE) 1| 2|3 o] o |l 27]ssx
Accurate & Honest
Handling of B23 | 32 5 147 0} 0 1 i1 1 1 30 {422
Monies Collected :
by Courts q 9|13 oo 1 1 010 0 0 1014%
o4l 6 ol 0 0ol o olo ol o ll ales
TOTAL} 59 | 83 6 8 2 3 3 [} 1 1 71 J100%
NATCA/NACA: 71 Respondents
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COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT
" ORGANTZATYURAL SURVEY
Response Summary

V.

FINANCIAL

Question A: What have been the most freguently encountered grob?ems regarding the accomplishment of these objectives?
Respondents: Judges

=76 Respnndents ‘

* RESPONSES

1. External Controls Over Ct. Budget
a. Executive/Legislative Contro

{1) Local
(2) state
b. State Judicial Control
(1) Lack of Operating Budget Provided
to Trial Court
{2) Loss of Local Support
(3) Budget Reguests Cut
{8) Loss of Lpcal Fiexibility

¢. Clerk Control Over Revenue Received

.d. Qutside Control QOver Expenditure of

Certain Mandated Items (Pros/Def/)
TOTAL

2. External Requirements on Ct. Budget

Process /Manageraent :
a. Fragmented Budget Process

b. Required Use of ercutive Purchasing |

Services

" ¢. Required Placement of Ct. Money in

Interest-Bearing Accounts

" d. Reporting Requirements

e. Required Generation of Revenue

5 b cou?&TAL
3. Lack-of Cooperation
= a. Juddes
b. Staff
TOTAL
4. Lack of Resources
a. Funds {Due to Low Tax Bases, etc.)
b, Lack of Staff
TOTAL
5. #bsence of State Funding
é. Lack of Planning
7. Maintaining Budget
8. Political Problems
9. None: Needs Met
10. No Response
*

Percentages are based on 76 Judge Respan

respondents suggested multiple problems encountered.
€ = 16-30 Judges;

A = 1-5 Judges; B = 6-15 Judges;

TYPE OFCCOURT*

A B TOTAL
5 4 3 2
{15,79%)
2 T 3 T )
(11.843
1 T
{1. 32”7
T
(1. 32n)
1
(1. 32%)
7 3
' : (5 w)
{1. 32 )
i 7 1
. (3.95%)
10 13 [} F
{39.47%)
1 1
(1.329)
7 o b
{1.323
] 7
{1.329
1 1
. {1.3249
< 4
{ 5.269
{ ,
; 1 1
-{1.329
N 1 1
| : (1.329
8 2 2 3 15
(19.74% )
W2 1 1 ;)
i (5.26%)
L] 3 3 3 19
(25.00%)
Y )
‘ (2.63%)
i T
{1.32%)
v T )
‘ (1.32%)
1 7 2
. (2.63%)
T 5 5
\ _{6.582)
12 4 2 T4 22
) \ (28.95%)

nts.

Whe total of percentages witl exceed

D = Qver 30 Judges

56
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;(’ o 0 COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT

" Response Summary :
e 1V. FINANCIAL
Question A: What have been the most frequently ®rcounteted problems regardina the accomplishment of these ohjectives?
Respondents: NATCA/NACA Hembers

N = 71 Respondents . . " TYPE OF COURT*
_R_E_S__P;O_NiE_S_ . A B C ) D TJOTAL
1. External Controls Over Ct. Budget
. a. Executive/LegisTative Control :
. (1) Local =7 9 3 ] 1 20
.(28 17%)
(2} State : 3 8 3 2
(22 54%)
b. State Judicial Control’ .
© (1) Lack of Operating Budget Provided 1 2
to Trial Ct. -4, 23%),1
(2) Loss of Local Suppov‘t 2
W e (2. 82%)
3) Budget Requests Cut : : 1 :
(3) Budget Req o e (1.41%)
4) Loss of Local Flexibilit, IR - «‘ 2
( ) Y (2‘-82%) = -
c. Clerk Control Over Revenue Received 2 2
(2.82%)
d. ‘Outside Control Ov('ﬁ Expenditure of 2 ?
Certain Mandates ’fems {Pros/Def/) : " | (2.82%)
TOTAL 13 %% 5 3 L.
' _ ; {(67.61%)
2. External Requirements on Ct. Budget - )
ErocessZEanagement p : ] ; I ; »
. a. Fragmented Budget Process X
, dreliees S “~ ; ] (2.328),
b. Required Use of Executive Purchasing 1 1 o . ]
Services {4.23%)
c. Required Placement of Ct Money in 1 1T 1~
Interest-Bearing Accounts . : £1.41%)
~d. Reporting Requirements ) . ‘ T ]
{1,413
e. Required ienerstion of Revenue 2 , ) Z
by Court ’ (2,879
TOTAL : 3 3 2 1 ‘ 9
= 12,681
3. Lack of Cooperation SSw 2
a. Judges 1 3 o= 4
(5. 63%)
b. Staff : 1 ) T
s (1419
TOTAL 2 3 5
- {7.04%)
4, Lack of Resources N
. runds Due to Low Tax Bases, Etc.) . 3 1 2 1 7
,(9.86%)
b. Lack of Staff 2 5 ) 1
L » v (4..’3%)
TOTAL 3 3 i 2 2 10
. {13, ogz)
5. Absence of State Funding
6. Lack of Planning o ey 1 -(2'282%)
.. 5 "‘*{WMH R AN 0 .
2T T T ;
{2.82%)
8. Political Problems ,
9. None: Needs Met : 4 3 ) 1 8
. "‘““‘"”“"'R o S : (11.527x)
10. No Response ) 3
: ! (7.04%)

* Percentages are based on 71 NATCA/NACA Respondents. The total of/ percentages will exceed 100% isecause some
respondents suggested multiple problems encountered. .

A = 1-5 Judges; B = 6-15 Judges; C = 16-30 Judges; D = Over, /30 Judges
!
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The second most s1gn1f1sant problem-peinted out by each group was a

lack of vesources. Many attributed this resource shortage to increasing
‘financial burdens on local or state governments in general and the low~
© tax-base of many of the jurisdictions represented. Among the juris-
. dictions citing lack of resources as a problem, both state funded and

Tocally funded courts were represented. 55

An additional problem area noted by administratiﬁe staff and
frequently reported in our field studies involved requirements imposed

‘on the court pudget process and management. These requirements included

the. required use of executive purchasing services which frequently
delayed receipt of needed supplies and equipment, and thé pressure of
some jurisdictions upon the court to generate revefue in support of
budget requests, _ ; ¥

B. If reSources were no problem what improvements would you make in

the area of financial management 1n your court?

A substantial number of respondents in both-groups either did not
answer to this question or indicated that there were no jimprovements

they vould make. Of those who did respond, administrative staff most
frequently cited improvements in procedures for managing court finances.

Primarily, these included the development of accounting systems for
court revertes and ‘expenditures. To a lesser degree, responding judges
shared this need, although their most frequently cited desivred improve-
ment was an increase, in resources, particularly for staff. Although the

‘involvement of the executive and legislative branches had been c¢ited as

a frequently encountered problem eariier by respandents (Question A),
increasing the court's control over the management of its budget was
suggested by only 18% of responding adm1n1strat1ve staff and 13% of
responding judges. ‘

C. What would you see as the most s1gn1f1cant problems you would face -
in_instituting these improvements?

Both groups indicated that the most significant obstacle to improving

the financial management of their courts was the lack of support and
cooperation they anticipated, part1cuﬂar1y from 1oca1 comnissioners or
state legislative and executive bodies. Problems in this area were
noted by 61% of responding judges and 65% of responding administrative.
staff. A variety of other potential problems were noted with less .
frequency. These included potent1a] lack of resources, which admin-
istrative staff considered more serious than judges; 1oca1 statutes and
procedures regarding budget process and management; and p011t1ca1
problems, noted only by judges. :

d. Persomel Management

. 1. System Objectives

A series of possible objectives for 4 trial court personnel manage-
ment system was presented to survey recip1ents with the request that
they indicate  the priority of these various objectives in the manage-
ment of their trial courts. The responses indicated considerable
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e o / COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT

ofise_Summary

v, \EIRANCIAL "

yuestion B: If resources were no problem, what improven ;r_\j;g would you make in the area of ﬁnancial management in gggv- coyrt?
= = Respondents: Judges

. = 76 Respo“d!nts % TYPE OF COURT* )
= RESPONSES , A B c 0 __TOTAL
: 1. Develop/Improve/Procedures/Management ' : Ao ’
stems ) e .
. ;& Develop Financial Mngt. Systems o : - g
(1) Accounting for Ct. Revenues _ 2 1 ., 3 >
: : A (3 05%)
(2) Accqunt'l ng for Ct.Expenditures s SN z 1 . X 6
‘ ’ e I ’ (7.90%)
b. Have Ct. Monies Handled Only By " R — o
Court Staff _ - . | D _
¢. Develop Productivity Measures T 1 N | \LL :
' I 32%)
TOTAL ) T 3 g ‘ ——
. , (13, {6%)
2. Improve Buggetar¥ Process ] -
a. Make Changes in Time-Frame/Form 3 1 ‘ 1 3
: . v (3.05%)
b. Dacentralize Funding Process ' e
. A
c. Budget More Sysiematically For ‘ 1 | 2 |
Actual Needs ls 23%)
d. Revise Budgeting Guidelines § 2 -
: 62 6}2)
e. Obtailn More Info. From State H i .
(1. 32%\
TQTAL 3 ‘ ; .2 5 1u)] y
{13.16%)
Increase Court Control Over Budget ‘ i
3. over Eu'a'get?ExpenBiture Ttems . : 3 1 (
i 5.26%)
27 be Flexibility in ‘“Transferring Funds 3 | i 3
! {3.95%).
c. Over Maridated Costs — : T -
’ d Transfer Pros/Def Items Out of . \ . 1 ‘ 1
Court Budget; el {1,32%)
ex‘ Estab. Direct Purchasing Authority 2 2
: {2.63%)
TOTAI. Fd 7 a1 ( W :
- " s 13.16%)
4. Increase Cc:urt Resources ‘ - ‘
ey v : g .
» b. Increase Pre;\\ent State Funding
c. Establish State Funding \ 1 2 .
d. Staff B .5 7 T
. Capital Improvements 1 '
f. Juror Benefits \ 1
g. Apply A1l Earned Costs to Ct. Budget 1
TOTAL ' 10 i 1
5. None » . .
6. No Resgonse . 1 :f 5 1
;
FPercentages am based on 76 Judge Respondenfs. The total of {;'ﬁercenfages Wil exceed |

respondents suggested multiple improvements. i
A = J-p Judges; B = 6-15 Judges; C = 16-30 Judges; D = :pvl‘r 30 Judges \“
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ﬁquonse Summary . f

; . ) i
. [NANCIA ’ : 5

Quest'lon B: If resources wers no problem, what 1r_r§rovements wpuld you make in the area of %hancia? management in yo S‘ court?
Respondents: NATCA/NACA Members

_ . N=71 Respondents - - wv& OF comzr* o %i B
RESPDNSES . A : 8 I, TOTAL
1. Deve'log[Imgrove[Procedures[Mal agement ’
Systems
a. Develop Financial Mngt. Systems
¢ (1) Accounting for Ct. Revenues - 8 .5 1 M e
‘ : N - {15.49%)
{2) Accounting for Ct.Expenditures 7 [ R — ("13331 2)
" b. Have Ct. Monfes Handled Only By Z ‘ _ 7
Court Staff - / (2 82%)
.¢» Develop Productivity Measures -
. TOTAL ’ 1 79 [ 2 26
’ . : {36.62%)
—"—vwmm_ﬂmc X e b S R
. ﬁaﬁe Eﬁanges Tn 'ﬁme-Frame/Form N 3 3
- {4,23%)
b. Detentralize Fund{ng Pracess I k]
{1.41%)
¢. Budget More Systematically for . 1 i 1
Actual Needs , ; {1418
d. Revise Budgeting Guidetines S :
: . i\ .
e. Obtairn More Info. From State v -1 | ’ ( 11”'h
TOTAL . [ BT ;
‘ . (8 .459)
3, Increase Court Control Over Budget ” s
a. Over Budget/Expenditure Items 2 5 ] ) ‘0 }897’)
. 13,279
b. Flexibility in Transferring Funds 2 1 : 3 e
s 4 (4.23%)
c. Over Mandated Costs 1 (] . ;
T 1.41%
d. Transfer Pros/Def Items out of - [t 1
Court Budget Lo - {1.418)
e. Estab. Di\rect Purchasing thuthority " LI ™ 1
P : ‘ : ~(1.41%)
TOTAL J Z ™10 2 e T2
g : (19.722)
4, Increase Court Resources
a. Money 5;
. b Increase Present State Funding ; : 1 1
N\ {1.41%)
3 c. Estahlish State Funding 1 2 j 3
1l (4.232)
d. Staff 1 2 . 1 o b
: : - {7.04%)
e. Capital Improvements 5 5
(7.04%)
f. Juror Benefits
g. Apply all Earned Costs tF Ct. Budget .
RN
TOTAL _ 6 _ 5 1 1 14 ]
~ ' ' (19."255)
5. Hone \. o 2 2 E .
: ‘ ; (5 63~)
6. No Response : P (1) 3 1 14
\ ‘ Q9. 72.,)

¥ Percentages are based on 71 NATCA/NACA Respondents. 1he total OF percen..jes will exceed 100% because some
respondents suggested multiple improvements.
A = 1-5 Judges;” B = 6-15 Judges; C = 16-30 Judges; U = Over 30 Judges

= : A
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COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT
~ORGANTZATIONAL SURVEY -
Response_Stummary

. IV. -FINANCIAL " :
Question C: What would you §gg as the nos” §1gnifﬁgant grob]gmg You. WOy 1d_face in instituting these imnrovements? .
Respondents dJudges
N=76 Respondents TYPE OF COURT*
RESPONSES “A R TnTAL
T. Lack of Support/Cooperation
o a. Interna 5
1. Judges 1 2 1 ;
v v {5,265,
2. Staff (Primarily Clerks) 3 1 ,
- (5;26%0
b. External y
«. Local Comissioners 9 5 1 16
h : (21,.08%3
2. T ‘ 2
s i {2.63%)
3. Prosecutor/Dafense 8 %
4. State AQC/Supreme Court 1. 1 § ?
. {2 63%\
5. State Legislature/Executive 7 8 2 e 19
. ‘ B 125 00%.)
TOTAL 17 - 20 5 47,
o : (61.84%) -
2. Local Statutes/Budget Procedures 2 3 5
’ , (6.58%)
3. Lack of Court Control 3/ 3
N —— i . {3.95%)
4, Ldck of Resources T "
a. Shortage .of Space 1 A Vi 2
N i (2.63%)
b. Lack oF3kil1 to Estabiish/ ih| ] :
Maintain Syst em . {2.63%)
TOTAL T 1 1 7
- {5.26%)
5. Political Factors 1 2
(2.63%)
6. None i 2 1 . 3
[ i . (3.95%)
7. No_Response /- 12 8 1 ‘25
! ) (32.90%)

* Percentages are based on 76 Judqe Respandents.
respondents suggested multiple problems in instituting impyovements.

A= 1-5 Judges; - B = 6-15 Judges;

)

€ = 16-30 Judgesi D °f0ver 30 Judges
] )

A
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Qdestion C: What would you see as

COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT
~ORGANTZATYONAL SURVEY

Response Summary

.

FINANCIAL
the most significant problems you would face in instituting these improvements?

Respondents: NATCA/NACA Members

1.

6.

7.

