











‘bv’vbe exermsed_ The num,’ I of Jurors calléd the number‘-'
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' detnmental to both:- i

G neceesrty, :nclude frnancwl‘ prOJectrons over a rnultr year, ‘
~.. period. If the budget process is based on one budget s year St
- there is a divorce of budgetmg from planmng, Wthh ra-{]

" POINT TO BE’

5, Procedures to ensure hudget adequacy A tml;.l

v'courl budget may prove deﬁcrent in several regards such"

i 'as.,

N

. farlure to meet requlremems of form, and

o fallure to meet .the resource : needs of the court by
T ¢ (19 Part Time Help,'

[B’lb()ﬂ Of OlﬂlSSlOﬂS or mrsestrmates

.. "own mistakes. There must be SOme protectrve procedures
' “_flnternal to the court. - ’

"troublesome in the past. - v :
Substantrve.mrstal\es and omr@stons are far more

* somewhat embarrassed by failure’ to ‘ensure ‘that- every

designed to help < courts protect themselves: against. their:

:.. - Mistakes of form: are seldom l‘ at'tl and normally requrre -
lonly an admomtxon to obset ve those aspects ‘of externally “-
j.rmposé:d budoetary procedures whrch have proved,

* serious. A trial court can find ifself strapped-for funds and . ces
Lice

‘aspect of court needs has been considered pnor to budget '

’ -(:H_ECKED:

NATURE OF CHEEK. -

e fitss When a tial court must budget for -

fringe benefits, there must be a’ check to:
. determing if the computation accumtely e

i flects the required percentage: of the total .- -
fsalanes estimated for the budget penod (in-

cludmg mcrcases in salanes dnd number of e
‘ ."‘posmons) S ERRRIA

Allowance for Tenipo-

T W
The executive branch budgetary procedures are fiot - acation Time-

.Detemnnauon of how to budget for a nght e
mix of fill-time and: part -time: employees 50

‘that court .is-adequately- staffed at peak.'_", .

o ,penodq and in vacation penods

) -Allow.mee for Conluc-:
'tors o

Deterrnmatmn of how 10 supplement full--. -

- time staff wrth Lontractorq Budget. should *

- include money o cover any antrctpated task

+ which: cannot: be performed in-house.:
- ‘Amount allocated. should reflect ‘reality ‘of ~
: -'task to be performcd and pn.varlmg «contmc--
“UtoF rates -

lnter{.mernmental Ser\- :
v - house: personnel by retarmng services_of - =

: * other. govem,mc\{el agencrcs (may. include: _V

Detemun'luon of how to supplemem in-.

personnel space, qulpment renlal,supplres.'

" _submrssron To preclude such'a failure, it is: prudent to

| the followrng
_POINTTOBE
w CHECKED B

: AllowanCe lor \Je\v Po-‘-Determrnatron that budget reﬂects salary
Cositons G

b NATURE oF CHE,CK?

authonzed posmons -

- Allowante for-in-Grade
Sulary Increases -
TR - sophisticated ‘projection if increases are not

- S|0n.

2 ,Allowance for: Cosl Ot‘
: Lrvmg lncre‘lses

* the mﬂauon mte specxf ied by local enact-
- ment

,;’.Allow.tnce for Frmge
.. Benefits :
’ ' " health insurance. Some treat fringe benefits

» " covering all agencies; but others requrre each
_ agency to-budget for some or all fringe bene-

) aulomanc. Should be a routme bud;_.,et lnclu- -

Governments vary markedly in budgetmg for
i employee beneﬁts. such -as; rétirement and . -

g ,mbtrtute mternal budget pracedures whtch force systema- o
~ -tic onsideration. of. those budgetary items which most © .00
: - Fedeéral Funding. Impact
‘often are overzooked ‘or misestimated. Typical of the -~ e
"_'-.budgetar}, rtems whleh requrre specral conslderauon are e

and other costs). The budgeted. amount 155 o

often negottated in advance

'Determrnauon as to whcther budget shuuld :
reflect new moncy to match federal funds™ -
. (often matching is handled by appropriations
,from a general matchmg fund); - determina-
~tion ‘as™“to budget impact. of ‘a‘ reduction or

- términation of federal funding for a  particu-
“lar program dunng the budget yenrt '

_'lncrease in- Cosl of

_1-costs.at the-appropriate; pay. gmde for newlv o

Usually an. automatlc computation based.on < .0
“ anniversary -dates, but will ‘require-a more- . .

May not be a budget item in’d JUHSdlCllOn
whiere edch cost:of- lwrng increase mist:be.
e ~.: ~ ‘approved by the *governing body ‘and fi-
' ' 7. nanced by a:supplemental appropriation. -
~“Where the increase is more or less automatic, -
the court budget should reﬂect the increase at

as an overhead item t‘lnanced from one fund -

Geods

lnipaet of ‘Mujor System

_Development .

v' Tipact of:,Nonnal el
..Workload Increases -

‘.'-lrnp'zict; of Chinges In v
+ _-procedural requirements has been anuctpated :
: m the budget, and rf 50 how adequately

Law or Rules .~ -

lmpact of New:
“Eacilities or New Judge-
.shrps ' :

Ascertam whether allowance has becn made‘

for mﬂatronary mcreases in supplles equip-.

yment, utility: costs, travel costs and- -other

“services; also whether selLeted mﬂatlon fac-
tor is- adcquate o S S

Ascertain whether cost lmpaet of major new'

:management systems (e &., information sys- - *

fems) have been fully- anticipated as to per- "

sonnel space equrpment and other costs

‘Ascenam whether rmpact of conunulng up-' .
_.\vard trends in worLload hds been rellected L
":ln the budgetv N :

Ascerfain whether rmpact “of new legaf or

Creatron of anew ff;:rlrty ora. new Judgeshlp : o

creates a sfries -of related . personnel and .

‘equipment r{eeds which- must. be.anticipated

' - ina budget Sheuld almost be a formula

New Programs A

The cosét oll’ new Progmms is ovcn under—“' '




‘“*sumjtcd Farlure to anucrp.rte sxdrt up costs

L an an‘a when\qm NS fn.quently aceur..

Antrcrpatmn of Hrgh]y Asccnam whethcr col ; ‘_on of_]ury costs,

Vuruuble C’osts

: Tarea of fn.qucnt underestxmauon

}'5‘-.‘.'Contingéncy'_Fundf : ;"_ Budgetmg is at best. an mcxact science. Pru-

: line-items- of ‘a-“sofi. vant:ly and running
i ',}roughty I%-2% of thc total budgct

- that they be: specrfrcally addressed m the budget proces
s illustrated in Appendrx F, :

Appendrx N

process are srmply

s kcomparmg performance to money requested
@ Tequiring Justrfrcanons of increased expendrtures
® protectmg the ‘court. agamst overruns ansrng from’
.~ volatile expenditures; -

‘budget year; and

_the court

- such an analysis. This type of staff support is crucial.

~well- staffed tnal court

D Fmanclul Pohcy cmd Sfrategy

~ ds a’means of obtammg approprrauons from a state or

o means of estab _

i nt:'ral outlays) is'quite common. Thxs is

T trons are the pnnmpal but by rio méans the sole, source:
- of funds. for trial courts. A trxal court budget is part’ of a_'

- indigent defense costs, witness costs or med- ~Jarger’ plan for funding court operations and capital im- .

T AT e R _icaland psychmtnc CXam.costs are computed E

- withou omission of key factors. This is n provements if such are needed Budget demsrons there-

. fore, are: made i in the broder context of a financial plan'f}:,
: .?'whlch mtegrates all possrble fundmg SOUrces avarlable to.

-ﬁtnal courts; The more common fundmg sources are hsted'_ :
fo _ g 07 dence dictates that there be''some’ con-_v REESUE S L
el o P :tmgency funds, nonmlly phced in various-

:_"srderatron for a-trial. court is’ determmmg the appmpnate
: L mixoof fundmg sources to-meet the financial needs of the -
As a mdtter of mtemal control a tnal court can taen-*

-tify those budget items of maximum concern: and requrre - -»fomr _at the time-of budgct Teview so thdt the- eourt can.

: . ‘that o item of t‘ nancrai need is ignored because it was o
~ It is not enough Jjust to ensure that overall fundmg ts’
adequate It is.important that there be a check to deter- -
: 3» mine- if: funds are’ adequately dlstrrbuted This ‘is best -~
- done in - terms of a program budget as 1llustrated m;"

" non- budgetary source. What:is required is some overall -

6 Conclusron. The bdblc steps in the budget review ‘pemmg them to determme. S

. projecting the court’s needs beyond the current

. 1'-for resource generatron tends to obscure the fact thata™ -
’ersunng that the budget meets the resource needs of . «

Revrew is: rmposmble wrthout some sort: of budget

- ‘fesource financial planning is the relatronshlp of reve-.
analysxs “This requires staff with the expertrse to perform =

~ nues to-expenditures. The amount of revenues collectedj-- '
by general JUﬂSdlCthﬂ trial courts is usually not highin - -

AppﬁﬂdlX O contains a sample budget analysis, outlining, relation to expenditures (unlike limited jurisdiction trial -

~all aspects- of budget revrew as. it /mrght o<:cur ina.

e to eXpendrtures by the: executtve and Iegnslattve branch »
*,and" trial courts, for ‘better or: worse, ‘have to- mclude.--
',erevenues in their plannmg and conduct ongomg analysrs L

: A major problcm of trial court budgetmg is, that it rs?'_v'
_seen in‘a very mechanical and microcosmic way, simply

local ‘general fund. However, a budget can be: more than -
- aroutine funding document ‘It can be the principal com- -
R4 ponent of an overall fmancral plan for the court and a[

g Juchcml fund so that opcrauons are financed by general fund .rppropna—
. tions and earmarked revenues: In these junsdtcuons. rcventtes are more S
B rhan an offset they are a: basrc fundmg source. . : :

shmg the finaneral posrure of the'col
- relation toexterndl agenc.les In short, itcan have sign
cant pohcy rmphcattons o :

Fmancnal plan ot‘ court General fund appropna--

m Table p sup;a,‘ S _ : .
My af, ﬁmdmg s(mrce.s The ultrmate pohcy con-

court. This financial plan should exist; in-at‘least rough -
rdentrfy redundancres in fundmg sources and make stire. ;
mlstakenly assumcd that it would be pald from some -

frame of reference 5uch as that contamed in Appendrx

P-; Ty -
Tho value of the table contamed in Appendrx Pis the

perspectrve “which it provtdes to dec:sron—makers It_‘-'-'

‘o if alternate fundmg sources have been lgnored
. whether altemate funding’ sources can be used and,
. the totahty of coun expendrtures : :

The last—mentmned beneﬁt is often lgnored The’_,‘_li
budget process, because it is the most. unportant process.

court may- have a vanety of actual or potentral fuhdmg ‘
sotirces, . T

b Re\'euue conslde/ arions. A related aspect of total a4

courts where revenues: often -equal or exceed expendr-"-l i
tures). Nonetheless, revenues are often viewed as offsets -

29000

of the court s revenues

?"ln sc)me junsdrcnons (e Gk)rd\oma) court revcnues 20 rnto a’y



Ce tratlve burden may outwexgh the revenue,

, A,starttng,porntrfor any revenueanalysrs is to sys-v
'_'»:-tematrcally analyze the: whole réyenue system whrch is’

