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FORWARD 

During 1980-81, several bills were introduced into state 
legislatures that, if passed, would have eliminated the fees that 
court reporters traditionally have received fo- producing 
transcripts. Payment of these fees in addition to the reporter's 
regular salary is predicated on the theory that most, if not all, 
transcript production activities are conducted beyond normal 
working hours -- nights, weekends, and holidays -- and that 
reporters are entitled to overtime compensation for this work. 
~hese bills sought to place all reporters on a flat-salaried basis 
and make the jurisdiction responsible for providing the personnel, 
equipment, and other resources necessar.y to produce the 
transcripts. It was the belief of the bills' sponsors that this 
would result in reduced costs to the jurisdictions while providing 
additional revenue through the states' sale of transcripts to 
litigants and attorneys. 

The Board of Directors of the National Shorthand Reporters 
Association, in response to the proposed legislation, appointed a 
task force to assess the relative costs of the present bifurcated 
system of transcript payment and the costs associated with 
shifting to a flat-salaried, no-fee system. In addition to these 
primary tasks, the Task Force also identified the need for a 
cost-forecasting model which would allow any jurisdiction to 
conduct such a cost assessment taking th~t location's costs, 
transcript volume, and other peculiar characteristics into account. 

NSRA contracted with Public Administration Service of McLean, 
Virginia, to develop this cost forecasting model, test its 
effectiveness, and prepare a report of their findings. Public 
Administration Service'S personnel included Robert I. MacFarlane, 
principal Associate and project Director, Gerald Kuban, Senior 
Consultant, and Karyl Kinsey, Research Associate. The following 
document is their report. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This is a report of a study of the costs of court reporting conducted 
by Public Administration Service (PAS) for the National Shorthand Reporters 
Associa tion (NSRA). The study was initiated by NSRA in recognition of a 
general lack of sound data regarding personnel and equipment costs of court 
repor'ting and transcript production. 

The study comprised several important tasks including: (1) a review 
of pertinent 11 terature concer-ning court reporting methods, procedures I and 
costs i (2) the development of a. generic cost forecasting model; (3) the test 
of the generic model in a court of general jurisdiction experiencing high 
transcript volume; and (4) the assessment of the likely costs of implementing 
a flat salary, no fee court reporting system in a court of general 
jurisdiction. 

The impetus for this last project activity is due in part to recent 
legislative initiatives to change the traditional methods of court reporting 
by placing all reporters on a flat salary, eliminating the fee payment charged 
by reporters to parties requesting copies of transcripts, and instituting 
state or local governmental fee collection systems. Under this Pi~oposed 

legislation, all reporter work activity would be performed during the regular 
work day. Fees collected by the government would be used in part to 
supplement current reporter salaries as a means of providing compensation for 
the loss of transcript fees. 

The cost forecasting model was implemented successfully in the Sl~preme 
Bench of Baltimore City, Maryland, a general jurisdica tion COUI't experiencing 
a transcript volume of approximately 170,000 pages per year. There are 30 
court reporters assigned to the Supreme Bench. A variety of court reporting 
methods are used by these reporters including stenotype with dictation, 
personal typing of transcripts, and stenotype with computer-assisted 
transcription. 

The field test of the model was performed by PAS by interviewing court 
officials and reporters, distributing an anonymous questionnaire to reporters 
seeking information regarding use of reporter time and t~anscript production 
acti vi ties, and reviewing court records regarding transcript requests and 
costs as well as court reporting costs. 

The study considered the costs of four options for the implementation 
of a flat salary, no fee system in the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City. These 
options, all of which would result in managerial and oI'ganizational changes 
over present practices, were: 
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I. The exclusive use of the conventional reporting system 
where dictation is the primary means of producing 
transcript. 

II. The combined use of the conventional reporting system 
and stenotype with computer-assisted transcription. 

III. The exclusive use of notereader/transcribers to produce 
transcript. 

IV. The exclusive use of stenotype with computer-assisted 
transcription for all transcript production. 

The findings and conclusions resulting from this study are: 

1-

2. 

3. 

That given present operating conditions, court 
jurisdiction, and management practices, the 
implementation of a flat salary, no fee system in the 
Supreme Bench of Baltimoz'e City would result in 
increased operating costs. 

That with changes in methods of producing transcripts 
and managing reporters, the cost increase to be incurred 
through the implementation of a flat salary, no fee 
system would be lessened. Operating costs WOUld, 
however, still increase even with the introduction of 
these changes. 

The least expensive method of implementing a flat 
salary, no fee system in the Supreme Bench of Baltimore 
City would be to implement a computer-assisted 
transcript system for all reporters. This change would 
be advantageous in that the court could accommodate 
increased workload in future years without hiring 
additional reporters. 

~. That under present court reporting methods, the expected 
influx of revenue from the state sale of transcripts to 
pri vate parties would not produce sufficient income to 
offset the additional start-up costs to operate a flat 
salary, no fee system if the costs for purchasing 
transcripts is retained. 

5. That there is no one solution for implementation of 
legislation requiring a flat salary, no fee system. 
Each court faced with this legislative mandate would be 
required to evaluate alternative options for 
implementing a flat salary, no fee system. 
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6. That even in a large metropolitan court with high 
transcript workload, there is opportunity to perform 
transcript production tasks during the regular work day. 

7. That there is opportunity for improvement in court 
reporter productivity and net costs if in-courtroom time 
is maximized. This is largely due to the inefficiencies 
of dictating notes prior to notes being typed. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

This report presents the results of a study of court reporter 
transcript production costs. The study was conducted in recognition of an 
absence of sound data regarding the costs of taking and producing the court 
record. The intent of this report is to present and analyze detailed data 
concerning transcript production costs under the traditional system wherein 
reporters prepare transcripts largely on their own time and receive a fee as 
compensation for this work, and under a system whereby reporters would receive 
only a flat salary, would produce all transcripts during the regular work day, 
and transcript fees would be collected by the state or local unit of 
government. 

The study was conducted during the months of January-May, 1982, as a 
oollaborative effort between a team of consultants from Public Administration 
Service (PAS), assisted by staff representatives of the National Shorthand 
Reporters Association (NSRA) and by court officials in several 
jurisdictions. The PAS team represented a wide r~lge of skills and experience 
including research methodology and quantitative analysis, court management and 
organization, public administration, public personnel management, and legal 
and statutory analysis. 

This study was conducted under the sponsorship and guidamce of the 
Production Guidelines and Income Retention Task Force of the National 
Shorthand Reporters Association. This task force was composed of official as 
well as freelance reporters and also included in its membership 
representatives of the Conference of State Court Administrators, the National 
Association for Court Administration, and the National Association of Trial 
Court Administrators. 

Scope and Purpose of the Study 

'Ebe specific objectives of the study were to: 

• Conduct a review of the literature concerning court 
reporting methods, procedures, and costs incurred in 
producing t~anscripts and collecting fees. 

• Develop a generic cost forecasting model for projecting 
cost~ associated with court assumption of. responsibility 
for transcript produotion and fee collection. 

• Test the cost forecasting model in a oourt of general 
jurisdiction experiencing a high volume of transcript 
produotion. 

1 
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Assess the likely costs of a court of general 
jurisdiction assuming responsibility for and managing 
all transcript production and fee collection functions. 

It was not the purpose of this study to assess the strengths and 
weaknesses of various court reporting methods and procedures. Nor was the 
study intended to recommend methods for improving court reporter produc.tivity 
or specific cost reductions which could be attained through managerlal or 
technological improvements. 

This report contains meaningful information to assist public 
administrators, judges and court officials, and legislators contemplating 
changes in court reporting methods, organization, management, and statutory 
authority. The repor't presents analyses of transcript production costs in one 
court of general jurisdiction. The report does not suggest that these costs 
are representative of all courts or of any transcript production procedures or 
technology • 

The cost forecasting model, however, is intended to be applicable to 
any court of general jur'isdiction. It can, therefore, be used to assess 
transcript production costa in any such court. 

Study Methods 

'Ibis study was di vided into two work phases. The first phase 
consisted of a review and analysis of pertinent research and literature 
regarding shorthand reporting methods, organization, and management. The 
purpose of this review was to synthesize significant information concerning 
the relationships between the costs of producing the record and the methods of 
managing court repo~ters, taking the record, and producing transcripts. The 
P AS team was particularly interested in empirical studies which would yield 
insight on costs of transcript production. This phase included a r'eview of 
proposed legislation to alter cu~rent rules and statutes pertaining to methods 
of taking the record, prodUCing transcripts, and paying fees for transcripts. 

As a final task within Phase I, PAS developed a cost forecasting model 
to assess the costs of transcript production in any court. The model included 
those costs pertaining to reporter salaries and benefits, eqUipment and space, 
clerical and supervisory services, and government expenditures for transcript 
fees. 

The second work phase was devoted to a field test of the cost 
forecasting model. NSRA and the Production Guidelines and Income Retention 
Task Force concluded that it would be most appropriate to test the model in a 
large court of general jurisdiction since such oourts are more likely to 
generate large volumes of transcripts. PAS and the Task Force selected its 
field test site based on the following criteria: 
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Cooperation of reporters, judges, and administrative 
staff of the selected court • 

A large court with a staff of 20-35 judges. 

• Availabili ty of and access to court reoords regarding 
number of appeals and financial information concerning 
reporter salaries and benefits and payments for 
eqUipment, furniture, and office space. 

PAS conducted its field test in Baltimore, Maryland. In completing 
the field test several data collection and analysis methods were used 
including: 

1. Interviews with management officials including the Court 
Administrator, the Administrative Judge, the Chief Court 
Reporter, representatives of the Court Clerk t s Office, 
and the Assistant Public Defender for the State of 
Maryland. 

2. Collection and analysis of informat.iorl concerning the 
court's jurisdiotion, organization, authority, budget, 
and staffing. 

3. Interviews with court reporters to ascertain methods and 
procedures used in taking the court record and producing 
transcripts. 

4. The distribution to rt.'porters of a questionnaire 
solici ting information cOlncerning the til.'le required to 
pr'oduce transcripts and t,he time allocatt'd to perform 
other required duties and responsibilities. 

5. An examination of transcripts and records of ~'Ppeals to 
determine transcript volum~~s, pages, and costs. 

In sum, several souroes were ounsulted to understand fully the 
transcript production funotion and costs thereof ae well as to corroborate 
collected informat:ton. These efforts were instrumental in achieving an 
objeotive and comp~ehensive test of the forecasting model. 

Organization of the Report 

This report oonsists of seven separate chapters plus selected 
BLppendioes which together present the results of work completed during Phases 
X and II. The seven chapters are organized as follows: 
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• Chapter I presents an introductory statement including a 
description of the study objectives, scope, and methods. 

• Chapter II highlights the results of PAS' review and 
assessment of pertinent background information. Copies 
of legislation to place reporters on a full-time, flat 
salary, no fee system are included in this chapter. 

• Chapter III presents the cost forecasting model and 
discusses important issues in applying the model. 

• Chapter IV describes the court in which the field test 
was conducted. This chapter presents a description of 
the court reporter function and the transcript 
production process and workload in the field test site. 

• Chapter V discusses the costs ot transcript production 
in the field test court. It segregates the various cost 
elements of the transcript production process. 

• Chapter VI presents an analysis of transcript production 
rates in the field test site. These productivity rates 
are derived from the PAS survey questionnaire and on
site interview data. 

• 

• 

Chapter VII presents various options 
implementing legislation requiring a 
system in the field test court. 
option are presented and analyzed. 
includes a diflcussion of managerial 
concerns to be addressed in 
legislation. 

to be considered in 
flat salary, no fee 
The costs of each 
This chapter also 

and court reporter 
imple~enting the 

Chapter VIII depicts the key findings and conclusions 
resulting from this study. This chapter also presents a 
discussion of additional considerations to be be 
addressed in implementing a flat salary, no fee system. 

".';'; 
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II. BACKGROUND AND PERTINENT ISSUES 

This chapter presents a review of proposed legislation pertaining to 
transcript production and fee collection as well as an overview of issues and 
concerns germane to these subjects. 

Proposed Legislation 

Within the past yeal~, the legislatures of two states--New York and 
Maryland--have reviewed and considered bills which would significantly change 
present methods of court transcript production and fee collection. At least 
one additional state (Vermont) has held legislative oversight hearings 
concerning inefficiencies in present transcript production methods. 
Traditionally, court reporters have prepared transcripts on their own time and 
have collected fees as compensation for costs associated with transcript 
production. Reporters typically incur costs for much of the materials and 
equipment used in taking and producing the record. Fees are typically paid 
directly to reporters by appellants or, in the case of indigents, by the 
state. Proposed legislation would assign responsibility for all transcript 
production and collection of fees to the state. 

This proposed legislation was defeated in each of these two states. 
Continuing concern, however, over rising court costs, and delays in transcript 
production as well as a general sense that the transcript production process 
is not well managed may preCipitate the development of similar legislation in 
other states. The National Shorthand Reporters Association has commissioned 
this study in recognition of these concerns and in the interest of presenting 
the public policy implications of such a considerable departure in methods of 
producing and collecting fees for court transcripts. 

The proposed legislation for the states of New York and Maryland is 
presented in Appendix A to this report. The legislation would have placed all 
court reporters on a full-time, flat salary, 9 a.m.-5 p.m. or similar 
schedule. All transcript production together with in-court taking of the 
record would be performed during these hours. Requests for transcripts would 
,be prooessed through the court and all fees collected for such transoripts 
would be retained by the unit of government. The oourt would assume 
responsibility for the purchase of all transoription equipment and supplies. 

This system of transcript produotion and fee collection has been 
implemented in selected oourts of limited jUrisdiction, such as the New York 

5 
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Court of Claims and the California Office of Hearing Examiners. 1lourts of 
general jurisdiction, however, have not as yet adopted this system.-

The proposed legislation was intended to introduce standardized 
administrative procedures for the production of transcripts. Such procedures 
would have been expected to reduce what might be called the current 
"inefficient approach" to transcript production, to facilitate a less costly 
and less labor-intensive system while providing greater flexibility in the 
assignment of court reporters, and to aboliah what has been described as "the 
present unsound practice of allowing court reporters to sell transcripts for 
personal profit.tlE,.1 Under such legislation, court reporters would receive no 
compensation from the state other than their annual salary. Reporter salaries 
would be reviewed to "adequately compensate the reporter for all duties 
performed for the court."~1 

Efforts to Improve the Transcript Production Function 

Concern over efficiency and equity in taking the court r'ecord, 
producing transcript, and collecting transcript fees is not new. Both the 
rederal government and selected states have studi.ed, experimented with, or 
implemented alternative methods of recording court testimony and producing the 
official record. 

The impetus for such changes is based on several factors including: 
backlogs in transcript production; rising costs of producing transcripts; 
difficulty in recruiting and retaining qualified court reporters in certain 
jurisdictions; and ineffective management of the court reporting function. 

Actual changes in transcript prodUction systems have largely focused 
on methods of taking and producing the record rather than on alternative means 
of organizing and staffing the reporter function. Court reporters today still 
operate in a bifurcated job; they are salaried employees of the court for the 
function of taking notes and reporting, and individual entrepreneurs when 
producing and selling transcripts. 

11 - Although this study has not conducted a national survey of courts of 
general jurisdiction to verify this conclUSion, the National Shorthand 
Reporters Association is not aware of any court of general jurisdiction 
adopting this system of transcript production and fee collection. 

21 - Memorandum in Support, Budget Bill 123-1981, State of New York, S. 
3115, February 19, 1981, p. 2. 

~/Proposed Senate Bill 631, "Salaries of Court Reporters," developed 
and submitted by the Joint Budget and Audit Committee, Maryland General 
Assembly, February, 1981, p. 3. 

.... .... 
~ 

I 
f.:.I"~ 

The Role of Technology in Improving Court Transcription Methods and Processes 

Tbe advantages of technology (e.g., computer-assisted transcription 
and electronic recording) to be used together with or in place of more 
traditional methods of transcribing from manual or machine shorthand 
(stenotype) have been espoused by national commissions and associations. The 
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice St,andards and Goals, for 
example, encouraged th~/use of technology to achieve greater expediency in 
transcript production.- The American Bar Association, moreover, has 
recommended the consideration of methods such as computer-aided stenotyping, 
sound re%crdings, and videotaping as means of producing trial transcripts 
speedily_ 

These recommendations. have been premised on the recognition that delay 
in preparation of transcripts is one reason for appellate delay and that such 
delay is unnecessary and unacceptable. Participants at the National 
Conference on Appellate Justice in January, 1975, confirmed this conclusion. 
Over 95 percent of conference attendees were of the opinion that appellag, 
courts should exercise greater control over transcript preparation.
Interestingly, over 99 percent of these participants f7~t that appellate 
courts should also exercise greater control over reporters.-

Concern over backlogs has also focused attention on judicial 
productivity and decision-making techniques. Judges have the power to control 
reporter workload and transcript production rates, but are often reluctant to 
do so because more expedient processing of appeals would require judges to 
alter their deciSion-making procedures. When judges "give cases all the 
traditional elements of appellate--scrutinizing briefs, hour-long arguments, 
at least one conference discussion, in-depth research, lengthy comments on 
other's drafts, and full published opinions," improveme~tj in preparing 
transcripts may have little overall impact in reducing delay __ 

i/National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals, Courts. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973) p. 
140. 

~/American Bar Association, Special Committee on Crime Prevention and 
Control. New Perspectives on Urban Crime. (Chicago: American Bar 
Association, 1972.) 

i/National Center for State Courts and Federal JUdicial Center, 
"Appellate Justice: 1975-Volume V, Supplement, Proceedings and 
ConclUSi~?S." (National Center for State Courts: Denver, Col., 1975), p. 70. 

t Ibid. 
-/Thomas B. Marvell, Appellate Court Reduction: Judges First, 

Appellate Court Administrative Review, 1981, pp. 28-31. 
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Efforts to reduce delay have spurred considerable research concerning 
the costs and benefits of technology. Such studies have contributed 
significantly to the state of the art concerning the advantages a~? 
disadvantages of alternative methods of taking and producing the record. 
They have not, however, provided detailed information concerning costs and 
benefits of producing transcripts during the regular work day as opposed to 
non-duty hours. 

Administrative Improvements in Transcript Production and Fee Collection 
Processes 

Improvements in transcript production have also been sought through 
new management procedur'es. It has been suggested that management of 
transcript production should involve three components to be implemented 
through court rules and statutes. The institution of and adherence to 
management controls and standards will reportedly help minimize the abuses and 
inefficiencies which currently exist in the Qourts. The three elements 
necessary for improved management control are:jQl 

• Statewide standards and procedures for transcript 
ordering, production, and filing. 

• Precisely defined and reasonable time limits and 
procedural controls (for attorneys, reporters, and court 
clerks) integrating transcript preparation with other 
related functions. 

• Development of a monitoring capability to spotlight 
noncompliance with time limits or other standards. 

These controls and standards are not likely to be achieved, however, 
until the cout decides to adopt a delay reduction plan. Only when there is 
commitment from the bench to reduce backlogs will it be possible to implement 
partial or total court management control of the pace of litigation. 

!2.1 See for example, Ernest H. Short and Miles Ruthberg, A Study of 
Court Reporting Systems: Volume 1 Decision Factors. (Washington, D.C.: 
National Bureau of Standards, 1971), National Center for State Courts, Courlt 
Reporting: Lessons from Alaska and Australia. (Denver, Col.: National 
Center for State Courts, 1974), National Shorthand Reporters Association, A 
f'!pancial Analysis of Electronic Recording in Alaska. (Arlington, Va.: 
National Shorthand Reporters Association, 1978), and National Center for State 
Courts, Computer-Aided Transcription in the Courts: Executive Summary. 
(Williamsburg, Va.: National Center for State Courts, 1981). 

jQl J. M. Greenwood and D. C. Dodge, Management of Court Reporti.!!& 
Services. (Denver, Col.: National Center for State Courts, 1976), pp. 3-4; 

r ! 1 

~-,~ r .1 t 

~-'~ 

I .ji 

L .. "". f~~ 
rli i 

~. ".,.... 
'f .iI 1. 

" .. Ii I 

... ~ I 

.. ,~ 

,.I •... 

-- h~ . " \ I 
._1 '; •.. 

I,:~ 

Public Administration Service 1497 Chain Bridge Road, McLean, Virginia 22101 

9 

Standards and controls regarding appeals can then be applied in any of three 
case m,anagement programs: ( 1 ) total case management from commencement to 
disposltionj (2) partial management through firm trial dates and limited 
continuances; and (3) pa/rtial management through special emphasis on the 
movement of older cases.-'-' 

The issue of fee collection and income retention is addressed in 
recommended standards and controls. It has been recognized that the 
traditional transcript fee collection system offers certain advantages in 
supplying an economic incentive to complete transcripts expeditiously. 
Nevertheless, the fee system perpetuates a general lack of management control 
over the transcript. process. Largely because of this system, reporters are 
unique among court employees. They receive direct assignments from 
individuals not affiliated with the court (i.e., attorneys requesting 
transcripts), perform these assignments at their own pace and with little 
management review of performance, and collect fees which may be unaccounted 
for within the court system. A lack of knowledge about reporter activities as 
well as certain abuses in the transcript production and fee collection procens 
have contributed to movements to abolish the fee system.lil A number of 
options have been considered in place of the fee system: 

• The hiring of additional reporters or the adoption of 
alternat.1ve reporting methods to permit. the production 
of most transcripts during normal working hours. 

• A continuing analysis of the variation in transcript 
demand amcng reporters by management to prevent 
Windfalls. 

• Court assumption of responsibility for the sale of 
transcripts, particularly to public agencies, with the 
revenues from such sales used for increased salaries for 
reporters. 

• Elimination of the carbon copy typically prepared with 
an original transcript and the use of photocopying 
machines to produce additional copies. 

To date, these recommendations have been implemented only in selected 
jurisdictions j there has not been a widespread effort to alter dramatically 
the court reporting function. The legislation described in this report 
represents the first known efforts of individual states to employ reporters on 

11/ 
- These case management tflchniqu6s are described fully in Larry L. 

Sipes, et 81, Managing to Reduce Delay (Williamsburg, Va.: The National 
Center for State Courts, 1980), pp. 6-20. 

