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This project owes an en Or1oo us debt to. many indiViduals who provided 
information, suggestions,. and support during ttte course of ' our work." 
Each person with whom we spokeoenriched our perspective and added'to ' 
our· understanding of trfal court management needs. ,,' o· 

~, The willingness and candbr of trial court jl,ldges and ~taf1fs across 
the country to discuss their management ,(activities was the cornerstone 
for the project's work:. Thos~, who helped u~ on;site, over the phone, 

o by responding to the project surv,eygave '~, insight into many trial' 
court m(.mage~l'lti:$ij,ues whl<!h might o.therwise not have been ,noted. 

" Although the .r'lumbe'f~of individuals involved precludes HstillTf of them 
by name, we ~regrateful to each of them for their time and help._ ' 
Their cooperation made this project possible.'~' -

,'.1 /'"" 

't) o 

Our Advisory Board, compose~ of researchers and court offici~ls~ 
met·\~lith ,us 'regularl¥" ~a~funy reviewed our drafts and provided.:many 
helpful suggestions for incre~si:ng thi!'>il' uti1.ity. The representatives 
o'f'the three court membership ;ot'ganizations -- the C9nf~rence of State 
Trial Jlbdges, the National Association for Court Adnnnistration and t~e 
National Ass'Dciation of Trial urt Administrators -- helped prepare 
th~ project's s~rve-¥ and dis" bute it to j;hei.rorganizatfOnal member .. 
sh'rps. Theymalntalned 'an.excharngeof infOrmation af<9ut project 
Ictivit1es and data needs with their' memberships, and thereby greatly 
expanded our information base and the ranse Of courts and court ~cti-
vi ti es ; ncorpora teQ ,q nto" the reports.' ",,, 

T.lle consultants Who'worked with u$gave far more help and guidance 
than any compensation they received. t~ addition t~providin9 their 
.exgertise iln selected issu~;~l1m1Y-freeIY OTtered tH"eir aSS1s~t~an';;;;;t~e~l~n==~' 
reviewing our drafts and providlflg s-uggestions for their improvement. /~,~? 
The e":t.~nsive knowledge of l. M. Jacobs (collective bargaining1; ,. ' 
Mar'K K~nig (records management); Lawrence. Siegel (space planning); 
Frank Zolin (budgetary strategies); Hon. Henry Pennington ~nd Diane 
,Morris (trial court man~gemefit improvement programs) were essential 
to developing this report seriesoand rnanyof their sugge$,tions were 
dir~ctl.Y incorporated into the project reports. The willingness and, 
ins1ghtwith wfiich Judge Pennington' and Ms. Morris reviewed the project's 
work laid the foundation . for thi.s Executive Summar.y repOrt and particularly 
,fcOrth~ obse..rvations presented in Chapters II and V . 

,,' M~nytr1al court st~ff followed IJP our site visits by subsequently 
me~tln'9 with us to critique our analyses and t~st our draft reports 
against trial court manage~nt activities in their respective ,juris-

-di etions:. These i ndi vi dua 1 $ were: Gordon All i son, Hi chae 1 Ha 11 , 
Robert Harrall, [lenn.is Howard, Charl~s Starrett, Frank Zo)in and' 
No." Zol1~l". Seve~al ~onsultants not directly involved wi,tg the 
opEl'rations of a specific trial court also provided help. To broaden 

h:' 

our perspective beyond the trb.}. court, David Bourland and Will ifm 
H'gh'am offered their perspectives of prosecutor;"l and defender agency,. 
operations in the project's w~k in the caseflow area and i ln, the develOpment 
of the records r~fl:!rt." Dale Lefever provided s'1milar assistance in our 1:.. 

," , ' '1.\ 
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o de~i"J)I11ent of the'1J~onnel and financial rJpo~ts. C(mtinued, guMance 
in devp\Ql)ing t-hese latter reports was given~bYI: WJlliam Bohn and, Gerald 

.' ',J ,Kuban &lij,)r{al1Y helpful suggestions for the f,n~~boc1al repurt were offered 
by Carl Saar wha,.reviewed the fitla1 draft. Candid and very helpful 
reviewQf all drafts.was provided by Ernest F.rfesen jlnd D~vid Saari.", 

" (t,'" ' .- , ",,\ i" 
" A sipecial~bteof, thank'$",is given to Harry Lawsoh who helJked us 

at, each stage o1;\our work. His suggestions ,.for site studies, ~is.';) 
insight 'tntp tM':man~gement opert\t1~o1\:lIa diversity,of court.~systems, 
and his"rigorous\i"e.view of our drafts We're~, source of -invaluable hel,? 
and ~upport to alJl of us. ' " 

, i' 

l, I, .~' (I, , . , :::. 

Particulo,t ap~r;ecjati~n is, extenTed to thi;!' threeprngram monitors 
at ,the law Enfor<temt.)nt AssistahceA~ministration" w~o w,erea~~~ help- n 

ful and accessible" I\, Carblyn Rurstein gave the pro,Jectits inltfal~,,"'o-. 
stimulus. and direction, Susan Oldham guided it through a difficult --"'~71 
tr{lnsitJion period; and Anthony Pasciuto provided ' the advice and support I, 

needed to bring it to t~e publication stage. In addition. Nat~lie " 
.Solomon'and Ge,orge Moody ~f the Contracts Division" made it possible 
to adm'inister'the project easi,ly and smoothly. 

The production ·of thefinimcial ana Personnel Mall{lgement Reports 
'was tn(~depossi,J)le by the perseverance and good humor of",Srenda Sel f 
who typed·\the n'al'luscripts in their vartpus -draf.ts~ and' the advice ~rid" 
he 1 p of JalJ1es Crowe 1 h both of Systems ConsuJta'nts * Incorporated. 
eJraphics fior the Repor'L Series were prepared by Roy Carver {Records ,. 
Management.» and Sara Trlvis of The American University (Financial an~" 
Personne 1 ~~anagement). " " \ 

In launching :the project, William Wilson was of great assistance 
in provnrrng a preliminary review of available literature. As responses 
to the organizational surveys were received, Juhn Daniel, a graduate student 
at A~rican University's School of Justice· dll i~ently beg<m their analysis 
and offered many insights which we later explor~d. ' 

.' Finally, my special thanks go·.to Dixie Knoebel, my assistant. Her 
patience, hard work, and knowledge, of the area made it poss,ible fO.r 
th~ proj'ect,·to run and fur these reports,to be prepal~ed. 0' 

Caroline S. cooper; Dire~~r 
Court Management Prodect 

~ The American University 
/' Washington. D.C. 

August 3h 1978< 

" 

, HaroldC. Petrowitz~ Director 
Institute for Advanced Studies 

in Justice 
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1. .:BACKGROUND or;, THE PROJECT 

il 

A.· Purpose' 

.- ", ~ 

~ :;;1 

o I 

T~ Court ~nagement Project was la~nched in August 1977 by lEAA*s 
ncttional, Institute for law Enforc(:!fflent and Criminal J:ustiee ,to an effort r;o 

I. to provide trial, court managers :. .. both judges a)ld statt,o;'; with' a ," /~,i" 
,manag~nt repor~, serie,s addr~,s,sing three c;ri~;lcalareas of workload ,,' ~ " 
and resource ~na9ement:.,,, ,financial, perS'oflnel and records. The$e reports ". ./', 
were completed in August 1978 and schedu,led for publication, in earl¥ )/", , 
1979," .{'" In , addi,ti on" ,ex,tens"ive, at'f;~ntton, wa$ alSO, gi ven t11 tri a 1, c/)W't" ',I, ',' "', ' ,,,caseflo·"tdnanagement in the course of Ithis ~tudy and general obseryatiC'iris 'c " 

'regajrding caseflow mana~_nt are offered 10 this Executive Sunmary" /" " ' 
. If : 

I ' Th/." objective .of the project ,has been to enhance t~e ~rialcou~( {, ': / , 
mana9~ s ,taMhHity for dealing \1Iiththese management areas. Ea "Of\\, 0 '" , 

,thereportst1rovides a framework of"relevant management princi $ \,' ,..' 

, functipJlS. and concerns which .bear on each of these aspects triaf' 
_ C0!trt operations and the orange of ~na9ement activ~ies essary tb 

support them. A . seri~.s of guidelines an~ assessment stiollsare ' 
,provided in each report to assist users 1n~nalyzi. man~ment activi .. " 

ties. jn their jurisdict10nsi id~ntifying ·p'robJe~{ ilndC:tetermJnin9_ areas" 
for improvem~~t. /~' // . ' 

.....f/' GJ 
, _"r'/ 

"(' "'-'" '/ 
, , , ',/ 'I 

, C, The series is ihtende!1to ~p~e it') users with a process, for " 
looking at what theireourts are,~ing,-detennining what they should -..: 
or ~ight -~b¢4Ioirig, and:'Sug~'ting a few~!.gu~s for improving. ,~ )1 
thelr mana.9euie~t and -serVlc$ti" Regardless of wn~'-, the user of thu' /.,f..fi', 
series ha!(specific probl.~s, or is ,,~imply interestea~posslbl~ / 
impY:,ovements gener-ally,~;these" reports should provide a f~eas. ,,/' 

_/ _ ':j <:; ~~: =: ."' ---:;:=.~~ 'J\" p(/! 

B Ann, roacw, ,:,- '! '," ~,,: ,,,f 
• I"'t' ,I( / ' ~::-.c;<" 

'/// (. ~;""""l 

The majll,f ~remise underlying the development of this managerm;nt "'""'~J" 
report seri,~ is,thqteaenof the three area~ addresS'e,~ -- financlal, 'I ~ 
personnel~and records ~- must be managed systematic~l1y. They cannot 11-"""", 

be dealt'wit~ in, a piecemeal fashion" or With spor~die ad hoc' attention ~i II i 

only when ~rlsesappear.. Agreed upon m<\nagement goa1:5 muS'tbe establiShed 
to !'lhich, ,'!~1 subsequent a~1;tvit1e$.,::3}'e directe(l. These goals should 
r~pon~ 'to the expectations'~'f?!a~ of the interests involved with 

.and served by the trial COUl't .... judges, staff." prosecl)'t,ion; pl'Jblic 
def'ens.e attorneys, private bar, conmunity ageneil. .. and all1nCifviduals 
involved in the judicial process. Where conflict existsf;\ trade--:offs 
mus~; b~ weighed and priorities ~stab1ished. Against these\ goa~s t '~> 
present operatibns can then m: ~ss>e.s~ed,arejS df~prov_n~ 'Jdentififsd 
andsubsequc~nt management llQtWl,tJf dlrected'~- , , ' 

AdmittEldly~ many situations w'!M<fccur which win d~nd, i_diate " 
and specific: remedy, ..... lack of space for 'ca$Et files, ,am einp~ grievance 
pet1jltion, "vtolat:lon of a speedy trial rul~, fer example. Respt?ft-~.,to 
these proti1Elms often requires instant actl0n and cannot await the ,."" 
systematic (.lan01ng which would be desi'rable., Nevertheless, ~ time 

1 
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required to nsv lew systematiealJY the tota~' mtnl~i':Jinellt acj;iviMes oJ/'/ 
a ~,ourt before deal ing wf'!=h sP~ciJi~ functi'{M~~ ,~i11 be)~er.eTieig)/~in 

· the long ~un and userS" ~f this se~fes ate" to>.set" thlS ta'S'k as(jl 
priority in deal'ing witp each of the areas sed. a'yYdoocumentiri~L '" 
existing cou~t :operaJJ~,sand odetefmminog·>t~ goals ~ch t(,hey arE!"-~-'D 
dt!signed to se~ye,;. tlteH'\! effectivefi~sscan .~ asses-sed realistically". 
and amanage~ta'pro9rant, can/~.AeVeloped v9iichv'S<1tisfies both the Ii 

/? 
" 

· day ... to ... dayoperlltionaJ n~·and lQng-t:erng)p.an~ement goals of' the loc~l 
court$.Y~t~ll.., l( >,>/ . :-;{/' .,":: . .... /" . '. " 

= . In pr~pa~j.~i'e '~Qrts. muc!f/f;ort. has beJn mad~ .. to draw UI1M' 
. the~xper1~Jle€s o~,,~ 'divers{tytlT tri9Y. ~ourts in bandlingspecif~(:· •. e;, 

. aspe¢ts/{jf thest! managementc acti.viti.\ ... Where possib1e, weArijlJe ldefltlf'l;eCf 
" .. ang~escribed tho~)malhig~nt'1:ecbntiques and approaches which havebeenl' 

//, contribute' toothe s ecess ..... or failure ... - of"tJtese management appr~es .. 

I 
' .• 1 

, ... ,,/A!'ffe~.tive .. i11 ~~ .. ~.~/~"' .. [ironment and m .. ifj.~f!.' ... be adaptab.le. in ot~er. jtWisd. iC. ~.iO .. nS~~r. ,,>/ Part1cular a;fentlo has also been (gwen to, the variety of factors WhlCny 

/' ,.' " and the trade ... off,c>-~ hieh are made)tlheri (me course of action is selected 
,,,,/ 0, over another. 0,-" ,/' " ., II' e .' .... l' 

f)e.spit~i' ~~ cJ!'nSiderab;e. ;ite invest'igation., ~pon w. h~th;S proJ.oe?t' / 

[ 

. has be~n based ~ th~1 focus of ~ach report is upon the overa 11 managemerst . . 
proce~s "invo1'ved'/ i~. managing ~ trial court~ a,nd in d~flr.g-with e~chof 
these aspects <nf cQurt ~perat'.,ons,,·Each ofth~~crts is orgamzed , 
around the princip~lgoalsand objectives whitnc~na~ement activity in ~ 
that area should s~V've.Site references arr:,;{1ffered to suggest tbe,' 
variety of alterna'tives wh,ich might be cOnSid~red to achieve these 
goals and objectives. No attempt~Wbwe'Ver, isomade topreseribe procedl)re Oc; 

pr~j.~i;<l:o::~~~ 4~~;r!:~e c~~r~:~~~g J~~' ~l:!~~~ ~~~~~~? '. '·1 

:~~~l ~y a~~~~~~~~na~ff~~i!;~~~d~~i:~~;d ih!f}~ctf}=~~d~· ~. ,=. ~~.~j 
go~.~W-esigne<l to $el"ve than by the inherent virtue of the cedure ~o " 

;~~===-=~~=per se.·· \\ (, , .. ' 

" With proper. ~lanning~ocOf!lUunicatloo.c,e&oriiinatlOn: an.~'~nttoririg. 1\1, 

. 1 

I·"'" ·c a.o-ilar-iety "Of llWIagement tec;hrl1ques can prove successfbl.~dF'~ffectiVe.~~,. 1,\ j 
II ,>. 'Without such groundwork -- andl< particularly,. withouttl s~mlvity't(f -/~'f'~ ... #04 

and ~pP11!ciation for tbeneeds. expectations, and, infor¥1 1Irelat;onships,..-....... #,?/. '1 
,mong the imHvldualS and_m't/~j1.~'tt()ns· workin9' withi(l Ii 11caltr'lal 0 • f;;::f~ "1 

· court system ... - what works well in on)} jurisdletion can fa?h totall.Y'1n .. "'':;;/ .",Y"i 

anot~er) despite surface simi1aritie~ of.{jrgani~ationl size andsbuctw; ,/ l 
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When we began the project, our objective was to ~evelop ~escriptive JI 

,J? 
,1 

Packages2 which would provide a syntnEfs-r~ of the besir management methods ! 
and pract\ces now being used by tr1a1 courts throughout the counb~Jfl Ii 

. mana~ing each -1?f ~ese areas. It wa~ envisioned that these reports w<:n.tl<l,' ff 

.~ dwected p~rlly at courts of hlgh and moderate volume and wou'jd "'''-" f 
cOlltai,n a set of mOdal gui deJ ; nes and snggesttQns to ",he1 p admi oi strati ve ., H . ~ 
judges~ -1,.;ourt admin;'litrat-Ors~ arid ~~~·~-the court-to plan~ ~mplemeJ)t~ - --~" -If ~~, 
and .. eva 1 uate imj)'rQver.'lents in the; r management practices -., t.". ". 1 

I, '. '= ~ ! '''''.j 
tH a 1 O~~u~{!:i ~:~r:~~~t~~;naC~~ !e~f f~r z!~~~i~~~t~~e:P~~~Xi~~!~~~n:~ II ''''\\1 
whose cu.rr~nt.Jn~,nagement techniques in at feast one of the- topic areas ;1 

"" were either evaluated or reported as successfuri.ll"practice. Initial I 
., site visits would be made to these courts to assess the overall merit of 'j 

the management systems ~tudi,ed to the Project' 5 Packages. Subsequent. to 
these pf'el iminary visits, ap.proximately ten to twelve sites would.,~~._~_~ <, 

be ~dentified for more intens'lve study. . ~", 
\\ -,.." 

," Based' upon this site, investigation, it was anticipated that each 
Package would provide a series of management models which COu.1dbe 
implemented in whole ol'!>,in part in a suitable c~utt environment. 

