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�t�i�~�n�s�.�T�h�e�u�n�i�q�u�~�n�e�e�d�s�o�f� �r�u�r�a�L�c�~�u�r�i�s�d�e�s�e�r�v�e�'�a�m�o�i�e�.� ,-costs. Of equal ,significance, (sa reasoncdstatt:!!Dent 
J;peCializedtrcatment than is)iven in,thisbboklet. . thecustodial"maintenance �a�n�d�.�o�p�e�n�l�t�i�o�n�a�~�a�f�f�n�e�c�e�s�-�:� 

",. saryJooperatethefacility. '. '. ' .'. .... . 
2 .. �I�n�c�r�e�a�s�e�j�u�s�t�i�f�i�C�'�a�t�i�O�~�~�P�t�O�p�o�s�e�d�·� �b�u�d�g�e�t�j�n�c�r�e�a�s�~�s� �N�~�W� lega/obligellion. AHowanc=.esmustbemadeto· 

wpuldquHemtturaHybe 1'he subjecCoF atrialdourt carry out a riew pbligationmandated by courtniieor., 
tJ'udget review. The purposes of such a �r�e�v�i�e�~�a�r�e�;� '. statute, (c.g."speedytrial rule). : �.�~� �;�~�i� 

" .'. .' ...- �"�~�'�~�'�_�'�~�=�~�"�;�:�"�~�'�~� '.>' . Thesecos,ts (offen �r�e�~�e�.�t�r�e�d�t�9�a�S�<�"�l�e�g�i�s�l�a�t�i�v�J�~�i�m�p�a�C�t�,�,�>�e�;� :/,,,,: 
• to.exercise nianagelJ1ent �.�r�e�s�p�o�r�t�s�i�b�H�i�t�y�·�-�o�v�e�t�t�~�~�o�Y�;�p�,�7�:�"�<�l�r�~�~�r�v�.�,�h�.�a�t�d�t�O�e�$�i�~�m�a�t�e� .wittJ.oUi a �s�p�~�c�;�i�"�r�h�n�- •.....• , .....•. 

�~�q�!�l�~�~�t�~�~�e�~�@�d�i�t�u�r�e� oipublicfunds; .... ' ' , ple{lleiitation plan. �O�l�1�~�n�:�-�-�:�m�e�Y�"�"�a�~�!�'� �j�J�e�~�r�Q�!�~�}�;�r�:�.� �t�h�e�·�·�~�r�.�d�~�'� 
" • -to-test the vlllidity of the justifiCation; so that the '.' facCuliing �e�x�p�e�r�i�e�X�l�c�e�~�.�t�<�M�i�i�l�'�S�l�i�f�}�4�~� �u�r�e�c�o�s�t�l�'�~�~�"�'�-�"�~�'�"�"�:�~�'�~�~� 

. �c�~�L�i�r�L�'�p�r�e�s�e�i�V�e�s� its credibility with �e�x�t�e�r�n�a�t�"�,�a�g�e�n�:�'�~�:�Y�(�'�l�l�/�f�l�a�~�i�o�f�l�.� �A�\�l�~�\�~�n�c�e�'� �~�)�!�S�~�~�e� �m�~�d�e� �j�·�o�r�p�t�o�b�a�~�~�e� �l�~�-�"� ", ,J' 
<;Ies;and. , .' . crease 10' �c�o�~�t�-�s�·� �o�f�g�~�S�:�- and. :ServIces to . courts �.�~�.�q�:�t�l�l�S� 

. it to ascertain Whe,ther;the increase is consistent wi:th' '. usually �d�(�j�~�i�i� �n�b�t�"�'�f�n�d�u�d�e�c�o�s�t�-�o�f�7�l�i�v�i�n�g�i�n�c�r�e�a�s�e�t�t�6�r�.�"�"�,�'�~� 
court. priorities; . �·�'�~�"�'�.�1�i�i�~� • .Yihith are normally determined . on a �g�o�v�e�r�n�m�e�r�i�t�~�~� �.�'�~�;�<�;� 

. ", ,," �.�~�:� .". '", . .,. '. ,-"', '",". ," /:........ �"�'�'�:�>�~�:�- ,': 

. wide basis and are �f�i�l�1�a�n�c�e�d�b�y�a�$�u�p�p�l�e�m�e�l�1�t�~�l� �a�p�p�r�o�p�r�i�~�·� �;�~�;� 

NonnaIIy, caclhProposed increase should be justificdtion. . .... ' .. ' ..... \\' .. .... . ...•.............. ". ...• ..' �.�.�.�i�~� 
'in writi ng,<t,ryeH!,:eI of detaIl varyi IJg �'�\�:�i�t�l�i�~� �'�M�o�s�(�C�b�u�~�g�e�t�'� �'�S�y�~�t�e�m�s�'� �~�n�o�w�.�f�O�r�a�'�s�t�a�n�d�a�r�d�-�i�n�f�l�a�t�i�.�o�n�i�=�-�~�.�r�~� 

_:? Aactoron goodstobepurchased.N(ltiona1lndicators lnllY " 
e,:;,.rri€ ne\vness of the tunpeOiteniand' lack of' abe used, but 'Iocal' trends in prices are a common : bask 

�.�.�d�1�P�:�~�"�t�r�a�c�k� record;:' '.,: .' '. . ... ' .. " Warklo(ul,AcolJ1ll:loncause for �"�b�u�d�g�e�t�i�~�c�r�e�a�s�e�s� IS 
�,�~�i�q�l�r�.�/� • the con'iplexityof'the programbeingfuhded: increased workload,This mustije'supportedbysome /2 
it: •.. ',Ii the amotlnCo[ th.c)ncrease;and .' documentati()n, such as judge-caseloadratios,.probatidn 
c' •• thffutUreimplications for even greater increases. �o�f�f�i�c�e�r�~�c�a�s�e�J�o�a�d� ratios or other �s�t�a�p�d�a�t�d�j�u�~�t�i�f�i�c�a�t�i�o�n� 
�L�~�.� fOtmulas.Themost dift1cult aspect Of th!sdocurlmuta-' '. 
�:�;�~�>�o�'�~�'�r�f�f�e�=�-�r�i�a�t�U�l�'�i�f�o�f�;�t�h�C�W�r�i�t�t�e�n�,�j�u�s�t�i�i�i�c�a�t�i�9�i�l�i�w�p�u�.�l�i�t�v�a�r�y�;�c�.�'� tibn jsd:learly' �i�1�l�u�s�t�r�a�t�i�n�g�h�o�w�i�n�~�r�e�a�s�e�d� �a�c�t�i�v�i�.�t�i�~�s�J�n�,�~�:�~�~�'�f� 

withtnerypc.ofillcrease, as described below: '.' courHelatedagenci,es �a�.�u�g�m�e�.�n�i�4�f�i�e�~�w�6�r�l�<�1�o�a�a�c�o�f�~�,�t�r�i�a�I�'�\�.�<�:�~�~�'�\� 
. Amllia/haliGI/. Tllis i ovol vesspreadlngover a full , �~� .• �q�,�O�i�J�r�t�.�~�o�~�,�~�=�c�:�:�'�,�:�:�;�:�:�;�f�~�:�"�:�~�·� ............ ., .......... ' ...." 

-o,budge:tcye.arthe:cost of a program �f�u�r�i�d�e�s�L�f�o�!�X�}�n�~�y�-�p�'�a�#�o�F�~�'�- Progl'qlU"l1nprove/llen( . 0" IIpgrailiilg. This increase" 
. the previOlJs budgetY(!Jlr. Xhisbticiget:rssue �I�s�~�g�e�n�e�r�~�n�y�;�"�"�;�'�r�e�l�a�t�e�~�f�S�q�u�a�J�i�r�y�o�f� service and isoased liponJhe need to ; .'. 

�s�e�l�t�I�r�r�a�j�n�t�b�~�y�e�i�t�i�w�h�e�n� ptlrtialfundingisallowed. quite �·�·�m�e�e�t�s�o�m�e�'�p�r�e�~�e�s�t�a�b�l�i�s�h�e�d� st;JfltiatdTe.g.'ia pJ:e-.sentence .' 
.' ,oftehtistheresult. ()r"assuming the,costs. ofa federal . investigation in each cB]1Jilalcase'where .. �a�~�o�n�v�i�c�t�i�o�n�;� is 

program' whichexphedparti.yay through the b u(j get obtained).'.. .,' . ,. 
,/e(lr, Annualization �~�h�c�u�l�d�b�e�p�r�o�l�o�r�l�1�l�a�.� ii, .... '. Like::"legjsll'ltlveimpaCt;'thistype of increase tends, .' 

pSaiary increases: Salary increases mayoccvras the .' �t�O�l�:�J�e�,�~�~�b�t�l�l�o�i�l�S� for doctlmentationpurposes\ It may re" 
r6sult of merit increase or promotloils, The.f0.Imerare, in ·qui.reC()rrlparative data from elsewhere.. ., . ". 

" iomesystems ; quite automatic andcan;1!:6'computedbY,/New caplwlexpenditllre.f, For �a�c�o�u�i�s�i�t�i�o�n�s�.�Q�t�h�e�r�'�i�h�~�~�·� 
. Jrefcrence to �e�l�i�g�i�.�~�l�e�.�~�m�~�I�O�y�e�~�s�J�i�j�f�:�f�r�i�l�l�h�'�l�e�r�s�a�r�Y� �d�a�t�e�~�:�J�n� �'�,�r�e�p�l�a�c�e�~�e�n�t�~�,� �t�h�e�.�r�e�m�~�s�t� be �a�s�p�e�c�'�i�a�r�:�j�~�s�t�i�f�i�c�a�t�~�o�n� since �:�:�\�~� 
}a system wi)erement tnc.IY.asesare.,notpro jOl;nlCi, a!.'\ . new capital Item .IS bemg adde9JO the court,'s mventorY,lf 
l,estimatemus(be. �m�a�~�e�~�f� the' percent.age· of.,empl9yees .' . This is best· handled .. by. 'an . �i�t�e�m�~�s�p�e�c�i�f�i�c� �"�.�j�U�s�t�i�f�i�c�a�t�i�o�~�\�·� 

,I �w�h�i�c�~�>�:�'�F�i�1�J�r�e�c�e�i�v�~� sllcliincreases based/on �r�~�s�t�e�x�:�p�e�r�i�~� rather than a."pall �p�a�r�~�"�e�s�t�i�l�m�i�t�e�:� Infact;localbudget-
'( .. e!}Gc .. PromQtibns mise a different plpblcl11:Many public, ing practiceso'often dictate such specificity, particularly :,. ' 

�j�.�1�'�:�1�1�~�e�n�c�i�~�s�:�t�r�Y�t�o� �t�~�T�e�p�r�o�m�o�t�i�o�p�,�~�)�t�6�"�c�o�i�n�d�d�e� with a new .. " where revenue-sharing fUlldsare to be J!sed:'" ,if:" .' 
;'J ( budget year t"" woidJheprob1el11iOf guessing and niay . Nell' �j�J�i�"�o�g�r�m�n�.�A�~�s�p�e�c�i�a�l�j�u�s�t�i�f�i�c�a�t�i�o�n� is required for . 

actually �J�n�c�l�u�d�~�\�p�r�o�r�i�l�O�t�i�(�)�n� justificacionas part of their b,lIdget increasest() start a �n�~�w�p�r�o�g�r�a�m� or to assume the 
�\�~�u�d�g�e�t�s�~�b�r�n�i�s�s�i�o�n�.� It shouJdbe noteiI that promotiolls do coscora federally fundedprogrmn.ln the latter situation, .• 

�n�o�t�c�o�~�s�t�!�M�e�a�b�u�d�g�e�t�.�p�r�o�b�l�e�m�i�n�a�n�y�c�b�u�r�t� wherethere. there isatrackrcc()rd and �4�u�i�t�~�i�'� possib1y a �.�p�r�e�-�e�x�i�~�t�i�n�g� 
.' is a fixed �}�$�p�u�n�~� of �a�u�t�h�o�~�z�e�d� p.ositi'ons in �~�a�~�h�p�a�y� ...•.. �a�~�r�e�e�m�e�n�t�b�y� loc;u[orstate �Q�f�f�i�c�i�~�I�S� �t�o�a�s�s�u�m�e�'�c�~�~�t�r�6�f� the •. ,) 
�'�g�r�a�d�:�~�~�h�u�t� �p�r�o�m�o�t�l�O�n�s�d�Q�{�c�a�l�~�e�.� �~�~�~�g�e�t�'�p�r�0�b�,�l�e�r�~� �o�,�-�~�~�,�:�t�=�~�_�,�g�2�:�0�g�~�~�~� �·�}�~�~�:�"�,�.�~�~�1�,�:�.� �~�f� �.�a�n�e�n�t�\�l�~�c�l�y�n�e�w� �.�l�'�~�~�d�h�e� �'�,�~� 

�~�c�~� ..... �;�~�~�u�l�l�l�O�.� m()re �e�m�~�l�o�y�e�e�s� In �~�l� �h�l�~�~�r�p�}�l�~�g�r�a�d�e�~� .. ' �'�~�.�'�.� ourmwot �p�r�o�~�t� �I�S�C�O�n�S�I�,�?�!�E�!�!�,�l�:�>�1�¥�~�~�J�.�.�g�h�:�I�'�T�P�~�U�J�l�f�r�1�Y�f�O�r� �V�~� 
I ;:',>.?"Cosf.v,;?I �(�)�p�e�r�a�f�l�n�.�g�,�o�r�,�~�I�U�I�/�l�I�I�~�l�/�u�l�I�g� �,�a�l�/�e�'�W�-�f�q�<�:�r�l�l�l�y�:�.�~�p�r�o�g�r�a�~� ot;!l �c�o�m�p�I�~�x�o�r� �~�t�e�C�?�O�l�C�a�~� �n�a�t�u�~� ... ,? ... �·�;�?�>�~�:�-�1�~�'�.� '. .... '. 
�~�<� ....... newfaclhty usually IS funded from capItal funds; bUt11!S .'; rThe.JQxmatfor. wntten Justlficatton:of �m�c�n�;�,�a�~�(�'�9�l�l�g�h�r� 

�l�"�~�'� ". not �u�n�~�s�u�a�l� f orsp.ace to be �r�~�i�1�t�e�d�,� in. �w�h�i�c�h�~�a�~�e�j�t� is an '. vary: The only �~�e�y� re.q?irement is t.ha! �~�p�~�s�l�l�i�i�~�a�t�i�~�n� be . 
;<". '.' .operatmgbudget Item to be Judged byprevaJhng rental �p�r�o�v�~�d�e�d�t�o�c�Q�.�u�r�t�d�e�c�l�s�l�O�n�-�m�a�k�e�r�s� loJ.tfelatIVely'limfofln .' 
" . . .' . .... .'. . .. "',jF/Y/"' . . '.' . 

¢f 
�-�-�-�~� ... �~�.�,�/�~�.�~� .. 

�-�-�=�=�-�=�.�~� - .'-.P", . 

