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SUPREME COURT - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

AGENCY MISSION AND VISION:

Mission: The mission of the Judicial Branch is to provide justice through a
system that assures equal access for the fair, competent, and timely resolution of
cases and controversies.

Vision: The Judicial Branch vision is that the general public and those who use
the court system will refer to it as accessible, fair, consistent, responsive, free of
discrimination, independent and well managed.

KEY SERVICE STRATEGIES:

The Supreme Court is committed to exercising a greater leadership role to
establish and advance a justice system agenda through interbranch and cross
justice system policy coordination to ensure that:

¥ The justice system is open, affordable, and understandable and that
minimum levels of service are provided for all uses;

®  The justice system is accountable to the public;
®  The use of alternative forums for different case types are expended;

®  The courts explore new ways to expedite the court process, increase the
accountability and effectiveness of court sanctions and articulate to the
public the decision rationale, considerations and limitations;

®  Technology is used to improve and expedite the work of the courts including
making justice more consumer oriented;

®  Judicial personnel assume responsibility for the active management of case
from filing to disposition; and

®  The justice system and social service agencies are fully coordinated and
integrated in performing their functions.

OPERATING ENVIRONMENT:

The Judicial Branch operates in a constantly changing environment with
significant constraints on its ability to manage:

B Laws, case types, and legal sanctions change annually.

®  The volume of the court workload is determined by other branches and
levels of government, usually without notice or consultation.

®  Funding for approximately half of judicial branch operations comes unevenly
- from 32 counties and the state.

State of Minnesota 2002-03 Biennial Budget

®  Administrative workload in 2000—01 dfamaticaily increased with the transfer
of funding responsibility for court operations in 42 counties to the state.

®  Collective bargaining for the judicial branch is now conducted with 3
bargaining units for the first time.

®  Responsibility for child support enforcement has transferred from the Office
of Administrative Hearings to the Courts.

®  Major redesign of core court technology has been initiated.
ORGANIZATION/PROGRAM STRUCTURE:

Judicial Branch Administrative Structure

The Chief Justice exercises general supervisory powers over the courts of the
State with the assistance of the State Court Administrator and the Conference of
Chief Judges. The Supreme Court also exercises its regulatory function over the
practice of law through a number of regulatory committees.

Supreme Court Organizational Structure

Chief and Associate Justices 7.0 fte
Supreme Court Operations 53.2 fte
State Court Administration 138.62 fte
Law Library 16.2 fte
9/30/00 TOTAL FTEs 208.0

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATIONS:

The Governor respects the separation of powers and the desire of officials in the
judicial and legislative branches, and other constitutional officers, to
independently present their budget requests directly to the legislature without
specific recommendations from the Governor. However, since the Governor is
required by law to submit a balanced budget to the legislature, it is necessary to
identify funding for those offices as part of a budget plan.

Within the judicial branch, the Governor recognizes that the overall volume of
cases continues to increase, primarily reflecting changes in criminal penalties
and sentencing laws. For the Courts, the Governor recommends that the budget
be increased 5% a year over the adjusted base to recognize these caseload
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SUPREME COURT - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (Continued)

increases. For the Supreme Court, this amounts to a biennial increase of
$4,143,000. The increase is shown under the Supreme Court Operations
Program, aithough the funds are intended to be available agency-wide.

As part of his $27 million multi-agency CriMNet initiative to improve the state’s
criminal justice information systems, the Governor recommends $15 million for
the Office of Technology in the Department of Administration to continue
implementation of the court information system MNCIS. The Office would ensure
appropriate coordination with other information systems. These funds may be
transferred to the Courts upon receipt of project implementation plans within the
funding parameters of the recommendation.

State of Minnesota 2002-03 Biennial Budget Page H-5
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SUPREME COURT - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (Continued)

TRENDS AND PERSPECTIVE:

Total Budget -All Funds
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2000-01 Expenditures by Category
Total: $67 Million

Grants
25%

Operations
40%.

Personnel
35%

2000-01 Expenditures by Fund
Total: $67 Million
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Page H-6



'/‘-\\ o
Agency: SUPREME COURT
Agency Summary Actual Actual Budgeted ';Y 2002 G ';Y 2003 &
(Dollars in Thousands) FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 gency overnor gency overnor
Base Request Recomm. Base Request Recomm.

Expenditures by Program:

SUPREME COURT OPERATIONS 4,368 4,609 4,774 4,816 5,399 4,816 4,939 5,822 4,939

CIVIL LEGAL SERVICES 7,803 7,510 7,488 7,469 9,469 7,469 7,469 9,469 7,469

STATE COURT ADMINISTRATION 13,392 15,472 23,481 17,144 29,398 18,489 17,204 30,052 20,002

LAW LIBRARY OPERATIONS 1,746 1,869 1,873 1,911 2,081 1,911 1,957 2,200 1,957
Total Expenditures 27,309 29,460 37,616 31,340 46,347 32,685 31,569 47,543 34,367
Financing by Fund:
Direct Appropriations:

GENERAL 24,884 24,084 31,331 26,906 41,913 28,251 27,299 43,273 30,097
Statutory Appropriations:

GENERAL 861 1,326 1,645 293 293 293 296 296 296

SPECIAL REVENUE 1,076 1,180 1,207 1,144 1,144 1,144 1,146 1,146 1,146

FEDERAL 269 2,797 3,351 2,948 2,948 2,948 2,787 2,787 2,787

MISCELLANEQUS AGENCY 170 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

GIFT 49 73 82 49 49 49 41 41 41
Total Financing 27,309 29,460 37,616 31,340 46,347 32,685 31,569 47,543 34,367
FTE by Employment Type:

FULL TIME 159.3 175.8 194.0 198.8 214.8 198.8 198.8 217.8 198.8

PART-TIME, SEASONAL, LABOR SER 76 8.6 15 09 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9

OVERTIME PAY ‘ 0.5 1.0 1.5 0.9 0.9 . 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
Total Full-Time Equivalent - - 167.4 185.4 197.0 200.6 216.6 200.6 200.6 219.6 200.6

A
AL B ooy N ) i,;'f'.,.-.;,\
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SUPREME COURT - BUDGET BRIEF

Fund: GENERAL now ranks 32™ in the country and is dropping. The Nationai Center for State
Courts conducted a classification and compensation study for appellate and
trial court personnel. The Supreme Court seeks funding to implement the
recommendations and to pay for anticipated insurance cost increases in
order to attract and retain competent employees.

FY 2002 FY 2003 Biennium

BASE YEAR (FY 2001) ($000s)

Appropriations $28,990 $28,990  $57,980 - - . . .
The cost of providing legal research tools and materials is increasing
BASE ADJUSTMENT significantly. The cost for court dues to support research through the
One-Time Appropriations (3,666) (3,666) (7,332) National Center for State Courts is increasing. The Supreme Court and

Doc. Space Rental/Lease 104 177 281 State Law Library seek funding.

‘l?:)aonzs_fgfsSBaétv%eEﬁnAgB:rfg os 1 ??g 1 ?gg 2 gzg ®  On 7-1-2000 the judiciary successfully transferred three judicial districts,
! ; * including 42 counties and more than 350 personnel, to state funding. It
BASE LEVEL (for 2002 and 2003) $26,906 $27,209  $54,205 negotiated the first collective bargaining agreements with two unions. A third

bargaining unit was certified. Administrative support in the areas of budget,

CHANGE ITEMS .. o
- procurement, human resources, training, legal and organizational research,

MNCIS/CriMNet (exp) ) 10,000 10,000 20,000 and interpreter services is now being sought from the State Court
Jud. Branch Transformation-ST CT Admin (exp) 1.664 1,768 3,432 Administrator's office.  $3,432,000 and 18 positions are requested to
Effectiveness Initiatives-SUP CRT (exp) 62 62 124 transform judicial support services from 55 local units to a cohesive
Access to Justice-Law Library (exp) 99 122 221 administrative structure
Access to Justice-Legal Services (exp) 2,000 2,000 4,000 S ’
Aﬁéﬁ:gRCeé?ljrz Cor)ﬂpetent Employees- 521 821 1,342 " while there has been approximately a 60% increase in requests for legal
(exp . assistance since the- early 1980’s, legal aid funding in real dollars has
ﬁg;:gg::::;: ggﬁpzzﬁ E;‘p:ﬁ‘;?;m ((ee’)‘(p)) 5?? 1'?3? 1'%2 increased 35%. $4 million is requested to bring the state appropriation to
P P yiexe the level recommended by the 1995 Supreme Court appointed Joint Legal
AGENCY REQUEST (for 2002 and 2003) $41,913  $43,273  $85,186 Services Access and Funding Committee.
GOVERNOR’S INITIATIVES GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION(S):
Judicial Branch Caseload Adjustment 1,345 2,798 4,143 The Governor recommends a biennial increase of $4,143,000 to recognize
caseload increase. The Governor also recommends $15,000,000 to the Office of
Technology in the Department of Administration for the implementation of MNCIS

GOVERNORSRECOMMENDAT'ON $28,251 $30,097  $58,348 (Minnesota Court Information System) as part of his multi-agency CriMNet

. initiative.
BRIEF EXPLANATION OF BUDGET DECISIONS:

¥ Base adjustments are included for rent increases and standard salary and
benefit increases allowed for state agencies. Base funding is also increased
for transfer of the child support enforcement functions from the Department
of Human Services. Base funding is decreased for a one-time appropriation
for the court information system.

®  The Judicial Branch is seeking $20 million to redesign and reprogram its
critical enterprise operational information system which helps state, county
and local business partners meet their business objectives.

® The Minnesota judiciary is seeking funding for judge and employee
compensation beyond the base adjustment. The salary of Minnesota judges
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SUPREME COURT - REVENUE SUMMARY

REVENUE SOURCES:

The Supreme Court generates dedicated revenue, non-dedicated revenue, and
federal funds. The non-dedicated revenue is generated by appellate court filing
fees collected by the clerk of appeliate courts for both the Supreme Court and
Court of Appeals. These filing fees will be deposited in the general fund again
starting in 2001. They have recently been deposited to the Cambridge deposit
fund. These funds are estimated at $400,000 in 2002 and 2003.

Dedicated revenue is generated through interagency agreements with state
agencies and through the assessment of an annual registration fee on
attorneys. The Court also assesses bar examination fees, specialization
certification fees, late reporting fees, and professional corporation registration
fees, which support the activities of boards regulating the practice of law, civil
legal services, and an attorney assistance program. The Supreme Court seeks
federal grant funds, when available.

The Supreme Court also receives small amounts of gift funds to support the
administrative costs of interest on lawyers trust account program and various ad
hoc projects.

FEE STRUCTURE:

The Supreme Court assesses attorney and professional corporations an annual
registration fee, which is allocated among the professional boards regulating the
practice of law, civil legal services programs, and an attorney assistance
program. Several additional fees also support the regulatory boards.

RECENT CHANGES:

The Supreme Court reviews the operations and budgets of the professional
boards annually and adjusts the registration fee when necessary to provide
adequate funding for board operations.

FORECAST BASIS:

Dedicated funding has been projected at the same level as 2001. Federal
funding has been projected at the amount known at the time of budget
preparation.

State of Minnesota 2002-03 Biennial Budget
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Agency: SUPREME COURT

Biennial Change
Summary of Agency Revenues Actual Actual Budgeted FY 2002 FY 2003 2002-03 Gov / 2000-01
{Dollars in Thousands) FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 Governor Governor
Forecast Recomm. Forecast Recomm. Dollars Percent
Non-Dedicated Revenue:
Departmental Earnings:

GENERAL 0 0 0 400 400 400 400 800

CAMBRIDGE DEPOSIT FUND 457 388 400 0 0 o] 0 (788) (100.0%)
Other Revenues:

GENERAL 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 (1) (100.0%)
Total Non-Dedicated Receipts 457 388 401 400 400 400 400 11 1.4%
Dedicated Receipts:

Departmental Earnings:

GENERAL 180 209 190 190 190 190 180 (19) (4.8%)

SPECIAL REVENUE 1,090 1,146 1,143 1,143 1,143 1,143 1,143 (3) (0.1%)
Grants:

GENERAL 200 100 100 100 100 100 100 0 0.0%

FEDERAL 252 642 614 608 608 447 447 (201 (16.0%)
Other Revenues:

GENERAL 490 1,170 1,170 0 0 ] 0 (2,340) (100.0%)

SPECIAL REVENUE 3 19 4 4 4 4 4 (15) (65.2%)

FEDERAL 0 2,297 2,340 2,340 2,340 2,340 2,340 43 0.9%

GIFT 101 52 58 42 42 42 42 (26) (23.6%) .
Total Dedicated Receipts 2,316 5,635 5,619 4,427 4,427 4,266 4,266 (2,561) (22.8%)

ngency Total Revenues 2,773 6,023 6,020 4,827 4,827 4,666 4,666 | (2,550) (21.2%) ]
State of Minnesota 2002-03 Biennial Budget Page H-11




PROGRAM SUMMARY

Program: SUPREME COURT OPERATIONS
Agency: SUPREME COURT

PROGRAM PROFILE:

The Minnesota Supreme Court is the final appellate court. Established by the
Constitution and operating pursuant to the statutory authority of M.S. Chapter
480, the court hears and resolves appellate questions of law and corrects trial
court error. In addition, the Supreme Court exercises general supervisory
authority over the operation of the courts of the state and the operation of the
legal system.

The Minnesota Supreme Court considers appeals from judgements of the
Workers Compensation Court of Appeals and the Tax Court as well as the Court
of Appeals. it continues to hear special term matters, motions and petitions for
extraordinary relief. The volume of applications for writs of certiorari will
approximate 600 cases in 2000. The volume of filings is expected to remain at
this level through the next biennium. The court is deciding petitions of writs of
certiorari within the statutory 60 day period.

In addition to this appellate function, the Supreme Court supervises admission to
the practice of law in the state and regulates legal practice. The court also
promulgates rules governing practice and procedure in the courts throughout the
state, a function which requires numerous hearings.

The court has general supervisory responsibility for all other courts in the state.
It exercises this authority through standing and ad hoc conferences, committees
and commissions. All justices participate by serving on, and guiding the work of,
these various administrative organizations. The Supreme Court supervises the
financial affairs of the courts, as required by statute, through an accounting staff
which provides accounting services for the state funded trial court components,
appeals court, state law library, state court administration and legal regulatory
boards.

STRATEGIES AND PERFORMANCE:

The Supreme Court seeks to maintain or improve the dispositional time while
maintaining the high quality of legal analysis and clarity of its decisions.

The Supreme Court seeks to use its personnel:

®  To dispose of appellate cases in less than six months on average from date
of filing.

®  To manage its workload so that each case receives adequate attention as its
importance demands.

State of Minnesota 2002-03 Biennial Budget

®  To maintain an orderly and uniform legal process and procedure throughout
the state through the promulgation of uniform rules.

®  To regulate the admission to and practice of law in Minnesota so that each
citizen seeking legal counsel is assured of competent representation.

" To ensure the financial integrity of the court system in accordance with
generally accepted accounting principles and to ensure correct payment of
invoices within the statutorily required 30 days.

®  To ensure the effective operation of the state court system in a way that
provides access to all citizens.

FINANCING INFORMATION:

The Supreme Court Operations budget is totally funded by the General Fund
except for approximately $70,000 annually in dedicated funds allocated for
collection of attorney registration fees and approximately $40,000 annually in gift
funds for small projects.

BUDGET ISSUES:

The Supreme Court Operations budget will be constrained in the next biennium
as it has been for the past several biennia by limited salary funding for
employees’ cost of living, merit and insurance cost increases. The court is
seeking supplemental salary funding to attract and retain competent staff through
the implementation of a National Center for State Courts classification and
compensation study for the judicial branch. Failure to implement a competitive
pay plan will adversely affect the courts’ ability to attract and retain qualified
candidates. The Supreme Court is also seeking funding to implement the
January 1, 2001 and 2002 Compensation Council recommended judicial salary
increase and for a 2003 increase. :

The court will need additional salary funding for these costs. The salary base
adjustment guidelines have been incorporated into the budget. The Supreme
Court is also seeking funding for increased computerized legal research costs
and inflationary increased National Center for State Court dues.

Page H-12



Activity: SUPREME COURT OPERATIONS
Program: SUPREME COURT OPERATIONS
Agency: SUPREME COURT
Budget Activity Summary Actual Actual Budgeted FAY 2002 G iY 2003 G
(Dollars in Thousands) FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 gency overnor gency overnor
Base Request Recomm. Base Request Recomm.
Expenditures by Cateqory:
State Operations
COMPENSATION 3,204 3,370 3,536 3,645 4,166 3,645 3,751 4,572 3,751
OTHER OPERATING EXPENSES 1,146 1,239 1,238 1,171 1,233 1,171 1,188 1,250 1,188
OTHER FINANCIAL TRANSACTIONS 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal State Operations 4,351 4,609 4,774 4,816 5,399 4,816 4,939 5,822 4,939
CAPITAL OUTLAY & REAL PROPERTY 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Expenditures 4,368 4,609 4,774 4,816 5,399 4,816 4,939 5,822 4,939
Change Items: Fund
(B) ATTRACT/RETAIN COMPETENT EMPLOYEES- GEN 521 821
S.CRT
(B) EFFECTIVENESS INITIATIVES - SUP CRT. GEN 62 62
Total Change Items 583 883
Financing by Fund:
Direct Appropriations:
GENERAL 4,249 4,464 4,620 4,692 5,275 4,692 4,821 5,704 4,821
Statutory Appropriations:
SPECIAL REVENUE 70 72 72 75 75 75 77 77 77
GIFT 49 73 82 49 49 49 - 41 41 41
Total Financing 4,368 4,609 4,774 4,816 | 5,399 - 4,816 4,939 5,822 4,939
Revenue Collected:
Dedicated
SPECIAL REVENUE 78 77 78 78 78 78 78 78 78
GIFT 101 52 58 42 42 42 42 42 42
Nondedicated 7
GENERAL 0 0 0 400 400 400 400 400 400
CAMBRIDGE DEPOSIT FUND 457 388 400 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Revenues Collected 636 517 536 520 520 520

520

520

520

State of Minnesota 2002-03 Biennial Budget
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Activity: SUPREME COURT OPERATIONS
Program: SUPREME COURT OPERATIONS
Agency: SUPREME COURT

Budget Activity Summary Actual Actual Budgeted ';Y 2002 S ';Y 2003 5

{Dollars in Thousands) FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 gency overnor gency overnor
Base Request Recomm. Base Request Recomm.

FTE by Employment Type:
FULL TIME 48.8 511 511 53.1 53.1 53.1 53.1 53.1 53.1
PART-TIME, SEASONAL, LABOR SER 0.6 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
OVERTIME PAY 0.0 0.1 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Full-Time Equivalent 49.4 51.7 51.7 53.1 53.1 53.1 53.1 53.1 53.1

State of Minnesota 2002-03 Biennial Budget
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BUDGET CHANGE ITEM (48509)

Budget Activity: SUPREME COURT OPERATIONS
Program: SUPREME COURT OPERATIONS
Agency: SUPREME COURT

Iltem Title: ATTRACT/RETAIN COMPETENT EMPLOYEES-S. CRT

2002-03 Biennium 2004-05 Biennium

FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005

Expenditures: ($000s)

General Fund

-State Operations $521 $821 $837 $837
Revenues: ($000s)

General Fund $-0- $-0- $-0- $-0-
Statutory Change? Yes No X
If yes, statute(s) affected:

New Activity X__Supplementa! Funding Reallocation

RATIONALE:

The Supreme Court, in the exercise of its authority over the administrative and
financial affairs of the courts of the state, commissioned a compensation study
for non-judicial personnel throughout the state. This study, the first
comprehensive review of non-judicial compensation for court personnel
statewide since 1989, resulted in common job classifications and pay ranges for
employees at the Supreme Court, Court of Appeals, and state funded trial
courts. The study will provide the compensation basis for future state funding
transfers of court employees from county to state employment. The study
addressed judicial branch concerns about its ability to attract and retain
competent employees. Full employment and private sector competition in
almost every job class has resulted in fewer well-qualified applicants for court
positions. That situation has been particularly acute for legal and technology
positions. With the advance of state funding for the trial courts and the advent
of collective bargaining for certain judicial branch employees, funding for and
implementation of a comprehensive pay plan is critical.

