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INTRODUCTION
One of the charges of the Problem Definition Work Group of the Washington State Court Funding Task Force is to assess the adequacy of trial court funding.  However, to begin this task, the Work Group must first be able to quantify how trial courts are currently funded.  In order to establish a baseline, a project to compile accurate fiscal data for the year 2000 was undertaken, the result of which is contained in this report.

The early work of the Court Funding Task Force established current funding of the trial courts at 417 million dollars annually.  This figure was derived from the State Auditor’s Office Local Government Financial Reporting System (LGFRS) data and state budget allocations that were easily identifiable as state expenditures directly supporting trial courts.  While the LFGRS and State Budget Data provide a general idea of the amount spent on trial court operations they lack both the level of desired detail.  Of particular interest and concern was the degree to which the LGFRS data included criminal indigent defense costs.
In order to gain more detailed information Chief Justice Gerry Alexander sent a letter to the Auditor in each County on behalf of the Court Funding Task Force asking for the year-end expenditure report for FY 2000 for the offices of the Superior Court, Juvenile Court, County Clerk, District Court, Prosecuting Attorney, and Public Defender.  Letters were also sent to a sample of 15 cities requesting the same budget information.  Upon receipt of the budget data, AOC staff, working directly with local officials, codified the individual budgets into a common format using uniform line item categories.
The result of this data collection effort provides the courts with their first real look in 20 years at the total cost of trial court operations. 

SPECIAL THANK YOU

This report would not have been possible without the diligent efforts of Ms. Julia Appel, Court Services Specialist.  Ms. Appel spent countless hours contacting trial courts to parse budgets into common categories and to ensure that, in the end, all the numbers added up.  And, of course, a thank you is due to the trial court personnel that also spent countless hours responding to Ms. Appel’s inquiries with good humor and good results.  Thank you.

1980 WASHINGTON STATE COURT FINANCE STUDY
In December of 1980, the Washington State Administrative Office of the Courts published a report titled 1980 Washington State Court Finance Study, (1980 Study) a work that parallels this current effort to understand how courts are funded in Washington State.
The 1980 Study was designed to address five major aspects of trial court funding:

1.
The organizational and functional nature of the Washington court system and the types of costs appropriately attributable to it.

2.
The cost of operation of the Washington court system and a demonstration of which governments bear the cost.

3.
The revenue produced by the Washington courts and how it is distributed among various governments.

4.
The financial management systems and structures affecting court finances in Washington.

5.
The major strengths and weaknesses of court finance in the State of Washington, general findings and recommendations.

The general methodology of inquiry was the same as the current report: gathering actual court budget expenditure reports and through direct contact with appropriate court staff, attempting to place individual court expenditures in common categories across all courts.
While the methodology employed was similar, the data presented should not be considered as a point of base comparison to this current effort to describe court funding in the year 2000.  A direct comparison is not considered appropriate because the original data upon which the 1980 Study was based is not available for comparison to the FY 2000 data.  Further, the expenditure categories used in the 1980 Study are not the same as those used in this current study.  With that said, the 1980 Study summarized 1978 through 1980 court expenditures as shown in Table 1 below (without adjustment to 2000 dollars).

	Table 1  1978 – 1980 Washington Court System Expenditures (all governments).

	Court Level
	
	1978
	
	1979
	
	1980
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Appellate Courts
	$
	10,174,123
	$
	11,642,332
	$
	13,975,259
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	General Jurisdiction Trial Courts
	$
	33,891,110
	$
	40,348,048
	$
	46,877,914
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Courts of Limited Jurisdiction
	$
	17,791,830
	$
	21,696,132
	$
	25,964,946
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	$
	61,857,063
	$
	73,686,512
	$
	86,818,119
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


DATA INTEGRITY
Throughout this report caveats regarding the data are indicated, ranging from imputing data to jurisdictions from which data was unavailable to general assumptions regarding the inclusion or exclusion of certain specific expenses.  The reader is cautioned against reading this data to be and holding this data forth as the definitive or absolute cost of operating trial courts in Washington State.  This data is thought to be, in the aggregate, plus or minus five percent accurate.  As the report delves into deeper detail of specific functions at different court levels, the margin of error will increase and, depending upon the particular detail, may well approach a 15 percent margin of error or greater.

Data Sources
This report relies upon three primary sources of data:

· State Auditor Local Government Financial Reporting System (LGFRS) data;

· FY 2000 year end expenditure reports provided by County Auditor or Finance Offices; and,
· 2001 Juvenile Court data provided by the Washington State Institute of Public Policy (WSIPP).

Local Government Financial Reporting System Data

LGFRS data was used to establish the initial cost estimate of trial court expenditures of $417 million presented to the Court Funding Task Force in the Fall of 2002.  However, the LGFRS data does not provide the desired level of detail and, more importantly, includes indigent criminal defense expenditures without distinction from other trial court expenditures.  The LGFRS data also includes “intergovernmental charge backs,” an accounting system not utilized by all jurisdictions further blurring the picture presented by the LGFRS data.
It should be generally noted that there are, in many instances, fairly significant differences between the LGFRS data and the budget reports received for individual counties.  Further, there is not a consistent relationship between the differences in terms of one source generally showing a greater amount than the other. However, in the aggregate, across all counties, the difference is generally less than five percent.  Therefore, aggregate data from both sources are compared as a basic check point to provide some assurance that the data is within a few percentage points of confidence. 

