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Network Service
Dept/Agency: State Courts System Form: FY 2010-11 Schedule IV-C -Non-Strategics; Ver 1
Prepared by: Maria Arnold Estimated IT Service Costs

Phone: 487- 7074 A B C D

Service Provisioning - -  Assets & Resources   (Cost Elements)
Footnote 
Number

Number used for 
this service

Number w/ costs 
in  FY 2010- 11

Initial Estimate for Fiscal 
Year 

2009- 10 

Estimated FY 2009- 10 
Allocation of Recurring 

Base Budget
(based on Column G64 

minus G65)

Estimated FY 2010- 11 
Allocation of Recurring 

Base Budget 
(based on Column G64 

minus G65)

Planned 
Increase/Decrease Use 

of Recurring Base 
Funding

(Columns C - B)

A.  Personnel 11.75 0.00 $942,288 $942,288 $985,726 $43,438
A-1.1 State FTE 1 11.75 $942,288 $942,288 $985,726 $43,438
A-2.1 OPS FTE 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0
A-3.1 Contractor Positions (Staff Augmentation) 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0
B.  Hardware 721 338 $166,863 $166,863 $466,081 $299,218
B-1 Servers 2 8 0 $0 $0 $0 $0
B-2 Server Maintenance & Support 3 31 31 $20,728 $20,728 $20,728 $0
B-3.1 Network Devices &  Hardware (e.g., routers, switches, hubs, cabling, etc.) 4 139 102 $89,930 $89,930 $90,045 $115
B-3.2 Other Hardware Assets (e.g., system mgt workstation, printers, UPS, etc) 5 543 205 $56,205 $56,205 $355,308 $299,103
C.  Software $0 $0 $0 $0

D.  External Service Provider(s) $0 $0 $0 $0
D-1 LAN External Service Provider 0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0
D-2 WAN External Service Provider 0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0
E.  Plant & Facility for LAN/WAN Service 0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0

F.  Other (Please describe in Footnotes Section below) 6 $1,520,637 $1,520,637 $1,408,692 -$111,945

H.  Total for IT Service $2,629,788 $2,629,788 $2,860,499 $230,711

Footnotes -  Please be sure to indicate there is a footnote for the corresponding row above.  Maximum footnote length is 1024 characters.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

Other hardware assets includes network printers, IPTV streaming video systems, VOIP telephones, UPS devices, scanners, video equipment (MCUs, polycoms, projectors, etc.); increase in # of units and costs for FY 10/11 are based on 
planned/scheduled printer refresh and the acquisition/maintenance of appellate court scanning project equipment.
Costs include annual line costs in support of the State Courts Network, all other misc. costs. Also includes $ appropriated to FDLE and journal transferred to courts on quarterly basis to support network.  Decrease due to realignment of misc. costs 
to appropriate other services.

Non- Strategic IT 
Service:  

FTE includes ISS staff - 2 Sr. User Support Analysts at 25%, 1 Sr. User Support Analyst at 100%, 2 Sr. Network Support Analysts - 1 at 75% and 1 at 100%, 1 Distributed Systems Network Coordinator at 100%, 20 Trial Court Technology Officers at 
.25%,  10 Appellate court system administrators at 25%; increase in FTE and associated salary/benefits due to realignment of duties for staff previously assigned to this service

Servers are covered under maintenance obtained at time of purchase, new server refresh planned for FY11/12.

Ongoing maintenance for older servers in support of this service; 

Smartnet maintenance in support of routers, switches, hubs, etc.,

# of Assets & Resources Apportioned
to this IT Service in FY 2010- 11
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Dept/Agency: State Courts System 
Submitted by: Maria Arnold, Information Systems Services Manager 
Phone: 850-487-7074 
Date submitted: October 1, 2009 

 Desktop Computing Service  
This service enables use of standard office automation functions, as well as access to other applications that 
require standard desktop functionality.  Please consult the Guidelines for Schedule IV-C:  IT Costs and Service 
Requirements for the complete definition of this IT Service and specific direction on how to complete this 
document. 
 
Identify the major commercial hardware and software associated with the Desktop Computer Service: 

1 Dell Desktop PC’s w/ Windows OS Vista 5 MS Word, Excel, PowerPoint, Visio, Outlook and Access 
2 Symantec AntiVirus Corporate Edition 6 Anti-Spyware 
3 Internet Explorer Browser 6 7 IPTV Viewer 
4 Adobe Acrobat Reader 8 DocXchange 

1. IT Service Definition  

1.1. Who is the service provider? (Indicate all that apply) 

X Central IT staff 
 Program staff 
 Another State agency 

 State Primary Data Center 
 Other External service provider 

1.2. Who uses the service? (Indicate all that apply) 

X Agency staff (state employees or contractors)  
 Employees or contractors from one or more additional state agencies 
 External service providers  
 Public 

1.3. Please identify the number of users of this service.   770  

1.4. How many locations currently use desktop computing services?   8  

2. Service Unique to Agency 

2.1. Is a similar or identical IT service provided by another agency or external service provider?         
(Identical, Very Similar, No, Unknow n)  No  

2.2. If the same level of service could be provided through another agency or source for less than the 
current cost of the IT service, could your agency change to another service provider?   

   Yes   X    No 

2.2.1. If yes, what must happen for your agency to use another IT service provider? 

 

2.2.2. If not, why does your agency need to maintain the current provider for this IT service?   

The Judicial Branch must maintain confidentiality and privacy protocols which govern the provision 
of and immediate response to delivery of IT services. 

Page 5 of 261



FY 2010-11 Schedule IV-C:  Information Technology (IT) Costs & Service Requirements 
IT Service Requirements Worksheet: Desktop Computing Service 

 

 
File: Worksheet - Desktop.doc  FY 2010-11  
Last Saved at:  10/5/2009 10:03:00 AM   Page 2 of 3 

3. IT Service Levels Required to Support Business Functions 

3.1. Has the agency specified the service level requirements for this IT Service?   

 Yes; formal Service Level Agreement(s) 
X Yes; informal agreement(s) 
 No; specific requirements have not been determined and approved by the department 

 If you answered “Yes,” identify major (formal or informal) service level requirements: 

In 2002, the Appellate Court Technology Committee adopted a five-year “refresh” plan to upgrade 
workstations, printers and servers.  The courts will repeat this cycle beginning with the first year 
for workstation upgrades scheduled during FY 2007-2008. 

3.2. Timing and Service Delivery Requirements 

3.2.1. Hours/Days that service is required (e.g., 0800-1600 M-F, 24/ 7)   0700-1900     
Monday through Friday  

3.2.2. What are the impacts on the agency’s business if the Desktop Service is not available? 

Workflow interruption would result in significant impacts on many critical case management 
applications and in the transmission of case sensitive data within the Judicial Branch. 

3.2.3. Are there any agency-unique service requirements?    Yes   X   No 

If yes, specify (include any applicable constitutional, statutory, or rule requirements) 

 

3.2.4. What are security requirements for this IT service? (Indicate all that apply) 

X User ID/Password   Access through Internet or external network 
X Access through internal network only X Access through Internet with secure encryption 
 Other ___________________________   

3.2.5. Are there any federal, state, or agency privacy policies or restrictions applicable to this IT 
Service? 

   X   Yes       No 

3.2.5.1. If yes, please specify and describe: 

The individual court LANS have autonomy with restricted access to court users outside of the 
individual LAN. 

4. User/customer satisfaction 

4.1. Are service level metrics reported to business stakeholders or agency management 

 X Yes   No  
If yes, briefly describe the frequency of reports and how they are provided: 

The individual court LANS have autonomy with restricted access to court users outside of the 
individual LAN. 

4.2. Are currently defined IT service levels adequate to support the business needs?   

X   Yes       No 
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4.2.1. If no, what changes need to be made to the current IT service?  (Briefly explain) 

 

4.2.2. List any significant projects (e.g., total cost more than $500,000) that are underway or planned 
to upgrade or enhance any resource or system associated with this IT service. 

Project Name Description Start Date End Date 
Estimated Total 

Cost to Complete 

None planned in FY 
2010-2011 

    

     

     

5. Additional Information 

5.1. Please describe the funding source(s), i.e., general revenue, trust fund, federal grant, or other, which 
is used to provide this service.  Identify whether there is a cost recovery or cost allocation plan for this 
service. Be sure to describe any anticipated adjustments to the funding source(s) or funding level for 
FY 2010-11.  If such adjustments are anticipated, please describe any corresponding change needed in 
the service funding model (e.g., charge-back, cost allocation, fee-per-transaction, etc.).   

State Courts Revenue Trust Fund. 

5.2. Other comments 
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 E-Mail, Messaging, and Calendaring Service 
This service enables users to send and receive e-mail and attachments, perform departmental calendaring, 
manage address lists, create and maintain shared or private folders, and store message data provided 
through the e-mail service.  Please consult the Guidelines for Schedule IV-C:  IT Costs and Service 
Requirements for the complete definition of this IT Service and specific direction on how to complete this 
document. 

 
Identify the major commercial hardware and software associated with the E-Mail Service: 

1 *Microsoft Exchange 2003 5   
2 *Microsoft Outlook 2003 6   
3 Ironport (E-mail Security Appliance) 7   
4 Smart Phone w/ Active Sync 8   

1. IT Service Definition  

1.1. Who is the service provider? (Indicate all that apply) 

X Central IT staff 
 Program staff 
 Another State agency 

 State Primary Data Center 
 Other External service provider 

1.2. Who uses the service? (Indicate all that apply) 

X Agency staff (state employees or contractors)  
 Employees or contractors from one or more additional state agencies 
 External service providers  
 Public (please explain in Question 5.2) 

1.3. Please identify the number of users (e-mail accounts/mailboxes) of this service.   665  

1.4. How many locations currently host IT assets and resources used to provide e-mail,  
messaging, and calendaring services?   6  

2. Service Unique to Agency 

2.1. Is a similar or identical IT service provided by another agency or external service provider?         
(Identical, Very Similar, No)  No  

2.2. If the same level of service could be provided through another agency or source for less than the 
current cost of the IT service, could your agency change to another service provider?   

   Yes   X    No 

2.2.1. If yes, what must happen for your agency to use another IT service provider? 
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2.2.2. If not, why does your agency need to maintain the current provider for this IT service?   

The Judicial Branch has confidential/privacy constraints on the transmission of case sensitive data 
for the court system. 

3. IT Service Levels Required to Support Business Functions 

3.1. Has the agency specified the service level requirements for this IT Service?   

 Yes; formal Service Level Agreement(s) 
X Yes; informal agreement(s) 
 No; specific requirements have not been determined and approved by the department 

 If you answered “Yes,” identify major (formal or informal) service level requirements: 

Server resources/software level and configuration requirements/privacy use policy. 

3.2. Timing and Service Delivery Requirements 

3.2.1. Hours/Days that service is required (e.g., 0600-2100 M-F, 24/ 7):  24/7  

3.2.2. What is the agency’s tolerance for down time during peak periods, i.e., time before 
management-level intervention occurs (e.g., 5 min, 15 min, 60 min)?   5 minutes  

3.2.2.1. What are the impacts on the agency’s business if this down-time standard 
is exceeded? 

Workflow interruption would result in a significant impact in the performance of transmission of 
critical case sensitive data. 

3.2.3. Are there any agency-unique service requirements? X   Yes       No 

If yes, specify (include any applicable constitutional, statutory, or rule requirements) 

Smart phone w/ Active Sync - Access 

3.2.4. What are security requirements for this IT service? (Indicate all that apply) 

X User ID/Password   Access through Internet or external network 
 Access through internal network only X Access through Internet with secure encryption 
 Other ___________________________   

3.2.5. Are there any federal, state, or agency records retention or privacy policies, restrictions, or 
requirements applicable to this IT Service? 

   X   Yes       No 

3.2.5.1. If yes, please specify and describe: 

Supreme Court and Office of the State Courts Administrator employees must comply with computer 
use policies adopted by the Supreme Court in 2006 which encompasses e-mail, public records 
requirements, e-mail retention and other appropriate use of e-mail. 

4. User/customer satisfaction 

4.1. Are service level metrics reported to business stakeholders or agency management?  

 X Yes   No  
If yes, briefly describe the frequency of reports and how they are provided: 
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The State Courts Technology Officer briefs the State Courts Administrator, as requested, on IT 
programs and services status (“What’s Up Reports” outline the service level metrics). 

4.2. Are currently defined IT service levels adequate to support the business needs?   

X   Yes       No 

4.2.1. If no, what changes need to be made to the current IT service?  (Briefly explain) 

 

4.2.2. List any significant projects (e.g., total cost greater than $500,000) that are underway or 
planned to upgrade or enhance any resource or system associated with this IT service. 

Project Name Description Start Date End Date 
Estimated Total 

Cost to Complete 

*Migration to 
Exchange 2007 
planned for FY 
08/09.  No new costs 
associated under 
Microsoft Enterprise 
Agreement. 

    

     

     

5. Additional Information 

5.1. Please describe the funding source(s), i.e., general revenue, trust fund, federal grant, or other, which 
is used to provide this service.  Identify whether there is a cost recovery or cost allocation plan for this 
service. Be sure to describe any anticipated adjustments to the funding source(s) or funding level for 
FY 2010-11.  If such adjustments are anticipated, please describe any corresponding change needed in 
the service funding model (e.g., charge-back, cost allocation, fee-per-transaction, etc.).   

State Courts Revenue Trust Fund. 

5.2. Other comments (Briefly describe the usage pattern for any public user groups identified in 
Question 1.3, e.g., annual use, occasional use, self-service, or optional use, and any other comments 
to explain the service.) 

Annual Use 
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 Helpdesk Service  
This service involves the centralized or consolidated intake and resolution of IT system problems for users 
and stakeholders throughout the department.  Please consult the Guidelines for Schedule IV-C:  IT Costs and 
Service Requirements for the complete definition of this IT Service and specific direction on how to complete 
this document. 
 
Identify any major commercial hardware and software associated with the Helpdesk Service: 

1  None 5   
2   6   
3   7   
4   8   

1. IT Service Definition  

1.1. Who is the service provider? (Indicate all that apply) 
X Central IT staff 
 Program staff 
 Another State agency 

 State Primary Data Center 
 Other External service provider 

1.2. Who uses the service? (Indicate all that apply) 
X Agency staff (state employees or contractors)  
 Employees or contractors from one or more additional state agencies 
 External service providers  
 Public (please explain in Question 5.2) 

1.3. Please identify the number of users of this service:     770  

1.4. How many locations currently host IT assets and resources used to provide helpdesk services?          1  

1.5. What communication channels are used for the service? (Indicate all that apply) 
 On-line self-serve  On-line interactive 
X Telephone/IVR  X Face-to-face 
X Remote desktop (e.g., PC Anywhere)  
 Other   

1.6. What is the scope of the service provided by the Help Desk: (Check all boxes that apply) 

Help Desk Action Simple problems Moderately complex problems Complex problems 
Accepting and logging    
Referring/escalating  X X 
Tracking and reporting    
Resolving/closing X X  
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1.7. Please identify the major IT systems or services for which the Help Desk must provide assistance:  

1  5  
2  6  
3  7  
4  8  

2. Service Unique to Agency 

2.1. Is a similar or identical IT service provided by another agency or external service provider?         
(Identical, Very Similar, No, Unknow n)                                                          Very Similar 

2.2. If the same level of service could be provided through another agency or source for less than the 
current cost of the IT service, could your agency change to another service provider?   

   Yes   X    No 

2.2.1. If yes, what must happen for your agency to use another IT service provider? 

 

2.2.2. If not, why does your agency need to maintain the current provider for this IT service?   

The Judicial Branch internal confidentiality and privacy policies. 

3. IT Service Levels Required to Support Business Functions 

3.1. Has the agency specified the service level requirements for this IT Service?   

 Yes; formal Service Level Agreement(s) 
X Yes; informal agreement(s) 
 No; specific requirements have not been determined and approved by the department 

 If you answered “Yes,” identify major (formal or informal) service level requirements: 

Informal service level requirements provide for a 4-hour resolution to reported problems. 

3.2. Timing and Service Delivery Requirements 

3.2.1. Hours/Days the Help Desk service is required (e.g., 0800-1600 M-F, 24/ 7)    0800-2200 
Monday through Friday  

3.2.2. What are the impacts on the agency’s business if the Help Desk service is not available? 

Workflow interruption with restricted access to judicial branch information.  The helpdesk service 
provides a vital component in the efficient day-to-day resolution of IT questions and problems. 

3.2.3. What is the average monthly volume of calls/cases/tickets? Not Applicable 

3.2.4. Are there any agency-unique service requirements? X   Yes       No 

If yes, specify (include any applicable constitutional, statutory, or rule requirements) 

Evening and weekend contact for troubleshooting is required. 

3.2.5. What are security requirements for this IT service? (Indicate all that apply) 

X User ID/Password   Access through Internet or external network 
 Access through internal network only X Access through Internet with secure encryption 
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 Other ___________________________   

3.2.6. Are there any federal, state, or agency privacy policies or restrictions applicable to this IT 
Service? 

   X   Yes       No 

3.2.6.1. If yes, please specify and describe: 

Judicial Branch internal confidentiality and privacy policies. 

4. User/customer satisfaction 

4.1. Are service level metrics reported to business stakeholders or agency management?  

  Yes  X No  
If yes, briefly describe the frequency of reports and how they are provided: 

 

4.2. Are currently defined IT service levels adequate to support the business needs?   

X   Yes       No 

4.2.1. If no, what changes need to be made to the current IT service?  (Briefly explain) 

 

4.2.2. List any significant projects (e.g., total cost greater than $500,000) that are underway or 
planned to upgrade or enhance any resource or system associated with this IT service. 

Project Name Description Start Date End Date 
Estimated Total 

Cost to Complete 

None planned for FY 
2010-2011 

    

     

     

5. Additional Information 

5.1. Please describe the funding source(s), i.e., general revenue, trust fund, federal grant, or other, which 
is used to provide this service.  Identify whether there is a cost recovery or cost allocation plan for this 
service. Be sure to describe any anticipated adjustments to the funding source(s) or funding level for 
FY 2010-11.  If such adjustments are anticipated, please describe any corresponding change needed in 
the service funding model (e.g., charge-back, cost allocation, fee-per-transaction, etc.).   

State Courts Revenue Trust Fund. 

5.2. Other comments (Briefly describe the usage pattern for any public user groups identified in 
Question 1.3, e.g., annual use, occasional use, self-service, or optional use, and any other comments 
to explain the service.)  

Annual Use 
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 IT Administration and Management Service 
This service enables the management and administration of the agency’s central IT program or unit.  Please 
consult the Guidelines for Schedule IV-C:  IT Costs and Service Requirements for the complete definition of 
this IT Service and specific direction on how to complete this document. 

 

Identify major IT Systems (applications) that are included (in whole or part) in this IT Service: 
1  None – Personnel Only 5   
2   6   
3   7   
4   8   

1. IT Service Definition  

1.1. Who is the service provider? (Indicate all that apply) 

X Central IT staff 
 Program staff 
 Another State agency 
 External service provider 

1.2. How many locations currently host assets and resources used to provide IT administration  
and management services?   1               

2. Service Unique to Agency 

2.1. If the same level of service could be provided through another agency or external source for less than 
the current cost of the IT service, could your agency change to another service provider?   

   Yes   X    No 

2.1.1. If yes, what must happen for your agency to use another IT service provider? 

 

2.1.2. If not, why does your agency need to maintain the current provider for this IT service?   

These services relate to a Judicial Branch management function and cannot be provided by an 
external service provider; these services are governed by the Court’s confidentiality and privacy 
protocols. 

