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Vision
Justice in Florida will be accessible, fair, effective, responsive, and accountable.

To be accessible, the Florida justice system will be convenient, understandable, timely, and
affordable to everyone.

To be fair, it will respect the dignity of every person, regardless of race, class, gender or other
characteristic, apply the law appropriately to the circumstances of individual cases, and include
judges and court staff that reflect the community diversity.

To be effective, it will uphold the law and apply rules and procedures consistently and in a timely
manner, resolve cases with finality, and provide enforceable decisions.

To be responsive, it will anticipate and respond to the needs of all members of society, and provide
a variety of dispute resolution methods.

To be accountable, the Florida justice system will use public resources efficiently, and in a way
that the public can understand.

Mission

Protect rights and liberties, uphold and interpret the law, and provide for the peaceful resolution of
disputes.
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State Courts System Goals Overview

The strategic direction delineated in this plan establishes the long-term focus of the judicial branch
and outlines strategies to address issues evolving from past events and trends. Some strategies
improve upon what has been done in the past and others point the branch in new and different
directions. The strategic direction provides context for how the branch will organize, provide

services, and fund activities.

The State Courts System’s comprehensive goals are organized around five long-range issues that
identify significant challenges that must be addressed over the long term in order to move toward
fulfilling the vision and mission of the judicial branch. An updated long-range strategic plan for
the judicial branch was approved by the Supreme Court on July 1, 2009 and reflects goals and
strategies for a plan of action over the next six years. Priorities will also be set through 3-year

operational plans.

The long-range plan was developed by the Task Force on Judicial Branch Planning through
multiple methods to gather a wide range of perspectives and expertise. The methods allowed for an
identification of strengths, weaknesses, threats, and opportunities facing the State Courts System.
Methods included surveys of the public, court users, jurors, attorneys, judicial officers, and court
staff. Additionally, nine public forums were held in communities across the state as well as a
meeting of representatives of justice system partner organizations and focus groups composed of

subject matter experts.

The updated long-range issues are: Issue #1 — Strengthening Governance and Independence; Issue
#2 —Improving the Administration of Justice; Issue #3 — Supporting Competence and Quality; Issue

#4 — Enhancing Access and Service; and Issue #5 — Enhancing Public Trust and Confidence.

The State Courts System long-range strategic plan uses the terms: issues, goals, and strategies to
define its systemic direction. The following sets out descriptions of the long-range issues
(condensed from the long-range plan) as well as the goals (desired future states) and strategies

(general courses of action to accomplish the goals) associated with each strategic issue.

Issues, Goals, and Strategies

Long-Range Issue #1: Strengthening Governance and Independence
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The Constitution of the State of Florida creates the judicial branch along with the legislative and
executive branches, and vests the judicial power exclusively in its courts. To fulfill its mission, the
judicial branch must strengthen its ability to fully function as a coequal and independent branch of
government, to govern itself with coherence and clarity of purpose, to manage and control its

internal operations, and to be accountable to the people.

To achieve this in an era of increasing workloads and limited resources, the branch must govern
itself effectively and efficiently. The judicial branch must also have the capacity to develop and
implement effective and responsive policies, to deploy its resources efficiently, and to provide
transparency and accountability in the management of resources.

Goal: The judicial branch will be governed in an effective and efficient manner.

Strategies:

e Reform and strengthen the governance and policy development structures of the judicial

branch.

e Implement a governance structure with the capacity to consult with affected constituencies

and stakeholders and to produce policies that are responsive, coherent, and timely.

e Effectuate a governance structure that can implement policies in an efficient and effective

manner.

Goal: The judicial branch will interact effectively with all parts of government on issues
related to the justice system.

Strategies:

e Strengthen the capacity to regularly communicate with the legislative and executive

branches on issues affecting the justice system.
e Create institutional mechanisms to consult and coordinate activities with justice system

partners on issues affecting the justice system.

Long-Range Issue #2: Improving the Administration of Justice

The state courts of Florida annually dispose of more than 3.5 million cases, ranging from simple
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traffic citations to serious criminal cases and complex civil disputes with multiple parties. These
cases are disposed through a range of dispute resolution processes, including diversion, mediation,
plea, and adjudication by trial. The resources needed to process cases vary depending on the type
of case and the manner of disposition. Increasingly, many litigants choose to represent themselves
without counsel, which can pose challenges to the court. In addition, the Constitution of the State

of Florida provides for a right of appeal of all final judgments as well as some non-final orders.

The management of such large caseloads and the administration of the resources and personnel
necessary to manage the different types of cases is a complex undertaking. This task is
increasingly challenged by growing caseloads and decreasing resources. To meet these challenges
the courts must constantly find ways to improve the processes used to accomplish their
constitutional mission. The judicial branch must remain committed to ongoing improvement in the
administration of justice, including effective case processing policies and the efficient management

of resources.

Goal: Cases will be processed effectively, efficiently, and in a timely manner.
Strategies:

e Develop and implement case management practices to resolve cases in a timely and

effective manner.
e Continue to explore and implement effective alternative dispute resolution processes.

e Develop the capacity of the State Courts System to timely monitor key caseload and

workload information at the circuit, appellate, and statewide levels.

Goal: The State Courts System will utilize public resources effectively, efficiently, and in an
accountable manner.

Strategies:

e Enhance the capacity of the State Courts System to manage court resources and services in

a cost-effective and accountable manner.

e Continue to develop and institutionalize performance and accountability management

systems that implement best practices in resource management.
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Goal:

Improve the institutional capacity of the courts to coordinate activities and services that

optimize the resources and effectiveness of justice system partners.

Assess and modify, when necessary, services provided by Florida courts and functions

performed by clerks of court to improve efficiency and effectiveness.

Augment the capacity of the judicial branch to enforce orders and judgments, including
collections of fees and fines, compliance with terms of probation, and adherence to

injunctions.

The State Courts System will have an adequate statewide information technology
system adequate to support effective and efficient case management and management
of caseloads and court resources.

Strategies:

Goal:

Develop and implement standards that effectuate the equitable statewide deployment of

functionally compatible information technology infrastructure within the judicial branch, or;

Pursue restructuring of information technology funding to enhance statewide equity and

functional compatibility.

Enact policies that coordinate the deployment of compatible information technology

infrastructure within the judicial branch.

Institute policies to build a comprehensive uniform statewide case management information

system that integrates the case maintenance systems of the clerks of the circuit courts.

Expand and integrate information technology systems statewide that support best practices

within the courts, including resources management and performance measurement systems.

Implement uniform statewide State Courts System communication technologies, including
electronic filing, electronic access to court records, electronic scheduling, and electronic
appearance of attorneys and parties.

Continue to improve data sharing and data integration with justice system partners.

The roles and responsibilities of the state courts and the circuit clerks of court when
performing court-related functions will be clearly defined.
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Strategies:

e Improve the capacity to review services performed by circuit clerks of court when

performing court-related functions.

e Enhance the institutional capacity of the courts to coordinate activities and services with the

clerks of court at all levels.

Long-Range Issue #3: Supporting Competence and Quality

The delivery of justice is affected by the competence and quality of judicial officers,
administrators, and court staff. Law and court procedures are increasingly complex, and those
within the judicial system face difficult legal and ethical issues as well as heightened societal
expectations. Consequently, advanced levels of training and development are critical to enable
those who work within the system to effectively perform the challenging work of the courts and
meet demands placed on them. The Florida State Courts System is committed to having a

workforce that is highly qualified and dedicated to service.

Ongoing professional development, education, and training, with appropriate emphasis on effective
resource management policies and practices and ethical behavior, are essential to ensure a
competent and high quality workforce to adequately address court operations, improve interactions
with the public, and enhance perceptions of procedural fairness. Court system users reasonably
expect the courts to employ effective management techniques, continuous operational
improvement, innovative technologies, and superior service levels. The State Courts System will
continue to foster working environments and organizational cultures marked by high achievement

and work satisfaction while successfully meeting these challenges.

Goal: Judges and court employees will have the knowledge, skills, and abilities to serve and
perform at the highest professional levels.