12/J M -- •• Greenwood and D. C. Dodge, op cit, p. 11. 
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a full-time, flat salary, no fee basis. This concept has been proposed at the 
federal le\el as one option to rectify many reported abuses, such as 
overcharging of litigants, operating a private business out of court offices, 
and using substitutes to perform transcript production tasks 1 addressed in a 
recent study of the Federal Judiciary's court reporting system by the 
Government Accounting Office.JlI This would require a major statutory change 
resul ting in court reporters becoming full-time government employees without 
the right to sell transcripts. Sales of transcripts would be processed by the 
court clerk's office. 

As suggested in testimony to place reporters on a full-time, flat 
salary, no fee system at both the state and federal levels, this new system 
would do away with the "profit motive" now inherent in court reporting" The 
motivation to produce transcripts quickly to increase in09me would be 
decreased by this system, according to reporters and judges ._1_~1 Similarly, 
typists and transcribers would reportedly lose any incentive to produce at 
peak levels and would perform at levels comparable to other government 
employees. These consequences of legislation intended to increase efficiency 
of transcript production purportedly may have the opposite effect. The loss 
of the page rate incentive would increase the time required to produce 
transcripts. 

The impact of placing all reporters on a full-time, flat salary, no 
fee system has not been fully assessed. Although testimony at both the 
federal and state levels has suggested that this concept would require a 
significant increase in the size of the reporting staff as well as the hiring 
of additional typists and transcribers to produce the transcripts, this has 
not been verified. The only known study to estimate the costs of such a 
system was performed by the New York State Shorthand Reporters Association 
pursuant to the introduction of the previously described legislation in the 
New York State Legislature. This study is discussed below. 

131 - Testimony of Judge Levin H. Campbell before the subcommittee on 
Courts of the Committee on the Judiciary, United States Senate, Hearings on 
I' .1:1"ovemen ts in Federal Court Reporting Procedures, June 26, 1981. 

-' 1 See J for examo.le 1 tes..timQOY of the Maryland Shorthand Re.porter.s 
/U3sociation Defore the senate COmmlt"tee on Budge"t and Taxation, Maryland 
General Assembly, Senate Bill 631, March 4, 1981, and testimony of Judge 
Thomas P. Griesa, U.S. District Court, Southern District of New York, N.Y., 
before the Subcommittee on Courts, Commit tee on the Judiciary, United Sta tes 
Senate, Hearings on Improvements in Federal Court Reporting Procedures, June 
26, 1981. 

~asting of Costs in Adopting a Flat Salary, 
No Fee System in New York State 

The 1981 study of present and projected state costs for court 
reporting estimated the likely costs to be incurred by the State of New York 
if it assumed responsibility for transcript production and fee 
collection.1i1 This study was based on the system used by the New York State 
Court of Claims, a court of limited jurisdiction with responsibility for 
ruling on f.inancial claims against the State. The study estimated the 
potential income to the State and deducted this amount from the total costs to 
be incurred in implementing the full-time, flat salary system. 

The study indicates that under the proposed legislation t.he State 
would be responsible for purchase of all equipment necessary to produce 
transcripts and would be required to hit"e additional typists and 
administrative personnel for typing transcripts, supervising transcript 
production, and collecting and processing fees. The study suggests that the 
State would be required to hire an additional reporter for every existing 
reporter in order to take the record and produce transcripts. 

The study concludes that the costs of adopting this system would be 
substantial, and that collected fees would not come close to reimbursing the 
State for costs incurred in implementation. It suggests that t~~ proposed 
legislation "would result in extraordinary new costs to the State.n.:..::..1 

This study provides a methodology for calculating costs assoCiated 
with adoption of this new system. It illustrates that any overall 
determination of costs must include the cost per page of transcript under both 
existing practices and the proposed system. The expected income from 
transcripts should be subtracted from overall implementation costs to derive 
an actual cost per page figure under the full-time, flat salary, no fee 
system. 

The study stops short, however, of considering alternative reporting 
methods or management systems which might have been impl.emented to place the 
legislation into effect. The study's conclusions are premised on the notion 
that reporters would continue to worl( under the present arrangement and that 
administr'ators would not implement alternative r'eporting systems or management 
methods to increase productivity. 

l2./New York State Shorthand Reporters Association, "AnalysiS of 
Present nnd Projected State Costs Under the Legislative Proposal for the State 
to A:ssume Responsibility for Transcript Production and Collection of 
Transcript Fees." February, 1981. 

Ji/Ibid. 
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Moreover, the study doee not analyze present management systelli5 or 
reporter activity to determine to what extent there is opportunity for 
performance of transcript production tasb during the regular work day. The 
study suggests that a flat salary, no fee system would necessitate the hiring 
of one reporter for every existing reporter. It is difficult to accept this 
conclusion without assessing current reporter workload. 

Studies of transcript production should consider these issues. Since 
the proposed legislation was silent as to the means of implementing a ~lat 
salary, no fee system, court administrators would likely consider varl.OUS 
options to institute this new process. 

L 

--;~ .~ 
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III. A COST FORECASTING foI)DEL 

Little is known concerning the actual costs and consequences of 
adopting a full-time, flat salary, no fee system of organizing and managing 
court reporters. It is apparent that several factors must be considered when 
computing costs associated with this system. This chapter presents these 
issues together with an actual forecasting model. 

Issues for Consideration 

Three key issues for consideration have been identified as having an 
effect on any computation of costs to be incurred in implementing the fu;l..l
time reporter, flat salary system. These are: (1) methods of organizing and 
managing reporters; (2) type of court and volume of transcripts; and (3) 
methods and procedures for taking the record and producing transcripts. Each 
of these is discussed below. 

Hethods of Organizing and Managing Reporters 

It has generally been concluded that alternative methods of organizing 
and managing /eporters impacts court reporter productivity in preparing 
transcripts;LL The traditional system of assigning one reporter per judge, 
although still intact in many courts, may result in poor manpower utilization 
of reporters. Court reporters may function as secretaries to judges under 
this system and, typically, perform many duties not related to taking the 
court record or producing transcripts. 

The "pooling" or "rotation" system is an optional method of organizing 
reporters. Under this system, reporters are rotated among different judges or 
parts of a court. Such rotation may even out variations in transcript 
workload demand and result in better util:Lzation of reporter personnel. 
Pooling differs fl'om rotation in that reporters are not assigned to any court, 
even on a temporary basis, but are assigned strictly according to workload 
needs and reporter availability. 

Patterns of reporter utilization directly impact cost estimates in 
adopting a full-time, flat salary, no fee system. Those courts which use the 
one judge-one reporter system may find that there are significant 
opportunities for improving reporter productivity within the normal work 
day. It may, in fact, be possible under this system to produ(~e a certain 

lt/J. M. Greenwood and D. C. Dodge, op cit, p. 21. 

13 
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percentage of transoripts during the work dAY. This would reduoe the numbdr 
of new reporters needed once a flat salary system is adopted. 

The important questions in this regard are: how are reporters 
currently using available time, and what opportunities for improvement 
exist? Secondly, can a proportion of transcripts be produced during the 
regular work day without any addition in staff? 

Tj~e of Court and Volume of Transcript Reguests 

The impact of legislation mandating a full-time, flat salary, no fee 
court reporter system will vary according to transcript volume. Courts of 
limited jurisdiction as well as courts of general jurisdiction situated in 
less populated areas may experience a lighter volume of transcript requests. 
The opportunity for producing t),-anscripts during the normal work day may thus 
be greater in these courts. 

The effect of transcript volume can be most easily determined by 
mea~uring the number of transcript pages produced annually and determining the 
amount of time required to produce transcripts. This information can then be 
analyzed in respect to reporter availability during the regular work day to 
determine the ultimate effect of a full-time, flat salary, no fee system. 

Methods and Procedures of Transcript Production 

Currently, there are seven known methods which are used by reporters 
to take the record and produce transcript. These methods are: (1) manual 
shorthand; (2) machine shorthand (stenotype); (3) stenomaskj (4) electronic 
(multi~track) recordu~; (5) machine shorthand with computer-aided 
transcription; (6) Gimelli voice-writing; and (7) video recording. The most 
widely used system in courts of general jurisdiction is ,machine shorthand, 
al though machine shorthand with computer-aided transcriphon and electronic 
recording are being used in an increasing number of jurisdictic",l;;;I. Because 
costs of these methods vary, it is important to conl!lider th~\ effect of 
different techniques on transcript production costs. 

Both manual and machine shorthand are very labor intensive. The 
reporter must record the court testimony and then either type the record 
personally or dictate it onto an audio-machine for typing by a secretary. The 
dictation method is thus more expensive although m&lY reporters have turned to 
this mode simply to keep pace with the volume of transcripts. 

Machine shorthand with computer-aided transcription is relatively 
expensive from an initial start-up perspective and from an on-going 
operational standpoint. Reporter time involvement in this system, hc~evert is 
lessened, and transcript is producEld quite rapidly. 

Public Administration Service 1497 Chain Bridge Road, McLean, Virginia 22101 
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Electronic recording has been used effectively in low transcript 
demand proceedings.. In such proceedings, electronic recording may be less 
expensive than the traditional shorthand reporting mode. In courts wit.h 
significant transcript VOlume, electronic recording may not be cost efficient 
despite the fact that overall costs associatd with shorthand reporting are 
high due to the degree of ltbor involved in producting the transcript and the 
fees charged by reporters ._'_1 The costs associated with equipment purchase 
and maintenance and courtroom modifications escalates the cost efficiency of 
electronic recording. 

Any calculation of transcript production costs must consider the costs 
of current methods clf processing. The need for additional reporters stemming 
from an adoption 01' this full-time t flat salary, no fee system would most 
likely be greater in courts where machine shorthand is the predominant method 
of prodUCing the trcmscript than in those utilizing either machine shorthand 
wi th computer-aided tra.nscription or electronic recording. Moreover, the 
equipment costs to a jurisdiction changing to the flat salary, no fee concept 
would be greater where machine shorthand with computer-aided transcription is 
used extensively. 

The Cost Forecasting Hodel 

A generic model for determining the costs of transcript production is 
presented in Figure , and is discussed in this section. This model has been 
developed for use in any court. It can be used either for calculating current 
costs of transcript production or for computing the net costs of a full-time, 
flat salary, no fee :!ystem. 

The model c~onsists of six components or tasks. The model is 
sequential in that cIne task should be completed prior t.o moving to the next 
task. The six component3 are: 

1. Determine Current Production Costs. 

2. Dets~mine Transcript Demand and Production Times. 

3. DeterminE~ Reporter Avallabilllty. 

~. Determine Required Administrative and Equipment Costs. 

1S/This conclusion is based on reviews of recent cost analyses of 
electronic recording vs. shorthand reporting in Florida and Wisconsin. See 
report presented to Judicial Coordinating Committee, State of Florida, 
December 18, 1981, and memorandum presented to Chief JUstice Bruce Beilfuss, 
State of Wisconsin, June 11, 1979. 
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5. Compute Implementation Costs for Full-Time, Flat Salary, 
No Fee System. 

6. Determine Net Costs for Full-Time, Flat Salary, No Fee 
System. 

These components are described in detail below. 

Task 1. Determine Current Production Costs 

The objective of this task is to compute current transcript production 
costs. This task consists of six elements. 

1.1 Salaries and Benefits. The current jurisdictional payments for 
reporter salaries and benefits must be calculated to determine existing 
personnel costs. These figures may be obtained from either the state or the 
local jurisdiction, depending on the type of court an~ its jurisdiction. 

1.2 Equipment and Furniture. The actual governmental costs for 
reporter's equipment and furniture should be computed. This should not 
include costs of equipment purchased by the reporter. Computer equipment 
costs should be included in this category if the jurisdiction operates a 
computer-assisted transcript system supported by governmental funds. 

1.3 Office Space. The actual square footage costs of ~eporters' work 
areas or offices should be extracted and included in this element. Where the 
courthouse is totally o\med by the local jurisdiction and no lease charges 
exist, private rental fees for comparable office space should be obtained. 

1 .4 Clerical Support. Any and all clerical support costs funded by 
the government should be included in this data element. Clerical costs borne 
by the reporter should not be included. 

1.5 Administrative/Supervisory Costs. This data element includes any 
salary and benefit costs for reporter supervision and/or management. In 
courts employing a Chief Court Reporter, this figure would be equivalent to a 
percentage of the Cbief Court Reporter's salary based on the amount of time 
devoted to supervision ~ In other courts, the perce,ntage of the Court 
Administrator's salary should be entered based on the amount of time 
contributed for reporter scheduling, personnel management, administrative 
reporting, and other tasks. 

1.6 Governmental Payments for Transcript Fees.. This data element 
calls for all transcript fee costs paid by either the state or the local 
jurisdiction. These costs may include costs of transcripts: (1) requested by 
judges in cases with guilty pleas; (2) requested for judges' opinions; (3) 
requested by indigents and paid for by the Public Defender's Office for 
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TRANSCRIPT COST FORECASTING HODEL 

. Task 1. Task 2. Task 3. Task II. Task 5. Task 6. Determine Curreillt Determine Determine Reporter Determine Required Compute Determine Net Cost Production Costs Transcript Demand Availability Adminlstrative & Implementation Increase for Full-
~ Production Time EquilXDent Costs Casts for Full- Time, Flat Salary, 

Time, Flat Salary, No Fee System 
No Fee System 

1.1 SalarieB 2.1 Pages 3.1 Work Days ~.1 Transcriber/ 5.1 Calculate 6.1 Estimate I-~ Benefits I- Produced: I-!Per Year !- Editor Costs I- Reporter Cos ts I- Revenue Civil & Criminal from Tasks 1/3 

1.2 EquilXDent 2.2 Produotion Hr:.-20ailY 11.2 EquilXDent 5.2 Add Trans- [0.2 Deduot J '-- & Furniture I- Times: Civil In-Court I-& Space Costs I- criber/Editor - Revenue from & Criminal RequirementB Costs fr Task II Startup Costs 

1.3 Office Space ~~.3 Other 1~.3 Admin/ 5.3 Add Equip- 6.3 Subtraot I- Required Tasks & - Supervisory I I- ment & Space '-- Current Costs 
ime Commi bnents Costs Costs fr Task II from New Costs 

1. ~ Clerical 3.11 Availability 111.11 Fee 5;IfAdd Admin/ 
I- Support 

I- for Transoript I- Colleotion f- Supervisory 
Work on Court Costs Costs fr Task II 
Time 

1.5 Admin/ 3.5 Reporter 5.5 Add Fee I- Supervisory "- Staffing Need" I- Colleotion Co~t~ Support 
from Task II 

1.6 Govt 
5.6 Deduot Govt '-- Payment" for 

I- Payments for ITransoript Fees 
Transo/."iot Fees 

\ 

-,-,,, .. 

"""'" ~""·",,,"fI."" 



! 
I 
!. , 

......,~-- ----------~----------~------~- ~ -~~-~------
- --- -----~ ~--------- --~----

Public Administration Service 1497 Chain Bridge Road, McLean, Virginia 22101 

17 

appealed cases; (ij) required in grand jury hearings; (5) required in special 
investigations conducted by eithe~ the local or state prosecutor, and (6) 
incurred in producing depositions. Payments made by private parties are not 
included in this category. 

Task 2. Determine Transcript Demand and Production Times 

The purpose of this component is to derive an accurate picture of 
transcript workload. 

2.1 Pages Produced: Civil and Criminal. This is a fundamental data 
element for determining transcript costs. It is the primary source for 
calculating transcript workload. 

These data should be collected from actual cases filed in the court 
clerk's office. The data may also be available from management reports 
submitted by reporters. 

Many jurisdictions may find that these data are not easily 
acce~sible. In this case, it may be appropriate to obtain transcript payment 
information and then divide this figure by the per page rate (original and two 
copies) as autho~ized by statute. 

It is important to segregate pages produced in civil cases from 
criminal cases. Transcript payments in civil cases are almost always paid by 
private parties whereas costs for a large percentage of criminal transcripts 
are paid by the state. 

2.2 Production Times: Civil and Crimi~. This data element should 
incorporate the median production times per transcript page in fractions of an 
hour (rounded to the nearest quarter hour). This information is best obtained 
from reporters. A production time questionnaire can be used to track 
production times for a sample time period and a sample of transcripts. The 
questionnaire appearing in Appendix B containe a transcript production ohart 
which can be used for this purpose. The number of pages of transcript should 
be dividied by the total time oonsum~d to arrive at an average oonsumed time 
per page. 

Produotion time should inolude time expended in dictating and 
proofreading or, in the oaee of u computer-assisted tranaoript system, 
translating and editing. Time oontributed by reporterl!l both during the normal 
work day and during nonworking hours should be oaloulated. 

It is important that oivil oases be separated from oriminal oases in 
computing produotion times. In most oourts, the number of pages for oivil 
cases is likely to be significantly different than for oriminal cases. 
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Task 3. Det,ermine Reporter Availabil:l.ty 

This task is designed to identify ultimate reporter staffing needs 
under a full-time, flat salary, no fee system. This task consists of five 
elements. 

3.1 Work Days Per Year. This item should depict the actual reporter 
working days per reporter per year. Days lost to holidays, sick leave, annual 
leave, compensatory leave, bereavement leave, military leave, and other 
related leave should be deducted from the total available work days per year 
(260 days) to derive this figure. 

This information can be compiled from personnel or payroll records. 
In the event that such data are not available, this information can be 
estimated from reviewing management policies or personnel regulations 
regarding leave utilization. 

A sample leave computation is shown below:~/ 

1 • Work days per year 260.0 

2. Leave utilization 33.0 

a. Holidays 12.0 

b. Sick leave 5.0 

c. Annual leave 13.6 

d. Personal 2.0 

e. Other -~ 
33.0 days 

3. Actual work days 227.0 (260-33) 

3.2 Daily In Courtroom Requirements. This data element represents 
the typical number of hours spent in the courtroom per working day and per 
year. All reporters are required to spend a considerable portion of their 
work day in the courtroom. In most courts, reporters are expected to be in 
the court shortly before court commences each day. They spend the remainder 
of the morning in court, breaking for lunch anywhere from 12 noon to 1 p.m. 

~/This computation of leave time was produced from actual leave 
records in this study's field test site, The Supreme Bench of Baltimore City. 
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Courts usually begin their afternoon sesslon between 1-2 p.m. and continue 
until 4-5 p.m. or, occasionally, into the evening. The reporter is required 
to be in court until court adjourns. 

3.3 Other Required Reporter Tasks ID1d Time Com~itments. Because many 
reporters are required to perform tasks other than taking the court record, it 
is important to identify these activities and determine time expended per year 
for such activities. This information can be obtained through reporter 
interviews or conversations with judges. 

Knowledge of how reporters are spending their time is also useful in 
determining the relative priority of each task or activity. Management should 
be apprised of this information in order to make the best use of existing 
resources. 

3.4 Availability for Transcript Production During Normal Work Day. 
In many courts, reporters devote a portion of their day to performing certain 
transcript production tasks. Reporters may spend time available before court 
begins or at lunch hour completing transcript production-related tasks. 
Further, some reporters may complete proofreading tasks during court recesses. 

It is essential that management identify current time expended in 
performing these tasks on a per day and per year basis. Once this information 
has been obtained and compared with time expenditure information for other 
necessary tasks, it is possible to derive reasonable time estimates for 
completing transcript work during the regular work day. 

3.5 Reporter Staffing Needs. This data 
reporting needs under the current court system. 
outlined below. Reporter staffing needs under a 
fee sy.stem are calculated in this manner: 

element denotes the actual 
'rhis figure is derived as 
full-time, flat salary, no 

1 • Determine the required number of reporter work hours to 
staff each operating court. This step is completed by 
mul tiplying the number of courts to be staffed per day 
times the number of work days per year. This result is 
then divided by the number of hours worked per year per 
reporter (number of work days times eight hours). 

2. Determine the number of tro.nscrlpt pages which can be 
produced during the regular' work day on a yearly basis 
by each reporter. This figure is derived by multiplying 
the available hours per work day for transcript work 
(sub-task 3.4) by the number of reporter work days per 
year to caloulate the number of hours available per 
reporter per year. This total i5 then multiplied by the 
average pages produoed per hour (suh-task 2.2) to 
oompute the number of pages to be oompleted during the 
regular work day. 
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Calcula te the total number of pages to be completed 
during the regular work day by multiplying the result 
from step 2 by the total number of reporters. In some 
courts with a low number of appeals reporters may be 
capable of producing all transcripts during the regular 
work day. 

If applicable, compute the required number of reporter 
hours to complete remaining transcript production tasks 
by dividing the remaining number of transcript pages 
produced per year by the average page production rate 
per hour. 

5. Determine the total number of required reporters per 
year by dividing the result from step J.j above by the 
total number of working hours per year (working days 
times eight hours) and then adding this figure to the 
result obtained in step 1 (reporters required to fill 
in-court staffing needs). This step will be completed 
only if transc~ipt production cannot be completed by the 
number of reporters required to fill in-court staffing 
needs. 

The application of this formula is best illustrated through a 
hypothetical example. Consider a court with 12 courts to cover on a daily 
basis and an annual transcript page total of 120,000 pages. The courts 
opera te 250 work·::!ay~ per year, excluding weekends and holidays. Reporters 
work 230 work days p~r year, are required to spend 5 hours per day in court, 
and have 1.5 hours available per day for transcript work. Reporters prepare 
transcripts (i.e., research, dictate, proof, and bind) at the rate of 20 pages 
per hour. Reporter staffing needs would be computed as follows: 

1 • The number of required court coverage hours per year = 
21,000 (12 courts x 250 days x 7 hours per day). 

2. The number of reporters required to staff each court on 
a daily basis = 13 repol·ters (21,000 hours divided by 
1,610 actual work hours per year per reporter (230 days 
x 7 hours per day). 

3. Number of transcript pages to be produced during regular 
work day per reporter = 1.5 hours per day x 220 work 
days = 330 hours x 20 pages per hour = 6,600 pages. 

14 • Total number of pages produced during regular' work day = 
6,600 pages x 13 reporters = 85,800 pages. 
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5. Reporter work hours ~equired to complete remaining 
transcript production tasks = 314,200 pages/20 pages 
produced per hour = 1,710 work hours. 