As noted in the section on municipal courts, the LGFRS data is largely relied upon for determining total expenditures for municipal courts.  An estimation of indigent criminal defense costs by municipalities is provided based on data separately provided by the eight largest independent municipal courts representing 67.4% of all expenditures by independent municipal courts.
FY 2000 Year End Expenditure Reports

The data from the FY 2000 year end reports comprises the majority of the data presented in this report.  However, several cautionary notes are in order:
Translating Sub-Accounts


Most problematic is the fact that data is being received from 39 county jurisdictions all of which, while adhering to the BARS accounting codes, break their budgets into varying and different degrees of detail at the line item level.  While the main focus of this effort was to attempt to break out detail from aggregated line items, it is assumed that some error occurred in the translation and that not all costs for a particular detail are completely captured.  Therefore, the confidence level in the aggregate totals is greater than that of the detailed totals.

Data Omissions

Included in the above is a sense that some data is missing because it is carried in other departmental budgets.  Two likely areas of omission are expenditures (staff) funded by Federal Title IV-D reimbursements and State Criminal Justice Funds that are often accounted for in separate budgets within the Counties.  It is considered very likely, given the wide range of budgeting practices across the counties, that other examples exist, some of little consequence and some of larger magnitude.
Interdepartmental Charge-Back Systems

Another difficulty encountered was that some jurisdictions employ a “charge-back” system to account for costs such as rent, utilities, and janitorial services.  Following consultation with the Problem Definition Work Group, it was decided that these costs would be excluded from the final report.
Data Imputation

Complete data was only received from 33 of the 39 counties, requiring that data be imputed based on expenditures of similarly sized court offices for some jurisdictions.
Washington State Institute for Public Policy Data
Expenditure data for the juvenile courts is based upon data collected by the Washington State Institute for Public Policy documenting juvenile court expenditures for FY 2001.  The data is based upon extensive communication with juvenile court personnel to delineate expenditures into common categories.
The decision to utilize the WSIPP data for juvenile court was based on two factors:  the amount of effort that would have been required to complete a new analysis of juvenile court expenditures and the fact that the WSIPP data identifies both local and state expenditures for juvenile services.
There are two significant differences between the WSIPP data and the data used for the rest of the report.  First, the WSIPP data is based on FY 2001 expenditures rather than FY 2000 expenditures.  Second, the WSIPP data is presented very differently from the data presented for the other entities.  This is both a strength and a weakness.  The obvious weakness is that the data is not categorized using the same framework as the rest of the report, particularly as it relates to identifying direct personnel expenditures and indigent defense costs.  On the other hand, the WSIPP data is structured functionally to capture costs for BECCA programs, non-BECCA Dependency, offender supervision and probation, other offender services, and detention.  And, as previously mentioned, the data shows county, state, federal and other expenditures, providing a more complete picture of juvenile court funding.
FISCAL YEAR 2000 TOTAL TRIAL COURT EXPENDITURES
In FY 2000, it is estimated that a total of $342,754,377 was expended by state and local government to operate the trial courts in Washington State.  This figure excludes both “intergovernmental charge-backs” and capital expenditures (both capital equipment purchases and capital facility expenditures).
	Table 2 FY 20001 Trial Court Expenditures

	Court
	State
	Local
	Total

	
	
	
	

	Superior Court
	$16,600,000
	$63,728,525
	$80,328,525

	Juvenile Court
	$28,910,713
	$87,274,206
	$116,184,919

	County Clerk
	$0
	$37,659,943
	$37,659,943

	District Court
	$0
	$65,016,427
	$65,016,427

	Municipal Court
	$0
	$42,506,824
	$42,506,824

	Total
	$45,510,713
	$296,185,925
	$341,696,638

	
	
	
	

	Indigent Defense
	$0
	$75,359,831
	$75,359,831

	
	
	
	

	1 Juvenile Court data is FY 2001.


For a number of reasons, as noted both in the data integrity section of this report and in later sections, it is likely that this figure under reports total expenditures.  However, this figure is thought to be within five percent of total actual expenditures.

State Expenditures

The state expenditures reported are only direct expenditures consisting primarily of Superior Court Judge salaries and benefits at Superior Court and a wide variety of juvenile court services in the form of DSHS pass through funding for juvenile courts.  The direct state expenditures represent 13.3 percent of the total expenditures.
The report does not attempt to account for state expenditures that indirectly support the trial courts, which would primarily consist of funding of the Administrative Office of the Courts.  The Administrative Office of the Courts provides the Judicial Information System utilized by a vast majority of courts, provides education for judicial officers, and other services that support the courts in their daily operations.

Local Government Expenditures

Counties and cities provide 86.7% of the funding for trial court operations.  In addition, counties and cities provide 100% of the funding for indigent criminal defense services at the trial court level.

Other Governmental and Private Expenditures

The report does not capture other funding that may support trial courts such as federal reimbursements and grants and other private grants which individual courts may apply for and receive.  
SUPERIOR COURTS
Imputation
Data was not received from eight counties.  Data was imputed to seven of the counties based on selecting other courts of comparable size in terms of both Judicial Officer and 40 hour work week FTE (2000 AOC Superior Court Caseload report) as noted in Table 3 below.  Data was not imputed for Garfield County because data was received from the other two counties within the Asotin, Garfield and Columbia County Judicial District.  Further, the 2000 LGFRS data for Garfield County indicates expenditures of only $30,456.
The sum of the imputed data is $3,899,246 representing 5.3% of the total amount reported for all courts (this sum includes the inter-departmental charges, capital expenditures, and indigent criminal defense costs contained to facilitate comparison to the LGFRS data).  The imputed amount is eight percent ($288,000) more than the LGFRS data for these eight counties.  Based on the foregoing, the imputed amounts are seen as being within an acceptable range.
	Table 3 Superior Court Data Imputations