�~�?�~�~�J�0�?�;�~�r�~�~�.� 



\IT,f:di~;;n!~I~?0~~~~~~:J12~~;i~t:r:t~a~::4~';~~ 
~'1r~~~~fnJ;:c~~it~::t~~~-~~~i:~~~~:~~~ci~;~~f.~2!:es ... ~,~~i:;~~~£~:~~:~~~:~CbU~;~{O;~:~:~~!!l~V~~~:~:!~t~ •..• ,·i';:~ 
~= ~," /_ f~ .·,~.!C~'~< c; -~l<'.;;~~;", .·have limited con~rorov~nheseexperfSe.s,theYmaysuffei 
'fF<H'f, ~ 3", ,C~!rol of varaable exp~~se.;:ifcm'Sll The 'average~"alQssofbqdgenttiHcreditiilitY du~:toaquitk:ri~e hi. 
,~ , t~~1 ,C?U,rt budget cogtains many items W~\~Ch arefairly . 'expeildiJUre!!.,:.;/'C. "'. . .. -" '~ • 
'" ~ ,stab!~!!!amo,u.i1tand,-:1lre,alm,ost,au!Ortlaticallyapproved'. ,-q'_·';-E-"o ,:-<,<;,~ . ", •• ~ .'.', "/",', 