Strategies:

e Improve and expand training and educational opportunities and offerings, adding self-

learning resources and electronic/online tools for judges and court employees.
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Foster professional development and growth through programs such as succession planning,
mentoring, coaching, job shadowing, on the job learning, and introduction to management

and leadership.

Collaborate with local, state, and national providers to enhance and expand training and

development opportunities.
Provide training on the use of existing and evolving technologies.

Develop and provide programs to strengthen the management and leadership skills of

judges, executive management, and supervisory court employees.

Goal: All court employees will be of good character and adhere to high standards of

professionalism and ethics at all times.

Strategies:

Develop, adopt, and implement statewide standards of professional and ethical conduct for

non-judge court employees.

Emphasize professionalism and ethical behavior in training and educational programs and

materials.

Support effective procedures for responding to complaints of unethical or unprofessional

behavior.

Goal: The State Courts System will attract, hire, and retain highly qualified and competent

employees.

Strategies:

Improve, expand, and modernize recruitment methods and practices, including the use of

new technologies and networks, to attract competent and qualified candidates.

Increase diversity so that the State Courts System better reflects the demographics of
individual communities and aids in enhancing effective interactions with people of different

cultures.

Provide monetary and non-monetary incentives, rewards, and recognition for excellent

service and performance.
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e Provide career paths and advancement opportunities for non-judge court employees.

e Create a motivating, satisfying, and purposeful work environment and organizational

culture that values and engages judges and court employees.
e Advocate for competitive pay and benefits that are comparable to market rates.

e Provide judges and court employees with the information, resources, tools, and technology

needed to do their work well.

Goal: The judicial branch will attract, retain, and support highly qualified judicial
candidates.

Strategies:

e Ensure that the most challenging judicial assignments have adequate resources and support.

e Create a motivating, satisfying, and purposeful work environment and organizational

culture for judges.
e Advocate for competitive pay and benefits.

e Provide judges with the information, resources, tools, and technology needed to do their

work well.

e Support the appropriate consideration of diversity in the selection of judges.

Long-Range Issue #4: Enhancing Court Access and Services

Public access to the courts is a cornerstone of our justice system. Article I, section 21 of the
Constitution of the State of Florida requires that “the courts shall be open to every person for
redress of any injury, and justice shall be administered without sale, denial or delay.” Inherent in
this mandate is the precept that our courts are neutral bodies that will interpret the law fairly, and

will ensure equal treatment of all parties.

However, litigants do face some obstacles in seeking access to the courts. The cost of litigation,
communication and language barriers, lack of information, complexity, cultural and attitudinal
biases, and physical obstructions can be substantial impediments to accessing the courts.

Additionally, the elderly and individuals with developmental disabilities, mental illness, dementia,
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and visual and hearing disabilities may also experience difficulty with access. Obstacles are
particularly difficult for the increasing number of pro se litigants in Florida’s courts; they may
come to the courts for many reasons, but often have a minimal understanding of the law, little

information about court procedures and rules, and limited access to assistance.

Goal: Provide meaningful access to Florida’s courts for all people.

Strategies:

e Advocate for improved accessibility and modernization of court facilities.

e Utilize scheduling practices whenever possible that provide maximum court access to

parties in terms of convenient hours and locations.
e Ameliorate the impact of economic barriers to accessing Florida’s courts.
e Minimize the effects of physical barriers to Florida’s courts.
e Reduce the effect of communication and language barriers to Florida’s courts.

e Collaborate with justice system partners, professional associations, and community

organizations to enhance access to the justice system.

e Educate judges and court staff about barriers faced by court users trying to access the courts

and how those barriers may be addressed or minimized.

Goal: Florida’s courts will provide the highest quality of services to court users.

Strategies:

e Improve and expand services, assistance, and information provided to self-represented

parties.

e Ensure that court information, resources, and services are made available and

understandable to everyone.

e Provide consistent levels of core services, information, resources, and assistance in all
courts throughout Florida, to include conflict resolution, court reporting, and

interpreter/translator services.
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Goal:

Collaborate with justice system partners to ensure delivery of appropriate services to court

users.

Supply court users with current information on available community and justice partner

programs and services.

Expand the use of existing and emerging technologies to enhance access to information and

services.

Emphasize the use of standardized, simplified rules and practices for all case types.

Florida’s courts will treat all people fairly and with respect.

Strategies:

Ensure that all State Courts System employees understand the importance of providing

procedural as well as substantive justice to all parties.

Emphasize the importance and relevance of interacting effectively with people of different

cultures in performing duties and responsibilities in serving Florida’s diverse population.
Enhance training programs for judges on issues of fairness.

Augment training for court employees on issues of fairness and diversity.

Long-Range Issue #5: Enhancing Public Trust and Confidence

Public trust and confidence in the judicial branch is at the core of maintaining a peaceful and

democratic society. The judicial branch must consistently strive to maintain and improve the

public’s trust and confidence by: fulfilling its mission of protecting rights and liberties, upholding

and interpreting the law, and providing for the peaceful resolution of disputes; and by achieving its

vision of being accessible, fair, effective, responsive, and accountable to all Floridians.

Recent findings indicate that confusion still exists among the public about the role, purposes, and

function of courts and a compelling need remains to better educate and inform the public about the

role and accomplishments of the branch. To further fulfill its mission and achieve its vision, the

judicial branch must also perform its duties with impartiality, integrity, and honesty.
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The State Courts System can also enhance public trust and confidence by maintaining the highest
standards of accountability for its use of public resources, adhering to statutory and constitutional

mandates, and continuing to improve its overall performance.

Goal: The State Courts System will be accountable to the public for its use of public
resources and overall performance.

Strategies:

e Monitor and evaluate court performance.

e Communicate and inform the public and the executive and legislative branches of

government about the State Courts System performance and use of public resources.
e Inform the public and policy makers about judicial branch accomplishments.

e Solicit regular feedback and institutionalize lines of communication with the public, court
users of all types, community organizations, and justice system partners to improve judicial

branch performance.

Goal: The public will better understand the purpose and role of the judicial branch.
Strategies

e Educate and inform the public about the judicial branch as well as constitutional and legal

principles.

e Collaborate with the legal community and justice system partners to educate the public

about the court system.

e Enhance and expand outreach to all levels of educational institutions and community

organizations to improve understanding of, and involvement with, the justice system.

e Promote and improve relations with the media to ensure the accuracy and adequacy of

public understanding and perception of the judicial branch.

Goal: The courts will be fair, impartial, and free from bias, political pressures, and special
interests.
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Strategies:

e Protect and preserve the ability of judges to decide legal matters according to the

constitution, the law, and legal precedent without fear of reprisal.
e Improve communication between the judicial branch and the community.

e Work to prevent bias, and the appearance of bias, in all parts of the judicial branch.
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Objectives and Service Outcomes

Objective 1: The supreme court will clarify Florida law, ensure that district court decisions
throughout the state are consistent, and ensure that court decisions at all levels of the state
courts are consistent with rights and liberties. This process will contribute to the development,
clarity, and consistency of the law through opinions that provide the public, other courts, and the
legal community with a body of law. This jurisprudence will provide a level of stability and
predictability that allows Floridians to conduct business and personal affairs in accordance with
the law of this state. In the execution of its supervisory responsibilities over the state courts and
the practice of law, the supreme court will ensure the integrity of a legal system capable of meet-
ing the needs of a vibrant, rapidly growing state. In its attention to the rules of practice and
procedure, the supreme court will ensure that Florida courts are responsive to the complex
needs of Floridians.

Outcome: Clearance rate.

Baseline
FY 2002-03 | FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16

97.5% Indeterminate | Indeterminate | Indeterminate | Indeterminate | Indeterminate

Note: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, clearance rates for fiscal year 2011-12 to 2015-
16 cannot be predicted at this time.

Objective 2: The district courts of appeal of Florida will provide the opportunity for thoughtful
review of decisions of lower tribunals by multi-judge panels. District courts of appeal will correct
harmful errors and ensure that decisions are consistent with our rights and liberties. The process
contributes to the development, clarity, and consistency of the law.

