
Financial 
Manageri\ent. 

ofJustice . ~ .. 
Erlfo:Jt;elmlmt ASSistance Administration·· 

N~ltional .uU'U~'I&U;; of Law Enfoi'cement 
Criminal Justice 

. !),-

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file, please contact us at NCJRS.gov.



;;;:" . 

l'rogramModclsare a synthesis of rescarch and evaluation findings,opemti~nal cxperi-
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.. CQIl,SultUl1ts f1Qt directlr involved with the operatio,ns Of ~sp,ecj;fic.tria,IcourtaIso ,p.:nvid.ecl, . 
assistance. To broaden ouiperspectiv~,David Bi:!tidilOdandWillialllHighilin ()fferedthe~ 
experiences with'prosec\ltonl,il and deferideragency opemtion,sto the project 'S' worlc in the 
casetlowarea and ill the devetbpmentofthe records report. Dale Lcfeverprov,ide9Shnilar ':, 

'. assistarce to ourdevelopinen{of,~he personnelarldfinancialtepons. Contigued g'§(da,Q~~in' 
developing these Iatterreportsw~s given by WilllarnBohn and Gerald Kuban and 'many 
helpful suggestions fonhefinancial repQrt ",:ere offered by CarlBaarwho reviewed (he final' 
draft. ,Catidid&ild veryheipful re,view of alldrax~swas pro,{ided,,,y Erne,~tFrie$en a~d David 
Saari. < . '. ...• . ',., ' 'f', 'f .", 

=~~. i ~'Aspeci~Ln()teof' thaIlks is given to I-tdrry Lawson\~ho helpedusateilch stage' ~f our ' •.• 
work, His suggeslfonsfor ;sitC''Cstudies-,,"pisjnsight into the management' Qperations Qfa 

"=diversity -of court systems; and h is rigorous reviewo(01irdtafts~~~~. aS9urcel,(ifinvaluabl~1 
. help and supporttdallof liS. ".... ',;," . ...... .:-';""" ,,,,,~~c''cc::.,,,,~,·.~ ': .• 

" ....•. Particu.lar apPtecia~i~n'i~ ~xten~ed to the thtee program m~nitor~at The La 1E~forc~~ '." ,,=.<. c"., 

ment ASSIstance, Ac:1fl11nlstratlOnwho were alway'£ helpful and accessible. CaFolyi!J. ~urs!Xm ~ ,.' . 
gave the projectltsinitial ~timu\usand direFtion; Susan Oldham guided iHhrol!gh~:difficult . 
transition pe~od; and Anthony Pasciui~providedttte advice ~ndsqpp0rtnceded tq\b~ng ii 
to. t~e.publicati~nstag~: In additiop;.NataHe Sol~mon a~d George~oody of theC~ntt'acts . 
DIVISIon made It pOSSIble to adrmmsterthe proJecteaslly and smoothly... " il., .......• 

• 'rhe production ofthe"Finandal and .Persomrel~~nagement Reports was ,made possible 
by the perseverance . and good h~mor Qf,BrendaS~Irwho typed tl~e manus:criptS In their 
various PUlfts. aild the advice andhf!lpof James,Croweli, both ofSy~\tems: Inc, 
Graphics were prepared: by Sara Travis of TheAmericanUniversj~y. . ·",,~,====~~,~~~c; 

. In lllunching ~lle project; William Wilson' was ofgreatasslstance i,n,provid{ng.a 
.prelimiilary revkw oi ~'lf\i1able 'literature, As responses to theorganizationalsurVcyswerr 
recl!ivedj' John Daniel, a graduate student at American '(jniversity's'School of Justice 
diligently began theiranalysjsaMoffered many insights which we lath. explored.' One 

. individual. however; truly made. this project possible, 'Prom its conception to completion t 

Joseph Trotter gave fre~ly of hisknowledgeand ideas31l4provided.the advice and criticism 
thatbrought Lis to asucessful end. .' "'" . . ~ .'. " 

Finally ,I11Y special thanks go to Dixie Knoehel ,my assistant .. Her patiem.!e, hard work, 
and knowledge of the area made it possibleforthe project to ron and Jor these reportst~ b.e 

. prOpared. . 

. Caroline S. Cooper. Director .. 
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TheAmerlcan University' 
Washington, D.C. 
;\ugust 31, 1978' 
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·.The·· rri~l~ourt.:E~~i~~menfforFina~~i~ClI· Man-fheavydependertce' on. eXec~~ivebmnch agenciesior~.ef? 
. .' . '. .. .., ·/Lrormance Qf management functions, Many trial cPurt~ 

"J. Them'anagemellt envifonm~llt. Mimy tIial. courts • rre~y' on t~fexecut~vebranch for Jund a.ccounting,cash. '" 
.• d~~otm.eetpublicadministraHon norms ofinternalad~\(acco~nti~g~. d~,~tributionpf .. reve~ues, ~~nt~cdng, .. pur~. 

m .. lnlstr.atIVe. COho ere.n:e. ; T~.·.al ....•. c.ourt fU ... r:.cti~ns.· .... are.o.ftert,·l. Ch .. as.mg.?nd,.,,1rtU~lly.eVery. '. ~s,. pecl O.f. Jl~ar.clal m.3n.a
g
.e .•. 

7
." 

perfQrmed by a loose coahtlon of organtzatlQns or agen" ..~~ ~ent. In· budgetmg., many courts do no more than, 
,des, each rif~hichha~a considerable degree ohdminisc. '\fo~utinely~o01ply with executive branch requirements; 

trative autoriom.V. It is 'uncommon for a,malCQurtto have wIthout '. making ilVY !nternal management use . of ,. the 
(mol"ganizationalstructureth~t pJacesall court financialbudg~l;ID"s>~ess ... '. .' '.. ,... ... •.. "'., 
functionsunMtori~manag~l", ... ". ' .• ".. . ':' ,'. ... .. The~endency ~f trialc9,urts to defer to thee~ecutive~ 
...This . lack .ofintet~'!ll cohesion i~reflectedby· the fact branc!}lOtnatters of finanCial management is quite wi4e~ 
tltat many trial • courts do. not fund their . operations ;s~read" Ti;al.j;,ourts have .lo".g been accustomed t() the 
througha~inglebudget. Quite commonly, two or more vl~wthatcQunty ,or city officcs. should handle finanCial, . 

'. sepamie<budg(!tSare submitted l , each of themr~fl~cting .. managenil,nt. Thjsy~ewhas been tein'pered somewhat b)"" 
the mamigenl~nt views in "an organizati,onor age~cy .. the.ady~nt 9ftrial c.ourt admiriistrat0rs, but therejs a 

, . , engagedinsoI11easpect. of trial coart. operations. These ~tr~n~ conti~luin~t:nd~i)cy t~ narrowlylimit the scope of 
'?U~g~ts are subject.to varying degrees of control by the . .J~dlcIa~ respon~I~lhty . for finandfll'~anagement;Mll~Y 

, judIcIary and may occasionally be si.tbmitted without any , tnalcourt admWlstratorsemi>race thIS restricted version '. 
opportunity Jor the judiciary . to. revi(!w them ~. . . of. trial; courtmanap-ement;· feeling. it is ,unduly wasteful . 

The most common example ofadmitlistrativeau_andb",rdensome f<i.t I;ourts to erect their own financial" 
'" tonomy within tflal.courts is the a~thoritv~atcordedio manag;bmellt sYSteIlls.. '. . . ..... 
. elected clerks in many st~tes. Eiected cl~rks often are ., .' Since there has not been'a stronginclinatiOil among 

granted a high degree of administrative independence by, ..... judges. an~ court adrni'nistrators. ~oexercise a full.mI;lgCQf . 
. ' law and may'have the udded authority conferred by local" financIal management responsibilities, there has not.been 

tmditionandpolitical power. Even in a court with a trial gre.at pressureapplied"'by the judiciary on the other 
courtildministrafor,a, clerk may retain control over .. branches'f9ra greater fiilancial' II1anagei:nentrole~, The 
major areas of finah~ial admJ,nistration,parVcularly exceptions are founnprimarily .in states wlth'unifiep 
those relatedto theco!lection and distributiOn offunqs, systems. where, the removal oLtrial'courts from the. 
costs and fees. Some c,lerksarestillona feesYStem,2 management structure· of 10calgovernm~nCliterally 

' •. funding thelfoffices in wh~}-K or in part. fromcoHl;!cted . fQrced.aclarificlltj<:m of the new management roles of the 
revenues. . ." .' ..• ~. ' trial court judiciary. •. .. .•.. '. 

Other organizati~nalcomponents oftrial~ourt\'l "that Wit~c!1t a strong disP,osition to. exercise court rnan- " 
fr~quently . have considerable admin,istrative' auton,omy a~~m~~~':'functiol)s; there. haspf!en limit~d . 

. are probati9nde.partrrlt::nts, juvenile courts and other spe~bUlldmg up the financial managell1ent capabilities , 
.cial jurisdict~Qn courts. Moreover, the financing of court 2 trial courts. The~are. ve'ry ll\fgecourts where theanly 

. ·,;s~curit); is. often covered in the budget of a sheriff ora ~ financial ·management function is budgeting,. and even .. 
,:, law enforcement agency . Other examplescould'be Cited. that function is ,often seen as a seasonal exen:ise qfa '. 

The .. key JaeHsthat courtfinan~ial management'muHroutine nature.. ., ." . ...• . ..... '. . ' 
oftenoccurinan environment characterized by diffusion It can.be fairly saidthatmany trialcol111s lack sOO1e or 
ofadministrlltive authority and multiple budgetS. . .aUofthe .• followingco~ditions .. foreffectivefinanchfl" 

. Asecoruikey factotincourtfinancial management is, .• %ptaIiagement: 

'Fdt eXilrriple. there ~re five. budgets silbmiuedon behalf of the 
Superior Court of Maricop(lCountY(Arizolill). . .' .. 

2Fo~!cxam,,!~.the cir:cuillind chanc~ryclerksin Mississippi •. ' 
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.. adisposition·.to¢xercis~ the m~nagetnenl~hth~ty; 
"and'.. ..... ' . .", '. ~ '.' ..... 

'.' JaA;apa6ility"fof exercising the ittanagem(!nt author-

. :. _.~ty.~.· T'. . - • ," ". • " 

. There is<.!lclear, curren~.need for trial courts to 
re~xami1tetheit financial management role.. .' ". 

2.ttle leg~l ~ndgovermrtentale~.Viron~ent •. ' 
..... ·....'a. Legal l'e:i-pOllsibility. for .lillle/illgtrial ";llrl.l'. , 
· • TraditionalIy, general jurisdiction tricilcourts have'beeri 
•. part'lof the fabric-of local government and fia ve rec,ei ved 
thclrbm;icflli1~ing froinC{)uilly a~~; occasionally,dty . 

. ' governmcJ)ts\ The greatmajority oftrjal courts are·still 
.'dependent oit 4ocatfunding.. ...•. .... '. . 

. There is, h9wever, an iry,creaslng trend to make states .' 
legally responsible for some or all of tbe.cost'>. oLtoal 

'couI1 ~peration.> lnthosestates.which :'h~~e lI'tdergone 
ad",inlstrativeunification, state funding of trial' court' 

"operations, ~s virtually .. tota1.3 There are several states . 
.\Vhichar~movingtowarq total sta~eassmnption and are 
in an int~rim mode where major parts of the .trialcourt 
system are state-funded.4 Most trial courts receive only 
limited state f.r~iding, usuaHyfor ~uchitems ascjudiciaJ 

· sala~es;judicialcxperises; court· reporters arid Judicial 
seci'etari~s.$ .' . . . 

the. level of state funding has . important implications 

:-.:-1 

_. '. '. <:~_ ... , .'. '.: . . .-; . . ..{ ?:_ .. :v. . 
b~dge~ proc~ss isJ~irlyperipherar."1 . ..... 
" ~Alth°ugfstateandloclilt~~~lg¢lary~i:o'cessen)rovide' 
• the'princ,lpal source ofL;al' !=ouli~ijnanciaI StiPP'()rt,trial~ 

.• court~.pr.tenhave. ac~e.ssto otherf~):w.~ng sOlfces ; To tge ..• 
· exte?l tliatotherfu~dl~g spur~es eXIst,they \~uppleme~t 

. ,or. dlsplaceappropnatloTls from, .. state and lo~al' general. 
.. funds and affect the wa~Jn. Whi~h' state.an~ i~cal gov

ernments carry out tl)elf fmanclalobhgatlons .toware! 
courts.T~blel· contains' the principalfunding1Jsources 
from whichtriillcoluts are firienced. 0'.' . .' 

As Indicat:edtn T~ble l,trialcourtfinanciligca'nriot be 
• viewed entirely.in terms ofgeneriH fund appr()priations • 
Nor can the leveL of general fund appropriations for 
courts be viewed in the sart}e light as the fllnding given to " .. ,,', 
an executive. branch agency. Trial . courts~ particularly 
those operating entirely within the'loc:aLgoYt':01merit 
framework, have cidiffer~nt,leg,alstatllsthan executive .' 
branch agencies. . '. ..... . . 

In some states (e.g.,Alaba~a),' there arestrong<:on-' 
stitutional. requirements {or adequa,\e legislative funding 
of the whol,ecourt system. loWest Virginia·~heccmstitu~··. 

· tion, prohibits the state legislature froml.ruttingthe judi- . 
cia! bud&~t, a prohibition challenged by. the legislative . 
oranch,6While suchconstitutiomil mandates tend'to be ' 
g~heral"theyundersc!,>rethe\mique [ole of tije judiciary 

. . for.court financial inanagement,<sinceihe government' 
r.-~",,;~~whkh supplies the money is the government whi'ch~ de- .. 

in the budgetary arena. . '.' .' . . . 
Other s~·'ltes (e;g., Iowaaf!d Illinois), have statutes' . 

· wh\chperrnit courts to manctatecounty general fund 
approprilltionsfor major:ilspects of court operations.Jn 

[ermines managemen t procedures ,. particularlyb.l1dgetary 
procedures. Ina totally unified system. tlle6udgetpro-

.... cess is·.that ill1posedby the state eXecutive branch,pos~i
bly. including·· procedures established by . the statesu-

· premecourt.S,ubmission 6fatrial court budget is made' 
· to the state court administrator for inclusion in the overall 
· court budgetpresentcd )\8 the other branches .ofs~te· 
government. .. '. . . 

h;1 • In a partially unified ~ystem, atlial cou!1lDayfind 
itself dealing with two budget processes-one governed 

. ·.0 

· by the state, the, other. by. a'localgovernll1ent. Tn such. 
st~tesj a state court admin.istratorcwilloftensufunit a 

· budgettocQver the state portion of trial court costs, 
relicvin!r''ndivid!,Ial!_~al couqs fromdirect dealing With 

i)the,state. -- --~~"'-~. 

· . Inthq)se systems .wbere th~"S1at:-pa.Y~~a .f~w 
.. legally ma.ndated .tnal. coun .. Costs~>;nofomiar~budget 
submission to the stateinaybe required.Th~mandated 
·jte~s, such as judicial saluries, are often automatically 

includedirHhe state budget or do notrequire al1 appro
priation. For mos,t trial courts, the . local government 
budget process is' still the key process ,and' the state. 

~Forexample, Ha,waii, Alaska, Color:adl,l, Alabama, North 
Carolina, New M~xico" Rhode Islarid,~1aine and Kentucky. 
· "For;cllan1plc, Kansas and New'York. .... 
"sFo:-example, )n,t\rizonathe state on!ypays onc,half of the 
salaries of geljeral jUrisdiction jUdges.. . ..' "'~'. . 

states where there isnoexplicit legislative recognition of 
tqe special status of courts, trialcourts haveoccasiomlily 
resorted to mandamus orcourt~(jrdered appfopriationsto 
obtainaciequate funding-(e;g.~~Indi{ma) ; The salient fact, 
is that many trial 'couitsview themselves as having a 
unique budgetary status hecause. of theirpositiOri as thtf.~'~,; 
third branch .of government . 

. b. Legattespall.\:;bilitiesfor coliec~iOli and disrribll
rlo/l':ofcOIiN cost.I', fines and otbermonies, Triitl courts 
generalfy1favea legal' oplfgafton .focollectanddistribt,i~~~ '. 

· fines; costs anJagre~r.varietyofoth~r funds pa.id i~to~ .. , 
· the court. The nature and scope' of thiS legalobhgatlOn .' 
· determines the type of financhH systems which mtistbe 
employed. Typicalof the monies collectectilOd distrib~" 

.ute~,arethe following:.. . ..... .. 
.0) Fillesand jodeitl/res.~6ne of the largest 

'single items of court-collected revenue is the !l1oney .' 
collected infines andbaH forfeitures. This reveniteis 
~~W large !n lim,itect jurisdietion tri~l~ourts, but usually' 
GoeS not amount to-much ina generaljurisdiction court; 
Fines and forfejturesusuallygo.intostate or local general' 

, 6Sce SlateEr, Rel.<B(/g!e}'al/~SlI'igerlv C,,,L Bla"kel/ship: 
deCided June 19,1978, upholdillS ,the state COilslilU!ionalprovisfon . 
prohibiting reduction of the judicial budget. . 
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.. PrI;'CiP'!l~ourCe·rn. fi~l1diIlIY.~l1ifi~d sY".o1. bllll'iOb"bly·.ccoun~ rorl~'k~30~.0f "OUr1·e~pirid\' 
-IUrcS. in nto~i ~t:lle;,.. .' . . . . '" . . "' :'. .< " ," 

~c;!ti~n~U}. ·lh·~i:e.>·~lIc.:'PCC.i~1 ~~.a.tt. :ru!!t!~. c~li.'tn.:lr~ed· t~)r·.cu~rt putp(lses arid f<..'<ltw .~~ttc "fcc', (lr cu.\~· 
." t..'t"'t.'Clc~ in rourl'l. ·t~.g·'JJudh;i~;.t1 i:~ric~m(!~t:run~ n.~ prilnarily hj u'~~C'ial'c~u'rt c.p~l): =-

.COUn1l .. gC~Cj~I.:.runds:rCmaJillhc ptil.1);ary ~i,un.~, ~flri.:i~ cuun fU.l1t1ing in l~lt':I. ~rall!~. 

. Mut;{cip;'\ Oc'lierJI Fund, " 

GCller.1I l~gi!\I;Ui()J~ dr ,speCial le!:,,~sl"lior1 ~omctime~ t;.~~blhne~ t:ounty rU?J~ &:.1.I11i:ukcd lor ~o~m u'~e b,' 
,Cl!.~~t.ih .r~1\ (C~·~.:'.la~'libmr~. fun·d~?~.~}j~c!ftJ"~.~. s.Up~Il!I111!nl ~h~ nor1~~,~·I.·.~?UflIY ajlpr~pri·il~io~.ri~r ~nurt:: ' 
Municipal '~I!'~rJl: rupd:,: ~uPpOn.~on~l!'· I~nl ~i,;u~'~ a~d.,a~ ;Jnalogou~ )o't:Ul1nl)~ gtrDtCrJI flln~s~ . 

Capital Fund, .. 
f;~clcr.Il:·Gr~~~il Fu~~' 

:j' 

Fcdernl .~c\cnuc:'h'lr~nf! 

-I,:. 