6. Number of reporters required per year to complete 
remaining transcript production tasks = 1,710 
hours/1,610 working hours per year per reporter = 1.06 
or one reporter. Total staffing = 13 reporters for in
court requirements + 1 reporter for transcript 
production = 1J.j. 

Task 14. Determine Required Administrative and Equipment Costs 

This task is completed to estimate the costs of a full-time flat 
salary system wherein either the state, county, or city would be reqUi~ed to 
~ncur costs for necessary reporter equipment and supplies. These costs 
~nclude all required governmental costs to produce transcripts other than 
reporter salaries and benefits. This task consists of four separate work 
tasks. 

14.1 Transcriber/Editor Costs. This data element incorporates all 
supportive personnel costs under a full-time, flat salary system. Transcriber 
or typist costs are derived by dividing the number of transcript pages 
produced per year by the number of pages typed per hour by transcribers 
(normally between 5 and 10 pages per hour), dividing this figure by the number 
of work hours per year to determine the required number of typists, and 
multiplying by annual salary and benefit costs per typist. 

Editor costs include both any costs incurred for note readers and 
scope editors for computer-assisted transcript equipment. Benefits should be 
computed for all editorial and clerical staff. 

Transcriber and editor salaries should fall within the existing 
governmental classification system. Typist salaries should be equivalent to a 
mid-range secretarial position. Editor salaries should be 15 to 20 peroent 
below salaries paid to shorthand reporters. 

14.2 Reporter Equipment and Space. This sub-task requires the 
collection of data on necessary equipment costs as well as offioe space 
charges. Equipment includes items such as the stenotype machine, dictating 
machine, transcriber machine (for clerical staff), dictation tapeD, 
typewriters or, in the event that a computer-assisted trancript system is 
used, costs for pal')er, ribbons, and other consumable supplies. Office 
furniture costs sho' .ld also be calculated by allowing for one desk, one desk 
chair, and one filing cabinet per reporter and one secretarial desk and chair 
for typing personnel. 
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Office space costs are estimated by calculating the required square 
footage per reporter and per transcriber and then multiplying this figure by 
the square footage leasing costs for comparable commercial property in the 
Vicinity. 

4.3 Administrati ve/Supervisory Costs. This sub-task includes tall 
necessary supervisory costs under a full-time, flat salary sys em. 
Supervisory costs computed under 'rask 1 (for current production costs) ~hould 
be adjusted for any additional reporter staff increases or for supervis10n of 
required clerical support. 

are 
new 

It is also important to determine if any additional supervisory costs 
to be incurred in managing the fee collection process. Supervision for 
fiscal clerks may already be available. 

4.4 Fee Collection Costs. All direct costs incurred in establishdin
t
g 

and operating a fee 'collection process should be identified for this a a 
element. If the jurisdiction currently employs fiscal clerks within the court 
clerk's office, they may be able to absorb the required transcript fee 
collection function with no additional staffing costs. The volume of 
transcripts produced at the request of private parties will be a prime 
determinant of the administrative requil'ements to implement the flat salary, 
no fee system. Courts experiencing higher transcript volumes for appeals by 
private parties may incur greater fee collecti,l')n start-up costs. 

Task 5. Compute Implementation Costs for Full-Time. Flat Salary, No Fee 
System 

The objective of this task is to summarUe and compute all 
implementation costs for the full-time, flat salary, no fee 
Information from Tasks 1, 3, and 4 are used in these computations. 
is composed of six sub-tasks. 

required 
system. 

The task 

5.1 Calculate Reporter Staffing Coats from Tasks 1 and 3. The first 
work task is the determination of total reporter staffing costs including 
salaries and benefits. This figure should be derived by: (1) determining a 
salary increment to be added to exist.ing reporter salaries to make up for the 
loss of transcript income and adding this to the salary and benefit figures 
'produced in sub-task 1.1 and (2) multiplying these figures times the number of 
required reporters as determined in sub-task 3.5. 

The calculation of the salary increment should be completed by 
determining the percentage of total transcript pages per year and dividing 
this figure by the number of reporters to arrive at an average number of pages 
per year, and then multiplying this figure by the statutory payment rate per 
page to derive estimated reporter income for transcript production. A 
proportion of this figure equivalent to the income resulting from work 
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produced during nonregular working hours should then be added to the annual 
salary figure to arrive at an equitable salary level. Variations in salaries 
may be incorporated in the classification scheme if reporters are permanently 
assigned to certain courts that produce a significantly higher volume of 
transcript pages than others. The precise salary determination is, of course, 
a policy matter for each court. 

5.2-5.5 Add Additional Staffing! Equipment! and Supervisory Costs 
from Task 4. The results obtained in sub-tasks 5.2-5.5 should be added to 
determine overall implementation cost.,. 

5.6 Deduct Governmental Payments for Transcript Fees. Once the total 
start-up costs have been determined, it is necessary to subtract current city, 
county, or state payments for transcript fees incurred in appeals for indigent 
defendants or for other instances where the government orders a transcript. 
These totals are deducted because the government will no longer be required to 
pay fees for such transcripts. 

Task 6. Determine Net Cost Increase for Full-Time, Flat Salary, No Fee System 

The final task is the calculation of net costs to implement 
legislation requiring a flat salary, no fee system. Gross start-up costs are 
obtained in Task 5. The cost increase is determined by deducting from this 
total the revenue to be recouped and then deducting current transcript 
production costs. 

6.1 Estimate Revenue. Transcript revenue is estimated by 
the number of transcript pages requested by private parties and 
this figure by the statutorily authorized payment rate per page. 
of transcript pages requested by private parties was calculated 
2.1. 

deter'mining 
mul tipl:ling 
The number 

in sub-task 

6.2 Deduct Revenue from Implementation Costs. Estimated revenue 
should be deducted from overall implementation costs (Task 5) to determine net 
operating costs under a full-time, flat salary, no fee system. 

6.3 Compare Current Costs to New Costs. The total cost difference of 
a full-time, flat salary, no fee system is obtained either by deducting 
current, operational costs (obtained from Task 1) from the total computed for 
Task 6.2 or, in the event that this new system is actually less expensi've than 
the current system, by deducting the results from Task 6.2 from current 
operational costs. 
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IV. FIELD TEST SITE: COURT ORGANIZATION 
AND REPORTING FUNCTION 

This chapter presents a de;:!cription of the Supreme Bench of Baltimore 
Ci ty , the selected field test ~Iite. The chapter discusses the court's 
jurisdiction, organization, staffing, court reporting methods and procedures, 
and transcript production processes. 

Court Organization and Jurisdiction 

The state court system of Maryland consists of the CQu:-tof Appeals, 
the Court of Special Appeals, the Circuit Courts, the D~strict Courts, and the 
Orphans' Courts. The State is divided ~Bto 23 counties and the independent 
City of Baltimore (population 2,152,400).--1 

The constitution divides the State into eight. judicial circuits. The 
independent City of Baltimore is designated the Eight'h Judicial Circuit. The 
constitution provides for the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City rather than for 
a Circuit Court. In general, the Supreme Benoh possesses the same 
jurisdiction as the Circuit Court (the trial court of general jurisdiction); 
that is, full common law and equity powers and jurisdiction in all civil and 
criminal cases, unless such jurisdiction has been ,oonferred exclusively on 
another court. The court's jurisdiction excludes that which has been 
conferred on the District and Orphans' Courts of the State .£1/ District 
courts have jurisdiction for criminal matters below the class of i'elony, 
ordinance and traffic Violations, civil matters up to $5;000) replevin 
actions, grantee suits, landlord-tenant matters, and petitions of injunction 
by cities and counties for code enforcement. 

The Supreme Bench is composed of the Superior Court, the Court of 
Common Pleas, the Criminal Court, the City Court and two Circuit Courts. A 
total of 226 employees (excluding judges) are employed in these courts. 

The jurisdi(j1c.1;on of the Supreme Bench is divided in the following 
manner among its sf A constituent parts. The Superior Court has jurisdiction 
of all civil common law cases. Rather than directly appeal to the Court of 
Special Appeals, a party may appeal the decision of the City's Orphans' Court 
to the Superior Court. Such appeals are heard de novo. The C('-:)I"t of Common 
Pleas has jurisdiction of all civil common law cases, plus exclusive 
jurisdiction of all matters relating to the Insolvent Laws of Maryland. The 

20/National Center for State Courts. 
Organizat~on Profile (Williamsburg, Va' j 1980) p. 1. 

- -217 -l.bid., p. 27-30. 

~ryland State Court 
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Baltimore City Court has jurisdiction of all civil common law cases. The 
Baltimore City Court hears civil appeals from the District Court. The 
Criminal Court of Baltimore has exclusive jurisdiction of all criminal 
matt~rs, except that jurisdiction vested in the District Court. The Criminal 
Court hears appeals from the District Court in criminal and contempt. cases. 
The two Circuit Courts of Baltimore have exclusive jurisdiction of equity and 
juvenile matters. 

The Judges of the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City 

The Supreme Bench of Baltimore City is authorized 23 judges. When a 
vacancy occurs through death, resignation, removal, retirement, or expiration 
of a term, the governor appoints a successor from a list of names submitted. by 
the appropriate Trial Court Nominating Commission. These appo~ntments are not 
subject to senate confirmation. At the first general electlon occurring at 
least one year after the vacancy, the appointed judge stands for election. 
The judge may be opposed by one or more qualified members of the bar, with the 
successful candidate being elected to a 15-year term. These elections are by 
partisan ballot~/ 

Administration of the Court 

The Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals is constitutionally d~signated 
as the administrative head of the state judicial system and is appointed by 
the Governor. 

A state court administrator is appointed by and serves at the pleasure 
of the Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals. The Administrator has numerous 
statutory duties, including preparing the state judicial budget and annual 
report and making recommendations regarding the improvement of the judicial 
system.l.~/ 

The chief judge of each circuit is the judge senior in length of 
service. The Chief Judge of the Supreme Bench of Daltimore City is appointed 
by the Governor. Administrative duties are not formally assigned to these 
positions. 

The Circuit Administrative Judge is appointed by and servos at the 
pleasure of the Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals. Subject to r~he direction 
of the Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals, the Circuit Administrativ~ Judge 
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is generally responsible for the administration cf the several courts within 
the circuit. A circuit court ~ij~inistrator is employed in the Eighth Judicial 
Circuit and is locally funded.--

Each of the six courts of the Supreme Bench has a clerk, who is 
elected to a four-year term. There is not a separate clerk for the Supreme 
Bench itself; however, legislawp has been enacted which will consolidate 
these courts on January 1, 1983.--

FinanCing 

Personnel expenses of the Supreme Bench are paid from filing fees, 
court costs, and commissions received by court offices, with any deficiency 
paid by the State. The State also finances the judges' salaries, fringe 
benefits, and travel expenses, as well as the Clerk's Office of the Baltimore 
City Juvenile Court and the automated criminal case scheduling system for the 
Supremg / Bench. Other expenses of the Supreme Bench are paid by Baltimore 
City • ..?... 

Supreme Bench Consolidation 

Based upon legislation passed in 1980, a single Circuit Court will be 
created for Baltimore City on January 1, 1983. At that time, the six separate 
courts will be consolidated into one with a single elected Clerk of the 
Circuit Court. At that time, four court offices, including Domestic 
Relations, Pre Trial, ASSignment, and Jury, employing 101 employees will 
become financed by the State. All remaining court employee positions will be 
locally funded. 

The Court Reporting Function 

This section is devoted to a description of the court reporting system 
in the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City. 

ZIUIbid 
25~·' "6 Ibid., 
LIIbId., 

p. 69-71. 
p. 59. 
p. 21, 76-77. 
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Organization and Staffing 

A total of 30 court reporters are employed by the Supreme Bench of 
Baltimore City. One of the 30 reporters functions of the Chief Court Reporter 
who is the supervisor of all remaining reporters. Approximately 95 percent of 
the Chief Court Reporter's time is spent in supervisory and management 
responsibilities with the remaining 5 percent of the time being spent 
performing court reporting tasks. The main areas of management responsibility 
for the Chief Court Reporter include: (1) assignment and transfer; (2) 
distribution of workload; (3) scheduling leavej (4) monitoring the transcript 
production proceSSj (5) recordkeeping; (6) monitoring supply levels; (7) 
recruitment, testing, and hiring; and (8) liaison with the bench, bar, and 
public. A complete job description is attached to this report as Appendix 
C. The Deputy Chief Court Reporter functions in a supervisory/management 
capacity approximately 5 percent of the time while spending 95 percent of his 
time on court reporting activities. 

Twenty-four court reporters are assigned to a court (not to a 
particular judge), four reporters are floaters who provide relief for backlog, 
illness, and vacation (this includes the Chief Court Reporter who acts in a 
back-up capacity), and two reporters are permanently assigned to grand jury 
work. Reporters work in two separate, but adjacent, courthouse locations. 

Except for the reporters engaged in grand jury work, who rotate taking 
testimony weekly, and the Chief Court Reporter, other reporters are rotated 
twice a year in an attempt to spread transcript rreparation workload as well 
as to deal with individual transcript preparation backlogs. This rotation is 
decided by the Chief Court Reporter based on periodic reports submitted by 
court reporters. These reports indicate, on a monthly basis, the estimated 
pages of appellate transcripts due. Cases are listed by case name, date of 
notice, and estimated completion date. An itemized list of cases completed 
during the prior month is also included. Summary reports of the total number 
of transcript pages are prepared by the Chief Court Reporter. 

'l'he 90-day time period for the monitoring of transcript preparation is 
particularly signj.ficant. Under administrative rules issued by the Maryland 
Court of Appeals, the clerk of a lower court has 60 days to transmit the 
record on appeal to the appellate courtJ[L1 These rules are described further 
in Appendix D. In actual practice, court reporters are routinely given 
extensions of time to complete transcript preparation. After the termination 
of a case an appellant has 30 days to file an order for appeal; within 10 days 
after filing such an order the appellant must place an order, in writing, to 
the court reporter for the preparation of the transcript. The clerk of the 
lower court has five days to prepare the record (including the transcript) for 

27/See Rules 1025 and 1026, Rules and Statutes re Official Court 
Reporters, Maryland Rule of Procedure. 
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transmittal to the appellate court. This actual practice dictates that over 
the 60-day initial time period, a 30-day extension is normally given for the 
preparation of appellate transcripts. 

Court Reporting mId Transcript Production Methods and Procedures 

The court reporting and transcript production process can be broken 
down i~to basically two major tasks: ( 1) reporting the proceedings and (2) 
produclng the transcript. 

Time Utilization,. Before embarking upon a description of the various 
systems being used to complete these tasks, a brief description of the average 
work day of a court reporter is in order. Generally, court assigned reporters 
have the following schedule: 

• 8:30 a.m.-10:00 a.m • - Arrive at work and 
dictation, proofing, 
related tasks. 

begin 
and 

• 10:00 a.m. I -12:30 p.m. - In court time. 
IFive minute break. 

• 12:30 p.m.-2:00 p.m. - Lunchtime (the majority of 
this time is usually spent in 
dictating, proofing, and 
related tasks). 

~ 2:00 p.m. ' -4:30 p.m. - In court time. 
IFive minute break. 

• 4:30 p.m.-5:00 p.m. l • - Office time spent dictating, 
proofing, and in related 
tasks. 
"There is no one certain 
departure time for reporters; 
many leave immediately when 
court is adjourned while 
others work for one-half hour 
to one hour more before 
leaving for the day. 

From the above it can be seen that five hours in court per day is the 
usual practice in this court. 

Reporters indicate that depending on transcript preparation volume, 
their break time in oourt as well as other recesses and offioe time are spent 
mainly 1n diotating and pl"oofing the record. At-home work on evenings and 
weekends varies, again depending on volume • 
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Table 1 presents data reflecting the actual number of hours spent per 
week performing transcript production tasks during the regular work day and 
during nonworking hours. These data were derived from individual interviews 
with reporters. 

As these data depict, there is considerable variance in the amount of 
time allocated to transcript production tasks, both while working and while at 
home. This varirulce is due most likely to differences in the type of court to 
which the reporter is assigned and to the reporter's motivation to earn extra 
income. 

Interestingly, however, these data suggest that reporters spend more 
time during the normal work day performing transcript production tasks (i.e., 
proofreading and dictating) than they do performing these tasks during 
nonregularly scheduled hours. The five-hour period for actual taking of the 
record in court obviously allows time for many repOl'ters to oomplete many 
activities during the work day. Moreover, the ability of reporters to 
proofread and, in some instances, to dictate in court during recesses allows 
additional time for producing the record durjng the work day. 

Court Reporting Methods. There are a variety of methods being used in 
the reporting and production of the court record in the Supreme Bench. By far 
the most popular method is the stenotype machine. After the record is taken 
in court, the reporter dictates it from the note,':! for typing by a private 
typist (one grand jury reporter, however, types his own transcripts). Typists 
generally receive 65 cents per page out of the $2.50 per page (for original 
and two copies) authorized by administrative order 1224 of the Maryland Court 
of Appeals. Twenty of the thirty reporters use this method. Reporters are 
responsible for purchasing their own stenotype machine and dictating 
equipment; however, the City of Baltimore provides stenotype and transcript 
paper as well as machine ribbons and ink. 

A total of six reporters use the BaronData Computer Aided 
'Xranscript.ion System. With this system, the stenotype machine is equipped 
with a converter which records the record on computer readable cassette 
tape. The system requires that the reporter complete a basic 14,000 word 
"dictionary" in the reporter's unique style to facilitate transcription and 
editing. When a transcript is required, the casset te tape is read by the 
computer and translated into readable English. Words that are unable to be 
read by the computer ar~ printed out in stenographic fOi"m for editing by the 
reporter. A scope editor is employed as an independent contractor by 
reporters to load tapes and perform editorial functions and is paid 25 ceXlts 
per page for transcripts produced. The scope editor also binds reports. 

."1''' ,.J 
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Reporter 

"A" 
"B" 
"C" 
"D" 
"E" 
"F" 
"Gil 
"H" 
"I" 
"J" 
"K" 
"L" 
"M" 
"N" 
"0" 
"PH 
"Q" 
"H" 
"S" 
"T" 
"U" 
"V" 
"W" 

Total 

Average 

Median 

31 

Table 1 

HOURS ALLOCATED PER WEEK TO TRANSCRIPT PRODUCTION 
TASKS DURING WORKING AND NONWORKING HOUHs!' 

Hours Per Week Hours Per Week During Regular Outside of Regular Work Day 
Work Da~ 

8 
4 26 

10 6 

20 0 

16 4 

5 7 
18 17 

15 8 
0 15 4 12 

10 0 

15 20 

5 15 

10 7 

9 
8 

10 7 
8 3 

5 2 
10 13 
8 25 

5 0 

20 5 

-1Q. 0 
12 -

248 - 189 -10.78 8.22 

10.25 
5.93 

~/Souroe" Int i erv ews with reporters. 
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Approximately tiJO years ago the Administrative Office of the Courts 
provided $23,000 in "seed" money to purchase the necessary converters and 
supplies. The City of Baltimore pays approximately $1,700 per month in lease 
and maintenance costs for the central processing unit and purchases cassette 
tapes for reporters. For the use of the system, reporters pay the City 65 
cents for each page of transcript produced. 

Two other reporters use a standard stenotype machine for creating the 
record but use a notereader to read their notes and type the transcripts. The 
notereader is paid $1.00 per page of transcript produced. 

Of the three remaining reporters, one is a pen writer who manually 
writes the record in shorthand and either types the transcript individually or 
forwards dictation tapes to a typist for preparation before giving the 
transcript to the grand jury. 

Another grand jury reporter uses a stenotype machine but types all his 
own transcripts. Lastly, one reporter of the 30 uses a stenomask to record 
testimony and transcribes it by means of dictation. This reporter's tapes are 
then typed by a transcriber. 

The transcript production and fee payment process may be initiated in 
a number of ways as indicated in Figures 2-4. 

The transcript production and payment procedures are as follows: 

1. For indigent defendants or in the case of a private 
appeal, a public defender, private counsel, or state 
attorney submits a written request to the appropriate 
reporter for preparation of a transcript. This process 
is diagrammed in Figure 2. A copy of this letter is 
sent to the Chief Court Reporter and the appropriate 
clerk of court. If the requesting party is private 
counsel, a deposit of up to 50 percent of the total 
estimated transcript fee may be required. The clerk of 
court transfers the case to the appeals seltion of the 
clerk'S office to prepare the case record while awaiting 
completion of the transcript. 

The court reporter either dictates the transcript for 
typing by a typist or transmits it to the computer room 
for initial transcription and editing by a scope 
editor. After proofing and correction, the transcript 
is collated and bound and is delivered to either the 
public defender, state attorney, or private counsel with 
the original delivered to the court. A billing is 
attached to the copy of the transcript delivered to the 
requesting party. In the case of fee payments made by 
the public defender or state attorney, a voucher is 
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Figure 2 

CEIlRAL PIIQ(E)URE FOR REQUESTING, PREPARING, AND PAYOO FOR TRANSCRIPTS: 

Court repcrter 
type:s er dic
tate:s rote:s er 
note~der read:! 
rote:s & type:s 

or 

Court reporter 
billed by City 
on per page 
ooet 

SII'm£ BENet CF BALnK>RE em 

Diotaticn /MInt 
fer typing
typi:st paid on 
paid on per pg 
ba:sill by 
reporter 
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traMcript of 
proceeding or 
grand j\l'y 
test1moo 

1reot plymer.t 
ordS' prepared 
by Finance 0 
fa' IBl'Ient 
by CIty 

Figure 3 

PROCEDURES FOu.oWED FOR ~UESTING, PREPARIOO, AND PAYING FOR 
TRANSCRIPlS UP~ A JUOOE' S ORIER: 

SUPRDE BENCH CF BALTOORE cm 

Dictation sent ~1gInal to 
ju(lge or state 

COUrt reporter 
types or dIc
tates notes, or 
note reader 
reads notes 

to typist for 
typi~--typist 
paid 00 per page 
basis by reporter 

Court reporter 
lX"oofreads, 
collates, I ___ ~ attorney, bill-

am types 

or 

SlIIIe lX"O<Jess 
anJ prooedlre 
as· F1gJre 2 

and binds 
transcript 

ing to CIty 

CIty of Balt. 
~par\!lS check 
for lB)Ulent to 
oourt reporter 
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Figure 4 

PROrnDtiRES FOR REQUESTING, PREPARING, AND PAYING 
FOR TRANSCRIPTS UPOO A REQUEST BY THE ATI'ORNEY GENERAL: 

Court reporter 
types or dictates 
notes and tr&ns
mi ts to typist 
fer typing 

SUPREM!: BENCH OF BALTJM)RE CITY 

Trans<ript h:md- Voucher rrelllred State Canptroll 
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prepared and sent to the State Comptroller in Annapolis 
where it is audited and a state check is sent directly 
to the reporter. 