3. IT Service Levels Required to Support Business Functions 

3.1. Has the agency specified the service level requirements for this IT Service?   

 Yes; formal Service Level Agreement(s) 
 Yes; informal agreement(s) 
X No; specific requirements have not been determined and approved by the department 

 If you answered “Yes,” identify major (formal or informal) service level requirements: 
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3.2. Timing and Service Delivery Requirements 

3.2.1. Hours/Days that service is required (e.g., 0800-1600 M-F, 24/ 7) for the systems  
included in this service:  0800-1600  

3.2.2. What is the agency’s tolerance for down time during peak periods, i.e., time before management-
level intervention occurs (e.g., 5 min, 15 min, 60 min)?   15 minutes  

3.2.3. Are there any federal, state, or agency privacy policies or restrictions applicable to this IT Service? 

      Yes   X    No 

If yes, please specify and describe: 

 

3.2.4. Are there any agency-unique service requirements? X   Yes       No 

If yes, specify (include any applicable constitutional, statutory, or rule requirements) 

Staff support for technical projects, commissions, committees, workgroups, Supreme Court 
Administrative Orders, Rules, Florida Statutes, Legislative issues, etc. 

4. User/customer satisfaction 

4.1. Are service level metrics reported to business stakeholders or agency management?  
  X   Yes       No 
If yes, briefly describe the frequency of reports and how they are provided: 

The State Courts Technology Officer briefs the State Courts Administrator, as requested, on the 
status of information technology programs and services. 

4.2. Are currently defined IT service levels adequate to support the business needs of the agency?   

X   Yes       No 

If no, what changes need to be made to the current IT service?  (Briefly explain) 

 

4.3. List any significant projects that are underway or planned to upgrade or enhance any system, 
resource, or process associated with this IT service. 

Project Name Description Start Date End Date 
Estimated Total 

Cost of Completion 

Florida Courts 
Technology 
Commission 

NOTE:  All of these projects are related 
to Judicial Branch Governance issues 
and require staff support as directed 
within Supreme Court Administrative 
Orders. 

Ongoing Ongoing N/A 

Appellate Court 
Technology 
Commission 

NOTE:  All of these projects are related 
to Judicial Branch Governance issues 
and require staff support as directed 
within Supreme Court Administrative 
Orders specific to the Appellate Courts 

Ongoing Ongoing N/A 

E-Filing Committee NOTE: Anticipated increased workload Ongoing Ongoing N/A 
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based upon new statutory requirements 
related to e-filing. 

 

Digital Court 
Reporting Workgroup 

Updating Digital Court Reporting 
Standards, competitive bid, selecting 
vendor, coordination with circuits for 
due process activities. 

Ongoing Ongoing N/A 

Probate Data 
Element Workgroup 

NOTE: Anticipated increased workload 
based upon new statutory requirements 
related to e-filing and Supreme Court 
directives related to a statewide portal.  

07/01/09 Unknown N/A 

Portal ITN 
Workgroup 

See above-also involves solicitation and 
selection of a vendor. 

07/01/09 Unknown N/A 

5. Additional Information 

5.1. Please describe the funding source(s), i.e., general revenue, trust fund, federal grant, or other, which 
is used to provide this service.  Identify whether there is a cost recovery or cost allocation plan for this 
service. Be sure to describe any anticipated adjustments to the funding source(s) or funding level for 
FY 2010-11.  If such adjustments are anticipated, please describe any corresponding change needed in 
the service funding model (e.g., charge-back, cost allocation, fee-per-transaction, etc.).   

State Courts Revenue Trust Fund. 

 

5.2. Other comments 
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 IT Security/Risk Mitigation Service 
This service involves the implementation of measures to reduce risk and ensure continuity of the IT Services 
supporting the agency.  Please consult the Guidelines for Schedule IV-C:  IT Costs and Service Requirements 
for the complete definition of this IT Service and specific direction on how to complete this document. 

1. IT Service Definition  

1.1. Who is the service provider? (Indicate all that apply) 

X Central IT staff 
 Program staff 
 Another State agency 

 State Primary Data Center 
 Other External service provider 

1.2. Who uses the service? (Indicate all that apply) 

X Agency staff (state employees or contractors)  
 Employees or contractors from one or more additional state agencies 
 External service providers  
 Public (please explain in Question 5.2) 

2. Service Unique to Agency 

2.1. Is a similar or identical IT service provided by another agency or external service provider?         
(Identical, Very Similar, No)  No  

2.2. If the same level of service could be provided through another agency or source for less than the 
current cost of the IT service, could your agency change to another service provider?   

   Yes   X    No 

2.2.1. If yes, what must happen for your agency to use another IT service provider? 

 

2.2.2. If not, why does your agency need to maintain the current provider for this IT service?   

The Judicial Branch has internal confidential and privacy constraints which are defined in Court 
security policies and procedures. 

3. IT Service Levels Required to Support Business Functions 

3.1. Has the agency specified the service level requirements for this IT Service?   

 Yes; formal Service Level Agreement(s) 
 Yes; informal agreement(s) 
X No; specific requirements have not been determined and approved by the department 

 If you answered “Yes,” identify major (formal or informal) service level requirements: 
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3.2. Timing and Service Delivery Requirements 

3.2.1. Hours/Days that service is required (e.g., 0800-1600 M-F, 24/ 7):      24/7      

3.2.2. In the event of an emergency, how quickly must essential services be restored to  
maintain the agency’s continuity of operations?  24 hours  

3.2.3. How frequently must the IT disaster recovery plan be tested?  Annually  

3.2.4. In the event of a security breach, what is the agency’s tolerance for down time of  
security IT services during peak periods, i.e., time before management-level  
intervention occurs (e.g., 10 min, 60 min, 4 hours)?   Estimated at 60 minutes  

3.2.5. Are there any agency-unique service requirements? X   Yes       No 

If yes, specify (include any applicable constitutional, statutory, or rule requirements) 

Infrastructure must be available continuously even under alternative disaster recovery 
locations. 

3.2.6. What are security requirements for this IT service? (Indicate all that apply) 

X User ID/Password   Access through Internet or external network 
 Access through internal network only X Access through Internet with secure encryption 
 Other ___________________________   

3.2.7. Are there any federal, state, or agency privacy policies or restrictions applicable to this IT Service? 

 X   Yes      No 

If yes, please specify and describe: 

Judicial Branch confidentiality and privacy policy protocols. 

4. User/customer satisfaction 

4.1. Are service level metrics reported regularly to business stakeholders or agency management?  
   Yes  X No  

If yes, briefly describe the frequency of reports and how they are provided: 

 

4.2. Are currently defined IT service levels adequate to support the business needs?   

X   Yes       No 

4.2.1. If no, what changes need to be made to the current IT service?  (Briefly explain) 

 

4.2.2. List any significant projects (e.g., total cost greater than $500,000) that are underway or 
planned to upgrade or enhance any resource or system associated with this IT service. 

Project Name Description Start Date End Date 
Estimated Total 

Cost to Complete 

ISS FTE Request/FY 
10-11 LBR 

Allows for allocation of one dedicated 
Information Security Manager 

07/01/10 

 

Ongoing $116,457 (Includes 
Salary/Benefits and 
Standard Expense) 

 **Not over $500,000    
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 **Total FTE funding of $116,457 and 
recurring funding for standard 
expenses is requested to support 
Judicial Branch IT Security/Risk 
Mitigation. 

   

5. Additional Information 

5.1. Please describe the funding source(s), i.e., general revenue, trust fund, federal grant, or other, which 
is used to provide this service.  Identify whether there is a cost recovery or cost allocation plan for this 
service. Be sure to describe any anticipated adjustments to the funding source(s) or funding level for 
FY 2010-11.  If such adjustments are anticipated, please describe any corresponding change needed in 
the service funding model (e.g., charge-back, cost allocation, fee-per-transaction, etc.).   

State Courts Revenue Trust Fund.  However, General Revenue funds will be requested for Information 
Security Manager in FY 10-11 LBR. 

5.2. Other comments (Briefly describe the usage pattern for any public user groups identified in 
Question 1.3, e.g., annual use, occasional use, self-service, or optional use, and any other comments 
to explain the service.)  

Intermittent use throughout the year as needed.  

Note to TRW:   Although the question posed in Section 5.2 points to question 1.3 as a reference, there 
is no 1.3 above.   
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IT Support Service for Agency Financial and Administrative Systems 
This service enables users in the agency’s administrative and support areas to operate and maintain the non-
strategic applications that support agency administrative.  Please consult the Guidelines for Schedule IV-C:  
IT Costs and Service Requirements for the complete definition of this IT Service and specific direction on how 
to complete this document. 

 

Identify major IT Systems (applications) that are included (in whole or part) in this IT Service: 

1 
 FLAIR (utilizing Attachmate, EdaLink-
IWA, EOS Report Software, E-Forms 5 Managed Reporting Environment (MRE) 

2 LASPBS 6  State Courts Time and Attendance System  
3 People First 7   
4 MyFlorida Marketplace 8   

1. IT Service Definition  

1.1. Who is the service provider? (Indicate all that apply) 

X Central IT staff 
 Program staff 
X Another State agency 

 State Primary Data Center 
 Other External service provider 

1.2. Who uses the service? (Indicate all that apply) 

X Agency staff (state employees or contractors)  
 Employees or contractors from one or more additional state agencies 
 External service providers  
 Public (please explain in Question 5.2) 

1.3. Please identify the number of users of this service.   3,359  

1.4. How many locations currently host agency financial/ administrative systems? 27 (20 Circuits,  

5 District Courts of Appeal, OSCA and Supreme Court 

2. Service Unique to Agency 

2.1. Is a similar or identical IT service provided by another agency or external service provider? 
(Identical, Very Similar, No)  Unknown  

2.2. If the same level of service could be provided through another agency or source for less than the 
current cost of the IT service, could your agency change to another service provider?   

   Yes   X    No 

2.2.1. If yes, what must happen for your agency to use another IT service provider? 

 

2.2.2. If not, why does your agency need to maintain the current provider for this IT service?   
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This service is inclusive of applications that support the specific management needs of the 
judiciary.  The State Courts System utilizes in-house system expertise to maintain and perform 
changes to these systems as required to respond to the courts’ management information needs. 

3. IT Service Levels Required to Support Business Functions 

Answer the follow ing questions for the primary or dominant IT system w ithin this IT Service.   
 

3.1. Has the agency specified the service level requirements for this IT Service?   

X Yes; formal Service Level Agreement(s) 
X Yes; informal agreement(s) 
 No; specific requirements have not been determined and approved by the department 

 If you answered “Yes,” identify major (formal or informal) service level requirements: 

The State Courts System utilizes the People First Personnel Information System (Convergys) to 
process its payroll and benefits (includes monthly, OPS, Supplemental, Senior Judges and 
Additional Comp for County Judges temporarily serving on the circuit bench; additionally, the State 
Courts System utilizes MyFloridaMarketplace through an “Agreement for Participation by the Office 
of the State Courts Administrator in MyFloridaMarketplace.” 

3.2. Timing and Service Delivery Requirements 

3.2.1. Hours/Days that service is required (e.g., 0700-1800 M-F, 24/ 7) for: 

3.2.1.1. User-facing components of this IT service (online)  24/7 M-S  

3.2.1.2. Back-office-facing components of this IT service (batch and maintenance)   7-7  M-S  

3.2.2. What is the agency’s tolerance for down time during peak periods, i.e., time before 
management-level intervention occurs (e.g., 15 min, 30 min, 60 min)?   60 minutes  

3.2.2.1. What are the impacts on the agency’s business if this down-time standard 
is exceeded? 

All payment processing would stop resulting in the inability to provide needed information to all 
courts in the state. 

3.2.3. Are there any agency-unique service requirements?    Yes       No 

If yes, specify (include any applicable constitutional, statutory, or rule requirements) 

Portal functionality is unique to the Judiciary’s service requirements. 

3.2.4. What are security requirements for this IT service? (Indicate all that apply) 

X User ID/Password   Access through Internet or external network 
 Access through internal network only X Access through Internet with secure encryption 
 Other ___________________________   

3.2.5. Are there any federal, state, or agency privacy policies or restrictions applicable to this IT 
Service? 

   X   Yes       No 

3.2.5.1. If yes, please specify and describe: 
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Privacy and confidentiality protocols govern the protection of sensitive personal data. 

4. User/customer satisfaction 

4.1. Are service level metrics reported to business stakeholders or agency management 

  Yes  X No  
If yes, briefly describe the frequency of reports and how they are provided: 

 

4.2. Are currently defined IT service levels adequate to support the business needs?    

X   Yes       No 

4.2.1. If no, what changes need to be made to the current IT service?  (Briefly explain) 

 

4.2.2. List any significant projects that are underway or planned to upgrade or enhance any system 
associated with this IT service. 

Project Name Description Start Date End Date 
Estimated Total 

Cost to Complete 

     

     

     

5. Additional Information 

5.1. Please describe the funding source(s), i.e., general revenue, trust fund, federal grant, or other, which 
is used to provide this service.  Identify whether there is a cost recovery or cost allocation plan for this 
service. Be sure to describe any anticipated adjustments to the funding source(s) or funding level for 
FY 2010-11.  If such adjustments are anticipated, please describe any corresponding change needed in 
the service funding model (e.g., charge-back, cost allocation, fee-per-transaction, etc.).   

State Courts Revenue Trust Fund. 

5.2. Other comments (Briefly describe the usage pattern for any public user groups identified in 
Question 1.3, e.g., annual use, occasional use, self-service, or optional use, and any other comments 
to explain the service.)  

Annual Use. 
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 Network Service 
This service enables data connectivity and transport using Local Area Network (LAN) and/or Wide Area 
Network (WAN) technologies.  Please consult the Guidelines for Schedule IV-C:  IT Costs and Service 
Requirements for the complete definition of this IT Service and specific direction on how to complete this 
document. 

 
Identify the major commercial hardware and software associated with the LAN Service: 

1 
 Servers (MS 2000, 2003, RedHat, 
Windows NT 4, Oracle) 5 CISCO IOS 

2 
CISCO Routers, Switches, MCUs, VPN 
Concentrator, Gatekeeper, Spam Filter 6 Kentrox DSU/CSU 

3 Windows 2003 Server OS 7 Share Point Portal 
4 GSS (Global Scheduling System) 8 Client Access Licenses (CALs) 

1. IT Service Definition  

1.1. Who is the LAN service provider? (Indicate all that apply) 

X Central IT staff 
 Program staff 
 Another State agency 

 State Primary Data Center 
X Other External service provider 

1.2. Who is the WAN service provider? (Indicate all that apply) 

X Central IT staff 
 Program staff 
 Another State agency 
X External service provider 

1.3. Who uses the service? (Indicate all that apply) 

X Agency staff (state employees or contractors)  
X Employees or contractors from one or more additional state agencies 
 External service providers  
X Public (please explain in Question 5.2) 

1.4. Please identify the number of users of the Network Service.   4,750*  

1.5. How many locations currently host IT assets and resources used to provide LAN services?       8  

1.6. How many locations currently use WAN services?     67  

1.7. What types of WAN connections are included in this service? (Indicate all that apply)   

X ATM X Frame Relay X Cellular Network 
X SUNCOM RTS X Internet X Dedicated Wired connection 
 Radio  Satellite X Dial-up connection 
X  Other  VPN, Point-Point T1, Sprint, Verizon, Wireless Network Card, MFN  
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2. Service Unique to Agency 

2.1. Is a similar or identical IT service provided by another agency or external service provider?         
(Identical, Very Similar, No)  No  

2.2. If the same level of service could be provided through another agency or source for less than the 
current cost of the IT service, could your agency change to another service provider?   

   Yes   X    No 

2.2.1. If yes, what must happen for your agency to use another IT service provider? 

The State Courts System has special confidentiality requirements and it is critical that data 
transmitted via the network is handled appropriately.  The Court must maintain the current level of 
service with specific customization of network services in order to provide the required security, 
accountability and control needed to meet these unique requirements.  

2.2.2. If not, why does your agency need to maintain the current provider for this IT service?   

 

3. IT Service Levels Required to Support Business Functions 

3.1. Has the agency specified the service level requirements for LAN service?   

 Yes; formal Service Level Agreement(s) 
X Yes; informal agreement(s) 
 No; specific requirements have not been determined and approved by the department 

 If you answered “Yes,” identify major (formal or informal) service level requirements: 

100 mg switch; CAT5 Compliant 

3.2. Has the agency specified the service level requirements for WAN service?   

X Yes; formal Service Level Agreement(s) 
 Yes; informal agreement(s) 
 No; specific requirements have not been determined and approved by the department 

 If you answered “Yes,” identify major (formal or informal) service level requirements: 

Contractual obligations with State Contract Vendor 

3.3. Timing and Service Delivery Requirements 

3.3.1. Hours/Days that service is required (e.g., 0800-1600 M-F, 24/ 7) for: 

3.3.1.1. Online availability  24/7  

3.3.1.2. Offline and availability for maintenance     

3.3.2. What is the agency’s tolerance for down time during peak periods, i.e., time before 
management-level intervention occurs (e.g., 5 min, 15 min, 60 min)?    5 minutes  

3.3.2.1. What are the impacts on the agency’s business if this down-time standard 
is exceeded? 

Problems could occur with the criminal justice system process (e.g., delay in video and 1st appearance 
hearings, legal research access, criminal history searches), court judgments and opinions could be 
delayed resulting in postponement of sentencing in the courtroom.  

Page 25 of 261



FY 2010-11 Schedule IV-C:  Information Technology (IT) Costs & Service Requirements 
IT Service Requirements Worksheet: Network Service 

 

 
File: Worksheet - Network.doc  FY 2010-11  
Last Saved at:  10/5/2009 10:00:00 AM   Page 3 of 4 

3.3.3. Does the agency have a standard for required bandwidth its locations?    X   Yes       No 

If yes, indicate the standard (e.g. fiber channels for certain locations) 

LAN (100 mg switch) – the Judicial Branch is governed under the policy and guidelines set forth in 
the Integration and Interoperability documents for the courts. 

WAN (T1 with 768K CIR) – above statement applies also to the WAN. 

3.3.4. Are there any agency-unique service requirements? X   Yes       No 

If yes, specify (include any applicable constitutional, statutory, or rule requirements) 

The Judicial Branch’s unique service requirements are inclusive of case sensitive information (e.g., 
juvenile case management systems, judicial inquiry system).  The State Courts Network must 
provide those service requirements to address both the confidentiality and privacy of sensitive 
information at all times; policies and procedures are defined to govern these service requirements. 

 

3.3.5. What are security requirements for this IT service?  (Indicate all that apply) 

X User ID/Password  X Access through Internet or external network 
 Access through internal network only  Access through Internet with secure encryption 
 Other ___________________________   

3.3.6. Are there any federal, state, or agency privacy policies or restrictions applicable to this IT 
Service? 

   X   Yes       No 

3.3.6.1. If yes, please specify and describe: 

FCIC and NCIC require secure private networks for transport. 

4. User/customer satisfaction 

4.1. Are service level metrics reported to business stakeholders or agency management?  
  X   Yes       No 

If yes, briefly describe the frequency of reports and how they are provided: 

Monthly network availability reports are provided to the District Courts of Appeal and to technology 
committee members; additionally, MRTG Internet Graphic  Analyses are maintained which can 
provide statistics on a daily, weekly, monthly or annual basis. 

4.2. Are currently defined IT service levels adequate to support the business needs?   

X   Yes       No 

4.2.1. If no, what changes need to be made to the current IT service?  (Briefly explain) 
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4.2.2. List any significant projects (e.g., total cost greater than $500,000) that are underway or 
planned to upgrade or enhance any resources or system associated with this IT service. 