N = 71 Respondents

RESPONSES

Lack of Sggport/ﬂooperation
a. Interna
=1, dudges
2. Staff (primarily Clerks)

b. External )
T. Local Commissioners

2.  Bar
3. Prosecutor/Defense

4., State AJC/Supreme Court

5. State Legislature/Executive’

]

TOTAL

'

N
Local Statutes/Budget Procedures /

Lgpk of Court Control F
3 ;
Lack of Resources ;

a. Shortage of Space

it
b. tack of Skill to Establish/
Maintain System ‘
_ TOTAL

. Political Factors

None

No_Response

Percentages are based on 71 NATCA/NACA Respondents. The tota? of percentages will exceed 100% because some
respondents suggestad multiple problems in instituting improvements.

THPE OF COURT*

A TOTAL
] 4 5
{7.042)
T 3 3
{5.638)
4. 7 3 15
{21.13%)
1 i 4
(2.82%)
T T AN
(2.82%)
4 I K]
{4.23%)
7 3 3 T8
(21.13%)
RLY 25 g L
(6a.792)
4 ] 6
(8.45%)
1 1 2
{2.82%)
1 1 2
(2.82%)
X K} 7
{9.:86%)
5 T T3 )
v {12.68%)
1 5 . 7
J {9.86%)
12 6 ] 20
(28.17%}

A = 1-5 Judges; B'= 6-15 Judges; C = 16-30 Judges; D = Over 30 Judges

oo
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diversity of opinicn, both within each group of respondents ard between
the two groups.

Among the responding Judges, only 25% indicated that all of the
suggested objectives listed were presently part of the personnel manage-
ment policy of their courts. In contrast, 41% of administrative staff
indicated that their courts presently adhered to the listed cbsect1ves
Judges expressed most agreement regarding Number 5: providing maximum
support to judges in performance of their roles (59%). Administrative
staff shared this view, with 83% indicating present adoption of that
dbjective. For judges, the next most frequently held objectives were

-Number 8: to increase productivity (56%); and Number 9: ‘to produce
goods and services of high quality (56%). While administrative staff
also shared Number 8 as a frequent1y held objective (68%), they also
cited Number 11: to minimize eXpenditures (694) and Number 2: to
insure that court personnel are representative of the community (68%).
These last two objectives shared frequently by administrative staffs
‘ranked sixth and ninth in priority, respectively, fur judges. '

The objective with lowest priority for Judges was Number 3: to
open up court employment through use of recru1tment and job advertise~
- ments (19%). The vbjective with lowest priority fwr administrative
staff was Number 6: to protect the prerogative of| individual judges in
the choice of court employees (28%). ﬂ

For larger court systems, both judges and adn1n1strat1ve staff°
generally agreed upon the desirability of Objectj ves Number 4: to
choose and promote employees on merit; Number 5: to provide maximum
support to judges in performance of their role,f/Number 7: to insure
due process of employees in matters of d1sc1pllne, Number 8: to increase
productivity; and Number 2: to produce goods’and services of high
quality, with less than 1% not1ng these objectives as e1ther Tow priovrity
or not relevant. The most substantial diversity of opinion on the
issues of priority was expressed by respondents from smaller courts
(Types A and B). i :
A. What have been the most frequently encountered prob1ems regard1ng
the accomplishment of these objectives?

Although approximately 22% of the judges responded to the questian
on system objectives, 37% did not respond to the question on problems. in
their accomplishment. An additional 13% indicated they had experienced
no problems. Similarly, for administrative staff, only 4% did not
respond to the question on system objectives, while 10% did not respond
to this question on problems in their accomp11shmevt An additional 7%
indicated they had experienced no problems. ;

For the 50% of the judges who did note problems, 34% indicated lack
of resources, citing money for salaries in particular. This view was
shared by administrative staff who also po1nted to constraints 1mposed
by external regulations, including civil service requirements, union
agreements, c1ty/c0unty personnel regulations and state personnel
requirements. For 20% of the responding judges (compared with 11% of
responding administrative staff) the Tack of court authority to manage .
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PERSONNEL w
O EPRESENTLY SHOULD BE LOW PRIOR~ NOT RELE- - NO - TOTAL
POSSIBLE W 3BBJECTIVE GBJECTIVE ITY 0BJ, VANT {KRESPONSE
OBJECTIVES Fald [N No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
1.To Establish 151 20 6 8 2 3 5 7 9112 37 49%
Independence of Ctl
in Basic Per- % 13117 2 3 -1 1 1 1 3 4 204273
sonnel Decisions
o 4 5 H 2 3 ] 1 0 0 0 0 71 9%
D4 5 1 1 1] 0 2 3 4 5 111154
TOTAL] 36 | 48 1§15 4 5 8 111 16 1 27 751100%
2.To Insure That A 9] 12 4 5 8 1N 7 Q@ 9] 12 37149%
Court Personnel
are Representa- Bl 8{ 11 4 5 4 ) 1 1 3 4 204274
tive of Community
415 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 71 9%
04l 5 2.1 3 0] o 110 4] s 11]15%
_ TOTALI 25 | 33 11 115 13 117 9 112 17 123 7511004
3.To Open Up 4 6 8 6 8 618 9 112 10113 371484
Ct., Employment
Through Use of B 7 9 34 4 5 3 4 3 4 20427%
Recryiting, Job ‘
Advertisements (] 4 5 0 b 2 3 1 1 0 b} 71 9%
M a 4 1 1 2 3‘ 1 1 4 5 11]15%
_TeiALt 201 27 10 { 13 14 119 14 119 17 123 : 751100%
4.To Choose and N171 23 3 4 1 1 7 9 9§12 37149%
Promote EmpToyeest
on Merit “Bl10 }713 5 7 1 1 1 1 3 4 201274
ds) 7 1] 1 ol o o} o 7| 9%
Dl 5 7 21.3 0 0 0 0 4 5 11 ]15%
TOTAL} 37 | 49 11 115 3 4 g I 16 121 751100%
5.70 Provide Max- A[20 ] 27 4 5 2 3 2 3 9 {12 37 1494
imum Support to ; .
Judges in Per- B|13 1} 17 2 3 141 0 0 4 5 20{274
formance of Role : ’
cl 6 87§ 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 7| 9%
o5l 7 2 1 3 ol o "ol e a i 5 |l 1nhsy
TOTALj44 | 58 9 112 3 4 2 3 17 123 75 1100%]
_ 6.To Protect Aj12 {1 16 . 6 8 6 8 3 4 10 {13 37 [49%
Prerogative of .
Individual Jdgs B{10 | 13 2 3 3 4 2 3 - 4 20 [27%
in Choice of Ct )
Employees Cl 4 5 1 1 1 ] 1 1 0 0 719%
ol 2| 3 1| 213 2| 3 sl s Iyijise
TOTALI 28 | 37 10 113 12 116 8 |11 17 {23 75 {100%,
7.To Insure Due A12} 16 10 {13 1 1 4 5 10 113 37ﬁ49%
Process in Employ- )
egs in Matters B 7 9 6 8 2 3 2 3 3 4 20427%
of Disciptine or
Grievance 4 5 1 1 1 1 0] 0 1 1 719% ‘
4 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 5 11 ]15% ‘
TOTAL 27 } 36 18 | 24 5 7 7 9 18 124 JI 75}100%,

JUDGES : ) 75 Respondents
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PERSONNEL 1
© ZIPRESENTLY SHOULD BE LOW PRIOR~ NOT RELE- NO : JOTAL
PQSSIBLE & SIPBIECTIVE OBJECTIVE 1TY 0BJ. VANT RESPONSE —
OBJECTIVES | TR No. = No. ¢ - No. ¥ No. % No. %
8. To Increase A[ 181 24 6 8 0 0 4 5 9 112 37149%
Productivity :
B13! 17 3 4 ) 0 1 1 3 4 204275 1
de6fl s 1] 0o oto | ofo ‘“ 7| 9
N5 7 2 3 0 0 0 0 4 5 111154
TOTAL} 42 | 56 12 {16 0 [i 5 7 16 {21 751100
.8, To Produce 18} 24 6 8 0 0 4 5 9 j12 37149%
Goods and Servic
\ of High Quality 8] 14 | 19 2 3 1 1 0 0 3 4 20127%
¢ 5 7 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 9 71 9%
D5 7 2 3 9 0 0 ] 4 5 . 11j15%
‘ TOTAL} 42 | 56 12116 1 1 4 5 16 121 751100
10.7o Insure TAant s 7 9 3 4 6 8 10 113 37]49%
Public Satisfac- )
tion with | B 2 3 13 117 1 1 2 3 2 3 20127%
Career Ladders :
for Employees C| 2 3 2 3 2 3 1 1 0 0 71 9%
ol al 5 1l 2 |3 0ol o a |5 | nhsy
TOTAL~19. 25 23 1 31 8 {11 9 112 16 121 i 75 1100%
11.70 Minimize . A}15§ 20 7 9 3 4 2 3 10 113 37 [49%
Expenditures ) )
8| n 5 7 3 4 1 1 3 4 20 127%
g5 7 1 1 1 1 0 ] 0 0 71 9%
DN 3 4 2 3 2 3 0 0 4 5 11 [i5%
TOTAU 31 | 41 15 1 20 9 112 3 4 17 123 !I 75 1100%
JUDGES:
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PERSONNEL
5?; RESENTLY ~ SHOULD BE LOW PRIOR- = NOT RELE-  NO TOTAL
POSSIBLE uw BINBJECTIVE «  OBJECTIVE ITY 0Bd. VANT RESPONSE
0QBJECTIVES Fal o. % No. No. & Ro. No. % No. %
1. To Establish 141 20 4 2 6 1 27138%
Independence of y
€t in Basic B9 | 27 5 1 4 1 30}42%
Personnel ] ‘ -
Decisions G 7110 1 1 1 1 0 0 10114%
' ' o 3| 4 0 oo 1 0l o 4] 63
TOTAL| 43 | 61 10 §1°% 12 2 |3 J{11100%
2. To Insure that A 19| 27 2 3] 2 2 1101 27138%
Ct. Personnel | +-
are Representa~ B 17 | 24 5 4 6 3 4 1 1 30j42%
tive of Community :
I I K 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 10j14%
X 3 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4] 6% |
TOTAL 48 | 68 8 110 [ 8 2 3 71 100&
3. To Open Up ct, Mist 23 2 4 [ 4 6 1 1 27138%
Employment Thru
Use of Recruit- Bj15) 21 6 2 3 [ 8 1 1 30142%
ing, Job Adver- g
tisements ¢ 8l N D 1 1 1 1 0 0 10]14% §,
D 3 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 6{1
TOTAL{ 42 | 59 8 7§10 12 2 3 7111007
4. To Choose and A1181 25 8 0 0 0 1 27138%
Promote/ EmpToyees
. on Merit 18l 25 |8} 2 {3 1 1} 1 i 30jaex
' g 7] 10 213 oo 113 01 1014%
ol 3] 4 0} 0 0] 0 11 ol o 4l 6%
TOTAL{ 46 | 65 18 | 25 2 3 3 4 2 3 7311100%
5. To Provide Max- A{21 | 30 ||. 3| 4 0ofo 2t 3 | v 1 || 47]ssy
imum Support to _ v o
Jydges in Per- B|24| 34 4 1.6 0 0 1 1 1 1 1y 30[42%
formance of . ) .
Fole cliot 14 0 0 0 0 0 1] 0 1] 10{14%
i \ , s
1 Dl 4176 ] 0 Q 0 a Q 0 (4] 41 6%
; TOTAL 59n 83 7110 0 0 3 4 2 3 71 1100%
5 'To Protect Al 4] 13 3| 4 9 13 5| 7 || erfeee
. Prerogative of |/ -
Individual Jddgs B{13 | 18 4 6 7 116 5 7 1 30(42%
i/ in Choice of Ct,/ ‘
" Employees /C 5 7 0 i} 2 3 3 4 0 0 10114%
ThNE ol o 2 |3 ol o 0l o 4] 6%
TOTAL 291 41 7 110 20 8 3 8 2 3 711100%
f 7. To\Insure Due AM1i6] 23 6 8 2 3 2 3 1 27 |138%
Prycess to Employp )
F in Matters B{19| 27 6 8 2 3 2 3 1 3042%
of {Discipline ,
ot Grievance C 91 13 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 “10{14%
21 3 2 3 0 {0 0ol o 0lo 41 6%
TGrAL 46 ) 65 15| 21 16 516 2 1.3 71 {100

NATCA/NACA:

VA] Respondents'
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PERSONNEL

| .
S EIPRESENTLY . SHOULD BE ° LOW PRIOR-  NOT RELE~- 'NO TOTAL
POSSIBLE W2IDBOECTIVE  ORJECTIVE  ITY OBJ. VANY RESPONSE
OBJECTIVES = ifo. % 0. Ho., % R0. % IfNn. F3 No. %
———— ¥ = v .
8. To Increase Al17 24 6 8 1 1 2 3 1 1 27 138%
Productivity
“Bl1s | 27 7110 21 3 11 1 11 30 j42%
g el 21 3 gl o ol o ol 10 143
o4l & ol o 0ol o 0l 0 0o 4] 63
TGTALL 48 | 68 15 | 21 3 2 E 2 1 3 71 [100%
9, To Produce 18] 25 51 7 111 2! 3 111 27383
Goods and Ser-
vices of High B{19 | 27 7110 0f o 3l 4 11 30429
Quatlity “
c{10 ] 12 0] o 01 © 0] 0 o} o 101149
o3l a Nolo ol o sl o 14 a| 63
TOTALI 50 | 70 72 117 141 1 51 7 314 711100
10.To Insure A{13 § 18 7110 3] 4 3| 8 111 || 27i38x
Public Satisfac-
tion with gl12 {17 118 1] 1 41 6 2] 3 30 |42%
Career Ladders
for Employees: €| 4 6 1 1 3 4 1 1 1 1 10[14%
DL24i 3 1103 gl o 111 0l a 41 6%
TOTAL[31 | 44 70 | 28 7 110 9 |13 G 71 {1007
11.To Minimize ~ A{18 | 25 5§ 7 2{ 3 11 1¢ 1 {1 27 138%
Expenditures
Bj18 | 25 41 6 6] 8 111 1 {1 30 {42%
clio | 14 ol o ol o ol o o {o [0z
Dl 3} 4 0] o 111 040 010 41 6%
TOTAL] 49 | 69 9 113 9] 13 71 3 2 1 3 7111002
12.To Maintain A  A[16 | 23 9113 of o 1] 1 1 11 27 |38%
Competitive i
Salary Schedule Bf 14 | 20 11 |15 0 0 3 4 2 3 30142%
and Step Plan
, ‘ 9113 111 0y 0 e} o Y ctoa 10 4%
2] 2 213 el o 0l o 00 4] 6%
TOYALL A1 [ 56 |1 23 132 010 0 O B | WA

NATCA/NACA:

71 Respondents
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Question A:

o

Respondents: Judges

"1

N = 76 Respondents

COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT.

RGANTZATIONAL SURVEY
Response_Summary.

ITI, PERSONNEL

TYPE OFCCOURT*

What have baen the most frequently encountered problems regarding the accq_p1ishment of these objectives?

Percentages are based on 76 Judge respondents.

The total of percentages will exceed

respondents suggested muitiple problems encountered.