A judge of the Supreme Bench may request a transcript by 
signing a written order, as indicated in Figure 3. A 
copy of the order is sent to the administrative office 
and approved for payment by the court finance officer. 
The transcript production process is the same as that 
outlined above. Payment for these transoripts is made 
by Baltimore City. 

Grand jury testimony is routin31y transoribed without a 
special order of the court and is also paid for by 
Baltimore City. 

The two preceding methods of transcript request and 
payment cover the majority of transactions; howev~r, one 
final procedure should be mentioned. TheN~ are 
instances where t.he State Attorney General's office 
requests transcripts based on its presentation of cases 
before the grand jury. This method is depicted in 
Figure 4. These cases may involve, for j.nstanoe, 
Medioaid, hazardous waste, or criminal activities. 
Approximately 15 percent of all grand jury transcripts 
are paid for by the State of Maryland. 

order to determine the volume of transcript pages prepared and 
lees collected, a number of data sources were consulted. It was 
early in the study that no single source of data for the 
was avaHable SO the following sources were researched: 

• Clerk of court records (six courts) for the calendar 
year 1979. 

• Vendor files in the state public defender's office for 
calendar year 1979. 

• Financial records of the Court Administrator t s office 
for calendar year 1979, and for the period May 1981-
APl'll 1982. 

• Records and reports maintained by the Chief Court 
Reporter for the period May 1981-April 1982. 

As indicated previously, requests for transcripts may be initiated by 
a number of sources including public defender, state attorney, retained 
~oun$el, judges orders, attorney general, and ro~tine grand jury transcription 
requests. 

\ 

\ 
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Transcript Demand 

In order to calculate tha costs of transcript production in Baltimc~e, 
PAS consultants were required to compute the number of transcript pages 
currently produced. Two data points were used in deriving page calculations. 

Because of the variety of data sources and the unavailability of 
certQin data, the year Which presented the most complete picture of transcript 
volume was 1979. Estimates of transcript pages and fees paid for calendar 
year 1979 are depicted in Table 2. The analysis indicates that in 1979 a 
total of $230,039 was expended for transcripts (at $2 page) by all 
requestors. This represents 114,873 pages of transcript. Of this total, 
$158,257 or 69 percent of total fees were requested and paid for by the State 
or by the City of Baltimore for requests by the public defender, attorney 
general, or judges. Thirty-one percent representing $71,782 were requested by 
private counsel. Fifty-four percent of the total transcript fees or $123,657 
were for requests in cases involving indigent defendants. 

Table 3 shows the most complete data available for transcript volume 
and fees for the period May 1981 ... April 1982. These data were obtained from 
monthly records of pages produced maintained by the Chief Court Reporter of 
the Supreme Bench and corroborated by the PAS survey of actual production as 
reported in Chapter V. Estimates of pages produced for indigent defendants 
are based on the 1979 audit of pages produced and fees paid as well as a 
review of transcripts bills within the Sta~e Public Defender's Office. 

During this period, a total of $421,315 was expended for transcript 
fees, an 83 percent increase over 1979. In November 1980, page rates for 
transcripti.on increased from $2 per page to $2.50 per page, thua a percentage 
of' the increase is attributable to this cos~87ncrease. Transcript volume from 
1979 to 1981-82 increased by 47 percent.- Of the total fees and pages 
produced, 81 percent were for criminal cases, 17 percent for civil cases and 1 
percent for juvenile cases for the period May 1981-April 1982. 

This increase is also explained in part by the increase in appeals. 
As shown in Table lj, there has been an average of a 14 percent increase in 
case load in the pa.st two years over the two prior years. Since appellate 
transcripts are filed in most every case, the appellate transcript workload 
should mirror the appellate caseload and reflect the increase. 

W The State Public Defender's Office confirmed this increase noting 
that to date, transcript bills have exceeded the authorized budget by over 
$160,000 ($400,000 was budgeted for fisoal year 1982). 
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Table 2 

TRANSCRIPT REQUEST, FEES, AND PAGES BY SOURCE 
CALENDAR YEAR 1979 

Transcript 
Fees 

@ $2 page 

State of Maryland 

Indigent Transcripts ~I $123,657 
Grand Jury .B! 3,000 

Subtotal 126,657 

City of Baltimore £I 31,600 

Private 

Criminal Court 35,155 
Circuit Courts 1 and 2 6,312 
Superior Court 
City Court 

9,656 
15,199 

Court of Common Pleas 5,1160 

Subtotal 71,782 

Grand Total $230,039 

Recap 

Governmental Transcripts $158,257 
Private Transcripts 71,782 

a/n b/nequests are all from criminal court proceedings. 

Transcript 
Pages 

61,828 
1 ,500 

63,328 

15,800 

17,577 
3,094 
11,870 
7,599 
2,005 

35,1lj5 

114,273 

79,128 
35,145 

o~stimate~ yearly state-paid grand jury transcript fees. 
- Includes city paid fees for grand jury testimony and transcripts 

ordered by judges; figUre adjusted to conform to 1962 policy of not 
automatically transcribing guilty pleas. 
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Table 3 

ESTIMATED TRANSCRIPT REQUESTS AND FEES PAID 
MAY 19B1-APRIL 1982 

State of Maryland 

Indigent Transcripts ~/ 

Grand Jury b/ 

Subtotal 

City of Baltimore £I 
Private sJ/ 

Total 

Recap 

Governmental Transcripts 

Private Transcripts 

Transcript 
Fees 

@ $2.50 page 

$227,510 

3,750 

$231,260 

55,395 

134,660 

1421,315 

$286,655 

$134,660 

Transcript 
Pages 

91,004 

1,500 

92,504 

22,158 

53,864 

168,526 

114,662 

53,864 

a/Requests are all from criminal court prooeedings. 
~/Estimated yearly state-paid ~rand jury transcript fees. 
£/Includes city-paid fees for grand jury testimony and transcripts 

ordered by judges; figure adjusted to oonform to 1982 policy of not 
automatioally transoribing guilty pleas. 

.!!lIt was not possible to determine actual page lengths for ourrent 
appeals sinoe cases were out of file. 
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Table 4 

APPEALS FROM EIGHTH APPELLATE JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
(BALTIMORE CITY)~/ 

1976-77 1277-78' 1978-79' 1979-80' 

Court of Appeals N/A 40 26 

Court of Special Appeals 402 .ill. 
Total 442 411 - -

'Term docket time period used (September through August). 
N/A--Not available by circuit for this reporting period. 

49 

~ 

502 -

1981 Term 
to Date 

1980-81' 5/19/82 

29 51 

442 N/A 

471 -

.!!/ Source: Statistical Abstracts, Annual Report of the Maryland 
Judiciary and phone interviews with the State Court Administrator and the 
Clerk of the Court of Appeals and Special Appeals, 
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.V. CURRENT COSTS OF TRANSCRIPT 
PRODUCTION IN FIELD TEST SITE 

The current cost of transcript production in the Baltimore courts was 
computed as a first step in estimating the costs of a flat salary, no fee 
system. Current costs for 1979 and the period May 1981-April 1982 were 
calculated using the cost forecasting methodology presented in Chapter III. 

Personnel Costs 

The first element in the cost forecasting model is reporter salaries 
and benefits. Reporter salaries and benefits are paid by the City of 
Baltimore. Total salary payments for ~scal year 1982 (July 1, 1981-June 30, 
1982) were $716,450 for 30 reporters.~ Total benefit payments were $111,952 
or 15.6 percent of direct salaries.~1 Reporters received a pay raise 
effective March 31, 1982. The above salary and benefit figures include the 
additional payments resulting from this raise~1/The salary scale for reporters 
subsequent to this adjustment in salaries is:--

Position Minimum Salary Maximum Salary 

Chief Court Reporter $26,600 $30,100 

Deputy Chief Court 
Reporter 24,200 27,900 

Reporter 22,187 25,497 

Total personnel costs to the City of Baltimore in 1979 were $555,379 
for 28 reporters. Total benefit oosts paid for this year were $100,707. 
These figures are used in computing current transcript production oosts and 
oosts in 1979. 

£2.1 Sou roe : Fiscal year 1982 Budget anc\ Budget Estimate Fiscal Year 
1983, Supreme Bench of Baltimore City. 

lQ/Ibid. 

ll/Souroe: Interview with Fisoal Offioer, Supreme Bench of Baltimore 
City. 
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Spaoe and Equipment Costs 

Space and equipment expenditures represetlt direot costs associated 
with performance of the court reporting function. The current costs for each 
of these items are presented below. These cost figures were obtained from the 
Fiscal Office, Supreme Bench of Baltimore City. 

Space Costs 

In Baltimore, court reporters are physically located in two buildings, 
the Court House East and the Court House West. The latter of these two 
buildings houses the majority of the reporters (22) in one lr~'ge room 
subdivided into offices approximately 10 feet by 12 feet. The total square 
footage for this room is 5,579 square feet. 

The remaining eight reporters are located in seven offices in Court 
House East. The computer room which houses the Baron Computer Assisted 
Transcript System is also located in this courthouse. The total square 
footage used by reporters in this courthouse is 2,315 square feet. 

Space costs were determined by identifying comparable rental rates for 
private office space in downtown Baltimore. The estimated rental rate for 
"Class B," an older building in a downtown location is $12.50 per square foot. 

The City does not actually pay this rate since one courthouse :ls 
totally paid for and the other is a converted postal building. It was 
necessary, however, to arrive at a space cost figure in order to determine the 
net cost difference of implementing a flat salary, no fee system. If 
reporters were to be hired under this new system, the courts would be required 
to find suitable office space. The above noted figure is an accurate estimate 
of the square footage cost which would be incurred. 

The actual space costs are, thus, $98,676 calculated as follows: 

• 
• 

Court House East--2,315 square feet x $12.50 

Court House West--5,579 square feet x $12.50 

Total 

Equipment Costs 

$28,938 

69,738 

$98,676 

The court pays for all reporter office furniture and incidental 
reporter supplies. Reporters and/or independent typists pay for stenotype 

I",:' 

I~ 

!,,~--

Public Administration Service 1497 Chain Bridge Road, McLean, Virginia 22101 

machines, dicta ting machines, 
typewriters, postage, and all 
Furniture costs per reporter are: 

• Desk 

• Chair 

• File cabinet 

Total 

41 

stenorette 
maintenance 

tapes. 
costs 

transcribing machines, 
on reporting equipment. 

$280 

110 

$580 per reporter -
Supplies other than those ~sed for the computer-assisted transcription 

equipment include stenographic paper, tapes» ink, stenotype ribbons, audio 
tapes (for one reporter using stenomask equipment), reporting sheets (for one 
pen writer), and files for note storage. The annual cost for these items is: 

• Transcript paper (three orders per year @ $1,866) $ 5,598 

• Stenotype paper 5,200 

• Ink 220 

• Ribbons (stenotype) 400 

• Audio tapes 750 

• Reporting sheets 250 

• Storage files 222 

Total $12,640 

As dbcussed in Chapter IV, the court leases a BaronData Computer 
Assisted Transcript System for use by up to six reporters. The annual court 
costs for this system ar~ $22,135 as computed below: 
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• Leasing and maintenance @ $1,721 month 

• 

• 
• 

Annual air freight incurred for maintenance 
on units 

Disk cleaning (twice annually) 

Supplies (at 5 percent of leasing ree)32/ 

Total 

Clerical and Administrative Costs 

$20,652 

300 

150 

$22,135 

This cost catego~y includes any and all normal clerical costs incurred 
in support of the court reporting function as well as supervising costs 
contributed either by court reporters or by the Court Administrator. In 
Baltimore no clerical costs are incurred by the court as all transcripts and 
related ~orrespondence are typed by either the reporter or an independent 
typist. Supervisory costs include those attributed to the Chief and the 
Deputy Chief Court Reporter. The Court Administrator does not perform any 
direct supervisory aotivities for court reporters. 

Supervisory costs were computed by estimating the percentage of time 
devoted to administrative tasks by the Chief Court Reporter and the Deputy 
Chief Court Reporter and determining the approximate salary and benefits 
incurred by the court for these functions. The Chief Court Reporter spends 95 
percent of available time performing supervisory and administrative duties 
while 5 percent of the Deputy Chief Court Reporter's time is spent on these 
functions. The actual annual cost to the court for supervision is $35,327 
calculated as follows: 

• 
• 

• 

Chief Court Reporter (95 percent of salary) 

Deputy Chief Court Reporter (5 percent of salary) 

Subtotal 

Fringe benefits (15.6 percent of $30,560) 

Total 

$29,165 

1,395 

$30,560 

4,767 

$35,327 

~/Source: Interview with BaronData Customer Services Representative. 

--
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Governmental Payments for Transcripts 

Total transcript pages produced and fees paid pursuant to requests by 
governmental agencies and for indigent defendants were presented in Chapter 
IV. As fees for these transcripts were paid by the government (either the 
City of Baltimore or the State of Maryland), such fees must be incorporated 
into the current actual expenses of the court reporting function. Total fees 
paid by the City and the State were estimated to be $158,257 in 1979 and 
$286,655 for the period May 1981-Aprll 1982. 

SUmmary of Governmental Costs 

The individual cost elements above can be aggregated to produce a 
total governmental cost for transcript production. This aggregate is 
presented in Table 5. 

Although the net costs of transcript production have increased 
significantly sinae 1979, the per page cost has decreased from $8.53 per page 
to $7.46 per page. This result is due to the sub~tantial increase in 
transcript volume since 1979. RfJporters have experienced a 46.7 percent 
increase in transcript pages over this period. 

, I 
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Table 5 

GOVERNMENTAL PAYMENTS FOR 
TRANSCRIPT PRODUCTION 

1979 AND HAY 1981-.A.PRIL 1982 

Personnel 

Benefits 

Space 

Furniture 

Otrice Equipment 

Computer-Assisted Transcript 
System 

Clerical and Administrative 

T~an.script Fees 

Less Revenue r~m CAT Paid 
by Reporters!; 

Total 

Cost Per PllIge 

1979 

$555,739 

100,707 

98,676 

16,240 

12,640 

33,561 

158,257 

$975,820 

$8.5#" 

May 1981-
April 1982 

$ 687,930 

107,530 

98,676 

16,240 

12,640 

22,135 

35,327 

286,655 

9,216 

$' ,257,917 

$7.4G£.' 

--~--wa~/~14~,~1~7~8-p-ag--e-s-x 65 cents. 
~/Baaed on annual transcript volume of 114,273 pages. 
£/Based on annual transcript volume of 168,526 pages. 
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VI. ANALYSIS OF TRANSCRIPT PRODUCTION 
IN FIELD TEST SITE 

This chapter focuses on the transcript production process. Various 
aspects which will be analyzed include production methods, workload, 
production rates, and equipment and business costs. 

Two primary information sources were used in the analysis reported 
here. A major source consisted of responses to a questionnaire survey 
distributed by PAS and appearing in Appendix B. Some of the reported analyses 
utilize information collected during personal interviews with court reporters 
by PAS on-site personnel. In addition, supplemental data is used where 
appropr:t~te • 

The questionnaire was developed by PAS staff based on information 
gleaned from pertinent literature. A draft questionnaire was presented to the 
Chief Court Reporter of the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City for purposes of 
identifying ambiguities in questions. 

Questionnair®~ were distributed among 29 court reporters working 
within the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City. The questionnaire was divided 
into three parts. In the first part, respondents were asked to indicate their 
methods of operation and equipment costs, as well as to provide estimates of 
yearly productivity. The second part asked reporters to keep track, by case 
of the time they and support personnel spent in transcript production. Th~ 
third par't of the questionnaire asked the reporters to indicate daily over a 
period of 10 days (from May 12 to May 25) the amount of time spent in court or 
doing other activities. At the end of this two-week period, the reporters 
were instructed to mail their responses in an attached, self-addressed, 
stamped envelope to the PAS office in Chicago, Illinois. 

PAS on-site personnel reviewed the questionnaire with individual 
reporters during personal interviews, and strongly encouraged partiCipation in 
the survey. In addition, tbere were several telephone follow-ups to remind 
reporters to mail in their surveys. A total of 16 reporters have returned 
their questionnaires. These 16 respondents repr'esent a 55 percent response 
rate. 

Transcript Volume and Pages Produced 

A response rate of 55 percent is fairly high for questionnaire surveys 
that require some effort from respondents. However, those who elect~d to do 
the amount ot work required in completing this survey may not be 
representative of all COU1"t reporters at the Supreme Bench. There are some 
comparisons which can be made, though, which allow insight into the 

45 

\ 
I, 



44 4# • 

Public Administration Service 1497 Chain Bridge Road, McLean, Virginia 22101 - Public Administration Service 1497 Chain Bridge Road, McLean, Virginia 22101 

-
46 47 

representativeness of the survey respondents. Table 6 compares survey 
respondents with supplemental data obtained by PAS through audits of actual 
transcript production. It is apparent that survey respondents report 
proportions of work on criminal cases very similar to those found in an audit 
of 1979 court transcripts,' with survey respondents reporting slightly lower 
percentages of criminal cases (74 percent versus 80 percent). However, PAS 
survey respondents appear to rank among the more productive court reporters. 
Using data culled from monthly page reports to the Chief Court Reporter, the 
average productivity is estimated to have been 6,077 pages during the past 
year. The estimate for the l'AS survey respondents comes to 7,892, a 
difference of about 1,800 pages .1i/ This discrepancy between monthly l'eport 

Table 6 

COMPARISON OF PAS SURVEY RESPONDENTS 
TO SUPPLEMENTAL DATA, 

THE SUPREME BENCH OF BALTIMORE CITY 

Propo!"tion of criminal 
cases to all cases 

Estimated average annual 
production in pages, 
unweighted 
Weighted estimates of 
annual production 

PAS Survey 
Respondents 

74% 

7,89#/ 

6,272 

Comparison 
Data 

80%-~/ 

N/A 

,g'/eomputed from a PAS-conducted audit of 1979 cases. 
~/Estimated from data supplied by 13 respondents, 

sinoe 3 respondents provided incomplete information • 
.s/Est1mated from monthly reports made by 26 court 

reporters from May, 1981 to April, 1982 to the Chief 
Reporter. 

~/Estimates for each respondent's yearly production were computed 
using informatior. supplied by the respondent on estimated cases the previous 
year, proportions of criminal and civil cases, and estimated average lengths 
of criminal and civil cases. A few respondents, however, had es tima ted 
transcript lengths that were two to five times higher than thoBe of other 
respondents, ~md did not agree with the respondent's self-reported biweekly 
production either. For those responses, the median estimated transcript 
length (199 for crinJ.inal cases, 104 for' civil cases) was substituted 1n the 
computations. 

L,_ 
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data and PAS survey data appears to be due to higher participation in the 
survey by more productive reporters. Fifty percent of reporters indicated 
annual rates of 6,000 or more pages in the monthly reports, compared to 77 
percent of the PAS respondent estimates. The disproportionate participation 
of more productive reporters biases productivity estimates upward. In order 
to mitigate this problem, all data dealing directly with estimates of 
productivity were weighted so as to reduce the impact of the high producers~~~ 
what it would have been had they been proportionately represented.~ 
Applying these weights to the survey respondents' annual production estimates 
resul ts in an average of 6,272 pages per year, a figure much closer to the 
average of 6,077 computed from the monthly reports data. 

Weighting the data corrects for one obvious source of bias. However, 
16 respondents is not a very lapge case base from which to derive precise 
measures. In addition, the data. are all based on self-reports, and may be 
affected by individual biases, lack of information, or errors of perception. 
The results reported here must, therefore, be interpreted with caution. 

Production Methods and Resources 

Various methods are used by different reporters in producing a court 
transcript. These include dictating for a typist, using Computer Assisted 
Transcription (CAT), using a notereader, 01' typing transcripts )Jersonally. 
Dicta ting for a typist is by far the most widely used method, with 1 ~ of the 
16 respondents (88 percent) mentioning use of this method. For eight of these 
respondents, dictation is the only method used, while the other six report 
using other methods as well. Five (31 percent) of the respondents I'eport 
using CAT; however, only one reported the exclusive use of this method. Three 
respondents (19 percent) reported that they sometimes type their own 
transcripts, although none reported sole use of this method. In addition, one 
respondent reported using a notereader to read and type manuscripts. 

For those reporters using the dictation method, the average amount 
paid to typists was 59 cents per page. Seven (47 percent) of the fifteen 
respondents reporting typing fees of 55 cents a page, while three (20 percent) 
pay 60 cents per page and five (33 percent) pay 65 cents per page. For the 
~ost part, use of support personnel other than typists was rarely reported. 
Two respondents reported payjng 25 cents a page to scope editors or 
proofreaders, and one reported paying $1 per page to a notereader. 

li/The weights assigned were .65 for those with 6,000 or more pages per 
year, and 2.16 for the remainder. These wdgh ts were multiplied times 
reported number of transcripts produced and computed transcript lengths to 
correct for biases in the data. 

I , 
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Table 7 describes equipment and business costs for individual court 
reporters. Although some respondents reported owning more than one piece of 
equipment, the averages are based upon only one piece of equipment per 
respondent. This allows a view of the minimum capital costs for court 
reporters. Highest and lowest dollar amounts are also reported in Table 7 in 
order to provide information on the range of values. As the table shows, 
there is a great deal of variation in the respondents' expenses. The highest 
values often are 2 to 10 times larger than the lowest values. This is 
probably due to the purchase of used or discounted merchandise by some 
reporters. 