Trhlt COll~t~ tl1U~' h~;.·c.ucc~~~· h~,:h.opd'''1!(lncy,ur.l~lh~~ rU,fld~ rp~ Cilp;.inl i.!"p:ndii\J~~. . 

t\ ~u\aH •. :bUt·"u~ i~jgnitlc:tn," ~,11l~lunH>f rhl~!1l' ~fa:tn,I'1'I1?lit)Y·h'~~cd (ilr~.oW.1'pUrp('$i!~~ lI'i~ pdnli,r,ily: 
.Ll1.\A tl\(.'ncy. b.li~' ct,)ur~\ a~!i«~ rccch:c m~;~~l' undl:r Ihe Hj!!.hW~i .SM~~' p~oJj.~nt .of ~~ l!£~r.[J1:1:c·n·1 of 
~rfU"~Jlor~nti(l~ .. ,CEtI\ and ·~(Jllh~.H:c'.llih, E~UCali(~o tlnd 'Welrare mon~·~·.t:lIr, \'uriQ.us. ~l~i1.~'~procrit!l).li 

. ~la~cd to:cQi.m~~ ~~~ . " , '~,.,,'.:' ." . '. :".' ...-. ':~'>' "," .. 

There ~m! !'i(ll~,e, tqCit[().'.fund~u. ~ri~I, cot;ns· whicl~. ;C~1!~\'.~ .It).cal ·~~~I'~~.!\~r:ing i~;lil~,'t(l ~~pr\lrl sv~c· 
. ~\~~~~ of "{!<mt'l. (;peI':.tli(lh~... : ' ->;~.~. • '.' . . ' , "', : 

~ ~'11 ;,,'f~~' ~,~~Ie,,: <!I\.jk .... !"t\dju.!',ticc~ ~und l~~[rul~Htc,-iJ.1 \\'~lnlc·cr in:p:i~~ r(q.m·(~c!l. J~ !10m!; ~HI(l.~. 'these' (ee.~' 
mOl). cl)Hect1!,d ,thr.n· r~r.'~~!\·.md rJta~t\I!~.: or \~,f(c~.,?~a)' l:tc'paid to·:I clef I.: or ju~,~c'bfa )Ioialc \;r I()"al" -
pn\:crnment ufu:r, ~t)b1ni,~~ion \If ., l\!l\l;c:~r fur payr.li:nl. '.' .' . . 

funds( hut some states stilI retain fine "a~d rorf'i;!iture-- servit~.sUCh as certifying a'f~cord. ... . ... -..... . 
funds with earmarked purposes. The laws on division of(4)Ptii(NI/.fifhd.\·~ CourtcJerksin some jurisdic~ 
finesall<iforfeitur~between stat~:and lo(lal governments tionsare;leg~lJy compelled to serve asa condultfor funds~ 
varyfrtllnstatc to state and are generaWy influellced by passing betwe.en individuals Or organizations, The legal 
on~ or more of the fotlowingJactors: thierelatlve state' responsibility nlkes's~veraHorms,asindicated t\.~!ow: ,. 

. and .. local. responsibility' for· finanCing trialcoui:ts; the ...• serying asa trustee for funds. paid Into coultJor 
relative percentage ofarresls made by s~ateJaw enforce· in,,~stnient andu}timatedistributioi{to a named 
niem agenci~sand local !ll\v·cnforccmentagencies; and beneficiary; .. . .. .. ., .. ~ 

• the degree ofloca\ govemmentdependcnce onreveJiues", _ serving asa pass-throIJgh agent foduncis paid in for . 
'fromfines"andforfeitures. . .. the benetitof a particularindividual or organizatido <_,:. 

(2).Fees tlllc/costs I'ellilec! t<h('(lses .. Moststatl~s (e.g., support payments,restittition orcoridemnll- ,- 3 
impose a number of fees or costs on parties. to ca~es. tionllwarq); or c, .. . ... ..< ....... . ... , ...}, 

,The amouritsand the timing of the collections ~ary with •. seITtnIPlfFh'temponity1l1lfdfngagenr'fof"cash=trall---: ":,~ 
the· seriousness 'of the dse ~ thecmlrtleveland whether payments~·0' .. . . .. .. ... ., .•• ~ 

. the case is civil or criminal. 'UsuiHly, there is some fiat·· . In some jurisdiction~)state lawdescrJbes, irlcoJ1~ider~ --,;"~ . 
cost-per-case, supplemelltedby a variety of other spei;,ial 'able detail. the type of records and procedures i? be "c;; 
costs, su¢has: fees-for officer servkes (e.g; ,sheriff fees followeqby· trial courts in connection with v·arious' funds ... -, 
or court reporter fees); SIliecial assessmcnt for a special receive((byth,e court .. Usually these obligations are inv " 

... fund (~.g., policepr judicial ~tirement,hldigent defense ,posed on derks~ Typica!ofthete.quirementsimposed byY .•. ! 
or driver education); orforjudgnieritenforcemcnt (e;g" statute orbyrule. of c9urtnre that~ . .. ... .... (;' " • 

. execution .. and garnishment .. fees). Some. of. th¢seclise- e cash books or other-books ot-accounfbe maintai.ned 
rt::latedfeesand costs gotoearmarke~ funels, someoft6recordreceipt ~nddisbursellleJ1t;a . . 
which do.. n01:havecourt-relatea purposes (e.g., aschool .. there be periodic audit byanexecuti~e at legislative 
l!;mdksomel.;w'tofundsearIl1aPccdfor court ,purpoSes branch auditor; ... .... ..: ....... . 

,(e:g., alaw library Jund); but mosfgo into state or local .. ethatCQurts use prest:ribedproce<iures and fol1lls for. 
generaHunds; .. .., ... .•.... di$tribu~ion(jf receipts to, goverfilT\entagencies; ..... 

It (3) Fees (WdCOSIS ullr£dared toca.\:e.\', Many. ... • thatcoluts,reeqrt receiptsallddistributioOsto$tate-
.. cQurts':~ollect feesthat have nothing to do \\lith a specific • leveiagencies;. . ... 
case,. b.'h\arecoUecte.dasa qrM". pr~ .qllo fOrSOffie .. 

aCash book$, common in many Tut;il SllIteS,I)R: 'vcl)' :.simplc 
i! Crimin~Lc6sts. cannol.be collecteduntil a judgment has becn. sh:iglc~entry jou~t1als uiatcros~~imiex eliSe numbers. receipts alld 

t!IMil!d,. Civil ~b~tSqtnbil cO\leCiedat filing; ... docket entJie5.Tbe~Y*in scrves an auditing purpOSe. btit!ittle else. 
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f~i::";'>.<.:. that courts adhere to' regulati<.~ns Gn bankfiig prac- c~rt1i1aY~i~tlje})a,~]e i~~~~rt;h~!Jos:!h~ W~intJl~:· .. 
» 'p' . . ' . ""~tices;or ~~at. • ••.• '" .... (.\ ...•..• ,...~ '. . .•.......... > . . .0 < .... ' br;~ad~r.· realm.~f.f~c1il>'Mlifi~s .. Unf~ttunately rt;::;~')~ . 
'.< .. , .coUrt·~~lployees~andling rnone~l>e bonded~.courts"are .~QIP.et'mes'·pushedto(~hls extreme.'.· ", ..•.. 

I
~·'········· '.. Th~'Iegal)'equtteirlents'affecting'r;ash handHngare . 3. ThefinandaleDVironm~nt.pc •. , 
.\?~ . often '. anachronistic"lln(ptaY'Fn~de,rather thail.ero- . a. ,The /)Osit'?1(JlieJrj7owsiRctriaJ-cOIl1'1s. .. '. . it., mot7,c?urtfinsXcialirI({n~ge~~~t+,·,,,,, .'. .'~': .. ~",,\\ fjmm~ial managementdealsprii'narily with the basic 
,\'·.~"ic", c .. IJller-brmlclt relf(tforrsiJ!]J,s,;"The, jJow~p,relatlon: functicns of obtaining ftindsfor<court,op¢mti,ons;,corf-' 

, ,pshipsbelweenthethree branchesQ~f~s~1lrily. af~ect thetroInng;the expenqiwre'of th~iseJfundsan~'keeping;r~,~.:,~;, 
w~yatrial court ilpprollche~ fjnanciiig,oCpoqftopent~·· Qrds relating'totheSeexpendj~ures. In'lhis sense\.pouit :: 

· tions, There are juri~'dicti6ns where th~J~adget)o(,trial ' .. financialmanagt>mentisnot great1Y.diff~rent fromfinan"· 
. courts' iSOot sUbjectto executive br~~cli;~duciioq9 oris';i:_d~L~~anagefilent inotpe}~ovemme~Jalol'ganizati ~nS:i .•. 
. " not even s\.lbmitted tothe e1.:e9u:t!ve~6ranchat· aU: 10 ,Snort •. <1;It~t! are"sGineunique aSPec~s of court;fiQ~fidar/hian,' 

: .. .• '... ",' ,'. I.', • '. . ''" \ J'!.:....~ .' - . _', : '. . ' . ~ .. ' :~. _ ...... , " ': '. . . .' " .. ,.",. ':. 'f _ '. ..- .... ", '- .,.:-.... ", .".. '. 

" "of th\!Se. rather unusual: circuJllstances, there areyarious·,agem~llta!js.i~g from,.~ ~h.eJactthatcourts~oJIect· and·· 
gradations in j udicialbodgetar)' . indepenCi~nce'.'~a!.lgil1g-l!· . .c.lis,t? butJ ~n'es~~;E9sti'llind fees. art,d si;;'~ as:~pndurfsfor '"O? 

. from a mor~orless pro jomlaexecutive and!~gislativt;': . various flindspaidintoQt~cf(urtf{)rth~b~Itefilofinqk.! . 
C branch acceptance of Ii lump sum courtbudgeLilll the' viduals, '.' ...... ' ...•. .... '.' 

way to ~ totaldominationoftrialcourthudgeting by the .' SincetriaLcJ)u~~generallyhave'amajonesponsibifjty '.' 
other; branches; 1 I. This' dominationmaytak~theJ()Im.of~ . 'forG(1)ecting arid distri buting(funds, '.' cpurtJinancial'" 
executive bilmch preparation of thecouri budget; Itinily managementmJ,lst deal not only with the:normitffov.~qf. ~ . 

\.l ... '. .... . .. ' .... -'. ......; .'. . ._., ' ,,"..' .'. '''.' .' . '''~! .. 

also !akethe fonn ofyanous restricticins Mthe.useOf budgetary appropriations 'to support:court operations, but ~-
budgeted funds. such, as "ery detailedJineltems with also with the flow of cash Jor r~distri bution; These. two 
Iiinited transferability between l1neitems ora system of basic money flows arecpmposedofyarlous lesser flows, .. 

· qliarterlyallotments. . . . .... .', Wpieh are depicted in Figure!. '. '. . • 
. . ' • The posture. ofa trial court in relatibn to theotb:{ "fhe flow of money to support court operations en-
.branches is 'not entirely a matter· of legal authority. Ai- compasses three different types of funds: general fund. 
nlostas importall1 is:the "personalstatureof thepi'esiding appiopn!itlons;-g-ianFand rev(!nue~sh'arl~gfunds; and . 

· judge; thecredibility of the judiciary arid the topadniini!i~ 'specia,~ flUds fed by earmarked costs an{iees.The flo\\, 
· trators inthe"tuurt; arid theperSOfiall'elationshipbetween.· of money into courts for redistrlbutionalso encompasses 
court officials alld thee~ecutive or .Ieglslatixe. bran'ch . 'three different types of funds: fundS p<1idintoa trust to be 
offici Ills Withfinancialmanagement auth()rity~ Some trial held Jor u)t.imate distribution; costs, 'fees and fines' to be 
courts enjoy a strong budgetary position even though the~,··· '.' . 
pulitical and legal strength of the court is notgrea't, The' 

· ,ultimate teSt· of a iri alccitirt • s slatus.asa. s,eparate branch 
ofgovernmenl.~ its ability to obtainth.tiunding it needs 
and 'itsa!?ility to fteelyallocate the funds it receives, A 
Ilumber of t~a] courts have a weak status in b()th areaS .. 

Whcre<a trial court is dcnied . the . level of funding 
necessary toopetate the cQurteffectiyely ,itcan resort, to 
the ultimate judicial weapon~iilvocatjon of inherent' 
powers. This alllourits .to .an assertiori that the judicial 
· brancb,as'afunCtion ofjts independence,hastheinher~ 
entauthorityto mandatorily require,the other branchesto 
§upply the I~soui'ceS required by thecourt~ Resort/to. 

'., inherentpowersis only a last effoit;sincejt involVes a .' 
test of power betweel1thejudicial b~anCh and the other· 
two branches of government It isastruggle where the 
--,-,-' ----- . II . 

'. . <) ~X law ,the eltecutive branch oflhe Distrjctof Col ulnbra h~ ~nJ y 
a power'~reviewlind comment over the Superior Court budget, but 
exereises budgeuuy control under I.lthcr statute,s.. . " . 

. lOlnH'awaii. 4 unified coul1; system,lllciriat court.budgetis . 
... silbmittecJdirectly to the legislature. , ." . ' . . . ,... 
.' "l!Mississippi/(}lresentSancxtreme example; TiiiJlcourts have a 
'verylimited.~le inthebudgetR'2cess, . 
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.·,PREFACE . . . . . 
. .' . ' 

The Court Man~gelJlent PWjectwasinitiated ,by ·LEAA's Nation~i Institute of La\V 
. Enfo rce men t andCriminalJtIstice to provide trial ~ourtJudges~nd adOlinistmti ve staff with . 
a'managementreport series addressing three critical aspects of workload and resource 
management: financial, per~onnel andrecords~ In addition ,extensiveattentionwasalso 
given to trialcourtcaseflow management in the course of thissludy. and general 
obserVatioTisregardi ng caseflow managemerit are offered in ··theproject;s Executive 
Summary report; The Project began Augustl , 1977 and wascompl~ted August3l. 1~n8. 

The principal purposeof this report series l1asbeento proviciea framework wit'1in which 
the'operationsof trialcourt systems can beasSessed,mo.nitored and improved as needed. 
Aithough,this fr4mework is intended to have general appiicationto aUtrial courts, there are' 
manyvariabics which must be considered before any specific management approach to an 
individmil court is developed. These variables should be.n0ted by the readers as they use 
these reports and analyze managementattivities iritheir jurisdiCtions. 

'. We. would have preferred to develop a set of integraterlhandbooks, each organized 
around a common setof$opics and following a. consiitent pattern .of development and 
application; However. because of the considerable differences in the locus of authority and 
scope of responsibllityfor managing each of these areas of court operations, eachreport was 

~ organizedin a manner t6' refle'stthe riatureofmanagementactivities involved. As il result, 
·theteports do not follow a consistentOfonnaL .' . . . , 
. There is, \1owever, aCQl11mon philosophy which underlies all of the reports and a nUlnber 

.- ofcommonelemenu; ~pntained within them. The b~sicpremise of thereportseries. is that 
·····.each of these 'l11anagem~nt!lreasmustl:>~ ~pprO~ched sy·stematically. To this end. ,each 

report has beendevelopedaroundthe principalmamigell1ent goals alldfonctions wl:!.ich th~ 
various.6perationaltomponents of acou.rt musfsupporfalidll:gainst which it court's 
managementactivities'can be assessed. Suggestions fordeveloping or-improxingmanage" 
mentcapabilityineacharea are measured both in discussions ofspecificmariagemt;:nt 

~acti,vities and ina seriesofassessmel1t questiolls. Since som~ofthesuggested management--
goals may b~ in conflict. theseassessrrlent gUii:lelirlescan also enable a court to determine 
. nlanagetnent priorities and weigh the tradeoffsof pl.t,rsuing one.course of action rather than 
anothe£': . 

Inpreparing thesere~orts,l11ucheffort hasbeenmadeto draw upon tlleexperiences of a 
diversity of trial courts i.nhandlingspecific aspects of these management responsibilities. 

··Where possible, we haveiclentinerl and documented those management techniques and 
. approaches Which have beel) effecliveinone envjronm~I1t and migbt beadaptableto other, 
jurisdictions, Whether ornot theycail, ill fact, satisfythemanagemerit needs 6f other courts" 
musf bedetermiried on the basis of the goals andpriorities which those cQurtshave set and 
by the range Q.ll',structural and organizational ractors which d~terrriiriethe systerri iitwhich 
they wouldfuriction~ . '. .".. . '. . 

Despite the exten~ivesJteinvestigation uponwh'ich.this projeCt hasbeenbased,thefocus 
oreach reportiSiJponth~ ovef;lIl managernentprocessofatrialcourt)n dealing with . 
~achof the!ipecifjed cou[toperatiCms. No attemptismadetoprescribeprocedure: Study of 
ntinieroustrialcourts. duiJ ng thctJlirte:,;ll. months of the project ;5· operation has' made it 
apparent that there isno "best way • -, to handle any. of these functions.Witllproper plan(ling; 
cominunication,cQordination,and monitoring, a' varietyofmanagem(;;nt techniques can 
prove useful; without' such" grOimdwork""--andparticularly, without a. sensitivit¥,to al.ld 



.0 

t.: ... 

.. appreciatiQn f6~t~~.needs,expectationsar!dinform~i'relationships amo~g'th~)ndividtiaIs 
" .. and organizations compr;lsJng alocal trial.court system~whatworksweH in onejuri~diction 

~. ....:,'....:: ... } ..... ." '.. .... " '. .. :.. :...- ... . ., .". . . \\ 
c~f1faiIin another despite surface simiIarities'of organization, size 'and structure., . 
"Each.report consist~,oftwo'interrel~ted<.parts: text andex,amples .. The text p'rovides the 

.' frame,workin whichid~ntifiedmanageri1ent activities. occtiritheexamples, generally 
provided in the appendices; demonstrate th!rirspecifii:::appIicaticfi.Together,they are 
· intended to provide a frame ofreference for managers in developing their management 

=-~ . programs. IlTIplemetningand monitoring then'ianageinent.processesdescribed areta~ks 
·which must be perfonned by the individual court and must be geared to the local needs. 
resou[ces,and structufCwhiCh that.courtserves;.. . 

'=~~ I n all; four reports have been produced bY',theProject: 
Financial Management I'· .' .' .'. 

Perspnnel Management 
,Records Management 
Executive Summary: Background, .. 