A = 1-5 Judges; B = 6-15 Judges;

€ = 16-30 Judges;

= Qver 30 Judges

100% because some

RESPONSES A D TOTAL
Lack of Authority .
a. Court Not Recognized as Indep. 4 4 1 1 10
Branch of Government (13.16%)
b. Lack of Court Control Z 2 1 5
_ : ' : (6.58 )
TOTAL i 6 4 1 2 15
{19.74%)
2. External Requlations
a. Civil Service Requirements -
b. Union Agreements
c. City/County Personnel Regulations 1 2 3
, {3,95%)
d. State Personnel Requirements ] 3 1 ]
_ (6.58%)
TOTAL 2 5 1
o (10.53%)
3. Lack of Resources -
a. funds for salaries 9 5 3 3 20
, {26.32%)
b. Space 7 2 2
7 (2.633)
¢. Inadequate No. of Supervisors
d. Training Programs 1 1 2
| (2.63%)
e. Time 1 1] .
{1.322)
TOTAL 12 6 4 3
(32.490%)
4. Recruitment/Retention Problems
a. Shortage of Competent Applicants 1 1
(1.32%)
b. Difficulties/Retaining Competent
Personnel
c. Inadequate No. of Jobs for Advancement]
d. Lack of Systematic gersonnel Plan 1 1
: v {1.52%)
TOTAL 2 TP
. {2.63%)
5. lLack of Cooperation
a. dudicial 1 1 2 4
(5.27%)
b. Staff ) °
" ¢. Public Resistance to Change 1
TOTAL - 1 1 2 4
15,27%)
6. Political Patronage 1 3 4
‘ (5.27%)
7. No Problems 6 2 1 1 10
- (i13.16%)
8. No_Respanse 13 9 . 2 3 28
' ' (36.84%)
« ;




COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT
" ORGANIZATIONAL SURVEY -

i
Res ponse §unmar¥

111,

PERSONNEL

Question A: What have been the most frequently encountered problems regarding the accomg]ishment of these objectives?
Respondents: NATCA/NACA Members

» 4‘

N =71 Respondents

TYPE OFCCOURT*

respondents suggested multiple problems encaantered:
C = 16-30 Judges;

A = 1-5 Judges; B ='6-15 Judges;

The total of percentages

D = Qver 30 Judges

69

RESPONSES A B TOTAL
1. Lack of Authorit
a. court Not Recognized as Indep. 1 2 1 4
Branch of Government v (5.63%)
b, Lack of Court Control 1 3 T4
(5,645
TOTAL 2 b T 4 %)
(11.27%)
2. External Regulations
a. Civil Service Requivements 2 2 2 6
' (n,452)
b. Union Agreements 2 2 1 R 5
. (g 45%)
¢. City/County Personnel Regulations 5 1 2 L: I
- {11.273)
d. State Personnel Requirements 2 Z 2 [
) (8.45%)
TOTAL ] 7 5 5 75
(36.62%)
3. Lack_of Resources
. a. runds Yor Salaries 5 4 6 2 L7
) (23.94%)
b. Space 1 1 3
; {2.82%)
¢. Inadequate No. of Supervisors 1 1
(1.41%)
d. Training Programs 3 2 5
(7.043)
e. Time ] (2282% :
TOTAL 3 5 5 > P
(38.03%)
Recruitment/Retention Problems . ] ]
. Shortage of Competent cants
‘? g mp pp {1.91%)
b. Difficuities/Retaining Competent - 1 1
Parsonnel ¢ dob ) (1;41%)
¢. Inadequate No. of Jobs for Advancemen 1
equate ¥ k (1.41%)
d. Lack of Systematic Personnel Plan 1 2 3
el ot 3y - (4.23%)
TUTAL 2 2 ] 6
(8.45%)
5. Lackaog Cooperation S ‘3 .;
N i ; } ‘
. dud _, udici “ga' \ ! (9.86%)
b. Staff i T 1
(1.41%)
. T ¥
¢. Public Resistance to Change 2 1 (5. ﬁB%)
6. Political Patrona 1
6. Politic ge (. 41%)
7. No Problems 3 ? ) ‘
Ho Problems s (7. ou)
8. No Response 4 3 7
Rezponse | : (9.86%)
* Ppercentages are based on 71 NATCA/RALA respondents,

will exceed 100% because some




personnel was noted, particularly the failure of local agencies to

recognize the court as an independent branch of government. Sixteen.

percent of administrative staff, compared with 5% of the judges, alse

noted a problem in the lack of Tocal cooperat1on and concern for personnel

management needs.

B. If resources were no problem, what 1mprovements would you make in
the personnel management in your court?

As the respenses above to system obaect1ves suggested, both judges
and administrative staff agreed, in varying degrees, upon the need to
improve personnel procedures and system components. Twenty-iwo percent
of the responding judges noted a variety of desired improvements in such
areas as more court-relevant position descriptions, better personnel -
use, improved staff relations, and the opportunity for orientation and
training. Twenty-four percent of responding administrative staff
suggested improvements in this area, particularly the need for develop-
ment of a judicial merit system under court control. The need to improve
personnel procedures also received considerabie note by each group,
to the selection process in particular., Both groups also strongly
supported the need for additional resources, espeg1a11y to support more
equitable salary struciyires and training opportun1t1es

C. What would you see as the most s1gp1f1cant prob]ems you would face
in 1nst1tut1ng these improvements?

Both groups shared the view that the most serious obstacle to
1mprOVIng court personnel management would be the lack of loral coopera~-
tion, both internal and external, necessary to acqu1re sufficient
resources and authority for management. The resistance of staff, judges,
and relevant Tocal agencies was identified by each group simi]ar]y in
order:of importance. For administrative staff, an additional obstacle of
almost equal significance was the lack of planning upon which system
jmprovement could be based. Approximately 37% of the respondents indi-
cated that they had neither the time, information or skill to justify
the development of a court personnel system or the type of resources’
required to support it. Seventeen percent of the judges shared this
view on cost justification.

3. Observations

The number of categories required to ciassify the sets of responses
to each survey question reflects the broad range of cpinions and exper-
iences of trial court judges and administrative staff in dealing with
these management areas. This diversity of perspective could not be
easily explained by apparent differences in the court structures or
systems of the respondents. There was no "small court" or "unified
system” or "urban center" viewpoint which emerged. This is not to say
that there are not particular problems and concerns which are associated
with courts of differing characteristics, and certainly a much more
detailed analysis of the variables which define the "personality" of
the respondents' courts is required before any statements can be
offered to explain the factors accounting for the types of issues raised.

70

L e e e e -



-~ GOURT MARAGEMENT PROJECT

Response Summary i
. II1, PERSONNEL
Question B: If resources were no problem, what improvements would you make in the personnel management in_your court?
Respondents: Judges ‘

N = 76 Respondents TYPE OF COURT* : i
RESPONSES ‘ A B c D TOTAL
1. Estublishqclaﬂfy Authority .
a. Establis equate Authority
b. Clarify Lines of Authority
‘ TOTAL 0
‘ (0%)
2. Develo%lmgrove Personnel System 1. )
a. Develop Judicial Merit Fgan Under 4 3 1 8
Ct Control (Eliminate Civil Serv) : {10.583%)
b. Improve Employee Relations 1 1 2
. . : (2.63%)
c. Maintain Better Records . 1 1
; {1.32%)
d. Develop Ct-Relevant Position 1 . 2 3
Degcriptions (3.
e. Develop Career Programs ) 1 i -
[ : (1.32%)
f. Reassign Personnel for More | 2 2
Efficient Utilization / s * {2.63%3
g. Apply ABA Standards g 1 - 1
) {1.32%)
h. Improve Staff Orientation
1. Develop Affirmative Action Program - .
TOTAL 9 5 2 L2 18
' i ; (23.69%)
- 3. Improve Personnel Procedures
: a. Develop Written Policies/Proced. 1 - =
- {1.32%)
b. Improve Selection Process ?2 1 T T 5
e (6,58%)
c. Improve Employee Ret/Evaluation/ 1 1 - 1 3
Promotion Process/Policies ‘ 13.95%)
d. Develop Grievance Procedure : )
TOTAL ' 3 3 1 2 9
(11.84%)
4, Increase Respurces =
3. Hire More Sta 2 2
; {2.63%)
b. Hire Full-Time Manager/Personnel 2 B 1 1 ‘ 1 5
Director ‘ : {6.58%)
¢. Upgrade Salaries/Develop Salary 4 1 R ]
Plan {6.58%)
d. - Increase Fringe Benefits 1 1
{1 3!?_%\
e. Acquire Additional Space 1
’ 5 (1.32%
f. Develop Staff Training Program 1 3
P . s ’ : : e (10.52%)
TOTAL 11 5 3 3 22
(28.95%)
5. None 6 2 : 1 9
— (11 a;z)
6. No Resesnse 14 ] 2 5 4
. ‘ (36.53%)
¥ Percentages. are based on.76 Judge Respondents. The total of percentages will exceed 00% because some

respondents suggested multiple improvements.
A = 1-5 Judges; B = 6415 Judges; € = 16-30 Judges; D = Over 30 Judges
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COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT
ORGANTZATIONAL SURVEY

R'esgonse §urm1a!;!
111, PERSONNEL

Question B: If vesources were no problem, what improvements would you make in the personpel management in your court?
Respondents: NATCA7NACA Members ‘

N = 71 Respondents = . TYPE OF COURT*
RESPONSES . A B C D TOTAL
1. Establishéclarifx Authority g
a. kstablis equate Authority 1 4 2 1 8
‘ (11.27%)
b. Clarify Lines of Authority 0 )] ] .
2 ! (1L.41%)
TOTAL i} 4 2 2 9
(12,188)
2. Develog{lmgrove Personnel S’*stem i
a. Oevelop Judicial Merit Plan Under 27 5 -4 n
Ct. Control (Eliminate Civil Serv) ‘ : {15.49%)
b. Improve Employee Relations
¢. Maintain Better Records
d. Develop Ct-Relevant Position
Descriptions
e. DeveTop Career Programs
f. Reassign Personnel for Mure 3 1 [
Efficient Utilization » (5,63%)
g. Apply ABA Standards ] .
. h. Improve Staff Orientation 1 : 1
: (141
1. Develop Affirmative Action Program 1 1
. ) (1,418
TOTAL [2 4 5 4 7
: (23,94
3. Improve Personnel Procedures
a. Develap Written Policies/Pfoced. 2 1 ( 3 "
4,23%
b. »Ztﬁprove Selection Process ] 4 ] [3
i ,\ v (8.45%)
¢» Improve Employee Ret/Evaluztion/ - 3 5 , B
Promotion Process/Policies : (13.27%).
~d. Develop Grievance Procedyre : 1 1
, (1.41%)
TOTAL [ - . 12 2 18
‘ {n 35%.)
4. Increase Resources = i ]
a. dire Wore Staff : 2 3 1 1 7
b. Hire Full-Time Manager/Personne) 1 1 1 . 1 4
Director F‘l (5.63%
c. Upgrade Salaries/Develop Salary . 4 2 . 1 1
Plan (1.374)
d. Increase Fringe Benefits o . . :
e. Acquire Additional Space 2 , 1 1 4
. K (5.63%)
¥, Develop Staff Training Program 6 7 2 2 17
o : (23,94%)
TOTAL 15 1L 6 5 L,
. {56.34%)
5, Nona ; ) 1 1 ; 3
6. HNo Response i i 5 4 ) 10
‘ ’ (14.06%)

*  Ppercentages are based on 71 NATCA/MACA Respondents. The total of percentages will exceed 100% because some
respondents suggested muitiple improvements.

A = 15 Judges; B = 6-15 Judge.§; C = 16-30 Judges3 D = Over 30 Judges ‘ ]



6.
7.
8.

*

Question C:

)
11I. PERSONNEL
What would you see as the most significant problems you would face in_instituting these improvements?
Raspondents: dJudges ‘ :
© N=76 Respondents TYPE OF COURT* ;
RESPONSES . A c D TOTAL
1. Lack of Cooperation i
a. UT Judges 1 3 1 2 7
: | 9.21%
b. Of Staff 1 7 51 (‘9 )
c. OF Local Agencies > . — (11.84%)
. {6.58%)
TOTAL - ) 7 T g1 Al
‘ ! (27.83%)
2, Inadequate Authoiity 1\ i a
a. No designation of Internal 3 ] 3
- Management ResponsibiTity ! (3,95%)
b. State System Requirements Z T 3
: . (3.95%%
c. Statutory/Rule Requirements 2 1 3
(3.95%})
d. Civil Service Regulations i
e Union-Contracts
TOTAL 3 1 9
: : {11.84%)
3. Inadequate Resources :
a. Space 1 2
(2.63%)
b. Lack of Expertise/Resources For
Training ;
. TOTAL 1 2
. (2.63%)
4, lack of Piannin
a. No CapaB-:{th to Justify Cost 3. 1 13
. {17.11%)
b. No Time %
c. Insufficiené\\pos:umentation of Existind
Personnel Needs, OpeFations
: TOTAL %) 3 1 13
L (17.11%)
5. Difficulties in Maihtaining System ~
: a. Lack of Opportunity for Upward 1 1
Mobility S {1.32%)
b. Low Turnover Rates~ ™,
c. Lack of Qualified AppTicants ;
d. Lack of Management/Staff Expertise 1
! {1.32%)
TOTAL 1 1 2
: 12,634)
Political Problems ' 1 1 ﬁ 2
[ (2.63%)
None 7 2 i 1 t‘\ 11141 154 i
No Response T3 7 z z R =1
., ’ g |
Percentages are based on 76 Judge Respondents. The total of percentages will exceed.100% because somd
respondents suggested multiple problems in instituting improvements. : ; !
A = 1-5 Judges; B = 6-15 Judges; € = 16-3p Judges; D = fver 30 Judges

COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT
~ ORGENIZATIONAL SURVEY

Response Summary
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COURT MANAGEMENT PRgJECT

Response Summary
PERSONNEL

Question C: What would you see as the most significant problems you would face in 'lnstitutinq these impre vements?

I11.

Respondents: NATCA/NACA Members
=71 Respondents

TYPE OFCCOURT*

respondents suggested mu'ltipwfproblems in instituting improvements.
€ = 16-30 Judges; “0 = Over 30 Judges

= 1-5 Judges; B = 6-15 Judges;

4

RESPONSES - A TOTAL
1. Lack of Cooperation .
8. OF Judges 2 ¢ : (129537:)
b. Of Staff 3 3 T ; :] ,;)
16.49
.¢. Of Local Agencies 4 3 ( “8 )
: 11.27%
TOTAL 3 74 T (32844"
2. nade uate Authority 0.408)
o Designation of Internal 1 1 3 "
Mana ement Responsibility (4.23%)
b. State System Requirements 1 1 (2282%)
C. Statutory/Rule Requirements 4 (5463“’)
d. Civil Service Regulations 1 2 (4323“)
» L4
e, Union Contracts. 1 “141%)
TOTAL z 8 2 T3
: : (18.31%)
3. Inadequate Resources
a. Space 3 1 1 (7504%)
b. Lack of Expertise/Resources For 1 1 3 5
Traini r_;g : . . . ( 1604%)
' ’ - (14.09%)
4. Lack of Plannin .
Y. No Capability to Justdfy Cost 5 3 (2(}976%)
b. No Time_ ) 1 -4 1 (8645%)
¢. Insufficient Documentationof Existing 1 1
Personnel leeds/Operations {1.429)
. TOTAL . 7 T2 A (3¢ 522)
§. Difficulties_in Maintaining System : :
a. Lack of Opportunity for Upward 1 1 1 3
Mobility (4.23%)
b. Low Turnover Rates 1 (1]4!%
c. Lack of Qualified Applicants T “ i:'L]%)
d. Lack of Management/Staff Expertise H 3 ( ? )
’ o 2.04%
TOTAL 3 3 T - ;)
_\14.09
6. Political Problems i 1 1 >(2282%)
7. None -
8. No Response — 5 4 S 9 \
B ‘ v (12.68%)
_ * Porcentages are based on 71 NATCA/NACA Respondents. The total of percentages will exceed 100% because some ' .



The survey responses did indicate that there were a number of
common- coricerns among trial court judges and administrative 'staff which
cut across jurisdictional boundaries and various operating systems.