Table 7 

AVERAGE COURT REPORTER'S EQUIPMENT AND BUSINESS COSTS, 
THE SUPREME BENCH OF BALTIMORE CITY 

Average Lowest Highest_ 

Stenograph machine $ 305.00 $210.00 $ 400.00 
Dictating machine 345.00 150.00 500.00 
Dictating tapes (per tape) 2.94 .65 5.00 
Transcribing machine 245.00 180.00 400.00 
Typewriter 471.00 / 250.1)0 700.00 
Supplies 218.0o! 75.00 1,638.00 
Maintenance 217.00 150.00 300.00 
Postage 83.00 20.00 225.00 
CAT equipment 4,100.00 

Average Total Costs $ 1 , 51 2 • 00£/ 580.00 3,803.00 

Number 
Responding 

14 
14 
14 
4 

16 
15 
3 

15 
1 

16 

~/The average reported here does not include the highest value, since 
that value involved administrative costs not directly related to transcript 
production. 

~/Om1ts CAT equipment costs. 

The total investment made by court reporters depends mainly upon their 
methods of operation, as well as personal preferences and sales 
opportuni ties. On the average I total cos ts come to $1,512, with the lowes t 
reported value being $580 and the highest $3,803. However, both of these 
values are extreme; 50 percent of the respondents had total costs falling 
within $300 of the mean. 
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Reporter Transcript Production Rates 

will The analysis to follow focuses on the production of transcripts. It 
begin by eXamining court reporters' average time in court, and how that 

relates to productivity. Then, average productivity will be eXamined, with a 
focus on the dictation method. These data will be used in Chapter VII to 
derive overall costs of various court reporting methods and organizational 
configurations. 

Time in Court and Productivity 

The more time a court reporter spends in the courtroom, the more 
transcript page~ can be generated. This fact is illustrated in Table 8, which 
describes the aver'age amount of time spent in and out of court by productivity 
levels. It should be noted that individual averages were computed using only 
those days in which at least some time was reported, since respondents' in
court time may have been affected by judges' days off. 

Table 8 

AVERAGE TIME SPENT IN THE COURTROOM, 
OVERALL AND BY ANNUAL PRODUCTION LEVELS, 

THE SUPREME BENCH OF BALTIMORE CITY 

Average Court 
Time in Hours 

Average Hours 
in Other Activities ~/ 

Overall 

By Annual Production Levels:~/ 
Less than 7,000 pages 

OVer 7,000 pages 

4.8 
(N=15) 

4.2 
(N=6) 

5.4 
( N=6) 

3.5 
(N=10) 

3.3 
(N=4) 

2.2 
(N=3) 

a/Several respondents did not indicate other activities. In addition, 
one respondent who indicated heavy out-of-court administrative duties was 
dropped. 

bl - Annual production figures were unavailable for three respondents. 
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As Table 8 shows, those respondents whose annual estimated production 
exceeded 7,000 pages reported 1.2 more hours a day in the courtroom than those 
whose production was below 7,000. Furthermore, although the case base is 
small enough to warrant extremely cautious interpretation, it appears that 
more productive respondents' spend less time doing other activities than do 
less productive reporters. 

Rates of Transcript Production 

The other activities which the respondents listed on their survey 
forms include: typing i proofreading i delivering transcripts j filing notes j 
dictating i scoping on the computer i doing corrections i collating; billing i 
checking spelling; editing; meeting typist i binding; obtaining court files j 
gener'al correspondence j and doing research in the law library. It is apparent 
that most of these activities are integral to transcript production. 

Respondents were asked to list by docket number each transcript that 
was produced over a 10-day period and to record the page length and amount of 
time they and support personnel spent on the transcript. Over the 10-day 
survey period, the 15 respondents reporting transcript data produced 61 
transcripts, totaling 7,074 pages (unweighted). In five of these cases, the 
transcript information was unusable, so the analysis will focus on the 
remaining 56 transcripts. 

Of the 56 transcripts, 41 (73 percent) were produced using the 
dictation method. The remaining 15 were produced using CAT, a notereader, or 
personal typing methods. Since there were few respondents in the latte!' 
catego~ies, these will be grouped together for analysis purposes. 

Table 9 presents production rates of two types, pages per hour and 
minutes per page, for reporters and other personnel. Overall, reporters 
produced an average of 23.4 pages per hour or, put another way, spent an 
average of 2.6 m.1.nutes prodUCing each page of transcript.].2.1 It is worth 
noting that the rate of production for other methods is higher than that for 
dictation. However, this should not be taken as evidence that dictation is 
necessarily an inferior method j there are only four reporters represented in 
the other methods category, and two of these are extraordinarily productive. 
The difference may be due less to method and more to individual ability and 
efficiency. 

As noted earlier, there are many activities involved in the transcript 
production process. These include dictating, proofreading, collating, 
binding, delivering, filing notes, and making correotions. It would be 

12!Production aotivities include dictating, proofing, researching, 
correcting, editing, and scoping. 
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helpful to try to separate which of these activities require a court 
reporter's skill and attention, and which can be delegated to others. In the 
dictation method, the most essential activity is the dictating itself. The 
following analysiS examines the dictation method data mo~e closely in order to 
obtain an estimate of how 'much time is spent doing activities other than 
dictating. 

In several interviews conducted by PAS on-site personnel, reporters 
were asked how fast they dictate. Not all reporters were asked this question, 
but many who were seemed to have a firm grasp of their dictation speeds. 
Answers to these questions are used to create an estimate of average dictation 
speed. 

Table 9 

RATES OF TRANSCRIPT PRODUCTION BY REPORTING METHOD, 
THE SUPREME BENCH OF BALTMORE CITY 

Pages Eel' Hour Minutes Eel' Page 

All reporters 23.4 2.56 

Dictation method: 
Reporters 21.6 2.78 
Typists 11.7 5.13 

Other methods: 
Reporters 35.1 1. 71 
Editors 41.9 1.43 
Notereader 15.8 3.80 

!.iTypists' time were unreported for 11 transcripts. 

Number of 
Transcl'iEts 

56 

41 
30~/ 

15 
2 
1 

Table 10 describes the dictating estimates obtained from the 
interviews. An examination of the right-hand column in Table 10 shows 
individual variations in dictating rates, with one reporter able to dictate up 
to two pages per minute while another reporter dictates at the rate of less 
than one page per minute. 

It should be noted that these dictation rates are applicable when 
dictation is performed in conoentrated, relatively brief time p~riods (e.g., 
one hour at a time), such rates may not be maintained if reporters were 
required to dictate for long time periods. 



. ___________ ~J~--____________________ ._--------------~.------------------------------------------~----------------------------------~------

Public Administration Service 1497 Chain Bridge Road, McLean, Virginill22101 

52 

Table 10 

ESTIMATED DICTATION RATES, 
THE SUPREME BENCH OF BALTIMORE CITy:al 

Number of Nu::~er of Rate in Minutes 

Reporter A 
Reporter B 
Reporter C 
Reporter D 
Reporter E 
Reporter F 
Reporter G 
Reporter H 

All 

Pages 

35 
20 
28 
30 
30 
35 
40 
40 

258 

Minutes per -.--
40 
40 
45 
55 
52 
45 
35 
40 

352 

~/Source: Personal interviews with reporters. 

Page 

1.1 
2.0 
1.6 
1.8 
1.7 
1.3 

.9 
1.0 

1.4 

As Table 9 shows, it takes appr'oximately 2.8 minutes to produce one 
page of transcript using the dictation method. Of that time, approximately 
one-half, 1.4 minutes, is actually spent dictating. Thus, it can be concluded 
that l~eporters dictate at the rate of 112.9 pages per hour. Activities which 
take up most of the remaining 1.4 minutes are most likely proofreading and 
making corrections. Given the relationship of time in court to productivity, 
the use of court reporter's time for essentially clerical and editing tasks 
may not be the most effective use of' their abilities. In the next chapter 
several alternative forms of work organization will be pre3ented and 
evaluated. 
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VII. IMPLEMENTATION OF A FLAT SALARY, 
NO FEE SYSTEM IN THE FIELD TEST COURT 

This chapter presents several considerations in implementing a full
time, flat salary, no fee system in Baltimore. Four distinct options are 
outlined with costs presented for each. These options were developed based on 
personnel and financial issues facing management and reporters in the Supreme 
Bench of Baltimore City. 

Implementation Considerations 

The issues and considerations addressed below are based on interviews 
with management and reporters in Baltimore, as well as observations and 
analyses of current practices and procedures. 

Managerial Concerns 

If the legislation requiring straight salaries and no fees for court 
reporters was passed, court· managers in the Supreme Bench would have been 
faced with the task of implementing such legislation with little or no 
administrative direction given by the legislature. The Circuit Administrative 
Judge, Chief Court Reporter, and Court Administrator would in concert be faced 
with a significant managerial task. In order to be as realistic as possible, 
PAS consultants addressed the same set of circumstances as would have been 
faced by the existing court management structure. Existing managers must deal 
with a number of circumstances including: 

• The number one priority of having reporters available to 
take in court testimony. 

• The desire to equalize court reporter workload and to 
conform to time requirements for transcript preparation. 

• The desire to rotate reporters periodically. 

• The variety of reporting systems including stenotype 
l'Dachines, pen writing, and ~tenomaBk. 

• The variety of transcript production systems including 
diotation using outside typists, self-typing, use of 
note readers , and editing and CAT translation. 

53 
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The desire to make the current CAT system self
sustaining in order to minimize city costs; Clr, in the 
absence of fees, the possible options available to pay 
for equipment lease and maintenance costs. 

The desire to implement changes at moderate cost in view 
of current fiscal constraints. 

All of the above factors would impact both the implementation options 
and decision-making process under the legislative mandate. 

Court Reporter Concerns 

Reporters have expressed concern that the proposed legislation does 
not provide recognition for the uniqueness of the court reporting function 
including the following: 

• 

• 

• 

" 

• 

Under a straight salary, no fee system, reporters would 
lose the economic incentive to work extra time on 
evenings and weekends in order to turn out transcripts 
in a timely fashion. 

Work habits would be substantially altered since 
dictation and proofreading are currently done before and 
after court and during court recesses while t under the 
proposed legislation, reporters feel their salary would 
be for in-court work only. 

It is felt that extra reporters would have to be hired 
to perform in-court work while the reporter transcribed 
his/her notes. 

The uniqueness of a reporter's note-taking atyle makes 
it necessary for each reporter to transcribe his/her own 
notes. 

If reporters are to be expected to produce the same 
number of transcripts without the per page fee system, 
reporters' salaries should be raised to take the place 
of fees. 

To a certain extent, the seniority of reporters impacts 
their earning power; as reporting slots turn over or 
open up in the various courts, an informal system which 
allows the most senior reporters a first choice is in 
operation. It is well understood that criminal courts 
provide the highest volume of transcript requests which 
generate fee income. 

if.;~"" . 
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Reporters have reacted to the computer-assisted transcription system 
and many would not be supportive of its expansion to keep transcript 
production at current levels. Frequerlt system breakdowns after installation 
caused negative reactions. In addition, reporters feel that the scheduling of 
their time to use the eqUipment has necessi h ted extra evening and weekend 
trips to the courthouse. Although this problem was solved by contracting with 
a part-time scope editor to do initial editing, the additional 25 cents per 
page cost, over and above the 65 cents per page cost paid to the City for the 
use of the equipment for this service, does not make the system economically 
attractive to reporters. 

Finally, reporters feel that it would be an unreasonable financ.ial 
burden to require them to purchase a CAT converter for their stenotype machine 
at a cost of $2,700-2,900. 

ObViously, both the court reporters and court management have 
legitimate concerns when the implementation of the proposed legislation is 
considered. All of the foregOing factors were considered in constructing the 
options for implementation. 

Options In Implementing Legislation 

In order to estimate realistically the costs of implementing a flat 
salary, no fee system in the test site, the consultants set forth four options 
which should be plausible under the suggested legislation. It is felt that 
these options present a "real world" approach to the implementation of 
legislation which would mandate a flat salary, no fee system for reporters. 
There may be other options which could be constructed; however, these four 
represent PAS consultants' views of the most viable under the current 
organizational, staffing, financial, and eqUipment arrangements which exist in 
the court reporting function of the Supreme Bench. These four possible 
options are: 

I. The adding of additional court reporters to allow 
ex~~sting reporters time to transcribe their courtroom 
not~es on court time once the fee system has been 
eliminated. This is referred to as the "conventional 
approach" and assumes that no CAT capability is 
available. 

II. The second option uses the conventional approach a3 in 
Option I but provides for the further enhancement of the 
CAT system to bring this syste~ up to capacity. 

III. A third option considers adding sufficient notereaders 
and typiste to th~ system to allow existing reporters 

\ 

" 
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the time to be in court taking testimony while their 
notes are read and prepared by notereaders. 

The final option considers the adoption of a computer
assisted transcription system for all courts. 

It should be noted that no costs were added to either of these options 
for collection of transcript fees. This decision was based, on~ (1) thle

d 
l~: 

number of transcripts requested by private parties where~n ees wou 
collected and (2) the availability of clerks within the court clerk's offices 
to process fee payments. 

Option I. The Conventional Reporting and Transcript Production System 

The conventional approach as an implementation option lS based on a 
number of a3sumptions. 

1 • 

2. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

That there is no CAT capability in the court. 

That because of the flat salary, no fee system reporters 
will no longer prepare transcripts on their own time. 

That additional court reporters will be added to, allow 
existing reporters enough time out of clourt to dl.ctate 
their notes. The additional staff will not be, however, 
on a "one for' oneil basis. 

That some salary increment will be added to 
reporter's salary to make up for the loss 
resulting from the no fee system. 

the court 
in income 

That either the State of Maryland or the City of 
Baltimore will purchase the stenotype machines and 
dictating equipment which is currently purchased by each 
individual reporter at his/her own cost. 

That a transcY.'ipt typing pool will be set up at state 
expense to provide typing services. 

A number of these assumptions desp.rve futher comment. Reporters 
interviewed expressed reluctance in wor~~ing extra time at home if th~ f:e 
s stem is abolished. Further, reporters felt that their note-taking sty 1e ~.: 
~iqUe and that any translation of notes should be by the ~espective reportel 
who writes the record. Three questions arise under this implement;':t.tion 
scenario: ( 1) in order to allow each reporter enough out of oourt time to 
dictate, edit, and prepare transcripts, how many additional reporters would be 
required; (2) what is a sufficient salary increment to compensate reporters 
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for their lost income; and (3) what is an appropriate staffing level for 
transcribers? These questions are addressed in the following sections. 

Required Reporter Staffing Levels 

There are 23 judges allocated to the Supreme Bench of Baltimore 
CHy. The court, however, has 25 courtrooms. Visiting judges are assigned to 
courtrooms not staffed by judges of the Supreme Bench. Thus, at any point in 
time th~re may be 25 active courtrooms. 

The courts operate a maximuro of 246 days per year after deducting for 
weekends and holidays. The number of requIred reporters to staff the courts 
can be determined using this figure. It i~ ~%~ that reporters work 227 days 
per year after deducting time lost to le~ve.-- As this figure is less than 
the number of days in which court is in session, the Supreme Bench will 
require more than one reporter per court. Sper~ fically, the Supreme Bench 
will require 1.08 reporters per courtroom, determlned by dividing the number 
of days court is in session by the number of days worked by reporter as shown 
below: 

246 court days = 1.08 reporters per courtroom 
227 work days per reporter 

Total reporter staffing levels to cover in-court requirements are 
determined by multiplying the number of reporters per courtroom times the 
total number of courtrooms. This results in a staffing complement of 27 
reporters excluding the Chief Court Reporter (1.08 times 25). 

Earlier sections of this report indicated that reporters spend an 
average of five hours per day in court taking the record. The remaining three 
hours of the day are used for lunch, breaks, proofing, editing, delivering 
transcripts, making phone calls, filing notes, preparing billings, and 
performing other job-related functions. If reporters are allotted 1 hour for 
lunch and two 5 minute breaks (1 each in the morning and the afternoon), they 
are left with 1.84 hours available per day outside of court for performance of 
transcript production tasks. Moreover, they typically have breaks throughout 
the court schedule for proofreading and correcting. 

If one hour per day is used as a conservative figure for transcript 
production to allow for extraordinarily long court days and other unusual 
circumstances, what is the impact on reporter staffing? It is known that 

,~/PAS analyzed leave usage patterns for the per'iod January 1, 1981-
April 30, 1982. During this period, the typical reporter worked 227 days per 
year after deducting annual, sick, compensatory, and other l(~ve. These leave 
figures are depicted in Chapter III. 

I 
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reporters produce tra~f;'iPt at the rate of 21.6 pages per hour under the 
conventional approach .-' If 227 hours per year (one hour per day) is 
allotted for transcript work, each reporter would produce 4 ,903 transcr~g7 
pages per year during the regularly scheduled work day (227 times 21.6).
Using the transcript volume for the period of May 1981-April 1982 (168,526 
pages), it can be determined that 132,381 pages would be produced during the 
regular work day (~,903 pages per reporter x 27 reporters). This would leave 
an additional 36,145 pages to be produced. 

Additional reporters hired for purposes of producing transcript 
outside of the courtroom would work seven hours per day preparing 
transcripts. One such reporter could produce 34,322 pages of transcript per 
year (1,589 hours x 21.6 pages per hour). Thus, there would be a need for 
1 .05 or one additional reporter. The total staffing requirem,ent would thus be 
29 reporters including the Chief Court Reporter. 

Reporter Salary Incr'ements. During on-site interviews many reporters 
were asked to estimate the amount of additional income which would be required 
if the straight salary, no fee system were adopted and reporters were to be 
compensated fairly. The following represents a sampling of responses. 

• Reporter "A" $8,000-10,000 

• Reporter "B" $5,000-10,000 

• Reporter "C" $14,500 

• Reporter "0" $17,000 

• Reporter "E" $15,000 

• Reporter "F" $10,000-12,000 

• Reporter "G" $10,000-12,000 

• Reporter "H" $8,000-10,000 

Obviously, reporters feel that under the no fee system they would be 
losing SUbstantial amounts of income and their desire to be compensated in 
some manner for this loss of income is justified. 

37/See Chapter VI for the calculation of the transcript production rate 
of 21.6 pages per hour. 

1§! The average number of pages produced per year per reporter was 
estimated to be 6,077 pages as shown in Chapter VI. This total included 
transcripts of guilty pleas which are no longer transcribed. 
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This factor must be considered when salary negotiations take place if 
the no fee system is implemented. The setting of court reporters' salaries 
under a straight salary, no fee system would be influenced by a number of 
factors including job class relationships of other classes within the new 
personnel plan, the State's ability to pay, and marketplace conditions. An 
attempt to set salaries for court reporters in the absence of information 
about these factors is hazardous. However, for purposes of estimating costs, 
transcript income and nonworking hours presently contributed will be used. 

From the foregoing material, it can be concluded that the average 
reporter in the period May 1981-April 1982 earned a total of $14,528 in gross 
income from transcripts (5,811 pages x $2.50). As was shown in Chapter VI, 
each reporter spends an average of 8.22 hours per week outside of the regular 
work day producing transcr~~. This is equivalent to 388.81 hours per year 
(based on 11 months' work).~ Reporters also spend an average of 10.78 hours 
per week or 509.89 hours per year in the courthouse dud.ng the regularly 
scheduled work day producing transcripts. By summing these figures, it can be 
determined that the average reporter spends 898.78 hours per year to earn 
transcript income. This is equivalent to a gross payment rate of $16.16 per 
hour. 

Based on the above, it can be concluded that $6,285 of the average 
reporter's additional gross income is earned from work performed after 
hours. This figure can be used to calculate the additional salary required to 
compensate reporters for income lost from work performed outside the court. 

If this figure (rounded to $6,300) is added to the existing salary 
scales in Baltimore, new salary scales would be as follows: 

Minimum 

Chief Court Reporter 

Deputy Chief Court Reporter 30,500 

Court Reporter 

Maximum 

$37,000 

34,200 

31,797 

Clerical Support Staffing and Costs. An additional cost of the flat 
salary, no fee system is clerical costs to be assumed by either the City or 
the State. Thiis cost can be calculated by determining the required number of 
typists to produce 168,526 pages of transcript. 

.l2..1Reporters regularly are scheduled for a four-week vacation during 
the summer months. 



~~ .... ~------------------------------~-----------.----------------------~----~------------~--------~----~ --
4t 4Q 

~ 
q 

I 

J 
:~' 

t r 

Public Administration Service 1497 Chain Bridge Road, McLean, Virginia 22101 

60 

From the transcript production survey reported in Chapter VI, it was 
determined that transcribers currently produce transcript at the rate of 11.7 
pages per hour. This production rate, however, is based on the incentive 
system which now exists. It is unlikely that such a rate would continue under 
a flat salary system. A production rate of five pages per hour was selected 
based on input from reporters. At this production rate, the court would 
require 33,705.2 clerical hQur:;! or 21.2 or 21 typists (based on 1,589 work 
hours per typist per year ~/ Clerical salaries would be approximately 
$12,600 per year based on a review of the court's personnel classification 
system. 

In addition, clerical supervisors would be required under this option 
to manage transcript production work. It is estimated that three supervisors 
would be required to manage 21 typists. Supervisors would be paid at 15 
percent higher than typists, or at $14,490 per year. 

Summary Cost of Conventional System. A total cost for this option can 
be computed using the figures presented abo've. Total first year costs, 
presented in Table 11, would be $1, 4611, 711. The total costs per pagt~ under 
this system ($8.69) is $1.23 cents greater per page than the current system 
for a dollar differer,ce of $207 ,287 based on current workload. 

Option II. The Conventional Reporting and Transcript Production System with 
Enhancement of the Computer-Aided Transcription Capability 

This implementation option assumes the following conditions: 

1. That the current CAT system will rema,in in place and two 
more reporters ~iill be added to the system in order to 
use the equipment to HIS maximum capacity. This also 
assumes optimum transcript production by those reporters 
currently on the system. 

2. That beca:lse of the flat salary, no fee system, 
reporter.s will no longer prepare transcripts on their 
own time. 

3. That, with the exception of the reporters using CAT, the 
same salary increment used in Option I will be added to 
the current court reporter salary scale because of the 
loss of income under the no fee system. Reporters using 
the CAT equipment would be provided an additional 
increment of 10 percent in view of additional skills 
required to operate CAT eqUipment. 