Project Name Description Start Date End Date 
Estimated Total 

Cost to Complete 

     

     

     

5. Additional Information 

5.1. Please describe the funding source(s), i.e., general revenue, trust fund, federal grant, or other, which 
is used to provide this service.  Identify whether there is a cost recovery or cost allocation plan for this 
service. Be sure to describe any anticipated adjustments to the funding source(s) or funding level for 
FY 2010-11.  If such adjustments are anticipated, please describe any corresponding change needed in 
the service funding model (e.g., charge-back, cost allocation, fee-per-transaction, etc.).   

State Courts Revenue Trust Fund. 

5.2. Other comments (Briefly describe the usage pattern for any public user groups identified in 
Question 1.3, e.g., annual use, occasional use, self-service, or optional use, and any other comments 
to explain the service.)  

*The number of users includes 700 appellate court and OSCA employees, an estimated 3,200 trial court 
employees with access to the state courts intranet, and 800 “other entity” users of the Judicial Inquiry 
(JIS) inclusive of the Jessica Lunsford Act (JLA) First Appearance Calendar (note – total JIS/JLA users 
to date inclusive of court staff is 1,800). 
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Schedule VII:  Agency Litigation Inventory 
 

For directions on completing this schedule, please see the “Legislative Budget Request (LBR) Instructions” located on 

the Governor’s website. 

 

Agency: Florida State Courts System 

Contact Person: Laura Rush Phone Number: (850) 488-1824 

 
 

Names of the Case:  (If 

no case name, list the 

names of the plaintiff 

and defendant.) 

None 

Court with Jurisdiction: 
 

Case Number:  

 

Summary of the 

Complaint: 

 

Amount of the Claim: $ 
 

Specific Statutes or 

Laws (including GAA) 

Challenged: 

 

 

Status of the Case:  

Who is representing (of 

record) the state in this 

lawsuit?  Check all that 

apply. 

 Agency Counsel 

 Office of the Attorney General or Division of Risk Management 

 Outside Contract Counsel 

If the lawsuit is a class 

action (whether the class 

is certified or not), 

provide the name of the 

firm or firms 

representing the 

plaintiff(s). 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Office of Policy and Budget – July 2009 
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Issue Title Issue Code FTE Amount Fund Priority
Supreme Court Clerk Workload 3000060 20,247                2057 3

33,753                1000 5
39,163                2057 4

Needs Assessment ‐ Supreme Court ‐ Court Records and 
Caseflow Management 3005320 87,342               

2057 4

Needs Assessment ‐ Supreme Court Security 3005340 176,128              2057 4
Needs Assessment ‐ Supreme Court Facilities Maintenance 
and Management 3005350 3.0         603,669             

2057 4

Needs Assessment ‐ Supreme Court Information Systems 
Support 3005360 1.0         73,490               

1000 5

Needs Assessment ‐ Supreme Court Law Library 3005370 24,670                2057 4
Judicial Branch Pay Plan 4400A10 541,242              1000 6
Judicial Compensation 4401A50 26,602                1000 1
Full Funding of Salary Budget 4401A60 160,815              2057 2

Schedule VIII ‐ A

Priority Listing of Agency Budget Issues

Supreme Court ‐ 22010100

3.5        3005310
Needs Assessment ‐ Supreme Court Judicial Processing of 
Cases
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Issue Title Issue Code FTE Amount Fund Priority
Needs Assessment ‐ Communications/Accessibility 3005210 5.0 1,486,456  1000 4

1,710,080  1000 4
748,957  2057 3

1,231,286  1000 4
707,460  2057 3

Needs Assessment ‐ General Counsel/Legal 3005240 1.0 124,419  2057 3
Needs Assessment ‐ Court Education 3005250 6.0 961,418  2146 3
Needs Assessment ‐ Dispute Resolution Center 3005260 1.5 119,263  2213 3
Needs Assessment ‐ Court Interpreting Certification and Regulatio 3005270 10,000  2510 3
Certification of Additional Judgeships 3009310 112,200  1000 2
Agency‐Wide Information Technology Statistical Analysis Software 36290C0 17,382  1000 4

5,206,667  1000 4
438,457  2057 3

Needs Assessment ‐ Inspector General 4B01100 1.0 96,030  1000 4
1,079,323  1000
171,812  2146
80,050  2213
155,305  2261
8,829  2510

232,193  1000
49,977  2146
65,039  2213
32,745  2261
5,488  2510

5

Schedule VIII ‐ A

Priority Listing of Agency Budget Issues

Executive Direction ‐ 22010200

29.03005220Needs Assessment ‐ Court Services/Improvements

20.03005230Needs Assessment ‐ Administrative Services

14401A60Full Funding of Salary Budget

9.036290C0Needs Assessment ‐ Information System Services

Judicial Branch Pay Plan 4400A10
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Life Safety Issues Remediation 2403160 100,000 1000 3
Carpet Replacement and Interior Painting 2403170 30,000 1000 3

691,411 1000 3
1,803,620 2057 3

Needs Assessment ‐ Appellate Court ‐ Court Records and Case 
Management

3005120
12.0 795,175 2057

3

Needs Assessment ‐ Appellate Court Judicial Administration 3005130
2.0 124,661 2057

3

Needs Assessment ‐ Appellate Court Security 3005140 10.5 519,633 2057 3
Needs Assessment ‐ Appellate Court Facility Maintenance and 
Management

3005150
8.5 446,449 2057

3

Needs Assessment ‐ Appellate Court Technology 36352C0 7.0 514,422 1000 3
1,607,897 1000
143,260 2510

Judicial Compensation 4401A50 220,244 1000 1
343,315 2057
90,017 2510

Needs Assessment ‐ Appellate Court Operational Increases 4600610
2,498,578

60,900
1000
2057

3

Appellate Court Security Enhancements 6800400 91,100 1000 3
2nd DCA/Tampa Property Lease 7000220 60,900 2057 3
Air Conditioning System 7000310 48,497 1000 3

2Full Funding of Salary Budget 4401A60

Schedule VIII ‐ A

Priority Listing of Agency Budget Issues

District Courts of Appeals ‐ 22100600

4.03005110
Needs Assessment ‐ Appellate Court Judicial Processing of 
Cases

Judicial Branch Pay Plan 44400A10
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7th Circuit Courthouse Expansion 2405070 44,000                1000 5

878,350              1000 5
6,742,396           2057 4

       17,771,651  2057 4
             759,892  2510 4

Needs Assessment ‐ Magistrates and Hearing Officers 3005430 25.5 3,104,289           2057 4
8,371,094           1000 5
6,788,602           2057 4

Needs Assessment ‐ Court Administration 3005450 239.5 16,312,425         1000 5
Needs Assessment ‐ Mediation 3005460 32.5 4,372,869           2213 4
Needs Assessment ‐ Trial Court Operational Increases 3005490 2,520,619           2057 4
Certification of Additional Judgeships 3009310 72.5 8,262,632           1000 2

15,737,259         1000
1,096,323           2213
617,475              2261
351,949              2510

Judicial Compensation 4401A50 2,049,050           1000 1
Full Funding of Salary Budget 4401A60 2,226,503           2057 3
20th Circuit Courthouse Expansion ‐ Furnishing of Non‐public 
Areas

5401050
118,500              1000

5

Schedule VIII ‐ A

Priority Listing of Agency Budget Issues

Circuit Courts ‐ 22300100

Needs Assessment ‐ Trial Court Judicial Processing of Cases 3005410

3005420
22.0

Needs Assessment ‐ Due Process

6

Needs Assessment ‐ Case Management 3005440 247.0

Judicial Branch Pay Plan 4400A10
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Issue Title Issue Code FTE Amount Fund Priority
Needs Assessment ‐ Trial Court Judicial Processing of Cases 3005410              200,855  2057 4
Certification of Additional Judgeships 3009310 78.0          9,367,341  1000 2
Judicial Branch Pay Plan 4400A10 1,396,459           1000 5
Judicial Compensation 4401A50 1,040,003           1000 1
Full Funding of Salary Budget 4401A60 1,714,259           2057 3

Schedule VIII ‐ A

Priority Listing of Agency Budget Issues

County Courts ‐ 22300200
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Issue Title Issue Code FTE Amount Fund Priority
Judicial Branch Pay Plan 4400A10 8,282 1000 1

Schedule VIII ‐ A

Priority Listing of Agency Budget Issues

Judicial Qualifications Commission ‐ 22350100
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OFFICE OF THE STATE COURTS ADMINISTRATOR
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COUNTY COURTS

County Judge
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JUDICIAL QUALIFICATIONS COMMISSION
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*   Volunteer, Non-Salaried Positions
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Page 40 of 261



STATE COURT SYSTEM

SECTION I: BUDGET

FIXED 

CAPITAL 

OUTLAY

TOTAL ALL FUNDS GENERAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT 0

ADJUSTMENTS TO GENERAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT 

(Supplementals, Vetoes, Budget Amendments, etc.)
0

FINAL BUDGET FOR AGENCY 0

SECTION II: ACTIVITIES * MEASURES

Number of 

Units

(1) Unit 

Cost

(2) 

Expenditures 

(Allocated)

(3) FCO

Executive Direction, Administrative Support and Information Technology (2) 0

Supreme Court Library * Number of cases supported 3,309 183.83 608,293

Court Records And Case Flow Management * Number of records 

maintained
45,244 124.76 5,644,758

Security * Number of square feet secured 951,922 1.48 1,404,975

Facilities Maintenance And Management * Number of square feet 

maintained
951,922 4.16 3,956,888

Judicial Processing Of Cases * Number of cases disposed (all case 

types)
3,721,459 72.83 271,017,152

Judicial And Court Staff Education * Number of contact hours 82,096 32.98 2,707,718

Professional Certification * Number of professionals certified 3,025 253.26 766,110

Court Services * Number of analyses conducted 14,921 93.60 1,396,575

Case Process Analysis And Improvement * Number of cases analyzed. 15,515 130.30 2,021,540

Disposition Of Complaints Against The Judiciary * Number of complaints 

disposed
585 1,486.82 869,789

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TOTAL 290,393,798

SECTION III: RECONCILIATION TO BUDGET

PASS THROUGHS

TRANSFER - STATE AGENCIES

AID TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 138,240

PAYMENT OF PENSIONS, BENEFITS AND CLAIMS

OTHER 125,394,416

REVERSIONS 17,969,476

TOTAL BUDGET FOR AGENCY (Total Activities + Pass Throughs + 

Reversions) - Should equal Section I above. (4)
433,895,930

(1) Some activity unit costs may be overstated due to the allocation of double budgeted items.

(2) Expenditures associated with Executive Direction, Administrative Support and Information Technology have been allocated based 

(3) Information for FCO depicts amounts for current year appropriations only. Additional information and systems are needed to 

(4) Final Budget for Agency and Total Budget for Agency may not equal due to rounding.

FISCAL YEAR 2008-09

OPERATING

438,269,619

-4,373,766

433,895,853

SCHEDULE XI/EXHIBIT VI: AGENCY-LEVEL UNIT COST SUMMARY
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Agency  [JUDICIAL BRANCH]: ______________________________________________________          Contact:  _______________________________ STATE COURTS SYSTEM

1)

Yes X No

2)

Long Range 

Financial Outlook

Legislative Budget Request

a R (62,000,000) Trust
62,000,000 GR

These revenue estimates were incorporated in 
the development of the overall LBR;  The deficit 
is reflected in the Schedule I for the State Courts 
Revenue Trust Fund and requested as part of 
the overall General Revenue request.

b B 4,000,000 $17,846,490
c
d
e
f

3)

* R/B = Revenue or Budget Driver

Office of Policy and Budget - July 2009

b) Court System Workload - New Judges and Support Positions:  The variance is due to the Certification placeholder issue. The issue is filed as a placeholder, 
pending the Supreme Court Order certifying the need for additional judgeships for FY 2010-11.  The placeholder is based on the total number of judgeships 
requested in FY 2009-10, which was not funded during the 2009 Legislative Session. 

If your agency's Legislative Budget Request does not conform to the long range financial outlook with respect to the revenue estimates (from your 

Schedule I) or budget drivers, please explain the variance(s) below. 

Issue (Revenue or Budget Driver) R/B*

Court System Funding Required to Offset Decline in Court Fee 

Revenue

Court System Workload - New Judges and Support Positions

Article III, Section 19(a)3, Florida Constitution, requires each agency Legislative Budget Request to be based upon and reflect the long range financial 

outlook adopted by the Joint Legislative Budget Commission or to explain any variance from the outlook.

Does the long range financial outlook adopted by the Joint Legislative Budget Commission in September 2009 contain revenue or expenditure 

estimates related to your agency?

Schedule XIV

Variance from Long Range Financial Outlook

If yes, please list the estimates for revenues and  budget drivers that reflect an estimate for your agency for Fiscal Year 2010-2011 and list the 

amount projected in the long range financial outlook and the amounts projected in your Schedule I or budget request.

FY 2010-2011 Estimate/Request Amount
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Revenue Estimating Methodology

Section II:  Detail of Non-Operating Expenditures

5% Trust Fund Reserve Calculation

In order to maximize cash for needed expenditures, the trust fund reserve will be $652,287.

STATE COURTS REVENUE TRUST FUND - 2057
SCHEDULE I NARRATIVE
EXECUTIVE DIRECTION

FY 2009-10 revenue projections are based on the July 2009 Article V Revenue Estimating 
Conference.   The revenues were adjusted after July 2009 as real property/mortgage foreclosures 
filings have not experienced the significant decline that was previously projected. 

FY 2010-11 revenue projections are based on the July 2009 Article V Revenue Estimating 
Conference and the real property/mortgage foreclosures filing decline is the result of the decrease 
in revenue from FY 09-10 to FY 10-11 which includes the decline as reported in the Long Range 
Financial Outlook adopted by the Joint Legislative Budget Commission on September 15, 2009.

All revenue is collected in the Executive Direction budget entity.  Internal cash transfers within the 
fund to budget entities 22010100, 22100600, 22300100 and 22300200 are necessary to cover their 
expenditures.  
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Revenue Estimating Methodology

Section III:  Adjustments

5% Trust Fund Reserve Calculation

$3,337,103 

($266,968)

$3,070,135 

X            5% 

$153,507 

COURT EDUCATION TRUST FUND - 2146
SCHEDULE I NARRATIVE

EXECUTIVE DIRECTION & SUPPORT SERVICES

Total 5% Reserve Amount (for FY 10-11)

Case Filing Fees:  Estimated revenues for FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11 assumes a 100% 
collection rate, less an estimated 1.6% indigence rate already included in the case filing 
numbers.  That is, the estimates assume that all of the available dollars (i.e., case filing of 
953,458 for FY 2009-10 and 893,085 for FY 2010-11 multiplied by $3.50 per case filing) will 
actually be collected.

The increase in fees collected for FY 08-09 is solely due to the increase in FY 08-09 real 
property/mortgage foreclosure filings.  The FY 08-09 increase may not be a one-time 
occurence, however, we are not certain if the current rate of mortgage foreclosures will 
continue in FY 09-10 and FY 10-11.  Therefore, the projection provided reflect a very 
conservative estimate of collections.

Fees (FY 09-10 estimate)

General Revenue Surcharge 8% (FY 09-10)

Total Revenue Subject to 5% Reserve

Trust Fund Reserve

An adjustment for FY 08-09 changes in compensated absences liability was necessary to 
increase the fund balance to accurately reflect the available Unreserved Fund Balance for the 
Court Education Trust Fund.
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Department: State Courts System Budget Period:  2010-2011
Program: Executive Direction
Fund: Court Education Trust Fund

 
Specific Authority: 25.384, Florida Statutes
Purpose of Fees Collected: To provide education and training to Judges and other court personnel.

Type of Fee or Program:  (Check ONE Box and answer questions as indicated.)

 

SECTION I - FEE COLLECTION ACTUAL ESTIMATED REQUEST

FY 2008 -2009_ FY 2009 - 2010 FY  2010 - 2011
Receipts:

Fees 4,361,816.71    3,337,103         3,125,798         

Refunds 79                       

 

Total Fee Collection to Line (A) - Section III 4,361,895.32    3,337,103         3,125,798         

SECTION II - FULL COSTS

Direct Costs:
Salaries and Benefits  1,081,916.98    1,172,129         1,871,968         

Other Personal Services 50,204              105,540            208,706            

Expenses 1,513,517         1,863,355         2,205,168         

Operating Capital Outlay 11,786              10,000              20,000              

Service Charge 307,873            266,968            250,064            

HR/Transfers/Special Categories 2,059,341         163,056            198,135            

Indirect Costs Charged to Trust Fund     

Total Full Costs to Line (B) - Section III 5,024,639         3,581,048         4,754,041         

Basis Used:

SECTION III - SUMMARY

TOTAL SECTION I (A) 4,361,895         3,337,103         3,125,798         

TOTAL SECTION II (B) 5,024,639         3,581,048         4,754,041         

TOTAL - Surplus/Deficit (C) (662,743)           (243,945)           (1,628,243)        

 EXPLANATION of LINE C:
Deficit will be covered with carry forward cash.

Office of Policy and Budget - July 2009

SCHEDULE 1A:   DETAIL OF FEES AND RELATED PROGRAM COSTS

Regulatory services or oversight to businesses or professions.  (Complete Sections I, II, and III and attach 
Examination of Regulatory Fees Form - Part I and II.)
Non-regulatory fees authorized to cover full cost of conducting a specific program or service. (Complete 
Sections I, II, and III only.) 
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Budget Period:  2010 - 20 11
Department Title: State Courts System  
Trust Fund Title: Court Education Trust Fund
Budget Entity: Executive Direction
LAS/PBS Fund Number:      146  

 Balance as of SWFS*  Adjusted 
6/30/2009 Adjustments Balance

Chief Financial Officer's (CFO) Cash Balance 2,643,727.38             (A)

ADD: Other Cash (See Instructions) (B)

ADD: Investments (C)

ADD: Outstanding Accounts Receivable 363,378.63                (D)

ADD: ________________________________ (E)

Total Cash plus Accounts Receivable 3,007,106.01             (F)

          LESS     Allowances for Uncollectibles (G)

          LESS     Approved "A" Certified Forwards (133,596.12) (H)

  Approved "B" Certified Forwards (18,778.96) (H)

  Approved "FCO" Certified Forwards (H)

LESS: Other Accounts Payable (Nonoperating) (89,713.12) (I)

LESS: Compensated Absences (J)

Unreserved Fund Balance, 07/01/09 2,765,017.81             (K) -                             **

Notes:
*SWFS = Statewide Financial Statement 
**  This amount should agree with Line I, Section IV of the Schedule I for the most recent completed fiscal 
      year and Line A for the following year.

Office of Policy and Budget - July 2009

SCHEDULE IC:   RECONCILIATION OF UNRESERVED FUND BALANCE
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Revenue Estimating Methodology

Section III Adjustments

5% Trust Fund Reserve Calculation

$3,196,975 
($255,758)
$2,941,217 

X            5% 
$147,061 

An adjustment for change in compensated absences liablity was necessary to increase the fund 
balance to accurately reflect the available Unreserved Fund Balance for the Mediation 
Arbitration Trust Fund.

MEDIATION/ARBITRATION TRUST FUND - 2213
SCHEDULE I NARRATIVE

Executive Direction & Support Services

Total 5% Reserve Amount (for FY 10-11)

Case Filing Fees:  Estimated revenues for FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11 assumes a 80% 
collection rate on 22,912 projected sessions held, applying a 2.2% growth rate to FY 2009-10.

Professional Certification Fees:  Estimated revenues assumes a 100% collection rate of the 
projected professional certifications.  Projected professional certifications were based on the 
Uniform Data Reporting System, applying a 5% growth rate to revenue.

The increase in certification fees collected for FY 08-09 is solely due to the various mortgage 
foreclosure programs around the state that are using mediation.  The increase may not be a one-
time occurence, however, we are not certain if the current rate of mortgage foreclosures will 
continue in FY 09-10 and FY 10-11.  Therefore, the projection provided reflect a very 
conservative estimate of collections.