The survey also suggested that, in a nUmber of areas, judges and
administrative staffs have different perceptions on both the nature
and the source of trial court problems, even within one jurisdiction
where differing viewpoints on management problems are experienced, In
some instances, these differences might be attributed to the distinct
functions and day-to-day work of each of these officials. In other
instances, the differences may arise from experiences and backgrounds

each has brought to the trial court envirvonment. In any event, these

differing viewpoints are a part of the court's operation aSgwe11 as any
improvement programs contemplated.,

Among the commcn concerns expressed in these responses, four
deserve special note. First, both groups indicate the desire for the
court to exercise more contro] over the management in these areas.
Administrative staffs, particuiarly, described external regulations
over financial or personnel functions as constraints, even where they
represented requ1reménts imposed by affirmative action programs or
collective barga1n1n%/act1v1t1es

Second, both groups cited the need for additional resources ~--
staff, funds, and facilities -- and betier management systems as a -
prerequisite far improving each of the management areas addressed.
In this regard, judges tended to support more developed procedures
while administrative staff pointed more frequent,w to ‘the use. of

automat1%n and technology. - L

o~

Tn1rd, both groups expr:ised the need for on-going tra1n1ng
opporgun1t1es to perform present functions and to-develop capabilities
to improve management in these areas. Administrative staff were
particularly sensitive to the impact of training on the couff*swab111ty

to attract and retain competent staff and their effect of this faiture

“on the court's management functions.. The responses from both groups, .
however, highlighted their recognition that staff training and educat1on
opportunities must be an integral part of each court function.

Fourth, both -groups repeatedly noted Tack of cooperation, both
within the court and with outside agencies, as a problem in managing

the areas of caseflow, financial, personnel and records. In some
.instances, lack of cooperation was noted even more freguently than lack

of resources. Invar1ab1y, it was also cited as an ant1c1pated obstac1e
to improvement. : ‘

Apart from the different veiwpoints wh1ch the two groups of respon-
dents often had on the sources of management problems in their courts or
the degree to which they were significant, the survey comments 1nd1cate‘
a definable point at which judges and ‘administrative staff diverge>in
perspective. Administrative staff often suggested that most of the
problems and improvements addressed by the survey were within the:court's
control. Judges, on the other hand, appeared far more sensitive to the,
role which outside groups and individuals played in the court's actﬁv1—
ties and in any operational changes that might be undertaken. Regardlng

K34
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caseflow problems, for example, judges frequently cited the 1ack of
attorney cooperation; administrative staff more often pointed to lack of

‘administrative swaff or proredures to exert controls. In personnel

management, staff generally cited the problem of external constraints
{civit service regulations, affirmative action requirements, etc.).
Judges more frequently noted the problem as lack of court centrol. In
terms of anticipated cbstacles to improvement, judges frequently pointed
:0 the resistance of Tocal and state executive, legislative or other
justice agencies; administrative staff often cited lack of resources for
the court to use. These sentiments were reflected in each area of survay
responses. : '

Many facturs might account for these different viewpoints. Among
them might be the spe.ific tasks, relationships, and problems encountered
in the work day of the judge and of the staff. Regardiess of the nature
of these factors, increased communication between judge and staff might
be a vehicle for bringing these viewpoints closer together.

Many expianations can be given for these and other issues which the
responses vraise. At the very least, they will provide a foundation for
further inquiry into the practical problems which trial court judges and
administrative staffs experience in the management of their courts and
in working with each other. ' :
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4, Survey Respondents
STATE
ALABAMA

Jauderdale County Civecuit and

District Court ©
Florence, Alabama

ARIZONA -

Coconino County Supérior Court
Flagstaff, Arizona

Maricopa‘County Superior Court
Phoenix, Arizona

Pima County Superijor Court

7ucson, Arizona

‘Superi.r Court
~ Yuma, Arizona

ARKANSAS

4th District Circuit Court
Fayetteville, Arkansas

CALIFORNIA

District and County Court
La Junta, California

Superior Court
Redwood City, Calijbrnia

! '
Monterey County Superior Court
Salinas, California

San Diego Superior Court
San Diego, California

Superior Court
San Jose, California

Ventura County Sﬁperior Court
Ventura, Ca11fornia

COLIRADO

20th Judicial District
Boulder, Colorado
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STAZE

Adams County District Court
Brighton, Colorado

Denver District Court
Denver, Colorado

Mesa County District Court
Grand Junction, Colorado

15th Judicial District
Lamar, Colorado

Longmont Municipal Court
Longmont, Colorado

CONNECTICUT

Superior Court
Hartford, Connecticut

DELAWARE

Superior Court of Delaware
Wilmington, Delaware

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Superior Court of D, C.
Washington, D. C.

FLORIDA

Pinellas County Circuit Court
Clearwater, Florida

City of Hollywood
Hollywood, Florida

Collier County Court
Naples, Florida

9th Judicial Circuit Court
Orlando, Fiorida

GEORGIA

Cobb County Circuit Court
Marietta, Georgia

IDAHO

4th Judicial District Court
Boise, Idaho
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)  CONFERENCE OF
STATE NATCA/NACA STATE TRIAL JUDGES

Third Judicial District X o
‘Caldwell, Idaho i,

ILLINOIS

Circuit Court - X
"‘Belvidere, Illinois '

Circuit Court of Cook County ' | X
Chicago, 111linois

11th Circuit Court ' L : X
Eureka, IT1linois

Knor County £[9th) Circuit Court X
Galesburg, I1linois

Livingston (11th) County Circuit Court “ X
Pontigo, I1linois ‘

Ogle County Circuit Court X
Oregon, I1linois

8th Judicial Circuit | , X
Wheaton, 111inois '

INDIANA

Lake County Superior Court X
Crown Point, Indiana

Elkhart Superior Court #2 o . X
Etlkhart, Indiana ,

" Marion County Superior Court 2 X
Indianapolis, Indiana ‘

I0WA

Clinton County {7th) District Court , X
Clinton, Iowa

District Court : X
Sioux City, ITowa

KANSAS

Johnson County Ristrict Court X - {3)
Olathe, Kansas , ¢ o

District Court , R . “ngf
Pittsburgh, Kansas - , : we ) /%WW\‘
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STATE

KENTUCKY

Todd County Circuit Court
Elkton, Kentucky

18th Judicial District
Lancaster, Kentucky

LOUISIANA

Alexandria, Louisiana

6th District Court (Division B)
Lake Providence, Louisiana

* MARYLAND

6th Judicial District
Rockville, Maryland

Wicomico County Circuit Court
Salisbury, Maryland

Prince George's County Circuit Court
Upper Marlboro, Maryland

MASSACHUSETTS

District Court of Brockton
Brockton, Massachusetts

MICHIGAN

Washtenaw County Circuit Court
Ann Arbor, Michigan

49th Circuit Court
Big Rapids, Michigan

© 3rd Judicial Circuit

Detroit, Michigan

Recorder's Court
Detroit, Michigan

68th District Court

Flint, Michigan

44th Circwit Court
Howell, Michigan

60th Judicial Court
Muskegon, Michigan
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. STATE

Oakland County Circuit Court
Pontiac, Michigan

10th Circuit Court
Saginaw, Michigan

Berrien County {5th) District Court
St. Joseph, Michigan

46th District fLourt
Southfield, Michigan

MINNESOTA

3rd Judicial District Court

_ Austin, Minnesota

Hennepin Jounty District Court
Minneapolis, Minnesota

Hennepin County Munfcjpa] Court
Minneapoliis, Minnesota

Ramsey County Municipal Court
St. Paul, Minnesota :

MISSISSIPPI

20th Circuit Court District
Brandon, Mississippi

Seventh Chancery District Court (Place One)
Cleveland, Mississippi

MONTANA

16th Judicial District
Broadus; Montana .

Municipal Court, Civil Division
Missoula, Montana

NEW MEXICO

Second Judicial District (Division Seven)
Albuquerque, New Mexico

NEW_JERSEY

Mgrris County Trial Court
Msrristown, New Jersey

Middlesex County Superior Court
New Brunswick, New Jersey

81

NATCA/NACA

CONFERENCE OF
STATE TRIAL JUDGES

X




STATE NATCA/NACA

NEW YORK |
wmmmﬁwmm* X

Buffaio, New York v o

NEVADA :

Clark City Court W X

.\;‘)

Las Vegas, Nevada

NORTH CAROLINA

28th Judicial District
Ashevi11e, North Caro’ina

Cumberland County {12th) Judicial District
Fayetteville, North Carolina

Superior Court
Greenv111e, North Carolina

OHIO
" Cuyahoga County Court of Common Pleas :
.2veland, Ohio , ‘ 7

Franklin County Court of Common Pleas
Columbus, Chio

Erie County Court of Common Pleas
Erie County, Ohio

Kettering Municipal Court . X

‘Kettering, Chio

Common Pleas Court
Ross County, Ohio

Lucas County Court of Common Pleas X
Toledo, Ohio-

Miami County Common Pleas Court
Troy, Chio

Court of Common Pleas
Urbana, Ohio

OKLAHOMA

Cleve1and County D1str1ct Court
Norman, Oklahoma

Oklahoma State Industrial Court _ X
Oklahoma City, OklahOma_ - : .

District Court v : . ) R %
Tul(’ . Oklahoma ;
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STATE

' OREGON

Multnomah County Circuit Court
Portland, Oregon

PUERTO RICO

Superior and Dﬁstricf Court
Hato Rey, Puerto Rico

PENNSYLVANIA

Adams County Court
Gettysburg, Pennsylvania

Montgomery County (38th5 Court of Common Pleas

Norristown, Pennsylvania

Court of Commun Pleas
Phitadelphia, Pennsylvania

Court of Common Pleas
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

RHODE ISLAND

Superior Court
Providence, Rhode Island

SOUTH_DAKOTA

Third Judicial Circuit
Huron, South Dakota

Circuit Court

Lemmon, South Dakota

7th Judicial Cirguit
Rapid City, South Dakota

Second Judicial Circuit
Sioux Falls, South Dakota

4ath Judicial Circuit
South Dakoti

TENNESSEE

Circyit Court - .
Blount County, Tennesse

Circuit Court
Memphis, Tennessee

Davidson County State Trial Court

"~ Nashville, Tennessee

CONFERENCE OF

NATCA/NACA STATE TRIAL JUDGES
X X
X
"
- X
X
X
X
X
X
X
x
X
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X
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STATE
TEXAS

Municipal Court’
Austin, Texas

Municipal Court
Odessa, Texas

- 24th Judicial District
Victoria, Texas -

VIRGINIA

Arlington County Circuit Court
Arlington, Virginia

Loudoun County Circuit Court
Leesburg, Virginia

26th Judicial Circuit
Luray, Virginia

Portsmouth General District Court
Portsmouth, Virginia

6th Judicial Circuit
Wakefirld, Virginia

Fairfa. County General District Court
Fairfax, Virginia

WASHINGTON

Lincoln County Suberior CourfO
Davenport, Washington

Thurston County District Court
Olympia, Washington

King County Superior Court
Seattle, Washington

King Counfy District Court
Seattle, Washington

~ Clark.County District Court -
A Vancouver, washington

WISCONSIN -

1dth Judicial District
“Eau Claire, Wisconsin

23rd Judicial Circuit Court
- Eau Claire, Wisconsin
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STATE

Kenosha County Circuit Court
Kenosha, Wisconsin

Winnegabo County Court
Oshkosh, Wisconsin

WYOMING

District Court

~ Newcastle, Wyoming

WEST VIRGINIA

First Judicial Circuit
West Virginia

UNKNOWN

Court of Common Pleas
Auglaize County

Marion Circuit Court

Marion County

OTHERS (Non~Trial Court Respondents)

Court of Civil Appeals
Montgomery, Alabama

0ffice of State Court Adm{nistrator .
Anchorage, Alaska

Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals
Denver, Colorado

Supreme Court of the United States
Washington, D.C.

Administrative 0ffice of the Courts
Frankfort, Kentucky

Appeals Court
Boston, Massachusetis

State Court Administrative Office
Lansing, Michigan

Supreme Court o
Jefferson City, Missouri
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STATE

Adm1n1strat1ve Office of the Courts
] Trenton, New Jersey :

Supreme Court Appellate Division
AAlbany, New York

0ffice of Court Administrator
Albany, New York

Tennessee Supreme Court
Neshvitle, Tennessee

Supreme Court of Virginia
Richmond, Virginia

85

NATCA/NACA

X

CONFERENCE OF
STATE TRIAL JUDGES




11,

- II1.
Iv'

APPENDIX B
" RELEVANT LITERATURE

Court Management Literature

A. General

Court;Literafure Pertaining to Specific Trial Court Manageméht Issues

A. Caseflow Management

B. - Records Management

C. Financial Management .
D. Personnel Management

Uses and Limitations

Bibliography |

A. General Management Literature

B. Specific Court-Related Materials

1. Bibliographies
2. Standards :
3. General Court Literatures
4, Caseflow
a. General

b. Specific Issues

(1) Backlog/Delay
(2) Calendar Management ~
(3) Case Assignment/Scheduling
54; Information Systems

Juror Utilization

5. Records

a. General
b. - Specific Issues

)  Court Reporting

) Forms Design

) Systems and Prooedures

)  Microfiim/Equipment .

) Other Jurisdictional Studies

6. Financia?l

a. General
b. Specific Issues
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. APPENDIX B ° : -
RELEVANT LIVERATURE ' . |

o

Users 5? this rémrt‘ series wﬂz find aﬁ;é@ﬁide@bf@ variety &ﬁ.,v; "

Viterature.dealing with public aditaistration 1ssues, organizational

©  theory, social psychoiogy, and homan relations, as well as general court"

" be classified and dis
with the range of Titeratuy
@S well as to point out spdcific works which may have particular relevance,

o

“opperations and specific court preblems. There are general management
-works on specific topics (persannel, budgeting, production, marketing,

- ete, )} which may. apply to bath public and Private srganizations, .Theve™
-~ are specific boaks and res drch studies applicable to functions in

- organikations \decision-making, communication, etc.). Al1-f this
iterature may haw

-varying degrees of utility to the management functions

rt.series and there are many ways in which it can

ssid, To familiarize users of this report series
ure available and the issues which are addressed,

‘described in this p

we have classified these miterials intc two broad areas: (1) general
management 1iterature and {2} specific court-related materials.

. : N E . .

The first dategory, Qeﬁ!‘emf\“ nagement Titeratgre, has been
addressed primarily through the Bib\iography (Appendix B 4 A), although
reference to a few spetific works 15 sade in the discussion of each
‘subject area below. While the diversity of disciplines and perspectives

"which this Titerature presents’ precludes nay attewpt at synthesis in
this report, the importance which these mathyials have for a trial court
“mandsdr cannnt be gverstregssed. Users of thig report Series shogld dip

..-into these and other related works for backgm\&{ and perspective on
wiNe

* ingreasing complexitias of social, economic and political 1ife in urban

_ the specific functions discussed in these repnrts\
' e : K B RN \1<

~ issues
addres

_compon. themes run throzs

organizational thepry and management boncepts h directly beal’ on

I. Court Management Literature

~
<,

A;  In General —
" Eésentiaiﬂyl, court management Hteri?ture consists of two types:
resear E&r\artic?es and texts dealing with! general court operational -

has-developed as a potential discipline in its.own right over the Tast

fifteen years. This development has paralieled a growing public awaremess -

of the hepvy demand fin' court services which has resulted from the

centers, Whefher aarfduct or & stimulus of this awareness, three

' ashout these writdngs) -the voiue of admin- -
¢n; ths qesivability of structural unification;
and the need for greater efficiency in all aspects of court system

movaident over the past gecade,' and the literature which proyides the
background and theory of these activitieS will be of immense value to

_operations. These ,thawg;chaw‘chamcteﬂzed much of the, court reform

any trial court practitioner regardiess of what his particular juris- |

diction is doing.