4C (~his yearly, hourly figure is based on the same leave patterns used 
by reporter's. 
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Table 11 

GOVERNMENTAL PAYMENTS OF 
COURT REPORTING--OPTION I 

a. 28 reporters at $30,142 
b. 5% of Chief Reporter's Salary 
c. 95% of Deputy Chief Court Reporter's Salary 

Clerical--21 positions @ $12,600 

3. Clerical Superv~~ors--3 @ $111,490 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Benefits--15.6% of Direct Salaries ($1,184,526) 

SpaceE/ 

Furniture 
a. Reporters--29 sets @ $580 
b. Clerical and Cler~cal Supervisors--

24 sets @ $390,£1 

Office Equipment and Supplies 
a. Reporter Supplies @ *421 per reporter x 29~/ 
b. Stenographic Machines--29 reporters x $350 
c. Dictating and Transcribing Machines--

29 typists x $500 
d. Typewriters--21 typewriters x $900 
e. Maintenance--29 reporters x $217 
f. Postage--29 reporters x $100 

8. Administrative 
a. 95% of Chief Court Reporter's Salary 
b. 5% of Deputy Chief Court Reporter's Salary 
c. Benefits @ 15.6% of Direct ($34,819) 

9. Gross Costs 

10. Less Revenue from Private Parties for Transcripts 
(53,864 pages x $2.50) 

11. Net Cost 

12. Cost Per Page ($1,1l64,711/168,526 pages) 

$843,976 
1,748 

30,732 

12,209 
10,150 

111,500 
18 ;900 
6,293 
2,900 

33,202 
1,617 
5,1l32 

$ 876,456 

2611,600 

113,470 

184,786 

98,676 

16,820 

9,360 

64,952 

1l0,251 

$1,599,371 

134,660 

$1 ,464! 711 

$8.69 

l!.iPersonnel salaries are calculated at the middle of the range for 
each position • 

. 12/ Assumes existing spaue can accommodate five more repol-ters and 
typing pool as per the input of the court administrator. 

S/Includes desk ($280) and chair ($110). 
~/InQludes paper tapes, ink, ribbons aUdio tapes r~porting sheets, 

and storage riles. Baseo ~n current reporter ~upply COS~s.' 

.-
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That the State of Maryland will purchase the stenotype 
and dictating equipment which is currently purchased by 
each individual reporter at his/her own cost. 

That a transcript typing pool will be set up at state 
expense to provide typing services. 

CAT System 
production 
Production 
1981-April 
only 1,000 

Based on vendor estimates, the current BaronData 
configuration can accommodate 10 reporters at a total transcript 
rate of 5,000 pages per month with one w~rking shift per day. 
figures provided by the Court Finance Off~cer for the period May 
1982 indicate that for the six reporters currently on the system, 
pages per month are being produced for all reporters on the average. 

Under the no fee system, the State would pay for the entire cost of 
the CAT system since there would be no transcript fees generated (excePlt

d 
f~r 

pr'ivately-requested transcripts). Therefore, no per page costdi:ou WOUl~ 
incurred by the reporters using the system. Likewise, the sco:e e idorb the 
become a salaried, full-time employe: who would no longer e pa y 
individual reporters on a per page bas~s. 

Required Reporter Staffing Levels. If this system :ere ~:le~~nt~~T 
how many additional reporters would be required other han e 
reporters? 'fhfl 10 CAT reporters would produce a total of 60,000 pages per 

year. This would leave a balance of 108,526 pages to be produced using 

conventional means. 

As has been shown under Option I, the Supreme Bench requires 27 
ff atin courtrooms. Thus, there would be a minimum of 17 

repe rters to sta toper . g methods other than CAT to produce transcripts. 
addi tional repor ers us~ng d 227 h urs per 
Each of these reporters would have available 1 hour per ay or 0 i 
year to work on transcripts during the regularly scheduled work day. Th s 
results in 3,859 available hours. 

Re orters using dictation methods produce transcript at the rate of 

6 
P h At this rate the 17 reporters would produce 83,354 

21 pages per our. ., J d 1 b 1 
pa~es of transcript during the regular work day. 'fhis wou. eave a a ance 
of 25,172 pages to be produced by additional staff. 

Using the annual work day figure of 227 days, the nlJlmber of additional 

t i d can be calculated These additional repo~ters would work 7 
repor ers requ re • b 1 589 t ti 1 hours per 
hours per day on transcripts; thus, there would e, po en a 

Therefore each reporter ",,'ould produ~e 34,322 pages of transcript per 
year. C uen'tlY there would be a need for one additional reporter to year. onseq , 
complete the remaining transcript producUon tasks. 

In summary, the State would required a total staffing complement of 29 
repoI~ters including the Chief Court Repol'ter. 
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Reporter Salary Levels. With this option, reporters would have the 
same salary increment as with the prior option with the excepti.on that those 
reporters who opt to work on the CAT system would be given an additional 
production incentive of a 10 percen'" increase in salary for recognition of 
addi tional skills. Thus the CAT range for a court reporter salary would be 
$31,336-34,977. Reporters on the CAT system could be expected to be brought 
to the mid-range step of the salary range to facilitate implementation. 

Supportive Staffing and Costs. As with the strictly conventional 
approach discussed in the first option, the State would purchase reporters' 
equipment and fund a typing pool. Because 60,000 pages would be produced on 
the CAT system, however, a smaller number of typists would be required. Using 
the production rate of 5 pages per hour, it can be concluded that 21,705 
clerical hours or 13.6 (rounded to 14) typists would be required to meet 
production needs (108,526 additional pages divided by 5 pages per hour divided 
by 1,589 work hours per year per typist). The cost to the State for these 
typists would be $203,918 including benefits. 

A scope editor would be added to the staff to support the reporters. 
PAS consultants estimated a required annual salary of $18,000 for a scope 
editor based on current income levels and considering reporter and clerical 
salaries. The scope editor would cost the government $20,808 per year once 
ber.efits (at 15.6 percent) are added. 

Two clerical supervisors would be added to the Dtaff to manage the 1~ 
typists. These supervisors would cost the State $33,501 including benefits 
during the first year of operation. 

Summary Cost of Option II. The total estimated net cost for this 
option as shOliD in Table 12 is $1,~29t858. This is equivalent to a per page 
cost of $8.48. The implementation of this system would result in a net 
increase of $1.02 per page or a net increase of $171,897 in overall costs 
based on current demand. 

Option III. The Use of Notereaders in Transcript Production 

Although now used by only 2 of the 30 court reporters, the notereader 
system shows potential in dealing with the implementation of the no feG 
system. 

This approach assumes the following: 

1. That no addition~l court reporters will be added to the 
staff to implement the no fee system. 

2. That because of the flat salary, no fee system, 
reporters will no longer prepare transcripts on their 
own time but will transmit their stenographic notes 
directly to notereaders for transcription. 



; : Q 4 4¥ 

I 
11 " i, 

~ 
~ 

• 

Public Administration Servic.e 1497 Chain Bridge Road, McLean, Virginia 22101 

64 

Table 12 

1. Reporter Salarie~1 

GOVERNMENTAL PAYMENTS FOR 
COURT REPORTING--OPTION II 

a. 18 reporters at $30,142 
b. 10 reporters at $33,156 
c. 5% of Chief Court Repvrter's Salary 
d. 95% of Deputy Chief Court Reporter's Salary 

2. Clerical--14 positions @ $12,600 

3. Scope Editor--1 position @ $18,000 

4. Clerical Supervisors--2 positions @ $14,490 

5. Benefits--15.6% of Direct Salaries ($1,129,976) 

6. SpaceE.1 

7. Furniture 
a. Reporters--26 sets @ $580 
b. Clerical and Supervisory--16 sets @ $39~1 
c. Scope/Editor--1 set @ $580 

8. Office Equipment and Supplies 
a. Reporter Supplies @ $421 per reporter x 2~/ 
b. Stenographic Machines--18 reporters x $350 
c. Dictating and Transcribing Machines--

18 reporters x $500 
d. Typewriters--14 typewriters x $900 
e. Maintenance--18 reporters x $217 
f. Postage--29 reporters x $100 

$ 906,596 
*542,556 
331,560 

1,748 
30,732 

176,400 

18,000 

28,980 

176,276 

98,676 

21,900 
15,080 
6,240 

580 

46,915 
12,209 
6,300 

9,000 
12,600 
3,906 
2,900 

l!./Personnel salaries are calculated at the middle of the range for 
each position. 

k/Assumes existing spaoe can aooommodate five more reporters and 
typing pool as per tbe input of the court administrator. 

£/Inoludes desk (~280) and chair ($110). 
£/InclUdes p~per tapes, ink, ribbons, audio tapes reporting sheets, 

and storage r 1e8. Based on current reporter supply cos~s.' 

... .", 
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Table 12 (continu(!,d) 

9. Computer-Assisted Transcript System 
a. Annual Lease 
b. Cleaning 
c. Recording Cassettes--10 reporters x 40 

cassettes x $8 
d. Maintenance (freight) 
e. Supplies--5% of Lease Charge 
f. Additional Converters--4 @ $2,900 
g. Burster/Decollator 1 
h. T~aining--4 reporter~ 

10. Administrative 
a. 95% of Chief Court Reporter's Salary 
b. 5% of Deputy Chief Court Reporter's Salary 
c. Benefits @ 15.6% of Direct ($34,819) 

11. Gross Cos ts 

12. Less Revenue from Private Parties for Transcripts 
(53,864 pages x $2.50) 

13. Net Cost 

14. Cost Per Page ($1,429,858/168,526 pages) 

50,524 
$20,652 

300 

3,200 
300 

1,033 
11,600 
5,000 
8,439 

40,251 
33,202 

1,617 
5,432 

$1,56~,518 

.LJ1h66 0 

$1,429,858 

$8.48 

!!.lBased on 80 hours of training for four new reporters plus one 
trainer reporter at hourly rate of $18.25 = $7,300. An additional $1,139 was 
added to this figure to pay for benefits at 15.6 percent of the total. The 
total training cost is thus $B,439. 



4X 4$& • 

Public Administration Service 1497 Chain Bridge Road, McLean, Virginia 22101 

3. 

11 • 

66 

That a salary increment will be added to court 
reporters I salaries to make up for the loss of income 
resulting in the no fee system. The same increment as 
used in Option I would be used for this option. 

That the State of Maryland will purchase the 
stenographic but not the dictating equipment which is 
currently purchased by each reporter at his/her own 
cost. 

5. That notereader/transcribers would be hired and 
organized in a pool to provide note reading and typing 
services. 

'lnis option is not without its drawbacks, particularly t.he task of 
management hiring and training the notereaders. Persons with this skill are 
not readily available; thus, there would most likely be a substantial training 
period involved. PAS consultants concluded, however, that since the system is 
being used quite effectively by selected court reporters that such an approach 
should be considered. 

Reporter Staffing Reguirements. Since reporters would no longer be 
required to dictate notes under this system, available in-courthouse time 
during the regular work day could be used strictly for proofreading and 
correcting transcripts and performing other related production tasks. 
Reporters can perform this work at the rate of 42.9 pages per hour as was 
shown in Chapter VI. Using this figure and 227 work days per year per 
reporter, the number of required reporters can be calculated. As with 
previous options, reporters would schedule one hour per day during the regular 
work day for transcript production work. In this time, the 27 reporters 
required to staff the courtrooms could readily produce 262,934 pages per year 
(27 repo:"ters x 227 hours x 42.9 pages per hour). As this figure is well 
above the current rate of transcript demand, no additional reporters would be 
required under this option. 

Supporti ve Staffing Reguirements. Under this option, tne COllrt would 
require a permanent staff of notereader~ assigned to individual reporters. It 
is estimated that a ratio of .75 notereaders would be required per reporter 
for a total staffing complement of 20 notereaders. This staffing estimate was 
based on input provided by reporters in Baltimore. A salary of $15,000 per 
notereader was calculated using present notereader income levels and 
consir.ering the salary f'ates to be paid to typists. The total costs for 
notereaders would be $346,800 including benefits. 

This option would not require other clerical staff since the 
notereaders would actually be producing the transcripts. However, three 
notereader supex'visors would be required to schedule workload and review 
performance. The supervisors I salaries would be 15 percent higher than • • 

III 

Public Administration. Service 
1497 Chain Bridge Road, McLean, Virginia 22101 

67 

note reader salaries, or at $17,250 per year. The total cost for the three 
supervisors would be $59,823 for the first year. 

Summary Cost of Notereader System. The total first year cost of this 
option would be $1,473,855 as presented in Table 13. This expenditure 
represents a per page cost of $8.74 or a net increase of $1.28 per page 
equi valent to a total increase of $215,713 considering current production 
rates and transcript demand. 

Option IV. Adoption of the Computer-Assisted Transcript System for All 
Reporters 

Since the Supreme Bench has already begun a pilot project using a 
BaronData CAT System, it was decided that the full implementation of this 
system should be pursued as a viable option. Currently six reporters are 
using the system; however, current transcript production is not up to the 
capacity of the equipment. Of the 168,526 pages of transcript produced during 
the period Hay 1981 to April 1982, only 14,178 pages or eight percent were 
produced on the CAT system. 

Several assumptions were made in developing this optj.on. These 

1. That no add:t tional reporter' staffing beyond the staffing 
levels necessary for in-courtroom needs would be 
required. An additional 21 court reporters would be 
trained in the use of CAT technology. All testimony 
would be produced using CAT translatable cassettes. 

2. That the court would add to its present CAT equipment by 
leasing one additional CPU, one additional I.letter 
quality printer, one rough draft printer, and two Atlas 
editing stations for a total configuration of two CPUs I 
two letter quality printers, one rough draft printer 
and two Atlas stations. ' 

3. That the State would purchase CAT converters for all 
reporters. The State would also purchase all necessary 
supplies used in producing transcripts. 

4. That four scope editors would be employed on a full-time 
basis to assist in prodUCing transcripts. 

5. That no clerical staff would be required. The scope 
editors and reporters would produce the transcripts. 
Reporter involvement would be limi ted to proofing and 
correcting transcripts. 

are: 

.,. 



• Q 447 

I' 
ii 
\;1 Ii 

'j ~ 

• 

Public Administration Service 1497 Chain Bridge Road, McLean, Virginia 22101 

1 • 

2. 

68 

Table 13 

GOVERNMENTAL PAYMENTS FOR 
COURT REPORTING--OPTION III 

Reporter Salarie~1 
a. 27 reporters at $30,142 
b. 5% of Chief Court Reporter's Salary 
d. 95% of Deputy Chief Court Reporter's Salary 

Notereader Salaries--20 @ x $15,000 

3. Notereader Supervisors--3 @ $17,250 

4. Benefits--15.6% of Direct Salaries ($1,198,064) 

5. Space.2/ 

6. 

7. 

Furniture 
a. Reporters--28 sets @ $580 
b. Notereaders and Supervisors--

23 sets @ $390£/ 

Office Equipment and Supplies 
a. Reporter Supplies @ 421 per reporter x 2~1 
b. Stenographic Machines--28 reporters x $350 
c. Typewriters--20 notcreaders x $900 
d. Maintenance--20 notereaders 

(typewriters) x 100 
e. postage--28 reporters x $100 

Administrative 
a. 95% of Chief Court Reporter's Salary 
b. 5% of Deputy Chief Court Reporter's Salary 
c. Benefits @ 15.6% of Direct ($34,819) 

$813,834 
1,748 

30,732 

16,240 

8,970 

11,788 
9,800 

18,000 

2,000 
2,800 

33,202 
1,617 
5,432 

$846,314 

300,000 

51,750 

186,898 

'98,676 

25.210 

44,388 

40,251 

!./ Personnel salaries are calculated at the middle of the range for 
each position. 

~/Assumes existing space can accommodate five more reporters and 
typing pool as per the input of the court administrator. 

£/Includes desk ($280) and chair ($110). 
E./lnQludes paper, tapes, ink, ribbons, audio tapes, reportlng sheets, 

and storage files. 
~,,'.-JfIIII 
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Table 13 (continued) 

9. Training for Notereader~1 

10. 

11. 

12. 

12. 

Gross Costs 

Less Revenue from Private Parties for Transcripts 
(53,864 pages x $2.50) 

Net Cost 

Cost Per Page ($1,473,855/168,526 pages) 

15,028 

$1,608,515 

134,660 

$1,473,855 

$8.74 

elB - ased on 2-person weeks at $577 (n t d 
x 20 notereaders plus one reoorter train~r e:~a :f8 d~~l~ salary for 10 days 
Banefi ts at 15.6% of direct ($13 000) or '1112 028 • our for 80 hours. costs ~ ,..., were added to depict total 
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Required Reporter Staffing Levels. This option would require a total 
complement of 28 reporters including 27 CAT reporters and 1 Chief Court 
Reporter. This is the minimum staffing to meet in-courtroom requirements. 

Each of the 27 CAT reporters would schedule one hour per day for 
research, proofing, and correcting. This would provide a total of 6,129 
potential hours per year to perform these functions during the regularly 
scheduled work day (27 reporters times 227 work days). As reporters perform 
transcript production tasks other than dictating at 42.9 pages per hour, the 
27 reporters could produce 262, 9311 pages per year' during regular working 
hours. As this figure well exceeds current demand there would be no need for 
additional staff reporters. 

Reporter Salary Leve ls • As was the case with Option II, reporters 
would be given an additional sa.lary incentive to learn the CAT system. This 
increment would be equivalent to a 10 perc1ent increase over the salary level 
used in previous options. Salary ranges for reporters would thus be $31,336-
3lJ ,977 • 

Supporti ve Staffing and Costs. All transcript production, rough 
editing, binding, and collating would be performed by scope editors. Given 
current workload demands, it is estimated that four scope editors would be 
required. This would provide maximum flexibility in completing rough editing 
and final transcript production tasks. Scope editors would be paid at the 
rate of $18,000 per year. 

To help assure smooth transcript production and the meeting of 
deadlines one of the four scope editors would be designated a working 
supervisor and be paid 15 percent higher than other scope editors. The ealary 
for this staff person would be $20,700. Total costs for the scope editors 
would be $86,353 including benefits. 

Summary Cost of' Option IV. 'l'he net first-year cost of this option is 
$1,379,757 as presented in Table 1lJ. This cost is equivalent to a per page 
cost of $8.19 or a net increase of 73 cents per page over current costs. This 
difference is equivalent to an increase of $123,024 in court expenditures for 
the first year of implementation. 

Summary of Analyses 

A summary presentation of the net first year costs, per page costs, 
and co~t differences of Options I-IV is depicted in Table 15. Neither of the 
four options would result in a first year savings to the State over present 
operating costs. 
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Table 14 

GOVERNMENTAL PAYMENTS FOR 
COURT REPORTING--OPTION IV 

a. 27 reporters at $33,156 
b. 5% of Chief Court Reporter's Salary 
c. 95% of Deputy Chief Court Reporter's Salary 

Scope Editor Salaries--3 @ $18,000 
1 @ 20,700 

Benefits--15.6% of Direct Salaries ($1,002,032) 

Space:e/ 

5 • Furni t ure 
a. Reporters--28 sets @ $580 
b. Scope/Editors--4 sets @ $580 

6. Office Equipment and Supplies 
a. Reporter Supplies @ $1I21 per reporter 

x 28 
b. Stenographic Machines--28 reporters x $350 
c. Postage--28 reporters x $100 

7. Computer-Assisted Transcript System 
a. Estimated Lease Cost 
b. Additional Lease Cost for 1 CRT 

and 1 Printer 
c. Converters--21 additional sets @ $2,900 
d. Cassettes--40 cassettes @ $8 x 28 reporters 
e. Maintenance (freight) 
f. Supplies--5% of Lease Cost ($45,000) 
g. Reporter Dictionaries--21 new sets @ $300 
h. BursterlDecollator--2 @ $5,000 

$895,212 
1,7118 

30,372 

511,ooo 
20,700 

16,240 
2,320 

11,788 
9,800 
2,800 

1I5,000 

4,740 
60,900 
8,960 

600 
2,250 
6,300 

10,000 

927,332 

74,700 

156,317 

98,676 

18,560 

24,388 

138,750 

.. ~./Personnel salaries are calculated at the middle of the range for 
each position. 

,E./ Assumes existing space can accommodate five more reporters and 
typing pool as per the input of the oourt administrator. 
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Table 14 (continued) 

8. Training for CAT System 
a. Salaries--21 reporters x 80 hours x 

$18.25 hr 
b. Benefits--15.6% of salaries 

9. Administrative 
a. 95% of Chief Court Reporter's Salary 
b. 5% of Deputy Chief Court Reporter's Salary 
c. Benefits @ 15.6% of Direot ($34,819) 

10. Gross Costs 

11. Less Revenue from Private Parties for Transcripts 
(53,864 x $2.50) 

12. Net Costs 

13. Cost Per Page ($1,379,757/168,526 pages) 

30,660 
4,783 

33,202 
1,617 
5,432 

35,443 

40,251 

$1,514,417 

134,660 

*1,379,757 

$8.19 

--,-t] , ~ 

"WI:J, _.6 
6 ( 1): ':, . 

"---, -

,',<.1 >1I .. d>o: 
~. ,r;}" 

'\ .. , 
;-:.-". , {j~' ,\~;, 0' 

---~...--

1 Iii ... 

.... 

L,. 

.,.-.,-. 

. ,......- .... 

. . 



I 

'. 

1i 

~ r 

Required 
Option Reporters 

Current 
System 30 

I 29 

II 29 

III 28 

IV 28 

\ 

Table 15 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF OPTIONS I-IV 

First Year 
Net Cost 

$1,257,917 

$1,Q6q,711 

$1,Q29,858 

$1,Q73,855 

$1,379,757 

Cost 
Per Page 

$7.q6 

$8.69 

$8.Q8 

$8.7Q 

$8.19 

Per Page Cost 
Difference 

(+, -) fr'om 
Current System, 

+$1.23 

+$1.02 

+$1.28 

+$ .73 

Net Cost 
Difference 

(+, -) from 
Current System 

+$207,287 

+$171,897 

+$215,713 

+$123,024 

'. 
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VIII. STUDY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter considers this study's overall findings and conclusions 
and addresses several issues regarding implementation of the flat salary, no 
fee system. 

