


: Processmg

Medlan Days F 11mg to Dlsp051t10n by Manner of
DlSpOSlthIl for Sample Countles, 1997

How long does it take for the typical case to progress from filing to disposition in the sample
counties?
How does the time to disposition vary in the sample counties for manner of disposition?

Committee on Trial Court Performance and Accountability
Report to the Judicial Management Council Page D-11



C. Disposition

Performance indicators relating to the manner in which trial court cases are disposed may
address the following questions relating to the disposition of cases:

> What are the ways that cases are disposed in each division?
> How many cases are disposed by each type of disposition in each division?
> What is the composition of disposition types in each division?

The committee anticipates the development of performance indicators for all divisions
and across all circuits and counties. Some data from criminal circuit court cases in nine sample
counties is available now. With data currently available, sample performance indicator data can
be shown for illustration purposes. The sample performance indicators address the following

questions:

> How many cases in the sample counties are disposed by manner of disposition?
> How do the individual sample counties vary in the way they dispose cases?
> How many cases in the sample counties are disposed by each type of disposition?
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s: Disposition

Percent of Sample Cases Disposed by
Manner of Disposition, 1997

Dismissed 11.52% 6,628
Other 5.26% 3,028

Jury Trial 2.67% 1,535
Judge Trial 0.08% 51

How many cases in the sample counties are disposed by manner of disposition?
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. Disposition

Percent of Cases Disposed by County and
Manner of Disposition, 1997

Orange ‘

! Volusia |
Leon Martin Marion Lee Dade

‘ Jackson | Manatee

Other Jury Trial Judge Trial
Plea B Dismissed

How do the individual sample counties vary in the way they dispose cases?

Committee on Trial Court Performance and Accountability
Report to the Judicial Management Council Page D-14



5. Disposition

Percent of Sample Cases Disposed by
Disposition Type, 1997

Incompetancy 0.2% 74
No Gully 07% 348
Transferred 4.6% 2,188

Guilty 79.7% 37,625

How many cases in the sample counties are disposed by type of disposition?
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Performance-Based Program Budgeting
Potential Programs

Pursuant to Chapter 94-249, Laws of Florida, the judicial branch is required to submit
to the Legislature a list of the programs that the Chief Justice recommends could operate
under performance-based program budgeting.

The Committee on Trial Court Performance and Accountability is charged with
making a recommendation to the Judicial Management Council on the programs that should
be submitted by the judicial branch. The following is a listing of services and activities that
may help the committee to make their recommendation to the Judicial Management Council.

Services and activities are included here because: a) they are currently state funded;'
and b) in the functional model of the courts drafted by the committee, they are located in a
function other than the adjudication function (assessment and evaluation, enforcement,
oversight, treatment, public access and services). Accountability for services and activities
within the adjudication function would be accomplished through performance indicators
rather than performance-based program budgeting measures and outcomes.

1

Most services and activities that are state funded also receive funding from counties, fees,
and/or grants, including federal grants.
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1. CUSTODY EVALUATION v SOME STATE FUNDS CURRENTLY
Function: Assessment and Evaluation IN JUDICIAL BRANCH BUDGET

description: Judges often order an independent custody evaluation in dissolution and
paternity cases to assist them in making appropriate decisions regarding custody and
visitation rights. Judges find the independence of this information to be important.
This is particularly true in cases where there have been allegations of abuse.

The Family Court Steering Committee includes custody evaluation as one of its
eleven essential elements of a model family court. Independent custody evaluations
are not uniformly available throughout the judicial circuits. Some custody evalua-
tions are conducted by county personnel who are not under the judicial branch.
Others are conducted by judicial branch employees. Some circuits have expense
funding to pay for custody evaluations conducted by independent private contractors.