Outcome: Clearance rate.

Baseline
FY 2002-03 | FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16

99.3% Indeterminate | Indeterminate | Indeterminate | Indeterminate | Indeterminate

Note: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, clearance rates for fiscal year 2011-12 to 2015-
16 cannot be predicted at this time.
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Objective 3: Florida trial courts will protect and declare the rights and responsibilities of the
people, uphold and interpret the law, and provide a forum for the just and peaceful resolution of
legal and factual disputes.

Outcome: Clearance rate.

Baseline
FY 2002-03 | FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16
92.2% Indeterminate | Indeterminate | Indeterminate | Indeterminate | Indeterminate

Notes:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, clearance rates for fiscal year 2011-12 to 2015-
16 cannot be predicted at this time.

Beginning in FY 2004-2005, all county court cases were included with circuit court cases in
the calculation of clearance rate for all trial courts. The judicial branch has combined the

services titled Circuit Courts and County Courts under Court Operations - Trial Courts, as a
result of Revision 7 implementation.
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Trends and Conditions Statement

The State Courts System’s long-range program plan provides the strategic direction, organizational
framework, and context for the judicial branch budget. The planning process used to develop the
plan relies on careful consideration of the actions needed to address the external as well as internal
forces and conditions that may impact the court’s capabilities in fulfilling the mission. The
planning process assesses court issues and priorities, and reviews and justifies programs, services,

and activities that will be used to implement priority-based resource allocation decisions.

Florida’s state courts serve all of Florida’s residents, visitors, businesses, and governmental
institutions, either directly or indirectly. A number of external and internal trends contribute to the
scope and complexity of challenges facing the courts as they endeavor to fulfill their mission in

service to these constituencies.

External Conditions and Forces Impacting Florida Courts

State Economy and Budget - The national recession that began in December, 2007, as dated by the

National Bureau of Economic Research, continued well into 2009 and as of July, 2010, has not
been determined to be definitively ended. More recent data suggests that even if the recession is
determined to have ended in the third quarter of 2009, the nation may experience a “double-dip”
recession as recovery efforts falter and the economy, driven by a moribund housing market, shrinks
back into recession. At any rate, regardless of technical determinations, the nation remains in the

worst economic crisis since the Great Depression.

The economy of Florida is measurably worse than the national average. As measured by the state’s
gross domestic product (GDP), Florida’s economy is among the worst in the nation. According to
the Florida Economic Estimating Conference “Florida’s real growth in GDP ranked it 48t in the
nation in 2008 with an outright decline of -1.6%. By way of comparison, Florida ranked 2nd in the
nation in 2005.”

As measured by employment, the unemployment rate in Florida as of July, 2010, was 11.5%, two
percent higher than the national rate of 9.5%. This equates to 1.1 million unemployed people in the
state and a ranking of 5t worst in the country for its unemployment rate. Even more troublesome,

49 of Florida’s 67 counties had double-digit unemployment rates.
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The most significant driver of the slump is the depressed housing market. The Economic
Estimating Conference report continues: “For Arizona, Nevada and Florida, losses in the
construction sector accounted for a significant portion of the decline — it subtracted more than one
percentage point from real GDP growth in each of these states.”

The July, 2010, forecast of the Economic Estimating Conference is not encouraging: “The Florida
economy is unlikely to turn around until new construction comes back to life, and that won’t
happen until the inventory is reduced. With the meltdown in the mortgage market and the
subsequent credit crunch, housing starts went into a significant decline that showed little
improvement until this year. A strong rebound does not occur until Fiscal Year 2011-12; however,

it lasts through the remainder of the planning horizon.”

Nota Bene: The forecasts of the Economic Estimating Conference, above, as well the Florida
Revenue Estimating Conference, discussed below, do not factor in any effects related to the
BP oil spill.

Foreclosures - The most salient feature of the economic downturn has been the frequency of home
foreclosures, which are seen as both a contributor and a result of the poor economy. From 2005-06
to 2008-09 the number of foreclosures actions filed in Florida circuit courts increased
approximately 600%, from less than 60,000 to more than 400,000 cases annually. Although the
number of Florida mortgages in various stages of default continues to be very high, the number of
foreclosure filings declined at a moderate level over the final quarter of FY 2009-10. This decline
is projected to continue at a slow pace. However, the effects of the BP oil spill have not been
factored into this forecast.

Technology — Increased reliance on information technology to communicate and transact business
has brought increased pressure on the courts to utilize technology in the conduct of court business.
For several years Florida courts have experimented with systems that permit electronic
transmission of court documents among courts and litigants, known as “e-filing.” The electronic
transmission and storage of court records offers a qualitative leap forward in terms of both speed
and cost. In addition there is a growing expectation that people should be able to respond to juror
summonses online and to communicate with the courts without having to physically appear at the

courthouse. The Florida Legislature has mandated statewide implementation of electronic filing.
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While funding remains a significant obstacle to implementation of electronic access to the courts,

this initiative is moving forward rapidly.

Shortage of Court Staff - There is an increasingly limited pool of workers, such as court managers,

court reporters, court interpreters, and strategizers with the unique skills required in the court
environment. Personnel with expertise in information in technology are in high demand. The
National Center for State Courts cites the growing shortage of court administrators and staff as a
critical trend facing state courts. The limited pool of uniquely qualified applicants, along with
competitive state and national salaries has resulted in: difficulty recruiting well qualified
applicants; salary and benefit structures that are not competitive with local and state governments;
and the continued loss of experienced employees to other government entities for higher pay.
These issues are also exacerbated by the recent budget downturns.

Security - Threats against judges, court officers, and court facilities will continue to require
enhanced capacity to provide for the physical security of court facilities, their immediate area, and

judicial personnel.

Caseload Factors - Currently there are 599 circuit judges and 322 county judges to handle cases

flowing through the trial court system. The six divisions of court in which these cases are filed are
circuit criminal, circuit civil, circuit family court, circuit probate, county criminal, and county civil.
Total statewide filings from all divisions for fiscal year 2008-09 were 4,628,260 (1,190,986 in
circuit court and 3,437,274 in county court). These totals represent an 8% increase in circuit court
filings and a 1% decrease in county court filings from fiscal year 2007-08. The total number of
cases disposed statewide for fiscal year 2008-09 was 4,515,194,

In fiscal year 2006-07 and fiscal year 2007-08, circuit civil filings experienced significant growth.
That trend continued in fiscal year 2008-09 with a 31% increase in filings from fiscal year 2007-08.
The driving force behind this growth is in real property/mortgage foreclosure cases and to a lesser
extent, contract and indebtedness cases. When comparing fiscal year 2008-09 to fiscal year 2007-
08, real property/mortgage foreclosure and contract and indebtedness cases have risen 42% and
28%, respectively. Since fiscal year 2006-07, real property/mortgage foreclosure cases have risen
over 250% while contract and indebtedness cases increased by 65%.

19 of 184



County civil filings increased by 4% from fiscal year 2007-08 to fiscal year 2008-09. Included in
county civil are any matters involving claims up to $15,000, which includes auto loan defaults and
financial issues associated with mortgage foreclosures where the complaint is less than $15,000.
These claims, along with civil traffic infractions were the driving force behind the division’s
growth.

While caseloads involving children and families have not increased in the way foreclosure and
other civil caseloads have, child and family cases remain among the most pressing and important
matters attended to by our courts. Family Court filings include Domestic Relations, Juvenile
Delinquency, Juvenile Dependency, and Termination of Parental Rights. In Fiscal Year 2008-09

Florida’s court accepted 335,854 family cases.

Internal Conditions Affecting Florida Courts Capabilities
Funding:

Effective in Fiscal Year 2009-10, nearly all court functions began to be exclusively supported by a
new trust fund, the State Courts Revenue Trust Fund. (Only a relatively small amount of general
revenue is currently appropriated for trial court judicial salaries.) The result of this shift in funding
is that the state courts system receives approximately 90% of its funding through trust and 10%
through general revenue compared with general revenue funding of 92% in Fiscal Year 2008-09.
The State Courts Revenue Trust Fund offers the court system a reliable, stable source of revenue
that has a chance to grow over time and to offer the branch greater budget flexibility. However, the
spike in mortgage foreclosure filings is responsible for 80 percent of the branch’s State Courts
Revenue Trust Fund revenues; since these filings will, at some point, return to normal levels, this

revenue source represents only a temporary solution for court funding.