MetqQdology arid SuppO!iing~M.aterials 

The reports are organized on the basis Of subject for ease of use; They should, ho~ever ,be .0 

considered as interdipendentparts of the series . This report addresses Financial Mailage- . 
· meJit .H()wever ; any "nntulCial" managementacthr.ities necessarily havepotential records 
and pers(malimplicatiOlis.]n using these reports. westiggest that the interrelationsNps of 
alt management activities b~co!1tinuallykeptinmiild. Where'p05sible. cross.references to 
other portionsQf the reportseries<are provided together with a cross index by subject matter 
to all repoits. ., . .' .' .. . 

this project owes an enormous debt to many indivi9uals\\'hoprovidedinformation, 
suggestions and· support during the cOllfseof our work. Each person with wholT) we spoke 
enriched our perspective' and added to our understandingof trialcourtm<lriagement needs .. ' 

The willingness and candor of trial court judgesandstaffs across the country to discuss 
theirmanagyp1ent;activities was the comerst0i:le for' the projecfs work. Thosewhphelped 
us on site, over the phone and by responding tothe project surveygaveus. insightjntQmany 

. trial court Jllanagerrient.issues~hich might not oth~I'\vise have been noted. Although the 
. ·nl.lIuber of individuals involved precludes 1isting of thell) by naffie, we are grat~ful to them 

;. for their time and help. Their cooperationmadethisprojectpossible. . ... . " . 
. OurAdvisory Board;. composed of researchers and court officials ,met with us. regularly, 

'. carefulIy reviewed our drafts and .provided many helpful suggestions for increasing their' 
utili ty.The r¢presentatlves of thithree court membershiporganizations-,-:..the Conference of 
State Trial Judges, the National Association fer Court Administration and tne,t'lational 
Associiltibn of Trial Cotirt Administrators-helped prepare the project's survey and _ 

. distribute ino their organizational membership);. They maintaii:led an exchan&eof informa
. tion about project. activities and. data'. needs with·their members,.~n_diherebY,. greatly 
.. ' expanded ourinformt1ionbase and the range of courtsarld courtactivrtles incorporated into 

the report~.; ...... .. -.. '.' .' ........ '. .' '..' ..... . .' . . ... . 
The consu!tantswhoworkedwIthusgavefar more help and guidance than any 

· compensation they. received~ .In addition to providing lheir.expertiseOil ~elected issues; 
'])1any freely offered their assistance in revieWing our drafts and providiitgsuggestionsfor 
'their imprOvement. Theextensiv~ knowledge of L,M. Jacobs, (collective bargaining); . 
Mark Koenig (records,management); Lawrence Siegel (space planning); frank Zolin 

. (bu9getary strategies); Hon.Henry Penningtonlihd DianeMorfis (trial court management . 
improve[mintprograrrs) were essential to developing this report senes and were. directly 
incorporated intp t'hepfojectteports. '" ,.' '. . '. ." . '. . ' 

Sev~raltrialcourtstaff folh?wedupour site visjtsby subse--'ftlentlymeeti'ng with us to 
critique our analyses and tCst our draft reports against managemenLactivi!ies in their .' 
respectivejurisdicUons. Th~eindivjduals were; Gordon AlIis!)n, Michael Hall., R..obert . 
HarraH, Dennis' Howard,Charies Starrett, Frank Zolfil and Norman Zoller. Several 

. ;x. 
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iJ)1mediately distributed to stateafld.lotaigovern~l~nts; b. ' TfJeh{f.~ic triol t'Ollft t/llct11cllll ,WSIL'l;IS': 

ahd paSs-throughfuhds, such as alimony arid support' the SIX basic money flows l~ a lypic<t.t trialcoul1 has 
paymentsrnade through the court; These six>mohey ,uniquecharacte~1stic:>,Some pf thesechllfltcte!isfics ai'e 

fl9wS determine the types of manageinent systems rC" the result of speciallegalrequiretndms, slIch liS those 
quire.d by tri,ll cOllrtS.,' imposed on fiduciilry accounting, buggetiilgand fcder111 

Type bf Money 
Flow 

Qeneral FUf\d 
ApprQpriation 

GrantlRc\'enile~ ", 
'Sharing 

Special fund 

Costs. Fi~es, Fees 

,'Trusts 

."ass-through 

'TABLE 2 .}:Oil/allcia{ MClflagl!l1ie1l1S.VS(l'ms!Jy7)pe,oI MOlley Flm!' 

SoufCtis 

StatC,county 
ardtyappropria
tion. 
Fecieral fund~ 
(e.g., LEAA; 
DOT,HBW. 
etc~); 
State or local 

,',funds earmarked, 
Jor cour{pu{jloses 
(e:g., jildicialli
brary funds, indi
gentdefcrise 
funds); 

Paid in by defen. 
dants. litigants and 
~scrsof courtser- , 
~ices. 

'Paid in usually by 
coul:torderto be 
held for benefit ()f 
an individuhl, or~ 
ganizalori Or 
group. 
Paid in by Iitiganis 
or defendarits by 
court ordel', for re,
lativcly quick'dh
tributionto, indi~ 

RelevantFinahcial Systems 

Budget process; expendit;.re accoiUJlingcori~ 
t[acting; purrhnsing payroll inventory.' 

'fedcra'application~a~dgrant management' 
procedure;, adherence ,to ',ocal procedur.es' fOr-' 
obitu;aing i:evenue·sharin~ lunJs., ' 

Adse~fndepe~dently.of )Judget process; but 
cl(pelldi~re should pass-throughgovefJl
menlala~countjng procesS.\\'hic:h )lormally 
includesb1,eci:\1 fundaccoimting! 

Cash accounting" revenue accounting, 
checking and depositing;, tirpe-payrnentsys
tems. 

Fjducjllryaccountirig,inve.~trnent proccdur,e. 

Basic cash accounting, cxceptth:llindivldu:il 
IcdgeT~ may have to be maintained; .iiighl also 
include ,cash fJo~analysis.andJ?ossiblc 
interest benefits from deposits~, ' 

,0 

,UltimatePistribuh~c 

Contracton" ven(](lfS, lessors; coUrt pcrsol1-
ncl; lurors.whne~$e~.i1pPdintcd coun!\eI. 

Personnel. cO!JI~actors" vt;nd(irs. lessors. 
possiblYlIppointcd counsel. ~,' ' 

.(] 

'Detern1inl!dtb, large extent hy :\cgal con,
sii"aints,on the fund. 

Cushbnil: returned to,di:ferid:lU\ (peih~p~ 
minus COSt~:); Alimony-Siippbrt: wives, chi!· 
(jrcn.Judgrncnb holder of judglllcnt.Restitu

'lion: victim.Conden1nation! property owncr~ . 



. . 

grantsril~rtag~l11ent'~Malnly,'however: themoneyfI(wjs" '. .purchaseofgood&imdserviCes"byc()urt;· ..•.... . .... 
!:: ... ··"_.<"'-,ditTer b~cause of !WQ factof~'''Yhich. are:. . .!:~;~;f~·Of. courtempl~yeeS irfexecitiye branch 

the typ~' of funds being handled; and. check ijisbursementsfo:r courts; :' 
• the ultimate recipient· of the funds; •. .incli.lsionofcQurtproperiyin genenilinventorysys- . 

'tem;····. .... .....< .'. ' .•. ,-

Oueiothese special characteristics,' eachiype of .someti~es acting as a conduit for federal grantsto . 
money flow requires a different set of managementsy!;;. . coilrtsandproviding gralltaccounting;' . . 

'tems,asreflectecjin Tuble2. .' '. .... '. . . .• sometimes handling cash~ccounling9rocedures. 
. . The systems listed inl'alJleZ are supportiveofcourt . . with comts simply trimsll1ittihgcash asH is received; . . 
finallcialmanagement, butaretiot necessarily updercourt' ' •. occasionally setting up and operatinjpimepayment ..•.• 
cont'rol.lnfacf, many ofthese finandalsystem~ are under '. . systems-for coti(ts where defendants'are permitted to . 
executive brancn controL Typical of the. management .. '. pay fines and costsininstallments;~ind .'. . 

'. rples played by executive branch agencies in courts are the • very ocCasionally handling fiduciary acc()unting apd 
fdUowing: .' '. "invesfinentsforftihds paidiril~COtiit .. 

• prescription of budget procedures; .' In addHion tQ the riianagementToles listed above, 
• review of court budget; the executive branch in some jurisdictionshasbeenre~.· 

' .• presentation Of the court budget a<; part or the execU- sponsible f()rthe introduction of relatively sophistiCated' 
tive'branch'budgei; . -. blldgetprocesses, such asa Planning, . Programming and 

. ...• handIiijgexpendltu(e or fund· atcoun tin!}; fol' courts . Bl.1dgeting System (PPBS); aPerforrnance Measurement 
. and providing periodiC reports of expenditures in System (PMS}.Manag~ment by Objective System 
relatioh'to bUdgeted ainOlints;, '.. •. . .. (MBO) or Zero Base Budgeting (ZBB), Where atrial 

.• handling the bidding and acquisitionprocecfures for court is located in a jurisdic;tionwhere' one ·ofthe~e· 
courtpurchases; . .. '" . budgeting systemsis used,trial court management must 

• handling the' legal aspects of contract negotiationfof . be adapted to the systenl. . . 

>. 
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'''It''ASS~SSIN$ ·THE'SC;?PE'AN\l~FfE~~SS·OF .. FINANc;IAL 
...•. .' '.' . ··.NAGEMENT IN A TRIAL COURT" ". ' .. ~" .•. ' '. 

- , . '-: . , .. ~. "', ~" ."' ,,}i.'" '. ;~~'.. . . - . . 

~cope and~",rpoliesof Seff.asse$5m~nt .. , foitiiedbytheexecutive branchsh(lUld beplilced, 

·'I'he~e. is a b~oad tange of basic finaficialmanagement . 
Juncti6ns' which could be performed in trial courts:· These 

. functipns;consideted in the aggregate,cOJ:iSlitute .the 
framework of a firiancialmanagemerit systemfottrial .' 
.courts. Sllch aJmmeworkw(mldencornpass:· .... 
. '. General lnallagemenraildorgatlization(llcOfl~ 

under:(;ourt control; and '.' ' .. 
• . some Jinandalmiulage.meilt fUnctions being •. per
"formed by the court could be expanded otbetter' .' 

controlled:. . . ...... ",,1' 

'~sid{mltions: . 

.' Tp pert'orm a self-assessment, it is necessar)1 to/ha{e . 
some c()mparative model which IlstSassessment'crit~dain ... 
thear,.ea of flnancialmanagement. To facilitaiethis pro

.. cess, there follows a gescriptidI1. of eashmajor .llrea of 
. court financial managementanda'serles ofse[f~ 

.. ~ 
.·organization and,supportbffinancial management; 
e'fitlanci"at' nianagefuent iriformation; and . 
•• overall financial management policy; 
Blldgetiizg {Iud w'ai/l·so{=o';. 
• o\ldgetdeveiopment; 
• .. extern!ll budget relations; 

...• . capitilbllclgeting; and 
• federal 'grants> 
£xpe!uJi t tire f01l1 rot: 
• fund accounting systems; 
• pre~audit; .'. 
• payroll; .... ~ 
• disbursement. and voucheong; 
• purchasillg of goods and services; and 
.m()nitonngex.penditures.· . 

assessment questions .. ' . 

B. Self.as~~ssmentf~ctors 
1 . ". General' mariageil1cnt and . 

siderations. '. .... .... '" ... .•.. 

a.Organizatioll rilldsupl!o/'tol. ('(iar,. filll;ncittl 
." ~ 

lIl(JIllIgell.wlIl;.. '. ' 

Descl'iptioll of Clssessmc'nr area, This area of. self~ 
assessment addresses the structure of courtfinlfilciai ilian-· 
agement, the legal authorityofthecQurt to manage anqthe 
allodltionof resources to support court fia.anciln 11ian~ 
agemenL< ,.. . .. " . .' .' .. ...... ......• 
. The essential weakness bfcourtfiriancialrhanagemenl .' 
i~ lack ofmanagementautbOrity and structure . .Even Cdslzac(·olllllillg.~ ". .... . 

. " where .. requisite authority exists, it may' n:otbe .. exer.c~sed • collection Of monies due cQurt; '. 
• receipt. a ... nd depo.sit ofm. oney; . .coll1pletely, nor Jra~slatedjntoa management.organiza"' 

. don structure supported ,by adequatereSburces. These • empioyee s~pervision and auditing; '. 
" . fund distribution; '? basic legal arid organizational fact()rs are apnmary areaof 

• re. c.~ or4.ing triIrisilc.'.ii.on.s .. ~.·an. d .... · .,; . 'assessment. .' ,'. ..C" . ; . 

. • ' '. . '. . . d···· . Assessnjent faCtors:. .' . ". . . '.' .... .' .......... . 
•• generation ofrevenue report§~~ cash accounting •• Does the court have the~pedfic!egal authorit~to 

.' '" . reports. ...... .' .... ." ....... ~..... ,fuanageitsfinances? Ifnot,arethere ariy'k~&al 
. '. In actual practice, some of the aboyefunct~~: bfuriersto the ~urt'sexerciseoffinancial rriali'~ge~ 
unnecessary. in particularjurisdictions ~ Other functions ~'.-o,~-",:,,~ authoritY.through, inherentpowe~s? . . • 
may best be Ieft.toexecutive branchagencies.Ev~o,. ~~th~ju..diciaryfonnal1y andsubstan~iallyinvolve 
thougha.trialcourtlIlay nothave, n.0rneedto have, a ". itself iqrnatdng.tjnaricialpolicy deci~iolls fOr the 
completely self-contained and comprehensivefinanciaI) court? ' .' ~"'~"":> ~ ....... ..... ' . 
managementsystem, it nonetheles$isimportantth~t,~al.ls there a judge orcourtQffici~l\Yith overall control···· 
court lll~nagers assess the finallchi.l management nee~s of, 'of all aspects of ~ourtfina.ncia)'ma'l~gementper~ '. " . 
the court to ascertain if: . . formed within the court?Doesthisjudge'ur,Qffjpial 

... ~ someflnaricial m~na~ement function is being omitted hllve alia exercise s1Jpervision~of final1cial rn~nag~ ; ...•. ' 
orperformed incompletelYi.. .",. fuent functions performed by (&x;rerrial agencies(.or .... ~ 

• some financial mal1ligemelltfunctions beingper~ :the.courts? '. . . . .... ";'i 
'" . :~~ 

.,.:-



!!i/··")"<;:<~·~'?"··'Of>·'. . .: ,;.' ." .... ....... . 
'~'. pqe~this judg~or c~tirt()ffldalhavethe aUtilorlty to 
.. int~grater~iatedfiria~cial systems'? If so, has such ' ness' costs . 

. integrationoccuiTed?· . ..' " Statu~of feder"J&rants~ . . 
'. . ...• l§thisjudgeClr court offidalsupportedby personnel'. ..... '. Reventiesreceived in· relation toestilllates? . 
. ' .. '-~perfOi1njngJinancialmanagemerit fllnctions'!ls there,' ~ •. Doesthe;;·courtever requestand;recelvespecial 

. 'adefiriableflnaricial' management structure? '.' .' manag~mentanalyses, suchas savings from tin- .. 
• How many cQurt·,employees are engagedfuH-t~me Of '.' ···filled p~sitions oj: expe;nditure patterns in aparticu~ 

. part~time in financial· managementftirtctions( e. g. ,larpart of the COUI't? '. . .' 
· ". budgeting, atcountii1g.financjalr~porting;purchas- ..Oor,sacourt official actually makff decisions based • 
. ing,:payroU, federalgrantmainigement)? Arethe ontherep()rtsreceiveJ,forexamplei the budget for .. ' 

per§on,neLtime (person-months) and the qualiflca- .... the next year?~ .,~. :'.' ...... .' .. ' .. ' '. '.. ". 
tions'of the personnel devoted to bu~getingcommen- ". ,.. j\rethe financhll systel1lS1ntegim'e;fr:l~~y or all of 
surate with the size <>f the court'S budget? Are the '. (he followingways:<. . . ......, 

· personnel time andquaHficatioos of thepjersonnel Onec0InPuter installation handIillgaJlautornaied '. 
· devoted to cash accouitting and auditing commensti- subsystems for'the courts. ..' . .' . ..' " 
"rate witllthe dollar flow in the court?' . , ... , Simiiarcodingfor common dat~elementsjneach 

• Is there adequatefinaricial nllmagerttentequipmenfto subsystem; . . .." 
support court financial management ( e.g. , cal- Simultaneous entry of d~ta inputsaffecfing two qr 
. culators,cashregistets, safes/business'machines and more subsystems? .. ' '.. .' '. '.' .' .. ' •.. .' 
"n()oks of account)? . '. Are there linkages between. any of the folloWing 
o-.~ ,'. . '. ' c., systems:'., .. '. .......•.. .... . ..' . 
b. financial managelllenrinformatioll. . Purchasing andcontractin~oh,the onehaIl~and 

Descriptio". of assessment· area . . This·· area of seIf- . expend~,ture accounting' on the Cother. 
'. assessment addresses the systems which generate finari~ . Personnel system transactionsana payroll. 

ciallJlanagemeritinformation. Equipmentputc~asing and inventory? . 
. ' Financialmiin'ag'ementinfcrmationcan be produced by . 

mariualsystemsin smalfercQurts,bur in tri~lcourtsof any c. Overall jiIlGllcialmClnag;nidrtpol(cy.· 
Size some llseofelectronic datllptocessing is almost .' Description. of assessment. ll/"(W: This areaofseJf~ 
.essentialto effective management. M9stcourtswiIl find it assessment addresses. theroIe ·of thetriaLcourt jlldiciary'" '.' 

.' ad"isabIeiouse executive branch computers, but itis still .a.ridcotlrtmanagers ·in.determining the baslc/financial ' 
, possible to ex!)rcise some control' over ,the data corling, ' . strategy of the court and the posture Qf tbe court \dz"a-viz 
prograhlll1ingand reports which haveparticulafrelevanreextemalagencies.' . . . .' . 

',' tQtrialcourts .. Themanneiin which a triat'court handles Financial strategy transcends budgetillg1!pd-'encom-
,/ -'BDP isafairiy good indicator of the level of management· . passes considerations of all 'sources offundsavailable to 

control inth~ court. . , 'the cqurts, Itaisoinvolves relatingresourcesto objectives 
and projecting these pasLthe'current budget year. De- . 

'.' Assessl1uilllfaCtors: 'i . ..... veJoping thissenseofdirectiorteqtiips a trial court ro deal , 
• To What exteritjs electronic data processing being ffi' 1 . h .... I . . ". b·· d' 
' ..•.. llsed. fqr·finaIlCial .. managelJlent purpolies, that is: .e ectlve y Wit /cxterna agencies In 0 tammg a equate 

..ieso, urce .. SlFldsupp ..... o. rting 'seivices~; . .. . 
exp.e~dito~ accc>unting, cash accounting; inventory, 
Jederalgrantaccqll~tingand' fiduciaryaccohnting·? .,. Ass;;2me~;);(;ctors: 

•• To'· What extent does thecQurt control itS computer ....... "Does tltec6:Urt .have a set of objectives andprionties 
, applicatioQs( e.g., con~rol of computer center,con::' .rin whichit~bases resource allocation decisions? , 

...... '. frolovercourt ~specifi~\computer' program~. control .• .. Does. the' court ptojecti ts .fi!1anciat needs. and .i·eve- .. ', 
.' over codingof data ite~,stiniqtieJoc()urts or control . nues over a multi~year perf6Cl'? 
,over generation of court~specjfic,reports'j? .,.!. Does the court considerall'p()ssihle finaridal re-
Does the court receive timely re~orts on any otall of ,. S04rces to meet its objectHies,ord()es it simply rely 
the follOWing. ' /,< ""=T'~C"~~"~ . on generalfund appropriations? ." .. 

ExpenditufCsand encumbrances in relationtoap- _ Hasthecourt ,reviewedjts' relati()nships with the 
propriatio'rishymonth, allofmentperiod and year- '" executivebraitchineach major areaofcourtfinaricial 
tb~date;" . . ina~lagell1enf t()determiJJI!:' .' .' . 
y ~ar~en!iteportsof actoal expenditures in relatiott··.· " If the court . has' adequat~, managementcoittrol.. ..' 