- often complex and-is-sometimes not ‘very fatr™® or effr—‘v
o cient.3! Such. an analysrs obvrously does not have to be’

| ~done. on. an. annual cycle; but: the exrstence of such an’
o analvsrs and'its penodrc updatmg isa necensary aspect of

. overall resource planmng A tvprcal analyucal format is o
- illustrated in"Appendix Q: - =2
A corollary of the analysrs deprcted in Appendrx Q is av-{'
: \prOJectron of revenues. This directly relates to expendi-
-ture prOJectrons and is an essentral element of a financial

"A-to challenge su"h restrrctrons Generally, trial ourts.
~ have:few: legal weapons at therr drsposal other than -
:;_'.assertron of inherent: powers but rare.y are courts forced:-’
“to the extreme of ordering other branches to honor their ;

requests Qurte often, they can: achreve their objectlves"_-

s by a. less blunt assertion of Judrcral branch prerogatrve _

" The’ ultlmate dollar amount requested by a court is'a

i fundamental policy decision, since it involves the polm-l-

S plan Revenue proyectron is often a functron of caseloadf_f

i and should be pro;ected within: upper and lower ranges as.~
.. illustrated in Appendrx R :
A final componént: of: aﬁrrancral plan is the lmkage

G :‘between expendrtures and Tevenues. ‘From a tactical vrew# __;Vary wrdely in terms of their power to. transfer budgeted

e 3»pomt it is usually unwise for a general jurisdiction tria - - funds freely. In some courts, there are great restrictions-
i ."court to emphasze this: lmkage since it fosters illusions -
. -that trial courts should be self-suppomng Itis, however,l :

1mportant to ‘consider revenue factors, since ‘they can

'+ occasionally be used advantageously in budget presenta:
',_:vtlon, and ‘since ‘they are a logical part of any ﬁnancral, Y cle..
overview: Appendrx S rllustrates a format for compan-

gt .son of expendrtures and revenues.v

Fmancral posture wrth respect to external agen-

cal relatronshrp of the court to other governmental bodies. -
_'and may, in certain crrcumstances, mvolve a confronta—
f_?tron wrth these bodres L e e

b Imemal conuo[ of Imdgered junds Tnal couttsf g

“on the transfer of funds from one lme item to another -
- This.can lead to negatrve spendmg in one item and gross

_under—expendlture in another; This may, in tum mhrbrt, i
’ _the court’s abrlrty to obtam funds m the next budget

The ultrmate goal of any court is-a lump sum. budget.ﬂvi
whzch frees: trial courts from line item restrictions and

permits. free transfer of funds. This freedom of allocation”

g '-,’mes. The budoet process mvolves an element of mter— i

‘branch tension, since ‘there is an adversary aspect to.

budgetmg Thrs mter-governmental by- play is normal ©
- and usually - not extreme -1t is, nonetheless; a fact of life-
- which very often requires that trial court leaders develop. '
and implement a policy for dealmg ‘with external agen- %3
... cies. For obvmus reasons,- such a polrcy might not be o

" reduced to writing. ‘Some of the financial . pohcy issues

":‘faced by tnal courts are mdrcated below

R Cetlmg i comt expendmues Not uncommonly, T
_tnal courts are drrected by external agenciés to keep their =

L expendrtures within certain limits, The normal origin of

such'a mandate would be the executive branch of a local
' govemment The ‘mandate can take varrous forms’ and‘

ocan often’ be achieved on a'de facro basis by an mformal
' 'understandrng wrth the executive branch or by invocation
of inherent powers: The former method is preferable '

Sometrmes a trial court may encounter opposition: to

free transfer of funds Tlus situation may fomenta polrey:"
issue réquiring that: the count’ seek’ greater latrtude ‘in-
allocatron of appropnated funds -

Se Supplemenm/ or open ended app/ op/muom "

Smce courts have:some varjable, but legally marndated, .

.may-even involve a- reductron in resources. Tvprcal man=
dates might be: an order to hold budgets at the pnevrous S

" year level and to absorb automatic. increases; an order to
“keep increases wrthm prescribed percentage lrmrts .oran -
.+: order: to hold authonzed posmons at exrstmg levels andv
e not to ﬁll vacancres '

. - “‘Cnurt costs dnd ferts can rcach apomt where they. Timit .lccess to' o
EES ,the court, This must be wes"hcd agamst the natural mcllnanon to’ make o

litigants pay. for use of-the court.

R "These issues do not, -on rhe whole apply fa umﬁed svmems

- expenditures, trial courts occasionally have budget crises
~that bring’ them mto confhct wrth the other branches of,-v’

oovernment
-5A hasic pollcy issue wrth many tnal courts concems

“their; need to finance such costs by supplemental appro-

pnatrons or. ‘open- ended approprrauons ~This issue in
volves the legal duty of' courts to provrde servrces regard-.» _

_less of budget constramts

'..~d Connol of.specml comr fund.s any tnal courts :

are the beneflcranes of specral funds. earmarked for court
C purposes “These funds are normally fed by specral court"_’

' ‘costs and are under, direct: control of the judiciary, Such -

o

,funds and’ grve a trral court consrderable flexrbrhty

Very often, a revenue-starved local government cas

: "Where a‘great varlcty of small costs are collectt,d the admlms» lfcovetous ey es on. suCh funds and SUggeSts that they be

. “absorbed into the general fund.: Thrs attempt may start

A wrth a request to audrt the fund




vhave to take a stand 33

equtpment acqu1srtron or facility construction and reno- -

:funds ‘and capital funds is often’ sought

. mg can-raise a significant'policy issue..

.‘”pressure to use a central courity computer

f to block such an. acqursmon through the budget process
: Thrs problem of Judrmal branch mdependence occurs
: '.':w1th some frequency and-can be a ma_]or pohcy issue.

" ‘whrch can only be resolved by the Judrcrary

E Budgerary Presenmhon

- vrewed as a series of negotiations with, or presentations
‘to, vanous govetnmental ofﬁcrals. Viewed in this way,

- actors and the factors. pertaining to their interaction. -
e The progressmn of budgetary negotlatlons and.

.' _*_budgetary developmient: -

© o internal budget deVelopment

e informal contact-with external budget reviewers;
N q deterrmmng the courts_budge_tary posture, and

’It rs nuturul tor a court or any agency, tg dcsrre earmarked

: 'tenr \vuh good m.mugement prmcrples g

- G5t rrt _ontrol of these 'jfunds can become "'a major'" .' formal presentatron'of the court s budgetary pos
; poltcy rSsue oneon whtch a tnal court may penodrcally e . L

& Avccess 1o’ tion- I)urlgeted ftuzds For purposes of -

.vation, trial courts: often seek: money from funds: other‘
than the general fund. Access to federal revenue- shanng B

L Courts do-not always have good success m obtammg ’
state: or local capital funds. for facility: construction or
. renov.:tron “The exclusion of trial courts trom such ft.nd-

. f. Pressure to fo/ ego. mdependent mmmgement g
"_-}wsrems A frequent pomt of ténsion between courts and -
'j,external agencies arises from executive branch pressure .
- for courts to forego therr own management systems: and
“,',_to use executive branch- systems "A classic example is

- Very: often, it is econormcally beneﬁcral foracourt to :
* use: an executrve branch computer. Occasronally, how-
“ever, a-court fi nds ‘it advantageous to’ have its. own'. _
: 'equrpment, especrally since” mmr-computers have be- -
- ‘come.more: avarlable The executrve branch may choose "

‘Other. policy issues could be listed, but it is sufﬁcrent i
'to note that.a- tnal court budgetary process. Taises’ rssues -

Sectlon overvrew. The budget process cart be '

“the ‘process starts with. the mrtral negotratrons internal to” .
the court and moves through a series -of presentatrens "
: culmmatmg ﬁnally in the ultrmate appropriation.  Each -
- set of negotratrons and presentatrons involves: different . . -
“actors and. different: emphasrs ‘This section descnbes the

: "'presentatlons. Although there.i is infinite variety in local :
budgetary precesses, there'is a certam general progres- B
~ sion of budgetaryt interactions common to most jurisdic-
- tions.. These interactions follow the prmcrpal phases of

~ funds, Genemlly speahmg, these funds-cannot be defended as consis-

tton o

-a. Intemal /Jlldg(’l tleve/opmenr The mmal mter— ke
“action in the’ budgetary process s usually between the
.. person’ (or persons) charged: with pulling together pre#"v
_ hmmary budget ﬁgures and’ those officials with admrms—'_ o
 trative responsibility for court operations. This- opening.
:'.exchange is usually. informal; except'in a hrghly struc-. .
3 tured court. It concerns the anticipated needs of vanous-
.court divisions in the next budgét’ year, o ._
" This process may be: somewhat ‘adversary if the. tna]‘," '
court hds some’ pre estabhshed budgetary prrormes i
»More often than. not,. 1t is a’coopérative ‘endeavor to -
“ensure that- court needs are antrcrpated and:met. Much - L
- depe’rds ‘on the position of the budget-maker.” If<the = ..
- budget-maker isa top adnumstrator ora Judge the initial
. negotiations - can result“in- some - ‘basic ‘decisions ‘which -~ :
will probably be: sustamed by the court. If the budget— S
miaker  i$ a fairly low: level official; the. 1mtral budgetf’w S
"mteractron is pnmanly a catalogmg of needs

rormal fnethods of budgetary development

Regardless olf whether a system is unified or non-. -
~unified, it rsprudenttoreach budgetary accommodatronm{. CE
a dralogue whrch precedes the more open and rrgrd as- . -

l

L 3"Obvrouslv tHere may .tlso be ml'ornnl contucts ubove the staft L
© o level (for example, contact hetween. .a judge and '@ county ‘commis: R
sioner). However, matters of budgctarv detarl.rrc muinly handled al the ES

o stuft level,” L

.b. Injomzal contact witli - e\wuml /)u(lqe( leweuem iv
Many administrators feel that informal mterchange be: o
‘tween'court budgeters and external. budget reviewers is
the key aspect of the ‘budgetary process. While this .
‘appears to be'a generally aceepted prmerple its.applica=:.
' tton varies widely because of govérnmental orgamzatron L
_ ‘In local]y funded Junsdrctrons the key external con- - . -
Ias tact is the budget officer ot budget ‘analyst who ] repre- -
" sents the executive branch in dealing with-the courts.
vHowever, some :local’ appropnatmg bodies have’ their - - -
‘own staff 'so-that. court budgeters may have to-deal =
separately with this staff,3¢ The extent’ to. which -each -
- staff” shoild be consulted is a function of ‘the relative
: budoetary powers of the executive branch and ‘the ap-
' propnatmg body Very often one or the other dommates
- the budgetary process ’ - L
In a unified system, the mformal contact is usually,
with a budget officer on the staff of the state ‘court -
. adrmmstrator S offrce or drrectly wrth the- state court
»admmrstrator himself. - ' : AR
“With, the exceptron of Colorado where the state coun_ L
admmrstrauve office conducts budget hearings on trial .
court: budgets most unified court systems rely: on less _.’

1€
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5 ,_.the,budget process' Thts dlalogue permits an
',mterchange ‘of viewpoints- without' mvolvmg the prestige::
~of ’ipresndmg Judge or his: leadersh:p counterparts inthe -
© “issties where:
llere is a very fundamental dtfference of optmon many -
formal_

ther branches. Except for * ‘show-down’

: ’udgetary issues can be ‘resolved: pnor 10 a
i .;budgctary posmon bemg adopted by the court

S c, Dete;mun gitlze court 5 budgem; 'y postme The_'i :
; udoptlon of ‘a formal budget position by the court in- .