Equity and Access:

Justice requires that the court system be open and accessible to all, respect the dignity of every
person and include judges and court staff that reflect the community’s diversity. The court system
must continue to conduct self-evaluations and advance efforts to eliminate from court operations
bias that is based on: race; gender; ethnicity; age; disability, pursuant to Title 1l of the Americans
with Disability Acts of 1990 (ADA); socioeconomic status; or any characteristic that is without

legal relevance.
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As courts continue to seek new efficiencies through the introduction of technologies, such as
electronic filing and increased reliance on the Internet for the promulgation of court-related
information, the needs of Floridians who are unable to access or use such technologies must be
carefully considered and accommodated.

The ability to provide access requires that the courts network capabilities are fully funded and
allow for statewide implementation. This network communication capacity is critical to support
the move toward web-based applications and availability of court data both internally and external
to the courts.

Independence and Interdependence:

The independence of the courts in the adjudication of cases and the administration of the court
system is a cornerstone of American jurisprudence. It is equally important to recognize that the
three branches of our government are jointly responsible for a well-functioning justice system. The
judicial branch must demonstrate leadership by being organizationally responsive and
administratively accountable, while ensuring that justice in Florida is accessible, fair, and effective;
the legislative branch provides sufficient resources, to the extent it is able, in order to protect the
independence and functioning of the judicial branch; and executive branch agencies collaborate
with the courts to create effective partnerships in areas where both have unique but complementary
roles, as in cases involving victims of crime, dependent or delinquent children, families in crisis,

and persons with substance-abuse problems.

The transition to state funding has not lessened the importance of the courts’ relationships at the
local level. County funding and resources remain critical to the proper functioning of the trial
courts; chief judges and trial court administrators will continue to work with their counties to
ensure that the necessary county resources are available. Local inter-branch relations are
complicated by the fact that the independently elected clerk of court has dual roles — providing
services integral to judicial branch operations and performing executive branch functions for the
county. The courts will need to work closely with the clerks to ensure that the proper flow of case

maintenance functions and meaningful access to the courts for pro se litigants are maintained.

Accountability:

The judicial branch will be accountable to the people of Florida for the expenditure of public funds
and the efficiency of judicial operations.
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The viability of Florida’s justice system depends on those who use the courts and what they think
about how the courts do their work. Article 11, section 19 of the Florida constitution requires that
the judicial branch develop a quality management and accountability program. As the trial courts
continue to change the way they do business as a result of the transition to state funding, the
Commission on Trial Court Performance and Accountability will be key to guiding the branch’s
efforts to ensure proper management of and accountability for trial court services. Likewise, the
Commission on District Courts of Appeal Performance and Accountability must continue to
develop and implement a high quality performance measurement system for the district courts.

The capacity for implementing and sustaining performance and accountability mechanisms is criti-
cal to understanding and improving court performance. Trial courts, in particular, will need to
continue to find ways to meet the increasing demand for improvement and accountability.
Development of an electronic management system that encompasses functions such as case and

resource management is extremely important.

Responsiveness:

The governance and management infrastructure of the courts must be responsive to the needs of the
people.

Courts have always been involved in resolving disputes and solving problems. Nationally, courts
have acknowledged an increasing number of diverse expectations for the courts’ role in society and
have responded by creating problem-solving courts exemplified by the drug courts and mental

health courts.

The judicial branch in Florida recognizes that the administration of justice is its priority. Florida’s
unified court system must continue to identify and eliminate real or perceived bias in court access
or operations and administer justice in all cases — whether it is assigning proper criminal sanctions
in criminal cases, establishing that one person or entity owes another in civil cases, protecting
vulnerable persons, rendering equity in domestic relations cases, assuring the integrity and
credibility of judicial authority by enforcing court orders, or correcting harmful errors through the

appellate system.
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LRPP Exhibit Il - Performance Measures and Standards

[Department: STATE COURTS SYSTEM

Department No.: 22

Program: Supreme Court

Code: 22010000

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations - Supreme Court

Code: 22010100

NOTE: Approved primary service outcomes must be listed first.

Approved Prior Prior Approved Requested
Approved Performance Measures for Year Standard Year Actual Standards for FY 2011-12
FY 2010-11 FY 2009-10 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 Standard
(Words) (Numbers) (Numbers) (Numbers) (Numbers)
Clearance rate (all case types) Indeterminate 100.1% Indeterminate Indeterminate
Number of cases disposed (all case types) Indeterminate 2,501 Indeterminate Indeterminate
Efefriﬁtrelgt of initial death penalty appeal cases disposed within 2 years Indeterminate 31.0% Indeterminate Indeterminate
Percent of initial death penalty appeal cases disposed within 365 Indeterminate 96.4% Indeterminate Indeterminate
days of conference/oral argument date
Clearance rate for initial death penalty appeals Indeterminate 152.6% Indeterminate Indeterminate
Number of initial death penalty appeal cases disposed Indeterminate 29 Indeterminate Indeterminate
Percent of post-conviction death penalty cases disposed within 365 Indeterminate 42 6% Indeterminate Indeterminate
days of filing
Clearance rate for post-conviction death penalty cases Indeterminate 130.8% Indeterminate Indeterminate
Number of post-conviction death penalty cases disposed Indeterminate 68 Indeterminate Indeterminate
Percent of oth_er mandatory review jurisdiction cases disposed within Indeterminate 96.3% Indeterminate Indeterminate
365 days of filing
Clearance rate for other mandatory review jurisdiction cases Indeterminate 95.3% Indeterminate Indeterminate
Number of other mandatory review jurisdiction cases disposed Indeterminate 82 Indeterminate Indeterminate
gggcgz;/:;?zicrzgtlonary review jurisdiction cases disposed within Indeterminate 93.8% Indeterminate Indeterminate
Clearance rate for discretionary review jurisdiction cases Indeterminate 93.2% Indeterminate Indeterminate
Number of discretionary review jurisdiction cases disposed Indeterminate 869 Indeterminate Indeterminate
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LRPP Exhibit Il - Performance Measures and Standards

[Department: STATE COURTS SYSTEM

Department No.: 22

Program: Supreme Court

Code: 22010000

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations - Supreme Court

Code: 22010100

NOTE: Approved primary service outcomes must be listed first.

Approved Prior Prior Approved Requested
Approved Performance Measures for Year Standard Year Actual Standards for FY 2011-12
FY 2010-11 FY 2009-10 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 Standard

(Words) (Numbers) (Numbers) (Numbers) (Numbers)

Pgrgent of non-deaﬂ) penalty original writ petition cases disposed Indeterminate 99.4% Indeterminate Indeterminate
within 365 days of filing

Clearance rate for non-death penalty original writ petition cases Indeterminate 100.2% Indeterminate Indeterminate
Number of non-death penalty original writ petition cases disposed Indeterminate 894 Indeterminate Indeterminate
Percent of Florida Bar cases disposed within 365 days of filing Indeterminate 82.1% Indeterminate Indeterminate
Clearance rate for Florida Bar cases Indeterminate 108.5% Indeterminate Indeterminate
Number of Florida Bar cases disposed Indeterminate 436 Indeterminate Indeterminate
cF:ffriﬁf\;t of other original jurisdiction cases disposed within 365 days Indeterminate 81.7% Indeterminate Indeterminate
Clearance rate for other original jurisdiction cases Indeterminate 106.8% Indeterminate Indeterminate
Number of other original jurisdiction cases disposed Indeterminate 126 Indeterminate Indeterminate
Number of cases supported Indeterminate 3,396 Indeterminate Indeterminate
Number of records maintained Indeterminate 3,396 Indeterminate Indeterminate
Square footage secured 196,710 196,710 196,710 196,710
Square footage maintained 196,710 196,710 196,710 196,710

Notes:

1. Statistics may fluctuate significantly from year to year due to many factors. The severity of the fluctuations is greater in the case types with low volume.
2. The "Clearance Rate" is a calculation of the number of cases disposed divided by the number of cases filed in the same year. The clearance rate has a reasonable ease

of calculation, is a useful measure of the responsiveness of a court to the demand for services, and is nationally recognized as a measure of court performance.