B~ Early Wor~ 

, Ourfir~t four months o.f (Je~fort. were directed'to carrying o~<this 
'.. approach. During that period, every\state court admiJlistratorwlis . ", 

~~~" '- cO(l{;acted to provide-suggestions of t\ria 1 courts in their respective . 
=,:-<---.-=s-t~, appeared tob~liandlingtlhesemanagef!lent fuoct!ons successfully. 
, In addltlon,~_eal't--~epsive survey of the l1terature 1n each area 

• II and"spoke wit~ a number of coun--."'-eS..earchers and practitionefs to discuss 
the project, our approach, and our inf6trnCit.:iOfl needs." Durrngthe third 

.and fourth month of the project1 test site v·1sits-~-maruLto seVe'fl 
trial courts whi~c;ttttad been recolll11ended, and \'lh~)ch t7epresented a diversity 

> of env4ronments 'in._ which the.study wou~d be conducted al1d the packages 
. would be used. ", I 

. f, I). 

·~c ";'" ..•• <~<. .. .., .. ~ .. ',' ---" ....... -=== .......... 

;~~~.," 2The Court ManagementPrClject was originally launched under NILE's 
"~--~c:); pre.,scriptive Pacl<age Program which WeI'S designed to synthesi'ze the 
~ ,~~, avai.lable knowledge en a particul~r c~imiral jtistice issue or ~ro~ram 
'~,,":a~ r.ecoJ!lIDend. mod~l Ilrocedures Wh1Ch l~corporate successful practlces 

'=-.. ' > .. ," for'~~ 11 ng W1 th It.Ear.l~'ii~',t-R~V$et&:ttm asKed=-t.~t~we<.dg'l~ lop 
"'~=~'; '~. ,...,,, .... e rap~s as~program models .rather,~than Prescriptive Packages, ana, 

" .... thll~ ~oc~,!'imariJyupon t~e pro~ess of plannin!k.,implementing, and 
'c improv'H1Q mim'a{u~ment activi hes 10 each area. . . 

"-~ t.~.~. ~~ 
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TWQ; meetings were also held with the proje t's Advisory Board ... __~:> ~~ .. 
one in full-group session and the other in sepa ate subcommitt~1;~--

'4isct,lsS the results ot·these activities. During~~~slons, we 
D ~so d1scussed the impl1~Rfons of\th&-~1"piogram model" format whiGt--='-=-===~,"_.~ 

had replaced the origin~lp~tive package design for the project'. ~.~-
~~. "', 

c. 'i.irnj~~~arent in th~~ Original Approach ~ .. 
. ~-: 

. ~.'-' Review of this initial phase of proigct work made it apparent that' 
a ~mber Of assumptions underlying th~ original prescriptive package 
study approach for this project no longer appeared realistic. This 
apj)\,,()!~h_ assumed that, in each management area t a number of good manage-

~'~~;~nient-tecr.nfques and systems were operatil'!g in trial courts which, if 
documented, could ~ the basis for a series of management models and 
pro~Jde the "best ways" for- handling the functions involved. Indeed. 
prescriptivg 'pa~kagetopics had generally; dealt with programs or 
functions in which it was well known t~at a number of good operational 
exampl~ existed, and ,he task of these projects had been to classify 
and-' document these oper\\tional types. The Cnurt ManagetMnt Project 

'\ 
I. 

had been generated by a~awareness of problems -- rather than of effective 
operational systems -- ih the designated areas and *.he <.1 need , of court 
administrative staff to ~,ve working resources to assist them in 
managilng the functions in\!ol\'ed. ' .. 

\, \\ ". 

T~is critical feature\\ of the Court Management PrJjject:"whic\<t distin-
. guishedl it from other prescrip,tive package effo,'tS had significant 
implicat.ions on the feasibility -- and desirability -- of following our 
M'tQinal\1 wor.kplan and made it apparent through our early work that 
sevetal of th~major premises upon which this workplan had been based 
were OPEm to serious question. ". 

first, our original approach assumed a common uth:lerstanding among 
cou'rt staffs regarding thecS~qpe of each of these management areas. This 
common frame of reference we found sorely lacking. To many, for example, 
"caseflow nmnagement!1 meant simply calendari,ng or informatiofhs,ystem 
activity. Similarly, when we raised the topic of "f~nancial management", 
most practitioners asked us what we meant. In states with centralized 
personnel and funding systams; the initial response at the state level, 
at least, was generally that the trial courts had no involvement in 
these management areas and that the iss~e shou1d mote 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 consenS~$ either at the state or loeal level on the trial 
court"s role in manag1ng,these areas or the range of activiti'es which 
management involve~or whieb our reports should address. Although good 

" manag_~lt componenth~ noted in a number of trhl courts, this lack 
-'Q;f aCO,I11llOn frame of ,'eference for these management functions tended to. 
p~te a p.iecemeal approach to managing the responsibilities involved 
and ~~tituting needed improvements. To build models out of these "bits 
and pN:~stlas one of· our advisory board members phrased it, would only 
further ~~t~r the handling of these man8;gement areas rath~r than " 
encourage 'tl~systematic, coordinated effort which i~ required.-->-~ . 

.- " "''''.'' 
\:"!\ 
\~" 

'~~:\~\ 
~;, 

''\. 
'. 

o 

- - --~---

./ 

II 
" I 

II 



SecoQd, when we did find trial courts which had made efforts to 
improve ~~levant aspects of their management, the lack of common criteria 
for effectiveness made our selection of sites for visit hapnazard and 
any subsequent basis for modeling unsupportable. Very little evaluation 
of trial court management activities had been reported, and we could 

-find no cOl1ll1On measures by 'which effectiveness was jdtlged. In fact, 
many of the trial courts wnlCh appeared to have good operating systems 
in at least some areas addressed brought to our ~ttention a number of 
problems which concerned rocal staff and which their "good" systems had 
not remedied~ The one frequent factor which we did note associated with - I~ 
lIeffecti veness " was the use of technological support~ Beyond this" 
we found no cOlJl1lonly-held indicators which were used t() differentiate 
effective systems from uneffective. 

Third. our original approach assumed that for each of the management 
areas addressed by the project, the mature and scope of trial court 
activities was fairly uniform or could, at least, be classified along 
fairly uniform lines. In the financial and personnel areas, particularly, 
this was not the case. Apart from the distinctions resulting from state 
structural dffferences, the, variety among local trial court practice was 
marked. In very few jurisdlctions did we find a full range of relevant 
management functions formally performed in anyone area ~- either because 
managemen1: needs had not arisen or the local structure of practice 
1imi?ted the court's .management activity in these areas~ To suggest 
composite management models from thecvarious functions which mi~hf be 
performed would only exascerbate the management problems for trla court 
s-taff. 

Fourtn,vre-a~UIIled that when appropriate well-managed courts were 
identified, the componeritsO'ftbeir 'systems could be,formally documented. 
In many of the courts we surveyed,"~·fA!-md that a number of management 
functions performed effectively were handlettinformally. Th'is finding 
did not suggest that these, manf)gement functions were- ... 'laJ'ldled 'lIn an g.d. 
hoc manner, but it did htghl ight the frequent use and effeeL\venass of 
informal relationships -- 1'ather than formal procedures -- to ltaildle 
management fun(""ions. Generally, this informal structure wq.s a 
product of the political and organizational structure of the local court 
system, as well as the particular personality, backgro'Und,experienc;e, 
and style of the manager{s) involved. While we could describe these 
inf9rmal approaches to demonstrate how managers conduct themselves in a 
var~'ety of management enviro:aments, this description was no basis for 
transferring what was, in effe\:ts a management style to other juris­
dictions. 

In sums our test of the project workplan during the project's fi·rst 
four months of operation made it apparen.t that there was no necessarily 
"bestway" to handle any of the functions involved and that the most 
important factor which distinguished effective systems from ineffect'ive 
ones was the overall management climate of the court. This management 
climate'-- often diffic!)11t to document specifically ":-1' was generally 
characterized c by: (1) a cOITIIlOn understanding of and conmitment among 
judges and staff to the court's role in the community and tbe management I 

I 
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activities r~uired to,support that r91e; '(2) a systematic approach to 
planning, conductlng~ a.nd monitoring these management functions; ,~nd 

',{3} a set of formal and1nf.onnal internal and external working r~1ationships 
which provided flexibility. accountability, and cQoperation.Wlthi'n this " 
climate, an effe,ctive management syst.em'could be opera-ting well despite 
theoretically~nde$irable, oroubnoded techniques; without thi$ climate, 
even the most advanced systems which had been praised in otherjurisd·ictions 
could be fa71ures. 

Further, we found that the existence of a particular technique was 
often secondary to -- or perha.ps the result of ,~'" this iI1anagement,cHmcite 
rather than the cause. Tbus, what may have appeared to be an effective 
technique was pften successful ,~'E!causeoofthe management environment in 
which it operated. While the literature ,had pointed to this finding in 
the area of case assignment systems, we found it true f9r many other 
aspects of court administrative activities. 

This is not to say that there were not good management principles 
to be applied to these areas. Howev-srjl we felt it would 'be a disservice 
to potential users aLthe project's reports to prescribe lithe best ways" 
to implement these management principles by documenting observed techniques 
out of the context inrwhich they operated. and to suggest further that 
the quality of a court~s rn~nagement could be df'ifjved 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 manag~ent models. Far more 
attention should be given to the management process itself. 

D. Resu1ting Revisions ip the Project Plan 
,,< 

)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 variQus 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 conrnon under~anding of the management activities involved in " 
each of these areas.· Furtner, it would promote the systematic planning 
and management we felt essential and provide a basis against which 
effecti~eness could be measured. ' 

Each report would provide, therefore, the range of possible functions, 
~esponsibilities, ~Vld management concerns a trial court manager might ., 
encounter and guideljnes for assessing spe~ific arecl's of authority and 
acti'Vity within individual court systems. Priniary attention would be 
given to the ~nagement goals and objectives which management activities 
in each area shOUld serve t rather than upon admini~tering specific ' 
components. A variety of site experiences would be incorpora~eci into 
each report to demonstrate the variety af altsrnat1ves a manager might 
consider in achieving these objectives and "the variou~ approaches uped 
by trial court'S to manage \these functions and overcome frequently encountereo " 
prob 1 ems. " ., 
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As the impossibility ;f developing workable model systems became 
apparent, the need to take intto account" the diversity of trial cou~ t 
environments and operating ,systems became all tha more important. A 
number of methods were use.d 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 plann,ing, implementation, and monitoring 
activities essential to developing a management capability in each of 
the areas addressed. ' 

first, a survey was made of trial court judges and administrative 
staffs under the auspices of the threti: membership organjzations serving 
on the project's Ad'i'isory Board: National Association for Court Administration 
(NACA), National Assoy;ation of Trial ~Court Administrators CNATCA), and 

iI the ConferencE! of Sta(~e Tri a 1 Judges. The purpose of the survey was, to ' 
determine member's marragement objectives in the areas, o~)the areas of 
caseflow, financial, 'personnel and records management'~~olTlllOnly encountered 
problems, techniques for overcoming them and 'particular aspects of their 
court's managemen! wh~ch might be of interest to other jurisdictions. 
Responses were received from 71 NATCA/NACAmembers and 75 trial court 
judges. These responses were of great value in pr()viding staff with an 
understandtng of the practitioner's pef'$pe~tive on the issues addressed 
by the project, pointing up prob1ems whfen should be treated specifically;, 
in the reports, and identifying jurisdictions warranting further ~taff 
investigation. A summary and analysis of the survey responses is' included' 
in Appendix A (6 (2)}. " .., 

Simultaneous with the conduct of the mail surveY,'an intensive 
telephone study was launched to discuss with court administrative staffs 
in numercus trial courts the scope of their management responsibilities, 
the form,; and informal mechanisms and' procedures used to handle them, 
problems encounte.red," remedies attempted, and factors they felt accounted 
for management successes and failures. The courts telephoned were 
selected on the basi'S of recommendations from state court offi.cia1s, 
information provided in the mail sUfvey.or ~taff knowledge of particular 
management activities which might be of interest. In most cases, this 
telephone survey was followed up by staff .review of relevant matetia1~ 
provided by the local court and, in s~~ cases, by subsequent ~rte visit. 

·t., t'... 
( 

Based upon the information gathered. during,· the telephone investi­
gations and ft'om the resporise~ to the orgMizational 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 arad 1 oca 1 management envi ronments represented.. The " 1 ength 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 materi.al review made only one site visit 
n~cessary, in a few instances, two and three site visits were made to 
individual courts to explore ~pecific aspects of system selection, 
implementation and monitoring.' ,,' 

Although a s~t~ visit was essential for prQviding us with a working 
understandHlg of the specific process and procedures by which a management 
system operated, a major limitation of the site visit was our inability" 
to explore some of the "longer-range considerations which went into the 

10 

" 1 
I 

I 

I', 

\1 
" II 

I, 



.' . • ,:::- II ;~\ 

; decision to adopt a sp8cifjc management system, t~e priorities that wer~l 
; set, and the tradeooffs .. that were made, as well as the uniqueeharactedfitics 
tof the particular court· which made the system work. To remedy thi.s', U 

; deficiency in our site study plan, we la, •. mched a series of three lIoff-\, 
site" meetings to whicll we invited 3-~~admjnistrators from courts O~f/ '" 
varying sizes and structures. Two of these me~tings were held to dil:uss 
COll1llon goals a!)d objectives for caseflow and records n'lilr~a9ernent $:Ys ems, 
the .. methods by which they we~e achieved and2 the various problemli encountered. 
The third meeting focused on the issue of establishing authority and 
control in personnel and financial management a:nd th~ various methods by 
Which this authority and control were exercised. The invitees to thes,e 
meetings were seleo~ed because of their various,: management approaches, 
the range of structures 'and systems which were represented, and, the 

-::;particular management problems with which they~ad dealt. . 
:{ 

. During these seSSions, we were able to ad~ress many of the prG,blems 
noted in the organ'izational survey responses which involved ;,broad'~\) 
managerial and politi'eal considerations not ~a~ii1y addressed during site 
vi$its. 'These problems generally related to various aspects of developing 
a management environment conduciVe to improvi1ng court operations; 
achieving judicial and staff coopel'ation and slJpport;developing a good 
working relationship bet~en the court and. clerk, implementing an 
administrative structure 'in a rural setting where courts had tradition­
ally considered themselves autonomous; " convincing a funding body of 
the merits of a proposed court budget, etc. Admittedly, not al.l of the 
attendees had direct experience in the range of issues discussed. These 
problems, however, raised a sufficient number of cOIl1llOn issues to permit 
a detailed discussion of hoW these llroblemshad been~dealt with or why .­
they h~d·not occurred in the jurisdictions represented. This interchange 
was critical in identifying the various environmenfal factors, both 
internal to a cOU.rtand inherent in the political structure of the 
~oristl.ic~~ons, which made oge approacn fea·sible for one court and totally 
mapp\"opr~te for anothe·r. .' .. 

In a,l;\ a total of 40 trial courts ift- 20 states were .~~ed by 
staff during the project period. Of these, 2,8 were studiEid by"telephone 
investigation; of which 14 were l~ter represented in at least one 
follow~up site visit and an additional 8 ·were also the subject of ~n 
'Off-site meeting. Twelve additional trial courts and four State Admin­
istrative Offices wereyis1ted to study specific aspects of their" 
manageme~i't'~~'dtiv1tie$,. A list of these courts is included in AppendiX. 
C. An additional 112 courts were represent(;!d in the survey responses. A 
list of those' courts is included 1n Appendix A (B (4». 
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IV"" 'ORGANIZATION OF THE MANAGEMENT REPORT SERIES 

A. Overall Framework 
., 

. Ideally, we would have preferred to develop a set'of integrated handbooks, 
each organ.ized around' a "COlMlon set'of topics and following a consistent . 
pattern of development. However, in view of tbe (lonsiderable differences 
in the locus of authority and tesponsibility for ~naging these various ='" -
areas of operati'on and the implication of these differences on the 0 

management process required, each report ~ad to be organizea in a manfier 
tha't would reflect the nature of management activity involved. 

TheM;! is, however, it cOlmlonphllosophy wbich underlies an 01\ the 
reports and a number of commo~ 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 (!.ii!velopment of a frame .. 
work of releyant management principles, functions, and concerns which 
bear on each topic area. This framework is, intend~d topresElnt the 
range of management goals and activities which the "various 9perational 
components of a court must support and against wn;cl'f a court's operations 
may bELilSSessed. S~ggestions for de.veloping orimp.roving management 
capability in each of the areas are provided in/both discussions of 
spetifi"C ma'ftagemElnt activitie~ and a series of ~s,$essment questions~ 
Since ~ny 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 ().f action over anotHer. 
Information on specifi.c 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 additional information'. 
I)nless otherwise noted, all of the court activities cited in the reports 
have bee'n determined by the project staff as effective in achieving "the 
management goals they were designed to ser'le. Whether ,or not they can 
satisfy the management needs of other courts must be d~itermined 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 work. 

Each report consists of two interrelated parts; text and examples. 
The text provides the context in which these management activities 
Qccur; the examples, generally provided in appendices, demonstrate their 
~pecific appl ication •. , Together, they. are, intended to provide a frame of 
reference for managers in developing their management progr~m. Implementing 
~nd 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 se .... ves. 

1. (' Financ:,ial Management 

The Financial Management ,functions of a trial court are generally" 
"performed by a lWlse,co~lition of Drganizations or agencies, each of 

which has a con~iderable degree of autonomy. Many ttial courts fund 
theil'J operations through several separate budgets and sources$ reflecting' 
the management views of the agency or department involved. Much deference 
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is also giVen to the executive "branch for pj:!rformance of key budget 
manag~nt function's" suCh as ca~ount'ing, disbributionof revenues, 
contractf n9 'and pur~~as i ng. ~ two factors, combi ned wi th thE! 1 ack 
of stronQ dispositit'Jil ~n the 'part of jtldges and court administrators .. ' 
to exercl'sea full rarige of financial rtranagement responsibi1ities~ hels 
resulted in very few functioning trial court fina~ci.al mana?ement systtlJls. 

,., 

To,provide a framework within ~Ihich trial court $taff mi?ht determine 
, the special areas and PQ·ints of fintmciaLmanagement respondbility . 

within t:hei~ systems~ the report is~organized~:inthree sectiOnfo which 
address :t:he "legal responsibilities which must be" exetcisedtl' various 
bfi nancia 1 management functi ons whi ch must..~b.e pe'rformed, and the tri a 1 
court's role in the budge~ary process specifically. ' 

In the first chapter, nine possible sources of funds (federal y state 
and local) for trial court operations are discussed,. along with additional 
types of funds which a'court might collect) In addition ,to these legal 
aspects of a c()urt's financial;managetpent responsibilities, different 

,~----- types of informal ~Ipower relatiQnshipsrt between- the three branche: "are 
<l~cribed. ., 
.10,\ -

.=;~;::dr \\ There are juriSdictions where the budget for trialcourt~ 
~ not subject to executive branch reduction, or is not even 
submitted to the executive branch at all. Short of these rather,,; I 

unusual circumstances, there are varjOYs 9Y'CldatiOO$ in judicial 
budgetary independence, ranging from a more' or less ero forma 
executive and legislative branchacce~tance of a lump sUmICourt 
budget all 'the way to a total domination ,of tria~ court bvdgeting 
by the ~ther branches. il c· " 

. Apart from legal authority, the chapter discusses a number of other 
factors which interplay to determine the posture of a tr,ial court in 
relation Ito the other branches -- the personal stature of the presiding 
judg.;, the credibility of the Judiciary and the' top administrators in 'i 

the court, and tbe relationship between court officials and the executive 
or legislative branch officials with ,financial management authority. . ' 

.~. Within this management environment, characterized by both formal .. " 
and infO'rmalr-esponsibi1~tjes and relationships, tri.al court finam;ia1 
management re~bi1ities must be ~rformed. These. respo.,sibilities 
center upon two bas~~ney flows coming into the court: fUOds for 
court operations and funa~M1 into the co~n·t for distrirbuti,on. Each 
of these'flows has unique chariiewistics resulting from special.legal 
requirements that may b~, imposed, tyP.es,gf funds being handled, and the 
ultimate recipient of tfie funds involvea:""\-A~desc~~tion of, the elements 
of each of these' flows is pr.Qvided, along witff-a<hscussion of' the .' 
necessary s~pporting financial systenis which must b~l!$~d and the. specific 
functions whicO must !.be performed." 

''c~ 

Chapter Two lays out the elements of a trjal ccurt financia~,,,,~ 
management system and pres~ts a series of self-assessment questions. ~~ 

! i 

BY' answering each'of these questions, the reader can d~termine the range ~< 
of financial managemEmt_ functions"obeing performed for IS specific trial"~. 
court; whet.her sOme financial managel11ent functions a~ being omitted or 1\ 

" ~ ., 
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being performed irll';ompleteJx; whethet' some' financial management functions 
being performed by the executive branch sh('Juldbe p'lated under ,court' 
contY-ol; and whether some financiaJ .anagelTlent functions being perf~rmed 
by the court coVld be expanded or bettet controlled •. These elements are 
discussed .within fo~r bro~d c~tE!90ries: r (1) g~1!1~J~gement and 
organizatlonal cons,derat,ons~ (2) budgeting and grants;'~3) expenditure 
control; and (4) cash accounting. v Within each Qf these categories, a 

. serleS1)T .discrete managemen.,t concerns and,; functions isdesc~ibed, with 
note of its significance to "the court's overan fin~ncial mal'lagement . 
system •.... Each of these discussions is followed by a series of assessment 
questions which can guide trial ,court staffs in examining the character­
istics. of their particular systems •. In all, 1~~ questions are provided 
for nir~teen ~ifferent aspects of financial marl~gement activities. The 
questions are desigp,ed'to be answered initially by g~m=fal staff knowledge. 
Areas of possible additional inquiry are also sugges'ted wMch some 
staffs may want to pursue. . 

The chapter "concludes with suggestions orr how to use this assessment 
process. Its principal purpose i$.tg~establi~;h aoroader -sense of 
responsibility for the, performance of al1~fin~!lcial fpn~tions affecting, 
trial courts. The assessment process requi~es severa) stages. The 
initial identification of whicty, functions the (~ourtor an';n-.cpurt 
agency Performs will provide a f,oundation from which tan be determined 
current Juncti ons whi cH need to" be improved anq, needed functi ons wfli on 
are not Performed. An action plan can then be I~eveloped whlch,' besides /<" 

listing needed improvements. Will indicate (1) the nature" of the defeCt; 
(2) its affect on court Qperations; (~) whether I'more detailed' ~tlal.vsis 
is needed; (4) what course of action $.hotild be:taken; and {5}a list 
qf functions which should be conside~(J for transfet fronfor to court 
control and why. This, initial assessment should befo1lowed by on-
901n9 monitoring. Normally, exception reports~wn1 be sufficient to 
identify incipient problems. A sample of \~uch a report is provided in . 
the Appendix.·· These assessment and monttOl"ing functions should be tied 
into the court~s overall budgetary process, which should be a year-round 
management'~lttivity rather thaniillechanical or seasonal function to 
secure fundS-. \\ " ~ 

\ Chapt~r Three tr~s the budgeting process specifically, including' 
many of the'l managenv.cffit concerns expressed by court officials relating to 
the praCtical j)l'ublems they encountered in the budgetary process. As a 
foundation j{)f" d1 i'~ussing the trial court bUdget process, a numbel" of 
general ,~aractel"lstics of the proces~ are noted.\~s to their signi~j\nce 
to tb(if'court's mal1agement activities. For example, the political andi" 

===r.:1n~rpefSMo:faspects 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 ',\\ 
always-- Qutweigh in importance the pr'Otedural and maViageriol aspects \\ 
of budgeting. Equally important, however, is the mana~erial process 
that pra~ides internal control and supports decisionmakihg. The budget 
process: . " ~ 

o . _ 
is a structureq/ means,. of obtaining and allllCating resources 
and of managi~ an organization. Trial courts have not 

-generally vierd budgeting in this b)"oad management sense and 

,'/ 
J:; 

(I 

II 
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".have Seen budgeting as a routine compl'iance with externally 
.. J,mpeseabudget procedures. . In sll9r~Jj.ri ,al .. courts havJ! 

seen little ne,ed to build upon theexeclitlvebranch b~fdget c. 

for the achievement of managerial needs unique~o the 
Judiciary ••• Yet, there 'is a need for a trial ~rt budgetary 
process which deals with those aspects of budgeting ~~ich 

'~=~=~=~~o~,_= are unique to the needs of the judicial branch and cannot 
be well serve.rLby the exeeutive branch "pro!',:ess ••. 

=-= 

At least five areas -of budgeting may regl.li¥'e-speci~Hzed internal , 
treatment by the court itself becaus~~1fie significant policy decisions 
which must be made whtch wi11af.ftfct the court's operation. Among these 
areas are the setttn~.p-f~orities and poliCies for the fgrmulatiollJlf , 
the court's bl!ggetTOdet~l'mining the justification for th~ budget raqiJests; 

'and thejieve1bpmen1; of the cour~s overa 11 fi nanci a 1 strategy as to cf 

tile/resources it win need and the source! from which they can be obtained. -: 
IWOttab1~ are ~r~ided, 1!:~!~9' t~e iPe(~~fhL.bu~get ~zce1ure~ a iou~t :; ':'// 
IllijS per onn anu'-l.ne-seque. - 're at ons ,ps amt~-.. l'!!~~ nvo ve • ~~t 

\\ The organizational atJd administt'ative var1al>les most affecting this '/:;-
budget process are then discuSsed. Essentially, these consist of fj~ur j/li/L 

types: ,; (1) the degree of ,~tate funding; (2) the powers of the presidingj ,/ 

judges; (3) the existence of a central budget office; and (4) the ,/ 
organizational structU're of ,the court.-

c 

~//f' c 

The remainder of thJ! chapter is devoted to the five pr4incip~Y' _ .-~--- - ~ 
stages by wh i ch a court manages its budget: (l) deve 1 op~n't _ o,i:< udg~ttl".Y 
guidelines; (2) review of' budget submissions; (3) f~Q}/!'f)l1cy 
and strategy; (4) budgetary presentatiJlJ'l.Y. -ullfrrST budget~ monito'ring. 
A description of each oftbe.s~ru;ges is provided" with aiscussion of 
specific manigement1S~sties which should be considered manBc9ement 
teCMlq'ueS r Mrfonnance measures, PPBS, ZBB ,e~c~ s .: courts' have fO!Jnd' 0 

'effective. Each section concludes with a. final .~~~s of assess~nt qJJestions 
designed to help uset"s of the report examiJie speQ1f1caspects of ' their ,. 
jurisdiction's "activities .. and consider the pot~,a'Lappli~~lity of 
some of the' suggested techniques de,Scribed •. / 

,-, ,II' • \,,' 

Examples of each of these management <~proaches and "their/rvariOus 
, a,ppl icatioh~ are contained in the Appendix. . " 

2. 
f!,l;" 

~ersonnel Management 

"The personnel of a tria}/ cOUt·t are its most basic 
resource. The apPti 9it~ of -p~ne 1 resources 
to achieve the obj~~ives of the c~-h-~~==_ 
primary purpose o-f1lersonne1 management. II --==-~ 

The personnel'Mari~i~n:ent R$port incorPorates the basic principles' .-0, 

of pubJicpersonnel pu(nagement which have be,en tleveloped in the PlIbJic 
sector over the ye~s and appl fes thetJ1 to a trial cou ... t~tting~" 1he 
repov-t is organi~-ed in three chapters il to PrQvUJe. tf'lilflnagement framework 
within which both broad and specific. trtal cee-rt-~l :management, 
issues can b,e/analyzed and bandleCl,. No, particular systeiil1s=aoVOcatedi~c.",~~-="~~ 
many orga!ljiational~ndadministrattve issue~a~q factor.§ ~st be ~(mside~d . 
in 11glr,*,of t~ero1e they play in a local jurfsdfct10n. What 1sadvocatt!d, Ii' 

,,~ c.;) , I, \ 

i! 
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however; is ,that tr1 a Tcru.wt~assess~ these' s'peci 
as they' relate to the lo,cal .court involved and /' 
management policy that provides a workable man or ~ I Further,"'e) .// 
management guide,lines shpuld be developed to 9 ro the,op'eri;ltion of the /~' 
system, so that, Qersonnel admin'istrationrout e does not become an end // 
in itself. Although no attempt is mpde to pr scribe cdiscrete personnel ','[ 
procedures for replication, a number of IIhypq~~tical guttfelfnes" have,// c, 

been developed which may assi~t court staff In e~ying-ge~eral p~~nnel 
pri.l~,iples to a court environment, 'JI ,0 , </ 
.'.~, ,-' J/ 

,c Chapter g~ dis~C:Usses the special featfjre~ the y~/ court 
environment \'lhic~c~ the development ihd rna~iiib:~~ce of,)l personnel 
$y~ternf~;ttre=JocUs of @drninistrative aut~rity, i}M~cor;\trol" the internal .. ~ 
oJ'.gatilzational structure a, nd the authorit,,' :toJn1 nage basic organizationa}, 

".functions. These issues are ~then discus tf/aS to the-irmanagel11'2l'1t , ; 
significance in 119ht of the special fac~1irs whiehaffect the rnanage~t 
of personnel ina trial court;:::,' .•. :/ I .. ' ~ /" /' / 

/Sorne of' t~ courts/which win usejthis repo.rtalreadY have qpetlra~rng 
o c personnel systems" "Ottie,r, c'burts undo~btedlY lack oper;~,t,i, onal ~delines 

or even a personnel stru~ttJre. The nr~nagement needs of t.heSe .lou~ts are 
~ubstantial1y different.' The followl,!9 t,!o~5.~te,rs~'il1 the ty.$port were 
deve 10p~d~~~re£!IDnd:~~~-twlTir~-sl {uatl ons. Chapter Two:' assumes 

"~~~~~t11eeilstence ofsn~ personnel sys~em and~eal s wi ttr ~ys t{4nvTmprovements 
and tpe development of specialized res. Chapter Tfiree describe~ 
the process ·for creating B. personn, systell1 where none )~ists .• 

'" '~ChilPter TWo,clllmp~OVi~9 tOIJr1 Personn~1.\ 'l1~age~': pr!3videsa 
seFles of"ass.essment qt.-es!t:lons iry! organiza~xm,st~fing, employee,.,. 
'performanQe, f, and .employ~ re 1 atitms by 'r'Wflch current pel$limnel mardtgernel}t' 
authority can be idel}tified andactilcVCfes assesseid. GutdeHnesare ' 
then sugg~ste'd fo~~plorin$!,the~~cy "'CQn,siderat'fons fJbkh g()ve~ 
the adminTS~~l!e structura, O~~ll ~~onnel syst~m: ,.a~thorTty .'. 
structure,' deflnmg employ~' enure;'JPD=-elac~iiicationt cornpensatlon 
plans; "hours and leave pr)J!lis'trns'j selection and promoffiJfi=~~; ___ ~ , . 
gr1evance procedures, ~c, The need to relate all of tbese,lssues w:mrttr c ~~~ 
a coherent job stru<;.'t11re ist;hen discussed as to t~e ,;benefits wlrieh can 
accr!!e; speciffc y~ icy con~l~erati.o~s inv?lved! r~lationsh~p. to <:ompen- ' 
sation scales; .:and Job-speclflc conslderatlons""lrl Job cla-ssi1flcatlon and 
COl'tlpensa ti 0'1!/ The rema i ni ng secti ons<if the~hapb~!:fl~"'-deVoted to " 
oisqu~si~-the specific functions which $houl4#e'~rformed to a~sess , 
~tst!2!l;personnel management pra:cti:c~s and deternnne areas for 'mprovement~ 
'fl, ro~..se~ approaches,are !?~~vid:d for reviewing compensation scales and 
eyifuatlng curren~.classTf1catl,on of 8 variety of .court staff" and clerk. ' 

~/~ositioncs. Ba~ic"~actors ines~imating an(r~ocurnehting personnel needs are 
/ suggested,' a lOOgWl th,severa 1 approaches' varl oos courtSbave used.;:" ~ 

'// numbero ()f jierforrnance crit"8ria as well ascertdn management func~ions, 
//~" ,such as orjen:tattoIl;, angtraining~ are ~uggested, whichsbould be 1el"formed 

p to-maximize employees' performance •. Tnefinal set of functions addres~~d 
by this 'chapter,deal wit.h the distinctive persollneT problems which develop 
in ,.8 tr,ial courterprit'on'inent: Th~,se relate to conUitions of work;! including 

.. cot'stl'alnts, on emp10yee behavior and .. employer prerOJlatives, public functions 
··')md possihie liability thatA:an be Jncur'l'-E!d', as wen as, di~~p1ine, adverse 

" .< / actions" and grievances", The chapt~r concludes with a discussion of two 
special issues wM~bear on the full ran;ge of personnel managemi!nt functions 

~~ \ \,j -~ 
~ I 

I 





(: // ,~, ~ ;:-' ,~ 
;:/ 'I _~ _ 'J) 

'" _ ' 4"~ , .,,' ,--.-.' ',,' 

, "~ment~c_~tG"~iCh make uP,'a trial ~courtl'eCO~d~~~~agemeri~' N/ 

-, /Aysttw,~T~-first four setsof!i)~~ antnponents perta1~ to1;he. Jlttlvities , 
jj/ ~Jlfed to ~ach stage of~heJ.-e~rds' life...cycle..Th~)lfth s-et'uf ;~~,", 

/ftOiT\pC!lents relat-es to tht\.malnt~nance of the recor-dy~ystem as a whole l' 

:r/:",r",; -and" intl~des legal~!Uerln~s;eqlJipment; supp]ierand tecl1n~logy; , 
:_~~,~~;, ~o:rmat,on sys~ appJ,icatltmSo; and management/and staffskl11s. 

" " _ /;y,-~J" ~ -::; ___ '"' ::~/ ,/~, __ --.-<'-. , 

?, :C~terThree fo~$:eS upcn tM cons1~..ationsofsllc(te, ;quiP~ 
~d;c~Ue'Compo~tioni qS Ja§j;be v~us pol,;cie$-"and prDcedures'-whicb 
'Should go 'into: t~grtf . . enance and4llanagement. gas; c po 11 cy4lesti ons " 
'~JChaswhet?ler;to separat'€~a~ti,~~ f~om inactive 9ase files, along wi.th . 
-v~.Y, prp~ti car eemsi def4jj$n~ '~J.leJ1 as fiJ: Tormat ~ numberip~ ~yste~s!, ~~~., , 

~ are consldereri.. A var:H~ty O1f f$~XAeS relat1ng W file r.omptlSltl'Olaa1idtY -,-" ", 
"'fOrtnat ~e discussed~ if]clud'ing,~paper size~ f1>lder de§lgr(a,nduse}lf color " 

coding. ~gbst~eY'ations relating to space ,utilization· are alstJ~t~, " 
I?miculat1le:~!? __ :E!leY_r~~~G ~lpment selection? file statiWt ~ti()n". 
and sta,fX"or~an'zat~: }he pr'm~ip~l manageme,Jlt lSsues relat'lng" t:oe~~} 
.'Of t.he$J~toP1CS ~ chscrassed, as are cOfllTlon problems that-may occur Wlt'O 

.,. /\ 
"'~' 

I 

.... ~ .. </ :j:£~s.~~ . .",!! ~ition '1$ •. a~~t~er. ..= •• '\ " . 

. / ,. " ,.Chapter Four/proJlidl~S detailed gUide!ines!p~as~{s§.j~~~ia:1'L_ _ . ,c-~,.,./ :', 

/ ." . court re(;ords wanagament isystem and planm.ng for lmJ?rovemen1;-;;::g"-ifFO'e~-.~·---~·~s..:-~:-ftv.-f'~4=~~c", 
phased plannkigdnd itDplementation process is ol;A~ifned fonowed by~a,~-; 

<0 ' , $eries:,or'slleci1:ic--asse$sment steps~)wh'ich inay biused to identify the' 
';:, .~~vestrengiths ~nd weaknesses of patticulat court record ,systems.~ .. ' 
f) Specific atteJ\\t1\on is given to the,~'conduct .()!f a records inventQt:.Y~ analysis 

.. ' 15i'"fornTS 4e51 g" and usage ~ doctil1\ent~,ng: the paperfl gw process, assesmg:, of 

. equipment and supplyneeds~deteftnining appr9prtate r~tentionanfV'4isposit~{)n 
schedules, and the possible applications of microfHmlng.A nurribe-r ofo . ',~ 
specific evaluative questions are,provided in the text, supported by . ~', 

<:;::'-':::-c-

additional do~umentation iJt. the App'endices.~raphics have been ip¥rspers~ld 
throughout ~e dpcL!l1J6ntto ,111ustrate many ot the management cUJlcep,ts discl~s~ed. 

" "1'"" ,.,;7" ,iJ 
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·? .....v. USIN(l,!~.~!'SlITS' INA TRIAl COURT E,NVI~~Nk!ENT •. 

,f'/'''/ " '8 The reports a~e organized on the basis ~ subject f~rr~ease-bfuse, 
not to suggest strlct segreglltioncf areas without~ inter.uependence. . . 
Ther,e are no standard so] uti onsin the report$l!,~;bti;t ;ceas and suggest;~s 
are presented which must be evaluated tn.,Jiglltof the tWnditions' existing 

~" 

in a particular court. Hopefully, tba"elast'icity of the: materials will . 
be t ~eir strongest featur~,,' . "oP' ';, .',-

,;:;: ". ___ .,::,:~_-_::::~"'-'-=- .::::~_c_ -'----,,;~ . _~ ~'':' "d~ I,.' 

~ - A,S admi ran 1 e~a$co~e4sPi¥at4oil for. perfec~j on, mqj~ .,1m ~ 'f1 awl essneS's 
no '!10re'exists,:jfoosystems ~f justice than an~hereca1Se. The ~udge, 
adh1~nist!:atGrCmd clerk (l~ke tJ~e.butcher,.oa~~r:.." and-candH1stlck nmk~r) 
are faolllble'humans. Egot1sm,pnde, CUnt11.pg';qmvharshness; all the~e 
andJl10YiLare present{1nevery human~ d;ffefi,llg~()nly clneJntensity. These . 
. same fea~~Y!'es ma~,make a p~9blem- for o~e_pson~, or one~ourt, b~~ neJp 

.',., 0'= ~~l:e ;.,!L:~b~l :~;~~~!!~2~!l:-·~,~?~i;'~~~~-?i~~=·~="-'=-'"-'tC~xP":,' .~;,,,JJ ~. , ;{" ' 

-.i .1'h£i"~~rt' is ~ot ~~{;~mpos ',_ofindiv~duals worpng}~jsdlation~ 
nor ls.1f a composl,teof log n~t fun~tl0~s.,\. The aaJ;,wltYoof each ~ 

__ person and each group ~f~c;ts t~~oJe.' Tgls'~n~rdep.endence must be 
", ,;.-. ~".~ns i de, red when esta~J>i'S.!I.ffig· goa Ts "affd£"1Niri~~~'(L,tlte- imp 1 icati ons of .~ 

'-"~"'a'tfain!"g them. .~~., _', "'\~ , -. '_ ",c. " ,/' 

"~n discussing ,change "~Q:; the ·trial.,J;outt, i~\iSv best"'tota1 k trv 
t~rm.ls o~,\~.gOal~1l Wh~"t:onew~mtst .. ",·? accompl,i,sh~,:, .. r~ther than'~,rOble'llS; ,Th.iS' 
has:;two lU!1ledlateCJ;(fvantages.. F~,rst,l a narrQW mterpretatl0n pf' the, 

e '·'llrtiblem ispvoicfed., Second, thel,likelihood q:f bestowing blame, on parti-
.. " cular,j,ndivi~tfal~: ;is limited, tMreby increas\~ng the chances of coopel'ation" 

and succeS$. " .. ~ ~!/""".'.. ~'- i," ",'I 
~ .- ".~' li " .. ___ i) c-.- , 11\ 

);.,;:~v;luating tg~aJ should~Fidone,oin term~ of the different but 
," ;P~ ... ht.t erre.la~ed;: management areas affested. What \ impact .Wi 1.1 the ChangE!,' . 

ha¥e oJ! fmance~ personnel, records, caseflow~ etc.? ThlS Ilrocess wlll ,_ ~~ 
,/ bring rI1pre aspects of tne change to light and ·prevent a nartmw,li.mtttng 

\1 

II 
J\ 
\1 
II 

,,} interpr~tci'tion of vbe situation. Jfaving Gonstde~amostc;~)'fi,the Caspects, 
thyratlStf;iJ,J,Owfll)e easier gnd"'more orderl~,' - . II'''' .', 

Ii ~---' ,,_~- I' '. Y" II ,.' 

'T~ke, for _ex~ii1ple-, a,tchange fflhj~h at first glcmee appear's ~impleto 
implement. To" determine the simplfcfty,the rang:e.of implications which 
this "simpltt~,chCfnge will have 00 the.-"total operations 'of the couct should 
be anticit*lted. 

" A fe\'l)1of the questions in the different areas tpat should be 
,addressed are:, /' .' 

Fina~ce':' How much will it'cost?/ 
Where can the mone..v.:J1A...obtained? .' 
~;i 11 there~-De. ctmtlnl!.ing or incid~ti'tal cost,s? 

,=- > /,- ~_~.!t '':- . ~.~ 

c~" 

Per~fmel : Who will be affected?> 
WilJit be necessary to hire additional personnel? . / 
W(H it be"llecessary to term'inate/ret'rain/rea~l1fcexisting",c~/ ~ 

f pers'Orme 1 ? . ' .. . ",-,,-, 
Ho~will the position be affected in tha job classification? 

, -. r) !-~~- -:: 

,1 l( 

;~ 

It Ii " 



------~~~~~~- ._--_. 

·,Recor.ds: i/'" (. 
< What tecords wH 1 be generated by the change? 

Who w111 keep the re~ords and whe~e? 
Will the change causequpl;cation or obsolescence of all or 
part of other records O~ forms? 

( Caseflow: Will the change mandate-deletion, addition, or rear.range­
meot of st,eps in the proc~'Ss? " 

EXAMPLE": 
" :;:. ,~\ 

The payroll for employees in the court system will be ,computerized 
with qpecks being issued at the state level. ' '''''. 

,. , .:;0;:,.::, 

Financial ~onsjderations: 
,< '-" 

The cost of computer time, a computer operator and pro9ra.~ supplies, 
etc. must be budgeted. If computer'time is re~ted, access to the computer 
is a factor to be considered; if purchased, maintenance costs are a 
factor<; Money ,for additional staff at the state leveLwi11 have to be 
allocateg. as well as money for their equipment, offices, supplies, etc. 

Personnel considerations: 

Issuin~,checks at the state level will eliminate the need to maintain a 
bank account and disburse funds locally. It will still rem-ain necessary 
for someone to keep persQnnel records at the-IOt.'"'t}11evel Clnd transmit 
,information about hi·rings, terminations, salary changes, leaves without· 
:pay, and similar 9ata to the state.", A portion of the local job will be 
,:ellminated, bU,t the need for the person remains. . ' 

At the state level it \'Ii11 be necessary to hire staff to develop 
personnel guidelines and recordkeeping forms" maintain the' information, 
and review 19cal actions for c"Oinpl iance.Orientation to the new forms 
and procedures will be essential. 

o '. 
Records considerationst 

" 
Information must be supplied in a. uniforllJ'manner to facilitate computer­
ization. The diverse local recordkeepingprocedures must be standardized. 
Records should. be maintaineq at the stat~ and)ocal level. The computer­
ized information could be useful for purposes other than producing 
paychecks. If statewide b\,ldg~ting is in effect, the~A9ta will be valuable 
to ·the financi<;ll officer. Pl\anning requirements ')utside..:j:he budget area 

\JTIight be fulfi1~~~~\!rQJl' data in certain forms. Usefttl~ess to 
other agenci~s is another factor. All of the foregoing needs-might be 
met by payro';'~a with only minor modifications, if any. 

-, "0:- ~ 

" To'avQid being trapped in a mire of details surrounding achievement 
of a goal, itis essential to KEEP YOUR EYE ON THE SQUIRREL. Continually~ 
the questions should be asked; what do we want to accomplish? Whatwas 
the original purpose? Then each step to be taken, each change being 
contemplated, can be evaloated as to ~ecessity and desirability in 
attaining the result.., ., 

\ 20 
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Thorough evaluation is the key to success. Evaluation of a g~ 
(Joes,not have to result in taking steps to attain the goal to make th~~ 
effort successful. If, after study, the determination is. made that the '-'-'" 
goal is unrealistic or undesirable, the attempt is nonetheless successful. 
Time, ~ney, morale, and future undertakings.might well have been saved 
by avoidance of a rash start. Abetter course of action might have b('en 
found. 
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VI. MATTERS DES~RVING FURTHER INVESTIGATION 

The purpose of this project has be,er("'to provide a framework:~.for 
understanding the context in which these management functions are per- i 

formed and for assessing, in general terms, relevant activities uf I~i 
individual courts and ways in which these activities might be improved. ~,,; 

This report series is, therefore, designed to 1ay a fou~datior/; / 
for detailed investigatiot} into the specific compone,nts and .:actjJflties 
necessary to $upport each of these management areas. ThisfDaridatioh 
should by no mea~~~nsidered an exhaustive treat~t'of these topics. 
it is only a beginnY~~~~~~o~~, . -c" • 

'Upon this base, a considerable range of specialized research needs 
to be done. While system models may not be effectively transferred 
in toto, elements of these systems ~y have much transfer potential. 
HOpeTUTly, 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 form'tll cour~, 

. struc1;ure in the jurisdiction using this system? What ar't the informal 
pattern of relationships within the court and with outstae agencies? 
Why was this particular system selected over another? How wa~it 
introduced? How was it implemented? How does it work on paper? How 
does it work in operation? ~(does it work? Or~ WtJy did' it fail? 
What inmediate problems did Its61ve? What problems did it create? 

For some questions~ ans.wers will be readily available. For others, 
they will be more difficult. In many cases, answers may be contradictory. 
Nevertheless~ much more rigorous analysiS of potentia} models must be 
made befoBe an endorseme.nt of one approach vs. another can be offered. 

In additibh to the need to look at specific components of each of 
these management areas, a number of both general and specific issues 
warrant ; nvest; gati on. In terms of general issues, two wi 11 be noted 
here. First, the concept of a unified court system is extremely complex. 
Our limited investigation in the area made it apparent that the process 
by which a unifie~ court ~ystem was implemented and the management 
concerns of the trial courts represented were as varied as the states 
involved. Certainly. fio easy description can be offered on any 
management function performed in a unified,·court system and much 
further work is needed to understand the management impact pf court 
unification on the trial court in particular and the variety of 
unantic1patedproblems that many have encountered. 

Anothe.r issue deserving study involves the development of standards 
and policies gove~ning court operations, the protess by which they are 
communicated and the degree of compliance they receive. Much attention 
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has been given to tnis issue as it related to speedy "trial provisions 
but inve~tigation should be broadened into 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. Vet local st.aff were often unaware of these 
provisions or indicated th~t they had 'gr'eat diffic41ty in obtaining 
them. The formal statement of policy by no means,.f!leant that it was 
general knowledge or that it was regularly comp1i~&~ith. 

A number of spec; fi c issues we have addressed also dese,rve speci a 1-' 
hed treatment. Although no attempt is ma~e at this point to catalogue 
all of these issues. one in particular ... - 'training - .. was noted " 
frequently in the $urve.y responses (See Appendix A) ill connection with 
each of the topics surveyed. Both judges and administrative staff 
frequently expressed the desire for training resources ~d opportunities, 
both in terms of day-to-day procedures and in regard to deve10ping a 
cap~bi1ity for managing t.heir ~ourts. 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 identified 
from the suriley responses, from the discussion of court literature 
(Appendix B) and from exami~ation of each of the reports. Some will 
be more relevant than otners, depending upon the needs and resources 
of the various .jurisdictionso in which these reports will be used. 
Regardless of the top'i'cs pursued, two caveats are offered: the nee~, 
to recognize the unique features of the court system studied, and the 
importance of an interchtVlge of ideas and experiences' among them. 
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APPENDIX A 

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

. General Information ~vailable 
Responses to Project Su'rvey 

,I ,/ 

1 • Background if 

2. Responses 
., " a. Caseflow Mana:gement 

b. Records Management 

c. ,. Fi nand a 1 Management 
':':' " 

d. Personnel M'anagement 
" 

3. Observations 

4. Survey Respohdents 
.' 
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APPENDIX A 

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

o 

_ n 
A. General Information Available 

Despite the variety of writing on court management issues, very 
little contribution to this literature has been made by cQurt managers 
themselves. Most of tne court management writQrs are researchers or 
consultants,). some of whom have worked in the court system at one time. 
Most, however, are not presently involved in the d~y-to-day operations 
of a trial court and the da~-to-day pY'oblems encountered. 

t 

While the national court organizations publish perlodic newsletters 
and journals, they do not purport to cover systematitally the range of 
problems and concerns which the trial court manager confrQm:s, the 1\ 

:Iinnovations introduced, the obstacles encountered, or t~r{ successes 
achieved. Even if trial court managers' views and exper,fencesregarding 
court management were elicited regularly, the dtversity o)~packgrounds 
and experiences ~mong these practitioners and the environmeh~s and 
functions associated with their positions suggest that the range of 
perspectfwes and comments received ~u1d be considerable. I 

The responses of 200 trial court administrators to the National. 
M<.\npower Survey amply bear out thisdiver.sity. In educational back-' 
ground, trial ",court administrators ranged between high school edpcation 
(12%),som~ college (25%)~\college degree (22%), master's degree '''t12%), 
and. 1 ~w degree (29%) • One~\fou.rth of these respondents had be,en i n \~ thei r 
posltlons less than two years; 70% less than five years.l~rlor expe~ 
lence was divided about equally between clerical pOSitions. in the 
court or other local government office and business or public adm'in­
istrative management positions.2 As to their position responsij).iHties, 0 

.their responses suggest that tbere is no one area of responsibility 
which all trial'court8administ~ators share.3 The two management activitie's 

,most frequently sharced appeared'to be statistical management (shared by 
18% of the respondents) and calendar management (shared by 76%).4 In 
terms of areas of desired training, techniques for caseflo~~ management 
were identified by 90% of the respondents and assistance with records 
~nt by 80%. Other areas of training needs were personnel manage­
ment (68%);'program planning and evaluation (67%1; and budget and fiscal 
management and computer applications {each 61%).5 

.! . 
lNational Manpower Survey, "Educational Attainment of Court Administrators 
Wtevel and Type of court Served and by Presence of Professional Staff", 
p. 1-383. 

2 0 Ibid, p. 1-382-4. 

3lbid , p. 38 • .---. 
4' Ibid, p. 38. 
S ..... 
Ibid., p. 387. 
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The National Manpower Survey classified trtaT court administrator, 
responses in two groups: those from administrators withollt staff and 
those who had staff. Although beyond the scope of the Manpower Survey, 
many other variables might be identified bearing on the lfianagement 
orientations and perceptions of those court administrators surveyed" as 
well as the cQUrt clerks and judges who ate also involved in the trial 
court management process. "~!i 

'" 
B. Respo~ses to Project Survey 

1. Background 

To gain some perspective on the management objectives, problems and 
experi~nces of trial court management staffs in the areas of financial, 
personnel and records management, a survey was mailed to members of t~' 
Conference of State Trial Judges, National Association for Court Adminis­
tration (NACA) and N~tio"al Association of Trial Court Administrators ' 
(RAJtA) by the Project's Advisory Board representatives from these 
organizations. Th,e survey questions are listed with the response analysis 
in Appendix A (8 2). ",'". " 

The survey waS designed principally to elicl\t the perceptions of' 
the potential u~ers of the Court M~nagement PrQj~ct Report Series on the 
operational diffjculties of managin~ each of'tne areas addressed. To 
minimize the burden ~f responding and to b~! of maximum value to the 
project, the survey 'form was brief, with most questions open-ended. 
Specific informaticm on caseload and staff size was sought onlyOfor its 
possihle bearing on response analysis, with full recognition tt,at the 
inter-jurisdictional variations used in defining and measuring these 
statistics would make comparisons on these basE:s unreliable. The 
statistical analysis which follows was based on responses recaived 
from trial court judges and staff. Althougil respGnses 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 tha.t they can provide insight to those staffs 
and facilitate an information exchange among trial courts. 

(:' 

. A total of 161 respons~ere received, 151* of which were from 
trial court staffs or judges representing 125 trial courts in 42 states, 
the Dist,'('ict of Columlrlaand Puerto Rico. The trial court responses 
represent. th~ followipg distribution of ~ourt sizes by number Df judges: 

/;:/ 

Respondents Size of Court b~ NumbJ!r of Judges 

. -. , ' 

• \ JUDGES 

./ /~NATCAINACA 
/' 

A 
1-5 

37 
~~" 27 

: I ~*Sr.t~a""tl"t'"·s"":'t"Tic~a"'l'--"an-a""l"'ysis was based on the 151 
c 

B 
6-15 

21 

30 

C 
16-30 

7 

10 

// 
1/ 

Ii 
jJ 

II 

D 
Over 30 

ell 

4 

\\ 
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T~~ analysis of th~se responses was conducted from 'two perspective,s: 
tHe range of responses to each questi,on "arm the specific responses 
given; and the degree of commonalitY or divergence among management 
staff and jud~s\on these issues • . 

2. Responses II 

~~ Caseflow Management 

Both j~dges and administrative staff pointed most frequently to ,. 
aspects. of case scheduling, screening and monitorjng in their court 
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 specifi'c calendaring systems, With satisfaction being 
expressed with a variety of different and contrasting techniques;. Very 
few of the aspects noted addressed the common problems whic~ respondents 
experienced in managing caseflow (see C below). 

B.(l)What do you see as the goals of your caseflow management process? 
'7' 

Most respondents listed .. at least two goals for their caseflow, \ 
;m.anagement process •. Both judges and administrative staff agreed that a\ 
speedy trial was;;·the system's most important. goal. The'"majority of \ 
r.espondents in each group talked of minimizing delay general]y,.wJth o. F- 0 ~ ___ ~~,~.O_~_~ 
approximately 20% discussing this goal as to compliance 'with specific I 

time requirements. ft-;,)art from this area of consensus, responses of each ' 
group reflected SOiU.>.Jifference in orientation. Administrat~ve staff ,.\ 
pointed more often· to efficient managem~nt and maximum productivity as 
eontrasted wi~h the judges who more frequently .listed fairness of the ~;,I 
disposition process and quality ,of court service to the public. Both; /j / II 

groups cited the redu(;,~tion of backlog as a goal of their caseflowmanag'~me9t/" 
process infrequently despite the heavy stress recent literature Qand /'" / 
research has given to this'lssue. ? 

B. (2)What procedures do you feel contribute to achieving ~he goals 
of your caseflow management process? . j! ' 

'Although 83% of the judges and 89% of admirif$trative staffs identified /'1'/ 

at least one goal fc~ their caseflow management process, 43% of the /' 
judges and 33% of the administrative 'staff listed no operational procedures p/ /' 

which supported these goals. For those respondents .who did indicate /' 
supporting procedures, administrative staff (20%) noted infonnation ,//" 
syst.emreports and internal monitoring through pre-trial conferences.// 
controls over continuances and other procedures. Of the responding / 

o judges, stat;,f cooperation, particularly, judicial c(1I1ITIitment, was c!~a 
most frequently with internal monitoring and judic1al exercise Q:f'" 
"contro 1 sal s0i' noted as important~/,,//f 

~ /::7' 
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Question A: lr/hat aspects of ctseflow operations fn your court might be oiif,iIt.dtes.t to otherjurisdictions 
considering imProvement in this area? ~ .. ~ /~/ " 

Respondents : JUDGES '\, ",' ,/ ~ 
N • 76 respondents "' ,,/. 

RESPONSES 
1.SChf!dUlin¥{Calendari!& 

a. Speci c Systems 

b. Techniques to Avoid Conflict 
1) Attorney Schedules ,~ 

2) Notifjcation of Parties .. 

TOTAL " 

TOTAL 

3. Procedural Controls 
a. on COntinuances I 

b. On Time 

e. HQnitoring'Co~r't Reporters 

I , TOTAL ,'/ 
i f' 

1

1,v 5. Othe~ ~~ti 
, a. ~)/~:r; tyti 11 zat1 on 

, . ;:Fonns c 

..?"P.f1'~ 

;f 
;/ 

,f~~' 

9 
0 

l ~>' " .-'/?;:f'!"~. ",!crofilming 

~/)~tp" d. ROR/BondPrograms 

e. Cooperation W/Other Agencies 

6. No Response 

c 

";'';.":'fP* A 

11 . 

1/ 

1 

I 

icers, 

2 

" 
J 

" 

1'" 

14 

//</,,1/ TYPE OF COURT* 
/" Q,/' C 

5 

o 

1'/ <I''' 
'(f / 

"</ 9 4 

+" 

1 

3 1 

-. -

1 

,,' 

5 1 1 

\"1 

1 

o. / '" ! 

2 

\, 

6 {,' 2 6 

, 

'TOTAL ,;, 

29 
(38.16") 

12 
tl~.79t) 

~~ 

(6~58t) 
jJ~: 16'l) 

, 1 
.<1 32~) 

5 
(6.581.~ 

(1\21) 

2 
(2.63%) 

9 
(11.84:..i 

,0\21\ 

(1~32~\ 
(1~32~) 

3 
(3.95~) 

28 
(36.84%) 

c.. 
i Percentages are based on 76 Judges respondents. ~e total of percentages will exceed 100% because\some 

'~spondents suggested multiple areas of fJ1terest. ", c' '\" . 
A - 1-5 Judges; B· 6-15 Judges; C· 16-30 Judges; '0· Over ,30 Judges 
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2. 

b. Pte-Trilll pl"O'c:edures 
(Including Diversion) 

c. Information Systems 
'!-' 

TOTAl 

3. Procedural Controls 
a.' On Continuances 

b. On Time 

TOTAL " 

4. Man~er I.!ttffzation 
a~~dfcial Availability 

2 2 c,4 , 
/ (5.63%) . == 

'r--------+--------+--------+~~----~~~~__4 

3 3 5 

4 8 1 

9 13 /45, 
.-:-' 

Q.'" . 
(51.63%) 

2 ~ 2 

~ 

+---------~--------~----------~~--"-·-~--~~--·~'-4----~·~ 
;(5.63%) 

3 i/l \;' .5 
, ',/ (7.04%) 

1 
/,. 

z ,/ , 

5. Other ~pects 
a. Facility Utili~tion 

,:F 
/// 

b. Forms 
',p/' 

c. M'lcrof'hming 

d. ROR/Bond ProgrOlllS 
" . 

e. Cooperation W/ Other Age~cies 

I 

1 

1 

1 
(l.411) 

1 
0.41%) 

6. No Response~ 8 9 (21~94%) 
" . * Percentages are based on 71 MATeA/NACA respondents. The tobl "of percentages will excelkl 100% because 

some re$pondents suggested multiple areas ofinterl!!st. " ' 

A .. 1-5 Judgesi B10 6-15 Judges; C10 16-30 JlldgeS; D. OVar 30 Judges 

,,29 
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2. tf2t-lent Criminal Case '£rocess ing 
'" '-' ~ 

"3:" Fair \lis¥osition and Serv,iee to Pufilic 
A. r.u fi 1 PUbl'lc" Sl!1"vice Func~iaf'\ 

" 

TOTAL 

4'~~Jl~ifz:~fi!r:'~fl!sou;c~s F~'~ .~ 
b • Jficruse Ptoduc;tfvity 

c.·
c TOTAL 

B 

18 13 

3 

/. 

TYPE OF COURT~ 
C .~ 

5 

I 

6 

I 

5 

, 
6 

TOTAl. 

5 
(7.90%) 

43 
f5IU;8~1 

-",,::--

.' 

5. Efficient Managelllent j" 
~---------+~~~'---~--~------+---~'----+-----~~--i 

.. ~ (S:26~ 
I . 

a. Cise Management/Mc>nit9!.i1l9 
I) ". 6~"'P 

b. Efficient Cour~Op~1-ation 

c. Ose of TeChfiO~~~ 
I ., .0>" 

d. Apl?nf~riate C~lendarin9/' 
. Uhedulin9 Systems Jf 

/ 
./ 

I) 

1 2 3 
(3.951) 

2 

.f 

