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of personal interviews and literature reviews, le!d to 

study results and recommendations. 

B. Data Collection 

The data collecti.on approach consisted of matching the data 

rIJ.quirements presented in the task to a cOmbinati.on of col­

lection tools an~ efforts. The collection t~ols' included 

mailed questionnaires and on-site visits. Site visits were 

made to 24 counties with emphasis on data collection in 

clerk's offices. The Offices of Chancery and Circuit Clerks 

of the sixteen largest counties, plus a sample based on stra­

tified and geographic considerations were visited. ~1ailed 

questionnaires were sent to all chancellors, circuit and 

county judges, and circuit and chancery clerks. Certain 

data requirements dictated that mailed questionnaires also 
be sent to all official court reporters. 

The overall data collection approach was to pair the data 

requirements to the most reClent, accurate, available source 

for these data. These sourcles included all available si:ate 

and local audit reports. The reports included the Mississippi 

State Department of Publig A.ccounts - Annual State Financial 

Reports for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1975, 1976 and 

1977. The audited Consolidated Statement of Receipts and 
Disbursements for all of the! 82 counties', for fiscal years 

ending September 3D, 1975 and 1976 were also collected from 
the Mississippi State Department of Public Accounts. In 

addition, copies were obtained of the Secretary IOf State 

Reports for the Offices of Circuit and Chancery Clerk for 

calendar years 1977 and 1978. These sources produced sub­

sta~ltial raw financial and fiscal data for compilation and 
analysi.s of the judicial entities. 

c. Report Organization and Content 

As stated earlier, this study is organized around the four 

maj or tasks specified in the reques·t for proposal. The study 
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report series is likewise organized. In addition to an 

Executive Surrunary, the report series entitled The Mississippi 

Court F'inance Study. contaim~: Volume I, :£,he Mississippi 
Justice Courts: Management and Financial Anftlysis; Volume II, 

A Proposed Magistrate Division of the Circui~ Court for the 
St§.te of MississiPEi; Volume III, The Mississ.i;ppi Jury System: 
Man.agement and Cost Analysis; Volume IV, Mississippi Courts: 

Fiscal Analysis; Volume V, Mississippi Courts: Organization 

and Management Analysis;' Volume VI, Mississippi Yquth Courts: 

Caseload and Caseflow Analysis; and several associated data 

support volumes and appendices. 

This report, Volume V, Mississippi Courts: Organization and 

Management Analysis is organized around the three primary 

areas of inquiry: clerks of court, court reporters, and 

indigent defense services. Sections II, III, and IV deal 

with these subjects respectively. Section V presents a brief 

summary of the analytical themes developed throughout the 

report. Because the overall orientation of this report series 

is financial, some emphasis in organizational and managerial 
analysis is placed on financial issues. Beyond this oriene

• 

tation, the issues addressed relate to basic organizational 
structure and procedural practice. 

-3-
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II. CLERKS OF' COURT 

A. Current Organization and Management 

In each of Mississippi's 82 counties, two elected clerks 

serve the State's trial courts, one for the Chancery Court 

and one for the Circuit court. 2 These constitutionally 
. 3 

authorized officers both are elected to four-year terms. 

Both clerks' office operations are distinguished by the 

fact that the scope of services provided by the offices 

encompasses both court and non-court related functions. 

A mix of judicial and executive functions is not uncommon 

in clerks' offices nationwide, but another distinguishing 

characteristic of the Chancery and Circuit Clerks' Offices, 

the fee basis of compensation, is highly unorthodox. These 

dual aspects, cou~t/non-court related functions and the fee 

basis of compensation, comprise the major sUbjects of docu-· 

mentation, analysis, and recommendations in this report section. 

1. Overview of Duties and Responsibilities 

As a precursor to discussion of f'inancial management, 

staffing patterns, and the breakout of court/non-court 

related functions, this subsection details the core 

duties and responsibilities of the Chancery and Circuit 

Clerks' Offices. The recordkeeping and legal processing 

support functions discussed below find much of their 

basis in constitutional and statutory authorization. 

a. The Office of the Chancery Clerk 

The State is divided into nineteen chancery dis­

tricts, each of which contain from one to eight 

2In those counties having a County Court, the Circuit Clerk 
serves as Clerk of the County Court. 

3Miss . Code Ann. §2S-S-l, et seq., office holders are remov­
able only according to the laws applicable to elected local 
officials. 

-4-
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9Miss • 
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Il'b'd 11. 

counties. 4 There is a constitutional requirement 

that court must be held in each county at least 
twice a year. S Eight of these districts have only 

a single chancellor. 6 Chancery Courts exercise 

original jurisdiction in the following: all mat­
ters in eqt.'iity, divorce, alimony, probate, juvenile 

matters, mental competency cases, and controversies 

involving real estate titles. 7 In those counties 

where a County Court has not been established, the 

Chancery Court has a Youth Court division.
8 

Each 
Chancery Court can establish its own rules and ad­
ministrative procedures, provided they are consistent 

with the law. 9 

In the capacities of Chancery Court Clerk and Clerk 

of the Board of Supervisors, the::, Chancery Clerk's 

duties are to preserve and keep all records, files, 

papers, and proceedings belonging to the office; to 

record last wills and testaments which may be pro­
bated; ,to record letters testamentary of administra­

tion and guardianship; to keep records of all accounts 

allowed, all inventories, appraisements and reports 

duly returned; and to maintain all instruments duly 

'proved and required by law to be recorded in the 
Chancery Clerk's Office. lO It is incumbent upon the 

Clerk (and the Clerk's deputies) to keep many records 

in well-bound, properly indexed books with the neces­

sary separation of types, classes, and sUbjects.
ll 

Code Ann. §S9-S-3, §9-S-S to §9-S-SS. 

Const., Art. 6, §164; Code §9-S-3. 
Annual Report, Mississippi Judicial Council l 1979, p. 24. 

Const., Art. 6, §161. 

Code Ann. §43-2l-3. 

Code Ann. §9-1-29. 

Code Ann. §9-S-137. 
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The Clerk of the Chancery Court is a bonded official 

($3,000-$20,000) of the Chancery Court. The Clerk's 

Lmd is fixed by order of the Chancery Court Judge 

or in the absence of that, by the President of the 

Board of Supervisors. 12 

The Clerk and his deputies are empowered by Mississippi 

law to perform a multitude of independent duties. The 

Clerk or deputy may at all t.imes receive and file bills r 
peti tions, motions, accounts, inventories, reports,' and ,. 

other papers and may issue all legally authorized and 

appropriate process in any matter or proceeding. 13 

other provisos of the office include issuing appraise­

ment warrants (to appraise decedents' personal estates); 

registering claims against estates being administered 
by the court; making orders and issuing process neces­

sary for the collection and preservation of the estates 

of decedents, minors, and persons of unsound mind; 

granting letters of administration, admit.t,ing wills 

to probate; appointing guardians for minors, persons 

of uns~und mind, and felony convicts. 14 

During the Chancery Court's "vacation" period (a 

potentially misleading phrase to the lay person in 
that it is a period of judicial work between terms 

and is not a period of rest or respite), the Chancery 

Court Clerk or his deputy may compel the re'turn of 

inventories and the presentation of annual or final 
accounts by executors, administrators, or guardians 

and may approve such accounts. 15 Illustrative actions 
permitted also include referring contested estate 

'1~2-M-·--------·----------
_1SS. Code Ann. §9-5-l3l. 

13 , 
M1SS. Code Ann. §9-5-l41. 

l4'b'd 11. 
15M, 

19S. Code Ann. §9-5-l43. 
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M1SS. 
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M1SS. 

matters to auditors and thereafter receiving and 

acting on the audit reports; making orders to set­

tle insolvent estates, ascertainIng creditors' 

rights, and distributing assets according ·to law 

after Court action declaring an estate inso1ven~ 

with appropriate decree by the Court that any lands 

and personal estate matters may be sold. 

Referring to the bonding powers of the Office of the 

Chan.cery Cl.erk, the Clerk may require new bonds and 

sureties in cases provided by law. A well-bound book 

properly arranged and organized is maintained by the 

Clerk securing all pertinent information regarding 

bonds. 16 

All acts, judgments, orders, or decrees made by the 

Chancery Court Clerk in vacation O~ at rules, shall 

be subject to the appr.ova1 or disapproval of the 

Chancellor, and shall not be final until approved "i..1Y 

the Court. 17 The Clerk is required to enter in the 

minute book every order made by him in vacation, just 

as orders are entered in term time. The Clerk shall 

1 '" h' f t d ' t' 18 a so lnlt1ate t e mlnutes 0 ac s one 1n vaca 10n. 

It is the responsibility of this office to record all 

pleadings, proofs, exhibits, and proceedings within 

three months after the final termination of suits 
, l' 1 . t t 19 lnvo vlng rea es a eo 

The Chancery Court Clerk shall be the custodian of 

all probate court records, books, and papers of the 

Board of Po1ice. 20 

Code Ann~ §9-5-157. 

Code Ann. §9-5-147. 

Code Ann. §9-5-159. 

Code Ann. §9-5-161. 

Code Ann. §9-5-163. 
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The Clerk is authorized by the State to execute 
destruction of old records. 

the 

(or subject) of 

for destruction 

years. Records 

of the County's 

Depending on the nature 

the records, the span of time allowed 

ranges from one year to fifteen 

destruction requires the approval 

Board of Supervisors. 21 

D~cket book recordkeeping is another important func­

t10n of this office. .Por the myriad of matters to 

be docketed, Mississippi statutory law insists upon 

well-arranged organization of records.22 

I~ summary, the Chancery Clerk occupies a position 

hlgh trust in maintaining a variety of records and 

materials for the Chancery Court and ;n 
.L. serving the 

County Board of Supervisors as Clerk 0 

b. The Office of the Circuit Clerk 

The State is divided into twenty circuit court dis­
tricts. A district may have from . one to seven 

of 

counties within its boundaries. 23 Court 
must be held 

in each county at least twice a year. 24 There are 

ten (10) single-judge circuit court. districts in the 
State 25 C' , 
, . 1rcult Courts have original jurisdiction 
ln all civil and criminal matters. unless , such juris-
diction is vested in another court. 26 

The. Circuit Clerk is responsible for numerous record-
keeping and procedural activit;es ;n 

.L. .L. support of the 

Code Ann. §9-5-171. 

Code Ann. §9-5-201, et seq. 

Code Ann. §9-7-3 to 9-7-53. 

Const., Art. 6, §158. 

Annual Report, Mississippi Judicial Council, 1979, p. 16. 
Const., Art. 6, §156. 
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29
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30
M
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Circuit Court. State law requires that the Circuit 

Court Clerk shall maintain a final record of all 

sui ts to be entered wi thin '~;hree months after final 

determination, or, in matters under appeal, three 

months after receiving a certificate of the affirm­

ance of judgment. The law dictates that a "we11-

bound" book shall be kept for final records, which 

shall include a full and complete record of all the 

d ' , 't 27 '1 ' procee 1ngs 1n a SU1.G Fa1 ure to make a f1na1 

record may result in a fine placed upon "the Clerk. 

The Circuit Court Clerk is further subject to con­

tempt for any failure to deliver to the Board of 

Supervisors' Clerk a certified list of allowances 

(made within ten days after court term) specifying 

amount to be paid out of the county treasury, the 

amount to whom allowed, and on what account. 28 

The Clerk of the Circuit Court is a bonded official 

of the Circuit Court. The Clerk's bond ranges from 

$3,000 to $10,000, fixed by order of the county's 

Board of Supervisors. Additional bonds may be re-
, d f t' t ' 29 qU1re :com 1me 0 tJ.me. 

With the approbation of the Circuit Court judge, the 

Circuit Court Clerk may appoint one or more deputies 

who upon appointment have necessary power to perform 

all the legal duties and acts of the Clerk of the 

Circuit Court. 30 

The Clerk is required to maintain a jury book which 

must show the time of issuing certificates to jurors, 

Code Ann. §9-7-127. 

Code Ann. §9-7-129. 

Code Ann. §9-7-l21. 

Code Ann. §9-7-123. 
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amounts, and to whom issued. Certified copies are 

required to be filed with the county's Board of 

Supervisors. Fines and possible imprisonment ac­

company any nonfeasance on the part of the Circuit 

Court Clerk with respect to the jury fee book. 3l 

The Circuit Court Clerk is required to E)rocure a 

well-bound, properly ruled and arranged book regis­

tering sureties on bonds kept. Information must 

include the name of the principal and surety, name 

of the obligee, date of bond, penalty of bond, type 

of bond, where recorded if recorded, number of suit 

in which filed, and discharge date. Each bond must be 

abstracted when filed by entering in the record the 

name of each principal and surety, the name of the 

principal obligor, obligee's name, date, penalty, 

kind of bond, where recorded if recorded, and the 

number of the suit in which filed. Upon discharge 

of such bond, the date must be entered under. the 

h d ' 32 proper ea 1ng. 

The Circuit Court Clerk maintains records of pardons 

of convictions. Certified copies of pardons may be 
33 " ;lsed in any state or federal agency or court. 

The Circuit Court Clerk is required to keep a general 

docket in which is entered the names of the parties 

in each case, filing time of the dec1ara"tion, indict­

ment, record from inferior courts on appeal or 

certiorar~, petition, plea or demurrer, and all 

other papers in the cause, as well as the issuance and 

Code Ann. 

Code Ann. 

Code Ann. 

§9-7-l31. 

§9-7-137. 

§9-7-139. 

-10-
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return of process and a note of judgments rendered. 

Entries in criminal cases. shall not be made on the 

doo}~et so as to disclose the names of defendants 

until their arrest. 34 State law requires well-organ­

ized ~ecords artd proper indexing of the names of the 

partie)'!), hoth [U1:'-ectl~/ and indirectly. 

Before each court term, it is the responsibility of 

the Circuit Court Clerk to prepare a docket showing 

alJ.. triable ~aS6:S at the impending court term in the 

order in which they were filed and numbered. Under 

the judgels control t the Clerk sets the causes for 

the days of the term. Subpoenas are returnable on 

the day for which the case is set. The Circuit Court 

calls the cases in the order in which they appear on 

the docket and each case is tried, continued or set 

for future trial date before procee,ding to the trial 

9f any other cause, except by consent. 35 

A separate docket for criminal .matters must be main­

tained by the Clerk of the Circuit Court. Recorded 

information includes indictment, presentment, informa­

tion/o~ any other proceedings of a criminal nature, 

. in the name or on behalf of the State or any munici­

pal corporation. 36 

The Clerk is required to keep an appearance docket, 

in which are entered civil cases not triable at the 

first term after they are begun, in the order in 

which they are commenced, with the date of such com­

mencement. 37 

Code Ann. §9-7-l71. 

Code Ann. §9-7-l73. 

Code Ann. §9-7-l75. 

Code Ann. §9-7-l77. 
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The Clerk keeps a subpoena docket, in which are 

entered the style and number of each case in which 

a witness subpoena is issued, the name of the party 

for whom the witness is subpoenaed, to whom the sub­

poena is directed, the issuance date, when returnable, 

and whether or not executed.
38 

An additional duty of the Circuit Court Clerk is to 

maintain an execution docket. All relevant execution 

,data are required to be kep-t in good order by the 

Circuit Court., 

2. Financial Management Overview 

The central theme of this report series is financially 

oriented; the organization and management content of this 

report is framed in and partially, derived from the fiscal 

analysis pervading,the report series. Because of this 

financial theme, and because' ultimately a major recom·· 

mendation of this report entails the financial structure 

of Chancery and Circuit Clerks' Offices, this SUbsection 

presents a brief fiscal overview of the offices. 

a. The Office of the Chancery Clerk 

The Office of Chancery Clerk is funded through two 

primary sources. These sources are fees from private 

individuals and from county general funds. The 

combination of monies from these two sources produce 

the costs of clerical work done for the chancery 

court. Appendix A presents a county-by-county break-' 

out of income sources. In 1978, chancery clerks' 

offices received $2.66 million from the county treasury, 

38Miss • Code Ann. §9-7-l79. 
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$2.35 million from individuals, and $84,358 from 

settlement commissions, tota.lling $5.1 million --

an average of $62,161 per Clerk. As shown in Appen­

dix B, disbursements statewide totalled $2.95 

million, an averag.e of $36,012 per clerk, leaving 

the Clerk with net compens;:.ttion of $2.14 million, 

an average of $26,134 per clerk. 

Under law the Chancery Clerk is required to charge 

fees to private individuals and corporations for 

the recording of legal documents. The receipts from 

private individuals and corporations are paid dir­

ectly to the Office of Chancery Clerk and are reflected 

annually in the Secret.ary of state Report for the 

Office of Chancery Clerk. 

The respective counties pay general funds for the 

operation of the Chancery Clerk's Office and for' 

specific fee-related functions performed by the clerk, 

The amounts of funds expended by counties are repre­

sented annually by the Consolidated statement of 

Receipts and Disbursements - Audited. This audited 

, report is prepared by the Mississippi State Depa~t­

ment of Public Accounts from local accounting source 

documents. Appendix C presents county expenditures 

for Chancery Clerk operating expenses. 

The total costs of operating the Office of Chancery 

Clerk is composed of Payments from Governmental 

Treasuries, Receipts from Private Individuals and 

Corporations, and County Expenditures for operating 

costs of the office. Surveys indicate that 45% of 

county expenditures for deputy clerks and secretarial 

personnel, contractual services and consumable supplies 

are allocated to support the Chancery Court~.9 In 1978, 

39Mississippi Courts Master Plan: Courts Study VoL I, ch.4, p. 52. 
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this comes to a projected $713,856. (A 10% per year 

increase was added to 95% of the 1976 figure in Appen­

dix Ci these costs include clerical services for the 

chancery courts and for youth courts in those counties 

having youth courts.)40 Data contained in Appendix D 

represent the court-related monies paid on a fee basis 

from governmental treasuries and receipts from pri­

vat~ individuals and corporations. Of total receipts 

in these areas, 35% of governmental treasury receipts 

($937,857) are court-related and 94% of private indi­

viduals receipts ($2,217,778) are court-related. 

Thus, the total court-related expenditures for the 

Office of Chancery Clerk are projected to be: 

1978 1979* 1980* 1981* 

$3,869~49l $4,682,084 $5,1.50,292 

*A 10% per year increase-is projected. 

Toi:al court and non-court related expenditures of the 

Chi:.tncery Clerk's Office are the sum of county expen­

diture for operating costs and fees received from 

all sources. The 1978 total cost is estima'ted to be 

$6,576,185. Therefore, court·-related expenditures 

account Eor 59% of total expenditures. 

b. The Office of Circuit Clerk 

As in the case of Chancery Clerks, the Office of 

Circuit Clerk is funded through two primary sources: 

private individuals and county general funds. 'J.'he 

combination of monies from the!3e two sources produce 

40Fees paid to the Chancery Clerk's Office for youth court­
related functions amounted to an average $36,366 for fjscal 
years ending September 30, 1975 and 1976. 
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the costs of clerical work done for the circuit and 

for county courts, in counties which have county 

courts. 41 As compiled in Appendix E, Circuit Clerks 

statewide in 1978 received $2.06 million from county 

treasuries and $573,628 from individuals, for a total 

of $2.63 million -- an average $32,124 per clerk's 

off ice. As shm·m in Appendix F, total disbursements 

statewide in 1978 were $1.29 million (average $15,739 

per clerk) leaving a net compensation to the clerks 

of $1.35 million ($16,489 per clerk). 

Under Mississippi law the Circuit Clerk is required 

to charge fees to private individuals and corpora­

tions for recording legal documents. This recording 

effort includes such documents as marriage licenses, 

transcripts, enrollments, and copies. The receipts 

from private individuals and corporations are paid 

directly t.o thel Off ice of the Circuit Clerk and are 

reflected annually in the Secretary of State Report 

for the Office of Circuit Court. 

The respective counties pay general funds for the oper­

ation of the Circuit Clerk's Office and for specific 

functions performed by the clerk. The amounts of 

funds expended by counties are represented annually 

by the Consolidated statement of Receipts and Disburse­

ments - Audited. This audited report is prepared by 

the Mississippi State Department of Public Accounts 

from locally produced accounting source documents. 

The total cost of operating the Office of Circuit 

Clerk is composed of Pay., h:!nts from Governmental 

Treasuries, Receipts from Private Individuals and 

Corporations, and County Expenditures for operat.ing 

costs of the office. Surveys have indicated that 

41Fees paid to Circuit Clerk court-related county court func­
tions amounted to an average of $232,395 for fiscal years 
ending September 30, 1975 and 1976. 
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sixty percent of county expenditures for deputy 

clerks and secretarial personnel, contractual ser­

vices, and consumable supplies are allocated to 

support the Circuit court#42 In 1978, this comes 

to·~ projected $611,014. A 10% per year increase 

is added to the 1976 figure in Appendix 6, which 

lists county expenditures for Circuit Court operating 

expenses in 1975 and 1976. It is important to note 

that in counties with County Courts, the percentage 

figure includes County Court support by the Circuit 

Clerk. 

Data contained in Appendix H present the court-related 

monies paid on a fee basis from governmental trea­

suries and receipts from private individuals and 

corporations for 1977 and 1978. Of total receipts in 

these areas, 51% ($1,046,191) of governmental ·trea­

suries receipts are court-related and 64% ($366,853) 

of private individual receipts are court~re1ated. 

Thus, the total court-related expenditures for the 

Office of Circuit Clerk are projected to be: 

1978 1979* 1980* 1981* 

$2,024,058 $2,226,46? $2,449,108 $2,694,019 

*A 10% per year increase 
\ 

is projected. 

Total court and non-court related expenditures of 

the Circuit Clerk's Office are the sum of county 

expenditures for operating expenses and fees from 

all ~ources. The 1978 total cost is estimated to 

be $4,468,366. Therefore, court-related expenditures 

account for 45% of total expenditures. 

42Mississippi Courts Master Plan, Court Study, Vol. 1, 
pp. 3-64. 
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3. Staffing Patterns 

One means of examining organization and management in 

Chancery and Circuit Clerk's Offices is to document 

staff assignments and personnel organizational patterns. 
The staffing pl:t.ttern characteristics revealed by this 

examination are: 

G overall size of the offices; 

• ratio of supervisory to line and support posi­
tions; 

• degree of specialization of staff and general 
division of labor; and 

• authoritative relationships. 

Based upon data collected in 28 counties, the following 

presents organizational models for small, medium, and 

large offices in the Chancery and Circuit Clerks office 

systems. C 

a. The Office of the Chancery Clerk 

In Figures 1, 2, and 3, which show models of small, 

-medium, and large Chancery Clerks Offices, it may 

be observed that a traditionally hierarchical pat­
tern of organization is present. In the smaller 

courts, deputies report directly to the Chancery 

Clerk. In the medium and large courts, inter­

mediate management staff supervise office divisions. 

Although the models depict the traditional authori­

tative relationship wherepy subordinates report to 

their immediate superior who in turn reports to his 
or her superior, etc., in reality it is common in 

Chancery Clerks' Offices for deputy clerks and as­

sistant deputy clerks to report to and work directly 

-17-
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with the Chancery Clerk as well as with their imme­

diate supervisor. Even in the large offices, staff 

size does not preclude such close interraction of 

staff. 

Generally, support staff perform a combination of 

the various functions in the office with extreme 

specialization being a rarity. On a general level, 

positions may be divided into the areas of court 

support, land-related procedures, and accounting. 

The larger the office, the greater the number and 

specialization of staff in each section. 

b. The Office of the Circuit Clerk 

Circuit Clerks' Offices comparatively are smaller 

than Chancery Clerks' Offices. As illustrated by 

Figures 41 5, and 6, the Circuit Clerks' Offices 

nevertheless display the same basic hierarchical 

organization&l pattern as in the offices of their 

Chancery coun terpar'ts. 

The moderate size of mos't clerk's offices statewide 

necessi·tates minimal specialization. Rather, cross­

training to permit flexibility in staff capabilities 

is the rule. This holds true in the division of 

court and non-court related functions, although to 

some extent, this criteria is found in the allocation 

of functions to positions, as suggested in the model 

organization charts. Thus, a position cDmmonly en­

compasses duties primarily in one area or the other" 

The most common specialization is in the functional 

areas of accounting and filing. 

An inventory of Chancery and Circuit Clerks" Office posi­

tions from which the models are drawn appears at Figures 

9 and 10 in the context of the following subsection. 

-21- . 
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4. Distribution of Court/Non-Court Related Functions 

Mississippi clerks' offices are a blending of court and 

non-court related functions. As depicted in Figures 7 

and 8, the court-related functions of the two offices 

are similar in type while the non-court procedures are 

diverse in both offices. 

A direct and simple approach was taken in delineating 

the distribution of clerks' office resources between 
court and non-court related functions. Each position 

in the two offices in the 28 counties sampled was asked 

to estimate a percentage breakout of time spent on each, 

based upon the criteria contained in Figure 7 and 8. 

The results of this survey are found in Figures 9 and 10. 

In the 28 counties, an estimated thirty-four percent 

(one-third, of all personnel time in the Chancery Clerk's 

Office is spent on court-related 'business with the re" 
mainder on non-court related matters. In the Circuit 

Clerk's Office, the 28 counties yield a reversed distri­

bution. Sixty-two percent (nearly two-thirds) of all 

personnel time is spent on court business with the re­

maining one-third on non-court matters. 

This subsection has focused on those factual characteristics 

of Mississippi clerk's offices pertinent to the ensuing 

organization and management analysis. The overview of pro­

cedures, financial management, staffing patterns, and court/ 

non-court functional distribution leads to the two main 

avenues of analysis: organizational and fiscal structure. 