" ~oblJdgefestimates.. If courtneedS.ar. eb. e.ing i.het in th6~e .•. area~ where . 
'. Special rep()rts oncxpendit\lres involatHe,are~s; the executive branch provides servk:e? ... , .. 



·:r: .... :.;.··~~.·.-:;~.:~·.·~?~.:>7~··· - ,.~_~:>l"'·' . ··~~~·---:<~--_:",~?~~T:-,,~· . :::; ·,': .. :·!·c'r:~~;·. 

, .... ,. ,.... "'. "". ." ". ' •... ,',1' ~' •.. '.', '·':">A,~;~:,;,':.i,";>;'p.,<:,. . ... ' ... , .. 
Has th~,~ourt,infackattetliptedtochang~.its reI!!J:ass~~lJlentaddt;esses those f~c~ts qf budgtm'nWf(!,lating to,' ..•. 

. tionshJP'with~theotherbflinches? . " , '. ,-ttfe~court'sstibmissiQnpfits)udget toextetnalag~ncies 
• PoeSithe~ourthave ast(ong p~Hc'ypo~itic>nQn.the . arid theBo~rt~s"s!.lcces~ in dealing y.ijth,~uch';agencies. 

court's iildependenc.i!fr6m .e~ternally~irnposed, . The criteria for-assessing budgetary relations with ex-
, '"budget 1imit~orfreezes'!' . '. . "telT\!HagenciesJ¢1I1te [0 oneoftheJ6B,owjl1g: .', .' 
'2,Blldgeting andJirants: ',·.col,DpHance with externaUy'impt>sedptQcedureSj 

~a. Ylltlge(deYflopmem. ., ." " .... ' " ..... • advQcacy ,both infol11laLandfounal; .' .. ' 
Oes'f.:,.{pttoii.ojasi¢ssmem area ~th is areaofsel f: . . ..ability to e~timate and obtain, resources; and 

assess ll1ent addressesthe ptocedu~s involvedin..£!~~e!Q~ . ·.~.~J.re-~go:mJ.o aliocate·· budget funds asne~ded . 
.. .ingtheoperating bUfiget(orbudgetS)f6rCQurtoperations . Assessmeiltjacloi-S:'" "~'".---L-_-";_ •• ~_._~·.- . . 

'. (Le .• thfScollrt~s,C{)iittol of budgeting), . ." • Do budget submissions on behalf oftnet~urt regu~ 
- :Prep~tion may be entirely.centralizedorinay be based '. 'larly' meet exterjlallyimposed' requjrem~rrt's of fO$ 

. on a formal budget da,}l to various court components> and c;ontenf"oraretheyfrequentlycnticized.for their 

Sometrialcourt~~tes9_J~dm!nisirativelY fragmented lhat d. e. fect. sin. pre. p. aratio.H. ? 0 ." . ....' ". .' '.. .'.! ....•... "" ' ... ' ,', 

.. multiplebtidgetSare,~.-p-a~. in.:thesam.'e ~o ... u. rt~ Thisc~m ".' '.' . . ~ 
. . t'~.. - ,~,. O~es the'courthave ,a.ninfor. malengo. ing d. ialogve-:--'<';0 

·be offsetbyrevie. w and.modiUcaiion.ata centralp.ointor.at . . . . . .'. ~~'. 
. ·wit1.lthebudget office tha.t.r~vi\f\'-is. tlt~COllrt 6udget? 

leastby consolidated tfunsmissionwithcominent. Ideal~ Are budgetary. problemi.gcnera1iYr'~solve(fil.l1ad-, 
1), .. "a proposed budget for the . court' is subject to some vance of the J.oFmurbUdget process? . 
s~cturedreview by the top court official.' followed bya • DJ)_cour('orocials have the opportunity to make a real 
sign-off. ...... .., .' . . ...... ;.. •. : .• :.'.--">-~-Substantivepresenta:tiori of court needs 10 tboseoffi:-

.' By law or byad~ml;st~tlve re~latlon,~tl;:~~~t:al , '.' 'cials.who shapethe budget prior to its presenta,jions to 
that budgetary r~sponslbJllty be flxe~:J}J=s<lSaI\other ...' the appropriating body? If so; .. is theopportunity:;: 
benchmarkofbudgetarycontr~!~C'« ...... ;" . . '. . used? . '.' ". _".--0-.... . .. '.' .'. .'~ 

.;Afina~l)enChmat~)f~contfOll.s whetherl)udg;t~n&)§~-,=c.'"Are-eourt,coffidals able tOOl~kralrest!fte-~eni1}:1i~1':'~ 
X1se~ fer mte:n~J.-ma~agement .control r~ther ~hanas a ..... to the appropriating body.? Ifn?t'i.istl1e~ourt~~:" 

'" routm~Epmf1Jlance- wIth executive brcmcb requirements, .. ' ad~uatelyrepresented l>Y the chief ex~cutjveofficer '. 

_>;Assessmelll fadors: . .. {wh~re,the,.court .budget is presented as part ofthe . ::-:r-' • Does the court exercise eit.her one ofthefollowing.exe~t.ltlvebudget)orby the chief justiceQ{5tatecourt ; 
. forms bf budget control: adminlsttlltoF'. (w,herethetI'ialcourtsare '. state~ ... 

One budget covers aUasp~cts ofcclttrtoperation, fundefil?;;:':; ... ..... ...... . ..... ." 
including thecl~rk, and is eitherccntrally prepared .• Is the . court succegsf~ljri accuratelyestifuatlng·~-
by a ~udget officer under direct judicial control or budgetn~ .. eds~n4 o~~aining requite4' fun. d.· S .• as ·l11e~.~.~;£ 
preparedadhedivlsion level and submittedto a _suredby~ ... ' .... '. ''';;''=o~"~-?~ 
court officer for review before inclusiotl in the . . . Pcrcentagl! o~' a~:pr~~rillllo~-:ec!rv:a:mrelati,t,( . 

. court budget. .. .' ,::~:;jf.~ __ !~Jtqu.ests,-{lllapphcable • In· J~nSd~C!lOns~p~" .', 
Separate budgets are prepared onbeha1fofvariolis,-~, .' ='~~. budgeta11'~mesmanshlp r,eqlll~sh. Igh. ·,.9uests ........ . 
trial cburt components; but.,allare stiPlllittedlofue and big Cl'/tS)· " . ~ '/ 
Ui~lcourt judiciarr for reviewancirevision priotfO' ,- •....... 'AP"topri~'ti o~s in relation totrialCJ~ ;fcom-. .. 
§ubmissiort?' . . .,'. . ... parablej~;~sdktiOi1.POPl!!Ilti?n~n{ worklq~d; ... 

• Is Qne high':'rnllking courtbfficial charged with re- A:p,propt:ii\Hi>n increase trends)fi'''telatio"'tobthef~ 
•. ' sponsibilityt'orreviewingal1budgetarYitem!raffect~agenCies f\1Ildedbytheslln1egover~m¢nt, . . . 
'. ...... . ing courtoperations? '" , '. < .... '.' 'ApprQpriation~ncreasetrendsin relation t(Jihe 
~",*:,-'--, ... ls-therea formaltevjewand sign~offpl.'ocedure? •... . standard int1atio~' ro.i~;an.dbtiiIt-inpersonn~liri-

. • Does the~ourtadditsO\.vn m~n~gementrequireriients creases. '" .','c. . '.. ...". . 

to thee'xecutive br~nch budget process? . ·Demollstratedabm~toobtal!l.J~ndsforincrCme~\; .. 
•. ' Isthec~1Urt budgetpr6ces~u$edJ()I' purpo.sesof ,ialitem~or ne-w;,pfograms? .-y ".> ..... ,'" ..•.. 

, ...... ·revjewin~ nertonnance:w.orklpad burderis and test- • DoestbecouttAfave alltlloritftot:\eelyal1gc.;tte. 
~~dgetaryreq\1ests? ..' ' .....•........... , -.............. ':.. :' .. ~Udget4!.L~:iith()utlin¢jtemIestri:c:titm~2}f nQt;is ..; 
0, • Are the budgetarypreparatio)1and'JevlI!w' r9ies {)f ... ' ',thepowet6ftransferrouhfieini:Uilte-t~-;":"~~ 

""presiding judges,other jlldg(is~clerj(sand othlkad- .... C;(;4pi;,ilbtidgetillg. .... . ........ .. ... ..... il '. ~ 
ministratorsdefinedc,early?' . ..' Desc~ipiiO'" of asSe{smeflt area. Th!s . area or self-
b. EXle6wlbl!£Ige1:' refdtions;.· oassessJi1entadd~s~es . those. pha~es,()f. budgeting which· 

Descriptiol.lofMsesS11lelll· area. !lrea' ofse\f-" re;tate to. majPt capital itellls'>i~;p',arttcul~rIa<:ilitY: con~ 

,~ :. 



. • .0. ..• ~" .:/ls·i"·~P\?; .. ' .. '. .,: .:': 
stru~tioliind r~rtov~tion:rn these<sitiJations,a trialcourtrifaymaintainexpendj- ..... 
·'C~pital. budgeting could •. encompasscourt~ous~ ~91l- . turerecords 'a~~)aCkup .ormay!not .h~ve 'anY~iJ1tenla{< .~ 

.... ·struction,.althoughsuch facilities nonnally include non- .•• recording,;, Fe€ !rillLc.ourtS;Wjll~aVe aflln~Dfown ac~. . ... ~ 
····'C()Ul"t agencies and Cann.ot ·ne£essari.ly Jj¢. treated91s a' . ,"cQtinrfngsystemsuh,Ject tQlludit.jEv~n Whereatri~alcotirt"1 

cltpJtal expenditure by C.ourts. However. develQpment .of "has its .own accQundfi!r systemlt1}e'fonnatand'charfof ~ 
,gutlying CQurt facilities and ren.ovati.ons qt existing CQurt accounts may be el'terrtally pr,~scribed and may not, b~ ····~~·~i 
facilities are very", court-specific capital expenditures. '.. particularly gennane tQ court~~ ,:.':'-~ 
Major fixtureli and large-scale equipment for C.ourts may.·.·· ... ~' ..•• ' .• ·A$seSSfize'ltfiicf(ir~r·7;··:. ~.o~,?~~fccc: .', ,;2 ..•. ~ .... -""c ~.-"'.:= 

.ai$o:faH:in .ttiecapitlllcatc~.o~ i. ~lmdillg 0t.'sudr ite~[ c.:~~~-R9~s,_thec.o(I~havein·. i~ternal, fund!!Ccouri.ting 'c' 

". <;reqUl(,es mprebudget. SQphlstlcatI.oIl' than dQeSrQutl,ne. .; ' ... '~. system or does It rely pnlllanly on external age~les? 
.operational bud~etillg.. . .... Ifthesystemisin((imar;-aoes thecoprthave the' 

AJscssment lactors:. """'" . .pe,rsQnnel t.o maint;jinU'?Ifthesystends external, 
'eDoesthe court budgetfQr'facility cQnS!fUctiQn and, . 'doesthecourtroaiJtainaback-upsy~tem $anU!allS .•....• ' 

renQvation? . .... .;. · . .off,:r.oss.:checLl:;ingjllieexternru system?' , ~ 
• .ls . there a plan for facilityimprovemel1l .on . which ·.·.Doesthe systein~'Whet!;ler exterriaIorintema]) ha.v¢',·:"-.•..•. '': 

ca.Ei,t~~<tiU&-getin~is based? . .."' .' .~=;anyor all Oftht%J;fQ~jQwrnkfeatures: "y'-/v .. ·~i~~. 
Is capItal budgetIDg.relatedtQ .operatlQmdbudgetmg CQveragedofaHfunds fr.om.whlch~ifrf;s make',~ 

... in. the sense th~tthe impact of capitalbudg7ting' is expenditures} (e<~, 'experidirupei'froltlc generill . ., J 
estimated"'{e~g., staff alldmaif!tenance CQstJ{)rnJ!~ .. flilldappro'pfiatiQnS;"'e..~Qer.dnures·frol1lspeciall·. 
facilities)? ..... . . . ..... ......~~='=~~~=.t-:-. fundsande,~pt;ndi.hi~~oftetleralfUnds)~ .... ,'.;j 

• . D()es ~he courthav5a,cce=S"SfOcapital fun~i~g s.ources ... '.' .. ~systeJl1l~t .enc1l,JIlOrances S.o "~hatfonnal obliga-~, ;'?~' 
other than normaLgeneml fund appropoatlOns, spe" twns are notedin the. boohof aCC.olInt. ...... '.. ..... 'In 
cific~Uy:bbndn';.oney ,revenue~s~aring fl;mds"funds " .··R.eleva~9~9i chart of aCcouiltcategQries for COU]i" 

earmarked.generally forcQurt purposes .or funds >'~'DJanager,nentpurpQses.'··~ .,>" .~ 

'earmarkedgenerally for puhlic'i'.orks?. .'. !?(Jrre~fy,ofda~a, .•...... '.. ' .. '. ....• ./,," / i. 

"'o~. d. Fcf!.e.ra/.grants, . ~~"'.. Frequ~l!trep.orts 611stat~S?f~scQunts uSY11r·c::tir;.; .. 
· {)e~;{-",j'iptiol1oIm'sessl1lelll area . . This area oFself- rentciata'as the basis for th~teports..·; 

;': . assessment addresses thesolicitation andmaIJagement5~f . {!se,br reports ~orpre-audlt .. ,>/,/ /., 
.l' ···fed~ra)grants.·It is .arL area .Qfmariagem~nt particularly. .,' ... ·tJs.e.j>l_cf'1!~tQ~monitoringexpendi~&es.;f,.. . ..... 
;' relevant to.th.ose~"-",,,ttEL!;'p.YJts,which.re$ei~~Tor~eduld.··-~~7'~=~~ Qfrep.orts for budger~r~~!~tioll .or d~fense. 
~cc~~reas~nabir-expeC:t to receive, federalftinding .. .1 G~!leraf. n~fQccasional orregiiWr'repoi'tS unique 
. Assessme,nt!actors;' '.' .... '. ..... e' .tq t 'ldcourt? ./~ 

Hast,he CQurt attempted to ol>tainJederaI:grants? '" b·l'r~=mld!t:. ..... ..l . . . . . '.' .' 
.• Have~theapp)ications beenprepared\\iithirnhecourt? ." Desqi'iptio/lo! assessfi1erlt.;arSa: . This ·,.area ofsel~" . 
• Has the cOlJrt enjoyed(su~cessin .obtaining grants?assessmentaddresse~"a'pp.r9val,drudi~appr.oval .of a pro
• ·.Does the:courtbave its,own granlmanagemelltprQ~;c . PQsedacquiSitiO!J(.-otgo.o<!s~serv.ic~§.·Thisfequi{es ao. 

cess?, .' .. ' .. ........... :.' ." . ". ". .••... '. syst~mJor~MancedapprQv~l .of ~~penditureJ'(iqiIests . 
"., •• Docouttofficials receive.and R!view4eP.orts .on(pre-~l!~}::""""c.. ...., ·}~",f~.-',. p. ..' 

•. expenditu~es against fedc~l ;gr~~bUd~~~s'r'.· '. · ... ~~f~~~~crit~rion~f m{lnage1l1en~:c.otlttol;ItS". ..~'~:1 
•. j:Jast?e toal cQ~rtha~ audllIng .or c.ol11phance prob- .. ;:~~stenc: IS n.otj!'o?ugh .~.!t~U~:~:'la.den.ough~o.~ ', .. ~;, 
.•... Icms In connectIon wIth [ederql grant.'!?, c'2<;oyer any-maJQr expe~dlturewhlChlS(hscretfoni:l~Ttqs_'--c.,. ;',r,'c 
. 3, Expenditureco.ntrol. .' .,' . ;" / . might include filling persQ\1nelva~~ncie~ .. ;y . /' .. ' '.' --~, 
.' .a, FIII1(/a('C()l/llffllgsy.wel1/.I'. • . . /~/' '. AsseS'\'melltfacfors;'. . / ~" .. ' .'. ..' .' 

DescriptiO/l of asse,\·.Wlent. arca,< Thr'S,;;atf.la ,.of self-. • Does onec.ourt official b~veiuthority$o disapprQve . 
. as~e$s .. nent conc;ms. acc?untlOg pr~cf9q~esf.orappiO~ ···expenditut;.es chllfge<fol~.tQtheco~tt.j:Wdget~s),~u:is· 
pl1atedfunds:~nmanly. ~t covers}l~l)ul1tmgJ.or gener~lthisauthOrity dividedt~~~·=- ' .• ' ' ::\.' ," .. 
fund appropn.atlo. ns . .of. sta. te and 10'': al gQvernment; but It '. .' "I'f" h' '. th..··,ty '.0.'- :,;,:;; ...• • '. .• .. d' ." ....... .. . '. .... .... ...• ./" .. /;:'.. ' .. " .;.. " ... ' ..t IS au on.exlslli; IS It exen::rs.e m some sys-
m~lyalsolnclude ~ed~!a! gr~I~~rr~lcountingorspectal fund .... o.·.···.'..? .~. ..., . 

('~cc.oi:th(lng.. .' . .)/"" .. I/.... d . '._ .. ,,?"" .tem\ltic wa'{-
'. FilOd'licc9uriting i};OiiSic to c.ourtinanag~meJ1t.ttle' . 

... pr(}bJernforlTlan}'AtralcOlirtsfsth~tthey.)lres:erYjced by' 
...•. ...executivebr5l).(h systero~' which po hot me!!t· J}u( roilil: 

;.;~:i;;;))''''dS?f Ihee~~oi,: ' . . 