~~~'-----+----~----r---~-----i~~----~I----~----~ 1 
.f2.63%} 

4 
(9~2U) 

J 

! 
I 

~ 
'f) 

10tAl 5 3 12 ooY?~ (1!i~7.9ll 
~ 

. 
,~ • b • 'He Continuances 

7. Reduce ·Backlog 

30" 

~~. 
,I~\, 

J' 

--~ 

-~ 

; 

1 

~1 

I 

C l 
AI 



TOTAl. 

4. Maximize Produttivitfi 
"a. utilize Judiddesources Full.}! 

'b. Incre;~e Prl)ductivf~y 

"TOT~ 

5. Efficient Management 
a. Case management7~~itorfng 

-;::/,c< 

1f; £ffl~1ent J:»urt Operation 

,co Us-e QfTechnC/logy 

d.ltppropriate Calendaringl 
, Sched~1ing Systl!ltls 

TOTAl. 

8." No Goals 

9. No ReS'ponse 

* 

" (I 

/;('3'/.J~§{rY , 
-. ~$" 

r, ~, 

/2 

4' 

2 

r 
J 
oJ, 

5 

I 

~' 

" : 

6 II 
~' ,,0 

I r/ a c """" 
:, 

,e' 

5 
""""'''''!:c 

4 

-';:S .d",,~'= 
~~ 

7 

, 

1 

?_ Of';::f 

I 

, 

1 

" ,~,9C 

1 

, 1,L',~ 
~ 

I 
J f 

2 ) " 

I 
J) 

a 

(/ 
,; 

(t ,e;, 

{J 

, 

'. 

Z 
,.iFf 3 

-

" , 

/11 

" 

.-fJ 

7 
(9.SS';) 

z, 
, (2.82%} 
,-," t, /" 

(1.4lS1 
.-

('141~O9%) 
~' 

(n.~7%) 
4 

tS.fm) 
12 

06.90%) 

20 
'2H.1U) 

, 

< , 

" 

a 

(1.11%) ?', 

<y-:;:--'--=-.~ ~=.....:~.J-~-==':: -~------·~-::""".:.;·"V""~·=-~:o:.;;=.- ;:. '~~',::-:-'-,~"'"~ 
1 

(l.4U) 
'<, 4 

-f ",,(5.-63%) 

!,I 
8 

, (11.27%) 
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-<~9~~Y I. Pr.e-Trial Monitoring/Conferences 2 /,/40~~~»3~ 
,0- 'Otlltr Procedures ............ ",...,..--I--."...-+-------t-'--~"""""'1-_.Iol(,:3~'.F 9Sl%""-)-t ,-
~ ~. Judir.ial Control of DQcket ,)" D' Z ; .' p ,c/ (2.~3%} 

c. ContrOl {)vel" Continuiln~;,::;::-' >;- I 1",~ " _' 
(2.63%) 

~: 
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2. Staff tQoperati..2[! .. ' c. 

a. Judicial C~Jtment 

_~.:>~~"o:: 
c;zc'; f) j ~interagency . Cooperati on. 

TOT~l 

Ii 

5. Standard and Goals ~velopment 

.6. No Response 

.~-:..J7:( 

COURT MANAGEMENT P.ROJECT 
o ORGANIZATIONAL SURVEY 

, - ~- ;~-

11 

2 .;/ 

o Q 

,1 

TOTAL 

8 
(11.27%) 

4 
.15.53%) 

7 
(9.86%) 

6 
(8 45%) 

(2.~2%) 
, (8.~5~) 

14 
(19.72%) 

14' 
(19.72%) 

1 
(1.41%) 

22 
(30.99%-) 

,.:'--

/ 

". fPercentages are basatt on 71 NATC,vNAC'A respondel'itS; The total-oTpercentages w;~lexceeg 100% ~el;~u~1! SOffle, 
respsndents suggested multiple pro~edures. 

A· l-5.Judgesi B\~ 6:15 Judgesi C •. l~~dg~~! D· Over 30 Judges 
~ -~ 

--=-;;- -

o ~\ cO, 
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C. What have been the m'ost freguentl~ encountered problems regarding 
.. the acc.omplishment 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 ; nsuff; c; ent resources as a problem 'j n manag; ng 
caseflow anp agreed that the most significant effect of this resource 
shortage resulted from their courts' inability to plan and monitor t~e 
caseflow process. 

Among the other problems experienced, the responding judges cited 
, maintenance of their schedules, primarily because of continuance requests 

or last-minute settlements. In contrast, administrative staff more 
freq\Aently identified inadequate internal management procedures. 

D. If resources were no ~rOblem what improvements ~Quld you make in 
your caseflow process. ;, ~ 

In only one area -- resource supportc -- did the desired improve­
m.ents noted on the res ponses to thi s questi on relate to' the problems II 
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% point~d to the need fot' additional 
staff in administrative as well as quasi-judicial positions. 

cOf the judges, an additional 11% cited creation of more judgeships~ Of 
the administrative staff expressing the desire for additional resource 
support, 14% painted to additional administrative staff~ and 10% focused 
on additional equipment. Only 6% suggested quasi-judicial positions, 
and only 3% noted added judgeships. . 

In contrast to the low frequen~y with which problems in management 
had been noted in the previous question, 43% of th~ judges and 59%. of 
administrative staffs cited a variety 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 screening was cited by only 6% of resp~nding administrative . 
staff.:~ . = 

While the lack of cooperation of attorneys, other agencies and .~,~. 
court staff had been a major problem identified earlier, only 2% of the 
responding judges and 3% of responding administrative staffocited 
desired improvements in this area. Simnarly, th~ lack of the court's 
control over many of the pro,blemsassocia:ted with caseflow management 
was an issue underlying many of the comments on lac~!of cooperation in 
question C above. Few administrative staff tmd no jl~dges identified 
desired improvements in this area. II 
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COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT 
ORGANIZATIONAL SURVEY 

I!.esponse Sull'm~h' 
1. CASEFLOW 

~~~~O'\\ 

(: ' 

Question C: What have been the most frequen1!1y encountered problems regarding the accomplishment of' t;,ese objectives? 
Respondents! Judges 

N • 16 Respondents 
RESPONSES - A 
1. Insufficient Resources 

a. Lack of Funds ~,-, 

b. Inadequate Facilities ( 

c. Lack of Judg~ .. 

d. Lack of Attorneys 

e. Insuffi ci ent Staff to ,PI an/Moni pr \ 2 

TOTAL \, 5 

2. Lack of Cooperation 
~J7 a. Of Attorneys 

b. Of Witnesses/Defendants ~ 

c. Of Other Agencies 

'. d. Of Staff and Judges 

TOTAL 1~ 

3. Internal ProcedurallMngmt Problems 
a. Pre-Trial Procedures 

b. Poor Fili'1g Systems " \' 

c. Case Scheduling Procedures 

d. tack of Planning 1 

e. Distribution of Workload 

f. Transcript Delays 

TOTAL 1 

4. Maintaining Schedule 
a. With Attorneys 1 

Ii. Last Minute Settlements !I, 

c. Frequent continuances II 

TOTAL 9 
, 

II 
5. ExteJ'tlal Factors ;/ 

a. High Case Volume/Complext~y 
\\ b. Change of Venue 

~~~mentation Of Management/ II 
-' Autnorit3/Control 

TOTAL 3 

6. No Response 5 

B 

1 

j! 

;j 

3 

9 

6 

(: 

, 
I 

" '" 9 
\. 

1\\ 
" 

\ 

2 

1 

3 

I 

:.! 

3 

2 

ir. 

4 

4 

TYPE OF COURT* 
C 

1 

( 

I 

2 

5 

2 

I 

I 

4 

I 

j! 
c 

3 

I 

1 

o TOTAL 

4 
{5.26%1 

(5.~6') 
f 

(6.!l58%) 

3 10 
(13.16%) 

4 23 . 
(30.26%) 

25 
(32.90%) 

II 
(3.95%1 

(1.1z%) 
i( 

(5.26%) 
2 33 

143.42%) 

1 2 
, (2.63%) 

, (z.i3%) 

(1.12%) 
1 5 

(6.58%) 

1 " 
11.32%) 

(9 ~l%) 
1 ' ~' 

(l0.53%) 
1 

(2-1 ~t5%) 
1 1 

(1.3a%) 

t2.~3%) 
(7.~O%) 

1 9 
(11.84%) 

'", 3 12 
(15.79%) 

* Percentages are based on 76 Judges respondents. The total of percentages will exceed 100% because some 
, , respondents suggested multipl~,prob1ems. 

A .. 1-5 Judges; B· 6-15 J.udges; C ".16-30 J/idges; D" Ovel' 30 Judges 
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COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT 
9RGANlZA1rONAt SURVEY 

Response Summaty 
I. CASEF!..OW 

Question c: What have been the most frequently encountered problems regarding the accomplishment of these objectives? 
Respondents! NATCA/HACA Members 

71 Respondents TYPE OF COURT* 
RESPONSES, 'A BCD TOTAL 
1. Insufficient Resources 

a. Lack of Funds 

b. Inadequate Facilities 

3 3 6 
(8.45%J 

;j A:: {7~O4%} 
c. Lack of JudgeS I .;S 1 _ 5. 

!7.04%J ' 
d. Lack of Attorneys I 2 1 (5~63%1 
e. Insufficient Staff to Plan/Monf pr 4 4 2 (14~O9%) c 

TOTAL 12 14 3 1 30 
(42. 25ot) 

2. Lack of CooDeration 
a. Of Attorneys ,. 3 3 3 9 

(12.68%) 
b. Of Witnesses/Defendants 

c. Of Other AgenCies 1 , 1 3 
(4.23%) 

d. Of Staff and Judges 5 \\ 8 4 1 (2d~35%) 
TOTAL 9 12 8 1 30 

(42.25%) 

3. Internal Procedural-;'Mana5ement 
Problems " 

a. Pre-Trial Procedures 2 2 ' 
(2.32%) 

b. Poor Filing Systems 

c. Case Scheduling Procedures 

I 
" 

11
1
4U) , 

3 1 (5~63%) 
d. Lack of Planning 1 1 (2~82%} 
e. Distribution of Workload I 

(1.'41%) 
f. Transcrfpt Delays " 

TOTAL 7 1 1 1 10 
(14.09%) 

4. M.,",.',',aS'h~ 
a. W1th AttOn1ey 

b. Last Mfnute / ettlements 

c. Frequent Co~tinuances 

Torl 
'I 

ii 

" 

1 2 1 4 ,. 

l5.~'.l%} 
2 1 1 3 

(9:86%) 

3 3 2 3 11 
:~ (15A9%) 

5. External Fa~ 
i. ",g5 Cis~ ume/Complexity 

" 

1 1 1 J 
14,23'1:) 

b. Change 0" Venue 

c. Fragmentation of Management/ 
Authority/Control 

2 4 6 
v , (8.45%) 

TOTAL 2 5 1 1 9 
(12.613%1 

6. No Res(!!)nse 6 4 1 11 

11< Percentages are bJsedon 71 NATCA/HACA respondents. The total of percentages will exceed 100% because some 
respondents su99U.~ed multiple problems. ' 

- t,15.49%~ 

A .. 1-5 Judges; 8· 6-15 Judges; C. 16-30 JlIdges~ D" OVer 30 Judges 
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~OURT MANAGEMENT PRO~ECT 
"" ORGANIZATIONAL stmVE! 

Response SUllllllr,Y 
I. CASEFLOW 

Question D: If resources were no ,problem. what improvements would YOli make in your caseflow management proces,!.? 
Respondents: Judges 

H • 76 Respondents 
RESPONSES 
1. Acguire Additional Resources 

a. More Equi pment 

b. More F4Cilfti~s 

c, More Manpower 

1) Research/Parajudicial/Quasf-Jud. !--

2) Administrattve 

3) Prosecutors/Public ~fenders 

4) Judge~ 

5) Court Reporters 

TOTAL 

2. !~rove Manage~nt/Monitoring 
11. IIfOre Screen ng 

b. Better Information Systems 

c. Better Case Scheduling/Assignment 

TOTAL 

3. Clarify Procedures 
a. Cla~ifY Court GOals 

b. Develop/Publish Ct. Procedures 

~. Change Rules/Stututes 

4. Improve Pre,Tria1 Procedures 

5. Establish More Court Control 

6. ~"Jury Size 

7. Improve Coo~ratfon 
!I' Of \Judges, 

b. Of Attorneys 

TOTAL 

8. Provide "More Services to Public 

9. Provide Judicial Training (; 

10. Don't Know 

11. !!Q!!!. 

12. No Reseonse 

A B 

2 

z z 

17 IS 
,. 

4 ., 

-IS ;; 

1 ~-
~-~ J 

" I 

:n 10 

3 5 

2 !j 

, 3 

b 1::1 

3 

" 

1 

1 

1 1 

3 

I 

b 3 

TVPE OF COURT* 
C 

1 

;;$ 

2 

1 

4 

5 

3 

2 

10 

1 

", 

,. r 

.. 

o 

I 

, 

1 

1 

I 

2 

4 

1 

;/ 

" 

.: 

~.-

4 

* Percentages are-based on 76 Judges respO 9 ndents. The tota.l Of percenta es Wl n exceed IUU~ np.cause some 
respondents suggested multiple improvements. 
A .. 1-5 Judges. B· "0-1'"5 .fudges. C.. 16-30 Judges i 0" Over 30 Judges 
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/ I 

Ij 

TOTAL 

2 
(2.63%) 

II 
C7 .90%) 
~6 

{36.84%1 
I 

t9}21%l 

C1~~'6%1 
(2~63%1 
nO~53%1 
(1 ~32%) 
36 

147.37%1 

14 
, (18.42%' 

_L1J~4'l%L 
8 

(10.53%) 

(4~~42%) 
1 

11.32%1 

3 
(3.95%) 

1 
(l,32%l 

1 
(1.32%) 

(1.
1
32%) '. 

2 
,(2.63%) 

3 
(3.95%) 

i~./21%) 
1;:1 

(17.11%) 
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COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT 
ORGANIZATIONAL SU~V£Y 

Response Summary 
I. CASEFLOW 

Question 0: If resources were nOiprob1e~., what impro~ements )JIou1d YOU make in your caseflow management process? 
Respondents: NATCAINACA Members ' ! 

N '" 71 Respondents , .' TYP/; OF. COURT* 
RESPONSES ABC 0 TOTAL 
1. Acquire Additional ResO'J1'\w. 

a. More "Equipment 

b. More Facilities 

c. Hore Manpower 

1) Research/Parajudicia1/Quasl y jud. 

2) Administrative 

3) Prosecutors/Public Defenders 

4) Judges 

5) Court Reporters 

TOTAL 

2. tmerove ManagcmentlMonitoring. 
a. More Screening 

b. Better Information Systems 

c. Better Case Scheduling/Assignment 

TOTAL 

3. ~latlfY Procedures 
• arlfy Court Goals 

b. Develop/Publish Ct. Procedures 

c. Change Rules/Statutes 

TOTAL 

4. Improve Pre-Trial Procedures 

5. Establish More Court Control 

6. Reduce Jury Size 
~~ 

7. Improve Coo~ration 
a.1)f JUdges 

b. Of Attorneys 

TOTAL 

8"0" Provide More Services to Public 

9. Provide Judicial Training 

'10. Don't Know 

1" .. ~ 
12. No Response 

3 

IS 

I 

6 

1 

11 

1 

13 

~ 

16 . 

1 

3 

-~ -=---:--c.-o---==r----=-=-- ."-:- _._-

!f 
\\1 

: 1 , 

! 

il 

1 . 
3 

3 1 7 
(9.86%) 

IS " (261.~76%) 
t: I (5.~3%) , 

3 I 
( 14~~9';) 

1 1 1 (4.~3%J 
2 

(2.~2%) 
1 

0.41%) 
11 3 1 26 

(36.62%) 

2 1 
(5.\3%) 

11 . ~ I . u 
(38.03%) 

8 3 (i~.;;!3l%) 
21 5 2 c· 44 

(6l.97%) 

1 1 
(1.41~) 

~ I (~.hi;) 
3 1 4 

rUm;) 
1 

(1.41%) 

4 2 1 10 
(14.09%) 

'. 

, 

cj- ___ -- 2 
(2.82%) 

I (l.~H;) 
2 

(4?23%) 

1 1 ., ;,' (1.41%) 
1 1 

(1.41%) 

1 (2~2%) 
- 4 1 8 

(11.27%) 

* Percentages are based on 71 NATCA/NACA respondents. the total of percentages will exceed 100% because some 
respondents suggested multiple improvements. 
A II 1,..5 Judges; B· 6-15 Judges i C" 1(i-3O Judges; D. Over 30 Judges 
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What would TOu see as the most si,nificant prob'ltllls you would face 
" n institut rr9_ tliese improvements . '. 

E. 

Twenty~three percent of administrative staff saw no Qbstacles to 
improvement, assuming financial resources were no problem.', In contrast, 
cmly 4% of responding judges shared this optimism. Thirty-:~even percent 
of the judges felt inadequate-resources would continue to be a problem 
in ma~ntcl'ining system improvements~and an additional 8% poi·nt~d to 
resource shorta~es in manpower, facilities,and training opportunities 
necessary to implement the system. These anticipated problems were also 
S.nared 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 t~e requisite approval 
of state agencies (both ClJurt and legislative) as a significant obstacle 
to improving caseflow management in their local trial courts. 

b. Records Management 

A. Are there any asp~ts of your records management system which might 
tie of i~terest to other trial courts? ' . ">0-." 

." '~", 
'~~!n addition to a rel.atively high no response rate to this question, 

a signff,lcant number of respondents specifically answered "none II (35% 
of the jUQges, 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 resolLl'rces. Within this category, judges most frequently 
pointed to computerizatipJ',j administrative staff referred to computerization 
and microfilming primarily. A less frequently noted aspect of records 
management involved the handling of various components of the records 
management 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 p61icies were also 
cited by administrative staff (11%) an~, less-frequ~ntly, by judges 
(3%) • 

liB. 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 

l; respondents' courts, this dissatisfication was not reflected in a large 
number of problems noted. Forty percent of responding judges did not 
resPQnd to this question; 17% indicated "nonell

, and an additional 5%' 
responded that their problems were II too many to' list" •.. Responding 
administrative staffs addressed the question more fully. Only 21% did 
not respond; 10% indicated II none II and the remainder noted specific 
problem areas. \, 

c Among the problems noted by judges, the lack of standard procedures 
for information entry and wa.intenance was by far the greatest problem 
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COURT:\MAHAGEMENT PROJECT 
ORGANIZATIONAL SURVEY 

Response Summarx 
(~J I. CASEFLOW 
Question E: }/hat would you see liS the most significant problems you woyld face 1n-- in~tituting th~~e imt)roYements? 
Respondents: Judges 

N • 76 Respondents TYPE OF COURT* 
RESPONSES A _B C D TOTAL 

1. Non~ 2 1 3 
" (3.95%) 

- , 
2. Lack of Resources 

a. Manpower 
" 

1 
-, 

1 
(1.32%) 

b. Funds 11 10 3 4 ,~~ 
(36.84%) 

c. Facilities 4 1 
(6.

b
58%) 

d. Time 
--~~ 

e. Training Opport«nfties 1 1 ~ , (l.m:Y 
, -

TOTAL 16 12 3 4 35 
(46.05%) 

3. Lack of Cooperat1cm 
a. Attorney 5 1 2 3 JJ 

114-47%1._ 
" ( 10 0 b. Judge 

c. "Staff (Includfng Union) 

d. Public Support 

TOTAL 

4. Manaaement ProbleRIS 
a. A min1strat1ve Burdens 

b. Lack of Standardfzed Informatio I~ 

c. Lack of Adequate Information 

TOTAL 

5. ~uired State Approvals 
(Leg1slative/Supreme Court/AOC) 

6. Maintaining Quality 

7. N9 Response 

4 

1 

10 

1 

1 " 

2 

1 

15 

1 3 2 

"2 1 1 
13.16% 

(6.~8%) 
1 C1.~2%) 

} 7 6 27 
(35.53%) 

~ 
(1.32%) 

(1.12%) 

(2.~3%) 
3 2 1 7 

(9.21%) 

3 4 22, 
(28.95%) 

* Percentages are based on 76 Judge respondents. The total of percentages will exceed 100% because some 
respondents sqggested multiple problems in instftuting improvements. 

A • 1-5 Judges ~ 1.1 .. 6-15 Ju4ges; C = 16-30 Judges i D" Over 30 Judges 
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COURT ~NAGEMENT,PROJECT \\ 

ORGANIZATIONAL SURVEt' 
", Response SUIIIMry 

" I.' CASEFlOW '" 
Question E: What would YOU see as the most significant prOblems you would face in instituting these i!3Pr~~ements? 

'0 ' Respondents ~ NAT~!\INACA Melltlers " , ;I 
, /'" N" 11 Respondents TYPE OF COURT* 

RESPONSES ABC 0 TOTAL 
1. None 

2. Lac~ o~ Resources 
a. an ower 

b: Funl s 

r,' Fa~i1 ities 

d. Tit/le 

e., Training Opportunities 

TOTAL 

3. lack of Coop~rat1on 
a. Attorney 

b. Judge 

c. Staff Oncludfng Union) 

d. Public Support 

TOTAL 

4. Mahagement problems 
a. Adm,inistrative Burdens 

, 

b. Lack of Standardized Informatio r 

c. Lack of Adequate Infc~tion 

TOTAL 

5. ~e9uired State Approvals 
(Legislative/Supreme Court/AOC) 

6. Maintaining Quality 

7. No Response 

'" 

3 9 

2 5, 

9 13 

c- os I -
i: 

'14 21 

1 4' 
,', 

.:s ~ 

z z 

6 15 

1 

l' ., 1 

2 1 
1\ 

2 1 

3 1 

3 1 " 16 
f f22.54!:) 

.' 
7 

(9.86%) 
. 4 1 

(3:.'0'3%) 
4 

(5.63%) 

(2~82%) 

4 1 40 
(56.34%) 

I 6 
(8.45%) 

.:s I 16 
(22.54%) 

1 6.~4%) '" 

3 3 27 
(38.03%) 

Q 

11.~U) 
i! 