The separate and interrelated aspects of these two areas is 

explored in the fOllowing. 
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FIGURE 7 

DELINEATION OF COURT AND NON-COURT RELATED 
FUNCTIONS IN CHANCERY CLERK'S OFFICES 

COURT RELATED 

In-court ~~,eri6al support 

Statutorily-mandated recordkeeping 
and processing 

· last wills and testaments 
· other probate documents 

indexes 
guardians hips 
judgments, orders 

• minute books 
· docket books 
• lunacy cases 

Records management 

Finance management 

NON-COURT RELATED 

Mineral lease stamps 

Processing land sales~ delinquent taxes, 
land redemption, etc. 

Clerk duties for Board of Supervisors 

Duties as County Auditor and Treasurer 

Copying tax rolls 
t 

Processing application for homestead exemp­
tion from certain taxes 

Recording discharges 

Processing URESA fees 
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FIGURE 8 

DELINEATION OF COURT AND NON-COURT RELATED 
FUNCTIONS IN CIRCUIT CLERK'S OFFICES 

COURT RELATED 

In-court clerical support 

Statutorily mandated recordkeeping 
and processing 

· judgments 
orders 
minutes 
jury book 

· general docket 
It. • 

crl.ml.nal docket 
· pardons of convictions 

indexes 
subpoena docket 
transcripts of records 

Jury management 

Calendar management support 

Records management 

Finance management 

NON-COURT RELATED 

Voter registration 

Corrupt Practices Act services 

Election Commissioner assistances, 
poll book purging 

Vital statistics (manage, etc.) 

Manage license issuance 

Transcripts, enrollments, copies, etc. 
on non-court records 
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COUNTY 

Adams 

Bolivar 

Coahoma 

DesC'to ' . 

: 

- , 

FIGURE 9 

ESTIMATED COURT/NON-COURT RELATED 
TIME DISTRIBUTION BY POSITION: 

CHANCERY. CLERK'S OFFICE 

------
Position Title Full . Time/ - Di-s.tx:,ibution· 

~- ---
Part Time Court Non-

.Court. - ,-

Chancery Clerk FT 
Chief Deputy FT 50% 50% 
Deputy Clerk FT 50% 50% 
Deputy Clerk FT 50% 50% 
Deputy Clerk FT 50% 50% 
Deputy Clerk FT 50% 50% 
.Deputy Clerk FT 50% 50% 
ll300kkeeper FT 0% 100% 
Bookkeeper FT 0% 100% 
Bookkeeper l!"T 0% 100% 

Chancery Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk FT 55% 45% 
Deputy Clerk FT 30% "/0% 
Deputy Clerk \ E~T 

, :?5% 75% 

Chancery Clerk F'l' 
Probate Clerk P'll 99% 1% 
Recorder FT 20% 80% 
Recorder FT 20% 80% 
Head Bookkeeper FT 0% 100% 
Computer Oper- FT 0% 100% ator 
Purchase Clerk FT 0% 100% 

Cha.ncery Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk PT 100% 0% 
Head Bookkeeper FT 0% 100% 
Computer Oper--: FT 0% 100% ator 
Assistant Book-· FT 0% 100% keeper 
Assistant Book- FT 0% 100% keeper 
Assistant-Land FT 0% 100% 
Assistant-Land FT 0% 100% 
Assistant- E'T 0% 100% 

Chattel 
Assistant- FT 0% 100% 

Chattel 

I 
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COUNTY 

Forrest 

r 

Grenada 

Hancock 

Harrison 

FIGURE 9 (continued) 

ESTIMATED COURT/NON-COURT RELATED 
TIME DISTRIBUTION BY POSITION: 

CHANCERY CLERK'S OFFICE 

Position Title Full 'l'ime/ Dis.tribution 
Non-. Part Time Court .Court 

Chancery Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk .... FT 0% 100% Bookkeeper 
Deputy Clerk .... FT 0% 100% Bookkeeper 
General Clerk PT 0% 100% 
Clerk .... Records FT 50% 50% 
Chief Deputy FT 0% 100% 
Receiving Clerk FT 0% 100% 
Receivi.ng Clerk FT 25% 75% 
Deputy Clerk- FT 100% 0% Court 
Deputy Clerk- FT 10J% 0% Court 
General Clerk FT 100% 0% 

Chancery Clerk FT 
Chief Deputy FT 50% 50% 
Deputy Clerk FT 50% 50% 
Deputy Clerk FT 50% 50% 
Clerk FT 50% 50% 

Chancery Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk- FT 75% 25% Court 
Deputy Clerk- FT 50% 50% Court 
Deputy Clerk- FT 50% 50% Court 
Deputy Clerk PT 10% 90% 

Chancery Clerk FT 
Chief Deputy FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk FT 100% 0% 
Depu'l:.y Clerk FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk- FT 5% 95% Land 
Deputy Clerk- FT 5% 95% Land 
Deputy Clerk- FT 5% 95% Land 
Deputy Clerk- FT 0% 100% Land .. 
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COUNTY 

Harrison 
(continued) 

Hinds 

Humphreys 

Jack::;on 

Jefferson 

FIGURE 9 (continued) 

ESTIMATED COURT/NON-COURT RELATED 
TIME DISTRIBUTION BY POSITION: 

CHANCERY. CLERK I S OF]' ICE 

Position Title Full Time/ Di:s.tr;ibution, 
Part Time Court Non-

Court 

D.eputy Clerk-
FT 0% 100% Land 

Chief Deputy-
FT 0% 100% Accounting 

Deputy Clerk-
FT 0% 100% Accounting 

Deputy Clerk-
F'l' Accounting 0% 100% 

Deputy Clerk-
FT 0% 100% Accounting 

Deputy Clerk-
FT 0% 100% Accounting 

Deputy Clerk-
Accounting FT . 0% 100% 

Deputy Clerk-
FT '0% 100% Land 

Copier FT 50% 50% 

Chancery Clerk FT 

Chancery Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk FT 15% 85% 

Chancery Clerk 
Deputy Clerk PT 50% 50% 
Deputy Clerk PT 50% 50% 
Deputy Clerk PT 50% 50% 
Deputy Clerk PT 50% 50% 
Deputy Clerk PT 50% 50% 
Deputy Clerk FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerks FT 50% 50;; 

(ten) 

Chancary Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk FT 20% 80% 
Deputy Clerk FT 10% 90% 
Chief Depu·l:.y 

FT 50% 50% Clerk 
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COUNTY 

Jones 

Kemper 

Lauderdale 

FIGURE 9 (continued) 

ESTIMATED COURT/NON-COURT l1ELATED 
TIME DISTRIBUTION BY POSITION: 

CHANCERY, CLERK t S OFFICE 

Position Title Full Time/ Dis,tr.ibution. 
Non"': Part Time Court ,Court 

Chancery Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk- FT 0% 100% Bookkeeping 
Deputy Clerk- FT 0% 100% Bookkeeping 
Depu·ty Clerk- FT 0% 100% Bookkeeping 
Deputy Clerk- FT 100% 0% Court 
Deputy Clerk- FT 100% 0% Court 
Deputy Clerk- FT 100% 0% Court 

Chancery Clerk FT 

Chancery Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk- FT 100% 0% Court: 
D~puty Clerk-

Court FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk- FT 100% 0% Court 
Clerk-Court PT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk- FT 100% 0% Court 
Deputy Clerk- FT 0% 100% Bookkeeping 
Deputy Clerk-

Bookkeeping FT 0% 100% 

Clerk-Secretary FT 0% 100% 
Deputy Clerk- F.T 0% 100% Land 
Deputy Clerk- FT 0% 100% Records 
Deputy Clerk- FT 0% 100% Records 
Deputy Clerk- FT 0% 100% Records 
Deputy Clerk- FT 0% 100% Records 
CPA-Clerk PT 0% 100% 
Deputy Clerk PT 0% 100% 
Deputy Clerk PT 0% 100% 
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(continued) 

Lowndes 

(I 

Leake 

LeFlore 

( 

.' ~', 
Lee 
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FIGURE 9 (c0l1tinued) 

ESTIMATED COURT/NON-COURT RELATED 
TIME DISTRIBUTION BY POSITION: 

CHANCERY CLERK'S OFFICE 

.. 
Position Title Full .TimE.'../ . Distx:,ibution. 

. 

Part Time Court: Non-
,Court ---. 

Deputy Clerk PT 0% 100% 
Deputy Clerk PT 0% 100% 
Deputy Clerk FT 0% 100% 

Chancery Clerk FT 
Ceputy Clerk FT 100% 0% 
CETA FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk-Tax FT 0% 100% 
Deputy Clerk'-Tax FT 0% 100% 
Helper FT 0% lOO"l; 
Deputy Clerk- FT 0% 100% 

Personnel 
Deputy Clerk~ FT 0% 100% 

Personnel 
Helper l?T 0% 100% 
Helper--·UCC FT 0% 100% 
CETA-Land FT 0% 1.00% 

Chancery Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk FT 50% 50% 
Deputy Clerk FT 5% 95% 

Chancery Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk~ FT 100% 0% 

Court 
Deputy Clerk-

I,l. 

FT 30% 70% 
Land 

Deputy Clerk- FT 70% 30% 
UCC 

Deputy Clerk FT 0% 100% 
Deputy Clerk FT 0% 100% 
Deputy Clerk- FT 0% 100% 

Bookkeeper 

Chancery Clerk FT 
Chief Depu·l:.y FT 25% 75% 
Deputy Clerk FT 0% 100% 
Deputy Clerk FT 0% 100% 
Deputy Clerk FT 0% 100% 
General Clerk PT 50% 50% 
Clerk-Retire- PT 25% 75% 

ment 
Deputy Clerk- FT 100% 0% 

Court 

... _-------
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COUNTY 
.. 

, 
I,ee 

(continued) 

Monroe 

r 

Newton 

Rankin 

Washington 

FIGURE 9 (continued) 

ESTIMATED COURT/NON-COURT RELATED 
TIME DISTRIBUTION BY POSITION: 

CHANCERY CLERK'S OFFICE 

Position Title Full Ti.me/ Dis.t.r:ibution. 
Non-Part Time. Court· .Cburt 

.. ~ 

. 
Deputy Clerk- FT 75% 25% Court 
Deputy Clerk- FT 0% 100% Land 
Deputy Clerk- FT 0% 100% Land 

Chancery Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk- FT 90% 10% Court 
Clerk PT 30% 70% 
Deputy Clerk- FT 0% 100% Records 
Deputy Clerk- FT 0% 100%· Records 
Deputy Clerk- FT 0% 100% Records 
Recording PT 10% 90% 
Deputy Clerk- FT 0% 100% Bookkeeping 
Bookkeeper-CETA FT 0% 100% 
Bookkeeper PT 0% 100% 

Chancery Clerk FT 

Chancer:y Clerk FT 
Chief Deputy FT 0% 100% 
Deputy Clerk- FT 0% 100% Bookkeeping 
Deputy Clerk- FT 100% 0% Court 
Deputy Clerk- FT 0% 100% Land 
Deputy Clerk- FIX' no. 100% Land v-o 

Deputy Clerk- FT 0% 100% Bookkeeping 

Chancery Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk- Ffl' 95% 5% Court 
Deputy Clerk FT 50% 50% 
Deputy Clerk FT 50% 50% 

--
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FIGURE 9 (continued) 

ESTIMATED COURT/NON-COURT RELATED 
TIME DISTRIBUTION BY POSI'l'ION: 

CHANCERY CLERK'S OFFICE 

- -- ----
Position Title Full Time/ . Distr:ibution 

__ I 

Part Time Court- Non·-- . Court -

I 
-

Geneal Clerk FT 50% 50% Deputy Clerk-
Land FT 50% 50% 

Deputy Clerk-
Land FT 50% 50% 

General Clerk FT 100% 0% General Office PT 50% 50% General Office PT 50% 50% 
Chancery Clerk FT 
Chief Deputy i!'T 5% 95% Deputy Clerk-

Court FT 95% 5% 
Def)uty Clerk·'BS .FT 5% 95% Depu.ty Clerk-. -

Records FT 5% 95% 
Deputy Clerk-

FT Records . 5% 95% 
Deputy Clerk FT 3% 97% Deputy Clerk-

Accounting FT 5% 95% 
Deputy Clerk-

FT Accounting 5% 95% 
Deputy Clerk-· 

FT Court 95% 5% 
Deputy Clerk PT 10% 90% Deputy Clerk PT 50% 50% Deputy Clerk PT 50% 50% 

- - - .. _-:--;:- . 
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COUNTY 

Adams 

Alcorn 

Bolivar 

Coahoma 

Copiah 

Desoto 

E'orrest 

George 

. *County paid 

FIGURE 10 

ESTIMATED COURT/NON-COURT RELATED 
TIME DISTRIBUTION BY POSITION: 

CIRCUIT CLER~'S OFFICE 

-
Position Title Full Time/ Dis.tr.ibution. 

Non-' Part Time Court· .Court 

Circuit Clerk FT 
Chief Deputy FT 90% 10% 

Clerk 
Deputy Clerk FT 90% 10% 
Deputy Clerk FT 50% 50% 
Deputy Clerk- FT 40% 60% 

County* 

Circuit Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk FT 34% 66% 
Deputy Clerk FT 16% 84% 
Deputy Clerk FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk PT 20% 80% 

Circuit Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk FT 50% 50% 
Deputy Clerk FT 50% 50% 
Deputy Clerk FT 50% 50% 

. 
Circuit Clerk Frr 
Deputy Clerk FT 20% 80% 
Deputy Clerk Frr 20% 80% 
Depu.t.y Clerk-EL PT 0% 100% 
Deputy Clerk PT 50% 50% 

Circuit Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk FT 95% 5% 
Deputy Clerk PT 5% 95% 

Circuit Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk FT 50% 50% 
Clerk PT 90% 10% 

Circuit Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk FT 34% 66% 
Deputy Clerk FT 34% 66% 
Deputy Clerk FT 100% 0% 
Deputy CleJ:'k FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk FT 50% 50% 

Circuit Clerk FT 
Chief Deputy FT 75% 25% 
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Hinds 

Jackson 

-

FIGURE 10 (continued) 

ESTIMATED COURT/NON-COURT RELATED 
TIME DISTRIBUTION BY POSITION: 

CIRCUIT CLERK'S OFFICE 

Position Title Full Time/ Di.s.t.r.ibution 
Non-Part Time Court .Court 

Deputy Clerk :E'T 25% 75% 

_ Circuit Clerk FT 
Chief Deputy FT 50% 50% 
Deputy Clerk PT 50% 50% 

Circuit Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk FT 90% 10% 
Deputy Clerk FT 5% 95% 

Circuit Clerk FT 
Chief Deputy- FT 100% 0% 

Dist. 
Chief Deputy- FT 100% 0% 

Dist. 
Chief Deputy- FT 100% 0% 

Dist. 
Manager-Dist. FT 25% 75% 
Deputy Clerk FT 100% 0% (12) 
Deputy Clerk FT 0% 100% 

(3) 
Clerks-HLP (4) FT 0% 100% 
Clerks-HLP (2) PT 50% 50% 
Law Students PT 50% 50% 

(3) 

Circuit Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk FT 85% 15% 
File Clerk- PT 95% 5% 

Sununer 
Deputy Clerk FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk PT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk FT 0% 100% 
Deputy Clerk FT 0% 100% 
Deputy Clerk FT 0% 100% 
Deputy Clerk FT 60% 40% 

Circuj,t Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk - FT 100% 1% 
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COUNTY 

Jackson 
(continued) 

f 

I 

Jones 

LeFlore 

Lowndes 

Madison 

Monroe 

Newton 

FIGURE 10 (continued) 

ESTIMATED COURT/NON-COURT RELATED 
TIME DISTRIBUTION BY POSITION: 

CIRCUIT CLERK'S OFFICE 

Position Title E'ull Time/ Dj.·s.tr.ibu:l:.ion. 

Part Time Court Non-
Court" 

Deputy Clerk PT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk PT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk FT 70% 30% 
Deputy Clerk FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk FT 90% 10% 
Deputy Clerk FT 90% 10% 
Deputy Clerk FT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk FT 90% 10% 
Chief Deputy FT 90% 10% 
Deputy Clerk FT 90% 10% 
Deputy Clerk PT 0% 100% 
Deputy Clerk PT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk PT 100% 0% 
Deputy Clerk FT 75% 25% 
Deputy Clerk FT 50% 50% 

Circuit Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk FT 95% 5% 
Deputy Clerk FT 80% 20% 
Deputy Clerk FT 95% 5% 
Deputy Clerk FT 80% 20% 
Deputy Clerk FT 80% 20% 

Circuit Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk FT 50% 50% 
Deputy Clerk PT 50% 50% 
Deputy Clerk PT 50% 50% 

Circuit Clerk FT 

Circuit Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk FT 50% 50% 
Deputy Clerk PT 100% 0% 

Circuit Clerk FT 
Chief Deputy FT 50% 50% 
Deptlty Clerk PT 0% 100% 
Deputy Clerk PT 100% 0% 

Circuit Clerk FT 
Chief Deputy FT 40% 60% 
Dep~t3:l' Clerk FT 40% 60% 
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FIGURE 10 (continued) 

ESTIMATED COURT/NON-COURT RELATED 
TIME DISTRIBUTION BY POSITION: 

CIRCUIT CLERK'S OFF.ICE 

Position Title Full Time/ Di·s.t,J:)ibution. 
Part Time Court'· Non-

.CCiurt -
Deputy Clerk PT 4 o I?; 60% 

Circuit Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk FT 80% 20% 
Deputy Clerk PT 80% 20% 
CETA Worker PT 5:0% 50% 
CETA Worker PT 50% 50% 

Circuit Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk FT 50%' 50% 

Circuit Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk FT 30% 70% 
School Prog. PT 0% 100% 

Circuit Clerk FT 
Chief Deputy FT 85% 15% 
Deputy Clerk FT 90% 10% 
Deputy Clerk FT 50% 50% 
Deputy Clerk FT 25% 75% 

Circuit Clerk FT 
Chief Deputy FT 90% 10% 
Deputy Chief FT 90% 10% 
Deputy Chief FT 90% 10% 

Circuit Clerk FT 

Circuit Clerk FT 
Deputy Clerk PT 60% 40% 

Circuit Clerk FT 
Deputy C1erk-

PT 40% 60% RGT 
Deputy Clerk-

PT 40% 60% RGT 
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B. Organization and Management Analysis 

The organizational and financial management issues in 

Mississippi Clerks' offices are consistent with issues 

pervading clerks' offices in jurisdictions across the 
nation. As judicial branches of government develop their 

management independence and capabilities, issues revolving 

around clerks' offices commonly are integral to the processes 

of change. These issues include court control of its sup­
port functions, the adequacy of clerks' offices funding, and 

the challenge of instituting modern, effective office prac­

tices. C1erl~s' offices are the "hub of the wheel" in judicial 

administrative support; effectiveness in these operations is 

of vital interest to the judicial system. 

On a general level, the issues associated with clerks' of­

fices fall into the categories of organizational and 

management structure, financial management, and procedural/ 
technological systems. In the progression of any judicial 

system, it is logical for the questions of the former two 

areas to be answered before sophistication is sought in the 

latter area. The two research avenues pursued here, duality 

in organizational structure and use of fees in the financial 

st.ructure l are pursued because of the organizational, man­

agerial, and financial needs of clerks offices. As in other 

areas of the judicial system examined by this report series, 

these needs are of first priority in the process of change. 

1. Duality of Organizational Structure 

Consistent with the bifurcated structure of general j'lr­

isdiction trial courts in Mississippi, the clerks' 

offices supporting the Chancery and Circuit Courts are 

separate and distinct agencies. As noted in the pre­

vious discussion, the Chancery Clerks' Office engages 

in predominantly non-court related activities (a two­

to-one ratio) and th~ Circuit Clerks' Office engages in 
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primarily court related activities (a two-to-one ratio). 

Thus, the administrative support function for general 

jurisdiction trial court business is dispersed in two 

agencies, both of whom perform a mix of judicial and 
executive functions. 

A basic precept of modern court administration is the 

necessity for court control over administrative support 

funct.ions. Commonly, the struggle to realize this con­

trol has required better definition and distinction of 
judicial and executive functions wi thin·, county govern­

ment. Logically preceding any alteration of administrative 

mechanisms to enhance court control over support operations 

are attempts to consolidate and streamline the various 
support functions involved. Challenging this general 

process of consolidation and assumption of more direct 

control over support functions in Mississippi are the 

existing circumstances whereby support functions are 

dispersed over two clerks' offices and the fact that 

clerks are elected officials ,accountable directly to the 

public as well as to the judiciary. 

Any recommendation regarding re-structuring of clerks' 

offices should seek to promote the objective of en­

hanced court control over consolidated and streamlined 

clerical support operations. The following recommenda­
tion takes exactly this approach. 

Recommendation. There should be created in the Mississippi 
Judicial System an Office of the Court Clerk, such office 
to provide administrative support to the judicial func­
tions of both the Chancery and Circuit Courts. 

A consolidation of court functions from the Circuit and 

Chancery Clerks' Offices would create a Court Clerks' 
Office in which service to the local judicial branch of 

government jy ~he total concern of the office. such a 
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B. Organization and Management Analysis 

The organizational and financial management issues in 

Mississippi Clerks' offices are consistent with issues 

pervading clerks' offices in jurisdictions across the 

nation. As judicial branches of government develop their 

management independence and capabilities, issues revolving 

around clerks' offices commonly are integral to the processes 

of change. These issues include court control of its sup_· 

port functions, the adequacy of clerks' offices funding, and 

the challenge of instituting modern, effective office prac­

tices. Clerks' offices are the "hub of the wheel" in judicial 

administrative support; effectiveness in these operations is 

of vital interest to the judicial system. 

On a general level, the issues associated with clerks' of­

fices fall into the categories of organizational and 

management structure, financial management, and procedural/ 
technological systems. In the progression of any judicial 

system, it is logical for the questions of the former two 

areas to be answered before sophistication is sought in the 

la tter area. The two resear(~h avenues pursued here, duality 

in organizational structure and use of fees in the financial 

structure, are pursued because of the organizational, man­

agerial, and financial needs of clerks offices. As in other 

areas of the judicial system examined by this report series, 

these needs are of first priority in the process of change. 

1. Duality of Organizational Structure 

consistent with the bifurcated structure of general jur­

isdiction tri.al courts in Mississippi, the clerks' 

offices supporting the Chancery and Circuit Courts are 

separate and distinct agencies. As noted in the pre­

vious discussion 6 the Cha,ncery Clerks' Office engages 

in predominantly non-court related activities (a two­

to-one ratio) and the Circuit Clerks' Office engages in 
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primarily court related activities (a two-to'-one ratio). 
:hus, the administrative support function for general 
Jurisdiction trial court business is dispersed in two 
agencies, both of whom f 
executive functions. 

per orm a mix of judicial and 

A basic preeept of modern 
court administration is the 

;eces~ity for court control over administrative support 
unct~ons. Commonly, the struggle to realize this Con­

trol has required better definition and distinction of 

judicial and executive functions wi thin'· county govern­

ment. Logically preceding any alteration of administrative 
mechanisms to enhance court control over support operations 
are attempts to consolidate and streamline 'che various 
support fUnctions involved. Challenging this general 
process of consolidation and 

assumption of more direct 
control Over support functions in Mississippi are the 

existing circumstances whereby support functions are 
dispersed over two clerks' offices and the fact that 
clerks are elected officials accountable . 

d~rectly to the 
public as well as to the judiciary. 

Any recommendation regarding re-structuring of clerks' 

offices should seek to promote the objective of en­

hanced court control over consolidated and streamlined 

clerical support operations. The following recommenda­
tion takes exactly this approach. 

A consolidation of court functions from the Circuit and 

Chancery Clerks' Offices WOuld create a Court Clerks' 

Office in which service to the local judicial branch of 
government is the total Concern of the office. Such a 
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structure clearly delineates the separation of powers 
within the state and would present better opportunity to 

the local judici.ary for enhanced administrative control 

of clerical support operations. 

A consolidated court clerks' office ultimately should be 

more cost-effective than the present structure due to 

efficiencies realized by combining the court-related 

functions of the Chancery and Circuit Clerks' Offices. 

These functions are similar in each office and lend 

themselves to more efficient performance by trained 

staff of a single court clerks' office. 

The expenditu~es (cost) of the propose2 Court Clerk and 

County Clerk Offices should be approximately equal to 

court-related expenditures of the Chancery and Circuit 

Clerks' Offices. Earlier in this report, it was esti­

mated that in 1978, fifty-nine percent (59%) of Chancery 

Clerk costs and forty-five percent (45%) of Circuit Clerk 

costs are court-rela,!:,ed. Interestingly, estimates of the 

percentage breakout IOf personnel time yielded thirty-four 

percent (34%) court-related personnel time in the Chancery 

Clerk's Office and sixty~two percent (62%) in the Circuit 

Clerks' office. In the proposed Court Clerk/County Clerk 

structure, assuming a re-distribution of costs and time 

as delineated above, the Office of Court Clerk would cost 

just over half of what total costs for Chancery and Cir­

cuit Clerks' Offices; presentl:i' are, and just under half 
of total personnel t:ime in both offices would be accounted 

for by the per~)onnel. of the Court Clerk's Office. Thus, 

the re-distribution would result in offices of approxi­
mately the same SiZE! and cost as in the present structure, 

as depicted in FiguI:e 11. 

In 1980, it is est~\ated that the proposed Office of Court 

Clerk statewide would cost an estimated $7.1 million 
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based upon present cost structures and rates· th , e pro-

po~ed County Clerks' Office would cost $6.2 million. 

ThlS compares to present total costs of $7.95 million 

for the Chancery Clerks' Office and $5 4 'II' f • ml 10n or 

the Circuit Clerks' Office. 43 However, of utmost im­

portance is the potential savings to be r.ealized by 1) 

removal of the court clerk 1- f .:rom a ee basis to a salary 

basis of compensation (se0 

tion), and 2) efficiencies 

of court-related functions 

discussion later in this sec­

resulting from consolidation 

(e.g. elimination of records). 