.
;, ..•.••. '''','~''.~.;,~,l'; Personilel costsinevibibly the m 'J'obd t't"" .. ,,' , ,c;:..,!N,gIlln", wJththe:pro?I~!l1sansmgfr!;l~ mandate,d-
Z!' .~ .... .... .' ". ..,' ' .. a, r tJ gelem"con,., c "&':)Sts;atrialcourt shtiuld"'''~'- . .."r-- " , .' , 
•• \ .• " "'. sJltute oneo!the nlore stable expenditures;sincesal~~es .' ,t·· . . '., -"" . . 

~~~~:t~~~~~~~d' areS~bje:t~~~::::~( ... ,. ~:~~~~h6ft~:S~~i~i~b:~t~:~,~~;~~fn~~;:~;e~~::!~'~ 
c>~;Ttlalc()u[tbudgetsalsocontainJteiriswhich. areuldre-ii. or of treating mandated items outside tlie norm~1 
:.2, "., . vllrja't)'le. and" volatile: :fhes~X(ems requirespe~iaI,Jrtl!n- '. bud~e! framew'ork (e.gk,'a separate.submission);?"" 
"-.• , .... ·.<ageme. nrco.·.ntro.G)i~cetJ1eyciln-e.xpa. ndni.RidIY?rYd.' m.ay d .~ I"' ,,' .. .. ,.". . k ··th· .. , ,"' //.1., d . . . .,._,e~e o.p. a methodolpg.yf.or.est.i.in.a.til1gcosts. ·.·.h. y use. of 
•.. ; .. ·/"-.>;<., .. ma -e... e,;. ~o~ c.,.o17rt ..... uU. .g. e .. t. s.ubJecLtoattack., .. $fhe.;vari- . 'h' .'. I '.'. A" - -", .. 
,:f., ~-able Item$ faU into two basitcategpries: .. ;;/. ..' ••.. " .. '. l~t?r:ca .~osttr~rit~' ~!~ot~!ir;iiJ.WQrldoadlt~nd~aildc 
. . ." . • p; .. ~ ;.; './. ..by ~In$cttnganyn:¢:w"factors. lrkelytoaffecfcost'$/ . 
. : .. ~ .... ,.e leoaI

I
' " .. '. d td . 0''':' d'" ·.···..'d// '.' ··{e.g:,~rchangein 'lloir direpraCti(:esinjury selec: 

.Jl.~~l'-~~:~~"~·f~. ;~p~~~.~t·I~Ij.d~~-;~~t,i;{;Qbj!ctto,qUi~k~-->~-~;;-~~~~~:~~~gflYi.dl11irifst. ralive-Prllc. -trGe.~,t. «(e.,.n.~sure.-~fh .• ~.[~~ 
'. expanSlOn,1 uncontro e. P . ..... h' ". . . .....'-i .' >. ~- ", .... , 

. '.. . .... "t eyareasstnngent aSPQr>~lble.gLv.en~th~ legafrJghts . '. 

·u. tv/cllid{lf;d i(enl.\~~,Jhefibre·. common_mandut~d''7~" ,cc~, jn.vplyed.-~.~o" .. :;>- --::_ ' ... ~.".... .~~-=~ 
items are listed beIQW,,,_c~_'-'1S..c,-='''"-''-=~'''-~~-' '.' . v, . - :-,/ ~ •. , ,> 'c 

, ./,c~d~~--.o~---::C- .../ . N •••..•. .' Techmques o~-estImatmg mandated court expenditure 
t?c;..--",~-JI(fO(,Ja,};ml?lirs. T~ep~ht .. to trilil by juryislegal!.y1~~1Vil~ n.~tura~~XarY byjllris.diction,~io<:et~ere~ \yi~~ .. " ..• ;*, 

'/ '. mandate~~,~utitis dir,~,Cultfopredicr.ho~th~rig6twill ... ·v~:ltlonsl.11 Jury systems,. in?ig~J1C~~nse sfktems, i.\, 

be <exercn;ed , The .n~mber qf Jur()rs.·called,. the .. number .\'Itn.~ssf~~sandus~~fpsr£hra,t~~ts.o~.~octo!S~ Tlfe~;~~.· ' ... ~ .. ' 
qualifjed anctthen91~~er'Who Serve are affected by lUany. . ~owever;afew baSlcfactorsgeQera,llyaffeGtrilg e'iichatea '-- .,"" 
{actor.s~ some ofttheip beyond Court control (e.g., pro_of legally ~alJd:lted exp~nditureli> .••. ' v i < ;;-i::I 
secutorial and;,oefense tactics). JLiror costs can mount .' .... G<;)rtainJuFY~ostsarefqirly$ta91~~(e.g . .,.grandjtiiy 'f.~' 
rapidly. <;/, ..•.. I,/.f";· ..••.• .' .' ...• .' ••••.. ,costs a~~J~Q'. ;?I11n'lisSion;~jtdj~ Oth~tjur.Y'cOSI&areC"f;# 

jfid{ge 11 (defense. lnd(geiitS havearigh tto cQltnsel anda ' ... p1uch .Il?,~s . predl ctable. Ce.,. g., petit j~(orJees,and' segues" . ~ ~':-: 
transcript; Often, courts'assume the.burdenofbudgeting...t!:!.red jury c9stS).23. .;. ··.·,~"ro.?d..·.. ....,,:;; 
forthelees paid foappointed c()Uns'el gJcourtreporters• Petitjurorsosts,shollld bellr.some relation to·the-<,~?~ 
Thes.e fees maybe subjecttoalegal maximum or may be n!lmbet!ofjurytnal daysi.whiGhil1 turrt·isJimited b{the, .';"~ 
openendeod.:ThE court cimnotdeny aright toc;ounsel, bLitavailab~!ity Qfjury courtrOQmSaildtii~1 judges, P,etitjury._~1!"<~~ 

. Jt~llY5f'n~?reX~endiiure.s~?5?ugh itscriterifC[or indi~. .c~~s~r~not.compIetely:ope? ~nde'!:1Jitq~Ono~~tterh?w .~.'" .~~:::.-~ 
.:gensrandlts\pol!cyon approvlilgfeesc;. .'. ..' ...... . .' . many JUry ,trials arer~quested,the'nulllber oftn~scaJ1not - .. ,'; 

:(;~~~iUl~SS fees>~itnes~t'eeSi ingrodi~g~xpeftwitness.c,ce~c~_e~J~he physical~ndjudicia!reSQurces, ..•.... , . " ....•....••. ' ~; 
~."., •. fees; may)je"payabIebythecourtin certain cases. ~xpert 'Wfia~;l'uns~-I!p juror co~lififeall-in of jUfO:rsjhatls/,<~ 
:.:' ;witnessJee~.tend tofiKopenended. The· ~jght to call exce~siv~ intheligitiotjury tiialildivity .pajdjtJrord!J>Y~'?C ..•.. ') 
~";'~:'\~itness~s islargelYbeyond~ourt (;on~bl and. quite unP're... ~rea{~~~~~~!l'of'lhese c'aU-i~~''not,~~tual.da,yss79'~~in:,~~ 

dlctable,c i " '. . . . . . . . '. ..... . . JUry trialS ".~~.onsequentlybudget'estllll~tesmust}x! rehded<~":? 
. Medh~lllex(llnill(l".ion."".More stringent requirements of ... to ~aIl-inp~\ttices,while manageinent CQrlt}:6t mustal!'i9' .'-. "':~i 

"ueprOl:es~~ryave required COUtts fo budgetforpsychiatri~~!7en.;t~~'ifUlt;-pi'aeri('e~~~ekey gufntifiapleiiem f,' 

.e~ams'i'i1cases of civil c~mmitment;court~m,l.ly1ilsobe;;;~ .is paid juror days inprpl7edjn~~!%4l~r~:';.;c;~ .• '> .', ",]) 
.. t)lecost of mental'examinatioll"~:pas-eS'Where a criminal .; T:he .numberof attomeysaPf,9.iIlled to defepd'i~"~~ 

.. · •. ·,;>qefendant appear~jJ,\c.J}mperent to stand ~riaL . . . lsa.Junction ofthenulll~~r.ofpersonsaccusedof crimes~.>'<~<; 
~(.-. ,;='£~s: .. Uymancrated itemsa~:fby definition,open ended. ..inyolv ingcpmmj~Il1enl; the l>revlllIingriltesof cl~iIlj~9_;:~;-;:: 
~While SllCll.cQS1liCailgenerhllybe pl'edi~ted withafair . ,->,;;,/ . '., . . ..'::-::~' 

-de.·g.·.ree.o.f .• aCCtii"licy ,'. the.re.is,n ... 0 .... g.'uarailt ... e~t.ha.tl.egally. ~ '," .~ .,'..', ... '.. " .• ',,'" .,' '.. ." ' ','.' ,~:::; 
" . ,.}. JS. eq.uest.erc.d.J'urie .. s. !l1. __ .aY .... si.·.!l1pJ\fbe.··.·.d. isco .. nti,n .. lI .. ed .. i.n.· :>6111,' ·e.states .... ;':.r!F 

mandated expenses will follo~pastpatterns. Th&.yocca~· .. .... ~ .", 
· .. sionaIly.·escalate •. quit~.sharply. , ... :-,{~·g~'2~~~~'~~:~~f~~utse~'~lher1Jctors;JurY"s1~c.' ;;~:I:(li;,;p~acticcs,i ":t~¥ct, 
. ." An upward surg.:-inJ!landateditemsmay jete.'· / ". . . -b..'. 



<;L'?:,J; ',>;;r "ii;~; :;;;'~.? .' '.'.';;." .. ··.0 ..·;·<"··~~trr:\i;<:'·:.~J>~;<_r<,;;~~'2f2 
';';;' indtgency and the extent to which public defender services .-: they a~e "nsl,c ". i~~itIsir(thesensefh~ttli'eYlend.t().~;; 
;.,Alre available.;S In ii jurisdiction witlt legally prescribe~_ gen~:ratc! sha~hr(i~.¢'rellsed;e~p~ditures in·futJre.;:~ 

. . .·.·l1laximum;J~;jfid~gentdefenSec?sts"e~Qbeesdmated: years (e.g;) ~o~puier sy!!~fus)i 2ilit ,.~, '.:,? . ' ... ·~~ •• TI 
Z··' ··.reas(miblyw~mflowever, where sucbfees?afi open _. they?aie PQfIticallyyulrlerableiteIl)s(tJ{osethatate~';::;;;' 
~~. .".' ended, theY, ~ay run as higb,as $ IO ;000 ,or morein a singl~ likel y loJi challenged ~y eit~rfialagenCies) ;2~;,/~:i~1 
i1f:' case. )Th,rtefore estimates must be made,)n the'light of ...•.. ". .S,,!illfJill&tso/C(Nlti'al,:,lL,is pOS~i.§!;:~..k~oD:~' 
;;';""-": ' averige'fees allocated over the recentpastin the particular ·;budgetijlg (olr vari.abJeexpe'l~e.J!f!r.t<tifiY6ligitthebLidgef .• ~'P:. 
~,-' . jurip~(ction~, ' ~-c - ~ ",' c "",review proce!ss. It ~Hf(tp;-sible 'h> C()!lU'W t,ne;'de:' d::J 
y, _ _ ;/Witness fees aI!d wedical fees are very hard,to e~timate _~velopm:~~j)~(' requests in this a~~atfier tllan ;;:1-
~-'" /and m~stcb; ~ased to a large extent/on trends oyer th~-,~~~ll'ftll'1te;:Lreque~ts af~er'~hey ha ~~nmad.e. ~he x,;, 
", _;/ recent pa,Std~" ~ < '=<J~" ~ latter me~tod can~ be wcorpora In a, budget, gUldet!,pe ~f": 
, f:;: .. ' , ' ~ 0: NOIH~r(/lId(/ted. I'Clria/~~!(.~..-:JlhfiTare s?me (see, (\Plfen.di~ OJ;' ~-. - _ /' ~- ~~ 
~ ~~_ '1tems m every! court QWlg~hlcil,arc not legakiy man- ;/+:f' Multl-)'ear t~ft'(I analYSIS. A generaLweaRness of 
dP"wc-' ;, '" dated, but n~:/!eihejestare troubles~1J1e becau~Mhey are-/budget ~~ failure to reg~rd budgei requests jn~ 
'1 1. ~~pjeetTo -s~\bst.antiaJ varj~P.'I-feattrO-year,;am( m~e'aF- conte)IT. ~ithput this frame of reference ,C'ltis - ",..­
~~-·_::'-~~~caus~~h.e~Jendt~expl.i'h~funcontr()lled.S~~rd?6 dfscer~ historical t.ren~s ,orA'u~~~.,.~rses of - -,7 
,~,!":~~~;~nrl1p1~s:ofi!t~e~e..:!tem-~_¥$_I!~~12.e!?w: .:-;~- ' ..... dI~~r.:~lOn~~~,ls"lack of tlme_ persp~QtJ,.ye llampers 
rrf' .... . \Travel'J/u~lclal tra",~lchllSmcr _. -lY-"in~fecenb~~~,SfE2Ls!~:~~a~~!:~mseveral\Vay~;~. ~. 
"" ._ years, as.t,as travelfor cler~ tors and profes-',' .. ' .>c.~~· ~c~=c"~'~"-~;o~,_~~ -_~c_. . .c" . .' 
;:" _. sj6:~a! stf/f. The maj~~~ a~ 0~t-of:state-9t,ovemight >!i1scalatl~g.cosctitems are lessJikel'ytQ~Qe~~redtfi:'.:} 
'\.. " . tra~\el.f~cco~:.~fO~ educational-purposes, both of. eo .._. thefutur~~wpac~~pf~yJ:rent expenditures IS less likely . "", 
.~~ " --w~lC~j!~~I~.n:~ .. .... . . ... '. ..' . . , . ' .. , .. to_~~, ~n!icJI~~<!;~and .......,. 4 .... /~?~ 
'it! .•... c.. ./~cPitate:\jJel~diltil-eS:MruornemscQftfqPlpmen:t'($50~"';"-?"~finanGiftlri?!anningcj~'2l!~gelYJlegated,.· ..... . . <',' .•. c· 

t~;,'~ Qrrilore)canb~meatroublesorilecostJact()r. if not' c ...• ' ~,~ .' ." .... c_~~Y-'~', . '.' ,f :A:cN':;~ 
;;;k> .,' . limited byenforcedspeciAcibY. and. by ':1 replacement . As a general rule, there is merit inusingp. fiM~y6'lif:tlme ,'-;~ 
i~'" '.llchedule·bllfied upon an inveritory with a depr~cia!ionfI7lfl1ewhid) i,ncludl:lstwd p~viR:}b~ar-~~urrent'year '.' ..•.• 

'tfo/' cycle.. ,...., ,. ' . .'~- . c', . ." ~nd t\vqrutu~y~pp'~1llix Mjllustrate$;athree~year, .:~ 
'~. .' .... ~Cg/itr1ct()I·$ervices.TherigiditY-dfgovernmelltpe~,"~t1m~J~EJft~ri't>rdettoproJ~~~expeIldituresseverl!l)'~~r~~;'~ 
ic;,c,.. . ·~Prin~l~yste'n:lsin~itesre,Iilinceon.contrac~ois-erv~~>.~~~~uture,itJsal~()sHfuper~!ive·ti)ats~~~·a.il~~:(~:.·.:' 'ff"< ',' an eilsy\Vay toaugmentpersQnnelresourc~cOtltra:ctoi' . tJon be 'In programmatic. f~rm; slnce;e~pen(htures area ~ 
~'Zi ;.,ii,ervicesrequite ~peciidbn4!t~~eaffif:nt. . ". " functionofp~ogra~ activity .. > < ....: '" ......., 

~>': .' ElectrO/lie t!Cl~$li'ifrComputer systems tend to .' . Thesjgl}ific.ant ~SP~sb~'()fi flve-yearanalxticaJ time 
::~~. "' . g::9}y':&lM~&n~6phjstication,machine.useandsupport framf!a,f4!tluts.::;-;~-~ . J/? 
~~.' ':~.·~fSb. nnel .. A fha.nge in. configuration (fOrexample, .. a.!L... . . . 
-" . - d' f bh r ). . .., It providestwo preyiOusyears Clfactti,~L-~J(p~ndi~u~e" 
:i ~.~'-up~mm!Lro'n .a i

' ate. tpanon7 In: ~ysteml~!:sd!Jj! as a~atabase:,,?~' ,,-:'. . .. ' 

f:" '".' "::~i:~~:~~~~:s~;.;t~a:have~to b~ an~~t~~t.I;!JPi'!!Ch.~~,aJ • itpehnits easy ide~!ifjcat1bn 6; expenditlJretrenQs·. . 

L c" .' .• ~,:-c-v~rit>os()theritemsmlghtbdrda~d to those allQVtf.1be byorganizatiQmiP'oiikor byprogl'am,as w(!11 ias'by: . 

~:' "' ..•. key.conside~ti~~~fri1tcertain bud~etit~Fr~quite . obl~cLofeX:pertd_it~r~; _:c- •. c' ". . ....• ~', '. ~:.<'----~ 
spec~~t~Cnt~irlYbeqause theyare~ot fl~edexpe,ndltu~es""",/ .• the formaJ '.Ien.ds .. Jtse.1Ct~ 5J"?:s~o~.E~,~~~~'n~' 

. _Jud.be:a~,~;:~ht!X posseslf<?ne qr more oLt'he foll?cVi-!.n~'~ .' .. ~~~~(tdata ~~~,~erl~:ll~ir' c.. .... . .'. 
·.charactenstlcs:'.j':';'" ..... .' • .'. .' . . .... . ' < •• ".1~ r~q!lJ,J:e~~~~year proJestlOn, so that some· 

"'r ...•..... <p ... . ''<''c';'~?'';'~:~=-~-=-'''''''-~~~:''~~§i.cferatronrriustbegiveh.tocumuJatiye.costs~nd, 
"=~~..dJ-..,Jh€iafe=iiOfi{~ins~;ii~c~norniai~ require fundi~g~~~:;>-·fUture impac~s.' . . . .' ... , ·..r. " .; ,. 
~ ". '.' r.··'·· .. ··.~ . ..... '" .,' ' ... ' .. ~ 

J! .fix;~"I.e~eIJrOmyeat-t~-~~e~k.; ~ontrac.to(Ser-. • . Theabpve benefits aresu~s~[}tial:The-~~~sfornrrit.· ••... ," 

.vh·lce~. "'~;l ..•...... ,.;~ . .-. "h" h" .. ' ".' ',' .~' . d' is the last because it,telates t9planntn~,a relativ~.]y ~ 
4},.t ey -are UXIJrY Items w lccan be:'tranSlorme . . d . 28 A'" . 1" ...• I' . ,.<. ~I ..... .' ... ,. 

",' . , •.... ' "." '. . . ." 'f ". ........ ,,cu.uuse. art... ny tna.! c.ourt. ,p.a .. n must; I'a. s.amatter of 
"C~~: necessltyttems(e;g., out-o "state travel); "". .',' .....•........ ) .,2" ·'··..IL,..·· • . .•......... 
o~. • - /Plnmanyjurisdi¢lions,app(oprialingbodie~ focus . their eto-

.• ~. 2sJilii large jurisdiCliSl~he.C.ost.pcr-Ct!~e fo/pllbJicd~renderIl6miczeal on .those ilemsin acourl.budgelwhich-arenoi'direcily 
seryiCcs.,.!Isually 1~ "~Oir.ofItrcratily h~,~s~~Ii~n tfie cost pet c;ascwhere related.lo adjudicationi in partiCular,social. prograins., _. . 

'. appoihtC<!.£llillf~eti!i Uli~~ '. " ....... , .....• ......... . . .' ~~ Sec.E.I'wz,ushillg (III £JJec{/I·eCol(l'rp/mlllillgClIpuiJiIi(;· •. I!U/ . 
>;.,~C?t.Mcdic~-rlf?~i\'n. commitmenf and. ciijlllilal Cllses, Icml '10 Fillancial A mlle/s qrCo.ltI1fli(l/miilg •. CourtPlanningCapabilitie~ Proj .. ' 

-:';f()UO'¥dstPal~eril~~st:ibliShed i~ persontllinjiil):cas.es>~ . ecC D'eriver;N'aliQlluICenter for Stale Courls; IfJ~7. . . 
·;'A:/.· . '. 
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necessity, inclUd,efinan~iarprojectionsove~ a inu1ti-y~\ar 
period~' Ifthebudgetprocess is based on one budget year ; 
there is a divorce of budgeting from planning, which IS 
detrimeI1ta1to both; . ". .. . 

. .. . ,. , 

50 Pl'ocedures to ensure budget adequacy. A .. tria.1 
coLirt budget may provcdeficient in several regards, such 
as: 

• failure to meet requirements oHorm; and 
Ii failure to meet the resource needs of the court by 

reason' ofomissioI1s or misestimates. . 
The executive branch budgetary procedures are not 

designed to heip'courts protect themselves against their 
own mistakes.There must bc;some protective procedures 
internalto the court. ' ." 

. Mistakes ofform·areseldom fatal and normally require 
. Orily an adm()nition to observe those aspects of externally" 
imposed budgetary procedures which have proved 
troublesome" iii the past. ' .. 

Substantive mistakes and omissions are far moie 
serious. Atria! court canfi'nditself strapped,for funds and 
some,vhatembarrassed byfailure to ensure that every 
aspect of court Ileeds has beencoI1sidered prior to budget 
submission: To precludesuchafailure~ it is prudent to 
institute internal budget procedures whichforce systema­
tic consideration· ·of those budgetary items which most 
often are overtooked ,or misestimated. Typical of the 
. budgeJarY<ltems which requirespeciul. consideration are 
the fqlloiwiI1g: . 

, . 

POINT TO BE 
CHECKED. 

NATURE OF CHECK. 

Allo\vance for New Po- Determina!ionthat budget reflects salary 
sitions ' "costs at the appropriate pay gmde for newly 

aUthorized positions. 

AlIl)wallcefpJ"'ln-Gt:idc Usually 'an automatic computation based on 
Sall\ry Incrcascsannivel'sarydntes, but will require a more 

sophisticatedprojectioil if increases are not 
automatic. S~ould 6ea routine budget inelu~ 
sion. 

0" 

,Allowrulce fqrCost~Of· MaYlJot be n budget itetnin a jurisdiction 
, Living Increllscs whe,re eachcost-of-li ving increase must be 

approved ~fjy the, ~gt\verning body and fi, 
nance4by a supplemental appropriation . 

. Where the increase is more. or less autOnilitic, 
the "Qurt budgetshould refleellheincrease at, 
the inflation rate speCified by local enact­
ment. 

. Fringe . Governmel1t~ vary 'markedly in budgeting for 
. employee benefits, such as; retirement and 
. health insurance. Some treat fringe benefits 
as an overhead item financed froin one fund 
covering all agencies; but others require each 
agency to budget forsome orallfringe bene; 
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POINT TO B~· 
CHECKED;~'=~ 

NArUREOF cliiscit' 
. ~, 

.' fits. When a trial court must budget for 
. fringe benefits, there must be a check to . 
. determine if the computation accurately fCc 

fleets. the required percentage of the to\31 
salaries estimated for the budget period (in­

. cluding increases"in salaries/ind nlimIJer of 
, positions). . 

. ~ 

. . 

Allo,w:mcc for TCll1p,oc Dctcmlilllltionofhlwitobudgetfor aright 
rili)'. Part-Time Help, mill, of filII-time :md part-time employees 50 

Vacution Time 'that cO\lrtisadequately staffed-atpeiik 

,Allowance. forContt;ac­
wJ;S 

Intergovernmental Serv­
ices, 

Federal Ftindinglmpact 

periods and. in vaeati(ln periods. . 

Determinati~n of how to s~ppl~mcnt 
time staff wilhcontr.ictors: Budget should '. _. 
include money to cover any anticipated task 
\vhich, cannot be performed in-house . 
Atnountallocatedshould refltic! . reiilityof 
task til beperformcd alio'prevaililig.contrac­
ter mtes. 

De(er.min!ltiori of how to supplement in­
house· personnel by retaining services of 
other.gove~I'~gcIiCics(may include. 
personnel; spaee;cquipment rental, supplies, '. 

. arid 9ther costs). Thebt.rdgetedamoilntis 
often· OIig\ltiated in advance. ' 

Detemiination as to whether budget shl}Jld 
reflect new nloney to match f«idem! funds , 
(oftelirTtatl!hing,is handled b{appropriatlons.' 
from ageileml matching fund); de(enhina­
tiona~to budget impact of' a reduction or 
termination of fedeml flindingfora~.J1ieu-· 
lar progmm duringthebudgelyear:- . 

Increase in -Cost or Ascertain whether allciwanc:ehas been made 
Goods. for \nflatioriaryincreases jnsup'pJies, equip­

ment, utility costs, tra_velcosts and~other . 
services; also whether selected inflation fac-' . 
to! is adequatc~ 

Impact of Major System Ascertain wheiher cost impact of major new 
Development ' management system,s (e.g. , informationsys­

terns) have !>Cen fully anticipated as to per­
- ~onnel, space,equipmentand other costs. 

Impact of Normal 
Workload Increases 

Ascertain whether impact of continuing up" 
warotren'ds it) workload has be.en j'etlected 
[n the budget •. 

Impact of Changes In Ascertain whether impact of newiegii(or, 
Law or Rti les proced ural requirementS has been anticipated 

in the budget, and if so~ho'wadequately. 
.." .".' \. 

Impact orNew, 
Facilities or New Judgec 
ships '. '. 

New Programs 

Creatio'nofa new f:r.:Uity orlJ new judgeship 
creates a s/.!ries of T\!lated personnel and 
equipment ,leeds which must btianticipated" 
in a bUdgetl!.ShOUld almost liea.formUla .. 

II" . 
, The ~oSt oW ne; pro!!ranisls~t'!enUlider-

, ~. 
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- " ,POI1\t,T.TOBE 
ClIECktID.· 

.'~~, . -. . 

-"';~~tlmotcd~ Ftiilllre to anticipate SHirt-up casts 
(i.e~i1\jil~19utlays) is qui tecammOll. This is 

Contingency Fllnd 

an area whe~Q.inissio,;s frequeiltlyoceur. 
<. ,,". .". 

Ascertalnwhcther co::n~il"itjonof j~ry costs, 
indigcntdcfcnst: costS ,witness costs or .med" 

. kal and psychiatnc e~ain COSts arc computed 
without omission of key factors; This is n.n 
aren of frequentunderestimatioh. 

Budgctingis atbeSt~anjne)(act,sdence. Pru­
dence dictates-that there bc.some con~ 
tingcncy fundS, nonnally· placed in 'various 
Iirteitemsof a "softvaiicty" and running 
roughtyl%7190oI' (he total. budget .. 

I.Finimcia~ plan(Jf~ourt. Gem~ralfundappropria- . 
ti()ns are the principal, but by no means the sole, source 
offundsfor trial Courts :. A trlalcourt budget is part of a .. 
larger plan forfunding court operations andcapitid hn­
provements ,if such are needed; Budget aecisions,.there­

. fore, are made 'in the b~o~ercontext of;afinanci al pllUl 
which integrates alI possible funding sour~es available to 
trialcourts;The more cOIlIDlon funding soUrces are listed 
in Table 1,. supra~ 

.. ·a; Mi.r offimdillgsouf'ces. The ultimatep()lic), con­
sideration for a trial court isdetermfning. the~ppropriate 
mix of funding sources Iomeet the financial needs ()f the· 

As ainatter of internal control ,a trial court can iden~ court. This financial plan should exist; In at'\east rough 
tifythose budget items of maxi mum concern and require forrn,atthetimeof budgetrevjew so thauhecourt can 
that they be specifically addressed jnthebudget pr6cessj~'· ,. identify redundancies jnfundiilg sources· and make sure 
as illustrated in AppeildixF, .... .... . that no item of financial need is ignored because it was 

It is not enough just to ensure that overall funding is mistakenly assumed that it would be paid from some 
adequate. rtis importantthat thereb~ a check to deter- n(>n-blldgetary~oUI:ce. What is required is som.e overall 
mine·if fUllds are adequately distributed. This· is best frame of reference, such asthatcOJltained in Appendix 
dcmein terms of a program budget, as illustrated in P; 
Appendix N, ··Thevalueof the table contained in Appen(:lixP isthe 

perspective which it provides to decision-makers. It 
. permits ,them to determine: .. ' 6. ConcluSion. The basic steps in the· budget review .. 

process are simply: 

• comparing 'performance . to money requested; . 
• requiring jU.'Hifications of increaSed expenaitures; 
.• protecting the· court. against oVerruns arising fr,om· 

. volatile expenditures; . .. . . . 
• proJectingthecou/t's neeqs beyond the current 

btidgetyear; and . 
.• er.suriIlg thatthe budget meets the resource needs of 

the court. 

Review is impossible without some sort ofbiJrlget, 
analysis: This requires stilff with the expertise to perform 
suchananlt!ysis. This type Of staff support is crucial. 

.. Appendix 0 contains asamplebUdgetlanalysis. outlining 
aU· aspects of budget teview as it/might occur in· a 
weJl~staffed trhli court. . .! 

D.FinanCiall'olicy andStr~te9Y 
. ~ . 

A majorproblcm of trialcouit blldgetingis that ii is 
seen in avery mechallical and microcosmic way,simply 
as a means of'obtainingappropriations from astate or 
·Iocalgeneral fund .. · However ,abudgetcan be more .than 
aroutine funding document. . It' can be the prinCipal corn~ 

i; ponenLof an overall firiancialplan forthecourtand a 

.:.:!; 
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• if alternate funding sources have been ignored; 
• Whether alternate funding SOurces can be used; and 
• the totali tyof court expendif~res. . 

Thelast-rnentioned benefit is often igllored. The 
bu\iget process,because iris themostlmp6rtantprocess 
for resource generation, tends to obscure the fact th;lta 
court· may have a varlety of actual or potential fuilding 
sources. 

b·, Rel'ellue consideraTions; A related aspect of~otat, 
resource financial planning is the relationship of reve~ 
nues to expenditures. The amount of revenues collected 
by general jurisdiction trial courts is usually nothigh in 
reJationtoexpenditures (unlik~ limited jurisdiction trial 
courts where· revenues· often equal or exceed. expendi-·. 
totes) .. Nonetheless,·revenues are often viewed as offsets 
to expenditures by the executive and legisiativebranch, 
and trial .couris, fqrbetter or Worse, have to include 
revenues in their planning and conduct ongoing arlllly~is 
oUhe court 's r~venues.~!1 .. 

. ~91n somejurisdietions (e,g" Oklahoina) court r~vcnues go into a 
judiCial fund so that operalionswc financed by gcneml fund appropria­
tions and earmarked revenues. In these jurisdictions. revenues. are mOrC 
than anoffset; Ihey are abas'icfunding sO!lrce ... 

:.j 
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A sta~iQgp~i:tfor any'· revenue, analysis is to Sys~ .,' ,Whatever the form of "the prder," it ,poses apolidy" 
tematicaUyanalyze,thewholereyenl!esystem, ,which is problem for toalcourts; .siricethe judiciary may choose 

• often, cOInplex and is sometimes ilotvery fair:!O orefii~!ochanengesu-;h resrryctioits.,' Generally,trial ¢ourts ' 
cient.3l Suchan analysisobvipusly does not have to be ,have' few IegaI" weapons ,at their disposaJ, other tban 

,done.on anannual,cYc1e.butthe eidstence of such an assertion of inherentpowers,butrareIy are eourts forced 
analysis and its periodicupdatlng isanw~Bsaryaspectof' .,' to .the extreme of ordering other branches to honor their, 
overall resource planning. A typical analytical format is requests; Quite' onen, theyean aChieve. their objectives 
illustrated in 'AppendixQ; ,,'.',', by aJess brUnt assertion of jlldiciaibranchprerogatives; " 

A co'rolIaryOftheanalysisdepicited in Appendix,Qis a The ultimate dollatatilountrequested byacourtisa 
projection, of revenues., This ,directly relates 'to expendi" ',fulldamental'polieydecision,sinceitinvolves thepoliti-", 
ture projections and, is an essential element of,a financia.l calrelationshipofthecourtlo other. governmental bodies " 
plan. Revenue projection IS often a function of caseloadand may,jncertaindrcumstarices;involveacotlfronta~ 

"and ~houldbe projected withinnpperand lower ranges, astionwith these bodies., , . 
illustrated in Appendix R.~.:j: ' 

A final component()f a:ftnancialplan is theJinkage " b; intefl/al cOI/fI:%jblldgered ji/1lds.~ Trialcourts 
between expenditures andrevenues.Fromatactical view~ vary widely in,tenns of their p~wer totransfet budgeted 
point, It is usually unWise for a general j~risdictiontri~1 ' funds freely. In some courts, there are great restrictions 
court to emplla~ize this linkage, since it fosters illusions 'on the tl'ansfer ()[ funds, from one line item to another. 
that trial cq\lIts should be self~supporting., It is, however; This • can 1ead to negative spending in one item and gross 
important toconsidernevenue factors, since, 'they can under-expenditure in another; This ri1a.~, in tum: inhiqit 
occa.sionally be used advantageously in budgetpresenta~ the court's ability to obtain funds in the ne"t budget 
tion, and since they area logical part of any financial. cycle. 
overview. Appendix SiUustrates a fcrmatfor comparJ- the ultimate goal of any court is a lump sum ,hudget 
sonofexpen,dituresand revenues. ' which frees irial courts from line item restrictions and 

, permitsfreetransfer of funcls.' This freedom of lln~catioi1' ' 
can of tell be achieved 'On adefacio basi1i by an informal 
ullderstalldingwith theexecutiv~ branch or by invocation 
ofJnherent powers; The former method is preferaf;le. 

2. Financial posture with respect toexternalagen­
des. The budget proccssinvolvesan element of inter~ 
branch, tension, since ··thereis an adversary aspect to 
budgeting. This inter~govetnmentalby-play is normal," 
and usually nbtextreme .It is, nonetheless; a fact of life 
which yery often requires that trial court leaders develop 
and implement a policy fotde:ilingwitlt external agen~ 
cies.Fot obvious reasons, suchapoJicy might riot be . 
reduced to writing. 'sOme' of the financial ,policy issues 
faced by trial courts are indicated below ;~~ , 

a., Ceilillgoll court expenditures. Not uncommonly, 
. trial courts are directed by external agencies to keep their 
expenditures within certain limits. Thenonnal ,origin of 
such a mandate would be the executive branchofa local 
government. The mandate can take various forms and 
may even involve aleduction in resOUrces. Typical man;.: 
dates might be: an order to hold budgets at the previous 

'year level andto absorb automatic increases; an order to 
keep increases within ,prescribed percentage limits; or an 
order to hold authorized positions at existiriglevels and " 
not to fill vacancies. ., ' 

)('CQlIrl co~ts and fe~scan reach a poini where thcyiimitaccess' 10 
the court, This,must bewelg,hedagainst the natural incHnatioflto make, 

, litigants pay for use ofth.c COlirL ',,' 
J I Where a great variety ofsmaJl costsure collected, theadminis-

;rative burden njay outweigh the revenue" , , ' 
32These issue~do nol, on ihe whole; appfy io unified, systems. 
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SometiIriesa trial court may encount(!r opposition to 
free transfer offunds; This situation may fornenta policy' ," 
issue requiring' that the ,court se~k greater latitude 
allocation of appropriated funds. 

c. Suppleme11la{ orope,,~ellded ([ppi~opria(io1/s. 
Since courts have some variable" but legally mandated, 
e:tpenditures, trial courts occasionaliy have budgetcrises 
that bring them i,lltQ conflictwithihe other branches dL 
governmenL", ,',' , 

A basic policy issue with many trialcQurtsconcerns ", 
thei~nee9,tofinance such tosts by supplemental appro- " 
priations6r open-endedappropriaiiQns; This issuein~" 

voivesthe legal duty of courts to provide serVices regard­
less of budget constraints. 

d: Collfrof of speCi{/fcow~;fllllds~ Many trial ~ourts· 
are the beneficiaries of specialfundsearmarkedfor court 
purposes., These 'furidsare normally Jed by speCial 'court 

, cos~s and are under, di.rect control of thejuqiciary .shcb ,', 
funds provideanimportantsuppiementtobudgeted, 
funds and give a trlafco1Jrt considerable flexibility: ",' . 
"Veryoften,a rev€mue~starvedlocal governmentcll~tS" ' 
,covetous eyes on such funds and suggests thatth¢Ylle ' 
absorbed into the. general, fund. This attempt . may' start, 
with a request toatiditlhe fund. ' , 



. .-; "', " .... :-. . "<c' ,~ ,"', _.; ,: :'; .. ~: 

•.... ca~ •. control of these TUridscan . • become a . major '. 
poIicy:iss~e, one on whicharpaI court may periodically 
have to take a, starid;33 

e; AC(~ess IOlion-blidgeted funds. For purposes of 
equipment acquisition or facility construction and reno- , 

.,vation, trial courts often seek money frorll funds other 
'. than the geri era I fund ,Access to federal revenue~sharing , 

fupds and capital funds is often' sought. . 
., Courts donotalw:iys haVe .go(ldsuccess in obtaining 
· state or local capital funds for facilitycpnstnJction or ' 
renovation.Theexclusiontif trial courts from such fund­
ingcan raise a significantpolicy issue. 

· f. Press lire to foregoindelJelulent l/I(lIIagemellf 
. systems. A frequent point oftensionbetween courts arid 

· external agencies arises from executive branch pressure 
.. for courts to' forego their own management systems· and 
. to use e~ecutive branch systems." A classic eXaJIlpleis 

pressurt( to use a central county computer. .' 
Veryoften~itis ecoriomicaliybeneficialfor a court to 

use an executivlt branch computer. Occasionally, how- . 
ever, a court finds it advantageous to have its own 
equipment; especially. since mini-computers have be­
comemoreavailabh~.·The executivebranch.may choose' 
toblocksuchanacquisitio~ through the budget process. 

This problem of Judidalbranch. independericeoccurs 
with yoniefrequency and can bea niajor policy issue. 
· Qtherpolicy issues could be listed ,but it is sufficient 
· to. note that· a· trial court budgetary process raises' issues 
, which can' only' be resolved by thejudiciary . 

Budgetary Pre$Emt~tion 

.'. a: hlt~m(ll. bilt/get t/el'e!op;ilellf . The Inltialiflter­
actioriin the budgetal)'process is usually between the 
person (or persons) charged with pulling togetherpre~ 
liminary budget figures and those· officials with adminis,. 
trativeresporisibility for court operations, This opening 
exchange is usually informal;exceptin ahighly struc~, 
tured court. It concerns the anticipated needs of various 
court divisions: ill the nextbudgetjear. 

This' process may .besomewhatadversaryif thetri~l' 
court has sonie pre-established budgetarY priorities. 
More often than not,it is' a . coopeta:tive iendeavorto 
ensure that· co.un needs 'are anticipated and met. Much 
depends on the position of the budget-maker. If the 
budget~makeris a top administrator or a judge ,the initial 
negotiations can result in some basic decisions which 
will probably be. sustained by the court. If the budget­
makeris.a fairly lo\v~level official; the initial budget 
interaction is primarily a cataloging of rieeds. 

h. 111jo/'illa! COllfact lI'ithe.\:!emal hilt/gel rei.'iell'ers; 

Many administrators feel thatinforma:I interchange be­
tween court budgeters arid external budget reviewers is 
the key aspect' of the budgetary process. While this.' 
. appears to be a generally accepted prinl:iple, itsapplica-, 
tion varies widely because of governmental organization. 

'In locally funded jurisdictions, the key external con" 
tact is the budget officer or1:mdget. analyst whorepre­
sents the executive branch in dealing with the courts. 
However, some local appropriating l;lOdieshave their 

1. Sectionove~view ,The- budget process can be oWn staff so thatcourt budgeters may hav,eto deal 
viewed asa series of negotiations with, or presentatiolls . separately with this staff.34 The extent to which each 
to; various govel'niliental officials. Viewed in this way; staff: ShOldd be consulted is a function of the relative , 
the °process. starts' with the initial negotiations . internal to" budgetary '. powers' of the executive. branch and the .' ap~· 
the court and moves through a series of pl;esentations . propriatingbody. Very often, oneorthe otherdomimites 
culminating finally in the ultimate appropriation. Each th~ budgetaryprocess. '. 
set ofnegotiatibns and presentations . involv~s djfferent In a unified system; the informal contact is usually 

actors and different emphasis. This section describes the with a budget officer on the staff of the state court 
actorsandthefactors pertajnipg to their interaction. " administrator's office or directly with the state court 

2. Theprogressiono( budgetary negotiations and administrator hiniself. .. 
presentations, Although there. is infinite variety in local·' Withtpe exception of Colorado, where the state court 

. budgetary processes ,there is a certain general progres- ' admiQistrative office conducts budget heanngson trial 
sion of budgetary~ interactions common to most juriSdic-Court\b~dgets, .. mostUllifi~Ec~~rtsyste!lls r~y on less 
Horis .. These intemctions follow theprindpal phases of=~ forrnarfuetnods cpf6iidgetary-development. . ' 
budgetary development: . RegaNless o!t whether a sy§tem is unified or non-

• internal'budget development; . uni fied, it is. prud~nt to reach bUdgetary accommodation in', 
, • informal contact With externalbtidget reviewers; .. a dialogue which precedesthemore Open and rigid as-

• determiningthecourt'sbudgetal)' posfure;and ',' j'. ' . • 

· . . . 

~.I ••.. his m)tunil f!lr II c(jU~I,orany agency, Ig, desire earmarked 
, fun~s. Gcncrallyspeuking, ihese funds cannol be defended asconsis-

tern i~ilh good manlgemenrprinciples. . .' 
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. J , 
J4 ' II .' . . '.' . . Obviously, Iflere may :llso be informal contacts above the staff 

level Cforexample,contacr between a judge nnd acounlycommis­
sipner). However, matters of budgeiury detail arc mainly handled at the 
staff level, . '.' 
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.• ··?ectslfthebU~get process: This. dialo~uepeimits_ an •. 

mtcrq,nange ofvlewpomtswlthoutmvolvmg the prestIge 
<if alpresiding judge 01' his leadership counterparts in the 
otli~r branches. Except for "sh.ow~down' 'Issues where 
. / .: .' .. ' '. . .' . " .... 

··::there is a very fundamental di(ferenceofopinion, many 
:budgetary issues can be resolved prior to a formal 

"budgetary position being adopted by the cou,rt.· 

c, Delerminilif;tlze COlirt'sbUdgel{I/-Y post/lre~ The 
,--adoption of a Jormal budget position by the court in­
~blves interaction between, thebudgeHl1,lker and the 
judiciary. The form of this interaction varies widely. 

In many courts; judges are so involved in the budget 
developmenLprocessthat theirlldoption of the proposed 
budget .is usually routine. They are, in effect, interacting·. 
,with themselves; . . 

In other courts, judges may not be heavily involved 
in the budgetary process so that administrators and divi­

.. ' sion' heads rriay have to make a defense of dle budget and 
win<support of the judiciary,This usually consists of 
persuading a judge orjudicial budget committee. who in 
tum persuade the full court. 

There isa considerable difference between this pro­
..cessandexternalbudgetarypresentation, since the latter 

process is mOre likely to be adversary . Internal budget 
. presen tation often emphasizes th atthecourt' s needs have 

been fully covered, whereas externa.l presentation 
places emphasis on demonstratingthatthe court's needs 
are jlJstifiable. This is' not. t6 SitY that the • judiciary is. 

. unconcetnedwith budget econorily,but only that judges 
are likely to sec their principal responsibilityasmaximiz~ 
ing the resources available tothejudjcial branch •.. 

d~ Formal presentation oJrlle cOlll-i's budgetary posi­
tion.A . formal presentation of the court's budgetary 
presentation raimnally takes the form of a presentation to 
the Chief executive oUhe local governinent, followed by 
another presentatioo' to. the appropriating' body, There 
are, however, many variations in this pattern. 

In a state-funded system, trial court officials may not 
even be involved in the forrrial presentation which is 
handled by members of the upper judiciary, the state 
court' administrator or other state-level ~fficials. The 
presentations at the state-level may. be made to the execu­
tive branch, . the legislative. branch, 3S or both. 

Atthe local level, formal presentation is governed by 
local government structure!:>. Many local governments do 
not have the clear demarcations between the three 
br,tnches,Which exist at the state and federal level, and 

. '. . ." 

,thus do notrequirea fa'rrri~I blJdgetpresentationfro~fthe .' 
judiciary to each of theotherbr~nches~ .. 

'Porexample, tnecounty governing board in some 
jtlrisdictions.· exercises bothlegislati:ve . and • executive 
functions."with thecollsequence that the court need not 
deal with twO separate branches. There arc, in fact, 
jurisdiCtions where amemher of thejudiciaryhas imp()r~ 
tant executive functions in' thecounty36 or where a clerk 
of court is ,alsQa key official in the other branches .of 
lOCal governmentY Each court must, therefore; deal 
with the other branches within the context {jflts lOCal 
goVerrimentstructure. 

. . Where inter-branch relations are fairly structured and . 
f()llow state-level models, formal budgetary presenta~'. 
tions are common practite. These presentations tend to 
follow twopIincipal patterns: 

•. a relatively proforma public ritual to ratify previ-
ously arranged deciliions;38 and . 

._~tull-scak budget hearing with considerable quesc 

~-Cti~ning, 

Withi-nthe same jurisdiction~ a. trial /.;otirt ma.y find 
that Itli presentation to the executive branch is a hard 
session, whileitspn::sentation to the appropriating body 
'isonlya ritual appearan~e; Very commonly, the court 
budget is presented a~ part of the . executive branch 
budget withthepIil1cipal burden of presentation to the' 
appropriating body being iliat of the. executive branch . 

Where the chief executive presents the court budget, 
the court is often well advised to. assume. il. low pro. file 
dllringpresentation" to the~ppropriatii1g . body, sihce 
court expenditures generally constitute a small percen­
tage oftotai expenditures and may not be the st!bject of . 
Close scrutiny.. ' . 

PresentatIon strategy must. be altered occasionally due .. 
to. changes in local government structure' or leadership. 
If, for example, there is a change in government stmc­
ture,suchas a home11lle charter,39 budgetary technIques 
may cha!1ge. Even a change in county rnimagers cim 
shape change in the way·acourt presents its budget, since 

. . . 

J~ln Tennessee, a count)· jUdgeis a top countyexeemivc: In niany . 
.Alabariiticounties.probate judges have.a str\1ng,exeeutive posiiionin' 
~~~, . .. ..' 