The pay plan recommendations were based on an assessment of salaries paid
by the Legislative and Executive branches. In order to address salary inequities
for certain job classes in the recommended National Center for State Courts
pay plan; the courts require supplemental funding to implement the uniform
non-judicial pay plan. ; B

State of Minnesota 2002-03 Biennial Budget

The Compensation Council recommended a 3.5% pay | ncrease for judges on
3-1-01 with an additional equity adjustment of 3%. It also recommended a similar
increase for January 2002. In order to adjust judicial salaries regularly, the courts
are also requesting a 3% cost of living adjustment for judges in January 2003.
Currently Minnesota rates 32m among all states in the rate of judicial
compensation.

An equally important element of compensation is insurance coverage. The rate of
insurance cost increases is estimated again to be double digit for the third
biennium in a row. The 3% base adjustment for compensation is inadequate to
fund the elements of the court pay plan: cost of living, merit and equity
adjustments, and insurance cost increases. The Supreme Court is therefore
requesting a supplemental appropriation of $521,000 in FY 2002 and $821,000 in
FY 2003.

FINANCING:
The Supreme Court is requesting a General Fund appropriation for this purpose.

OUTCOMES:

In the summer of 2000 Twin cities newspapers reported $100,000 starting salaries
in large Twin Cities law firms for lawyers just out of law school. The state is
currently paying trial court judges less than $100,000 and law clerks $26,000.
Higher entry level salaries are necessary to attract and retain top new lawyers.

Adequate salary funding will preserve existing staff positions necessary to process
court cases and the complicated administrative affairs of the courts. it will provide
a uniform pay structure within which collective bargaining can take place.

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor makes no specific recommendation regarding this agency request.
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BUDGET CHANGE ITEM (48491)

Budget Activity: SUPREME COURT OPERATIONS
Program: SUPREME COURT OPERATIONS
Agency: SUPREME COURT

Item Title: EFFECTIVENESS INITIATIVES —- SUP CRT

2002-03 Biennium 2004-05 Biennium
FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005

Expenditures: ($000s)

General Fund

-State Operations $62 $62 $62 $62
Revenues: ($000s)

General Fund $-0- $-C- $-0- $-0-
Statutory Change? Yes No_ X
If yes, statute(s) affected:

New Activity X___Supplemental Funding Reallocation

RATIONALE:

The Supreme Court utilizes research capabilities from West Publishing for
computerized legal research and the National Center for State Courts for
comparative state and national court issues.

The National Center for State Courts assesses each state an annual fee similar
to the National Conference of State Legislator's fee. The fee increases
annually a small percentage to cover inflation and operating cost increases. No
supplement has been given to the Court for this purpose for the past decade.
The Court requests $37,000 each year to cover inflationary increases during
that period.

In 2000 West Group notified the court of a significant data base hourly rate
increase. In order to utilize the computerized legal research data bases
necessary for well researched court opinions, the Court is requesting an annual
increase of $25,000 to fund computerized legal research. Through this legal
research tool court personnel have on line access to reported cases in other
states and federal jurisdictions, state and federal statutes, and selected
secondary legal research material.

FINANCING:

A General Fund appropriation is requested for this purpose.

- State of Minnesota 2002-03 Biennial Budget

OUTCOMES:

Opinions of the Court will be supported by the latest reported state and federal law
available in an on-line legal data base.

The legal/organizational research of other state and federal courts will be available
to Minnesota in a timely and easily accessible fashion through the National Center
for State Courts.

Experienced court consultants will be available to provide assistance to Minnesota
courts and contribute the expertise gleaned in other states to solving Minnesota
issues.

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor makes no specific recommendation regarding this agency request.
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PROGRAM SUMMARY

Program: CIVIL LEGAL SERVICES
Agency: SUPREME COURT

PROGRAM PROFILE:

An estimated 640,000 Minnesotans, with incomes below the federal poverty
level, could qualify for civil legal services under the statutory guidelines of this
program. {(M.S. 480.24-480.244). A 1994 ABA Study, “Legal Needs and Civil
Justice, A Survey of Americans,” estimated that 47% of low-income households
or 300,000 Minnesota households experience one legal problem a year. Legal
services programs turn away more than 18,000 requests for service each year.

The Legal Services Advisory Committee funds legal services programs to
provide legal assistance to low-income persons meeting statutory income
eligibility guidelines. By statute 85% of the funding is granted to six regional legal
services programs (Coalition Programs) with 24 offices throughout the state,
which had demonstrated an ability as of 7-1-82 to provide legal services with
funds provided by the federal Legal Services Corporation. Most of the legal
problems handled by these programs directly and significantly affect the day-to-
day lives of needy people; their homes, family, health and support for their
children and personal safety. Through representation, negotiation, conciliation
and enforcement of legal rights, lawyers in the programs constructively resolve
the legal problems of low income applicants for program services, the majority of
whom are children and families, often in female-headed households, the aged,
minority race individuals, disabled persons, refugees, family farmers, immigrants,
the homeless and other disadvantaged persons.

The remaining 15% of the funding is awarded annually on a competitive basis to
non-profit organizations providing legal or alternative dispute resolution services.
Typically 10-15 programs receive funding annually.

STRATEGIES AND PERFORMANCE:

Due to reduced revenue in 1999, the Coalition programs were able to serve only
37,000 clients in 1999, down from over 40,000 in 1998. Further losses in client
service are expected in 2000 for the same reason.

FINANCING INFORMATION:

This program provides grants to non-profit organizations providing civil legal
services. These grants are funded by a general fund appropriation and
dedicated revenue from a licensed attorney assessment. The seven Coalition
programs receive a mixture of funding as follows:

State of Minnesota 2002-03 Biennial Budget

Coalition Funding 2000

Expenditures by Funding Source
Total: $21 Million

Attorney Private ALawyetrsé T'""St
Registration Fee 8% ceount Baiance
9%
4%

United
Way/Foundations
13%

Local Gov't
4%

Fees/Interest
3%
State Appropriation
(General & Families)
27%

Federal (LSC,Older
Americans, Others)
32%

BUDGET ISSUES:

Legal Services programs request $2,000,000 additional funding each year so
that they can continue to address the critical legal needs of low income persons.
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Activity: CIVIL LEGAL SERVICES

Program: CIVIL LEGAL SERVICES
Agency: SUPREME COURT
Budget Activity Summary Actual Actual Budgeted ';Y 2002 G I;Y 2003 G
(Dollars in Thousands) FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 gency overnor gency overnor
Base Request Recomm. Base Request Recomm.

Expenditures by Cateqgory:
State Operations

OTHER OPERATING EXPENSES 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Subtotal State Operations 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

LOCAL ASSISTANCE 7,802 7,508 7,488 7,469 9,469 7,469 7,469 9,469 7,469
Total Expenditures 7,803 7,510 7,488 7,469 9,469 7,469 7,469 9,469 7,469
Change ltems: Fund

(B) ACCESS TO JUSTICE -LEGAL SERVICES GEN 2,000 2,000
Total Change Items 2,000 2,000
Financing by Fund:

Direct Appropriations:

GENERAL 6,859 6,484 6,484 6,484 8,484 6,484 6,484 8,484 6,484
Statutory Appropriations:

SPECIAL REVENUE 944 1,026 1,004 985 985 985 985 985 985
Total Financing 7,803 7,510 7,488 7,469 9,469 7,469 7,469 9,469 7,469
Revenue Collected:

Dedicated

SPECIAL REVENUE 963 985 985 985 985 985 985 985 985

Total Revenues Collected 963 985 985 985 985 985 985 985 985
State of Minnesota 2002-03 Biennial Budget Page H-19




BUDGET CHANGE ITEM (48502)

Budget Activity: CIVIL LEGAL SERVICES

Program: CIVIL LEGAL SERVICES
Agency: SUPREME COURT

Iltem Title: ACCESS TO JUSTICE -LEGAL SERVICES

2002-03 Biennium 2004-05 Biennium
FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005

Expenditures: ($000s)
General Fund
-State Operations $2,000 $2,000 $2,000 $2,000

Revenues: ($000s)
General Fund $-0- $-0- $-0- $-0-

Statutory Change? Yes No X

If yes, statute(s) affected:

New Activity X__Supplemental Funding Reallocation

RATIONALE:

The 1995 Supreme Court Committee on Funding for Legal Services, composed
of community leaders, lawyers, legal services providers, judges and legislators,
recognized the serious unmet need for legal services described in the base
budget narrative. The committee recommended that lawyers and the
Legislature make a joint commitment to increasing funding for civil legal
services over a five-year period.

Lawyers have responded with the annual registration fee increase noted above,
as well as increased contributions of money and time. Some banks have
responded by increasing interest rates paid on lawyer trust accounts, which is
used to support legal services. Foundations have also responded. In 2000 the
McKnight Foundation made a three-year $1.5 million grant to the Legal
Services Coalition for services in the area of domestic violence and child
support enforcement. The Bush Foundation in 1999 made a two-year $715,000
grant to the Coalition to support technology improvements needed to enable the
legal services providers to provide the most efficient possible service to clients.
The Committee contemplated a continuing increased funding commitment from
the Legislature which has not been realized. A one-time $375,000 increase to
the appropriation in 1999 was not renewed in 2000 or 2001. This funding loss,
combined with largely static funding from other major ongoing sources, led to a
reduction in client service in 1999 of approximately 3,000 families. Coalition
programs are being forced to reduce staffing even further in 2000 to avoid
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budget deficits. Thousands more additional families will have to go without
services each year in the absence of an appropriation increase.

The Supreme Court Committee found that legal services helped persons “to
constructively resolve legal problems resulting from family violence,
homelessness, substandard housing, malinutrition, lack of access to medical care
and discrimination.” The Committee found that Legal-Aid, which helps to “stabilize
families, maintain communities, save taxpayer money, prevent legal problems
which would otherwise further clog the court system” and otherwise help people
“to become self-sufficient and participate effectively in society,” benefits the
broader community. Legislative funding will help Legal Aid programs to address
the unmet critical family, food, shelter, safety and other civil legal needs of
thousands of families seeking help each year who will otherwise have to be turned
away.

FINANCING:

A General Fund appropriation is requested.
OUTCOMES:

At an average cost of only $450 per case, an additional 3,300 Minnesota families
would receive assistance with critical legal needs from the use of $1.5 million of
the annual appropriation for staffing direct services.

The committee noted that Legal Aid attorney salaries are only about 2/3 of
comparable public lawyers such as public defenders. Legal aid attorneys do not
accumulate pensions. New lawyer student loan debt loads reach or exceed
$80,000. While volunteer attorneys provide free services well in excess of $5
million per year, the Committee also recognized the need to strengthen volunteer
programs by providing additional funds for recruitment, training and administration.
Five hundred thousand dollars of the increased annual appropriation would be
used for a small step to reduce salary inequity with other public attorneys and to
increase volunteer participation.

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor makes no specific recommendation regarding this agency request.
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PROGRAM SUMMARY

Program: STATE COURT ADMINISTRATION
Agency: SUPREME COURT

PROGRAM PROFILE:

The Office of the State Court Administrator was established to plan for and
administer the courts of the state.

STRATEGIES AND PERFORMANCE:

State Court Administration operates in the following major program areas:

The State Court Administrator assists the chief justice in supervising and
supporting the court operations of the state. Staff assist the judiciary in
establishing standards, policies and priorities; in recommending the allocation of
resources to meet workload demands, and in developing a long-range plan for
the improvement of the courts. The State Court Administrator is the coordinating
link between the court administrative structure and the judiciary.

Education and Training. This functional area develops programs to insure that
judges and court personnel stay abreast of new developments and meet
mandatory education course work requirements established by the Supreme
Court and the Conference of Chief Judges. Court administrators, judicial district
administrators and judges must complete 45 hours of continuing education every
three years. Special leadership and management training is provided for
administrative and judicial personnel. Regional, multi-disciplinary training has
been a key component in implementing system improvement initiatives. Court
interpreter and ADR registration programs are managed by this division.

Court Services. This area examines the structure and operation of the judicial
system to identify court related problems and recommends organizational
changes; conducts research and makes recommendations for improvements in
the area of judicial resources, court management, and court processes; conducts
legal and management research required to draft state wide administrative
policies and to respond to requests for legal and policy guidance on
administrative procedures in appellate and trial courts; advises the Supreme
Court in the exercise of its sunset and fransfer authority over trial court
judgeships, presents statistical information on the work of the courts to the
legislature, other governmental agencies and the public; and develops,
implements and evaluates innovative case management, technology and service
improvement programs.

Information Technology Division. This division helps the judicial branch of the
state government as well as its state, county and local justice business partners
meet their business objectives. The division develops, operates and maintains
mission critical enterprise operational information systems, networks and web
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servers for the trial and appellate courts. It has implemented a new statewide
domestic abuse registry for protection orders that provides information about
protected parties and protected addresses directly to squad cars and law
enforcement dispatchers. It continues to play a leadership role in statewide
criminal justice information integration (“CriMNet”). The division electronically
supplies driving conviction data to the Department of Public Safety as well as
adult and juvenile criminal conviction data to the Bureau of Criminal
Apprehension. It provides criminal data to the district public defenders computer
system, and child support data to the Department of Human Services. It
operates and maintains a data warehouse to support policy analysis in juvenile
and adult criminal matters.

FINANCING INFORMATION:

61% of the State Court Administrator's office budget is for the Judicial
Branch/Statewide Technology Office serving courts statewide and other state
and local criminal justice agencies. 88% of the funding for F.Y. 2000-01 for the
State Court Administrator's office is from the General Fund, 9% from federal
funds, and 3% from dedicated revenue.

Revenue Summary:

The State Court Administrator Office receives cost reimbursements from non-
court users of the Total Court Information System, ADR registration fees,
interpreter training fees and seminar fees. The total biennial revenue from these
sources is estimated to be $516,000.

BUDGET ISSUES:

B Salary funding to attract and retain competent staff including technology staff
is requested. Funds will be used to implement the National Center for State
Courts recommended classification and compensation plan and for projected
insurance cost increases.

" Because the court technology links court users to each other and to other
criminal justice agencies, funding for redesign of core computer programs
and technology components is critical.

®  Additional human resources and collective bargaining positions, fiscal
management positions, training and research positions are required at the
state level to support 350 trial court positions in 42 additional counties
transferred in 2001.

®  Funding for employee development is required for employees to hone skills
necessary to foster innovation.
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Activity: STATE COURT ADMINISTRATION
Program: STATE COURT ADMINISTRATION
Agency: SUPREME COURT
Budget Activity Summary Actual Actual Budgeted ';Y 2002 G ';Y 2003 G
(Dollars in Thousands) FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 gency overnor gency overnor
Base Request Recomm. Base Request Recomm.
Expenditures by Category:
State Operations .
COMPENSATION 5,781 7,182 8,483 8,680 10,208 8,680 8,882 11,005 8,882
OTHER OPERATING EXPENSES 6,773 6,836 13,859 7,841 18,567 9,186 7,699 18,424 10,497
OTHER FINANCIAL TRANSACTIONS 513 513 513 513 513 513 513 513 513
Subtotal State Operations 13,067 14,531 22,855 17,034 29,288 18,379 17,094 29,942 19,892
CAPITAL OUTLAY & REAL PROPERTY 51 47 0 0 0 0 8] 0 0
LOCAL ASSISTANCE 274 894 626 110 110 110 110 110 110
Total Expenditures 13,392 15,472 23,481 17,144 29,398 18,489 17,204 30,052 20,002
Change ltems: Fund
(A) JUDICIAL BRANCH CASELOAD ADJUSTMENT GEN 1,345 2,798
(B) ATTRACT/RETAIN COMPETENT EMP- ADMIN ~ GEN 590 1,080
(B) JUD. BRANCH TRANSFORMATION-STCT GEN 1,664 1,768
ADMIN
(B) MNCIS/CRIMNET GEN 10,000 10,000
Total Change Items 12,254 1,345 12,848 2,798
Financing by Fund:
Birect Appropriations:
GENERAL 12,031 11,276 18,370 13,831 26,085 15,176 14,049 26,897 16,847
Statutory Appropriations:
GENERAL 861 1,326 1,645 293 293 293 296 296 296
SPECIAL REVENUE 61 73 115 72 72 72 72 72 72
FEDERAL 269 2,797 3,351 2,948 2,948 2,948 2,787 2,787 2,787
MISCELLANEOUS AGENCY 170 0 0 0 Q 0 0 0 0
Total Financing 13,392 15,472 23,481 17,144 29,398 18,489 17,204 30,052 20,002
Revenue Collected:
Dedicated
GENERAL 870 1,479 1,460 290 290 290 290 290 290
SPECIAL REVENUE 49 92 72 72 72 72 72 72 72
FEDERAL 252 2,839 2,954 2,948 2,848 2,948 2,787 2,787 2,787
Nondedicated
GENERAL 0 0 1 0 0 0] 0 0 0
Total Revenues Collected 1,171 4,510 4,487 3,310 3,310 3,310 3,149 3,149 3,149
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Activity: STATE COURT ADMINISTRATION
Program: STATE COURT ADMINISTRATION
Agency: SUPREME COURT

Budget Activity Summary Actual Actual Budgeted :Y 2002 G iY 2003 G

(Dollars in Thousands) FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 gency overnor gency overnor
Base Request Recomm. Base Request Recomm.

FTE by Employment Type:
FULL TIME 99.0 113.5 126.7 129.5 145.5 129.5 129.5 148.5 129.5
PART-TIME, SEASONAL, LABOR SER 35 4.6 1.5 0.9 0.9 0.9 09 0.9 0.9
OVERTIME PAY 0.5 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
Total Full-Time Equivalent 103.0 119.0 129.1 131.3 147.3 131.3 131.3 150.3 131.3
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BUDGET CHANGE ITEM (57654)

Budget Activity: STATE COURT ADMINISTRATION
Program: STATE COURT ADMINISTRATION
Agency: SUPREME COURT

Item Title: ATTRACT/RETAIN COMPETENT EMP - ADMIN

2002-03 Biennium 2004-05 Biennium

FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005
Expenditures: ($000s)
General Fund
-State Operations $590 $1,080 $1,080 $1,080
Revenues: ($000s)
General Fund $-0- $-0- $-0- $-0-
Statutory Change? Yes No_ X

If yes, statute(s) affected:

New Activity X Supplemental Funding Reallocation

RATIONALE:

The Supreme Court, in the exercise of its authority over the administrative and
financial affairs of the courts of the state, commissioned a classification and
compensation study for non-judicial personnel throughout the state. This study,
the first comprehensive review of non-judicial compensation for court personnel
statewide since 1990, resulted in common job classifications and pay ranges for
employees at the Supreme Court, Court of Appeals, and state funded trial
courts. The study provides the compensation basis for current and future state
funding transfers of court employees from county to state employment. The
study addressed judicial branch concerns about its ability to attract and retain
competent employees. Full employment and private sector competition in
almost every job class has resulted in fewer well-qualified applicants for court
positions. That situation has been particularly acute for legal and technology
positions, but other administrative classes as well. With the advance of state
funding for the trial courts and the advent of collective bargaining for certain
judicial branch employees, funding for and implementation of a comprehensive
pay plan is critical.

The pay plan recommendations were based on an assessment of salaries paid
by the Legislative and Executive branches. In order to address salary inequities
for certain job classes in the recommended National Center for State Courts
classification and compensation study, the courts require supplemental funding
to implement the uniform non-judicial pay plan.
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An equally important element of compensation is insurance coverage. The rate of
insurance cost increases is estimated again to be double digit for the third
biennium in a row.

The 3% base adjustment for compensation is inadequate to fund the elements of
the court pay plan: cost of living, merit and equity adjustments, and insurance cost
increases. The state court administrator is therefore requesting a general fund
supplemental appropriation of $590,000 in FY 2002 and $1,080,000 in FY 2003.