FIGURE Jd 

Present Structure Propos,l:d structure* 

Chancery Circuit Court County 
Clerk Clerk Clerk Clerk 

Court Related Cost 59% 45% 100%* 

Non-Court Related 31% 55% 0 100% Cost 

Court Related Time 34% 62% 100%** 0 
I 

Non-Court Related 66% 38% 0 100% Time 

* Addin C g hancery and Clrcul.t court 1 
**Of total costs of both offices. re ated costs results in 52% 

Adding Chancery and Circuit court of total time of both offices.' related time results in 48% 

savlngs is unknown -- "net The exact amount of potential ' 

is not appropriately compared to 

Clerks because of the basic fin­

ancial structur.al d'ff 1 erences of present and recommended 

compensation H of clerks 

salary levels for Court 

~4~3~S~e-e~V-o~1-um--e--I-V--o-f--'-------, this report series, Mississippi Courts·. 
Flscal Analysis. --
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systems, and cost efficiencies from consolidation of 

court-related functions are difficult to estimate be­

cause structural changes in the proposed system would 

creat~ changes in the method of providing and estimating 

cost of delivery of court-related services. An extremely 

rough estimate of potential cost savings is up to $1 mil­

lion, bringing the annual cost of the Office of Court 
Clerk to $6.1 million. 

The issue of appointed clerks is a highly visible one in 

jur.icial administration debate. The most commonly cited 

advantage of an elected clerk system is the direct rela­

tionship between elected officials and the public both 

in .determination of who occupies the office and in the 

responsiveness of the office in providing services to the 

community. The most commonly cited disadvantage of the 

elected clerk system relates to the fact that the elec­

torate generally is not kllowledgeable or is apathetic 

about the office and is therefore not in the best posi~ 

tion to control it. In elected systems, individuals may 

hold office for long periods Qf time, being re-elected 

only because of name recognition and incumbancy status. 

Furthermore, the direct relationship between clerk and 

the public in elected systems may be viewed as a disadvan­

tage to the extent that the judges are unable to invoke 

responsive and effective administrative support from the 
clerk. 

The virtues of a direct democratic process (i.e. election 

of clerks) is best realized when the elected clerk is a 

county official performing numerous community services. 

In small counties, these services commonly encompass ju­
dicial administrative support with no separation of 

judicial and executive powers deemed appropriate. In 

Mississippi, the present Chancery Clerk is predominantly 

a county executive official and under the proposed recom­

mendation would continue to be an elected official having 
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numerous executive functions associated with the office. 
The proposed Court Clerk is recommended as an appointed 

official in order to structure within the system a selec­

ti.on process maximizing court control of administrative 

support functions and selection based upon merit qualifi­

cations as a manager. 

Recommendation. The proposed Court Clerk should be an 
appointed official, selected by a majority of the Chan­
cery and Circuit judges serving the county. The proposed 
County Clerk should continue to be an elected official. 

2. Financial Structure 

As is the characteristic of Mississippi judicial system 

financial structure as a whole, the chancery and circuit 

clerks' offices possess a patchwork of revenue and expen­
diture fund flows. 44 Fees are received from individuals 

and corporations and county general funds flow through 

these operations in proportion to th~ level of specific 
functions performed by the clerk. In addition, certain 

operational costs of the offices are funded directly by 

county general funds. Total operational costs, including 

44Th M' , , 'c f e ~ss~ss~pp~ ourts are unded by a combination of state, 
local, federal, and private sources. This combination of 
funding sources places the Mississippi courts in a unique 
financial manaqement position. The Supreme Court, t.he Clerk 
of the Supreme Court, Supreme Court Commissioners, and the 
state La'Yl Library are, with the exception of small and occa­
sional federal grants, state funded. Another court support 
agency, the Mississippi Judicial Council, is funded primar­
ily through federal grants. Additionally, the salaries, 
travel, and office expense allotment of $4,000 is paid by 
the State for chancellors and circuit judges. Local govern­
ment expenditures cover pro-rata county court costs for the 
chancery court, circuit court, and offices of the chancery 
and circuit clerk. statute mandated fees from private in­
dividuals also are used to support the operations of the 
circuit and chancery clerks' offices. The county, with the 
exception of federal matching funds for certain judicial 
services, pays all the costs for county and youth courts. 
The only exception to these is the Harrison County Family 
Court, which is funded through a federal grant. 
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the clerk.s' personal compensation, are supported by th·c 

combination of these funds. 

The fee-related fund flow makes clerks' offices finan­
cial structure similar to a private business model in 

which revenue is generated for goods and services pro­

vided, expenses are paid out of these revenues, and 

the balance constitutes profit. The incentive in such 

a system is to maximize revenues' and minimize expc:mdi­
tures, thereby maximizing profits. The question properly 

is raised whether or not chancery and circuit clerks' 

compensation should be the "profi·t" of the offices' oper­

atic:ms. 

The far more common method of compensation is that of 
salary derived from state or local general funds. The 

.salary system divorces operational revenues and expendi­

tures from personal compensation. Salary levels for 

clerks and all other office personnel ideally are set in 

conformance with comparable job markets. (Examples 

include other local Mississippi elected officials sal­

aries, management salaries in Mississippi's private 

sector, and clerks' salaries in general jurisdiction 

trial courts of other states. The number of staff em" 
ployed ideally is determined by needs analysis, using 

quantitative workload measures to arrive at the optimal 

staff number required to support judicial business. 

This approach eliminates the incentive to hire only 

the number of pOf?itions that can be "afforded" by exist­

ing fund flows (e.g. fees). 

A salary basis of compensation eliminates disincent:ives 

in revenue generation and operating expenditures and 

better protects the financial structure from potent.ial 
abuse. The existing structure not only makes immin.ently 

-45-

I 
,1' ! 
~ 11 

l 

possible questionable financial accounting, but lends 

i ts,elf to the appearance of abuse even when the account­
ing is legitimate and justifiable. 

In the existing system, clerks report annually to the 

Secr<ary of State all revenues, ex :r;endi tures, and net 
compensation. Presumably, this disclosure is intended 

not only to compile financial volume data but also to 

surface irregularly, high net compensation to clerks 

which would raise the question of disprop6rtionate 

ratio of revenues to expenditures. Theoretically, the 

resource demand (operating costs) of the offices serve 

to keep in proportion the clerks net compensation, and 

if this compensation is out of proportion, it is possible 

·that the operations of the office (and services provided) 
are overly sparse at the expense of effective judicial 

administration. As a check against such irreg'ularities, 
the present reporting system fails because it is pos" 

sible to report inaccurately on the Secretary of State 

accounting form. In any event, reporting methods are 
not uniform among the counties of the State. 

The present reporting system asks for itemization of ex­

penses in the categories of "Salaries and Wages Paid", 
and "Other Expenses Paid". In this latter category, 

expenses commonly are reported for items that ,~re either 
undefined or for items which are not commonly related 

to the normal compensation package of an elected official. 
For example, one clerk reported a $6,000 "public rela­

tions" expense and $3197.18 in "miscellaneous office 
expense." It is simply not possible to determine 

whether all these costs or others like them on other 

reports are legitimate. Other clerks reported significant 
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automobile expenses, advertising, income tax, and 

club memberships (e.g. American Legion, Rotary, 

Forty and Eight, and Francels Hunting Club). Al­

though some of these and other reported expenses 

muy be justifiable office expenses, there are no 

s 1:.r.i.ct. gui delines governing the reporting system 

and much \" .:ra./ area" exists, allowing clerks to 

report W~1~. :,eVf' ': expenses t~~(..· .... deem appropriate. 

The incentives in the system are'similar to the per­

sonal federal and state income reporting systems. An 

incentive exists to maximize itemized deductions to 

minimize ne't earnings. Just as the "gray areas" of tax 

la\'l invite abuse, so do the "gray areas" in the clerks 

reporting system invite abuse. 

·It was stated earlier that a salary basis of compensation 

helps eliminate "the appearance of abuse as well as actual 

potential for abuse~ Automobile expenses are a case in 

point. Whereas 'under a salary system the clerk receives 

a sala~y.and may very well have access to a county vehicle, 

the fee system allows accounting for the personal vehicle 

o~ the clerk as an office expense, thus reducing the re­

ported level of net compensation. In both systems, the 

clerk is compensated with cash and vehicle use, but under 

the salary system, the government ownership of the v~hicle, 

along with rules for its use, provide a more regulated 

means of including transportation as compensation to the 

office. 

Besides its preferability with respect to financial struc­

ture ~ntegrity, the salary basis creates a simpler overall 

flow of funds. All fees from individuals would revert 

,directly to state or local general funds; fees from county 

government would be subsumed into the basic funding source 
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of the offices, direct allocation from state or local 

general funds. As seen in Figure 12, the salary system 

places the state or local general fund in the center of 

the funds flow as, opposed to the present system's re­

liance on the clerks' office itself as the center of 

funds flow. 

It should be stressed that because the funds flow in the 

present and recommended systems' are so different, the 

items of net compensation to clerk (present system) and 

clerk's salary (recommended system) are barely compar­

able. In the latter, the amount would be fixed and 

placed within a range reflecting consistency throughout 

the state. The entire mechanism of deducting operating 

expenses from fees receivE!d would be replaced by a sys­

tem divorcing revenues from expenditures. This divorce 

permits emergence of the principle of providing adequate 

levels of judicial services regardless of revenue gener­

ation . by the judicial syst.em. 

Recommendation. The fee basis in the financial structure 
of the Chancery and Circuit Clerks' Offices should be 
replaced by a salary system wherein the Clerk and support 
staff are compensated by salaries derived from state or 
local general funds; similarly, all office expenses 
should be covered by general funds. 

A conversion from a fee to a salary basis should be made 

regardless of the level of state funding, as discussed 

below. 

3. State Funding of the Office of the Court Clerk 

The two major recommendations made in this discussion thus 

far are 1) reorganization of local clerks' offices to 

create a separate Office of the Court Clerk responsible 

for all court-related functions, and 2) reorganization 

-48-
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FIGURE 12 

COMPARISON OF FUND FLOWS: 
PRESENT VS. RECOMMENDED SYSTEMS 

REV E N U E S --------

PRESENT SYSTEM: FEE BASIS INCLUDED 

Fees from Individuals , 
and Corporations 7 

Clerk's Payment from , 
County Treasury 7 Office 

\ County General Funds 1 
I "7 

~ 
. I 

Fines and Forfeitures I 

I 
RECOMMENDED SYSTEM: SALARY BASIS INCLUDED 

Fees from Individuals ~ State or County and Corporations 

H 
.. . 

Fines and Forfeit~lres General Fund -

Operating Expenses 
"- " Net 
/ (Staff Sal1:lries and 

,/ (Clerk's Compensation) Office Expenses) 

" 
Clerk's Office Operating Expenses 

/ (All Salaries and Office Expenses) 

l 
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r 

1 
j 
j 

{ 



7 

of financial structure to replace the present fee system 

with a salary system for personnel compensation with 

general public funds supporting all salaries and opera­

ting expenses. It is now recommended that consideration 

be given to state assumption of the costs of the Offices 

of Court Clerks. state financing would be offset by a 

re-distribution of court-generated revenues (filing fees, 

fines, and forfeitures) in proportion to the level of 

state financing. 

Recommendation. The recommended Office of the Court 
Clerk should be a priority area for greater assumption 
of costs by the State. 

This recoITm1endation is consistent with the recommenda­

tions in Volume IV of this report series that the 

judicial system generally progress . toward increased 

state funding. It is also consistent with the recommen­

dations of Volume II of this report series regarding 

creation of a Magistrates Division of the Circuit Court 

and state funding of that function. The result is a con­

solidation of local clerks' office support functions into 
a single state funded organization. The Office of Court 

Clerk would support the Chancery, Circuit (including 

Magistrates Division). and County <.currently served by 

staff workihg under the Circuit Clerk) courts. 

As discussed in Volume IV of this report series, a major 

reason for increased state funding lies in increased 

opportunity for promotion of uniformity in judicial admin­

istration. A consolidated st&te trial court clerks 

office in each county presents an excellent organiza­

tiona+ vehicle to standardize and upgrade the delivery 

of judicial administration services. With specific re­

gaJ:-d to financial management, the state-funded Office 

of the Court Clerk would operate in a straight-forward 
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fund flow system in which fiscal practices are more 

accountable. 

C. Summary 

This report section has' dealt with two fundamemtll.l structural 

aspects of Mississippi clerks' offices -- organizational and 

financial structure. Major alteration in these areas are 

recommended. The ultimate structure in the recommendations 
envisions an Office of the Court Clerk responsible for admin­

istrative support of all trial courts in the county. The 

Office would be state-funded with all salaries and operating 

expenses paid for by state general funds. The proposed 

structure contrasts with the bifurcated court clerks organ­

ization (Chancery and Circuit) funded by fees and county 

general funds. 

The above structural recommendations are a necessary fore­

runner to organizational and managerial improvements in areas 

of less magnitude. For example, after a consolida'ted Court 

Clerk's Office is in place, attention may appropriately be 

given to records management. improvements.· "Well-bound book;:;11 

as prescribed by statute may be replaced with more versatile, 

less costly record formats. Development in personnel manage­

ment may ,ensue by employing pers.onnel administration tools 
designed specifically. for judicial systems. Also, if the ~ 

.clerical support function were court-related only, it would 

be possible to develop better support mechanisms for caseflow 

(e.g. calendar management), an area which is court-specific 

and central to the operation of court systems • 

. The reco~endations for change in the organizational and finan­

cial structure of Mississippi clerks' offices must be viewed 

in the context of progressive change in Mississippi's judi­

cial system as a whole. Clerks' offices are central to local 
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court system operations and change in these organizations 

must be made in concert with other judicia.l syst.em changes 

such as lower court organization, overall judicial system 

funding patterns, and general jurisdiction trial (~ourt 

organization. No doubt the elements of the recomrr.ended 

structure will undergo thorough debate/ and implementation 

may proceed on a gradual basis with the more urgent needs, 

such as replacement of the fee basis of compensation with 

a salary basis, being implemented first. Regardless of the 

degree of gradualism chosen by system decision makers, 

Mississippi should begin now moving down the road to change; 

the amount of ground to cover is substantial and the rewards 

of change are plentiful. 

-52-
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III. COURT REPORTERS 

A. Profile of Mississippi Court Reporters 

Reporting of courtroom proceedings in Mississippi's trial 
courts of record is the responsibility of official court 

reporters appointed by Ch.ancery and Circuit Court judges. 

In the Chancery Court, 39 court reporters presently serve 

the 20 judicial districts (ranging from one to four per 

district); in the Circuit Court there are presently 14 

court reporters within six of the 20 judicial districts 

(ranging from one to three per district). Many of the 
structural characteristics of Mississippi's court report­

ing system are determined by statute, as discussed below. 

1. Statutory Authorization of Court Reporters 

Mississippi law provides that each Circuit Cou~t Judge 

and each Chancellor shall appoint a competent person 
'h' , 't45 th ' 'd as court reporter ~n ~s D~str~c An oa ~s requ~re 

of the court reporter before assuming office. The oath 

requires the faithful discharge of all official functions 

th h -f' 46 , tm t t k' f at accompany t e of ~ce. Upon appo~n en, a ~ng 0 

the oath required, and filing of bond, the court reporter 

becomes an officer of the court and holds office for a 

term of four years unless sooner removed. 47 It is un­

lawful for the court reporter to resign or vacate the 

office so 10lng as any business connected with the office 
remains unfinished. 48 

The Circuit Court Judge, Chancellor/or County Court 

Judge may by court order entered upon the minutes ap­

point an additional court reporter for a term or partial 

45 , 
M~ss·. Code Ann. §9-l3-l. 

46 l' :r- ~ss. Code Ann. §9-l3-3. 
47 , 

M~Ss. Code Ann. §9-l3-5. 
48 

Miss. Code Ann. §9-l3-5. 
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term. The duties I' qualificatiens, and cempensatien 
fer any additienal ceurt reperters are the same as 
these required and previded fer the efficial ceurt 
reperter. Terminatien ef an additienal ceurt repert­
er may eccur at any time in the judge's discretien 
when he determines that the need fer an extra ceurt 

reperter ne lenger eXists. 49 

The salary fer Circuit and Chancery ceurt re~orters 

is fixed at an annual rate ef $14,000 and payable pro­
pertienately te time served lOut ef the general funds 

of the county treasuries of the several counties in 

each respective court district. 50 

Mississippi law provides for a court reporter's tax 

fe~e. In each court matter where a plea or answer is 
filed and in probate or any other matter wherein the 

court reporter actually serves, a tax fee of $10.00 
shall be collected as costs and paid into the treasury 

of the county in which the case is tried.5l 

Among the multiple duties required of the effice, the 
court reporter attends each session of the court and 

takes full and cemplete stenographic notes of all oral 

evidence and other oral proceedings, except arguments 
of counsel. The court reporter is required to nete the 

order in which evidence is introduced; identify depe­
sitions, exhibits, and other evidence; note oral arguments 
and objectiens ef counsel and rulings IOf the ceurt.52 

Upon demand ef either party to any casle, 
reperter shall, within sixty days of the 

the ceurt 
trial's cenclu-

49 , 
50M~SS. Code Ann. §9-l3-7. 

51Miss • Cede Ann. §9-l3-l9. 

52Miss • Code Ann. §9-l3-22. 
Miss'. Code Ann. §9-·l3-25. 
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sion, or from the time of demand, complete a type­

written copy cf all matters recorded. The ceurt 
reporter is required te preserve his netes ~nd file 

the com~~eted transcript in the apprepriate clerk's 
office. 

The court reporter is required to maintain proper 

custedy of exhibits in a case and to delive:r: same to 

the appropriate ccurt clerk upon conclusicn cf the 
. 1 54 

tr~a. . 

In all cases in which a trial is noted by the court 

reporter, any person desiring te appeal the case must 
notify the reporter in writing within ten days after 
the court's adjournment. 55 By law, the court reporter 
receives twenty-fi'lre cents per one hundred werds tran-

'b d 56 scr~ e . 

Mississippi law provides that if a ceurt reporter will,,,, 

fully neglects to perferm any duty required ef him by 
law, he shall be deemed guilty ~f a misdemeanor, and, 
on cenviction thereef, be subject te a fine not to 

exceed five hundred dellars or imprisonment not to 
exceed six months. 57 

2. Court Reperter Training, Qualificatien Standards, 
and Reporting Methods 

A survey of 36 of the state's 53 court reporters reveals 
a range of levels and types ef preparatery training. One 

53 , 
M~ss. Cede An.n. §9-l3-25. 

54 M" 
~ss. Cede Ann. §9-l3-27. 

SSM" 
~ss. Cede Ann. §9-l3-33. 

56 . 
M~ss. Cede Ann • §9-l3-33. 

57 . 
M~ss. Cede Ann. §9-l3-45. 
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survey question inquired as to the type and amount 
of tr.'aining. Of the total, .:;even (19%) reported 

"none K
; six (16%) reported business college train­

ing; eight (22%) reported shorthand training; one 
had attended a "court reporting programlli one had 

para-legal training; one had been to court report­

ing seminars, and one had studied secretarial science 
and had attended seminars. (Eleven did not respond 
to this question.) The an.ount of formal education 

generally of court reporters is consistently at the 
high school or college level; responses ranged from 
12 to 16.5 years, the average being 13.5 years. 

The amount of work experience of the surveyed court 

reporters ranged from minimal to extensive. Regard­
ing experience as a court reporter, the responses 
ranged from one-half year to 28 years, the average 
being just over 10 years. Regarding time in their 
present positions, the responses included a low of 
orle-half year to a high of 27 years, the average 

being just over seven and one-half years. 

The required qualifications for Mississippi court 
. 58 

reporters are minimal in comparison to other s'cates. 
The Mississippi Code stat,es that" '[e] ach circuit judge 
and chancellor shall appoint a competent person as short­
hand reporter ..• ,,59 This language requires proficiency 

in shorthand and general competency of prospective offi­
cial court reporters. The lack of specific or stric~ 
qualification standat,rds probably is due to the fact that 
the courts historically have relied heavily upon relative­

ly unsophisticated reporting techniques, i.e. shorthand as 
opposed to stenotype, electn:mic, or computerized reporting 
methods. 

58 rn many states, qualification requirements for court 
reporters include some form of certification and a 
minimum speed on a stenotype machine. 

59Miss . Code Ann. §9-l3-l. 
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Of the 36 surveyed reporters, 32 (88%) use shorthand 

(predominan'cJy Gregg shorthand) as the primary report­
ing techniqua. Only two reporters (6%) use stenotype 
as the primary reporting method. (Two reporters did 

not respond to the question.) Virtually all the re­

porters use electronic recording as a backup to short­

hand; one of the two surveyed reporters using stenotype 
also uses electronic backup re d' cor ~ng. 

3. Reporter Compensation 

The statutorily set salary of official court reporters 
is $14,000. Almost all reporters in the state receive 
this salary amount. Th t ' e ranscr~pt production fee rate 
also is set by statute at $.25 per one hundred words. 

Fringe benefits for Mississippi court reporters are 
minimal, determined mainly by the policies of the 

counties served. Statute authorizes 45 days maximum 
sick leave, although few reporters indicated having 

taken more than 10 days per year. Seve:r,9.l respondents 
indicated county contribution to health insurance pre­

miums and several indicated employer contribution to a 
state or local retirement plan. 

4. Time Alloca~ion'of Duties and Responsibilities 

Figure 13 reproduces Section ~-13-25 of the M' . , , 
, ~ss~ss~pp~ 

Co~e sett~ng forth the duties of the court .':eporter. The 
maJor functions of courtroom reporting and transcription 
of notes or tape records are addressed in this statute. 
Section 9-13-27 places the responsibility of exhibits 
custody with the Court reporter. 

Survey inquiry focused on a delineation of court re­

porter time allocation among the major categories of 

-57-
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FIGURE 13 

§9-l3-25. Duties. 
EXCERPT FROM MIcSISSIPPI CODE, ANNOTATED' 

~-13-25. Duties. I ~~he court reporter shall attend each session oi the court 
of the district fC" which he was appointed, from day to day, 
and unless the sam...: be waived, shall take, under the control 
of the judge or chancellor full and complete notes, steno­
graphically (and may US8 recording machines in aid thereof) 
of all the oral evidence and other oral proceedings, except 
arguments of counsel, in each case, civil and criminal, tried 
therein upon an issue of facts and, in any other matTer or in 
any other case that the judge or chancellor may especially 
direct. He shall carefully note the order in which the evi­
dence, both oral and written, is in'troduced, and by whom it 
is introduced, giving the narne of each witness, and identifying 
each depos~"ion, exhibit made, or other item of evidence or 
rna tter of p.t::Qceedings by words or figures of description, and 
he shall carefully note oral motions and all objections of 
counsel and rulings of the court made during the trial, in the 
order in which the same shall, occur. And, upon demand of 
ei ther party to any case, h"$ oi!lhall, wi th,j:n sixty (60) days from 
the conclusion of the trial t:hereof, or from the time of the 
demand, if made after the trial, neatly write out in ~ypewrit­
ing a complete copy of his stenographic notes as taken therein 
or he shall neat.ly write out in typewriting a complete copy 
of all matters recorded on the recording machine with a caption 
showing the style of the case, its number, the court i~ which 
it was tried, and when tried, and shall affix thereto a suitable 
index, and shall certify, sign, and file the same in the office 
of the clerk of the court in which the case was tried; and he 
shall preserve his stenographic notes or his tape or record 
made by said recording machine in each case in which an appeal 
is,=aken, as a record of his office. If a party demand the 
writing out of the court reporter's notes for any other than 
the bona fide purpose of perfecting an appeal t he shall pay 
the court reporter in advance twenty-five cents (25¢) per 
hundred words for the same, but such work shall not delay the 
preparation of records for appeals. The court reporter shall 
serve in all habeas corpus and other matters which are heard 
in vacation, by agreement or otherwise, in the county of resi­
dence of the judge or chancellor. The court is authorized to 
purchase recording machines for the use of the court reporter, 
thIS cost of which shall be allocated to each county in 'the 
district according to the weeks of court held in each county. 
Any recording machine purchased for this purpose shall be of 
such quality as to accurately take and preserve all notE:s and 
records herein required to be made and preserved. 

SOURCES: Codes, 18~2. § 4240; 1906, § 4790; Hemingway's 1917, § 3143; 
1942, § 1636; Laws, 1926, ch. 144; 1930, § 721; 1958, ch. 280, § 1; 1971, ch. 
423, § 1, eff sixty (60) days from and after passage (approved March 23, 
1971). 
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"court reporting", "court transcripts", "secretarial 

duties", and "outside activities". Of the 36 respond­

ents, 22 (61%) indicated doing secretarial work for the 

judge in addition to reporting and transcription work. 

Regarding outside work, 21 (58%) reported doing some 

form of outside work (although two of these cited 

transcripts as the main form of outside work). A,s a 

percentage distribution, the average of the 36 respond­
ents is: 

Court Reporting: 
Transcripts: 
Secretarial Duties: 
Outside Activities: 
(during court hours, 
such as depositions) 

Other: 

62~ time allocation 
21% time allocation 

6% time allocation 
4% time allocation 

7% time allocation 

Clearly, time in court devoted to reporting is the 

predominant function performed by reporters with 

transcript producLion a clear second. Twenty-nine 

of the 36 reporters surveye,d indicated t!1e number 

of transcripts produced per year, the average being 

131. Although rnost court reporters perform secre­

tarial functions for the judge, this does not appear 

to constitute a major time expenditure. Relatively 

little time is spent during court hours on outsi~~ 
activities (e.g. depositions). 

5. Amount of Travel 

Because court reporters "ride circuit" accompanying 

the judges tney serve, a considerable amount of travel 

is required. Among the 36 reporters surveyed, the 

responses to the question, "How many miles do you 

normally travel in a l2-month period?" ranged from 

o to 30,000 per year, the average being just over 
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3,500 miles per year. Section 9-13-19 of the 

Mississippi Code states that "all travel required 

in the performance of official duties ••• shall be 

paid mileage by the county in which the duties were 

performed at the same rate as provided for state 
employees ••• ,,60 Although mileage is reimbursed, no 

reimbursElment is allowed for meals and lodging costs. 