“volves' interaction between'the budget -maker ‘and the

- v-judtctary ‘The form of this interaction varies widely. .
.. In. many courts; Judges are so involved in the ‘budget -
development progess. that their adOpthl’l of the proposed.
*,_.budget is usually routine. They are, in effect mteractmg -

v thh themselves:

i tn the budgetaty process so that admlmstrators and divi-

~ “sion heads may have to make a defense of the budget and .
win® support of the Judluary ‘This* usually consists of
- persuading a judge or judtctal budget commtttee who i
. turn: persuade the full court, S
" There is a considerable difference between thls pro-’j
' "cess and extema] budgetary preSentatton, since the latter

: ;process is more. likely to be adversary . Intcmal budget

_"i___prcsentatton often emphasxzes that the court’s needs have "

~been fully: covered, whereas external presentanon

T places emphasrs on demonstratmg that the court’s needs -

.'are Jjustifiable. This “is’ notto. stty that the: Judtcrary s,
“unconcerned with budget econony, hut only that Judges

© are hkely to see their prmcnpal responsibility as maxrmxz-'»

.mg the. resources. avanlable to the Judxmal branch

d Forma/ plesentanon of the comt s l)udgetal "y posr- L
A formal presentation -of: the: court’s: “budgetary . -
: presentatton rormally-takes the form of a presentatron to

‘the chief executive of the local government followed by -‘to changes in local government structure or leadershtp

If, for example,. there is:a change-in. govemment struc-- -
" ture, such-as a home rule charter,? budgetaxy techmques" .-
may- change Even a. change in county managers can - R
fshape change in the way acourt presents its budget smce L

: .f tion.

fanother presentatlon to the appropriating body There
are, however, many variations in this pattern,

- In a state-funded system, trial. court officials may- not -
“gven be involved in" the formal presentatton ‘which is -

* handled by members of the upper judiciary, the state

“court admmlstrator or other state level. offrcnals The,

B presentanons at the state-level may be made to the execu-
,,Al.tb.tma countms. ‘probate JudL&S havc a strong C‘(CCU(IVL posmon |n'-
“.the county

V :t_we branch; the legls]attve branch,‘s or.both.

e At the local level, formal’ presentatton is governed by ‘
: _‘local government structures. Many local governments do- -
" not_have the clear demarcations between ‘the : three-

":yf'bmnches Wthh exnst at the state and federal level and o
. . . S ; s 'Jurtsdtctlons, there'is'a ritual budeet-cuttmL w:th the perccntage wcll--,

: “In a st.ue like Colnmdo, \vht.rc e lcgtslature donnn.ttn the:_, :
budgu proccss, the prcstntauon is mide: only to the: lcgtslalurc ln_ )

a0 Hawan thL courts alsn dcal dtrectly wuth the legtslnlurc f.- B

thus 'do not requtre a forma] budget presentatlon from the ;

judxcraty to each of the other branthes. |

“For example, the county govemmg board” in. somer‘_' ’

Junsdtcttons exerctses both. legtslattve and: executive. . -
functions,’ ‘with the " consequence that the court need not.
;deal wrth two separate branches There arc, in. lact
i Junsdtcttons where a member of the Jjudiciary has tmpor-er B
© . tant executive functions in‘the county“’ or. where a clerk -

of court'is also-a key official in the other branches of
_local government.?” Each court must, therefore;. deal. i
- with' the other branches wrthtn the context of its local.v;v '

government structure.. ~ {

““Where inter-branch: relat1ons are fatrly structured and~
xfollow state-level models, formal budgetaty Ppresenta- . ..
_tions are common pmctlce TheSe presentatmns tend to

: follow two pnnctpal patterns el
ln other courts Judges may not be heavtly 1nvolved 5 S

. a relattvely pro fotma pubhc ntual to rattfy prevr-'
ously arranged decisions;*® and . -~ . - A
‘a-full-scale budget heanng w1th con51derable ques—v
tibtling-,' P ,

thhm the same Junsdtctton a inal Lout’t may ﬁnd SR
fthat it presentatton to the executive branch is a hard =
8 session, while. its. presentatton to the. appropnatmg body
- Fis only a ntual appearance: Very commonly, the: court

budget is presented as part of . the executive: branch'

~ budget with the prmcxpal burden of presentatlon to the -
appropnatmg body being that of the executive: branch.

Where the chtef executive presents the court budget o

L the court is often well advised to. assume 2 low profile.
dunng presentauon to-the appropnatmg body, since. *
court. expendttures generally’ constttute a small percen-’-‘ E
; tage of total expendttures and may not be the SUbJCCt of 5 -

close scrutmy e
Presentatton strategy must be altered occasxonally due

. 3"In Tcnncssec, a countyjudge i¥a top Loumy u{ecutnc ln m.my o

: 37A chdnccry clerk in, Mts ssrppt 1y the chlet of st.tft for thc
t.ounty govemmg hodl‘d und the' coutity tredsurcr .

LTS some Jurrsdtcuons, there”is o ritual . ‘holdmg thc l|n
rollnwcd by a1 series of supplcmcntdl appropnanons In some* other_

! ailvance of the cut,so that ‘cuts can be anticipated. e
. ¥ Eor. cmmplc, charu.rs in St. Louns County and:Kansas Ctty"_'

greatly: s trcngthcm.d the budgmry powers of. frial couft admmtstrutors
-in relition to clerks, changmg the whole naturc of budgcttu"v dchlop- oy

mu\t and presenlntmn




‘with the new manager.’ A0

" theirlocal budget struet

area of local govemment such ds;

Judrcral branch prerogatrves,
o the' admtmstrators or ‘clerk
detarl ‘should be present 5

. local practtce and -

" vulnerable sectrons of the budget 1f necessary
tions mformal mterchange resolves many of the budget—
'1ssues requiring a detailed, factual presentatton

i Justrfrcatmns are infini
; _based on certam standard atf“ rmattons such as

: ‘more erOUI‘CCS, ;

- tional resources;

“which largely offset the increased.- expendrtures,

other, commitments to court. employees and-

'-.»'b-trons in the economy, in parttcular mflauon

'“’ln one Junsdtctlon covercd by the \urvey in connectlon wuh thts

) Ereemcms
e ATFardn extended dtscusslon of tnul cuurt hud&elary techmques.
“see - Grillet, Gordon M., _The Politics of the Court's Budget(m' Proress
Dcnver lnsmute tor Court th.lgement, 1976

court offtcrals may have to assume that'the budget pro-
cess- wrll be adversary untll they arnve at a modus wvendz

among the mOst common Justtﬁcatlons for seekmg"
budget increases. Workload increases are usuallu pre-"‘.
3 " sented in the form of workload personnel rattos such as:"
to ¢ determme how senously to .-
. ‘approach’ formal budgetary. presentations and whether -

_-and howto mvolve the prestdmg judge. Only a few basic
ground rules can be advanced. in- tlus htghly pohncxzed

n the fmal analysns tnal cout ofﬁcmls must evaluate i
"offlcer-caseload ratros, and clerk-pending case: ratios:

= show the maximuni or average number of work umts ‘that:;
-'_Lan be’ achteved by each employer:ina partxcular class ;
' Lo (88 a probatron offlcer can handle on]v fltty probatron '

. the role of the presrdmg Judoe, 1t‘ any, should be
largely ceremomal ainléss there isa senous inter-: .
~ branch. confrontatton whrch requlres an assemon of of srmphcrty and can’ be effective if the ratios are re
oo garded as valid by appropnatmg bodies. However, such-
t .+ yatios “do- not usually- reflect the-real costs of . mcreased'
""work output since: they tend to focus -on. individual :
;;._‘categones of ‘employees rather’ than on’the aggregate;x
-costs of dtsposmg cases—the fundamental work umt of -
~“any court, '

“’'more mformatlon than: 1s rmmmallyodemanded by
‘e court representattves should be preparcd to defend -

: '_ ~documentation on cost-per-case so that they can demori-
The last pomt ts crucral and largely depends on a"
‘»knowledge of" the local govemmg hlerarchy and how

: _ techmque permits a court to-state. that.it takes $1000. or .
: they_ approach a budget _Fortunately, in most jurisdic- -

~'$2000 to dispose of each case and ‘that an estimated -

- increase in cases to be dtsposed will requtre a commen-’;

L ary problems well in advance of public hearings, which- k»surate increase .in the budget: -
- represents a poor forum: for- consrderatron of fmancral

. tamed over a multi- -year penod so that cost patterns have

- been validated by: expertence Costs ‘can. be computed in. ,}j_
several ways such as : B

L3 Techmque.s of budgeta; iy presentanon There are

situations when” trial court - officials 'must ‘make some,‘v}
presentatron in defense of thecourt s budget or parts of ..
“in variety, but tend tobe

‘e mcreases in the workload requrre that the court have' :

e .legal. enactments rules or case law tmpose manda- B
. tory requrremems which can be met only wnh addl— o

e the proposed budgetary mcrcases wnl yreld benefits
; S non-_)ury, enmmal Juvemle, etc )
"‘__e_the increases..are required to ‘meet contractual or- - .

e the mcreases are requlred to meet changed: condt-'_“v
T worl\louds and the need to hold lh(:lr existing level of appropriation.” "
Thts del‘ensxve uctton generally mvolvcs one o more of the followtng R

2=+ 1y conduct each séssion. of ‘court and that caseload only mnrgmally
“affects costs: it can often’ be demonstrnted that the’ ‘court was under=

g funde in relation to its prévious caseload; and-itcan oftenbe. shown -

" the at reduction’in “activity -has been olfsct by mcre.tst.s in the cost ol' ;

" “booklet; the presiding judgé only .uu.nded executive budget hearingsif .
- _there was. 2 néw county * manager This." was | ‘designed to’ provr(fc an

- dlsplay of courl prestige in-the event the new manager used the budget

L heurmg,s to effect budkct cuts, rathcr lhun to rahty pre-exrstlnps_"

‘ -‘detanled cost studres fo determine the cost of operating ¢ euch courtroont.
The cost Study also shows costs. in major program ‘areas u d. mak"s a0
: dlsuncnon bctwecn dlrecl .md mdlrcc( costs : -

Al Inc‘lea\es in meoau’ a2 lncreases in worl\l()ad:are

Judpeacaseload ‘ot Judge~dtsposttton ratios;: probatronr' ’

- Such ratios are often’ refined. by inclusion of data to:

ers) B ; S
“This tradmonal form of presentatlon has the advantage'

To remedy thlS defrcrency, tnal courts may keepi '

strate the. added costs of processing more cases.*? This.