FINANCING:

The state court administrator is requesting a general fund appropriation for this
purpose.

OUTCOMES:

Adequate salary funding will preserve existing staff positions necessary to provide
administrative and technological support for the work of the courts. Competitive
salaries will attract competent employees to court employment.

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor makes no specific recommendation regarding this agency request.
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BUDGET CHANGE ITEM (48472)

_Budget Activity: STATE COURT ADMINISTRATION
Program: STATE COURT ADMINISTRATION
Agency: SUPREME COURT

Item Title: JUD. BRANCH TRANSFORMATION - ST CT ADMIN

2002-03 Biennium 2004-05 Biennium

FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005

Expenditures: ($000s)

General Fund

-State Operations $1,664 $1,768 $1,768 $1,768
Revenues: ($000s)

General Fund $-0- $-0- $-0- $-0-
Statutory Change? Yes No _X
If yes, statute(s) affected:

New Activity X__Supplemental Funding Reallocation

- RATIONALE:

In July 2000 more than 350 trial court employees were added to the state
judicial branch personnel system and over $20 million dollars was added to
state judicial branch accounts. Collective bargaining in the judicial branch
consuming more than 1,000 staff hours was conducted for the first time for two
bargaining units. A third bargaining unit was certified. Legal advice to local trial
court personnel previously sought from county attorneys in each county is now
being requested from the state court administrator's court services division.
Orientation, training, and career development for these front line trial court
employees is being sought from the continuing education division. Judges,
managers, administrators and line staff must be informed of legislative and ruie
changes, policy and administrative requirements imposed through collective
bargaining and by court order. The transfer of these additional judicial districts
to state funding is the “straw that broke the camel's back”. Judicial branch
infrastructure support is less than half of comparable executive branch
agencies.

The State Court Administrator is seeking three professional accounting staff to
develop policy, implement and monitor budgets, manage the contract and
judicial branch procurement function, and conduct internal audits, and three
professional human resources staff to conduct labor negotiations and grievance
procedures, interpret and administer labor contracts and personnel policies and
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rules, policy development, perform classification reviews and administer appeals,
and train district human resources specialists in specialized areas such as
ergonomics, workers compensation, and ADA. Two administrative positions are
requested to support these functions. These positions in addition to general
clerical staff would enter the hundreds of HR and payroll transactions processed
each pay period.

A lawyer to research trial court administrative issues, a research analyst to assist
with program evaluation, and one education program manager to supplement the
current two training positions for 1,600 employees are also requested. Two
administrative assistant positions to support the substantially increased workload
of the education divisions are also requested.

In July 2001 funding responsibility for local court interpreter programs and services
will transfer to the state. The state interpreter program provides training, testing
and certification of Hmong, Russian, and Hispanic and court interpreters. Tests in
other languages and a substantial increase in training are needed. Two additional
staff are requested to assist with the development of a cadre of qualified court
interpreters. In FY 2003 two regional coordinator positions are requested to assist
in recruiting and training activities throughout the state. Funding for simultaneous,
multi-listener interpretation equipment for local courthouses is also requested. In
order to communicate court policies, procedures and current information to the
public and employees in a timely and cost effective manner a position qualified to
serve as a web master and graphic designer is requested. Rent and operating
costs for each position is included.

FINANCING:
A General Fund appropriation is requested.

OUTCOMES:

% 1,600+ judicial branch employees at the state level will receive timely and
necessary payroll, budgeting, accounting, benefit advice, policy guidance, and
legal guidance, and career development services.

®  Hundreds of non- English speaking litigants will receive the services of trained
and qualified court interpreters.

"  The judicial branch will be able to enhance employee satisfaction by
negotiating labor agreements in a timely fashion.

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor makes no specific recommendation regarding this agency request.
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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY CHANGE ITEM (48411)

Activity: STATE COURT ADMINISTRATION
Program: STATE COURT ADMINISTRATION
Agency: SUPREME COURT
IT Change ltem: MNCIS/CRIMNET

for collecting, storing, retrieving, tracking, reporting, and electronically sharing
trial and appeliate court case information with other agencies for reuse in the
criminal justice community. It will also provide better public access to court
records and improved interfaces to other agencies.

LIFE CYCLE ANALYSIS:

ITEM DESCRIPTION AND PURPOSE:

This project will complete a significant part of the implementation of the new Mn.
Court Information System (MNCIS) for all case types including: software
licenses; custom modifications; data conversion from TCIS and Hennepin and
Scott counties; data conversion for the existing court CJAD data warehouse to
reflect the MNCIS data model and create a MNCIS data warehouse;
implementation; training; integration with new CRIMNET statewide backbone.
The overall project will support core business functions related to case
management, record keeping, scheduling, financial management, reporting,
collection, storage, retireval, tracking, reporting, and sharing of trial and appellate
court data from case initiation through archiving. The project effort will be
conducted in a manner that furthers organizational and community values, which
include: equal and timely justice; accountability to the public, the legislature and
state Supreme Court policy; customer access to services and ease of use of the
judicial system; accountability for record keeping on a state and national basis
and policy implementation. MNCIS will provide vertical integration within the
courts and be the first statewide system to cover an entire major business area,
i.e. adjudication. This cornerstone project also will be the first rollout of an
integrated statewide application and will use and further develop the CriMNet
integration enterprise architecture.

FUNDING: (Dollars in Thousands)

Funding 2002-03 Biennium 2004-05 Biennium 2006-07 Biennium

Distribution FY 2002 | FY 2003 | FY 2004 | FY 2005 | FY 2006 | FY 2007
Personnel 0 0 0 0 0 0
Supplies 0 0 0 150 0 0
Hardware 150 150 500 200 500 500
Software 150 150 500 150 1,500 1,500
Facilities 0 0 0 0 0 0
Services 9,500 9,500 4,000 500 500 500
Training 200 200 1,000 0 0 0
Grants 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 10,000 | 10,000 6,000 1,000 2,500 2,500
RATIONALE:

This project will improve the court's ability to manage cases and be accountable
for following legislative policy, especially in criminal cases and cases involving
children in need of protective services (CHIPS), extended juvenile jurisdiction
(EJJ), and adult certification cases. It will provide a significantly improved means
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Life Cycle 2002-03 Biennium 2004-05 Biennium 2006-07 Biennium
Status FY 2002 | FY 2003 | FY 2004 | FY 2005 | FY 2006 | FY 2007
Development X X X
Operations X X X X X
Modification X X X X X
Retirement

Implementation will be phased by court business function as quickly as funding
and staffing permit. Full implementation is not expected until 2005. The
adaptability of the application architecture to new technologies is a key
component of the procurement process. Therefore, a minimum of a ten year life
cycle before system retirement is anticipated. The full operational costs are
shown in FY2006-07.

OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY ANALYSIS:

Deliverables/Objectives: This initiative will support core business functions
related to case management, record keeping, scheduling, financial management,
reporting, collection, storage, retrieval, tracking and sharing of trial and appellate
court data from case initiation through archiving. MNCIS will provide verticle
integration within the courts and be the first statewide system to cover an entire
major business area - adjudication. This project integrates with Crimnet efforts.
This initiative is identified in both the Supreme Court and Criminal Justice
Community SIRMP's. 1t supports EGS, Big Plan (SNS--Electronic Government,
More Bang for the Buck), collaborative and infrastructure components.
Recommendation: Yes, approve funding for an ambitious project that has come
together through years of planning. The initiative will modernize the way courts
do business. Caution: The Crimnet initiative is a large and complex undertaking,
including state, county, city and local government. Standards must be developed
and STRONGLY adhered to.

GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor recommends $27 million to improve criminal justice information
systems through the multi-agency CriMNet inititiative. This funding will continue
current statewide projects that meet criminal justice integration enterprise
architecture standards and further planning efforts to determine the best
approach and cost estimates for integrating information systems that now are
primarily implemented at the local level. This initiative includes the following
components: '

* $15 million to continue implementation of the court information system
MNCIS, which will fully integrate the adjudication function in the state. For this
specific request, the Governor recommends the funding be appropriated to the
Office of Technology in the Department of Administration to ensure appropriate
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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY CHANGE ITEM (48411) (Continued)

Activity: STATE COURT ADMINISTRATION
Program: STATE COURT ADMINISTRATION
Agency: SUPREME COURT
IT Change Item: MNCIS/CRIMNET

coordination with other information systems. These funds may be transferred to
the Courts upon receipt of project implementation plans within the funding
parameters of the recommendation. Total project funding for four years remains
the same as requested by the Supreme Court, but the full development process
will be extended through the end of the FY 2004-05 biennium.

* %4 million to complete the development of the integration backbone, a search
engine that will tie all the CriMNet components together.

* $3 million to work with counties to develop cost estimates and
recommendations on how best to integrate local criminal justice agency systems
and data with state information; this initiative would explore options ranging along
a spectrum from a centralized provision of statewide systems that all local
agencies would use to decentralized, locally-designed systems that would link
with the state CriMNet backbone.

*  $2 million to alleviate the "suspense file" problem which occurs when criminal
justice information is not collected, processed, or transmitted properly, resulting
in incomplete criminal history files. Funds will be used to work on eliminating
records currently in suspense, and to assist local agencies in changing their
business practices to prevent inaccurate and incomplete data from being
submitted.

*  $1.5 million to develop statewide systems for tracking offenders in jail or
prison, or under community supervision.

*  $1.5 million to analyze, fill out and maintain the CriMNet enterprise model for
use in all criminal justice information systems implementation efforts, and to staff
other CriMNet activities.

State of Minnesota 2002-03 Biennial Budget

Page H-28



State of Minnesota 2002-03 Biennial Budget

This page intentionally left blank.

Page H-29



PROGRAM SUMMARY

Program: LAW LIBRARY OPERATIONS
Agency: SUPREME COURT

PROGRAM PROFILE:

This program provides research and information services on a statewide basis to
users of legal data. A complete range of traditional and automated professional
library functions is offered at the Minnesota Judicial Center. The program offers
advisory services to all 87 county law libraries, manages a computerized legal
data service, and participates in an interlibrary consortium and projects on a
local, state and national level.

STRATEGIES AND PERFORMANCE:

" The public service staff provides reference and circulation assistance,
suggesting research strategies to locate cases, statutes, regulations and
books on point for the 18,000 annual reference requests.

®  The technical services staff handles the acquisitions, processing, cataloging
and conservation of the library’s resources using the latest in automated
technology. State, county and academic law libraries benefit from three
technical service programs: shared government documents, county law
library cataloging and briefs on microfiche. Each year library staff process
approximately 21,000 government documents and catalog 2,000 new titles.

®  The library, in cooperation with several other libraries, participates in the
production and distribution of the records and briefs of cases argued before
the Minnesota Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals. The microfiche
format saves shelf space, binding costs, and state time needed to process
documents.

® Under contract with the Department of Corrections, the library provides
inmates in Minnesota's seven adult correctional institutions with access to
legal materials and information. Librarians assigned to the program make
regular visits to the prisons, supplementing the institutional core collections
with materials and research results from the library collection.

" The library is required by law to advise and assist development of county law
libraries throughout the state. The librarian is assigned to coordinate the
project on-site visits to the libraries and submit recommendations for solving
issues confronting the boards of trustees. The coordinator also provides
training in law library management and develops cooperative programs.

®  The library operates the first computer-assisted legal research program
available throughout the state. This service provides users with an
economical way to utilize the most advanced legal research techniques. In
addition, the library had introduced CD ROM technology to its collection to
save space and increase economical access to materials.
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FINANCING INFORMATION:

State Law Library operations are financed:

93% by direct general appropriation and 7% by contract with the Department of
Corrections to provide reference materials for prisoners at seven institutions.
Approximately $24,000 in copying costs are reimbursed each biennium.

BUDGET ISSUES:

® Legal reference material inflation for many frequently used materials
exceeds 20%. The agency has implemented strategies to operate within its
budget by reducing the frequency with which materials are updated.
However, for the materials to be of use they must be current. The agency
seeks additional funding to maintain its collection.

®  without additional funding the Law Library will be unable to provide
competitive staff salaries and implement the compensation study
recommended by the National Center for State Courts for the entire judicial
branch.
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Activity: LAW LIBRARY OPERATIONS

Program: LAW LIBRARY OPERATIONS
Agency: SUPREME COURT
Budget Activity Summary Actual Actual Budgeted ';Y 2002 e ';Y 2003 G
(Dollars in Thousands) FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 gency overnor gency overnor
Base Request Recomm. Base Request Recomm.
Expenditures by Category:
State Operations

COMPENSATION 682 688 785 803 874 803 805 926 805

OTHER OPERATING EXPENSES 1,064 1,181 1,088 1,108 1,207 1,108 1,152 1,274 1,152
Total Expenditures 1,746 1,869 1,873 1,911 2,081 1,911 1,957 2,200 1,957
Change Items: Fund

(B) ACCESS TO JUSTICE - LAW LIBRARY GEN 99 122

(B) ATTRACT/RETAIN COMPETENT EMP - GEN 71 121

LIBRARY
Total Change Items 170 243
Financing by Fund:

Direct Appropriations:

GENERAL 1,745 1,860 1,857 1,899 2,069 1,899 1,945 2,188 1,945
Statutory Appropriations:

SPECIAL REVENUE 1 9 16 12 12 12 12 12 12
Total Financing 1,746 1,869 1,873 1,911 2,081 1,911 1,957 2,200 1,957
Revenue Collected:

Dedicated

SPECIAL REVENUE 3 11 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Total Revenues Collected 3 11 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
FTE by Employment Type:

FULL TIME 11.5 11.2 16.2 16.2 16.2 16.2 16.2 16.2 16.2

PART-TIME, SEASONAL, LABOR SER 3.5 3.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Full-Time Equivalent 15.0 14.7 16.2 16.2 16.2 16.2 16.2 16.2 16.2
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BUDGET CHANGE ITEM (48498)

Budget Activity: LAW LIBRARY OPERATIONS
Program: LAW LIBRARY OPERATIONS
Agency: SUPREME COURT

item Title: ACCESS TO JUSTICE - LAW LIBRARY

2002-03 Biennium 2004-05 Biennium

FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005

Expenditures: ($000s)

General Fund

-State Operations $99 $122 $122 $122
Revenues: ($000s)

General Fund $-0- $-0- $-0- $-0-
Statutory Change? Yes No _ X
If yes, statute(s) affected:

New Activity X__Supplemental Funding Reallocation

RATIONALE:

The cost of legal materials continues to escalate as publishers pass on the
costs of mergers. Publishers recodify and republish fundamental treatises and
basic research tools with increasing frequency. In the average law library,
better than 95% of the collection expenditures consist of serial publications
which are supplemented with increasing frequency by publishers. The State
Law Library after analyzing its collection, industry pricing practices, and recent
cost increases estimates an overall 24% cost increase for collection
maintenance for each year of the next biennium.

FINANCING:
A General Fund appropriation is requested for this purpose.
OUTCOMES:

With this funding the State Law Library will be able to maintain its collection and
fill in gaps in its current collection. As the state’s largest public law library, the
State Law Library serves as a resource to other law libraries as well as
individuals and the courts. Without a complete and current collection the State
Law Library cannot serve that function adequately. Patrons must then duplicate
costly research tools or suffer a diminution of their research efforts.
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GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor makes no specific recommendation regarding this agency request.
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BUDGET CHANGE ITEM (57659)

Budget Activity: LAW LIBRARY OPERATIONS
Program: LAW LIBRARY OPERATIONS
Agency: SUPREME COURT

Item Title: ATTRACT/RETAIN COMPETENT EMP - LIBRARY

2002-03 Biennium 2004-05 Biennium

FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005

Expenditures: ($000s)

General Fund

-State Operations $71 $121 $121 $121
Revenues: ($000s)

General Fund $-0- $-0- $-0- $-0-
Statutory Change? Yes No_ X
If yes, statute(s) affected:

New Activity X__ Supplemental Funding Reallocation

RATIONALE:

The Supreme Court, in the exercise of its authority over the administrative and
financial affairs of the courts of the state, commissioned a compensation study
for non-judicial personnel throughout the state. This study, the first
comprehensive review of non-judicial compensation for court personnel
statewide since 1998, resulted in common job classifications and pay ranges for
employees at the Supreme Court, Court of Appeals, and state funded trial
courts. The study will provide the compensation basis for future state funding
transfers of court employees from county to state employment. The study
addressed judicial branch concerns about its ability to attract and retain
competent employees. Full employment and private sector competition in
almost every job class has resulted in fewer well-qualified applicants for court
positions. That situation has been particularly acute for legal and technology
positions. With the advance of state funding for the trial courts and the advent
of collective bargaining for certain judicial branch employees, funding for and
implementation of a comprehensive pay plan is critical.

The pay plan recommendations were based on an assessment of salaries paid
by the Legislative and Executive branches. In order to address salary inequities
for certain job classes in the recommended National Center for State Courts
pay plan; the courts require supplemental funding to implement the uniform
non-judicial pay plan.

State of Minnesota 2002-03 Biennial Budget

An equally important element of compensation is insurance coverage. The rate of
insurance cost increases is estimated again to be double digit for the third
biennium in a row.

The 3% base adjustment for compensation is inadequate to fund the elements of
the court pay plan: cost of living, merit and equity adjustments, and insurance cost
increases. The trial court is therefore requesting a supplemental appropriation of
$71,000 in FY 2002 and $121,000 in FY 2003.

FINANCING:

The taw library is requesting a General Fund appropriation for this purpose.
OUTCOMES:

Adequate salary funding will preserve existing staff positions necessary to provide
the public and governmental users with the support and guidance in accessing

legal research tools to inform and resolve legal issues. It will provide a uniform
pay structure within the judicial branch to attract and retain competent employees.

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor makes no specific recommendation regarding this agency request.
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COURT OF APPEALS - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

AGENCY MISSION AND VISION:

Mission: The Minnesota Court of Appeals exists to provide the people with
impartial, clear, and timely appeliate decisions made according to faw.

Vision: The Minnesota Court of Appeals strives to be an accessible
intermediate appellate court that renders justice under the law fairly and
expeditiously through clear, well-reasoned decisions and promotes cooperative
effort, innovation, diversity, and the professional and personal growth of all
personnel.

KEY SERVICE STRATEGIES:

To accomplish its mission the Court of Appeals:

®  Manages its cases to ensure prompt resolution within the statutory 90-day
time limitation from oral argument to decision.

" Enhances the knowledge and skills of its staff by regular training.

®  Explores the use of technology to improve its ability to provide timely and
effective access to the court.

OPERATING ENVIRONMENT:

Court of Appeals hears cases throughout the state as well as in St. Paul to make
access to the court easier. The court has installed interactive video as an
additional measure to provide timely access. Appellate caseload of
approximately 2,200 cases is determined by trial court and agency caseloads
and issues.

ORGANIZATION/PROGRAM STRUCTURE:

Chief Judge & Judges of the Court of Appeals 16 fte
Legal Staff 450 fte
Administrative Staff 22.5 fte
Retired Judges 3.0 fte

9/30/00 TOTAL FTEs 86.5
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GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor respects the separation of powers and the desire of officials in the
judicial and legislative branches, and other constitutional officers, to
independently present their budget request directly to the legislature without
specific recommendations from the Governor. However, since the Governor is
required by law to submit a balanced budget to the legislature, it is necessary to
identify funding for those offices as part of a budget plan.

Within the judicial branch, the Governor recognizes that the overall volume of
cases continues to increase, primarily reflecting changes in criminal penalties
and sentencing laws. For the Courts, the Governor recommends that the budget
be increased 5% a year over the adjusted base to recognize these caseload
increases. For the Court of Appeals, this amounts to a biennial increase of
$1,081,000.