This subsection has presented an overview of court 

reporting in Mississippi by addressipg the total 

number of reporters and the method of their appoint­

ment; statutory directives on court reporting, training, 

qualification standards, and reporting methods of re­

porters; compensation; time allocation; and amount of 

travel. The following SUbsection offers observations 

and recommendations for statewide improvement of the 

court reporting system in Mississippi. 

B. Observations and Recommendations 

Analysis of court reporting generally distinguishes between 

two major areas of inquiry: the management of court report­

ers and the technology of court reporting. A progressive, 

effective court repm:t:in.g system must practice both sound 

managerial principles and appropriate technological support. 

In Mississippi, the management of court reporters is compli­

cated by the logistical challenges involved such as extensive 

travel requirements. Additionally, the structure of delivery 

of court reporting services nationwide has complicated court 

reporter management because of the unique role of reporters 

as both county (judicial system) 'personnel and private pro­

vider of transcription services. Regarding reporting 

technology, the fact that Mississippi has not evolved to 

widespread reliance on the stenotype transcription mode gives 

60Miss . Code Ann. §9-l3-l9(6). 
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it the opportunity to employ other technologies appropriate 

to reporting service needs (e.g. electronic recording) with­

out becoming fixed upon one me'thod (stenotype) 13.S is common 
in other states. 

1. ' Co~rt Reporting Issues in Hississippi 

The subjects of debate and comment in Mississippi's 

court reporting system tend to address problems of 

an administrative nature. In 1976, the Mississippi 

Courts Master Plan6l study decried the sub-standard 

salary level of that time ($9,600 plus fees, average 

total of $11,000 annuully). That study noted p~ob­

lems in the time required to produce transcript;~. 

Its recommendations included raising the salary level 

to $14,000, transcript preparation monitoring by the 

Supreme Court with provision of "temporary relief" 

when needed, and use of pools in urban counties. 

The salary reconunendation has been enacted, but tran­

script preparation time continues to be an issue. In 

response to a survey question asking for "suggestions, 

crit.icisms, and comments relating to improving your 
si t'uation as a court reporter and improving court re­

port.ing in general ~n Mississippi," the pressures of 

transcript work surfaced as a major observation of re­

spondents.' Other remarks in response touched upon 
nUll1erous areas: 

• 

• 

lack of r~imbursement,for meals and lodging 
expenses ~ncurred dur~ng business-related 
travel; 

the present salary level and transcript rate 
level is too low; 

6l
M

, , , , 
~ss~ss~pp~ Courts Master Plan Statement of Needs, Vol. II, 

~~;~urce Planning e',)rpora tion, Washington, D. C. pages 154-

-,61-
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• clarification is needed with respect to fringe 
benefits--there is no consistency among counties; 

• additional repqrters are needed in response to 
increasingly voluminous court calendars; 

• courtroom acoustics in many counties are lack-
ing; and -

• it is difficult· to work efficiently on reporting 
functions when regularly interrupted by requests 
for secretarial services. 

A few survey responses elaborated upon the secretarial 

aspect of the court reporter's job. One person felt 

'chat additional compensation is due for secretarial 

services particularly In rural areas where it is diff­

cult for judges to hire-a qualified additional secretary. 

Others commented that judges should hire a secretary to 

free them for reporting exclusively. Given the extent 

of remarks offered in the survey, it is quite possible 

tha'!: secretarial functions account for more than the 

average 6% estimated by reporters in questionnaire re­

sponses. (In fact, the exact extent probably cannot be 

known even by the estimator unless time measurements are 

taken.) Thus, secretarial functions of court reporters 

should not necessarily-be discounted as an issue because 

of the low reported time percentage. 

Regarding reporting technology as an issue in Mississippi 

court reporting, it is only recently becoming pertinent 

to discuss use of more progressive techniques in rea.ction 

to burgeoning caseloads' ~~ith commensurate trial and tran·~ 

script activity. A few reporters are employing stenotype 

rather than shorthand; discussion of computer-aided 

trans.cription tCAT). sys.tems is contingent upon increased 

use of the stenotype method; and electronic recording 

already has a s·trong foothold in the courts although only 

as a backup system tq shorthand notes. 

-62-
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2. Recommendations for Improved Court Reporting 

Studies of court reporting systems tend to make 

recommendations in a few common areas: 

possible use of pooling systems in organizing 
court reporters; 

I 

possible use of computer-aided transcription 
(CAT) to speed up transcript preparation in 
systems using predominantly the stenotype re­
porting technique; 

possible use of alternative 'reporting tech­
niques such as direct electronic recording. 

In 1976, the American Bar Association Commission on 

Standards of Judicial Administration focused on the 

question of court reporter management and professional 

independence, say-i.ng: 

."2.42 Court Reporting Services. Court 
reporters should be responsible to the 
court rather than to individual judges. 
They shQuld have professiona.l indepen~' 
dence in regard to the accuracy of their 
reporting and transcription but the court 
should have ownership and control of their 
record of court prpceedings. Their quali~ 
fications, appointment, and terms of 
employment should be governed by state­
·wide policies and regulations, administered 
by the court's administrative office or 
through the administrative office of a 
centrally administered COULC system. Ad­
ministrative supervision of court reporting 
should also include: 

Ca) Appointment and assignment of auxiliary 
reporters to meet unusually heavy demand; 

(b) In multi-judge courts, assignment of 
reporters to departments and establishment 
of pooling procedures. for assigning work 
to reporters and transcriber.s; 

Cc) Establishment of priorities in report­
ing and transcription, with special attention 
to transcripts for appeals; 

-63-
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Cd) .Regulation of reporters' compensation and 
the7r.commitment of time to private contract 
actJ_:TJ. ty. Where ::-eporting and transcribing 
serv~ces are prov~ded by a reporting firm 
under contract to the court, the contract 
should contain explicit provisions governing 
these aspects of the service. "62 

Some of the themes commonly sounded in the analysis 

of court reporting systems have little relevance to 

Mississippi. Little opportunity exists for pooling 

since Mississippi's courts are in predominantly rural 

settings. (In the larger cities -- Jackson, Gulfport, 

Biloxi, pooling should continue to be considered as 

an option, as suggested in the 1976 Master Plan. 63 ) 

Consideration of the use of CAT systems is premature 

due to the scarcity of t~le stenotype method. The 

distinction between reporter responsibility to the 

court as opposed to individual judges is clouded by 

the predominance of one judge districts and the fa~t 

that statute empowers judges to appoint reporters. 

Clearly, recommendations for in.proved court reporting 

in Mississippi must be tailored to the characteristics 
of the Mississippi system. 

Recommendation. Consideration should be given to 
~ncreasing the salary of court reporters by about 
1.0% to lessen t,he, gap betw7en the present salary 
level and the nat~onal med~an. The transcript 
pre~aratio~ rate should be changed to a per page 
bas~s and ~ncreased to lessen the gap between the 
present rate and the national median. Compensation 
for,meals and lodging ,~xpenses incurred during courl: 
busu~ess related' travel should be made as approved by 
the Judge. 

62standards Relating to Trio.l Courts I American Bar Association 
Commission on Standards of-Judicial Administration, 1976. 
pages 67-68. 

63 Supra, note 61. 
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~ 1979 national survey of court reporter compensation64 

found that the national salary median is $19~092 annual­

ly and that the national per page rate median is $1.40. 

It is recommended that the salary level be raised about 

10% to more closely conform to the national median (any 
salary adjustment for court reporters should be done in 

the context of a salary review of all court administra­

tive support staff to insure balance among positions.) 
It is not recommended that the salary level be set to 

equal the national median because in Mississippi, re­

porters do not possess the same technical skills as 

in most other states (e.g. stenotype machine operation) 

nor is the cost of living in Mississippi as high as 

the national median. However, the salary differential 

of $5,000 between Mississippi and the national median 

should be lessened somewhat, if only to keep pace with 

the inflationary spiral. 

Transcript rates in Mississippi are computed on a per 

100 word basis and should be changed to a more easily 
computed per page basis as is practiced in almost all 

states. An average page of transcript contains 200-

250 words, a cost of $.50 to $.63 per page in Mississippi. 

This rate is at the low8st point in the range of rates 

charged nationally (from $.50 to $2.50) and should be 

raised to a level closer to but not equal to the nation­

al median. A $1.00 per page rate is suggested as a more 

appropriate amount. 

Recommendation. Court reporters salaries should be 
paid by the State rather than the counties. Further­
more, legislation setting the salary should allow for 
periodic cost of living increases. In fact, consider­
a tion should be given to removing the salary and pe!:' 

Survey of State Court Reporter Salaries, Benefits and 
Transcript Rates", conducted by the Administrative Office 
of the United States Courts. (March 1979). 

-65- .f 



7 

, 

page rate setting function from the legislature 
the Judicial Council to allow more frequent and 
cumbersome review of these amounts. 

to 
less 

The r1ississippi Courts Master Plan addressed the ques­

tion of court reporter salary source: 

'I"here is no basic reason for reporters to be paid 
by the counties since they serve a whole judicial 
district, in the same manner as Circuit Court 
judges, Chancellors and District Attorneys. 
Logically, they should be paid in the same way 
as the judges to whom they are so closely linked. 
The present system of divided county responsibility 
for reporter salaries is anachronistic and illogical. 65 

The recommendation to state fund court reporter salaries 

is in keeping with a major theme of this report series, 

namely, that the State progressively assume a greater 

proportion of judicial system costs [starting with those 

that are exclusively part of the judicial branch, such 

as the proposed Office of Court Clerk). Uniformity in 

judicial administration statewide is a primary reason 

for increased state funding; court reporters already 

are governed to a significant extent by state law and 

having the State assume the cost of salaries is consis­

tent with this structural system basis. 

It presently requires statutory amendment to raise the 

salary and transcript rate levels for a court reporter. 

It seems more 10gic.a1 to place that specific task with 

the Judicial Council; more frequent and speedy review 

of these levels could be made while at the same time 

relieving the legislature of this administrative policy­

setting burden. At a minimum, the legislation ought to 
allow for adj~stment of these levels to offset increases 

in the cost of living. 

65Supra, note 61. 
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Recommendation. On an as neede.lt district by district 
basis, consideration should be given to three alter­
native methods of service delivery: 1) use of "roving" 
reporters in rural areas, 2) use of transcribers (ty­
pists) to assist in transcript production, and 3) 
hiring of judge's secretaries to allow reporters to 
do reporting exclusively. 

In rural areas, court reporters are "spread thinly" 

over many counties. The challenging logistics of 

this circumstance could be addressed by use of roving 

reporters assigned by the Supreme Court (or its admini­

strative staff) as needed. This approach echoes a 
Master Plan recommendation66 and is consistent with 

the notion that a proper state role in trial court 

administration is coordination of resources, produc­

ing more flexible and efficient use of those resources. 

"Roving" court reporters are a structural mechanism 

to deal with the fact that workload in much of the 

state is geographically sparsely distributed. 

In districts where workload volume is more concen-· 

trated and is becoming a problem, two different 

remedies coul,d be applied. A secretary for the 

judge(s) could be hired to relieve reporters of 

secretarial duties. (One secretary could serve more 

than one judge.) To expedite transcript production, 

a t.ypist to transcribe dictated reporters I notes could 

be employed by the court. (The court commensurately 

would receive a portion of the page rate fee.) These 

measures would a11evia •. ~ the problem of delay in trans­

cript preparation. 

Ideally, there should exist a separation of reporting 

and secretarial functions and outside work should not 

be done during court hours. However, the performance 

of secretarial duties by reporters in many districts 

66 Supra, note 61. 
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is a necessar~ and efficient measure. The minimal 
amount of outside work presently conducted (estimated 

by reporters to be 4% of work time) does not represent 

an obstacle to swift judicial administration. 

Recommendation. Legislation controlling reporting 
techniques should be amended to permit a range of 
methods besides stenographic notes. 

The language of Section 9-13-25 of t.he Mississippi 

Code directs the reporter to take "full and complete 

notes, stenographically ••• " Although this encompasses 

shorthand and stenotype (and conceivably computer aided 

transcription) it does not allow primary reliance on 

electronic recording. Recording machines are allowed 
in aid of stenography but not in lieu thereof. In 

fact, numerous brands of recorders presently are used 

as a backup, but these machines are not sufficient for 

use as the primary method of reporting. 

Electronic recording technology has advanced to the 

point where some courts and many administrative agen­

cies rely exclusively on an electronic recorder. An 

individual trained to operate the machine and document 

information necessary for direct transcription from 

recording tape would always be present to insure com­

plete reporting. The many reporters in Mississippi 

now trained only in shorthand are well qualified for 

this position because their shorthand skills would be 

available as a backup should the recording equipment 

fail. Contingent upon legislative amendment, considera­

tion should be given by judicial districts to procurement 

of recording equipment able to serve as the primary re­
porting method. 

-68-
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Recommendation. The qualification requirements for 
Mississippi court reporters should include a certifi­
cation process to insure the competency of court 
reporters. The certification process should be ad­
ministered by the Judicial Council. 

As court reporting in Mississippi develops and employs 

more sophisticated methods of reporting, the need for 

certification of competency becomes more apparent. The 

certification process should focus on making sure pro­

spective reporters possess skills commensurate with the 

reporting method to be used in their district. For as 

long as shorthand continues as a primary technique, 

standards (e.g. minimum work per minute rate) for skill 

in this area should be set. As more reporters begin to 
use stenotype machines, standards (e.g. minimum words 

per minute rates) s!:ould be incorporated into a testing 
and certifying program. 

The certification process could make use of existing 
court reporting programs (such as the one at the 

University of Mississippi) and the existing practice 

of periodic seminars attended by court reporters. 

Participation in a formal program of this nature could 

be a requirement of certification. Whatever the exact 

content of the certification process, the passing of 

a test demonstrating proficiency in the skills neces­

sary to be a court reporter in the district(s) to be 

served should be a central feature of the process. 

C. Summary 

The recommendations for an improved court reporting system 

offered in this report are made in light of the particular 

characteristics of Mississippi's system: shorthand is the 
predominant method of reporting, the majority of judicial 

-69-
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districts (Chancery ·and Circuit) arE! one judge/one court 

reporter districts requiring extensive travel, and many 

elemer.ts of the system (such as salary and transcript rate 

levels) are set by statute. 

The proposed system envisions a more centralized locus 

of court reporter administrative support by jUdicial 

system authorities: state funded court reporter salaries 

with the salary and transcript rate amount set by the 

Judicial Council, and creation of certification program 

administered by the JUdicial Council. At the same time, 

the recommendations suggest a flexible system able to 

respond to the individual needs of each county: alterna­

tive means of p~oviding clerical support for judges and 

for transcript production, and encouragement of reliable, 

simple reporting techniques as seen fit by the counties 

(continuance,of shorthand, primary reliance on electronic 

recl'),'r~'din9', and stenotype reporting). 

These recommendations recognize the need to promote and 

monitor uniformity in the delivery of court reporting 

services and the need to use cost efficient, reliable 

methods in that delivery. Effective administration of 

the court reporting system is properly the jurisdiction 

of the judicial system; the integrity of the reporting 

process is an indispensable ingredient to the preserva­

tion of justice in the legal system. 

-70-
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IV. INDIGENT DEFENSE SERVICES 

The third and final area of the Mississippi judicial system 

addressed by this report is the provision of indigent defense 

services. The analysis of the organization and the manage­

ment of indigent defense in Mississippi is presented in three 

parts. First, an overview of the existing system is offered 

focusing on organization, appointment and compensation of 

counsel, eligibility criteria, and funding. Next, a compara~ 

tive perspective is presented by analysis of alternative 

methods of providing indigent defense service8. In this sub~ 
section, the systems in other jurisdictions are examined and 

national trends and standards are identified. Finally, re­

commendations are offered for improved organization and 
management of the Mississippi indigent defense system. 

A. Overview of Indigent Defense Services in Mississippi 

1. Organization of Indigent Defense Services 

In 1963, the u.S. Supreme Court delivered a landmark 

decision in Gideon v. wainwright67 requiring that in­

dividuals unable to afford legal representation be 

provided with counsel in all state prosecutions of 
, , h' I' 68 serious crlmlnal matters. T e Argerslnger v. Ham ln 

decision of 1972 expanded the state's obligation by 

requiring that counsel be provided for indigent defen­

dants when the possibility of incarceration existed. 

To this end, Section 99-15-15 of the Mississippi Code 

provides that an indigent person charged with a felony, 

misdemeanor punishable by confinement for ninety days 

or more, or commission of an act of delinquency may, in 
the discretion of the court, have counsel appointed to 

6 7 (372 TJ. S. 3 35) • 

68(407 U.S. 251. 

• -t • 11""-
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defend him. The statute also provides that the 

accused have counsel available at every critical 

stage of the p~oceeding.69 

Presently, no centralized public defender system 

exists in Mississippi. However, in 1979, the 

Mississippi legislature enacted Senate Bill 2430 

authorizing the Board of Supervisors of any county 

to establish a Public Defender office to provide 

adequate legal defense for indigent persons accused 

of crimes. Prior to this legislation, statutorily 

authorized public defender systems functioned only 

in Jackson and Washington counties. 70 The advent 

of the new law should provide impetus for the estab­

lishment of more public defender systems. 

In the remaining counties where no salaried public 

defender is employed, private counsel are generally 

assigned indigent cases in one of three fashions: 

• use of a general bar list from which attorneys 
are assigned in rotation; 

• use of a restricted list of interested bar mem­
bers from which attorneys are assigned in 
rotation; 

• use of several bar members who handle all indi­
gent cases and receive either a salary or a per 
case reimbursement; in small counties this may 
include attorneys from neighboring counties.7l 

The method used for assigning counsel in the counties 

responding to the questionnaires administered in the 

69Mississippi Code, §99-15-15. 

70preamble, Senate Bill 2430 
71R Pl' . esource a nnlng Corporatlon, Mississippi Courts Master 

Plan: Courts Study, Volume II, Chapter 18, p. 10-3. 
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data collection phase is presented in Figure 14.72 As 

shown in the figure, most of the counties employ the 

general or restricted bar list method. This figure 

also indicates the percent of all indigent defense 

cases handled by assigned counsel. 

The power to appoint or assign counsel is statutorily 

vested in the judge. However, for practieal and ad­

ministrative purposes, the judge may delegate this 

responsibility to another official, e.g. Clerk or 

Sheriff with the judge simply confirming the appoint­

ment. (See Figure 14). 

In some of the counties not responding to the question­

naires, the County Attorney makes the assignments. 73 

In Mississippi, the point at which counsel is assigned 

varies "with jurisdiction as shown iri Figure 14. Twenty­

nine percent of responding j1.1risdic"t.ions make assignments 

at time of arrest while ten percent make appointments at 

the, arraignment. Thirty-six percent make assignmen't.s at 

the pre-hearing stage. 

2. Compensation of Assigned Counsel 

The compensation level of assigned counsel is statutorily 

defined in Mississippi Code Section 99-15-17. In criminal 

72Questionnaires soliciting information on indigent defense 
services were sent to all circuit, chancery, and county 
court judge~. Responses were received from 31% of the 
circuit court judges, 26% of the chancery court judges, and 
35% of the county court judges. Clearly, these response 
rates are not high. To enhance the information base, data 
supplied in the Mississippi Courts Master Plan was used also. 

73 
Supra, note 71, p. 18-6. 
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FIGURE 14 

METHOD USED FOR ASSIGNING COUNSEL TO INDIGENT I ~ 
JI DEFENSE CASES, APPOINTING AUTHORITY, STEP AT " I' WHICH APPOINTMENT IS MADE II 

Indigent R.epresentation 
Court Private Indigent: Court Public Appoint~d Counsel Appointment Provided Location TYEe Defender/% Attorney/% Both/% Selections Authority Help~_ 

Washington Circuit Yes)8.S Yes/IS 100 Rotation 
Restricted Court Arrest Copiah Circuit Yes/lOa Rotation 
Restricted Court Pre-Hrng. r Smith Circuit Yes/lOa Rotation 
General Bar Court Arrest I Rankin Circuit Yea/lOa Judge Court Arrest 

-.....J 
tf.:>, Harrison Circuit Yes/lOa Yello,", pages Court Arrest 
I 

Jones Circuit Yes/98 Rotation 
Restricted Court Arraignm. Attala Circuit Yes/lOa General Bar Court Pre-Hrng. 15th Ci.rcuit Circuit Yes/lOa Restricted Court Initial 
Bar Appear. Hinds Circuit Yes/lOa Restricted 
Bar Court Arrest Winston Circuit Yes/lOa General Bar Court None Wayne Circuit Yes/lOa Court Bolivar Chancery 

Yazoo Chancery Yes/97 Court Lauderdale Chancery Yes/lOa General Bar Court Pre-Hrng. " 
j, 

I 
Washington Chancery Yes/lOa Restricted Bar Court i\ Raukin Chancery 

----, Pike Chancery Yes/lOa. General Bar Court Pre-Hrng. , L...-

f (' j" C- ," f" n .-"'-, ( , {i;\ ' , ,1 

I" 

.... -.<11' r' 'fi 
/ ""'./, '.: • , .. '~. 'f' Es 
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FIGURE 14 (continued) . 

__ " Indigent ~teEresent:ation 
Court 

Court Public Appointed. 

Location ,Type Defendex/% ~.ttorney /! Both/% 

Monroe Chancery Yes/laO 

Forrest Chancery Yes/lOa 

Chickasaw Chancery 'Yes/laO 

I,:incoln Chancery Yes/50 Yes/5Q 100 

, '1 County Yes/lOa 
Le]: or,e 

I IJauderdale county Yes/laO 
-...I 
U1 
I 

Harrison County Yes/50 Yes/50 100 

Warren County Ye,s/IOO 

Turiica County Yes/IOO 

Adams County Yes/lOC 

Madison County Yes/lOO 

L-

~ \ or ."\ -"'"' - ... .. . " ' \ . . . 

• 

Private 
Counsel 

Selections 

open List 
Restricted 
Bar 
Restricted 
Bar 

Restricted 
Bar 
Restricted 
Bar 
Restricted 
Bar 
Restricted 
Bar 
General Bar 
Restricted 
Bar 
General Bar 

• • 

Appointment 
~hority 

Court 

court 

Court 
Court 

Court 

Court 

Court 

cour'c 
Cou;ct 

court 

Court 

11\\ 

• 

Indigent 
provided 
!!!elp~ 

Pre-Hrng. 

l!'iling 

Arrest 

Pre:-Hrng. 

Pre-Hrng. 

pre-Hrng. 

J.\.rrest 

Arraignm. 
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cases, charges for a case may not exceed $500 for 

representation in circuit court. Cases in courts 
\.,hich are not a court of record, carry a maximum 

compensation of $100. In a capital case, where 
two attGrneys may be appointed, compensation cannot 

exceed $1,000 per case. If a case is appealed to 
the State SUprE:lme Court, compensation cannot exceed 

$500 per case. Actual elcpenses incurrE:ld by counsel 

are reimbursable. Attorneys' fees and e:li:penseSl are 

paid by the county treasurer out of the srener;-:tl fund 
, , "t' t d 74 of the county in which the prosecut~on ~s ~n~ ~a e . 

Although in mos:t cases attorneys are compensated for 

providing theJ.:c services, the Mississippi Supr:eme 

Court held in Young v. Stat~?5 that attorneys ,.;rho are 

so ordered by a judge, must represent an incligEmt 

without compensation as a condition of th,ei!: ri.ght to 

t ' 76 prac ~ce. 

The rate of compensation for assigned counsel in the 
counties responding to ,the questionnaire is pr:esented 

in Figure 15. As is seen in the fi.gure, va:r:ia.ble com­

pensation levels are present: an hourly ra'ce uf $20-

$30 and a per case compensation 1ev~~1 range from $50-

$500. Generally, determination of the fee to be paid 
to counsel for services rendered is made by the appoint­

ing judge. 

3. Eligibility Criteria for Indigency 

In Mississippi, eligibility criteria for receiving 
77 

assigned counsel as stated in the Mississippi Code 

is general, with reference to general indigency and 

the inability to employ counsel. Consequently, the 

74Mississippi Code §99-15-17. 
75young v. State, 255 20, 2d 328 (1971). 

76supra, note 71, p. 18-2, 

77Mississippi Code §99-15-15. 
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FIGURE 15 

COMPENSATION LEVELS FOR ASSIGN1!:D COUNSEL 
IN INDIGENT DEFENSE CASl~S 

Court, 
LocatJ.on Type 

t.vashin9'ton Circuit 

Copiah Circuit 
Smith Circuit 
Rankin Circuit 
Harrison Circuit 
Jones Circuit 
Atta1a Circ:ui t 

15th Circuit Circuit 

Hinds Circuit 

(> , 
, I 
- I 

Winston Circuit -
~ Wayne Circuit 

Bo1i.var Chancery 
Ya.zoo Chancery 
Lauderdale Chancery, 
Washington Chancery 
Rankin Chancery 
Pike Chancery 
Monroe Chancery 
Forrest Chancery 
Chickasaw Chancery 
Lincoln Chancery 
Leflore County 
Lauderda.1e COl,.mty 
Harrison County 
Warren County 
Tunica County 
Adams County 
Madison County 
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Cc)mpensation Lev,e1 -
Private Counsel 

$20/hr. 
$30/hr. Ct. 
Hourly Rate 

Hourly Rate 

$lOO-$500/case 

Statutory 
$500/case 

$20/hr. out 
$30/hr. in 

$20/hr. $500 
$30/hr. maximum 
$20/hr. 
$30/hr. 

$20-$30/hr. 

$500 
maximum 

$50-$l50/case 

$50/case 

$50-$IOO/case 
$75/case 
Per case 

Per case 

Hourly rate 

$20-$30/hr. 
$20-$25/hr. 