";,~;~ ,", ~'Cj:l[ ',,:c-':g[:,;gC" /,::t: ~;'~j::,~,;-'~l f,··:r' " ' ' "'~;;:~< 

c.Pliyr(;iI> ,"'. .... . '.' // ~- .- Is th!i:f~~a vouch;ri~g &y~ built Into the di~~bU~~~-
.' DesctjIfiitJn oJas,sess,!,em area. This . an:af?~~!~~l~-,., l11~nt procedure'?c,;;r:'", " J' ,~ 

, asses,~ent. involves. vahdalioft,and preparatlOp.:-'ot the.. • Is there a chec~ lddger ~lnd/or disbur~cmcnt jourIlaf 
.~ibn for court~eniployees, ....:' ,.' ...•. >1":> ,', j"-rinkcdto llycimral accounllng system?, . F 

.! . .1' Control of payroU·'procedp.J:CsI$.,OOt -esse~tJaL Moreife: f'wy;Misillg {)Jgoods.,iJl/d~\'(!I1'it'fs:., .•.... ". 
~.f.~ __ ~~~~c~n~i~s th~ Ij~agC'ofpayron inf~nnation With othe~, -' ". i De,;'cdP,'iidiiol.~3'~:~rSIlH!Il~tlf'e{I" TIl~s"'ar~~ -?f.':self:,';. >.'~ 
'iF . > /' management~ystems,';such as persol\llel records. '." . ass~ssh1e~tJii~Q]yes-: systems t9 :~bntrol ,acqul ~ltlO~ ':?£: ';1: 

Assf!s$memJactorsi.' ~" -.~' " '~_;c:Fr6ductS'fJeaslbg, contracIO!:,se./Vjces andpubffiti'ulIhty" 
b,' there a.Singl~o c<iurt paYfoll i~~l.uding~t5glirto/servi(;(!s< ltlnv(jl~~ purchasing. ~~bhl~Trig-prQ~edur~s;.. 
employees pc sepAratepayi'q'IS:foJ:';~.\',jpio~~~c~9rt .,. contfat:tQr~~ele·2ticin. and ~9J1trael4icgciti!\tjon;.inveritory. "'~ 
components'? ' .. ' ;. .' .{.'. . /' • . c ~ ~.' '. ~tcjntrol(pos-;;(bly~war.ehJ1u~f{g)arid.w~e{jI' revo~f~n<!~.;p1G1 

.'. Are' payroUs;..-p~pared:within' the.~{)urt.:~prep'Fd ····.Jor minor purcliuses:<"'lt may~lsKlncrqae:,:n"Cumi)rane$;0~-':' .. 
elsewhere: and sept to. t~e courtfor va!jdatiOn . or .' ac.countiJig (i~;, recordingcommitmen1s~hi£b ~[~i.>t/. , ~, 
totally handled outside the tri~Vooutt1 .... y~t as'certaihediiribilities);;' .. .' ' ?;:!i::::"< .t':·',·~ 

• Are:' checks distrib~ted 'idit7'.my 'byt~eel{ecutive •.... Principal purposes o( these varioiKsubSYJ.t6rnsuiet9~(i:".f: .. :~ 
branch ,bY,,~.tate~ourt ~~J~nistrator Or by ~~eJrhtl seethatp~blic money is \~~1l sE~rtt,thut~C'6estprice~),lie.::?· .... ~ 

. C(}uI!J:/d'" ; .. ,/', .... ", '. ',ohtaft),ed;ll1atthe of.ist proQ.ric~sandpint.r~tto~.are'()b~ 
" .' .;:I)oesthe court maJrMin a personnel infoElllatton tained, and that tlleiertns: of.cdntractS are obseryf;jfJ~ Even. 

,.~,~ .. / .. / ..... system, and isthj$~~(inked to payroll preparitJion for , ~vhere the cou.rt doeiri6t c({;'tn)~d{cmanag~m~ntsyslenIS .' 

purp~ses of ~(fcting changes !n job st~.tU('or pay'? "'relited toac~ui$itfO~Of2d~~~d servjces~)t isnonethe-. ,::~ 
'. . d~~lS~llI·'~F.meIWll1ld v~ucheriflg:.. . . . /' '. . less the mallftgemertt refo~o~~lblbtyoft!;~(;:oUrt to see tha~/c~ 
. ~=!1.escnp~!otf:J:; ,~s:eSSl/lellt. area. Thl~~ta~9t-,:~~lf- ,.theaboye purpo~e~~e !.1c1ile~ed.,. . •... "';<~ 
.. ' .,assElss~1f6nvolves cQ!ltrol of c~~.lfkl1(gacco:unts, . As,\;esSI1Uf/lt factors: . .,' '. .... .,~.~~ 

.~. . ~ Fheck~Wriifhgpro~dJ!res al:!~L·vqu€lferirigof ch~cks to .'. ti Is tIJere,:{ camp~tifive biddii1.!t.pj'l:icC{ftfte .ft1f1~ .: •. '1,i 
G;~nsure.proper accou_fttn1F6I.iiDtfs,f. ..' •.. .... ,... pl:ir:c,hi;e~fgoods imd se.rvi~eSJor'the cOl!itl~.~ , 

.. ~~ .. 

,- -Thill is~~§tandard ;}lr~ir'of tTna~~ia~J;~~gement. In. I$ ft's-ystema~izb<i1? ~. .•• .'. .... .', .' .~;}' 
terms of procedyres--.1"l,te keyfactor ts,theext'enti.ql~~lch .~" Are trial 'C)purt officials incJJarge ofsettin~j)id . 

. i court offichi1scontrolll~e wocessa~d !elilte it tOJbe . speCif"!,Cfltr6ns, evalUatf?g bid.,;-rcsppnset, -ch;oosin~ /' . <1) 
overallmanagementof the court. A sIgnIficant manage- ~,."..vendors or contr~9to~~.~ <, ~.' . " /? .... 

.ment . dedsionjs .. cl)oosing thbdepository. lfa '~~IJI~ ~pr'. Is tl'LtOr~ a);enfrarp~rsbasitlg systeill inwll.i,t.!lt~ tfirt). 
offi~ialll)akeS'lhl~;choice,it~diCatesco~troJ, . "'~~soutrpirticipates? ..•... . '~.. .' ~~;,Z;~ 
'. A$se~'smelltfar;tors: .. ~".- . ,~; ...... , • / . '.' ,.;< •. Is it a judicial branch system,r·· '. "/J '. '.' 

,. "'. Does the trial court; ha\:,e its own check~n~.ac;.. Does th\;Jc.~urt{l~Y" art iJl\(:\l~4;ry ofproperty,?jfsQ.; is. 
~~urit(s)?'" . ...... ~";'; 'r:>~~~. " · ... it Iinke~ to'a';p~r~hasing ~x,~tem?~,~.. ,"", ...• 
Is the»ank of ~eRositchosen ?!~~~'1l)~courtofflcIaI? ~J,)Is' there' a systemo! JJlventi:}ry, 'cont~ol? ."" ..,,~ ... , 
Ifsa, are there legal or ad':9JOlStratlVe procedures ,; • liDo trial c(mrt.officJalsqetermll)e\~escopt).,ofwork '. J~ 

..gQv,erning;the choic_~J.r?<f~i" "'.. " .... " .. ' ..... ,. '.and paYl,l1entpm'Liliioris ofc,Cin,~i%cisf()r gOridsor 
.If there are suc'b/.ldfuinistniti:ve procedUres, ar~ they.. services?'" .~. . . .. , 

'made b.¥ Jliarcb~rt offiCi~.ls?;·'· . •..... ..... .",:'~ ,~~.£~~l1m;~ts-:uegotiate~~~~;~'-;7~,. ~~~'" ;.;-"_~~ •. ~;.~.~::~::~;-::~ 
• Is the personwlth authonzedcofltw~\OV~~~ > .• ;Jfso,are ~al court officmIsm charge of the mfgotta- . ~-:: 

:;':, ...." . c~u~t(S) !~e ,~aV1~,~~t;?.Il-=\Y.h~.ha~J,~i1\CIpa\a~: .' 
--~):~~~"'""'~~'nllnl~tratr7e1'egpOnslO11ity ~Q~co.u~]lll~nage~~n~ { 

'. . . qr t~e desl~ne~t)~ ~he ~rs ~,wlcthpnnctpal admlnt:-:;:~~: 
'. tratlVe re~ponslblh ~ •. '. ......11 .~/~ ... 
' .• ,Are an dlSb~ . ents s.ubJect toaP!!!"$.,?I"oy a t?~l . 
. ' ;:cQurt,ofmtral WithpanlCula~~~nslbJhtYfOr thIs. 

~~~Tea ·of ma~agement?:.' ". -. . ' " r '". ';~'.. -. 
~~Are aU disbursementsbY'check,? .'. 1.< ..•.... " 
•. hsthe apprQyat~espoflsibility divide410~ uncle,ar'i.. • 
¢ Are.there definite di&burs~)11sntc,(l1:Hfol proced.ures? . 
t lfs~:~~are the procedures J!1ilde ·i),Y c~urt ?fficials,.or, 
Ii. are they ext~rnall)!.'made'?=> __ :;;: ~. ' '.' '., 

··.Ii~ Is the tiritingofaisbursemenbd'e¥red~to'.',~~~t!!pw t considerations Im~' t!cc~lPulation I!~f iJi~Cr<~st? .~ . " . 
. }< . . , ." -, '.' '<,:\\.', .' . 

" 



7~';*l;5~;;~:: i~m; r, .. ~;:£t:~t:J~~r:~~~:~i::£i{f~1 
'tllere asystenlfcirfblJx'\vmg uPQIlI!ad'cije'tt(s? .... <' ~:'l' 

b.ReceipUlIId ~l(!IYfj:V;t O/;'lOlIey. /', ; C', 20" ;~:,,:~! 
Qe.w:ripli:;!1J 'of c/s.W!SSmelll area.' This: area of self-'"'''i,~' 

assessment involyes Jhe. procedures, or acknowledging /' .f<" 

ryCJtiIit of mOliey ~ recQrdi ngthe:.rec~ip,Laoii ,depusittilg')1 ~,"7 
~thcmoneYfThist¥picaHy1i1d\.ldes:~~ .. " .': ./ ,4*', 

·.receipt i§$lIance (perhaps a cJsl1Jcgister receJptwith.·_~;;~, 
. . '. j~,:tlJt': p1~.rnirie~ ~lII'~bei~~~,t:21tl~!1J~r~n~un4",~> ,~. 

cgsts, eJP:<! , ~ . _ ' J'~~. recortilQg ontie receIpt In;~se ~t)~cqse-related0:~ ~., 
• Hav~rfianagementprq~~dures been instItuted to. con- _,aggregation withothef~nie,5 fbrd~poJlit; and .:"".;: 

", tr{1('Open ende<!spenditures or anY.9.fue.t.a:reas of , ~~~eposft(perhapsWiJh;bshregi~tefJape ~ecortcili~j.;;~~. 
-'- --~tlpenUitufewhete problems halt2"uccJrred,?~G ) '-' 

~', . /~/:. Has'job vacan6y controlb,ee; used to man~&~~r- °M~~~; intaice)s :s~bject to. standardrz~i~Pi~~;;;~" .y' 

, ..P • sonnel costs? .~. ,~-.. 'l;5'._. used!n any.!3l;ganizution re~~hting.cas.h. The"'l'iistingulsll: 
.. 4: Cash ac~oJ~nting . ..' '"",,' .:; ~.;""..0.,-'::~~ ingractors jn? oourts are the rela'(idns/lip of receigt$to case 

. a~. C~)lje(;flO1LqtjliO/lresA([e:~c(j(trT;::~r .... . .. , ~~~?r~COr9S'lXiid fairlyquic~ redis~dbiitlori,~ ...... )/" .... " 
..... . ~D1lCffp(i(JfL tJ,{ lissesiiinellf llJ'ea" This area ot~seJt~;, . ,'. Tll~ ¥eyiscohtrol, \vh i~h)lle~ris' f0cu~i6g cast(jnta~e .• ,~#1 

. :~flssessm~nfliivolyes' the establisllIl1ent of manttgeftkilt _. on. if few pOirits, freqUent' colle'clio!J./iindd~'Sit:alf(rp"~~ ~ 
. procedures lO'1!nSUre thoat th;rl.>,is .t"systemf(}rcoliectiQg:' 's:pecial. accol,mtiijgft'jr casb l'et~ypt;Avhlcl!~dbnot;fi(t~~· ,(j 
and rece!Ying money ~~iChIrit~~:;:~e-:E!lJd;i".toth~ court.--' n~~tp.~t plltt~m (f()reXalllpie;ctfu~},ail). In~&J~~I":'~)~ 
pur~U(lnt:o B;tat~la"Y5)~,bycQ~"1~tLg1!l~l!.!;, .. ;~. S5'st~rrthe nlOneymust be held for :t~~rn;l'erh~p~lth'_~~ 

.. ' .. Some tees andc<?sts mu~~".be paid a!l a .. pr~~S9,Ufslt,e)oj::6uricosts deducted.;, .: '. >., .... . c . . 'o."f{;;¥. 
~, -'" . court serVICe]> (e.g:. filjJlfrf~esY.Otj1ers ).lI:t( paid »fthe /lsseS,mtent f(/c(ol'.i'.~ .' .....,' ',... '..;~, "'~ 
6p·~c4Jnr(;hWjudgtnen~{~~r.,£~illSQ~lIt·Costs)~ fioblems/ 3'.' • Does th'ecourt havec!h~srruld~td eIe.f[en&iff'a cash .. 'jJf 

:.F'::: '. ,arise when<pa,}(m,~ntsaredefetred'7' or there are unusu~~~ " -acc'ounting system? ~;. • < 

~~' .' ...• -costs or fees.nQ.t,fwttirrionlyasSes$oo (e:g., various cleri- •. Is . cash .colIectedand'''Clepositecktffi;::atd~~¥~_ c'.;. ,." .... , . /i'" ......... ' ~ . '. . .. '.' ,. . .... .'. , ' .• ,. ..... ..0 .. ~ 

(/:/{cill~fecs 'fof 'miscellaneoLJscase~rclat~d services). Fce basis? " , .,0.'" .~,<;. . " .. 
~~< . structures'lllay be anaclij-ollistic'i';~u(must~beenfor'Ced. .Ar~ there a !irrifteg:,~u~berof cash intake poirits? .Q 
.'/' .' .'.,.".. .,. ,.". . '.' . .', ......' "'. .. '" ' 
;5 ..... .' M@y"'courts relYon.ii.robation department'ji to collect • Is cash· bail accepted in locations outside the court and '. 
:~~f:~edpay~ienN;;offin~sand costs' Manyco~rtsrely on rtorunder court~o~trol (e.g.,. a jail or ~heriff's ._c ~ 
•• """ c ." reciplent.'S'6~-r,urt.:a.rdqred paymen~td cOn1plain jf they .. =-,. .officeir· " .' .' . ~. ~ -" ~;,#.J! 

·\16:notreceivepaynte~itS. However; the :e~! re~ponslbility •.. ,Lif(lArethere.AaHy ca,~~5~CO~~nation.~:. . \1' 
for ~rreara&~_s~~uld be that of a financial offIce answer- c.~f1/~}loye€!:. SlIp(!/,W.\·tofl mldlllrdl1l!lg. , 4'* 

,,/able)o.tb~JudlClary.o c

C DeSCrlp(l~1/ oj asses:!i/1/ellt area. TIllS Urea of self-· -tJ'~ 
.. /" '= asses&£)1ent In~olves the. proce.dures neces~ary to,:!¥ot~ct "j. 

the court agamst occaslOnal mstances Qf employee m· II ;' 
'-co~petence or ,~ishonesty in the, mandling oj money {e:f'( 1-' . 
.• ceIVed by the.cQurt. . _ ., ' 

AuditanocontroldeviCe.s shQuldnotnecessarily;be . .. 
seeniI) thel!ght of dishonesty. Much morecoIrimonfy, an .'. ~ 

.? lllldit serves an educational purpcisebydet~cting faif!i.re;:1tl" ..... .' 
observe procedgrd' ~nd pointing this out (9)he:caj!i1f6Pri-:1i• '. 

ate IndividuailL .' ' .. ,' .,,;<."~~/ .~." . 
, Asse'Sj'mentjacrors: < ... .' '.' ifP .' '.'" . 

..• .,. ... ," .," .... ," ,./ . 
~. A~iretnpl0Yl:e8Fhanc!Jjng:n:!M~ underborid? " 

, • Are there"procedure m~?,[K.f'Or'employees ,'and·do ~",,~~ 
" . .t~f(recejve)nstt}!5:tJ£Jils? "',' '= 

• Are cash regJ.stt~?€d, and do these registers have 
"codes 'for p~(h;al operators? ' . 
Is the~e,(an.in ternal.auditsystem1 ~ 
'. ;:;":. __ ~.:;::"~ " A ," _<,"_' ",::~_=-- __ ' ," 
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. ' ,~~ , ."' . . ',. 'l '_.. ,'. ;,1.'-'>' ""- . .r/ "'. ••• .<'-

, ·er~sotJiat. they can bein~ividuaUY audited? . ~ .'t' .' accounting pr:6Cess or the 1'eVpt'itie coUection~process.<·· 
,.;;d;TUtld distribw{oll. " " .. ".' ...... ',. /' , Ass.issl~uillrjb('t01wf',/ , >,,- <' 

- _~Ije"j(iriptioi1 {)fqf$(!ssintmla~·~~. This area Ot!$t!lf~ .Do~ the~ystem reiqiailypr~duce reconciliation 

J .... · ... ·,i~:~~~:~~~v;~~~!~~~~~~~y~~.:~:~:~57e1~;~:~~··!··· ·,~~!~%~::rr:r:~?:,~dfcai~relf~alan~e .apd· 

';;.i:.,' 1i:4countytreas~~,municipaltrea~u'iies, driver,eduditipn •. ,,~.Does die,system provide reports on' expenditures 
~i ., .. }unds;yari6us .retiremenHUjids;game,c{)nimissjonfundS'~ .' . frOm revolvfngfund tl(fc"Ounts (e.g.;peity cash)? . 
r;:<" '. inrl,i~1:delense furg~,;)c.): lfatliP involves th'e dis!~ibu-,=>-~.~~}tr~ there revolving fund reports linke~iequests fox 
" , ,tiail of fun3s~Baidi,2~:court!Q:-t!e:b~.'.!~'-l$lfjndj¥'idual~.; .. )und reiplbursement? . ..' d. 0 (-:.. ....< .• '.':,~ 
~f' - ,ji9f chJ!cksp~$sedC)ii~.thOtit gOlllg throU$h a court (lccounr' .' • Does the system generate repo·rts on receIptS and ;, r~~ 
~~.!1'6rint~rifi1; ~po~ti"6~'investmf;lf!t. .." .. ' .;' .. checks iss\.led? d '. "':';'~~- ,.,... "-~ 
.•.... ' .. ,~()st prOblems jnc~his}lrea relate to the accuracy ~d. Does the systetll prodocemanage..mGllfrepbrts, such" ' .. 
~ .•.•... ,~t.mieline$s of distributions; particularly tho~et6 intiividu- . as those below: ~/<";. ' • . . . r:-- ais, ~{ •.. .••....• •.. ...... '., ......." . Trepds in re~~nUi!j~6l\(!tted by typ{ofn!ventie, 
.;, ~~.' ". . mi6type 0t:!~counts in which CQl,lrts hold money, artlle. .. cOlUparisoti'to. revenue prbjectiQnscand compari:' c .. 
:;-:c>: '~YB~?f ii1Vest~ents'ucourt: ~:L~~~!~~El~r£.ai.d~?,,", >~~p~...t<fi~t yearcollcctions,·. . ..... "0, " . 

. et . . l_f~l~tq<ltscarC;cls governed' try state law. InvesJI11~!!~_: __ ..J' 2~~-'-'~er;u!.e runds in ban~s; intereS't:.re:teive'd~. 

~r~OO:::::;::~c:::::C:h:::~;;::':::: ~ ...... QL!i::~;EI:i;~~~~::7E .. 0i.,.lf-, .... ~ 
:';::';~~~~-'Court to be heJdfO't a prolon:gctf-pt'!riod(e.g. ,con-ca!iset<lsmentirivQlves th~~J~renf'torrecW:ding the cash 

~~ ~o:_~.' .••. ::~;;;~;!~~~:~rf.~:~:;;~;~~:~~~~~~l~~· ,~:i~;:;~he .. cou~;~~~:~~~~~yer1.~~'~~~ 
'f~ •. o.;..,v,,,·thrQ court§,);· .. :,.e. it. ,X-,?~ ,~ .. ~~""~~vanced ana t armost entIrely for audltmg purp0se~9"" :,' 
r;P .' ',;' ./'~ ",~ .• ·af5'U,I1~~aYmeflts~~usual.I~,?ne·sl:iot(e.g., ,,~Tpet:o~Q.vicle no mean~ of inte~ .bala~sir.g./or /~ 
~ ~;._~,9USli ball); or :~., . .... ". . . ,: .. ~_ repo!t"generat'(or). Accrual basts ilcC'oUntlng;1S4nolpopular'~ 
:>" 7/~<-;:/. Sinlf'le'·con.~~it [court passes lin a check aftet l.ecor~-,. )r{££®.1!~il~.J;~~:-:~~le accrul\'t,,~£J~llltting partil:'u~arly c." 