(2.82%) 
"l 

(4.23%) 

" 2 1 6 
(8.4'5%) 

1 1 
(1.41%) 

1 5 
(7.04%) 

,j! 

* Percentages are based on 71 NATCA/ ACA respondents. The total 0 percentages wil exceed 100% because some 
respondents suggested multiple problems in instituting improvements, 
A = 1-5 Judges; B .. 6-15 Judges! C· 16-30 Judges; D· Over 30 Judges 
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COURT'MAAAGEIENT PROJECT 
PRGANIZATIONAL SURVEY 

'Response SUl1lllarj! 
U. RECORDS 

Question A: Are there an~ aspects of your records mallagement system which might be, of int~-s-~~~ -iWm-t;f}?-~- = 
Respondents; Judges - .. " 

N • 76 Respondents TYPE OF COURT~ 
R€SPONSES ABC D TOTAL 

'\ \ 

1. Management Actiyities 
a. Data Entry 

b. Case File Control 3 3 .. (3.952:)' , 
c. 'Inform&tion Reports ~ \ I 

(1 ~322:) , " 
\' 

d. FOrms Revision= 
\ -

e. Purgfng,Program 
" 

,; 
\ 

f. Filing Procedures 

g. Inventory Control 

, 1 ' ' 1 I 

(l.322:) 

TOTAL 1 3 1 5 

2. System comGonen~s 
a. DOCketooks/Entries 

(6.58%) 

2 1 " 3 6 
.. (7.90%) 

b. Indexing System 
.' 

1 1 2 
(2.63%) 

c. Notice SystettJ 1 
(1 ~32%) 

d. Procedurp.s f~r Moving Case Files 
To/From Archives 

e. Exhibit Disposals 

I 
C1 !.32%) .. 

1 
. 1--' .. 

(1 ~ 32%) 
f. Methods for Handling ThirdPa~ty 

/"'" 
Payments ' 

I 
(1 ~32%) 

TOTAL 4 5 \, 3 12 
, , (15.79%) 

3. Slstem Re~uirements 
a. Retent on/oestruction Schedules" 1 1 2 

(2.632:) 
b.)IOdification~ to Confonn with Recent 

"Court Consolidation 
,., 

-

TOTAL 1 1 (2~63%) 
4. Use of E1ui~ntlResources 

a. 14t cro itm "9, 1 2 '/ 3 
(3.95%) 

b. Computerizatio~ 3 4 3 3 li:!, ' 
(17.11%)" 

c. Filing Equipment/Arra~ement " 
,;'; 

d. Space Reduction \\ 

e. Security/Access 

TOTAL 

1 \\ 1 
(1. 32%1 

4 I) 4 3 
.. (2~~37%) 

5. ~ 16 6 1 " 3 (3~~21%) 
6. No Response 12 7 5 l4 

(31.58%) 

Idents. The tota of rcenta s will exceed 00% because so lie '". Pertentages are based on 76 Judge respon pe!lS 
respondel'\,ts suggestelli multi"le aspects of interest... .. ~ 
A • 1~5 J~~gesi B a 6-15 Judges. C· 16-30 Judges; ~ Over 30 Judges ~, 

I 
J( 
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COURT MA~EMENT PROJECT 
ORGXNI TIoRAL SURVEY 

Response SUlllllary . 
Ir~ ~ 

Question A: Are there any aspects of your records management system which might be of interest to other trial courts? 
Respondents: NATCA/NACA Memb~rs 

~~=_ tI= 71 Respondetlts' 
'RESPONSrroo

= -'=-~~-~--= ... A B 
TYPE OF COURT* 

C 
'=~.o_===--==~ 

1. Management Activities, 
a. Dita Entry , ~=~-t==JF:,:~'iit· ~,-= 

--=-=~"::'::::::---= 

b. Case File Control 

c. Information Reports 

d. Forms Revision' 

~ Purging ePogram 
~/r c:7 ~\ 

f. FiUf(g Procedures 

g. Inventory Control 

TOTAL 

System CDmHonents 
a. DOcketooks/Entrie~ 

b. Indexing System " 

c. Notice System 
A' 

d. Procedures for Movin~ Case Files 
To/From Archives 

e. Exhibit Disposals 

Z 

-- '\ 

J 

II 

1 

1 

1 

\\ 

/ 
,/ 

,i 

t! 

1 
t~ 

$ 

4 
, 

1 

1 

D TOTAL 

. '---,-~;;;:>;:'.::...-==-~. 1 
~.-. r===,.~~ --

1 1 
0.41%) 

(2~2%) 
0.

1
41%) 

"' 
(4.~3%}"/' 

O.141%) 
I 

-\, (12 :68%) 

5 
(7.04%) 

1 (4.~3%) 

1 
(1.41%) 

fl.~u:) 
, I 

i: " 
f."Methods fOr Handling Third Party 

Payments ---=')-.':: 

J.oTA\. 

3. Systrua Re9uirements ' 
a.,~etentl0n/Destruction Schedules 

1>. Mlidifi~tTmis 'toc-Confonn with Recent 
-" ... Court Consolidation 

TOTAL 

4. Use of E¥Ui~l'it/llt!sources 
a. Micro 11m ng 

b. Computerization 

c. Filing Equipment/ArrangemeNt 

d. Space Reduction 

e •. Security/Acc:,ess 

TOTAL 

5. ~ 

6. No Response 1=: 

3 

2 
- -_.-

1 

3 

2 

~t! 
I 

I 

6 

5 

9 

6 
(I 

2 

2 I 

.- p- " J, 
5 

5 

, 
t! 

12 

" " 8 il 

9" 
,I C 

1 ~ 10 ;i 
(14.09%) 

/ 

3 7 ~%) (9.86 
" I; n.~l%) -

3 8 
m.-21%l 
!; 

4 2 l 13 
/.,{J~. 3]!) 

4 2 - § 
/ " 119.31%) 

(4~23%) 
-, 

, -" P' 
O.141%l 

8 ,~ .. -.:;..'-- 4- 30 II 

{42;25%) 
1 14 

09.12%) 
2 20 

" 

(2~J1%) II 

spondents. * Percentages are based on 1~ AATCA/NACA re 
respondents sug!jested mult ple aspects of interest. 

The total Df percentages will exceed l00%becaU$e sQlili 

A t 1-5 Judges; B = 6-15 ~UdgeS; c. 16-30 Judges; D a Over 30 Judges 
1\ 
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.. 

" 
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i denti fi ed. Among~ihe" spe~i f1 c prolll em~ descrtped;, were timeamstiiMflg= " 
manual inde)ting and filing systemstlthe lack of $/andard procedures for; 
information 'entry, and the absence of system monitoring and evaluation. 
In contrast, only 8% of responding administrative staffs identified 
problems in this area. Far more<,attention W~$ given by them (35%) to 
lack of resources, primarily poor physical 'fMtlities. In co'ntrast, 
only 6% of the responding judges pointed to problems in this area. 

Among other
o 
problems less frequently noted were the la~1< of cO,~rt 

control, technical and equipment problems, and problems with obtaining 
information andr~cords. The problem of ~ecuritywhich received mention 
during field sty~tes received very little attention by administrative 
s,taff (3%) and no mention by judges. c ,c' ,r , 

C. II If resources were nooproblem what improvements would you make in 
your records management process? 

;:.., c, 

'" Both judges and court administrators 'were in agr.eement regarding' ~ 
tJle two areas of rec()rds management in which they would institute improve­
men~ technology and procedures, Q3Jt the relative importance of'these 
two ar~ differed for each of the groups. For judges, 38% wO~,ld apply 
technologh27% of whom would automate more functions, and the remrlining 
11% would ut~ze various forms of microfilming. For administrative 
st~ffs, a substantially higher percentage (57%) would apply technology, 
splitting almost evenly between automating more functions and utilizing 
microfilming processes. 3wenty:two percent of the judges cited a variety 
of improvements which were geared to creating more simplified and 
unifol"lJl procedures and producing more complete and available information. 
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 destruction schedules. " \1 

D. Ii ~hat wo~ld .¥ou ,see as ,the most"s;.ignificant problems you would face 0 

1 n instltutlngthese lmprovements?, . ' .. /' 

, Both groups cited"'-lack of res,purces and.,coo/eration as thEt. two fi~ 
most significant obstacles to reco\~dss~!~m improvements. Again, the ;/ 
rE!lative}mportance of1;hese two a~eas a"nd, the. l~peCific problems anticiPatlld" 
dl ffered for the two groups~ For, Judges, . 36%, 'Cl ted 1 ack of "Y-esources, (' " 
while 57% of responding admi~istrative starf antici!lil~ed problems)n 
this area. il for both groups ,I, ~the resource obstacle~ were ?l..y;tIl~ .. ~ , 
fina.ncia1. A.S.,to lack.....of'cooperativrt, 25% of the'-~JUdges U'/'Jt'1cipatea==>, 

, problems while only 15% of administrative.{$taff shared this concern. Of 
the responding judges cit)~g potential prOj:)lems of cooparation, t~o-
thirds antjcipated the lack of cooper,ation of local staff and approx- ,. ? 

imately pne~thil"d anticipated problems wit~ attorne·,:lrs. While respondfng 
administrative staff ref1ect¢d a similar percentagl1\ concerned over the 
cooperation of local staff and attorneys, one-thir,a also PQinted to an 
antiQipated la.ck of cooperation on the part of the judges. 

:;::;:-==== '~,===== ',; 
= "M\tmg the problems which were not frequently anticipated were those 

involving statutory changes arfd=the exercise ·of c/jurt control. 
-=- ' -I . ~-

\ ' 
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COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT 
-MGANlZATlotiAC SURVEvo 

"':;'Response SUlllllary 

'. ~/k' n. R~CORDS .' . 
QUestion ~i What problems h~ve you'~ncountered in th~. area of records management? 
Respondents\Judges' 

.~ = 76 Respondeilt.$ 
RESPONSES " 
1. Inade9uateP~c~\.li'll'S/Systcms , 

a. lack of Standard Procedures 161" 
Information Entry/Filing 

b. TimetonsuMing Manual Indexing/ 
Filing Systems 

~~~; lack of Destruction Schedules 

[ i d~ Lack of Monitoring/Evaluation 

TOTAL 

Problems in Obtaining Info/Records 
a. Errors in Information Entries 

3. 

b. Delay .in Information Entry 

c. Obtaining Records From Other 
, Cou~ts/Agencies/Court Reporters 

d. Retrieving/Locating RecOrdS 

TOTAL 

lack of Resour~eS 
a. Poor PhysicSHFadlities 

b. Lack of Technical Resources" 

c. lack of Staff/Funds 

TOTAL 

'to nt Proii1el!l!E. 
'.' utdated,Computerization 

b. Technical Problems W/E~~ipment, 

TOTAL 

/" :.I. High Volume of ~a~rwork 

6. Security 

7. Reluctance to Cha~ge 

8. lack of Court Control 

9. Too Many to Lfst~ c 

'\, '\. ' 

. 10. 1fofli 

11. No RespO'nse 
, 

A 
\, '.. 

2 

;$,. 

a 

7 

1 

I 

1 

3 

}, 

1 

2 

- ~ 

1 

.... , 1 

,:;~ 

3 

J 

:1 
I; 

9 
'~-, 

15 

B 

","':" "', 2' " 
\/ 

;1 

1 

~ 

'h';, 

' ' 

-l 

-- " , 

~ po 1 

.1 

2 
--"" 

3 
-

3 

1 

2 

1 

2 

9 

-n TYPE OF COURT* 
C 

1 

'}' 

, 
a' 

... " ' ' 

4 

- , 

" 
.-

~- " 

1 

1 

" 

• 2 

Z 

\ 

1 \l 

2 

\ 

o 
'>. - -

=ft==. 

1 

- .- c,~~~_ 
4 d 

- :::-.0 
-- - - .-

.' 

~ 

1 

1 

1 
--"- ---- -~ 

1 

~~ 

1 

1 

4 

dents. The total of ercenta es wil1 exceed 100% because some '* 'Percentages are based on 76 Judge Respon . p 9 
respondents suggl~sted multiple problems encountered. 
A .. 1-5 Judgesj B" 6-15 Judges; C "16-30 Judges; 0" Over 30 Judg&$. 

Ji 
's 

\' 
" 
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T{Vl'Al ~,-- -<;,' 

7, 
{, (CL21'l:\ 

110.~3't\~ 
t~~~5~) 

,\l;.f1_~n');) 
~'1 " ~ 

-'-

.(315M,p,· ~. 

" 
1 " 

f 1,:m'l 
I 

(1,3;!'t;) 

2 
(? ~"3~\ 

t!i~fi't;\ 
., 

1 
(} .32~) 

~2..~~) 
2 ,', 

(F.'~63~) 

. (6.
5
58%) 

, {7.ti;0;} 

(1.~2~1 
19~~1~\ 

4 
(5.26~) 

(7 ~90~) 
r5~26~) 

13 
117.112:) 

30 

(39.48%) 

o 
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u.~ _-
Question B: at robl~ /fave yOU eneounterne in t,he i'lrea of ~eCQJ!d~~ma;;agement? 
Respondents: ' AleA/NACA Members .. ~~"?c~- . 

0' N • 71 Respondents _/~f - TYPE OF COURT'" 
RESPONSE5~ . ~ '0" ABC 
l. lnade uate 'Procedures S 

-<~-

Ii, 
a. Llick Of Standar _ res \Ifor 

Informatiolt~y ilin!r .. 
b. TinJ!!,~mfng Manual Indexitlg/ 

, k-j 4'fTing Systems 
~, .•. f>"-"-C~ Laq,k of Destructiun Schadu1es 

d. lack of Mon1tcrin!rttV41uatio~ ! 

TOTAL 

b. Delay in Information Entry 

c. Obtaining ~ecord$ From ~ther 
< .Courts/Ageflcies/Court neporters 

d. Retrieving/Locating Records 

TOTAL 

,. 3.. lack of Resources 
a. Poor PbystcaT"'Facfl1ties 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. -. 
10. 

11-

b. Lack of Technical Resources~ 

c. Lack of Staff/Funds 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

High Volume"of Paeerwork 

Security 

Reluctance to Change 

lack of Court Control 

Too Many to List 

~ 

No Response 

"'-::.' 

'. 1 

." ... ;-

= 

1 

~ 

;J 

1 
! 

!: I 

.' 3 

5 

1 

tJ 

-

'. ' ,) 

I 

3 

3 

2 

~ 

2 

6 

1 1 " 
" 

I: 

I f 
' .•... 

.. 

r I 

, 2 
-. 

, . 

1 

I I' 

2 1 

" . 

'(6 4 

2 . 
zr.·-

" 
2 '1 

12 r,s , 
.. 

2 
1, 

2 1 

4 I 

2 
~ 

2 1 
.;;: 

" 
.~ 

~-~.-
t' 

" 

" 
3 ..! 

8 .~./y" 
~-.' 

~ 

.. 

D TOTAL --
0=,~~·;3c-·~ 

- ~-~---

~ 
14-?~'J!) 

.. f2_~2';1 '\ 
I 

,<; 

~. .lL~H:; 
(S.~5~) 

1 ., 2 
'I (2.82~) 

',: 

2 
(2.82%) 

(4.~3%) 
1 

(9.'86%) 
~.;:(. 

-. 17 ,oc-
u 

"J23~94%1 
I l4_.:s2~) 
I "-.. ~ F='17~04~1 
z , 

l~:~21~l '-

1 3 
(4.23%) 

(5:S3%) 
I (~g6%) 

3 
14.23~\ 

(/82~\ 
6 

(Iu.sn 
5 

l7.042:1 

-' 
.. ''2 7 

{Q.AAn 

15 

(21.13%) 
respondents. The tota 1 Of percentages 1<1111 exceed 100'; because some * Percentages are based on 71 NATCA/HACA 

respondents suggested multiple problelllS encountered. 
A • '~E Judges; B· 6-15 Judges; C" 16-3\~ Judges; IL-=DveY'JO Judges 
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If 
;( 

f! 
/,l, II.' RECO~ 

~Question c: If resources were no robl ii(/ wh~t 1m rovements would 

0' R~spondents: Judges . ~ " . '"::=" 

o. 

rDcess? 

N .. 76, Resplm,a,en. .,' _,_~~=~.=c~~~ f' TYPE OF COURT* 
,~E.SPO!!SES _, ~,~~>.' >~~" r--__ '~.:.:A_' _"_-r-_' ...... B:::....._..,.-__ ...::c'--_-r-__ =--....-......-_~~=---., 

~"-~rm6'fog,y " 
D TotAL 

'/ 

= a:A'iitOiriliteHore Functions 7 3 

~~'-

\' 

,I " 
b. Use Microfilm (Including Updat~b1e 4 

Microfiche) , 
I 

TOTAL .. "Ii: 4 1 

2. Increase R~~rces 
a. MO~Staff ii 

II .,. 
-- --

~. 
b. Acq~iNl Reporting/Filing Eqllipment 1 0 

" "c. More Space (For File!!' and Dead 
Storage) 0 

I 

TOTAL 1 1 
~ 

3. Improve Procedures ./ 
a. Improval Indexing Systenl 1 

~, 

" .. 

,"~. 

b. Simplified and Uniform Procedures z .. ~ ~ 

c. Retention/Destruction Program 1 1.1 

d. More Complete/Available Info. -=..-= ..lL ... ~c ... 2 I 

TO'rAL (; 'I I. 4 2 4 

:1 
, '. 

4. Centra1izel'c~urt Control . 2 
J .... 

5. Conduct S~stematic EvaluationLPlllOning 1 1 2 

6. Achieve aetter UselTrainins of I ~ 5 
Personne 1 '. ' , 

2 3 

7. Don't Know 'j 1 

',1', 8. ~ G .. 1 

9. No Res(!onse 10 4 
,. ""\;, ~ 

* PercentageSc are based on 76 Judge Respondents. The total of percentages will exceed 100% 'because !lome 
respondents suggested ~ltip1e improvements. 

I, 

A" 1 .. 5 Judges; B" 6-15 Judges; C· 16-30 Judges; 0" Over 30 Judges 
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\ 

ib ' 
1?/Ul2!1:) 'I ,I,~~'/ 

l1~U~ll~) 
1':I~~R4~) 

" 

] ~' 
, ·(1.32%) .' 

0 
OO.S3%) 

l2~63%) 
,t6\S%) I 

!2~~O5%) ! 
I 

,,2 
(2.63%) 

4 
Cfi;Z6%) 
10 ' 

(13.16~) ,," 

i 
0.32%) 

7 
(9.21%1 
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l28.95%) ." , 
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COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT 
ORGANIZATIONAL SURVEY 

Respons~ Summary 
II. ~. 

Question C: If resources were'no problem, what imprnvements would you make in ,Your records management process? 
Respondents: NATCA/NACA Members 

N = 71 Respondents TYPE OF COURT* 
RESPONSES f{ BCD TOTAL 
1. Apply Technology 

a. Automate More Functions 

b. Use Microfilm (Incl)l~ing Updatable 
Hi crofi che) ' .. 

TOTAL 

2. Increase Resources 
a. More Staff 

b. Acquire Reporting/Filing Equipm~~t 

c. More Space (for Files and Dead 
Storage) 

TOTAL 
, 
\ 3. Improve Procedu~ 

a. Improved Indexing System 

b. Simplif1ed and Uniform Procedures 

C. Retention/Destruction Program 

d. More Complete/Available Info. 

TOTAL 

4, Centralize Court Cont:,~l 

5. Conduct Systematic Evaluation/Planning 

6. Achieve Better Use/Training of 
Personnel 

7. Don't Know 

8. ~ 

9. No Response 

'-

3 9 

7 10 

10 19 

2 1 

5 1 .• 

5 2 

1 

1 2 

1 1 

3 3 

2 2 

1 1 

1 

1 

1 , 

7 4 
,~! 

6 3 21 
(29.58%) 

2 
(2~~76%) 

8 3 
(5;~34X) 

1 1 
(1.41%) 

.3, 
(4.23%) 

(8~45%)' 
1 (1~~Og%) 

1 
(1.41%1 

(4~23%) 
2 (5~63%) 

2 e 
(11.27%) 

4 
15.63%) 

2 
(2.82%) 

1 
'. (1.41%) 

1 
0.41%) 

1 
(1.41%1 

3 1 17 

(23.94%) 

* Percentages are based on 71 NATCA/NACA Respondents. The total of percentages will exceed 100% because some 
\'espnndents suggested multiple imprOVements. 
A = 1-5 Judges; B = 6-15 Judges; C = 16-30 Judges; 0 = Over 30 Judges 
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COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT 
OR~tZATIONAL SURVEY 

Response Su~~ 
II. gw. 

Question D: What would you see'~ ,the ~,st significant problems you would face in instituting these improvements? 
Respondenta: Judges 

N • 76 Respondents 
RESPONSES 
1. coo~eration 

a. il Juoges 

b. Of Local Staff 

c. Of Attorneys! 

d. Of State AOe 

TOTAL 

2. eoordfnatin¥ with Other Agencies 
Re Data Col ection Procedures 

3. statutory Requirements 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Lack of Court Control 

Slstem ImplementatlonLMonftoring 

Resources 
a. Computer 

b. Space 

c. Money 

TOTA'L 

Staff Training Opportunities 

None 

No Response 

Ii 
I, 

A 

1 

t: 

;j 

6 

1 

1 

1 

3 

12 

1:1 

1 

r--' 3 

13 

B 

, 4 

4 

II 
6 

1 

2 

\ 

7 

I 

2 
, 

3 

TYPE Of' COURT* 
e 

1 

t: 

t: 

" 
5 

. 1 

1 

2 

2 

3 

D 

1 

Z 

I 

4 

.? 

;j 

3 

5 

'* Percentages are based on 7~i Judge Respondents. The total of percentages wnl exceed 100% because some 
respondents suggested mult'.!ple problems. 
A = 1-5 Judges; B = 6-15 Judges; C = 16-30 Judges; D = Over ZiO Judges 
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TOTAL 

3 
(5.26%\ 

10 
( 13.16%) 

h 
_(7.90:t;) 

15 
( 19.74%) 

1 
(1. 32'.1:\ 

a 
(10.53';) 

2" 
J2.63%j_ 

3 
(3.9!~ 

3 
(3.95%) 

(3{.S8%) 

(3r53%) 

3 
(3.95%) 

3 
(3.95%) 

24 
(31.58%) 
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COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT 
ORGANIZATIONAL SURVEY 

Response Summary 
II. ~ 

Question D: What would ,you see as the most significant problems :t0u would face irtinstitut1ng these improvements? 
Respondents: NATCA/NACA ~mbers 

N # 71 Respondents 
RESPONSES 
1. C00l(fration 

l. f Judges 

b. Of Local Staff 

c. Of Attorneys 

d. ot State AOe 

TOTAL 

2. coordinatin~ with Other Agencies 
Re Data Col ection Procedures 

3. Statutory Requirements 

4. Lack of Court Control 

5. System Implementation/Monitoring 

6. Resources 
a. Computer 

b. Space 

c. Money 

TOTAL 

7. Staff Training Oeportunities 

8. ~ 
,~ 

9. No Response 

A -
1 -

-3 

1----

-1 I, 

5 

-
3 

1 

1 

3 

9 

12 

2 

1 

6 

TYPE OF COURT* 
(' D TOTAL B v 

1 2 4 
" (5.63%) 

i:: 
(7 ~04%) 

T O~4l%) 
T (2~82%) 
4 ? 1 

OJ:901;) 
2 2 

I~ Jl?~\ 

3 6 
(8.45%) 

.. 2 3 
(4.23'10 

1 1 
{ 

3 
(4.23%) 

" 

1 (; I' 1 
(1.41:l\} 

2 (7.~4%) 
17 7 1 14';~~Cj~) 
20 1 1 'IU 

f56.34%) 
3 3 B 

(11.27%) 

1 1 ::I 
(4.23%) 

6 1 2 15 
(21. 13%) 

~ Percentaijes are based on 71 NATeA/NACA Respondents. The total of percentages will exceed 100% because some 
respondents suggested multiple probl~ms. 
"'\'= '-5 Judges; B = 6-15 Judges; C" 16-30 Judges; D" Over 30 Judges 
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c. Financial Management 

I. System Objectives 

A" series of possible objectives for a trial court financial manage­
ment programs similar to those for personnel management, was sent to 
survey recipients with the request that they indicate their re'lative . 
priority in the management of their respective courts. Only 14% of the 
judge,:; 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 
funq,s; administrative staff noted Number 5: to insure that goods and 
services are purchased at the best prics. ' 

The -oJ):Jectives which were least frequently held by responding 
judges were Number 2~ to 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 judgpst views with 
only 32%,28%, and 24%, respectively, indicating them to be part of 
present management policy. . 

As to obj~tives which respondents supported as desirable even if 
not presently he14, both judges and administrative staff cited Number 3: 
to protect the fiscal independet)ce of the courtspy 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 low priority was Number 9: to insure that budgeted funds are 
fully expended. With lesst:r frequency, they also noted Number 8: to 
control cash;, flow to)1l9ximize interest income and Number 2: to shift 
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 s were 
low priortty"for courts of all sizes: Number 2: to shift-more items 
of expense to the state level; Number~: 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 
objectives but did not presently adhere to them. 

A. !'!!!.at have been the most frequently encountered problems regarding 
the accomplishment of these objectives? . ' . 

Both groups cited the externa 1 controls over the co;~rt 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. 
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FINANCIAL "-eli PRESENTLY SHOULD BE LOW PRIOR-
POSSIBLE ILl ::> OBJECTIVE OBJECTIVE OBJECTIVE 0.0 
~,!:TlVES >u ~o. % No. % No. ;l-

I-

1. To Obtain More ~ 18 24 6 8 8 11 
Funds 

B 16 21 1 1 1 1 

C 6 8 1 1 . 0 0 

D 7 9 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 47 62 8 11 9 12 

2. To Shift More A 6 8 8 11 5 7 
Items of 
Expense to E 2 3 3 4 3 4 
the Stute Level 

c 2 3 0 0 3 4 

C 4 5 0 0 3 4 
TOTAL 14 18 11 14 14 8 

3. To Protect A 20 26 S 11 1 1 
Fi sea 1 Indep-
endence of B 9 12 7 9 1 1 
Courts by 
Restricting C 3 4 2 3 1 1 
Power of Other 
Branches to Cut D 4 5 2 3 0 0 
Ct. Budaets 

TOTAL 36 47 19 25 3 4 

4. To Control A 22 29 3 4 0 0 
Expenditures 

B 13 17 2 3 1 1 

C 6 8 1 1 0 0 

D 7 9 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 48 63 6 8 1 1 

5. To Insure That A 20 26 6 8 1 1 
Goods and 
Services are Bll 14 4 5 1 1 
Purchased at 
Best Price C 5 7 2 3 0 0 

D 7 9 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 43 57 12 16 2 3 

6. To Insure F'lex:· A 18 24 8 )1 1 1 
ibility in Use 
of Budgeted B 8 11 7 9 3 4 
Funds Either By ., Budget.Cushions C 5 0 0 0 0 
or Free Transfer 
of Funds Betwl D 5 7 1 1 0 0 

..!:.lne Items TOTAL 36 47 16 21 -4 5 

7. To Develop A 8 11 10 13 4 5 
Capital Budget-
ing Strategies 8 7 9 6 8 5 7 

C 4 5 2 3 1 1 

t 6 8 1 1 0 0 
TOTAL 25 33 19 25 10 13 

JUDGES: 76 Respondents 

f.2 

HOT RELE-
VANT 
No. % 

0 0 

0 0 

.0 0 

0 0 : 
0 0 

13 17 1 
10 13 , 

1 1 . 
0 0 . 

2~ 32 , 1 , I 
I 

1 1 

0 0 

3 4 

4 5 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
4 5 

3 4 

1 1 
j 

0 0 

0 0 
4 5 

4 5 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1 
7 -9 

7 9 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
7 9 

NO 
RESPONSE 
No. -r 

5 7 

3 4 

0 0 

4 5 
12 16 

5 7 
:3 4 

1 1 

4 5 
13 17 

7 9 

3 4 
~ 

0 0 

5 7 

15 20 
.' 

8 11 

5 7 

0 0 

: 4 5 
17 22 

7 9 

4 5 

0 0 

4 5 
15 20 

6 8 

2 3 

1 1 

4 5 
13 17 

8 11 

3 4 

0 0 

4 5 
15 20 

TOTAL 

No. % 

37 49% 

21 28% 

7 9% 

11 14% 
76 100~ 

37
1
49

% 
2128% 

71 9% 

,,'14% 
76 100~ 

37 49% 

21 28% 

7 9% 

11 \14% 

i6·TOM 

37 149% 

21 28% 

7 9% 

11 14% 
76 100% 

37 49% 

21 28% 

7 9% 

11 14% 
16 100% 

3"[ 49% 

21 28% " 

7 9% 

11 14% 
76 1001: 

37 49% 

21 28% 

7 
9% I 

11 14% 
76 1100%1 

i 
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FINANCIAL o ---- IJ.. 
~RESENTLY SHOULD BE LOW PRIORM NOT RELEM NO ![ffih °li POSSIDLE ~8 OOJECTIVE OBJECTIVE ITY OBJ. VANT RESPONSE 

OBJECTIVES 1=<") ~o. ~ No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
". 

8. To Control Cash A 7 9 6 8 5 7 11 14 8 11 37 49% 
Flow so as to" 
Maximize Inter- B 2 3 1 1 7 9 8 11 3 4 21 28% 
est Income to 
the Gov't. C 0 0 0 0 1 1 5 7 1 1 7 9% 

D 2 3 3 4 1 1 1 1 4 5 11 14% 
TOTAL 11 14 10 13 14 18 25 33 16 21 76 100 

9. To Insure That A '4 5 4 5 7 9 14 18 8 11 37 49% 
Budgeted Funds 
are· Fully B 5 7 1 1 9 12 3 4 3 4 21 28% 
Expended 

C 2 3 0 D -- 1 1 3 4 1 1 7 9% 

D 2 3 2 3 2 3 1 1 3 4 11 14% 
TOTAL 13 17 7 9 19 25 21 28 15 20 76 100% 

10.To Insure A 21 28 4 5 0 0 3 4 9 12 37 49% 
Accurate & HtmM 
est Handling of B 14 18 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 5 21 28% 
Monies Collected 
by Courts C 4 5 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 3 7 9% 

0 7 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 5 11 14% 
TorA .. ' 46 61 6 8 1 1 4 5 19 25 76 100% 

JUDGES: 76 Respondents 
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FINANCIAL 1.1.. 
eli PRESENTLY SHOULD BE LOW PRIOR- NOT RELE- NO TO'fAL 

POSSIBLE UJ :::J OBJECtIVE OBJECTIVE ITY OBJ. VANT a..e RESPONSE '-' 

OBJ~STlVES 
><.,) 

1 No. t Ro. t No. % No. % No. % '"" o. 

1. To Obtain More J 17 24 3 4 4 6 2 3 1 1 27 38% 
Funds E 

16 23 7 -10 4 6 1 1 2 3 30 42% 

( 8 11 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 10 14~ 

[ 4 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0- 0 4 6% 
JOTAl 45 63 elY J4 JJ! 14 4 6 3 ~ 71 100% 

2. To Shift More J 4 6 4 6 3 4 16 23 0 0\\ 27 38% 
Items of ~xpenseE 
to the Sta.te 8 11 1 1 3 4 16 23 2 3 30 42% 
Level 

( 3 4 0 0 4 6 3 4 0 0 '\ ':10 14% 
\' 

[ 2 3 0 0 1 ~ 1 1 0 0 ;~ 6% 
TOTAL 17 24 5 L 11 J5 36 Jli 2 3 7l ~OO~ 

3. To Protect fis- " !b 7 14 20 1 1 7 10 0 0 27 ~8% 
cal Independence \ 
of Cts by Res- I 11 15 14 20 3 4 1 1 1 1 3G 42% 
tricting Power 

lC of Other ( 5 ., 2 3 1 1 2 3 0 0 14% 1'\, Branches to Cut 
Ct. Bud~ets J 3 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 6% 

TOTAl 24 34 31 44 5 7 ~O 14 J. 1 71 10~ 

4.- To Control I 20 28 5 7 0 0 1 1 1 1 27 38% 
Expenditures 

I 21 30 7 10 1 1 0 0 1 1 30 42% 

( 10 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 14% 

[ 3 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 6% 
TOTAl 54 76 13 18 1 1 1 1 2 3 71 100% 

5. To Insure That ~ 19 27 II 6 2 3 2 3 0 0 27 38% 
Goods and ServiCE 
are Purchased E Hi 27 

II 

6 8 2 3 2 3 ~ 1 30 42% 
at Best Price 

C 9 13 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 14% 

[ 3 4 1 " 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 6% ! 

TOTAL 50 70 il 12 17 4 6 4 6 1 1 71 100% 

6. To Insure Flex- ~ 14 20 } 6 8 3 4 3 4 1 1 27 38% 
ibility'fn Use o! 
8udgetod Funds E 16 23 j 12 17 1 1 0 0 2 3 30 42% 
Either by Budget 
Cushicns or C 10 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 14% 
Free Transfer Oft 
Funds Betw/ 3 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 6% 
Line Items 

TOTAL 43 61 19 2L 4 6 3 4 3 4 n 100% 

7. To Develop ~ 11 15 10 14 1 1 4 6 1 1 27 38% 
Capital BUdgetin

f Strategies 13 18 8 11 2 3 5 7 2 3 30 42% 

( 7 10 2 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 10 14% 

[ 2 3 1 1 1 1 . 0 0 0 0 4 6% 
[lHAl 33_ /.16 Z1 30 5_ L 9 13 3 4 D .1.00.:; 

NATCA/NACA: 71Respon~ents 
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FINANCIAL LL. :§ PRESENTLY SHOULD BE LOW PRIOR- NOT RELE': NO TOTAL 
POSSIBLE 0;.0 OBJECTIVE OBJECTIVE ITY OB,l. VANT RESPONSE 
OBJECTIVES ~<.J NO •. S ·Ro. ~ 

" 
Ro. ;: No. ~ Ro. l No. % 

8. To Control Cash ~ 9 13 5 7 3 4 10 14 I) 0 27 38% 
Flow so as to 
Maximize Inter- E 8 11 5 7 6 8 10 14 1 1 30 42% 
est Income to 
the Gov't. t 5 7 0 0 3 4 2 3 U 0 10 14% 

t 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 4 6% 
TOTAL 23' 32 U ~15 J3 J8 23 32 I 1 71 1100 

9. To Insure That ~ 6 8 1 1 14 20 5 7 1 1 27 3a% 
Budgeted Funds 
are Fully B g 13 5 7 9 13 6 8 1 1 30 42% 
Expended 

C 5 7 0 0 2 3 3 4 0 0 10 14% 

D 0 0 0 0 3 4 1 1 0 0 4 6% 
TOTAL 20 28 6 8 28 39 Hi 21 2 3 .71 lOO~ 

" " 

10.To Insure A 23 32 1 1. 1 1 2 3 0 0 27 38% 
Accurate & Honest 
Handling ofE 23 32 5 / ~ '7 0 0 1 1 1 1 30 42?! 
Monies Collected 
by Courts C 9 13 0 0 1 1 c 0 ,0 0 0 10 14% 

c 
[ 4 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 6% 

TOTAl 59 83 6 8 2 3 3 4 1 1 71 ]00% 

NATCA/NACA: 71 Respondents 
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PROJECT 

Question A: What have been the most frequently encountered problems regarding the accomplishment of these'objectives? 
Respondents: Judges / 

N = 16 Respondents TVPE OF COURT* 
RESPONSES ABC 0 TOTAL 
1. E~ternal Controls Over ct. Budget 

a. E~ecutive/Legislative Control 
(1) Local 

(2) State 

b. State Judicial Control 
. (1) Lack of Operating Budget Provided 

to Trial Court 
(2) Loss of local Support 

(3) Budget Requests Cut 

(4) loss of 19cal Flexibility 

c. Clerk Control Over Revenue Received 

d. Outside Control Over Expenditure of 
Certain Mandated Items (Pros/Def/) 

TOTAL 

2. Bxternal Requirements on Ct. Budget 
Process/Manage~~nt 
a. Fragmented Budget Process 

b. Required Use of F.xecutive Purchasing 
Services 

c. Required Placement of Ct. Money in 
Interest-Bearing Accounts 

d. Reporting Requirements 

e. Required Generation of Revenue 
by Court 

TOTAL 

3. Lack of Cooperation 
a. Judges 

b. Staff 

TOTAL 

4. Lack of Resources 
a. Funds {Due to Low Tax Bases, etc.} 

b. lack of Staff 

TOTAL 

5. "Absence of State Funding 

6. Lack of Planning 

7. Maintaining Budget 

8. Political Problems 

9. None: Needs Met 

10. No Response 

5 4 

2 4 2 

1 " 

I 

1 

2 3 

1 

1 1 1 

10 13 6 

1 

1 

, 
1 

1 
" 

4' . 

I 1 

, , 

i , 1 

! 8 2 2 

'~; z I 1 

I. 10 3 3 
I 

" 
2 

1 

\ 

1 1 

.\ 5 
2 4 2 

* Percentages are based on 76 Judge Respon g 
respondents suggested multiple prob~ems encountered. 

\ 
de'nts:-r,lfhe total of percellta es w111 exceed 

A • 1-5 Judges~ B ~ 6-15 Judges~ C a 16-30 Judges; D = Over 30. Judges 
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3 / 12 
1 15.7'lti 

1 
(11 ~84;;) 

1 
(l.3?%} 

(1.132%) 

(1~32X) 
fi ~) ( Ii.fill~ 

(~ ~32%) 
(3:95%) 

4 
( 3~~47%) 

1 
( 1.32%) 

{1.'32i) 

1 
J 1.32» 

1 
\ 1.32" 

( 5:26» 

1 
( 1.32~ 

1 
( 1 .32~ 

3 15 
(19.74% ) 

(5.~6%) 
3 (25~~O% ) 

(2.~3%) 
I (1 J2%) 

I 
(1. ~2%) 

2 
(2.63%) 

5 
j6.58%1 

4 22 
(28.95%) 

00% because some 

/~ . 
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o PROJECT 

Question A: What have been the most fre9uentlY~r.countered problems regarding the accomplishment of these objectives? 
Respondents: MATCA/NACA Members . 

N = 71 Respondents TYP~OF COURT* 
RESPONSES ABC D TOTAL 
1. External Controls Over ct. Budget 

a. Executive/Legislative Control 

2. 

(t) Local 

(2) State 

b. State Judicial Control 
(1) Lack of Operating Budget Provided 

to Tri al Ct~ . 
(2) Loss of Local Suppo~t 

(3) Budget Requests Cut 

(4) Loss of Local Flexibility 

c. Clerk Control Over Revenue Received 
,j',' 

d.Outside Conltrol ov~r Expenditure of 
Certain Mandates r.tems (Pros/Def/) 

TOTAL 

e. Required Generation of Revenue 
by Court 

TOTAL 

3. Lack of Coorleration 
a. Judges 

b. Staff 

TOTAL 

4. Lack of Resources 
a:-tuiiTs"1Jue to Low Tax Bases, Etc.) 

b. Lack of Staff 

TOTAL 

5. Absence of State Funding 

7 

3 • 

1 

2 

13 

1 

-,> 

2 
:e., 

3 

1 

1 

2 

3 

3\ 

6. Lack of Planni!!!l. ",~~~'. ~:> 
_-'~",____ ',-. _ -.. ._;-----:-r:~.: --~~i).., -""":;- . ~~~ A....1!Sr~ 

'·;Z~51~~if)~fl$~0~"~'·~ 

/,,"'4;:'<-- .... ~':"I 
;1"'/ ~:''''''':;'',*".:,J :, ".~~,,~_~:oo.r 

B, Political Proble~~ 

9. None: Needs Met 

10. No Response 

1 

4 

3 

~ 

9 

8 

2 

1 

.. , 
2·,: 

2 

2 

26 

1 

1 

1 

3 

3 

3 

1 

2 

3 

3 
,,:. 

'2 

3 1 20 
l2A.17%1 

3 2 (2d~54%l 
3 . 

c" (4.23%) : 

',:,' (2:82%) 
'. 

O.'4T%) " 
, 

(2.i:S2%) , . 

(2.i:S2%) 

, (2.i:82%) 
6 3 (6;~6a) 

1 2 
(2.J3,~~)_ 

1 --:;;-"'" 

. (4:23:1:) 
" -"f 

1 ..u..~L-
lL4n} 

I~ 2 1 
,,-

.0:::.' (12:68Ul 
~~~~,~ 