Cost-per-case data, to be etfecttve must be mam-f'

‘. by dmdmg case drsposrt‘ons mto total operatmg:--v.
'f costs; E e
e by drvrdmg case dlsposmons ‘into those costs dl—:_
- rectly related: to- adJudrcatton (juror costs,” w1tness‘; -
= costs,. judrctal salaries and salaries of personnel"
closely related to the adjudrcatton functron), or.’ 7
o by refmmg the. above ‘approach - to compute cost—_
per—case for each major type of case (crvrl Jury, c1v11‘

: "3Somc tnal courts h.wc 10 denl wuh the problcm of dccrc.xsmp_ :

stmtegnes rural courts can truthfully. dsseit thul thcre is-abugic cost just

purchasm" goods ‘und services, :
. 43The ‘Supérior Coirt’ of Los Am,eles County has performt.d_'__




“not: ave the ‘ace untmg capabthty ;

b necessary to handle anythmg but a gross computatton ofi._
: _cost—per-caSe. “There is, ‘however, merit in. seekmg a’
more sophtstrcated computation of costs, one which-dis-

o ttngutshes between the direct and tndrrect cost of adjudi-

+ -cation, eStabllshmg a ﬁxed relatronshtp between the’ two,.'
80/ that appropriating | ‘bodies accept the fact that ad_]udlcaj '
" tion"carries an_over-head cost in-the. form of “various .-

‘_'clencal social and admtmstranve support services..

‘This educational task requires that trial courts’ acqurre =

- the abthtv to document such facts as the followmg

‘. that 1t costs $2000 to adJudrcate a case and

e that:there i rs an mdlrect cost of 55% to ad_tudrcate a:

case

- Such a presentatton wrll requxre an accountmg system
i currently lackmg m most tnal t.ourts SO H T

g j»"b Response 1o Iegal ;equnemenr Trral courts must" :

»resnond to a broad. variety- of legal actions occumng at -
t:the State or Federal level: Explaining the monetary impact 7
" of these. leval requtrements to a county commrssron is'a

' .:r.’dtfﬁcult underiaking. .

* Generally, these: legal requrrements take one of the’
» e be turned. into a budgetary opportumty rather than ar

: vbudgetary disaster::

. three followmg forms

“ea speedy trial law’ or rule

"¢ -case law or_ statufes requmng that some new or

additional procedural protecttons be provrded or:

. legal enactments rmposmu upon local govemmentv i

‘some new or addlttonal cost () suppart coun opera- o :
: _ ~* of the cost-benefrt presentatlons made on. behalf of court

: .budget 1tems are the followmg

UOHS

;.’ A spcedy trtal rule mvolves a concentrtttlon of re-i\-
sources in a reduced time span ‘and is very hard to cost

“out wrthout some- empmcal data on actual operatton of

 the system. In theory, the-reduction of the average ttme,"'.
- to process a.case: W1ll mcrease ‘case costs, since: work

~.-output is. cottcentxatr'd in a shorter time period. In actual«'_j
practtce the cost increase muy be marginal die to rediic- -

.- tion'in slack time, tmproved procedures and-a higherrate’
-of cases dtsposed without trial. The one certain extra cost

, ‘fts the expense for: ¢lerical and mformatron servnces 10
“+ monitor- the time deadlmes Other costs requxre some o

documentauon

: chal requlrements to meet rome form of procedural‘;i

~fairness are: usually not . popular ‘Unlike speedy trial - © 7
' rules, ‘which ‘may produce a general benefit, increasing -~ .

' the quality of “justice has few tangible political benefits . -

: *_:Thtls, budget increases to meet these .requirements are

“best presented qn a’ context of utmost frugality. For .
example if a trial court is requtred to budget forindigent'" " [~
_efense, the: budget should document the methodology __

3 Mtcroﬁlmmg

Recordmg Equlpment tor v
L Judges :

- Word Processing '~

" Computers ¢ -

; ’»"voucher checkmg, a hmtt on fees (Gf possrble), and stn
.igent critéria’ of mdrgency Budget requests:can be pre-
‘.‘_-‘sented in terms of cost—per-case where thts demonstrates 5
g ;'economy :

Another area where umt costs are usually helpful isin

asking for. funds to- support new Judgeshtps Often, a"

:ulegtslature creates judgeships- wrthout ccmsrderatron of .

- the corollary costs to local government and ‘the. budget' ‘
_increases whrch thts entarls Start-up costs ‘to:support a-.

Sonew Judgeshrp should be treated

o of some or all of the to'lowmg 1tem

Aimnit cost aom*“oieg :

o salanes of confrdentral employees (typtcally, secre-_
. tary, barhff and'law clerk); o
‘e additional JudIClal travel costs v
. rrmal onentatlon costs (for example, course “at
YIE Judges Coltege or state _]UdlClal college)
. facthty space based on- cost-per-square foot-pe,. :
© judge, with an_ allowance for renovation; and -~ .
e equrpment costs (8.8 typewnter -recording equrp-'_a
ment and law books, if not furmshed by state) :

Creatton of new Judgeshtps can, tf properly handled

C. Oﬁ%/'tng benef Is, Often mcreased court expendr-

. tures can be explained in terms of benefits to-be derived. .
‘These benefits may be: “soft™™ beneftts (for example the

social good to be: denved from'a famtly counselmg pro-. .
gram) The. beneﬁts may also be ‘more tangible. Typical

BENEFIT B

" The t'loor and file space saved B
olfsets the cost of the mrcro- -
frlm system : :

ITEM

) The mcreased bench and .

: chambet . time. of the Judges
. (as computed i in dollar terms) :
C. i mmore than offsets the equrp~ -
R ment cost. .. R

_ "'-The savmgs in_secretarial
= time. oftsets the equrpmcnt
*-cost. R

S Some computer systems par-

ttculnrly miiis, can be par-. '
“tially cost Jusuﬁed by savings -
in-clerical ‘costs: Another .

" common Justtﬁcatlon s that :
- certaif computer :reports €n= -

momtor costs and-to schedule o
o cttseq more ctTcrently

P

'-f hance the. court’s abtlrty to



An .expendlture whrch mcreases personne £

‘exarnple, addition of personnel to enforce supporl: pay-

forced

tures, matetral and suppltes. Unless

.personne em»,:ba» qerauyr_s

by union -contract and someiimes -by - local personnel

“that- 50% - of all court employees will annually receive’

. tronsy

n F, Bud,etary ,Momtonng

3 Ratronale for a momtormg system. A normal,-
';mclusron in any budget process: is the momtonng of -
expendxtures The purposes of such momtormg are;’ I;t e

R “within budget ltmrtatmns, el s

) ';,advance drscovery of” possible overspendmg prob~ f
- lems,” which'T may require supplemental budget res

 quests or management changes 1o effect savings;

“investigation of underspendmg o detenmne if there -
++* -hdve been serious- mrsesnmates of costs or. fa*lurezo

. ‘perform &ertain functions;

‘o ‘development. of a data base on wluch to gaugex.' '
; “money flow*4 and on w'nch to base budget decrsrons e

: for future. years, and |

:iperhaps, inan: advanced system. to. lmk expendt—f B

~ tures with worldoad reporting .so that the court’ can

L detect if performance data is consrstent wrth the datac

s _subrmtted to _]ustrfy the budget

Whrle rt is evrdent that tnal court leaders must assume '.

responsrbtlrty for expendrture management rt does not

s phes a degree of centralrzatron which- may not exist in

"}‘ “ln o court. wnh i quartcrly budget allotmem, mone/ flow may s '-Some courts.k Itl an a numstrattvely fragmented court,

g vnry somewhnt f rony qunner~to quartz,r

: revenue—producmg areas . has an- automatic offset’ (for-

" ment), “The return: to the county in terms of welfare is’
“often substannal where support orders are stemly en-

d Inﬂanon Inflatron is a factbr in- any governmental_":ljy
i budget Most commonly, it appl:es 1o-capital expendr- "
her

~existing purchase contracts- with vendors, it is legmmate o
to assume 'y ﬁ%»—ﬁ% mﬂatron mcrease based: upon: catalog
“costs at the tlme a budget is drawn Inflatron also affects

el Inueases;eqtm ed by persomml poltcy Sometrmes

f_,f-v pobcres coutts ‘commit themselves to- certain courses of - ‘
- action in regard to personnel eompensauon (for example,*

_‘merit increases or that a certain level of performance wrllf S
S merit promotron) oome of these. pohcres may actually be
~ formal commltments in mles ora contractual provision,.
but often they are traditional polrues Many local gov-
. .erning_bodies are ‘more concerned. over keepmg faith
' __.wrth employees than wrth elaborate economrc Jl.lSllfiC8~ '

; management control to ensure that spendmg stays ';

necessanly follow that' they must msutute:a specxal trial
court momtonng system. Most courts rely on: penodtc’
- reports’ from the: ‘executive branch to keep track of thigjr ™
experiditure of budgeted funds, and such reports may

- suffice for ‘monitoring. purposes
The problem with reliance on, executwe branch reports-;,.

"lrs that they may not be. trmely or current and that- the./;_-_ o
“often array ‘data in"a manner which is useless for pur- R
- poses of judicial admtmstratron Very often; a'trial court..
~'may only need 1o momtor certain’ more troublesome e

':expendrture items and may, therefore, find little utlltty in.
_a print-out which lumps these items. in’ broad categones:?
: ].and is several weeks out-of-date by the ttme 1t rs 1ssued -

whtch'supplements the executrve branch reports by pro- :
j_vtdmg : I TR ; :

v system for-expendtture approval can be effecuve
e focus on the expenditure items of specral manage~~?
-~ 'ment ¢onicern to trial court leaders~ o : -
: o _the level of detail requrred by the: court' and

‘e cross-check on» execunve branch fig guresr o

2 Instrtutmg a momtormg process. There are cer-
tam standard steps to mstrtute a momtonng process, as-
follows - » L v

e to determme 1f all expendltures, or only certam»__ :
- types of expendrtures, are o be monitored; i the3
‘fatter, to define the specrfrc expeudrture ttems, 5
to determine the types of mformatton requrrecl for,}'
momtormg putposes and the: sources of such mfor—,
“mation;. .
to: determme the best methodology for obtammg the_
. f_’tnformatron mcludmg any specral forms of proce-'
~dures; -
o,,lmk theprocess to a system of pre-audxt or expen-.
iture: approval 50° that expendrture data passesl
"Y{.through some control point;- R .
Ce'to delegate administrative responsrbrlrty for momtor-‘ :

2

- ing to some individual or office; - o
’1 6_j to-define the types of reports to be made by thrs'
" individual or office; and -

. o mcotporate the above m a court drrecttve

3 Elements of momtormg A momtonng process;
: ’_.can be very srmple and still be very effectrve Its mtemal i
' »;elements are not complex ,
a, Ccmral momtormg potm Central momtonng‘r

; momtomlg may have to. be decentrahzed Generally,



) is.pr eferable: that momtormg data ‘pass :
: through one pomt (for example, a: tnal court admlms-"'

' -trator 3 offtce)

The type of - data vpas.smg ‘throunh thrs pomt rtught."”

; mclude

opre of the payroll

e requests for permrssxon to make a purchase of gooclsf ;'

. and services;.

. --e requests for pemussron to start a formal process of'.-'

. procurement for. major- contract. services;-
proposed contracts for goods and services;

copies of executed contracts, purchase orders and :

+ requisitions; and
', executtve branch reports on expendltures

"The fact that the above data are collected at one pomt :
does’ not mean that contractmg, purchasmg or fund ac-

approval i R T

~items ~which' require specral contml most commonly

‘ : sel fees, caprtal expenditures. and contractor services).

: :-’chases ‘or_acquisitions’ could be made on the ba51s of.

o these data. These records may be. no more’ than a manual .

g -’supplement to executive branch reports ‘with the monitor .