Fees/Licenses (FY 09-10 estimate)
General Revenue Surcharge 8% (FY 09-10)
Total Revenue Subject to 5% Reserve
Trust Fund Reserve
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Department: State Courts System Budget Period:  2010-2011
Program: Executive Direction
Fund: Mediation Abritration TF

 
Specific Authority: 44.108 Florida Statutes
Purpose of Fees Collected: To fund mediation and arbitration services which are the responsibility of

the Supreme Court pursuant to the provisions of s.44.106, Florida Statutes.

Type of Fee or Program:  (Check ONE Box and answer questions as indicated.)

 

SECTION I - FEE COLLECTION ACTUAL ESTIMATED REQUEST

FY 2008 -2009 FY 2009 - 2010 FY  2010-2011
Receipts:

Licenses 447,984.58       470,383            493,902            

Fees 2,504,967         2,726,592 2,786,750

Refunds 38                      

Total Fee Collection to Line (A) - Section III 2,952,988.78    3,196,975         3,280,652         

SECTION II - FULL COSTS

Direct Costs:
Salaries and Benefits  473,422.24       650,616            894,769            

Other Personal Services 1,505                165,000            165,000            

Expenses 121,104            315,824            336,594            

Operating Capital Outlay 1,500                1,500                4,150                

HR/Refund/GRSC 407,034            383,967            391,155            

Transfers Section 215.32 489,509            

Indirect Costs Charged to Trust Fund     

Total Full Costs to Line (B) - Section III 1,494,075         1,516,907         1,791,668         

Basis Used:

SECTION III - SUMMARY

TOTAL SECTION I (A) 2,952,989         3,196,975         3,280,652         

TOTAL SECTION II (B) 1,494,075         1,516,907         1,791,668         

TOTAL - Surplus/Deficit (C) 1,458,914         1,680,068         1,488,984         

 EXPLANATION of LINE C:
 

Office of Policy and Budget - July 2009

SCHEDULE 1A:   DETAIL OF FEES AND RELATED PROGRAM COSTS

Regulatory services or oversight to businesses or professions.  (Complete Sections I, II, and III and attach 
Examination of Regulatory Fees Form - Part I and II.)
Non-regulatory fees authorized to cover full cost of conducting a specific program or service. (Complete 
Sections I, II, and III only.) 
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Budget Period:  2010 - 20 11
Department Title: State Courts System  
Trust Fund Title: Mediation Arbitration TF
Budget Entity: Executive Direction Support Services
LAS/PBS Fund Number:      2213  

 Balance as of SWFS*  Adjusted 
6/30/2009 Adjustments Balance

Chief Financial Officer's (CFO) Cash Balance 3,058,765.18             (A)

ADD: Other Cash (See Instructions) (B)

ADD: Investments (C)

ADD: Outstanding Accounts Receivable 91,308.73                  (D)

ADD: ________________________________ (E)

Total Cash plus Accounts Receivable 3,150,073.91             (F)

          LESS     Allowances for Uncollectibles (G)

          LESS     Approved "A" Certified Forwards (38,079.75) (H)

  Approved "B" Certified Forwards (12,200.00) (H)

  Approved "FCO" Certified Forwards (H)

LESS: Other Accounts Payable (Nonoperating) (59,591.61)                 (I)

LESS: Compensated Absences (J) -                             

Unreserved Fund Balance, 07/01/09 3,040,202.55             (K) -                         -                             **

Notes:
*SWFS = Statewide Financial Statement 
**  This amount should agree with Line I, Section IV of the Schedule I for the most recent completed fiscal 
      year and Line A for the following year.

Office of Policy and Budget - July 2009

SCHEDULE IC:   RECONCILIATION OF UNRESERVED FUND BALANCE
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Revenue Estimating Methodology

Section II Adjustments

5% Trust Fund Reserve Calculation

FEDERAL GRANTS TRUST FUND-2261

An adjustment was made to correct the negative fund balance in FY 09-10 and FY 10-11 due to 
unobligated budget authority.  Past experience with receipt of grants require the availability of 
this authority.

Grant Revenues:  The projected grant revenues recorded in this trust fund are based on 
anticipated grant awards.  

The 5% trust fund reserve is not applicable to federal funds received; therefore, there is no 
calculation for this fund.

SCHEDULE I NARRATIVE
Executive Direction/Support Services
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SCHEDULE 1B:  DETAIL OF UNRESERVED FUND BALANCES

Budget Period:  2010 -2011
Department: State Courts System  
Budget Entity: Executive  
Fund: Federal Grant Trust Fund  

(1) (2) (3) (4)

ACTUAL ESTIMATED REQUEST

FY 2008  - 2009 FY 2009 - 2010 FY  2010 - 2011

Federal Grants 31,311              0 0

 

 

TOTALS* 31,311              -                    -                    

*Must agree to amounts on Schedule I, Section IV, Line I.

Office of Policy and Budget - July 2009

FUNDING SOURCE - STATE

FUNDING SOURCE - NON-STATE
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Budget Period:  2010 - 20 11
Department Title: State Courts System  
Trust Fund Title: Federal Grant Trust Fund
Budget Entity: Executive
LAS/PBS Fund Number:      261  

 Balance as of SWFS*  Adjusted 
6/30/2009 Adjustments Balance

Chief Financial Officer's (CFO) Cash Balance 27,818.10                  (A) 27,818.10                  

ADD: Other Cash (See Instructions) -                             (B) -                             

ADD: Investments (C)

ADD: Outstanding Accounts Receivable 33,312.54                  (D) 33,312.54                  

ADD: ________________________________ (E)

Total Cash plus Accounts Receivable 61,130.64                  (F) 61,130.64                  

          LESS     Allowances for Uncollectibles (G)

          LESS     Approved "A" Certified Forwards (23,246.74) (H) (23,246.74)                 

  Approved "B" Certified Forwards (6,573.08) (H) (6,573.08)                   

  Approved "FCO" Certified Forwards (H)

LESS: Other Accounts Payable (Nonoperating) -                             (I)  

LESS: Compensated Absences -                             

Unreserved Fund Balance, 07/01/09 31,310.82                  (K) -                         31,310.82                  **

Notes:
*SWFS = Statewide Financial Statement 
**  This amount should agree with Line I, Section IV of the Schedule I for the most recent completed fiscal 
      year and Line A for the following year.

Office of Policy and Budget - July 2009

SCHEDULE IC:   RECONCILIATION OF UNRESERVED FUND BALANCE
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Revenue Estimating Methodology

Section II Adjustments

5% Trust Fund Reserve Calculation
The Grants and Donations Trust Fund contains non-federal grants which prohibit 
expenditures of funds on anything other than grant activity and therefore is exempt from 
the 5% Trust Fund Reserve.

An adjustment was made to correct the negative fund balance in FY 08-09 and FY 09-10 due 
to unobligated budget authority.  However, past experience with receipt of grants require 
availability of authority.

Grant revenues:  The projected grant revenues recorded in this trust fund are based on 
anticipated grant awards.

GRANTS AND DONATIONS TRUST FUND - 2339
SCHEDULE I NARRATIVE

Executive Direction
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SCHEDULE 1B:  DETAIL OF UNRESERVED FUND BALANCES

Budget Period:  2010 -2011
Department: State Courts System  
Budget Entity: Executive  
Fund: Grants and Donation Trust Fund  

(1) (2) (3) (4)

ACTUAL ESTIMATED REQUEST

FY 2008  - 2009 FY 2009 - 2010 FY  2010 - 2011

Grants -                    

 

 

TOTALS* -                    -                    -                    

*Must agree to amounts on Schedule I, Section IV, Line I.

Office of Policy and Budget - July 2009

FUNDING SOURCE - STATE

FUNDING SOURCE - NON-STATE
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Budget Period:  2010 - 20 11
Department Title: State Courts System  
Trust Fund Title: Grants and Donation Trust Fund
Budget Entity: Executive
LAS/PBS Fund Number:      2339  

 Balance as of SWFS*  Adjusted 
6/30/2009 Adjustments Balance

Chief Financial Officer's (CFO) Cash Balance 17,246.37                  (A)  

ADD: Other Cash (See Instructions) (B)

ADD: Investments (C)

ADD: Outstanding Accounts Receivable -                             (D)  

ADD: Transfer In 1,298.65                    (E)

Total Cash plus Accounts Receivable 18,545.02                  (F) -                             

          LESS     Allowances for Uncollectibles (G)

          LESS     Approved "A" Certified Forwards (3,256.04)                   (H)  

  Approved "B" Certified Forwards -                             (H)  

  Approved "FCO" Certified Forwards (H)

LESS: Other Accounts Payable (Nonoperating) -                             (I)  

LESS: Unearned Revenue (15,288.98)                 (J)   

Unreserved Fund Balance, 07/01/09 -                             (K) -                         -                             **

Notes:
*SWFS = Statewide Financial Statement 
**  This amount should agree with Line I, Section IV of the Schedule I for the most recent completed fiscal 
      year and Line A for the following year.

Office of Policy and Budget - July 2009

SCHEDULE IC:   RECONCILIATION OF UNRESERVED FUND BALANCE
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Revenue Estimating Methodology

Program Activity # Participants Projected Revenues # Participants Projected Revenues

Orientations 167 25,050 184 27,600

Written Exams 170 8,500 187 9,350

Oral Exams 60 12,000 69 13,800

Initial Certifications 15 3,000 17 3,400

Certification Renewals 0 N/A 97 19,400

Total 412 48,550 554 73,550

5% Trust Fund Reserve Calculation

385,761

($30,861)

$354,900 

X            5% 

$17,745 Total 5% Reserve Amount (for FY 10-11)

Filing/Court Interpreter Fees (FY 09-10 estimated)

General Revenue Surcharge 8% (FY 09-10)

Total Revenue Subject to 5% Reserve

Supreme Court Filing Fees:  The estimated filing fee revenue is based on a two-year average of 

actual revenue collections:  FY 09-10 - $337,211; FY 10-11 - $349,720

Court Interpreter Fees:  The higher revenue for FY 08-09 is due to the implementation of the 

Court Interpreter Certification and Regulation Program and included the bulk of initial 

certifications of existing qualified interpreters.

 

For FY 09-10 and FY 10-11, participant numbers were derived by applying a 10.2 % increase for 

Orientations, 10.6% increase for Written Exams, and 13.7% increase for Oral Exam-based on 

prior fiscal year's data.  The difference in FY 07-08 actual and FY 08-09 projected revenue is due 

to the fairly high number of no-shows and cancellations for program events.  Since the majority 

of the persons forfeited their fees, more revenue was collected than the number of actual 

participants account for.

The Initial Certification numbers are 25% of the Oral Exam totals, which is the average pass rate 

for the oral examination.  Certification renewals figures are based on the actual number of 

certified interpreters whose certification will be renewed during the noted fiscal year.  The Initial 

Certifications from FY 08-09 will become due in FY 10-11, greatly increasing the revenue 

estimates for FY 10-11.

OPERATING TRUST FUND - 2510

SCHEDULE I NARRATIVE

Executive Direction & Support Services

Trust Fund Reserve

FY 2009-10 FY 2010-2011

Reasonable Estimates - Participation Levels and Projected Revenues
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Budget Period:  2010 - 20 11

Department Title: State Courts System  

Trust Fund Title: Operating Trust Fund

Budget Entity: Executive

LAS/PBS Fund Number:      510  

 Balance as of SWFS*  Adjusted 

6/30/2009 Adjustments Balance

Chief Financial Officer's (CFO) Cash Balance 752,838.99                (A)  

ADD: Other Cash (See Instructions) (B)

ADD: Investments (C)

ADD: Outstanding Accounts Receivable -                             (D)  

ADD: ________________________________ (E)

Total Cash plus Accounts Receivable 752,838.99                (F) -                             

          LESS:    Allowances for Uncollectibles (G)

          LESS:    Approved "A" Certified Forwards (1,055.41) (H)  

  Approved "B" Certified Forwards (23,299.00) (H)  

  Approved "FCO" Certified Forwards (H)

LESS: Other Accounts Payable (Nonoperating) (8,414.23)                   (I)  

LESS: Compensated Absences -                             (J)   

Unreserved Fund Balance, 07/01/09 720,070.35                (K) -                         -                             **

Notes:

*SWFS = Statewide Financial Statement 

**  This amount should agree with Line I, Section IV of the Schedule I for the most recent completed fiscal 

      year and Line A for the following year.

Office of Policy and Budget - July 2009

SCHEDULE IC:   RECONCILIATION OF UNRESERVED FUND BALANCE
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Section II Adjustments
No revenue or cash was left and this budget entity was closed.  However, in FY 08-09 a 
refund of non-operating authority of federal funds was dispersed.

GRANTS AND DONATIONS TRUST FUND - 2339
SCHEDULE I NARRATIVE
District Court of Appeals
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Revenue Estimating Methodology

5% Trust Fund Reserve Calculation

Per the LBR Schedule I instructions, amount of recurring operating and nonoperating 

appropriations authorizing transfers to other state agencies or other entities within a state 

agency, including service charges to General Revenue, or revenues which simply pass 

through a fund, are excluded from the 5% Trust Fund Reserve calculation.  

OPERATING TRUST FUND - 2510

Court Operations/Appellate Courts

SCHEDULE I NARRATIVE

Workers Compensation Appeals:  Funds in Specific Appropriation 2478 of the FY 09-10 

General Appropriations Act (SB 2600) are provided for transfer to the First District Court of 

Appeal for workload associated with workers’ compensation appeals and the workers’ 

compensation appeals unit.  

FY 10-11 revenues are based onFY 09-10 budget authority plus Health Insurance increase 

adjustments to authority.
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Budget Period:  2010 - 20 11

Department Title: State Courts System  

Trust Fund Title: Operating Trust Fund

Budget Entity: District Courts of Appeal

LAS/PBS Fund Number:      510  

 Balance as of SWFS*  Adjusted 

6/30/2009 Adjustments Balance

Chief Financial Officer's (CFO) Cash Balance 138,174.72                (A)  

ADD: Other Cash (See Instructions) (B)

ADD: Investments (C)

ADD: Outstanding Accounts Receivable -                             (D)  

ADD: ________________________________ (E)

Total Cash plus Accounts Receivable 138,174.72                (F) -                             

          LESS:    Allowances for Uncollectibles (G)

          LESS:    Approved "A" Certified Forwards (6,635.50) (H)  

  Approved "B" Certified Forwards (17,189.69) (H)  

  Approved "FCO" Certified Forwards (H)

LESS: Other Accounts Payable (Nonoperating) -                             (I)  

LESS: Compensated Absences -                             (J)   

Unreserved Fund Balance, 07/01/09 114,349.53                (K) -                         -                             **

Notes:

*SWFS = Statewide Financial Statement 

**  This amount should agree with Line I, Section IV of the Schedule I for the most recent completed fiscal 

      year and Line A for the following year.

Office of Policy and Budget - July 2009

SCHEDULE IC:   RECONCILIATION OF UNRESERVED FUND BALANCE
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Budget Period:  2010 - 20 11
Department Title: State Courts System  
Trust Fund Title: State Courts Revenue Trust Fund
Budget Entity: Circuit Court
LAS/PBS Fund Number:      057001  

 Balance as of SWFS*  Adjusted 
6/30/2009 Adjustments Balance

Chief Financial Officer's (CFO) Cash Balance 1,722,085.97             (A)

ADD: Other Cash (See Instructions) (B)

ADD: Investments (C)

ADD: Outstanding Accounts Receivable (D)

ADD: ________________________________ (E)

Total Cash plus Accounts Receivable 1,722,085.97             (F)

          LESS     Allowances for Uncollectibles (G)

          LESS     Approved "A" Certified Forwards (19,649.51) (H)

  Approved "B" Certified Forwards (H)

  Approved "FCO" Certified Forwards (H)

LESS: Other Accounts Payable (Nonoperating) (I)

LESS: ________________________________ (J)

Unreserved Fund Balance, 07/01/09 1,702,436.46             (K) **

Notes:
*SWFS = Statewide Financial Statement 
**  This amount should agree with Line I, Section IV of the Schedule I for the most recent completed fiscal 
      year and Line A for the following year.

Office of Policy and Budget - July 2009

SCHEDULE IC:   RECONCILIATION OF UNRESERVED FUND BALANCE
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Revenue Estimating Methodology

Section II Adjustments

Section III Adjustments

5% Trust Fund Reserve Calculation

$11,489,481 

($919,158)

$10,570,323 

X            5% 

$528,516 

MEDIATION/ARBITRATION TRUST FUND - 2213

SCHEDULE I NARRATIVE

COURT OPERATIONS - CIRCUIT COURTS

Total 5% Reserve Amount (for FY 10-11)

Case Filing Fees:  Estimated revenues for FY 09-10 and FY 10-11 assumes a 100% collection 
rate on a conservative projection of filings (less estimated 1.6% indigence rate) at $1.00 per 
case and $15 per case for circuit civil and county civil filings and $10 per case for eviction 
filings.    The projected filings are as follows:

                        $1 Earmark     $15 Circuit Civil     $15 County Civil     $10  Evictions
FY 2009-10         931,496             243,478                   344,883                177,757
FY 2010-11         870,359             242,542                   306,566                158,219

The increase in fees collected for FY 08-09 is solely due to the increase in real 
property/mortgage for foreclosure filings.  The increase may not be a one-time ocurence, 
however, we are not certain if the current rate of mortgage foreclosures will continue in FY 
09-10 and FY 10-11.  Therefore, the projection provided reflect a very conservative estimate 
of collections.

Fees/Licenses (FY 09-10 estimate)

General Revenue Surcharge 8% (FY 09-10)

Total Revenue Subject to 5% Reserve

Trust Fund Reserve

An adjustment was made to correct the negative fund balance in FY 10-11 due to unfunded 
budget and will be offset by budget entity 22010200.

An adjustment for Fiscal Year 08-09 Reversions and September Carry Forward Reversions, and 
change in compensated absences liability was necessary to increase the fund balance to 
accurately reflect the available Unreserved Fund Balance for the Mediation Arbitration Trust 
Fund.
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Department: State Courts System Budget Period:  2010-2011
Program: Circuit Court Operations
Fund: Mediation Abritration TF

 
Specific Authority: 44.108, Florida Statutes
Purpose of Fees Collected: Collections are provided by the Clerks of Court to operate the 

Mediation Arbitration Program.

Type of Fee or Program:  (Check ONE Box and answer questions as indicated.)

 

SECTION I - FEE COLLECTION ACTUAL ESTIMATED REQUEST

FY 2008 -2009 FY 2009 - 2010 FY  2010-2011
Receipts:

Fees 16,292,435.50  11,489,481       10,689,169

Refunds 217                     

 -                     

Total Fee Collection to Line (A) - Section III 16,292,652.19  11,489,481       10,689,169       

SECTION II - FULL COSTS

Direct Costs:
Salaries and Benefits  6,884,323.30    7,800,679         10,862,446       

Expenses 293,230            315,618            437,610            

Operating Capital Outlay -                      

Mediation Contractual Svcs 3,441,219         3,307,332         5,623,107         

HR/Refund/GRSC/Transfers 1,526,690         919,656            864,030            

Transfers Section 215.32 960,491            

Indirect Costs Charged to Trust Fund     

Total Full Costs to Line (B) - Section III 13,105,954       12,343,285       17,787,193       

Basis Used:

SECTION III - SUMMARY

TOTAL SECTION I (A) 16,292,652       11,489,481       10,689,169       

TOTAL SECTION II (B) 13,105,954       12,343,285       17,787,193       

TOTAL - Surplus/Deficit (C) 3,186,698         (853,804)           (7,098,024)        

 EXPLANATION of LINE C:
Deficit will be covered with carry forward cash.