current state funding: The Family Courts Trust Fund supports 2 Court Counselor
posttions in each of the following circuits: the 6th, 13th, and 18th judicial circuits.
(source: Family Court Steering Committee)

legislative budget request for FY 2000-2001: Circuit requests for custody evalua-
tion services included 19 FTE positions in the 3rd, 4th, 7th, 17th, 18th, 19th, and 20th
Circuits, and a grant-in-aid for $75,000 in the 15th Circuit to offset the costs of
custody evaluations ordered by the court. Requests for custody evaluators were not
inciuded in this year’s legislative budget request, pending further review by the
Article V Funding Steering Committee and the Family Court Steering Committee.
{(source: OSCA Budget Office)

county funding: County funding for custody evaluations is estimated to be in the
judicial branch budgets of nine circuits (the 3rd (only $200), 6th, 11th, 13th, 14th,
15th, 16th, 17th, and 18th). The Article V Funding Steering Committee estimates
that $1,115,529 and 23.3 FTEs are included in local judicial branch budgets state-
wide; most of the funding is from county general revenue funds.
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2. GUARDIAN AD LITEM v'" SOME STATE FUNDS CURRENTLY
Function: Assessment and Evaluation IN JUDICIAL BRANCH BUDGET

description: Guardians ad litem are lay volunteers who represent the best interests of
children in court proceedings as provided by law. Appointed most often in depend-
ency cases (cases involving child abuse or neglect), guardian ad litem volunteers are
required to review all placement recommendations and changes in placements. They
must also be present in court during all critical court proceedings, or submit a written
report of recommendations to the court,

Chronic shortages of volunteers and case coordinators have prevented the assignment
of volunteers to more than about half of all dependency cases, requiring the imple-
mentation of rules regarding the prioritization of volunteer services.

In every circuit, judicial branch staff coordinate guardian ad litem volunteers. The
one exception is in Orange County, where Orange County Bar Association volunteers
act as GAL volunteers.

current state funding: The state judicial branch budget includes GAL coordinators,
program directors, and attorneys in each circuit, totaling 164.5 FTEs statewide. The
state budget for GAL services is $7,337,207. (source: OSCA Budget Office}

legislative budget request for FY 2000-2001: The request includes 84 FTE pro-
gram attorney positions in the FY 2000-2001 budget, a sufficient number for program
attorneys to serve on 50% of dependency cases filed, if they do not attend case plan
conferences, mediation sessions, and shelter hearings. (source: OSCA Budget
Office)

county funding: County funds and staff support the GAL programs in all but one
circuit. County support ranges from minor expense funding support to a major
portion of the overall program. County support is estimated at $2,206,218 and 54.2
FTEs statewide, with the bulk of the funding coming from county general revenue
funds. (source: Article V Funding Steering Committee)
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3. INDIGENCE EXAMINATION v SOME STATE FUNDS CURRENTLY
Function: Assessment and Evaluation IN JUDICIAL BRANCH BUDGET

description: Indigence examiners are staff persons in the trial court administrator’s
office who screen prospective public defender’s office clientele for indigence prior to
the appointment of counsel, as provided by Chapter 27.52, Florida Statutes. In some
circuits, these persons also screen clients who request fee waivers in other divisions.

current state funding: Each circuit has at least one state-funded staff person
responsible for indigence screening. State general revenue funds support 24 FTEs
statewide with a budget of $1,039,452. (source: OSCA Budget Office)

legislative budget request for FY 2000-2001: Individual circuit requests for
indigence examiner services totaled 26.5 FTEs and $1,187,160. Requests for
indigence examiners were incorporated into a trial court workload budget issue,
which includes 374 positions and $18,344,600. (source: OSCA Budget Office)

county funding: Several circuits (the 11th, 13th, and 20th) have county-funded staff
providing this service, and many other circuits provide some expense funding for the
service. County funding for indigence examiners is estimated at $457,501 and 15.9
FTEs. County general funds support this service. (source: Article V Funding
Steering Committee)
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4. JUVENILE ALTERNATIVE v SOME STATE FUNDS CURRENTLY
SANCTIONS COORDINATION IN JUDICIAL BRANCH BUDGET
Function: Assessment and Evaluation

description: Chapter 985.216, Florida Statutes provides that each judicial circuit
shall have an alternative sanctions coordinator. This person serves under the chief
administrative judge of the juvenile division to coordinate and maintain a "spectrum
of contempt sanction alternatives.” The role of the alternative sanctions coordinator is
to act as a liaison with programs and sanction providers, and to recommend the most
appropriate available alternative sanction to the court.