iF" 4 
(5'.63%) 

, 1 l§]:) 
... , .. 

5 
(7.04%) 

" 
2 1 7 

(9.86%) 
1 

(4j3%) 
2 2 c· " 10 

Ck09%) -
1 2 

" 
(2~S2%) 

1 (2.~2%) 

1 8 
!11.27%) 

(7.~4%) 
* Percentages are based on 71 NArCA/NACA R p p P 9 es ondents. The total of! ercenta es will exceed 100% I}ecause some 

respondents suggested multiple problems encountered. rf 

A = 1-5 Judges; B = 6-15 Judges; C.. 16 ~30 Judges; D" Over raO Judges 
I! 
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~ ,',', 
The second most signifi~ant problem pointed out by each group w~s a 

lack' of re$ources. Many attribut~d 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 
locally funded courts were repr,{;!sented. Ii ) 

, 
An additional problem area noted by administratiVe staff and 

frequently reported in our field studies involved requirements imposed 
on the court oudget process and management. These requirements included 
the required use of executive purchasing services which frequently 
delayed receipt of needed supplies and equipment~ and thE pressure of 
some jurisdictions upon the court to generate revenue in support of 
budget reque$ts. ' 

B. If resources were no problem what improvements would lOU make in 
~ne area of financial management in your court? .~ 

A substantial number of respondents in both groups either did not 
answer to this question or indicated that there were no improvements 
they would make. Of those who did respond, administrative staff most 
ft~equently cited impy:ovements in procedures for managing court finances. 
Primarily, tQese included the development of accounting systems for 
cOUt.~rfUe-s and 'expenditures. To a lesser degree, responding judges 
shared this need~ although their most frequently cited desired improve­
ment was an increase:\ in resources, particularly for staff. Although the 
involvement of the executive and legislative branches had been cited as 
a frequently encountered problem earlier by respondents (Question A), 
increasing the court's control over the management of its budget was 
suggested by only 18% of responding administrative staff and 13% of 
responding judges. ' 

c. What would ~0'U see as the most si~nificant problems ,}!ou would face, 
in institutlng these improvements. 

Both groups indicated that the most significant obstacle to improving 
the financial management of theircour~s was the lack of support and 
cooperation they anticipated, partic~iarly from local commissioners 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 j 

frequency. These included potential lack of resources, which admin­
istrative staff considered more serious than judges; local statutes and 
procedures regarding budget process and management; and political 
problems, noted only by judges. .. 

d. Personnel Management 

. 1. Slstem Objectives 

A series of possible objectives for a trial court personnel manage­
ment system was ~resented to survey recipients 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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COURT MAHAGEII£NT PROJECT 

-~'I!OrJm!~VEY " 
IV. '\'tIHAHCIAL ,;0 

llUestion~: If resources were no problem, what i!!J)rove~~,would you make in the are. of fin.ncial management in \lqur coyrt? 
Respondents: Judges . , 

N .. 76 Respondents ./ 
RESPONSES 

2. 

b. Have Ct. Monies Handled Only By 
Court Staff 

c. Develop Productivity Measures 

TOTAL 

b. De~~ntralize Funding Process 

c. Budget More Systematically f'or 
Actu,~ 1 Needs , 

d. Relli!.e Budgeting Guidelfnes 

e. Obta11n More Info. From State 

TUTAl 

Incre.se Court Control Over Budget 
a. Over BUdget/Expenditure Items 

b. Flexibility in Transferring Funds 

c. Over Mariililted :Costs 

d. Transfer Pro$/Def Items Out 1)f 
II Court Budget;' 
ell, Estllb. ptr'~et Purchasing Authority 

TOTAl 

4. Increase Co;~t'Resourc!!.. 
i:'MOriey 

~" 
b. Increa$e Pre$,ent State Funding 

c. Establi$h State Funding 

d. Staff 

~. Capital Improvements 

f. Juror Benefits 

g. Apply All Earned Costs to Ct. Budget 

TOTAL 

5. !!Q!!!!. 

6. No Response 

A 

C 
""'-"'-c::::..~"O:--;:;.~.t~~"-"-'.:,,,,-_ 

3 

.1 

1 

1 

:03 

., 
0 

2 

2 

,,1 

1 

(0 5 

1 

1 
""-,,,. 

1 

10 

4 

15 

TYPE OF COU.~T* 
B C 

/<, 

2 1 

Z 1 

·iJ--~cc;",--=.- C== .. >_ 
-"0;-0.,.. _. 

1 

4 3 

1 

1 , 

2 

3 1 

;os 

I 
" 

l 1 

. 

2 

4 1" -

:1) 1 

3 

if 5 
1 .. 

I(ents. * percent.~s are based on 76 Judge Respon me tota, OT liperCentages Wl' I exceed 
respond,ents suggested IIIIIltiple i""rovements. , 
.A .. Hi Judge$; B" 6-15 Judges; C" 16-30 Judges. D .. ovJ). 30 Judges 
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/ TOTAL 

3 .. · 
C3.9S%t 

(1~90'1,) 

--
. -="""-~~== .. 1 n . i====4..32l 

(r3~fG(~) 
1 3 " 

, (3.!l,?ll-
',.,..,_..i-

2 It 

2 
~5.23~\ 

J}63'1.\ 

/1
1
.32'1,\ 

5 f11~ 16~\ 
4 

(5.26'1.) 
,,~. (3~9S~) 

"" 

1l\2!l':\ 

(2~63'J.\ 
(1~~ 16'1.1 

1 
0.32'1.) 

.' 
3 

" (3.95"\ 
~! ('~47'i.\ II 

'1

1

1
1 

" 
111~2'1!\ 

., 
11

1
,321) 

ll'.32t:l 
' 1 

(;:'68'/,) 

{~.'l'i\ 
7 i!15 

(36.84%) 
. UQ~ Dec,uS'ei, some 

/1 
JI 
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COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT 
ORGANIZAtIoNAL SURY~ 

Respons~ summar~ 
IV. FINANCIAL '.. /5 

Question B: If resources were no problem, what imgrovements '1l2uld you make in ~he area cfl'tL@.!lci41 l1)!Y!.1\!l..eme~t in yoJ~ cour!.? 
Respon. dents: NATCA/NACA Members . ii . ,.t\ 

. ~ N .. 71 Res·pondents TI,(P£ Or' COiJR'[* 
RESPONSES ABC 0 TOTAL 
1. Develop/lmprove/Procedures/Management 

s),sfieem5 
a. velop Financial Hngt. Systems 

(1) Accounting for Ct. Revenues 

(2) Acco~nting for Ct.Expenditures 

b. Hav~ Ct. Monies Handled Only By 
Court Staff 

c. Develop Productivity Measures 

TOTAL 

= z. ;?'ifa~ EWa~TTm~a~~Form=··=~ 
b. Decentralize Funding Process 

c. Budget More Systematically for 
Actual Needs 

d. Revise Budgeting Guidelilles 

e. Obtain More Info. From State 

TOTAL" 

3. increase Court Control Over Budget 

4. 

5. 

6. 

a. Over Budget/Expendi ture Items 

b. Flexibility in Transferring 'Funds 

c. Over Mandated Costs 

d. Transfer pros/Def Items o,lIt of 
Court Budget! ,..-

e. Estab. Di\rect Purchasing IAuthority 
, I. 

i· TOTAl,. ii 
II 

Increase Court Resources 
a. MOney 

b. Increase Present State IrUnding 

c. Estal/.lish State Funding 

d. Staff 

e. Capital Improvements 

f. Juror Benefits 

g. Apply allEarn:~ Costs t,r Ct. Budge 

TOTAL 

fum!. 
No Res~onse 

t 

5 5 

7 4 

~ 

~ 

14 9 

!====" 
-:.-;;-, , 

~--=--,,~~~,--,,---, 

3 

1 

1 

1 

6 
"-c:..:: 

-~ . 

2 5 

, ;/'1. 

1 

f.. 1 
J 

" 

" 

~ :! lJ,l 

1 

l z 
1 z 

5 

6 5 

~ 2 

" 
HI ;1 

1 11 
-,' 115.49%) 

I 
, 1 13 

(18.31%) 

! (2~82)n 
" 

1 2 26 
(36.62%) 

C_' 

3 
(4.23%) 

(1 ~ 41~) 
, 

(,1. 41,,;) 

:, 
(;1. 41\'~) 

, b 
(8459; ) 

1 a 
1 

fil~2nl_ 

(4.23%) 

Cr41Z) 

.- (11.41%) 

(1'.41%) 
~ 14 

( 19..1n) 

" 
1 

Cl.41%} 

ill 
;;I 

(4.23%) 
1 1 , , (~.04%) 

(~.04%) 

1 1 14 
(1 9 72~1) 

.> ~.Ih;,) 
I t / ) 19.72~ 

Respondents. * Percentages are based on 71 MATCA/NACA 
respondents suggested multiple imprOVements. 

The total Of perceri~"~'Jes W111 exceed 100:; because some 

A" 1-5 Judges;' B .. 6-15 Judges; C .. 16-30 Judges; IJ .. OVer' 30 Judges 
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COURT MANAGEMENT PROJ~Cr 
ORGANIZATIONAL SURV~ 

Response Summary 
_ IV. FINANCIAL' '. 

Question C: Wbilt wouldzyuSee as the \Dor'; significant problem~ you wOuld fate;n instituting these imDrovements? 
Respondents: Judges' ' " ,~--- - , 

N '" 76 Respondents TYPE OF COURT* 
RESPONSES 
1. lack' of su~port{coOperation 

a. interna 
1. Judges 

2. Staff (Primarily Clerks) 

b. External 
1; local Conrnissioners 

2. Bar ... 
3. Prosecutor/Defense 

4. State ApC/Supreme Court 

S. State legislature/Executive 

TOTAL 

2. Local Statute~{BUdget Procedures 

3. lack of Court Control 
I. " 

4. la~ck of Resourcds 
a. shortage Of Space 

b. Lack of"Sltill to Estab11sh/ 
Maintain System 

TOTAL 

S. Political Factors 

6. None 
II 

1. No Response 

. 

, A B t-

1 2 1 

I, 3 1 

9 5 . 1 

1 

II 
" 

t 1 

7 B 2 

17 c 20 
~ 

.,6 

2 3 " 

.~i.. 

3 /1 
I' 

1~:;,~~ "~".:~._.J 

:;, 

1 1 

,,1 

1 1 1 

1 

2 1 

12 R 1 

o 

1 

1 
\, 

Ii 
\ 
I. 

~ --"--,-~ --

4 

.. 

h 
'i 

1. 

1 

1 

c 

4 

* Percentages are based on 76 Judge Respondents. The total of parcentages will exceed 100% because some 
respondents suggested multiple problems in instituting improvements. 
A '= .l-S Judges; B z. 6-15 Judges; C" 16-3Q Judges I 0 = [Over 30 Judges 

\1 ;1 
f 

61 

, 
II 

'rorAl 

" 

(!;:26~\ 
(5~26~) 
16 

L2Ln5'1:\. 

l/fi3~) 

2, 
(2.63';\ 

1?~~nn'1: \ 
'JI.. 

(61 .84~\ .'. 

5 
(6.58%) 

3 
(3.9S%) 
.,'. 

2 
12.63%) 

'(2:63%) . 

(S:26%) 
2 

12.63%) 

(3~95%) 
'7

25 

(32.90%) 

{~ 



COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT 
oMANtmtONAlSURVEV 

Response Sunrnary 
IV. FINANCIAL 

Question C: What would YOU see as the most significant problems you would face in instituting these improvements? 
Respondents: NATCA/NACA Members 

N $ 71 Respondents TYPE OF COURT* 
RESPONSES ABC '0 TOTAL 
1. Lack of SUfPort/Cooperation 

a. Interna 
_ 1. Judges 

2. Staff (primarily Clerks) 

b. External 
1. Local Commissioners 

2. Bar 

3. Prosecutor/Defense' 

4. State AGC/Supreme Court 

5. State Legislature/Executive 
" 

rOTAL 
Ii 

2. Local Statutes/Budget I'roc:edures / 

3. Lack of Court Control 
ii 
! 

4. Lack of Resources 
a. Shortage of Space 

.j 
.'I 

b. Lack of Skill to I::stablisYI/ 
Maintain System 

TOTAL 

5. ' Political Factors 

6. None 

7. No Re.sponse 

1 

1 

4 

l 

<:: 

IU 

1 

4 

!l 

1 

12 

4 
., 

5 
(7.04%) 

;:s q 

(5 63t) 

7 3 1 15 
(21.13%) 

1 I (2~82%) 
1 I (2~82%) 
I (4~23%) 
9 3 I 

(2l?13%) 
Z6 !! Z 

(6:\9%) 
4 1 1 6 

(8.45%) 

1 1 2 
(2.82%) 

1 2 
ii (2.82%) 

;j 

(9~86% ) 
I . 3 

(12~(;8%) 

5 1 7 
i (9.86% ) -6 1 1 20 

(28.17%} 

* Percentages are bas~d on 71 NArCA/NACA Respondents. The total of percantages will exceed 100% because some 
respondents suggest~d multiple problems in instituting improvements. 
A = 1-5 Judges; B= 6-15 Judges; C = 16-30 Judges; 0 = Over 30 Judges 
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diversity Of opinicl1,poth within each group of respondents and betwe~n 
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 objectives. 
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 adopti.on of that 
".)bjective. For judges, the next most frequently held objectivF.'s were 

,:Number 8: to increase productivity (56%); and NlJmber 9: 'to produce 
goods and services of high quality (56%). While administrative staff 
also ,shared Number 8 as a frequently held objective (68%), they also 
cited Number 11: to minimize expenditures (69%) and Number 2: to 
insure that court personnel are representative of the community (68%). 
These last two ~bjectives shared frequently by admitlistrative staffs 
ranked sixth and ninth in priorHy, respectively, f9r judges. 

The objective with lowest priority for judges 'was Number 3: to 
open up court employment through use of recruitment and job advertise­

·.ments (19%). The objective with lowest priority fqr administrative 
staff was Number 6: to protect the prerogative ofjindividual judges in 
the choice of court employees (28%). ;/ 

For 1 arger court systems, both judges and ad}hi ni strati ve staffs 
generally agreed upon the desirability of OQject~ves Number 4: to 
choose and promote employees on merit; Number 51 to provide maximum 
support to judges in performance of their role; / Number 7: to insure 
due process of employees in matters of disciplihe; Number 8: to increase 
producti vi ty; and Numb'er 9: to produce goods! and servi ces of hi gh • 
quality, with less than'l% noting these objectives as either low priority 
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). ., 

A. What have been the most frequently encountered problems regarding 
the accomplishment of these objectives? 

Although approximately 22% of the judges responded to the question 
on system objecti'les~ 37% did not respond to the question on problems in 
their accomplishment. An additional 13% indicated they had expe'rienced 
no problems. Sim'i1arly~ for administrative staff, only 4% did not 
respond to the question on system objectives, while 10% did not respond 
to this question on problelT's in their accomplishment. 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 sala~ies in particular. This view was 
shared by administrative staff who also pointed to constraints imposed 
by external ragulations, including ~ivil service r-equirements, union 
agreements, city/county personnel regulations and state personnel 
requirements. For 20% of the responding judges (compared with 11% of 
responding administrative ~taff) the lack of~court authority to manage. 
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PERSONNEL 

POSSIBLE 
OBJECTIVES 

u. 
o l;;: PRESENTLY 
li! g JBJECTIVE 
~u o. % 

SHOULD BE 
OBJECTIVE 
No. -y-

LOW PRIOR­
ITY OBJ. 
No. % 

NOT RELE­
VANT 
No. % 

NO 
HESPONSE 
~r 

1.To Establish J 15 20 6 8 2 3 '5 7 9 12 
Independence of Ct 
in Basic Per- E 13 17 2 3 11 1 1 3 4 
sonne1 Decisions 

No. % 

37 49% 

20 27% 

(452311 00007·9% 

_t 4 5 1 1 0 0 2 3 4 5 n 15% 
___________ T~0~TA~l~36~-4~8--+r~1~1_rl~5~~~4_+-5~_4~~8_+~1~1--*_~16~~2~1 __ ~7~5~lO~0~% 

2. To Insure That J 9 12 4 5 8 11 7 9 9 12 37 49% 
Court Personn~l 
are Representa- E 8 11 4 5 4 5 1 1 3 4 
tive of Community 

,,202n 

C45 11 11 00 11 7 9% 

[4 5 2 3 0 0 1 1 4 5 11 15% 
_____ , ____ ~T~OT~A4L~2~54_3~3~+r~1~14_1~5~~~1~34_1~7~4+~9~~1~2--#_~17~~2~3-4~7~5~1~OID~w 

3.ro Open Up ~ 6 8 
Ct. Employment 
Through Use of E 7 9 
Recruiting, Job 
Advertisements C 4 5 

r;! 4 
T:!iALZO 27 

4, To Choose and ~ 17 23 
Promote Employees 
on Merit B 10 13 

C 5 7 

D 5 7 
TOTAL 37 49 

5.To Provide Max- A 20 27 
imum Support to 
Judges in Pel'- B 13 17 
formance of Role 

C 6 8 

D 5 7 
TOTAL 44 59 

6.To P,;oteet 
Prerogative of 
Individual Jdgs 
in Choice of Ct 
Employees 

A 12 

B 10 

C 4 

16 

13 

5 

6 8 6 8 9 12 10 13 

3<4 4 5 3 4 3 4 

o ~j 

1 1 
10 13 

3 4 

5 7 

1 i 

2 3 
11 15 

4 5 

2 3 

1 1 

2 3 
9 12 

6 

2 

1 

8 

'3 

1 

2 3 1 1 0 0 

2 3 1 1 4 5 
14 19 14 19 17 23 

1 1 7 9 9 12 

1 1 1 1 3 4 

1 1 0 0 0 0 

o 0 0 0 4 5 
3 4 8 11 16 21 

2 3 2 3 9 12 

1 1 0 0 4 5 

o 0 0 0 0 0 

o 0 0 0 4 5 
3 4 2 3 17 23 

6 

3 

1 

8 

4 

1 

3 

2 

1 

4 

3 

1 

13 

4 

o 
D23 11 23 23 4 5 

TOTAL 28 37 10 13 12 16 8 11 17 23 
I,' 

7.To Insure Due ~ 12 16 10 13 1 1 4 5 10 13 
Process in Employ-
ees in Matters . B 7 9 6 8 2 3 2 3 3 4 
of Discipline or 
Gri eva nee C 4 5 1 1 1 1 O· 0 1 1 

37 49% 

20 27% 

7 9% 

11 15% 
75 100% 

37 49% 

20 27% 

7 95& 

11 15% 
75 100% 

37 49% 

20 27% 

7 9% 

11 15% 
75 100% 

37 49% 

20 27% 

7 9% 

11 15% 
75 100% 

37 49% 

20 27% 

7 9% 

[4 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 5 11 15% 
TOTAL 2'J..7-l-,;3~6:-..-u-~18~-I...!2::::!4:....-..u-_5~'--!.7 __ -J.L--!.7--1.~9_Ll....l.!,.',8!.....L-=2.:!.4-"L..!.75~1.!!!OO!EJ% 

JUDGES: 75 Respondents 
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PERSONNEL IJ.. 

°lx PRESENTLY SHOULD BE LOW PRIOR- NQT RELE- NO TOr,& 
POSSIBLE ..... ::J lBJECTlVE OBJECTIVE ITY OBJ. VANT RESPONSE t:l..O 

OBJECTIVES >u 
~o. % No. ;: No. 0( No. % No. % No. % I- '" 

8. Tt} Increase A 18 24 6 g a 0 4 5 9 12 31149
% Productivity 

B 13 17 3 4 0 0 1 1 3 4 20 27% 

C 6 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 9% 

U 5 7 2 3 a 0 0 a 4 - 5 11 15% 
TOTAL 42 56 12 16 0 (} 5 7 16 21 15 100 

9. To Produce {l 1B 24 6 8 0 0 4 5 9 12 37 49% 
Goods and Servic~ 
of High Quality E 14 19 2 3 1 1 0 0 3 4 20 27% 

C 5 7 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 9% 

[ 5 7 2 3 0 a 0 a 4 5 11 15% 
TOTAL 42 56 12 16 1 1 4 5 16 21 75 10~ 

lO.To Insure P 11 15 7 9 3 4 6 8 10 13 37 49% 
Public Satisfac-
tion with B 2 3 13 17 1 1 2 3 2 3 20 27% 
Career Ladders 
for Employees C 2 3 2 3 2 3 1 1 0 0 7 9% 

D 4 5 1 1 2 3 0 0 4 5 11 l!i% 
TOTAL 19 25 23 31 8 11 9 12 16 21 75 100% 

11. To Minimize A 15 20 7 9 3 4 2 3 10 13 37 49% 
Expenditure", 

B 8 11 5 7 3 4 1 1 3 4 ·20 21"; 

C 5 7 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 7 9% 

[ 3 4 2 3 2 3 0 0 4 5 11 15% 
TOTAL 31 41 15 20 9 12 3 4 17 23 75 100% 

JUDGES: 75 Respondents 
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PERSONNEL 

~~I PRESENTLY SHOULD 8E LOW PRIOR- NOT RELE- NO TOTAL 
POSSIBLE ~5 bB~lECTIVE OBJECTIVE ITV OBJ. VANT RESPONSE 
OBJECTIVES >- u NO. ~ Ro. % Ro. fS NO. % No. % No. % f-

1. To Estab1 ish ~ 14 20 4 6 2 3 6 8 1 1 27 38% 
Independence of 

ff19 Ct in Basic E 27 5 7 1 1 4 6 1 1 30 42% 
Personnel .' , 

Decisions C 7 10 1 1 1 1 ' 1 1 0 0 10 14% 

D 3 4 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 4 6% 
TOTAL 43 61 10 14 4 6 12 17 2 3 71 100% 

2. To Insure that, P 19 27 2 3 3 4 2 3 1 1 27 38% 
Ct. Personne 1 ," 
.... Re, .. ",,," ~ 17 24 5 7 4 6 3 4 1 1 30 42% 
tive of Communit 

C S P 0 0 0 0 1 1 ,0 0 10 14% 

C 3 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 6% 
IUIIl.L 48 68 8 11 ] 10 6 8 2 3 71 ,100% 

3. To Open Up Ct: II 16 23 2 3 4 6 4 6 1 1 27 38% 
Emp 1 oyment 'rhru 
Use of Recruit- B 15 21 6 8 2 3 6 8 1 1 30 42% 
i ng. Job Adver-
tisements C 8 11 D 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 10 14% 

D 3 4 0 0 0 0 1 l' 0 0 4 6% 
~OTAL 42 59 8 11 7 10 12 17 2 3 71 100~ 

4. To Cho<me lnd A 18 25 8 11 a 0 a 0 1 1 27 38% 
Promot~/Employees 

11 " on Merit B 18 25 8 2 3 1 1 1 1 30 42% 

C 7 10 2 " 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 10 14% 

D 3 4 a 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 /I; 6% 
TOTAL - 46 65 18 25 2 3 3 4 2 3 7lt. ~ 

5. To Provide Mix- A 21 30 3 4 0 0 2 3 1 1 (17 38% 
ill1'llm Support to 
Jlpdges in Per-
fl/lrronce of 

B 24 34 4 5 a a 1 1 1 1 f 30 42% 

Role C 10 14 a a a 0 0 0 a tl 10 14% 
I) 

--j 
! D 4 6 a a a a 0 0 0 0 4 6% 

OTAl. 59 _8_3 7 10 0 0 3 4 2 3 71 100% --I 

6/ To Protect A ,~ 13 3 4 9 13 5 7 1 1 27 38% 
, Prerogative of 

13 Individual Jdgs B 18 4 6 7 10 5 7 1 1 30 42% 
/ in Choice of Cti 

Employees iC 5 7 a 0 2 3 3 4 a a 10 14% 
,/ 

'. 2 D 3 0 0 2 3 0 a 0 a 4 6% 
~TAL 29 41 7 10 20 28 13 18 2 3 71 100% 

7. To,' Insur~ Due A 16 23 6 8 2 3 2 3 1 1 27 38% 
prl~cess to Employ 

" eel in Matters B 19 27 6 8 2 3 2 3 1 1 30 42% 
of" Discipli~1'l 
otr'Grievance C 9 13 1 1 0 a 0 0 a 0 10 14% . 