	County from which data was not available
	2000

Judicial Officer

FTE1
	2000

Staff

FTE2
	County from which data was imputed
	2000

Judicial Officer

FTE1
	2000

Staff

FTE2
	Total Amount of Imputed Budget3

	Cowlitz
	4.12
	2.63
	Lewis
	4.00
	2.10
	$1,337,774

	Douglas
	1.19
	1.00
	Adams
	1.00
	1.50
	$264,721

	Kittitas
	1.49
	0.97
	Adams
	1.00
	1.50
	$264,721

	Klickitat/Skamania
	1.11
	2.33
	Pacific/Wahkiakum
	1.33
	3.00
	$320,910

	Mason
	2.43
	2.00
	Clallam
	3.00
	2.40
	$855,560

	Walla Walla
	2.40
	1.58
	Clallam
	3.00
	2.40
	$855,560

	1  Actual Judicial Officer FTE.
2  40 Hour Work Week Administrative Staff FTE.
3  Total reported budget including inter-departmental charges, capital expenses, and indigent defense.


Superior Court Summary
Counties expended $63,728,525 for Superior Court operations in FY 2000, excluding interdepartmental charges, capital out-lay, and criminal indigent defense costs contained in trial court budgets.  The majority of this expense was salary and benefits, which for all categories of personnel, comprised 73.7 percent of total expenditures.  Superior Court Judge and Court Commissioner salary and benefits represented 26.3% of the total expense.  Staff salary and benefits represented 44.5% of the total expense.

Jury expenses totaled more than $4.2 million, approximately 6.6% of the court budgets.  Total court system (Superior Court, County Clerk, District Court, Municipal Court)  jury expenditures are considered separately at Page 22.

	Table 4 County Expenditures for Superior Court by Major Category

	Expenditure Category
	Amount
	Pct. of Total
	Pct. of Total

	Judicial Officer Salary & Benefits
	$16,733,087
	26.3%
	22.9%

	Judge Pro-Tempore
	$899,845
	1.4%
	1.2%

	Staff Salary & Benefits
	$28,330,208
	44.5%
	38.8%

	Extra-Help Salary & Benefits
	$957,913
	1.5%
	1.3%

	Supplies
	$1,373,059
	2.2%
	1.9%

	Other Services
	$11,211,976
	17.6%
	15.4%

	Jury Expenses
	$4,222,438
	6.6%
	5.8%

	TOTAL Trial Court Expenditures
	$63,728,525
	100.0%
	87.2%

	
	
	
	

	Inter-Departmental Charges
	3,705,326
	
	5.1%

	Capital Outlay
	317,282
	
	0.4%

	Indigent Criminal Defense
	5,290812
	
	7.2%

	TOTAL with Other Expenditures
	73,041,945
	
	100.0%


Not included within the definition of trial court expenditures are criminal indigent defense costs which were contained in trial court budgets, comprising 7.2% of the total expenditures.  Criminal indigent defense costs are considered separately beginning on page 23.

Judicial Officer Salary and Benefits
Table 5 reflects total County expenditures for judicial officer salary and benefits at $17.6 million annually.  This amount does not reflect State expenditures, through the Administrative Office of the Courts for Superior Court Judge salaries and benefits.  It should also be noted that in FY 2000 half of the cost of benefits for superior court judges were paid by counties and this costs is therefore reflected in Table 5.  The State is now, again, wholly responsible for superior court judge benefits.
	Table 5 County Expenditures for Judicial Officer Salary and Benefits

	Expenditure Category
	Amount
	FTE1
	Pct. of Total

	Judges Salary
	10,345,264
	172.0
	58.7%

	Judges Benefits
	1,160,276
	
	6.6%

	Court Commissioner Salary
	4,452,956
	46.7
	25.3%

	Court Commissioner Benefits
	774,590
	
	4.4%

	Judge Pro-Tempore Expenditures
	899,845
	
	5.1%

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	17,632,932
	218.7
	100%

	1 Please note that the FTE counts reflect judicial officer FTE imputed to six counties.  See page 7.


Staff Salary and Benefits

In the majority of superior court budgets, salaries were presented in lump sum form.  That is, salary expenditures for individual FTE were not parsed into individual line items.  This disallowed an attempt to provide salary detail by FTE functional category.  However, FTE counts by functional category were obtained and are reflected in Table 6.

	Table 6 County Expenditures for Staff Salary and Benefits

	Expenditure Category
	Amount
	FTE1
	

	Direct Judicial Support
	
	
	

	Judicial Assistants
	
	65.5
	

	Bailiffs
	
	74.5
	

	Court Reporters
	
	135.0
	

	
	
	
	

	General Administration
	
	
	

	Management
	
	44.0
	

	Clerical Support
	
	71.3
	

	Technical/Computer Staff
	
	10.0
	

	
	
	
	

	Indirect Judicial Support
	
	
	

	Arbitration
	
	3.8
	

	Courthouse Facilitator
	
	8.3
	

	Interpreters
	
	7.5
	

	GAL & CASA
	
	12.8
	

	Case Management
	
	53.5
	

	Pre-Trial/Probation Staff
	
	14.5
	

	Jury Staff
	
	14.3
	

	
	
	
	

	Staff Salaries
	$22,862,725
	
	

	Staff Benefits
	$5,467,483
	
	

	Extra-Help Salary and Benefits
	$957,913
	
	

	TOTAL
	$29,288,121
	514.9
	

	1 Please note that the FTE counts reflect staff FTE imputed to six counties (See page 7) and that FTE counts reflect positions and are not adjusted to a standard work week.


Other Services

One of the goals of this project was to examine expenditures by category type.  Most of the non-personnel related costs fall under the “other services” category.  However, detail was only readily discernable for a few sub-categories, as shown in Table 7.  “Miscellaneous Juvenile” expenditures and “Miscellaneous Other” expenditures accounted for more than 51% of the “other services” identified.