NI

ST - -

//,/
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and specialized reports. developed for specific jurisdictions-$o-
mote 1ocalized problems. -For the most part, this Court literature

!
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» H&ny af thesa vesources are listed in Appendix B 4 (B) (3).-. Although
the focus of this literature discussion is upon the treatment of casefl
financial, personnel and records management, note should be made of some \
‘of the more useful general court Titerature resgurces with which the N
trial court judge and administrative staff should bé familiar. For . |
general background on the management enviranment, functions and rela- |

tionships which bear on the handling-of the topic avéss addressed, \\

Friesen, Gallas ind Gallas's ﬁanag,ng the Courts can provide a very ' e
useful frame of reference. Fori those ipterested in exploring specific \
court management issues (i.e., nistory of judicial administration, court
structure, finance, personne}, and policy-making), Wheeler and Whitcomb's
more recent Read1n3§ in Judicia% Administration provides a collection of
readings prepaved from dif?érent perspectfves ‘and management viewpoints,

, Two sources should be noted of proposed standards which have been

., developed Lo govern various aspects of the Systems and objectives of
each trial court management. qg National Ad¢isory Lommission on Standards
and Goals has proposed a.series of standards that deal primgrily with
procedural and structural ajpects of & court's operation, The American
Bar Association Commission on Standards of Judicial Administration has *
published a series-of stardards dealing with a variety of judicial and

—_— court-related functions [court organization, trial courts, appellate

e

“r———._courts, etc. )} and, in addition, 2 series of supporting studies which
7 provide an exce11tnt overview te specific trial court management activities.

s S

Several journﬁT§\unv~ngwsietters are = ecifica11y addressed to
trial court concerns and cover a wide range “of ‘activities with whick
trial courts are involved. Justice Svstem Jou ‘élx published by. The
Institute for Court Management, treats a 'wide range of issues velating:
current court activity at both a state and local level. The Judges
Jdournal, a quarterly publication of tne Conference of State Trial 3u§ges,
~ Brovides articles on a mumber of topics relating to both the judicial
%unction and to the activities gf the court. - The Court Crier, published
quarserly by the National Association for Court Administration, treats a
variety'ﬁrmm_\\\gfgnt topics through articles and reports of specific
court activities: Columpn, the bi-monthly newsletter of the Rational.
Association of Trial inistrators, reports NATCA conference
_proceadings. as well as brié%‘rfsz\ngs of research findings and manage-
‘ment activibies-in various jurisdictions. The National Center for State
_ Courts Hewsletter provides a summary of NCSC research and a listing of
NCSC activities. The American Juﬁ%cature Society's AJS date summarizes
==—-pgegarch activities and significant state court decisions. 1he Federal
Judicial Center News provides a summary of court deveéTopments at
the federal level, many of which have application to.state and Tocal -
courts. 'AY1 of these publications conta1n a list of .new court publiea» o
tions and a calendar of events. ,

Thie“above-roted resources repreaent on1y a small segment of the
available materials which deal with trial court management concerns. The
additional sources noted in the Bibliography will point up the rangz and

_ diversity of perspective$ and opinions with which audges"aﬁﬂ staff may
\*yant to became familiar, .

o
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I1. Court Litgraxure Pertaining to ﬁuecifie Trial ﬂﬁart Man nt -
Tsgues agement

The following section is intended to pravide readers with an
overview of the principle issues raised in the literature which deais ,
with the topics addyessed by the Court Management Project, as well as
caseflow inarag No atiempt is made to “rate" these maferials or to°
discuss all of t works ayailable. Our purpose is, rather; tc point

—..out some of the major works in each aren and the perspectives which
. these Varisus works can provide on the tapics addressed by ‘the Colrt
sﬂanagement Praject. : .

e L -

'0' vy aumeruus bibli&graghlc Itstiugs ot Xgasefiaw managnment" literatuge |

B mk.anundance of articles, reports and texts on the subject. Only a

. Fer Lititigs provide any systematip definition or approach to meanaging

thech functions, and virtually non& provide any overall framewark for
understanding andrmanaging trial cqurt cqseflow as 2 whnle.

Casef?ow méhagement takes ‘a&
and resources necessary to move ca$ S fr ??iﬁégsggf,initiatign to
Just and fair disposition. From this pevspective, there 15 no one
source which can provide the triel court’ manager>uith a sense of the
activities, functions, concérns and confiicting priorities ‘which make up
the art of casefiow management. Theré are several reports which can -
provide insight into some of the genera] .managemept principles and

~specific management artiv1t1es with whi ch the casef1ow manager must

dea1 o

G

The general goals and prvncigles of caseflow management are most

" fully artictulated in the National Advisory Commission Standards and

Goals Réport on the Courts and the ABA Commission's Standards of ;
Judicial Administraton. Both of these reports place heavy Stress upon -

: court contvel over the caseflow proecess, particuiarﬂy in case assignment

and scheduling.

The NAC Standards address, Vn particu]ar, “the problems of crimina?
case delay by rec recommending more adequat® tesources and a restructuring
of the procedural framework for case processing to minimize delay. A

~ number of sources of delay are identified which are operatwonal (i.e.,

scheduling procedures, continuance granting, jury selection methods),
systemic ?z e., overuse of certain preétrial procedures, including grand

- Jury indictments and arrignments), or tied into the conduct of the

trial itself {i.e.s admission of irrelevant evidence, attorney abuse of
opening and closing statements). The accompanying standards and recommend-
ations provide a framework for improving local procedures to minimize
defTay at each stage of the litigalion process. '

 In_contrast te the NAC approach which vfews "casef?ow“ as a series
of procedurest the ABA Standards take a much broader and, in our “
gpinfon, more realistic view of caseflow and treats it as a continuum of

activities requiring coordination among court staffs and outside agencies,\ '

establishment of time and performance standards, development of appro-

- priate procedures and supporting recond systems, techniques to avoid |

A
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the management of all activities
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Zcase 15 fited.
~ ave based on this

from the problems they' we

R~

attarney sch&du!ing ccnf?ﬁcts /andfcontinuea\ﬁuh‘ orin@ and modifi-

cation,of the process as necegsary., The basic prefitse of the ABA -

Standards is that the court must control the progress of Jitigation once
a series of management principles are pr9;¥‘ which ©

Specific types of case assignment systems are then discussed along with.

- the velative merdts and prgbiems associated with frequentTy encountered
,ﬂattempts by trial courts tr,sclve various managemen problems. .

The prob?ems which these attembted ‘solutions can generate, apart

3 designed tc address, indicate the complexity
of mansdement considerations, activities and conflicting objectives
whicl confront the caseflo
rase\"low process may be a uaefuI theoretical ideal, the operation of the

iﬁourt‘&ystem requires a continuous balancing of numerous competing

intevests inherent in the adveysarial system of -1itigation, the community
role-and services which the court\provides and ‘the nature of the court -
as a poiitical unit. In this regard, an excellent perspective on the

 complexity of the court as an orga zation and the resulting demands .
this complexity nlaces upor management approaches is provided by Friesen,

Gallas and Gallas in- Haﬁa%iggﬁthe Courts, The reader will find historica!
perspective and organizationa thegny nterwoven into a discussion of

the unique nature of court managemen ﬁhe impact ah1ch the court's
aumerous and conflicting roles, -a‘as a;97 er, social service agency, - -
political unit, constitutional oWgan ] independeut branch of govern-
ment, and big business enterprise -- play upon the exprcise of a coherent,
systematic management approach‘ w

The operationa] processes a d probTems of appTying the NAC, ABA, or

f other management standards to a trial court have yet to be addressed by
the literature as to day-to-day management concerns and the complexity

of tasks and activities inherent in casef®ow management. Nevertheless,

. several aspects of q;sengwgmanag&ment have .been addressed in some detail

and veference to thdse writ
perspeetive

One of the wost fully tweated aspects of casef?ow management has

ngs may enrich the tria] Lourt manager‘*

i

?een case scheduling. A Guide to Court Scheduling, developed by the
nstitute for Law and Social Research in. under a National Science
' Foundation grant discusses the specific calendaring as weli as general

management and data collection activities required to develop effectivé
case scheduling capability. Based upon a study of court scheduling ;x.
techniques in 30 selected sites, the Guide provides descriptions of
specific case scheduling practices in ten selected courts, covering

the major elements of each system, techniques for moritoring operations,
resources required, and the relative merits of each of these systems
discg;sgd~ A gIossany of terms reiating to case scheduiing is also
provided, ) )

Impiicit in much of caséf1ow 1iterature 1s the assumption that

"caseflow management" is synonymous with casg scheduling or other required
ﬁystem fuucmions. One of the supportiug reports developed by INSERH for

remise and spacifically gearved to the caseflow prncasa¢ ‘

\panager daily. While court contrel over the .




the Guide, "A Survey and Assessment of Court Schedu}ing Technclogy" T -
provides some clarification in this regard by treating case scheduling ;
as one of a number of important management activities supperting court.
caseflow policies and objectives, rather ;han:ss & managew‘%t end in

itself

A variety of additzona] literature 1s avai!ablg daa?ing with s
specific trial court-case assignment systems, a few of which are cited
in the Caseflow bibliography in Appendix B (4). The value of these
reports for the trial court caseflow manager 1ies primarily ih demon-
strating specific problems encounterad in. the. caseflow process and
suggested ‘approaches for remedying them. Unfurtunate?y, there is ~

~ virtually no evaluative literature on the success or problems associated .

with these various remedial measures or the unanticipated cansequenceq .
?hicg t?ey ?ay have brought on both the court and other justice agencies
n the locale, . . ;

A second aspect of caseflow management for whxﬁh somz yseful
materials have been developad concerns information systems. Twd commoh

- themes underlying much court management literature in this regard are

the total incomprehensibility which the subject presents for the lay
administvator and the "symbolic good" which the presenceé of an informa-
tion system suggests about a court's management. In 1972 Eldridge
Adams in Courts and Computers made a strong plea for the availability of
computer Services to all “high volume criminal justice systems" and much
support has been given for their development by the NAC Standards'and by
\state and national court groups. VYot the experience of many practitioners
ard researchers demonstrates the unmixed blessing which information

systems often bring upon the agencies they were supposed to help and - ”’;¥ 

their freqagnt addition of problems and tasks rather than management
assistance.© The reports of the National Evaluation Program of Court
Information Systems published by NILE in 1977 highlight the absence of

"systematic development of these systems in terms of the goals and

objectives they-.should serve. The restilt has been that not very many

systems prcvide practical assistance Tor administering the ceurts 1nv01ved

3

i

; TDuring the Project's field work, attempts were made to contact many

of the courts which.had instituted innovations in case scheduling.;
This study indicated that success of these efforts is most frequ ntly
associated with trial courts where objectives for case scheduling
have been previously estab?isheé rather than with any particular

“ \g?chn1ques used

ZLEQA‘S ’r1mina? Couvts Technica] Assistance Project a1one has handlied
over. 40 requests from state and local courts.for technical assistance
iﬂ dexigning and developing various aspects of their information systems.
z?bjecr has demonstrated the frequency with which aytomated systems
annad without adequate understanding of the needs they should
serve, the planning and resources they require, and the resuits they
should pravide as wel! as the need for continued mbnitaring and evaluation.

R
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Lot " While caseflow literature commonly criticizes the courts which do e
not overseq the development of thelr information systems, meny cpurt :
. officials feel they lack the competence and.resources to even venture
& “into this area and therefore rely upon the opinions of outside "experts”
s - or other government staff. To-this end, a newly published.monograph by
o . LEA¥'s Criminal Courts Technical Assistance Project at The American -
a . University, Computer Use in the Courts has been prepared for the purpose
of providing & framework for the non-technically oriented court manager
regarding the issues and considerations which bear upon the process of |
. planning, procuring and implementing an automated information system. In
< addition to str&ss?hg the importance of court control over the entire ‘ i
.. process of information system planning and implementation, determining s g
" thié elements and reports ingliuded, and the rvelative sophistication
» appropriate tc a given locale, the monograph addresses such practical
issues as whep and how. to use outside assistance, suggested “symptoms"
indicating th&' possible utility of computer support, political and
practical considerations relating to hardware and staffingy methods for
3. conducting a feasibility study, possible funding sources, and general
-requirements of the procurement process. This monograph, coupled with
a review of reports prepared by various jurisdictions regarding the
development of specific information systems3‘pan provide the trial court
manager with a fairly comprehensive grasp o the management planning
and development issues, tasks and resources which go into establishing

and maintaining a useful court information system.

iy

The third aspect of casefiow sgfzgement which the Titerature addresses
at some length is that of backiyg and delay in case processing time,
primarily in regard to criminal ‘rases. Some of the works in this area,

9 ~ such-as Zeisel and Kalven's Del&g in_the Court have documented the causes

/ of delay carefully and analytically, bointing to the various interests
delay’sometimes serves which comjilicate efforts to expedite case processing,
Implicit in most literature, howiver, is the.potiop that "delay" is bad =~
and that "speed" is good in terms of the ti## in-which case processing
occurs, . T s

Efforts to study this ‘issue empirically have, until recently, been’
jmmediately met with the probiem of definition./ “Delay" has never been
~_____ guantitatively defined and the most plausible &%finitiom‘of "backlog"
et provided is on2 which gears the significance ef the problem to. the
policies-of the local jurisdiction, Beyond this definitional problem, -
o attempis to/¢3ﬁ§$$e§gglgy among trial courts are further complicated by
. the lack of common meastres or measurement points. Some jurisdictions
- -measure processing time from point of filing to point of disposition;”
others measure from point of trial start to point of disposition. Even S

3citations to these reports can be obtained from the various court
literature bibiiographies 1isted in Appendix B (IV B (4)). ‘

‘ﬂﬁrnest Friesen has defined "backlog" as the number of cases which
. cannot be disposed-of within its "period of tolerable delay." The
period of "tolerable dejay" will of course be determined by the

individual court's policies and goals. ‘

! = . 2 , A " - e
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‘the definition of a “"case" €an vary. Some jurisdivtions base their - -
count on the number of individual defendants involved; _others use the
nunber of charges; others couﬂt the number of actions.’

&

To this end, several rgsearch'efforts should-be noted. In the Tate
1950%s, the Institute for Judicial Administration began a sunuey of .
delay.in civil jury trials in major metropolitan trial courts.: -
4 establishing common techniques for sampling and measuring the varibus .
p points in case processing time, the Survey enabled valid inter-jurisdic~-
- tional comparisons to be made regarding the relative delay in civi?
- jury case ﬂrocessing among the courts examined. :

" Two vecent %fforts 1augched by the Nattcnal Center for St&ﬁé Lourts
under sponscrship of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration will
_contribute to the early efforts of IJA to explore the backlog and delay
issue. The first, the'sational Statistics Project, is designed to :
deve]op a common framework for defining statistical terms and measuring
vaious types of irial court activities and time frame 1nv01ved The , -
Proaect is slated fbr»comp?etion Are-the ka1l of 1978. , IR

" The semand effort focuses specifica]ly upon the probTems of pre~ %ﬂ
< .~ trial vacklbg and deTay in metropofitan trial courts. The figdings of
this resedrch project provide thz first systematic analysis this .
4ssue.” Rather than aay specific factors accounting for <delay or its
absence, the study indicates that the major factors which ‘distinguish
“faster” courts from slower ones are the coupt's concern about case
processing time and its commitment to minimize’ delay. in fact, courts
which noted delay as a problem were often the faster courts of those
surveyed.’ Three documents produced by this project may be of intergst .
to the trial court manager: a.literature review and bibliography. the =~

o

final-report of Phase I findings, and a.manual for diagnosing delay’ ST
which provides specific gquidelines for samnl*ng and analyzing a variety T
of informat1on relating to disposition time. ,

: A camp]ement to the NCSC study of state trial cnurts is the recent
. study of U.5. District Courts prepared Qy the Faderal Judicial Center in
September 1977. The goals of the project were to determine.what prqcedures
 were associpted with the greatest possible speed and productivity o .
" faderal digtrict courts, cunsis*¢ﬁt with the highest standards of justice,
A report in several volumes has been published describing the research 6
findings of the- project and calling into question a number of common
assumptions about the cauSes of speed and productivity, Based upon an
~ empirical. study'of a representative campling of federal district courts
" around the country, the report documente those mamagement procedures and
controls which project staff identify as distinguishing courts which
are performing well from other courts studied. Although many factors
- are analyzed in the discussion of each of these controls, the most
" effective procedires. were,thase "in place not by-accident but as.a
. resuit uf tonscious cour%~p61icy ub- .