'-

C 2 3 2 3 0 0 0 a a 0 4 6% 
TOTBi. 46 65 15 21 4 6 4 6 2 3 71 :100' 

NATCA/NACA: 71 Respondents 
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PERSONNEL 

ts~1 PRESENTLY SHOULD BE LOW PRIOR- NOT RELE- 'NO TOTAL 
POSSIBLE u.s l:> ~BJECTIVE OBJECTIVE lTV ODJ. VANT .RESPONSE Q" 0 

OBJECTIVES >-u ~o. % No. % Ho. % fio. % No. % No. % I-
--

8. To Increase A 17 24 6 8 1 1 2 3 1 1 27 38% 
Producti'iity 

B 19 27 7 10 2 3 , , 1 1 30 42% 

C 8 11 2 3 0 0 0 0 a 0 10 14% 

0 4 0 0 0 0 a a 0 a a 4 6% 
TOTAL 48 68 15 21 3 4 3 4 2 3 71 100~ 

9. To Produce P 18 25 5 7 1 1 2 3 1 1 27 38% 
Goods and Ser-
vices of High B 19 27 7 10 0 0 3 4 1 1 30 42% 
Quality 

10 C 10 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 14% 

0 3 4 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 4 6% 
TOTAL 50 70 12 17 1 1 5 7 3 4 71 '100% 

10.To Insure A 13 18 7 10 3 4 3 4 1 1 27 38% 
Public Satisfac-
tion with B 12 17 11 15 1 1 -l 6 2 3 30 42% 
Career Ladders 
for Employees C 4 6 1 1 3 4 1 1 1 1 10 14% 

0 2 3 1 • 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 4 6% 
TOTAL 31 44 20 28 7 10 9 13 4 6 71 laO'; 

11. To Minimize 
., 

A 18 25 5 7 2 3 1 l' 1 1 27 38% 
Expenditures 

B 18 25 4 ~" 6 8 1 1 1 1 30 42% 

C 10 14 a a a a 0 a a a 10 14% 

D 3 4 a 0 1 1 0 0 a 0 4 6% 
TOTAL 49 69 9 13 9 13 2 3 2 3 71 100% 

12.To Maintain A A 16 23 9 13 a 0 1 1 1 1 27 38% 
Competitive 
Salary Schedule B 14 20 11 15 a a 3 4 2 3 30 42% 
and Step Plan 

C 9 13 1 1 a 0 0 0 c a 10 14% 

0 2 3 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 6% 
TOTAL 41 58 23 32 0 0 4 6 3 4 n lO!)% 

NATeA/NACA: 71 Respondents 
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COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT 
ORGANIZATIONAL SURVEY 

Response Summary 
II I. PERSONNEL 

Question A: What have been the most frequently encountered problems regardinQ the accomplishment of these objectives? 
Respondents: Judges 

N = 76 Respondents TYPE OF COURT* 
RESPONSES ABC D TOTAL 

. 1. Lack of Authority 
a. Court Not Recognized as Indep. 

Branch of Government 
b. Lack of Court Control 

. TOTAL 

2. External Regulations 
a. civil Serv1 ce Requi rements 

b. Union Agreements 

c. City/County Personnel Regulations 

d. State Personnel Requirements 

TOTAL 

3. Lack of Resources 
a. Funds for Salaries 

b. Space /' 
;/ 

c. Inadequate No. of'Supervisors 

d. Training Programs 

e. Time 

TOTAL 

4. Recruitment/Retention Problems 
a. Shortage of Competent Applicants 

b. Difficulties/Retaining Competent 
Personnel 

c. Inadequate No. of Jobs for Advancemen 

d. Lack of Systematlcgersonnel Plan 

TOTAL 

5. lack of Cooperation 
a. Judicial 

b. Staff 

c. Public ReSistance to Change 

TOTAL 

6. Political Patronage 

7. No Problems 

B. No Response 

4 

;:: 

tl -

1 

I 

2 

9 

2 

1 

12 

t 

1 

1 

I 

6 

13 

4 1 1 

;:: I 

t> I 2 

2 

;:J 1 

5 1 

" 
5 3 3 

1 

1 
" 

6 4 J 

1 

1 

to 

1 2 

, 

1 2 

:1 

2 1 1 

9 2 4 

Percentages are based on 76 Judge respondents. The total of percentages will exceed 100% because 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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10 
( 1 'lllit') 

(6~58 ) 

(1~~74%) 

3 
(3.95~) 

-<6~ 58%) 

(10~53%) 
20 

(26.32%) 
2 

(2.63%) 

2 
( 2.63%) 

1 
(1.32%) 

(3~~90%) 
1 

(1.32%) 

1 
(1.32%) 

(2~63%) 
4 

(5.27%) 

, 

4 
/5.27%) 

4 
(5.27%) 

10 
('13.16%) 

28 
(36.84%) 
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COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT 
-omt«.litZATtoRAL SURVEY 

Response SUlIIlIary 
III • PERSONNEL 

Qu~stion A: What have been the most frequently en~ountered problems regarding the accomplishment of these objectives? 
Respondents: NATCA/NACA Members 

N .. 71 Respondents TYPE OF COURT* 
~~ ABC D TOTAL . 
1. Lack of Authority 

a. Court Not Recognized as Indep. 
Branch of Government 

b. Lack of Court Control 

TOTAL 

2. External Regulations 
a. Civil Service Requirements 

b. Union Agreements 

c. City/County Personnel Regulations 

d. State Personnel Requirements 

TOTAL 

3. Lack of Resources 

4. 

a. Funds for Salaries 

b. Space 

c. Inadequate No. of Supervisors 

d. Training Programs 

e. Time 

TOTAL 

b. ,Difficulties/Retaining Competent 
Personnel 

c. Inadequate No. of Jobs for Advancemen 

d. taCK of Systematic Personnel Plan 

TOTAL 

5. Lack of coo~erat1on 
a. Judicia 

b. Staff 

c. Public Resistance to Change 

6. Political Patronage 

7. No Prob 1 ems 

a. No RetPOnse 

1 2 

I ~ 

Z tl 

2 

~ Z 

tl I 

t: <:: 

!I I 

5 4 

1 

3 2 

2 

9 8 

I 

I 2 

2 2 

3 
", 

I 

Z 

1 

3 ? 

4 3 

1 (5~63%) 
(5~1i4'l:) 

I l:! 
(11.27%), 

2 2 6 
(SUI;~) 

I 1 
(R041\or.) 

Z 
(11 ~27;) 

l! ca~45%) 
t) t) ZI) 

(36.62%) 

6 2 17 
(23.94%) 

1 (2~a2%) 
1 

11 ~41%l 
(7 ~O4%) 
(2~82%) 

8 z 
C3f03%) 

1 1 
(1.41%) 

1 
(.1 ~41%) 
(1.

1
41%) 

(4~23%) 
2 {) 

(a.45%) 
'j . 3 7 , 

(~I.a6%) 

(1~141%) 
I 1 (5~'3%) 

T 
(1.41%) 

\\",: 
5 , 

(7 .O4\~) 
7 

(9.a6%) 

* Percentages are based on 71 NATCA/NACA respondents. The total of percentages wi 11 exceed 10Q% because some 
respondents suggested multiple problems encQantered~ 
A = 1-5 Judges; B as-'S Judges; C = J6-30 Judges; D = Over 30 Judges 
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personnel was noted, particularly the failure of local agencies to 
recognize the court as an independent branch of government. Sixteen 'I 

percent of administrativE! staff, compared with 5% of the judges, ij'lso 
noted a problem in the lack of local cooperation and concern for personnel 
management needs. 

B. tf resources were no eroblem, what. imerovements would YQU make in 
the personnel management;n your court? 

As the responses above to system objectives suggested, both judges 
and administrative staff agreed, in varying degrees, upon the need to 
improve personnel procedures and system components. Twenty-two 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 considerable note'by each group, 
to the selection process in particular. Both groups a1so strongly 
supported the need f~~additional resources, especially to support more 
equitable salary structures and training opportunities. 

C. What would you see as the most significant problems you would face 
Tn i9stituting these imefovements? . 

" ",Both groups shared the view that the most serious obstacle to . 
imprOving court personnel management would be the lack of local coopera­
tion, both internal and external, necessary to acquire sufficient 
resources and authori~y for management. The resistance of staff, judges, 
and relevant local agencies was identified by each group similarly in 
order",of importance. For administrative staff, an additional obstacle of 
almost equal significance was the lack of planning upon which system 
improvement 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 classify the sets of responses 
to each survey question reflects the broad range~~f opinions 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 .. 'espondents. There was no "small court" or Il unified 
system" or lI urban center" viewpoint which emerged. This is not to say 
that there are not particular problems and conc'erns 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 
offeY'ed to explain the factors accountirg for the types of issues raised. 
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.~ .c.0URT MANAGEMENT PROJECT 
o~IzATI0NAL SURVEY 

Resgonse SUlllllarY 
III • PERSONNEL 

Question B: If resources were no problem, what improvements would YOU I11IIke in the personnel management 1n your court? 
Respondents: Judges 

N a 76 Respondents TYPE OF COURT* 
RESPONSES ABC 0 TOTAL 
1. Establish~ClarifY Authority 

a. Esta61 sh Aaequate AuthOrity 

b. Clarify Lines of Authority 

TOTAL 

2. DeVelOP~Improve Personnel system 
4. Deve op Jua1c1al Merit P-an Under 

Ct Control (Eliminate Civil Serv) 
b. Improve Employee Relations 

c. Maintain Better Records 

d. Develop Ct-Relevant Position 
DeScriptions 

e. Develop Career Programs 

f. Reassign Personnel for More 
Efficient Utilization 

g. Apply ABA Standards 

h. Improve Staff Orientation 

i. Develop Affirmative Action Program 

TOTAL 

3. Improve Personnel Procedures 
a. Develop Written Policies/Praced. 

b. Improve Selection Pracass 

c. Improve Employee Ret/Evaluation/ 
Promotion Process/Policies 

d. Develop Grievance Procedure 

TOTAL 

4. Increase Resources 
a. Hire MOre Staff 

b. Hire Full-Time Manager/Personnel 
Director 

c. Upgrade Salaries/Develop Salary 
Plan 

d. Increase Fringe Benefits 

e. Acquire Additional Space 

f. Develop Staff Trainin~ Program 

TOTAL 

5. None 

1-. 

4 3 

I 

1 

1 2 

I 

i( "." 

1 

9 5 2 
,. 

1 

Z 'I 1 
", ~ 

1 1 

3 3 1 

2 

2 1 1 

4 1 

1 

1 

I 3 Z 

11 5 3 

6 2 1 

14 6 Z 

Icents. Tne total Of percentages wfll exceed * Percentages~re basad on.76 Judge Respon 
respondents suggested multiple improvements. 
A .. 1-5 Judges;' B = 6-115 Judges; C .. 16-30 Judges; 0" Over 30 jUdges 
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2 18 
" (23.69~) , 

,. 1 
(1.32%) 

1 
(6. 5~~~ 

1 13.9~%l 
') 

, a 9 
(11.84%) 

2 
(2.63%) 

1 lfi_"~';) 
16.5~'.t:) 
11 . ~2f.) 

1 
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z (10.5~%l 
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2. 

b. Clarify Lines of Authority 

TOTAL 

c. Maintain Better Records 

d. Develop Ct-Relevant Position 
Descriptions 

e. Devel'op Career Programs 

f. Reassign Personnel for Mure 
Efficient Utilization 

g. Apply ABA Standards 

h. Improve Staff Orientation 

f; Develop AffinnatiVe Action Prog'l'am 

TOTAL 

3. Improve Personnel Procedures 
a. Devel~p Written Policies/P~ced. 

/" 
b. ,Iillpt'ove Selection Process 

c. Improve Empl~ee Ret/EV~J~~1onl 
Promotion Process/Policfes 

"d. Develop Grievance Procedure 

TOTAL 

4. Increase Resources 
a. ::tire MOre Staff 

b. Hire Full-Time Manager/Personnel 
Director 

c. Upgrade Salaries/Develop Salary 
Plan 

d. Increase Fringe Benefits 

e. Acquire Additional Space 

"f. Develop Staff Training Program 

TOTAL 

5. ~ 

6. fuLResponse 

-,-----

COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT 
ORGANIZATIONAL SURVEY 
~onse SUI1IIIary 
Ill. PERSONNEL 

A B 

, 4 

~1 '4 

2 

3 1 

1 

1 

4 4 

2 

1 4 

3 5 

1 

4 . 12 

2 3 

1 1 

4 2 

2 1 

6 7 

15 14 

1 

5 4 

TYPE OF COURT* 
C 

2 

2 

5 

5 

1 

1 
I 

1 

1 

2 

6 

1 

1 

o 

1 

1 

2 

4 

4 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

2 

5 

, 

TOTAL 

8 
(11.27%) 

(1 !41'};\ 
9 

(.1? 18%) 

11 
f15.49n 

( 5:63%) 

1 
-'( 1.41'l) 

(1 ~41%) 
( 2~~94%1 

3 
(4.23';) 

(B~5'X:) 
(11.~7'X:) 

1 
0.41%) 

('JI:. 18 J 
.'1J;~. 

7 
(Q .fl6t: ) 

4 
(5.63%J 

(11.~7\l: ) 

4 
(5.63%) 

17 
(23.94% ) 

40 
(56.34%) 

(2 ~2%) 
(14~~6% ) 

* Percentages are based on 71 NATCA/NAtA Respondents. The total of percentages will exceed 100% because some 
respondents suggested multiple improvements. 
A a '~5 Judges; B· 6-15 Judge¥. C ~ 16-30 Judges; D = Over 30 Judges 



COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT 
OreGANIZATIONAC SURVEY 
"freSp'onse SUllJllllr,y 

II I. PERSONNEL 

/) 

Question C: !:!lJ.at would you see as the most signHicant pr'pblems yOU would face in instituting these improvements? 
Respondents: Judges 

N = 76 Respondents TYPE OF COURT* 
RESPONSES 
1. Lack of Cooperdtion a:-or Ju"ilges 

b. Of Staff 

c. Of LOCB 1 Agenci es 

TOTAL 

2. .!!!A!l.l¥!uate. Ay~:llt 
a. No designation cif Internal 

Management Responsibility 
b. State System Requirements 

c. Statutory/Rule Requirements 

d. Civil Servi~e Re~lations 

e. un;on~Contracts 

TOTAL 

3. In!deguate Resources 
a. Space 

b. Lac~ Clf Expertise/Resou,rces For 
Training 

,TOTAL 

4. Lack of P1an,tng 
a. No Capab1 ty to Justify Cost 

b. No Time \, 

c. Insufficien~I,DO:tumel\tation of Existin 
Personnel Nee1$;/Opefatfons 

TOTAL ;,~ 
'.'h." 

5. Difficulties in Mai'tttaini~C;ystem 
a. lack of Opportunf\'Vfol" pward 

Mobility 
b. low Turnover RateF '\ 

c. l:ack of Qualified Applicants 

d. Lack of Management/Staff-' Expertise 

TOTAL 

6. Political Problems 

7. ~ 

8. No Response 

-

~ 

A B C 

1 3 1 

I t: 

, 
t: t: 

4 I I 

3 

t: I 

~. 

~ 1 

~, 

5 3 1 

1 1 

1 1 

9 3 1 

9 3 1 

1 

" 

1 

1 1 

1 1 

7 2 .1 

fa 7 ~ 

D :: 

2 
:i 

D , 

" 

I Ii 

II 
ilt 

;1 
1\ I' 

I', 

, 
I 

if 

I 

, 

I 

Ii 
II 
l ~. 

II 

II 

~ 
i,\ 

\\ 

(\ 

\1 
,I 

~} 

\ 

1 I, 

'I 

4 \, 

,,~, 

* Percentages are based on 76 Judge Respori 
respondents suggested multiple problems in instituting improveroonts. '. 

dents. The total of percentages will exceed 100% because son~~ 

- .-A = 1-5 Judges; B = 6-15 Judges; C = 16 3P Judpes, D - Over 30 Judges 
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COURT MANAGEMENT PRRJECT 
ORGANIZATIONAL SU~EY 

Response SUmmarx 
III • PERSONNEL 

Question C: What would YOU see as the most significant problems you would face in instituting these imprr~~~? 
Respon~ents: NATCA/NACA Members 

N .. 71 Respondents TYPE OF COURT* 
.B~SPONSES ABC D TOTAL 
1. Lack of CooEeration 

a. Of Judges 2 6 1 g 
(12.68%) 

b. Of Staff 3 5 1 2 11!~49%) 
'c. Of Local Agencies 4 3 1 H 

111.27%\ 
TOTAL 9 14 1 4 ~8 

I'lQ.44%) 
2. Ina~e9uate Authllrity 

a. 0 Designation of Intel'nal 
Management Responslbility 

b. State System Requt,ements 

1 1 1 3 
(4.23%) 

1 1 (2~82%) 
c. Statutory/Rule Requirements 4 

(5763%) 
d. Civil Service Regulations 1 2 

( 4~23%) 
e. Union Contracts 1 

(1.141 %) 

TOTAL 2 8 2 1 
( l~~m:) 

3. Inadeguate Resources 
a. Space 3 1 1 5 

(7.04%) 
b. Lack of Expertise/Resources For 

Training 
1 1 3 

(7 ~04%) 
TOTAL 4 2 ~ (r4~09%) 

4. Lllck of Planning , 
~Ha Capability to Justify Cost 5 9 3 2 19 

(26.76%) 
b. No Time 1 4 T (8~45%) 
c. Insufficient Documentationof Existing 

Personnel r:eeds/OperaUom; 
1 

( 1 ~42%) 
TOTAL 

5. Difficulties in Maintaining Sj!stem 
a. Lack of Opportunity for Upward-

Mobil ity 
b. Low Turnover Rates 

7 1::1 7 J!b. 
(~6.62%) 

1 1 1 3 
(4.23%) 

1 
11 ~m~) 

c. Lack of Qualified Applicants l 1 
(1.41%) 

d. Lack of Management/Staff Expertise 2 3 tl 
b.04~) 

TOTAL 5 4 1 {14~O9%) 
6. Political Problems 1 1 

',- (2~82%) 
7. .!!Qn! 

,\ '~'"'' 
8. No Response 5 4 -. 9 -

~(12.68%) 
.c, 

espondents. . The total of percentages will exceed 100% because some * P~rcentages are based on 71 NATCA/NACA R 
respondents suggested multip1~"problems in institutihg improvements. 
A • ''''5 Judges; B" 6-15 Judges; :C" 16-30 Judges ~ "!l .. Over 30 ~udges 
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The survey responses did indicate that there were a number of 
cOlTlllon concerns among trial court judges and administrative staff which 
cut across jurisdictiQnal boundaries alld val":ouS 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 
~here differing viewpoints on management problems are experienced. In 
some instances, these differences might be @tttibuted to the distinct 
functioDs 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 environment. In any event, 'these 
differing viewpoints are a part of the court's operation as well as any 
improvement programs contemplated. 

Among the common concerns expressed in these responses~ four 
deserve special note. First, both groups indicate the desi,re for the 
court to exercise more control over the management in these areas. 
Administrative staffs, particularly, described external regulations 
over financial or personnel functions as CQnstraints, even where they 
represented requireme~ts imposed by affirmative action programs or 
collective bargainin~ activities. ~ 

Second, both groups cited the need for additional resollirces 8_ 

staff, funds, and facilities -- and better management 'systems as a 
prerequisite fur improving each of the management areaS addressed. 
In this regard, judges tended to support more developed procedures 
while administrative staff pointed more frequent1y to the use-of 
automati8n and technol agy. .- . ' 

Ii " 
I 

I' 

T~ird, . both groups expr'~. ~sed the need for on-90.in9 training 
oppor~(mities' to perform present functions and tlr"da'l~~op capal)'ll Hies 
to improve management in these areas. Administrative stafi"were 
particularly sensitive to the impact of training on the court~~bility 
to attract and retain competent staff and their effect ,of this failure 
on the court' s management functi ons., The responses from both groupS, 
however, highlighted their recognition that staff train~ng and education 
oppot::l:unities must be an integral part of each co~rt function. 

Fourth, bothogroups repeatedly noted Tack of cooperation, both 
wi,;thi.n 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 riOted even more frequently than lack, 
of resources. Invariably, it was also cited as an antiCipated obstacle 
to improvement. 

Apart from the different veiwpoints which the two groups of respon­
dents often had on the sources of management problems iM their cpurts or 
the degree to which they were significant, the survey comments indicate' 
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 stlrveywere' within the' courti' s 
control. Judges, on the other hand, appeared far more sensttive to the,,. 
role which outside groups and individuals played in thecourt's ac~ivi­
ties and in any operational changes that might be undertaken. Rega\,,?_i,~~\ 
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caseflow prob"lems, for example, judges frequently cited the lack of 
attorney cooperation; administrative staff more often pointed to lack of 
administrative staff or pror~dures to ex&rt controls. In personnel 
management, staff generally cited the problem of external constraints 
(civil service regulations, affirmative action requirements, etc.). 
Judges more frequently notsrl the problem as lack of court co~trol. In 
terms of anticipated obstacles to improvement, judges frequently point~d 
':0 the resistance of local 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 C}rea of survt!y 
responses. 

Many factors might account for these different viewpoints. Among 
them might be the spe" ific tasks, relationships, and ,problems enc()untp.red 
in the work day of the judge and of the staff .. Regardless of the natllre 
of these factors, increased communication between j~dge and staff might 
be a vehicle for bringing these viewpoints closer together. 

Many explanations can be given for these and other issues which the 
responses raise. At the very least, they will provide a foundation for 
further inquiry into the practic)l problems which trial court judges and 
administrative staffs experienc.a in the management of their courts and 
in working with each other. . 
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4. Survey Respondents 

STATE 

ALABAMA 

Lauderdale County Circuit and 
District Court Cj 

Florence> Alabama 

ARIZONA 

Coconino County Superior Court 
Flagstaff, Arizona 

Maricopa County Superior Court 
Phoenix, Arizona 

p,'ima County Superior Court 
;;ucson, Ari zona 

Superi.;r Court 
Yuma, Arizona 

ARKANSAS 

4th District Circuittourt 
Fayetteville, Arkansas 

CALIFORNIA 

District and County Court 
La Junta, California 

Superior Court 
Redwood City, California 

il 
Monterey County'Sl/iperior Court 
Sa li nas, Ca 1 i forrt:i a 

.' 

San Diego Superior Court 
San Diego, California 

Superior Court 
San Jose, California 

Ventura County Superior Court 
Ventura, California 

COLORADO 

20th Judicial District 
Boulder, Colorado 

; 
1/ 

NATCA/NACA 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

(2) 

x 
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CONFERENCE OF 
STATE. TRIAL JUDGES -

(2) 

(3) 

x 

x 

x 



CONFERENCE OF 
STATE NATCA/NACA STATE TRIAL JUDGES 

Adams County District Court (2) X 
Brighton, Colorado 

Denver District Court X X 
Denver, Colorado 

Mesa County District Court X 
Grand Junction, Colorado 

15th Judicial District (2) 
Lamar, Colorado 

Longmont Municipal Court X 
Longmont, Colorado 

CONNECTICUT 

Superior Cou-rt X 
Hartford, Co~necticut 

DELAWARE I 
i I 

Superior Court of Delaware X X 
Wilmington, Delaware 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Superior Court of D. C. X (2) 
,~~, Washington, D. C. 

FLORIDA 

Pinellas County Circuit Court X 
Clearwater, Florida 

City of Hollywood X 
Hollywood, Florida 

Collier County Court X 
Naples, Florida 

9th JUdicial Circuit Court X 
Orlando, Florida 

GEORGIA 

Cobb County Circuit Court X 
Marietta, Georgia 

IDAHO 

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

Third Judicial District X ". 

Caldwell, Idaho 
~.~.; -'~ 

ILLINOIS 

Circuit Court X 
"Belvidere, Illinois 

Circuit Court of Cook County X 
Chicago, Illinois 

11th Circuit Court X 
Eureka, 111 i ~oi s 

Knor County (9th) Circuit Court X 
Galesburg, Illinois 

Livingston (11th) County Circuit Court X 
POtltigo, Illinois 

Ogle County Circuit Court X 
Oregon, Illinois 

8th Judicial Circuit X 
Wheattln, Illinois 

INDIANA 

Lake County Superior Court X 
Crown Point, Indiana 

Elkhart Superior Court #2 X 
;:-, Elkhart, Indiana 

Marion County Superior Court "} X 
Indianapolis, Indiana 

IOWA 

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

District Court X 
Sioux City, Iowa 

KANSAS 
,~ 

Johnson County Dlstr,ict Court X (3) 
Olathe, Kansas 

II 

District Court X '. ,'i &' ",1l:.4r' 
Pittsburgh, Kansas }it1\~ 

If \1, 
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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 

MASSACHUSETIS 

District Court of Brockton 
Brockton, Massachusetts 

MICHIGAN 

Washtenaw County Circuit Court 
Ann Arbor, Michigan . 

49th Circu'it Court 
Big Rapids, Michigan 

3rd Judicial Circuit 
Detroit, Michigan 

Recorder's Court 
DetY'oi t, Mi ch i g an 

&8th District Court 
Flint, Mi~higan 

44th Circuit Court 
Howell, Michigan 

60th Judicial Court 
Muskegon, Michigan 

no 

NATCA/NACA 

x 

x 

(2) 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

CONFERENCE OF 
STATE TRIAL JUDGES 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 



CONFERENCE OF 
illIi NATCA/NACA STATE TRIAL JUDGES 

Oakland County Circuit Court 
Pontiac 5 Michigan 

X 

10th Circuit Court X 
Saginaw, Michigan 

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

46th District f.ourt X 
Southfield, Mi~higan 

MINNESOTA 

3rd Judicial District Court X 
Austin, Minnesota 

Hennepin (;~lInty District Court X 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 

Hennepin County Municipal Court X 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 

Ramsey County Municipal Court 
St. Paul, Minnesota 

X 

MISSISSIPPI 

20th Circuit Court District X 
Brandon, Mississippi 

Seventh Chancery District Court {Place One} X 
Cleveland, Mississippi 

MONTANA 

16th Judicial District X 
Broadus ~ MontMa-:: 

Municipal Court, Civil Division X 
Missoula, Montana 

NEW MEXICO 

Second Judicial District (Division Seven) X . I 

Albuquerque, New Mexico I 

riEW JERSEY 

~rris County Trial Court :r 
Morristown, New Jersey 

Middlesex County Superior Court 0 ·X 
Naw Brunswick, New Jersey 

Q 
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STATE 

NEW YORK 

City Court lJJ,f Buffalo 
Buffalo, New York 

~EVADA 

Clark City Court 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

NORTH CAROL INA 

28th Judicial District 
Ashev;lle, North Caro';na 

Cumberland County (12th) Judicial District 
Fayettevill e, North Carol i na 

Superior Court 
Greenville, North Carolina 

OHIO 

Cuyahoga County Co~rt of Cotmlon Pleas 
"weland, Ohio 

Franklin County Court of Common Pleas 
Columbus, Ohio 

Erie County Court of Corrmon Pleas 
Erie County, Ohio 

Kettering Municipal Court 
Kettering, Ohio 

Common Pleas Court 
Ross County, Ohio 

Lucas County Court of Common Pleas 
Toledo, Ohio 

Miami County'Conmon Pleas Court 
Troy, Ohio 

Court of Common Pleas 
Urbana, Ohio 

OKLAHOMA ...., 
Cleveland County District Court 
Norman, Oklahoma, 

Oklahoma State Industrial Court 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 

D1 s tri ct 'Court 
Tu1(' .' . 'Okl ahoma 
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SlATE 

, .QI~EGON 

tJlul tnomah County Ci rcui t Court 
Portland, Oregon 

PUERTO RICO 

Superior and District Court 
Hato Rey, Puerto Rico 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Adams County Court 
Gettysburg, Pennsylvania 

Montgomery County (38th) Court of Common Pleas 
Norristown, Pennsylvania 

Court of CommDn Pleas 
Philadelphia, 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 Cir9u;t 
Rapid City, Sout~l Dakota 

Second Judicial Circuit 
Sioux Falls, South Dakota 

4th Judicial Circuit 
South Dakot;: 

TENNESSEE 

Circyit Court· 
Blount County, Tennessee 

Ci,rcuit Court 
Memphis, Tennessee 

Davidson County State Trial Coutt 
Nashville, Tennessee ' 
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STA7'E --
KenoshQ County Circuit Court 
Kenosha, wi;i\;Onsin 

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 
Mnntgomery, Alabama 

Office of State Court Administrator 
Anchorage~ Alaska 

Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals 
Denver, Colorado 

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

Administrative Office of the Courts 
Frankfort, Kentucky 

Appeals Court 
Boston, Massachusetts 

State Court Administrative Office 
Lan~in9, Michigan 

Supreme Court 
Jefferson City, Missouri 
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STATE 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
Trenton, New Jersey 

Supreme Court Appellate Division 
Albany, New York 

Office of Court Administrator 
Albany, New York 

Tennessee Supreme Court 
Nashville, Tennessee 

Supreme Court of Virginia 
Richmond, Virginia 
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APPENDIX B 

RELEVANT LITERATURE 

I. Court Management literature 

A. General 

'II. Court·literature Pertaining to Specific Trial Court Management Issues 

A. Caseflow Management 
B. Records Management 
C. Financial Management 
D. Personnel Management 

III. Uses and Limitations 

IV. Bibliography 

': .. ::~ 

A. General Management LiteratuY'e 

B. Specific Court-Related Materials 

l. 
2. 
3. 
4,. 

5. 

6. 

Bibliographies 
Standards 
General Court literature~ 
Caseflow 

a. 
b. 

General 
Specific Issues 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

~:~ 

" Backlog/Delay 
Calendar Management 
Case Assignment/Scheduling 
Information Systems 
Juror Utilization 

Records 

a. General 
b. Specific Issues 

.c (l) Court Reporting 
(2) Forms Design 
(3) Systems and Prooedures 
(4) Microfilm/Equipment 
(5) Other Jurisdictional Studies 

Financial 

a. General 
b. Specific Issues 
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'Court 'Cost~~Reven~E/Suppqrt " , ' .... 
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,state financil)9 . . .. , 
Other JUfisdi<;:,\ipnal StU(Hes",,' 

, '" I,. "', 

e,{!r'Sonnel 
,_ 1\ 

.';< " .~ <,Germral 
b.Snsciflc Issues 

. . 
"'.' (T') 
'''C2l 

(3}" 
(4) 
(5) 
-{6) 
(7) 

Classifieation!Cotnptmsation 
CoHective B~rg~iI11ng 
Court Reporter$; 
Evaluation 
Training.. " ';', .. 
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Planning , 

Journals and Periodicals 
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PJ:i.EVAftT LnE~RE. 
-. {7 

(; 

. _ Users ·of tbis riport~ serieswHlfind a~~~§id~abi'~ variety of,. 
;lhera~ure"daa1i"9 with public adift~ist.ratioii rssues~ ol1anizational . 

tileor'y., s~ial PSy(;tuJlogy, and~n relati~M, as wen as general c:ourt 
operati:ans and'specifi:c tourt PfoblE!llts. There ~e general lllanagem(mt 
works on specific topie~ (pe-rs~l, bud~eting, prbduction, $lrketinD.! 

. ete,,) wbieh maY,apply to bQ~h public and~\"ivate -6rgani~ations.. :~..re=) 
are $p~ific ~ooks. aoo res~h$~udies applicable to ftmctjon-s 1n 

. Q~ani~~tions l~eclSiol)".ki~ cOlfllWlication~' etc,,) •. "11ilf this 
. literature. niti~Y«1'9ing degrees of utility to thellilnaganenf functions 
descri~d in- tMs.:! . rt\series and there are many ways in which it can 
be ebssified amI' dis .. ssqdfi To famil1arizt us~r$ of· this report 'series 

t 0: .with the range of liter _ av.ailable ~nd the lSSueS which are addressed. 
10 as well as to point out s lfic works wh1cwma~ have 'particular relevance, 
t / we have c)jlssified these •. f@rials into two broad areas: (1) general 
I \\ ,: management'literature and ~', ~,~1f1iC tourt~relat~tr~terials. 