Hourly Rate 

$30/hr. 

Statutory 

Statutory 

$50/case 
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criteria for determining indigency.are quite variable 
from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. As shown in Figure 

16, criteria for determining indigency may include in­
dicia such as money, no assets, no property, or a combi­

nation thereof. Determination of indigency generally is 

made by the court, based on a statement of the accused, 

an affidavit of indigency, or an investigation by the 

district attorney. 

4. Funding of Indigent Defense Services 

At present, the funding responsibility for indigent 

defense services lies with the count,ies. Financial 

data regarding indigent defense for fiscal years 1975 
and 1976 were obtained from state audit reports and are 

shown in Figure 17. From this information, projections 

were made for the estimated expendi'l:ures for indigent 

defense services .in the Chancery, Circuit, County, and 
Youth courts. 78 The projected increase for indigent 

defense services is approximately 10% per year. To 

Inaintain the Game level of indigent defense services 

as is presently provided, the projected expenditure 

for 1981 is $1,209,137. It is emphasized that this 

figure does not include the cost for any improvements 

or expansion of indigent defense services in all courts. 

Of total fund~ expended for indigent defense services 

in. all courts, seventy-seven percent of that total is 

expended in circuit court, seven percent is expended 

county cou7ts, and ten percent in youth courts, with 

remaining spread ove~ the remaining courts. 

Figure 18 presents the projected total local expendi­

tures and projected local expenditures for indigent 

in 

the 

78;rojections were based on methodology ~et forth in Volume 
IV Mississippi Courts: Fj,scal Analysis. 
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FIGURE 16 

CRITERIA OF INDIGENCY AND DETERMINING AUTHORITY 

Location 
~--

Washington 
Copiah 

Smith 
Rankin 

Harrison 

Court 
Type 

Circuit 
Circuit 

Circuit 
Circuit 

Circuit 
Jones Circuit 
Attala Circuit 

15th Circuit Circuit 

Hinds Circuit 
Winston Circuit 

Wayne Circuit 

Bolivar Chancery 

Yazoo Chtncery 
Lauderdale Chancery 

~vashington ChancEry 

Rankin Chancery 

:Pike Chancery 
:Monroe 

Forrest 

Chickasaw 
:Lincoln 

Leflore 

IJa uderdale 

Harrison 
Warren 

Tunica 
Adams 

Madison 

Chancery 

Chancerx~ 

Chancery 

Chancery 

County 
County 

County 

CQunty 

County 

County 

County 

Indigent 
Determination 

Hade By 

Court 
Courl: 

Court 
Court 

Court 

Court 

Court 

Court 

Court 

Court 

Court 

Court 

Court 

Court 

Court 

Court 

Clerk 
Court 

Court 

Court 
Court 

Court 

Court 

Court 

Court 

Court 
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Criteria of Indigency 

Unable to pay for defense 
No money or propert.y 
No money 

No money or property 
No assets 

No money or property 

No money; unable to pay 
!nvestigated by DA 
No assets 

No assets 

No assets 

No assets 

No assets 

No assets 

Statement of accused 

Affidavit of Indigency 
No assets 
No assets 

No assets 
No assets 

Affidavit of Indigency 
No assets 

Affidavit of Indigency 
No assets 

No assets 
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Year 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 
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FIGURE 17 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES BY COURT TYPE FOR 1975-76 
AND PROJECTED EXPENDITURE FOR INDIGENT 

DEFENSE SERVICES FOR FISCAL YEARS 1979-1981 

Youth 
Court 

Chancery Circuit County (Harrison 
Court Court Court count:t) 

$ 10,~93 $541,298 $ 56,672 $ 71,941 

13,950 580,342 69,847 86,641 

15,345 638,376 76,831 95,305 

16,879 702,213 84,514 104,835 

18,567 772,435 92,966 115,319 

20,424 849,678 102,262 126,851 

22,466 934,646 112,489 139,536 
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Total 

$ 680,304 

750,780 

825,857 

908,441 

999,287 

1,099,215 

1,209,137 
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FIGURE 18 

COMr~RISON OF PRO,JECTED TOTAL LOCAL EXPENDITURES 
'WI1H PROJECTED LOCAL EXPEND1T~BES FOR INDIGENT 
DEFENSE FOR CIRCUIT, COUNTY; AND YOUTH COURTS 

1979 1980 

Projected total local 
expenditures for Circuit $3,886,128 $4,416,994 
Courts 1001% 100% 

Projected total for local 
expenditures for indigent 772,435 849,678 
defense in circuit court 

1--' '-
20% 19% 

Projected local e}ltpendi- 1,294,126 1,423,572 
tures for county""'s:ourt 100% 100% 

Projected expenditures 
for indigent defense in 92,966 102,262 
county courts 7% 7% 

projected local expendi- 1,117,,152 1,228,856 
tures for xouth courts 100% 100% 

Projected expenditures 
for indigent defense in 115,319 126 r 851 
youth courts 10% 10% 

FIGURE 19 

PERCENT OF FUNDS EXPENDED FOR 
INDIGENT DEFENSE SERVICE OF 

I. 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES FOR MISSISSIPPI COURTS 

TOTAL PROJECTED 
EXPENDITURES: 

1979 

$18,4,75,450 

1980 

$20,262,578 

J981 . 

$4,858,694 
100% 

934,646 
19% 

1,565,929 
100% 

112,489 
7% 

l,351 y 752 
100% 

139,536 
10% 

1981 

$21,976,7,:33 

--------------------.-------------r------------~----------------
TOTAL PROJBC'1.'BD 
EXPENDITURES 1i'OR 
INDIGENT DEFENSE 
SERVICE 

PERCENT OF TOTAL 

999,287 

5% 

-81-
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defense. As is seen from the figure, indigent defense 

fees constitute a significant portion of the total local 

court expenditures for Circuit Courts, approximately 

twenty percent. In the Youth Courts, ten percent of the 

't.otal local expenditures are spent for indigent defense, 

while only seven percent of total local expenditures is 

attributed to indigent defense in the county courts. 

Of the. total projected expenditures (including state and 

local) for operating the Mississippi court system, indi­

gent defense services accounts for only five and one-half . 
percent. (See Figure 19, preceding page.) 

In addition to the data collected from questionnaires 

sent to all trial court judges, information on indigent 

defense cost per case was gleaned from Circuit Court 

Clerk's billings examined during the site visit phase of 

the project. Billings paid for indigent defense se:(vices 

from January 1, 1979 through ~Tune, 1979, in thirteen 

counties were examined. 79 The average cost per case of 

court appointed counsel is presented in Figure 20. The 

average was computed based on the total amount of funds 

expended by the county divided by the number of billings 

paid from January 1979 to June 1979. While the average 

cost per case for the counties listed is $262, the average 

range of cost per case varies from $57 - $496. 

B. Analysis of Alternative Methods of Providing Indigent 

Defense Services 

1. Alternative Organizational Structures 

Several alternative structures for providing indigent 

defense services are in use around the country. Generally, 

79It is noted that the sample is relatively small and 
unstratified. 
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County 

Washington 

Rankin 

Newton 

Monroe 

Lowndes 

Harrison 

Hancock 

Grenada 

George 

Forrest 

DeSoto 

Coahoma 

Bolivar *** 

FIGURE 20 

AVERAGE COST PER CASE 
IN CIRCUIT COURTS 

Average Cost 
per Case 

$187 

268 

193 

57 

380 

366 

496 

262 

206 

324 

261 

140 

177 

No. of Court 
Appointed 
Cases from 
January, 1979 
thru June, 1979 

47 

20 

10 

22 

20 

67 

21 

22 

4 

40 

11 

16 

22 

Average cost per case - $262 

Average Cost 
per Case in 

1975* 

$214 

65 

**** 

101 

170 

84 

** 

324 

66 

243 

211 

*Supra, note 71 
wi,th defenders) • 

, Table 18-4. (Table excluded counties 

**Data unavailable. 

***County appoints three attorneys who are compensated at 
$3,900 each, plus expenses. 

****County has defender. 
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these methods include ad hoc appointment of counsel, 

defender offices, assigned counsel programs, and a 

nuxture of defender offices an~ assigned counsel programs. 

a. Ad Hoc Appointment of Private Counsel 

The ad hoc appointment of counsel system is probably 

the oldest method of providing defense services. A 

list of attorneys is compiled by the court or local 

bar association and appointments are made by the 

court from this list. In some jurisdictions, appoint­

ments may be made of attorneys present in the court­

room. From the information gathered from the 

questionnaires, it appears that the ad hoc approach 

is the most commonly used method in Mississippi. 

Although the ad hoc method of appointment is practiced 

in 72% of all U.S. counties and in 80% of all rural 

area~ having 50,000 or fewer persons ,80 it has been 

sharply criticized by national bodies as the least 

desirable method for providing indigent defense 

services. In 1967, the Task Force Report on Courts 

made by the President's Commission on Law 

Enforcement and Administration of Justice leveled 

the following criticism of the ad hoc method of 

assigning counsel: 

Under an assigned counsel system, lawyers in 
private practice are appointed on a case by case 
basis by the court to represent defendants who 
cannot afford to hire an attorney. In some com­
munities, appointments are generally made from 
among the younger members of the bar; in Detroit, 
appointments generally go to the seasoned 
veterans of the Recorder's Court; in Houston, the 
entire active bar is expected to serve a term as 
assigned counsel ..• Unorganized appointment of 
individual practitioners tends toward unfair 

80National Legal Aid and Defender Association, L. 3enner and 
B. Lynch-Neary, The Other Face of Justice: A Report of the 
National Defender Survey 13, 38 (1973). 

-84-

I .. 

It .. 

(I, 

q . 

(! I 

• 
allocation of burdens and may leave undue oppClr­
tuni ties for venality and patronage where attrac­
tive compensation is provided. More important, 
the goals of protecting the integrit.y of the 
adversary system and of ensuring fairness to the 
accused cannot be satisfied when counsel is 
appointed without regard to professional compe­
tence and without supervision ~f assistance in 
the performance of his duties. 

The American Bar Association also has found many 

defects in this approach. First, favoritism in 

appointment of counsel is a possibility where compen~ 

sation is adequate and where compensation is 

inadequate, the claim is made that favoritism in 

appointment benefits those excused from service. 

Secondly, lithe impression of haphazard. treatment of 

assignments by the court denigrates the importance 

of the function of providing counsel. A feeling of 

unfair treatm(.:mt on the part of the bar breeds resent­

ment which undermines the effectiveness of the 

assigned counsel sys·t.em. Thus, ad hoc assignment 

does not fulfill either the objective of quality or 

of equality. 11
82 

Another problem in systems using the ad hoc method of 

appointing counsel is the unavailability of competent 

counsel which often results in waivers on the part of 

the accused. This phenomenon is prevalent in rural 

jurisdictions where few lawyers are available. The 

National Defender Survey found that: 

In a number of jurisdictions counsel was !lo·t 
being provided for any misdemeanor defendants. 
Field studies conducted by the Survey staff 

SIp . d . t l C . . .. . reS1 en s omm1SS10n on Law Enforcement and Adm1n1strat10n 
of Justice, Task Force Report: The Courts 59-60 (1967). 

82Arn · B A '" . . er1can ar Ssoc1at10n ProJect on Standards for Cr1m1nal 
Justice, STANDARDS RELA~ING TO PROVIDING DEFENSE SERVICES, 
Commentary to Standard 2.1 at 24-25 (Approved Draft, 1968) 
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revealed that judges in some jurisdictions simply 
were not incarcerating misdemeanor defendants 
because of the inability to provide counsel for 
t}~em~ The field studies further disclosed that 
even wh€':re counsel was in theory available I the 
failure to adequately advise misdemeanor defen­
dants of their :t'ight to counsel precluded the 
full in\\.?lement,dtion of Argersinger. In a number 
of jurisdictions a defendant wus first asked how 
he pled. Only if he pled "not guilty" 1va.S he 
advised of his right to counsel. In other juris­
dictions the advisement was clearly inadequate to 
inform a defendant that counsel would be provided 
for him if he could not afford one. 83 

Another shortcoming present in many ad hoc appoin"t­

ment situations is the lateness of appointments. 

This problem generally can be attributed to a lack of 

resources and time to insure proper fulfillment of 

h ' d'" 'b'l't 84 t ~s a m~n~strat~ve respons~ ~ ~ y. 

In the report of the National Study Commission on 

Defense Se~vices, the recommendation regarding ad hoc 

appointment of counsel rejected appointment of counsel 

on a random or ad hoc basis. In the co~mentary on 

this recommendation, the Commission cited several 

reasons for the unsuitability of the ad hoc approach: 

•••• undue reliance on inexperienced counsel and 
overall lack of quality control; the potentiality 
of patronage or its counterpart, discrimination, 
in the selection process and the corollary pos­
sibility of political control or undue influence 
intruding upon "the independence of counsel; 
unavailability of lawyers resulting in waivers 
of counsel; inadequate or, at best, uneven provi­
sion of compensation for services and general 
lack of fiscal controls; the lack of training and 
continuing education in criminal law and procedure; 
and the inability of the approach to develop a 
skilled and vigorous defense bar able and willing 
to seek reforms in the criminal justice system. 

Supra, note 80, p. 64. 

84p • Anderson, Defense of Indigents in 1Ylaine: The Need for 
Public Defenders, 25 Maine L. Rev. 8 (1973). 
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Moreover, the approach fails to allow adequately 
for investigative and other support services or 
early representation by counsel. The mildest 
criticism that might be made is that such an 
approach is inefficient.. A more accurate criti­
cism is that it is often ineffective in providing 
adequate representation. 8S 

b. Assigned Counsel Programs 

The assigned cotmsel program is generally administered 

by local bar associations and systematically appoints 

counsel to represent indigents. This structure 

differs from the ad hoc approach in that it is much 

more routinized and coordinated and that it is 

employed in only a small number of juriSdictions. 

This method of providing indigent defense services 

has been established by bar associations in counties 

in New York, Californi~, and Washington State. 

In Saratoga County, New York, the bar association 

formed a co~~oration and submitted a plan for pro­

viding services to be approved by the Judicial Con­

ference. According to 'che plan, the "corporation" 

would appoint a member of the bar to administer the 
86 proposed program. In San Mateo County, California, 

the county bar association contracted with the county 

government to provide services with the court retain­

ing the discretion to determine eligibility and make 

appointments but with the bar maintaining administra-

8SNational Leqal Aid and Defender Association Guidelines for 
Legal Defense: Systems in the United States, Report of the 
NationaL Commission on Defense Services, Final Report 1976, 
p. 142. 

86special Committee of the Saratoga Bar Association for 
Indigent Defendants, Report to the Board of S:tlpe]:"visors 
of Saratoga County, New York (1965). 
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tive control of the program. 87 In \vashington State,88 
. . 89 th ~.. King; Pierce, and Snohom~sh count~es, e aClm~n~s-

trator of the assigned counsel programs is a county 

official appointed by the county board of commis­

sioners as opposed to being administered by the bar 

association as is done in the exa.mples cited above. 

However, the bar association does have input in nomi­

nating the administrator and in participation on an 

advisory board. (The majority of felony matters in 

King and Snohomish Counties are handled by local 
90 offices) • 

Although this structure for providing defense ser­

vices has worked well in serne jurisdictions, the 

success of this alternative depends greatly on the 

dedication of the local bar association to consis­

tently provide competen'!:, counsel. This alternative 

would not be suitable for rural juri.sdictions where 

only a handful of attorneys reside. 

c. Public Defender Offices 

A third method of providing indigent defense ser­

vices is through pub~i~ defender offices. Several 

-organizational structures are possible in utilizing 

the defender office alternative. Some of the more 

87 R• Leilly, Resume of a Private Defender Program 1968-72, 
p. 1 (April, 1972) 

88National Legal Aid and Defender Association, Consultants: 
T. MacCarthy, H. SolI, C. Toole, ~eview of the Accused 
Indigent Defenders Program in Skagit County, Washington 
During Its First Year's Operation (1974, An American 
University Criminal Courts Technical Assistance Project). 

89washington State Bar Association, Study on Methods of Pro­
viding ReprE~sentation for Indigent Criminal Accused (1975) 

9°'National Legal Aid and Defender Association, Consultants: 
'T.A. Green, C.P. Jones, J. Shullenberger, J. Williams, 
A Report on the Seattle public Defender Office (1971). 
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common structures include the following: 

• a local program completely funded and organized 
at the local level; 

• a program financed by the state with local or 
regional selection of defenders and local 
autonomy; 

• a state-financed program with central adminis­
tration of all indigent defense services. 

The locally organized defender office is currently 

used in Mississippi to some extent in Jackson, 

Washington, Bolivar, and l-ionroe Counties. This 

alternative is employed in many other states, as 

ci ted by the National I.,egal Aid and Defender 
Association: 

.••• locally organized and funded trial level 
defender offices are provided for by statute in 
at least nineteen states. These include Arizona) 
California, Georgia, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, 
Iowa, Louisiana (limited to certain judicial 
districts), Minnesota (jUdicial district defenders, 
except. in counties over 300,000 where judges may 
appoint a county defender) 1 Mon'cana, Nevada (in 
the two largest counties; the rest of the state 
is centrally administered), New York, Oklahoma, 
Oregon, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Texas (in a 
single defender county), and Wyoming. In certain 
other states, local trial level defender offices 
have been established without the benefit of 
statute. These include Alabama, Maine, lfilchigan, 
Ohio, South Dakota, Utah, Washington State, and 
Wisconsin. 91 

The degree of centralization in local public defender 

·systems varies. Presently, in Marion County, Indiana, 

the public defender system is extremely decentralized. 

The judges of the.: trial court of general jurisdiction 

appoint their own part-time defendelrs who serve 

exclusively in a particular judge's court. Other 

local systems a:!l!'e' characterized by uniformity of 

Supra, note 85, p. 158, Update: Recently a state defender 
bill was passed in Ohio. 
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procedure. In a recent study, the results of cen·~ 

tralizing indigent defense services and maintaining 

independence fl.-om the judi.ciary are seen as benefi­

cial in many respects: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

the inte~;.:r! <:.y of the lawyer-client 
ship pot~\:.~~i.ally influenced by t1;e 
appointment of public defenders 1S 
protected; 

relation­
judicial 
better 

uniform standards of indigency and a data 
collection and information system could be 
developed; 
counsel could be appointed inwediately after 
arrest as opposed to the present appointment 
of counsel at first court appearance; 

a centralized agency has the ability to 
attract and retain highly skilled profes-
sionals; and 
cost savings can be realized ~n that ~dminis­
trative support services, sOC1al serv1ces! 
and investigative resources could be prov1ded 

ff ' , t b ' 92 on a more cost-e 1CJ.en aS1S. 

Although this organizational structure is wio.ely 

used, some studies have identified problems in the 

operation of a locally organized defender system. 

One study found that in California, although some of 

the most effective defender systems are in operation 

in some counties, county control also has resulted 

in wide discrepancies in the quality of defense ser­

vices provided. Funding levels and variations in 
93 

services differ considerably from county to county. 

The study also emphasized the inability of locally 

organized offices to do effective resource allocation 

planning. 

92Abt Associates, Inc. "Cent.'I.',1.lizing a cmmty Defender System" 
Criminai Defense TechnIcal Assistance Project Newsletter, 
February, 1980 

93National center for State Courts, N. Elkind! M. colton, 
and F. Bremson, Description of Defense SerV1ces in Nine 
States, supplement A (1974). 
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A survey conduc.::ted in Illinois revealed the dis­

parities existing among locally organized trial 

level defend~r offices: 

The 'so-called' public defender is really an 
administrative office. for a part-time private 
lawyer system. That each lawyer is salaried is 
the primary change from the assigned counsel 
system. 94 

The National study Commission on Defense Services 

concluded in its final report that 1i ttle support 

exis·ts for locally organized defender offices: 

A survey of the literature reveals severe criti­
cism of t,he system whereby the selection of the 
type of defender program to be utilized is left 
to the option of each county. The criticisms 
voiced illclude: inequalities in the quality and 
availability of services and in the adequacy of 
funding; political and judicial control; the 
lack of set policies and standards; inadequate 
appellate services; the lack of a training and 
research resource; lack of supporting services; 
and, gen~rally, the inability to achieve neces­
sary coordination. In addition, the cri·ticism 
is frequently made that, where the defender is 
locally dppointed and financed, his defense of 
heinous or controversial offenses may jeopardize 95 
the stability of the office due to public outcry. 

A second approach in organizing defender o·ffices is 

a state-financed local or regional defender pr~gram 

characterized by some measure of cE;'mtral control. 

For example r in Missouri, the local offices have 

autonomy in office operations but the defenders are 

selected by a state appellate judicial commission. 

On the other hand, in Florida, defenders are elected 

locally and there is no single defender in charge of 

94Ill' . 1n01S Defender Project, P. Hughes, Survey Coordinator, 
Defense of Indigents in Illinois: Report to the 
Law Enforcement Commission, p. 11 (1974) 

95 

Criminal 
Illinois 

Supra, note 86, p. 160 
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ser'lJ'ices for the s·tat.e i appellate services are pro­

vided by several regional appellate offices serving 

the entire state. 96 In Kentucky, the State Defender 

does not have administrative supervision over the 

local defender offices but provides appellate and 

post-conviction services for the state, appoints 

, district public defenders in circuits participating 

. in the state defender system, and is charged with 

issuing regulations and standards. 97 The Minnesota 

State Public Defender supervises the training for 

all district public defenders and handles appeals 

and post-conviction matters for the entire state. 98 

Although defender offices are locally organized, the 

states of California, Illinois, Indiana, Oregon, and 

Wisconsin by statute, and Michigan by court rule, 

provide for centralized state appellate or post­

conviction services at the state 1evel. 99 

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 

Standards and Goals has accepted the organizational 

structure of a state-financed locally or regionally 

organized defender office as a viable alternative 

for providing indigent defense services. The 

Commission recommended: 

Financing of defender services should be provided 
by the State'J Administration and organization 
should be provided locally, regionally, or state­
wide .100 

96supra, note 85, p. 160 

97Kentucky .Revised Statutes, §3l.030 (Supp. 1974) 

98~1inn. Stai:: Ann., §6l1.25 (1964, as amended, SUppa 1975) 

99supra"not:e 85, p. 161 

lOONationa1 Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards 
and Goals, Courts, Standard 13.6 (1973) 
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Likewise, the American Bar Association's standards 

support the concept of locally or regionally 

organized defender services. In its Standards 

Relating to Providing Defense Services, the ABA 

re commends: 

By statute each jurisdiction should require the 
appropriate local subdivision to adopt a plan for 
th~ provision of counsel. The statute should per­
mit the local subdivision to choose from the full 
range of systems a method which is suited to its 
needs and consistent with these standards and 
should allow local subdivisions to act jointly 
in establishing such a plan. 10l 

A third alternative in providing defense services for 

indigents is that of a state-financed centrally admin­

istered defender program. Many states have selected 

this alternative, among them the following; Alaska, 

Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, the District of 

Columbia, Hawaii, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Jersey, 

New l1exico, Nevada, Rhode Island, and vermont. 102 

In New Jersey, one-third of the counties have their 

own defender offices with the remaining counties 

. grouped into regions. 'llhe general administration of 

all the defender offices is handled through the 

administrative staff of the State Public Defender. 

Appeals are handled for the entire state by a 

separate appellate office. The State Public Defender 

maintains a pool of private trial attorneys to repre­

sent indis:~mts in conflict: of interest cases. These 

attorneys handle approximately 25% of the total 

indigent case load for the state. 103 

Supra, note 82, Standard 1. 3 

Supra, note 85, p. 146-158 

Supra, note 80, p. 33, 34 
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105 

The State Public Defender system in Colorado is 

administered similarly to New Jersey. The state has 

twenty regional offices with most offices serving 

more than one county. The system is centrally admin­

iC3tered through the State Public Defenders Office. 

Selection of local office defenders is done by the 

State Public Defender. Host appeals are handled by 

a separate state defender office. l04 Alaska, whose 

population is quite dissimilar from New Jersey's, 

also utilizes this structure. The Alaska Public 

Defender Agency provides services on a regional 

basis with six defender offices. Regions are 

divided according to judicial districts. A region 

may be as large as 200 miles by 300 miles; thus, 

defenders travel by boat and plane to provide ser-
. 105 h .. 

v~ces. Massac usetts uses a centrally adminJ.s-

tered structure for providing indigent defense 
services. The director of the agency is appointed 

by a board and the system has regional offices 
around the s'tate which may serve more than on\.., 

county. Appeals for all counties are handled by the 

state's appellate division. 106 

Several organizations have voiced their support for 

a state-financed centrally administered indigent 

defense system. The National Legal Aid and Defenders 

Association has concluded that defender services 

should be organized at the State level in order to 

ensure uniformity and equality of legal representa­

tion and supporting services, and to guarantee pro­

fessional independence for individual defenders. 107 

Supra,· note 85, p. 163 

Supra, note 85, p. 165 
l06NLADA, Evaluation Report on the Massachusetts Defenders 

Committee (1972) 
107supra, note 85, p. 174 
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A National Center for State Courts report has come 
to a similar conclusion: 

Based on our study, a statewide public defender 
agency is highly recommended as a model in 
structuring a public defender system. 10 13 

A bill calling for a fully integrated statet-lide 

defender system was recently introduced into the 
tvest Virginia State Legislature. The bill calls 

for a system replacing the present ad hoc assigned 
counsel system presently in ope,ration. 

The advantages of this type of structure are not 

only qualitatively beneficial in the provision of 

defense services but economically beneficial as well. 