Implementation Issues 

A number of intangibles ~~ich would affect management's ultimate 
decision ~~garding the implementation of these options have not been 
considered in this cost comparison. These factors, some of which are itemized 
below, obviously would require careful consideration prior to implementing any 
of the previously described options. 

1. Would the legislature be amenable to raising salaries t:l 
compensate reporters for loss of transcript income? 

2. How would the additional required support staff 
positions be filled under the no fee system? Would 
existing personnel assigned to the Supreme Bench be 
eligible to file these positions? 

3. What would be the ultimate impact of court reporter 
productivity under this no fee system? 

~. How would workload variability affect these staffing and 
production scenarios? 

5. Would reporters accept Options III or IV given that many 
ourrent reporters would have to alter their work habits 
significantly? How many reporters might leave if suoh 
options were implemented and what would be the 
likelihood of replacing experienoed reporters? 

6. Is management willing to adopt a reporter rotation 
system to balance transcript workload? This would 
neoessitate rotating reporters between criminal and 
civil oourts. 

7. What would be the bench reaction to these opti1ons? 
Whioh would be oonsidered most feasible? 

These questions oannot be answered fully in this study. 'Nevertheless, 
they raise pragmatio questions whioh will likely surfaoe in courts where 
consideration is given to a flat salary, no fee system. Further researoh 
should be undertaken to derive answers to these and related questions. 
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Key Findings and Conclusions 

This analysis has revealed many interesting findings concerning court 
reporting methods and procedures as well as the ultimate impact of a flat 
salary, no fee reporting system. While these findings may not be applicable 
to all courts, they are applicable to a large metropolitan court with high 
transcript volume. These findings and conclusions are: 

1 • That. given present operating conditions, court 
jurisdiction, and management practices, t.he 
implementation of a flat salary, no fee system in the 
Supreme Bench of Baltimore City would result in 
increased operating costs. 

2. That with changes in methods of producing transcripts 
and managing l'epor-ters, the cost increase to be incurred 
through the implemen ta tion of a fla t salary, no fee 
system would be lessened. Operating costs would, 
however, still increase even with the introduction of 
these changes. 

3. The least expensive method of implementing a flat 
salary, no fee system in the Supreme Bench of Baltimore 
City would be to implement a computer-assisted 
transcript system for all reporters. This change would 
be advantageous in that the court could accommodate 
increased workload in futurl years without hiring 
additional reporters. 

4. That under present court reporting methods, the expected 
influx of revenue from the state sale of transcripts to 
private parties would not produce sufficient income to 
offset the additional start-up costs to operate a flat 
salary, no fee system if the costs for purchasing 
transcripts is retained. 

5. That there is no one solution for implement.ation of 
legislation requiring a flat salary, no fee system. 
Each court faced with this legislative mandate would be 
required to evaluate alternative options for 
impl~menting a flat salary, no fee system. 

6. That even in a large metropolitan court with high 
transcript workload, there is opportunity to perform 
transcript production tasks during the regular work day. 

--~,- ~,,--
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7. That tbere :l.s opportunity for improvement in court 
report~r productivity and net costs if in-courtroom time 
is maximized. This is largely due to the inefficiencies 
of dictating notes prior to notes being typed. 

Application of the Cost Forecasting Model 

The field test of the cost forecasting model was conducted 
successfully. The model can be used in most any court to determine the net 
costs of transcript production. A certain degree of data collection is 
required; however, the net results justjfy this investment of effort to 
produce in-depth information concerning court reporting methods and 
procedures. The court reporting process is expensive. The bench court 
administrators and managing reporters should be alert to the cost of reporting 
and where possible initiate steps to optimize use of court reporting 
resources. 
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FLAT SALARY, NO FEE SYSTEM 
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Senate Bill 3115 

Introduced in the New York Legislature 
. February 19, 1981 



STATE OF NE.W YORK 

S. 3115 A .. 4015 

SENATE-ASSEMBLY 
February 19, 1981 

IN SENATE--A BUDGET BILL, submitted by the Governor pursuant to article 
seve~ of the Constitucion--raad twice and ordered printed, and when 
printed to be committed to the Committee on Finance 

IN ASSEMBLY--A BUDGET BILL, submitted pursuant to article seven of the 
Constitution--reaQ once and referred to the Committee oh Ways and 
Means 

AN ACT to authorize the chief administrator of the courts to establish a 
system for the production of transcripts 

The People of the State of New York, represented in Senate and Assem
bly, do enact as follows: 

1 . Section 1. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 'the chief ad-
2 ministrator of the courts shall establish an administrative system for 
3 the production of transcripts, and the chief administrator shall promul-
4 gate proceduras for the collection thereof by such nonjudicial personnel 
5 of the courts as he may direct, including the clerk of the supreme court 
6 in each county. Effective on the dates specified, fees for transcripts 
7 of testimony and other proceedings in the following courts of the uni-
8 fied court system shall be the property of the state: (i) court of 
9 claims, April first, nineteen hundred eighty-one; (ii) surrogate'. 

10 court, July first, nineteen hundred eighty-one; (iii) family court, Oc-
11 tpber first, nineteen hundred,eighty-onej (iv) city courts outside the 
12 city of New York, January first, nineteen hundred eighty··twOj (v) dis-
13 trict court, April first, nineteen hundred eighty-two; (vi) civil' court 
14 of the city of New York, July first, nineteen hundred eighty-two; ,(vii) 
15 criminal court of the city of New York, October first, n1.neteen hundred 
16 eighty-two; and (viii) supreme court and county court, J1anuary ffrst, 
17 nineteen hundred eighty-three. Effective April first, nineteen hundred 
18 eighty-one, no fee .shall be collected from any Jtate agency, court or 

EXPLANATION--Matter in italics (underscored) ia neWj matte~ in bracket. 
r J is old law to b. omitted. 

LBDl-42-10-348 

----; .. ,,...-
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Budget Bill # 23 - 1981 

SENATE 

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT 

ASSEMBLY 

A BUDGET BILL submitted by the Governor 
in accordance with Article VII of the constitution 

AN ACT to authorize the chief 
administrator of the courts 
to establish a system for 
the produ.ction of transcript.s 

Purpose: This bill would promote the efficient and economical 
operatJon of the Unified Court System by mandating a standard 
administrative system for the production of transcripts and 
by providing for a schedule of fees to be charged for trans
cripts. 

Summary of Provisions: Effective April 1, 1981, this bill 
would mandate that the chief administrator of the Unified 
Court System establish an administrative system for the 
production of transcripts, including the introduction of 
automated devices for the recording of testimony and prepara
tion of transcripts. 

On a phased basis, the chief adminii;trator and the state 
Comptroller will establish fees to be charged for transcripts 
according to the following schedule: 

April 1, ],981 
July 1, 1981 
october 1, 1981 
January 1, 1982 
April 1, 1982 
July 1, 1982 
October 1, 1982 
January 1, 1983 

Court of Claims 
Surrogate's Court 
Family Court 
city Courts (outside New York city) 
District Court ~ 
New York city Civil Court 
Ne~1 York ci ty Criminal Court 
Supreme court and County Court 

The income from such fees shall be general revenues of 
the State. 



... 
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Additionally, effective April 1, 1981, state agencies and 
courts will be exempt from paying fees for transcripts. 

statement in Support: At present, there is no standard procedure 
for the production of court transcripts. Testimony is manually 
recorded by court reporters, some of whom are state employees and 
others who are private cbntractors. Court reporters either 
prepare their own transcripts, employ stenographic note readers, 
or dictate their notes. Individual reporters arrange for the 
production of transcripts themselves by hiring employees or 
contracting for the typing. Under this sys:'~em, all fees charged 
for transcripts are retained as the personal income of the repor
ters. 

To replace this inefficient approach, this bill would man
date a standard administrative procedure for the production of 
transcripts. such a procedure would establish performance 
standards for the stenographic reporting and production of 
transcripts. This would facilitate a less costly and less labor
intensive system and provide increased flexibility in the assign
ment of court reporters. 

Moreover, this bill would abolish the present unsound 
practice of allowing court reporters to sell transcripts for 
personal profit. state-em~loyed court reporters should be fully 
compensated for all necessary work that exceeds the standard work 
week, but should not be allowed to profit at the expense of the 
state. 

Finally, by exempting state agencies and courts from paying 
fees for transcripts, this bill recognizes the obvious equity 
that the state should not be required to pay for services 
provided by State employees, frequently on state-paid time. 

Budget Implications: Ena,ctment of this proposal is necessary to 
implement the 1981-82 Executive Budget which includes estimated 
revenues of $4 million from the sale of transcripts. Although it 
is impossible to definitively determine the net savings from 
increased efficiency and new revenues, there is potential for 
substantial additional increases in 1982-83 and 1983-84 as the 
fee program is phased in. 
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Bill Considered for Introduction by the 
Maryland Joint Budget and Audit Committee 

January, 1981 
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By the Joint Budget and Audit Committee 

A BILL ENTITLED 

AN ACT concerning 

Courts - Salaries of Court Reporters 

FOR the purpose of providing for the compensation to be paid by the Circuit 

Courts in the State or Supreme Bench of Baltimore City to court reporters; 

setting annual salaries and prohibiting other compensation; providing for 

re~mbursement of salaries by the State and payment of fees charged to the 

State; providing for the effect! veness of this Act; and making other 

necessary changes. 

BY repealing and reenacting, with amendments, 

Article - Courts and Judicial Proceedings 

Section 2-501(b) and (c) 

Annotated Code of Maryland 

(1980 Replacement Volume and 1980 Supplement) 

BY adding to 

Article - Courts and Judicial Proceedings 

Section 2-501.1 

Annotated Code of Maryland 

(1980 Replacement Volume and 1980 Supplement) 

SECTION 1. BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF MARYLAND, that 

section(s) of the Annotated Code of Maryland be repealed, amended or enaated 

to read as follows: 

Article - Courts and Judicial Proceeding~ 

• 
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2-501. 

(b) (Each) EXCEPT AS PROVIDED IN SECTION 2-501.1, EACH employee of the 

court shall receiVe the compensation provided in the appropriate budget and 

perform the duties directed by the judge. 

(c) (1) The resident judge in each county of the seventh judicial 

circuit shall appoint one or more OffiCial court reporters for the circuit 

court in the county. A reporter shall be competent to record court 

proceedings and shall serve at the pleasure of the judge who appointed him. 

(The reporter shall receive the compensation set by the county government 

after con~ultation with the county administrative judge. 

(2) In Charle~ County the County Commis~ioners are respon~ible for one 

third of the salary of the court reporter. The clerk of the court shall pay 

the salary to the reporter" or reporters biweekly from the fees of his 

office. Prior to May 1 each year the clerk shall submit a voucher to the 

County Commissioners. They shall promptly reimburse him for one third of the 

amount of the reporterts salary. 

(3) A court reporter shall be reimbursed for expenses as approved by the 

oourt. Reimbursement ehall be made by tha oounty treas~rer or similar officer 

of the oounty in whioh the servioe!!! were rendered as expenses of the Oourt 

upon pre!!!entation of a oertificate from the clerk showing the attendanoe and 

~ervioes of the reporter.) 

(li) (2) If directed by the oourt, the reporter shall attend and take 

full stenographio notes of, or otherl,ise reoord the oral testimony and 

judicial opinions in all prooeedings in the court. 
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(5) (3) The court may direct the reporter to transcribe the notes of a 
, 

proceeding and the costs of transcription may be taxed as C08tS in the case or 

paid as part of the general expenses of the court. 

(6) (4) On request by' a party, a reporter shall furnish a typewritten 

transcript of any portion of his notes, upon payment of the expenses incident 

to the transcript at the rate fixed by the court. 

2-501.1 

(a) ON AND AFTER JULY 1, 1981, ALL PERSONS WHO ARE DESIGNATED AS COURT 

REPORTERS BY ANY CIRCUIT COURT, OR THE SUPREME BENCH OF BALTIMORE CITY, SHALL 

RECEIVE AS COMPENSATION AN ANNUAL SALARY. THE SALARY SHALL BE DETERMINED BY 

THE COURT, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE COURT OF APPEALS, IN AN AMOUNT TO 

ADEQUATELY COMPENSATE THE P~PORTER FOn ALL bUTIES PERFORMED FOR THE COURT. NO 

OTHER COMPENSATION OF ANY KIND SHALL BE PAYABLE TO OR RECEIVED BY COURT 

REPORTERS. 

(B) ON AND AFTER JULY 1, 1981, ALL FEES OR CHARGES OF ANY KIND PAYABLE TO 

OR RECEIVED BY A COURT REPORTER FOR ANY SERVICES PERFORMED FOR THE COURT SHALL 

BE PAYABLE TO THE STATE. 

( C) ON AND AFTER JULY 1, 1982, ALL SALARIES OF COURT REPORTERS SHALL BE 

PAID BY THE COURT. THE AMOUNT OF ALL SALARIES PAID ON AND AFTER JULY 1, 1981 

SHALL BE REIMBURSED BY THE STATE TO THE COURTS FROM MONIES APPROPRIATED IN THE 

STATE BUDGET TO THE JUDICIARY BRANCH. 

(D) THE PROVISIONS OF THIS SECTION SHALL BE APPLICABLE ON AND AFTER JULY 

1, 1981, NOTWITHSTANDING ANY PROVISIONS OF LAW TO THE CONTRARY. 

SECTION 2. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That this Act shall take effeot 

July 1, 1981. 
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Appendix B 

SHORTHAND REPORTER QUESTIONNAIRE 
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SHORTHAND REPORTER QUESTIONNAIRE 

This questionnaire has been designed by Public Administration Service 
(PAS), a non-profit corporation currently completing a study of court 
reporting methods and procedures for the National Shorthand Reporters 
Association. The questionnaire is to be used exclusively to obtain 
information regarding the volume and nature of transcript production in your 
court. 

The questionnaire responses will be anonymous. The questionnaire is 
to be returned directly to PAS in the attached postage paid envelope. Any and 
all data captured from the questionnaire Will be used in the aggregate; no 
efforts will be made to focus on individual responses. 

Thank you in advance for your support in responding to this 
questionnaire. Your support in completing this study is greatly appreciated. 



I. TRANSCRIPT PRODUCTION SURVEY 

A. Experience Survey 

This section requests information regarding the volume of 
transcripts produced and the time required to produce transcripts. 
Please answer the questions below as completely and as honestly as 
possible. 

1. Please estimate the number of cases for which you have prepared 
transcripts over the past year (May, 1981-April, 1982). 

2. Of these transcripts, what percentage have been for criminal 
cases? What percentage for ci vi! cases? What percentage for 
juvenile cases? 

_____ Criminal Cases 
_____ Juvenile Cases 

_____ Civil Cases 

3. What is the average length of criminal transcripts (in pages) 
which you have produced in the past year? 

4. What is the average length of civil transcripts (in pages) which 
you have produced in the past year? 

5. What is the average length of juvenile transcripts (in pages) 
which you have produced in the past year? 

6. What is your primary method for producing tl'anscripts? 

Typing transcripts p rsonally 
Using a note-reader to read and type transcripts 
Diat,ating the record for production by a typist 
Using Computer-Aided Transcription 
Other (please describe) 

• • • • i L 

-;."" -~-
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~~~~-.-----
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7. If you utilize support personnel to assist you with transcript 
production: 

a. Are these personnel paid by the hour or by the page? 
By the hour 
By the page 

b. Please indj,cate the hourly or per page rates paid by you to 
these individuals. 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

Note-reader 
';ypist 
Scope Editor or Proofreader 
Other 

8. A listing of transcript production equipment is provided below. 
For each item which you currently use, and have purchased 
individually, please indicate the purchase cost. 

$ Stenographic Machine 
$ Dictating Machine 
$ Dictating Tapes (cost per tape) 
$ Transcribing Machine 
$ Typewriter 
$ Computer-Aided Transcription 
~$~ ____________ -=Y=ea=r~l~y~cost of supplies 

carbon, binders, covers, 
envelopes, letterhead) 

Equipment 
(transcript 

billing 
paper, 
forms, 

9. Please indicate your yearly expenses for postage for mailing 
transcripts. 



B. Production Surver 

This section asks for specific information regarding the 
amount of time l'equired for transcript production. We would like you 
to track this time for a two-week period beginning May 12, 1982, and 
ending May 25, 1982. The purpose of this survey is to provide further 
verification of the time expended by reporters in transcript 
production. 

Please indicate the amount of time expended in hours and 
minutes rounding off to the nearest quarter of an hour. 

The questionnaire requests that you itemize time expended by 
support personnel as well as your own time. Please include time 
estimates for those categories which are applicable for each case. 
For sake of clarity, the heading labeled "Transcriber" refers to any 
personnel engaged in typing or transcribing the record. The heading 
labeled "Editor" refers to Scope Editors, Proofreaders, or any other 
editorial support staff. 

• • • .: 

• • • 
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TRANSCRIPT PRODUCTION SURVEY 

Tvoe Case (olea~e check) SUDoort ''''' ..... '' ...... ''')1 Reporter 
Case Docket Length Note-reader Transcriber Editor Other 
No. No. Criminal Civil Juvenile in Pages Hrs. Mins. Hrs. Miens. lira. Mina. Hrs~ Mina. Hra. Mins. 

1 • 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
10. 

11 • 

12. 

13. 
14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 
20. 

21-

\ 22. 

23. 
24. . 
25. 
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TRANSCRIPT PRODUCTION SURVEY 

TJate Case ~please check) SUQPort Personnel Reporter 
Case Docket Length Note-r'eader Transcriber Editor Other 
No. No. Criminal Civil Juvenile in Pages Hrs. Mins. Hrs. Mins. Hrs. Mins. Hrs. Mins. Hrs. Mins. 

26. 
27. 
28. 

-~ 

29. . 
30. 

3" 
32. 
33. . 
34. -
35. . 
36. 
37. - -
38. 
39. 

40. -
41 • 
42. 

43. 
44. 

\ 45. 
46. -
47. 
48. 
1l9. 
50. 

, 
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c. Time Management Surv~ 

This section requests specific information on the amount of 
time expended each day in court in addition to performing other 
responsibilities. Please indicate the amount of time expended in 
these activities in hours and minutes (to the nearest quarter of an 
hour) • 

The survey requests that you describe activities other than 
taking the court record. These activities should be specified in the 
blocks provided. Please be as explicit as possible in describing 
these activities. Do not include time spent for lunch breaks. 

If you are reporting the following proceedings: nonsupport; 
arraignments j juvenile j district court appeals j and jury tdal 
requests, please indicate only total time in court rather than time 
per case 

This survey should be completed for a two-week period (ten 
working days) starting May 12, 1982, and ending May 25, 1982. 
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TIME MANAGEMENT SURVEY 

Da lY 
1 2 3 It 5 6 7 8 9 'fO 

Hrsl Hrsl Hrsl Hrsl Hrsl Hrsl Hrsl Hrsl Hrsl Hrsl 
Mins Mins Mins Mins Mins Mins Mins Mins Mins Mins 

Tille in Court 
Case Number 

-

.-

-
.... 

Total Time -

\ 

'\ 

J' t t I / .~ I ~ ~ ? :1 l ~\ I ,'\ I ~'I" /: '\ l ~\ f "\ 'v\ 

~ 

«,jri w>i: ... """ .-1. -- " ... " - ....... 6-.... ;;... ~- ,i\. :;... 
- ~,·"1~-,c-



,.... .... + """'T~ -- -- ---- .,--- -

I' \~; 

~ 
-"t 

" 

r ~I i 

o ay 
1 2 3 II 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Time Performing Hrsl Hrsl lirsl Hrs/ Hrsl Brsl IIrsl Bros/ Hrsl Hrsl 
Other Activities Mins Mins Mins Mins ~1ins Mins Hins Mins Mins Mins 
Activity: 

Activity: 

Activity: 

Activity: 

Activity: 

Activity: 

Activity: 

Aotivity: 

Activity: 

Aotivity: 
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Appendix C 

POSITION DESCRIPTION: CHIEF COURT REPORTER 
SUPREME BENCH OF BALTIMORE 



\ 

\ 
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Effective: 9/1/78 

COURT REPORTERS 

In accordance wi.th Rule 1224, the Administrative Judge shall 

appoint a Chief Court Reporter "to serve at his pleasure". The 

Chief Court Reporter should have been continuously employed by the 

Supreme Bench for a minimum of five years, with a good record of 

attendance, and have demonstrated the ability to deal with personnel, 

Judges, and the public in a tactful and efficient manner. 

The Chief Court Reporter shall appoint a Deputy Chief Court 

Reporter to assist in the daily work as directed, and to assume 

full responsibility in the absence of the Chief Court Reporter. 

Both the Chief Reporter and the Deputy w~ll perform their administra

tive duties, in addition to their regular Court assignments, under 

the general supervision o~ the Court Administrator. 

In carrying out his or her duties, the Chief Court Reporter 

shall: 

1. Transfer Court Reporters, on a temporary basis, from 

any Court to another Court, for the purpose of distributing fairly 

and equitably the total workload of all reporters. Such temporary 

assignments shall not affect the permanent assignment of Court 

Reporters under the existing policy of choice of assignment by 

seniority. 

2. Assure adequate staffing of each Court, on a daily 

basis, by assigning available Reporters to substitute tempora~ly 

for any Reporter who is absent on authorized leave. 

3. In addition to use of the designa.ted "floaters", assi 11 

I 
I 

I I . 
I 
I 



Reporters regularly assigned to any part of the Criminal Court, 

if the Criminal Reporter has an appeilate transcript backlog, 

and the available Civil Reporter does not. Backlog is defined 

wh~ch cannot be filed within sixty days from as any transcript .• 

date of notic e. 

4. Assign Court Reporters to any special sessions or 

meetings of the Supreme Bench for which stenographic. records are 

required. 

.5. Provide for the prompt replacement of any Court Reporter 

who may resign or retire, by appropriate testing procedures, and 

submission of written recommendation regarding such replacement, 

through the Administrator of the Supreme Bench, to the Personnel 

Committee. 