	Table 7 County Expenditures for Other Services

	Expenditure Category
	Amount
	Pct. of Total
	

	Mandatory Arbitration
	$553,220
	4.9%
	

	Witness Fees and Mileage
	$299,364
	2.7%
	

	Interpreters
	$778,103
	6.9%
	

	Family Law Guardians Ad Litem
	$784,072
	7.0%
	

	Juvenile Dependency Guardians Ad Litem
	$164,255
	1.5%
	

	Legal Advertising
	$15,803
	0.1%
	

	Technology/LAN/Computers
	$1,293,184
	11.5%
	

	 Specialty Calendar Support and Expenses
	$468,008
	4.2%
	

	Miscellaneous Juvenile Expenditures
	$1,858,421
	16.6%
	

	Miscellaneous Other (travel, training, etc.)
	$4,997,547
	44.6%
	

	TOTAL
	$11,211,976
	100.0%
	


Further, an attempt was made to identify program specific expenditures for Unified Family, Domestic Violence, Mental Health and Drug Courts.  Table 8 shows the result, but is not probably not inclusive of all programs in all superior courts nor inclusive of all the costs for the programs that were discernable.  Additionally, one court reported expenditures for a pre-trial services/probation program which were captured.
	Table 8 Program Specific Expenditures

	Type of Calendar (# of Courts)
	Supplies
	Other Services
	Inter-Departmental

	Unified Family Court (4)
	$8,373
	$115,297
	$39,279

	Domestic Violence Court (1)
	$4,000
	$0
	$0

	Drug Court (7)
	$2,643
	$340,963
	$450,750

	Pre-Trial Services/Probation (1)
	$0
	$11,749
	$0

	TOTAL
	$15,016
	$468,009
	$490,029


COUNTY CLERKS

Imputation

County Clerk expenditure data was not received from six counties.  Data was imputed to these counties by selecting County Clerk Offices of comparable size in terms of 40 hour work week FTE (2000 AOC Superior Court Caseload report) as noted in Table 9 below.  

	Table 9 County Clerk Data Imputations

	County from which data was not available
	2000

Staff

FTE1
	
	County from which data was imputed
	2000

Staff

FTE1
	Total Amount of Imputed Budget2

	Douglas
	6.10
	
	San Juan
	6.00
	266,772

	Garfield
	1.44
	
	Wahkiakum
	1.75
	100,333

	Mason
	10.20
	
	Grays Harbor
	11.00
	566,463

	Skamania
	4.00
	
	Kittitas
	4.00
	165,897

	Walla Walla
	6.50
	
	San Juan
	6.00
	266,772

	Whatcom
	16.90
	
	Grant
	16.99
	674,206

	1  40 Hour Work Week Staff FTE.
2  Total reported budget including inter-departmental charges, capital expenses, and indigent defense.


The sum of the imputed data is $2,040,433 representing 5.3% of the total amount reported for all county clerk offices (including the inter-departmental charges, capital expenditures and indigent criminal defense costs in the Clerk’s Office budgets).  Excluding Walla Walla County for which LGFRS data was not available, the imputed amount is seven percent ($117,000) more than the LGFRS data for the remaining five counties.
County Clerk Summary

The total amount expended for County Clerk offices in FY 2000 was $37,659,943, not including Inter-Departmental Charges, Capital Outlay, and Indigent Criminal Defense costs.  Approximately 83 percent of expenditures were for staff salary and benefits, including extra-help expenses.

	Table 10 County Expenditures for County Clerks by Major Category

	Expenditure Category
	Amount
	Pct. of Total
	Pct. of Total

	Staff Salary & Benefits
	$30,308,417
	80.5%
	79.2%

	Extra-Help Salary & Benefits
	$888,164
	2.4%
	2.3%

	Supplies
	$745,805
	2.0%
	1.9%

	Other Services
	$5,190,990
	13.8%
	13.6%

	Jury Expenses
	$526,567
	1.4%
	1.4%

	TOTAL Trial Court Expenditures
	$37,659,943
	100.0%
	98.4%

	
	
	
	

	Inter-Departmental Charges
	$462,238
	
	1.2%

	Capital Outlay
	$131,083
	
	0.3%

	Indigent Criminal Defense
	$27,935
	
	0.1%

	TOTAL with Other Expenditures
	$621,256
	
	100.0%


Staff Salary and Benefits

In the majority of County Clerk budgets, salaries were presented in lump sum form.  That is, salary expenditures for individual FTE were not parsed into individual line items.  This disallowed an attempt to provide salary detail by FTE functional category.  However, FTE counts by functional category were obtained and are reflected in Table 11.

	Table 11 County Clerk Expenditures for Staff Salary and Benefits

	Expenditure Category
	Amount
	FTE1
	

	Management
	
	100.0
	

	Clerical Support
	
	628.9
	

	Technical/Computer Staff
	
	5.0
	

	
	
	
	

	Program Assigned Staff
	
	
	

	Courthouse Facilitator
	
	11.0
	

	Family Court
	
	2.0
	

	Domestic Violence Court
	
	3.5
	

	Drug Court
	
	4.5
	

	Jury Staff
	
	12.0
	

	Court Reporter
	
	1.0
	

	
	
	
	

	Staff Salaries
	$23,366,367
	
	

	Staff Benefits
	$6,942,050
	
	

	Extra-Help Salary and Benefits
	$888,164
	
	

	TOTAL
	$31,196,581
	767.9
	

	1 Please note that the FTE counts reflect staff FTE imputed to six counties (See page 11) and that FTE counts reflect positions and are not adjusted to a standard work week.