With this structural alternative, political control 

or influence is greatly lessened, the unavailability 
of lawyers in rural areas is eliminated, compensa­

tion for services provided is ·standardized. This 

approach lends itself to ensurin.g uniformly high 

quality services in compliance with ~he equal pro­

tection criteria for all citizens within a statev 

Economically, this structure offers an extremely 

. flexible and efficient means of allocatin'g resources . , 
particularly with respect to allocating attorney time 

in less-populous areas. Centra;izing' support services, 

such as legal research efforts §lnd other professional 
staff besides attorneys (e.g. psychiatrist and inves­

tigative staff) can provide a level of representation 

unavailable in alternative structures. Cost savings 
can be derived ):rom economies of scale, and stan­

dardization of forms, motions, and jury instructions, 
thereby saving countless atto~ney hours. 

108N t' 1 a ~ona Center for State Courts, N. Elkind, M. Colton, 
and F. Bremson, Description of Defense Services in Nine 
States, Supplement A (1974). 
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d. r.1l.xed Systems 

A mixed system of providing defender services is 

characterized by participation of both a salari,ed 

defender and sUbstantial participation of the private 

bar. The mixed system is generally structured in 

one of two ways. First, the defender organization 

and the assigned counsel program operate indepen­

dently of each other with little or no coordination 

between the two. The second structure is one in 

which the defender office administers the assigned 

counsel program undertaking the assignment of attor­

neys to cases and payment. for assigned counsel's 

services. Although not a widely utilized structure, 

the mixed system is practiced in some jurisdictions. 

For example, the Federal Defender Program in Chicago 

coordinates an assigned counsel panel and administers 

a full-time staff of lawyers and investigators. 

Assigned courlsel and defender staff rotate days for 

receiving clients. Whoever receives the clients 

generally continues to represent the client through 
'd' . t 109 the adJu ~cat~on sage. 

, Defender office administration of assigned counsel 

is more common. As previously mentioned, the state 

Public Defender in New Jersey assigns a significant 

portion of his caseload to a pool of private attor­

neys. The defender office provides investigative 

and other support services and compensates attorneys 

directly from its budget. 110 In Maryland, statute 

l09National College of District Attorneys, 'National Associa­
tion of Attorneys General, National Legal A~d and Defender 
Association, and Federal Defenders of San D~ego, Inc., 
Guidebook of Projects for Prosecution and Defense Planning, 
(1973) • 

110supra, note 80, p. 35. 
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provides an assigned <counsel program administered 

by the defender office in which the office maintains 

a list of attorneys, makes case assignments, and 

compensates attorneys from the office budget. lll 

With regard to the mixed system of providing indigent 

defense services, the National Study commission on 

Defense services made the following recommendation: 

Where a jurisdiction is served by both a defender 
office and an assigned counsel program, there 
are two acceptable methods of coordinating these 
components: 

(a) The defender director may also serve as the 
assigned counsel administrator and bear the res­
ponsibility, in cooperation with the private bar, 
and with the guidance of an advisory board, for 
the establishment, maintenance and training of 
the panel, and for all other administrative and 
support functions for the assigned counsel 
component; or 

(b) The defender office and the assigned counsel 
program may exist as two independent entities, 
but coordinate their efforts in such matters as 
training and support services to the extent that 
it is feasible and in the allocation of caseload. 
Where necessary to facilitate coordination, an 
advisory board should be utilized. 112 

Within the commentary on this issue, the Commission 

cited several advantages and disadvantages to using 

the mixed system. The disadvantages with the defender­

administered structure included the following: 

defenders see problems in that the private bar may 

feel the defenders are taking over; and the defender­

administered program puts additional strain on 

already insufficient Budgets. Having independently 

administered programs "also has some problems: 

IllMd. Ann. Code, Art. 27A §6 (1971). 
112 Supra, note 85, p. 133 
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competition may arise between programs to provide 

services at the lowest cost thereby diluting the 

quality of representation; difficulty in providing 

early representation because of the uncertainty of 

which organization will have jurisdiction over the 

case; without central administration, one program 

may receive an inordinate proportion of cases or of 

case type; and administrative costs are duPlicated.
113 

The advantages of the defender-administered mixed 

system includes feasibility of more timely appoint­

ments; caseloads and assignments can be regulated 

more equitably; much less duplication of training 

programs, administrative costs, and support services 

can be combined; unified record-keeping made feasible 

and more practical; and the overall monitoring and 

evaluation of the program could be attained.
114 

2. Funding of Indigent Defense Services 

The majority of funding allocated to the provision of 

indigent defense services is absorbed at the county 

level. More than 50% of all the urban and rural defender 
programs receive funding solely from county governments, 115 

as is the case in Mississippi. Twenty-nine percent of 

assigned counsel programs receive state funding for 

felonies, sixteen percent receive state funding for mis­

demeanors with five percent of assigned counsel programs 
. . t' h t 116 rece1v1ng no compensa 10n w a ever. 

l13Ibid • 

l14Ibid • 
115 Supra, note 80, p. 30-31 
l16supra, note 80 43 , p. 
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Although these figures appear quite surprising for state 

contributions, the National Study Commission on Defense 

Services concluded the following: 

There are eighteen states which provide all or most 
of the funding for defense services from state 
coffers. Of these, thirteen fund defender systems 
having some centralized administration. These are 
the states of Alaska ,r Colorado, connecticut, Dela­
vlare I Hawaii, Kentucky, Maryland, Massachusetts, 
Nevada, New Mexico, New Jersey, Rhode Island, and 
vermont. Flordia and Missouri provide state funding 
for locally administered defender offices. The 
remaining three states, Kansas, North Carolina and 
Virginia, provide state funds for assigned counsel 
systems operating in most areas of these states and 
for several local public defender offices. In the 
remaining thirty-two states, defense services are 
funded primarily by county governments, although 
some municipalities and state governments may Pf~vide 
a portion of the funds on a contributin.g basis. 7 

Much concern has arisen with respect to the ability or 

c1esire of localities to adequately fund a competent 

level of indigent defense services. The Advisory Com­

mission on Intergovernmental Relations has promoted 

direct state financing for all indigent defense services, 

maintaining that local governments .a\L"e less capable 

fiscally or are insensitive to the need of providing 

adequate funding for protecting the rights of indigents. 118 

Both this commission and the National Legal Aid and 

Defender Association support the premise that i.t is the 

state's respon.sibility to provide adequate funding for 

cotmsel where the enforcement of state statutes is 
. 1 d 119 1nvo ve . 

1178 5 upra, note 8, p. 246-247 
118'71..::1 . . . E1.\.lVl.,Sory Comm1SS10n on Intergovernmental Relations, 

119 

S:t.ate-Local Relations in the Criminal Justice System 
52 (1971). 

Supra, note 85 
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Concern is also raised about local funding of indigent 

defense services complying with the Equal Protection 

Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. In many jurisdic-

. tions relying upon local funding, the quality of repre­

sentation depends on the wealth of the residents of the 

county in which the crime is committed. Those counties 

with low ta~ bases; particularly in rural areas, do not 

possess the funds to provide defense services that 
larger and wealthier counties can. The National Advisory 

Co~~ission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals con­

cluded that the only way to balance resources so t.hat 

counsel can be provided uniformly to all indigent 
criminally accused without imposing an unreasonable bur­

den on some communities is through a state-financed 
120 system. 

In response to this concern, the Oregon Governor's Com­

mission on Judicial Reform recommended the adoption of 
121 ., 1 1 . 

'a statewide public defender system. S~~ ar Y ~n 

Alabama, the Advisory commission on Judicial Article 
Implementation recommended that the state should provide 

adequate funding for defense services.
122 

others main­

tain that states and counties could share the financial 
. 123 

responsibilities for defense serv~ces. 

Justification for state financing is made on the basis 

Of resource availability and service delivery. It is 

argued that state governments have more revenue avail­

able than local governments and h,'3.ve fewer restrictions 

120National Advisory commission on Crimiln.al Justice Standards 
and Goals, COURTS, Commentary to Standard 13.6 at 265-266 
( 19 73) • 

121Governor's Commission on Judicial Reform (Oregon). 
FINAL REPORT (1975). . , 

l22Final Report of the Advisory Commission on Jud~c~al 
Articles Implementation (Alabama) 24 (1975). 

123supra, note 103 

-:-100-

! 

l 

t 

, 

c 

17 

124 

for raising additional revenue when necessary. Secondly, 

state funding is more likely to assure adequate and 

equitable defense services throughout the state • 

Finally, it is maintained that the state bears primary 

responsibility for execution of its criminal laws and 

should accept responsibility f~r providing defense 
. . 124 

serv~ces as requ~red. 

3. Eligibility Criteria for Representation 

The statutory criteria for determining financial eligi­

bility for legal representatioIi are quite undefined and 

lacking in guidance in the maj·ori ty of jurisdictions 

around the country. Mississippi is among twenty-eight 

other states whose sole statutvry requirement for finan­
cial eligibility is being "unable to employ couusel,,125 

or the equivalent. 

One problem inherent in such a vague definition of indi­

gency is the span of interpretCl.tions allowed which 

inevitably leads to some disparities in determining 

indigency throughout a state. For example, the Washing­

ton Supreme Court listed the foJ.lowing factors as rele­

vant to the determination of indigency: seriousness of 

the charge; prevailing and applicable bar association 

fee schedules; availability and convertibility of any 

personal or real property owned; outstanding debts and 

liabilities; accused's past and present history; earning 

capacity; living expenses; credit standing in the com­

munity; family and dependents; and any other circum­

stances which may impair or. enhance the ability to hire 

a lawyer. 126 

Supra, note 85 
125. . .. R 

M~ss~ss~pp~ Code ~99-l5-l5 
126 Supra, note 85, p. 82 
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t-lany jurisdictions consider one or more of the above 

factors in determining eligibility but are not consis­

tent with respect to the criteria to be considered most 

important. The determining official may consider earn­

ing capacity much more important than outstanding debts, 

while another in the same juris~iction may take the 

opposite view. Obviously, where no established pattern 

or standard exists, defendants will not be treated the 
same. 

lvlany jurisdictions consider factors of -doubtful legi ti-' 

macy where in the resources of relatives and friends are 

used in making the eligibility determination. 127 This 

factor for deter~ining indigency is flatly rejected in' 
-the ABA eligibility standard which states: 

6.1 Eligibility. 
Counsel should be provided to any person who is 
financially unable to obtain adequate represen.­
tation without substantial hardship to himself 
or his family. Counsel should not be denied to 
any person merely because his friends or rela­
ti ves have resources adequate to retain counsel 
or because he has posted or is capable of post.­
ing bond. 12 8 

Many organizations have developed lists of relevant cri­

teria to be considered in determining financial eligi­

bility for legal representation. For example, the New 

York State Bar Association is in the process of creating 

uniform statewide standards for determining eligibility. 

The National Conference of Commissioners on state La",s 

recommended that factors such as "inc\'')rne, property owned, 

outstanding obligations, and. the number of ages of de­

pendents," be considered as relevant f~~ctors but bail . 

Supra, note 85, 82 p. 
128".. 

note 82, Standard 6,,1 ;:;;upra; 
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" f t 129 Th N t' 1 should be excluded as a declslve ac or. e a lona 

Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 

Goals recommends the following factors as relevant to 

determining indigency: "income, bank account, ownership 

of a home, a car, or othe;r tangible property, the nUiwer 

of dependents, and the C03t of subsistence for the defen-
,,130 dent and those to whom he owes a legal duty of support. 

Even more specific criteria have been recommended by the 

S '. 131 (S National Study commission on Defense erVlces. ee 

Appendix I) In the commentary accompanying their recom­

mendation; the Commission stated that the specificity of 

the ~ecommendation is purposed to avoid any misinterpre­

tation or misapplication arising from language simply 

indicating that a defendant be financially unable to 

obtain adequate representation by incorporating the con­

cept of substantial financial hardship.132 Where more 

specific criteria are used and consistently applied 

throughout a jurisdiction, the disparities in deter­

mining financial eligibility for legal representation 

will decrease. 

4. Compensation of Assigned Counsel 

Compensation levels of assigned counsel for representa­

tion of indigent defendants across the country varies 

from no compensation to moderate compensation plus full 

reimbursement for cos.t incurred. The standard for com­

pensation is generally provi<;;1ed for statutorily, with 

some states being very specific as to amounts to compen­

sate, others are very general as to the amount of 

l29National Conference of Commissioners on uniform State Laws, 
Uniform Law Commissioners Model Public Defender Act §4 (b) 
1970. 

l30National Advisory Commission Standards and Goals, Standard 
13.2 

l3lsupra, note 85, p. 97 
l32 Ibid • 
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133 
compensation for the services performed. II The states 

of Ca1ifornia,134 Wyoming,135 Maine,136 Alaska,137 and 

Wisconsin138 statutorily provide for compensation accord­

i:ng to pJ::-evailing r.ates charged by attorneys of the 

state for comparable services. 

On the other hand, several states, Mississippi among 

them, provide specific amounts for compensation. For 

example, west Virginia statute specifies that the amount 

compensated is a $200 maximum fee for felonies and a $100 
. . 139 t 1 . d max~mum for m~sdemeanors. Some sta es on y prov~ e 

compensation until funds allowed for indigent defense 

are depleted, in which case attorney's receive no com­

pensation for services rendered. 

With regard to assigned counsel compensation, the 

National Study Commission on Defense Services recommended 

the following standard: 

(a) Assigned counsel should be adequately compensated 
for services rendered. Fees should be related to 
the prevailing rates among the private bar for 
similar services. These rates should be reviewed 
periodically and adjusted accordingly. 

" (b) Funds should be available in a budgetary alloca­
tion for the services of investigators, expert 
witnesses and other necessary services and 
faci Ii ties. 

(c) In developing a fee schedule, the effect of the 
fee schedule upon the quality of representation 
should be considered. Fee structures should be 

l33Ariz • R. Crim. Pro., Rule 6.7. 

l34 cal • Pen. Code §987.3 (Supp. 1975). 

l35WY(). St.at., §7-9.10 (d) (supp. 1975). 

l36Maine R. Crim. Pro., Rule 44(c). 

137supra, note 85. 

138Wis • stat. Ann., §967.06(2) (1971). 

l39w. Va. Code, §62-3-1 (1966, as amended, SUppa 1975). 
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designed to compensate attorneys for effort 
skil~ and time actually, properly and neces~ 
sarily expended in assigned cases. " 

(d) Fee schedules, whether provided by statute or 
policy, should be designed to allow hourly in­
court and out-of-court rates up to a stated 
maxi~u~ for various classes of cases, with 
prov~s~ons for compensation in excess of the 
scheduled maxima in extraordinary cases. 140 

This recommendation is consistent with the ABA standard 

which states; 

.2.4 Compensation. 
Assigned counsel should be compensated for ,time 
a:t;d service necessarily performed in the discre­
t~on.of the court within limits specified by the 
appl:-,cable statute. In establishing the limits 
and ~n the exerci~e of discretion the objective 
should be to prov~de reasonable-compensation in 
accordance with prevailing standards. 14L 

The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and 

Aa~inistration of Justice also concurs with this recom­

mendation, contending that compensation of indigent 

defense lawyers at the prevailing rate is necessary to 

aV0id the stigma of inferiority in service delivery.142 

Recomme::dations for an Improved Indigent Defense Sy~~tem 

in Mississippi 

1. Organizational Structure 

Recommenda~io:t;. The ad hoc method of assigning counsel 
to defend ~nd~gents should be eliminated and replaced 
by public defender offices administered ona local, 

140
S 

," 
upra,'note 85, p. 261. 

141 Supra, note 82, Standard 2.4. 
142p . I 

~es~dent s ~ommission on Law Enforcement and Administra-
t~on of Just~ce, TASK FORCE REPORT: THE COURTS 61 (1967). 
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regional, or statewide basis. The responsibility for 
administering assigned counsel programs should be 
delegated to these offices. 

The advantages accruing to the State as a whole' by 

organizing indigent defense services as recommended are 

numerous: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

the quality effid availability of counsel for indi­
gents could be increased in both rural and urban 
areas, closing any service gaps present~y existing; 

assurance of compliance with equal'protection 
and due process criteria within the stat.e could 
be increased; 

uniformity in policies and procedures for provi­
ding services could be increased; 

training and continuing education in criminal law 
for defense attorneys could be provided'; 

early representation of counsel could be provided 
thereby eliminating the problem of lat~ness of 
assignments; 

the assignment of counsel is removed from politi­
cal ana judicial influence; 

investigative and other support service's necessary 
for ad0quat~ defense could be provided; 

more experienced advocacy for appellate defense 
can be developed; and 

• compensation for service provided by assigned 
counsel could be standardized~ 

2. Funding of ,Hississippi Indigent De'fense Services 

Recommendation. To accrue the advantages list~d in the 
above recommendation the state shoulumove toward sub­
sidizing all indigent defense services provid(;d within 
the state. Not only will state funding of indigent 
defense services provide uniformity, equality, and 
increased availability of defense services, but also 
economic advantages are possible: 

-·106-
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• 

8 ,a flexible and efficient means of allocating 
resources; 

• 

• 

• 

the ability 'co realize economic benefits from 
economies of scale; 

the ability to standardize forms, motions, and 
jury instructions, saving costly attorney time; 
and 

use of support services more efficiently. 

Another import.ant £I.'t-.:'tor in the issue of funding is that 

the state has more revenue available as well as more 

ample means to raise additional' revenue than do local 

governments. In ltississippi, this is particularly impor­

tant in that a significant geographic area of the state 

is comprised of counties with very small tax bases. 

State funding will alleviate the severe economic burden 
placed on these counties to provide indigent defense 
services. 

3. Eligibility for Determining Indigency 

Recommendation. The state should devise realistic and 
specific criteria for determining financial eligibility 
for legal representation to be used by all jurisdictions 
so that the disparities existing in determining indigency 
are eradicated. Standardizing 9riteria for indigency 
should provide the following: 

4. 

• close service gaps, if present, T!Jhere 'chose in 
need of defense services eilte no··t provided due 
"t.o a lack of criteria to p~ -judged upon; and 

• eliminate misinte.rpretations of the present 
cri teria thereby promoting more ecr\li table 
application of the cri t.eri:t. 

Compensation for Assigned Counsel 

Recommendation. The state should standardize compensa­
tion levels for assigned counsel to be effective in all 
jurisdictions. Fee schedules should be developed to 
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provide for adequate compensation for services rendered 
and should be based on prevailing rates of private 
counsel. 

If the public defender offices are not implemented as 
recommended it is imperative that adequate compensation 

levels be established to insure indigent defendants a 
competent level of representation. Currently, in 
~lississippi, the compensation levels for assigned counsel 

vary radically from $50/case to an hourly rate up to $30. 
Standardizing compensation levels should eliminate this 
problem. 
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v. SUMMARY 

This report has analyzed the organization and management 
of three critical components of Mississippi's judicial 
system: clerks of court, court reporters, and indigent 

defense services. In each area, the existing system in 
Mississippi was examined with emphasis on legal authori­
zation, organizational structure, and financial management. 
Recomm~ndations are based on appraisal of the Mississippi 

system and its specific needs. The systems of other states 
and the fruits of national debate on these subjects are 

incorporated into the analysis. 

Throughout the three areas of inquiry, a cornmon theme is 

reflected in the recommendations. Greate~ assumption of 
responsibility for funding and administrat~~ve involvement 
by the State is encouraged in some manner in the areas of 
clerks offices, court reporters j' and indigent defense. In 
Mississippi, increased state administration will have to 
develop in light of the predominantly rural nature of 

Mississippi. Local or regional supervision of daily admini­

stration will continue regardless of developments in procedu­
ral uniformity and centralized fund flows. This balance of 

state and local roles offers the best opportunity for consis­
tent, fair administration of justice in the three areas. 

In some respects, this report's recommendations confo~n to 

recognized standards and national trends while in other as­
pects, Mississippi's situation dictates maintenance of 

existing practices or modified adoption of selected compo­
nents of conventional wisdom in judicial administration. 
In totality, the future of organization and management of 
clerk~s offices, o_urt reporters, and indigent defense ser­

vices is contingent upon developnlents in trial court organiza­
tion and formulation of policy regarding state involvement 
in judicial administration. As voiced throughout the report 
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series generated by the Missisf3ippi Court Finance Project, 

basic organizational reform irr specific components of the 

judicial system must be undertaken in concert with a com­

prehensive plan for the system as a whole. 
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REVENUES OF CHANCERY CLEF~S OFFICES 
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KEY TO COUNTY CODE 

County, Code 

Adams 01-78-6 
Alcorn 02-78-6 
Amite 03-78-6 

~ Atta1a 04-78-6 

\ Benton 05-78-6 I 
Bolivar 06-78-6 
Calhol1n 07-78-6 
Carroll 08=78 .... 6 
Chickasaw 09-78-6 
Choctaw 10-78-6 ., Claiborne 11-78-6 
Clarke 12-78-6 
Clay 13-78-6 
Coahoma 14-78-6 
Copiah: 15-78-6 
Covington 16-78-6 
Desoto 17-78-6 
Forrest 18-78-6 
Franklin 19-78-6 
George 20-78-6 

f Greene 21-78-6 
Grenada 22-78-6 
Hancock 23-78-6 
Harrison 24-78-6 
Hinds 25-78-6 
Holmes 26-78-6 
Humphrey s 27-78-6 
Issaquena 28-78-6 
Itawamba 29-78-6 
Jackson 30-78-6 
Jasper 31-78-6 
Jefferson 32-78-6 
Jeff Davis 33-78-6 
Jones 34-78-6 , Kemper 35-78-6 
Lafayette 36-78-6 
Lamar 37-78-6 
Lauderdale 38-78-6 ~; 

Lawrence 39-78-6 
Leake 40-78-6 

• Lee 41-78-6 
Leflore 42-78-6 
Lincoln 43-7B-6 

" 
Lowndes 44-78-6 

,:;' 
Madison 45-78-6 
Marion 46-78-6 

~ Marshall 47-78-6 
Monroe 48-78-6 . , 
Montgomery 49=78~6 -' 

.J 

I 
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County 

Neshoba 
Newton 
Noxubee 
Oktibbeha 
Panola 
Pearl River 
Perry 
Pike 
Pontotoc 
Prentiss 
Quit.man 
Rankin 
Scott 
Sharkey 
Simpson 
Smith 
Stone 
Sunflower 
Tallahatchie 
Tate , Tippah 
Tishomingo 
Tunica 
Union 
Walthall 
Warren 
Washington 
Wayne 
Webster 
Wilkinson 
Winston 
Yalobusha 
Yazoo 

.' 

, , ., 

Code 

50-78-6 
51-78-6 
52-78-6 
53-78-6 
54-78-6 
55-78-6 
56-78-6 
57-78-6 
58-78-6 
59-78-6 
60-78-6 
61-78-6 
62-78-6 
63-78-6 
64-78-6 
65-78-6 
66-78-6 
67-78-6 
68-78-6 
69-78-6 
70-78-6 
71-78-6 
72-78-6 
73-78-6 
,4-78-6 
75-78-6 
76-78-6 
77-78-6 
78-78-6 
79-78-6 
80-78-6 
81-78-6 
82-78-6 

- . 

( 

t . 

~. \ , 

f 
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,-
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. __ . 
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" 

.$ 4,31.12 
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.$ 36,954-

$ 26,581-

$ 20.909 -.....--_.-
$ 28.83'> 

$ b2,337---

.$ 7,793 _0_- _. ___ ._ ...... _ ..... ___ ............ ____ . _________ _ 
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59 

35 
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248-:--' 

·435 
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59-78-6 $ 327 $ 35,120 ------------- --------
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63-73-6 j; 
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65 
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$ 25,099 

$ 17,648 
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$ 14,929 

$ 60,034 
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$ 1"'3,000.· 

65-78-6 $ 3U4 $ 22.213 $ 14.339 i--------··--------·----·- .... -------- .. ,,-.---.-.---

c! $ _ 18,636 $ 19,050 

. ... _--
$ 29,260 

(, 
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APPENDIX B 

.. DISBURSEMENTS OF CHANCERY CLERKS OFFICES/ 

NET INCOME OF CLERKS 
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County 

Adame 
Alcorn 
Amite 
Attala , Benton 
Bolivar 
Calhoun 
Carroll 
Chickasaw 
Choctaw 
Claiborne 
Clarke 
Clay 
Coahoma 
Copiah 
Covington 
Desoto 
Forrest 
Franklin 
George , Greene 
Grenada 
Hancock 
Harrison 
Hinds 
Holmes 
Humphreys 
Issaquena 
Itawari1ba 
~Tackson 
Jasper 
Jefferson 
Jeff Davis 
Jones 
Kemper 
Lafayette 
Lamar 
Lauderdale 
Lawrence 
Leake 
Lee 
Leflore 
Lincoln 
Lowndes 
Madison 
Marion 
l-1arshall 
r1onroe 
Hontgomery 

, 

KEY TO COUNTY CODE 

Code 

01-78-6 
02-78-6 
03-78-6 
04-78-6 
05-78-6 
06-78-6 
07-78-6 
08-78-6 
09-78-6 
10-78-6 
11-78-6 
12-78-6 
13-78-6 
14-78-6 
15-78-6 
16-78-6 
17-78-6 
18-78-6 
19-78-6 
20-78-6 
21-78-6 
22-78-6 
23-78··6 
24~78-6 

25-78-6 
26-78-6 
27-78-6 
28-78-6 
29-78-6 
30-78-6 
31-78-6 
32-78-6 
33-78-6 
34-78-6 
35-78-6 
36-78-6 
37-78-6 
38-78-6 
39-78-6 
40-78-6 
41-78-6 
42-7e-6 
43-78-6 
44-78-6 
45-78-6 
46-78-6 
47-78-6 
48-78-6 
49-78-6 

j 

-' 

I Ii. 
f 
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l,ki:' 
~J 1 

J 
~. 