current state funding: Each circuit has one state-funded staff person responsible for
juvenile alternative sanctions coordination. State general revenue funds support 20
FTEs statewide with a budget 0f $1,135,215. (source: OSCA Budget Office) An
additional alternative sanctions coordinator is paid out of the Family Courts Trust
Fund in the 11th Circuit. (source: Family Court Steering Committee)

legislative budget request for FY 2000-2001: No circuit funding requests were
1dentified in support of the juvenile alternative sanctions service. (source: OSCA
Budget Office)

county funding: Several circuits (the 1st, 7th, 9th, 11th, 13th, and 18th) have
additional county-funded staff for this function, and many other circuits provide some
expense funding for the service. County funding for alternative sanctions coordina-
tion is estimated at $1,121,657 and 31.5 FTEs. At the county level, a mixture of
general revenue funds, grants, and fees support this service. (source: Article V
Funding Steering Committee)
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5. PROBATE/GUARDIANSHIP v SOME STATE FUNDS CURRENTLY
MONITORING IN JUDICIAL BRANCH BUDGET
Function: Oversight

description: Probate and guardianship monitors conduct field investigations as
assigned by the court regarding allegations that guardians and executors are not acting
in the best interests of wards and decedents. Written reports and recommendations
are submitted to the court for review.

current state funding: Two FTE positions are state funded, a guardianship investi-
gator and a court monitor, serving in the 17th circuit with a total budget of $84,510.
(source: OSCA Budget Office, 17th Circuit)

legislative budget request for FY 2000-2001: No circuit funding requests were
identified in support of the probate/guardianship monitoring service. (source: OSCA
Budget Office)

county funding: Counties in nine circuits (the 5th, 6th, 9th, 12th, 14th, 15th, 16th,
17th, and 19th) provide funding for guardianship review. County funding for
guardianship review is estimated at $744,169 and 14.6 FTEs. At the county level,
mostly general revenue funds are used for these services, with some fee support.
(source: Article V Funding Steering Committee)
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6. DRUG TREATMENT v SOME STATE FUNDS CURRENTLY

Function: Treatment IN JUDICIAL BRANCH BUDGET
(INCLUDING SOME FEDERAL PASS-THROUGH FUNDS)

description: Treatment-based drug courts are designed to give defendants an
opportunity to break the cycle of addiction and criminal involvement. Drug courts
offer treatment and use a graduated system of rewards and punishments to encourage
defendants to make radical life changes. Critical to the drug court concept is the
requirement that the defendant continually appear before the drug court judge.
Successful drug courts require a partnership among the court and the state attorney,
public defender, corrections, and treatment professionals in the community.

Drug treatment services are provided by a variety of means. In some circuits, drug
treatment programs are operated and/or managed by the court either through a
contractual arrangement between the court and a treatment provider, or through court
employees who provide treatment services. In other circuits, the court makes referrals
to drug treatment, but does not participate in the oversight, management, or operation
of the treatment program. Funding for treatment may be found in judicial branch
budgets, in executive agency budgets, or in community service organization budgets.

current state funding: The general revenue fund of the State Courts System
contributes $150,000 in contractual and expense funding towards the 1 1th Circuit’s
dependency drug court. Funds support three contractual dependency drug court
specialists, including a licensed clinical social worker and two recovery specialists.

In addition, $301,300 in federal drug treatment funds for the 4th Circuit are in the
state judicial branch budget. These funds support 1 FTE position, a case coordinator,
expense funding, and funds for treatment services provided by Gateway. These funds
support both a juvenile and an adult drug court.

legislative budget request for FY 2000-2001: Several individual circuits requested
funding for treatment servicés, including $50,000 for the 2nd Circuit, and 6 substance
abuse advocates and a secretary for the dependency drug court in the 11th circuit.
Based on the recommendations of the Treatment-Based Drug Court Steering Commit-
tee and the Budget Review Committee, the drug court budget issue for the state does
not include funding for treatment services.

county/other funding: The Article V Funding Steering committee estimated that 95
FTE positions and $7,287,080 in the circuits’ county judicial branch budgets are for
treatment services. While most of the treatment is for substance abuse, this figure
also includes treatment services in other areas such as anger management, domestic
violence intervention, and mental health. Of the total funding, $5.7 million is from
county general revenue funds, $1.5 million from grants, and the remaining $55,000
from fees.
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7. PRE-FILING DRUG COURT v’ SOME STATE FUNDS CURRENTLY
Function: Treatment IN JUDICIAL BRANCH BUDGET

description: Treatment-based drug courts are designed to give defendants an
opportunity to break the cycle of addiction and criminal involvement. Drug courts
offer treatment and use a graduated system of rewards and punishments to encourage
defendants to make radical life changes. Critical to the drug court concept is the
requirement that the defendant continually appear before the drug court judge.
Successful drug courts require a partnership among the court and the state attorney,
public defender, corrections, and treatment professionals in the community.