)7A ehuncery cierk iii. Mis~issippi is the chief of stan' for the 
county goYemingboard IUld thccouillytreasurer, . 

>K In some juriiidiclions. there is 1\' riimil"!lolding the lin~,". 
followcd byaserie~of supplemental appropriations: In somcotller. 
jurisdictions,lhereisa ritual budget-cutting with the pei'ceillitge well­
known,in.advance of the cut, so Ihat tills can be l!l1ticipatcd, 

}"For example,charters' iuSt_.Louis County 11l1dKailsas City 
. JS Inn slme likeColor;ldo:. where the Icgislatun! domin!ltes the .. '. grel\tly strengthened ,the budgetary powers of irial cOUrt administr.ltors 

blldgclproccSs. U;c presentation. is made only 'to .thelcgislaturc. In. iumlulii'm 10 clerks. changing the wh()le naiure of budgctarydeve!opc 
Haw~ii~ the courtslllsodei.\1 directly with.the legisla!lirc. men!. and presentation.' .' 
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.. ' ~ourfofficiajs mayhavet0tlssume thahhebud$etpro~a; Illcredses ill workload. 42 Increases iri'~orkf()adare .' 
cess wHl be adversary ~ntil they arrive at a mod,usvivelldi.· . al11oqg: the' most common justifications for' seeking 
withlhenew manager. 4 0 ,.... budget increases .. Workload increases' areusuall})pre7", 

.In the filial analysis, trial court officials must evaluate,sentedin the form of workload-p!!rson'nel ratios, such as: 
their local budget strUG~lIr(! to determine how seriOUsly to jud1!-e~caseload '.or . judge-diSposition ratios;' probation 

"approachfotinal btidgetarypreseiltatiorifand whether offi~eHasel()ad ratios;andclerk-petlding cMera,tios .. 
. arid how to involve the presiding judge. Only a feV{ basic. Such· ratiOsareoften:refined. by. inclusion of data to. .' 
ground rules can be advancediri this highly~politicized . show the maximum or average number of work units that 

'. area of local government, such as: ' . ca.n be achieved bye~chemployerina particularcIass 

• the .role ofthe presidingjudge,if any, should be 
largely cerenlonialunleSs .there is a serious inter­
braflch. confrontation .which requires an assertion of .' 
judicial branch prerogatives;. . 