3. Columns labeled as "Approved Standards" provide the final legislatively approved figures for the budget year identified.
4. The "Requested FY 2011-12" column corresponds to the official Judicial Branch Legislative Budget Request for FY 2011-12 and does not represent a goal for
the court. It is simply an estimate of the amount of activity expected to occur during FY 2011-12. However, due to the continued impact of budget cuts,

Requested FY 2011-12 cannot be predicted at this time.
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[Department: STATE COURTS SYSTEM

Department No.: 22

Program: District Courts of Appeal

Code: 22100000

Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts

Code: 22100600

NOTE: Approved primary service outcomes must be listed first.

Approved Prior Prior Year Approved Requested
Approved Performance Measures for Year Standard Actual Standards for FY 2011-12
FY 2010-11 FY 2009-10 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 Standard
(Words) (Numbers) (Numbers) (Numbers) (Numbers)
Clearance rate (all case types) Indeterminate 97.4% Indeterminate Indeterminate
Number of cases disposed (all case types) Indeterminate 25,781 Indeterminate Indeterminate
Median number of days from filing of criminal appeals to disposition Indeterminate 243 Indeterminate Indeterminate
Median number of days from filing of criminal petitions to disposition Indeterminate 45 Indeterminate Indeterminate
Clearance rate for criminal appeals and petitions Indeterminate 98.5% Indeterminate Indeterminate
Percent of criminal appeals and petitions cases disposed within 180 Indeterminate 97.8% Indeterminate Indeterminate
days of oral argument or conference
'V.'edia'.‘ -number of days from filing of non-criminal appeals to Indeterminate 204 Indeterminate Indeterminate
disposition
g/ilssgas?tigl;mber of days from filing of non-criminal petitions to Indeterminate 67 Indeterminate Indeterminate
Clearance rate for non-criminal appeals and petitions Indeterminate 95.8% Indeterminate Indeterminate
Percent of non-criminal appeals and petitions cases disposed within Indeterminate 96.2% Indeterminate Indeterminate
180 days of oral argument or conference
Number of records maintained Indeterminate 43,273 Indeterminate Indeterminate
Number of employees administered Indeterminate 415.5 Indeterminate Indeterminate
Square footage secured 755,212 755,212 1,334,712 1,334,712
Square footage maintained 755,212 755,212 1,334,712 1,334,712

Notes:

1. Statistics may fluctuate significantly from year to year due to many factors. The severity of the fluctuations is greater in the case types with low volume.
2. The "Clearance Rate" is a calculation of the number of cases disposed divided by the number of cases filed in the same year. The clearance rate has a reasonable ease

of calculation, is a useful measure of the responsiveness of a court to the demand for services, and is nationally recognized as a measure of court performance.

3. Columns labeled as "Approved Standards" provide the final legislatively approved figures for the budget year identified.
4. The "Requested FY 2011-12" column corresponds to the official Judicial Branch Legislative Budget Request for FY 2011-12 and does not represent a goal for the
court. It is simply an estimate of the amount of activity expected to occur during FY 2011-12. However, due to the continued impact of budget cuts,

Requested FY 2011-12 cannot be predicted at this time.
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LRPP Exhibit Il - Performance Measures and Standards

[Department: STATE COURTS SYSTEM

Department No.: 22

Program: Supreme Court

Code: 22010000

Service/Budget Entity: Executive Direction and Support Services

Code: 22010200

NOTE: Approved primary service outcomes must be listed first.

Approved Prior Prior Year Approved Requested
Approved Performance Measures for Year Standard Actual Standards for FY 2011-12
FY 2010-11 FY 2009-10 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 Standard
(Words) (Numbers) (Numbers) (Numbers) (Numbers)
Percent of administrative costs compared to total state courts Indeterminate 27% Indeterminate Indeterminate
system costs
Percent of g(jm|n|strat|ve positions compared to total state courts Indeterminate 4.1% Indeterminate Indeterminate
system positions
Number of judicial and court staff education contact hours Indeterminate 29,351 Indeterminate Indeterminate
Number of professionals certified Indeterminate 2,937 Indeterminate Indeterminate
Number of cases analyzed Indeterminate 46,026 Indeterminate Indeterminate
Number of analyses conducted Indeterminate 15,312 Indeterminate Indeterminate

Notes:
1. Statistics may fluctuate significantly from year to year due to many factors.

2. Columns labeled as "Approved Standards" provide the final legislatively approved figures for the budget year identified.

3. The "Requested FY 2011-12" column corresponds to the official Judicial Branch Legislative Budget Request for FY 2010-11 and does not represent a goal for

the court. It is simply an estimate of the amount of activity expected to occur during FY 2011-12. However, due to the continued impact of budget cuts,

Requested FY 2011-12 cannot be predicted at this time.
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LRPP Exhibit Il - Performance Measures and Standards

[Department: STATE COURTS SYSTEM

Department No.: 22

Program: Trial Courts

Code: 22300000

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations - Trial Courts

Code: 22300100

NOTE: Approved primary service outcomes must be listed first.

Approved Performance Measures for
FY 2010-11
(Words)

Approved Prior
Year Standard

FY 2009-10
(Numbers)

Prior Year
Actual
FY 2009-10
(Numbers)

Approved

Standards for

FY 2010-11
(Numbers)

Requested
FY 2011-12
Standard
(Numbers)

Clearance rate (all case types)

Indeterminate

98.7%

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Number of cases disposed (all case types)

Indeterminate

4,223,633

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Clearance rate for Circuit - criminal

Indeterminate

101.7%

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Number of Circuit - criminal cases disposed

Indeterminate

182,283

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Clearance rate for Circuit - general civil

Indeterminate

79.2%

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Number of Circuit - general civil cases disposed

Indeterminate

380,293

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Clearance rate for Circuit - domestic relations

Indeterminate

90.0%

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Number of Circuit - domestic relations cases disposed

Indeterminate

244,830

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Clearance rate for Circuit - probate and guardianship

Indeterminate

96.1%

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Number of Circuit - probate and guardianship cases disposed

Indeterminate

92,998

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Clearance rate for Circuit - juvenile delinquency

Indeterminate

106.4%

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Number of Circuit - juvenile delinquency cases disposed

Indeterminate

60,097

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Clearance rate for Circuit - juvenile dependency

Indeterminate

97.0%

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Number of Circuit - juvenile dependency cases disposed

Indeterminate

8,959

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Number of employees administered

Indeterminate

3,429

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Number of jurors who serve

NA

NA

NA

NA

Percent of administrative costs compared to total trial court costs

Indeterminate

6.1%

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Number of hours reported or recorded (court reporting)

Indeterminate

571,146

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Number of evaluations completed (competency and other)

Indeterminate

15,455

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Number of interpreting events

Indeterminate

476,833

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Number of family sessions mediated

Indeterminate

21,843

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Number of county court sessions mediated

Indeterminate

43,768

Indeterminate

Indeterminate
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LRPP Exhibit Il - Performance Measures and Standards

[Department: STATE COURTS SYSTEM

Department No.: 22

Program: Trial Courts

Code: 22300000

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations - Trial Courts

Code: 22300100

NOTE: Approved primary service outcomes must be listed first.