‘_’p-»:penodlcally reconcrlmg his-or-her records with: executive.
" branch records. This. type of penodxc cross—check often-: =
" proves 0 be helpful in protecting t the court agamst vag— '

- baneq in the ‘governmental accounting system. .

are:

) appropnattons for the budget category bemg mom- ¥
’ tored : : o y

=3 encumbrances,t normally contractual obltganons to" :
expend budgeted: ft\mds, o ,
o “ balance .of unexpended unencumbered fdn¢ and
. 'v f ercentage of budgeted funds., mammg. . "

~ The foregomg data ‘can’ be recorded’ fo '_ a number ofb'. ’

o ESmall lin¢items or for only major budget categones ‘This -
is srmply a functron of the desrred level ot management o
L "'detatl : : “

- The foreéomg data can’ also be broken down by or—A

o gamzattonal unit or comprled for the coiirt as a whole In; .
"“most large courts, separate orgamzattonal treatment
',would be more useful -as rllustrated m Apnendtx T by s

" teference o a clerk’s office.
,F:countmg are carried out by the monitor:45. It is only- L a clerk's fic

~ necessary that the monitor’ regularly receive copies-of all .
“tlocuments “on expendttures or: encumbrances and. thatf'-
requests to mal\e expenditures or enter: into contracts be.
i routed through the momtor for hlgh level admlmstrattve.

The table in Appendlx T: represents a falrly sunple and’

: standard mode ‘of momtonng It may: not. suffice. forf _
’momtortng a complex and: vanable type « of expendrture R
* where the ‘court must: have a greater level of detail atits
.;dtsposal “Thus, for example -a‘trial court may decide that o
~indigent. defense fees must-be:momtored by mdxvrdual/—f: PR

b Recmdmg of momtonng dam A momtor may be_ _:;';‘Judges and by type of proceedmg Ap pendlx Uillustrates

"-'dtrected to keep  track: of “all expendrtures,“6 but very -
'commonly he or she: may be aslced to monitor only afew -

adefailed. monitoring - form -for mdrgent defense and

further illustrates that there'is no set model for monitor- ;7'_' L
“ing. The key control’ factors have to be 1dentrﬁed and

& lcgally mandated expendrtures (such as appointed coun- . burlt into the system as required.

"¢. Monitoring reports. There is no 1mportant purpose“

.A ‘monitor would normally mamtam current expendl-- _served by deluging trial court leaders. w1th momtonng

. ture and encumbrance récords so that. decxstons on ] pur—- o 2
problems in‘their early stages so that exception repomng

) normally sufﬁcrent An exceptxon report srmply indi-
’-J_cates expendrturc pattems ‘which suggest an. mcrprent
o pr blem; Such: a report: may also contain some’ bnef*..;

reports, A prmcrpal purpose of momtormg is:to detect.

backoround ‘data.. Appendix I’ illustrates’ such a report

- wrthm the context of a budget gurdehne

4 Conclusmn Momtonng is 1ot the: last step m akf.»

The typrcal data 1tems ina bu dget momtonng system ‘_’lmear proc ess, but a re‘rcurrmg functron in. a cychcal =

process: ‘The: budoet process is,-or. should-be; a’ year-i.j

* round management role, rither than a mechanical func- .
tion of secunng funcls Thrs has been the essenttal pomt s
- f-rof chapter3 - e

" 45These fuhctions wre ver" uften c.tmed out in’ the exccutwe SR

runt.h on. belmlf of lhc court.

‘.48 Some trial colirts lmndlc all- fund ut.countmg for thelr own :

\perattons, in whrch case & spu.cml 'nomtor ts superl‘luous
ey




e i"*;”APPENDIXA. e
BUDGET GUIDELINE—;CHRONOI.OGY'?OF‘:[BUDGET‘PRGCESS

L The four budgets covermg 1978 79 operatxons of the Court (Cnrcmt Court Clerk s ST
B j‘Ofﬁce Juvemle\vatsxon and Adult Probat‘on) will undergo review by’ the court in the_- o

: .'penod March 1-20.in preparation for budget submlssno 1.0n Apnl 15

- The. followmg scﬁedule will be observed: ; _ = S

o each of the four budgets must be mfox‘mally revxewed wnh the’Coun Budget Oft" ice
pnor to. 2/15 R PR

: 3/ I;

court revxew completed bv 4/20 » SRR
. further dxscussxon with: dwxsnon heads and. budget revnsxons pnor to 4/ 1 and
e fmal budget revxew pnor to submlssmn on 4/ 15 o :




To stay thhm the prescnbed hmxt 1t i
the caurt e

' staff facxhty or other expenses in connectton thh the new jury mal courtroom," ,
staff and other expenses related_fo tnplet entatlon of the speedy trial rule.

e Request for mcreased fundmg, other than those items’ noted dbove will be consxderedi R
~for-funding only after pnonty needs are met %md should be submmed separately from the } T
basxc budget Submxssxons = . T o




coumv AR}ZONA S

1T FUNCTION: PR Du/rsrow* Bt _‘.__m:m';‘ No.:
5 _PUB[J‘CSAFETY&, LA / ' e e e e
GFNERAL ¢ LAWENFORCEMENT | . % /,A/ PERIOR cpuxrs— K PUE U i T

7 Ascoust 5 e : PisiS i Empln;,m ~ Salary. " Amount, -

PERSONAL SERVICES o e S
L 6-0100 Salaries & Wages
' 10190 Judge
- 1310. Bailiff - .
1312 Commrssroner Aide -
1321 -Calendag. Clerk I 7=
1322 Calefidar Clerk 11 .
1323 Calcndar Clerk l[l :
" 1324 Calendar Clerk Supervrsor :
1360 Asst Jury Conimrssroner :
1365 Jury: Commrssnoner
1390 Court Reporter
1418 Interpreter ] *
. 1419 Interpreter H =" .
1422 Clesk o7
1423 Clerk m s E
71442 Law Library Techmeran
1455 Admmxstratrve Arde
11922 Typist I - L
1923 Typist OH 1
1934 Judicial Secretary
* 1940 Legal Sreno -
1562 Secretary n-
' rative Secrezary
5141 Adsinistrative. Ass:sxant
75142, Admm Assrstanrn .
5143 Admxmstranve Asslstant m-
5149 Assrstant Court Admmlstrator
5150 Court' Administrator
5268 ‘Law,; Lrbrary Cataloger -
5270 Law’ Lrbrary Superwsor g
5275 Law ‘Library Director
*5450 ‘Court Commissioner
. —' 5480 Probate Interviewer -
5970 Famrly Coinselor I'- B
5971 Family Counselor I HR38,709
5975 Dir. 6f Conciliation - ST 22,9420
Salary Increases .ol iR
} o SUBTOTAL . . " 2837416 249 O T EL R
6-0200 Ovemme L T T e T R T e T
o 6-0300 Temporary Help K
a _-6-0510 Jury Fees& Expense - SR o B, 0.
: ' TOTAL PERSONAL seavrcas S T O e 84125348
S SERVI(E‘ES&SUFPLIES , e B T G ‘
” =7-ll()0 Commumcanons HESAPE RS S cat s N T R 19,4007

i

378 828 :
53,643
82035
15,6427
19,531
36,442
10,0057
18,886
1792313000 0
17,285
;;-;9;.526»
720,280
032,888
L 8,504
1,586
102,628
0,005 T
CAI3,964 S
45438 o
2 8140+ . 1.
24,918
16,968
13,395 "
31,075
19,822
o 30,742
S 14,7890 LT
o 138dE
26,562
583700
22,651
- 143,873

ww

Tuk G

R - I i I s - R R i SIS R
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N
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_*FUNDY

- 'FUNCTION

DEPARTMENT o

DIVlSlON

CUDEPT.NO,

Funded By Anu-Regcsslon Payments o

*" APPROVED FISCAL BUDGET -~~~

R ., PUBLIC SAFETY & — _ .
GENERAL .0 LAW.ENFORCEMENT.- supemon COURTS T
: j";\";:“""l POSITIQN ; ’ . No of EmpIO)cu - S;ilill;)’ o Amaount o
No. A : : X St
L = o Cur. ,' AddL L Tot, »R.'mL‘L - e
. 7-1200 Insurance - ‘ ' 200
7-1300"- Meniberships S 4,700
741600 ’Profcsqlondl & Spec. Svcs,-—Legal 157,780
" 7-1800 ‘Rents & Leases-Bldgs. Grnds. & Equlp 82,“620‘
- 7-1900 - Support &: Care of Persons Lo 400,000
_7-2000 :iTransponauon & Travel - 30,348
©+7.4200 . Clothing & Personal Supphes » o $..2,100
++-7-4400" -General Services & Supplies- : 350
*7-4500 - Maintenance Contracts & Repiairs. ©. - - 5,230 *~
7-4800_ Office & Educ:.Supplies & Expense - 83,300
7-4900 - Other Supplles & Expénse v - . 150 :
L : " TOTAL SERVICES & SUPPLIES:" ' $ 886,178
9:9000 LABOR & EXPENSE TRANSFERS: $120,549

_ai1en.

$5,020,967




"APPENDIX D
B -'II.I.USTRATIVE PROGRAM BUDbET STRUCTURE FOR A TRIAI..

RV o COURT

Purposes

Sub-purpcmcs

‘ To Adjudlcate Cr:mmal Cases

: To Adjudlcate C1v11 Cases .

. To Adjudicate Juvenile Cases

. To Provide Alternativés To |~

- Formal Adjudication”
To Provide.Social and - -
) Rehabxhtauve Servxces

. "To Provxde Secunty

: : To Provnde Admlmslrauve
Support to Adjudlcauon

To Provide Clerical Support .

: To Ad_;udlcauon :

.- To.divert jtivenile offenders R
" To provxde aduli-probation services -

To adjudlcate felony cases -
To -adjudicate misdemeanor appeals. ©

T To adjudicate' major civil cases

Ta adjudicate minor civil cases

To adjudicate doméstic relauon cases
Ta adjudicate. delmqency. dependency

and neglect cases

‘ To’ dd]udxcate crimes.against Juvemles

To divert adult offenders

i

To provxde juvemle probauon/connseLng servnces

_~To handle prisoner. transport .
- ~To provide courtroom and buxldmg s;:cunty
'To provide standard management services
“To ‘provide: mfonnanon technology servnces
.7.+" To-provide records’ managemem
" Toprovide ourtroom services . .




APPENDIX E
BUDGET GUIDELINE—-—PROGRAM BUDGET

ln FY l978 79 the court wrll msutute a srmple budget procedure to facnlltate ¢ l)v‘-_"

: companson of bud get requests to court ob_;ccuves and prromles (7) projection of expcndr—_‘ i

tures overa mulu -year penod to measure futire trends and rmp.xcls and (3) measuremcnts _’

L of budget requests against. workload and, performance. - S e
“." The budget procedure will be burlt around the eight major ochcuves of thc court ( Dto - "0 =

adjudlcate cnmmal cases; (2) to adjudlcate civil cases; (3)to adjudicate Juvcmle cases; (4) .

) provrde alteratives to’ formal adjudication; (5) to provrde socml and rehabilitative
" services; (6). to. provrde courtroom and - bmldlng security; (N to provrde admmrstrauve
‘support to adjudrcauon' and (8) to provide clerical support to ddjudrcatron '

.For each omecuve there will be prepared.and dxssemmated a Budgex Objective: Form. . ':
containing: (1) a. general desmptlon of the objective and its origin; (2) the specific. =~

sub- -objectives to be achieved over the next year 3) space to hll the specified annual target -
; vand workload data relatmg to lhc objective over the penod 1976 80; and (4) space to fillin- -

budget | resource to bc Allocated or actually spent to achreve the objectrve dunng the same »

penod .
Each dwrsron shall by reference lo the program descnpuon and sub ob;ecu/'es :

' ~ determing what aspecls of its work activity. and what portions of its budoet have been or - a
‘will be expcnded onthe objecuve For purposes of making this allocauon estimates may. . .