The pre-filing drug court in the 4th Circuit is unique in Florida because it is a
diversion program. That is, many defendants enter the 4th Circuit’s drug court before
the information is filed by the state attorney, so there is no pending court case before
the drug court judge.

The practice of handling drug court defendants before a case is filed may change.
Once a case is filed, the handling of a drug court case is part of the adjudication
function, and presumably not a program for the purposes of performance-based
program budgeting.

current state funding: The State Courts System funds the pre-filing drug court in
the 4th Circuit, including the salary of a drug court coordinator.

legislative budget request for FY 2000-2001: Based on the recommendations of the
Treatment-Based Drug Court Steering Committee and the Budget Review Commit-
tee, the drug court budget issue includes an Administrative Assistant I in the 4th
Circuit, along with positions in the other circuits with operational drug courts.

county/other funding: The Article V Funding Steering Committee identified 4 FTE
positions in a "specialty courts” category in the 4th Circuit, with a total personnel,
contractual, expense, and capital expenditures of $425,330. $314,500 of these funds
were from county general revenue funds, with $78,892 from grants and $31,938 from
fees.

Commiltee on Trial Court Performance and Accountability
Report to the Judicial Management Council Page E-9



8. NEIGHBORHOOD/ v SOME STATE FUNDS CURRENTLY
COMMUNITY JUSTICE CENTERS IN JUDICIAL BRANCH BUDGET
Function: Public Access and Services

description: Neighborhood Justice Centers provide residents, businesses, and
institutions with access to problem solving, dispute resolution and related legal
services to resolve disputes in a non-adversarial fashion. Referrals are made by law
enforcement, state attorneys, businesses, schools, and civic organizations, and walk-
ins are welcome. Neighborhood Justice Centers do not handle cases where court
cases are pending.

Centers also make referrals to community resources and social services agencies, and
provide workshops on resolving legal issues.

current state funding: State judicial branch funding includes a grant-in-aid in the
amount of $60,000 between the Supreme Court of Florida and Tallahassee’s Neigh-
borhood Justice Center. '

legislative budget request for FY 2000-2001: Individual requests for neighborhood
justice services included $85,000 for the Tallahassee Neighborhood Justice Center,
$50,000 for a Community Justice Center in the 13th Circuit, and a Neighborhood
Justice Liaison in the 13th Circuit. Part of a Crnitical Local Needs and an Other
Supplemental Circuit Requests grouping, it was incorporated into a triat court
workload budget issue, which includes 374 positions and $18,344,600, and a trial
court infrastructure issue, which includes $3,000,000 in non-recurring expense funds.
(source: OSCA Budget Office)

county funding: The Article V Funding Steering Committee did not identify any
county funding for neighborhood or community justice centers.
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9. INTAKE SERVICES FOR v SOME STATE FUNDS CURRENTLY
SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS IN JUDICIAL BRANCH BUDGET
Function: Public Access and Services

description: Self-help intake centers include personnel that assist self-represented
litigants, generally in family courts. Intake centers provide pre-filing assistance,
including an initial review, attorney or other legal service referrals, referrals to social
services, forms, instructions, definitions, and procedural information. Self-help
centers operating under the auspices of the Court must comply with guidelines that
ensure that self-help personnel do not provide legal advice to clients. The guidelines
for self-help services are set forth in rule 12.750, Family Law Rules of Procedure.
The Family Court Steering Committee includes self-help programs as one of its
eleven essential elements of a model family court.

Intake services for self-represented litigants are distinguished from case management
services in family courts, some of which are provided in cases that have been filed by
self-represented litigants. Case management, including the screening of cases for

differentiated handling by the court, and the supervision, coordination, oversight, and
direction of the process and progress of each case, is part of the adjudication function
and not part of a program for the purposes of performance-based program budgeting.