Other Services

Two items are worthy of note in the Other Services category for County Clerks.  First, as was anticipated, a significant expense is legal advertising costs.  Second, Miscellaneous Other expenses accounted for slightly more that 48 percent of the total for the Other Services category.

	Table 12 County Clerk Expenditures for Other Services

	Expenditure Category
	Amount
	Pct. of Total
	

	Mandatory Arbitration
	$114,554
	2.2%
	

	Witness Fees and Mileage
	$81,314
	1.6%
	

	Interpreters
	$3,597
	0.1%
	

	Legal Advertising
	$237,266
	4.6%
	

	Technology/LAN/Computers
	$1,438,587
	27.7%
	

	 Specialty Calendar Support and Expenses
	$428,298
	8.3%
	

	Miscellaneous Juvenile Expenditures
	$391,310
	7.5%
	

	Miscellaneous Other (travel, training, etc.)
	$2,496,063
	48.1%
	

	TOTAL
	$5,190,990
	100.0%
	


Program specific expenses for County Clerks were only captured for two programs, both within King County.  A total of $264,787 was reported for Drug Court and $163,510 was reported for a Drug Diversion program.
JUVENILE COURTS
Imputation
The WSIPP data does not include information from Asotin, Columbia, Garfield, Douglas, Grant or Wahkiakum Counties.  No effort is made to impute data to these jurisdictions.  First, it is assumed that the dollars amounts in question would be relatively minor.  Second, Asotin, Columbia, Garfield and Wahkiakum Counties provide some services jointly with other counties, so some costs from these counties may be included in the reported expenditures from other counties.  The result of not attempting to impute data for these counties is an underreporting of total juvenile expenditures, though the error is probably less than two or three percentage points.
Juvenile Court Summary

Table 13 details total expenditures of $117,242,658 for juvenile court operations based on the WSIPP data.  However, a separate survey of Juvenile Court Administrators indicates that included in the WSIPP data for County expenditures were $1,057,739 for indigent defense services (offender and dependency/termination).  The adjusted total is therefore 116,184,919 with costs apportioned between the Counties (75.1 %) and the State (24.9%).  
	Table 13 Total Expenditures for Juvenile Courts by Major Category

	Expenditure Category
	FTE
	County

Expenditures
	State

Expenditures
	Total Expenditures
	Pct. of

Total

	Dependency
	190.6
	7,586,743
	5,852,457
	13,439,200
	11.5%

	Offender Services
	399.9
	18,337,052
	16,977,857
	35,314,909
	30.1%

	Detention
	776.8
	43,639,517
	4,171,548
	47,811,065
	40.8%

	Administration
	0.0
	18,768,633
	1,908,851
	20,677,484
	17.6%

	SUB-TOTAL
	1,367.3
	88,331,945
	28,910,713
	117,242,658
	100.0%

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Indigent Defense Services
	
	<1,057,739>
	< 0 >
	<1,057,739>
	

	
	
	87,274,206
	28,910,713
	116,184,919
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Not included in Table 13 are expenditures of $3.25 million of federal funds and $1.76 million in funds from other sources (presumably private grants) that were identified in the WSIPP data.
Dependency and BECCA Services

One major advantage of the WSIPP data was distinguishing between expenditures for the BECCA and dependency/termination caseloads.  While overall the data suggests that the State participates heavily in funding dependency services, the focus of the State funding is almost exclusively for the BECCA caseload.

	Table 14 Total Expenditures for Dependency and BECCA Services

	Expenditure Category
	FTE
	County

Expenditures
	State

Expenditures
	Total Expenditures
	Pct. of

Total

	Depend. & Terminations
	135.6
	6,305,880
	756,065
	7,061,945
	52.5%

	BECCA
	54.9
	1,280,863
	5,096,392
	6,377,255
	47.5%

	TOTAL
	109.5
	7,586,743
	5,852,457
	13,439,200
	100.0%

	
	
	
	
	
	


Offender Services
Deferred disposition/probation and other offender services are supported almost equally by County and State funds.  Diversion programs are primarily supported with County funds.
	Table 15 Total Expenditures for Offender Services

	Expenditure Category
	FTE
	County

Expenditures
	State

Expenditures
	Total Expenditures
	Pct. of

Total

	Diversion
	62.4
	2,035,586
	891,492
	2,927,078
	8.3%

	Deferred Disp./Probation
	337.5
	8,253,457
	8,366,666
	16,620,123
	47.1%

	Other Services
	0.0
	8,048,009
	7,719,699
	15,767,708
	44.6%

	TOTAL
	399.9
	18,337,052
	16,977,857
	35,314,909
	100.0%

	
	
	
	
	
	


Detention

Detention services are the most significant expense in juvenile court operations, comprising 40.8 percent of all juvenile court expenditures and are supported primarily with County funds.

	Table 16 Total Expenditures for Detention Services

	Expenditure Category
	FTE
	County

Expenditures
	State

Expenditures
	Total Expenditures
	Pct. of

Total

	SCRC
	33.0
	0
	1,624,031
	1,624,031
	3.4%

	County Operated
	743.8
	42,165,015
	2,500,387
	44,665,402
	93.4%

	Contracted
	0.0
	1,474,502
	47,130
	1,521,632
	3.2%

	TOTAL
	777.8
	43,639,517
	4,171,548
	47,811,065
	100.0%

	
	
	
	
	
	


DISTRICT COURTS
Imputation
District Court expenditure data was not received for eight district court offices.  Data was imputed to these counties by selecting District Courts of comparable size in terms Judicial Officer FTE and 40 hour work week FTE (2000 AOC Superior Court Caseload report) as noted in Table 17 below.  