. be used and: oorganizational lines ignored.. ‘Each-division shall fill in only those forms
correspondmg to objectives to which it contnbutes Attached for rllustratwe purposes rs a
completed Budget Objectrve Form..- = ' : .

. : BUDGET OBJEC“VE FORM
- Ob_qccuve——AdJudrcaﬂon of Crlmmal Cases: . -~
‘General Description of. Objective .

- This objective encompasses all’ phases of cnmmal case processmg from arrargnment to - -

- sentencing, speuﬁcally prellmmary cnmmdl processm “trial of mxsdemeanor appeais, -

-_trial of felonies; sentencing, sentence., violation hearings and dll mrscellaneous cnmmal .
e ;proceedmgs "The objective is derived from the Junsdrcnonal provmc-rs in Art lll 15,
State Const.; 27.Code 1-10. ~

[ ‘Specific Sub-Objectives

o “ The cnmmal ad_rudrcatron objecuveq of the court are to try mrsdemeanor appeals thhm E

60 days of appeal and. felonies within 120 days’of indictment; ‘to.bring all arrested: persons i
. pefore a _]UdlClﬂl offrcer wrthm 24 hours, and to reduce backlog to less than 300 caaes
Targets dnd Work Outpurs S

2 Felonwa Dlsposcd :. e ' L0124, 1060 00 2000
Mlsdemcanor Appeals Drspomd _ L 730 710 750 7 0 800 e
e Avg 'I‘une to Drspomuon (Dd)'S) ' UL e e
T Felonies e S P U SRR 7> R 30 a0
Mrsdcmcanorq o . :_‘ AR llO o g4 ] BRI 60..‘"

;:",.Pcndmg Cdses Year End ST 400 04200 350 ST 200

| .,:967-77 o7 l978-79 !979—30’ S




 Résources.
~ . Personnel i

. s Judge,é ’
Ce Reporters ./

‘s Court Roor Clerks .
~ e Court Officers - .~

" Non-Personnel

ToraLs L

Ceem o wmm
143,000
. °100,000(5) -
© " 70,00006)
S 43,0008
1$394,000.. -

43

14500004
©+105,000(5)
- UBL000CTY.
7 .46,000(4).

e
$418,000

$

S 1978-79"

o EST

- 145,000(4)
. 126,000(6)
| 85,0000
-°55,00005) -

43000
L 8454,000 - g

. EST

T 180,0005)
- 148,000(7)
£ 100,000@)
. 66.0006) -

50,0000
5542,000

1979-80° :




APPENDIX F

BUDGET GUIDELINES—CHECKLIST OF st ot

BUDGETARY ITEMS

To ensure. the adequacy of budget submlssrons in areas whrch have proved rroublesome E

: 1 : m the past budget submrssrons to the. coun should be accompamed by a cemﬁcanon that

~ BUbcET CHECKLIST . -

: M o Amotnt - - . <" Nature of Review . R I
LTI T AT T view Conducted " : ‘Adequacy -
. JurorFees - L e B e T S A

 capital

- Expenditures

Ceitified By A

APPENDIX G

'_»Bu DGET GUIDEI.INE—ADVANCE APPROVAL OF TRAVEL nems " o

IN THE BUDGE’I’

Before mclusron of travel costs m the budget submrssron to the court, advance approvalv‘ '

| "‘from the Court Budget Office snould be sought and obtamed Appro val »w_ru be based upon R
: ’~sl.bm'ssmn of cost data m the followrng categones e e

' :;Category of Travel o : s Basis of Cost Estlmate

. Local Travel ‘_" ) A R ' 'Average monthly mrleage per judge, _and s

" Estimated monthly milizage and pubhc transpor-
“tation c0sts for all non-rudxcral employees

- In-State, Outfof-County L .' " Number: of trlps by purposes and probable des—*'

- tinaiions, mileage or pubhc transponanon fare 1
s per dien, A : i

©“Out- of?St’ere Travel - L g » -..Number of tnps by lrkely destxnanon type of"_' e

-~ for Judlcral Educatlon SRR P course, transpo-rtdtron per diem..

Out-of-Stalc Trave] for o ‘Number of trips by purpose and lrkely destma-
Conferences or Meetmgs R I ‘f‘tlons transportanon per. dlem : i




APPENDIX H
BUDGET GUIDELINE—INCREASE JUSTIFICATION

Any budget mcrease whlch results in addmon of new pPrsonnel a capltal expendxture in,
. 'excess of SSOD ‘ora percentage increase- of 5% or more in an existing line.item must be
) explamed in wntmg, pursuant to the lllustrated format mdxcated below:

; . s BUDGET INCREASE JUSTIFICATION
Dnvxsxon/Program Pre~mal Release

' Lineltem. ©o .0 B 1977 78~ L T1978-79. Increase -~ - Increase . "
O L Proposed SRR R
- Personnel - oo 27,0000 0 o 108,000 LT 2 81,000
'R‘cn_t‘als‘ T e 200000 - 8,000 6,000
: Supphcs v : 750 e 3,000 2,250
“Equ.pmem R - TR 1,000« © i 7500 e
kG N 300007] S ‘-L20000;-"-' , '90000 T 300%
Jusuﬁcauon : L : o R

" The county assumed the-cast of the pn.-trml relcase Progrdm from the federal government stdrtmg in thc last SN
: quancr of the 'budget year. $30,000 was- budgeted. - Annualization. of xhe progrdm (hxs year requlres an
approprmuon of $120,000, an ificrease ‘of 590 000. - S




. APPENDIX I ) o
BUDGET GUIDEI.INE—MONlTORING REPORT

‘ At the end of each month the court. budget offlcer shall submlt a report to the court on.
o the' status of the courts’s budget ThlS teport shall 5peufy any deviations: in expendnturc' 3
. patterns: whick indicate a pattern of overspendmg or underspendmg The devxanons shall»* :
: -_be m the form of an excepnon report as lllustrated below ' »

MONITORING REPORT
: occurrcd

' o with three months left m the ﬁscal year, dvaxlable funds are. dlmost depleted in thc S

following categories: : - e

. out-of-state’‘travel -
(1% of funds remam)
contract services. -
(5% of funds remaln)

As of March 3! the follox.mg devmuons from expected e‘(pendl'ure patterns have_‘

. due to hmng lags, personnel expendxtures are runnmg well below esnmates onlyv": g

9% of per‘;onnel funds have been expended wnh 75% of the ﬁscal yedr completed




APPENDIX J

II.I.USTRATIVE PERFORMANCE MEASURES
FOR BASlC ADJUDICATION FUNCTIONS

LATER T e e EE e e e TN
S Input . ..o -Output - 0" Effectiveness - Efficiency ..

“ Adjudica- ©. - Indictments . Indictments, - Average case time, - Average cost . ‘Due to legal
Conof e ﬁléd_,. Lo mxsdemeanors- stposmons G per crimi‘,n,ul“.? preﬁsure 1o move -,
- Criminal” o . dl\Posed : perjudge ST casey “edch cnr_nmal case -
T Cases -+ ’ e "t to disposition, T
SRENE - inputs are usually -’
an adequate E
measure of -
: '_cnmmal
wo:kload

: ".Misdemganof >

- appeals filed, " - Trzals heann;, Pending cases. -

e e eondiefeds RIS
" court days,

:Dispositions . A'Vc‘ruge,_coﬁl le cases may
©perjudge o opercivil languist, The
K ' C-cwse. 2 number of
. w0 trialready cases:
o TT L may be abetter -
: - ©‘mneasure of .-
- workload than
L Cflings

- Adjudica- . . Filings, cases Trials - coni
stionol . L set for trial . _‘_ductsd coun
- Civil - LT days

" Periding cases, * :

,. Cases dns‘
" posed. "

" Adjudicas , U Informal dis- - Average time for-Average cost’ . Due'te thehigh'
“tiovof- o Pefitions, .-+ . positions.. & adjudicated " pcr'juv'pnil’é_ - nwmber of -
- duvenile S L * Adjudications . ©3€ L case. informal, -
2o.Cases EP Il e s : dlsposmons,
S ' Dispositions per'= =" . .which-may not
©judge, ‘informal v U }mvoLve a judge,
‘andfofmal . 7 7 distidctions must
" Pending Cases. - - ... be mude between
O S AR mt’ufmaland .
e formalel_eme_‘nts‘of_:
- workload.




PERFORMANCE MEASURES FOR VARIOUS
TRIAI. COURT COMPONENTS AND PROGRAMS

Triul Cuurl o
-Component

Mc;ns,urc

; .Cam!’)i'cn}i' :

Suidil Prograis

Clerical Functions -

o C()"un churtbihg :

Clerk-Typists -

. Electronic Data Procéssing -

Personne] Adninistration -~ -

 Microfiim

e TCPOTty 10 cnu'rl
court duys .

y jlur’y' guestion)

persons-screened
persony’ intervicwed
persons under \upl,r\'l,
leveh

pending cases
' new ca

s processed -
filing lr‘.mﬁactinn\'

cuse c.jmms.s

gush: tmnsaumnx h.mdlu.l
clerk courtroom days
.\Lht,dult,d !rl.:ls ’
courtraom days

» transcripts.

used)

-jurars summnnbd-

@ jurors quhlificd
 jurr days -
‘Jurv frigls

sl.quulLrLd lrml d.n)\

_nm docku p.m.\ prup.nrcd

pl’L-HLnanLL inv uuumm I\pLd

. ,mrrupundenw lvpcd

! re.pom Ecnemlcd
mdl.hlnt, mm

‘new meluyu. pmuw.d
:m(crvu_\u S
. LSty

total pu\onnnl lranx.xmom _"

rgéords microﬁhnéd

fon favg. -

*“The peréentage o

“workload fug

o 1ers are Hinked [OF

lires processed (i

: V.lrmUs mhu .ndrmm\tr.nw

Pluh‘_mn. dnu mn .md various. xncml
: _pnn.mms ln\ol\
“uttendance upon the-court either in pusun_

“persannet contact and,

nr‘h\ witten: subnus\lun Thc\c drc -

. “LULd in thv: TSRS,

Thuu :m.l\uru dc xl |n a -‘m\\ W .1\ .\ ith

T record’ ku.pmu aetivity, hnukku.pm«' e

tivity, court’’ room Llermg .md L.ulend.n- o
m :

asesappeatled is ki
In vther Fespevis, repor-
dicizl wetivity, .