The first category. 9enj~r~1~~agement literawre, has been 
addressed primarily tbrougn !thtLBi~ography (Appendix B 4 A) ,although 
-f"f:f~rence to a few spe::tft!: .;works is ~de in- the dtscussion of each 
subject area below. While ~he,diversi~Ofdi~cipltnes and perspectives 

,~~ich this literature presehtsl' precludes ~y attempt at synthf!!sis in 
mts report, the importance which 'these ma~iils"bav~ far a trial court. 
man~ cann.,t be cwerstressed. Users of ~h~ report-series shOQld dip' 
~into t~ and other related works for backg~~cand perspectiv~ on 
organi,zattonal t~ry and manage.llent wncepts; ~~ch directly bea~~ on 
too specif~~funct:ions discussed in thes.e reports, .~. i:' 

.~.' '.'0 c. >'-'-. 'X 
I. . Court Management literature '.~, , ~; 

~ ~" In Genel"~ 1 , 
E sentially, court tMnagemenf' Hteri~ture consists of two types: 

r '''.J!. resear~~~a'rticles and te}cts dealing withl\ general court operational 
r "~issues and specialized rePQrts develo~#d for specific juris~~~ 

'. ~dres mote localized problens. For th1!! most part, t~fs=eouf't literature 
ha~"tfe!~eloped as a potential discipline in its"own right over the last 
fift~nye~rs. ThisJ!evelopment has paralleled a growing'1lUhlical@reness 

'c...c~,. _ of the heil~~,demand. court services which has resulted from th~ . 
-'-'> in~reasingOcOl11pl~itQf SOCial" economic and political life in urban 

center$. Whether Q; uct or ~f ,stimulus of this awareness, three 

l n. th~~ __ rJm- bt"l:i~ w~iMngs\'1 ~tf"~ v?~1Ue of adlnin-
~ -,Jj~~T '--"-centralizati ~; , ''frabHity o~ structural uhification; 

~c~~ and the need for great efficiency in all aspects of court systeM 
oper~ions. These tb~have cbaracterized ~h Q?I ~$~, court refom 
mov.nt over the past ade," and the literature whfch provides the 
bac~g"ound and, theory 0 these adivitie~ will be of irmnense value to 
lny trial court practitioner regardles~ of what his particular juris .. 
diction is doing. 

~"""----
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.:' Many of these resources are'listed in Appendix B 4 IB) (3) .i·~. Althou9h ," 

the focus of this literature <iiscussipn is upon the trea.tment or casef1~\ 
finane1al s personnel A'Rd records mma9e1l1!nt~ note should"be made of s_ \\ 
'of the oore useful general cqurt literature reSQurces with whic,", the . ~, 
trial court judge and flOO\iMstrative staff should be famil iar. For ~. 
general bac1<ground ,on the management environment. fuftctions,~Jl.~'~l~~ \\ 
tionships, ~!cb .~A~~-the-r.,,,dHngvttrre topic "areas addressed t ' ','\\, ' 

Frie,$en, Gallas (nd Gallas's Manae;p-g the Courts can provide a very , ~\ 
useful frame of reference. FO~l t o'se i~terestea in,exploring specific \ 
court management issues (i .e., \nlstory Of judicial' administration, court, 
structure, finance; personnel, and poHcy .. making), Wheeler and, Whitcomb's 
more recent Readinw in Judi?ial Administrati~n pr~yides a collection of 
readings pr@..."ted t'om dfFferent pers~ctfves-"~nd management viewpoints. 

'c:: " l' 

Two sources shoul(.1 be noted of propofed standards which have been 
.. developed to govern various aspects of the systems- and, objectives of, 

4!Bch trJal' court management •. T~~ National Ad~'i§Orytormti~sion ot'l$tandards 
and ~lS has proposed aserles of st~dards that dea1 prnl~ri1ywitb 
procedural and structural a~pects ~f aeourt's operation. The American 
Bar Associa:'Cion COIII11issionjbn Standards, of, Judicia,~ 'i\dministrai;ionhas {,\ 
published a series~fstalfdards dealing with ,~ variety Of j,1,Jdicial and 

~_ .: court-related funct!ons Jcourt organi~ati.o~, trtal ~ourtst aJ1peHate 
~:;"=~~rts, etc.) and,ln addition, a serles of supportlng studies ~lch .:I( ~~!!. excel1t.nt overview tc specific trial c.9u,rt !I'k,~gement activities. 

-.~~"=.- ~.~, 

~"""-- ".', 

Several joumatr-m~newsletters !!re~-p~,¢ifically addressed tt'! 
trial court con~rns and cover alr-i<!~~rl'hgeof\Jlcttvities with whic~ 
trial courts are involved. Justice:$¥st~l~t\1!l' published by. The 
Institute for Court Management, treat~ al , e rah~ of issues relating 
~ current court activity at both a ~t~t~ and 10C61 lev~l. The yU3sas 

l ~ oUY'nal, a fluarterly publication ,of tne Conf.~rence of State Tria u ges'J­
,rOVl es.arUcles on a number of topics relating. to both the judicial 

,J~~ctionand to the activitJes ?f the court •. ' ihe Court Crier, pubHshed 
q~-J by the National ASSOclationfor Court Administr~t,on,treats a 
variety -M~ement topics through articles and reports 'of specific 
court activiti.~~_ .. £olumn, the hi-monthly new!fletter of the National. 
Assocf~tionof Trial ~inistratorSt reports "ATeA conference 
P'f'OCeedlfig~L~s·wel1 as-bri~~n9s of research findings and manage-
ment ac;tivit'ies--invarious jUrisdf~. The National Center for State 
Courts Newslet1:er provides a sWI'I'DIlry of ~_research a~d a listing of 

~~, NCSC activtties. ~ The American Ju~ature 'Sod~£!\JS ypd~te sutmtarizes 
,~ =-~.c~ch activitles and si;~nif1cant state court deciSttms. The Federal 

Judicial Center NeWS~ provides a sunmar,y of court deve~ntsat 
.. ' .. ", the fede'fal level t many'Of wtllcn have ,app};;fcati"on to,."state and i~l" 

'courts. 'M1 of these publications contain a list af .. new court publica;';;" ',. 
tions and a calendar of events. ' , 

) 

l'ffir'above-ooted resources \'repret4ent °on ly a sma 11' segment of the 
av~ilable materials which deal with trial court management concerns. The 
additional sources noted in the BibliograPhy wiJl point up the rang;! Gnd 

, diversity of perspective~ and opinions with which judges ;:-arid staff may 
'''c-~nt t,o become familiar. " 
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II. C~rt Lit!!raiure Pertaini~ to ~?f!Ci"i~Tria} cwrt Man!!!!!nl. 
~ues ,- " -

r-- '" " , " " 
" ,The ~~n~lng section is intended to provide readers with an 
overview fff thepMnciple, issues raised in the literature which deals" "­
with the to~ics addressed ~.Y' the Court ~na_nt Projectii as well a; " 
ca~eflow martagen",mt;' No at,empt is made ~o Urate" these mat'erials or- to' 
discuss all of the works av'ailab1e~ Ourpurpo~ is.rathef'; to point 
:~ut some oitha major works in each a,re~ and the per~lit!Ctives which 
, these-va~ '~~ ~R~ide on the topics ~ddresSeQ by the CoUrt 
oManagement Project., "'~/ 

,) 'Ii", ';,aseflow Mdnagement" '~'-'=,<",' 

'. • Iy I \4umerOU$ bibli&graphic listings "'ilt \caseflow mana~~t~'litera~\lre 
nVJ1·~A', atil,mdf,lnce Qf articles~' reports ind te~ts on' the subject. Only a ' 
f~~ti1tgs prov~de any sY$temati\~ definitio~, or 'approach to managing 
theSi! fu"cti~nsll and virtually non~t provide 8J\W overall framewQrk for 
undet'standing an~,a'lAs!...,~trial c~rurt c~isef1ow as awhol~,., . 

Caseflow m(njJgement takes itttJ~ '~ ,lhe management of all activities 
a,nd rp.sources necessary to move ca~\es fr t iir~nt of iniilit;Wn to ' 
just and fair disposttion. From tn~s '}:Ie spective. there is no one" 
source which can provide the tri'al court "manager w1-th a Sense o( the 
activities. functions; tonc~rns and tonflicting p~ioriti~s which make up 
the art of ,caseflow management. There;are several reports which ca" ' 
provide inSight into soroo of. the generalmanagemel?,t principles and ' 
specific management a~tivities with which the casefldW manager mtJ$t 
deal. 

, The' general goals and principles of caseflo~ management are most 
, fully artitulated in the National Advisot'y',Cotmrission Standards and 
Goals R~port on 'i;~e Courts and the ABA COItInissionI s Standards of , 
Judicial Administration.' Both, of these reports place heavy stress upon 
court contra1 over the c&seflo~ process, particularly in case assignment 
and scheduling.., ',' " 

l'he NAC Standards add~ss, ~n particular, "the praalems; of criminal" 
caSe delay by reconmending more adequaftrresoorce~ and a restructuring 
of the procedural fr,i\meWork for case proceSSing to mini,!'ftize delay. A 
number of sources of rlel~y are identified which are oper~tional (Le. t 
schedu'ling proc@dureS'Contfnllance granting,jury sele.ctionmethodS)t., 
systemic (i.e., overuse of certain p~trial procedure$, including grand 
jury indictments and arra:1gnments) , or ,tied i"nto tjle conduct of the 
trial "itself. (i .e.'~1 admission of irrelevaot evidence, attorney abuse of 
opening and closing statements). The accompanying standards and reconnend­
ations pro9ide a framework for improving local procedures to minimize II 

,<lefaN at each stage of the lit,1gation process. ; 
" 

ItL.~ontrastto the NAC approach which views. tlcjseflow" as ,a series 
of procedures~ the ABA Standards take a much broader ~nd, in, our ;0 

Qpinion, more"realistic view ofcasef1~ and treats it as a continuum of ' 
activities requiring coordination among cou~~ staffs and outside agencies!. \, 

\ establishment of time and performance standards. development of apprO­
priate procedUres and sl,Ipporting reco~~ systems. techniques to"avoid : I 

/1 
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~ttofneysch'e:duling conflicts,/and ~ontinll~~9I!in~. and modifi­
catiotl/.of t~ process as nece$sary. The ba~ic prefttrsa"~Qf the ABA' , 
Standards is that .!h~COUr~ ~"st control th~,progress o'r1'. tioR once 
a~-ase is filed-.

f 
series~ rtf management priiiciplesare prav <i }lhich \'; 

are based on thi$, remise attd s(y'!cificall;y gea'red to thecaseflow proces~.,. " 
Specific; types Of tase ass~~nment systems ,are then disclJs$ed anmg tfftb , 
t~e ~'elat'fve mer.~ts and pr~lerns associated with frequently encountered , ' 

::;;; ;~;1~; ;~;;~gt~rs~;~~:;;U;;E;~~~~;:;;~O::~~;ity 
of m~Agement eonsidaratib s. activnis§ and conflicting objectives 
wbi,cfj confront the cas.efl .~/a(tager daily. While court control over the c 

r:ase\~~ process may. be a u~~ful theo}"etical ideal. the operation of the, 
ceourt'l~stem requires a cont'b"1ttOUS ba1ancing of numerous competing 
interests inherent in the adve~fs~lal system oT<litigation, the comnunity 
rolthlnd services which the court, pro'.!'jc!es and lithe nature of the cQurt 
as a political unit. In this ~,~ga~,an exc~11ent perspective on .the . 
complexity ~f ~e court as ~n yorganization and th~ resulting,demands, 1.1 

th.is c!)Il1plexity ~laces uPQn ~nagetlletlt approaches is provided by Friesen •. 
Gallas and GallaS'hl~~~9in~ the C~!!rt,~, The reader will find histor~cal 
perspective and orgatl,.zatlonaltheorYi nterwoven into a discussion of'-' 
the uniqua nature of court .manageltlen~ a~wthe impact which the c;ourt's 
numerous and conflicting roles;}-.,! as arMter, social servictt agenc)", .' 
political unit, constitutional organ a.J independent branch of govern­
ment, and big business enterpris~ --play,ui'pn the exercise·cf a coherent, 
systematic magagement approClch .'i . 

. 1'-· I 

} - .~ . . "!I - .. 
" ..... The. operational 'processes at1!d problems of applying the NAC, ABA. or 

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 inhereot incasefy~ management. Neverth~lesst 
several aspects o,f ~seflqw management have been addressed in some detail 
and referen~e to these ~rit1n9s may enrich the tr~al court manager's 
perspective. \\ 

., One 0if the most fully t~eated aspects of caseflow management has 
.been casei~schedu1ing. A .Guide to CourtSeheduling, developed by the 
Instit'Ute for Law and Socia1 ftesearch ln' '1976 under a Nationa1 Science 

" Foundatiorrgrant discusses the spe~ific ,falendaring as well as general 
management. and data eollection aetlvittes requ4red to Qe'4~lop effectiv~ 
case scheduling capability. Based upon a study of court scheduli.,g ,;, 
techniques in 30 select~ sites. the GuidepfOvides descriptions of 
specific case scheduling practices in~se1ected courts, covering 
the)Mjor elements of each system. techniqu~s for mo.~itoring operations, 
resources required •. and the relative merits of e~ctt of these systems 
discussed. A glossary of terms relati~~ to case scheduling is also 
provided. . '." , 

<'j ;..' :". '." / • 

, (Implicit i~ much of cas~flow 1 iteratureis the assumption that 
"caseflow management;" is synonymoU:5 Witb cas~ scheduling or other required 
~ystem fun~iolls. One of the! supportillg report~! developed by INSl:J\W for 

1\ ., 
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the Guiae, "A Survey a~d Assessment of Court Scheduling TechnOlogy'/ 0 

prov~some clarificatiQn in this regard by treating case scr~~uling 
as one of a number of important management activities sUPPQrting court 
caseflOW' pol i ci ~$ and object ives I rather 'fha~s a mana9eJr~t end in 
itself. -", , 

A variety of additional literature is availabl~ dealing with 
specific trial i:Ourt'C8se 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 ,,~nager lies primarily i~ demon­
strating specific problems encountered in .. thecaseflow process and 
suggested'approaches for re~dying them. Unfortunately, ~here is . ,~c {( -. 

v!~tually no evalua.t!ve literature on the success or problems as\9ci'Jted 
wlth these v!r'1ous remedi~l measures or the' unanticipated consequence$ 
which they maY,have brought on both the'court and other justice agenci~s 
in the locale. D 

(: \> ~l! . 
A second aspect of caseflow management for whieh sam IJseful" ' 

materials have been developed concerns information systems. Two cOl'rlnOn 
themes underlying much court management Hterature in this regard are 
the tptal incompl"ehensibility<Wbich the subject presents for the lay 
administrator and the "symbolic good" which the presence of an infonlla­
tion system suggests about a court's management. In 1972 Eldridge" 
Adams in Cou~s and c~ut"ers made a strong plea for the availability of 
computer servlC~s tlJ a ~ Whigh volume criminal justice systemstt and much 
support has been givE1!!l for their development by the N,At Standards." and by 
state and ,national court groups. Y~t 'the experience of many practitioners 
\~r!d researchers demonstrates the unmixedbles$ing which information" 
liyrtems often bring upon the agencies they were supposed to help and 
~heir 1req~nt addition of problems and tasks ratbertha~ management 
ass;staflce.Z The reports of the National Evaluation Program of ~ 
Information Sxstems published by NtL't in 1977bfghHgbt the absente of 
systematic deve10pment of these systems in terms of the goals and 
objectives they ,should $erve. ' The result has been that not very many , .' 
systems provide practi.cal assistance "for administe~fn9 the courts involved. 

Ii 

"I ,,-

lOuring the Project IS fieldWork; attempts were ~de'tocontact many 
of the courts which ,.had instituted innovations in. case sched'ulinf./,I 
This study indicated that success \)f these eff6rts is most'frequ~ntl.Y 

\) associated with trial courts where"cbjectives for case scheduling 
have been ptevil!.lUsly establ ished rather than with any particular 
\~ech~iqueS us~d. 

2L~A'S .§rimin~l COUt;ts Technical ')Asshta~ce Project alone has handled 
ove"l.:\40 requests from state and local courts ,for technical assistance 
irt dM~i9, ning and develop;ngvariO,us aspects .of their in~,ormation, systems. 
The p~ject has demonstrated the frequency with which automated systems 
are anned'without adequate understanding of the needs they should 
serve,. the planning and resources they require, and the results they 
shoulQ provide as well as the need for continUed monitoring~nd ~valuation. 

-.il " 
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,," '. While caseflow 1ite~ature f.:OI1IDOniy '~ritlcizes the courts ~iCh do 
not Overse~ the development of their information systems. many c~urt 

.. "offici'als teel they lack d1e competence and;r$soufces to even venture 
into this area and therefore rely upon the .!lPinions of outside "expert;stl 

, or other 'government staff •.. Toothis end. a newly publishedolOOnograp~ by 
l£~s C~im~nal CQurtsTechnical Assistance Project at The American 

. UniVersity" CQ!!!?uter Use in the Courts has been prepared for the purpos~ 
of providing iFframework for the non-technically oriented court mana'ger 
regard'fngthe issues and considerations which bear upon the ,process of , 
planning" procuri<9~ and implementing an automated infonnation.sYrt.f:em. In 

~\ addition tp stressilng the importance of cQurt control .over the entire 
pr9Cess of information system plannin~ and implementation, determining 
th~ elements and reports in~ludedt arid the relative suphistication 

\:\ appropriate ,to a given locale, the monograph addresses sucn practical 
issues a~ whe", and how, to tlse outs'ide assistance, suggested "symptoms" 
indicating th€ possible utility of c~ter support, political and 
practical considerations relating to hardware and staffing~· methods for 

o conducting a feasibilfty study ,possible funding sources, and general 
requi rements of the: procurement proce$s. Thi s monograph I coupl ed with 
a review of reports prepared by various juriSdictions regarding the 
development of sp~cific infonnation ,;ystems3 can provide thetrjal court 
mana~r with a fairly comprehens'ive grasp oithe management planning 
and development iS$ue$~, tasks and resources "which .#0 into establishing 
and maintai,ning a useful court i~formation system.· . 

c· 

The thi rd aspect of caseflow ~ii~gement which the literature addresses 
at some length is that of backh~g and delay in case processing time, 
primarily in regard to criminal ~\Cilses. Some of the 'works in this area, 
such as Zeisel and Kal 'len I s Dalal-It i!l the Court have;:dQ!:umente~ the causes 

f of delay carefully and {lnalyt1ca::!,ly, pointing to ttr.e various lnterests . 
delayosometimes serves whjch cOOlliiil1cate efforts to,expedite case ~roces~Jng. 
Implicit in most literature, hcN~ver, is thei,~otio!4 that "delay" 15 bad 
and that "speep" is. good in terms of the ti6fi Jft~rhich case processing 
occurs. . ..,c . y .' 

.... Efforts to study tt1is 'issue empmeally ha~~t-UntU recently, been 
iJllRediately met wi'th the problem of definition.,;' "Delay" ,)'las never been 
quantitatively defined 'and the most pl~us"ible definition of "backlog" 

·-=~:VatJlrovided is' Qn~\ which gears the sigrtificance of the problem to the 
poffc~~he local jurisdfction.4 Beyond this definit.ional problem,· 
attemp!s to, c~~ among trial courts ~re ,:Fqrther complicated by 

'. the lack of COft1l1On measures or meas~nt pOlntS'~ Some jyrisdictioris 
'measu~ proces~ing time from point of filing to point of~'d+sposition;.:o 
others measure from point of trialstart to point of disposition. Even 

3Cttations to these reports can be obtained from the various court 
liter~ture bibliographies listf!1d in ,Appendix 8 (IV 8 (4». 
u 

,~Emest Friesen has'definec "backlog" as the number of cases which 
cannot .. be dispo$edof within its llperiod of tolerable delay." The 
period of tftoler4ble OO,Jay" 'tUl of course be determined by the 
indivi,dtial court's policies and goals. 

f) 

94 

o 

J( 
'~\ 



I; 

II :: 
_~r-----_=---=O_ i.~~.:... .J 

'tffi! definition of a IIcasell 6cln vary. Some jurisdictions base their 
count 0., the number of individual ,defenttants involved; other$' use the 
nwrber of charges; others count the number of actions.' 

To this end, several ~searcw effo"ts Should be noted.. In the late' 
1950 t s; the Institute for JUdicial Administration began a sunvey of , 
delay;. ~n civil jury trials in major matropolittln trial courts.,' BYI'! 
estabhshingtOll1l1On techniques for sampling and measuring the" varibus 
points in case processing t1me, the surve,y enabl'ed valid inter-jurisdic-

, tional comparisons to be J;tlade regarding the relat1w delay in civil 
, ju~y case processirig ~~ng the courts exam1ned~ , 

, Two recentceffo~t~J) launched by the NatiopalCenter far State 'Courts 
under sponsorship of the law Enforcement, ASSistance Administration will 
cQntribute to the eat:l,Y, efforts of IJA tp explore the backlog and del'ay 
i$.~ue. The first, the"fiational Statistics Projects is designed to ' 
develop a cORlOOnframework for defining statistical terms and measuring 
'i~lioustypes of trial cvurt activities ~nd'tirne frame involved. The. " 
Projec~ is slated for completion ,'lrf1,the fall of 1978 • 

;~~;-

. ) ,/ (I" , '.. ,;' ,'" i,' 

, The seftondeffort focuses specifically upon the problems of pre.. i 
trial .}!cklbg and delay in metrop~;ritan trial courts. The findings of 
thjs n;search project provide, t!te: first systematic ana'lysis of this 
issue.' Rather than any specifi'c factors ac~ounting for '<1elay or -its 
absence. the study indicates that the major factqrs which /distinguish 
l'fasterll courts from slower ones are the court I S cDnceryl about case -, 
proceSSing time and 1ts,r?cOllJ!li~-nent to minimize; delay. In fact, courts 
which noted de1ay as a problem were often the fa%,ter courts oft~e 
surveyed.~ Three documents produced by this project may be of interest 
to the tri a 1 court tnanager: a;:lite~atqr~ ",~vim!AndJrtlUi olt.tllDh~~~~"",,===== 
'fin~rtof Phase I findings; and,a'~rmanual fordiagnos1ng delay 
which provfdes specific guidelines (or sampling and analyzing I variety 
of information relating to disposition t·ime. '. 

":i, '<, 

A complement to the N~SC study of state trial courts is the recent ,. 
study of U.s. District Court~ prepared ~y the Federal Judicial Center in 
September 1,977. The goals of the proje~t were to detennine"what prQceduY'e,s 
were associ~ted with the greatest possible speed and productivity of ., ... 

, federal di$ltrict courts, consistent with the highest standa,rds of justice. 
A report it. several volumes has been published describing the researc;~ 
findi!19'S of the'projeet .and calling into q~stion a nuni>er of cotmlOn' 
assumptions abo~t the cauSes of speed and productivity. Based upon an 
empirical,!study of a representative :ampling of federal district courts 

.. around the country J the report documentS< those ~agement procedures and 
controls which project staff identify as distinguishing courts which 
are-performing well from other courts studied. Although m&ny factOrS 
are anr!llyzed in the discussion of each of"these controls, the most 

'" effect'iveprocf.ldures wer~c,;those "in place not by accident but as "a' 
result of 'conscious cour~1i~y.1I5 .. \\ 

'I( 

\\ 5Fland~,rs, S,teven, Case Mana9fment and Court Man~!,,!nt in U.S. Uist"ict 
'\ Courts·.wa$h'ington~~ O.e~,~ ederal Judicial fenter. septeftl6er 1977, \,Po 5. -," 
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,A c~nsid~~le diwr~ity of additional literature 15'1 available on', 
both general fss\i~relat1ng to caseflow manag,~nt 'and/! the varil!ty of ,; 
problems and techn1quf!fH)bserved in variqus trial courts. Thepibliography 

"in Ap~'endix B (4) includesSOIOO representative listings' oftjle variety 
()f sources avaiTableand the reo""der -is encouraged ,to ext>l'Ore"these H 

according '1;0 hi~ gl!neraJ/intere5ts'~) specific ma~agement needs. /1 
c 0 \ "" 

B ..'Records Managel'l'lent I"" 

A, records system do~~ments and reflects the history, activities (\ 
',; and major concerns of an 'or9anilation~ In a court, the record system 

serves several purposes: iil1=,prJ!Serves a recordof legal actions ,.on the 
<; cases handl~d; i ttWCijmel\\ts \the ,JlrganiZation • s i nterna 1 admi n1 strati1G...*'4: 

arid it serves as an histor,tc~l resource for the cOillliunity's past. A --',. 
court recqrds system is als,o,thevehicle for recording activity and 
gathering 'information on the cotlrttsworkload, resources and management. 
As=such, it is a major component of all other "!'lnltsement activities. ' 

~~'.!J, 

, The' elements of ~" records s,ystem and their effectiveness are 
intricately related to the purposes Which the system_serves. For a 
c¢urt. efts. record system should be ~ prijijlJct ormanilgement pol;tcies and 

c needs, requi raments of the 1 ega 1 system served, and the conmul\i t'j( needs 
~concerning the reabrds maintained. This fr{lmE!W,?rk within .which a court 

record system deve'lpps involves many policy aM philosophical issues. 0 

Records manag~nt is~anestablished discipline in its own right, 
with standards and prfnciples'that can ilPply to any record sy~tem, 
court-related or not. There are cOOlOOn denominators of effective 

'! ~ecords manag~nt tbat may be sha~JI by a 11 records managers; when 
adapted to a cou~systemtothey repr~sent 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 connon problems faund inimplementfng and main­
taining an effective records system~ The cycle of records as di~cussed 
in these materials provides a fundamental framework that will be useful 
to any records lnanaQement plan.. Specific tourt records systems materials 0 ,'i 

include a ffM resources dealing witir'overal1 syst~ planning, with .the· 
bulk of the writingaddress1ng sp!ctfi¢" aspects oferecordssj'Sti!m opeY'atiotl 

'~ or particular plans an4,proMems pert1HMng tQs~¢ific )urisdicU\')ns. 

I, 7,) 

': ,\ , 
,,((./";~. , \ 

~, The 1 itetature of records maf~gement in general 'and court r~cords '" " 
in particular general1y appr9.ches thesubj~t from a systeft'ls perspectlve; 
howl~ver t giving little treatment to the 'phil osophi ca land po 11 cy issues" 
whi~h are critical to th_e shape and procedures of the record system." 
developed. The records cycle ... - creation, mainteoance" and retirement -. 
as well as specific problems relating to it, are the dominant themes of both, 
the general and eourt-specific writings. The ilssumption of,the literature 
is that records must be maintained and th~iL:t.here'-col'_ds manager should ,,; 
develop appropriate ~)tStems for this mairltenance,~ R~re1y do the writings 
address_tfle underlying framework whic;h generates the r~ord cycle" Wbat 
reCords does a court maintain? Why" are they maintained? .' Who uses them? 

'Who ~)~OUld, U~il them? Who' should maintain them? Are requit"ements fot ~ 

-y..=. 
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" c (~rectJrd maintenance com~tfffle with modern needs? If; not. "should they 
, be ch~ng~? If _ S\\hbow1 These are questions whiCh any manager Imst 

,\\,») osk before asyft~l can be developed. Records management literature, 
however., generallJ overlooks this essential-"'f\rl'l step. While the systems 
approach h essent·;al for a comprehensive records mana~nt cProgram. some 
attenti~n mtist first'be given todeterminlng what the fra~rk for that 

. p~gram shoul1:1 be. Certain records management problE\mS are(;prodticts 'Of 
'. inefficient mana9emen~ which can be solved by fmproY.nt~ inproeedures t 

, ( 

, resources;' and cstaffing. Other prObletfiS. While ameliorated by these,' " 
efforts, reqIJire fUHdamentalchanges in th,framework of the system .... y-

' in the relevant statutes and rules particu1ar'y ..... for 101l9-t3!rm remedy,., , 
For the V<al, ,oouf'~ manager, both ~vi'nues roost l)~ cons!dered. ,/ £'. 

~ conJiderable attention has therefore been given in the project's 6 " ~ 
Re!;ords Man~!9J!l'It Re~!t to the various 'approache,$ usl$d by ~ial cOl,lrts ~' \\ 
1n atta'" ting to esta iSh long-term change in tbei~ record systems and / 
parUcul~r changeS, in the framework which contr;f-buted to improved sy c "0 

opetations •. Extensive discussion is made on the process of defin (Indo '" 
assessing records 'management needs against ~he system's fra and c 

, fur determining alternative methods for making~heoframewor . re responsive 
0, , -.t9 modewn court operations and resottrces. Wi.th this fou ti~~the 0 

'fr, lal",~tn:t lTI{l.nager ca~ then draw, upon the USeftil~, .d " lIs".ystem.1l 

literature pertaining't~both reogrds management i enetAl as well as-

\ , 
\ 

to specificcourtilp~r.at1ons. ..-: .. .J,' ~ '" , 

Q 
II' 

l:n:tetms of general rec~slfia'iag_~ terature, an excellent 
oyervi~ of system compol'lent:; a!,(r!~i~nts is provided in a s~ries, " 
ofartlcles under the heading JI'Beg'nn~ ':t:"cCorner", published in Information and" 
Records Managemenl,.fror.tApril,Q970)it ugh Oc~J97l. TVe articles . " ,'" 
dfspuss bOthgene,~~) concepts re)pting to the recti~~~le and ,.SP.eq,ifi, c" ,:-/~ 
planni,ng and i'mplementation ta",$l(s and conSiderations ~'::i~{t~n ,the //':;;; 
management of a' records systftM. The subjects addressed inclw discrete ,/ II 

. system activities and components {the record~ :inventory, record . erSt r.;, // '\\ 1 
fonns control, ret,ordsriq~ir~1lfmw, document~fi1ing. and retrieval ~., / II; 

well as general planning and management considerations (securing manage-~~_ ' 
ment support, Syst~~.1mpleme, nta, tipn, and ac, qui ring alld tra, iningstaff). -~-.::~~ ('I J 
Management. Han_~.k series prepared by .the ~ational Archives and 
An excellent praptlcal complem'"t to th~se articles are til, Records " ~l-"';'\' 

Records ~erdceorthe u.s. ~-eovernment. ,The series consi'~ts of a, number 
of reports;.,on \yarious specific aspects of records management, includi~- i~) I 

. fl1e'ope,-ation~tfonns ~signt ~ubj~t filing, filestatiQns, fom and 
guide}~tters,mail manag~nt a~e/tnf~rmation retrieval, as welJ as a I 

9Ui~&:0 microfonn retrieva)~it1pment and computl?' o~tPut. " ---" I 
,,' ,;. The literature directed specifically to court records mAllagemeut is._ 

; best derfved from'the various records managementQlans and reA9rts, =1 

prepared by or for specifi'c jurisdictions and specif~ reports\describing '=~~ ,\~ _" i 
the kind~ of technic4l1 equipment!lwhi~ courts Jf!igtlt c,~idar in improving \1 :1 

their records systems. Before delving into these specialized materials, 
two general backgroundt'esources should)}{! rtqted. An excellettt ,over,view 
~o the ~rOblems and approaches ,,~f mar@g1ng a ~our~ records ",:SYS~, ' "I 

. 'J ? f~ j 
i 

"j 
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provided in Robert Harrall's "Court Reootds MiH~a . f~ The 1MiW~1c Q / p y 

RevisitedU which should" be reag Jff ~njun~t4'Olf~ J~ t~& more ~ial ized~" " 
studies. 'Where resource;i" pennit t the Record~ Man ~ AJ~hops/' 
conducted by the lnsti tutt! fOr! ,~ourt Managemeni prQ "a deta iletf, ~", 
treatment,4)f theselssues i1tl,arig~,i.th praetkalgufde ines aJld'matenals '" 
for assessing and ~mpr~lV~;ng'reco~"dssls€~and marw' etne)'%'in individual 

, courts. ',' """,,/ "" ,r/ ;,' , 
c .:: /,~;J~ ~Y~"'-' -;;- c> 

~ The eourt-specifit recDi~"management stU=di :' are gener~11y 9f two 
types: tfiose which att /to d~velop a compr , nsiv~ records management 
program for a spedfJ~ ~sitl:fctiori,7' ~nd thos,EM hieh address specific 
records ,managemeJ:Wl>roblem~., RepoJ'~' 1n the flt'St- category dealing with 
eQmprehensi~Teeords managQmeat s.y~temS hav~'general1y been prompted by 
an effo~t,~o improve the ~lGiency of reco~atkeeping operations by 
devell¥"ping more unifQFmfty ,f procedure anq/as-suring more accurate and 2 

timely reporting~ Offen, t'ese studies were launcrred as part of a 
~,,, statewide admnnistrative aJ o~t or structural unifie~tton of local 

courts. /' '-II' , h 

? J - ' 
o I . 