4 @

N\ 5F1andars, Steven, Case Mana ment and _Court Han_ggment in 1.8, District R
N, Courts. Washington, 0.C. Federal Judictal Cent v, September 1977, <
\ 3 o
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A consfdéraQ}e diversity of additional 1iterature ﬁs available on .
both general fssu#s relating to casefiow management ‘and the variety of -
problems and techhiques-observed in various trial courts. The bibliography
in Appendix B (4) includes some representative listings of the variety
of sources available and the reader is encouraged to explore these I
according to his generaf interests aﬂd‘specific management needs.

B. Records Manauamentpv’ ) e g :hv/ . T

A records system documents and reflects the histarvg activitfes w7 a

7. and major concerns of an or anization, In a court, the recard system

- with standards and principies that can apply to any record system,

1,

serves several purposes: ' 1t preserves a vecord of legai actions.on the S

cases handled; it dgicyments \the organization's internal administrations S
and it serves as an historichl resource for the community's past. A v
court records system is also .the vehicle for vecording activity and TS
gathering “information on the court's workload, resources and management. = = "~
. As"such, it is a majur component 01 all other management activities. P

' The elements of<alrecords rystem and their effectiveness are
intricately related to the purposes which the system serves. For a
court, ‘its record system should be a product of management polictes and
_needs, requirements of the legal system served, and the community needs
““concerning the records maintained. This framework within which a court
record system develops involves many policy and ph11osophical jssues.

Records management is- an~established discip]ine in its own right, !

court-related or not. There are common denominators of effective
vecords management that may be shared by all records managers i when
adapted to a coyrt system, -they represent a process that is often
“transferable to other courts. General records management literature

- defines the principal objectives and techniques of records management

and suggests the more common problems found in implementing and main-
taining an effective records system: The cycle of records as discussed

in these materials provides a Fundamental framework that will be useful

to any records management plan. Specific gourt records systems materials. .
“include a few resources dealing with gverall system planning, with the

~ bulk of the writing addressing specific, aspects of -records system operatiof

. or particular plans and probﬁems pert&ining to specific Jurisdictions.

©  The literature of records ma&ﬁgement in generaT -and court records o

- in particular generally apprcaches the subject from a systems perspective,

howkver, giving 1ittle treatment to the philosophical and policy issues’

which are critical to the shape and procedures of the record system .

developed. The records cycle ~- creation, maintenance, and retirement --

as well as specific problems relating to it, are the dominant themes of both

the general and ¢ourt-specific writings. The assumption of the literature

is that records must be maintained and that the records manager should i :
develop appropriate systems for this maintenance, Rarely do the writings : 7
address the underlying framework which generates the r Scnrd cycle, What | :
records does a court maintain? Why.are they maintained?  Who uses them? ‘

Hho should uSﬁ'them? Who should maintain them? Are requirements fnr

W
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{C’recard maintenance compat%ﬁ?e with modern needs? 1§ not, should they
" be changed? If sp, how? These are questions which any manager must
y, ask before a syStem can be developed. Records management literature,  ~ =
~" howaver, generall, overlooks this essential-first step. While the systems = .
approach is essential for a comprehensive records management program, some 1
attention mist first ‘be given to determining what the framework for that -~
" peopgram should be. Certain records management problems are products of
) _inefficient managemenit which can be solved by improveients in procedures,
" “resources,” and staffing. Other problems, while ameliorated by these.
’ efforts, require fundamental thanges in the framework of the system --
in the releyant statutes and rules particulariy -- for long-term remedye
For the tr%il court manager, both avénues must be considered. :

&

=l COnJiderab1e attention has theref@re been given in the project's
Records Management Report to the various approaches used by €rial courts °
. in atter ‘£ing to estapiish long-term change in their record systems and,//
_ particuiar changes in the framework which contributed to improved system - -
~ operations. Extensive discussion is made on the process of defini
assessing records management needs against the system's fra
=~ . for determining alternative métheds for making the framewor
» "~ to modern court operations and resources. With this fou
~trial.court manager cam then draw upon the usefal body of '
1iterature pertaining to both vecords management § enara? as well as -

fn specific courﬁ\nggratians. - / A

|
: o & R ' 3
1 terms of general recﬁrds managemeﬂ' terature, an Exceiient . o
~overview of system components and vequirerents is provided in a series T
of articles under the heading “Beginner§™-Corner”, published in Information and e
R Records Management from April 1970 through Octaggn 1971 The articles o i
discuss both genewa] concepts rel?’ing to the reto myc?a and specific , - Lgﬁ
planning and wplementation tasks and coasiderations beﬁ%i on the ; A
management of a records system. The subjects addressed in\Tusgkg;:§:§fi
ers,

. system activities and compunients (the records inventory, record @
forms control, records requirements, document.filing, and retrieval B
well as general planniﬁg and management considerations (securing manage- i
. ~ment support, system implementation, and acquiring and training staff).
v . An-excellent pragtica] complement to these articies are the Records L =
. Management Handbiook series prepared by the Natiomal Archives and ‘ : =
" TRecords Service of the U.S. Government. The series consists of a rumber . .
- of reports on various specific aspects of records management, including.. ¥ :
. file apeyaﬁm% forms design, subject filing, file stations, form and
guide letters, mail managenent apd-information retrieval, as wel] as a-
guide~to microform retrieva1 eguipment and computo output * :

S The Titerature directed specifically to court records maﬂagement is.

~best derjved from the various records management plans and reports
prepared by or for specific jurisdictions and specific reports|describing e
the kinds of technical equipment which courts might consider in- improving 8§~
their vecords systems. Before delving into these specialized materials,
two general background resources should bs noted. An excellent overview
to the prob1ems and approaches of managing a court records”.yéfgg\\f\

N
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@ treatment.of these issues alofig with pra;:t%a} gufde/ines ape% materfials

" courts.

- program for a specifie jurisdiction, and- those,

N type exist.

- ‘systems, The Georgia Administrative Office of the Courts %as rec:ently

-~ Administrative Office of the Courts.
-=reports documenting theé-studies and specific efforts involved.

- these jurisdictions may be more spemfzcaﬂy discussed through contact |

. Records Management Stud

- . and-Su

pmv:ded in Robert Harra’ll $ "C(mrt Reeaﬂis MM? z;«%z% The ™ Mi 4&;@'0 = /
. Revisited" which should be read ir conjunction wiif t;& mare ial izet" e
studies. “Where resources permit, the Recerds Manageme: t Morkshops - // =
conducied by the Institute for Lourt Managemenf proyide a detailed - e

for assessing and improviwg r’ecm“ds sys GBL./ and manﬁ‘ eme)z., in individual '? |

@/ .
: The court-spemﬁc reca%’ﬁs management studig; are genem‘ny gf‘ two
" types:  those which attem%’t/to develop a comgrelfénsive records management
‘which address specific . )
" records -management problems., Reports in the f} Y5t category dealing with
comprehensivisrecords management systems have generally been prompted by

an effort-to improve the é*"jvqiency of recor;,d-yzkeeping operations by
developing more uniformity Xf
i

a
\\

procedure and assuring moye accurate and:
t%ely reporting. - -Ofen, these studies were launched as part of a
~ statewide adm’fmstratwe ef ort or structural umfzc&tmn of Tocal
courts ST e PR :
A variety ef gaod recopds manamaént p'(ams amd programs of tm;;/'
A few examples| are cited here, with additional. refe%ﬁces
noted in the Appendix.- The Colorado Judicial Department has developed a
number of useful materials pertaining“ to both manual and apytOmated =

undertaken a four-phased project to document and str..zmﬁne existing ~
recard-keeping polic*les and practices in the state's general and limited-
Jurisdiction courts. - A similar effort was launched by the Missouri
AT1-of these projects bave prépared
Kithough
the availability of these peports may be Timited, the activities of

with appropriate local officials. ="

/

Awhﬁr of cbux't systeins hdve prepared procedurai manua‘ls to ,
-“~tocument court procedires and recording requirements in particular. o .
Those developed for the courts of Colorado, Maine and.Vermenti are fairly

" representative examples of the types and range of resources’ cievewaeﬁ \‘ ‘

for the -day~-to-day use of records system staffs. In addition, somg-2— 7 -me= P
states have prepared summaries of these manuals as a vehicle for éxp‘laimng P

cgurd operatficns and procedures to the public. In this régard, the e r
“Maine Citizen's Handbook combines both constitutional and statutery — © =27
tgirer;aents with & description of specific murt @erations relevant to © o7
gation. = -~ , o p

Two excél‘ienf examples of how court record systems can be assess
and. updated tp satisfy court operational needs more adequately are the
prepared for the Florida Llerk's Association
An Analysis of Current Practites and Frocedures -

and Records

estions for Improvement prepared by the Cleveland Court Management

Project for the Cuyahoga Zounty, Ohio_court system. . While these studies

are quite explimt 1n their vecommendations and guidelines for thé court ; _
systems 1nvol\Ied, ey neverthe‘iess suggest a wmacm ground for court e




D

" sﬂu@mﬁt anc% other;feﬁcumes required.

,mformatvy _on-€rter the process or ‘probléms of implementing these

/. hive undektak% ‘records management improvement efforts. While v;n““e&

-7 peogrds secur‘xty {including access-to Ti P
the public), lost files {resuiting from either-Too 1iberal an access T e

- policy in the-clerk's afficjy B .

-~ _soffice o office or courtraom)/ eviderce maintépance, particularly where -
* ¢lerks responsible aré not 'de

VA @Vceiﬁrrés”anf tecﬁnique&vfw records System-operations, three recent cie P
- haﬂications ‘may be of %ntemst. Improyina-€ourt Produ tW“r’%‘ﬁ:Jhe g '

v ~iheasurmg court productivity in tesms of the volume of cases processad
~ and labor expended. A ‘number.of techniques for improving’ pmdm;ﬁfﬁ:y

“microfitm systems and their potential utility to courts, I

rezzords mawgeﬁent part%u‘iaﬂy ﬁgrsonne"l stafﬁng, pmgram p%anning,,/
. forms desvan, vetention and destruction chies, records: agnters,

P

The b

of court-specitic records. mahageﬁ;ga: stndies should be
're’ﬁewed L ;Vmey%%

ttation in minds  there is ‘to date no eva%ﬁative

gﬁey o# their actual effect. ~ The project's site studies md%ate
/mﬁ‘%patad yrobiens -kave been encountered in some Jurisdictions which

Bmf;r““ W@ﬂy rem&digbte, they shmﬂd be mted,

/z‘ﬁej secgmd ;:atﬁ%ry of ceurt—smcif*ic records managgment Htg%ﬁre LT ~
.—Tocuses-upon particular records managément problems encountersd by 10(;&1 T

courts, The résponses to the project's wgan%atima} and. ﬁa‘!d work .
fmdmgs mdzﬁ.\'ce that these problems mo ,;/ requently itvolve -
Yes by both atiper agencies anq

‘problems n trangporting files from

retrieval.  Only/ithe Tasp-ty
addressed with any f

were initiated
1 0;;’ couid /r(

eeried- under court control”; storage; and 7
o prebtens,y ‘storage and retrieval, haye be =

sy by court studies. Many of these stydis
i1 khe assimption that/addjjional eguipment—or tec
F roblems at hand / Whe her thi ,ﬁ;u/msfa‘faﬁ
geierated by court staff or by, } ~fie vendorss nwﬂabijfﬁe T
/),;cepo’./ s conclude with the des 'rabi iYy of-a more systematic assessment S
af records sysiehs procedures and »s ,‘,f/befwe avv eqaipmnt ccnslder- S
ations cg;y be made. o / P . P

' /%/r those trial c:mrs: ,ménwers w}m are’ s;ansid,eﬁﬁg more exped}%t - o

e/f’

ndustirial Engineering Approach suggests some a‘ltematwe methods far

are discussed From ‘the perspeﬁives of industrial -engineering, systems e
ana?ys*is, bﬁhaviow‘l science and computer automaijon. The application nf g ‘

- these vari émachea to specific court cTerical f‘uﬂctions is then | DR
demonstra d uﬁmuqh sssecific case. examgias. T , R

; . |

~* For those trial court managers Who ) conswering specifm muip-« : s

ment glternatives, two Naticnal Center- for State Courts bli;;ation.a B

udinﬁ D their ..
record storage, retention and dispasition are also discussed. Business o et

wiil be extremely useful.” Microfilm and the Courts revi

relative benefits, costs and qualily. General considerati

: __g,_%vg_n%___amitha Courts provides a similar veview of various fﬂ‘ing’ s o F R |
#ref) uction and text’ eﬁi%ﬁng systems for potential court use. - PP / 1
A list-of these vaterfals and a var'iety of others is égefﬂﬁed in A
Appendix B (4 B ES)) | RS e ! ]




vMi (y ef saurces. ﬁ«éﬁ ase ; pwmrt to be "state“ funded i
. -frequently veceive some local supfort -~ for facilities, at leas
/ /};teﬁ, & number' of "mnagers"/?i 7ist and a number of saparate lzé ts are.
_peeparved for pn individyal-court. Trial court Financial map ement thus
T yeyuirés-a variety of bwdgetaﬂ: strategies, techniques dnd-functions, :
S /nﬁich,,vary from jurisdiction te jurisdiction dgpenéiw@gn formal aﬁd
’ inﬂzmal pfts] ftical f‘eiﬁmns)ﬁzxs ;ﬁﬁ gmef"men‘taa,,, /ﬁ; unes. o

1 ,K ' e
“From the persfectiva of the 1iteratyre, t the ﬁm(cey/ # trial wxrt y /
- financial menagement has been the most. 2lusive of th;management areas. . /.
. addressed by the projects There ig virtualiy no Titerature which addrg.mss £
oot court financial management jn any gomprehensive or systematic .
! / fashion. Perspective on the sub; wct Wst be axtrﬁ(ctad from a mé /(éé L
" “materials covering either. %sani:m'n?@thar topics or very sp&c"i Lt

- 77 | ' easpects of the subject. The writ can be characterized in three
="~ | ways: references in genera) court litgrature to issuss relevint (o

, s 7 potentially, re’!evant) to trial w&g irancial management.; %}}éatmm; of
L :spec*la;izeszt/ issues; and practical mmr%als developed for- zﬁwﬁﬁc
S 7 courts £o. docyme,%t partiwlar f'mzzm;ia}f “management- ‘“ﬁ&;ﬂ’ﬁﬁ%’%&; ot

A vamez_v cf ger%ra’l ezpu / mm&gewnt texts hzua be%n wﬁtten whcich et
tot;zh on some of the issves 3’ ‘trial court manager must consider in © [ i
dea‘n’ng with financial panagement responyibilifies, While none of these
texts pmvida a full analytic framework for understanding the managemen;éi B
, ares, two of these texts in pargicular provide a goed intrgdactory
/ . insight into the political and gractical ke’!atiow ships and tmsidgr@ion?ﬁv
/ S invoived. Mapaging the Courts provifles'a geperalldfscission of a number
7 - of management: Yaclsrs bearing on M/(%fwe trial,court as a whole, and.often

o Aspon . ﬁnam:‘ia‘i/;‘ snagement in paricular. Whegler mﬁﬁb’ﬁm icia'l I

£ Administratisd: Text and Rea;ﬁn g syagls a ny : ﬂfﬁ also =
. =7/ ‘ralate, #irectly or indirectly, to tne Wamiﬂ management o

} /' in a prfal court. Neither of ;ﬂese t@?@%ﬂév&r, were desigred to LT
angs the diverse and ¢ oy, considerations,” concerns and e
/ﬁtivities ufhiah ,ﬁ%é up tr/d’c:our mmLza? ma;sagment e = ‘

~ A wumber nf ath/mrks am(i @rtic?és dﬁgb with i /mc'm - a“lthaup’a T
m;t nec;“ssarﬂsf rdncial management -- issues. miterials can b - |
helgful in providing backgroand on some of the if/ey issues which have”
~ been raised 4y court officials in regard to the financial support court
. _systems veceive,, /*!’hese issues include: (1) the variety of sources «=—
e . or pefentidl sources --'hy which court systems can bg fin%c%, {2y
Y //qé comvept ofinherent powers-to secure court fum%ngy and” 3}) the
2 /- ycm:xe af ;adicia’i iadzﬁendem:e and sﬁparation of ;;%ers. . ,

!"»4/

Tm;A*irsV f ‘these issuds, the nature ahd myxf‘cas of caurt finam:ia
M:, hyg frequently been premised upon the A8sumption that state
/ﬁﬂ;ﬁmim;mf the trial court system will eliminate much of-the ina )
) / Aprm*t/ ocally funded courts presently experience, The ABA Stapdards 7
/ /Reiat}m to tnurj: (}?‘ganizatioa strongly advm% t“bm‘t', f .