	Table 17 District Court Data Imputations

	County from which data was not available
	2000

Judicial Officer

FTE1
	2000

Staff

FTE2
	County from which data was imputed
	2000

Judicial Officer

FTE1
	2000

Staff

FTE2
	Total Amount of Imputed Budget3

	Douglas
	1.11
	6.00
	Clallam No. 1
	1.00
	6.67
	$697,023

	Ferry
	0.32
	1.80
	Adams – Ritzville
	0.37
	3.00
	$180,872

	Garfield
	0.16
	1.65
	Columbia
	0.30
	1.50
	$107,549

	Kittitas – Lower
	1.08
	8.23
	Island
	1.88
	8.20
	$746,041

	Mason
	1.08
	6.65
	Island
	1.88
	8.20
	$746,041

	Skamania
	1.30
	3.00
	Franklin
	1.04
	7.50
	$464,731

	Thurston
	3.00
	17.00
	Whatcom
	3.00
	12.25
	$1,876,183

	Walla Walla
	1.09
	8.30
	Island
	1.88
	8.20
	$746,041

	1  Actual Judicial Officer FTE.
2  40 Hour Work Week Administrative Staff FTE.
3  Total reported budget including inter-departmental charges, capital expenses, and indigent defense.


The sum of the imputed data is $5,564,481 representing 8.6% of the total amount reported for all district courts (including the inter-departmental charges, capital expenditures and indigent criminal defense costs in the courts’ budgets).  The imputed amount is 9.8 percent more than the LGFRS data for these courts.

District Court Summary

District Court expenditures follow the same trend as the other offices examined:  personnel costs comprise the majority of expenditures at 84.6 percent of the total.
	Table 18 County Expenditures for District Court by Major Category

	Expenditure Category
	Amount
	Pct. of Total
	Pct. of Total

	Judicial Officer Salary & Benefits
	$14,998,855
	23.1%
	22.3%

	Judge Pro-Tempore
	$725,335
	1.1%
	1.1%

	Staff Salary & Benefits
	$38,175,269
	58.7%
	56.7%

	Extra-Help Salary & Benefits
	$1,084,313
	1.7%
	1.6%

	Supplies
	$1,130,322
	1.7%
	17%

	Other Services
	$8,263,809
	12.7%
	12.3%

	Jury Expenses
	$638,523
	1.0%
	0.9%

	TOTAL Trial Court Expenditures
	$65,016,427
	100.0%
	96.5%

	
	
	
	

	Inter-Departmental Charges
	$523,156
	
	0.8%

	Capital Outlay
	$152,419
	
	0.2%

	Indigent Criminal Defense
	$1,663,004
	
	2.5%

	TOTAL with Other Expenditures
	$2,338,579
	
	100.0%


Judicial Officer Salary and Benefits

	Table 19 District Court Expenditures for Judicial Officer Salary and Benefits

	Expenditure Category
	Amount
	FTE1
	Pct. of Total

	Judges Salary
	$10,534,310
	101.3
	67.0%

	Judges Benefits
	$2,624,228
	
	16.7%

	Court Commissioner Salary
	$1,517,215
	18.0
	9.6%

	Court Commissioner Benefits
	$323,102
	
	2.1%

	Judge Pro-Tempore Expenditures
	$725,335
	
	4.6%

	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	$15,724,190
	119.3
	100%

	1 Please note that the FTE counts reflect judicial officer FTE imputed to six counties.  See page 15.


Staff Salary and Benefits

In the majority of district court budgets, salaries were presented in lump sum form.  That is, salary expenditures for individual FTE were not parsed into individual line items.  This disallowed an attempt to provide salary detail by FTE functional category.  However, FTE counts by functional category were obtained and are reflected in Table 20.

	Table 20 District Court Expenditures for Staff Salary and Benefits

	Expenditure Category
	Amount
	FTE1
	

	General Administration
	
	
	

	Management
	
	94.0
	

	Technical/Computer Staff
	
	10.0
	

	
	
	
	

	Support Staff
	
	
	

	Judicial Assistants
	
	16.0
	

	Bailiffs
	
	19.0
	

	General Clerical
	
	613.9
	

	Specialty Court Support
	
	5.0
	

	Interpreter
	
	3.0
	

	Jury
	
	1.4
	

	Probation
	
	144.6
	

	
	
	
	

	Staff Salaries
	$31,088,588
	
	

	Staff Benefits
	$7,086,682
	
	

	Extra-Help Salary and Benefits
	$1,084,313
	
	

	TOTAL
	$39,259,583
	904.9
	

	1 Please note that the FTE counts reflect staff FTE imputed to six counties (See page 15) and that FTE counts reflect positions and are not adjusted to a standard work week.


Other Services

	Table 21 District Court Expenditures for Other Services

	Expenditure Category
	Amount
	Pct. of Total
	

	Witness Fees and Mileage
	$100,554
	1.2%
	

	Interpreters
	$742,344
	9.0%
	

	Legal Advertising
	$3,096
	0.0%
	

	Technology/LAN/Computers
	$1,196,004
	14.5%
	

	 Specialty Calendar Support and Expenses
	$597,838
	7.2%
	

	Security
	$62,648
	0.8%
	

	Dispute Resolution
	$97,713
	1.2%
	

	Miscellaneous Juvenile Expenditures
	$4,075
	0.0%
	

	Miscellaneous Other (travel, training, etc.)
	$5,459,537
	66.1%
	

	TOTAL
	$8,263,809
	100.0%
	


Probation Departments
Probation services specific expenditures were identifiable in 20 district court budgets and probation services staffs (FTE) were identified for 19 courts.  Table 22 includes the identifiable expenditures for just those 20 jurisdictions.  It should be assumed that other additional district courts provide probation services and that there are costs associated with the provision of those services.  Further, even within the 20 courts summarized in Table 22 there were likely costs that were not captured and are not included.