A variety of good rec~l~dS mana~nt plans and programs of thifi.& -
type exist. A few example 1 are cited here t with additional refeP2f~es 
noted in the Appendix., l'h i Colorado ~~udiciCil Department has d:eVeloped a 

~'>/; 

number of usefulmaterjals.pertaining i' to both manual an~ a~t&iated ' 
systems. The Georgia Adminiis.trative Oi~flce of the tourt~Atas recently 
und~rtaken a four-pt'iased p',~Ject to document and str~lineexisting 
recard-keeping policies and practices in the stat~i~ general and limited., 0 

jurisdiction courts. _f' A similar effort was J"unc~d by the Missouri _ 
0, ~AGmirdstrative Office of the Courts. An 'of these prOjectsJ!ave prepared 

'f. o=reports documenting,the<'studies and specifj¢,ffortsinvolved. Although 
the availability of these reports may ,be limited, the activities of _ " >~ - ~ 

;~~~. a~~~:~m!:!;~E~O~1~:~ifj:'11Y dlscu.ssed thr~lI9h CO/l1:itet§L~~ . ',I 
__ ',,_A.Jl!JR'Jiercrfcou~t systems have prepared procedural manuals t.o . " ~ 

-' ;;"~nt court proce~res andrecord'ing .requirements in particular." .d" 
Those developed for tHe coorts of Colorado,'l4airULa~~oare falflY J 

o 

re~re~entt-tiY~. exampl~9~thetypesand range 'of resource~ 2devel~.(' ,,_ . \11 
for the'-day .. to .. day use of records system staffs. Inadditlon,..,sORlf7~'-- - O~.~= ¢, 0 II 
states h~ve prepared sUI'IIDIlries. of these manuals as a'vehicleforixplaining 
,~urtoperations and procedures to. t~~ publi~. In this ,regard,./th~1 ~ 
Maine, C:iti zen I s Handbook cOJiIbi TIeS lJqm'COiist'i tuti ona:i9,nd statlJtor,f , ' /... . /f~'1 
~uirements "with a description of speCific ci)urt/operations ~~levant tG " l' f~#~; 
litigation." ,," ._, /;;V,a, ~ j-] 

TWQ',exe~l1ent examples of how courtf1!cord systems ca'n be assesset{..?.:~;~;;~];;'/.?7/// I 
and updated t satisfy C!l9rtoperatioJlal needs more adequately arettl~;>Y .. i 
Records Marm ement Stud preparedj'{)r the Florida ,clerk i s Associ~n ' 
an ecor s.. 'na ement: An Anal'sis of Cur~nt Practices anYrocedures 
ana· u~es ODS or mprovemer.t prepared ,,'1 t· eeve an ",ourt anagement 
Projec for the ~uyahOgaJ!6unt~" Oh"1o~ourt system .. "" While, these ~tudi~s 
are quite expliclt in ,their ~econmendations and guidelines- for the court 
systems involved,ttr'ey nevertheless suggest a' cOtlIilOnground for; court 

G " " ~,; - ", \', . '" () 
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" ~~J'those :tri~lcourt,managers ~oc.::-~ considering specific.ui~~ ",~ 
ment"ilitterr.atfVDSI two Nation~lt~nter" for~State Courts iltC;$tion~<c 
"w4911 be extremely us~ful.~M1.Frofi1mand the Courts ~"i __ /~~~~~~~=~ 
'microfflmsystems~f1d their potential udHty to eOt,lY'ts,l ludirligtlmir 

, ~,~4 relativebenefits t costs and qua:ii)l~Y. General considerati ,$ reglrding 
record stol'age, retention and dispOst:l:ion Are ""lso discussed. BusilW!ss 
Egu~nt and ~he Courts grovi~es a ~imilar reYiew of various fil~ngt ' 
rep -uct'lon ana text editing sy~ for pqtential court use. &,' / , J" 

.' , Alis~of thelie:_terials and a,/variety of otiTersl" i~:riided in 
Appen~ix ,if (4 B (·s».\ " " ~,,_o/c,;P/ 

y~ "'OJ ,_'/-
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~),~' ',~,>: j:d\~~~~~4~U.~e ~Undill9. Even whel"f!the "",I/olt" may appear 
'i<()i.,' c, ' to be :] oca 1, 1 ts " 1 m~act"~~~J~I~ on. both a 1 Dca 1 and s~~te 1 ENe 1 ' 

'", for the ~nd re'sult lsa decrease" l1f"-tMt"11abl~:funds. Tha lmpact WhlCh 
, such actions nave, on lGcal government agencies in-~genet'al and bll the 

courts in particul ar, is ali issue which ,should be studtedas ",000"«$ 
pass i b 1 e. . , I ' "" 

Apart from the iosue of state vs. local funding~a considerraille 
b~~"Qf mater-ial~P'ublished periodicaUy documeoting the specific 

'. ;j 
",:<,~"t.-

, , amouneo'f." funds receivedcby cou!:t system's. ThemQ$t comprehensiVie 
"j, source/or 'this jnf,~nnation ls~:rQYid.e(Ljp.r~U.S.a:areatf of ~hSUS'$. 

It, Expenchture an;!! EmP'f~nt'Data f'Or the Crlmlnal Justice S.)'<stem. These 
jra,portsprOVidedeta1ed statistica.l breakdowns~of expenditure data by = 

! jutisdiction-from federal ~ state and local sources for all criminal I justiteact1vitfes" with spe~;fic breakdown~'~f1cluded for lljudtdal"., " 
"r Illegal Sel"Vlces .. a.nd., prosecutlOn ll ~ and "publlC ~~nseu. . 

I'll., 
,::' '-"-:: 

.' The"secondtheme of court-financ;'al literature, t.'e-q the concept 
of inherent powers, has been approached from both a theoretical as well . 
as a practll!al perspective: uluherent powers ll refers to the autlwr~ty·=~,==, 
oJ th~ court,. as a constitutionally created branch ofgovernroent t to, ""'"oo:i 
en~tlre its effective functioning and performance. The elemet;\ts or ' 
application of the doctrine have never beet;! funy spelled oue:~.\ A 
numbElrof cases provide defin; tions of "inherentpowers'lI, but;\n~gardless 
of definition, it is gener-ally agreed that IIthe"applJcationofi,,~e 
doctrine must be 1 imtted to' item~ indispensable to' 'tn'-e.,f\"'qlctioni~ of 
the judiei al syst~m.u7 "'o . "~"""~.~. __ 

, ." " c, .:.:::: ->-- ~ ,:-. -:0: " -.....~~""'-~-,:;~~-..c 

AS to the tioc:trfne's practical utility, its value is dubiousaS',a~ 
,o~".!fleans of achievingaddittona1 direct su~port. There haw~ been seyef'ar"\~ ~ 

~~-" :~~cases" in \l/hich the court has sued the Jdfa'j funding sour<:e for fa~lure 
i. . . ..-':, -'tCrlff~deqt!ate funding..Generally ,'"Uadequate" has been synonyll1ou~ 

I

· ',' c • ". .. wi th .[j reguesteaTr.--C-Ttre-ii~9....nff;.Jtl these. cases suggests a', rna r9j na 1 " 
. practH:al impact of such 1 itigat~ite_ the often forceful 01s- .' 
1~.cus9ions of judicial independence and sepal'a~n.. Qf pO\tler~ in"--"tt:tecase 
I materi a 1 s. Some observers go further to cri ti ci zEi" tire'-e~k.ine as-

o
,=, '-~ 

diverting attentioi'\J!Way from the highly. c,riticalbudseting taSKS faCing 
,. cou.rts, 4r .. 1Cluding se.tting O .. bje.ct.1ves and~.,~.ri. oriti/es. for fi Pan.cial n.E!!,'liedS, 

since there will never be suff; ~ient ~funcr~ a va il.~b 1 e to perform a 1 ~ of 
. the functions deemed necessary .ih an ide~l system of:Justice. ThiS"· II 

"<Q!ls,~rvation ha~ been, borrie out by a number of trial cout::t staffs contacted 
~ dQMmrtheJlrQJ~~~t •. ~~-~~c ••.•• ~ .•. '. ..••.. ,. .....••.• .. 0, "~'c~ -~'~c. . •.... ~ 
~"-~.~.. , 

,,'-'t~~Q Closely linked to the qoncept of inherent powers. is the third theme 
.. """" . -"''''-'.:;:;;,~?f th£hJ iterature, jud'icial independence; and, particularly"" tne implica­
>', ". """"'~ \~~,~s of leg~slative and;::executive agency interference with the f~ula-
'"f '~">., tlol~d .. rev1ew of the court budget. ' 

"" 'co,\ " "~~" .,m.~,~ .'=_=~'~~=="O"" ..... ====~=~~=,=~ 

" 

o 

° ~~:~\~~!l~erent powers is well ;xplored in Car.t Baar'~~ 
Separete but Sub~~ient, pp. 143-149.' "-':.<,"~/. 

~, ... ~ '7'~,., 
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A n_r of r':~ns for executive and legiSlatiV.\ involv .... n(e in 
the detenninat'ion oT the trie:l court hl.~dgf!t have been ffered. Some ~~~ 
'explain this involvement by an unwarra,q,te«hiesire of t ese.~agew-.Aesto 
4umtnat~ theco~t budget pr()~s$:... Dthe~~~~-tflEf-situation to 
the court's tradltional distastef~t~~gement in general and inability 
to cope wtth the comple':,!~f fina~Ja1 ma~lg-:ment .in particular. The 
mast plausif?te ex~l~n for executive and legls1atlVe involveroont in 
the courtJ)~bcess has been advanced by Baal" who ties it to the 

~r_~JW-s-~-riXittonal delegation of the tahing and spending authorities. 
>~c ''''---Regardless of the reasons for this involvement, ""t1te need for a court 

--=--- financial?nanagement capability to plan and budget for the cost of court 
operations. is important.in light of the: serious financialcons;traints 

.JJ~.mest4f{mdmg bt)dies~ both state and local .. 
,>,' - , • \ 

WbJleno comprehensi¢~ treatrqent of the issues,concerns and functions 
involv~d iV{, ____ t!l~J:oncept oftriar court finaru:ial management has developed 
outsi~~ of j:hewor1eo-fthe Court Management Project. a number of useful 
materials have been prepared QY state and local courts which can be of 

" value in oriQnt;ing the trial c~urt manager to the Variety of approaches 
and techniques being t~ied in ~hiS area. Several states ha~e developed 
manuals of standard accounting 'hnd reporting procedur~s, (North Carolina, 
Colorado, Nebraska, and Massach~etts, for example} al .. d a num~~r of 
others are i~ the process of devIlopment. Particular attentionis .called ~ 

'
to th& Mass.c~usetts Court Bud e:;t00kodeveloped by the Na.t iO .. nal Center -
for State COU}llts under a grant fr the Massachusetts Conmi ttee-oo . 
Crimlnal Jusd~e in 1976. The B k is organized around a- five-step 
budget1Q9 proc~ss (planning; preparation; review; submission and justifi­
cation;.and morl~toring) and 'provides specific procedures and fonns for' 
developing"~dget estimates as well as forms for collecting information 
to prepare th~-next year's budget. While geared to 'tt1e court budgetary 
process usad irrMassachusetts at the time~f preparation, the step-by­
~;tep procedures and data collection forms should, with appropriate 
modifications, have utility to any jurisdiction. ' 
r;.' --___ ...=... 

Several of the larger trial courts have developed budgetary g~iQ~­
lines geared to both internal budget formulation and outside agency ~~. 
review (los Angeles Superior Court, Cook County, Illinois Circuit Court, 
Multnomah County, Oregon Circuit Court~ for example). Contact with 

~ ,the~,e and other jurisdi~tions may be the most valuable sou~e of infor~ 
matiOn and insight for the trial court manager into the functions and 
procedures of the financial management systems 'of these trfal courts. 

,~ 

D. Personnel Management 
.""~' "", " , 

",!Pers.onoel management involves a number of management components 
alf'jd'~oncerns which are cOIlifit,~.-.tttanYQrganization, public or private" 
Whi1e't~e ttha-ra'cteristics of a court personnel system often differ 
s~9nific .tly from those of other~governmental units as well as other 
p"ivate 0 . ~iza:Uons, the mana'gementconcerns are, for the most part," 
simi 1 a r. Tn \) concerns generally center about spec; fi c act i vi ti es 

", (classificatjoh~;lecruitment~ selection,retenti(Jll) compensation, 
promotion, and d~ ipline) as weB. as the more general issues of def1filfi§~ . 

.: o..;~ • --:", ,r • 
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the type of work to be perfonned, determining how it can most efficiently 
be pey-formed, an9~creating an environment which stimulates employee 
perfo~nce ~nd encourages prodoctivity. 

I~. 

An of these issues have ,been addressed in .varying degrees by the 
literature of general management~ personnel administration, and behavioral 
science. A number have alsobe~ discussed in terms of specific court 

. systems. What has been missing from the literature, however, is any' 
comprehensive treatment of court~ersonnel management per'se as a subject 
in its own right and of the context itl" which these management concerns 
and actions arise and are performed. While both·the ABA and NAC Standards 

. advocate independent judicial personnel merit systems, toost tour~ admin-
" istration texts give little attention to the subject, and many of the 

more recent works do not even mention upersonnel" as a distinct court 
management subject. For this reason, three recent works, in varying, 
~.jtages of publication, will be of great value to trial court managers in 
und~~tanding and dealing with personnel management concerns. 

The first, Personnel Administration in the Ccurts {1978} provicles a 
detailed overview of court per sonne' management as to the responsibilities, 
requirements and issues involved. C Specific personnel actl'vities, such 
as the classtfication process, recruitment, compensation plan develop-
ment and maintenance, training, grievances, and discipline are addressed 
irl separate, chapters. Suggestions are made regarding the apprqpriate 
structure for court personnel management, including requisite pol icies,,, 
rules and procedures. Reference to specific site experiences, ~ncluding 
an Appendix of sample court personnel materials, ~s also included. 
V-trtuany~11of the ma~agement concerns and responsibilities for a 
tri~l court perso~l~~ger are treated in the document from the 
perspective of the issues inVolmanci the experience of specific state 
court systems. The volume should be used in <:onjunction with the Trial, 
Court Management Project Personnel Report to provi.Qechistorical perspective 
and more detailed background on the speciffc trial cov.f'ti~sues addrl;:!$se,~. .' 

J --::-"'0,", j, 

The second, a study of collective bargaining patter:ns amongsbte., 1 
court employees,&'as beert 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 Natiof,lal, 
Science Foundation, Colels study has explored patterns of unionization 
among court employees in fourteen states and some of the specific political 
and legal problems encauntered. In the absence of judicial policy on 
the subject, Cole notes, courts have wrestled wit~ 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~ployees 
demonstrates the pecll1iar mix of publiC; administration principles and 
judicial independence doctrines which characterize the subject of trial:·'. 
court personnel management. Although so~: case law has developed to 
date, he suggests that no definitive trea~ment of these issues has 
emerged. The issues of power and authority and their implicaticms for 
the collective bargaining cprcx:ess among court employees wh1th Cole 
treats present a usef1!1 complement to the more operational 'concerns 
addressed by lawson, Ackerman and Fuller. 

--- ---=~-------=~~ -'--
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The third cOI.i;'rtpersonnel effort addresses the issue of affirmative 
action~ launched, in 1977 by the National Ceotet fm- State Courts under 
the auspices of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, the 
study is designed to review court activiti~s,and problems in the develop­
m~nt and implementatio~ of Aff1nnative Action programs and to pr~vide 

C-teehnical assistance and docUfl1entation regarding f~eral and loca·1 
requirements and compliance issues. ' ' 

(J These recent court personnel manttgement resources should be used in 
conjunction with reference to the divel'sity of general personnel manage ... 
ma~t texts and court-specific personnel :studies. A sampling of these 
tJlater,ials is,;,provided in Appendix B nV B (7», and a brie'$~discussion ofa 
selection of these works is provided below~ , '" ' 

" .~ ~ 

G,~neral guidel ines for establisfi1ng a compensation plan~ including 
thenuii'lber of pay struct,ures, pay range intervals and steps, salary' 
surveys and principal classes ,.are provided in the Handbook of Modern 
Personnel Admini~tration edited by Joseph Famularo. Characteristics. 
of effective court compehsatiotl and pay plans in particular are discussed 
in'th~ Public Administration Service Report to the £010radoJudicia1 
Department, May 1973-. ,ICM' s HandbooK provides additional perspective 
on this area by treating a number of technical issues tnat 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 iff' Stahl's Public Personnel Administration, Chapter 14, IIHsa,lth, 
Safety and Welfare" and chapter 15, "work' Hours and Leava." v 

- - ~, ~ 

StaJrl l stext also d,etails the procedures and rules generally used 
and adhere.d tofn the- recruitment, examination, and selection process .. 
Particular reference ts made to the implications of legislation such as 
the Cj vil Ri ghts Act of .1 964 and the Equal Employment Opportuni ty Act of 

"1972. There have also l>een several court cases on specific aspects of -/ 
the recruitment, examination and selection process. These are briefly 
discussed in the lew s Handbook e-,nd include: i! 

,'I, " 

, ,(1) Carter v .. Gallagher, 3 D.'P .. O .. 8205, affirmed in ~art, 452 F~2d . 
315. 1971 !',and iiiOdHjed enbanc, 452 F. 2d 327, 1.972, oraer~ng an affirmatlVg 
actio," recruitnlent-m-',ogram; c," 
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(2) Arrinronv. Mas,s!fthu"setts Bay Tr~~s2ort,ation Authority. 306.· ". 
F. SuPp. ljS5, '§6§, cha1fenging written examlnadons that have no .. ' 
relationship to job performance; 

~-=.~_ (3) Gaston Count,y v. 'United States, 395 U.S. 285, 1969,,, finding 
that requirements for certain leve1s Ot educational attainment discrim­
'fnate against minorities who have received inferior education as a 
result of segregation; 

(~' 

-=_-.c.== 

(4) Coffe~ v. Brady, 372F. Supp. 116, 1971 t fi ndi ng that 
vacancies must he· tilled with a 50-50 ratio between black and white 
applicants until the racial ratio equals that of thecOImIunity; and 

(5) srfyfJs v. ;Duke'Power Co., 401 U.S. 424, 1971$1 prohibiting a 
written inte 1gence test that does not relate to job performance, but 
excludes minorities, notwithstanding the employer' s l~/Of discrimin.qtory 
intent. 

Several court dectsiorts since publication of ' the Handbook expand upon 
these, mo~t notably Universit,y of"California Regents v. Bakke, 46 U.S.LW. 
4896~ " 

There are also some local handbooks developed by individual juris­
dictions providing general information and specific guidelines on \ 
recruitment policy and practice. Ma.ny o,f these have been dev~loped by 
law Qnforcement agencies and ,t\iscuss legal requirements and local policy 
for the selection process, in-service :training, counseling, and evaluation. 
The bulk of these materials have cpnsiderable applicatibn to the court 
personnel management process. 

For courts which are considering establishing a personnel system 
with !Jefined rules, position descriptions, job classifications, perfor­
man,ce measures,comp~nsation schemes, and grievance procedures, a number 
of court-specific studies may be of interest. LEAA's Criminal Courts 
Technka 1 Assi stance Project has produced a Ilumber of reports toassi st 
specific jurisdictions in planning for personnel system needs, including 
methodologies for determin'ing system flequirements; procuring con~)11tant 
services and sys,tem implementation. ~~ addition, Arthur Young ,and 

. Company's Non-Judicial Staffing Study, prepared("'for ,the California 
Judicial Council in 1974,u-discusses a number of ' relevant issues td 
staffing~ including methodologies for conducting~a staffing study, 
classifying positions, and using weighted caseload techniques ,for deter ... 
mining non .. judicial personnel needs." C 

Labor activity, although a relatively recent phenomena among court 
staffs, has had a substantial impact upon the structure as well as the 
operation of personnel systems in other sectors. Several of the general 

. public administration materials can proviqe insight into the issues 
potentially confronting trial.cCQurt managers. and explo.red in depth by , 
Co.le. Nigro and Nigro's The New PublicePersonnel Administration, Stanley's 
Mpnaging local GOVernment Under Union Pressure,and Chickering's Public 
tmJ,oyeeunions av.a excellent sources for persp.:{ctive on this subject. 
ffa or issueS' 'of public employee 1abor relations which are flOW appeari.ng', 
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a~ng,ocQurt empl~yee labor groups 41'e c.tiscussed, including t~e rfght to 
,strikf!,i the relationship of unioJ'l' agreements to local laws and ordinances, 
the nat~~ of the bargaining ~nft and the scope of bargaining Pte~ogatiVl5. 

. - u 

\~/ /11 

/lespite this useful body of materia1s de~lin9 with both general . 
personnel management issues and specific court experiences, many trial 
court!l1'iana~ers have experienced great difficulty in applying these 
persqnnel management,principles to their trial coun:s or in adapting th,e 
systems developed by other courts. These difficulties stem~,:~in large " , 
part. from the unique characteristics oof authority and',cont~l inherent 
in eacb'trial court environment and the local and statt;l system in wl),ich ' 
it functions. While this ~niqueness should not excuse ',i,the court's" from 
riot adopting a systematic pers dtme 1 ,management program,::, it mus,t be, 
recOgnil;f!d. defined, and the resulting organizational, l'1~~a~ionships 
delineated before any personnel management policy or aC1,tlvlty can take 
plac~. ' 

, 

'I ff ' 
like otMr areas of court management, the personner} serving a t,rial 

court'>syst~m often work in a number of different offi,ce1s or agencies, 
each with its own supervisory structure 'imd personnel' relationships. ' 
Very rarely are even cle~k staff and judicial staff under tbesame 
supervisory structure, let alone ,;the other, IIcourt" staff working in 
probation, pre-'trial, juvenile, domestic relations, accounting. and 
other special services. The authority to manage is, therefore, often 
diff~e~ among several managers, each responsible for his own sphere of 
activity with no transcending organizational structure to create a 
coherent personnel management systl!m .. or even the potential for one. 
For trial courts in unified court systems, the requirements a'ild structure 
of the state p~r$onne1 system can proviae a context for the trial court, ' 
manager's persd~nel activities, but by no means eliminate ffis day-

, to-day managemer'i~ res pons i bH i ti e$ or concerg,s. 

In addit~Jn \, the organizational 'context of a trial court, its 
personnel management is f~rthe~complicated by a number of other f~?rs 
which govern the scope ancr exercis6b of, administrathe authority: ,!70(;ll.~, 
merit system requ'irements,. Supreme Court rules and directiVes, col1ecMve 
bargaining contracts, affirmative action elans, and political patronage. 
The trial court manager's freedom to manage, therefore, is generally 
circumscribed to varying Gegrees' by political and legal fac,tors whose 
operational impact will vary frQm jurisdiction to jurisdiction. " 0 

!?~, /, 
For these reasons, each trial court perc;onneL,management program 

must adapt ~lhe genera!. principles of personnel management to the frame .. 
work of authority and control in the local trial court environ~nt. The 
trial court manager must blend structure and flexibility, premised upon 
sound management principles and 'adapted to the,op~ratihg·relationships 
of 'tis local court system. In referring to the varfety .. of person!,)el . 

. management materials availab!e, note should bi! made continually of, the 
localenvironmen1; in which these materials might be used and the p~anning 
and preparation required to implenent effectively a consistent pet'£..gnnel 
management program. It i5to these issues which the Project I s Personnel, 
Management.Report'is directed. " ',..' , 
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III. Uses and Limitations 
~ ~-

The material s '"discussed cbove and the additional resources notedi n 
the Bibliography can,provide both background aYld practical information 
on the variety of issues, fac,tors and concerns which g()' into the manage ... 
ment of each of these, aspec1:s of trial court administration. Where 
local juriSdictions are the subject of these"writi,rgs, readers should 
contact appropriat~ local officials t9 more ful1y~xplore thf! systems or 
procedures described. ~ny authors listed would also ',be hapJiY to discuss 

, thear viewpoints and readers are encouraget\ toshart with th~m any' 0 

";;i'~~xperiences or problems they might have whl,ch relate to thef ... work. ,. 
\~'I 

, If assistance is needed in obtaining any of these materials listed, 
' .. the followfng or9iurlzati'bns maN be of helPf 1,\ , 

-

Crimin~l Courtsc"Technieal Assistance Project 
o ]nstitute for Advanced Studies in JU$'ttee 

The American University 
4900 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W. 

, Washington, D.C. 20016 
202/686-3803 

=-.=~~ 

The National Center .for State Courts I 
300 Newport Avenue Ii 

Williamsburg, Virginia 23185 
\, 804/253-2000 

National Criminal Justice Reference Service 
1015 20th Street 
Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20037 '. 
202/862-2900 

In using these materials the trial cOl!rt judges anid 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 cpurt writers, 
very 1 ittle definition or anaclysis of the elements and im~lication$ of 
these desired goals has been documented in any terms meanin,gful t-oCthe 
manag~ment process of individual trial courts. Indeed, the process of 
tmph~menting th@se· goals has only recently begun in several jurisdictions. 
1i,lhe problems of implementation and modification are still prominent'and 
pervasive and the actual impact is not yet known. " ' 

" ~What i~ apparent is that these goals in themselves win not provide " 
a panacea to the host of complex management problem~' which ~rial ~ourts 
experience although the literature might leave one. wah tl1e impreSSion 
that major mAnagement problems will be remPdied pncethese reforms are . 
established, While administrative centralization, structural unification, 

, '. . ,:~) " II ' 

SThe exper~ence ir the Court M~n~gement Project's si~e studies strongly 
bears out that the achievement Qf overt indicators Qf administrative 
centralization, structural unification and mQre. "efficient" operational 
procedures has not in itself supplanted the need for,reach trial court 
to 6develop a management capability to deal with the~aseflow, records, 
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a~d efficierlt proceCIures can be topls for1mprpving it trial court's 
management,the test of theirJuttima!e,~S in the degree to which 
they improve the system of ,Jpst,ce i~ORlIltmi,ty. They are not }!nds in 
them, selves. ~~,Ir ,/" """ '" 

.e j 
'J 

, A second, and related lim:Jtation, is" 'the general ab"serce of discussion 
Qf trade-offs which must be recognized when one course of action 1$ 
seJected over another. There is no "bf:!st way" to manage any organiza;fon, 
let alone it trial court. The deSignation of priorities in one areaftrJst 
be accompanied by t~ clear recognition that~J)ther aeUvities will be,/ 
placed in secondary lmJ)tWtance. Along with the benefits 'Of centraltz-
ation~ fGr example, must be recognized t.he frequent ,disadvantages q;f 
losing local control., Similarly, any priQrity gfvento criminal cC4,'se 
processing must be bal~nCErd a,gainst the impact of this priority on "civil 
case dispositions. These trade-effs must be considered in both estab-

.... ~ lishing overall court goals and objectives as wen as in the details of 
specific management a~tivities,' such as case assigr,mmnt tnethods, record 

"retention schedules, jo'b classificatiOrf schemes" budget strategies, etc. 
::::<'c. _7:~= ____ ~ .~ 

C ('I 

Thir ~ most court,literatur~ fails to recogni~e the tremendous 
'. d,iversit '0-..~rial cOlJrts which canno~ be subsumed within a model ,~f 
Unif str ~ures or proceduf<es. Trlal courts are not standardized' 
institutions Pt15sessing coomon characteristics ami involved in ,sim'ilar 

, sets of activities which are amenable to uniform procedures. While 
fonnal1y, structural and operati,onal models might be d1!veloped,~he 
interaction of many informal variables actually de~,ermine tbe"way th~t 
a "model" wor.ks. The internal relationships CllilOng the court's judges, 

"the role and authority of the chief judge~ the local concepts tif how 
'that authority should ,be exercised, both within an~ outside of the, 
~ourt, the traditions of local practice among the bar, prosecutor, 
defense and law enfol"Cement agencies, the working relationship -- or its 
absence -:'" of the court and its funding agency _. these and oth(!r factors 
cont,rl bute one Wb.)1 of' another to the management, envi ronment of the court 
and cannot be ignore~ in the ~arch for, operationa~ improvements. " 

, :;. - ,\ 

-,~ The significance of this diversity is particularly important when 
cons~~ing inter~jurisdictional transfer of management systems and 
techniqueS.~tJiJe the value oft;Ofllllunication and sharing of experie~ces 
and resources amo)rg trial courts r.alJnot be overemphasized, iD should ::not 
be done with a view tlo~~sale adaptation of,. particular sys~ems or:! 
techniques just because theil1aw:. worked'wel1 for4thers. Even a cursory 
rcwiew of tr'fal c~urt acl!l1inistra~~rien(;e demonstrates the total , 

'~ . 
..::::~­

-:""',::. 

financial and personnel managem€~t needs of i~~<l'~,jUr~diction. " 
Without this management 'Capability, the insti.tution of'the..se measures 
can often result in~merely a change of problems rather thanm~their 
elimination. Those courts which were found to be handling these'~,,'.,·, 
fllnctions effectively operate in both highly centrallzt!d as well as ~~ 

, ' 

; " 

decentralized systems and in a variety of structures and with a ~~ 
diversity of procedures." "~~" .. 
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fanure that ~n oc~ur when "successful" systems'are:tran~planted out of 
Co the context in which they were developed and apart from the operational 

objectives they were designed to serve. 

Fourth,very little systematic l~valuationcor tm~unJLi1! been 
. conducted to determine the impact and effect of the various nre~1I 
that have tak~ri place. Until thjs analysis is performed. we can know 
very little about the ue'ffectiveness" of certain;:rneasures and the relative 
advantages of a new/system over an old .. 

Finally, the trial court managershollld note tha't, until recent1y, 
court 1 iteratpre appears to have developed in a vacult:~,reflecting 
little cros~ ... ferti1iiation from the developments of other disciplines. 
Admittedly, the court as ean organization displays a untqt..~ set of . 
internal and external characteristics which bear upon the1ocus, del~­
gation and exer~ise of authQrity and management, These characteristics 
make the court not readily amenable to many of the standard:organiza- . 
1';iona1 management theories. There is still mu~:h value in cq;nsidering 
:the management approaches of other st!ct()rs-~~~ 'the l!ity, thf} hospital, 
tHe academic institution, for example -- tosPleClftc'-~sp~cts "'of court 
management opera ti Q1IS. 

In large 'Bart, these limitatioos;)'stem from the brief time in whicn " 
these developments have occurred and the lack of~perSpective which we 
hav,e to judge them •.. For this reason, the trial tliourt manager will ' 
benefit'",from as broad an exposure as possi b 1 e to 'the general .management 
literature suggested in Appendix B (IV A) as. a co~~plement to an under­
standing of the specific treatment of casefillow, rl~cords, financial; 
and personnel management 1ssues., i: . 
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APPENDIX C 
SITES STUDIED 

" 

STATE OFF-SITE SITE TELEPHONE SURVEY 

ill P{F C/R P/F C R P F 

ARIZONA 

Maricopa County 
Superior Court X X X X X X 

fALIFORNIA 

Alameda County. 
Circuit Court X 

Los Angeles County 
Superior Court X X X X X X 

Marin County 
Superior Court X 

Oakland-Piedmont 
Municipal 'Court X 

Santa Barbara 
County Superior Court X 

Santa Clara County 
Superior Court X X ' X 

San Joaquin County 
Superior Court X 

Ventura County 
Superior Court X 

COLORADO 

State Court Admin-
is trator I S "Off; ce X 

.~~. 

D,enver District, Court (', X X X X X 

FLORIDA 
o=.~ 

Dade County Circuit 
Court X X 'IX X X X 

Circuit god County Court 
of Orange County X X X X X' X 

12th Judicial Circuit 
Court (Sarasota) X X X X 

,",,(t 
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STATE OFF-.SITE SITE TELEPHONE SURVEY 
, . 

ClR 
' , P/F C/R PtF C R P F ~ : I 
. ; 

! l 
I 

GEORGIA ' ! 
\ , 

Administrative Office 
of the Courts X 

Clayton, County c. 

Superior Court X 

Fulton County 
Superior Court 

HAWAII 

Administrative Office 
of the Courts X 

ILLINOIS 

Cook County Circuit 
Court X X X X 

IOWA 

Secortd Judicial District 
Court (Webster County) X X X X X X 

KENTUCKY 
(I 

50th Judicial Circuit 
Court (Mercer and 
Boyle Counties) X- X' X X 

MARYLAND 

5th Circuit Court 
(Howard and Carroll, Anne Arunqel 
Counties) I' 

X X X X 

Supreme Bench of 
Baltimore X X X 

MICHIGAN 

Detroit Reco~derls 
Court X X 

c 

Wayne County Circuit 
Court X X X X X X 

1.34 
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STATE 'OFF-SITE SITE TELEPHONE SURVEY 

C/R P/F C/R P/F C R P F 

MINNESOTA 'I \ 

Hennepin County 
Municipal Court X X X X 

9th Judidal District :j 

Court (Bemidji County) X ," X X X X 

NEVADA 

8th Judicial District 
(Clark County) X X X X 

NEW MEXICO 

5th Judicial District 
\", 

X \~\ 

N9RTH CA~ 
28th Judicial ')}tstrict 
(Buncombe County)' X X X X 

OHIO 

! ' Cuyayoga County Court 
of Common Plea~ X X 

Hamilton County Court '''; 

of Common Pleas X X X X X X X 

lucas County Common 
Pleas Court X X X X 

Summit County Court 
of COIl1llO~ Pleas X 

OREGON 

t 
MultnQrnah County 

,-

Four~h Judicial X X X X X X 
District 

! 
" 
II 
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! illJI OFF-51]]. SITE TELEPHONE SURVEY 

.£lR P/F C{R P/F C R P F 
~ 

''-=-='' __ =-.0--'' PENNSYLVANIA 

Allegheny County 
Court of Common Pleas X X X X 

Bucks County Court i,.' 

of Common Pleas X X X X 

RHODE ISLAND 

State Court Admin-
istrative Office X 

TEXAS 

Nueces ,County District 
and County courts X X 

WISCONSIN 

Dane County X 

Kenosha County X 

Milwaukee County X X X 

Rock County X ", 

Waukesha County X 

" 
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