~~~~c()${J1ia:nceil?-~(; .. ct%2c.orilij)~,o;~.,",.. ··..,;./appropri&ie in asYste§:~llete~;r~~o~Qfc~ecostS[J1.aY .' c '. 

I'· .' .• occaslonaUy, state lawmay'inhibir obtaining interest ' .. fol1ow'the,fjJ~pg,'()f<'Ji:case' by se'9~ralyears; Mooifjed ." " •. 
(fo.tcxampl~, ~rt~insi~t:nte that fu1f~fra ~Il down frorriaccrual'lcc~un!lng may ,h~\Y~Vt!r,l1e~PJJr()p:r}JlJ,e.::' '., ... ' ' .. ,; 

the $tate.be 1"" a ch:~wmg ac:ztlt).. ' . . , . ~'. . . Jr, ... " .,.;,~/~ 
A.Sf·e~Sf?~fYvfac(()J·F~. '''' ",,;)~_ "">'.. .' , • Does ,tbe court'!namtal~\ a generaueogV';d~!e 
• Atefhere'pro9l~W§,J,njfi~e~uracyo(d}..sbu~~.i?fne!1t,5, entry system of books? .;'p'" . 

both the-{(-ntO~l}tari(nhe iTafudadd~ess Qf;ths,~~jp" ". Does the court keep its.Qpokson allloclj.fied acc.cual 
. "lent? . G f·· a

"", ~t""'-'~ .... ,,'" .o>basis'?; '.' .... o. 1\ . .... . > 

~_~~.-t~"~f!;~~~bu~i9; 'to i~~v~~~l~'iirt1~y Or ;:ng~~ '. .... • .Cc~:o:dgu~rt~?~.,.~,~~~:.r;j~~ .. ~.d~~d.f,~·~.'.~d.uii.,l:t;:y ... ~;.g 3m .. S. ~;t.e.e. ;.'. ','.I~~., .. o ... S ... ~.I.:.e.-_ .. · .... ',.. ~: 
~ ~;~_~ ~ ~-e Have the~~Jrt:PtoSlemfih theJH~Curacy and COIn- .., . ' .... ....... ~~"'"' 
~ -:.~ .JY5tene~f rem~sSi(ns -t~gove~nment bodies'f .Does:tnebharto!1,~ccountlreflectear;hmajp.t:reyenue .• ~\'~:: 
;;'", c ~¢'Are, (),ln~s'helg4ii interest-bearing acco~nt5 or short- ,sou;~e' ailp~~tnimajor pJ)1l1t.4~·distr!butitm'C .. ;. ::'''~'':~~ 
~..".:;;-,:/ , tenll securitil?s?, ~ :l . .d _~._.-.o, L" . . -c:. l)se Q'rS'tilf~asses5menr "'~;,~_,,::~~'9': '. ..;;:~;, 
i '0.. • Ate remi;sionk made with -foillC consideF.Uion oJhO'w '. 'SelMlsse;~metltis notan,end in' itself. I t, is a.mel1tn~~Or -:'.~;:.:: 
~ y ..•. "'. ~si(f1pW b~ri¢fitSthecotirt 9rthegovernment'J "~4d;8litifyi~i,,.Mi~nknessesor' omissiout~ and ai;mressing' " . 

... ·'Doesl{h~c;(j~klYiaintain spedaf'!cc()untS'forftlllds' then1~ i/< C/. .... ,I .~;;~_/"'O "." ." . d 

'\~paidint~ the c&urtto beheld Qver.a prOi0,!1:.gedper:io~? .~_ A gene~J\¥l.!~~ess: oi\ecOinm.mltornQsttrialcputts. " 
.•.. .·'~i)Gen~1'i!iQIl9,f're}~.(!Iiilerepp/J,§a;r~(\I~1t (~~:f'OllJl1 ":~ .. " is aC~e~dency to.. ~e~uce. ~ou.rt fi~f1ci.at ~la,nag~?le~tt~F'. .' 

1-r;J- :rbig l#j();?''fJ~.; .. ;9fj,=~''~ ~ .. ",,>~.>C\~~< .'. ...•. '. budgeting ~nd t<.llgnore those aspects ofcou~ fl~amaal. : .. 
~~;>.Jl.;;;;:'"l)e1icrl/jllfl.'.(~1 (fS~e.sSll~E}JlVW·f.P. Thrt area of self~>.. ma,na~ement .pel"f0r~e~ by cle.r~s o~x"e~.u~"ve c~J;an~h 
';fl:" asse~sJllenq;nvolves::reports oftWO.ty!?ClS:., ". ~ agen\:les.'T.hlsvery atuttlde ~h~~t,If~,agal?st anyco~~ 

.' ~ .. ~ ":'!"".~tbose ~if.il routine llCCQunting nature; arid . prepensiveyiew:o.L.¢9urt ~!\at}clal maq,agement.3I1d 
;~ ·'.tthose~tra man~gement; ~ature. . ·makCs~S}lf-~s~~melirrilfrlYf~lfless~ Thus,thefdr(lmos~ 
. l ". :." J~;J-' .'. ". .:.".. ~ ~ ~ .f-t.,,--~~~~~" ;1/ ". 
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1/." purpose .of self-assessment isto~s!a"lisha broadf2)~'ris~, 
Ii .' of'respol}sibiUty ·for thepel'formance of all Ji~ancial'" I', . . f"':i'i~~o~:~::~:~:~ ci~~~~ asP"; of co~rtfio.nCio1 . 
I' management, even ihthefairly cursory fo,ousuggcstedin 
I . the prece.Qingsectiqn,requires an initialidentifitatlon of 
L:.

t

--' ---~ -\vhfcn ~~urt or non-collrt agency performs each general 
. function noted. This proc~ss of' initial identification will 

reveal one of the I~~llowing four situations: 
• Hie function is 'Hot being perfohned; 

r
- · it is being performed under the direct administrative 

control of the court: ' 
• it is being performed by a coug-related local agency 

under indirect 'administrative control of the court 
~~- (e.g" an elected clerk); or. " 
I' .• \\~ .' ilis being performed byanexecuiivebranch agency 

"';:Oof stateor.locill government, a .statecourtadmfn:is
. trat6ror, in rare instances, a ]egislativebranch 

_>agency (e;g., some types of auditing). . 
. · .... ~Ch()rthe abovct:ituations suggestsadiffere~t pattern 

of.~n. Where a financial 111 a nagement functi~m is not 

c.l 

,,:: ..... : .... , . .-

" .~ . 
. .. '" 
......... '~.~."' ..... 

.. "'.' .'.,",' 
." .: 

:. ·'.:'."-·1'· 
, .... ..,... . .. 'T.,' ';j/-:7';;.:'. 7~~1 

being perfofmed, 'it is necessary to ascertain whether 
soundrrianagement requires. its performance, and, if so , 
~hata~ncy SllOU id be requir~d to fill the void: Where'a 

. f'un~tiorl.is currentIybeingpelformed,itis necessary to'
assess the q!jalityand comprehensiveness ofpenormance 
and; if' defects are noted, toindicate all1elionltive steps or 
possible transfe·r Mthe ftInction. An assessment of ~finan-

.' chll managementsllouldleaq, to an action plan with the 
• following elements: '.' . 

.a Jist ·of newfunctions~t()'be performed and the 
respc)flsible'administrative agei1cy;and~lj. ". 

!S . a list of fun()~i onS being perfooued incompJetelyor 
. less thanadequatelywithan indication ob .-
-., The nature of the defect. 

:; 

How it affects· court operations. . . . 
Whether it requiresl110re detailed analYsis, 
What course of actio'rishould be taken.' . 
Which fundio~sshouldbll1consid~~ed for transfer . 

. from or to court control and why. ... . 
. The above process, however simplydone;wouldbe a 

new and important undertaking.inmosttri~t1 courts. . 

.,,:; 

:~I 
~I 



Jlt 'TRIAl .CQ,URT ,BUDGE liNG 
,A. Overview of TrialCourtBudg~ting '~~o iristrument of intern~I <iccountability and control and 

"Can.lldjullct of planning; ',' 1. Treatingtrial courtbudgetingasacomprebell" 
sive process. The financia[ manageffil!otissues f<\isedby 
court, officials surveyed or" tnterviewedin connection 
with this booklet have, with few exceptions,related to 
budgeting. Among the co~cei'ns noted by trial court 

,officials Were techniques ofbudgetarypresel}tation," use 
, oLbudgelingfor internal managerilent control, budgeting 
for highly variable cost items, organizing a budgetary 
process anda varietrofreiatedprobI(~ms. This chapter 
addresscsthese practical concerns. ,,' , 

Rather, than treating these issues discreielY, this chap-
terdeiilswithti'iem as"pllrtof the triaL court budgetary 
process. This schematic approach is based on the prem~ 
ise thatthebudgetaiy processis a coherent whole and 
should be treated as such. 
~ " " , 

, "~o attempt is made to deal with budgetary strategies 
internal .!oa court, such as the way a trial court adminis- ' 
tratoror #f{k deals with the judiciary orv;ceversa.' The 
emphasis" is upon ,the overall ptocess by which ,atrial 
court formulates and presents its budget and later 
monitors it. The treaiInentof the n:i,a}court budgetary 
process is organized as foHOws:, ' " 

••• Trial Court Budgetary Guidelines (section B); 
• Review of Budget Submissions (Sec~ion C); 

, • ,. Financial Policy and ,Strategy (Section P); 
• Budgetary Presentation (Section E); and 
• BudgetaryMonitoring (SectionF). , 
, 2 .Cbaracteristics of trial court b'udg~ting. Trial 

court budgeting has a number· of characteristics: " ' 
o ifis a political process in the sense. thatitinyolves a 

complex-set, of intergovemmentalrelationships, and 
resolves a number of policy and priority issues; 

• iUs an adversary process inthes¥nse that it invo,~ves 
some tension between those seeikihgand justifying 
b\idget resourCes and those de~elmin.ingthealloca~ 
tionofbudgetresources; . 

• itisa cooperative process in~e senSe that it requires 
a good set of ongoing informall relationships within a 
trial court and between representatives ofa trial 

·'court' ami extemaiagencies; , , '" 
." ifis an educational ,proces~.inthesense that it pro~ 

vides an opportunitY to eXViailltrial court operations 
and rieeds to extemalag¢ncies;and ' 

.his a managerial proces,sin the sense that it is an 
" " . . ','1 ". ". 

The political and interpersonal' aspects, of budgeting 
are of supremeimportanc.e. The prestige of a presiding , 
judge arid the friendly ongoing dialog!lebetwet':n a court ,. ., ' 
administrator and a cQunty budget office Imiy outweigh' " 
in importance· the proceduf'dl and mariagetial aspe9tsof. 
budgeting. Unfortunately,itisnot particularlY, useful to' 
caUi!ogthese political Or inteipersonal technjqlles~since 

,they tend to be matters of localjudgment dependent on". , .'.:i'; 
faCtors thatare seldom universal. "" 

However, budgeting is ~otjust apoHticalartfol'fll.lt 
isa managerial process that provides internal control and' 
suppoits,declsion~making. It is a structured means of 
obtaining and allocating resources and ofmlmagirtg an 
orgariization. Trial courts ,. have not genemlly, yiewed 

, bUcigeting in this broad rnanagementseriseand hl:n'leseen 
budgelingas il routine compliance with.e",temaltyim
posed bridget procedures. In shqrt, trial CQuris hayeseen 
little need to build upon the executive branch, budget for 
theachievementofmanageriai needs, unique to the, ' 
judiciary. Yet,<there isa needJor atnalcourt budgetary' 

.. .. ~ ", . ,"' 
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'pt()cess which deals. with those, aspects 'Ofbudg~fiJlif'The above aspects.ofbudgeti~garen~tdiscrete,but .... 
unique lathe necdsofthe jUdicial;'branchand. which are linked in an overalIprocess~ In ilu:ger courts,this 
canndfbe well-served by the executivet>ranch prdcess. '. 'process wouldrequire a number 6fsuPporting staffat~ 
~rnere are at leasrfive areas ofblldgetlngwhiChmaytivities.The$equentialreJationships and staff~oles ina, 

/"require specializedinternaltreatmentibecausethey in"triill"court budgeting pr{)cessare depktedin figure 2 ... ' '. 
volve pC)Jicydecisi6n~on, behalf 'of thecQurt or involve >,.Figure 2,bynecessity,deaiswith triil)court budgeting 
tnemanagement rehitionshipsbetwec.o tIialco~rt leadersinveryg~~eral terms,.,;l(does, however, in¥catethe (-::; 

.. and trial courtdivisions,specifi,caIlY:Complexityof staff r{)les in a court withlargeinternru. .. '. 
. .... . .. 'divisjonsora central budget office; In :~/ small and. 

, eimposingcourt priorities and p~licies uponcou~ 'organizalionallysiinplecour(no staffmaypereq\Jired at .' 
budget formulation; .' . .' . '. .' ..•.. . .'. . . aIL Thefollowing section indicates the g~eat variety iri 

• budget review proceduresto strengthen management judicial and staff roles as tile result of orghnizationa(iJand .' 
control over court operations and to test justifka- adllJinistrativedifferenc~s between triai courts. • ".' ....• ) . 
tionsfor budget requests; , '. . . '. " .. ,' ' .. '~''- 3 .OrganizatiQnalldadministrati()nof a tr!~Lcot.rt 

• development of an overall court financial strate);iJa~~~dl!~~ary~rocess. A trial c()ul1 b .. ~ggstal'r~processde;; 
which includes resources other . than, general fund· ~~pefii1If~'lot"IH}&xiste-~t:%-<lfs6me,ce'ntral administrative 

1\ appropriations; . . ' . . authority invested wi~control over budgets submitted 
. ~ •• detennininghowtodeaJwith extcirnal agenciesin . oil behalf ofthecOlirt.Due to differences in organization .. 

. obtaining financialresources;alld . . 'andadministration of trial courts •. thenatureand exterit 
emonitoring expendituresiri relation toappropria- of this authority varies great(y fromcourt~to-court .. 

tions. . . The organizationaland administrative variables which 
'. .. most affett trjalcourt budgeting are: 
Eachofthe aooveaspects of budgeting encompasses .; the degree of state funding; 

. several elements.TheseeJements,as depicted in, Table -the powers ofthe pn!sidingjudge; 
3, constitute the ingredients of a trial courtbudgetpro~ • the existence of acenttill budget office; imd 

.' cess: • the organizational structure' of the court. 

. . , . . a. Degree of State jilluling. Most generaljurisdic-
TABLE: 3. f3ilsic' P/:oc'edllre:v ill .C/ Judicial f3udgetaiy tiontrial coortsrece.ive state funding.Wherethe le\lel of 

j'toccs .. \· 

Developln,(pm hltemal Bud. 
getary PolicY '.. 

Formulating;jnd promUlgating spe
cial budgetary requh:ements for court 
divisions. .' c . 

· Developin~ and promulgatingbudgel 
.... ,'. . priorities for the court. . 

Re~iew of BlIdgetSubniissions Identifying key' budget issues facing 
the.court. ' 

Analyzing budget subinissionstode
tennine:· . ,., .' 

• jusdficationJor bUdget requests in 
~nelighl of pefrormance; 

• ' justification for increases; and 
• the substantive and . pwcedlll'al 
adequacy of budget. 

· ResOlving budgelllfy,policy issues: 

Formulating n strategy for funding 
L;;.~'-c--~'~~~-~-. ~"courts~TnCfudfngfunds from !,KlUrces 

Budg!)taryMonitoring 

" other than the operalingbudget. 

Detennining the general . tactics of 
po!sentation. . '. 
Determinirlgihe presentations of 
specific budgetary iiems(e .. g., jury , 
costs.· capitalexpeilditures; etc,). 

institl!ting monilming systems. 

Moniioring expenditures. 

state furtding is high, tt~al cpurt budgetingnecessariiy 
becomesstate-orierited. '2'·'· ". 

. Instates where trial courts are whollyorsignifi~antlY 
state~ftlI1ded .• budgetary processes are dictated from the ..•. 
state level. 1'riill courts are excluded fr()m the. local 
government' process .ancl· become su"jectt~. the})udget . 
procedures{)f the state executivebtanchandalso the' 

. budget procedures imposed by the state supreme court 
. actin~ through the state court administrator, Absorption 
. into '. a. statewide . bupgeta:ry process . necessarily di~ .. 
minishes the managerial autonomy oelocal 'courts, al-< 

'. though the'extent of this diminution varies from. state-
to~state. ..- - . . . 

The impact of .state funding on the budgetary au- . 

. ,:: - : .. . " 

12Inthe fOliowingstates triidcourtsare~holly or]argelystate~ 
.funded. or an:: about' to und~rtake: state funding: Alaska, Alab~ma. 
Con~ecticut.Delaware, Hawaii. Karisas {Ill 179, court personnel), 
Keniucky,Maine,. Maryland(districtcourts,citcuit judges), Miis~ 
sachusetts. Missouri (cireuitcourt personnel 7/1/81) Nf,:braska (county 

.' courts,district judges); Nev~da (probably .1979 session) , New Mexico, ..•. 
. New Y!-,rk(l2;S% peTyear incremenis), North C3rolina, NOI:th Dako!a 
.' (probably 1979 session), Oklahoma (wide use of court rcvenuesto~ 

support courts)~ Oregon (probably~ 1979 session), Rhode Island, South 
Dakota, Vemloni, Virginia (dis~ct .court ang,sllprenie court) and West 
Virginia (ellcept clerks' Offices}. Data suppliedbyHarryO.~~son. 
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" tonoiny . of trial ~ourts makes·i tselfTe1t in' inost ,areas of 
. trial court budgeting: '. bl!dget procedures aredicta,ted by , 

",':'" .... ,tbestatecourtadministrator;budgetary strategy is also 

~, .. " 

ci : 

) 

"', ' 

" largeJydetermjnedatthestate level, although a tri!J1 
. court may devise its own strategy forrlealingwith a state " '. 
coUrt administrator: budgetary presentation is also han
died at the state level of thejudiciary; and even budget-

" ary monitoring and control inay be centeredin the office 
of the state court administrator. 13 

.. , b., P(}li1ersoja p;'esidillg judge. A trialcourtbudget
ary process normally culminates iria ·series.. of budgetary 
decisions by a presiding Judge. Where tllepres,iding 

',(i, judge speaks for the tria! court in budgetary matters, the 
budget process tends to be simpler and more efficient 
than ids in a system where budgetary authority is diI
fused among trial judges. Theadmin,istl"4tive power of a 

"presiding judge is therefore an irnportantvaliable. 
, ,th~ powersor'apresidingjudge may be such that all 
budget decisions are effectivelyhis,'even though he may " 
act through a court administrator .01," consult with his 
fellow jpages. More commonly, tbe presiding judge 
shares budgetary powen, with the full court or some 
committee of the court a'hd operates in a collegial envi
ronn:ient. In some courts" the presiding judge has very 
limitedaut\1ority in budgetary matters, since various 
judges. j:lerks or administrators control different parts of 
the court bbdgetand are subjected to limited central 
control. . .' " 

.c. CelliI'll/budgeT (y/ice . There are four basic levels 
of adnlinistrativcauthority over budgeting: 

. . .....", 

~.~ .. 
, • Centralized blidget pr~pciratioll. Each cOUrt compo- . 

nent submits mledslOaCel1iral official Who puts to
gether.a budget for all trial court components .. 