	Table 22 District Court Expenditures for Probation Services

	Expenditure Category
	Amount
	
	

	Total Reported FTE
	144.6 FTE
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Salaries
	$5,725,326
	
	

	Benefits
	$1,477,596
	
	

	 Supplies
	$96,541
	
	

	Other Services
	$597,838
	
	

	TOTAL
	$7,897,301
	
	


MUNICIPAL COURTS
As with the juvenile court data, an alternative approach was used to estimate expenditures for municipal courts.  The primary reason for employing this alternative approach was that AOC staff resources were not available to replicate the method used for Superior Courts, County Clerks, and District Courts.  Notwithstanding the above, data was requested from fifteen municipalities and received from nine independent municipal courts for which an analysis was completed.
Further the analysis of municipal court expenditures is broken into two sections:  expenditures for municipalities that contract with district courts for services and expenditures for “independent” municipal courts.

Municipalities Contracting With District Courts for Services

In FY 2000 a total of 123 municipalities contracted with district courts for services (including 15 municipalities that either had previously contracted with district court services or had ceased contracting and created an independent municipal court within the fiscal year).
Expenditures by municipalities for district court services in FY 2000 were calculated based on one of four methods:

· Expenditures reported in FY 2000 LGFRS data for judicial system expenditures.  This data was reported as either Intergovernmental-Interfund (bars code 512.50.50) or Interfund Payment (512.50.90).  For those jurisdictions where it was known that the municipality contracted for district court services, the aforementioned bars codes were the primary expenditure codes reported.  In limited numbers, expenditures were categorized as other services, supplies, and in six instances, salary.

· For municipal courts where it was known that a change was made from contract to independent in either FY 2000 or a prior year, expenditures for intergovernmental-interfund and interfund payments were counted as costs for contracting for municipal court services.  All other expenditures for those courts are reported and counted in the section on independent municipal courts.

· Data for municipalities that contracted for services, but for which no LGFRS data was available or reported was imputed in one of two ways:

· An average cost per case was calculated from those courts where data was available based on LGFRS reported expenditures and municipal filings within the district courts from the AOC 2000 Limited Jurisdiction Case Load Report.  In calculating the average cost, the low and high 25% were excluded from the calculation.  That average cost per case was then multiplied by the number of cases filed by each municipal jurisdiction for which LGFRS data was unavailable.

· LGFRS data was not reported for several municipalities within King County.  It is known that municipal contracts for district court services provide that King County receives 75% of the revenues collected as payment for services (revenues which would be deposited in the municipality’s general fund).  A separate effort had previously calculated FY 2001 municipal court revenues based upon JIS Revenue Remittance Summary Reports.  That data was used to impute “expenditures” to those municipalities contracting for services in King County.
With the preceding caveats in place, Table 23 summarizes the estimated expenditures for district court services by municipalities in FY 2000.
	Table 23 Total Municipal Expenditures for District Court Services

	Expenditure Category
	Number of

Jurisdictions
	Amount
	

	Municipalities w/LGFRS data
	84
	$3,846,266
	

	Municipalities split contract/independent 
	15
	$512,831
	

	Municipalities – imputed data
	16
	$2,579,724
	

	King County Municipalities - imputed data.
	8
	$2,600,969
	

	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	123
	$9,539,791
	


Independent Municipal Courts

A total of 123 independent municipal courts were identified, of which ten formerly contracted for district court services.
LGFRS data was not available for eight of the one-hundred twenty-three courts and data was imputed by the same method used for independent municipal courts: an average cost per case was calculated using the middle 50% of courts based on cost per case.  The total cost for the court was calculated by multiplying the average cost per case by the number of cases filed in 2000.  Expenditures were then apportioned among the expenditure categories based on the overall percentages found in the other 115 courts.

	Table 24 LGFRS Reported Expenditures for Independent Municipal Courts by Major Category

	Expenditure Category
	Amount
	Pct. of Total
	

	Salaries
	$28,095,195
	64.7%
	50.2%

	Benefits
	$4,931,907
	11.4%
	8.8%

	Supplies
	$821,176
	1.9%
	1.5%

	Other Services
	$9,559,509
	22.0%
	17.1%

	TOTAL Trial Court Expenditures
	43,407,786
	100.0%
	77.6%

	
	
	
	

	Interfund
	$5,142,180
	
	9.2%

	Intergovernmental – Interfund
	$7,380,065
	
	13.2%

	TOTAL All Expenditures
	$55,930,031
	
	100.0%


The break-out of expenditure categories using LGFRS data for independent municipal courts is skewed by data from the Cities of Spokane and Seattle which comprise 4.5 million (88.2%) and 6.8 million (91.4%) of the Interfund and Intergovernmental-Interfund expenditures respectively.
Criminal Indigent Defense Expenditures by Municipalities

Table 24 above includes the cost to municipalities for providing criminal indigent defense for eligible defendants within their jurisdiction, but those costs are not delineated.  In order to ascertain expenditures for criminal indigent defense services within the total reported $55.9 million, indigent defense costs for the eight largest courts, representing 67.4% of total independent municipal court expenditures, were identified.  Table 25 shows that, on average and with some considerable variation, indigent defense expenditures comprised 24.0% of expenditures allocated to municipal court within the LGFRS data.
	Table 25 Criminal Indigent Defense Expenditures for Select Municipal Courts 