Approved Prior Prior Year Approved Requested
Approved Performance Measures for Year Standard |Actual FY 2009-( Standards for FY 2011-12
FY 2010-11 FY 2009-10 10 FY 2010-11 Standard

(Words) (Numbers) (Numbers) (Numbers) (Numbers)
Number of magistrate hearings docketed Indeterminate TBD Indeterminate Indeterminate
Number of child support hearing officer hearings docketed Indeterminate 181,881 Indeterminate Indeterminate
Number of traffic infraction hearing officer hearings docketed Indeterminate TBD Indeterminate Indeterminate
Clearance rate for County - criminal Indeterminate 97.6% Indeterminate Indeterminate
Number of County - criminal cases disposed Indeterminate 863,736 Indeterminate Indeterminate
Clearance rate for County - civil Indeterminate 101.2% Indeterminate Indeterminate
Number of County - civil cases disposed Indeterminate 478,613 Indeterminate Indeterminate
Clearance rate for County - civil traffic Indeterminate 104.5% Indeterminate Indeterminate
Number of County - civil traffic cases disposed Indeterminate 1,911,824 Indeterminate Indeterminate

Notes:

1. Requesting the Approved Performance Measure, "Number of jurors who serve," be removed from Court Operations - Trial Court. The budget related to

this measure has been moved to the Clerks of Court.

2. Statistics may fluctuate significantly from year to year due to many factors. The severity of the fluctuations is greater in the case types with low volume.
3. The "Clearance Rate" is a calculation of the number of cases disposed divided by the number of cases filed in the same year. The clearance rate has a reasonable ease

of calculation, is a useful measure of the responsiveness of a court to the demand for services, and is nationally recognized as a measure of court performance.
4. It is often impossible for county courts to reach a "Clearance Rate" of 100% due to factors such as defendants failing to appear, civil proceeding participants

not following through after filings, etc.

5. At this point in time, all data are not available for trial court activity in FY 2009-10. Therefore, the "Prior Year Actual FY 2009-10" statistics are estimates based

on the most available data.

6. Columns labeled as "Approved Standards" provide the final legislatively approved figures for the budget year identified.

7. The "Requested FY 2011-12" column corresponds to the official Judicial Branch Legislative Budget Request for FY 2011-12 and does not represent a goal for

the court. It is simply an estimate of the amount of activity expected to occur during FY 2011-12. However, due to the continued impact of budget cuts,

Requested FY 2011-12 cannot be predicted at this time.
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LRPP Exhibit Il - Performance Measures and Standards

[Department: STATE COURTS SYSTEM

Department No.: 22

Program: Judicial Qualifications Commission

Code: 22350000

Service/Budget Entity: Judicial Qualifications Commission Operations

Code: 22350100

NOTE: Approved primary service outcomes must be listed first.

Approved Prior Prior Year Approved Requested
Approved Performance Measures for Year Standard Actual Standards for FY 2011-12
FY 2010-11 FY 2009-10 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 Standard
(Words) (Numbers) (Numbers) (Numbers) (Numbers)
Clearance rate 100.0% 97.8% 100.0% 100.0%
Number of complaints disposed 657 620 588 648

Notes:
1. Statistics may fluctuate significantly from year to year due to many factors.

2. The "Clearance Rate" is a calculation of the number of cases disposed divided by the number of cases filed in the same year. The clearance rate has a reasonable ease of

calculation, is a useful measure of the responsiveness of a court to the demand for services, and is nationally recognized as a measure of court performance.

3. Columns labeled as "Approved Standards" provide the final legislatively approved figures for the budget year identified.
4. The "Requested FY 2011-12" column corresponds to the official Judicial Branch Legislative Budget Request for FY 2011-12 and does not represent a goal. It is simply an

estimate of the amount of activity expected to occur during FY 2011-12.

5. The "Requested FY 2011-12" clearance rates are set at 100%.
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Clearance rate (all case types)

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 100.1% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable

Office of Policy and Budget — July 2010
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Number of cases disposed (all case types)

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 2,501 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable

Office of Policy and Budget — July 2010
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Percent of initial death penalty appeal cases disposed within 2
years of filing

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Outcome Measure [ ] Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 31.0% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[ ] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable

Office of Policy and Budget — July 2010
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Percent of initial death penalty appeal cases disposed within 365
days of conference/oral argument date

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Outcome Measure [ ] Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 96.4% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[ ] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable

Office of Policy and Budget — July 2010
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Clearance rate for initial death penalty appeals

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 152.6% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable

Office of Policy and Budget — July 2010
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Number of initial death penalty appeal cases disposed

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 29 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable

Office of Policy and Budget — July 2010
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Percent of post-conviction death penalty cases disposed within
365 days of filing

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Outcome Measure [ ] Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 42.6% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[ ] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable

Office of Policy and Budget — July 2010
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Clearance rate for post-conviction death penalty cases

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 130.8% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable

Office of Policy and Budget — July 2010
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Number of post-conviction death penalty cases disposed

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 68 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable

Office of Policy and Budget — July 2010
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Percent of other mandatory review jurisdiction cases disposed
within 365 days of filing

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Outcome Measure [ ] Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 96.3% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[ ] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Clearance rate for other mandatory review jurisdiction cases

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 95.3% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Number of other mandatory review jurisdiction cases disposed

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 82 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Percent of discretionary review jurisdiction cases disposed with
365 days of filing

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Outcome Measure [ ] Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 93.8% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[ ] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Clearance rate for discretionary review jurisdiction cases

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 93.2% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Number of discretionary review jurisdiction cases disposed

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 869 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Percent of non-death penalty original writ petition cases
disposed within 365 days of filing

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Outcome Measure [ ] Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 99.4% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[ ] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable

Office of Policy and Budget — July 2010

47 of 184




LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Clearance rate for non-death penalty original writ petition cases

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 100.2% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Number of non-death penalty original writ petition cases
disposed

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Outcome Measure [ ] Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 894 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[ ] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Percent of Florida Bar cases disposed within 365 days of filing

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 82.1% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Clearance rate for Florida Bar cases

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 108.5% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Number of Florida Bar cases disposed

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 436 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Percent of other original jurisdiction cases disposed within 365
days of filing

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Outcome Measure [ ] Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of QOutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 81.7% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[ ] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Clearance rate for other original jurisdiction cases

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 106.8% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Number of other original jurisdiction cases disposed

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ ]| Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 126 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Number of cases supported

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 3,396 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Number of records maintained

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 3,396 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System
Program: District Courts of Appeal
Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts
Measure: Clearance rate (all case types)

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 97.4% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable

Office of Policy and Budget — July 2010

58 of 184




LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: District Courts of Appeal

Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts

Measure: Number of cases disposed (all case types)

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 25,781 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: District Courts of Appeal

Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts

Measure: Median number of days from filing of criminal appeals to
disposition

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Outcome Measure [ ] Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 243 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[ ] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: District Courts of Appeal

Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts

Measure: Median number of days from filing of criminal petitions to
disposition

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Outcome Measure [ ] Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 45 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[ ] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: District Courts of Appeal

Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts

Measure: Clearance rate for criminal appeals and petitions

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 98.5% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: District Courts of Appeal

Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts

Measure: Percent of criminal appeals and petitions cases disposed within
180 days of oral argument or conference

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Outcome Measure [ ] Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 97.8% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[ ] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: District Courts of Appeal

Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts

Measure: Median number of days from filing of non-criminal appeals to
disposition

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Outcome Measure [ ] Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 204 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[ ] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: District Courts of Appeal

Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts

Measure: Median number of days from filing of non-criminal petitions to
disposition

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Outcome Measure [ ] Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 67 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[ ] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: District Courts of Appeal

Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts

Measure: Clearance rate for non-criminal appeals and petitions

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 95.8% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: District Courts of Appeal

Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts

Measure: Percent of non-criminal appeals and petitions cases disposed
within 180 days of oral argument or conference

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Outcome Measure [ ] Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 96.2% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[ ] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System
Program: District Courts of Appeal
Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts
Measure: Number of records maintained

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 43,273 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable

Office of Policy and Budget — July 2010

68 of 184




LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: District Courts of Appeal
Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts
Measure: Number of employees administered

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 415.5 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Executive Direction and Support Services
Measure: Percent of administrative costs compared to total state courts
system costs

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Outcome Measure [ ] Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of QOutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 2.7% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[ ] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Executive Direction and Support Services
Measure: Percent of administrative positions compared to total state
courts system positions

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Outcome Measure [ ] Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of QOutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 4.1% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[ ] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Executive Direction and Support Services
Measure: Number of judicial and court staff education contact hours