6. Arrange for the taking of authorized leave by way of 

vacation, personal and compensatory days, and sick leave. If a 

b t on unauthorized leave, the Chief Reporter may reporter is a sen 

charge the absence to accrued personal or vacation. days. If a 

1 t d 1 the Chief Reporter may recom-reporter has no accumu a e eave, 

mend to the Administrator that such leave be taken without pay. 

7. Maintain daily attendance sheets showing assignme~t of 

Reporters, and promptly respond to inquiries from counsel attempt

ing to ascertain the Reporter on a given date. 

8. Exercise continuous supervision over the status of all 

appellate transcripts due by Reporters in both civil and criminal 

courts. 

9. Notify the Administrative Office when transcript paper, 

stenographic paper, files, records, etc. should be reordered. 

10. Respond to and attempt to resolve problems and complaints 

of Judges, attorneys and the public concerning conduct of Reporters. 

All Court Reporters shall observe the following rules in 

performance of their duties. 

1. When the Judge of the Court to which a Reporter is 
~ 

regularly assigned is absent for any reason, is temporarily 

transferred to preside in another Court, or when the trial assign

ment in the Reporter's permanent Court breaks down and there are 

no cases transferred to it for trial, that Reporter shall promptly 

notify the Chief Court Reporter or Deputy Chief Court Reporter 

that he or she is available for work. In furtherance of the duties 

outlined above, such available reporters shall be assigned to 

another Court if and as needed. If such available Reporter's 

services are not needed, he or she will remain available in his 

or her office until 4:00 P.M. and work on transcripts or perform 

any other nQrmal duties, unless excused by the Chief Court Reporter 

or Deputy. 

2. Reporters will observe as nearly as possible the normal 

work hours for all personnel of the Supreme Bench, which are from 

8:30 A.M. to 4:30 P.M. each day the C'ourts are in session. However, 

becausQ Court se~sions frequently extend beyond 4:30, requiring 
I 

Reporters to remain on duty, strict observance of the 8:30 A.M. 

time will not be required. 



uqy e .. Pifiif 

3. Each Court Reporter shall submit monthly reports to the Chief 

Court Reporter, on the prescribed form, which includes an itemized 

list of all appellate transcripts wr"ich are due in any appellate court, 

date of notice, estimated completion date, and itemized list of cases 

completed during the prior month. 

4. The Supreme Bench recognizes that there are times when Court 

Reporters must be absent from work because of genuine illness. However, 

the Chief Court Reporter is authorized to require medical evidence of 

any illness if, in his or her judgment, any Reporter may make unjust i-

fied use of sick leave privileges. Except in cases of prolonged illness, 

where an estimated time of return to work is known, Reporters who are 

ill must call in each day of their absence. 

5. Reporters wishing to take personal or vacation leave must 

receive authorization from the Chief Court Reporter as far in advance 

as possible, so that arrangements may be made for a substitute. 

Unexpected absence of a Judge from the, Court to which a Reporter is 
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assigned does not permit the Reporter to absent himself or herself from -, 

the Courthouse without authorization, and may result in loss of accumu-

lated leave tlme or salary. 

6. Problems, complaints and suggestions should be discussed with 

the Chief Court Reporter. If satisfactory resolution cannot be accom-

plished, such matters w~ll then be referred to the Court Administrat'or 

for further action. 

APPROVED: 

;1/ -- /,- J-::/~':t ('0(6 
Robert L. Karwacki, 
Administrative Judge 

---
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RULES AND STATUTES RE OFFICIAL COURT REPORTERS, 
, STATE OF MARYLAND 
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State 
of 

Sub j e c t: Rules and Statutes re Official 
Court Reporters 
f.'..aryland Rules of Procedure Maryland 

Rule 826. Record on Appeal. 
a. Contents of Record. 

1. Record in Court of Special Appeals. 

Page ~o. /y 
Date 

The record on appeal filed in the Court of_Special Appeals together with any 

proceedings had in the Court of Special Appeals, shall constitute the record for 

purp::>se of review l:rj this Court. 

(Added June 16, 1975, effective July 1, 1975.) 

2 • RE;!;:ord in Circuit Court. 

(a) Original Papers. 

Unless otherwise ordered by the 1~ court pursuant to section d of this Rule, 

all origi.'1al papers filed in the action in the lower court, except a supersedeas 

rond and such other papers as the parties may stipulate shall l::e omitted, shall 

constitute the record on appeal. The clerk of the lower court shall append his 

cert~icate ider.t~ying such papers with reasonable definite>..ness. 

(b) Transcript of Testinony. 

Unless a copy of the transcript of testirrony is already on file, the appellant 

shall pro:rptly file with thfl clerk. for inclusion in the record a transcript of all 

the testirrony, and shall also prorrptly serve a copy of sl?ch transcript up:m the 

appellee. Instead of serving and filing a transcript of the testinony, the parties 

by written stipulation filed with the clerk of the . lower court may, or upon order 

of the lower court shall file with the clerk of th:: lower court for inclusion in 

the record only such part of the transcript as the parties or the lower court may 

deem necessary for the appeal. 

(c) Docket Entries - Copies for Counsel - Statement of' Costs. 

Nith the record transmitted to this COurt, the clerk of the lower court shall 

tra!l-~t a copy, certified l:rj him, of the relevant docket entries in the lower 

COl,.,:;·t and shal~ furnish copies of said docket entries to counsel for each of the 

parties. He shall likewise transmit a staterrent of the ("'''Ost of making up and 

certifying the record, and of the arrow t 



·11' 
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~ State 
of 
Xar,,;,land 

Sub j e c t: Rules and statutes re Official 
COurt Reporters 

Maryland Rules of Procedure 

Page No. /J 
Date 

and defendant, respectively, to the tirre the order for appeal is filed, including 

the cost of the transcript of the testirrony and a copy, if any, thereof for each 

of the parties. 

(C. of A. 10 § 70; amended June 16, 1975, effective July 1, 1975.) 

b. Form in Which to Be Transmitted. 

The original papers shall l::e fastened together in one or rrore binders in the 

form of a transcript of record; the pages shall l::e numbered consecutively, 

except that the pages of a transcript of testircony need not l::e renumbered. A 

cover page and a complete table of contents' of the record shall be attached at 

the l:egin.'1ing. 

(C. of A. 10 § 3; amended June 16, 1975, effective July 1, 197~) 

c. Approval of Record by Lower COurt Not Necessary. 

It shall not l::e necessary for the record on appeal to l::e approved by the lower 

courts except as provided in sections a 2 or e of this Rule, rut if any difference 

arises as to whether the record truly discloses what occurred in the lower court, 

the difference shall l::e sul:rnitted to and settled by the lower court and the record 

.. .ace to conform to the truth. 

(C. of A. 10, § 4; amended June 16, 1975, effective July 1, 1975.) 

d. Transcript Instead of Original Papers Nhen Circuit COurt So Orders. 

If the lower court is of the opinion that it is necessary that the original papers 

in the action re kept in the lower court pending the appeal for use in the trial 

of other litgation or for other valid reason, it may sign an order to that effect, 

and thereupon it shall l::e the duty of the clerk of the lower court'to transmit to 

the Clerk of this COurt a certified copy of the original papers which w:>uld 

otherwise have been transmitted to this Court in adcordance with the provisions of 
~ 

section a of this Rule. 

(C. of A. 10, g 5; amended June 16, 1975, effective July 1, 1975.) 

•• I 

• I 

" . ., I 
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State 
of 

Subject: Rules and statutes re Official Page No. // 

Maryland COurt Rep::>rters 
Maryland Rules of Procedure 

e. Staterrent of Case in Lieu of Pleadings and Evidence. 

---~~--- -

Date 

When the questions presented by an appeal can l::e determined by this COurt without 

an examination of all the pleadings and evidence, the parties with the approval 

of the lower court may prepare and sign a st:cr'-~t of the case showing how the 

questions arose an:1 were decided, and setting forth so rruch only of . the facts alleg..;.. 

and proveO. , or sought to be proved, as is essential to a decision of such questions 

by this COurt. Such staterrent, when filed with the clerk of the lower court shall 

te treated as superseding, for the purposes of the appeal, all parts of the record 

other than the judgment from which the appeal is taken and any opinion of the lower 

court and together .. 'lith such judgment and opinion, shall be certified to this' 

COurt as the record on appeal. 

(C of A. 22; amended June 16, 1975, effective July 1, 1975.) 

f. M:ltion for Order to COrrect Record - Contents. 

1. In Writing - Affidavit. 

A rrotion for an order of this Court to correct the record shall state the facts 

upon which the notion is founded and if such facts are not admitted by counsel 

for the other party they shall l::e verified by affidavit of counsel for the party 

making such rrotion. 

2. Specification of Part of Record Omitted or in Error. 

Such notion shall contain a specification of the parts of the record or 

proceeding.s in. the circuit court requisite to l::e supplied or of the parts of the 

record alleged to be erroneous. Such specification of error or omission shall also 

l::e incorporated in the order to correct the record for the guidance of the circuit 

court. 

(Art. 5, § 50; amended June 16, 1975, effective July 1, 1975.) 

3. Necessary for Hearing on Merits - Not for Delay. 

Such rrotion shall also state that the correction of the record is in the opinion 

of counsel for the party making the notion necessary for the proper considaration 

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



of 
Maryland 

~~es ana ~~~u~es re V~~~Ci~ 
Court Reporters /7 

of the rrerits of the case on appeal, that such consideration carmot l:e had without 

said correction, and that the notion is not rrade for the purp::>se of delaying the 

argunent of the case. 

(C. of A. 45; amended June 16, 1975, effective July 1, 1975.) 

g. Not to Delay Argurrent. 

A case will not be I;XJstI;XJned or continued l:ecause of an error or ornnission 

alleged to exist in the record unless this Court is satisfied that there was no 

unreasonable delay in filj.ng the notion, and that the adnitiona1 or corrected record 

ca'1I1ot be supplied in tirre for argurrent. In. such case, this COurt may direct the 

argurrent to proceed, and permit the ?ldditional or corrected record to l:e filed 

subsequently, when it shall have the sarre effect as if transmitte::l with the original 

record. If this Court determines that the order was unnecessary the cost thereof 

will l:e inp:)sed on the party at whose instance it was granted. 

(C. of A. 46, art. 5,,§ 51; amended June 16, 1975, effective July 1, 1975.) 

h. Issuance of Order t.o Correct Record - Duty of Clerk of Circuit COurt 

An order of this Court to correct the record shall l:e sent to the clerk of the 

circuit court who shall forthwith transmit to this Court so ITO.lch of the proceedings 

rerraining of record in the circuit court ~rth1ri1::rr-'i:rCD1sm~-tt:H:ft.i:s-G-"I'I.,.,...t--c~1 

I111.:leh of the pIo:::eedillgs remablDlg of !ec~ th8-circuit...cew:t as may be specified 

in such order. 

(C. of A. 14, art 5, § 52, amended June 16, 1975, effective July 1, 1975.) 
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Sub j e c t: Rules and Statutes re U1TlclaJ. 
Court Reporters: .Annotated Code of 
Maryland 

--------------~ 

Rule l02~ Record - Time for Transmitting. 

a. Within Si::~ty Days 

rage NO. 

Date 

Within sixty days after the first order for appeal is filed, unless a 

different time shall be fixed by order entered pursuant to section b of this 

Rule, the clerk of the lower court shall transmit the record to this Court. 

b. Court of Special Appeals May Shorten or Extend Time. 

Upon application of any party and for sufficient cause shown, or upon its own 

motion, this Court may direct that the record be transmitted within such shorter 

or longer period of time as may be ordere·'d. An l' . f y app ~cat~on or extension of 

time to file the record shall be made by filing such application with the' clerk 

of this Court within the period of time for filing the record as prescribed by 

section a of this Rule or as extended by this Court pursuant to this section. 

N~ order extending the time for filing the record may be entered if the applica-

tion is made after the prescribed time f t i i or ransm tt ng the record has ~pired 

unless it be shown that the failure to transmit the record was occasioned by the 

neglect, omission or inability of a judge of this Court, the clerk of the 

lower court, the court stenographer or the appellee. 

c. Delay in Transmitting Due to Mistake. 

An appeal shall not be dismissed because the record has not been transmitted 

within the time prescribed, if it appears to this Court that such delay was 

occasioned by the neglect, omission or inability of a judge of this Court, the 

clerk of the lower court, the court stenographer or the appellee; provided, 

however, that such neglect p omission or inability shall not be presumed but must 

be sho.m by the appellant • 
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State 
of 
Xaryland 

Subject: Rules and Statutes re Official 
Court Reporters 

Maryland Rules of Procedure 

d. When Deemed Transmitted in Proper Time. 

Page No. /7 

Date 

The record shall be deemed to have oeen transmitted within the time 

permitted under section a or under an order entered pursuant to section b of 

this Rule if, before the expiration of the time limited for its transmission, 

(i) it shall have been delivered to the clerk of this Court, or (ii) it shall 

have been deposited by the clerk of the lower court in the United States mail, 

as registered or certified mail, postage prepaid, return receipt requested, 

directed to the clerk of this Court. (Amended June 16, 1975, effective 

July 1, 1975,) 

State Subject: Rules and Statutes re 
Official Court Reporters 

Maryland Rules of Procedure 

Page No. -2.-1) 
of 
Maryland Date 

Rule 1026. Record on Appeal 

a. Conte~ts of Record 

1. Original Papers. 

Unless otherwise ordered by the lower court pursuant to section f [d 1 

of this Rule, all the original papers filed in the a.ction . 1n the lower court, 

except such papers as the parties ~ay stipulate shall be omitted, shall 

constitute the record on appeal. The 1 ~ f h 1 .. c er", 0 t e ower court shall append 

his certificate identifying such ~papers with reasonable definiteness. 

2. Transcript of Testimony. 

Unless a copy of the transcript of testimony is 1 a ready on file, 

wfthin 10 days after filing the order for appeal, the appellant shall 

order, in writing, from the ~ourt stenographer a, transcript of all the 

testimony. Thereafter he shall promptly file t.he transcript with the 

clerk of the lower court for inclusion i~ the record, and shall also 

promptly serve a copy of such transcript upon the appellee. Instead of 

serving and filing a transcript of the testimony, the parties by 

written stipulation filed with the 1 k f c er 0 the lower cour t may, 

or upon order of the lower cour t shall .f ile with the clerk of the lower 

court for inclusion in the record only such part of the transcript as 

the parties or the lower court may deem necessary for the appeal. 

3. Docket Entries; Copies for Counsel; State of Costs. 

With the record transmitted to this Court, the clerk of the lower 

court shall transmit a copy, certified by him, of the relevant docket 

entries in the lower court, and shall furnish copies of said docket entries 
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to counsel for each of the parties. He shall like~ise transmit a statement 

of the cost of making up and certifying the record, and of the amount of the 

costs taxed against the parties, respectively, to the time the order for appeal 

is filed, including the cost of the transcript of the testimony ~nd a copy, 

if any, thereof for each of the parties. 

b. Form in Whic h to Be Transmit ted. 

The original papers shall be fastened together in one or more binders in the 

form of a transcript of record; the pages shall be numbered consecutively, 

except that the pages of a transc~ipt of testimony need not ,be renumbered. A 

cover page and a complete table of contents of the record shall be attached 

a t the beginning. 

c. Approval of Record by Lo~er Court Not Necessary. 

. It shall not be necessary for the record on appeal to be approved by the lo~er 

court except as provided in subsection a 2 or section e of this Rule, but if any 

difference arises as to ~hether the record truly discloses ~hat occurred in the 

lower court, the difference shall be submitted to and settled by the lower 

court and the record made to conform to the truth. 

d. Transcript Instead of Original Papers \o7hen Lower Court So Orders. 

If the lower court is of the opinion that it is necessary that the original 

papers in the action be kept in the lower court pending the appeal for use in the 

trial of other litigation or for other valid reason, it may sign an order to that 

effect, and thereupon it shall be the duty of the clerk of the lo~er court to 

transmit to the Clerk of this Court a certified copy of the original papers 

which would other~ise have been transmitted to this Court in accordance ~ith the 

provisions of section c of this Rule. 
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e. Statement of Case in Lieu of Pleadings and Evidence. 

\Yhen the questions presented by an appeal can be determined by this Court 

without an examination of all the p.ieadings and evidence, the parties ~ith 

approval of the lower court may prepare and sign a statement of the case 

the 

sho~ing ho~ the questions arose and ~ere decided, and setting forth so much 

only of the facts alleged and proved, or sought to be proved, as is essential to 

a decision of such questions by th{s Court. S h .... uc staten:ent, ~hen filed ~ith the 

clerk of the lo~er court shall be treateo' ~s di f - superse ng, or the purposes of the 

appeal, all parts of the record other than the judgment from ~hich the appeal 

is taken and any opinion of the lower t d ~ cour , an , togetller ~ith such judgment 

and opinion, shall be certified to this Court as the record on appeal • 

(Amended July 1, 1974; June 16, 1975, effective July 1, 1975.) 
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Rule 1224. Administration of Circuit Court Reporters. 

a. Establishment of Regulations and Standards. 

The Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals shall from time to'time prescribe 

regulations and standards regarding circuit court reporters and the system 

h f th State The r egulations and standards may of reporting in t e courts 0 e • 

include provisions relative to: 

(1) The selection, qualifications and responsibilities of court 

reporters; 

(2) Procedures and regulations for court report.:..i.1g; 

(3) Preparation, typing and format of transcripts; 

(4) Charges for transcripts and copies; 

(S) Preservation and maintenance of reporting notes, however recorded; 

,(6) Equipment and supplies utilized in reporting. 

b. Number of Court Reporters--Supervisory Court Reporter. 

Each court shall have the number of court reporters recommended by the 

Co~ty Administrative Judge and approved by the Chief Judge ,of the Court of 

Appeals. In a county with more than one court reporter the County 

Adoinistrative Judge shall designate one as supervisory court repoLter, to 

serve at his pleasure. The Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals shall 

prescribe the duties of the supervisory court reporter. 

c. Supervision of Court Reporters. 

Subject to the general supervision of the Chief Judge of the Court of 

d h di t supervision of his Circuit Administrative Judge, Appeals an to t e rec 

the County Administrative Judge shall have the supervisory responsiblity for 

the court reporters in his county. The County Administrative Judge may 

de~gate supervisory responsibility to the supervisory court reporter, 

including the assignment of court reporters to attend and record at each 
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session of the court and every other proceeding as provided in this Rule or 

by order of the court. 

d. Methods of Reporting--Proceedings-to be Recorded. 

Each court reporter assigned to record a proceeding shall record verbatim 

by shorthand, stenotype, mechanical or electronic sound recording methods, 

or any combination of these methods, subject to regulations and standards 

prescribed by the Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals. 

1. Criminal Cases. 

(a) Trial on Merits Other Than District Court Appeals. 

In criminal cases, other than appeals from the District Court, the entire 

trial on the merits held in open court, including opening statements and 

closing arguments of counsel; 

(b) Appeals From District Court. 

In appeals from the District Court, upon specific request of the judge or 

a party, the entire trial on the merits held in open court, including 

opening statements and closing arguments of counsel; 

(c) Motions and Other Proceedings. 

Upon specific request of the judge or a party the entire or any deSignated 

part of the hearing on all motions or other proceedings before the court. 

2. Civil Cases. 

(a) Trial on Merits Other Than District Coux't 'Appeals. 

In civil cases, other than appeals de novo from thE! District Court, the 

entire trial on the merits held in open court, excluding opening statements 

and closing arguments of counsel unless requested by the judge or a party; 

(b) De Novo Appeals from District Court. 

In appeals de novo from the District Court, upon specific request of the 

judge or a party, the entire trial on the merits hf!ld in open court, 

including, if requested opening statements and closing arguments of counsel; 
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Upon specific request of the judge or a party, the entire or any designated 

part of the hearing on all motions ~r other proceedings before 'the court. 

e. Maintenance and F.iling of Administcative Records. 

The Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals may prescribe procedures for 

the maintenance and filing of administrative records and reports with the 

Administrative Office of the Courts and the Circuit Administrative Judge. 

j) 
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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF MARYLA..~D 

ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER ESTABLISHING REGULATIONS FOR 

COURT REPORTING IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS PURSUANT TO MARYLAND' RULE 1224 

These regulations are applicable to all transcripts requested on or after 

January 1, 1976. 

1. Format for Transcripts 

The format for the preparation of all transcripts of proceedings to 

be recorded verbatim pursuant to Rule 1224 a 4 in a ~ircuit court shall 

be as follows: 

(a) The size of a transcript page shall be eight and one-half 

inches by e1~ven inches (8-1/2" x 1J, ") ; 

(b) The size of the type shull be no larger than pica; 

(c) There shall be double spacing between lines of the 

transcript; 

(d) The lines of the transcript shall be numbered and there 

shall be no less than twent~· -five (25) lines on a page; 

(e) The margin on the left side of the p'age shall be one and 

one-half inch (1-1/2") and the margin on the right side shall be one-

half inch (1/2"),; 

(f) Questions and answers shall begin on separate lines and 

there shall be an' indentat,ion of fiv1! (5) spaces to the Q or A plus 

an additional five (5) spaces to the text of the paragraph; 

(g) References to exhibits shall be set apart from the testimony 

in parenthesis at the right side of the page; 

(h) Quotations after the first line of a paragraph shall be 

indented an additional five (5) spaces; 

(i) Designations of "DIRECT EXAMINATION", "CI\OSS EXAMINATION", 
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"RE-DIRECT EXAMINATION", etc., shall be in block letters and 

centered on the page; 

(j) There shall be no unnecessary blank lines on a page. 

2.' Transcript Charges for Regular Copy in Criminal and Civil Cases 

The transcript charges for regular copies shall be as follows: ~ 

""'---... -------~~/, "'.r D 
For the original of a transcript ••••••••••••••..••••• $2.00 per page 

For each copy ............... I) ......................... . $ .25 per page 

Total for original and two (2) copie~ •. ., ....•..••.... - $2.50 per page 

3. Implementation of Regulations 

The Administrative Office of the Courts is delegated the 

responsibility for coordinating the implementation of these regulations in 

the eight Judicial Circuits. 

As revised by Administrative Order ~ated October 15, 1980. 

(Effective November 1, 1980) 

Robert C. ·Murphy 
Chief Judge 

L-_______________ , _______ ._._ .. ___ --
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