• C(!lltrali~(!d blldgetrf!vi(!lI'. Maj()r court components 
prepare their' own' hudgets, but do so in conjunction 
. with. an administrator Wh~~I~imately review 
them and pass them on {Ollie Judiciary. ',' . , 
Partially decelJlJ1ilized budgeting. There is no cen
tml budget office, but budgeting is centered ina few .. 
111ajorcourt divisions which deal directly with'\iic _ 

, judiciary ; Thus , in some jurisdictions there may be 
budgets submitted to the court bya clerk and by a 
cO,uft administrator;"Budgetingin such a court is 

'reilltlvely centralized, although not subject to central 
,: ' , staff analysis. .,' .•. ". " , " ' , , .. '. " 

'.' ~ Decellfralized. In a totally decentralized budget pro
cess; yarious court, divisions present their" budget 

~--~-~- ' 

":' 1.1ln :C;olorado, lriai couns truikcexpenditures against local im-
'prest funds fOI,opcrntionnl expenses,but: not personnel or (''apilal 
expenditure~. In oihcr state·Yunded systeriis':(e .g •• Mnine and South 

,Dakota); expendit!lrCsare cenirally.controlled. . 

'. , needs' directly to the judi~i~ry • without ii1terv~iling ,".' -
'. staff analysis:. Some court, components may' even 

bypass the jlJdiciaryaltogether. ' ' . 
Triafcoults need to have some sort:of a staff conduit . . . ." ~ . _. . 

between the various court'components and the judiciary. 
This reIi eves ttte judiciary of the duty' of-'ilegoiiating , 

• ,budgets with :several. different. administrators and pro:?' '. 
vides them with some analysis on which to base their 
budget,decisions. 14 · ,.,' . ., 

Theoretically; trial ,court administnitorsserve this pur-" 
pose.In pmctice, mimy have budgetary responsibility for 
only certain aspects of trial court operation; so that they 
may be special pleaders mtherthim budgetary. overseers ... 

'. The lack of a budgetary overseer can greatly inhibit a 
trial court budgetary process. ' ," .' 

d, ,.OrgaJii<'(/Iiomil sttllctllj'e of thecOlfr/, Court 
organizational structure affects, budgeting in a variety 
of ways. Where each majorcompbnent of atrial court is 
relatively autonomous. budgeting tends to be decen
tralized and subje~tto very 1imit~d review by the 
judiciary, Where the trial courts' are' unified on a 
statewide basis,orwher~ presiding judg~s exercise " 
strong control , qudgetlng tend~ to be more tightIycen" 
tnili~d: .' .' , 

. '·'-Most courts lie somewhere between the extremes of 
total unification at the state level and an anarchic,lais~ 

. sez{lIire type Of budgeting. No id,eal budgeting model 
exists. Budgeting must be ilccommqd,lted to organiza- '.' 
tiorial stntcture. Table 4 describes sci me of the principal 
models of trial court budgeting; '. 

B. Trial Court Budgeta,yGuldelines 
, . 

Budget guidelines fot a trial .courtareadministr~tive 
directives that, reflect the internal budget policy()f the 
court. They cOl1stitilte u judiCial bninch supplement to 
the budgetary procedures established by the executive 
branch . 

A court budget guideline could address any orallof 
the following ,subjects:' . " ' . 

,. ti mj ng of step~ in the court 's own review process; 
•.. priorities and money constraints i:nposed' by the 

court itself; , 
,. program or performance budgeting procedures re- , 

,guired by the court; or' . , 
., special procedures to strengthen judiCial manage

ment. 
""'1-· I 

'I. Timil:Jg of steps in court budget review :The first . .. 

141nrurnl areas. one judge may coVer a number of colmties. and 
thus. even though the coun budget in each county may be small. the .. 
number:of bildgetary relationships can be administr,ttively;:,burden
some. Regiona) coun administr.ttors can fill this administrative need. 
." ". . 
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. ,. Suurce : 

, l.ocal 

Government' 

Local 
Government 

t;?". 

". Offiee ~fstale~ 
. , court administrator 

Centml office 'an
swemble to coun . 

'or coort adminis
trat()r 

PI or other judges 
'. personally "'in

vol ved "in budget 
preparation 

. Division leye!; 
"perhapsseparate 

bUdgets for some 
divisions, .' 

DIvision JelJel. 

'Administr~tor may 
coriduc( ,bQdget 
hearings; in any 
evenl,h is office 
.controls trial coun 
budget.' ' 

.. Not necessary 
since budget prei>~ 
aration jscen~ 

, tmlized. 

such 

'. . 
Revie\1i by budget 
office or adminis, 

, 'tmtoranswerable 

I,' 

. NO'central review. ' 
butlhere may be 

.' review by division .' ' 
head (who may be· 
a judge). . . 

~hief JllSliCe, .. .. 
someiimesthe full" 
court, reviews' 
budget prepared 
byadminislrator; 

" often a, cursory re-

Full review -by PI 
(~, or w hole, court, 

: Cursory due' to 
judidal,i~volve
ment in prepara
tion. 

I:uil~view by PJ 
" or whol.! court. 

,Court may con-
d ui;t cursoryre- " 

. view of bUdgets; 
"some budg\!tsmajl . 

besubmitied to Cite " 
lernal agencies 

. " witho.ut coun 're~ , 
view (e;g.; budget .' 
of elected Clerk) •. ' 

.' Under this model,trial counjudiciary loses 
milch of its power '<>ver budgelarypolic), and" 

, may. not be inv<1'iv~d in budgetpresent:itilll{;, 

Reduces direct budget negotiation between' 
judiciary and divisions; cOili1may hear ap
peals from decisions of adminiSfmtor.. . 

Most appropriat~ in a trial court with a 'f.1iily . 
small and uncompliCated budget_ ' .. 



c 

.. ' elehteritofa 'c~lirt budgetary process is to s(lecifyth~ 
seqriei1c~of actil,)nstobe performed ~ This chrollologyis 
affeCted by the budgetary deadlines qfthe other 
branches, .' ....... ' . . . . ,., ." '" .. 

The cont¢llt ofsuchaguidelinewouldbedetelJ11ined .. 
· by the degree of centraHzatlol1 of the court budget pro'

, c~ss. Ina court where budgetprepatation is decen
"tralized,thenllIuberof steps in the budget process,and 
.' ··the.length of the budget process arid budget cycle are 

, " .>".' /1:: 
• \''"(1andated items wiUbe removed'from 

budgetalld submittedindeperidently;. . 
' •.. ' the functions absol ute!y iritrinsic.Jo· thea(lj udication 

process'will be s~ened outandprotectetl; and' 
.' • soCial 'adIriinlstrativeand dericalsupportservices 

wil1b~cQme vulnerable:tob~dgetcuts~ '. 

necessarily greater thar, those in' a. court with a highly 
'. tentralizedbudgetprocess. Appendix A -illustrates a . " .. 

ctlronologicaIguideline;, . ·J,Prograniorperf()rmancebudgetingpl"ocedures.' 
. .• '. . . -" .' . required by the court~.Most tnal courts are in jurisdiC-
2~ Priorities andmolley Ctmstmillls.'· The !Judget pro- tions whichtise tr'dditional.line item bud~ets.Thistime-

cess ora ttia!courtisnormally subjecltosom(ll1oney honored. process is wellregar<ied by 'appropriating 
constraints. These constraintsmaybe imposedbyexter- bodieS, since it lends itself to jtem~by~jterrianalysisand 
nalagencies;or theYll1aybe imposed by tne.:,collrtin.. the idenlification of. reducible expenditures. -. A . typical 

• order to hold budget requests to Ievelswhichcourtlead~, Ii ne ftem budget is thatofthe SuperibrCourt of MaricoPll 
ers feel arepoliticl~\JYtealistic. '. ." .·<::ountY;Arizon~, contained in Appendix C. . , .,' 

Since the fundS realistiCally available toatnalc()urt . In ManCOpaCOlJIlty,or elsewhere,.perSonnel costs, 
... may not match' the ftInds requested by trialcourtdivi- . constitute most of the . budget . and. are subjected ·to· the 
sians.the bU(lgetprocessrequires that there be some . most detail~d scrutiny .. Line . item. budgets, with their 
applica!iot1(£priorities. Some courts formallystate.thei~ emphasis "tigross numbers in each employee category, 

'. priorities toeusurethatthecourrbudgetcomesJo them in provide the typi:! of format which perfuits county com-
an acceptable. form, IS Other coUrts do not deal. With missioners or.pudgetreviewers to quickly perceive gross 

. priorities untiLlateinthe budget process,aildthen onan increases in each clnployeecategory.. '. . 
ad /1(1C . basiS, Where a COUlt chooses toprollounce its While !lne~itcm budgeting has much to recommend it 
vie\Vs on J1lon~yconstraints ahdpnori ties, ·itmigh t ap-asa device for simply presenting expenditure needs. to . 

peatin a guideline. as illustrated in AppendixB. '. appropriating bodies, it hasverylimitedmanagegi'ent 
. theiUri~tr'dtive. guideIint!in Appendix B assurnesa utility for an administrator. . . .... 

.coOpt;'-iiti~eattilude between, th~ court and t~e local . Line item budgeting aggregates costs by objeCt ?f 
executive btanchand a ,wi lJingnessof the court to articu~ '. expenditure wit~in otganizationalunitsand does not dl;" 

·lateitsprioritiespublicly. These 1\ssumptions should berecdy .relate costs .to programs and objectives. Thus, a 
generally valid, but the.remaybc situationswhereac.ourtUne item budget is not very usefutfor achieving any of 
willfindi(self jn an inter-branch confronta.tion and will.. the following: 
tlterefQreassert its optimum budget needs without discJo
sure9fits priorities, There also are. some junsdictions .... 
where blidgetarygamesrnariship requires an overstate-

· merit of need, followed by antuaLclit. '.' '., 
An important clirreritreason for imposing court budget 

priorities is r1singlaxpayer re~ist2mce to high property 
taxes, as exernplifiedby the 1978 Galiforniari!ferendum 
limiting property taxation. Manytririlcourts are heavily 
~dependelHon <;OUllty genenil funds,Whiclt rir~)n turn 
hea vilydependent on property taic rever'llles~ There is, ~n 

. ' iricreasing likelihood thattrial courts will faceJhe pros- .' 
peet of (educcdiJul.igets. Thisprospecf should lead to 
priOlitization andwiH J>robably taket~e following fonn.: 
.... .,., ..... , .' -

. v", 
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• forreviewing it total budgef request, asopposedto 
reviewing incfementid increases; .' .. 

.projcctingfinancialne¢ds of the court (which must' 
be done interrris ofprogr'dmsoractivities);or 

.. allocating money to su'pportperformancein pursuit'· 
ofo!1jecti ves. . . . 

It would be. a rare trialcotirt thaL~ould ~antto, of 
needt6institute some detailed' version oLa modern' 1 

budgeti~gsystem to .. supplerrlcQt: its iine item budget . 
. Yet. many Irial ·,courts .. could strengthen their ·budget 
rnanagetnent and planning bYcusillg some of the mqre 
basiC and practical aspects of these modern systems. . 