Often, the same court personnel perform both intake and case management activities.
The development of a program would require the separation of those functions.

current state funding: The State Court System’s General Revenue Fund supports
contractual services and expenses in the amount of $197,863. (source: OSCA Budget
Office) In addition, the Family Courts Trust Fund includes 36 FTE positions for self-
help services. (source: Family Court Steering Committee) Currently, the same
resources are dedicated to both intake and case management activities.

legislative budget request for FY 2000-2001: Individual circuit requests for self-
help services totaled 26.5 FTEs, plus 27,500 in expense funding, $20,000 for comput-
ers, and grant-in-aid request in the amount of $25,000. Part of a Family Court
Initiative category, requests for self-help services were incorporated into a trial court
workload budget issue, which includes 374 positions and $18,344,600. (source:
OSCA Budget Office)

county funding: Counties fund self-help services in 14 circuits (the 5th, 7th, 8th, 9th,
10th, 11th, 12th, 13th, 15th, 16th, 17th, 18th, 19th, and 20th). Statewide, county
funding of self-help services totals 32.7 FTE positions and $1,560,496. Funding
sources are a blend of county general revenue funds and fees. As with the state level,
the same resources are dedicated to both intake and case management activities.
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10.

TEEN COURT v SOME STATE FUNDS CURRENTLY
Function: Public Access and Services IN JUDICIAL BRANCH BUDGET

description: Teen courts divert juveniles from the regular juvenile delinquency court
system. Some teen court programs also conduct intake assessments, make crisis
referrals, and provide counseling services. In teen court, juveniles who commit crimes
are brought before "courts" where all of the participants - the judge, prosecutor,
defense attorney, and jury - are other teens. Juveniles diverted to teen court, along
with teen court volunteers, participate in the program.

In the circuits, teen courts are operated by a variety of court and non-court entities.
Chapter 938.19, Florida Statutes, allows counties to adopt court costs to support teen
courts; assessments collected by the clerk of court are to be deposited into an account
for the operation of teen court.

current state funding: A Clerical Assistant and 3 Administrative
Assistant/Counselors for the 17th Circuit are funded by the State Courts System’s
general revenue fund. Total state funding for teen court is $121,957 (source: OSCA
Budget Office)

legislative budget request for FY 2000-2001: No circuit funding requests were
identified in support of teen court. (source: OSCA Budget Office)

county/other funding: Most teen courts are fee-funded. The Article V Funding
Steering Committee did not identify any county funds in judicial branch budgets for
teen courts. Some of the funding for specialty courts (88.4 FTEs, $4,268,062) or other
programs (20.5 FTEs, $998,046) may be dedicated to teen courts.
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11. TRUANCY v SOME STATE FUNDS CURRENTLY
Function: Public Access and Services IN JUDICIAL BRANCH BUDGET

description: The Miami-Dade Truancy Alternative Program screens juveniles who
are arrested for truancy and/or academic failure. Those identified as truant are
monitored, with TAP case managers initially notifying the court of the truancy status,
and subsequently keeping the court informed about the child’s attendance and aca-
demic progress. TAP also includes a component that provides tutoring in math and
reading for a limited number of juveniles. TAP also has established relationships with
other community programs.

current state funding: State judicial branch funding includes a grant-in-aid in the
amount of $200,000 between the Supreme Court of Florida and the 11th Circuit.

legislative budget request for FY 2000-2001: The 11" Circuit requested 3 Case
Coordinator I positions, 3 Clerical Assistants, 7 School Liaisons, a Court Community
Liaison, and a Juvenile Court Social Service Specialist in support of this program. In
addition, $5,400 for evaluation and $6,000 for training was requested. Part of a
Family Miscellaneous grouping, it was incorporated into a trial court workload issue,
workload budget issue, which includes 374 positions and $18,344,600, and a trial court
infrastructure issue, which includes $3,000,000 in non-recurring expense funds.
(source: OSCA Budget Office)

county funding: County judicial branch budgets do not support the truancy program.
However, the 11th Circuit and Miami-Dade County provide in-kind support to TAP in
the form of facilities. Miami-Dade public schools provide two case manager/social
worker positions to the program, and Miami-Dade transit provides $700 per month in
transportation assistance.
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