Office of Policy and Budget - July 2009

SCHEDULE 1A:   DETAIL OF FEES AND RELATED PROGRAM COSTS

Regulatory services or oversight to businesses or professions.  (Complete Sections I, II, and III and attach 
Examination of Regulatory Fees Form - Part I and II.)
Non-regulatory fees authorized to cover full cost of conducting a specific program or service. (Complete 
Sections I, II, and III only.) 
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Budget Period:  2010 - 20 11
Department Title: State Courts System  
Trust Fund Title: Mediation Arbitration TF
Budget Entity: Circuit Court Operations
LAS/PBS Fund Number:      2213  

 Balance as of SWFS*  Adjusted 
6/30/2009 Adjustments Balance

Chief Financial Officer's (CFO) Cash Balance 7,572,424.80             (A)

ADD: Other Cash (See Instructions) (B)

ADD: Investments (C)

ADD: Outstanding Accounts Receivable 192,173.00                (D)

ADD: ________________________________ (E)

Total Cash plus Accounts Receivable 7,764,597.80             (F)

          LESS     Allowances for Uncollectibles (G)

          LESS     Approved "A" Certified Forwards (507,586.58) (H)

  Approved "B" Certified Forwards (24,721.91) (H)

  Approved "FCO" Certified Forwards (H)

LESS: Other Accounts Payable (Nonoperating) (380,101.77)               (I)

LESS: Compensated Absences (J)

Unreserved Fund Balance, 07/01/09 6,852,187.54             (K) **

Notes:
*SWFS = Statewide Financial Statement 
**  This amount should agree with Line I, Section IV of the Schedule I for the most recent completed fiscal 
      year and Line A for the following year.

Office of Policy and Budget - July 2009

SCHEDULE IC:   RECONCILIATION OF UNRESERVED FUND BALANCE
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Revenue Estimating Methodology

Section II Adjustments

Section III Adjustments

5% Trust Fund Reserve Calculation

An adjustment for change in compensated absences liability was necessary to increase the fund 
balance to accurately reflect the available Unreserved Fund Balance for the Federal Grants Trust 
Fund.

SCHEDULE I NARRATIVE
Court Operations/Circuit Courts

FEDERAL GRANTS TRUST FUND-2261

An adjustment was made to correct the negative fund balance in FY 09-10 due to unobligated 
budget authority.  Past experience with receipt of grants require the availability of this authority.

Grant Revenues:  The projected grant revenues recorded in this trust fund are based on 
anticipated grant awards.

The 5% trust fund reserve is not applicable to federal funds received; and per the LBR Schedule I 
instructions, the Drug Court Expansion funds transferred from DFS to the Operating Trust Fund 
are excluded from the 5% Trust Fund Reserve calculation.  Amount of recurring operating and 
nonoperating appropriations authorizing transfers to other state agencies or other entities 
within a state agency (including service charges to General Revenue, or revenues which simply 
pass through a fund) are excluded from the 5% Trust Fund Reserve calculation.
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SCHEDULE 1B:  DETAIL OF UNRESERVED FUND BALANCES

Budget Period:  2010 -2011
Department: State Courts System  
Budget Entity: Circuit  
Fund: Federal Grant Trust Fund  

(1) (2) (3) (4)

ACTUAL ESTIMATED REQUEST

FY 2008  - 2009 FY 2009 - 2010 FY  2010 - 2011

Federal Grants 505,327            0 0

 

 

TOTALS* 505,327            -                    -                    

*Must agree to amounts on Schedule I, Section IV, Line I.

Office of Policy and Budget - July 2009

FUNDING SOURCE - STATE

FUNDING SOURCE - NON-STATE
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Budget Period:  2010 - 20 11
Department Title: State Courts System  
Trust Fund Title: Federal Grant Trust Fund
Budget Entity: Circuit
LAS/PBS Fund Number:      261  

 Balance as of SWFS*  Adjusted 
6/30/2009 Adjustments Balance

Chief Financial Officer's (CFO) Cash Balance 22,669.89                  (A) 22,669.89                  

ADD: Other Cash (See Instructions) -                             (B) -                             

ADD: Investments (C)

ADD: Outstanding Accounts Receivable 496,609.44                (D) 496,609.44                

ADD: ________________________________ (E)

Total Cash plus Accounts Receivable 519,279.33                (F) 519,279.33                

          LESS     Allowances for Uncollectibles (G)

          LESS     Approved "A" Certified Forwards (2,953.06) (H) (2,953.06)                   

  Approved "B" Certified Forwards (10,998.85) (H) (10,998.85)                 

  Approved "FCO" Certified Forwards (H)

LESS: Other Accounts Payable (Nonoperating) -                             (I)  

LESS: Compensated Absences (J) -                             

Unreserved Fund Balance, 07/01/09 505,327.42                (K) -                         505,327.42                **

Notes:
*SWFS = Statewide Financial Statement 
**  This amount should agree with Line I, Section IV of the Schedule I for the most recent completed fiscal 
      year and Line A for the following year.

Office of Policy and Budget - July 2009

SCHEDULE IC:   RECONCILIATION OF UNRESERVED FUND BALANCE
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Revenue Estimating Methodology

Section II Adjustments

5% Trust Fund Reserve Calculation
The Grants and Donations Trust Fund contains non-federal grants which prohibit 
expenditures of funds on anything other than grant activity and therefore is exempt from 
the 5% Trust Fund Reserve.

An adjustment was made to correct the negative fund balance in FY 09-10 and FY 10-11 due 
to unobligated budget authority.  Past experience with receipt of grants require the 
availability of this authority.

GRANTS AND DONATIONS TRUST FUND - 2339
SCHEDULE I NARRATIVE

Court Operations/Circuit Courts

There are no anticipated non-federal grants at this time.  
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SCHEDULE 1B:  DETAIL OF UNRESERVED FUND BALANCES

Budget Period:  2010 -2011
Department: State Courts System  
Budget Entity: Circuit  
Fund: Grants and Donation Trust Fund  

(1) (2) (3) (4)

ACTUAL ESTIMATED REQUEST

FY 2008  - 2009 FY 2009 - 2010 FY  2010 - 2011

Grants (6,804)               -                    -                    

 

 

TOTALS* (6,804)               -                    -                    

*Must agree to amounts on Schedule I, Section IV, Line I.

Office of Policy and Budget - July 2009

FUNDING SOURCE - STATE

FUNDING SOURCE - NON-STATE
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Budget Period:  2010 - 20 11
Department Title: State Courts System  
Trust Fund Title: Grants and Donation Trust Fund
Budget Entity: Circuit
LAS/PBS Fund Number:      2339  

 Balance as of SWFS*  Adjusted 
6/30/2009 Adjustments Balance

Chief Financial Officer's (CFO) Cash Balance 92,090.32                  (A)  

ADD: Other Cash (See Instructions) (B)

ADD: Investments (C)

ADD: Outstanding Accounts Receivable -                             (D)  

ADD: Transfer Out (1,298.65)                   (E)

Total Cash plus Accounts Receivable 90,791.67                  (F) -                             

          LESS     Allowances for Uncollectibles (G)

          LESS     Approved "A" Certified Forwards (225.39)                      (H)  

  Approved "B" Certified Forwards -                             (H)  

  Approved "FCO" Certified Forwards (H)

LESS: Other Accounts Payable (Nonoperating) -                             (I)  

LESS: Unearned Revenue (83,761.88)                 (J)   

Unreserved Fund Balance, 07/01/09 6,804.40                    (K) -                         -                             **

Notes:
*SWFS = Statewide Financial Statement 
**  This amount should agree with Line I, Section IV of the Schedule I for the most recent completed fiscal 
      year and Line A for the following year.

Office of Policy and Budget - July 2009

SCHEDULE IC:   RECONCILIATION OF UNRESERVED FUND BALANCE
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Revenue Estimating Methodology

Section II Adjustments

An adjustment was made to correct the negative fund balance in FY 09-10 and FY 10-11 due 

to unobligated budget authority.  

OPERATING TRUST FUND - 2510

Court Operations/Circuit Courts

SCHEDULE I NARRATIVE

Since July 1, 2004, the legislature has authorized cost sharing for court reporting 

transcription services that the trial courts provide to the state attorneys, public defenders, 

and the Justice Administrative Commission (on behalf of court-appointed counsel).  

Quarterly payments from these entities to the State Courts System are mandated via 

proviso language in the General Appropriations Act.  These payments are intended to cover 

a portion of the cost of court employees and are applied to trial court payroll obligations.  

During the 2006 Legislative Session, the State Courts System requested an increase in the 

funding received from these entities based on an updated count of transcript pages from FY 

2005-06.  The legislature did not approve this request.  Further, during the 2007 Legislative 

Session, the legislature decreased the amount that the Justice Administrative Commission is 

required to submit to the State Courts System by approximately $800,000 on behalf of 

newly formed regional counsel offices. However, section 29.0195, Florida Statutes was 

amended to authorize cost recovery from regional counsels thus allowing for this funding to 

be recouped by the court system through cost recovery collections and revenues are not 

being collected as anticipated.

A total of 46 court reporters statewide are currently funded through cost sharing dollars.  

The cost sharing funding formula is calculated by multiplying $7 per the number of 

transcript pages produced by the court for each entity.  The current budget is based on 

transcript page statistics from over 5 years ago.  Thus, using this formula and projected FY 

2010-11 transcript page statistics, an additional $759,892 in cost sharing funding would be 

justified for the FY 2010-11 Legislative Budget Request. 

Cost Recovery Fees would remain the same.  There have been no changes in procedures 

that would either increase or decrease the revenues.

Cost Sharing Due Process Costs are estimated for FY 09-10 based on the FY 09-10 General 

Appropriations Act and assume no change will occur for FY 09-10.  For FY 10-11 cost sharing 

estimates are based on an increased need of $759,892.
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Section III Adjustments

5% Trust Fund Reserve Calculation for Cost Recovery Fees

$1,104,930 

($88,394)

$1,016,536 

X            5% 

$50,827 

5% Trust Fund Reserve Calculation for Cost Sharing of Due Process Costs

Per the LBR Schedule I instructions, amount of recurring operating and nonoperating 

appropriations authorizing transfers to other state agencies or other entities within a state 

agency, including service charges to General Revenue, or revenues which simply pass 

through a fund, are excluded from the 5% Trust Fund Reserve calculation.

Adjustments for FY 08-09 Reversions and September Carry Forward Reversions, and change 

in compensated absences liability was necessary to increase the fund balance to accurately 

reflect the available Unreserved Fund Balance for the Operating Trust Fund.

Total 5% Reserve Amount (Request Year FY 10-11)

Fees (FY 09-10 Estimate)

General Revenue Surcharge 7% (FY 09-10)

Total Revenue Subject to 5% Reserve

Page 82 of 261



Budget Period:  2010 - 20 11

Department Title: State Courts System  

Trust Fund Title: All

Budget Entity: Circuit

LAS/PBS Fund Number:      510  

 Balance as of SWFS*  Adjusted 

6/30/2009 Adjustments Balance

Chief Financial Officer's (CFO) Cash Balance 2,298,879.07             (A)

ADD: Other Cash (See Instructions) 18,684.52                  (B)

ADD: Investments (C)

ADD: Outstanding Accounts Receivable -                             (D)

ADD: ________________________________ (E)

Total Cash plus Accounts Receivable 2,317,563.59             (F)

          LESS:    Allowances for Uncollectibles (G)

          LESS:    Approved "A" Certified Forwards (238,843.93) (H)

  Approved "B" Certified Forwards (50,917.29) (H)

  Approved "FCO" Certified Forwards (H)

LESS: Other Accounts Payable (Nonoperating) (19,126.24)                 (I)

LESS: Compensated Absences (J)

Unreserved Fund Balance, 07/01/09 2,008,676.13             (K) -                         -                             **

Notes:

*SWFS = Statewide Financial Statement 

**  This amount should agree with Line I, Section IV of the Schedule I for the most recent completed fiscal 

      year and Line A for the following year.

Office of Policy and Budget - July 2009

SCHEDULE IC:   RECONCILIATION OF UNRESERVED FUND BALANCE
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 Page 4 of 45 
 

IIII..  SScchheedduullee  IIVV--BB  BBuussiinneessss  CCaassee    

A. Background and Strategic Needs Assessment 

1. Agency Program(s)/Service(s) Environment 

Overview.  Court reporting1 is the process which creates and preserves a record of 
words spoken in court, and when necessary, provides their timely and accurate 
transcription in the event that an appeal is filed. 

In FY 2007-08 there were approximately 1.6 million trial court filings with associated 
proceedings that were required to be recorded at public expense (state funded).  This 
includes filings for felonies, misdemeanors, criminal traffic, DUI, domestic violence, 
guardianship, Baker Act (mental health), Marchman Act (substance abuse), Jimmy 
Ryce, juvenile delinquency, juvenile dependency, and termination of parental rights.  
Civil non-due process cases are not required to be recorded using state funded court 
reporting services. 

Associated State Costs.  As of July 1, 2004, Revision 7 to Article V of the Florida 
Constitution became fully implemented and certain court costs, traditionally borne by 
the counties, became a state responsibility.  Court reporting is one such cost.  For FY 
2009-10, an estimated $30 million will be spent for recurring court reporting costs.  

Prior to Revision 7 implementation, funding levels and services for court reporting 
varied significantly from county to county.  No judicial circuit was alike in its 
delivery of court reporting services.  Specifically, variations in service delivery 
models, staffing models, local market conditions, and geographic dispersion have 
provided significant challenges in managing court reporting services at the state level 
post-Revision 7. 

Since the implementation of Revision 7, the judicial branch has made significant 
headway in establishing a more uniform, effective, and efficient delivery of court 
reporting services across all judicial circuits.  Several supporting work products have 
been issued by Supreme Court appointed commissions and committees to provide 
state-level guidance and support to the judicial circuits.   

In October 2007, the Commission on Trial Court Performance and Accountability 
(TCP&A) issued its most recent court reporting report, Recommendations for the 
Provision of Court Reporting Services in Florida’s Trial Courts 
(http://www.flcourts.org/gen_public/TCPACtReportingFinalReport.pdf ).  This report was 
written in response to the Supreme Court’s administrative order SC06-54 which 
directed the TCP&A to make recommendations on the legal and operational issues 
arising from the use of digital reporting technology and the overall effective and 
efficient management of court reporting services.  In August 2008, further 
emphasizing the importance of state level work, the Supreme Court issued an 
administrative order (SC08-32) to direct the TCP&A with the continued development 
and implementation of standards and best practices for court reporting services. 

                                                           
1In this report, the function of “court reporting” is frequently discussed in its two major components:  the 
contemporaneous recording of words and events in a courtroom is referred to as “recording” and the subsequent 
conversion of the record into written text is referred to as “transcription.”  The overall process is referred to as “court 
reporting.” 

Page 87 of 261



FY 2010-11 LBR - SCHEDULE IV-B FOR COURT REPORTING SERVICES   
 

 Page 5 of 45 
 

At the direction of the Trial Court Budget Commission, a court reporting technology 
workgroup was created in February 2008 to study and make recommendations 
regarding:  a long-term plan for continued court reporting technology expansion 
including recommending a reasonable standard cost per courtroom/hearing room; a 
revised Invitation (ITN) process for vendor state contracts; the most cost effective use 
of court reporting including whether circuits should be able to migrate between DCR 
vendors, the transfer of equipment between circuits; the most cost effective and 
operationally sound method for maintaining court reporting systems with 
consideration to whether circuits should perform in-house maintenance or contract 
with different vendors (a la carte); and a lifecycle management plan for court 
reporting technology, including time standards aimed at defining refresh parameters.  
In total, the workgroup advanced 15 recommendations provided in Appendix B. 

Customers.  Court reporting serves a critical function in our judicial system because 
meaningful appellate review relies on an accurate record of what transpired at the trial 
court level. The transcript of the words spoken in open court is essential for the 
preparation of appeals by attorneys and is equally important for the court in reviewing 
the grounds for appeal.  Transcripts or other media are used by attorneys, litigants, 
judges, court staff and the public to review events in court proceedings.  This 
provides public accountability and facilitates due process through appellate review, 
affording the broader legal community, as well as litigants, the press, and the general 
public an important tool that assists with the independent evaluation of court 
proceedings. 

Legal Necessity.  In order to advance an appeal of a decision made in a court 
proceeding a party generally must provide to the appellate court relevant portions of 
the transcript.  In most civil cases, it is the responsibility of the party making the 
appeal to have secured court reporting services. However, court reporting services are 
frequently provided at public expense pursuant to requirements that emanate from 
several sources, including state and federal constitutions, statutes, and court rules. 

The United States Constitution and the Constitution of the State of Florida both 
provide rights to due process and equal protection.  Court reporting is implicated in 
each of these protections in two distinct ways.  First, due process in the federal system 
requires that appellate review be meaningful and complete when a state provides an 
appeal as a matter of right.  The state system contains this same requirement of 
appellate review in Article V, Sections 3 and 4 of the Florida Constitution.  Delap v. 
State, 350 So.2d 462 (Fla. 1977).  Second, due process requires that when a state 
provides an indigent defendant with a lawyer on appeal, the lawyer must have the 
ability to fully represent his or her client. Hoffman v. Haddock, 695 So.2d 682 (Fla. 
1997).  If the lawyer needs a complete transcript to fully represent the indigent client 
on appeal, then a full transcript becomes an element of due process.  Jones v. State, 
780 So.2d 218 (Fla. 2d DCA 2001).  In Florida, the Legislature has acknowledged 
that interests under litigation in some cases are so important that indigent litigants 
must be provided with court reporting and transcription on appeal to protect 
constitutionally afforded rights.   

Service Delivery Models.  The technology of what is today called court reporting has 
evolved through time and continues to change.  Throughout most of the 20th century 
court reporting was conducted by reporters using stenographic machines.  Today 
court reporting in Florida is provided through a combination of technologies.  The 
following is a brief description of court reporting methods. 
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Stenography - The stenograph machine, introduced in 1913, essentially mechanized 
shorthand, or manual stenography.  Using a stenograph machine, a stenographer 
presses a system of keys, which in turn creates a series of codes on a scrolling paper 
tape. 

Computer-Aided Transcription - The emergence of small computers in the late 1970s 
and 1980s added new capabilities to stenography.  Computer-aided transcription, or 
CAT, became possible when small computers were added to stenograph machines, 
allowing the keystrokes to be recorded on a disk or in the internal memory of the 
computer, as well as on the paper tape.  This digitized file may then be translated into 
unedited text by the computer. 

Real-Time Court Reporting - As computers became faster and more powerful, CAT 
systems became capable of translating digitized text contemporaneously, producing 
an unedited written document even as the proceeding occurs.  The unedited text can 
be viewed immediately, and later corrected by the stenographer.  The speed and 
quality of this type of system, is familiar to anyone who has followed the closed 
caption text of a live television program.   

Analog Audio/Video Recording - The development of audio recording technology in 
the 20th century made it possible to directly capture and preserve the actual sounds of 
spoken words.  By the 1960s, some courts were using tape recorders.  The best 
technology at the time was magnetic/analog cassette recording.  Cassette tape 
recorders are still used in Florida’s trial courts today, most commonly in proceedings 
in which it is unlikely that a transcript will be requested.  For analog cassette 
recording, the courtroom must be equipped with a cassette recorder and suitable 
microphones.  Another more recent method for capturing the proceeding is analog 
video recording (i.e., VHS).  For analog video recording, the courtroom may be 
equipped with microphones, cameras, and be wired for video recording either within 
the courtroom or from another location.  Both forms of analog recording do not 
require the presence of a trained court reporter.  While someone must operate the 
machine, including reloading, marking, and storing the tapes; the skills required are 
far less than those expected for a stenographer or digital court reporter.  Analog 
recorders are often operated by personnel who have other duties in the courtroom, 
such as clerk staff, a bailiff, or even a judge or magistrate. 