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 29,351 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Executive Direction and Support Services
Measure: Number of professionals certified

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ ]| Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 2,937 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Executive Direction and Support Services
Measure: Number of cases analyzed

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ ]| Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 46,026 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Executive Direction and Support Services
Measure: Number of analyses conducted

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ ]| Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 15,312 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Clearance rate (all case types)

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 98.7% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Number of cases disposed (all case types)

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 4,223,633 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Clearance rate for Circuit - criminal

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 101.7% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Number of Circuit — criminal cases disposed

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 182,283 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Clearance rate for Circuit — general civil

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 79.2% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Number of Circuit — general civil cases disposed

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 380,293 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Clearance rate for Circuit — domestic relations

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 90.0% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts

Measure: Number of Circuit — domestic relations cases disposed

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 244,830 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Clearance rate for Circuit — probate and guardianship

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 96.1% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts

Measure: Number of Circuit — probate and guardianship cases disposed

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 92,998 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Clearance rate for Circuit —juvenile delinquency

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 106.4% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts

Measure: Number of Circuit —juvenile delinquency cases disposed

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 60,097 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Clearance rate for Circuit — juvenile dependency

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 97.0% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts

Measure: Number of Circuit — juvenile dependency cases disposed

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 8,959 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Number of employees administered

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 3,429 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts

Measure: Percent of administrative costs compared to total trial court
costs

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Outcome Measure [ ] Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 6.1% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[ ] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts

Measure: Number of hours reported or recorded (court reporting)

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 571,146 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts

Measure: Number of evaluations completed (competency and other)

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 15,455 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Number of interpreting events

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 476,833 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Number of family sessions mediated

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 21,843 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Number of county court sessions mediated

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 43,768 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts

Measure: Number of child support hearing officer hearings docketed

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 181,881 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Clearance rate for County - criminal

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 97.6% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Number of County — criminal cases disposed

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 863,736 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Clearance rate for County - civil

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 101.2% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Number of County — civil cases disposed

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 478,613 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Clearance rate for County — civil traffic

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 104.5% NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Number of County — civil traffic cases disposed

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
Indeterminate 1,911,824 NA NA

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the approved standard could not be
predicted.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Judicial Qualifications Commission

Service/Budget Entity: Judicial Qualifications Commission Operations
Measure: Clearance rate

Action:
X] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
[ ] Performance Assessment of Output Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard | Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
100.0% 97.8% -2.2% -2.2%

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X Other (Identify)
Explanation:

The approved standard was projected using the most accurate historical data
available at that time. This standard did not represent a goal for the
Commission. It was simply an estimate of the amount of activity expected to
occur that year.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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LRPP Exhibit II1: PERFORMANCE MEASURE ASSESSMENT

Department: State Courts System

Program: Judicial Qualifications Commission

Service/Budget Entity: Judicial Qualifications Commission Operations
Measure: Number of complaints disposed

Action:
[ ] Performance Assessment of Qutcome Measure [ | Revision of Measure
X Performance Assessment of Qutput Measure [ ] Deletion of Measure

[ ] Adjustment of GAA Performance Standards

Approved Standard | Actual Performance Difference Percentage
Results (Over/Under) Difference
657 620 -37 -5.6%

Factors Accounting for the Difference:
Internal Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Personnel Factors [ ] Staff Capacity
[ ] Competing Priorities [ ] Level of Training
[ ] Previous Estimate Incorrect X] Other (Identify)
Explanation:

The approved standard was projected using the most accurate historical data
available at that time. This standard did not represent a goal for the
Commission. It was simply an estimate of the amount of activity expected to
occur that year.

External Factors (check all that apply):

[ ] Resources Unavailable [ ] Technological Problems
[ ] Legal/Legislative Change [ ] Natural Disaster
[ ] Target Population Change [ ] Other (Identify)

[[] This Program/Service Cannot Fix The Problem

[ ] Current Laws Are Working Against The Agency Mission
Explanation:

Not Applicable

Management Efforts to Address Differences/Problems (check all that apply):
[ ] Training [ ] Technology

[ ] Personnel [ ] Other (Identify)
Recommendations:

Not Applicable
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Judicial Branch
State Court System

Performance Measure Validity and Reliability
LRPP Exhibit IV



LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Clearance rate (all case types)

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Number of cases disposed (all case types)

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:

Office of Policy and Budget — July 2010

108 of 184




LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Percent of initial death penalty appeal cases disposed within 2
years of filing

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Percent of initial death penalty appeal cases disposed with 365
days of conference/oral argument date

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:

Office of Policy and Budget — July 2010
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Clearance rate for initial death penalty appeals

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Number of initial death penalty appeal cases disposed

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Percent of post-conviction death penalty cases disposed within
365 days of filing

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Clearance rate for post-conviction death penalty cases

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:

Office of Policy and Budget — July 2010
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Number of post-conviction death penalty cases disposed

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:

Office of Policy and Budget — July 2010

115 of 184




LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Percent of other mandatory review jurisdiction cases disposed
within 365 days of filing

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Clearance rate for other mandatory review jurisdiction cases

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Number of other mandatory review jurisdiction cases disposed

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Percent of discretionary review jurisdiction cases disposed
within 365 days of filing

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Clearance rate for discretionary review jurisdiction cases
disposed

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Number of discretionary review jurisdiction cases disposed

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Percent of non-death penalty original writ petition cases
disposed within 365 days of filing

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Clearance rate for non-death penalty original writ petition cases
disposed

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Number of non-death penalty original writ petition cases
disposed

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Percent of Florida Bar cases disposed within 365 days of filing

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Clearance rate for Florida Bar cases disposed

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Number of Florida Bar cases disposed

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:

Office of Policy and Budget — July 2010
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Percent of other original jurisdiction cases disposed within 365
days of filing

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court

Measure: Clearance rate for other original jurisdiction cases disposed

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Number of other original jurisdiction cases disposed

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Number of cases supported

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Supreme Court
Measure: Number of records maintained

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System
Program: District Courts of Appeal
Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts
Measure: Clearance rate (all case types)

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: District Courts of Appeal

Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts

Measure: Number of cases disposed (all case types)

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: District Courts of Appeal

Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts

Measure: Median number of days from filing of criminal appeals to
disposition

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: District Courts of Appeal

Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts

Measure: Median number of days from filing of criminal petitions to
disposition

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:

Office of Policy and Budget — July 2010

136 of 184




LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: District Courts of Appeal

Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts

Measure: Clearance rate for criminal appeals and petitions

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: District Courts of Appeal

Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts

Measure: Percent of criminal appeals and petitions cases disposed within
180 days of oral argument or conference

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: District Courts of Appeal

Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts

Measure: Median number of days from filing of non-criminal appeals to
disposition

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: District Courts of Appeal

Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts

Measure: Median number of days from filing of non-criminal petitions to
disposition

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: District Courts of Appeal

Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts

Measure: Clearance rate for non-criminal appeals and petitions

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: District Courts of Appeal

Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts

Measure: Percent of non-criminal appeals and petitions cases disposed
within 180 days of oral argument or conference

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System
Program: District Courts of Appeal
Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts
Measure: Number of records maintained

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: District Courts of Appeal
Service/Budget Entity: Appellate Courts
Measure: Number of employees administered

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Executive Direction and Support Services
Measure: Percent of administrative costs compared to total state courts
system costs

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Executive Direction and Support Services
Measure: Percent of administrative positions compared to total state
courts system positions

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Executive Direction and Support Services
Measure: Number of judicial and court staff education contact hours

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Executive Direction and Support Services
Measure: Number of professionals certified

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Executive Direction and Support Services
Measure: Number of cases analyzed

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Supreme Court

Service/Budget Entity: Executive Direction and Support Services
Measure: Number of analyses conducted

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
measure cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Clearance rate (all case types)

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Number of cases disposed (all case types)

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Clearance rate for Circuit - criminal

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Number of Circuit — criminal cases disposed

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Clearance rate for Circuit — general civil

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Number of Circuit — general civil cases disposed

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Clearance rate for Circuit — domestic relations