:JUNTy ?OTAL TCT~L 'lET 
COO~ COMPENSATION 01 S au R S EM EN T S C'JMP:;\,JSATION -

. -_._-,------- -_._ .. - --

county Code 

Neshoba 50-78-6 
Newton 51'-78-6 
Noxubee 52--78-6 
Oktibbeha 53--78-6 
Panola 54·-78-6 
Pearl River 55-'78-6 
Perry 56-78-6 
Pike 57-78-6 
Pontotoc 58-78-6 

i1; 
) 

«( !~ 

li 58,154 $ 35,826 -
$ 25,277 $ It),l~l 

$ ~t3', 401 .$ 20,d08 

$ 30,1)41 $ 21,700 .--. 
'5 14,050 $ 1J,510 

$ -2';'2-24 $ 28,878 

~.- ............. *-.---,. _.- ---;--~.---

---~:~-::~: ~. 
tJl-78-6 t 

$ 44,209 

,'5-71'1-6 

$ 51,141 
--- - - -_ ... -- - 1----

U4-78-6 

$ 66,017-------$i4 .. ,,--

Prentiss 59-78-6 
Quitman 60-78-6 07-78-c' $ 31,294 $. 9,271 . $ 22,022 

Rankin 61-78-6 
Scott 62-78-6 
Sharkey 63-78-6 
Simpson 64-78-6 
Smith 65-78-6 
stone 66-78-6 
Sunflower 67-78-6 
Tallahatchie 68-78-6 

Q' 

\ I 

o ' '5 .13,602 $ 7,776 

$ 22,688 $ 20,184 

$ 8,813 $ 19,592 -
$ 12,039 $ 2-(,563 

$ 21 t 3 78 

$ lt2t873' 

:Ii 28,405 

$ 39,602. 

1)13-78-6 

._---; -_. __ ._ ... +! --.,...-~..." 
09- 7 8-6 I 

10-78-6 

1.1-78-6 

Tate 69-78-6 , Tippah 70-78-6 
Tishomingo 71-78-6 
Tunica 72-78-6 

$ 2S--;tt6S $ 10-;06"1 

$ 27,982 $ 26,932 

$ ,,:6,5-26 

$ 57,051 • 13-78-6 ------- --- ----
Union 73-78-6 
Walthall 74-78-6 1; 45.431 li 24,317 $ 69,748 

Warren 75--78-6 
Washington 76-78-6 
Wayne 77-78-6 
Webster 78-78-6 
Wilkinson 79-78-6 
Winston 80-78-6 
Yalobusha 81-78-6 
Yazoo 82-78-6 

q 

I 
i 

" ( 

.; 
I' .; 

$ ""6-5; '1-9-1 ,$ i3,4=Pt-'-

:I> 19,911) $ 29,599 ... - ..... --
os 33,990 $ 26,220 

$--97';-3'96 $ 33,758 

10-78-6 $- 49,5 Hi . 
--- --.. -._,. - ... r------ ,-----

$ 6Ch 216 17-78-6 

(:= j 

, 
I' 

$ 4,785 :£ 19.753' ._ .. -._--19-78-6 $ 24~,538 --.---. .:..----
20-78-6 .$ 37,934 !II 16,354 $ 21,580 

.' 
( 
' . $ ·6--;-453------:5'1'5' f 811 "'-2T=18 :.;'-'-' .$ 22-;265 
. ~ : 
t 
'f l 

$ 17,824 $ 31,381 -_ ...... _~.~~}l? ___ ~... ~2~';....2_1_·1 ___ _ 
/, 

II 
, I 

$ 51,944 .1i 36,214 

-
-

2J-7H-6 i Ji 8 a, 159 

~ 
!i: 

.. _ ..... _ .. ---------- ._. 

(1" --
.-120-
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I 

I 

:UUr.!TY 
CGO~ 

TDTAL TOTAL ~ET 
CCMPE~ISATION OT S BUP.S E:-1 EI'HS S~Mo~ 'I::;L\T IDN _____ _ 

'.' ' .... 

- ---_ ............ *._ ... -._---.-----

24-7 8-6 :5209.430 ~169t563 $ 39,867 --------------___ .. __ .. _ .u ... _ .• 

25-78-6 '5 48,741 

27-78-6 $ 36,364 $ 12,903 ------
28-78-6 .~ 13,223 

• f" 
29:':: 7 A ..:. "(),1 ., . .£~-z;-;-o lt2-----$ 9 ;-rJ'31 

. ?~~.:!..B:-.?_~ 
31-78-6 ! 

$180,287 ----_._. 
:5 48,685 

$152,666 

$ 24,960 $ 23,725 

~-I I 
33-78-6 :5 40,442 .$ 4,452 $ 35 9 99 O' . ___________ _ ._---_ ....... 
34-·711-6 ~138, 787 :I> 59,708 $ 79,079 

36-78-6 .'Ii 58,721 . $ 24, lin $ 34,61,8 -_ . . - ... .. ~ .... - . ----"" .. ---... -_.,._---
37-78-6 $ 69,408 :£ 41.328 $ 28,079 

. 
--38-73-6' ·--·$T1f9-;-32'2-···---:$.r6'OT67t~·-·-·--$-28 ;-rr8 

39-78-6 "'_ .~_;_. 5_,_~ 80_ .. ___ $_1_0_,_o_o_8_. __ $ 25,·071:.-___________ ---_ 

4(1-78-6 $ 43 t 650 $ 22,241 .$ 21,409 

r61.292 

$ 67,316 $ 37,940 ----.---_. --_. --.--.--.~.---$105,257 

43-78-6 $ 64,682 :£ 40,608 

'--"44::7 a :':6-1 - $13"3-;-:: 9 a "---:!i-53 ;75'8 ---"-$ ·"29 '; "6-4 'cr .. 
\ 

t~5-78-6: $ 6'5,692 $ 25,930' $ 39,761 .--.---_._--------.. ----.-.. --- - r·" 
$ 30,937 $ 26,740 

___ • _, ~_~ ...... _ 4 .. 

.-- '-' -----------------------
(f; 

._------------------- ------_._-- .. --. 
.-122-

I 

J 

: DU~ITY 
CCior 

J 47-711-6 

TOT AL 
:O~'PtNSATION 

·s 53,055 

40-78-6; $ 89,605 

{i:C)::? 8-':'61 --$ :3 6 9 190 

PAGE 

TOT~L ~ET 
DISBURSEMENTS CJMPE~S4TIJN --'--" -_._ ..... _--

$ 25,331 . $ 27.724 ._-_._--
$ 60,115 $ 29,690 

'li 24,511 

:"', ) jil-79-6: .'5 58,148 'li 41,868· $ 16 ,279 

~ 

i 

-- .-....... _--. 

~ _2~-7~.:_~ .. 

54-78 -fa 

-s·:r..:. "(8-":'-61 

'1: 53,297 

$ 95,918 

._----
.$ 20,451 Ji 18,528 

$ 8,509' $ 41,56d 

:6 38,149 '\) 15,147 
.~~---------------------

.$ 28,612 $ 26,327 

$·50,113 

) 56 - 7 8 - 6 1 :s 2 I) , 965 $ 9,8~4~3 _____ $~1~1~,~1~2~2~ __________ . __________ __ 
_ • ____ 4 _ 

57-78-6 

60-78-6 

J b2.-78-6 

63- 7 9-6 

$ 96,361 

$ 50,049 .---
$ 32,604 

$ 58,064 

:5 58,449 

$ i6,339 

$ 22,906· 

$ 15,626 

-$ -76-,-762 

$ 20,300 ---
$ 26,665 $ 6,950 

$ 37,911 

$ 22,605 

$ 27,143 

S 16,978 

$ 32,476 

$ 37,763 

$ 19,715 

. ..,,~~- -------------------- . . $ l~j ,9iJ8 

65-78-6 $ 36,553 $ 12,988 $ 23,564 ------ . ----.---..::.-...::::.::~=-=-..:..----.-------------
66-78-6 $ 33,641 $ 17.816 $ 20,825 

$ 3'r, 73 5 

b8-78-6 $ 38.713 $ 26,587 $ 12.125 

'-:~~~~-:::'t'$ 46.8=.:50=------$-2-4,635 $ 22,215 

--------~----------------------------------

t ... -.. " .. -----------

._._ .... _ .... - -.. -------------._._-------------- , ______ =-,.....-___ i 

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

-123-
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:: JUf\lTy 
COOF 

TOTAL 
COMPENSATION 

j 

70-7B-61 $ 28.282 

TL-7R-6 :5 31,692 

(3-78-6 i :S 50 .. 509 

74-78-6; !Ii 44,91.3 

70-78-6 \ $110,911 , __ .... _, .• _..1 

77-78-0' $ 54,965 

TOT AL 
D! S BURS E\\ ENTS 

$ 23,628 

:b 16.150 

$ 61,216 

$ 20,376 

PAGE 

'IF. T 
CJ~PE:-"'SATIJN 

$ 19,249 

$ 8,064 

$"J.T,9T3 

s 21,679 

$.,28,763 

$ 49,694 ---
$ 34,588 

--rtf:': 78 =()"i --$--3'178'29----'-:-:-7-;-1:2'5"----.-1'-'2 "t;;7(J.4 
I 
I 

_7? __ ~~-:-_?1-.-~_3_-_1_,~2? __ . ____ _ 
I'hl -18 - 6 I .$ 3 5 ., 7 06 

.'$. V),728 $ 20,897 ---1------
$ 14,242 $ 21,464 

I 

d t ;':7 a": ll'-;-"-t-'3-r;"'3-4'"9--- $ I, gOO----~$-'-23957t_"9-

d2-78-6 $ 46,769 $ 26,1)29 $ 20,739 
• I --'-'-

TOTI\LS '$ 4,989,837 $ 2,952,948 :b 2,142,955 

'-'r 

( . 

~ , . ' i 
I 

I 

(I 

G< 
<, ! 

-----. ---_._--_ .• ,-_._._--_.---:...-._------------

. --.-._----- _._--- ,---_.---,------,.--

----.----...-

.. ~-.----~.......--~--. 

----~.--.------ ------------------ ---
G . 

"'---.- -----------_ .. _ ... _---- . ---- j 

; . 
t 

• 

~ 
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APPENDIX C 

COUNTY EXPENDITURES FOR 

OPERATING COSTS IN. THE OFFICE 

OE' CHANCERY CLERK 

FOR YEAR ENDING SEP'l'EMBER 30 
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APPENDIX C 

COUNTY EXPENDITURES FOR 
OPERATING COSTS IN THE OF:FICE 

OF CHANCERY CLERK 
FOR YEAR ENDING SEPTEMBER 30 

County 1975 

Adams $60,570 
Alcorn 20,538 
Amite 9,626 
Atta1a 4,223 
Benton 3,576 
Bolivar 12,852 
Calhoun 5,087 
Carroll 3,429 
Chickasaw 4,572 
Choctaw 7,096 
Claiborne 10,205 
Clarke 11,167 
Clay 7,380 
Coahoma 10,464 
Copiah 4,876 
Covington 6,141 
DeSoto 9,389 
Forrest 29,952 
Franklin 4,154 
George 2,858 
Greene 6,464 
Grenada 9,586 
Hancock 13,163 
Harrison 165,549 
Hinds 36,887 
Holmes 2,430 
Humphreys 8,501 
Issaquena 2,739 
Itawamba 7,043 
Jackson 20,570 
Jasper 10,303 
Jefferson 1,918 
Jefferson Davis 2,506 
Jones 47,693 
Kemper 1,268 
Lafayette 9,692 
Lamar 14,688 
La.uderda1e 21,052 
Lawrence 3,344 
Leake 8,462 
J ... ee 11,615 
Leflore 10,798 
Lincoln 12,707 
Lowndes 34,172 
Madison 13,832 

-126-

1976 

$ 55,270 
17,987 
16,928 

5,333 
3,928 

19,233 
8,586 
5,337 
3,843 
5,046 

11,106 
12,034 

9,969 
22,333 
12,906 
12,362 
24 , 619 
35,618 
9,896 

13,682 
6,809 
9,186 

26,046 
48,738 
97,i76 

3,523 
11,031 

4,366 
7,322 

78,105 
11,431 
1,491 
8,689 

66,798 
6,307 
5,/03 

25,675 
35,329 

2,865 
10,028 
12,431 
12,313 
25,195 
21,806 
13,490 

~ I 
I 

... ~ _ _ .A .. _ __ 

~ 
I. 
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APPENDIX C ( continued) 

County 
-; . 1975 1976 

Marion $12,450 $10,379 
Marshall 9,264 7,505 
Monroe 9,141 6,668 
Montgomery 12,778 12 1189 ) 

Neshoba 2,242 2,212 
Newton 4,538 5,161 
Noxubee 9,017 7,060 
Oktibbeha 16,711 24,474 
Panola 8,811 10,386 
Pearl River 11,500 17,744 
Perry 9,683 9,443 
Pike 19,121 14 r 538 
Pontotoc 1,580 11,808 
Prentiss 8,324 15,610 
Quitman 9;325 9,912 
Rankin 31,358 29,172 , 
Scott 7,087 11,697 
Sharkey 5,372 9,250 APPENDIX D 

Simpson 19,513 16,041 
Smith 15,185 8,369 OFFICE OF CHANCERY CLERK , 
stone 8,040 10,373 
Sunflower 21,584 17,801 Q I • STATEMENT OP",COURT-'RE:t.A'l'E,o GROSS RECEIPTS 

I , 

Tal1ahatchie 10,289 12,219 
Tate 7,225 11,341 FC~ CALENDAR YEARS 1.977/1978 

Tippah 3,961 7,601 
' c 

t: 
Tishomingo 4,711 3,715 " 
Tunica 10,236 5,860 
Uioon 4,252 4,950 ~ , • Walthall 7,864 11,396 
Warren 10,052 29,947 1 Washington 23/045 17,348 
Wayne 11,801 13,882 

~ Webster 2,324 4,660 
Wilkinson 7,720 12,627 Q' ) 

Winston 8,512 16,125 
Ya10busha 7,342 12,983 
Yazoo 17,046 19,607 

" 
$1,094,152 $1,311,032* 

q , 

0' r; i " 

f , 
.~ ! 

" I 
f .'1 
~' 

f 

. ~ t 
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APPENDIX D 

OFFICE OF'CHANCERY CLERK 
STATEMENT OF COURT-RELATED GROSS RECEIPTS 

FOP, CALENDAR YEARS 1977/1978 

1977 1978 

Payments fcrom Rec eipts £ rom Paymen s from Receipts from t Governme~'1 'Cal Private Governmental Private 

I Countv Treasuries Individuals Treasuries Individuals , 

Adams $ 27,389 $ ,28,726 $ 23,437 $ 28,871 

• Alcorn 10,626 8,005 7,143 9,027 
I F.mite 9,180 11,701 10,800 15,070 ji Attala 6,005 11,361 6,060 12,827 I 

Benton 5,965 4,254 6,150 4,302 
Bolivar 4,172 26,449 ~1,690 29,720 
Calhoun 6,517 6,623 6,460 6,15'2 

t 
Carroll 5,094 6,341 5,332 4,100 
Chickasaw 11,682 11,396 13,931 13,905 
Choctaw 4,600 5,976 4,109 6,133 
Claiborne 14,107 9,841 16,130 10,605 

r Clarke 8,411 26,129 8,736 22,075 
Clay 5,860 27,186· 6,668 33,495 

j 
Coahoma 8,982 27,558 11,832 36,238 
Copiah 11,108 24,603 14,313 26,531 
Covington 6,940 23,749 7,220 20,909 
DeSoto 5,730 26,775 5,937 28,835 
Forrest 25,203 58,612 42,725 58,845 
Franklin 7,160 10,103 7,196 7,793 

• George 11,252 13,784 9,,618 13,692 
Greene 7,625 ~,500 7,923 2,400 
Grenada 10,055 1",820 9,770 17:988 
Hancock 8 v 797 41 J 960 10,708 58 v 932 
Harrison 49,670 113,739 53,011 118,623 
Hinds 77,685 188,072 79,707 210,097 
Holmes 8,369 16,396 8,832 18,490 t Humphreys 7,046 9,914 7,1.51 13,673 
Issaquena 4,906 1,300 4,910 1,200 
Itawamba 7,260 10,521 7,150 10,671 
Jac](son 1:7,696 110,612 27,181 124,082 

/, Jasper 6,190 1,250 8,740 4,250 
Jefferson 11,587 7,193 11,730 8,487 

~ Jefferson Davis 7,550 29,385 7,512 21,195 
Jones 18,199 64,337 17,674 78,168 
Kemper 2,323 8,030 2,613 8,639 
Lafayette 5,087 27,963 7,097 34,463 
Lamar 11,600 50,744 11,460 43,713 
Lauderdale 33,663 64,670 28,928 67,319 

~ Lawrence 7,582 13,954 7,605 13,089 
Leake 6,332 16,345 6,655 18,554 
Lee 15,669 37,953 16,973 42,202 
Leflore 8,003 23,670 8,854 28,650 

I Lincoln 11,980 31,905 11,849 35,473 
Lowndes 14,777 38,437 13,210 34,287 

~ 
) 

<.-

,-, ?q-
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County 

Madison 
Marion 
Marshall 
MOnJ:~oe , 
Montgomery 
Nesr.loba 
Newton 
Noxubee 
Oktibbeha 
Panola 
Pearl River 
Perry 
Pike 
Pontotoc 
Pren'ciss 
Quitman 
Rankin 
Scott 
Sharkey 
Simpson 
Smith 
Stone 
Sunfl'ower 
Tallahatchie 
Tate 
Tippah 
Tishomingo 
Tunica 
Union 
'Walthall 
Warren 
Washington 
Wayne 
Webster 
Wilkinson 
Winston 
Yalobusha 
Yazoo 

APPENDIX D (continued) 

1977 

Payments from Receipts from 
Governmental Private 
Treasuries Individuals 

$ 8,292 $ 25,208 
13,289 33,869 

8,677 10,659 
9,432 38,561 
7,855 10,184 
7,618 14,145 
6,805 12,956 
6,912 9,675 
7,040 34,009 

10,663 40,101 
7,655 

11,947 37,327 
6,210 14,551 
7,776 7,264 
6,755 12,810 

12,666 48,622 
5,310 ).9; 085 
5,545 1,200 
6,720 12,150 
8,410 15,326 
6,239 17,111 
7,070 19,903 
6,480 15,957 
9,360 15,272 
5,780 6,100 
1,390 5,142 
6,258 7,513 
5,899' 10,415 
6,448 11,158 

15,000 39,564 
11,048 57,711 

6,680 27,462 
6,506 11,222 

10,680 4,624 
6,450 11,559 
8,614 9,072 
7,985 20,458 

$849,098 $1 ;,98 3,. 78 7 

-130-

Payments from 
Governmental 
Treasuries 

$ 7,056 
13,258 
11,760 
9,770 
8,218 
4,754 
7,232 
7,075 
7,220 

13,759 
11,509 

7,700 
13,656 

6,342 
8,039 
5,662 

17,580 
11,885 

5,849 
7,020 
7,552 
6,540 

12,780 
6,110 
9,002 
6,000 
1,410 
6,515 
6,710 
6,332 

16,849 
15,545 
10,477 

6,805 
13,580 

7,334 
9,117 
8,125 

$937,857 

- , 

1978 

Receipts from 
Private 

Individuals 

$ 31,143 
27,402 
24,371 
50,510 
12,053 
17,996 
14,441 

8,396 
27,485 
20,954 
56,403 

50,443 
17,780 

7,684 
11,667 
60,034 
23,157 
J.,~500 

13,000 
13,311 
14.,250 
29 1 260 
12,387 
18,568 

6,100 
5,669 
9,540 

13,579 
14,628 
39,055 
69,685 
28,268 
10,831 

4,000 
15,132 

9,756 
20,520 ... 

$2,217,778 

l 

€ .. 

• • 

APPENDIX Ii: 

" RE\T.E:NUES OF CIRCUrl' ,'CIiER'KS OFFICES 

1978 

), . 
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KEY TO COUNTY CODE 

County Code 
Adams 01-78-7 
Alcorn 02-78-7 
Amite 03-78-7 

~ Atta1a 04-78-7 
Benton 05-78-7 I 

Bolivar 06-78-7 
Calhoun 07-78-7 
Ca,rro11 08-78-7 
Chickasaw 09-78-7 
Choctaw 10-78-7 
Claiborne 11--78-7 
Clarke 12-78-7 
Clay' 13-78-7 
Coahoma 14-78-7 
Copiah 15-78-7 
Covington 16-78-7 
Desoto 17-78-7 
Forrest 18-78-7 
Franklin 19-78-7 
George 20-78-7 , Greene 21-78-7 
Grenada 22-78-7 

t Hancock 23-78-7 
Harrison 24-78-7 
Hinds 25-78-7 
Holmes 26-78-7 
Humphreys 27-78-7 
Issaquena 28-78 M 7 
Itawamba 29-78-7 
Jackson 30-78-7 
Jasper 31-78-7 
Jefferson 32-78-7 
Jeff Davis 33-78-7 
Jones 34-78-7 
Kemper 35-78-7 
Lafayette 36-78-7 
Lamar 37-78-7 
Lauderdale 38-78-7 
Lawrence 39-78-7 
Leake 40-78-7 

• Lee 41-78-7 
r.ef1ore 42-78-7 
Lincoln 43-78-7 
Lowndes 44-78-7 
~1adison 45-78-7 
Marion 46-78-7 
Marshall 47-78-7 
t-1onroe 48-78-7 E_",,,,-•• : 

Montgomery 49-78-7 J 

-132-
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county ~ 
50""78-7 Neshoba 51-'78-7 :Newton 52-78-7 Noxubee 53-78-7 Oktibbeha 54-78-'7 Panola 55-78-7 

~ Pearl River 56-78-7 Perry 57-78-7 pike 58-78-7 Pontotoc 59-78-7 Prentiss 60-78-7 Quitman 61-78-7 Rankin 6{l.~78-7 
Scott 63-78-7 Sharkey 64-78-7 Simpson 65-78-7 Smith 66-78-7 stone 67-78-7 Sunflower 68-78-7 Tallahatchie 69-78-7 Tate 70-78-7 , Tippah 71-78-7 Tishomingo 72-78-7 

~ Ttmi.ca 73-78-7 Union. 74-78-7 Walthall 75-78-7 Warren 76-78-7 
~ Washington 77-78-7 Wayne 78-78-7 Webster 79-78-7 Wilkinson 80-78-7 Winston 81-78-7 Yalobusha 82-78-7 Yazoo 

.' 

-133-

( 
( , 

i (' 

) 

I" ( 

t c 
( , 

J>, : 

I 
\, 

• ( 
0, 

\ 
(, 

I 
I 

\ 
I 

( 
c, I 
~ \ ( 

, 

~ ( 
{[.:\ 

, 

( 

I 
I 

.' \ 
! 

(. 

( 
I '. 

I 

C 
( ~, ., 

( 
:.; 

<... 
ii .:J.. 

I' I,... 
., 

l 

l 

l. , 
<" ' ' 
: \ 

COUNTY GOVERNMENTAL RECEIPTS 
CODf. ..•. ___ ... _.T P ~~_~~~.! __ ~.P I_~~ ~ ~~,L_S __ _ .. --------_ .. __ .... -_ ... ,-. 

01-78-7 $ 4n.658 $ 12,336 .. _ .. --_ ...... __ ._-, .... _---_."--_._ ...... - -----
;12-78-7 $ 25.743 $ 4,145 

$ (3';4,-52-

04-78-7 $ 16.580 $ 5,789 - .------.------... - .. ,- .. -"-"---"--- -.. -.. -_.- . __ ._---1 

05-78-7 $ 563 

s 9,488 

07-78-7 . !S 17,969 :s 2,259 ----_._ .. __ .. -.-._._-_._-
()B-78-7 $ 9, 54't- $ 275 

------~-----·()9:. 78-=r-s27-;-S43 $ 2,9'49-

10-78-7 $ 15? 979 $ 1.597 ----_.-._-----_ .. _-----_ .. - -....... _-, 

11-78-7 $ "3 t 225 

~ 13 -1 a - 7 $ 2') 0 7 58 $ 3 , 83 8 .. _-_._---_-: .. _ .... _-.---- ~. ----.. ---------_ ... _-----
14-78-7 $ 6,229 

16-78-7 $ 11974)1 $ 1,641 ----- . __ . __ ._--._----_._----
17-78-7 :l; 25.267 $ 9, 726 

$-·-'1-;-643-.-

19-78-1 $ 12,52J $ 3,485 
" ... ' ..... -_ ..... _-_._ .. - ... - .... --_. _ .. _- ---~-' ._---------_ ...... '~." .. --.. --_.-

20-78-7 $ 14.449 $ 3,073 

____ .. ____ L._)2_-_1~.:! __ $ __ 1_1 '....950 ._. ____ $ __ 4_,_1_32_. __ 

23-'7R-7 $ l,P-CO $. 2,293 

--_._--_._._--------

.--------------_._--- . __ ._. __ ._-----

_1':l£1_ 

.J .. _ _ 
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f 

CiJu~rry GOVeRN~1ENTAL R.ECE.IPTS 
com: T?F.\S\JRY INDIVI~_UA.L,£ ___ _ . ________ .. ·_.t ...... _ ... _.., .. · .. ___ ..... _________ .~~_. __ .. __ 

( 

( 25-78-7 1; 96,197 $ 69,271 

',' ( 
, 

27-78-7 $ 21,753 $ 1,937 --- --- --'-'--- ---
( 2U-78-7 $ V),613 $ 5 

'---29·~8'--f·--s-1570-29'-· ---:.r·--·r-;5S-0---
( 

30-78-7 .$ 38,169 
---.;~----.-------.. -- .-

. iJ" ! 

I 

( 31-78-7 $ 18,885 $ 2,249 

.:.:.. 