• the::tdministratorsor cJerk~/familiar with budget 
detaiL should be present; butshouldadvancen6 
more infolJl1ation than'is lTJ.inimallycdemanded .by 

. local practice; and ., c . ' . 

• court representa~ivesshould be prepared to,defend 
vulnerable sections of the budget" if necessary. 

The last point is crucial and largely . depends on a 
knowledge of the local goveminghierarchyand how 
they apprORchu bUdget.' Fortunately, in mostjurisdic~ 

' .. tions informal interchange resolves many of the budget~ 
aryproblems well in advance of public hearings, which, 

, represents a pOOf forum for consideration of financial 
, "issues requiring acletailedfacttial presentation. ' ... 

3 .. Tec.'hll iques oj budgetlli)'presi!litllfioJl;· there are 
situations when" trial court officials must. make some 
p:~sentation in defense ofthe cotirt's budget or parts of 

" il.41 ,Justificlltionsare. infinittin variety, btittend to be 
based ongertain standard·affir:mations such as: ' 

• increases in the workload require that the court have 
more resources; ',' ,... . . 

• legal· enactments, rules or case law impose m1\nda­
tory requirements which can be met only withaddi-
tional resources; . 

• the proposed budget!1ry increases will yield benefits 
which largely offset the increasedexpenclitUres; 

e the increases are requited to meet contractual or 
other commitments to court employees; and .. '" . 

• the increases . are required to meet changed 'condi~ .. , 
· Hons in the economy; irf particular iiltlation. . . 

, . 

40ln ollejllri~diction covered by Ihc survey In connection \viih this 
booklet.the.presiding judge only lIucndedc:<.ecutive bl1dget hCllringsif 
there. was II new couill)' Inimager, This was designed to provide. a 
dlsplayofcourt prcslige in thc cvrt the~ew munagcr. ~sedthe b.ud~ci 
hearings 10 effect budget cuts, rather than lorahly pre-exlstmg' 
agrcemcnls. 

.\1 For un extended discussion of trial colin budgetarylechniques. 
see Grillci:. Gordon M.,The Politics ojrhe Caliri's BIUJgerw'Y ProceSs.', 
Denver: Institute forCouri Management, 1976. '. .' 

. (e.g.,a probation officer can handle only fjfty probation-
ers). .... ..' .. '. 

This traditional fonn Of presentation~as the aqvantage' 
of simplicityand cari .be effective if the ratiosafe re:',; " 
gard~das valid byappropriatingboClieLHowever, such 
r,atiosdo flot usually reflect the real costs of increased . 
'~ork outpu!:, since 'they tend to focus on individual 
categories, of employees rather than on the aggregate 

. costs of disposing cases-the fundamental work unitof . 
,anycoun. . . , 

To reniedythis deficiency, trial, courts· may keep 
documentation on cost-per~case so that they can demori­
strate the added costs of processing mOre cases.43. This, 
technique permits acouit to staie thatitiakes $1000 or 
$2000 todi$poseof each case and that ail estimated' 
increase in cases to be disposed . will require ,a commen.: 
surate iricrease ,in the budget; . . . ' . '. 

C9st-per-case data, t() be effective, must be main" 
tained over a multi-yeafperi()dso that costpattems.!tave 
been vaJidatedby-experience. Costs can be computed in 
several waYli, such as: .. 

,.. bydiVidlrig case dispositions into total operating' 
I ' .' .,. 

costs; '.' . , . '., . 
• by dividing casedispositioilsfnto thoseco5tsdi~ . 

rectlyrelated to adjudiCation (jurot costs, witness' 
costs, judiCial salaries arid salaries of personnel 
clo,selY,related to the adjudication function); or •. 

• by'" refiningthe.aOove· approach. to compute cost­
, per-caseforeach majottype 9fcase (Civil jury, civil 

nondury. criminal, juvenile, etc .)~ . 

4!Some trial courts havelodealwith the problem ofdecreasing 
workloads and Ihe need to Jiold Iheiccxisting level ofappropriaiion. 
ThisilefCJisive uctio~ generally involves one or more of Ihe 'follo~ing 
sirategies: ru~al (,:ouris can tnithfully;;;'scrtthal iherc is a basic CO$i just" 
I() conduct !!ach session ·of court and that c.a.~eload only marginaIly 

.' affectS e~sts: it' can ufu,mOe. demqnstrntcdlhat the court wa~ under­
funded in relalion to its previo~s casel(iad; and itcan often be shown 
.thill reduction'ln activity has becnoffscrb,i' increases in the cos! of 
purchasinggocidsllnd services, . ..' . '. " . 

43 The Superior COUrt of Los An~eli:s County ha~performed 
detailed cost Studies to determine the. cost of operating e~chcQuriroom . 
The costsludy' ~Iso shows:costs il! major program areas and' m;tkes. a" 
distinction betwe.en ~i;'ecland indirect t;osis. .' " .. 
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Most cotirts dO not haye the' accountingcapabjlity.. ;i91'· ma.fntaining . alowcost~per-dase,.suchlls:rigorous~ .'. 
necessary toharidle anythingbuta gros!' computation.ot'· voucher checking; alimiton fees (if possil;lle); arid.strin~ .. 
cost"l'er-case. There is, however , merit in seeking a.gentcritena ofindlgency . Bu,dg\,:ttequestscanbepre" 
more sophisticatedeomputationof costs, one which-dis-sentect"in terms of cost-per~case where this demonstrates 
tinguishes betweefl'the direct andindirect cost of adjudi- . economy. ' .... ' .' ".'.' 
cation, establishing a fixed relationship between the two . <Another ;;treawhere unit costs areusuaUy helpful is in 
so tfiatappropriating bodieSacceptthe factthat adjudica- .•... askingfoi funds to support new judgeshipS. Often, a 
tioncarri~s an over-head cost in the form of variOl.ls·· . legislature creates jljdgeships w~thoutconsideiation· of 
clerical, soci~1I11lldadministrativesupPQrtservices.. . the corollary costs to local govermnenf and the budget' ; 

This educationaltask requires that trial courts acquire incre.ases which. this entaiKStart-up costsJo support a ..•.... , 
the ability to document such facfsas the following: new judgeship should betreate4~scaeunjtcosfcQ1fIp()sed~~--:-. ' •• 

• that it costs$2000toadjudicate a case; and 
•• that there isanindirect cost of 55% to adjudic,ate a" 

case; 

Such a presentation will require an accounting system 
currently lacking 'inTilOst trial courts. 0 

'. h. Response to legal requirement. Tri~l courtsml~st 
< respond to a broad variety of legal actions occurring at 

.the State or F<!cleralleveL Explaining the monetary impact 
.' of these legal requirements to a countycominission is a: 

'. difficultundeIi:aklng. '. 
. Generally, these legal requirements take one of the 

.. threef0lloWing. forins: 

. • a speedy trial law or rule; '. 
• case law or statutes requiring' that some new or 

addItional procedural protections be provided; or . 
.• legal enactments imposing upon local government' 

. some new Or additional costtosuppU.rt court opera-
(iol1s. 

. '.,., . 

/ A speedy trialfulein'volves a concentration of re-. 
lsources ina reducedtime spanandis very hard to cOSt. 

out w,ithout some empirical data on actual operation of 
.. thesystem.ln theory, the·reductiOlJofthe average time 

to process a case wiH increase case CQsts,since work 
output j~ concentrated in a shorter time period. In actual 
practice, thecQstincrease m~ybe marginal duetoredu¢~ .•. 

'. tion in slack time,imprQved procedures and a higher rate 
of eases disposed wIthout triaL The one certain extra ,cost 
is the expense for clerical and information services to 

. monilorthetimedeadlines. Otherc()stsrequire some' 
documentation. .. 

Legal requirements to me.et some fonn ,of procedural 
fairness are usually not. popular~U nlike speedy trial 
rules, which may produce a general benefit, increasing 
the quality ofjustic~ has few tangible political benefits 
Thus, budget increases to meet these requirements are 
best present~ditiacontext of 'utmost frugality. For . 

"example,if atrial court is re9uired tobudgetforindigent· 
.defense,the budg~t should document the. methodology 
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of some or all of thefollowingitems: . '. . ' . 
· .. , ..... . .. . 

• . s~laries· of~~nfideritialemployees(typicalIy, secre~ ? 

tary ,bailiff and law clerk);' . . 
.adc1.itiona!JudidaI travel costs; .. ' '. . 
• ir,itiaiorientationcosts (forexamplc; . couises~t '.' 

Trial Judge~, Coliege or state judicial college); 
• facility. spa<;e based on cost-per.:squar~~foot':per­

judge;. with an aIiowance for renovation; and 
.·,equipment costs (e"g;, typewriter; recording 'eqllip-
. Jmerttand lawbooks,if not furnished by state). '. , 

Cre!ltion of new judgesh ips can, if properly handled, . 
be turned into .a budgetaryopportullity rather than a 
budgetary disaster; ... '. . ...... '.' 

c .. Offsfltting benefits; Often increased coi1rtexpendi~' 
tures can be explained in te!1l1S of benefits tobe derived. 
.These benefits may be '~soft ,', benefits (for example, the 
sOcialgood to bed(!I'Ned fromafaIllilyc()unseling pro~ 

,gram). Thebenefits may ~llso bemoretangible.Typical 
of thecost':benefitpresentations made on· behalf of court 
budget items are the fl)!lowing: . 

ITEM 

.' Microfilming 

'.' Recording Equipment for 
Judges " 

Word Processing . 

• Computers 

The floor and fi Ie space sa~ed '.' 
ol'fsets the cost of the mlcro- . 
film system. . .. 

The i~creased _ bench ai1.~ 
chamber. time .of . the judges ..• 
(as computed in dollar ierms) 

' .. " more than offsets· the equip- . 
mentco~1. 

.' The.~avings insecreI3.ria.1 
timeoft:~ets the e"uip~enl 
cost. 

. Some ~omi)UtersYStenis, par~ 
ticularly minis, can be par" 
tially cost justified by savings 
in Clerical ·costs. Another 
cpmmon justificaiionisthat 

'certain computer reports en­
han~e the court's ability to 
monitor. costs 'and to schedule 
cases mor~ cfficicl)ilY. 

... \ 



A:ny:q. expendituie w,tli'ch .. increa.ses personnelhr necessarHy'tol1()w that they fU\lst. institute a sp!!Cialtrial 
revenue-produCing .ar<!as,has. an automatic offset (for court monitoring system. Mostco~rts rely on' periodic 

'ex~plei addition ofpersonl.lel· to enfOrceslIpport paY7 . r~p()rtsftom-.theexecutive branch to keep track of thel.!" 
· ment),.The return to the county in terms of welfare is experidiJure,. of budgeted funds, and such reports mfW 
often sUbs}antial where support otdersare steIPly en-· suffice J()rnlonitoting purposes; . . . 

· forced; .. ' The problem with relianc .. onexecutive branch reports 
'd~ l~flatioll. Inflation is afaCtbr in any government~ ·js that they may not be tiinelyorculTent and that~ey. 

budget. Most commonly ,'itilpplies,tQcapitalexpendi-' often array data ina manner which is useiessfor pur~ 
tures,matetialandsupplies .. Unless t/lereare pre;; poses of judicial adininistration; Veryofteri. a trialcourt 

· existingpurchilse ~ontr,actswith vend~rs;Ttis)egitjmate may only needtotilonitorcertain moretroublesome:"~ 
. to assume a 5%..,6C;ci6t1i1tion increase based upon· catalog .' expenciitureit{!msand may, therefore, find little:utHi'tytQ. '.' 

_, . costs at the time abudgetis drawn.lnQationalso affects. a print-out which lumps these. itemsinbroad categories. \ 
~'<~'~'-p~~(jnl1ert-o'Sts,~butTgenerally_~p,~!!R,~ost-of-living .. and is 'several weeks out-of-date. by the time ids issued ... 
'.. increases are handled on a government~Wlde~baS1s. ~~~~oc'~~ ~.-As.~xesult':-~l!Jll!U';_~,ti~.~~~rts< ~i~l' fincrkusefuL to " 

e~ Illcrease.uequired bYpersoillleCpolicy. Soilietilnes . maint.airi a simple intermil' systeilNir6U<tget' fi1onitGring~.:_= 
· by union contract and som~Cimesby Jocalpersonnel wh\ch supplements the executive branch; reports by pro-
poliCies, (\o~rtscommit themselVes to certairi courses of viding: '. . 
action inreg'ard to personnel compensation (for example, " 
thaL50%of all court employee$willanmiallyreceive . 
merit in<:reases or thllt:acertairilevel of performance will. 
meritpromotion). Someofthesepolicie&'may actUallybe 

• current dat,a~ on expenditllreitems so that a pte .. audit 
system for expenditure applhval can be effective;. . 

• focus on the expenditure. Items of special rtlanage-~· .' 

. fQrmalcommitmentsinrules()r a contractual. p~ovision, 
but often they an! ~raditiollalpolicies. Many )oca[gov-
,erning .b()dies are more concerned over keeping faith 
with empl6yeesthanwitl1elaborateeconomic justifica-
tions. . -, . , 

F~ •.. BudgeturyMonitoring 

'mentconcern to trial court leaders;> . '.' . . . 
• the level of CtetaiIrequired by the, court; and 
.across~check 011 executive, branch figures ... ' 

, '.' 2, Instituting a monitoring pro(!ess. There are cer­
.' tainstandard steps to institute a monitoring process, (IS 

follows:. ,.' , 

I. Ratio.nale for amonitoringsysterit. A normal _ tb detennineif allexpenditureli,oronIy certain 
'incl~sionin any' budget process is the monitorin&of typesofexpen:ciitures,are .to be monitbred;lfthe 
expenditures •. The purposes of such monitoringare: . . latter, to define the speCific expenditure items; 
. . .',..... . '. , ". to determine the types of inforltla.tionrequired f()~ 

• lllariagementcontrolto ensure tnat spending stays monitorinspurposes and the sources of such jnfot~ 
within budgeflimitations;. . 

_ advance discove.rY of ' possible ove.rspendingptob~matlOn; . .' .' ...'., ' 
. • to determine the bestmethodologyfor obtaining the, . 

·.·.tems, which'nllwrequire supplemental budge.tre"'infonnation,inc1udingany speci;llfqrms or proce~ 
quests or management changes to effect savings;. . dures; . . . 

• . investigation of under spending to determine if there '. _~ __ tolinkJhe.process to a system of pre-audit or expen- '. 
have been serioilsmisestim~tes of .costs .0rSai\ufl!"to·-- . . . . ' -. . - diture approval I so that expenditure data pas,ses 
performcertainfunctiqps;i-> ... " .... .. . through some cQntroJ point; '.. ..' 

.development of a data base. on whicht.ogauge. • to delegate administrative responsibility for monitor- ' 
money flOW44 ail(tonwhich to base budget dedsions '. . '.' . 
forfut.ureyears'; ~nd .' ." .'. " '. . ing to some individllajd)roffice;. .... '. 

.. to define the' types of reports to be made by this 
~perhaps,in anal,ivanced systern,to .link expendi- indivldllaI or .office; and . . . 

tures with workh:iad reporting so that .the court can _ . to incoi:porate the above ina court directiVe. 
detect if perfomlance data is consistent with the data 
submitted to justifYlhe budg~t.· . 

3. EI~m~nts ofm()nitoring~ A l11onitoringproc¢ss 
can be very simple and still lJe :veiyeffective.lts internal 

. elements are not complex ... While itiseyident thattrilil courtleaders niustassunie 
responsibility for expenditure management, it does not . a. Centrall1lOlIitoring poi;ll . . CentralmonjtOllngim':" 

. . . . '. '. plies 11 degreeoftentrallzatiOli whichinaynot exii;tin . 