The Governor makes no recommendation regarding the specific initiatives put
forward by the Court of Appeals.
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COURT OF APPEALS - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TRENDS AND PERSPECTIVE:

Total Budget -All Funds

$ in Millions
O-=2NWHAOIOITNDOO

T T T T T T =T T T T

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Fiscal Year

2000-01 Expenditures by Category
Total: $ 13 Million

Operations
21%

Personnel
79%
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Activity: COURT OF APPEALS

Program: COURT OF APPEALS
Agency: COURT OF APPEALS
Budget Activity Summary Actual Actual Budgeted ‘;Y 2002 G :Y 2003 G
(Dollars in Thousands) FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 gency overnor gency overnor
Base Request Recomm. Base Request Recomm.
Expenditures by Category:
State Operations

COMPENSATION 5,024 5,098 5,515 5,679 8,777 5,679 5,847 7,014 5,847

OTHER OPERATING EXPENSES 1,387 1,255 1,331 1,272 1,272 1,620 1,301 1,301 2,034
Total Expenditures 6,411 6,353 6,846 6,951 8,049 7,299 7,148 8,315 7,881
Change ltems: Fund

(A) ATTRACT/RETAIN COMPETENT EMPLOYEES GEN 750 851

(A) LEGAL RESEARCH ASSISTANCE GEN 348 316

(A) JUDICIAL BRANCH CASELOAD ADJUSTMENT GEN 348 733
Total Change Items 1,098 348 1,167 733
Financing by Fund:

Direct Appropriations:

GENERAL 6,411 6,353 6,846 6,951 8,049 7,299 7,148 8,315 7,881
Total Financing 6,411 6,353 6,846 6,951 8,049 7,299 7,148 8,315 7,881
Revenue Collected:

Nondedicated

GENERAL 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 [¢] 0
Total Revenues Collected 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FTE by Employment Type:

FULL TIME 79.3 76.0 83.5 83.5 88.0 83.5 83.5 88.0 83.5

PART-TIME, SEASONAL, LABOR SER 5.1 5.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Full-Time Equivalent 84.4 81.8 83.5 83.5 88.0 835 83.5 88.0 83.5
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COURT OF APPEALS - BUDGET BRIEF

Fund: GENERAL GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION(S):
o The Governor recommends a biennial increase of $1,081,000 to recognize
FY 2002 FY 2003 Biennium caseload increases. The Governor makes no recommendations regarding the
BASE YEAR (FY 2001) ($000s) o
specific initiatives put forward by the Court of Appeals.
Budgeted Appropriations (FY 2001- $6,749 $6,749 $13,498
Resource Load) .
BASE ADJUSTMENT
Doc. Space Rental/Lease $38 $67 $105
2002-03 Sal. & Ben. Base $164 $332 $496
BASE LEVEL (for 2002 and 2003) $6,951 $7,148 $14,099
AGENCY REQUEST ITEMS
Legal Research Assistance (Exp) $348 $316 $664
Attract/Retain Competent Employees
(Exp) $750 $851 $1,601
AGENCY REQUEST (for 2002 and 2003) $8,049 $8,315 $16,364
GOVERNOR'S INITIATIVES
Judicial Branch Caseload Adjustment $348 $733 $1.081
GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION $7,299 $7,881 $15,180

BRIEF EXPLANATION OF BUDGET DECISIONS:

" Base adjustments are included for rent increases and standard salary and
benefit increases allowed for state agencies.

®  The Minnesota judiciary is seeking funding for judge and employee
compensation including anticipated insurance cost increases beyond the
base adjustment. The salary of Minnesota judges now ranks 32™ in the
country and is dropping. The National Center for State Courts conducted a
classification and compensation study for appellate and trial court personnel,
the first in a decade. The Court of Appeals seeks funding to implement the
recommendations and pay for anticipated extraordinary insurance cost
increases in order to attract and retain competent employees.

®  The court seeks $664,000 and 4.5 legal positions lost to fund previous
insurance and compensation increases and increased funding to maintain
access to computerized legal research.
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BUDGET CHANGE ITEM (45213)

Agency: COURT OF APPEALS
ltem Title: ATTRACT/RETAIN COMPETENT EMPLOYEES

2002-03 Biennium 2004-05 Biennium

FY 2002 EY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005

Expenditures: ($000s)

General Fund

-State Operations $750 $851 $886 $886

-Grants $-0- $-0- $-0- $-0-
Revenues: ($000s)

General Fund $-0- $-0- $-0- $-0-
Statutory Change? Yes No X
If yes, statute(s) affected:

New Activity X Supplemental Funding Reallocation

RATIONALE:

The Supreme Court in the exercise of its authority over the administrative and
financial affairs of the courts in the state, commissioned a compensation study
for non-judicial personnel throughout the state. This study, the first
comprehensive review of non-judicial compensation for court personnel
statewide since 1989, resulted in common job classifications and pay ranges for
employees at the Supreme Court, Court of Appeals and state funded trial
courts. The study addressed judicial branch concerns about its ability to attract
and retain competent employees. Full employment and private sector
competition in almost every job class has resulted in fewer well-qualified
applicants for court positions. That situation has been particularly acute for
legal and technology staff. With the advance of state funding for the trial courts,
the advent of collective bargaining for certain judicial branch employees,
implementation of a comprehensive pay plan is critical.

In order to address salary inequities for certain job classes in the recommended
National Center for State Courts pay plan, the courts require supplemental
funding to implement the uniform non-judicial pay plan.

The Compensation Council recommended a 3.5% pay increase for judges on 1-
1-01 with an additional equity adjustment of 3%. It also recommended a similar
increase for January 2002. In order to adjust judicial salaries regularly the
courts are also requesting a 3% cost of living adjustment for judges in January
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2003. Currently Minnesota rates 32nd among all states in the rate of judicial
compensation.

An equally important element of compensation is insurance coverage. The rate of
insurance cost increases is estimated again to be double digit for the third
biennium in a row. The 3% base adjustment for compensation is inadequate to
fund the elements of the court pay plan: cost of living, merit adjusiments and
insurance cost increases. The Court of Appeals is therefore requesting a
supplemental general fund increase for its compensation plan in the amount of
$750,000 for FY 2002 and $851,000 for FY 2003.

In making this request the courts have offset the amount of the salary supplement
against insurance and supplemental increase requests.

FINANCING:
A General Fund appropriation is requested.
OUTCOMES:

In the summer of 2000 Twin Cities newspapers reported $100,000 starting salaries
in large Twin Cities law firms for lawyers just out of law school. The Court of
Appeals currently pays starting law clerks $32,000. The Court of Appeals
anticipates that higher entry-level salaries will attract top lawyers. Adequate
compensation is required to attract and retain qualified personnel.

Adequate salary funding will preserve existing staff positions necessary to process
the appellate court cases within the statutory 90 day timeframe from submission to
disposition.

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor makes no specific recommendation regarding this request.
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BUDGET CHANGE ITEM (45211)

Agency: COURT OF APPEALS
Item Title: LEGAL RESEARCH ASSISTANCE

2002-03 Biennium 2004-05 Biennium

FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005

Expenditures: ($000s)

General Fund

-State Operations $348 $316 $322 $328

-Grants $-0- $-0- $-0- $-0-
Revenues: (3000s)

General Fund $-0- $-0- $-0- $-0-
Statutory Change? Yes No X
If yes, statute(s) affected:

New Activity X__ Supplemental Funding Reallocation

RATIONALE:

During the 1998-99 biennium, the Legislature recognized the need for additional
judicial resources and authorized funding for the use of retired judges. With the
assistance of these retired judges, the court has been able to schedule a “sixth
panel” (in addition to the five panels composed of the regular members of the
court), with approximately 30 hearing calendars per year. The Court anticipated
that a portion of the approved funding would be used to provide law clerk
assistance for the retired judges. In fact, because of salary and insurance cost
increases for remaining staff, some law clerk, secretarial and staff attorney
positions have been held open to absorb employee costs.

The Court is requesting funding for two staff attorneys and 2.5 law clerk
positions. These employees will provide direct assistance to the retired judges
and other members of the court, to ensure that the court is able to meet the
statutory 90-day deadline for issuing decisions. Increasing numbers of appeals
involve litigants who do not have counsel, resulting in (a) demands for more
written and Internet-accessible information on the appellate process and (b)
significant burdens for screening and processing before these appeals are
briefed and read for submission to a panel of judges. The Supreme Court, trial
judges, and bar associations have done a great deal of work recently, devising
strategies for responding to the challenges of litigants who do not have counsel,
but the Court of Appeals has not had the resources to meet these demands.
More staff attorneys are needed to help the Court to meet these needs, provide
assistance with the increasing number of cases that must receive expedited
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consideration, due to state and federal mandates, and provide research on
complex cases and emerging areas of the law. Staff attorneys also provide
continuity, which is especially important for the retired judges, who may serve with
the court for only a few months at a time. Even with these additions, the level of
legal support staff for the Court of Appeals will lag behind national standards for
appellate courts of similar size and caseloads.

The Court has experienced dramatic automated legal research costs because of
rate increases. While the court has recently negotiated a contract for
computerized legal research that limits future cost increases, it needs $15,000
additional funding annually to continue to utilize fully computerized legal research
tools. Some legal resources are now available exclusively online, and much
essential legal research is now done by computer. Research costs have
increased dramatically and unpredictably in recent years, and the new contract will
limit the impact of future increases.

FINANCING:

A General Fund appropriation is requested for these staff positions and
operational costs.

OUTCOMES:

Thorough, consistent and well-researched opinions will be produced within the 90-
day disposition timeframe required by the statute for Court of Appeals decisions.

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor makes no specific recommendation regarding this request.
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LEGAL PROFESSION BOARDS - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

AGENCY MISSION AND VISION:

Mission and Vision:
The Minnesota Supreme Court exercising its inherent constitutional authority
regulates the practice of law in Minnesota.

The Supreme Court exercises its regulatory authority so that within the state the
public is well served by admitting to practice competent attorneys who
continuously revitalize their knowledge of the law by attending continuing
education programs, by appropriately disciplining after careful investigation those
who have been found to have violated the Code of Professional Responsibility,
and by reimbursing clients under specified circumstances who have lost funds
because of attorney misfeasance. The Court is implementing a statewide lawyer
assistance program to direct lawyers to appropriate and necessary counseling.

KEY SERVICE STRATEGIES:

The Supreme Court has established regulatory boards to assist it in key areas of
the regulation of the practice of law.

®  The Continuing Legal Board certifies 6,000 programs annually in a wide
variety of legal subjects to promote professional growth for the state’s
23,000 attorneys and monitors each attorney’s compliance with continuing
education regulations.

®  The Lawyers Professional Responsibility Board, working in conjunction with
district ethics committees throughout the state, investigates complaints of
misfeasance against lawyers and recommends discipline where appropriate.

®  The Legal Certification Board certifies agencies which certify lawyers having
specified experience and training as specialists.

B The Client Security Board reviews claims from clients who have experienced
monetary loss because of attorney malfeasance and, where the claim meets
criteria established by the Board, reimburses the client for the loss up to
$100,000.

®  The Board of Law Examiners reviews the credentials of applicants for
admission to the practice of law in Minnesota and administers the bar
examination.

® A lawyer assistance program will direct lawyers who are suffering from
chemical and substance abuse and emotional distress to appropriate
treatment.
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OPERATING ENVIRONMENT:

The boards, consisting of lawyers and lay members, are appointed by the
Supreme Court to carry out the functions identified above within the rules for
each hoard promulgated by the Supreme Court. Each board is authorized to hire
staff. The Client Security Board contracts with the Board of Professional
Responsibility for legal services to examine claims and pursue subrogation
claims. The Boards of Law Examiners, Continuing Legal Education, and Legal
Certification have a single director and share staff.

REVENUE SOURCES:

Dedicated revenue fully funds the activities of the boards. No General Fund
monies support the operations of these boards. The Supreme Court assesses
each lawyer admitted to practice law in Minnesota an annual registration fee
which funds these activities. This registration fee revenue is divided among the
boards as determined by the Court after public hearing. The Board of Law
Examiners assesses a bar examination fee to each applicant for the bar
examination. The boards of Continuing Legal Education and Legal Certification
assess various administrative fees. The fees for these boards are included in the
Departmental Earnings Report.

ORGANIZATION/PROGRAM STRUCTURE:

SUPREME COURT
| Continuing Legal Education 3.3 fte
— Lawyers Professional Responsibility 252 fte
Legal Certification 5 fte
—— Client Security Board 0
Law Examiners 8.6 fte

9/30/00 TOTAL FTEs 37.6

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATIONS:

The Governor recommends the agency’s base budget.
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LEGAL PROFESSION BOARDS - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (Continued)

TRENDS AND PERSPECTIVE:

2000-01 Expenditures by Program
Total: $7 Million

Law Examiners
Cleient Security 21%

14%

Lawyer Assistance
Legal Cert. 3%

1%

Cont. Legal Ed.
7%

Prof. Resp.
54%

2000-01 Expenditures by Category
Total: $ 7 Million

Grants
3% Claims

Operations 14%

28%

Personnel
55%
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Agency: LEGAL PROFESSION BOARDS
Agency Summary Actual Actual Budgeted ';Y 2002 S :Y 2003 G
{Dollars in Thousands) FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 gency overnor gency overnor
Base Request Recomm. Base Request Recomm.
Expenditures by Program:

CONTINUING LEGAL EDUCATION BD 288 232 265 258 258 258 257 257 257

PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY BD 1,774 1,806 1,976 2,115 2,115 2,115 2,268 2,268 2,268

LEGAL CERTIFICATION BOARD 41 43 52 55 55 55 59 59 59

CLIENT SECURITY BOARD 448 532 505 472 472 472 472 472 472

LAW EXAMINERS BOARD 742 780 888 900 900 900 960 960 960

LAWYER ASSISTANCE Q 0 190 160 160 160 160 160 160
Total Expenditures 3,293 3,393 3,876 3,960 3,960 3,960 4,176 4,176 4,176
Financing by Fund:

Statutory Appropriations:

SPECIAL REVENUE 3,293 3,393 3,876 3,960 3,960 3,960 4176 4,176 4,176
Total Financing 3,293 3,393 3,876 3,960 3,960 3,960 4176 4,176 4,176
FTE by Employment Type:

FULL TIME 32.2 327 36.2 36.2 36.2 36.2 36.2 36.2 36.2

PART-TIME, SEASONAL, LABOR SER 3.7 3.5 1.4 1.4 14 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4
Total Full-Time Equivalent 35.9 36.2 37.6 37.6 37.6 37.6 37.6 37.6 37.6
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TRIAL COURTS - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

AGENCY MISSION AND VISION:

Mission: The mission of the Judicial Branch is to provide justice through a
system that assures equal access for the fair, competent, and timely resolution of
cases and controversies.

Vision: The Judicial Branch vision is that the general public and those who use
the court system will refer to it as accessible, fair, consistent, responsive, free of
discrimination, independent and well managed.

KEY SERVICE STRATEGIES:

In order to adjudicate a high volume of cases appropriately, thoughtfully and
thoroughly, the trial courts have initiated the following strategies:

" Delegate legal research and where possible draft decision writing to law
clerks, freeing judges to spend more time hearing cases or directing the
case dispositional activities;

B Set case processing and case management standards and institute
monitoring programs for exceptions;

|

Develop programs to allow litigants meaningful access to the court process,
i.e., court interpreter programs, free legal services for the poor, and self-help
programs for persons who choose to guide their own litigation;

®  Explore ways to use technology to improve and expedite the work of the
courts including making justice more consumer oriented;

B Develop programs and technologies to provide judges the critical information
needed to make timely and sound case and policy decisions;

® Review and evaluate court practices and policies to identify the need for
systemic improvement through the Conference of Chief Judges and
committees established by the Supreme Court;

®  Explore greater integration and coordination with other justice and social
service agencies;

®  Develop an adequate and stable funding base to ensure the uniform
implementation of state mandates and policies.

OPERATING ENVIRONMENT:

®  The Judicial Branch continues to explore administrative, managerial, rules
and legislative changes such as those identified above in order to make the
courts readily accessible.
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The Courts during the past biennia have implemented major system
changes in the areas of information systems improvement planning, child
support enforcement transfer to the courts from the Office of Administrative
Hearings, and transfer of funding responsibility for the trial court from the
counties to the state in 42 counties and the implementation of a rudimentary
management structure to oversee the expanded administrative
responsibility.

ORGANIZATION/PROGRAM STRUCTURE:

Judges 262.0 fte
—— District Administration Staff 43.0 fte
L Law Clerks 257.0 fte
1 Court Reporters 279.0 fte
— Referees/Judicial Officer 22.0 fte
[ District Court Administration Staff 431.0 fte
—— District Judges Association 5 fte
——— Judicial Advisory Service _15fte

9/30/00 Total 1,296 fte
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TRIAL COURTS - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (Continued)

Total Budget - All Funds
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TRENDS AND PERSPECTIVE:

®  Transfer to state funding of more than 350 trial court personnel from three
judicial districts occurred on 7-1-2000. New administrative human resources
systems, accounting, and budgeting systems were required. An
administrative infrastructure to support these operations is required.

®  Collective bargaining in the judicial branch occurred for the first time
involving two collective bargaining units.

B Athird statewide collective bargaining unit was certified for court reporters

® Insurance costs increase at double digit rates, depleting operating funds to
supplement salary base adjustments

®  Serious criminal caseload has increased 51% in the past decade.
Misdemeanor non-traffic criminal cases have increased 30% during that
period.

® Implied consent cases have increased 88% over the past decade, 74% in
the last five years.

®  Juvenile caseloads statewide have increased 88% in the last decade.
Termination of parental rights cases have increased 56% in the past decade.
Delinquency of children under 10 has increased 40% in the past five years.

®  Major overall caseload has increased 35% in the past decade.
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2000-01 Expenditures by Category
Total: $ 178 Million

Operations
15%

Personnel
85%

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATIONS:

The Governor respects the separation of powers and the desire of officials in the
judicial and legislative branches, and other constitutional officers, to
independently present their budget requests directly to the legislature without
specific recommendations from the Governor. However, since the Governor is
required by faw to submit a balanced budget to the legislature, it is necessary to
identify funding for those offices as part of a budget plan.

Within the judicial branch, the Governor recognizes that the overall volume of
cases continues to increase, primarily reflecting changes in criminal penalties
and sentencing laws. For the Courts, the Governor recommends that the budget
be increased 5% a year over the adjusted base to recognize these caseload
increases. For the Trial Courts, this amounts to a biennial increase of
$16,044,000.

The Governor also recommends biennial funding of $18,192,000 for the Trial
Courts to cover currently estimated costs borne by counties for providing certain
mandated services which will transfer to the state on 7-1-01. The Governor also
recommends an offsetting reduction in HACA payments to counties in his Tax
Aids and Credits budget. The Trail Courts may choose to supplement funding for
these costs with the general funding increase recommended for the agency.
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Agency: TRIAL COURTS
Agency Summary Actual Actual Budgeted ';Y 2002 & ';Y 2003 G
(Dollars in Thousands) FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 gency overnor gency overnor
j Base Request Recomm. Base Request Recomm.
Expenditures by Program:

TRIAL COURTS 75,221 75,523 102,374 103,560 136,358 117,828 106,200 145,002 126,168
Total Expenditures 75,221 75,523 102,374 103,560 136,358 117,828 106,200 145,002 126,168
Financing by Fund:

Direct Appropriations:

GENERAL 75,184 75,516 102,236 103,433 136,231 117,701 106,073 144,875 126,041
Statutory Appropriations:

GENERAL 0 0 120 120 120 120 120 120 120

SPECIAL REVENUE 6 0 18 7 7 7 7 7 7

FEDERAL 31 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Financing 75,221 75,523 102,374 103,560 136,358 117,828 106,200 145,002 126,168
FTE by Employment Type:

FULL TIME 875.8 898.6 1,309.5 1,320.0 1,390.0 1,320.0 1,320.0 1,390.0 1,320.0

PART-TIME, SEASONAL, LABOR SER 23.4 24.5 5.1 34 34 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4
Total Full-Time Equivalent 899.2 923.1 1,314.6 1,323.4 1,393.4 1,323.4 1,323.4 1,393.4 1,323.4
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TRIAL COURTS- BUDGET BRIEF

" Nine additional judge units and supplemental retired judge funding is
requested to meet the increasing caseload demand.