	Municipal Court
	Total LGFRS

Reported

Expenditures
	Total Indigent

Defense

Expenditures
	Pct. of Total

Budget

	Bellingham
	957,323
	246,054
	25.7%

	Everett
	988,788
	294,655
	29.8%

	Olympia
	1,108,786
	75,000
	6.8%

	Renton
	1,134,037
	205,218
	18.1%

	Kent
	1,823,320
	235,000
	12.9%

	Spokane
	3,693,203
	1,380,583
	37.4%

	Tacoma
	4,229,958
	800,000
	18.9%

	Seattle
	23,761,683
	5,820,312
	24.5%

	
	
	
	

	Total
	37,697,098
	9,056,822
	24.0%

	
	
	
	


Using this percentage to extrapolate the total expenditures by municipalities with independent municipal courts for criminal indigent defense services results in an estimate of $13,423,207.
	Table 26 Estimated Criminal Indigent Defense Expenditures for All Municipal Courts 

	Expenditure Category
	Amount
	Pct. of Total
	

	Municipal Court Operations
	42,506,824
	76.0%
	

	Criminal Indigent Defense Services
	13,423,207
	24.0%
	

	
	
	
	

	Total
	55,930,031
	100.0%
	

	
	
	
	


Select Sample of Municipal Courts

A sample of 15 municipal courts was selected for detailed review and copies of FY 2000 expenditures were requested.  The sample used was the same one used by the Courts of Limited Jurisdiction Work Group for in-depth review and was based on court size, geography and service delivery model.  Nine of the fifteen courts responded.  All of the responding courts were independent municipal courts.  Table 27 provides an analysis of the expenditures for the nine courts from which data was received.

	Table 27 Expenditures for Select Municipal Courts by Major Category

	Expenditure Category
	Amount
	Pct. of Total
	Pct. of Total

	Judicial Officer Salary & Benefits
	$550,037
	13.9%
	11.5%

	Judge Pro-Tempore
	$112,007
	2.8%
	2.3%

	Staff Salary & Benefits
	$2,565,807
	65.0%
	53.8%

	Extra-Help Salary & Benefits
	$43,356
	1.1%
	0.9%

	Supplies
	$78,182
	2.0%
	1.6%

	Other Services
	$571,044
	14.5%
	12.0%

	Jury Expenses
	$23,978
	0.6%
	0.5%

	TOTAL Trial Court Expenditures
	$3,944,412
	100.0%
	82.7%

	
	
	
	

	Inter-Departmental Charges
	$341,966
	
	7.2%

	Capital Outlay
	$2,192
	
	0.0%

	Indigent Criminal Defense
	$481,365
	
	10.1%

	TOTAL with Other Expenditures
	$4,769,934
	
	100.0%


JURY COSTS

Table 28 reflects jury expenses for Superior and District Courts.  At the Superior Court, jury costs were within the court’s budget in 29 counties, though in 4 of those counties, jury costs were also reported in the County Clerk’s Office.  Jury costs were found exclusively in the County Clerk’s Office in three counties.  Jury costs were identified in 32 district court offices, with no jury costs being identified in five offices.
	Table 28 Expenditures for Jurors and Juries

	Office
	Amount
	Pct. of Total
	

	Superior Court
	$4,222,438
	81.2%
	

	County Clerk
	$526,567
	10.1%
	

	District Court
	$451,909
	8.7%
	

	TOTAL Trial Court Expenditures
	$5,200,914
	100.0%
	

	
	
	
	


Jury costs for Municipal courts were not captured, though for the ten municipal courts for which detailed information was obtained, jury costs represented only 0.6% of the total budgets.  This compares to district courts where jury costs were found to comprise only 1.0% of the total budgets.  Based on this, at 1.0%, jury costs for the independent municipal courts can be estimated at $ 559,300.

CRIMINAL INDIGENT DEFENSE COSTS
As has been noted throughout this report, the identification and segregation of criminal indigent defense costs from trial court operations is a major issue.  Table 29, to some extent, is a good descriptor of some of that problem: indigent defense costs are budgeted in three or four different ways, or a combination thereof:
1.
They are contained in a trial court’s operational budget;

2.
They are contained in a separate office of public defense/assigned counsel budget;

3.
They are contained in a departmental budget other than the trial court or office of public defense/assigned counsel; and/or

4.
They are contained in a general “non-departmental” budget;

Further, how those costs appear in the various budgets varies greatly depending upon both the above four budget options and the actual service delivery method.  Costs for indigent defense services in court budgets were found in general cost line items such as “professional services,” “other services,” and “contract services.”  Where services are contracted with or through another governmental entity, the costs may be classified as “inter-governmental” or “inter-fund” transfers.  And, in the case of offices of public defense and assigned counsel, where the attorneys providing services are employees of the government, costs are obviously contained across the whole spectrum of line items present in any “department” of government (e.g., salaries, benefits, supplies, training, travel, etc. etc.).

Table 29 reflects total expenditures for indigent defense services at $61,812,689.  This figure is most likely understated for all the reasons described above.  It is impossible to ferret out all of the costs for indigent defense services because they are contained in so many different places in so many different ways.  This effort certainly did not find them all.

	Table 29 Expenditures for Indigent Defense Services

	
	Amount
	Pct. of Total
	

	Superior Court1
	$5,150,209
	
	

	Juvenile Court1
	$1,057,739
	
	

	County Clerk1
	$27,935
	
	

	District Court1
	$1,649,358
	
	

	Office of Public Defense2
	$54,051,383
	
	

	Municipal Court3
	$13,423,207
	
	

	TOTAL 
	$75,359,831
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1  Total amount of costs for indigent defense services identified in court/clerk budget.

2  Total amount identified for County Offices of Public Defense providing services in Superior, Juvenile and District Courts or  for indigent defense services in other  non-court county budgets.
3  Total amount identified for indigent defense services by municipalities without regard to how or where the amount was budgeted (e.g., Court budget, Office of Public Defense, other city department or non-departmental budget). 
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