The precursors of many contemporary budget systerns 
were theP1aoning. Programrningand Budgeting Systems 
(PPBS) instituted at the federal level in the early i 960's .. 
Thismethod of financial management aro!;einthe con~ 



~~~,- ..•......•........•........ " ."'" .. ' ,'. '.-.... >~, 
...... ·lex~~defensebudgeting, where outhiysare enormous, 
,,' .. '. ,interse~i~omp~tition keeIl. andchoic~of alternatives 
, . very crucial, bothstra(tisicallyand economically. The 

as: essence ofPPBS is the <-analysis of alterttatives JIlethods 
10achievesom~ defined. setbfgoalsandobjedives. 

_.' PPBS~;eaturestrade-offanalysis,quantifi~atioit . of' • their insistence that a, budget should bebasedol! It' 
targetso[ l~utputsandlong-ral;i!eprogrammiilg.jtcalls . . defined ,set of rnanagenumr goals or ptogramobjec-
forprepar!ltionQf;:triulti~yearbudgets relatingexp~ndi~ >tives;and' "" ", .. , .... -'._ .. -.' "', 

"lurestq)~,e various programs for achieving gQals\and.tlieiremphaslsoriquantificlltiQnofthework to be' 
. objectivesi BasiCally, itis a planning and analy#cal g6!1I.perforrt,ledfor dollars received. . -' 

gPBS if~ notpllrticul<trly welisuitedto'localgover'n-'" . C 

· ptentag~ndeswith smaUbudgets, fewoptioris anda':' A trial courtrieednot,wait for'a mode;'n budgeting 
~reat m#idate to perfonncertain functions ,t6 Trial courts. • system to be- imposed In order, to take adva.ntage·'ofthe· 

" \I,(ould#hdPPBS burdensorilebecaifse-'th~samej(Jdges better: elements in these systems. There is considerable' 
rriay b{engagedln.~fulfriifiig s~veral court objectives intrinsic vaLue in examining thcpui"poses for which 
(e:g . .A:rimil1lt1~clvirand juvenile objectives) ,nnd themoneyis being sperit arid the productivity in relation to. 
cost #ftifcir time cannot be allocated to .anyparticlliar expenditures;, ...... . . . ........... ~'. . 
objedtive;'7.. ..•.. - .... .... ".If a trial court (ormorelikely; atnalcourt adminis-: 

£Ibsely related toPPBSare Performance. MeasUre-· '.. trator) chooses to revieW' the cdurt'bU(!get in light of 
m~~t Systems (PMS).ThesesystemsQraW heavilyoncourtdJbjectives, itWQuld be. neceSsaryJoartic~late what. 

. cOst accounting and deta.i1cd analysis of wOlikunitstobe .' these objectives are and to Qrganizethern into a budget' 
petforinedforeachbudget dollar. PMS,likePPBS; stiticture~ The principal objc'ctive of a toalcourt is ad- , 

·requircs thatbudgetdpIIats be related to management' jucjication of cases" Appendix 0- ilhistrates a program 
ipbjectives, but its pnncipalempllasis is ensuring pradu!!-, budget structure Organized around the adjudication ftine" 

l tivity~Such systems areoftel1accolTlpariiedbyde~ailed tion: .' . '. . •...... "'~'. .'. 
:/ information' systeinsto measure work productivity .ts· . There are severiH. ways.a programmatic budget struc-
· A recent favorite of federal budgeting officials has ture c~E)e developed.Jtcanbe,developedby a presiding" " 

. been MaOl~gement by Objective (MBO) ~ J9The syste~' judge i
(/ an adIjlinistrator for hIs or her. own uSt! so that he' " 

featuresrrianagement participation in ,the . definition of or she can reillte budget requests to specific courtobjec-
· organizationalobj(!ctivesandth~relationshipof budget tives, Itcan,also be deveJopedbyinvolving a number; oX' 
requests 'to these objectives. A principal characteristiC of court; leaders In definingobjectivesi Since many trial .~~:" 
the. system is detailed work planning .to ensu(e that the' court objectives are legally mandated,', participatorygoal·r ... ~_.\_; 

· work performed for dollars received achieves the organi-.definitionmay not be necessary. ;,..... 
· . zatioilaI .objectiv'~s.· MBOis geared .tomanagement of Whe,re,"aprogrammatjcbudget is deve"loped '. for the .,/~ 

work tasks and reportirig on progress. It is less oriented personal management rieerlsofapresfd'ingjiJdge-otcouft.·=-. ...... ' .. 
to costaccounting>thlin PMS; . '. . administrator, itmayndf be necessary to superimpose .<, 

The currerit favorite of budgeteers is Zero Base ,. the budgeting n;qllirementsbya court guideline. Often it .. 
.). '. Budgeting(ZBB).1'his systcmrequiresa periodic rejus"' .isdifficulttoimpos¢.budget~ngtechniques whIch aggre-: J 

tificatioriof a total blldgetn!questin terms of stated • gate expenditures without reference to organizational 
" organizational objectives: The system features alterna~.· . lines, so that some court managers may prefer to rriake 

tivebtidget submissions .statingtiow an organizatioti',· .' such. aggregatiolls bYPe,.rsonaL.estimate, rather, tIian,~y 
w'ould ·function at varipuslevelsoffunding.M~ny sta.tes fqrmal budgetary requirements (as illustrated in App~n~ 

, -

'. 16 PPBSlsmore li~elyili aUlllfied system with slatefiilandn~. 
sjr.l;c Ihesize pfstatcbudgcls makes prpgram budgeting more useful. ' 

17For example. HawaH h:is'aprogram bu.dgeting system to which 
· the courts ;l1ustconlonn. The courts weresuccessfu( in .havlng ,the: 

programs adhere closely to.theorgaJiizutjoiluJ lin'es of the court. ." 

.I~for example; theCircuilCQurt of Cook County, illinois. func" 
, tioriswithilJ u' PMSsystcm and. maintains intem~1 records on Ihe work 

performed I;ly e.achcourt uni~; ..' •• ' . '" . 

19The Allegheny Coulity(PitlsbGrgh) Courl of Common Pleas has 
\Ised MaObudgei fQrms; MBOisalso us\!d by the courts in Hennepin 
CoLlnty.Minnesota. . " 
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dix E).·' .... .... .' .. ' ....... . ....• 

It . is quite . possible" to ·combin~ traditional line. item '" 
. budgeting arid programbtidgetirgJo USt 'bestfeatitres. 
of both. Table 5indicatesthat iJtfis:possibl~'llone format· 
to analyze bciihthe proposedexperidirureto meet objec~ 
tivesartd therelev~ntline items.· .. . 
",Placfng?udgeineeds in the abOVe formatpres'erv,~s thi .. 

." .-.: . 

. .2(}Th~ sl«l~-fillan~ed K~lituckY couifsystcmlS adjustin-g,tOZBB;" " 
At theloenI C.ourt. level, both Dadc_CountYand,Oiarlge COunty, 
i"lorida,have'starledZBB,.ZJ11J was abandoned in HeJinepmCounty.· 
Minnesota. .... ' " . 



. '. ..... ". '. .... ,.inacourt:the diVisionot~mce:i, 
level; courtadlninistratQf level; orjudiciall.eyeJ. The 

. f)ature. ofa . budget review would vary according to the 
. TIlI~1 ". adllli nistraii ve level at which it occurred, For purPoses of, .. 

thiS,section, blldgel review is disclissed 'risit might ()CCUI' . 
at thehighest~ldministrativelevelofa court, . ~ .;/:;

Budget review can be considered as ame~Jls'/Qf-an~ 
,swering ~,{e\Vofthe folfowirig basic que§.Jj6h~/, 

\', . '. ~f '.,' 

Adjudic;ltion of 
,Civii Cases 
Aijjudic~tiQnof .. 

. Criminal Cases 
.' . PrQVisiQn of •.•. ~~. 

----- _'00-_ •• " .-- ~"~:.~~ •• '--"~"c.-' _'_.'. " .~: ...... ~ _':.' •••• _:. "." 

• Are budgetreq~ests c()mmenSl,Irate.\\i'ithwoti<10ad'='C7 
.' ,o'wecurity , 

f'rqvision of 
and wQrko(ltput?' , '.. .J~~' . , c" , .'" 

• Canthe court justify proppsed budget increases val- . , 
. '$ociaIS~rvic~s 
Adl11inistrativc 

Suppdrt 

'. idly? .' .' '. .' J'''>'' '. . '.' ..' 
",. Does the budgdi?stirnate and control themorevari-

' .. able ancl, -rohJti1e item of expenditure accurately,? 
. .,.... .'. . • WhjlHltcthefutureimplicatioJ1s ofthe;~urrenl bl!dget 

. Y<.I1ua.,· ble aspects. o .. flin.e .it .. em ... bu.d~etin."",'g··. ·whi Ie. ,addin. g. a.. /.. . . - -.n::guests? " 
.. newmanagementdimension tothebudg,'t~theabilityto ·;,:6~esthe budgetmetlt court needs? 
,anaiyze resource anoc~tion bycout1 objc:ctivedt further,/" 

.. illustrates the necessity for trans(f,!rrillg line iteillsto'll.; 
j)rogram budgetfbrmu! (call{!d cross"wilikinginb!J(jgci~ 
aryjargon). '.. .... .../~;,"'< " ..... 

, Jnthe final analysis,the, intr()ducti'9P..:: tO' objective- . 'I.Jlerformaiiceanalysis. 
oriented Or pelfotmance~orielltcd6!~a~;;ting techniques it. Purpo,\'(! of p(?I/ormollce 11/t'asurelllelll ~,'" 
de.pends on the managerial-Co1!}flc)yftyofa trial court and' ,quirelilei1t thatbudgei requests be.,jl.istifiedy{r(:tcrms of '. 
how Seriously topadutinistrihors and' the judiciary take vtork perfOrmance c~n be a major U1m~g€j~~I)tfeatureof. 
theirb~\dgetaryr~JQ.!1gfbnities.,. . . abudgetprocess, Ttierequire\~nrfs based orithe'prem- . 

4,S~~daJ:Pfocedurestostrengthen judicialillan- ise thl1t budgetary res.gp.rees are ,intendeci to ,produce, •. ' 
agemeit(,.,·Wherethecourts. aresubjccted to a well- tangible resulrsiv.~fmsofproducts,services or.other 

'", : """,, ,.~_.4 '. -. -00. ," '"...-:: ",. • ".'-- ',"' • _.' .,'.. ;', ..;::-:-.-. '. ••••• _\ • ," 

de~}"Ju'ped executivebratH::h budget process; (ind use1t~~work units/'x. . 
'.' ..••... . "'~welI, fe\vadditional proceduresar'e required, Th~se addi- Rell:\trvely few g09'erri.mentalbudget prucesses' require .. ' V tionarprQced(tr~s could b~ retlected in b;~dget ~ui~el,ines><qlrtlnti~,cationOf ,Workperfo~ante, Since the., principal.' '. 
\ and would relate to themternal needsQf theJud\c~ky;focus IS on margm~Ibu~~wtmsrements, COlls::~yJ.-.C 

)~; specificalIy: . ..' ///' fewtrialco~eq~~i!JL!lka~etwi:en~Iiloi1ey re~ , 
~ 2 ...... '. "'-",;,~/ ..~.:.=:;..~g,~~~#m:hvorlneoep~rfonned, Yftt~is requirement 

.' .' .. " . . ... , . '.' . .:..c-~c~=~'C _~~;?,6:~~~ ,=.- -~ ....... ,.: ~,};,.-6ffers an i mportantmean~ fof tn al courtJeaders to ex er~ 
• . ~he:n\lnagena~ needt<~~pliure budgetar~.,ad~ else theitmanagement responsibility for performance and 

tas 11I1Istrate~ 1I1;.1pp(:ndlx~ ", / toreviewa.total budget request, not just proposed in-
• the managen{l!.need 10.C. !'.trol volatile budget Jt~ms creases. 2\ .... .. . 

. (as iIIu~~rtitedin.ppetldixG); .' ..' .,... ". '.". '. ..' . .... ; 
. . . "" . . ' , '. . b;' T.\'pe,\' o .. f/J. clj' or/l/{/f.lce 1.'.le(lS.ll/Y!IIU~IN., There. are at ' • .the lnana .. !!~e! ",;a(need. to control .budg. etincreaies (as 

2'F'. least six principalt~tegoriesof.performan.f.ejneasure-. 
i~l,Istrt{(ed in ApJJendix·H);and II . ..' '. . " . .' 

.;lhe managerial need I() monitor expenditures of ap- mcnL Of the six~categorieSOfperforri1anCemellsurement 
';~/proptiatedfunds (mr illustrated in It'pperldix I) ,. ',.. in Table 6}Olirhaveparticularlltili ty for trial.<;()urts: 

'. ",', 

'. 5. ConClusion, TdaI court budget guidelInes should 
be few in nUQ1ber, sttictlysHl)~lementary,tailored'to the 

, specific needs of theco,ui'f andverysimple. However 
simple suchguidelil1~s;1rU!ybe, they are a key ingredient 
rnthe trialcourtql~Jgetaryprocess.' '. .' .• ..... '/f8iifP' ....... , .•....... " ' 

•• wOrk. input measures; 
• work output measures; 
• effectiveness measures; and 

·.efficienc)ime·i!sures. 

/ ',C. R~~J'f6'f Budget Submissions , . 
~Revi'e\vof budgetsllbllllssionsmay occur' <\t various ... ' agentcnt, 
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N~d/Dem;;nd . 
(' 

... Worklnput 

~ .••.... ~."'~ WorkOutput 

Effectivcness .' 

" .. " ··.· .. f:· ...... , '" .'. .... "/". " , . 

Measurel; of clientpopul~tioriwhich require sS!?-,iees froll) Qrprovide work 
fprvanous COllJ1divisioris.> ".~</-. "" .'. 

Measures based . o~ ~ll)o~n!p~iv';;;::iiitStobe'handh:d~ 

" it juvenile populalion' .. 
9. nurriberof probationers 
• numbcr of atlo.rm;ys· 

.• c~sc Jilings~j;po!"'" 
.. ...". )r-- -

..... ' ",/,:",P·. . •..... 

Measuresretlc<:!JnrfgoOOs aniJsff,(,iCes produced. 
':;~/~-=-'~" ~~.c'~<Z;:;~."" ~" 

. _~~~"~;;-~"~p~J.[~p~~:SI'~e!L~ 
.-- - . ~:.ca.s~s .. dispcrseLr-7""}'" 

"Mbsures describing ihe reJationshipootween tbe work requirements ill)-
/ 

• filing/dispositi!)n ratios. 
/ /' pos~d on. the court and those performed. . .. 

. ~,-.. , 

• pending cas~ii .. ' . 
' •. lime fromtilin,g tudi,sposhi!ln • 

Measures d~~crlbing outputs per \vorker ()t pe~time period. . • pro-scn.tencpnvesngIDionryer=~=< 
----. -- .~ -~-officer oJ' per week " 

. ~ .', 

,",.:;: 

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

'>~".\. , //." ":._,' ,"'.:':'. . ... :. ,.--:~~>~~ .. ' 
... The general tendency is to use input measures, sfncePenonnance me;sures f.c>r a Niariety ofcourCsupport. . ........... . 
. they provide aJarge an~ gmsspicttire of work to be functions are cQmainedtn AppendixK ..... '. '. ..... '. . ." .. ' >:& 

perfonrtedabd do not offer· targets for cri!ifi~m .. Wor10;= ;;'0 T~e=Vari<iUSop~frofmanceWeasures·lfsfe'd~1ff.;JApjftri~0/7#· •. ,.: 
<~ . OlJtput,efficienc~a9d:effectivenesSffieasures relate more ., dices J and Kmay, provide. more detail than is nccessa9l/ 
.;··~=spec1fica:lIytOpeiformance andJ()cus on tbe cases' which '" for most courtbudgcmng· processes .. 0lle ortwo si!llp'I~ 

reach the stage of hearing 0[. triaL .' . ....... .... . .•.. 'measuremenisusually .give.an ad'equate. jl1dic~.tion· of . 
Typicaloft.hese latter measures are those used by the . w6rI<loadand input trends, as indicated in T:aoie 7~ 

Circuit Court of Cook ~ounty, Illinois; in connection with ..... Thegross:worklbad indicators)n Talf~,.-~7~proYide 
its budget subinission: . .' . some)rame of reference for eval u~tflJf~budgetaryre~'" 
Functions 

Invcstig!ltiollS 
Psychiardc 
Case' Work 

. JUVenile Court 

Measure 

New Cases 

quest Tbere should be sqme correJIl(iqn o(!Jween' wQrkj'~ _ . .i:~-;, 
load trendsandbudgetaryjtendsfAsi"mpleformis usu
aUyadequat~jo-bririf'major~discrepanCiesto the Iltten: 
tion;:ofcourtofficials:?}- and .to pennitreallocation of· 

'fumts (see 'Appendix L for an iIIustratio;o.p,sucha . 
diScrepancy). '. . 

New Cases 
Investigations ... ' 
Examinations 
Field Cases 
New Cases ~Guardia~ships.. Budget~w~rkI6;danalysis does n~falwaysworktothe 

.' InterViews .. .... ·advanta.g. e o.fa trialc .. ou. rt .. ; I .. n sO.m. e·.juris.dic.ti.ons;· particu7 .. 
. ·~.Qnmiires ." 

. larly those. rural afeaswith declining populations, ". 

. The above measures are quite simple~ 'More detailed 
··measures. of adjudication are contained in . AppendixJ. 

case load may IJe ona downwardtren(r;·Yet~ltccis.,"often 
unwise t()o$(approp(iations in ilrliml court.i.Jn~· ..... u· ..... '. ~ ..... . ....... ,.' 
like an urban cburt,where ir may be possjbletoteducea 

. clerical staff without" atTecti ng basic. court, op,eratiQnS; '. 
rural courts usually havet<) maintain a certain smaU;t:ore . 

. . . . .' -. ' 

Pcif~lJ~lIanc~ 'Mt:'as.u·n: 

ltidictinents 
CivH filings 
Referrlds 
Avg. month. c~se-
load . 

Pre-sentence iri~ 
vcstigations 

1976. 1971 1978. 

.. staffsil)1plyto keep the court operating;arequir.ement 
"..... Which is riot directlire!atedtocaseload.More.over;·rurat· 

·.coiJrts, unlike urban courts, have'lessabiHtytQreshuftle 
pers()hnel' if. there isa reduction in force, since staffs' are'~ 
slllaU andeachclerk.must perform many diverse fon~":' 



'~'i~ .,,~ . ..J 
~ jl ". :c~· .•.. ..~ .' .•.. ,.... . t,' .••. '" .. 

ti~ns.Theuniqu~needsof ruraLc~urisdeserve'amoie. ,-costs. Of equal ,significance, (sa reasoncdstatt:!!Dent 
J;peCializedtrcatment than is)iven in,thisbboklet. . thecustodial"maintenance and.openltiona~affneces-: 

",. saryJooperatethefacility. '. '. ' .'. .... . 
2 .. IncreasejustifiC'atiO~~PtOposed· budgetjncreas~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 revie~are; '. statute, (c.g."speedytrial rule). : .~ ;~i 

" .'. .' ...- "~'~'_'~=~";:"~'~ '.>' . Thesecos,ts (offen re~e.tredt9aS<"legislativJ~impaCt,,>e; :/,,,,: 
• to.exercise nianagelJ1ent .resportsibHity·-ovett~~oY;p,7:"<lr~~rv.,h.atdtOe$i~mate .wittJ.oUi a sp~c;i"rhn- •.....• , .....•. 
~q!l~~t~~e~@diture oipublicfunds; .... ' ' , ple{lleiitation plan. Ol1~n:--:meY""a~!' jJe~rQ!~};r:. the··~r.d~' 

" • -to-test the vlllidity of the justifiCation; so that the '.' facCuliing experieXlce~.t<Miil'Slif}4~ urecostl'~~"'-"~'"":~'~~ 
. c~LirL'preseiVes its credibility with externat",agen:'~:Y('ll/fla~iofl. A\l~\~nce' ~)!S~~e m~de j·orptoba~~e l~-" ", ,J' 
<;Ies;and. , .' . crease 10' co~t-s· ofg~S:- and. :ServIces to . courts .~.q:tllS 

. it to ascertain Whe,ther;the increase is consistent wi:th' '. usually d(j~ii nbt"'fndudecost-of7livingincreasett6r."",'~ 
court. priorities; . ·'~"'.1ii~ • .Yihith are normally determined . on a governmerit~~ .'~;<; 

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

. wide basis and are fil1ancedbya$upplemel1t~l appropri~· ;~; 
NonnaIIy, caclhProposed increase should be justificdtion. . .... ' .. ' ..... \\' .. .... . ...•.............. ". ...• ..' ...i~ 

'in writi ng,<t,ryeH!,:eI of detaIl varyi IJg '\:itli~ 'Mos(Cbu~get' 'Sy~tems' ~now.fOra'standard-inflati.oni=-~.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 
..d1P:~"track record;:' '.,: .' '. . ... ' .. " Warklo(ul,AcolJ1ll:loncause for "budgeti~creases IS 

,~iqlr./ • 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. officer~caseJoad ratios or other stapdatdju~tification 
L~. fOtmulas.Themost dift1cult aspect Of th!sdocurlmuta-' '. 
:;~>o'~'rffe=-riatUl'ifof;thCWritten,justiiicati9iliwpu.litvary;c.' tibn jsd:learly' i1lustratinghowin~reased activi.ti~sJn,~:~~'f 

withtnerypc.ofillcrease, as described below: '.' courHelatedagenci,es a.ugme.ni4fie~w6rl<1oaacof~,triaI'\.<:~~'\ 
. Amllia/haliGI/. Tllis i ovol vesspreadlngover a full , ~ .• q,OiJrt.~o~,~=c::',::;::;f~:":~· ............ ., .......... ' ...." 

-o,budge:tcye.arthe:cost of a program furidesLfo!X}n~y-p'a#oF~'- Progl'qlU"l1nprove/llen( . 0" IIpgrailiilg. This increase" 
. the previOlJs budgetY(!Jlr. Xhisbticiget:rssue Is~gener~ny;"";'relate~fSquaJiryof service and isoased liponJhe need to ; .'. 
seltIrrajntb~yeitiwhen ptlrtialfundingisallowed. quite ··meetsome'pre~established st;JfltiatdTe.g.'ia pJ:e-.sentence .' 

.' ,oftehtistheresult. ()r"assuming the,costs. ofa federal . investigation in each cB]1Jilalcase'where .. a~onviction; is 
program' whichexphedparti.yay through the b u(j get obtained).'.. .,' . ,. 
,/e(lr, Annualization ~hculdbeprolorl1la. ii, .... '. Like::"legjsll'ltlveimpaCt;'thistype of increase tends, .' 

pSaiary increases: Salary increases mayoccvras the .' tOl:Je,~~btlloilS 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 acouisitions.Qther'ih~~· 
. Jrefcrence to eligi.~le.~m~IOye~sJijf:frillh'lersarY date~:Jn ',replace~ent~, the.rem~st be aspec'iar:j~stificat~on 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. ma~e~f the' percent.age· of.,empl9yees .' . This is best· handled .. by. 'an . item~specific ".jUstificatio~\· 

,I whic~>:'Fi1Jreceiv~ sllcliincreases based/on r~stex:peri~ rather than a."pall par~"estilmite: Infact;localbudget-
'( .. e!}Gc .. PromQtibns mise a different plpblcl11:Many public, ing practiceso'often dictate such specificity, particularly :,. ' 
j.1':11~enci~s:trYto t~Tepromotiop,~)t6"coindde with a new .. " where revenue-sharing fUlldsare to be J!sed:'" ,if:" .' 

;'J ( budget year t"" woidJheprob1el11iOf guessing and niay . Nell' jJi"ogrmn.A~specialjustification is required for . 
actually Jnclud~\prorilOti()n justificacionas part of their b,lIdget increasest() start a n~wprogram or to assume the 

\~udgets~brnission. It shouJdbe noteiI that promotiolls do coscora federally fundedprogrmn.ln the latter situation, .• 
notco~st!Meabudget.probleminanycburt wherethere. there isatrackrcc()rd and 4uit~i' possib1y a .pre-exi~ting 

.' is a fixed }$pun~ of autho~zed p.ositi'ons in ~a~hpay ...•.. a~reementby loc;u[orstate Qffici~IS toassume'c~~tr6f the •. ,) 

'grad:~~hut promotlOnsdQ{cal~e. ~~~get'pr0b,ler~ o,-~~,:t=~_,g2:0g~~~ ·}~~:",.~~1,:. ~f .anent\l~clynew .l'~~dhe ',~ 
~c~ ..... ;~~ulllO. m()re em~loyees In ~l hl~~rp}l~grade~ .. ' '~.'. ourmwot pro~t ISCOnSI,?!E!!,l:>1¥~~J..gh:I'TP~UJlfr1YfOr V~ 

I ;:',>.?"Cosf.v,;?I ()perafln.g,or,~IUI/lII~l/ulIg ,al/e'W-fq<:rllly:.~progra~ ot;!l compI~xor ~teC?OlCa~ natu~ ... ,? ... ·;?>~:-1~'. '. .... '. 
~< ....... newfaclhty usually IS funded from capItal funds; bUt11!S .'; rThe.JQxmatfor. wntten Justlficatton:of mcn;,a~('9llghr 
l"~' ". not un~sual f orsp.ace to be r~i1ted, in. which~a~ejt is an '. vary: The only ~ey re.q?irement is t.ha! ~p~sllii~ati~n be . 
;<". '.' .operatmgbudget Item to be Judged byprevaJhng rental prov~dedtocQ.urtdeclslOn-makers loJ.tfelatIVely'limfofln .' 
" . . .' . .... .'. . .. "',jF/Y/"' . . '.' . 

¢f 
---~ ... ~.,/~.~ .. 
--==-=.~ - .'-.P", . 

~?~~J0?;~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~ 
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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. ' , 
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•.... 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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jlll... . ...... ' ...... " .... ..' 
.• ··?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, 

. ~.' '.' 
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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. 

.. ~ 

.... , 
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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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';.'.,:.' . 
...... 

·or.;...· 

BUdget Item 

Juror Fees 

C~pital 
Expenditures· 

,Certified By: 

APP~NDI)(F 

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

$ 
Amount 

. BUDGET CHECKLIST 

44 

, 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. , . 

45 
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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.' .' 

46 
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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. 

47 
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. )1 

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. 

48 

'0: ... ". 

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 

.57.·.· .' 



. ~ ..... 

.. ~~.. . .. :. 
. ~ ... 

. 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 . 

. , 
" I 
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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 • 
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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 
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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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