" Fast growing services mandated by the constitution, state or federal law —
guardian ad litem, interpreter, Rule 20 and commitment psychiatric exams
and in forma pauperis costs — are set to be transferred from county to state
funding 7-1-2001. $28,759,000 less county HACA aid is requested.

®  On 7-1-2000 the judiciary successfully transferred three judicial districts,
including 42 counties and more than 350 personnel, to state funding. Three
bargaining units for court employees were created. The Iegislature
requested a plan for the transfer of an additional 32 counties and more than
1,500 additional employees. Fiscal and human resources staff are
requested to provide support previously obtained from counties and to
create a cohesive administrative structure within the judicial branch.
$1,813,000 is requested.

" In order to effectively operate the state funded administrative components of
the courts, supplemental funding is requested for jury operations, training, 17
positions for court administrator offices among 55 counties, four referee law
clerk positions, equipment replacement, training community court programs
in Hennepin and Ramsey Counties, relocation costs and other
miscellaneous operational costs. $9,172,000 is requested.

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION(S):

The Governor recommends a biennial increase of $16,044,000 to recognize
caseload increases. The Governor also recommends $18,192,000 for costs of
mandated functions that will transfer to the state on 7-1-01, to be offset by HACA
reductions to counties.

Fund: GENERAL
FY 2002 FY 2003 Biennium
BASE YEAR (FY 2001) ($000s)
Appropriations $100,834 $100,834 $201,668
BASE ADJUSTMENT
New Programs to Agency Base 316 316 632
One-Time Appropriations (274) (274) (548)
Doc. Space Rental/Lease 3 4 7
2002-03 Sal. & Ben. Base 2,554 5,193 7,747
BASE LEVEL (for 2002 and 2003) $103,433 $106,073 $209,506
AGENCY REQUEST ITEMS
Judicial Services (exp) 2,586 2,487 5,073
Atftract/Retain Competent Employees (exp) 11,422 15,361 26,783
Judicial Branch Transformation (exp) 532 1,281 1,813
Mandated Costs 13,630 15,129 28,759
Effectiveness 4,628 4,544 9,172
Initiatives/Operations (exp)
AGENCY REQUEST (for 2002 and 2003) $136,231 $144,875 $281,106
GOVERNOR'’S INITIATIVES
Judicial Branch Caseload Adjustment 5172 10,872 16,044
Mandated Costs 9,096 9,096 18,192
GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION $117,701 $126,041 $243,742

BRIEF EXPLANATION OF BUDGET DECISIONS:

¥  Base adjustments are included for rent increases and standard salary and
benefit increases allowed for state agencies. The base is also increased for
the annualized cost of new judgeships authorized for phase-in during the
current biennium. The base is decreased for one-time appropriations for
community courts and Carlton County prosecution costs.

a

The Minnesota judiciary is seeking funding for judge and employee
compensation beyond the base adjustment. The salary of Minnesota judges
now ranks 32" in the country and is dropping. The National Center for State
Courts conducted a classification and compensation study for trial and
appellate court personnel, the first in a decade. The Trial Court seeks
funding to implement the recommendations and to pay for anticipated
extraordinary insurance cost increases.

State of Minnesota 2002-03 Biennial Budget
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TRIAL COURTS - REVENUE SUMMARY

REVENUE SOURCES:

Fine revenue from Judicial Districts Five, Seven, Eight and Nine is collected
through the Trial Court budget and transmitted to the State Treasurer for
deposit in the General Fund.

Courts in Districts Five, Seven, Eight and Nine are authorized by statute to
impose, collect and retain fees for guardian ad litem services. Guardian ad
litem fee revenue is estimated at $120,000 each year in these four districts.

FEE STRUCTURE:

Fee and fine revenue is collected by the court administrators in 87 counties. It
is allocated to recipients by complicated statutory formulae. The state share is
transmitted to the State Treasurer for distribution and deposit.

RECENT CHANGES:

The 1998 Legislature simplified the surcharges on court fines by reducing the
number of surcharges. This change was effective 1-1-99. The significant
increase in revenue in 2001 is due to the transfer of the county share of fine
revenue to the state as a result of state funding of Districts Five, Seven and
Nine effective July 1, 2000.

FORECAST BASIS:

Fee and fine revenue is projected based on past collections.

State of Minnesota 2002-03 Biennial Budget
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Agency: TRIAL COURTS

Biennial Change
Summary of Agency Revenues Actual Actual Budgeted FY 2002 FY 2003 2002-03 Gov / 2000-01
(Dollars in Thousands) FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 Governor Governor
Forecast Recomm. Forecast .Recomm. Dollars Percent
Non-Dedicated Revenue;
Other Revenues:

GENERAL 1,069 1,175 8,820 8,820 8,820 8,820 8,820 7,645 76.5%
Total Non-Dedicated Receipts 1,069 1,175 8,820 8,820 8,820 8,820 8,820 7,645 76.5%
Dedicated Receipts:

Grants:

GENERAL 420 134 0 0 0 0 0 (134) (100.0%)

FEDERAL 33 5 0 0 0 0 0 (5) (100.0%)
Other Revenues:

GENERAL 0 0] 120 120 120 120 120 120 100.0%

SPECIAL REVENUE 10 4 8 7 7 7 7 2 16.7%
Total Dedicated Receipts 463 143 128 127 127 127 127 (17 (6.3%)
Agency Total Revenues 1,532 1,318 8,948 8,047 8,947 8,047 8,947 | 7,628 74.3%
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BUDGET CHANGE ITEM (45122)

Agency: TRIAL COURTS
Item Title: ATTRACT/RETAIN COMPETENT EMPLOYEES

2002-03 Biennium 2004-05 Biennium

FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005

Expenditures: ($000s)

General Fund

-State Operations $11,422 $15,361 $15,906 $15,906
Revenues: ($000s)

General Fund $-0- $-0- $-0- $-0-
Statutory Change? Yes No__ X
If yes, statute(s) affected:

New Activity X___Supplemental Funding Reallocation

RATIONALE:

The Supreme Court, in the exercise of its authority over the administrative and
financial affairs of the courts of the state, commissioned a compensation study
for non-judicial personnel throughout the state. This study, the first
comprehensive review of non-judicial compensation for court personnel
statewide since 1989, resulted in common job classifications and pay ranges for
employees at the Supreme Court, Court of Appeals, and state funded trial
courts. The study will provide the compensation basis for future state funding
transfers of court employees from county to state employment. The study
addressed judicial branch concerns about its ability fo attract and retain
competent employees. Full employment and private sector competition in
almost every job class have resulted in fewer well-quaiified applicants for court
positions. The situation has been particularly acute for legal and technology
positions. With the advance of state funding for the trial courts and the advent
of collective bargaining for certain judicial branch employees, funding for and
implementation of a comprehensive pay plan is critical.

The pay plan recommendations were based on an assessment of salaries paid
by the Legislative and Executive branches. In order to address salary inequities
for certain job classes in the recommended National Center for State Courts
pay plan, the courts require supplemental funding to implement the uniform
non-judicial pay plan.

The Compensation Council recommended a 3.5% pay increase for judges on 1-
1-01 with an additional equity adjustment of 3%. [t also recommended a similar
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increase for January 2002. In order to adjust judicial salaries regularly, the courts
are also requesting a 3% cost of living adjustment for judges in January 2003.
Currently Minnesota rates 32™ among all states in the rate of judicial
compensation.

An equally important element of compensation is insurance coverage. The rate of
insurance cost increases is estimated again to be double digit for the third
biennium in a row. When court employees in the Fifth, Seventh, and Ninth Judicial
Districts were transferred to state funding, the cost of state insurance for those
employees-was significantly greater than the cost of county insurance upon which
the funding transfer was based. The election of state insurance benefits by most
of the employees has resulted in a significant underfunding of the salary
obligations in those districts. The 3% base adjustment for compensation is
inadequate to fund the elements of the court pay plan: cost of living, merit and
equity adjustments, and insurance cost increases. The trial court is therefore
requesting a supplemental appropriation of $11,422,000 in FY 2002 and
$15,361,000 in FY 2003.

FINANCING:
The triai courts are requesting a General Fund appropriation for this purpose.
OUTCOMES:

In the summer of 2000 Twin Cities newspapers reported $100,000 starting salaries
in large Twin Cities law firms for lawyers just out of law school. Even in the public
sector, the Attorney General’s office pays first year attorneys over $39,000 and the
Public Defenders pay $43,000. The state is currently paying trial court judges less
than $100,000 and law clerks $26,000. Higher entry level salaries are necessary
to attract top new lawyers from a wider legal market.

Adequate salary funding will preserve existing staff positions necessary to process
trial court cases. It will provide a uniform pay structure within which collective
bargaining can take place.

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor makes no specific recommendation regarding this request.
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BUDGET CHANGE ITEM (45120)

Agency: TRIAL COURTS
Item Title: JUDICIAL SERVICES

2002-03 Biennium 2004-05 Biennium

FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005
Expenditures: ($000s)
General Fund
-State Operations $2,586 $2,487 $2,487 $2,487
Revenues: ($000s)
General Fund $-0- $-0- $-0- $-0-

Statutory Change? Yes X_No

If yes, statute(s) affected: M.S. 2.722

New Activity X _Supplemental Funding Reallocation

RATIONALE:

In order to address concerns about the adequacy of judicial resources to
determine cases in a thorough, prompt and thoughtful manner, the judiciary has
been reviewing the weighted caseload methodology by which it determines the
need for judicial resources. This methodology has served the Legislature and
the Judiciary well in making determinations about the need for judicial
resources, but required periodic updating to maintain its validity. A new study is
recommended every 5-8 years. WCL studies have been conducted in
Minnesota in 1980, 1986, and 1992. A new study is overdue. Other concemns
include the need to give greater recognition to the motions and post decree
hearings in certain case types in order to measure judicial work. The trial court
is requesting $250,000 to fund an update of the weighted caseload
methodology that wouid review these issues and identify an appropriate
methodology to more accurately assess the judicial resource need.

Using the methodology incorporating the 1992 study’s times and weights and
projecting the need for additional judicial resources through the next biennium,
the trial court is requesting nine additional judge units: five that were requested
but not authorized in the last biennium and four additional judge units due to
growth in the caseload. Authorization of these judge units is a necessity to
prevent backlog, delay and further erosion of judge time per case devoted to
serious case types. A judge unit consists of a judge, law clerk and court
reporter.
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Retired judges are useful in stretching judicial resources and providing flexibility in
the use of those resources. Private sector adjudication processes such as ADR
provide higher salaries for retired judges. The judicial branch is therefore
requesting supplemental retired judge funding to increase the per diem rate as a
strategy to encourage more retired judges to serve.

In the Second and Fourth Judicial Districts, three referee positions may be
converted to judgeships in the next biennium. Associated with those conversions
are greater fringe benefit costs and a law clerk position for each conversion. The
conversion results in a greater flexibility for the judge to hear and determine finally
all the issues presented in juvenile court.

FINANCING:

A General Fund appropriation is requested for the support of these judicial
services. -

OUTCOMES:

The methodology by which the need for judicial resources is determined will be
updated to address current case processing practices and concerns with adequate
time to conduct business to achieve a quality result.

Judicial resources will be supplemented by converting referee positions, thereby
eliminating the need for subsequent judicial review.

The iikelihood of attracting additional retired judges will be enhanced by providing
an improved per diem rate. Retired judges can then be used with flexibility to
address temporary needs for judicial services due to ilinesses, vacations, special
cases, or unavailability of active judges.

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor makes no specific recommendation regarding this request.
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BUDGET CHANGE ITEM (45126)

Agency: TRIAL COURTS
Iltem Title: MANDATED COSTS

2002-03 Biennium 2004-05 Biennium

FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005

Expenditures: ($000s)

General Fund

-State Operations $13,630 $15,129 $15,129 $15,129
Revenues: ($000s)

General Fund $-0- $-0- $-0- $-0-
Statutory Change? Yes No X
If yes, statute(s) affected:

X ___ New Activity X Supplemental Funding Reallocation

RATIONALE:

Laws 1999, Chapter 216, Article 7, Section 46 provides for the transfer of
funding responsibility from county to state government for guardian ad litem
services, interpreter services, in forma pauperis costs, and psychological exam
costs related to court commitments and Rule 20 examinations. This
realignment adds the funding responsibility to the policy responsibility already
exercised at the state level. This shift has been studied for the past decade by
the courts and adopted by the 1999 Legislature in stages. Policies affecting the
delivery of these programs are made by the federal government, the state
courts and the state Legislature. Transfer of the funding responsibility is set by
statute to occur 7-1-01.

Gaps in guardian ad litem service currently exist in Minnesota’s 87 counties. In
1997 the Minnesota Supreme Court Foster Care and Adoption Task Force
found a range of appointment compiiance from 24% to 94%. Hennepin County
was at 43% for Child Protection cases. Our best estimates for 1999 indicate
that many districts continue to operate at compliance rates of 50%.

Costs are expected to grow as the courts work with an increasingly diverse
population. From 1998 to 2000, the number of students speaking a language
other than English in the home increased by 17%. At the county level
expenditures for interpreters has increased 19 — 40% in each of the last three
years, and the increases are expected to continue. The constitutional rights of
persons handicapped in communication cannot be fully protected unless
gualified interpreters are available to assist them in legal proceedings.
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The courts are requesting funding in addition to what was paid at the county level
to provide for the extra demand for services in the areas. of guardians ad litem,
interpreters, psychiatric exams and in forma pauperis costs.

FINANCING:

The trial courts are requesting the total funding amount of $13,630,000 in FY 2002
and $15,129,000 in FY 2003. Against these amounts HACA aid reductions in the
amount of $9,097,130 should be recognized. The net General Fund cost in FY
2002 would by $4,532,774. In FY 2003 the net General Fund cost after the HACA
offset would be $6,031,294.

OUTCOMES:

Counties would be relieved of the funding responsibility in program areas where
county officials do not set the policy.

The uniform implementation of policy set by state officials would be funded by
state resources. Uniform implementation would not be hindered by the uneven
ability of disparate county tax bases to support the operations of state government.

Persons at risk, children in need of protection, the poor, those unable to speak or
comprehend the English language in court proceedings, and persons whose
mental capacity is being challenged in the court process, would receive equal
access to services throughout the state rather than have that access limited by the
county of residence ability to pay.

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor recommends biennial funding of $18,192,000 for the Trial Courts to
cover currently estimated costs borne by counties for providing the mandated
services which will transfer to the state on 7-1-01. The Governor aiso
recommends an offsetting reduction in HACA payments to counties in his Tax Aids
and Credits budget. The Trial Courts may choose to supplement funding for these
costs with the general funding increase recommended for the agency.
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BUDGET CHANGE ITEM (45124)

Agency: TRIAL COURTS
item Title: JUDICIAL BRANCH TRANSFORMATION

2002-03 Biennium 2004-05 Biennium

FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005

Expenditures: ($000s)

General Fund

-State Operations $532 $1,281 $1,395 $1,395
Revenues: ($000s)

General Fund $-0- $-0- $-0- $-0-
Statutory Change? Yes No_ X
If yes, statute(s) affected:

X__ New Activity X__ Supplemental Funding Reallocation

RATIONALE:

Laws 1999, Chapter 216, Article 7 transfers funding and administrative
responsibility for the 55 court administrators’ offices in Judicial Districts Five,
Seven, Eight, and Nine to the state. That transfer was effective 1-1-2000 on a
permanent basis for the Eighth Judicial District and 7-1-2000 for the other three
judicial districts. The legislation also requests the Supreme Court in
consultation with the Conference of Chief Judges to submit to the Legislature a
plan for the state assumption of the remainder of the trial court costs by 7-1-03.

From the Eighth District experience of the past decade and the conversion
experience of Districts 5, 7, and 9, two types of administrative positions are
critical to the exercise of expanded administrative responsibility — accountants
and human resources specialists. Each of these districts now is responsible for
administrative offices in 10-20 locations. Personnel collect and disburse
thousands of dollars daily in each of those offices. On a district basis millions of
dollars are collected and disbursed annually. Each office has been delegated
purchasing authority because of the geographic distances. Most of the offices
are not staffed with accounting staff. A professional accountant is needed to
direct the accounting functions at the district level. This person would supervise
the collection, recording and disbursement of fee and fine revenues; supervise
purchasing in multiple court locations; create, monitor, and report on the status
of multiple county and district budgets; and work with court managers to identify
and resolve funding and budget issues. The trial courts are requesting funds
for three accounting positions in FY 2002 for Districts 5,7, and 9. Assuming full
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state funding by July 2003, the trial courts are requesting six additional accounting
positions in the second year of the biennium. These positions will facilitate the
transfer by clarifying county funding levels, establishing new accounts and
accounting processes within the district prior to transfer to the state, conducting
training on accounting issues for managers and other local account clerks
transferred to state funding, cataloguing and transferring inventory, establishing
new banking relationships, and training court clerks in the use of the MAPS
system.

With state funding, the courts, rather than county human resources departments,
have assumed responsibility for collective bargaining and the administration of the
courts’ human resources function. Collective bargaining is a new responsibility for
the judicial branch and involves multiple bargaining units. A human resources
specialist is requested for each judicial district to coordinate and manage the
myriad of human resources responsibilities. Four positions are requested in the
first year for Districts 5,7,8, and 9. Six positions for the remaining districts are
requested in the second year to complete preparation for the transition. The
functions to be performed include: participate in collective bargaining negotiations;
administer grievance procedures; recruit staff, screen applicants for positions, and
advise judges and court managers on hiring and disciplinary practices and
procedures; conduct new employee orientations; develop and implement safety
and weliness programs; and assist in desk audits to maintain the classification
system. During the transfer to state funding, professional human resources staff is
necessary to correctly transition employees into a new classification and benefit
program, allocate staff to appropriate salaries in a new payroll process, advise
employees about the implications of new insurance plans, provide information
about insurance options, and trouble shoot with county, state, and insurance
company officials to make sure that employee rights are understood and
protected.

FINANCING:
A General Fund appropriation is requested for this purpose.
OUTCOMES:

The 2,500+ trial court employees will receive professional, informed advice about
their rights and responsibilities in a state court system.

The funds entrusted to court officers will be safe guarded and accounted for
appropriately. Costs associated with future county/state transfers can be
thoroughly documented. :

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor makes no specific recommendatron regarding this request.
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BUDGET CHANGE ITEM (56976)

Agency: TRIAL COURTS
Item Title: EFFECTIVENESS INITIATIVES/OPERATIONS

2002-03 Biennium 2004-05 Biennium

FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 EY 2005

Expenditures: ($000s)

General Fund

-State Operations $4,628 $4,544 $4,544 $4,544
Revenues: ($000s)

General Fund $-0- $-0- $-0- $-0-
Statutory Change? Yes No X
if yes, statute(s) affected:

New Activity X__ Supplemental Funding Reallocation

RATIONALE:

For the past three biennia, the portion of the trial court budget available for
operational costs has been drastically diminished as funding has necessarily
been reallocated to pay for insurance and salary cost increases. In the 1998-99
biennium, operational spending was 2.7% less than in 1996-97. In 2000-01
anticipated operational spending at the district level is anticipated to be
reduced more than 10% at the district level. These reductions have resulted in
the virtual elimination of staff training funds, reductions in equipment upgrades,
deferral of maintenance and communications upgrades.
}

The trial courts are requesting recognition of operation cost inflation in a wide
variety of areas - communication costs, legal research costs, software program
upgrades, microfilm services to preserve court records, ergonomic equipment
replacement, and supplies. The courts are also requesting the replacement of
training funds for trial court personnel at the rate of $400 per person, a cost
below industry standards.

As inflation has eroded purchasing power, inflationary increases in the
reimbursement rate for travel have been recognized in collective bargaining
agreements. The frial court is seeking funding to increase the mileage
reimbursement rate for jurors to equal that of state employees. The
reimbursement rate currently is $.27 cents per mile while the IRS and state
bargaining agreements recognize a rate of $.325. This 20% mileage rate
increase along with an increase for parking costs, juror sequestration costs for
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meals and lodging and increased utilization would result in a 10-12% increase to
the jury budget, $487,000 in FY 2002 and $608,000 in FY 2003.