B




qns and the no%on 15 /genera'ny ‘hed mtc 8 t

ﬂr/ . , /‘

n ‘tﬁr’* tar\); amr pub‘hshed Sew/fa\wate but ;Eﬂﬁserwen% wmch ;
e5 the typefﬁ of funding state. /:ourt systems receive and, the .,
.. ’variety of ways ﬁhnanmai resources ‘are provided angaz%ehverax! te . .
* \the courts. Baai{ s work represents the first éxam featwns of the= . 7=l __
ﬁ,ﬁterga verfinentaj. relatiopShips botween the execptive,”legislative Y
nd judiciatl bm//éghas and the application of t /é/se reJationships-on, tbe )
. /3 tate cou/t fin# cial support systems, Baar Zonducted #is analysis »
o bese by atians ’ ips and the degrde of local or state fundmg,result"'
ias’ col cerning the merits of coﬂ:rahzed or decentralizéd:
v/ Smtiéi the publication of Separate but Sub%arv 0% L
subseq ,ém: works have suggested that the Trend of Judictal re
-  ¥ncreafie state rﬁndmg “A catégorzation.of statas accordiyxg tﬁ”*he
7, 7 levels GF state fundmg received u&s-fivst ée”f(fe}ojﬁed by Bagr tmdemenstrate
A the v;mous sufiport systems by; Mgl cour‘ts were f'nmged/ This- dategori=
ion_hds_sinde been rewsed%nd ypdated in.a yarﬁety nf/ vam(‘mng systemss/
o ¥ which s!}ggest that higller percentages of, *&*E’*Fu’iféﬁmj«» {{s@;&%
durt:s mdwate 8 more %ﬂh&ﬁ’ caurt %é‘a%fsf.em 1 /V i / S
//, e

Snyera’l of the W ings gesTing With the, stite fur/ding issue mscuﬁ/s o
‘a}’femaﬂ ve budgetizi-strategies within sugr systems, [Most writers
_4upport a’centralized budgeting. pmea’s{‘ by whigh the ‘evéhpment of L @ S
- individual coyrt Hdgets are,cﬁe%mafé&h at acent /point and 'mte; ated T
"= into & single budget’ submtssm Mf(r the Btate coyrt s %}utem. A few, , ,
"

;ﬁai yz

c*‘ ,//

howiever, -advance, the merits of xaitary budgefmng, wherehy the hudg
the entwe \,tfurt sy stem 1; devle}oped a*L' & centra'l po nt.

- ‘ah“ %ﬂ
“'-s

e e ; P d" :
i © " The’ problems 4F state financing, and pa"rtmuia /Iy its 1mp17cat1ons
DR for the tr%g}«. urt, have yet to bé addressed by thg literature, ]&f‘ﬁe‘!y

because” fw’% implemented stat@ nded systems are bnly beginmngﬁta :
T provideZufficient informdtion msmht/éo assess them-fairly. fodsil v 1
N - Over ithe 1ast decade, the Colg: ada Admin pfratwe Office of the. Courizc // S

S ?mir‘hshed several useful i {p«t)rts ‘dog mentmg ‘specific cos’;; for
AP ~ operating thé state's court/s tém including expenses- fqr/wdwidual
/ © courts apd related agencieZ as well as for adm1r1ste¢mg t’naﬂ\ system / .
7 - - the state Tevel. The.rolé of the trial.court:and the nature: of its :
financial management ac;ﬁv*lhes in’state, funded systems deserve partic T
cular attention ih futyre research.’ The results of this project ’ndicate/ .
‘that a pumber sf both continued and-unanticisated- problems are“tonfronting . .
* trial.courts in staté systems zl’ that the need for an effecfive financial
management capabﬂw auhﬁ tmal ceurt 1eve1 exists reg%ﬁss /r{éf the '

" funcﬁng sourge.

" Whatevesw” fhe ments of state vs.\ locaT fundmg, k>

dpmene e very P\"achca‘i SRS ]

_and %%te problems raised by the Yecent "taxpayer revolts" in. -~ .- . E/
%] 1

”%ﬁ“mmummm“““mememdnmmwmi'mv

" By uno’erscanﬁ thaﬁ the state Profﬂes be g prepared by the Nation‘a ';.‘ R
Center for State Courts provide some=d&scriptive information ‘on the . T e

" finapefal and personnel structure of each state. *‘At /‘-“/‘?é twie of this

W}‘fti ng,” however, they are uz;avaﬂable. P

S A C A ‘\; g

/ﬁgﬁfmﬁma ‘and elsewhere. fequire that'each court syStem carefully * - =~ = = | I
|
|
|
|

1‘_’01 ' oA o
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Just\fya

- to be local, its" 1mpact

Tha. impact wﬁich

such actions have on lecal governmenn agencies in general and on_the
courts in part1cu1ar is. an 1ssue which shou]d be stud%ed ‘as Loon ‘s

possible.

Apart from the issue of state vs. local funding, a conswderab]e

r;.

- -bode of material ds_published per1odica)1y documepting the specific
amount'nf funds received by com{t systems.

The,most comprehensivz

- Expenditure and EmpToyment Data Yor the Criminal Justice System.

Thes

veports - provide detailed statistical breakdowns-of expenditure data by -
Jurisdiction-from federal, state and local sources for all criminal
Justice activities, with specific breakdowns-included for "JuﬂTulﬁ]"

"?egai sevv*ces and,nrosecut1on", and "pub11c defense"

The .second theme of tourt financ1a3 ¥1terature, ?.E\Q the concept
of Tnherent powers, has been approached from both a theoretical as well
-as a pract1ca1 perspective.

of thg
ensure

~._application of the doctrine have never been fully spelled out)
but““vegardless
of definition, it is generally agreed that "the-application of the

docur1ne must be limited to. 1tems 1nd15pensab1e tc'tha fanct10n1ﬁ§~of

‘number of cases prov1de definitions of "inherent powers"

the 3ud1c1a? systam.“

A§ to the ﬂcctriﬂe s pract1ca1 utxﬁwty, its value fis dubzous as
--means of achieving additional direct support.
. ‘¢ases.in which the court has sued the Jd

‘fﬁ‘p?a¥1de\adeQLate funding.
 with ! requeéféa“"‘“THEﬁG&%aeme‘Qf these cases suggests & marginal
practlca] “impact of such litigatTon-dashite the often forceful dis-
“cussions of judicial independence and sepa?a%%en‘of povers in-the case

TRy

"

materials.

_the functions deemed necessary i an ide

since there will never be sufficient funxs
~a\gp3ervat1on has been, borne out by a number gf trtai court staffs contacted

dirtng th

Génerally,

"Inherent powers" refers to the authorif;
court, as a constitutionally created branch of government, to

its effectxve functioning. and performance. The elemeits or .

% 4
RATR Y

' } source. for- this 1nformat10ﬂ is_ provided in the U.3. Bureauw of fensus's

S

&

There have been several .

&al funding seurce for faflure
Madeguate” has been synonymou§

Some observers go further to criticize the dostrine as
diverting attention_away from the highly critical budgeting tasks facing
courts, “ncluding setting objectives and priorities for financial needs,
available to perform all of

1 system of justice.

This"

Close1y Tinked to the concept of 1nherent powers is the th1rd theme

54

Ry

S :UOﬁ%a\g rev1ew of the couvt deget.
s K S

)

"\l

Separate b&i Subsﬁrvient, pp. 143- 149

7?he §D»1ec\\3%\gnherent powers is well exp}ored in Qar?

Baar' s o/

of the literature, judicial independence, and, particularly, the implica-
SHons of legislative and-executive agency interference with the fa?mula-

TN

3 .
*

F”§§6“$e\a§equate funﬁzng, Even where the “revg}t“ may appear e
wild-he felt on both a Tocal and state level,
for the end result is a decrease ih‘svazlablg_fUnds.

i




LN A numbér of rea%&n* for executive and 19g1s]ative invoTvemen& in =y
S the determination of the trizl court budget have been ¢ffered. Some writers- o
: exp}aﬁn this "involvement by an unwarranted desire of t esgAagea%%es’fb
‘dominate the court budget process. . ﬂthe}§/g§LEi9%%ﬁ’tﬁe situation to - L
the court's traditional distaste for.mamagement in general and inability T
“to cope with the complexities—of finanvjal management in particular. The
most plausible explanation for executive and legistative involvement in : ‘
the court budget process has been advanced by Baar who ties it to the .
_constitutional delegation of the taxing and spending authorities., ’ -
__—“Regardless of the reasons for this involvement, the need for a court

financiat management capability to plan and budget for the cost of court
aperations is important in light of the serious f1nanc1a? cnnsxraﬁnts
: . unonumestffhﬂdiag bodwsﬁ both state and Tocal. '
\\ﬁff @ wbiie no comprehen51vn treatment of the issues, concerns and functzons

1nv01ved in-the concept of trial court financial management has developed
putside of the work of the Court Management Project, a number of useful
. materials have been prepared by state and local courts which can be of _
N : “value in orienting the trial court manager to the variety of approaches '
and techniques being tried in {his area. Several statés have developed
- | manuals of standard accounting 4nd reporting procedures (North Carglina,
. Colorado, Nebraska, and Massachusetts, for example) and a numbsy of
Ve~ . others are in the pvocess of deg§?opment Particular attention is called |
. to tﬁcvMassachusetts Court Budget, Bovk-developed by the National Center
=« for State Courts under a grant ?F\ the Massachusetts Committee -on
Criminal Just1;e in 1976. The Botk is organized around & five-step
budgeting process (planning; preparat1on, review; submission and justifi-
cation; and monitoring) and provides specific procedures and forms for
develop1ng‘ﬁuuget estimates as well as forms for collecting information
-{o prepare, the next year's budget. While geared to the court budgetary
process used in Massachusetts at the time of preparation, the step-by-
step procedures and data collection fowms should, w1th apprOprwate
nmdaflcatlons, have utility to any Jur15d1ct1on.

» Several of the larger trial courts have developed budgétary guide-
A lines geared tu both internal budget formulation and cutside agency .
“ review {Los Angeles Superior Court, Cook County, I1Tinois Circuit Court,
Multnomah County, Oregon Circuit Court, for example). Contact with

-these and other jurisdictions may be the most valuable sourte of infor-
matibn and insight for the trial court manager into the functions and
procedures of the financial management systems of these trial courts.

D.  Personnel Manaqement

iy
g
7

o Persnnnel management 3Fv01ves a number of management components
md\xoncerns which are common.to any arganization, public or private, -
While the characteristics of a court personnel system often differ
sfgnificagtly from those of other-governmental units as well as other
private o ‘\ewzatxons, the management concerns are, for the fost part,:
similar. These concerns generally center about specific activities

~ (classificationg recruitment, selection, vetentiom compensation,
promotion, and d ﬁmjpwne) as we11 as the more genera! issues of defining - _

ya
S
iz



the type cf’work to be performed, determining how it can mest efficiently
be performed, and creating an envivonment which stimulates employee
fnerforhance and encourages productivity.

Ali of these issues have béen addressed in varying degrees by the
Titerature of general managemerit, personnel administratxan, and behavioral
science. A number have also bees discussed in terms of specific court

B systems. What has been missing trom the literature, however, is any

comprehensive treatment of caurt~personne] management per se as a subject
in its own right and of the context in, which these managefent concerns

and actions arise and are performed. While both the ABA and NAC Standards
‘J(advocate 1ndepeadent judicial personnel merit systems, mest court admin-
" istration texts give little attention to the subject, and many of the

more recent works do not even mention “"personnel” as a dast1nct court
management subject. For this reason, three recent works, in varying .
_stages of publication, will be of great value to trial court managers 1n
una&vstandxng and dealing with personnel management concerns.

The first, Personnel Administration in the Courts (1978) provides a

. detailed overview of court personnel management as to the respons1b111t1es,

requirements and issues involved. " Specific personnel activities, such
as the classification process, recruitment, compensation plan develop-
ment and maintenance, training, grievances, and discipliine are addressed
in separate chapters. Suggestions are made regarding the appropr1ate
structure for court personnel management, including requws1te policies,,
rules and procedures. Reference to specific site exper1ences, inciuding
an Appendix of sample court personnel materials, is also included.

~¥irtually. all of the management concerns and responsibilities for a
~ trial court persoﬁné% 1anager are treated in the document from the

perspective of the issues invoived and the experience of specific state
court systems. The volume should be used -in conjunction with the Trial
Court Management Project Personnel Report to provide historical perspective
and more detailed background on the specific trial court lssues addressed.

The second, a study of collective bargaining patterns among State
court employees, kas been conducted by the Futures Group over the past
year. Reports of project findings-have been published in several -
articles by political scientist George Cole. Sponsored by the National
Science Foundation, Cole's study has explored patterns of unionization
among court employees in fourteen states and some of the specific political
and legal problems encountered. In the absence of judicial policy on
the subject, Cole notes, courts have wrestled with such fundamental
organizational issues as who is the employee and who is the employer.

" The variety of judicial responses to the labor actions of court -empioyees

demonstrates the pecviiar mix of public¢ administration principles and
judicial independence doctrines which characterize the subject of trial
court personnel management. Although som¢ case-law has developed to
date, he suggests that no definitive treatment of these issues has
emerged. The issues of power and authority and their implications for

- the collective bargaining process among court employees which Cole
+ treats present a usefu] complement to the more operational concerns

addressed by Lawson, Ackerman and Fuller,

o 104
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The third court personnel &ffert addresses the issue of affirmative
action, Launched in 1977 by the National Centér for State Courts under .
the auspices of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, the By
study is désigned to review court activities and problems in the develop-
‘ment and implementation of Affirmative Action programs and to pravide

technical assistance and documentation regarding federa1 and Jocal
requirements and compiiaﬁze issues.