441nacourtwithn !JuUitcrly budget.ullotment, money flow muy'.some courts.lnanadnunistrativelyftigmentedcourt. '. 
vary sOlnewhat from qUlirler-to-qulirlcr.· .. '. monjiorillgmay have t.o. bedecentnllized;GeneraUy, 

. ~.' '.' 



t /~'-

ho~ev~r;it~ispreferablethatmo~itoringdat~pass '. 
through ollepojnt(forex~mple ,.a tOl1l court adminis-' , 
trator'soffice). . . '. . • 

11t~typeof" data passing .through "this' poirit might 
include: . 

• copies "of the payroll; ..... "'. .' . 
.•. requests tor permission. to i)1akeapurchaseof goods· 

arid services; '. . '1' .' c.' 

• requests for permissionto start a foimalprocess of 
. procurement for majorconttactservices; . . c. 

• proposed contracts fot goods and servic~s' . .... . . '. ~." . 

..copies of executed contracts ,piJrchase ordetsand 
. requisitions; and ...... . " 

.execu:t~~ebranch reports on expenditures .. ' 

'''~' .. 

• trdnsfe~ (i.~~. trd~sfers offuridkfrom, or 
particular fund being monitored); ~ '. c 

• expenditures to date (and possibly exp~ndituJ;e~ 16-/ 
.. d,atewithin q~arters.if·· the court is. on aqu~rterlY 

allotment system);· '. , . '. .... ..... . 

• encumbrarices"o lloIl11ailycontiactual ohligationsto 
expend:budgetedfnnds;<~ ... ... ' '. . 

• baJanceof unex~,end~d, unencumberedfunds;aJI-d .' 
.p~rcentagecifbudg?ted funds.~maining. .' ' . 

. The foregoing dataClln be recorded for a number of 
s~alI Iineitemsor for orily major budg(!t categories .. This 
. is simply a function of the desired level of management 
. detail.' ." 
.•... ·The foregoing data can also be broken "down by or~ 

ganizationalunit or compiledfofthecotirt asa whole. In 

.. The, (act that the above data are collected at one point . most large court;s, separateorganlzationaI treatment 
:--'L.:.j1oesnot mean that contracting, pUrchasing or fundac- would be mo.reusef~l;a~ Wustrated in Appendix Tby 
,;-:~countingare carried ouLby the. monitm:A~JtisOrilyteference to a clerk's office.· . 
Ii .. ' necessary that tbemonitorregularly receivecopies.of all. The table ill Appefldix~Tl"£!presents a f~iJly simple and 

!1oculnents·. on expenditures or encumbrances and -tbat standard mode' of . riionitonng. It may not. suffice for 
~equests to make expenditures or enterinto.contracts be monitoring. a complex and "a.!iable type of expenditure 
route~ through tl}emonitor forhigh-Ieveladrninistratlve where the court must have a greater level of detail at its 

•• approval;~ . . disposaLThus, for example, atrial court may de<;ide tWit 

b. Recol'ding a/monitoring data. A monitor maybe 
directed tokoeptrack of~alt expenditures,46 but very 
commonly he or she may be a.skeg to monitor only a few 
ite:nswhich require special contfQl .. most commonly 
legally mandated expenditures (such asappointedcoun~ 
~t!I' fees; capital. expenditures. aTld contractor services)~ 
. .' Amonitar would normalIY __ l!Iaintain current expendi­
turean'd encumbrance records· so that decisions on:puT-' 
chases or acquisitions could be made on the basis of 

.'. theSedata~Theserecords may be no more thana. ma~ual 
supplement to executive branch ~portswith the monitor 

. penodicaIIyreconciIing his or her records with~xecutiv~ 
branch records. This. type of periOdic cross-check often· 
prpve~to be helpful in protecting the courtdgainst'vag-
anesm the governmental accounting system: . =". • 

' .. The typical data items in a budget monitoring system, . 
are:' .... . ." 

• appropriations for the budget category being moni~ 
~~ . 

indigent defense fees must~b;.i"'moniton;dby j~dividuaI~ 
juciges and by type of proceeding , Appendix Uillustrates 
adefailedmonitoringfornfor indigent defense and 

. further illustrates that there is. nosel model for monitor­
ing.The key .controFfactors have to be identifi~d and. 
built into the system as required. . 

c. Monitoring' reports. There is no important purpose . 
terved by~elugingtrialcourt leaders with monitoring '. 
reports,Aprincipal purpose of moiiitoring is to detect 

.. ~roblemsintheirearly stages so that exception reporting 
.' .IS nOrmally sufficieTlt. An exception report simply indi-
. ,~ates' expenditure' patterns. Which suggest ari. inCipient 

pro?lem: S~ch a' report mayaIsocontainsome"·bnef . 
b~c~~ound/data. !'ppendix I' illustrates" such a tep6rt 
Wlthm the context 'of it budgetgllideIine.. ..... ' . 
. ; 4.Conch~sioll. Monit?ririg. is not· the last.~tep . in "it 
hnear process ,b~t a r~(:urring function ina cyclical 
process. The ~udget process is,or should~be;a year­
roundmanagemenfrole, ('either than a. mechaniCal funb~ 
ti011: of securing funos.This has been tqe essential.point 
of chapter 3; 0 . ~ . • • ." •. ' 

~.' -"---: ~::-'--

~, • • -" -"0 co-

.,.;-: -' --' --' 
'. . . 4S Th~s~ functions arc very' off~ti carried' oUl· in .the cxec!ltiv~' 
Wral)chQnbehalf of .the courl. ..." 

.!i· .. ,4h.Some trial courts handle all fund ,Iccouniing for their own ' 
~o,£p~Jjs. in \vhich caSe u spedal ~)loni[Oris superfluous. . 

,.".'---~~; .. . . 

-~-~-' .. -V"- _::::,. 
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APPENDI}(A 
BUDGEt'GUIDELI~E-CHRONbLOGY'OF"BUDGETPROC:ESS 

'., .. Thej'oUrb~~ge~s .c?vering1978.790~~t~9I1S. of t~eGcourt ~Circuit Cbtirt, ~Ierk's 
Office, Juvemle ,ulV1SI0I1 and Adult Probatl6fl) ·wdl·undergo revIew by the court.m.the. 
period March 1·2(Mn prepariition for budget sUbmission On April 15. . . 
"Thefollowingscfu:dulewill be observed: .'o~- '. ....• . ' • 

. ' • each of the fourbtidget(nJust beinformaily reviewed with tlieCoult Budge~ Office 
··prior t02/15; . " ... '~. . } '.. . .' .. ~ . ....- '" . 

• propqsed budg~tsubmissions must be submittedfo]he·CourtB1fdget Officepnorto '. 3/1;' , . '. .' . . . .'. '.' .' 

." .::,"'court reyieWcompleted by 3/20; - . 
.. furtherdiscussion with divisionheads andbucdgetrevisions priorto 4/1: and . 
• finalbudget.review prioito submission'e:)O 4/15. . 



1(':-~~~:~~~~+,~~,;s::z 
"'~' c'. "~.:.~~I 

BUDG~l ~jJ~~:;D;:I~BU1ES.Fe~'F:1978-79 c ~ ••.•.....• ; .... ~ 
. "" , . '." '.,.' '.' ". ..... .' ...... . .' "=~~;'C'~~'~~~,.:". --:..:-=.;.-. ," .:,: 

. . ,The court; in response to the requestof the CountyMan~ger; win attemP'!JqJimil1.lu'1f;~ ", . ' ....,j 
increases to)ess thailA% for FY En8~7~~ .'.,'" "~.' '.'_'~_"~>c.~~~-' .' .... '" . 

To stay within the prescribed .limit, it is,requeste~Ji1at"b-uaget submissions on behalfo( 
the court: .' :..,.'~/""'. . .. 

. no1 fnclude funding fo~~w·newp~Jt;~~SriotP~vioUSlY authonzed by the court; and 
• not· includej,l1creaseS:-o\\ber than those attributabl~ to inflation or 'automatic in~ 

sreas~s';'!ei'~ept:, . " .. '..... ..' ..., "'.:.', ..' ...... ~, ... ,,'.' , 
~.>_<~~C? staff,facility or other expenses ill conrtection with the new jury trial courtroom; 

_0-'- • staff and other. expenses related.to impielllentatlon of the. speedy trial nile. 

Request for incr;;secI funding,otherthan thosejtems~oted above, will be don~ide~ed ' 
'.Aorfunding only after priority needs are met l:Ind s~ouldbe submitted separately from the 
, . basicbudgetsubmissioi1s~ . . ". . 
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. APPENDIXC . 
. . ,I· ,.: .. : .. -.--

LINE ITEM BUDGET FOj(SUPE.iIQrr~CotJRT,cMARICOP.A 
... :.... .~.: .:.. . ..•.. ' ....... ':I' '. ':" '. 