The Second and Fourth Judicial Districts have effectively implemented community
court projects during the current biennium and have reported the activities of those
projects quarterly to Legislative committees. Both districts seek funding to
continue these successful adjuncts to the regular court process. A total of
$571,000 is requested for FY 2002 and $446,000 for FY 2003.

The trial courts are also seeking 21positions for the operations of the courts. Four
additional iaw clerk positions are requested for referee positions, which previously
did not have a law clerk; nine screener/collector positions to enhance fine
collection by closely monitoring time payments and utilizing the Minnesota
Coliection Enterprise, eight court deputy positions for the 55 state funded court
administrative offices to address chronic staff shortages. These positions would
assist with case scheduling, document processing, record keeping, fine collections
and all other court administrative functions. The cost of these positions is
$1,220,600 for FY 2002 and $1,073,600 for FY 2003.

The ftrial courts are requesting increased operations funding for ftraining,
equipment, and miscellaneous operating costs in the amount of $1,412,000 for FY
2002 and $1,471,000 for FY 2003. This general operating increase is less than
1.5% of the base budget.

FINANCING:

A General Fund appropriation is requested for this purpose.

OUTCOMES:

Litigant business, case scheduling, document processing, fine collection,
settlement disbursement, and record processing can be addressed in a timely
manner, minimizing inconvenience and curtaiiment of rights.

GOVERNOR'’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor makes no specific recommendation regarding this request.
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PROGRAM SUMMARY

Program: TRIAL COURTS
Agency: TRIAL COURTS

PROGRAM PROFILE:

The Trial Courts are charged with the constitutional responsibility of adjudicating
fairly and expeditiously all civil and criminal legal disputes brought before them
by private parties and government agencies. In order to assure a more uniform
delivery of judicial services, the state funds the salaries and certain statutorily
defined expenses of all trial court judges, law clerks, court reporters, referees
and the operations of judicial district administration staff. The state also funds
jury per diem, transcript costs and day care costs statewide.

Judges are elected within a judicial district to hear and decide cases. Subject to
the assignment power of the Chief Judge or Chief Justice, they may be assigned
to hear cases in a county other than the site of their chambers as workioad
demands. Judges generally travel among the several counties in their judicial
district to dispose of cases, or they may travel to another district to assist with the
caseload. Travel costs and certain office expenses specified by statute are
reimbursed by the state.

Judicial District Administrators are assigned to each of the judicial districts and
work with the judges, lawyers and local court administrators to expedite the
caseload and to improve court management and administrative procedures.

The Executive Secretary for the District Judges Association and Director of the
Judiciary Advisory Service assist the district judges in fulfilling the statutory
mandate of M.S. 484.33 to meet and revise the rules of practice in the district
courts.

Law clerks are provided to perform legal research for trial court judges in
individual cases. Court reporters create the record of courtroom proceedings
and serve as secretaries to individual judges.

In addition to the adjudicative and administrative functions funded statewide, the
55 Court Administrator offices in the 5", 7", 8", and 9™ Districts are included.
These offices are responsible for creating and maintaining the official court
records and for the effective administration of the court in a particular county.
The Court Administrator receives and files all official court documents, schedules
all cases for hearing, collects all fees and fines, monitors the status of cases,
issues legal process, and enters official court orders and judgements.
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STRATEGIES AND PERFORMANCE:

The Trial Courts continue to look for innovative methods to insure that cases are
competently reviewed and expeditiously decided in spite of a 35% growth in the
maijor caseload (the most serious civil and criminal cases) in the last decade.

Strategies adopted include adding a law clerk for each judicial position to assist
in case review and decision drafting, exploration of alternative dispute resolution
mechanisms, introduction of increased technology to improve information
available for critical decision making and to facilitate litigant access to the courts,
and continual review and streamlining of court processes and procedures.

Efforts to reduce time to disposition for litigants now raise issues of the ability to
provide thorough consideration for all cases, including serious criminal and
juvenile cases. Time spent, for example, on gross misdemeanors declined from
64 minutes in 1986 to less than 49 minutes last year. In order to allow for full,
thoughtful consideration, additional judges are needed. Even as courts dispose
of cases more quickly, the backlog of cases in recent years has been growing.

FINANCING INFORMATION:

The Trial Courts are funded by a General Fund appropriation.

BUDGET ISSUES:

The Trial Courts have included the 3% base adjustment to fund salary increases.
The budget is dependent upon additional salary funding to implement the
National Center for State Courts recommended judicial branch compensation
plan and to cover projected insurance cost increases. The 1999 Minnesota
Compensation Council recommended judicial salary increases on 1-1-2001 and
1-1-2002. In addition, funding for a 1-1-2003 judicial salary increase is
requested. Additional judicial and support staff are requested to maintain the
quality of judicial decision making and administrative services. Funding for
mandated costs for guardians ad litem, interpreters, Rule 20 and commitment
psychological exams and in forma pauperis costs is requested. Additional
funding requests for court infrastructure is detailed in the change items.

Page H-58



Activity: TRIAL COURTS
Program: TRIAL COURTS
Agency: TRIAL COURTS
Budget Activity Summary Actual Actual Budgeted ';Y 2002 & ';Y 2003 S
(Dollars in Thousands) FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 gency overnor gency overnor
Base Request Recomm. Base Request Recomm.
Expenditures by Category:
State Operations
COMPENSATION 62,369 65,896 85,372 87,758 102,668 87,758 90,397 110,089 90,397
OTHER OPERATING EXPENSES 12,852 9,627 17,002 15,802 33,690 30,070 15,803 34,913 35,771
Total Expenditures 75,221 75,523 102,374 103,560 136,358 117,828 106,200 145,002 126,168
Change Items: Fund
(A) ATTRACT/RETAIN COMPETENT EMPLOYEES GEN 11,422 15,361
(A) JUDICIAL SERVICES GEN 2,586 2,487
(A) MANDATED COSTS GEN 13,630 9,096 15,129 9,096
(A) JUDICIAL BRANCH TRANSFORMATION GEN 532 1,281
(A) EFFECTIVENESS INITIATIVES/OPERATIONS GEN 4,628 4,544
(A) JUDICIAL BRANCH CASELOAD ADJUSTMENT GEN 5172 10,872
Total Change ltems 32,798 14,268 38,802 19,968
Financing by Fund:
Direct Appropriations:
GENERAL 75,184 75,516 102,236 103,433 136,231 117,701 106,073 144,875 126,041
Statutory Appropriations:
GENERAL 0 0 120 120 120 120 120 120 120
SPECIAL REVENUE 6 0 18 7 7 7 7 7 7
FEDERAL 31 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Financing 75,221 75,523 102,374 103,560 136,358 117,828 106,200 145,002 126,168
Revenue Collected:
Dedicated
GENERAL 420 134 120 120 120 120 120 120 120
SPECIAL REVENUE 10 4 8 7 7 7 7 7 7
FEDERAL 33 5 0 0 0 o 0 0 0
Nondedicated
GENERAL 1,069 1,175 8,820 8,820 8,820 8,820 8,820 8,820 8,820
Total Revenues Collected 1,632 1,318 8,948 8,947 8,947 8,947 8,947 8,947 8,947
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Activity: TRIAL COURTS
Program: TRIAL COURTS
Agency: TRIAL COURTS
Budget Activity Summary Actual Actual Budgeted :Y 2002 G ';Y 2003 G
(Dollars in Thousands) FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 gency overnor gency overnor
Base Request Recomm. Base Request Recomm.
FTE by Employment Type:
FULL TIME 875.8 898.6 1,309.5 1,320.0 1,390.0 1,320.0 1,320.0 1,390.0 1,320.0
PART-TIME, SEASONAL, LABOR SER 23.4 24.5 5.1 3.4 34 3.4 34 34 34
Total Full-Time Equivalent 899.2 923.1 1,314.6 1,323.4 1,393.4 1,323.4 1,323.4 1,393.4 1,323.4
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JUDICIAL STANDARDS BOARD - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

AGENCY MISSION AND VISION:

The Judicial Standards Board investigates and acts on complaints alleging
judicial misconduct or disability for the entire judicial branch of government under
statutory authority of MS 490.15.

Mission: To protect the public and promote confidence in the integrity and
impartiality of the Minnesota judiciary. To provide a procedure to review and
investigate complaints of judicial disability or misconduct that interferes with the
performance of judicial duties or conduct prejudicial to the administration of
justice.

Vision: To ensure and increase public confidence in the integrity and impartiality
of the Minnesota judiciary by requiring Minnesota judicial officers to adhere to
established standards of ethical conduct.

KEY SERVICE STRATEGIES:

® Receive, review and investigate complaints filed against judges for violations
of the Code of Judicial Conduct and statutes.

® Issue discipline to judge when appropriate including private wamning and
public reprimand.

® Initiate public proceedings against a judge, when appropriate, which can
result in a public hearing and then recommend a disciplinary dispaosition to
the Minnesota Supreme Court, including retirement, censure or removal
from office.

®  Review judges’ comp]iance with MS 546.27 and take appropriate disciplinary
action, if necessary.

® Respond to all inquiries concerning judicial ethics from the public, judges,
attorneys, legislature and board members.

®  Educate public and judges on judicial ethics.

PERFORMANCE SUMMARY:

The agency strives to respond promptly to all inquiries and to process complaints
in a conscientious, thorough and timely manner.

®  In the last CY 1999, 595 inquiries by the public and judges were responded
to by the staff within the same or next-day, and then an agency pamphlet
was sent to each individual.

" The board meets monthly and matters are resolved, on an average, within
46 days, a 10 day improvement over the previous year.
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®  Every newly appointed judge is sent a packet of information informing them
of various aspects of judicial ethics.

®  Agency estimates that 150 complaints will be received and that it will
respond to 750 inquiries from the public, judges, attorneys and legislators:

REVENUES: None.

ISSUES AFFECTING AGENCY’S OPERATIONS:

The primary activity of the Judicial Standards Board is the prompt and efficient
investigation and disposition of complaints received.

® The agency operates on a minimal budget for present salary and fixed
operating expenses.

" There have been no increases in staff (2) in spite of the increased scope of
operations and responsibilities.

®  Unknown factor is the number of complaints filed within a year.

™ Agency’s activities increase by the number of newly appointed judgeships
and positions within court system, most recently child support magistrates.

® A serious complaint usually requires greater investigation, incurs additional
expenditures and may require court reporter and attorney services.

®  Educational activities have increased the number of complaints alleging
serious misconduct requiring more investigations.

¥ Agency must manage physical space for the maintenance of an increasing
volume of confidential records.

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor recommends the agency’s base budget except for the following
adjustment: a biennial increase of $12,000 for the cost of router access to state
systems, e-mail, and the internet. This will enable the agency to communicate
more efficiently with other agencies and clients, which includes responding to
inquiries, updating the agency web page for general information to the public and
judges, and maintaining office administration in compliance with state
requirements.

The Governor has also included funding to 'improve this agency’s technology

capacity in the Small Agency Infrastructure initiative carried under the Office of
Technology.
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Agency: JUDICIAL STANDARDS BOARD
Biennial Change
Budget Activity Summary Actual Actual | Budgeted FY 2002 FY 2003 2002-03 Gov / 2000-01
(Dollars in Thousands) FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 Governor Governor
) Base Recomm. Base Recomm. Dollars Percent

Expenditures by Category:
State Operations

COMPENSATION 172 160 168 174 174 180 180 26 7.9%

OTHER OPERATING EXPENSES 86 84 99 71 77 72 78 (28) (15.3%)
Total Expenditures 258 244 267 245 251 252 258 (2) (0.4%)
Change ltems: Fund

(A) ROUTER ACCESS GEN 6 6
Total Change ltems 6 6
Financing by Fund:
Direct Appropriations:

GENERAL 258 244 267 245 251 252 258
Total Financing 258 244 267 245 251 252 258
FTE by Employment Type:

FULL TIME 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Total Full-Time Equivalent 2.0 2.0 2.0 2,0 2.0 20 2.0
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Agency: JUDICIAL STANDARDS BOARD

Base Budget Report All Funds General Fund Other State Funds Federal Funds
(Dollars in Thousands) FY2002 | FY 2003 FY 2002 | FY 2003 FY2002 | FY 2003 FY 2002 | FY 2003

FY 2001 Budgeted 238 238 238 238 0 0 0 0
Base Adjustments

2002-03 SAL. & BEN. BASE 5 10 5 10 0 0 0 0

SMALL AGENCY OPERATIONAL EXPENSE 2 4 2 4 0 0 0 0
Subtotal Base Adjustments 7 14 7 14 0 0 0 0
Base Budget 245 252 245 252 0 0 0 0
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PUBLIC DEFENSE BOARD - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

AGENCY MISSION AND VISION:

The Public Defense Board is a Judicial Branch agency whose purpose is to
provide quality criminal defense services to indigent defendants in the state of
Minnesota through a cost effective and efficient public defender system. The
public defense system is the largest customer of the courts. Public defenders
provide service in every courthouse in Minnesota, handling over 170,000 cases
per year. The board has an effective and efficient public defender system. The
board has an annual budget of $47 million and a total complement of 720. Of
these, there are 503 state positions and 217 county positions. There are
approximately 515 attorney positions, half of which are part time.

The board is made up of seven members with three members appointed by the
Governor, and four members (attorneys) appointed by the Supreme Court. The
responsibilities of the board include appointing the State Public Defender,
selecting a District Chief Public Defender in each of the 10 Judicial Districts, and
distributing appropriations from the Legislature. In addition, the board sets
standards for the operation of all the public defender offices under its jurisdiction.
The agency is organized into three programs: State Public Defender,
Administrative Services Office, and District Public Defense.

The purpose of the 10 Judicial District Public Defender Offices is to provide
quality trial court criminal defense services to indigent clients charged with crimes
in felony, gross misdemeanor, misdemeanor and juvenile cases.

The State Public Defender's Office (SPD) provides services to indigent clients
who appeal their convictions to the Minnesota Court of Appeals and Supreme
Court or who seek post conviction proceedings in District Courts throughout the
state, to prisoners who need assistance with legal problems (Legal Assistance to
Minnesota Prisoners-L.A.M.P.), to individuals who are subject to supervised
release/parole revocation proceedings, to individuals who are subject to
community notification hearings, and to prisoners subject to prison disciplinary
proceedings (Legal Advocacy Project- L.AP.).

KEY SERVICE STRATEGIES:

The public defense system mission is to provide quality criminal defense services
to indigent defendants. The agency tries to accomplish this by the following:

®  Ensure effective provision of counsel by pursuing the resources necessary
to provide equitable caseloads statewide

®  Set caseload standards and apportion resources in a manner that can
provide quality criminal defense services

®  Provide adequate compensation for its employees to maintain the current
mix of part time and full time defenders and to retain quality employees
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®  Maximize client contact early in cases through the use of paralegals, law
clerks and investigators, which may facilitate early settlement of cases,
saving all parts of the criminal justice system time and resources

Work with the courts and other criminal justice agencies to ensure that the
criminal justice system operates as efficiently as possible and uses the latest
technologies to provide cost effective services

® Increase the diversity of the agency staff by opening up opportunities for
recruitment and hiring of women and people of color

®  Provide policy makers and stakeholders with the most accurate information
possible regarding the caseloads, hours, and resources in the public
defender system

®  Continue to keep administrative costs low

To help insure that the criminal justice system continues uninterrupted, M.S.
477A allocates up to 1.5% of county criminal justice aid to be used for trial level
cases and appellate transcript costs not funded by legislative appropriations. In
FY 2000, 10 new cases were referred out and $367,000 was expended. To date,
$201,000 has been paid in transcript fees.

OPERATING ENVIRONMENT:

Largest Customer of the Court

The board is the largest user of the state court system, so changes in court
procedures, calendars, and technology advances directly affect the board's ability
to provide quality legal services to its clients. New judgeships, proposals for
special courts, changes in juvenile court proceedings or technology changes in
the area of scheduling need to be examined for financial and resource
implications on the public defense system. Court cases are continued, jails sit
filled, and appeals and complaints rise where the pubic defense system lacks the
staff to handle cases, court calendars and trial appearances.

Right of Representation/Control of Caseload

The public defender system does not and cannot control its client intake or
workload. These important variables are controlled by external circumstances
such as: local government decisions that increase police and prosecution, new
constitutional mandates, legislative policies, Supreme Court Rules, sentencing
guidelines changes, statutory changes, judicial calendaring changes and
Department of Corrections policies, all factors beyond the board’s control. Under
Minnesota law, all individuals accused of a felony, gross misdemeanor,
misdemeanor or juvenile crime are entitled to be represented by an attorney
before, during, and after their trial. If an individual who is accused in one of the
above proceedings cannot afford the services of a private attorney, the court will
appoint a public defender to represent that individual.

Page H-66



PUBLIC DEFENSE BOARD - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (Continued)

Societal Values, Legislation, and Funding

In the past several years, there has been a significant influx of money to local
prosecutors and police on a local, state and national level to combat crime.
There also have been new judges and prosecutors added to process those
. defendants accused of committing crimes. There has not been the same funding
balance accorded to the public defense field. The political and economic issues
that will continue to affect the public defense field are related to social values and
funding sources. In recent years, there has been a significant emphasis on both
the local and national levels to increase the penalties for crimes against persons,
especially in the categories involving women and children. Stiffer penalties and
stricter enforcement have also resulted in a significant increase in the population
of our jails and prisons. This is the client base for the public defender system at
the trial and appellate level.

Organized Work Force

During FY 1999 employees of the Board of Public Defense were organized into
two separate bargaining units representing attorneys and support staff.
Teamsters Local 320 is the exclusive representative for both of these employee
groups. These two bargaining units were the first new units created on the state
level in over 20 years. Negotiations between the board and the unions were
recently completed with the approval of a two-year contract for FY 2000 and
2001. These contracts call for regular salary increases, the same as for all other
state employees, and are similar to the other contracts that the state has with its
employees.

ORGANIZATION/PROGRAM STRUCTURE:

Board of Public Defense

Board of Public Defense

State Public Defender

| ]
Office of Administrative District Public Defense
State Public Defender Services Office 663 F.T.E.s*
39F.T.Es 15 F.T.Es

* Includes Public Defenders funded by Hennepin and Ramsey Counties.
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GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor respects the separation of powers and the desire of officials in the
judicial and legislative branches, and other constitutional officers, to
independently present their budget requests directly to the legislature without
specific recommendations from the Governor. However, since the Governor is
required by law to submit a balanced budget to the legislature, it is necessary to
identify funding for those offices as part of a budget plan.

Within the judicial branch, the Governor recognizes that the overall volume of
cases continues to increase, primarily reflecting changes in criminal penalties
and sentencing laws. For the Public Defense Board, the Governor recommends
that the budget be increased 4% a year over the adjusted base to recognize
these caseload increases. For the Public Defense Board, this amounts to a
biennial increase of $6,091,000. For display purposes only, the increase is
shown under the State Public Defender Program, although the funds are
intended to be available agency-wide.

The Governor make no recommendation regarding the specific initiatives put
forward by the Public Defense Board.
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PUBLIC DEFENSE BOARD - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (Continued)

TRENDS AND PERSPECTIVE:

2000-01 Expenditures by Program

$ in Millions

Total Budget - All Fund
ta ge S Total: $92 Million
50 -

State Public
40 Defender

8%
Admin. Services
30 3%
District Defense
20 89%
10
0 . . — . T . ; . r i
1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Fiscal Year
Virtually all expenditures for 2000-01 are from the General

Fund.