These recent court persunnel management resources should be used in .
-conjunction with reference to the diversity of general personnel manage~
ment texts and court-specific persomnel studies. A sampling of these- ‘
materials is,.provided in Appendix B {IV B (7)}, and a bridéf-discussion of a
selection of these works is provided be!aw,&- , : :

: A number of sources ahe of value to personnel management principles
and their potential application. Managjng the Courts provides the most
. useful description of the overall trial court management environment in
‘which personnel management takes place. Within that context, specific
personne] management issues can be explored in a variety of writings.
Clagsification, for example, receives a useful definition and explana-
tion in The New Public Persorinel -Administration by Nigro and Nigro. This .
text can be complemented with the institute tor Court Management Personnel
’ ?gm1nistration Handbook discussion of the job analysis prncess required
"~ for develeping a classificatjon plan. - A number of court-sp&cific personnel
plans and studies provide practical site examples of this development
process {John E. Woods, Court of Common Pleas, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania:
Personnel Systems Study; Pubiic Administration Service, A Report on the
Pos1§1on Classification anﬂ Pay Plan, Colorado State Judwciai Department,
etc,

General guidellnes for estab11561ng a compensation plan, 1nc1uding
the number of pay structures, pay range intervals and steps, salary’
surveys and principal classes are provided in the Handbook of Modern
Personnel Administration edited by Joseph Famularo. Characteristics .

 of effective court compensation and pay plans in particular are discussed

" in the Public Administration Service Report to the Colorado Judicial
Department, May 1973. .ICM's Handbook provides additional perspective
on this area by treating a number of technical issues that can arise in
the development of a court compensation“plan. Specific issues relating
to fringe benefits and working conditions as aspects of compensation are

- discussed fm Stahl's Public Personnel Administration, Chapter 14, "Health,
Safety and Nelfare" and Chapter 15, "Work Hours and Leave." o

Staﬁ?‘< text also details the procedures and ruies genera]ly used
and adhered to in the recruitment, examination, and selection process.
Particular reference is made to the implications of legislation such as
‘the Civil Rights Act of 1864 and the Equal Employment Opportunity Act of
"1972.° There have alsc been several court cases on specific aspects of = - 7
the recruitment, examination and selection process. These are brvefly
discussed in the ICM's Handhaok @nd include: :

(1) Ccarter v. Gaiiagher, 3 D.b.D. 8205, affirmed in _part, 452 F.2
315, 1971. and moditied enbanc, 452 F. ‘2d 327, 1972, ordering an affirmat1vn
action recruitment pkogram, zy :

e e i T IRt
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" that requirements for certain leveis of educational attainment discrim-
inate against minorities who have received inferior education as a

i
/

g

(2) Arrington v. Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority, 306 - °

S

F. Supp. 1
re]ationship tﬁ Job performanc%,

{3) Gaston County v. United States, 395 U. S. 285, 1969, finding

resu]t of segregation;

(4) Coffey v. Brady, 372 F. Supp. ne, 1971 fmchng that
vacancies must %e filled with a 50-50 ratio between black and white
applicants until the racial ratio equals that of the community; and

(5) Greggs v. Duke Power Co., 401 U.S. 424, 1971, prohibiting a
tei? gence test that does not relate to Jjob performanée, but
excludes minorities, notw1tnstanding the employer's lack of discrimznﬁtory

written in

intent.

Several court decisions since pub11cation of “the Handbook expand upon

864, chailenging written examinations that have no

tggge, most notably University of California Regen ts_v. Eakke, 46 u.s.L. w
4896, ,

recruitment policy and practice.

personnel management process.

-Jdudicial Council in 1974,‘d1scusses a number of ‘relevant issues td
staffing, including methodologies for conducting.a staffing study,
classifying positions, and using we1ghteﬂ’case1oad techn1ques for deter-

: For courts which are: cuns1der1ng establishing a personnel system
with defined rules, position descriptions, job classifications, perfor-
mance measures, compgnsat1on schemes, and grievance procedures, a number
of court-specific studies may be of interest.
Technical Assistance Project has produced a fiumber of reports ito assist
specific jurisdictions in planning for personnel system. needs, including
em equ1rements, procuring congultant
addition, Arthur Young and
.. Company's Non-dudicial Staffing Study, prepared’for the California

methodologies for determining syst
services and system impTementation.

£

)

mining non~jud1cia] personnel needs.

Labor activity, although a re]atxve]y recent phenomena among court
staffs, has had a substantial impact upon the structure as well as the
operation of personnel systems in other sectors.

-public administration materials can provide insight into the issues
potentially confront1ng trial court managers and explared in depth by -
Cole. Nigro and Nigro's The New Public:Personnel Adm1n1stration, Stanley' s

L]

There are also some local- handbooks developed by individual Juris-
dictions providing general information and specific guidelines on .

Many of these have been ¢eve10ped by
law enforcement agencies and Aiscuss legal requirements and local policy
for the selection process, in-service train1ng, counseling, and evaluation.
The bulk of these materials have considerable application to the court

LEAA's Criminal.Courts

Several of the general

Managing Local Government Under-Unjon Pressure, and Chickering’s Public
Emplo e

ee Unions ave excellent sources for perspéctive on this subject.
ﬁagor issues of public emp]oyee labor relations which are now appearing
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am6ﬁ§¢CQurt empToyee Tabor groups gre*discussed,‘inciuding fhe'rféht to
strike, the relationship of union agreements to Tocal laws and ordinances,
the natuvre of the bargaining yﬁ{t and the scope of bargaining prerpqptivesf

Despite this useful body of materials dealing with both general - /
personnel management issues and specific court experiences, many trial //
court managers have experienced great difficulty in applying these i
personnel management principles to their trial courts or in adapting the
systems developed by other courts. These difficulties stem, in large ‘
part, from the unique characteristics.of authority and control inhkerent .

in each trial court environment and the local and state system in which

it functions. While this upiqueness should not excuse $he court's. from

not adopting a systematic perscnnel management program, it must be ‘
reécognized, defined, and the resulting organizational relationships _
d$11neated before any personnel management policy or activity can take :
place. | | , 1

, - w * .
Like othér areas of court management, the personnel serving a {riai

'court“syst$m often work in a number of different offices or agencies,
- each with
" Very rarely are even clerk staff and judicial staff under the same

ts own supervisory structure and parsonnel relationships.

supervisory structure, let alone the other: “court" staff working in

", probation, pre-trial, juvenile, domestic relations, accounting, and

other spécial services. The authority to manage is, therefore, often

-diffuysed among several managers, each responsible for his own sphere of

activity with no transcending organizational structure to create a
coherent personnel management system - or even the potential for one.

For trial courts in unified court systems, the requirements and structure

of the state personnel system can provide a context for the trial court ..
manager's persdQne1 activities, but by no means eliminate His day-

B tpnday management responsibilities or concerps. '

- In addit%dn\%\ the organizational ‘context of a trial court, its
personnel management is fyrther. complicated by a number of other f?ﬁtprs
which govern the scope and exercise of administrative authority: -Jocal
merit system requirements, Supreme Court rules and directives, collective
bargaining contracts, affirmative action plans, and political patronage.
The trial court manager's freedom to manage, therefore, is generally
circumscribed to varying degrees by political and legal factors whose

o

TRy

- operational impact will vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction.

For these réasons, each %rial court personnel.management program
must adapt the general principles of personnel management to the frame-

-~ work of authority and control in the local trial court enyironment. The

trial court manager must blend structure and flexibility, premised upon
sound management principTes and adapted to the operating relationships
of his local court system. In referring to the variety of personnel

‘management materials available, ndte should bd made continually of the

local environment in which these materials might be used and the planning
and preparation required to implement effectively a consistent pérsonnel
management program. It is to these jssues which the Project's Personnei-
Management Report s directed. - S : .

[ ey 4
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111, Uses and Limmﬁons

The materials discussed ubOVE and the additional resources noted in.
the Biblicgraphy can. provide both background and practical information
on the variety of issues, factors and concerns which go into the manage-
ment of each of these aspects of trial court administration. Where
Tocal jurisdictions are the subject of these writings, readers should

. contact appropriate local officials to more fully explore the systems or

pracedures described. Many authors listed would also be happy to discuss

~  their viewpoints and readers are encouraged to share with them any -
‘ﬁgexperiences or problems they might have which relate to their work .

If assistance is needed in obtaining any oF these materials Iisted,

‘\the fo]Towfng organizations may be of helps

Cr1minal COUPtS?TEChﬂ1CB] Assistance Froaect

~'§ A ‘Institute for Advanced Studies in Justice
The American University

4900 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W. P
_ Washington, D.C. - 20016 . ’
, 202/586-3803 ’
The Nationa} Center for State Courts /
300 Newport Avenue |
Willjamsburg, Virginia 23!85
. 804/253-2000

‘National Crlminal Justice Referense Service
1015 20th Street

Suite 400 .

Washington, D.C. 20037

202/862-2900

In us1ng these materials the triai coyrt judges awﬂ staff should be
aware of certain general limitations which most of these writings present.

First, although the goals of administrative centralization, structural

unification and greater efficiency are advanced by most court writers,
very little definition or analysis of the elements and 1mh11cations of
these desired goals has been documented in any terms meaningful to the
management process of individual trial courts. Indeed, the process of
implementing these goals has only recently begun in several Jurisdictions.
he problems of implementation and modification are still prominent and
ervasive and the actuaI impact 1is not yet known. :

What is apparent is that these goals in themselves will not provide
a panacea to the host of compiex management problems which trial courts
experience although the literature might Teave one wigh the impression
that major mgnagement problems will be remedied once these reforms are

established.® While administrative centralization, structural unificatidn; .

yaThe experience et the Court Management Project's siﬂe studies strongly

bears out that the achievement of overt indicators df administrative
centralization, striuctural unification and more. "efficient" operational
procadures has not in. itself supplanted the need for each trial court
ta develop a management capabi11ty to deal with the caseflow, records,

L e 3B

108 | |




/"y

0

it

£ i
[ i

and efficient procedures can’be;togls for improving a trial court's
. management, the test of their-uftimate valye-As in the degree to which = -
: Egey iTprove.the system of justice iﬁjﬁ‘ﬁﬁﬁﬁhnijy. They are not ends in ..
emselves. s S 5 & o T :

LG 4
7 3

A second, and related Timitation, i3 the general absence of discussion
of trade~-offs which must be recognized when one course of action is
selected over another. There is no "best way" to wmanage any organization,
let alone a trial court, The designation of priorities in one area must
be accompanied by the clear recognition that other activities will bg ~
placed in secondary importance. Along with the benefits of centraljz-

"ation, for example, must be recognized the frequent -disadvantages of
~Tosing local control.  Similarly, any priarity given to criminal cgse
processing must be balanced against the impact of this priority on civil
case dispositions. These trade-offs must be considered in both estab~ -

. Tishing overall court goals and objectives as well as in the details of

specific management activities, such as case assigement methods, record
~ retention schedules, job c]assification’schemesy budget strategies, etc.

Thirg, most court . literature fails to recognize the tremendous
-diversity/of trial courts which cannot be subsumed within a model of
unife str\\gures or procedures. Trial courts are not standardized -
“institutions possessing common characteristics and involved in similar-

'+ sets of activities which are amenable to uniform procedures. While
formally, structural and operatiocnal models might be devéloped,-the
interaction of many informal variables actually determine the way that
a "model" works. The internal relationships among the court's judges,
.the role and authority of the chief judge; the local cencepts &f how
that authority should.be exercised, both within angd ocutside of the .
<ourt, the traditions of local practice among the bar, prosecutor,
defense and law enforcement agencies, the working relationship -~ or its
absence -~ of the court and its funding agency -- these and other factors
contribute one way or another to the management. envirvonment of the court -
and cannot be ignored in the search for cperational improvements.

~._ The significance of this diversity is.particularly important when
considering inter-jurisdictional transfer of management systems and
techniques. ~While the value of communication and sharing of experiences
and resources among-trial courts cannot be overemphasized, it should not
" be done with a view to Whalesale adaptation of particular systems or.
techniques just because they have worked well for dthers. Even a cursory
review of trial court acministrativesexperience demonstrates the total

financial and personnel management needs of itsﬂféﬁaiLjuri§gictfon. .
Without this management capability, the institution of these measures

can often result in_merely a change of problems rather than in. their
elimination. Those courts which were found to be handling these -
functions effectively operate in both highly centralized as well as T
decentraiized systems and in a variety of structures and with-a
diversity of procedures. o ’

N . [ ) . T . “
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| fa1lure that can occur when "suc&essfu!" systems are transplanted out of
= .the context in which they were developed and apart from the operational
. objectives they were designed to serve. -

Fourth, very 11tt!e systematac\evaluation“ﬁ?‘fﬁ??ﬁﬁ=ag\hgs‘been

: cohducted to determine the impact and effect of the various "reforms"

that have taken place. Until this analysis is performed, we can know

very littie about the “effectiveness" of certain measures and the relative
: advantages of a new system over an . old. i

-Finally, the trial court manager should note that, until retently,
court literature appears to have developed in a vacuum, reflecting
little cross-fertilization from the developments of other disciplines.
Admittedly, the court as an organization displays a upigue set of
internal and external characteristics which bear upen the locus, delé-
gation and exercise of authority and management, These characteristics
make the court not readily amenable to many of the standard organiza- -
tional management theories. There is still muth value in cdnsidering
the management approaches of other seéctors-=- the vity, the hospital,
the academic institution, for example -- to spedif%t asnvcts of court
management opevations. . §

In large part, these 11m1tations stem from the br1ef time in which
these developmeénts have occurred and the lack of perspective which we

_have to judge them. For this reason, the trial ¢ourt manager will

benefit from as broad an exposure as possibie to the general management
Titerature suggested in Appendix B (IV A) ag a complement to an under-
standing of the specific treatment of caseﬁ1ow, r&cords, f1nanci? ‘
and personne] management issues.. i ) ‘
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- STATE
C/R__ PJF
ARIZONA

Maricopa County
Superior Court

CALIFORNIA

Alameda County,
Circuit Court

lL.os Angeles County
Superior Court

Marin County
Superior Court

Oakland-Piedmont
Municipal Court

Santa Barbara ;
County Superior Court

Santa Clara County
Superior Court

San Joaquin County
Superior Court

Ventura County
Superior Court .

COLORADO

State Court Admin-
istrator'SQOffice

Denver District Court
‘ FLORIDA»

Dade County Circuit
Court )

Circuit and éounty Court

of Orange County 3

12th Judicial Circuit
Court (Sarasota)

“)

OFF-SITE

APPENDIX C

" SITES STUDIED

SITE
C/R_P/F
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TELEPHONE SURVEY

C_R_P F

X X X X
X X X
X X

X X X X
XX X X
X X X°X
X X X X

A



STATE |  OFF-SITE SITE TELEPHONE SURVEY
” C/R | PIF C/R _P/F "t _R P _F

"l
i

\\\
Administrative Office
of the Courts ‘ X

Clayton County s,
Superior Court , » X :

Fulton County
Superior Court o X

HAWATT

Administrative Office
- of the Courts X

ILLINOIS

Cook County Circuit
Court S X X X X X

TIOWA

Second Judicial District , ' ‘
Court (Webster County) X X X X X X

KENTUCKY -

50th Judicial Circuit

Court {Mercer and . .

Boyle Counties) > XX X
MARYLAND - “

~ 5th Lircuit Court
(Howard and Carroll, Anne Arun%g]

Counties) , - ] X X X X
Supreme Bench of ,r:;#r i
Baltimore , / o ! X X X

MICHIGAN . . %

Detroit Recorder's I
, Gourt , X X

Wayne County Circuit

Court X X X | X X X
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STATE | © OFF-SITE SITE TELEPHONE SURVEY
¢R_PIF CRPF G R P _F

MINNESOTA = | o 1

Hennepin County : : ' L
Municipal Court ' 7 X X X X

9th Judicial District
Court (Bemidji County) X = X X X X

NEVADA

8th Judicial District : _
(Clark County) X X X X

NEW MEXICO
5th Judicial District X "
HORTH_CARDLINA U

-28th Judicial District
(Buncombe County) X X X X

OHIO

Cuyayoga County Court
of Common Pleas X X

Hamilton County Court .
of Common Pleas - X X X - X X X X

Lucas County Common ‘
Pleas Court - : ‘ -, K X X X

Summit County Court .
of Commop Pleas ) X

OREGON
- Multngmah County

Fourth Judicial X X X X X X
District
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STATE

- OFF-SITE
PENNgYLVANIA
. Allegheny County
Court of Common»PIeas X X

Bucks County Court
of Common Pleas

RHODE ISLAND

State Court Admin-
istrative Office

TEXAS

Nueces .County District
and Couniy Courts

~ WISCONSIN

. Pane County

KénoshadCounty
Milwaukee County
Rock County
Waukesha County

HU.8. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1979-2.81'360/1561

" SITE

C/R _P/F

>X > X X
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