Voice Writing - Voice writing involves a court reporter speaking directly into a voice 
silencer, which is a hand-held mask containing a microphone.  The court reporter 
repeats the words spoken in a proceeding into the mask which prevents the reporter 
from being heard. Voice writers record everything verbalized by judges, witnesses, 
attorneys, and other parties in a proceeding and may also record gestures and 
emotional reactions. 

Digital Audio/Video Recording - The current state of the art technology for audio 
recording employs digital recording instead of analog tape.  Digital court recording is 
the audio, and often video, recording of a court proceeding using digital technology 
that may be saved to a CD, DVD, network drive, or server.  With most digital court 
recording technology, microphones are strategically placed in areas of a courtroom 
where judges, attorneys, parties, witnesses, and juries are located.  Video cameras 
may also be placed in order to visually capture proceedings.   

There are three basic types of digital audio/video recording technology.  The first type 
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is a portable device such as a lap-top or hand-held device (MP3 player).  These 
devices allow for recording in one location at a time and are typically operated by a 
digital court reporter, judge, or magistrate.  The next type is a stand-alone system or 
workstation that is permanently located directly in a courtroom or hearing room.  
These systems are typically operated by a digital court reporter.  The third type is a 
remote system in which the audio/video is recorded to a server and monitored by a 
digital court reporter from another room (control room) located on or off-site. 

Digital court reporters perform several critical tasks when monitoring proceedings.  
They “tag” the case number, participant names, and key events of the proceeding.  
These “tags” are digitally saved with the recording and act as an index for playback 
and for creating the transcript.  The digital court reporter also provides playback 
during a proceeding when directed to do so by the judge.   

Every circuit in Florida currently uses both stenographic and digital court reporting 
service delivery models.  Approximately three circuits also use analog (cassette) 
recording.  In FY 2008-09, 135,528 proceeding hours were recorded by stenography, 
21,285 proceedings hours were recorded by real-time court reporting, 472,368 
proceeding hours were recorded by digital court reporting, and 5,748 proceeding 
hours were recorded using analog recording in Florida’s trial courts at state expense. 

Staffing Models.  Three types of staffing models exist for court reporting services:  
employee, contract, or hybrid. 

Contract Model – Under this model, court reporters, whether employed by a firm or 
working individually, provide services on a fee basis.  Hiring, firing, supervision, 
terms and conditions of employment and compensation are determined by contract 
and/or circuit administrative order.  Contracts may be used for all court reporting 
service delivery models.  The majority of circuits in Florida currently use contractual 
funding to cover a significant portion of court reporting services. 

Employee Model – Under an entirely employee-operated system, all services are 
provided by court personnel.  Such a model may be used for all service delivery 
models.  Currently, no circuits in Florida use a pure employee model to provide court 
reporting services.   

Hybrid Model – Almost all judicial circuits combine features of the contract model 
and the employee model to provide services.  For instance, a circuit may use 
employees for digital court reporting in some divisions of the court and contract with 
stenographers to record proceedings in other divisions.  Alternatively, a circuit may 
use contract digital court reporters and employee stenographers.   

It should be noted that in some counties, clerk of court staff are performing court 
reporting functions.  The functions performed by clerk staff range from monitoring 
proceedings recorded using cassette tapes to operating digital recording equipment 
and tagging recordings.  One circuit contracts for these services from the clerk’s 
office, whereas in other circuits, clerks provide services free of charge. 

Statement of Need.  Appropriately applied, additional funds for court reporting 
technology and staffing will benefit the court system and the people of Florida in 
several ways. 
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Promoting Efficiency – Court reporting technology promotes efficiency by enabling 
court reporters to digitally store recordings on a court network and/or media disc for 
quick and easy review. This significantly reduces the time and cost of retrieving a 
copy of a court recording.   

For stenography, CAT and real-time technology allows for stenographic codes to be 
translated into digitized text.  This greatly improves efficiencies in creating transcripts 
which are necessary for purposes of appeal.  Although, there are only a small 
percentage of cases appealed each year.  For FY 2007-08, approximately 0.6% of trial 
court cases were appealed.  Given this small percentage, those requesting a transcript 
for reasons other than appeal may opt to receive a digital audio copy of a proceeding 
instead.  Doing so, requestors will not have to wait for a written document to be 
edited before it is provided.  Thus, access of digital audio court recordings reduces the 
need for written transcripts to be produced.  Attorneys and their clients and even 
judges themselves may electronically access the audio digital recording of a 
proceeding almost immediately.  Further, given the inexpensiveness of digital media, 
costs are further reduced for the consumer (who is charged per page for a transcript) 
as well as the State of Florida in producing transcripts.  

In addition to lowering costs for transcript production, digital audio/video court 
reporting technology reduces staffing costs related to monitoring.  Digital audio/video 
technology allows multiple courtrooms and courthouses to be monitored by digital 
court reporters from a central control room.  In a central location, one digital court 
reporter is capable of monitoring up to four courtrooms simultaneously via a local or 
wide area network (using microphones and video cameras mounted in each 
courtroom).  Digital court reporters are also less expensive and are becoming more 
widely available than stenographers.  A digital court reporter minimum 
salary/benefits is approximately $14,927 less annually than a lower level 
stenographer (Court Reporter I) and $20,593 less than a higher level stenographer 
(Court Reporter II).   

The Commission on Trial Court Performance and Accountability recently 
recommended standardizing monitoring ratios to further support efficient monitoring 
of proceedings.  Monitoring ratios are defined as the estimated number of 
proceedings monitored contemporaneously by one court reporter.  Monitoring ratios 
equaling 1:1 indicate proceedings are being monitored by either a stenographer or a 
digital court reporter. Typically, however, 1:1 monitoring ratios are indicative of 
stenography.  Monitoring ratios above 1:1 equate to digital court reporting.  Outlined 
in a October 2007 report, Recommendations for the Provision of Court Reporting 
Services in Florida’s Trial Courts, standardized 1:1 monitoring ratios are 
recommended for circuit criminal trials, capital cases, county criminal trials, and 
termination of parental rights proceedings; 2:1 monitoring ratios are recommended 
for delinquency and dependency proceedings; 3:1 monitoring ratios recommended for 
all other circuit and county criminal proceedings, and domestic violence injunction 
proceedings; and 4:1 monitoring ratios are recommended for Baker Act, Marchman 
Act, guardianship, and general magistrate/hearing officer proceedings. 

Improving Accessibility – Court reporting technology improves accessibility by 
increasing timeliness and providing ease in reviewing the events of a proceeding.   

Transcripts produced from digitally stored stenographic notes are more readily 
available than those produced from traditional stenography.   Digital audio/video 
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recordings are saved and are almost immediately available for judicial officers and 
court staff.  For attorneys, parties, the media and the public, copies of these 
recordings are available after they have been reviewed and redacted by trained 
personnel to remove confidential information (e.g., social security numbers).  Overall, 
the availability of digital copies reduces the lengthy wait time for receiving 
information about what transpired in a court proceeding.  Digital audio/video 
recordings of a proceeding are also searchable using “tags” created by a digital court 
reporter while monitoring a proceeding.  These tags often include the case number, 
participant names, and key events of the proceeding.  A tag index is automatically 
copied with the recording to give the user search capability.   

Ensuring Quality – Court reporting digital technology ensures quality by allowing 
court proceedings to be securely recorded and stored.  Currently, all circuits have 
incorporated digital technology as part of their service delivery model.  However, 
three circuits are still using analog (cassette) recording to capture court proceedings.  
The Commission on Trial Court Performance and Accountability recommended both 
in 2005 and 2007 that analog (cassette) technology be replaced with digital recording 
technology.  Digital audio quality is superior to analog in the same way music on a 
CD is clearer and crisper than a cassette tape.  With analog tape, audio quality 
frequently suffers when there is excessive background noise or a witness or defendant 
does not speak clearly and loudly.  Second, analog tapes, often reused a number of 
times, deteriorate in quality to a point where they may become practically inaudible.  
Third, digital systems use higher quality microphones and employ sound-enhancing 
techniques such as speaker-isolation, which allow the court reporter to screen out 
superfluous sounds, and utilize clean-up processes to filter out background noise.  
Fourth, digital recordings may be inexpensively stored to a server where the quality 
of the recording does not deteriorate, while analog tapes consume considerable 
storage space and are easily damaged.  Perhaps most importantly, analog recording 
does not allow for tagging and thus does not provide the same benefits for playback 
and transcription. 

*********** 

Since Revision 7, the twenty judicial circuits have been working to accomplish four 
major goals as set forth by the Commission on Trial Court Performance and 
Accountability and as approved by the Florida Supreme Court.  These goals are: 

o Implement strategies designed to effectively and efficiently operate court 
reporting services. 

o Operate as a full-service court by providing services using only state court 
system resources for all proceedings required to be recorded at public 
expense. 

o Operate with digital technology that has the necessary components to 
accurately capture, maintain, and preserve the electronic record (per the 
Standards for Integrated Digital Court Recording Technology as updated by 
the Florida Courts Technology Commission in October 2008 provided in 
Appendix A). 

o Operate within a reasonable and comparable cost.  
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In FY 2005-06, the Legislature appropriated 25 new court reporting FTE (out of the 
50 FTE requested) in order to support the integration of digital technology.  Further, 
because of significant need, the Legislature approved the release of 11 FTE from the 
due process contingency fund.  This was done not only to standardize and equalize 
the level of services provided across Florida, but in an effort to institute a cost-
effective method for delivering these services.   

In FY 2006-07, the Legislature appropriated 10 new court reporting FTE (out of the 
22 FTE requested).  New OCO funds were also appropriated to purchase and 
implement new digital technology in the amount of $714,903.   

In FY 2007-08, the Legislature did not fund additional FTE (33 FTE were requested). 
However, the Legislature fully funded the request for $1,669,274 in new contractual 
funding.  These funds were appropriated for direct service needs as well as equipment 
maintenance needs.   

For FY 2008-09, the Legislature did not fund the trial court’s request for 49 FTE, 
$346,399 for direct services contractual funding, $2,299,219 in non-recurring OCO 
funding for equipment purchases, $240,290 in recurring funding for software 
purchases, and $570,269 in recurring funding for equipment maintenance.  In fact, 
during FY 2007-08 and FY 2008-09, due to budget reductions, a statewide total of 
15.5 FTE and over $1 million in contractual services and expense funding were 
eliminated. 

In FY 2009-10, the Legislature did not fund the trial court’s request for 33 FTE, 
$364,780 for direct services contractual funding, $2,949,607 in non-recurring OCO 
funding for equipment purchases, $74,842 in non-recurring contracted services, 
$150,000 in recurring (two years) contracted services, and $332,426 in contractual 
funding for equipment maintenance. 

With that said, for FY 2010-11, there is a need for additional funding for staffing 
resources and court reporting equipment to ensure the equitable, effective and 
efficient delivery of court reporting services across Florida’s trial court system.  The 
trial courts have continued to face an increased need for coverage of court 
proceedings.  In FY 2007-08 there were approximately 1.6 million trial court filings 
with associated proceedings that were required to be recorded at public expense, 
which is a 4% increase from FY 2006-07.  Also, much of the digital equipment 
installed over the last several years is now over six years old and in need of 
replacement.  Most importantly, it is the intent of the judicial branch to contain the 
costs associated with court reporting services not only at the present time, but also in 
the long-term.   

For FY 2010-11, the trial courts have a statewide need of: 
• 64.5 FTE 
• $6,909,583 in direct services contractual funding; 
• $4,312,305 in non-recurring OCO; 
•  $743,436 in non-recurring expense;  
• $218,280 in recurring maintenance contractual funding.   

 
Recurring contractual maintenance funding of $373,151 is also needed for FY 2011-
12 associated with the purchase of expansion technology. 
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Business Objectives 

The major business objectives for integrating court reporting technology in Florida’s 
trial courts are provided below along with associated effectiveness measures. 

Objectives Effectiveness Measures 
Contain the overall cost of providing 
court reporting services (i.e., staffing, 
contractual, and transcript production 
costs) 

-Funding Ceiling (standard cost per 
proceeding, transcript page, and media copy). 
-Number of transcripts/pages requested verses 
total proceedings recorded 
-Number of media requested verses total 
proceedings recorded  

Improve the efficiency with which 
court proceedings are recorded 

-Number of proceedings/hours recorded by 
stenographers  
-Number of proceedings/hours recorded by 
digital court reporters  
-Ratio of court reporting staff to applicable 
proceedings* 

Improve the timeliness of providing 
access to the record of court 
proceedings 

-Time from court proceeding to copy of record 
available to stakeholders* 
-Time from copy of record requested to record 
provided to stakeholders* 

Improve the quality of audio 
recordings of court proceedings 

-Number of proceedings/hours covered with 
digital technology verses analog tape recording 

* Currently, due to the lack of funding to collect trial court case related information, the 
State Courts System does not have necessary data to evaluate these measures.   

B. Baseline Analysis 

1. Current Business Process Requirements 

The integration of digital court reporting technology in the trial courts will have a 
variable impact on business processes depending on the service delivery and staffing 
models currently in use by a circuit.  Provided below is a general description of the 
current court reporting process requirements from a statewide perspective.  It should be 
noted, the integration of digital technology in the trial court system began as early as ten 
years ago.   

a. Inputs - The major input of court reporting services are the proceedings that are 
required to be recorded.  The resources expended are: court employees, contracted 
service providers, court reporting equipment, wiring and other accessories 
required to operate the equipment, and space within facilities in which to operate 
the equipment.  The source of funding for all of these resources is the State Courts 
System via the State of Florida with the exception of certain county obligated 
items such as wiring and other facility related resources.  Court proceedings are 
recorded using stenographic machines operated by stenographers; tape recorders 
operated by various types of personnel; or digital technology operated by digital 
court reporters.  Stakeholders of court proceedings that are recorded include 
judges, magistrates, court personnel, attorneys, and the parties of a case.  With the 
maintenance of digital records on court networks there is a need for certain 
security measures to protect data integrity, right of access, and individual 
confidentiality when appropriate.   
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b. Processing – When a recording of a proceeding is taken it may never again need 
to be accessed unless a copy of the recording or a transcript is requested.  
However, all recordings must be stored.  When stenographers record the events of 
a proceeding, the party responsible for storing the notes (whether the notes are on 
paper tape or other format) depends on whether the stenographer is a contracted 
service provider or an employee of the court.  If the stenographer is an employee 
of the court, the notes are stored by the court.  If the stenographer is contracted, 
the stenographer or firm employing the stenographer may maintain the notes.  If a 
proceeding is recorded with a tape recorder or with digital technology, the 
recording is usually maintained by the court.  It should be noted that regardless of 
who maintains the notes or recordings, the chief judge, in his or her official 
capacity, is the owner of all court reporting records produced at public expense 
pursuant to rule 2.535(d), Florida Rules of Judicial Administration. 

When a proceeding has been recorded by a stenographer, an official hard-copy 
transcript is produced and edited before it may be provided to the requesting 
party.  When a proceeding is audio/video recorded, a copy of the recording is 
provided through a cassette, CD, or DVD as an alternative to the transcript.  In FY 
2008-09, 1,036,681 transcript pages and 17,644 media copies were produced 
statewide. 

It is critical that all proceedings that must be recorded by law are covered in the 
most efficient manner possible.  Thus, those proceedings with a high probability 
of a hard-copy transcript being requested (e.g., Capital Murder cases) are better 
suited to stenographic court reporting.  However, most other case types do not 
have a high probability of needing a hard-copy transcript and are thus better 
suited to digital court reporting (which costs less operationally).  As previously 
mentioned, the use of digital audio/video technology is preferable to analog tape 
recording.  Further, the time between the court proceeding and a copy of record 
becoming available to stakeholders and the time between a copy of the record 
being requested and the record actually being provided to stakeholders is greatly 
reduced for digitally recorded proceedings.  Overall, court reporting services are 
considered to be successfully provided if all proceedings that are legally required 
to be recorded are covered; if access to the record is provided in the most timely 
manner possible; if the record is of the highest quality possible, and if all court 
reporting services are provided in the most efficient manner possible. 

Over the last several years, court reporting services in Florida’s trial courts have 
evolved in light of the many technological advancements in the court reporting 
industry.  Most circuits have now incorporated CAT and/or real-time stenography 
as a part of stenography service delivery model.  As early as ten years ago, 
circuits began integrating digital audio/video technology as part of a blended 
service delivery model.  Today, all twenty judicial circuits have incorporated 
digital audio/video equipment into their process.  Usually digital audio/video 
court reporting is implemented in one division of court in order to allow time for 
educating and training stakeholders such as judges, court personnel, state 
attorneys and public defenders and for testing the process.  Once the process is 
perfected in one division of court, the use of digital audio/video technology is 
expanded to other divisions.  Today, all twenty judicial circuits have implemented 
digital court reporting technology to varying degrees. 
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Outputs- The outputs for court reporting services are:  1) the coverage provided to 
record proceedings and 2) the record of the proceeding whether in the form of a 
hard-copy transcript or audio/video recording stored on a server, network drive, 
cassette, CD, or DVD.  Stakeholders of the court reporting process are judges, 
magistrates, court personnel, attorneys, the parties of a case, and the public at 
large.  Judges or magistrates presiding over a case may need to review the record 
of a proceeding when deliberating a ruling.  Court personnel need access in order 
to manage and maintain court records.  State attorneys, public defenders, private 
attorneys and the parties to a case need access to the record in order to review the 
proceeding for purposes of appeal. 

c. Business Process Interfaces- Another business process that interfaces with the 
court reporting process is the docketing or scheduling of proceedings.  To ensure 
necessary coverage for the proceedings that are required to be recorded, court 
reporting managers coordinate with clerk of court staff, judicial assistants, and 
case managers who are responsible for scheduling hearings. 

d. Business Process Participants- Florida has 322 county court judges, 599 circuit 
court judges, 62 district court of appeal judges, and 7 Supreme Court justices who 
regularly use transcripts from in-court proceedings.  In addition, there are 
potentially tens of thousands of other users such as court personnel, attorneys, 
parties to a case, the media, and others who regularly use transcripts of in-court 
proceedings.  In Fiscal Year 2008-09 there were 25,906 total cases filed in the 
district courts of appeal.  Most of these cases required a transcript in order to file 
the appeal.  The balance of cases filed with the Supreme Court come with a 
transcript from the lower tribunal. 

The roles and responsibilities of court reporting stakeholders vary.  Trial court 
judges examine the record to review witness testimony and appeals from county 
to circuit court.  Intermediate appellate judges review the record from lower 
tribunals.  Supreme Court justices review the record in many types of appellate 
cases including death penalty cases.  Appellate lawyers use the record to review 
witness testimony, judicial decisions from lower courts, and to prepare appellate 
briefs.  The media and public use the record to review witness testimony and 
judicial decisions made by trial court judges, particularly in high-profile cases. 

Court reporting managers, regardless of the model employed, monitor in-court 
time spent by reporters versus demands for copies of the record.  They are 
obligated to ensure coverage and the timely production of transcripts or copies of 
recordings.  Managers must ensure that when court reporters are not in-court, they 
are producing transcripts or copies of recordings. 

Stakeholder participants can initiate change to the system by conferring with the 
court reporting manager, trial court administrator, or chief judge.  However, the 
need for coverage of all in-court proceedings required to be recorded at public 
expense cannot be compromised.  Change may occur with respect to the type of 
service delivery or staffing model employed, the individual(s) assigned, the 
transcription method, and determinations of when court reporters should be 
monitoring proceedings versus producing transcripts or copies of recordings. 