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts

Measure: Number of Circuit — domestic relations cases disposed

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Clearance rate for Circuit — probate and guardianship

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts

Measure: Number of Circuit — probate and guardianship cases disposed

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Clearance rate for Circuit —juvenile delinquency

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts

Measure: Number of Circuit — juvenile delinquency cases disposed

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Clearance rate for Circuit — juvenile dependency

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts

Measure: Number of Circuit — juvenile dependency cases disposed

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Number of employees

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts

Measure: Percent of administrative costs compared to total trial court
costs

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts

Measure: Number of hours reported or recorded (court reporting)

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts

Measure: Number of evaluations completed (competency and other)

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Number of interpreting events

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Number of family sessions mediated

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Number of county court sessions mediated

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts

Measure: Number of child support hearing officer hearings docketed

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Clearance rate for County - criminal

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Number of County — criminal cases disposed

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Clearance rate for County - civil

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Number of County — civil cases disposed

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Clearance rate for County — civil traffic

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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LRPP EXHIBIT IV: Performance Measure Validity and Reliability

Department: State Courts System

Program: Trial Courts

Service/Budget Entity: Court Operations — Trial Courts
Measure: Number of County — civil traffic cases disposed

Action (check one):

[ ] Requesting revision to approved performance measure.
X Change in data sources or measurement methodologies.
[ ] Requesting new measure.

[ ] Backup for performance measure.

Data Sources and Methodology:

Data sources and the methodology for calculating Prior Year Actual figure have
not changed. However, the methodology for the Requested Year figure should
be described as follows: Due to the continued impact of budget cuts, the
Performance and Accountability Commission determined that the measure
cannot be predicted at this time.

Validity:

Reliability:
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Judicial Branch
State Court System

Associated Activities Contributing to
Performance Measures
LRPP Exhibit V



LRPP Exhibit V: Identification of Associated Activity Contributing to Performance Measures

Measure
Number

Approved Performance Measures for
FY 2010-11
(Words)

Associated Activities Title

—_

Number of cases supported

SUPREME COURT LIBRARY

Number of records maintained

COURT RECORDS AND CASE FLOW MANAGEMENT

Number of square feet secured

SECURITY

Number of square feet maintained

FACILITIES MAINTENANCE AND MANAGEMENT

Number of cases disposed (all case types)

JUDICIAL PROCESSING OF CASES

Number of contact hours

JUDICIAL AND COURT STAFF EDUCATION

Number of professionals certified

PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATIONS

Number of analyses conducted

COURT OPERATIONS AND ACCOUNTABILITY

OQlojN]jojJalbdlwN

Number of cases analyzed

CASE PROCESS ANALYSIS AND IMPROVEMENT

10

Number of complaints disposed

DISPOSITION OF COMPLAINTS AGAINST THE JUDICIARY
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Judicial Branch
State Court System

Agency-Level Unit Cost Summary
LRPP Exhibit VI



STATE COURT SYSTEM FISCAL YEAR 2009-10

FIXED
OPERATING CAPITAL
OUTLAY
TOTAL ALL FUNDS GENERAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT 451,311,113
ADJUSTMENTS TO GENERAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT (Supplementals, -1,771,765
Vetoes, Budget Amendments, etc.)
FINAL BUDGET FOR AGENCY 443,533,348 0

; )
Fre  Number (fUnit o o onditures Expenditures (3) FCO
of Units  Cost
(Allocated)
Executive Direction, Administrative Support and Information Technology (2) 134.00 13,862,458 0
Supreme Court Library * Number of cases supported 5.00 3,396 180.69 591,072 613,638
Court Records And Case Flow Management * Number of records maintained 82.00| 46,669 126.73 5,544,066 5,914,153
Security * Number of square feet secured 18.00| 951,922 1.33 1,181,584 1,262,823
Facilities Maintenance And Management * Number of square feet maintained 22.50| 951,922 3.72 3,437,779 3,539,327
Judicial Administration * Number of employees administered 287.50| 25,781| 894.83 21,772,016 23,069,576
Judicial Processing Of Cases * Number of cases disposed (all case types) 2,583.00(4,226,134 67.08| 271,829,336 283,487,070
Judicial And Court Staff Education * Number of contact hours 17.00] 29,351 79.86 2,267,146 2,343,871
Professional Certification * Number of professionals certified 8.00 2,937 201.39 555,376 591,482
Court Services * Number of analyses conducted 21.00f 15,312 93.77 1,341,037 1,435,815
Case Process Analysis And Improvement * Number of cases analyzed. 22.50| 46,026 65.73 2,923,897 3,025,445
2;:zzss|gzn Of Complaints Against The Judiciary * Number of complaints 5.00 620| 1.253.01 754,300 776,867

326,060,067 326,060,067

PASS THROUGHS

TRANSFER - STATE AGENCIES

AID TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 138,240

PAYMENT OF PENSIONS, BENEFITS AND CLAIMS

OTHER 90,515,252
REVERSIONS 26,819,954

TOTAL BUDGET FOR AGENCY (Total Activities + Pass Throughs + Reversions)
- Should equal Section | above. (4)
SCHEDULE XI/EXHIBIT VI: AGENCY-LEVEL UNIT COST SUMMARY

443,533,513 -

1
2
3
4

Some activity unit costs may be overstated due to the allocation of double budgeted items.

Expenditures associated with Executive Direction, Administrative Support and Information Technology have been allocated based on FTE. Other allocation methodologies could result in significantly different
Information for FCO depicts amounts for current year appropriations only. Additional information and systems are needed to develop meaningful FCO unit costs.

Final Budget for Agency and Total Budget for Agency may not equal due to rounding.
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Judicial Branch - Florida State Courts System
Long-Range Program Plan
Fiscal Years 2011-12 through 2015-16

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Circuit Court

The circuit courts of Florida protect and declare the rights and responsibilities of
the people, uphold and interpret the law, and provide a forum for the just and
peaceful resolution of legal and factual disputes. Circuit courts have general trial
jurisdiction over matters not assigned by statute to the county courts and also
hear appeals from county court cases. The jurisdiction of circuit courts includes
original jurisdiction over civil disputes involving more than $15,000; controversies
involving the estates of decedent, minors, and persons adjudicated to be
incapacitated; cases relating to juveniles; criminal prosecutions for felons; tax
disputes; actions to determine the title and boundaries of real property; and suits
for declaratory judgments. There are 20 circuit courts.

County Court

The county courts of Florida protect and declare the rights and responsibilities of
the people, uphold and interpret the law, and provide a forum for the just and
peaceful resolution of legal and factual disputes. The jurisdiction of the county
courts extends to civil disputes involving $15,000 or less. The majority of non-jury
trials in Florida take place before one judge sitting as a judge of the county court.
Most of the court’s time is involved with traffic offenses, less serious criminal
matters (misdemeanors), and relatively small monetary disputes. There are 67
county courts.
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Florida District Court of Appeal

The District Courts of Appeal of Florida provide the opportunity for thoughtful
review of decisions of lower tribunals by multi-judge panels. District Courts of
Appeal correct harmful errors and ensure that decisions are consistent with rights
and liberties. The process contributes to the development, clarity, and
consistency of the law. There are five district courts of appeal.

Florida Supreme Court

The Supreme Court is the court of last resort in Florida. The Court clarifies Florida
law, ensures that district court decisions throughout the state are consistent, and
ensures that court decisions at all levels of the state courts are consistent with
rights and liberties.

Judicial Qualifications Commission

The Judicial Qualifications Commission investigates and prosecutes Florida judges
who are charged with misconduct or with having a mental or physical disability
which seriously interferes with the performance of judicial duties and, when
appropriate, recommends disciplinary action to the Supreme Court of Florida.

Office of the State Courts Administrator

The purpose of the Office of the State Courts Administrator is to assist the chief
justice in the administrative supervision of Florida’s appellate and trial courts and
to support the chief judges in their role as managers of their respective courts by
providing professional expertise and guidance to promote effective, efficient, and
accountable court services for Florida’s judicial branch.
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