. . COUNTY , AfW!~·,.i .,....,O..,..-'N_A~ .. .:....c.---,-"""-:-_'"'"'-'-_--'-

~~~~~~ETY & " ....•. n~~tME~,::· .' DlYISION: 

LAW ENFORCEMENT '~6PERIORCOURT~ 4~J 

. PERSONAL SERVICES: 
6·0100 Salaries & Wages 

0190 Judge 
tHO Bailiff 
1312 Commissioner Aide 
1321 ·Calendm;.Clerk P > 

1322 Q}!efidar Clerk II 
1323 C!llendar Clerk IU 

"1324 Calendar dirk Supervisbr 
1360 Assl .. Jury CommiSsioner 
]365 Jury, Commissioner 
1390 CO(frt Reporter 
1418 Interpreted C 

1419 Interpreter II 
. 1422 :Clerk II , 

1423 Clerk III . 
1442 Law Library TechniCian 
1455 Administrative Aide 
1922 Typist II 

.19.23 Typist m i 
1934 Judicial SetTetary 
1940 Legal Steno 

;:'. 

1962 . Secretary II 
1965Admini~irative Secretary 
5141 Adrninistrlitive.Assistant·[· 

~S142 . Adfuiri. Assistant It. ~. 
.5143 Administrative Assistant III· 
514.9 Assistant CqurtAdministrator .' 
5150 Court Administrator '" 
~5268 Law. Library Cataloger 
'5270 Law' Library' Supervisor . 
5275 . Law Library Director 
5450. Court Commissioner",· 
5480 ·Probilte hiterviewer· 

,5970 Family COUrt§elo~' I'. " 
5971 Fiunily Counselor II . 
5975. Dir.Of Conciliation 

Salary Increases 

. SUB-TOTAL 
6-0200 .overtime 
6-03QOTemporary Help 
6-0510. Juryf~es & Expense .. 

.. 'J. 

. TOTAL i'ERSONAl. SERV~CES 
SERVICES & SUPPLIES: 

7·1100 Cornmuflicatipns 
.. \\ 

39 

'35 
38 

5 
"11 

2 
2 

.3 
1 

1 
41' 

+2 
+2 

37 
40. 

5 
+1' 12 

" +2 

3 
I. 
I;. 

43 
2 
I 
3 

il <-

F.R:; 
.20 
''21 .•. ' 
16 
18 
20 
22 
18 
31 
35 
18 
19 ~ ... 

14 

. Amount 

$ 593;804 
. 378;828 

53,643 
82.(13S. 
15,~2 
19,531 
36,442 
IO,OOS 
18,886. 

792,313 
17,285. 

~.9,526 
" 20;280 

•. 2 
I 
3 
3 
I 
I 

+.1 4 " ~ ~., ..32,888 
1····19 . 8,504 

1'2111,586 
12 +2 .14 15 102,g28 

'-.~_ .~~ 1- .', ,18 10,005' 
36" +2 38 22413;964 . 

4 +.15 20 
17 
23 
24 
27 
32 
36 
41 

2 
o 
I 
2. 
I 
I 

.. I 

I 
6 
2 

+2 

8' +1 
2 
1 

.1 
2 
2 
I 
2 
J 

28 
28 

I 4.1 
{i"F,R 

. 2' "22,.' 

9 30 
2 .' \' 32 
I 35 

233+16 '249 

45,438 
8,140 

24.,918 
16,968 

. 13,395 

31,015 
19,822 
30,742 
14,789 . 
13,844 
26,562 

'158,371 
22,651. 

143,873 
38,709 

_ $4,i25j341'· 

$/19,400 

e ... 



F.UND: FUNCTION: 
PUBLIC SAFETY &. 

I.A IV EI;IF.ORCJ!MENT SUPERiORCQURTS 

7- [200 lrisurance. 
7- [300 Meniberships 

POSITION 

.. 7·[600 Professional & Spec, Svcs.-Lega[ 
. 7-[800 .Rents & Leases-B[dgs.prnds. & Equip .. 
7-1900 Support &. Cllre of Persons .. 
1-2000> Transportation & Trave[ 
7-4200 Clothing & Personal. Supplies 
7-4400 General Services & SupplieS', 

. '7-4500 Maintenance Contracts & Repairs 
7-4800 Office & Edu.c:. Supplies & Expense 
7·4900 . Other Supplies & Experise . 

TOTAL SERVICES &SUPPLIES 

9:9000 LABOR & EXPENSE TRANSFERS: 
Funded By Anli:Reccssion Payments 

ApPROVED FISCAL BUDGET 

G . . ' ", 

i 
\ 

40 

No, of Employ .. , 

Cur.. Add'l; TUI, 

Satur), . 

RanEe 

,'.>!:" 
,.-,,: 

DEPr. NO. 

200 
4.700 

15;,780 
il2,620 

400.000 
.30;348 

$ 2,[00 
350 . 

5.230 
83,300 

150 

$ 886,178 

$ [20.549 

. ([ [1.1Ol) 

$5.020,967 

p:--: 



<~PENDIXD 

ILLUSTRATIVE PROGRAM BUDGET STRUCTURE FOR ATRIAL 

. Purposes 

To AdjudiCate Criminal Cases 

To Adjudicate Civil.Cases 

To AdjudicateJuvenile Cases 

To Provide Alternatives To . . 

Formal Adjudication 
To Provide Social and 

Rehabilitative Services 
To Provide Security 

To Provide Administrative 
Supportto Adjudication 

To .Provide Cleri.cal Support 
To AdjUdication . 

COURT 
Sub-purposes 

To adjudicate felony cases 
To adjudicate misdemeanor appeals. 
To adjudicate major civil cases 
To adjuqicate minor civil cases 
To adjudiCate dom~s!ic relation .cases 
To adj~dica!e delinqency. dependency 

and neglect caseS . 
To adjudicate crimes against juveniles 
To divert adult offend,ts 
To.divert juvenile offenders t 
To provide adult probation serVices 
To provide juvenileprobation/counselillg.services 
To handle prisoner. transport . 
To provide courtroom and building security 
To provide standard management services 
To provide information technology services 
To provide· records 'management 
To provide courtroom services 

41. 

.. ~ 

.... , 



;'.:: ." 

APPENDIX' E' 
. ". . 

. BUD~ET GUIPEUNE-PROGRAM BUDGET' 

In FY 1978-79, the court wiUinstitutea simple budget procedure to facilitate: (1) 

compalison of budget requests to court objectives anctprtorities;(2)projection of eXfITridi~ 
hires overamulti~yearperiod to measureJutute trendsandimpads;and (3) measureme~ts 
of budget requests against workload and performance . 
. The budget procedure will be built arpundthe eight major objectives of the court: (I) to 

\ adjudicate cri ll1inal cases; (2nD adjudicate civil cases; (3) toa~judicate juvenile cases; (4) 
to providealtematives to fonnal adjudication; (5) to provide social and rehabUitati \Ie 

. services; (6) to provide cOUltroom and ,building security; (7) to provide administrative 
support to adjudication; and (8) to provide clerical support to adjudication . 

. For each.objective,therewill be prepared and dissemimitedaBudger Objectivc.Form 
containing: ('l) a' general description of the objective ;:md'its origin; (2) the specific 
sub-objectives to be achieved over the next year; (3) space totiJI thespeci fied annual target 
and workload data relating totheobjectiveoverthe period {976~80: and (4) space to fill in­
budget resource to be allocated or actually spent to achieve the objective during the same . 
period. ..' . ..... .. . .•. 

Each division shall, by reference. tathe program description and sub-objecti/~;es, 
determine what aspects of its work activity and what portions of its buq.~~t have been or 
will be expended on the objective. Forpurposesof making this allocation; estimates may 
be used and organizational lines ignored .. Each division shall fill in only those forms 
corresponding to objectives to which it contributes. Attached for illustriltive purposes isa 
completed Budget Objective Forrn. . 

BUDGET OBJECTIVE FORM 
Objective-Adjudication of Criminal Cases ••.. 
General Description of Objective . 

This objective encompasses allpha~es of criminal case processing from arraignment to 
sentencing, specificall yprelimi nary crimi nal processing, trial of mi~demean6r appeals, 
trialof t"elonie!;, sentencing, sentence .violation hearings and aU miscellaneous criminal 
p~oCeedings. The objective is derived fromthejuflsdictional provisions in Art; . III, 15, 
State Const.; 27 Code 1·10. ". ". . 

. Specific.' Sub-Qbjectives 
Thecriminaladjudicatiori objectives of thetourt are to: try misdemeanor appeals within . 

'. 60 days of appeal)lnd felonie~within i 20 daysofindictment;' to bring all arrested persons 
before a judicial officer within 24 hours; and to reduce backlog to less than 300 cases. 
Targets and Work Outputs .. 

Felonies Disposed 

Mis!femeunorAppeals Disposed 
. Avg, Thnelo Disposilion(Days) 

Felotiies' 
. MisQemeanors.· 

.' Pending Cases YearEnd 

1967-77 
1012 .' 

'. 730 

.163 
ItO 

·400 

42 

. 1917-7& 1978-79 ;, 11)71)·80 

)060 1070 :wou 
710 750 800 

)42 130 .120 

84 • 70 60 

420 350 200 

.,".' 
,.'~ 

.. J 

., 
. '" 



:: .. 

:': 
S $ $ $ 

Pel'~onnel 1976~77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 

EST EST 
;,'," 

~ Judges 143,000(4) • 145,000(4) 145,000(4) 180,000(S) r 

~ .. '" 
.' • Reporters tOO,OOO{S} "·105,000(5) 126,000(6) 146.000(7) 

• CourtRoom Clerks 70.000(6) 81;000(7) 8S,DOO(7) 100,000(8) 

• Court Officers 43.000(4) 46,000(4) 55.000(5) 66,000(6) ' . 

Non-P.ersonnel 38,000 41,000 43.000 50.000 

.rOT;!LS $394,000. $418,000 $454.000 5S42,Ooo ":,,' 

G 
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BUdget Item 

Juror Fees 

C~pital 
Expenditures· 

,Certified By: 

APP~NDI)(F 

BUDG'ETGUIDEUNEs+CHEc:KUST OF' KEY 
. , BUDGET ARYITEMS . ,... . 

$ 
Amount 

. BUDGET CHECKLIST 
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, Finding of 
, Adequacy 

Date: ' _---'-'-

APPENDIXG 
" ' 

BUDGETGU'DELlNE~ADVANCEA~PROVALOFTRAVELITEMS 
IN THE BUDGET 

Before inclusion of travel costs in the budget submission to the court,advance approval 
from the Court Budget Office should be sought and obtained; Approval will be based upon 

sUbini~sion of cost data in the following categories: ' 

• Category of Travel· 

Local Travel' 

In-State, Out~of-County 

. Out-of~State Travel 
for Judicial Education 

'. : 

Out-of-State Travel for· 
Conferences or Meetings 

Basis of Cost :Estimale 

Average monthly milee.ge per judge; and 
Estimated monthly mill.:age an~pu~lictranspor" 
tation costs for all nO'.i-iudicialemployees. 

Number of tripsbypurp()ses and probable 'des-' 
tinaiions. mileage ol'public transportation fare 
per dietn. ' 

Number of trips by likely destination, type of 
course, transpGrtationper diem .. 

Number of trips by purpose and likely destina-
tions, transportation per diem. , . 
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. APPENDIX H. ' 
.' :, .... . .... ' '.. '. 

BUDGET GUIDELINE-INCREASE JUSTIFICATION 

Any budget increase which results in addition of new personnel, a capital expenditure in 
excess'of $500 or a percentage 'increase of 5% or more in an existing line item must be 
explairied inwrldng, pursuant to the iIlusti:ated format indicated below: . 

. ' ", .' 

BUDGET INCREASE JUSTIFICATION 
Di vision/Program: . Pre-rnal Release' 

s 
.' Line Item 1977-78 i97S-79 Increase 

Proposed 
Personnel 27,000 108.000 81.000 
Rentals 2.000 8,000 6;000·' 
Services 
Supplies 750 3,000 2,250 
Equiprnclii 250 1,000 750 

30,000 !20.000 90,000 
Ju~tificatiori: 

<7c 

~ 

.The county assumed the cost of the pre~trial release program from the federal government starting in the last 
quarter of the. budget year. $30.000 was budgeted. Annualization. of the program this year requires an 
appropriation of$120,OOO, aniricreaseof 590;000.' .' 
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APPENDIX· • 

. BUDGET GUIDEUNE-MONITORING REPORT 

At the end ()f each month,thecourtbtidgetoffitershall submit a report to the cour;t on 
. the status of the courts's btidget.T~isreport shall specify any deviations in expenditure 

patterns which indicate a pattern of overspending or underspending. The deviations shall 
be intneform of an exceptlonrep()rt, as illustrated below: . 

MONITORING REPORT 
As elf March 31 ,the (ollo\',:ing deviations from expected' expendiwre patterns have 

occurred: 

_with three months left In' the fiscal year, available funds are almost depleted irt the 
followihg'categories: . . 

Dut-of-statctravel 
nCfc of funds remain) 
contract services 
(5% of funds remain) _. 

_ due to hiring lags, personnel expenditures are running well below estimates; only 
'69% of personnel funds have been expendedwith 75% of the fiscal year <,:ompleted. 
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Adjudica- .' 
lion of 
Criniiiuil 
Cases 

. Adju!licu­
iiimllj~ 

Civil 
Cases 

AdjudiciP, 
lion of 
Juvenile 
Case.s 

APPENDIXJ. 

ILLUSTRATIVE PERf()RtMNCEMEAsURES . 
". FORBASIC:ADJUllICATIONFUNCTIONS .... 

Input 

Indictments 
filed, 

Misdemeanor 
appeals filed.··· 

Filings,'cases 
set for .trial 

I:kfel'rals: 
.. Petiti~ns. 

Indictments; 
misdemeanors 
disposed. 

Trials; hearing 
conducted; 
Court days. 

. Trials con-
d uel~d; court' 
days .. 

, Cases dis­
posed. 

Informal. dis­
positions. 

Adjudications 

'; .. -, . 

Efficiency 

. . 
Avel'agecase time. Average .COM 

Dispositions per criminal. 
per judge. case,. 

Pending cases. 

DispoSitionS 
per judge 

Pending cases ... 

Avt:ragc time for 
adjudiCated 
Case; 

Dispositions P!!r 
judge, informal 
and formal 
Pending Cases. 
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Avcragecllsl 
per civil 
, case.· 

Average criM' 
per juvenile 

case. 

COlllmcnt 

Due to legal' 
pressure to Il)ove . 
each criminal case 
to disposition. 
inputs are usually 
an adequate 
measure of 

. criminal 
workload. 

Civil cases may 
languish. The 
number .of 
trial-ready cases 
m\lY bea bell!!r 
measure of 
workl(Jad than 

. filing. 

pu~.lc the h~gh· 
riumber of 
inforinal 

, dispositions, 
which may nOI 
involve a judge, 
dfsti;;clions must 
be il(ade between 
inl'urmal and 
formal elementsor . 
workload. 
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APPENDIXK 

PERF?~~ANCI:MEASURES FOR VARIOUS 
TRIAL COURT COMPONENTS AND PROGRAMS· 

Sudul Progrmih 

Clerlclll FUllllion;' 

c'(iurt Reporting . 

Jurie~ 

Elccironic Datu Proccssing 

Persilllnci Adminislrlllinn 

Micronln; 

• pcr~()n., ,cfecncd 
• persons intcrvieweu 

.• pcr'lOns under wp(;nbiun (mg. 
Ievell 

•. rcplir!s tIl court 
• eliurl uay, 

• pending ClI'C' 

• . new CilS'C~ pn)~c~scll 
• filing trlmsactinn" 
• ca,e c!,)·,i n,I,!~. 
• clIl,h tnm,uctinil' hmidil!d 
• clerk cllurln;OIU. d:l)< 
• scheduleu trials 
• courtroom uay, 
.traJ)script,. 

• jury qUllMitlnmiire, pm.:c,~ed iiI 
. u,cd) . 

• jurors 'u 1l1.ll1llncu· 
• jurors qullllined 
• juror day ... 
• jurytriub. 
• ~cqllc;,tctl!d trial day, 

"{ 

• ncwu(lckct pa!!cs prepared 
• prc~ ... entcnce invc,iigution typed 
• correspundence typed . 

• report, gcnerutcd 
• much inc t i 1l1C 

. . 
• nc\\' cmployce pru..:cssed 
•. intcrview~ 
.tcsts 
• toull pCrMlil11d ttansllCtion, 

. . .. 

• records microfilmed 
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l'rub'itinn .. lht.'n,i.im zUlli \·urinu"'uL:i,iI 
prtigrlllll'o irtvolvc:pcr,oni1<!l· elllHuct ami 
allcndunce upOn tlw .:oiirt dthcrin per~lln 
or hy ~MiIlCn,uhll1i"ion. The'l! me rl!. 
j'lecteu in the llicu.'lIrc ... 

Thc~.;·c .. ll1c;"urc,", dC'ul in a.:uro.,",~ .\\·.tt\ ·\\:ith 
I'cc()rd~~eping aeii\it). h~nk~l!cpi~g ac­
tivity.coun mum cierking .lIIlll <,:ltlendllr­
Itl¥ .. 

The perccntu)!c ur ell'.c, appe'lled j., ake) 
workloau· J'm:tlll'.: In illhcl' r6pcch_ repur-
ler, llrc.linkcd Il) judll:i:llactivil), . 

There arc t\\lla'pcct.;: {I)\\ orJ.. il1'·ul\.id 
in jury aumini,ttlltinn.whicil may ()I;I be 

!!rclII lIIid(2) Cii,,,i(\\'ulycd in puymcl1l\ 
Hi juror, or rill'·mc:d\,.lpdging :lnd tnlH:!. 

ThccxlUnplcs nHl)llIit btl gC(;l11ane t,,·e;u;·h. 
C(JUrI. bUt there arc incvit:IPly ")lllC ,tan, 
durd \Iurk uutput~ J'()n:lcrk-typi,t" 

.variou, other admilli';ttu.tivCfllnctio\i, 
. c.ould be in·cludeu '" appropriate. 

'.'.' 
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Workloild: 
Filings 
Trial day~ 

OpcrationalS 

APPENDIX.L 
ILLUSTRATl\fEBUDG~:WORKLOAD"COMPARISON"" 
."";"_ '. ~ ._ c' -: ."" ." ;, ••• " ...... , ".. • • ". • .". - .-

i9'17 '7~ 1978 
(EST) 

950 1010 +6 980 (est.) 
300 310 +3 : 295 (est.) 

~450;00O S480,Ooo +7 S540,O()() 
(requested) 

-3 
-5 

+8 

N()te:The factthat the above chart shows a discrepancy between the percentage. bud.,get 
increase requested arid worklolld trends does not necessarily meimlhat a budget request is 

. unjustified. For ex arnp Ie, increases in employee ~ompensatiori may ltccount f9r.sucha 
discrepancy~' .... 

....... 
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ApP~NDIXM 

ILLUSTRATIVE'MlJL·J'I.~YEAR eUDGET 

• Object!v~r Sub~Objective 
$(000) Wo~kload 

Adjudlcajion . A'Ojudication of 328 
'. ofC~iininal Felonies 

Aajudicationof 100 _ 
'Misdelllea~or'Ap- . 

peal . 

1060 
cases dis­

posed 
730 

; cases dis­
posed' 

.334. 

120 

Workload 

1070 
cases dis, 

posed 
7l(t 

. 'casesrn:i' 
-. - "oo_.:;:.,""'-~-.~__ . posed. 

19.79-80 
Est. _. Est; 

$(000) Wo~kload 

345 

126 

2000 

cases diS: 
posed 



APPENDIXN 

ILLUSTRATIVE ANALYSIS OF RE$OURCEALLOCATION BY 

Objeciivc 

, " 

Adjudication 
of Crimi~al 
Cases 

Adjudication 
,of Civil ' 

Cascs 

'·,OBJECTIVF; 

Sub~Objcciivc . . " 

Personnel Materials Su.pplies/Serviccsbther 

FelollY 
Adjudication 

262,000' 

Misdemeanor Ap~80,OOO 
, "peal Adjudicatlon 

Subtotal' 

Major Case, 
Adjudication 280,,000 

22,000 10,000 

, 20,000 

15,000 

, , Minor Case 
~",'.~" "~~', '~-~-~~=='=~~~~-~AdjUdk-!!ti!lti;~_~.J.Q1..G{i£L~_, -_ =-c:o---;--fO~OOO-~-~~-:-~;:-O--'::'-: .'~-'-~:, 

Subtotal 

"52 

~. 

294~000 17O/~ 

100,000 6% 

39MOO' 23% 

300;000 18% 

,.'111,000 6.5% 
411 ,GOO 24.5%' 

.. c';"':"· ~ .. ' 
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APPENDIX 0, 

MEMO 
TO: Presiding Judge, 
FROM:~udgetOfficeC=-~' ;, ",~ 
RE: 'AnalysisofCi(cuit Court Budget [brFY 197$-79'-:= 
SUMMARY,DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED BUDGET 

the 1978-79 budget request for the court is $2,687,000. This represents an im::(easeof 
.' S169,OOO(or 6.7%) over the budget request for this year: The principal reason for the 

increase, in addition to built-in increases andintlation, are: ' 
D addition of two court reporters to a central pool;, " 
" an increase in health insurance costs .for county employees; , 
• ,planned capital acquisitibnsto furnish a new trial court .facility; and 

'.agreat increase injuror costs, based on experience ofa deficit in last year's jury 
budget." ' ' , , 

Speildifigrrellds ill COilrt , 
The spending trend in the Circuit courtsince.I975is as follows: 

Object of Eipenditures , Expenditures % Budgeted' '<t Requested % 
Expenditure 1975·76 1976.77 +- 1977·78 '+ -' 1978-79 '+-

Persollllel 
JudiCii!l 540,000 540,000 700,000 211.6 700,000 -

Salaries, 
Jud. Secrela?ies 202,000 209,000 ,,3;4 228,000 9.0 230,00110 .08 

" Court Reporters .. 
300.000 318,000 6.0 384,000 20.7 432,.()OO -1i:S:=c-. 

Court Officers, 275.000 281,000 2.1 291,000 3.5, -:.;. :'De;OOO 5.8 
,Other Per~pn,l1el 99,000 ,Iil,OOO 12, I 113,000 1.8 120,000 6;i 
Fringe Benefits ' 131,000 i44,ooO 9.9 152;000 " 5.5 167,000 9,8 
Temporary Help 30,000 30,000 32.000 6.6 '37;000 15.6 ' --

Subtotal 1,577,000 1,633,000 3.5 1,900,000 16.3 1,994.000 4.9 

S en';i:esISuppli es 
Equipmelll 

':' Maintenance ,9,500 9.800 3.1 10,400 6.1 11,000 5.7 
Capital Expend. 37,000 45.000 21.6 43,000 4.5 54,000 25.5 
EDP Cost to 

CentraLDnta 
31 DOS pioc. ,2.4,000 2\).1 
. t .J' 

Rents~ Leases 24.000 27,000 i2.5 38,000 40:7 40,000 5.2 
Supplies 2,400 3,100 29.1 " 3,000 -3.3 3,000 
Phone & 

I 

Utilities 7,100 7.200 1.4 ~}',400 2.7 7,800 5.4 
Other , 6.500 , '6.800 4.6 7,000 2.9 7,000" 

~ 

Subtotal 86,500 98,900 14:3 132,800 34.2 153,800 15.8 
'Tmvel 25~OOO 25,000 28.000 " 12.0 30,000 7.1 
Jury Costs 

,Juror Fees! 
Travel 341,000 .,365,000 7.0 ;198,000 ' 9.0 446.000 '12.0 

)ury Commission 3!;000 ! /32,000 ,,3;2 36;000 12;5 40,000 11.1 
iuror Lodging/ 

F?od 11,000 14~000 21.3 24.000 41.6 24,000 

53 

" 

.".;, 

,-



'.::: .' 

"f) 

-~. ,-

',' .. ~ .. 

'. /~ 

.' Object of ExpenditlJres Expenditures % Budgeted' '% Requested' % 

. Expenditure 1975-76 1976~77 +- 1977-78 +- ·1978-79 • +-

Subtotal 383,000 411,000 7.3 458,000 11.4 510,000 11.3 

Totul 
(. ~ 

- 2.071.500 2,167,900 4;6 2,518,800 !6.! 2,687,800 6.7 

The increase requested for the 1978-79 budget year is down sharplY from 1977-78 
(16. 1 % to 6. 7%). The budget requested far J 977 ~ 78 reflected the, castsaf a $10 ,000 pay 
increase far judges (of which the caunty pays SOgd, an increase injudgeships (from 18 to 
20) and additional support personnel for the new judges. ThIS year's budget proposes 
increases c1oserto those requested in past years. Howeyer, the proposed 6; 7% increase . .' .."." . . 

still exceeds the 5% ceiling imposed by the County Manager~ , . ' 
The personnel item which has accounted for most of the high increases over the.last four 

years is court reporter salaries. The average salary has increased from $16,500 to $J8,000 
and the number of reporters from .18 to 24. The creation of a two-person central pool in 
1977-78 provedsuccessfulas a backup to the 20 report.ers assignecj to individualjudges. 
Two additional pool reporters aretequested this year.' . 

Four majornon"personnel costs have shown the sharpest upward trerid over the last few 
years: 
. 0 capital expenditures, due to purchase of electronic equipment and furnishing of 

outlying facilities; even with.use of revenue-sharingfurids for some aC0,uisitions, the 
1978-79 budget proposal shoJvs a 25.5% increase; .' 

• the introduction of a court iMormation system last year required $24,000 in new 
costs for services anel machine time from the county computet system; the estimated 
charges for 1978-19 are $31,000, an amount which will increase to S45.000or 
$50,000 in 1979-80 when,~eleprocessing capability is added; 

• rental costsforoutlyinglacllifies have stabilized this year, but remain one of the 
larger non-personnel costs; and 

• jury costs remain the most troubling item, with operational costs going up annually at. 
a high rate with the proposed increase for this year being 11.3%. 

Comparison ill Workload ojCourtand Budget 
The workload of the court overthe period of analysis can be measured by: indictments 

filed, disposed and pendlng at end of year; civil cases filed, disposed and pending at end 
of year; jury trials; and transcripts prepared'. and pending at end of year. . . 

Workload 1975-76 1976-77 o/c 1977-78 % 1978-79 % 
Measures +- (Est) +- (Est) +-

Indictmerits: Filed 2,500 2,800 12.0 2,950 5.3 3,200 8.4 
Disposed 2.600 2.750 5.7 3.000 9.9 3,300 10.0 

:' .• Pending 12/31 c 407 457 iZ.2 407 -10.9 307 -24.5 
Civi!:Filings .9.500 9.800 3.1 iO,600 8.1 .11,000 3:7 

Cases Disposed 7,500 8,500 13.3 10,100 18.8 11.000 8,9 
Casesl'~nding 3,500 4,800 37.1 5,300 lOA 5,300 

12/31 
Jury Trials 12131 318 343 . 7,3 350 2.0 360 2.8 
Transcrjpis. oil Appeal !IS 130 10.1 148 13.8 165. 11.4 
Pending TranSCripts 12/31. 30 47 56.7 55 17.0 50 -9.0, 

The 'workload figures indicate that: 
• the <;aseload of the court· has increased ona fairly steady basis and has been in 

proportion to the. fate of1)uageFincrease; , '. 
• the court has stabilized its backlog with the addition of twojudges and projects some 

redus:tionin backlog for 1978-79; . 
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.. .• . the growing backlQg in transcripts~an be reduced in 1978-79 by the hiring of two 
~~~~ .. . .. 