2000-01 Expenditures by Category
Total: $92 Million

Operating

Expenses
3%

Personnel
58%

Grants
39%
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Agency: PUBLIC DEFENSE BOARD
Agency Summary Actual Actual Budgeted ';Y 2002 e ';Y 2003 G
(Dollars in Thousands) FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 gency overnor gency overnor
Base Request Recomm. Base Request Recomm.
Expenditures by Program:
STATE PUBLIC DEFENDER 3,047 3,458 3,165 3,381 3,601 5,344 3,547 3,883 7,675
PUBLIC DEFENSE BOARD 1,228 494 2,445 2,135 2,916 2,135 2,175 2,785 2,175
DISTRICT PUBLIC DEFENSE 38,975 39,896 44,003 43,955 48,407 43,955 45,270 50,936 45,270
Total Expenditures 43,250 43,848 49,613 49,471 54,924 51,434 50,992 57,604 55,120
Financing by Fund:
Direct Appropriations:
GENERAL 43,159 43,534 49,034 49,067 54,520 51,030 50,588 57,200 54,716
Statutory Appropriations:
GENERAL 0 54 396 300 300 300 300 300 300
FEDERAL 90 218 141 101 101 101 101 101 101
GIFT 1 42 42 3 3 3 3 3 3
Total Financing 43,250 43,848 49,613 49,474 54,924 51,434 50,992 57,604 55,120
FTE by Employment Type:
FULL TIME 244 .4 260.5 256.2 256.2 273.2 256.2 256.2 273.2 256.2
PART-TIME, SEASONAL, LABOR SER 219.3 217.2 217.2 217.2 243.7 217.2 217.2 243.7 217.2
Total Full-Time Equivalent 463.7 477.7 473.4 473.4 516.9 473.4 473.4 516.9 473.4
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Fund: GENERAL

PUBLIC DEFENSE BOARD - BUDGET BRIEF

FY 2002 FY 2003 Biennium
BASE YEAR (FY 2001) ($000s)
Appropriations $47,617 $47 617 $95,234
BASE ADJUSTMENT
Doc. Space Rental/Lease $76 $178 $254
Personnel Adjustment $1,374 $2,793 $4,167
BASE LEVEL (for 2002 and 2003) $49,067 $50,588 $99,655
AGENCY REQUEST ITENMS
Part Time Public Defender Viability $4,228 $5,546 $9,774
Public Defense Corporations $365 $415 $780
Statewide Connection Project $749 $542 $1,291
Trial Support $111 $108 $220
AGENCY REQUEST (for 2002 and 2003) $54,520 $57,200 $111,720
GOVERNOR’S INITIATIVES
Judicial Branch Caseload Adjustment $1,963 $4.128 $6,091
GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION $51,030 $54,716 $105,746

BRIEF EXPLANATION OF BUDGET DECISIONS:

Base adjustments are included for rent increases and standard salary and
benefit increases allowed for state agencies.

Agency requests additional $4,228,000 in FY 2002 and $5,546,000 in FY
2003 to continue the viability of the part time public defender system and
reduce caseloads.

Agency requests additional $365,000 in FY 2002 and $415,000 in FY 2003
to the public defense corporations to enable them to continue to provide
competent, cost effective legal representation to members of the minority
communities. This would include four staff positions, a grant adjustment of
3%, and salary adjustments for corporation staff to the levels of similar non-
profit legal corporations in surrounding states.

Agency requests additional $749,000 in FY 2002 and $542,000 in FY 2003
to provide the necessary hardware and software to redesign its information
systems to accommodate the changes in the criminal justice information
system, to physically secure its file servers in nine locations, and to hire
seven local area network administrators for district public defender offices.

State of Minnesota 2002-03 Biennial Budget

Agency requests additional $111,000 in FY 2002 and $109,000 in FY 2003
to improve the efficiency of the trial level court system and the appellate
process by funding a trial support team in the Office of the State Public
Defender.

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION(S):

The Governor recommends a biennial increase of $6,091,000 to recognize
caseload increases. The Governor makes no recommendations regarding the
specific initiatives put forward by the Public Defense Board.
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BUDGET CHANGE ITEM (52726)

Agency: PUBLIC DEFENSE BOARD
item Title: PART TIME PUBLIC DEFENDER VIABILITY

2002-03 Biennium 2004-05 Biennium

FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005

Expenditures: ($000s)

General Fund

-State Operations $4,228 $5,546 $5,861 $5,861
Revenues: ($000s)

General Fund $-0- $-0- $-0- $-0-
Statutory Change? Yes No X
If yes, statute(s) affected:

New Activity Supplemental Funding Reallocation

RATIONALE:

This request is an attempt to maintain the part time public defender model of
service delivery. The request would address the issues that most threaten the
viability of part time defenders and the cost effective representation they
provide. These issues include: hours put in by part time defenders that the
state does not pay for, additional judgeships/calendars, part time public
defender overhead, salary and insurance increases related to contracts, and
excess caseloads in two districts.

During FYs 1999-2000 over fifty part time public defenders separated from state
service. This is twice the statewide average for state employees. Many cited
the increased time commitments (increased hours) and overhead costs for their
departure. During FY 1999 part time defenders put in approximately 29,000
uncompensated hours. By the end of the biennium 13 new judgeships (and
criminal calendars) have or will be filled. This will require additional
appearances and time commitments from public defenders. In addition, public
defender offices in two judicial districts currently exceed the average caseload
per FTE by more than 10%. Attorneys in these two districts carry more than
twice the caseload as recommended by the board’s Weighted Caseload Study.
The request would provide 26 new attorneys, three paralegals, and three
investigators to address these issues.

The cost of running the law offices for part time defenders is largely borne by

the attorney. Part time public defenders must pay for their overhead costs from
their salary. In 1996, surveys and national data indicated that anywhere from
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one-third to one-half of an attorney’s fee went toward the cost of overhead.

Current annual overhead amounts are: $3,000 for % time defenders, $2,000 for %4

time defenders, and $1,000 for % time defenders. This request would double
those amounts.

The board now has labor agreements in place similar to those in other state
agencies. These contracts treat board employees in a manner similar to. other
state employees including regular salary increases. This is a first for the board.
The request would provide funding to establish a base to pay the cost of the salary
and insurance cost increases called for in these contracts.

Finally, the request would also fund the costs of expected employee insurance
cost increases during the FY 2002-03 biennium. These costs are expected to rise
38% over the next two years.

FINANCING:

The board is requesting the additional resources necessary to keep the criminal
justice system operating at its current pace.

OUTCOMES:

The board is attempting to address those issues that most affect the part time
public defender system and the criminal justice system as a whole. Without the
resources to address these issues the board will be forced, at a minimum, to hold
positions vacant in order to meet its obligations. This will increase caseloads and
time commitments for part time defenders, and will result in greater staff turnover.
This turnover, along with the excess caseloads and additional time commitments
created by new calendars and court procedures, will slow down the criminal justice
system, as the board will not have the staff available to provide defense services.

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor makes no specific recommendation regarding this request.
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PROGRAM SUMMARY

Program: STATE PUBLIC DEFENDER
Agency: PUBLIC DEFENSE BOARD

PROGRAM PROFILE:

The State Public Defender’'s Office (SPD) provides services to indigent prisoners
who appeal their criminal cases to the Minnesota Court of Appeals and Supreme
Court or who pursue post conviction proceedings in District Courts throughout
the state, to prisoners who need assistance with legal problems (Legal
Assistance to Minnesota Prisoners- L.AM.P.), to defendants in supervised
release/parole revocation proceedings, to individuals subject to community
notification hearings, and to prisoners subject to prison disciplinary proceedings
(Legal Advocacy Project- L.A.P.).

STRATEGIES AND PERFORMANCE:

The most important goal of the SPD Office is to provide competent
representation and to fulfill the legal responsibilities required for representation in
appellate cases, discipline hearings, community notification hearings, and
supervised release. Cases in the appellate office often “make law” and time to
prepare properly insures that the development of case law is a thoughtful
process. The office continues to find this more and more difficult to do. The
state's prison population is increasing dramatically. (21% between FY 1997 and
FY 2000) As it does, so do discipline problems, supervised release/parole
violations, and community notification hearings. As more individuals are
incarcerated for longer periods of time, appeals become mare frequent and more
complicated.

BUDGET ISSUES:

Recent legislative efforts to increase penalties for existing crimes have resulted
in a significant increase in the population of the state’s prisons and jails. The
Minnesota Department of Corrections (DOC) estimates that by 2003 there will be
almost 6,300 inmates in the state’s correctional facilities, a 45% increase over
the 1994 population. This population is the client base for the SPD. From FY
1994 to FY 1999, the number of appellate files opened increased 16%, the
number of briefs filed increased 26%, and the number of parole revocation
hearings increased by 85%.

Community notification hearings continue to put pressure on the office's
resources, both with increased caseloads and increased complexity of cases.
The DOC originally estimated there would be 350 of these cases a year, and it is
now estimating that there will be 600 a year. No additional funding was provided
to the office. In addition, there will be 120-140 second reviews each year
because those subject to community notification can seek a change in
classification every two years under the statute. The community notification
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process consists of several steps. This includes a review of the inmate's history
by a DOC psychologist, a review by a psychologist of "special factors" to
determine his/her recommendation, a review of the recommendation by the End
of Confinement Review Committee (ECRC), and, at an inmate’s choice, a review
of the ECRC decision by an administrative law judge. Witnesses are called and
testimony is taken under oath at ECRC decision review hearings.

FINANCING INFORMATION:

The SPD has attempted to keep up with this ever-increasing caseload within its
limited resources by using law clerks where possible and job sharing with district
public defenders. Currently, the office staff has 28.5 FTE attorneys, (an increase
of 2 FTEs over the past five years) and a budget of approximately $3.5 million.
Of the budgeted amount, almost 10% is expended on the cost of trial transcripts.

The budget request is an attempt to assist trial level defenders (mostly part time),
improve the efficiency of the court system, and cope with the larger caseloads
resulting from increased numbers of inmates sentenced to Minnesota
correctional facilities, the opening of the prison at Rush City, and the increased
number and complexity of community notification hearings.

BUDGET ISSUES:

The State Public Defender is seeking $111,000 in FY 2002 and $109,000 in FY
2003 to fund one attorney and two law clerks to provide trial level assistance in
the face of rapidly increasing caseloads.
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Activity: STATE PUBLIC DEFENDER

Program: STATE PUBLIC DEFENDER
Agency: PUBLIC DEFENSE BOARD
Budget Activity Summary Actual Actual Budgeted I;Y 2002 G ';Y 2003 G
(Dollars in Thousands) FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 gency overnor gency overnor
Base Request Recomm. Base Request Recomm.
Expenditures by Category:
State Operations

COMPENSATION 2,510 2,566 2,609 2,801 2,999 2,801 2,884 3,207 2,884

OTHER OPERATING EXPENSES 537 892 556 580 602 2,543 663 676 4,791
Total Expenditures 3,047 3,458 3,165 3,381 3,601 5,344 3,547 3,883 7,675
Change Iltems: Fund

(A) PART TIME PUBLIC DEFENDER VIABILITY GEN 109 227

(A) JUDICIAL BRANCH CASELOAD ADJUSTMENT GEN 1,963 4,128

(P) TRIAL SUPPORT GEN 111 109
Total Change Items 220 1,963 336 4,128
Financing by Fund:

Direct Appropriations:

GENERAL 2,999 3,397 3,122 3,341 3,661 5,304 3,507 3,843 7,635
Statutory Appropriations:

FEDERAL 48 61 43 40 40 40 40 40 40
Total Financing 3,047 3,458 3,165 3,381 3,601 5,344 3,647 3,883 7,675
Revenue Collected:

Dedicated

GIFT 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nondedicated .

GENERAL 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Revenues Collected 3 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FTE by Employment Type:

FULL TIME 40.1 39.2 39.2 39.2 41.2 39.2 39.2 41.2 39.2

PART-TIME, SEASONAL, LABOR SER 2.6 2.9 2.9 2.9 29 29 29 29 2.9
Total Full-Time Equivalent 42.7 421 42.1 421 441 421 421 441 42.1
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BUDGET CHANGE ITEM (45668)

Program: STATE PUBLIC DEFENDER
Agency: PUBLIC DEFENSE BOARD

ltem Titte: TRIAL SUPPORT

2002-03 Biennium __2004-05 Biennium
FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005
Expenditures: ($000s)
General Fund
-State Operations $111 $109 $109 $109
Revenues: ($000s)
General Fund $-0- $-0- $-0- $-0-
Statutory Change? Yes No__ X
If yes, statute(s) affected:
New Activity Supplemental Funding Reallocation
RATIONALE:

The State Public Defender (SPD) seeks funding to create a unit for trial support
similar to the services provided to county attorneys by the Attorney General’'s
Office. The emphasis would be placed on helping defenders in Greater
Minnesota. The unit will consist of one lawyer and two law clerks. The lawyer
will act as a point person for addressing legal issues and legal emergencies that
arise in district court. The unit will be able to focus a meaningful amount of
knowledge and skill on particular legal issues or problem spots.

Busy trial defenders often don’t have the time or the staff support necessary to
thoroughly develop and research legal issues, prepare memoranda, and
approach particular problem areas with a broad vision of how to address them
as statewide issues. The result of this is evident in numerous cases appealed
and ultimately decided by Minnesota appellate courts.

In the past, the SPD has assisted trial defenders on an ad hoc basis. This
includes answering some 600 calls per year from trial level defenders. The
support ranges from answering legal questions phoned or emailed to SPD staff,
to preparing memoranda and making legal arguments at pretrial hearings. With
the increase in caseloads at the SPD, the appellate lawyers do not have the
time or resources to provide this help. It would be far more effective if the SPD
had the resources to make trial support the primary responsibility of a particular

lawyer.
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This proposal envisions trial support being provided by an attorney who would
have the job responsibility of being “on-call’ to trial defenders. He/she would be
able to assign law clerks to research district defender legal issues, and/or to draw
upon and coordinate the expertise of existing SPD staff. Because frial support
would be the primary focus of this lawyer, he/she would be able to take the time
necessary to work closely with trial defenders on particular issues and to develop
a state-wide strategy for addressing those that have broad impact on our clients
and the appellate process.

This proposal offers the opportunity to significantly raise the ievel of legal
resources the state defense system can focus on a particular case. It will shift trial
support from an ad hoc process dependent on who answers the phone in the SPD
office, and how much time a particular lawyer can take from his/her appellate
cases, to a formal unit of the SPD.

FINANCING:

The funding requested would be modest increase on the office’s overall budget
given the caseload increases that the office has faced over the last several years
in the area of appeals, discipline hearings and parole revocation hearings.

OUTCOMES:

The SPD has not been able to grow at the same pace as the caseload. In the time
period illustrated, the SPD has added two lawyers to its staff. The low growth has
been aggravated by termination of the two SPD appellate clerk law positions. This
was necessitated by the SPD having insufficient funds to meet its other salary
obligations. The requested funding will enable the SPD to continue to provide trial
level support services in a more meaningful way and assist in meeting its present
appellate responsibilities. '

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor makes no specific recommendation regarding this agency request.
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PROGRAM SUMMARY

Program: PUBLIC DEFENSE BOARD
Agency: PUBLIC DEFENSE BOARD

PROGRAM PROFILE:

The board’s Administrative Services Office in conjunction with the State Public
Defender provides policy direction for the agency’s programs and overall
management of its activities. It provides staff support to all public defender
organizations, and implements the board’s policies. In addition, it is responsible
for management of the agency systems related to caseloads, budget, personnel!
and information systems. The board is accomplishing its mission and supporting
district and appellate public defender programs with a minimal staff.

STRATEGIES AND PERFORMANCE:

Over the past few years the board has been working to complete state
assumption of public defense services, and implement the policy changes and
mandates that the Legislature has passed. Specifically, the board has developed
and implemented policies covering personnel, compensation, budgeting, training,
client eligibility, conflict cases, and MIS systems. Caseload standards have also
been adopted. During FY 2000 the board completed negotiations with two new
bargaining units representing attorneys and support staff. Based on information
provided by the Bureau of Mediation Services, these were the first new state
level bargaining units created in over 20 years. Caseload standards have also
been adopted. The board has also completed work on a strategic plan, a training
plan, and an information systems plan, and is now implementing these plans.
The board is implementing a change in the status of personnel in the Second and
Fourth Judicial District Public Defender Offices. All new hires in these two
Judicial Districts as of 1-1-99 are state employees.

FINANCING INFORMATION:

The board is accomplishing its mission and supporting district and appellate
public defender programs with a minimal staff. There are fifteen staff people who
support an annual budget of $47 million affecting 500 state and 220 county
employees. Currently, less than 3.5% of the budget is expended on central
administration and information systems.

BUDGET ISSUES:

The board lacks the resources to keep pace with changes in the criminal justice
information system. The board is seeking a one-time appropriation to provide the
necessary hardware and software to redesign its information systems to
accommodate the changes in the criminal justice information system, and to
physically secure its file servers in nine locations. The request would also
provide for local area network administrators for district public defender offices.
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This is a continuation of the information systems plan the board developed in
1996 which was approved by the Information Policy Office, and which the
legislature initially funded in 1997. This request would provide staffing similar to
that of other agencies.
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Activity: PUBLIC DEFENSE BOARD

Program: PUBLIC DEFENSE BOARD
Agency: PUBLIC DEFENSE BOARD
Budget Activity Summary Actual Actual Budgeted :Y 2002 G :Y 2003 I
(Dollars in Thousands) FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 gency overnor gency overnor
Base Request Recomm. Base Request Recomm.
Expenditures by Category:
State Operations

COMPENSATION 595 341 1,179 1,102 1,678 1,102 1,137 1,668 1,137

OTHER OPERATING EXPENSES 633 153 1,266 1,033 1,338 1,033 1,038 1,117 1,038
Total Expenditures 1,228 494 2,445 2,135 2,916 2,135 2,175 2,785 - 2,175
Change Items: Fund

(A) PART TIME PUBLIC DEFENDER VIABILITY GEN 32 68

(P) STATEWIDE CONNECTIONS PROJECT GEN 749 542
Total Change ltems 781 610
Financing by Fund:

Direct Appropriations:

GENERAL 1,228 494 2,445 2,135 2,916 2,135 2,175 2,785 2,175
Total Financing 1,228 494 2,445 2,135 2,916 2,135 2,175 2,785 2,175
FTE by Employment Type:

FULL TIME 10.0 5.6 15.1 15.1 221 15.1 15.1 221 15.1
Total Full-Time Equivalent 10.0 56 15.1 15.1 221 15.1 181 221 15.1
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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY CHANGE ITEM (45661)

Program: PUBLIC DEFENSE BOARD
Agency: PUBLIC DEFENSE BOARD
IT Change ltem: STATEWIDE CONNECTIONS PROJECT

ITEM DESCRIPTION AND PURPOSE:

Hiring seven local area network administrators, physically securing file servers in
various offices, and reprogramming to accomodate the Criminal Justice
Information System.

FUNDING: (Dollars in Thousands)

Funding 2002-03 Biennium 2004-05 Biennium 2006-07 Biennium

Distribution FY 2002 | FY 2003 | FY 2004 | FY 2005 | FY 2006 | FY 2007
Personnel 458 477 477 477 477 477
Supplies 14 14 14 14 14 14
Hardware 76 0 0 0 0 0
Software 150 0 0 0 0 0
Facilities 30 30 30 30 30 30
Services 7 7 7 7 7 7
Training 14 14 14 14 14 14
Grants 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 749 542 542 542 542 542

The Board requests funding to implement available technologies to integrate its
workforce with the criminal justice. information system, and to keep its existing
LAN connections, centralized case statistics database, and other systems up and
running. The Board's information systems office consists of a director, a
programmer, a trainer/help desk positon and two local area network
administrators. This office supports twenty-nine offices and over 700 employees.

The request is made up of three parts: 1) $45,000 to physically secure network
file servers at five locations. Currently these file servers sit unprotected; 2)
$225,000 for software and software adjustments to allow the necessary interface
with the Courts and other criminal justice agencies if funding is provided for the
Criminal Justice Information System; and, 3) $1,021,000 for seven local
area/wide area network administrators to service the 29 offices and 700
employees the Board has throughout the state.