 

Page 96 of 261



FY 2010-11 LBR - SCHEDULE IV-B FOR COURT REPORTING SERVICES   
 

 Page 14 of 45 
 

e. Process Mapping-  
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2. Assumptions and Constraints 

Digital court reporting technology is now institutionalized after garnering an 
increasing level of judicial branch support over the last decade.  This includes the 
state level support of Supreme Court appointed commissions such as the Commission 
on Trial Court Performance and Accountability, the Trial Court Budget Commission, 
and the Florida Courts Technology Commission.   

While the trial courts maintain a certain level of flexibility locally in utilizing various 
types of court reporting service delivery and staffing models, it appears that digital 
audio/video technology, in particular, is now at the forefront of the court reporting 
industry.  Several major governmental entities throughout the United States use this 
technology including the majority of other state court systems and even the Federal 
District Courts in Washington D.C.  The Florida Senate and House of Representatives 
have also used this technology for several years.  Furthermore, there are a 
diminishing number of stenographers and stenographic firms willing to contract with 
Florida courts.  This has coincided with the evolution of more technologically 
advanced and less expensive court reporting methods.  While stenography will 
continue to play an important role in Florida’s trial courts, that role is also likely to 
become limited to those cases with a high probability of a written transcript being 
requested. 

With the onset of digital recording technology, Supreme Court appointed 
commissions along with the Office of the State Courts Administrator are working 
with the trial courts and other stakeholders to provide assistance in utilizing digital 
technology.  The Florida Courts Technology Commission updated Standards for 
Integrated Digital Court Recording Technology in October 2008 (see Appendix A) 
and the Commission on Trial Court Performance and Accountability developed a 
Statewide Plan for the Effective Use and Management of Court Reporting Services in 
February 2005.   As circuits began to purchase and install new digital systems, each 
judicial circuit was asked by the Trial Court Budget Commission to complete and 
maintain a Trial Court Technology Inventory for Court Reporting Services.  This 
inventory captures data elements such as equipment type, equipment location, 
purchase date and total cost so as to obtain information on court reporting technology 
components used or planned for use in each circuit by courtroom.  The information 
collected is then reviewed by the Trial Court Budget Commission to assist in making 
decisions regarding court reporting contractual and equipment funding allocations.  
Additionally, outputs from these inventories are tabulated by the Office of the State 
Courts Administrator under the direction of the Commission on Trial Court 
Performance and Accountability to the develop resource tools such as the Court 
Reporting Services Circuit Profiles, February 2008 (see Appendix E).  Due to the 
varying local court reporting service delivery and staffing models, these profiles were 
developed to provide court managers and decision-makers with up-to-date 
information on court reporting services across the state.  As a result, interested parties 
are able to have convenient access to circuits’ fiscal allotments, staffing models, 
service delivery models, digital logistics, measurable workload outputs, contractual 
rates as well as information on digital central/remote monitoring networks.   It should 
be noted that due to fiscal constraints and loss of resources, the circuit profiles have 
not been updated since February 2008.   

In October 2007, the Commission on Trial Court Performance and Accountability 
submitted the final report, Recommendations for the Provision of Court Reporting 
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Services in Florida’s Trial Courts to the Supreme Court.  The report includes 
proposed changes to court rules and statutes as well as new operational best practices 
and standards.  If approved by the Supreme Court, these standards may be 
implemented statewide and further assistance may be provided to include:  the 
development of a circuit level performance measurement process, education and 
outreach initiatives, and technical assistance for both legal and technological issues as 
they arise.   

On July 16, 2009, the Supreme Court adopted changes to the Rules of Judicial 
Administration and Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure in response to the 
recommendations of the Commission of Trial Court Performance and Accountability.  
The opinion may be found at: 
http://www.floridasupremecourt.org/decisions/2009/sc08-1658.pdf.   

Rule changes included the following: 

• Added or modified definitions for approved court reporter, approved 
transcriptionist, civil court reporter, court reporting, electronic record, and 
official record; 

• Provided clarification on the “ownership of records;” 
• Provided clarification as to who qualifies as “officers of the court;” 
• Provided clarification of court reporting services delivered at public expense; 
• Added a new section on safeguarding confidential communications when 

electronic recording equipment is used in the courtroom; and 
• Clarified the definition of the “official record.” 

 
It is also important to note that the Supreme Court recognized that digital recordings 
of court proceedings are now widely used throughout the state by those involved in 
the court system and have proven to be useful, reliable, and cost effective.  They 
noted that access to these recordings should not be denied.  
 
In December 2008, the Trial Court Budget Commission approved several technical 
and budgetary policy recommendations on court reporting technology (see Appendix 
B).  These policy recommendations were developed by the Trial Court Budget 
Commission’s court reporting technology workgroup to assist the trial courts in the 
establishment of a long-term plan for continued court reporting equipment expansion.  
Recommendations included:  establishing a reasonable standard cost per 
courtroom/hearing room; the most cost effective use of court reporting technology; 
the most cost effective and operationally sound method for maintaining court 
reporting systems; approving an expanded list of qualified vendors; establishment of 
criteria and a procedural process for changing vendors; establishing a process for 
hardware and software transfers; replacement of analog tape recorders; contingency 
planning and funding; and a life-cycle management plan for court reporting 
technology which includes time standards aimed at defining refresh parameters.    
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C. Proposed Business Process Requirements 

1. Proposed Business Process  

As previously detailed in the Statement of Need (see page 7), the integration of digital 
court reporting technology in the trial courts must promote efficiency, improve 
accessibility, and ensure the quality of court reporting services. 

2. Business Solution Alternatives 

There are two major options available to the State Courts System for court reporting 
services in the trial courts: (1) halt both continued enhancement and refresh of the 
existing court reporting system or (2) continue enhancement and refresh of the 
existing system in line with local circuit court reporting plans. These options are 
discussed below. 

Option One – Currently, all twenty judicial circuits utilize digital court reporting 
technology.  They have already invested a great deal of time and effort to accomplish 
the previously mentioned four major goals as set forth by the Commission on Trial 
Court Performance and Accountability.  They have also invested a significant amount 
of funding towards these goals.  However, variations still exist across the circuits in 
regard to the extent that digital technology is used. 

If the existing system is not properly maintained or if future enhancements are not 
implemented, this will equate to a system that is only partially capable of realizing the 
benefits discussed previously.  Also, system failures of existing installed digital 
components could impair the trial courts in their ability to provide court reporting 
services.  In such cases, the trial courts may be forced to delay court proceedings 
and/or hire additional stenographic court reporters to provide court reporting 
coverage.  Aside from allowing the inherent inequities in the level of service provided 
across circuits to continue, halting the integration and maintenance/refresh of this 
technology could cause court reporting costs to escalate at a much greater rate for the 
State of Florida than if digital technology was integrated and maintained at its optimal 
functionality.      

Option Two – Continuing with the enhancement and refresh of the existing system 
builds upon the vast amount of time and funding already invested by the trial courts.  
When this technology is fully implemented and maintained as set forth by the 
Commission on Trial Court Performance and Accountability, the Trial Court Budget 
Commission, and the Supreme Court, the trial court system as a whole will be better 
able to contain court reporting costs (staffing, contractual, and transcript production); 
the efficiency of the court reporting process will be improved; the record of the court 
proceeding will be more accessible and provided in a more timely manner; and the 
quality of recordings will be greatly improved.    

3. Rationale for Selection 

The criteria used to compare the options are the same as the effectiveness measures 
for the project (see page 11).  Consideration was given to the option that best 
promotes efficiency, improves accessibility, and ensures quality for court reporting 
services in the trial courts.  These criteria are in line with policy decisions of the 
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Commission on Trial Court Performance and Accountability and the Trial Court 
Budget Commission. 

4. Recommended Business Solution 

Continuing enhancement and refresh of digital court reporting technology was 
selected as the recommended option.  As already discussed, a significant amount of 
time and funding has already been invested in this business solution by the trial 
courts.  When this technology is fully implemented per each circuit’s court reporting 
plan, the trial court system as a whole will be better able to contain court reporting 
costs (staffing, contractual, and transcript production); the efficiency of the court 
reporting process will be improved; the record of the court proceeding will be more 
accessible and provided in a more timely manner; and the quality of audio recordings 
will be greatly improved. 
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IIIIII..  SScchheedduullee  IIVV--BB  CCoosstt  BBeenneeffiitt  AAnnaallyyssiiss  

A. Description of Cost-Benefit Analysis Forms  

 
Cost Benefit Analysis 

 
Form 

 
Description of Data Captured 

 
Benefits Realization Table - 
Microsoft Word Template in 
Appendix C  

 

A detailed description of all benefits identified for the project, 
including both tangible and intangible benefits. Each benefit 
identifies the recipient of the benefit, how and when it is 
realized, how the realization will be measured, and estimates of 
tangible benefit amounts.  

 

 
CBA Form 1 - Net Tangible 
Benefits  

 

Agency Program Cost Elements: Existing program operational 
costs versus the expected program operational costs resulting 
from this project. The agency needs to identify the expected 
changes in operational costs for the program (s) that will be 
impacted by the proposed project. Tangible Benefits: Estimates 
for tangible benefits resulting from implementation of the 
proposed IT project, which correspond to the benefits identified 
in the Benefits Realization Table. These estimates appear in the 
year the benefits will be realized.  

 

 
CBA Form 2 - Project Cost 
Analysis  

 

Project Cost Elements: Estimated project costs for personnel, 
hardware software, consultants and other contracted services 
through project design, development, and implementation. 
Project Funding Sources: Identifies the planned sources of 
project funds, e.g., General Revenue, Trust Fund, Grants.  

 

 
CBA Form 3 - Project Investment 
Summary  

 

Investment Summary Calculations: Summarizes total project 
costs and net tangible benefits and automatically calculates: 
Return on Investment Payback Period Breakeven Fiscal Year 
Net Present Value Internal Rate of Return  

 

B. Completed CBA Forms 

1.  Benefits Realization Table   
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 Benefit 
Description 

Tangible 
or 

Intangible 

Who receives 
benefit? 

How is benefit 
realized? 

How will the 
realization of the 

benefit be assessed/ 
measured?1 

Realization 
Date2 

Cost Containment 

1 
Expands 
coverage of 
proceedings 

Tangible 
public at large, 
taxpayers, trial 
courts 

 
Multiple courtrooms, 
courthouses, and 
counties may be 
monitored from a 
central control room. 

Examining the # of 
proceedings/hours 
recorded digitally by 
case type. 

Varies by 
Circuit 

2 

Reduces 
staffing and 
contractual 
costs 

Tangible 
public at large, 
taxpayers, trial 
courts 

 
Digital court 
reporters are capable 
of monitoring 
multiple proceedings 
simultaneously and 
are less expensive 
than stenographers. 
 

Examining funding 
ceiling, staffing and 
contractual costs, and 
the ratio of staff to 
applicable 
proceedings. 

Varies by 
Circuit 

3 
Reduces the 
need for 
transcription 

Tangible 
public at large, 
taxpayers, trial 
courts 

Increased availability 
of digital recordings 
reduces need for 
written transcripts. 

Examining # of 
transcripts/pages and 
electronic media 
requested.  
Examining staffing 
costs for transcript 
production. 

Varies by 
Circuit 

4 
Reduces cost 
of record 
storage 

Tangible 
public at large, 
taxpayers, trial 
courts 

 
Digital recordings are 
stored electronically 
verses hard-copy 
documents stored in a 
physical file. 
 

Examining cost and 
amount of space for 
storage of records.   

Varies by 
Circuit 

Improves Accessibility to the Record 

5 

Increases 
timeliness in 
providing 
copies of the 
record 

Intangible 

 
 
public at large, 
parties to a 
case, attorneys, 
media, court 
staff, judges 
 

Copies of digital 
audio/video 
recordings are 
available in a more 
timely manner versus 
waiting for a written 
transcript to be 
produced. 

Examining time from 
court proceeding to 
copy of record 
available and time 
from copy requested 
until provided. 

Varies by 
Circuit 

6 

Improves 
accessibility 
to copies of 
the record 

Intangible 

 
 
public at large, 
parties to a 
case, attorneys, 
media, court 
staff, judges 
 
 

Digital recordings 
may be saved 
electronically on a 
secure network that is 
easily searchable and 
allows files to be 
easily copied to CD 
or DVD.  

Examining the # of 
proceedings/hours 
recorded digitally 
verses other methods. 

Varies by 
Circuit 
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7 

Gives the 
user 
automated 
search 
capability 

Intangible 

public at large, 
parties to a 
case, attorneys, 
media, court 
staff, judges 

Copies of digital 
audio/video 
recordings are 
searchable using 
“tags” created by the 
digital court reporter. 

Examining the # of 
proceedings/hours 
recorded digitally 
verses other methods. 

 
 
Varies by 
Circuit 

Ensures the Quality of the Record 

8 

Provides 
superior 
recording and 
sound quality 

Intangible 

public at large, 
parties to a 
case, attorneys, 
media, court 
staff, judges 

Digital audio/video 
technology records 
more clearly than 
analog through sound 
enhancement, speaker 
isolation, and noise 
screening 
capabilities. 

Examining the # of 
proceedings/hours 
recorded digitally 
verses other methods. 

Varies by 
Circuit 

9 

Greatly 
reduces 
deterioration 
of the record 
in storage  

Intangible 

public at large, 
parties to a 
case, attorneys, 
media, court 
staff, judges 

Digital recordings are 
electronically stored 
verses cassette tapes 
or hard-copy 
documents. 

Examining the # of 
proceedings/hours 
recorded digitally 
verses other methods. 

Varies by 
Circuit 

1Currently, due to limited resources available to collect trial court case related information, the 
State Courts System does not have necessary data to evaluate all of these measures.   
2Many of the benefits of digital technology are already being realized as this technology has been 
implemented to some degree in every judicial circuit.  The realization date will vary by circuit 
depending on when new digital equipment is installed. 

2.  CBA Form 1 – Net Tangible Benefits  

a) CBA Table 1-A Net Tangible Benefits – Operational Cost Changes 

b) CBA Table 1-B Character of Program Benefit Estimate 

3.  CBA Form 2 - Project Cost Analysis 

a) CBA Table 2-A Project Cost Table 

b) CBA Form 2-B Character of Project Costs Estimate  
 

C. Cost-Benefit Analysis Results 

1.  CBA Form 3 – Project Investment Summary (auto generated) 

a) CBA Form 3-A Cost Benefit Analysis  

b) CBA Form 3-B Return on Investment Analysis 

c) CBA Form 3-C Treasurer’s Investment Interest Earning Yield 

As depicted in Appendix C, a cost-benefit analysis (CBA) was performed on the trial 
court’s FY 2010-11 funding request for court reporting technology.  The time period for 
this analysis is FY 2010-11 through FY 2014-15.  Results from this analysis indicate the 
net present value (see CBA Form 3) of purchasing a total of $5,055,741 in court reporting 
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technology as $10,619,827.  Further, the payback period is estimated to be less than 1.5 
years with a cumulative return on investment over the next five years of $12,956,434.    

These tangible cost benefits are attributed to avoiding costs associated with higher 
staffing levels necessary to provide court reporting services should the $5,055,741 in 
court reporting technology not be funded.  It is estimated that with the purchase of 
$5,055,741 in court reporting technology ($3,148,630 for the expanded use of digital 
technology and $1,907,111 to refresh outdated or failing digital technology), the State 
Courts System will only need an additional 64.5 FTE (including less expensive digital 
court reporters) as opposed to an additional 83.0 FTE (composed of higher paid 
stenographers) and the need to reclassify an existing 131.0 FTE digital court reporters to 
stenographers.    

Cost avoidance estimates are based on three steps.   

• The first step identifies the additional stenographers, 20.0 FTE, that are 
requested to meet the expected workload for FY 2010-11 (even with the use 
of existing digital technology). 

• The second step identifies a ratio of two stenographer positions that would be 
needed instead of each digital court reporter position requested for FY 2010-
11 (63.0 FTE stenographers vs. 31.5 FTE digital court reporters) if the 
$3,148,630 expansion technology request is not funded.  This ratio is an 
extremely conservative estimate as digital court reporters may monitor up to 
four courtrooms/hearing rooms simultaneously while a stenographer is only 
able to cover one courtroom/hearing room at a time.   

• The third step indentifies the number of stenographer positions that would be 
needed to cover the courtrooms/hearing rooms impacted should the 
$1,907,111 refresh technology request not be funded.  There are an estimated 
total of 197 rooms in need of refresh technology.  Without this refresh 
funding, existing digital technology in these rooms could fail resulting in the 
need for stenographers to cover these rooms.  Using a conservative estimate, 
2/3 of these rooms (or 131 rooms) would be in use at any one time.  Based on 
a ratio of one stenographer needed for each room, 131.0 FTE existing digital 
court reporter positions would need to be reclassified to stenographers in order 
to cover these rooms.  This is a conservative cost estimate because in reality, it 
would probably not be possible to reclassify all of these digital court reporter 
positions as compared to hiring new stenographer positions.   

Therefore, the total need for additional stenographers would be 83.0 FTE (20.0 FTE + 
63.0 FTE) in FY 2010-11, if the request for additional expansion technology is not 
funded; added to the cost of reclassifying 131.0 FTE digital court reporters to 
stenographers, if the request for additional refresh technology is not funded.  This is 
compared to the cost of 64.5 FTE currently requested for FY 2010-11 along with the 
expansion and refresh technology funding.   {Note:  The cost of the positions in this 
analysis is based on estimated recurring salaries, benefits, and expenses of $51,367 per 
digital court reporter position versus $66,294 per court reporter I position and $71,960 
per court reporter II position.  Also, a 3% cost of living adjustment was added 
consecutively each fiscal year.}   

Page 105 of 261



FY 2010-11 LBR - SCHEDULE IV-B FOR COURT REPORTING SERVICES   
 

 Page 23 of 45 
 

In conclusion, the State Courts System believes the expansion of digital technology will 
contain future court reporting costs for the State of Florida.  Further, refresh of digital 
technology will continue to protect the investment previously made by the State of 
Florida.  As depicted in the cost benefit analysis, the purchase of court reporting 
technology enables the trial courts to avoid certain staffing costs.  Digital court reporters, 
as opposed to stenographers, are able to monitor multiple proceedings simultaneously, 
increasing the ability to cover proceedings.  Thus, as the number of proceedings increase, 
the State Courts System will be in a better position to absorb the additional workload.   

In addition to these tangible benefits, there are also several intangible benefits associated 
with all court reporting digital technology (CAT, real-time stenography, and digital 
audio/video) that improve the provision of court reporting services.  These are provided 
in the benefits realization table (see page 20). 
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IIVV..      SScchheedduullee  IIVV--BB  RRiisskk  AAsssseessssmmeenntt  

A. Risk Assessment Tool 

See attached spreadsheets in Appendix D. 

B. Risk Assessment Summary 

See attached spreadsheets in Appendix D. 
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VV..  SScchheedduullee  IIVV--BB  TTeecchhnnoollooggyy  PPllaannnniinngg    

A. Current Information Technology Environment  
 

1. Current System 
 

a. Description of Current System 

As mentioned previously, court reporting technology includes both stenographic 
and digital audio/video court recording services.   

With stenography, there are two major types of technology deployments used in 
the twenty judicial circuits.  The first type involves CAT (Computer-Aided 
Transcription).  This service delivery model type requires a digital computer 
device such as a desktop, lap-top, or digital stenography machine to enable the 
stenographer to record and store notes directly to a network drive or digital media 
disc.  The digitized file may then be translated to readable text for transcription 
purposes.  The second type of stenographic technology involves real-time 
transcription.  This model requires two or more networked digital computer 
devices such as desktops and/or lap-tops to enable multiple participants of a court 
proceeding to view (live) an unedited version of the transcript as the stenographer 
records a court proceeding.     