• expenditures for jury trials have increased markedly ,despite a very minorincrease in 
jury trials. 

1976-77 
1977-78 
1978-79 

% Increase in. % Increase in 
Jury Trials Budgets 

7.8 
2.0 
2.8 

7.3 
11.4 
J 1.3 

The budgetary incteasefor juries is based on the juror calls forlast year and will be. hard 
to justify by workload increase. 
Personnel Trends . 

The number of full-time, non-judicial personnel employed by t.he court over the period 
of analysis is indicated below: . 
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J975·76 1'17(,·7' 1917·78 

Posilion 
Avg. Pos. Avg. Pos. Avg. b,.vg. Pos. Avg. Avg. 

Auth Pos. Salary Auth. Pos, Salary AUlh. Pos, '. Salary 
Funded (1000) Funded (1000) Funded (1000) 

Judicial Secretaries 18 16.2 11.3 18 16.5 11.5 20 16.6 IJ.4 
u. Court Reporters 18 17.7 16.6 18 17.6 17.6 22 22 17.4 0\ 

Court Officers 25 22.3 11.0 25 22.1 11.2 25 . 22.0 11.6 
Law C!erkli 2 2 15.0 2 2 15.0 2 2 15.0 
Cleric-Typists 3 2.8 7.7 3 2.7 8.0 4 3.6 8.3 
.EDP Coding Cleric 2 2 9.0 
Administrator. 21.0 2\..0 I 21.0 
Administrative 

Secretary 10.5 10.5 11.0 

.", 

. ~.'. 

.:' ..... 

"J7~.-·ll 

Pos, Avg. Avg. 
Auth. Pos. Salary 

F!Jnded (1000) 

20 16.5 11.5 
24 21.5 18.0 
26 22.5 11.8 

2 2 15.0 
4 3.6 8:5 
2 2 9.3 

I. 23,0 

I '11.0 

The court has held the line on' new hires an'd'salaries quite weir and has operated ileal' . 
full employment levels except in judicial secretary a!1dcQurt officer positions. Turnover .. is 
high on jUdicial .secretaI)' positions. Court officer positions have not beell fiUedinpast 
yearstoeffecrbudget savings, last year to cover a deficit in juror costs. ' . 

. The more stringent securityineasures introduced by the court makeitdoubtfulthat any 
savings ~an be effected in 1978-79 by leaving court officer positions ·unfilled. . 

The key increase inbotn nUllibers and salary are court reporters, which isthesectionof 
thepersonnel6udget most subject tochaUenge~ 
Justifications of Budget Increases . 

· Indicated below are the principal budgetary increases requested for 1978-79 and the 
accompanying justification: . 

$ % 
Item Increase Increase Justification 

Court 48,000 
Rep()rt~r 

SalarieS 

Court 
Officers' 

Other 
Personnel 

Fringe 
Benefits 

Capital Ex-
penditure 

17,000 

7.000 

15,000 

11,000' 

EDP Cost 7,000 

. Juror Cos~s 52,000 

12.5 Appeals have been increasing at ananmial rate of more than 10% per year. 

5.8 

6,1 

9.8 

29.1 

Transcript backlog almost doubled between 1975(33) and 1977(55). The 
addition of two reporterS can cut the rate of backlog accumuiation .from 
56%1017%. Two new reporters areili:eded 10 reverse the backlog trend, 
since it occupies almosttworeporters per year to fi II in for reporters on 
leave or vacation. The number of transcripts per reporter incre.ased from. 
6.5 to 7.4 from 1975 to 1977. . 

Despite adding lwojudges in 1977-78; the court did not increase .the 
number of court officers. Based on security experiences this year, at1ea5t 
one additional officer is needed for prisoner security in the arraignment 
court. 'The court is attempting to implement new security measures wiih 
only this one change. 

: .; ." .. 

Clerk-typists .andcoding clerks are covered by the county personnel system 
and receive'd annual' merit increases up. to 5%. The.courtadministrator 
receives a salary increase of $2,000, his firs! inqease in three ye·ars. 

This increase is attdbutable toincreases in FICA contribution and toa 1O'k 
increase in pre~iums for employee health benefits,amotinting to $1 i .200 
annually. 

This increase is .allributallleentirely to thecost'ofouifitting thetriaI cqUrt 

.. room, juror deliberation .room and judicial chambers in the new facility at 
x- VILLE; spe~ificaUy public address sysiems, tabies. chairs, book 
shelves,rugs, electrical and plumbing fixtures. '.' 

29.1 This is an inter-governmental transfer item estimated by thec<luniyEDP 
Center hasedon estimated machine time' increase of 25-30% in 1978-79, 

I 1.3 This requestisbased:;;n the number of paid juror days estimated for the 
currenfyear (18.000); plus a 5'1cincremeh( for. increased jury activity ... 

Comprehensiveness and Adequacy of Budget '. '.' 
• The budget is based on severillassumptioris that affect itsa<iequacy', as indicated below: 
• that new niles governing security hi major trials can be implemented with only.one . 
. aciditionalcourt officer; . . . . . ..' . .... '. ..•. • .' . 

• that the numberof jlll'OrscaiIed and qualifiedwiIi have the same rehHiOJ,l toth~ 
number of jury trials as it did in 1977~78; . '. ......... .' .•.... 

'. • that recording equipment in the amount of $i 12,000 for crimiiial courtrooms will b,e 
paid from the law library fund; .' '. . ' .' '. . . .... .. " ........! 

• that structural renovation Of theouU yi ngcolll1 facility in' x ~ VILLE wi 11 bepai~ fr(i~' 
the county capital fund; .... .' ...• ...•. .' . ....... . .... .'. . '. . . 

• that the tUrnoyer rai~and unfilIedvacancieswiUpelnUf savings to cover $lOH. 
$12,000 ofthe COSt o(two new court reporters; and .... '.' ..... .' '. '.' .. ' .' .... .' 

· • tha(lravel for purposes "of jUdiCial education will bepaidJrOllla!1LEAAgra~l . 
'~dmrnisteredOy theStateCourtAdministmtor~D'. " . .> . ' , .. ' 
· Subject to the above assumptions, the budget is adequate to meet court needs and 
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. addresses allpointsh'J thecheck-of(list developedbythisoffice.The1mdget adheres to' .' 
the, form required.bytbe c()ul1ty. . 

'Issues before the Court , 
Theburlget presents several issues for resoluti(m by the court:. ..' 
COllluyMal/ager: The court budget exceeds the bUdgetary limit imposed by the County 

Manager. The court must decide whether to seek an e",ceptionto this limit and if SO; how' 
to justify it; The court has neverrelied on an inherent powers position to support its budget 
position. , 

JUI)' Commission,'The jurymanagementpractice4 of the JllryCommission have raised 
jury costs. The court has traditionally not interfered greatly in the intemalmanagement 
practicesofthe Commission. The question to resolve is whether the court can realistically 
defend the current requests of the Commission as part of the court budget. A possible 
solution is to insist upon some steps to improve jury management . 

Use of Special Funds: The Law Library fund will be used as a sOurce of funding for 
capital items unrelated to the operation of the law~~ibmry. T/1e use of this fund for this 
purpose may be subject to auditor challenge. The court might c;hoose to rely more on the 
operating budget for these items. . . 

State Court Admillistrator: The matching funds for LEAAfunded judicial education 
trips have in the past been paid by the county: The county has shown increased reluctance 
to match th~se funds~ The court mig!lt urge the State Court Adminilltrator to seek !itate 
matching funds or budget new funds for mutching purposes. . 

Staff Recomllu!lIdatio!l:ft is recommended that the court adopt the budget as presentC:!d . 

. , 
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Object Class 

Personnel 

/'lon-Personnel 

APPENDIXP 

ILLUSTRATIVE ANALYSIS OF TRIAL COURT FUNDINC,?SOURCES 

Object of 
Expenditure 

Judge ,salO\ries 
Jud. sec. salaries 
Clerical salaries 
Pw( salaries 
Fringe ,benefits 
Overtime 
Temporary help 

Subtotal 

Capital 
expenditures 

, Contractor 
services 

LC<lSe/rentais 
SUpplies 
Utilities 
Other 

Subtotal 

, ToUl!. 

(I) Salary of librarian. 
(2) Law books. 

County 
General Fund 

'1,870,000 
540,000 
240,000 , 
80.000 
85.000 

$2.815.000 

37,000 
27.000 
31,000 
25,000 

S120.000 

S2,935.000 

(3) ,Construction contract forcoortrooin renovation. 

Stale 
Genera\. Fund 

800,000 
200,000 

98,000 

$1.090.000 

51.090,000 

(4) Federally-funded salaries in pre~trial release program; 

Funding Sources 

County Law County LEAA.Block 
Library Fund Capital Fund 'Grants 

,12.000' 240.000~ 

S12,000 $240,000 

350.000" 

18,000" 

S18.000 5350;000 

S3!f,OOO 5350,000 $240,000 

Federal 
Revenue-Sharing 

800,000 
200,000 

1,870.000, 
792,000 
330.000,< 
80.000' " 

85.000 
: :~ 

$4.; 157.000 

88,000 88.000 

$'576,000 

$88,000. 



Typeof 
Revenue 

Civil Filing Fee 

'.;-. 

Legal Basis 

12 Code 817 

APPENDIX Q 
, ' 

. ..", 

ILLUSTRATIVE ANALYSIS OFA COURT REVENUE SYSTEM 

Collection 

Whf) 
Collects 

Circuit 
Court Clerk 

Procedure for 
Collection 

Requirement for, filing, 
subject to pauper's oath., 

Legal B'lsis 

12 Code §18 

To Whom 
Transmitted 

County Treasurer, 

Distribution 

Tnmsmission 
Procedure 

Check drawn upon clerk '); 
bank account 

Fund 

County General Fund 



Court. 

.Circuii 

APPENDIXR 

I LLU $TRATIVE REVENUE PROJECTION FORM 

Fcc 

$20Civi/ 
Filing 
Fee 

$20 Fee 
On Felony 
ConViction 

$6 FeeOn 
Civil 
Appeal 
From·· 
CountyCt. 

$6 Fee On 
Misdc" 
mean or 
Conviction 

AClual Re"·cnuC!s 

1975·76 1976-77 Rev. 
Range,· 

Upper 

Lowcr 

Upper. 

Lower 

Upper 

Lower 

Upper 

Lower 

61 

I 977·7X 

Cu~sS 

1978·7.9 
Cas.s S 

1.979·80 
Cit"', S 

. :) 
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. APPENDIX S 

ILLUSTRATIVE MULTI·YEAR COMPARISON .. 
OF EXf'ENDITURES ANQREVENUES 

Expenditures: 
Per~onnel· 

Noli·Personnel 

Total 

Revenui!s: 
Civil Case Fees 

. Crhl1initl Case Fee~ 
Fines/Forfeiture .. 
Other. Fees. Costs 

Total 

Difference Between Expenditures 
.and Revenues 

Revenues as a Percentage of 
Expenditures • 

62 

1978·79 

. . ~ . 
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... APPENDIXT 
. "!' . . " . 

SAMPLE MONITORING SHEET· 
: : '. 

Program/()rganizational Unit~Clerk;5 Office Date~March, 1978 

Financial Data 

Appropria!lons 

Revised Funds 

. Expenditures to Date 

Encumbrances 

Balance 

'7c Of Available 
Funds Remaining 

.<. 

Temporary 
Personnel 

.. . 

Items Being Monitored 

Contractual· 
Services 

Supplies and 
Materials 

% of Time Rerr.aining c::::::J 

63 

Equipment 
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APPENDIX U 

SAMPLE INDIGENT QEFENSE.MONITORING FORM 

- .' 
Program/Organizational. Onit~1ndigent Defense Date: March,1978 

$ Amilunt Counsel Fees Approved. to Date 
Judge 

Totals 

. Preliminary 
Proceedings 

Fees Approved t() Date: c:=:::J 
Remaining Funds: r::::::::J 

Trial/Trial 
Preparation Other Total 

Nurnberof 
Appointments 

$ Amount of Pending Vouchm c=J 
9'c of Total Funds Remaining' c=::J 

Fees Approved In Excess of 'j)_~ Per Case: 

CASE JUDGE $ CASE . JUDGE $ 

Avg. 
Fee 

*U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 19790.-289-536 
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