RATIONALE:

The Board is requesting a one-time appropriation to provide the necessary
hardware and software to redesign its information systems to accommodate the
changes in the criminal justice information system, and to physically secure its
file servers in nine locations. The request would also fund local area network
administrators for district public defender offices. Seven new positions would be
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shared among the districts. The Information Systems team currently consists of
four staff people. This request would provide the Board with an IS staff similar to
that of other comparable agencies. The IS Team designs, implements and
maintains systems used by over 700 public defender staff people statewide. On
an ongoing basis, significant time and effort is dedicated to maintaining and
enhancing existing systems such as email, virus protection, web site resources,
case and client statistics, asset tracking, attorney timekeeping, online legal brief
and transcript banks, and treatment facility information. Each of our twelve main
offices and 16 satellite offices requires regular assistance to keep its local
computer network up and running, and connected to the Internet and email

LIFE CYCLE ANALYSIS:

Life Cycle 2002-03 Biennium 2004-05 Biennium 2006-07 Biennium
Status FY 2002 | FY 2003 | FY 2004 | FY 2005 | FY 2006 | FY 2007

Development

Operations

Modification

Retirement

There really is no life cycle, since A) the request is mainly for personnel to keep
the Board's current network(s) running, and B) the other large part of the request
is related to the Criminal Justice Information System, of which the Board would
be a customer. The operation, madification, and retirement cycles would largely
be dependent on what the Criminal Justice Information System will look like.

OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY ANALYSIS:

Deliverables/Objectives:This initiative proposes to add seven Local Area Network
administrators, physically secure file servers in various locations, and reprogram
to accommodate CJIS. It supports infrastructure principles. This initiative is
listed in the board's SIRMP. Conclusion: This initiative meets information
technology criteria for funding.

GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor makes no specific recommendation regarding this agency request,
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PROGRAM SUMMARY

Program: DISTRICT PUBLIC DEFENSE
Agency: PUBLIC DEFENSE BOARD

PROGRAM PROFILE:

The 10 Judicial District Public Defender Offices provide quality criminal defense
services to indigent persons in felonies, gross misdemeanors, misdemeanors,
juvenile delinguency, and Children In Need of Protective Services (CHIPS). This
is accomplished through a system that relies heavily on part time attorneys
(65%), as well as support staff. During FY 2000 the districts provided service for
170,000 cases. In the last 10 years, the state has assumed the cost of providing
these services from the counties. This process was completed on 1-1-95. As of
1-1-99, all new hires in the Second (Ramsey) and Fourth (Hennepin) Judicial
District public defender offices are state employees. In the Second Judicial
District, the state provides full funding for the public defender office. In the
Fourth Judicial District, there is a cost sharing between the state and Hennepin
County. This program also includes a line item appropriation that funds part of
the cost of five non-profit public defense corporations. The corporations provide
high quality, independent criminal and juvenile defense services primarily to
minority indigents, who otherwise would need public defense services. The five
corporations are the Neighborhood Justice Corporation (St. Paul), Legal Rights
Center (Mpis.), Duluth Indian Legal, and the Leech Lake and White Earth
Criminal and Juvenile Defense Corporations.

STRATEGIES AND PERFORMANCE:

Caseload Standards/Caseloads: After review of the Weighted Caseload Study
(ordered by the Legislature), the board adopted as a goal caseload standards for
attorneys under its jurisdiction. These standards (which have been recognized
by the A.B.A. since 1975) state that in one year a full-time equivalent attorney
should handle no more than 150 felony cases, or 275 gross misdemeanor cases,
or 400 misdemeanor cases, or 80 juvenile welfare cases, or 175 juvenile cases,
or 200 other cases. Currently, every Judicial District exceeds these caseload
standards. While caseloads continue to exceed the standards, the Chief District
Public Defenders have responded with increased use of non-attorney
professionals, and increased use of technology improvements. While these
alternatives have helped, they have not alleviated the primary problem which is
not enough attorney time. With new judgeships necessitating more in court
attorney time, these strategies have reached their limits.

Equality of Justice: A major reason for state assumption of public defense
costs was to bring about equity within the judicial system. It was (and is)
believed that the quality of representation should not be determined by the
property values in a particular judicial district or county. This year’s review of the
board's caseloads indicates that caseload equity is not being achieved. The
districts have been active in sharing resources across district lines. However,
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new judgeships, new calendars, changes in court proceedings, regional
demographic changes and changes in local police and prosecutorial strategies
make caseload equity and equity of part time defender time commitments elusive
goals. Based on FY 2000 data, two districts (2nd and 4”‘) exceed the statewide
average for cases per full-time equivalent attorney by more than 10%. Attorneys
in these two districts handle twice the caseload called for in the Weighted Case
Load Study. In addition, 13 new judgeships (and calendars) have been or will be
added by the end of the biennium. This will require additional appearances by
public defenders, as well as additional time commitments. This is especially
burdensome for the part time defenders in Greater Minnesota. Without additional
public defenders to staff the new calendars created by the new judgeships, the
new judges will have little effect on the processing of criminal court matters.

Technology, Time and Caseload Information:

The Infermation Systems Office designs, implements and maintains systems
used by over 700 public defender staff people statewide. Significant time and
effort is dedicated to maintaining and enhancing existing systems such as email,
virus protection, web site resources, case and client statistics, asset tracking,
attorney timekeeping, online legal brief and transcript banks, and treatment
facility information. Each of our 12 main offices and 16 satellite offices requires
regular assistance to keep its local computer network up and running, and
connected to the Internet and e-mail. Currently, most of the IS Team’s time is
spent developing components of the Statewide Connections Project. This project
is attempting to connect 30 offices to Web resources accessing brief banks,
calendaring, West law, etc., as well as continue to integrate systems with the
Minnesota Supreme Court and other state agencies, and finally, make our case
and client statistics-gathering software accessible to all full time and part time
staff statewide. Thanks to changes in data access laws by the 2000 legislature,
our lawyers will obtain access to conviction and probation information about their
clients over the next year. Right now, we are waiting for other state agencies to
complete necessary software development.

Changes in criminal justice information systems directly impact the public
defender system. The overall goals of Minnesota’s criminal justice system
cannot be reached if the needs of the public defender system (the largest single
user of the criminal justice system) are not recognized.

PART TIME PUBLIC DEFENDER SYSTEM

The public defense system outside of the metropolitan area is based primarily on
a part-time attorney system complemented by full time support staff. This has
been shown to be a very efficient and cost effective method of doing business.
The board is committed to continuing this blend of part time and full time
defenders; however, the system depends on the board’s ability to maintain a
stable part time work force. Part time defenders make up approximately 65% of
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PROGRAM SUMMARY (Continued)

Program: DISTRICT PUBLIC DEFENSE
Agency: PUBLIC DEFENSE BOARD

the state employee attorney staff. These defenders are local lawyers, often with
many years of experience who agree to an annual salary based on a minimum
number of hours of service during the year. Currently part time defenders in
every district are putting in more hours than they are getting compensated for. In
FY 2000 this amounted to approximately 28,000 hours. In addition, the state
provides only partial funding of the public defender overhead costs involved in
running their law offices. In 1996 surveys and national data indicated that
anywhere from 1/3 to %2 of an attorney’s fee went toward the cost of overhead.
Based on these surveys and information, a board budget request was for annual
overhead in the amount of $16,099 for % time -defenders, $10,733 for 12 time
defenders, and $5,367 for Y time defenders. Current overhead amounts are
$3,000 for % time defenders, $2,000 for ¥z time defenders, and $1,000 for V4 time
defenders. The cost of overhead and the “subsidizing” of the public defense
system by the part time defenders is a major reason behind the board's
difficulties in attracting and keeping part time defenders.

FINANCING INFORMATION:

The current appropriation for this program is approximately $41 million annually.
The budget request is necessary to maintain the program's current effort and
continue the cost effective part time public defender system. State imposed cost
increases related to insurance and travel, as well as negotiated agreements with
employee groups, have strained district budgets. The state’s lack of past funding
for compensation increases other than cost of living adjustments has also placed
an enormous burden on district budgets. These past funding deficiencies make it
difficult to maintain the viability of a part time public defense system. Caseloads
and hours for part time (as well as full time) defenders continue to increase,
making it more difficult to attract and retain good defense attorneys. For part
time defenders, more time is demanded from them without compensation, and if
they stay, more time is taken from their private practice, which they cannot afford.
The result is a weakened court and criminal justice system that will begin to
experience major delays in processing defendants.

BUDGET ISSUES:

Caseloads continue to exceed board adopted standards. New judgeships, court
calendars, and changes in court procedures hamper the board's ability to provide
adequate services to its clients and the criminal justice system. They also limit
the board's ability to provide for caseload equity, and to maintain the part time
public defender system. This is detrimental to the clients and criminal justice
system as a whole. The adequate funding of part time defender hours that are
needed, the funding of reasonable overhead expenses for part time public
defenders, the funding of labor agreements, insurance, travel, and state imposed
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cost increases, the funding of caseload equity--all of these will help assure the
viability of the public defense system in Minnesota. The part time public
defender system in Minnesota has provided quality representation while holding
down costs. A part time defender system also holds down costs by providing for
a built-in system of dealing with most conflict cases. This system, however, is
dependant upon adequate funding. If such funding is not provided it puts an
enormous strain on these part-time attorneys, as their private practice then must
subsidize their work as public defenders. That is not right. Under current
appropriations the board does not have adequate funding.

The following is a summary of the program's budget request:

®  Fund an additional $4,087,000 in FY 2002 and $5,251,000 in FY 2003 (as
part of the agency-wide request) to maintain the viability of the part time
public defender system through overhead allowance, funding of additional
part time hours, funding of caseload equity, and current labor agreements.

®  Fund an additional $365,000 in FY 2002 and $415,000 in FY 2003 to the
public defense corporations that provide representation to members of the
minority communities throughout Minnesota.
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Activity: DISTRICT PUBLIC DEFENSE
Program: DISTRICT PUBLIC DEFENSE
Agency: PUBLIC DEFENSE BOARD
Budget Activity Summary Actual Actual Budgeted :Y 2002 el ';Y 2003 e
{Dotllars in Thousands) FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 gency overnor gency overnor
Base Request Recomm. Base Request Recomm.
Expenditures by Category:
State Operations
COMPENSATION 20,527 22,319 25,526 26,596 30,388 26,596 27,897 32,933 27,897
OTHER OPERATING EXPENSES 3,400 3,375 4,384 3,497 3,792 3,497 3,511 3,726 3,511
Subtotal State Operations 23,927 25,694 29,910 30,093 34,180 30,093 31,408 36,659 31,408
LOCAL ASSISTANCE 15,048 14,202 14,093 13,862 14,227 13,862 13,862 14,277 13,862
Total Expenditures 38,975 39,896 44,003 43,955 48,407 43,955 45,270 50,936 45,270
Change Items: Fund
(A) PART TIME PUBLIC DEFENDER VIABILITY GEN 4,087 5,251
(P) PUBLIC DEFENSE CORPORATIONS GEN 365 415
Total Change items 4,452 5,666
Financing by Fund:
Direct Appropriations:
GENERAL 38,932 39,643 43 467 43 59 48,043 43,591 44,906 50,5672 44,906
Statutory Appropriations:
GENERAL 0 54 396 300 300 300 300 300 300
FEDERAL 42 157 98 61 61 61 61 61 61
GIFT 1 42 42 3 3 3 3 3 3
Total Financing 38,975 39,896 44,003 43,955 48,407 43,955 45,270 50,936 45,270
Revenue Collected:
Dedicated
GENERAL 0 420 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FEDERAL 74 235 101 101 101 101 101 101 101
GIFT 10 31 30 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Revenues Collected 84 686 131 101 101 101 101 101 101
FTE by Employment Type:
FULL TIME 194.3 2157 201.9 201.9 209.9 201.9 201.9 209.9 201.9
PART-TIME, SEASONAL, LABOR SER 216.7 214.3 214.3 214.3 240.8 2143 214.3 240.8 214.3
Total Full-Time Equivalent 411.0 430.0 416.2 416.2 450.7 416.2 416.2 450.7 416.2
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BUDGET CHANGE ITEM (45662)

Program: DISTRICT PUBLIC DEFENSE
Agency: PUBLIC DEFENSE BOARD

item Title: PUBLIC DEFENSE CORPORATIONS

2004-05 Biennium
FY 2004 FY 2005

2002-03 Biennium
FY 2002 FY 2003

Expenditures: ($000s)
General Fund
-Grants $365 $415 $415 $415

Revenues: ($000s)
General Fund $-0- $-0- $-0- $-0-

Statutory Change? Yes No__ X

if yes, statute(s) affected:

Reallocation

New Activity Supplemental Funding

RATIONALE:

There are five public defense corporations across the state. There are two
serving the metropolitan area of the Twin Cities and three serving
predominantly Native American communities in northern Minnesota. These
non-profit public defense corporations provide cost-effective quality legal
defense services primarily to the state’'s minority communities. The request is
made up of three items: 1) Funding for a 3% adjustment to the corporation
grants. This is similar to what state agencies received in base adjustments for
personnel expenses; 2) Funding to enable the corporations to hire a minimal
number of new staff to provide key services, including two community workers
at the Neighborhood Justice Center, an attorney position at Duluth Indian Legal,
and filling a vacant receptionist position and converting a % time attorney
position to full time at the Legal Rights Center; and 3) Funding to bring the
salaries of the employees of these corporations to the average of six other non-
profit legal service providers in Wisconsin, lowa, and lllinois.

FINANCING:

The public defense corporations are funded by a line item in the appropriations
bill. The current funding is $1.1 miltion.
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OUTCOMES:

The public defense corporations serve a minority client base that is often times
intimidated, uncomfortable or does not understand the court system. Like the
district public defenders, the public policy approach of imposing greater sanctions,
along with the increased resources for police and prosecution, has placed a great
demand on the corporations’ service delivery systems. Funding for salary
increases will allow the corporations to hire and retain qualified attorneys and staff,
something that has been a major problem in recent years.

It is important to note that most, if not all, of the criminal cases, which the public
defense corporations handle, would end up on the public defense system if the
corporations should fail to carry out their services. The funding would help ensure
the continued viability of the corporations.

"‘GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor makes no specific recommendation regarding this agency request.
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TAX COURT - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

AGENCY MISSION AND VISION:

Mission: To resolve tax appeals in a timely and impartial manner.

Description: The Tax Court is a specialized trial court in the executive branch. It
has statewide jurisdiction to hear and determine all matters arising out of
Minnesota's tax laws. The Court consists of three judges and three support staff.

STRATEGIES AND PERFORMANCE:

The Tax Court dockets, tracks, schedules and resolves all tax cases filed.
Appeals are scheduled for trial within one year of filing. Many cases are resolved
within a year of filing. A written decision is issued and distributed on every case
heard by the Court in Regular Division.

The Court resolves complex procedural issues. For example, one case involved
multi-year complaints by multi-county property owners against assessors and
county officials. The case involved substantive issues regarding classification,
class action status, and jurisdictional issues.

The Court also resolves statutory interpretations regarding Commissioner of
Revenue cases. Past Tax Court cases include business/non-business, unitary
business, capital equipment, and non-domiciliary resident issues.

The Tax Court case management goals are:

¥ To schedule cases for hearing within one year of filing.
®  To dispose of cases as quickly as possible.

®  To issue decisions within three months of hearing.

The Tax Court continues to take proactive steps to improve the appeals process,
by educating and informing the taxpayer and surveying Court constituents. Much
of our information is now available on our newly created website.

The Court prepared a handbook titled "Presenting Property Tax Appeals to the
Minnesota Tax Court" for pro se litigants. The handbook is designed to help
taxpayers understand the property tax appeal process along with their rights and
responsibilities. This handbook is now on our website, and courts from other
states now use this handbook as a model.

The Court held a customer service meeting in 2000 to solicit information on how
to better serve its constituents. One initiative resulting from this meeting involves
exploring the possibility of forming a pro bono program for pro se taxpayers. This
program would be similar to the program currently used by the U.S. Bankruptcy
Court.
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To further improve citizen access, the Court recently created its own website
which provides the foliowing free information to taxpayers via an Electronic

" Delivery System:

®  an explanation of the Tax Court mission;

®  access to Tax Court decisions;

¥ adirect e-mail link to Tax Court staff;

®  forms and information for filing a petition or appeal;
" the pro se handbook;

®  the Tax Court Rules of Procedure;

®  directions to the Tax Court; and

¥ links to other court related information.

Despite the ebb and flow in the number of petitions and appeals filed, the Tax
Court has the same number of judges and staff as when it first became a full time
court in 1977. At that time, a backlog of approximately 1,950 tax cases, many
10 to 13 years old, was transferred from the district courts to the Tax Court. To
date, the Tax Court has eliminated that backlog and cases are currently set for
trial within one year of filing.

While the Court’s annual caseload fluctuates with the economic market, the
number of cases currently filed is now higher than the number filed in 1977. In
addition, the average length of trials has increased due to the growing complexity
of the cases that reach trial. Matters of lesser complexity are often resolved
before going to trial. That can be attributed, in part, to the consistent body of law
developed through the Court's decisions in Regular Division cases which are
readily accessible to taxpayers and attorneys through the Court's website and
other law-related publications. .

REVENUES:

This agency generates non-dedicated revenue from filing fees. Tax Court
forecasts $10,000 in non-dedicated revenues for each year of the biennium
based on historical levels.

GRANTS:

During the last biennium, Tax Court received funding to expand and improve the
agency's technology infrastructure through the Small Agency Infrastructure
Initiative coordinated by the Minnesota Office of Technology. As enacted, the
Small Agency Infrastructure Initiative was a one-time grant.
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TAX COURT - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (Continued)

BUDGET ISSUES:

Changes in state property, sales and use, income and other tax laws affect Tax
Court operations. The Tax Reform initiative being pursued by Department of
Revenue will influence the future workload of the Tax Court. However, at this
point, it is too early to determine if Reform will increase or decrease the Court’s
workload. Other issues that influence the Tax Court budget include local real
estate market changes, national and state economic changes, activities of the
state legislature, changes in data practice laws and the availability of law
students to volunteer as interns.

GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Governor recommends the base funding level as requested in the Tax Court
budget with additional funding of $47,000 annually for on-going technology
infrastructure support.
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Agency: TAX COURT
Biennial Change
Budget Activity Summary Actual Actual | Budgeted FY 2002 FY 2003 2002-03 Gov / 2000-01
{Dollars in Thousands) FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 Governor Governor
Base Recomm. Base Recomm. Dollars Percent

Expenditures by Category:
State Operations

COMPENSATION 449 498 506 527 527 543 543 66 6.6%

OTHER OPERATING EXPENSES 537 173 259 165 212 170 217 (3) (0.7%)
Total Expenditures 986 671 765 692 739 713 760 63 4.4%
Change Items: Fund

(A) TECHNOLOGY SUPPORT & MAINTENANCE GEN 47 47
Total Change Items 47 a7
Financing by Fund:
Direct Appropriations:

GENERAL 986 671 765 692 739 713 760
Total Financing 986 671 765 692 739 713 760
Revenue Collected:
Nondedicated

GENERAL 8 g 10 0 0 0 0
Total Revenues Collected 8 9 10 0 0 0 0
FTE by Employment Type:

FULL TIME 5.8 54 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

PART-TIME, SEASONAL, LABOR SER 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Full-Time Equivalent 5.8 5.6 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY CHANGE ITEM (48863)

Agency: TAXCOURT
IT Change ltem: TECHNOLOGY SUPPORT & MAINTENANCE

ITEM DESCRIPTION AND PURPOSE:

This initiative provides funds for ongoing maintenance and support of information
resource activities created in the recent Small Agency Infrastructure initiative
which include:

- contracts for maintenance and support of new Case Management System,

- software upgrades and licensing,

- training on existing software (and upgrades), and

- web site improvements.

FUNDING: (Dollars in Thousands)

Funding 2002-03 Biennium 2004-05 Biennium 2006-07 Biennium

Distribution FY 2002 | FY 2003 | FY 2004 | FY 2005 | FY 2006 | FY 2007
Personnel 0 0 0 0 0 0
Supplies 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hardware 8 3 8 8 8 8
Software 1 1 1 1 1 1
Facilities 0 0 0 0 0 0
Services 35 35 35 35 35 35
Training 3 3 3 3 3 3
Grants 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 47 47 47 47 47 47

This base funding is needed to maintain the advances made under the Small
Agency Infrastructure grant funded last biennium. That grant completed the
aq