Thereare two aspedts: (11 work involved

“in jury administiition. which may. noibe
f;.rezu and 12) Costs m\ul\ Ld i puyinenty .
W jurors ar for: l‘l!L‘ll\,.‘l(_»)dyllg and travel, e

' Thc’c&*un\Plu miuy 10t be germane to cach

coutt. but there are ingvity |h|\ some sl.m«- -

.dard \u)rk oulpul\ tnr clcrl\ tvplsl\

lunum S
uuld he m(.lude s appmprwlc. :




II.I.USTRATIVE BUDGET-WORKI.QAD COMPARISON e
e 19/7 o 1978 o %

< TRilings o T tesg ol "_'_1_010_ S A6 080 (est) - =3
cocPrialdays o et 300 ST B0 R AF L 205 (est). [ A

- Operaionals " §45_0i,‘000 o ses000 AT Uss40,0000 48
L . v SR v T »(requesxed) O

. Note The fact that the above chart shows a dxscrepancy between the percentdge budget e

2 mcrease requested and: workload trends does riot necessanly mean‘that a budget requestis -
" unjustified. For example mcreases m employce compensanon may account forsucha. - .
.dxscrepancy v o Ll - : S
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_'_.;‘ZAPPENDIXM'_'
II.I.USTRATIVE ;MUl-TI-YE AR BUDGET_‘: S

L i979.80

R TR '.""_1977-_78%
" Objective s Sub-Objective

| 5000y -'.‘rwo'r_knaad .

- 5(000)

""“Egt._ o Est SRR
<$(000) .Wor_kload SRR )

- Adjudication ~ Adjudication of . .38 . 1060 -

o(-‘Cfi_ininal Feldniés S cases dxs—A'

.,~Cés’e'_s N Lil s TN posed:

Mlsdemezmor Ap- SRR cases. dlS
peal BN :

Adjudncauon of T 100 S 7300 SN

T 3% ‘
S cases dise v

o _pose(_i
T

cases d4 g

107()

.-345 - 2000

caqes dlS- :
) posed

126 07 7500
" cases dig- - -

o posed oo S




APPENGIX N n

OBJ ECTIVE

II.I.USTRATlVE ANAI.YSIS OF RESOURCE AI.I.OCATION BY

N

Bud;et Esnmatu o

" Objesive. "_i_'SiublObjccﬁv'é-“

'Persénnel Mal’(f._rials} SuppligsZSefvliceS. O,tht_er

. Total -

rfeof oo
N

of Cnmmdl Adjudncatmn
Cases . ' i e et
S »Mlsdcmeanor Ap- 80.000 L 2000000
~peal Ad_yudlcatwn P A
" Subtotal "

AdJudncuuon  Major Case - - LI
Lol Civil e 'Adjudicati(m 1/280,000 © ... 15,000
CCases I :

. Mmor Cuse . R :
B e 'A{;ad-saunn 5101000, .. -4~19.""wu“"”—f‘:"s_“'

.- Subtotal

' Adjudication . Felony 062,000‘:;?1‘.- 22,000+ 10,0000

294,000

304,000 -

© 300,000 -

7%

6% -

. 18%

esm
Case




e SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED BUDGET

.. increase, in addition to built-in increases and inflation;, are:

i = Personnel

APPENDIx o
CTO: Presiding Judge ‘v . BRI

‘..{FROM Budget Office =~ 7 oo
“RE: . Analysis of Circuit Court Budget for FY 1978 79 P

. The 1978 79 budget request for the court is $2, 687,000: Thrs represents an mcrease of
- $169 000 (or 6.7%) ‘over the’ budget Tequest for this ‘year: The pnnc1pal reason for the

: . o addition of two court’ reporters to acentral pool;
" e an increase in health insurance costs for county employees, SR
o planned capital acquisitions to furnish a new.trial court facility; ard :
rieta great mcrease in Juror costs based on expenence of a defrcrt in last year s Jury
: Spendmg Trends in Coml ' i :
The spendmg trend in the cxrcunt court smce I975 is as fo[]ows

Object of . Expendnurcs Expcndxrures % Budgeled '% ;Réques_(ed % s
- Expenditure . 197576 0 197677 4~ 0 197778 k= I9T879 e o

L dudicial el 0 1 540,000 £.540,000 T = 7 700,000 29,6 700,000 .
. Jud. Secretaries .~ °:202,000 - . 7209,000 - .34 .'228,000...°9.0 230,000 .-,
. Court Reporters = 7+.300,000, " 318,000 . . 6.0 ¢ 384,000 . 20,7 .. 432,000 .
‘. .:Court Officers. -~ .- _275.000. 281,000 2.0 7 °291,000 - 3.5 & 208,000
"Other Personnel .~ 99,000 - 11,000 . . 12,17 113,000 . 1.8 : 120,000 -
. Fringe Benefits . * 131,000 - 144,000° . 9.9:- . .152,000 .55 - 167,000
Temporary Help - .~ __ 30,000 30,000 . © _~ . . 32,000 6.6 37,000 156

- Sublotal . 1,577,000 1,633,000 351,900,000 163 1,994,000 .

Se: \'ue.s/Supplws o
T Eguipment T N R B Ce
| ¢'Maintenance - .. 9,500 - 9800 .31 . 10400 61 11,000
» . Capital Expend. ", " 37, 000 45,000 . 206 43,0000 4.5 54,000 -
~ “EDP Costto- " RS ‘ b A o
CCemtralData. VT e T

LProc ot L haE o 28,000 - " 31 oo\,"‘_,
;Rems&Leases o, 24000000 27,000 12,5 00 38,000 407 -40,000 . 5,
Supplies * U 2,400 03,1000 29,00 - 34)00 L=33 0 3000 I
Phon¢ & .~ R S P SO S
Utili’ties'-, U T ATI00 T 73000 T d ‘_*;,ﬂ/,zzooi‘ 2.7 7800‘ 5,
',;..Omer G 65000 . 6,800 . 46 7 7,000 2.9 - 7.,000”.
- Sublom' L .86,5000 98,900 43 -0 132,800 342 153,800
“Travel Lt 25000 .0 25,0000 o= 28,000 712,07, 30,000
: Jur)Com":’ S T e T e T e T
" Jurof Fegs/ - s T
S Travels .7 341,000
dury Commrssxon 3000
v-JurorLadglng/ o LI e e T e S
Food ST D000 40000 2730 724,000 416 24,000

/365,000 7.0 398,000 9.0 446,000 12
32,000 %7732 T 36,0000 71257 40,000 o




7 Objectof . Expenditures’ Expenditres % . Budgeted’ % Requested” % -

. Expenditre 197576 0197677 . +- -1’97_7-73 k- 97879~
Csibtoal 33000 411000 737 438000 114 - 510,000 '1;.3.
L Tow . C -1'2;07150'0‘ 2,167,900 4;6  2,518 800 .'_t6.'1 2,687,800 - 6.7

The mcrease requested for the 1978 79 budget year is down sharp!y from 1977 78

- {16.1% t0 6.7%). The budget requested for 1977-78 reflected the costs of a $10,000 pay.

} “increase for judges (of Wthh the-county pays 50%), anincrease in _}udoeshlps (from 1810
20) and. additional support personnel for the new judges. This year’s budget proposes
_increases closer to those requested in past years. However, the proposed 6. 7% mcrease ¢
- still exceeds. the 5% ceiling imposed by the Coumy Manager. - -

. The personnel item which has dccounted for most of the hi ghi increases over the last Four
years is court reporter salanes The average salary has increased from $16,500 to $18, 000 - .
-and the number of reporters’ from 18 to 24, The creation of a two-person central pool in

o 1977- 78 proved successful as a backup to the 20 reporters assxgned to mdrvxdual Judges .
" Two additional pool reporters dre requested this year, _ :
 Four major- non-personnel costs have shown the sharpest upward trend over: the last few

_ years:

o Ccapital expendltures due 10 purchase of electromc equipment. and tumlshmg of BN
. outlying facilities; even with- use of revenue-sharing funds for some acomsmons the .-

1978-79 budget pmposal shows 4 25.5% increase;
¢ the 1ntroductxon of a court mformanon system last year requlred $74 000 in new
_costs for services and machme time from the. county-computer system the estimated
charges for 1978- 79 are $31,000, an ‘amount which will increase to $45 000-or
' $50,000 in 1979-80 when feleprocessing capability-is- added ST
o rental costs for- outlymg facilities have stablhzed thxs year, but remam one of the
“larger non-personnel costs; and : » N
. @ jury costs remain the most troubling. item; with operallonal costs going up annually at
~ a high rate with the proposed increase for this year bemg H. 3%

Companson in Workload of Court-and Budget : S,
The workload of the court over the period of analysis can be measured by: mdlctments
flled dxsposed and pending at end of year, civil cases filed, disposed and pendmg at end -
of year; Jury trials; and transcnpts preparcd and pendmg ‘at end of year

Q-

',Worklohd‘ LU 197576 197677 % 1972780 % . 1978-79

e
Measures: S S D e T ¢ - ) TIPS {Bst) +".;v.,
Indictments: Filed 2,500 . 2,800 12,00 - 2,950 . 5.3, 3200 84 .
o ~Disposed . 0 <UL 2,600 0 2,750 5.7 3,000 9.9 ¢ 3,300 - 1000
Lory Pending 124317 0T 407 - 45T 122 ©.407. <109 ©307 -24.5
CCivik Filings -~ 0 07 19,5000 9,800 3.4 10,600 . 8.1 - 11,000 3.7
© Cases Disposed . . 7,500 8,500 13.3° 10,100 - - 188 " 11,000 - 89
Cases Pending -~ " °3,500° - 4,800 370 5,300 - 104 5300 0 o
12/3t° S S A L g
Sury Trials 12/31 S 318 U343 < 7300350 - 2.0 0 360 .28
. Transcripts on Appeal .. COONM8 130 104 . 148 438! L1650 114
Pendm;, Trdmcnpm l’/3l E 730 _ ;47 J56.7 0 85 110 50 -9.0.

: The workload flgures mdlcate that: IR

g vo the caseload of the court hnsﬂ ;ncreased on a falrly steady basls and has been in
e the coutt has stablhzed its backlog w;!h the(addmon of two judges and prolects some
T reducnon in backlog for 1978 79




® the growmg backlog in transcnpts can be reduced in 1978 79 by the hmng of two Bl
- reporters; and » o

. expendltures for jury mals have mcreased markedly, despne a very mmor mcrease in.

: _]Ul‘y mals R - :

‘% Increase in = % Increase in-
- Jury Trials . Budgets"

197677 18 13

197778 0 20 00 114

1978-79 - 2.8 - 11;3

The budgetary mcxease for junes is based on tbe Juror calls for ]ast year and will be hdrd
to justify by ‘workload increase. . :
Personnel Trends s o

The number of full-time, non~1udxcxal personnel employed by the court over the penod
of‘ analysis i is mdlcated below: : »




LA

1978.7y

‘ v 197876 1977.78
" . Position . - — - —. —— - - al
o . : Pos. LAvg. “Avg. Pos. T Avg. Avg, * Pos. - Avg. Avg. " Pos, Avg: - Avg.
©. Auth Pos. “Salary ™ Auth. . . Pos, Salary - ~Auth. Pos. . Salary " Auth. ' Pos. " Salary
S -Funded (1000) - g Funded (1000) Furided (1000) .. Funded. - ©.(1000)
- Judicial Secretaries: 18 16.2 113 18 16.5 s 20 166 . 114 20, 16.5 1.5
& Court Reporters T 2 16:6 18 17.6 T 17.6 S22 22 174 4 L2150 180
.~ Cout Officers 250 23 11.0 S25 00 220 T2 25~ 220 - 16 126 225 . 118
Law Clerks 2 “2 150 2 2 150 - 2 L2 15.0-7 S 2, 2 150
 Clerk-Typists -~ 3 2.8 13 3 2.7 .80 T4 36 .. .83 4 3.6 85
EDP Coding Clerk o o 3 L2 2 e 2 2 ey
~Administrator . . 1 1 21.0 I I 210 - il e 2000 1 T30
Administrative - - ) SR B o — . - g . . LT
g I T 1 105 J . 11,0 A, e 110

§ ‘SeC.l'!?tar'Y

- 10.5

~'savings can be effected.in 1978-79 by leavmg court officer posmons unfilled.