(' 
. ____ , ______ ~-2.~_-_7 _,_,_$ __ 9 ..!. 04_9 ____ ~_1_, _1_50 ___ --1 

( 34-78-7 $ 31,312 , 
( 

36-78-7 $ 15.636 $ 5,060 ._-------,-~.--------------, .. -.--- .---
( 37-78-7 $ 21,145 $ 4,883 

-_._---
(: 

__ 3?-_7_8_, -_7 ___ ~_1_1_, _0 ~ 1 ____ $_ 2,5_2_1 __ -1 

c· : .. 40-78-7 :5 17.717 $ 169 

._-_._-- 4"1-=7S=7--$--52";-5'87 ----·-"':ti-6t-:l75 

c. 
42-78-7 t 39,776 $ 7,982 .,------_._-_._._-_.- - .. --_. "-' ._- --- ----- -------------

l: 43-78-7 $ 19,267 $ 4,508 

'---~--4-4-=7 8":: 7 --$ '--Si>-;'9 73 '-----$·-1·4-;-552 ----

45-18-7 $ 23.533 .$ 11),301 .. __ .-----_._,---, -- -_._-- ._-_ .. _---._----
46-78-7 $ 17,700 $ 1,666 

'l 

------. --.--------. ----------------i 
l 

----.---,---- '-'-"'---"--- '--'-'- --------1 

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

-- ---,--- ---
-,~~-

( 

( COUNTY GnVERNM~N TAL RF.CErPTS 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

(, 

( 

( 

l 

C! 

l 

CODE ' TRr-ASUI~ y PID! VIDIJ.ALS ._---.. __ . --.. __ .. -._-_. __ ... _------..._--_ ... _--

47-78-7 $ 13.485 ---.-.------.--_-u ..... __ ... ____ ._ 
48-78-7 

-49=-18-7 $ iZ,347 

$ 6.105 --_._--------
$ 3,18-0 

$, 2,Q5~-

:s 5.422 '---------.. _ .. _-
51-78-7 '5 14.432 li 2,907 

$ 9,322 -
53-78-7 $ 19,753 

.. _-------
54-78-7 $ 24.222 $ 3,206 

s 4,486 

$ 1,21'1 - ._---56-78-7 $ 13,955 --------_ .. _-... --------- ---_.-
'37-78-7 $ 22.235 $ 12,132 

$ '2,964 

;5 3 tl 76 ---
59·~7A.-7.· :I) 11, 74,() --_._-_._--- .. _------ -

$ 4 9 243 6u~7a-7 $ 13,533 

6'1'"=-18-:' 7--- -$"-'349062 ----$i(f~698 

--
62-78-7 $ 16,505 ------'-------------,---'- $ 5,680 

..... - ... 

b3-78-7 $ 8,523 .$ 500 

$ 3-;-f<Pt 

.$ 2,222 --'-'--" ---_.- .. -._----
65-78-7 $ 10,994 ----_._------.-,..--._ .. _--_ ... '-'-
b6-78.,..7 $ 13,567 $ 3,162 

----_._-. __ .. _-----
$ 3,505 

$ 853 ----_._-_ .. 1,)8-78-7 .Ii 20,536 .. _--_._---
$ 

~ 
4,014 60-78-7 'Ii 19,661) 

-----

'-_._------_. __ ._----_ .... - ... _._- .... _-
l 

l_ 

L 
----. ---.-- .... '-"- - "--_. --..... _-
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CGUNTY 
COOF 

70-78-7 

GDVE;:.Nr~ENT~L f.;ECEIPTS 
TPf4SURY I~DIVtOUALS 

$ 34,643 $ 2,050 ._---_. __ ._-----_._._._-----_. _._---_._-------- ---
71-78-7 $ Ht780 $ 865 

73-78- 7 :5 18.659 $ 2,771 ._---_. --.---- -. _. __ .... _------- ----
74-78-7 $ 10.378 $ 2,203 

76-78-7 $ 48,330 $ 28~034 ... _-------_ .. _ .. - -.-.-.-----_ .. --_._ .. _-----... ----. 
, 77-78-7 !Ii 1·4, a21) 

79-78-7 $ 16,024 $ 477 ._-_ .. _----._--- --, -- _._.- ..... _. _ ..... __ ._-_._. 
80-78-1' $ 14,<)36 $ 3.983 

82-78-7 $ 25.483 $ J,795 --- -.-~----.--.--- ---.- ._._--------------
, 

TOTALS $ 2 ,()6\) , 523 .$ 573 t 628 

-_ .. _--_.-.--- .-.,. ... -.-----_._-_. __ ._. '---' .-._---_._--.. - .. _-

---.---.-.----.-.-.----.-----------~ 

--~, -------------

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

, , 
I 

I 

: 

----------._---_ .. --_ .. --._-_._---_._._._--. 
'--------, --._-- ------- ..... -----.--_._---_ .. ---.. --

L' 
---_._._ ....... _--- .. 

( _1~'7_ 
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(.,1 
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\ 
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APPENDIX F 

m:SB URS EMEN'I'S' OF., CIRCUIT Ci~ERKS OFFI CES / 

. NET INCOME OF CLERKS 
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KEY TO COUNTY CODE ! 
I • County Code 

-
Adams 01-78-7 
Alcorn 02-78-7 
Amite 03-78-7 
Attala 04-78-7 , Benton 05-78-7 
Bolivar 06-78-7 

I Calhoun 07-78-7 
Carroll 08-78-7 
Chickasaw 09-73-7 
Choctaw 10-78-7 • Claiborne 11-78-7 
Clarke 12-78-7 
Clay 13-78-7 
Coahoma 14-78-7 
Copiah 15-78-7 
Covington 16=78-7 
Desoto J7-78-7 

1 
Forrest 18-78-7 
Franklin 19-78-7 

r George 20-78-7 
Greene 21-78-7 
Grenada 22-78-7 
Hancock 23-78-7 
Harrison 24-78-7 
Hinds 25-78-7 
Holmes 26-78-7 
Humphreys 27-78-7 
Issaquena 28-78-7 
Itawamba 29-78-7 
Jackson 30-78-7 
Jasper 31-78-7 
Jefferson 32-78-7 
Jeff Davis 33-78-7 
Jones 34-78-7 • Kemper 35-78-7 
Lafayette 36-78-7 
Lamar 37-78-7 
Lauderdale 38-78-7 
Lawrence 39-78-7 
Leake 40-78-7 

;1 
:.,~. 

) Lee 41-78-7 
Lef10,re 42-78-7 
Lincoln 43-78-7 
Lowndes 44-78-7 
Madison 45-78-7 
~1arion 46-78-7 
Marshall 47-78-7 
Monroe 48-78-7 
Montgomery 49-78-7 

! ; 

f 

--.! 

<\ I 
L- o_~· 

J ! .-' ~Q-

f 
I 
: 

I . -'- _ U A __ - • 



7 

county 

Neshoba 
Newton 
Noxubee 
Oktibbeha 
Panola 
Pearl River 
Perry 
Pike 
Pontotoc 
Prentiss 
Quitman 
Rankin 
Scott 
Sharkey 
Simpson 
Smith 
Stone 
Sunflower 
Ta11ahatchie 
Tate 
Tippah , Tishomingo 
Tunica 
Union 
Walthall 
Warren 
Washington 
Wayne 
Webster 
Wilkinson 
Winston 
Ya10busa 
Yazoo 

Code 

50-78-7 
51-78-7 
52-78-7 
53-78-7 
54-78-7 
55-78-7 
56-78-7 
57-78-7 
58-78-7 
59-78-7 
60-78-7 
61-78-7 
62-78-7 
63-78-7 
64-78-7 
65-78-7 
66-78-7 
67-78-7 
68-78-7 
69-78-7 
70-78-7 
71-78-7 
72-78-7 
73-78-7 
74-78-7 
75-78-7 
76-78-7 
77-78-7 
78-78-7 
79-78--7 
80-78-7 
81-18 w-'7 
82-78~"7 

-140-
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COUNTY TOTAL TOTAL NET 
CODe COMPENSATION DrS BURS Ei"1 ENTS C OMP HISATIDN .. -. _ ........ -. . - .. _ ... ,-------_._----

• 01-78-7 ;. 60,994 $ 25,132 $ 35,862 "---'--'--- ._--' ---_ .... _-_. --_ ... --_ ..... -_. 
\'2-78-7 $ 29,l:iod .$ 14 ,3d 3 $ 15,505 

.... _ .. -- .'-'\---_ ... 
03-78-7 ; $ 32,731 $ 23,5-22 $~--;Z09 

~ \ 

" U4-78-1 :$ 22.369 $ 2,810 $ 19., 558 
'---"-- - -_ . ..-..4 ---- •••• ----... ---_ .. 

115-78-7 $ 14,61] $ 450 $, 14, 163 

u6::71f·:7--r .$ 45,cf6'o-- $ 25·,926-:···· . .$ 19, 133 , 
.Ii 2C),228 $ 8,172 $ L2,4)55 __ ._._.!L?_:3_~ -7_ --------

08-7A-7 $ 9,819 $ 200 $ 9,6:!.9 

----, ----09'-78=-7- $ 30,493- $ 9,980 .$ 21) , 513 

• 10-78-7 .$ 17,577 $ 9, t~3 3 $ 8,144 
.... - --'--.--~._ .. _-l .-

11-78-7 
" 

~ 19,617 $ 1,128 $ 18,488 

12--::78 - r--' $ 11,f/T6 .$ 1,82.5 $ 9..£351 

,. 
.. _._.~}=J8-7 $ 24,597 $ 1,285 $ 2'h 597' .. -

14-78-; .$ 43,159 $ 28,980 .$ 14,178 

------TS'=7'S::::'r ~i9-;Z90· $ ·7.131"'6 --$-rl-;-914 

) 16-78-7'.$ ----------1--. 13.3H1· $ 1,975 .$ ·1,975 
I 

17-78-7 I .$ 3't,994 $ 12,479 $ 22 t 514 
I 

---w-ril-71$-4o.285 • 20,639 !Ii 19 t 646 

~ ___ ~ (~::l~ ~ 7 . ~~.~',52.2'§_~. $ 1,548 $ 14,451 
.. _-,---_.-

20-78--7 I ~ 17,522 S 2,345 $ 15,177 

2..2-78-7: $ 16,083 $ 2,292 $ 13,790 . ____ . __ . ____ ....J--- ----
23-7R-7 $ 15,608 $ 4,686 

-_._-_._------

._. ___ . ______ ._ ..)1------- ------___ _ 
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C iJUI\j'ry 
COOF $186,409 5161,444 $ 24,964 _.------------ ___ .,0._---- ------

$132,362 $ 33,106 

24-73-7 '.". -~. '--"-'-$-r9-;"f~-!3-
._-------

25-78-7 ' 
.$ 23.095 $ 8 ,(.58 ---,---_. __ . 

$ 14,927 -------------------------------
26":78:":'7 r-

I $ 10,61.lU $ 14,0.26 $ 13,223 

27--(3-7\ 
-.. - ----$-[6-;5'19 

20-78-7 : .$130,591. $ 27,38!l' --- ,- .. _-----'---
$ 18,494 $ 1,640 j 

\ 

29"::78''::7t~~!.3.-----, 
I $ 21.134· 

3l)-78-71 
-. --_. - --rn;-;9''Z"4", I «. 

31-713-7 

32-7 8-7 

.33-78-7 

$ 35,748 
~---------- ... ---.-- ...... -

$ 88,524 $ 57,191 

--.$---2 ;-84'5 .--

$ 10,199 -------------------------
$ 31,333 

$ pt;"'5"b2 

34-78-7 
S 20,696 $ 7,712 __ --$-1-0-,9-8-3--.----,-----

35=7'8:;;'7 1 ---_.-----------_.-

1, $ 26,029 $ 208 
$ 25,821 

;36-78-7 1 
._-. ----~;--$-9·8_;502--!i(11782' 

37-7H-71 
I $ 14,362 

3'S':7A- 7 1' --
$ 17,886 

.39-78-7 i 
.. , .". ---r-.r68;'9"63--$-SO' 9 5r--"'"":' 

I ' 

$ 80 $ 14, 182 d _.----------_. ---_._-------------
$ 17,886 

I t O-71:i-7\ $ 41,753 $ 23,1)4. $ 24,654 ------_. -------,------
4='1''::78;':'·71--- ----, ... .-- .-' 

$ 23.776 $ 11,624 $ 12,151 

42-78-1 J' _ ,-.... --.$101752~---:ii/4 ;289··----$"'""27,237----

43-78-7\ 
1 $ 33.835 $ $ 25,J36 8,498 -_ .. - .--, .. ----------

'4'4=78.'::'7\,-­
I .$ 19,366 $ 639 " 18, 726 

45-78~1i - --------,---_ .... _-----_. 
46-78-7 

---_.--------_. ----------------------------------------
-------_ ... ----- . _. ,.-,--_.,-----'---

-142-
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::: OUNTY 
CODE 

TOTAL 
C Ot"lPF.NSATI ON 

P4GF. 

....... '. -- .. - j ... _ .......... ''''' .. _._. 

i 

1+1-78-7 :I; 1ge591 $ . __ " ___ ,_,, ".,_. _____ .. '___ 8 ,892 $ 1/).698 --,-,:;----_ .. - ... _---------. 
4H-70-7 , 

;;:9":-78='1'1 \ 

50-78-7 I, 
. ~~-.. -- _._", .... 

51-78-7 ! 

'52:':'1'8-7-\ 

53-78-7 ,,--"--
5'1--78-7 

55-::"-1'8=7" 

56-78-7 

S 7-78-7 ' 

:>9-70-7 

6\)-78-7 

61=1'8"=-7 

62-78-7 

03-78-7 

65-78-7 

06-78-7 

[, -, :. :1"8 :'-7 

bB-78-7 

b9-78-7 I 

.$ 18,410 

""$"i4 ~ 40 3'---~$- 9-iti--

$ 11,600 

$--13,4B3\------~---------------

$ 26,163 ,------_ ... .$ 16,766 .$ 9, 3gb -----_...:...:--.:=----.-. 
$ 1,340' $ 15,498 

$ 16.315 $ 14,993 

__ $ __ 2_9~~_75 ___ ~_=~$---9~f_4~2~9. ______ --_~$~1~9~,~6~4~6~ ________________________ _ 

$ 27,429 .$ 6,394 $ 21,034 

$-Z"Z,542r------------------------

.li 15,174 ,£ 6,Ot2 $ 9,162 ----------------------
$ 13,031 $ 2].,336 

$ 18,687 $ 5.,841 .$ H, 645 

1) 15,016 
------.----------~-

.$ 15dH6 -------'-
:$ 17~716 

. ~5~-161 

$ 22,185 ,._-.- ---
.$ 9,023 

.$ 5,097 $ 12,619 

.$ 38,415 $ 16
9
34!f'------------

________ $ 22,185 
--.--~,-------------

$ 1,500 

$2~'49'-;:;0'------=$-4, 32-0:-'-' ----$ C6";T1t)"-.--------------

.. _$_1~.!..2_1_Q ___ '_,_$_. 2,654 $ 10,562 ------.. _--,-, 
$ 16,729 

. -1-38 , 162-

.$ 21,389 . ,---, ------

-------

$ 1.921 

$"-rr, 801 

$ 9,064 

:I> 3,884 

, . ., 

.$ 14,808 

$ 12,325 

$ 1,9~ 790 

I ~ 
I 



, 

:: CUNTY 
CODF 

TOT AL rOT ~L NET 
CUMPENSATICN DISBURSEMENTS COMP~NSATION 

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

-'0 ... 78-7 ;Ii 12,672 $ 2,014 $,14,678 

?AGf: 

... "',".-.,.-, ... -,.. ... ~- ..... _-.-,----------- ---------------------
. 11-78-7 :5 9,645 .s 1,435 .$ 8,211) 

$~,OZ4 .' 72':'7 n-7 -$1.-3",-82"4---$--3'-,'20.0------,. r;-------------
" 

$ 9,570 $ 11 t 860" ---73-78-'" $ 21,430 
, --... ,- "'-" ~.I ----.--. 

"i4-78-7 .li 12w581 $ 12.581 

-$~5'-; 8S:r '--~-$~O 9336·------:-------....,-------

76-78-7 $ 66,364 $ 33,375 . - ._ .... ,."' .... -_. ._-_._---'"--_ ... __ .---,._-,_.-

77-78-7 

79-78-7 

s 18,291 

.$ 16,502 

$ 1,524 

'---:$--1-,--:398 . 

$ 32,988 
~:. 

$ 16,767 

p • 

.' 

~b~467~-----~-:-----------

: - <i ' 
. ---- ----------.-----~-----'------

dQ-78-7 .$ 18,919 .$ 13,959 $ 4,96iJ 

$~4t932--------------------------

82-7R-7 $ 29,278 $ 7,229 $ 22,049 
.. ". ,- ....... -... -- ----... ---.----.-...... ~-. --------------------

TOTAL S $ 2 .616, at)8 .$ 1,290,034 $ 1,352,078 

-----------------------
e' 

,-------------._,'.,----
(' 

, __ • ____ .,_ ._ .. _~ _________ , ________ __:;..l,~ 

----,,- ----- ---_ .. ------ ---------.. ', ._------------------' 

"--'--'-- ---

._------_ .. _----------_. __ . 
.----.. _------ ------------------{.(~\ 

,---------,--

"---------,-- ---",.,-- ----------.-.- ! 
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APPENDIi{ G 

,', COUN']~y: EXPENDITURES FOR 

• : OPERATING.-COSTS' TN' THE OFI!'XCE 

'·OF. CIRCUIT CLERK 

.. FOR YEAR ENDING SEPTEMBER 30 
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, I 
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APPENDIX G ( continued) 

Countx 1975 

Marion $ 13,042 
Marshall 20,199 
Monroe 8,747 
!~on tgomery 6,292 
Neshoba 3,117 
Newton 7,660 
Noxubee 7,058 
Oktibbeha 4:,327 
Panola 16,180 
Pearl River 9,321 
Per.ry 506 
Pike 10,805 
Pontotoc 8,952 
Prentis·s 7,273 
Quitr.lt::.n 9,059 
Rankin 19,663 
Scott 5,445 
Sh~.r.key 

f Simpson 21,822. 
Smith 3,907 
.B.tO:1JR. ' 3,592 
Sunflower 10 
Ta1lahatchie 3,704 
Tate 3,532 
Tippah 6,652 
Tish()mingo 7,477 
Tunica 725 
Union 4,651 
Walthall 8,874 
Warren 7,008 
WasJ:i.i.ngton 16,363 
Wayne 9,528 
Webster 2,482 
Wilkinson 3,586 
Winston 11,880 
Yalobusha 5,289 
Yazoo 18,816 

$726,019 

-147-
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1976 

$ 14,550 
24,131 

6,977 
9,536 
8,106 
5,042 
3,508 
6,350 

16,562 
11,489 

783 
7,051 
3,872 
6,832 
7 1 844 

15,990 
5 / 510 

13~956 
29,488 
3,673 
3 / 657 

17,678 
5,833 
8,426 
9,020 
1,807 
11727 
9,100 

11,918 
17,188 

9,206 
3,477 
3,907 

15,717 
5,886 
9,498 

$841,618 

I . 

.1' 

, I 
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APPENDIX H 

OFF:rCEOF CI.RCUIT CLERK 

'. STATEMENT ·OF COURT ··REI.ATED. GROSS RECEIPTS 

FOR' CALENDAR YEAR 1977 
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APPENDIX II 

if': 
OFFICE OF CIRCUIT CLERK 

STATEMENT OF COURT RELATED GROSS RECEIPTS 
FOR CALENDAR YEAR 1977 

1977 1978 
/ Payments from Receipts from Payments from Rece::Lpts from I 

Governmental Private Governmental Private C County Treasuries Individuals Treasuries Individuals 
.1 

Adams $ 29,634 $ 8,950 $ 32,555 $ 10,351 I ~ 
.t\.lcorn. 4,310 1,952 5,567 1,900 
Amite 6,044 514 6,537 653 

( Atta1a 4,080 2,743 3,640 5,214 
Benton 3,942 101 4 1 703 268 
Bolivar 21,387 6,820 16,944 5,554 
Calhoun 11,578 1,227 10,169 79.1 
Carroll 6,255 260 3,569 .150 
Chickasaw 12,320 1,649 16,525 1,805 

t: 
Choctaw 7,202 744 4,069 925 
Claiborne 5,140 1,581 5,720 2,660 
Clarke 3,131 486 2,949 545 
Clay 6,125 1,317 6,490 ·1,896 
Coahc)ma 20,113 3,390 2'0,853 2,838 

r Copiah 6,322 2,320 7,090 2,391 
Covington 3,800 2,528 3,605 870 (; DeSoto 9,348 2,278 11,566 3 r 385 
Forrest 52,466 4,674 27,264 2,651 
Franklin 3,932 1,044 4,066 2,698 
George 7,469 1,820 7,634 1,923 
Greene 5,675 625 6,575 525 

I: 
Grenada 4,565 1,502 3,356 2,161 
Hancock 11,321 2,168 11,727 910 
Harrison 106,003 27,694 92,337 45,225 
Hinds 71,757 48,982 73,742 47,738 
Holmes 4,957 910 4,725 595 
Humphreys 7,888 660 13,017 1,210 ., Issaquena 5,417 5,464 
Itawamba 1,680 316 4,242 420 
Jackson 64,470 27,820 84,431 27,848 
Jasper 4,650 700 4,620 1,350 
Jefferson 4,495 674 5,744 1,818 
Jefferson Davis 3,400 550 3,400 550 , Jones 39,400 21,642 39,149 27,646 
Kemper 3,0"58 70 3,816 180 
La.fayette 9,75S 2,957 7,193 1,830 
Lamar 7,311 3,761 8,764 4, O;.} 3 
Lauderdale 53,472 3,240 48,482 13,495 
Lawrence 3,738 1,594 4,120 1,374 
Leake 6,655 96 7,884 109 
Lee 19,492 9,316 20,685 9,145 
Leflore 22,715 5,808 24,824 6,381 
Lincoln 6,425 2,947 6,185 3,083 
Lowndes 15,262 10,079 14,256 3,908 , 

; 
_.....J 

~ 
.J 

f 
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APPENDIX H (continued) 

OFFICE OF CIRCUIT CLBRK 
STATEMENT OF COURT RELATED G~0SS RECEIPTS 

I ' 

FOR CALENDAR YEAR 1~77 

1977 1978 

Payments from Receipts from Payments from Receipts from 
Governmental Pr1vate (:;overnmental Private' 

County Treasuries Individuals 'rreasuries Individuals t. ~ 
Hadison $ 14,771 $ 6,761 $ l5,728 ~ 6,690 

Marion 5,648 960 9,446 640 j 

Marshall c:,863 4,521 5,9:1:6 4 ,'522 ~. 

t1onroe 5,581 1,895 6,324 1,408 :. 
Ji 

Montgomery 3,166 710 3,559 1,262 -

Neshoba 7,236 3,794 1,907 3,070 . 

Newton 6,609 1,390 4,960 1,667 

Noxubee 7,140 319 1,200 317 I} 

Oktibbeha 7,916 3,785 10,079 5,177: 

Panola 11,108 1,786 11,487 1,636:";' 

Pearl River 8,859 1,468 9,179 1,581 

Per:r:y 8,058 7,655 
10,13i' Pike 11,182 10,245 12,435 

Pontotoc 3,211 891 3,369 944 

f Prentiss 2,548 1,561 3,211 1,780' 

Quitman 5,655 5,53S 
Rankin 18,137 .39,932 19 ,,027 lO,351 

Scott 6,867 3,832 7~394 3,138' 

Sharkey 4,204 300 4,274 400' 

Simpson 5,915 1,635 6 r 330 1,947 -

Smith 2,950 1,678 3,364 1,786': 

Stone 4,031 775 6,427 1,996: { 

Sunflower 9,035 1,474 10,387 2,04J: 

Ta11ahatchie 11,365 387 13,065 418' " 

r Tate 6,307 1,564 5,980 9,144" 

I 
Tippah 6,546 400 6,648 425' . 

Tishomingo 1,460 70 1,680 125" 

Tunica 6,029 450 5,820 1,1:31 
~ ! 

Union 4,492 763 4,826 699' 

I Walthall 2,936 1,119 2,641 880 

Warren 32,340 6,121 35,520 10,427:' 

Washington 46,342 9,672 39,769 13,589 I 
Wayne 4,919 1,744 5,036 2,594" 

Webster 4,047 1,471 4,696 1,598 (. 

Wilkinson 10,278 145 10,260 165 

Winston 5,025 3,912 5,400 2,795 

Ya10busha 19,259 470 14,954 1,484 

Yazoo 12,106 2,878 _ }4,420 2,902: 

$1,049,303 $341,387 $1,046,191 $366,853 
( ) . 
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APPENDIX I 

EL:GIBILITY CRITERIA RECOMMENDED BY THE 

NATIONAL STUDY COMMISSION ON DEFENSE SERVICES 
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APPENDIX I 

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA RECONl'1ENDED BY THE 
NATIONAL STUDY COMMISSION ON DEFENSE SERVICES 

Effective representation should be provided to anyone who is 
unable, without substantial financial hardship to himself or 
to his dependents, to obtain such representation. This 
determination should be made by ascertaining"the liquid 
assets of the person which exceed the amount needed for the 
support of the person or his dependents and 'for the payment 
of current·obligations. If th~ ~erson's liquid assets are 
not sufficient to cover the ant1cipated costs of representa­
tion as indicated by the prevailing fees charged by competent 
counsel in the area, the person should be considered eligible 
for publicly provided representation. The accused's assess­
ment of hi8 own financial ability to obtain competent repre­
sentation should be given substantial weight. 

(a) Liquid assets include cash in hand, stocks and bonds, 
bank accowlts and any other property which can be readily 
converted to cash. The person's home, car, household furn= 
:i.shings, clothing and any property d~clared exempt from 
;,Lttachment" or execution by law, should not be considered in 
determining eligibility. Nor should the faet of whether or 
not the pe~son has been released on bond o~ the resources of 
a spouse, parent or other person be considered. 

(b) The ccst of representation includes investigation, 
expert teS'i:.imony, and any other costs which may be related 
to providing effective representation.* 

* Supra, note 85, p. 97 
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