. “the. personnel budget most. subject to challenge
e -Jusnﬁcanons of Budget Increases -

”’accompanymg justification:

' ',Itern Increase . Increase © T SRR o .lus't_iﬁcation

“Court” ; 48,‘(}00 -+ :12.5 Appeals have been i mcreasmg at an annual rate of more than 10% per year

- Other : 7,000 . 6.1 Clerk- typtsts and codmg clerks are covered by the county personnel system :

EDP Cost 7,000 '2_9. ' Thisis an tnter-governmental transfer ttem estimiated by the COunty EDP' L

' Juror Cos_ts_ : _52_.00t). : ‘ll.3' - Thts request is based . the number of paxd juror days esnmatcd for the:-‘ Sl

Comp/ ehenszveness and Adequacy of Budget

. e that niew rules govermng securlty m major tnals can be 1mplemented wrth only one

The court has held the line on'new htres and salanes qurte well and. has operated near 4

S full employment levels except in Judncral secretary and court officer posmons ‘Turnoveris.
- high-on judicial ,secretary positions.- Court orﬁcer posmons have not been ﬁlled in past o
"years to effect- budget savings, last” year to cover a deficit in juror costs. '

“The more stringent. security measures introduced by the court make'it doubtful that any

‘The key increase in both numbers and salary aré court reporters Wthh is the sectton of RS

~Indicated below are the prmcrpal budgetary 1ncreases requested for l978 79 and the _

5. %

*Reporter . . n07 Treanscript backlog: almost doubled between 1975(33) and-1977(55). The o
* Salaries . . ot __-addition of two. reporters can cut the-rate of backlog accumblation from =

56% to:17%, Two new reporters are needed to reverse the Jbacklog trend,

since it occup:es ‘almost two reporters per year to fill in for reporters on:
. leave or vacation. The number of transcrlpts per reporter mcreased from s
" 6.5107.4 from 1975 to 1977. :

Court - " - 17,000 5.8.  Despite addmg two judges in 1977' 78, “the ‘court did not increase the S
Officers” =~ . .- . - number of court officers. Based on securlty experiences this year, at'feast .-
A one additional: officer is. needed for prisoner security in the arratgnment
-~ court. The court is attemptmg to xmplement new secunty measures wnh
only thls ‘one change . :

Personnel =~ - S and recewed annual’ merit increases up. to’ 5%: The-court-administrator -
i - receives a salary increase of 52 000, his fzrst ingrease in thiree years i

Fringe . = - 15;000 : 98 Thlsmcreasetsdtmbutableto increases in FICA contrtbuuonandtoalo% '

Benefits -~ ..~ . increase in prémiums. for employee health benet“ ts, amountmg to Sll 22005 '
S : _ "annually : . : R S
-Capital Ex- - 11,000 . 29.1 Thrs mcrease is attnbutable enurely to the cost of outﬁttmg the tnal court" L
“penditure o "~ room, juror: deliberation room and judicial chambers in the néw factltty at’ o

... X-VILLE; specrftcally pubhc ;address . systems, tables, chatrs, book P
" shelves, rugs. electrical and’ plumbmg fi xtures. - G o

Center hased on: esttmated machine trme tncrcase of 25-30% |n l978-79 =

: -.current year (18 000). ptus a 5% mctement for. mcreascd _|ury acuvuy

“The budget is based on several assumpnons that affect its adequacy, as mdtcated below. o

Q'addmonal court officer; -1~
e that the number of jurors called and qualtfied wxll have the same relatton to- the
-~ number of jury trials.as’ it did in l977 78 .. g : :
-& _that recordmg equtpment in‘the amount of $1 12 000 for cnmmal courtrooms

- ‘patd from the law ltbrary fund

aid from

: V;the county capital fund : _
‘s that the turnover rate and unﬁlled vacancres wrll pemut savmgs to cover $10
.~ $12,000 of the cost of tWo néw court reporters; and - -

o’vthat travel for purposes: -of Judtctal education wdl ,be pax "from an LEAA gra.:

. -administered i by the State Coutt Administrator. - * -
: Subject to the above assumpttons, the budget 1s adequate to meet court needs an




lssues before the Court - _ : P P
- The budget presents several lssues for resolutlon by the court

“ County- Managez The court budget exceeds the budgetary limit |mposed by the County '
' "Manager The court must decide whether to seek an exception to tlns limit and xf 50; how-
10 Justlfy it The colurt has never rehed on an mherent powers posmon to support ttS budget v

position.:

CJury Conmnmon The Jury management practlcef,/ of the Jury Commlssmn have ralsed' :
jury costs. The: court has- tradmonally not interfered greatly in the mtemal managementv
-practices of the Commrss:on _The question to resolve is whether the court can- realistically ..
defend the current requests of the Commlsslon as part of the court budget A poss;ble N

- solution is 1o insist upon some’ steps:to improve jury management.

Use of Special Funds: “The Law lerary fund will be used as-a’ source of fundmg for v
cupttal ftems unrelated to the operation of the law- “library. The use.of this fund for this:
~ purpose may be subject to audttor challenge The court mlght choose to rely more. on the' o

. operatmg budget for these items.-

“State Court Administrator: The' matchmg funds for LEAA funded JUdlCldl educahon
trips have in the past been paid: by the county ‘The county has shown increased reluctance :
to match these funds, The court might urge the: State Court Admlmqtrator to seek state -

matchmg funds or- budget new funds for matchmo purposes.
Su(ff Ret ommemlauon lt is recommended that the court adopt the budget as presented

: addresses all-pomts m the check-off lxst developed by ‘thlS ofﬂce The budget adheres to : :
the form requwed by the coumy . e
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APPENDIX P
II.LUSTRATIVE ANALYS!S OF TRlAl COURT FUNDING SOURCES

Ob‘jec‘t» Class ‘ '

' _Funding Sogrcgs

_Objectof -+ < County -

« " Expenditure- " - " 'General Fund -

" State - - County Law

i General Fund - Library Fund

. County
Capital Fund .- .

LEAA Block _

Grants

. ‘Revenue-Sharing:

. -Federal -~

‘Personnel- . -

Non-Personnel

" Judge salaries . b
Jud. sec. salaries’

" “Clerical salaries - " E 1,870,‘00(‘) ’
. Prof. salarles S i 540,000 .
Fringe. benefits. St oot 240,000

o Overtime. - T o 780,000
- Temporary help .~~~ -~ .~ 85,000

© 800,000 "
200,000
DT ©12,000"
/98,000 S

CSubtotal oo $2,815,000

- Capital
expenditures
~Contractor
- services Co
", Leasefrentals . % .- . 37,000

Supplies S 27000
Utilities -~ .- - 31,0000
“Other . 25,000

CSubtotat - 5120000

$1,090,000 . $12,000

18.000¢

- $18,000

350,000 -

240,000

" $240,000-

$350,000

800,000 :

L l,,879.000,-~
79'2,000
330,000
80,000

©.- 85,000

*.-‘54-4!.57;000 :

88,000 5 : | 88,000
1“350' oo‘b-_ _-

, _37000:‘

45,000,

_.‘ . . ...>-.7‘310m1.

L @576000'

TPowl . $2.935.000

/$1,090,000 . '$30,000

©-%350,000

$240,000

E3 000’-‘ T 84.733,000

- (1)~ Salary of librarian.
(2) Law boaks.. :
.-~ (3). Construction contract for: Luurtroom renovzmon

. (4) cherally funded sal.mes in pre-trlal release prog*am
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: i APPENDIX Q '
llLUSTRATIVE ANAI.YSIS OF A COURT REVENUE SYSTEM

Type of

Revenue:

. C,Ol_lem_‘f’" 3 * Distribution -

. Legal Basis Collects " Colfection F- - Lega_f Basis

e U Whe o Proqedurcfér‘ SRR oo To Whoni " Transmission

Transmitied . .- Procedure

. Fund.

*Civil Filing Fee

12 Code 817 Circuii ‘Requir_émeh\ for- filing, :igv Code §118 C o County Treésﬁrcf:._
RS, . Court'Clerk. “gybject to pauper’s oath. .= "~ R co R bank accoum

’»'Check dmwn upon \.Icrk 5

County General Fund RE




APPENDIX R

- II.I.USTRATIVE REVENUE PROJECTION FORM

", Court.

: Aclu’a!_Rcvcnucs e S ,P"‘?J“““"‘.' S

197576 jgigqy - : Rev. Clhemas T T aemay L 97980

_.Circuit

CORange T ougers Cases $ 77 . Cases §

Coosocivit o upper-

Filing -

- Fee T 7 Lower

SZFO_Ee.eb; S E e _."Uppel‘i‘ :
OnFelony
Conviction -~ ..~ . Lower .

Y 86FeeOn " “ . Upper
- Civil . - RS '
" Appeal

" From™.

.Cou_‘nx'y'Ct.' o o -'"l;bwc:r »

. SG}"F_ec/On. R o 'U.ppevr e
- Misde- - : L
“meanor

- Conviction . s - Lower -




APPENDIX S

ILLUSTRATIVE MUI.TI YEAR COMPARISON
QF EXPENDlTURES AND REVENUES

197576 197677 197778 1978 79

- Expenditures; -
Personnel”:; ’ ,
~.Non-Personnel

v "i‘i}ial _

. Revenues: - )
Civil Case Fees
- Criminal Case Fees
Fines/Forfeitire © " -
.Other Fees, Costs
- Total -

R lefercnce Betwet,n Expcndltures_ ’
...md Revenux_s o

i .Revenucs asa Perccmage of
v Expendnures i




APPENDIX T
SAMPI.E MONITORING SHEET

Program/Orgamzutlonal Umt—CIerk sOfﬁce o B Dalc.-Mdrch l978

: l_lems'Beihg Mdmtored

" Financiat Data’ — — _ _ e
RS L o Temporary . .~ Contractual - -~ Suppli¢s and o R
Personme}l. . Services Materials - ‘-ll_J"Pmen.r,:.

N App'rbp‘riaﬁons'_ o

. Transfers + -

Revised. F_undsf =

‘Expenditures to Dzit(:

Encumbrances - -

Balance

R Of Avallable ;
' VFun_ds, Remam;ng

- % qf Time Remaining —




APPENDIX U
SAMPlE INDIGENT DEFENSE MONITORING FORM

: ﬁ':Prograr'ﬁ/Or’ganizar_ib'nal'_Uhi(i—lncﬁgem Defense - Date: Mérch.'l978'

STy e % Amount Cbunsel‘Fées-Appmvéd.td Date . fo o e
Cudge e . "-Numberof - -Avg. "
- ~Preliminary - Trmll’l‘nal CLonee o o Appeintments - Fee'
" "Proceedings . . Prepa:an_on - Oxher . Total Co Ty

o T_ota]é

e Fees Appj'rqvéd,t'd pate: N S Amoum of Pendmg Vouche;s — t‘
- Remaining Funds: "~ T4 % of To!al Funds Remmmng 3 N

L Fees Apbrbvcd In Excess of 3-'_.,__: Per Case e

" GASE WDGE . $ . ' CASE - JUDGE . s

0.5 GOVERNMENT FRINTING OFFICE 1979 0,—289-536 ~

e