With digital audio/video recording services, there are three major dominant types 
of digital technology deployments in use in each of the twenty judicial circuits.  
The first type is a portable device such as a lap-top or hand-held device (MP3 
player).  Portable devices allow for recording in one location at a time and are 
typically operated by a digital court reporter, judge, or magistrate.  The next type 
of digital audio/video recording technology is a more permanent system that is 
fixed to a particular location and operates as a stand-alone system or workstation. 
Generally, standalone recording systems are permanently located in a courtroom 
or hearing room and are typically operated by a digital court reporter.  The third 
type is a more complex arrangement of network based technology components in 
which the audio/video is recorded to a collection of integrated servers and 
monitored by a digital court reporter from a central control room located on or 
off-site. 

Portable and desktop based systems involve local monitoring from a direct 
connection in a courtroom (stand-alone system).  Stand-alone systems may be 
portable, such as a lap-top or hand-held device (MP3 player), or they may be 
stationary such as a desk-top computer.  A digital court reporter may be required 
in the courtroom to operate the system.  The reporter tags the recording, logs 
speakers, makes notations of who is present, and notes certain non-verbal events.  
The reporter also oversees sound quality and provides playback when directed to 
do so by the judge.  In settings such as hearing rooms, judges’ chambers, or off-
site locations, a digital court reporter may not be required as the judge or 
magistrate may operate the system on their own. 

Integrated digital audio/video court recording solutions are comprised of network-
enabled devices that may be centrally monitored from any network-enabled 
device that is located within a local or remote courthouse location.  Typically, 
control rooms are found in larger courthouses.  In a control room, one digital 
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court reporter monitors several courtrooms at one time.  The reporter, most often, 
views the proceedings via video cameras mounted in each courtroom and the 
judge may give directions to the control room over a microphone or by telephone.  
Another popular method involves the remote monitoring of any network-enabled 
device.  This type allows for monitoring to take place outside of a courthouse and 
may include several different courtrooms in several different courthouses all 
monitored from the same central location. 

b. Current System Resource Requirements 

Digital court recording technology is comprised of many different configurations 
and types, including analog and digital components.  The components can be 
grouped into four discrete categories to clearly delineate complex funding 
obligations.  Listed below is a reference that can be used to budget technology 
specific to each circuit’s needs. 

1) Software.  The software category provides coverage for all software that 
operates on both server and client workstation devices that is responsible for 
managing the capture, process and storage of the spoken word and video image of 
a court proceeding. 

a. Digital Court Recording Software 
b. Word Processing Software 
c. Microsoft Windows Operating System 
d. Anti-virus Protection 
e. Archive Storage 
f. Utility Tools 

2) Digital Computer Hardware.  The digital computer hardware category 
provides coverage of all digital component technologies necessary to operate and 
maintain the digital court recording software.  Primary emphasis is placed on 
software driven devices including servers for encoding and archiving the record 
and monitoring workstations dedicated to operate digital court recording 
technology. 

a. Encoding Servers 
b. Archive Servers 
c. Monitoring Workstations 
d. Digital Audio Adapters 
e. Tape Backup Units 

3) Media Related Hardware and Embedded Devices.  This category provides 
coverage of all equipment necessary to adapt the audible and visual analog 
proceeding with modern digital recording technology.  This includes peripherals 
representing a wide range of technology equipment.  Some equipment may 
include embedded digital technology.  

a. Condensing Microphones and Bases 
b. Audio and Video Mixers 
c. High Resolution Video Cameras 
d. Bench Control Pads 
e. Splitters, Filters and other Line Level Equipment 
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f. Visual and Audible Monitoring Devices 
g. Printers 
h. Video Appliances 
i. Steno Machines 
j. Tape Recorders 

4) Infrastructure.  The infrastructure category contains elements necessary to 
interconnect and operate an integrated digital court recording system.  Elements 
commonly found are data and telecommunications equipment, wiring for audio, 
video and data networks, and equipment racks.  

a. Any Communications Equipment Supporting Monitoring of Court 
Proceedings 
b. Uninterruptible Power Supply and Power Conditioning 
c. Furniture and Equipment Racks 
d. Cable for Capturing Audio and Monitoring of Court Proceeding 

c. Current System Performance 

As described by the Standards for Integrated Digital Court Recording Systems 
(See Appendix A), the application of court recording technology is required to 
provide a minimum level of functionality necessary to successfully operate and 
manage the capture of court proceedings. 

2. Strategic Information Technology Direction 

  Digital court recording technology is perfectly aligned with the State Courts 
System’s technology objectives.  The Supreme Court’s Commission on Trial 
Court Performance and Accountability and the Florida Court Technology 
Commission continue to identify and establish judicial and technological needs.  
During 2001, the Trial Court Technology Committee, a subcommittee of the 
Technology Commission, was charged with conducting a Trial Court Technology 
Needs Assessment to determine the needs of judges.  This assessment addressed 
the functional, informational, technological (infrastructure, interoperability, 
integration), financial, and strategic goals of the trial courts.  

Based on the outcomes of the Trial Court Technology Needs Assessment, a 
Judicial Information Strategic Plan was developed to document the initiatives, 
strategies, and milestones for achieving long-term goals and visions for the 
judicial branch.  The core vision of the plan is to integrate data sources both 
within and outside the judicial and court information systems in Florida.  
Endorsed by the Florida Courts Technology Commission and sanctioned by 
Florida Supreme Court Administrative Order AO03-16, the Strategic Plan is now 
part of an annual review to determine the court’s posture in regards to the current 
information technology direction. 

Additionally, as set forth by unanimous consensus within the Trial Court 
Technology Committee in May 2004, the Technical and Functional standards for 
Integrated Digital Court Recording solutions was established (and subsequently 
updated in 2008).  Through automation, digital court recording will continue to 
enhance antiquated court processes and create a comprehensive electronic court 
record that is consistent with the State Courts System’s strategic direction.  
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3. Information Technology Standards 

The technical requirements that describe the use of integrated technology 
throughout the state courts system are recognized in a standards and guidelines 
format known as the Integration and Interoperability Document.  To ensure a 
uniform baseline for adequate coverage of court proceedings throughout the 
judicial branch, each of these documents was developed by consensus and 
maintained by active participation in the trial courts and approved by the Florida 
Courts Technology Commission.   

The Integration and Interoperability Document is a living document, last updated 
March 2008.  A copy of the document can be located at the Florida Supreme 
Court Web Site using the following URL: 
http://www.floridasupremecourt.org/clerk/adminorders/2003/forms/IntegrationDo
cument.pdf  
 

B. Proposed Solution(s) Description 

Over the past several years, circuit courts have used digital court reporting 
technology to contain increasing costs of court reporting.  As directed in the 
recent amendment of Article V, Revision 7 of the Florida Constitution, the State 
Courts System has embarked on a review of major expenses of the state trial 
courts, including court reporting.   

To help contain the costs of court reporting expenses, specifications for an 
integrated digital audio/video court recording system were adopted to meet the 
State Courts System’s needs for operating and managing the capture of court 
proceedings.  As a result, the Office of the State Courts Administrator has 
established technical and functional standards to demonstrate a minimum level of 
proficiency of the utilization of technology to remotely operate and monitor the 
capture of the audio/ video record of court proceedings.   

Integrated digital audio/video court recording solutions are designed to introduce 
distributed recording technology to courtrooms among each of the twenty judicial 
circuits and integrate each of the digital audio/video court recording systems 
seamlessly into the State Courts System's wide area network.  At a minimum, the 
business requirements for supporting the audio/video court recording solution 
include the ability to: 

1.  Produce a quality recording. 
2.  Automate processes of digital court recording. 
3.  Preserve the integrity of the record. 
4.  Provide attachment support. 
5.  Provide search and access for recordings. 

In order to fulfill the requirements of the integrated digital audio/video court 
recording solutions; the necessary business objectives, description of participating 
courtrooms, and technical vision for the courts strategic plan is considered.  This 
will ensure the best allocation of current resources and maximize court 
participation. 
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1. Summary Description of Proposed System(s) 

The primary intent of court reporting technology solutions is to accurately capture 
court proceedings using stenography or a distributed digital audio/video court 
recording system.   

The integrated digital audio/video recording system is set up in a series of 
repositories encompassing many courtrooms that are accessible from the State 
Courts System's network.  This configuration will provide for ease of 
administration and disaster recovery preparations which can be managed from a 
centralized or remote location. 

There are two basic models for the operation of the audio/video recording 
systems.  The courtroom model requires a digital court reporter in the courtroom 
to operate the system.  The digital court reporter logs speakers, makes notations of 
who is present and notes certain non-verbal events, monitors sound quality, and 
provides playback when directed to do so by the judge. 

The second model is a control-room model, in which the court reporting function 
is performed in a central control-room.  In a control-room model, one digital court 
reporter monitors several courtrooms at one time.  The digital court reporter views 
the courtrooms via video cameras mounted in each courtroom.  The judge can 
give directions to the control room over a microphone or by telephone.  The 
control-room model requires more equipment, specifically video cameras and 
monitors, and requires greater awareness by the judge and coordination between 
the judge and the digital court reporter.  

2. Resource and Summary Level Funding Requirements for Proposed System (if 
known) 

The projected budget is identified in the Statement of Need section on page 10. 

As noted previously, a Court Reporting Technology Workgroup was established 
by the Trial Court Budget Commission to develop budgetary policies on the 
future expansion of court reporting technology.  As approved by the Trial Court 
Budget Commission in December 2008, the workgroup developed five expansion 
cost models to assist the trial courts as they continue to expand court reporting 
technology.  The details and cost breakdowns for each court reporting technology 
model are as follows: 

   Integrated Digital Audio/Video Courtroom Large/Ceremonial (maximum room capacity of 100 persons 
or more):  $26,055 
State Costs 
Software Licenses – Server & Client 6‐8 channels of recording $12,000
Video Camera for central room 
monitoring/and video recording 

4 cameras IP based  $4,800 

UPS for recording equipment – recording room Battery backup and line conditioning  $600
Digital encoding  Video and audio encoders $3,400
Prorated backend server storage and services 
Ratio 1 server for 6 rooms1  

Dedicated primary and secondary server 
costs at 17% 

$3,655 

Monitoring Workstation  May be local or centralized  $1,600
Subtotal  $26,055
County Costs 
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Microphones 
10 microphones: judge, witness, sidebar, 
podium/table 1, podium/table 2, jury, 
clerk, well area 

$6,800 

Audio Mixer  Modular style matrix mixer  $7,000

Wiring 
Audio/network/power (13 drops at $200 
each) 

$2,600 

Installation and Configuration of a/v 
equipment and software 

Contract dollars  $2,000 

Amplifier  $1,200
Subtotal  $19,600
Total Cost  $45,655

1 Prorated server costs are based on the total estimated cost of $21,500 multiplied by .17 (approximate 1:6 ratio).  
Total estimated cost ($21,500) is based on the following setup:  Primary Server, Secondary Backup Server, Video 
Server, and Archiving Server.    

 
Integrated Digital Audio/Video Courtroom Small to Midsize (maximum room capacity of less than 100 
persons):  $19,955 
State Costs 
Software Licenses – Server & Client 4 channels of recording $9,000
Video Camera for central room 
monitoring/and video recording 

2 cameras IP based  $2,400 

UPS for recording equipment – recording room Battery backup and line conditioning  $300
Digital encoding  Video and audio encoders $3,000
Prorated backend server storage and services 
Ratio 1 server for 6 rooms1  

Dedicated primary and secondary server 
costs at 17% 

$3,655 

Monitoring Workstation  May be local or centralized  $1,600
Subtotal  $19,955
County Costs 

Microphones 
8 microphones: judge, witness, sidebar, 
podium/table 1, podium/table 2, jury 

$3,800 

Audio Mixer 
Modular style matrix mixer with bench 
control 

$7,000 

Wiring 
Audio/network/power (10 drops at $200 
each) 

$2,000 

Installation and Configuration of a/v 
equipment and software 

Contract dollars  $1,500 

Amplifier  $1,200
Subtotal  $15,500
Total Cost  $35,455

1 Prorated server costs are based on the total estimated cost of $21,500 multiplied by .17 (approximate 1:6 ratio).  
Total estimated cost ($21,500) is based on the following setup:  Primary Server, Secondary Backup Server, Video 
Server, and Archiving Server. 

 
Integrated Digital Audio/Video Hearing Room (room may be part of a centralized system directly 
recording to a server, or have a networked PC or laptop that automatically uploads the recordings to a 
central repository):  $16,705 
State Costs 
2 channel recording software  $9,000
2 channel mixer  $1,000
2 microphones  $850
1 Video camera   $1,200
Installation Costs  $1,000
Prorated backend server storage and services 
Ratio 1 server for 6 rooms1  

Dedicated primary and secondary server 
costs at 17% 

$3,655 

Subtotal  $16,705
County Costs 
Wiring  A/V, Network drops $600
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Subtotal  $600
Total  $17,305

1 Prorated server costs are based on the total estimated cost of $21,500 multiplied by .17 (approximate 1:6 ratio).  
Total estimated cost ($21,500) is based on the following setup: Primary Server, Secondary Backup Server, Video 
Server, and Archiving Server. 

 
Standalone Digital Audio/Video Hearing Room (room records locally with a PC or laptop that may or may 
not be attached to the network for upload of data at a designated time interval):  $14,750 
State Costs 
2 channel recording software  $9,000
Recording PC or laptop  $3,400
2 channel mixer  $1,000
2 microphones  $850
Installation/setup  $500
Subtotal  $14,750
County Costs 
Wiring  Optional network drop $200
Subtotal  $200
Total  $14,950

Stenography Equipment – Per Stenographer:  $13,400 
State Costs (100%) 
Steno machine  $5,500
Laptop Computer  $2,200
Steno Software  $3,500
Portable backup recorder  $1,100
Transcribe key  $500
Transcriber software  $300
Wireless transmitter/receiver  $300
Total  $13,400

Note:  Other county obligated items/costs should be determined locally. 
  

In order to maintain these systems once they are purchased and installed, circuits 
may contract with the original vendor for the on-going hardware/software 
maintenance needs and/or perform some of the hardware maintenance functions 
in-house.  In December 2008, the Trial Court Budget Commission approved 
budgetary policies for associated hardware/software maintenance needs.  First, to 
ensure appropriate maintenance funding levels, the Trial Court Budget 
Commission approved each circuit’s total annual state maintenance funding need 
not to exceed 13% of initial (state funded) hardware and software costs.   

Second, in an effort to achieve even greater overall cost efficiencies, the Trial 
Court Budget Commission approved funding in the amount of $14,200 in OCO 
and $9,600 in expense as part of the FY 2010-11 LBR that will allow the Eighth 
Judicial Circuit to purchase equipment and test new open source software that 
they have developed.  This open source software may significantly impact the 
court reporting industry by making available for the first time a free version of 
digital court recording software.  Outlined in the final report approved by the Trial 
Court Budget Commission, Recommendations of the Court Reporting Technology 
Workgroup, the development of open source (non-proprietary) software may save 
the State of Florida an estimated $1.1 million in annual software maintenance 
costs (see Appendix B).  
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As for the lifecycle replacement (refresh) of court reporting hardware items, in 
December 2008, the Trial Court Budget Commission also approved specific 
timeframes (see Appendix B) for hardware refresh in support of an on-going 
lifecycle management plan, as follows:  

Hardware Replacement Schedule  
ITEM SCHEDULE 
Servers  
     Primary Server – centralized model 3 years 
     Secondary Server – centralized model 3 years 
     Primary Server – decentralized model 4-5 years 
     Secondary Server – decentralized model 4-5 years 
     Video Server 4 years 
Digital A/V  
     Digital matrix mixers 6 years 
     Cameras 5 years 
     Encoders 6 years 
     Bench Control Panel 5 years 
     Handheld Digital Recorder 3 years 
Analog A/V  
     Microphone 5 years 
     Tape machine 7 years 
     Amplifier 7 years 
     Bench Control Box 7 years 
     Speakers (sound system) 10 years 
     Cameras 5 years 
Workstations  
     Networked Monitoring Workstation 4 years 
     Transcription Workstations 4 years 
     Standalone workstation or laptop 3 years 
     Computer monitors 5 years 
Stenograph Equipment  
     Stenograph Machine 5 years 
     Stenograph Laptop 3 years 
     Stenograph secondary recorder system 3 years 
Other Computer Hardware  
     UPS (uninterruptible power supply) 3 years 
     Headsets 2 years 
     Foot Pedals 4 years 

 

C. Capacity Planning  

Careful planning is key to the success for a project of this magnitude.  Judges, 
state attorneys, public defenders, private counsel, court administrators, clerks of 
court, bailiffs, court technology officers and others must be regularly consulted.  
An implementation plan for each courthouse, courtroom, and hearing room must 
be developed.  Employees must be hired and trained.  To help assist with the 
allocation of resources including requests for funding, Office of the State Courts 
Administrator staff review implementation plans of each judicial circuit to ensure 
local objectives meet state operational and technical obligations. 

In December 2008, a state level plan for continued digital court reporting 
technology expansion was approved by the Trial Court Budget Commission (see 
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Appendix B).  This plan was established to guide the trial courts in determining 
the extent of future expansion of digital court reporting technology for purposes 
of expanding DCR functionality consistent with the goals and objectives outlined 
in the Trial Court Performance and Accountability Commission’s February 2005 
and October 2007 reports.  Under this plan, the trial courts may seek new funding 
based on a 3 year phase-in plan (fiscal years 2009-10 through 2011-12) to support 
the purchase and installation of digital court reporting equipment for those 
remaining courtrooms and hearing rooms that hold proceedings that are required 
to be recorded at state expense.  Statewide, this equates to a total of 134 
courtrooms and 44 hearing rooms and excludes new construction projects beyond 
those set for completion during FY 2009-10.    
 

 
D. Analysis of Alternatives 

1. Assessment of Alternatives 

Court reporting technology (stenography and digital audio/video recording) is the 
only proven technical alternative available to meet the needs of the judicial 
branch.  These technical solutions are in place in all circuits.  Digital audio/video 
court recording technology has reduced operational and personnel costs.  More 
advanced stenographic technology has enabled timely transcripts, timely appellate 
proceedings and resulted in a high level of customer satisfaction.  

2. Assessment Process 

The Office of the State Courts Administrator awards purchasing contracts to 
qualified vendors who make their digital audio/video court recording systems 
available to the courts for purchase.  Courts may only purchase audio/video 
recording solutions from qualified vendors who have: (1) met technical and 
functional standards established by the Supreme Court and (2) who have been 
selected through the Invitation to Negotiate process. 

To be eligible for consideration for an award, vendors must meet technical and 
functional obligations as described in; section 1.c., Current System Performance. 

Vendors must include in the Invitation to Negotiate submissions, a statement in 
writing indicating whether: (a) the proposed technology solution meets the 
standards and is therefore eligible for consideration or (b) the vendor intends its 
solution to be compliant with the standards by the designated deadline listed in 
the Invitation to Negotiate. 

The qualification process consists of two components including a letter of 
compliance and a demonstration of proficiency.  The written letter of compliance 
must be signed by a responsible person able to legally bind the commitment from 
the manufacturer of digital court recording software.  The second component 
consists of a working demonstration of proficiency with each of the court 
functional and technological standards.  Evaluation of proficiency can be in the 
form of a working presentation or a visit to a production environment by 
authorized court staff. 
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3. Technology Recommendation 

The State Courts System has determined that court reporting technology will 
support the plans and objectives of the State Courts System.  By integrating 
digital audio/video recording solutions as part of an overall blended service 
delivery model, the State Courts System will be in a better position to contain 
court reporting costs statewide while also improving quality and accessibility.   
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VVII..    SScchheedduullee  IIVV--BB  PPrroojjeecctt  MMaannaaggeemmeenntt  PPllaannnniinngg    

A. Project Charter  

The Judicial Branch has several components in managing the court system.  The key 
decision makers in the trial court system include commissions and committees appointed 
by the Supreme Court, the chief judges of each circuit, and court administration at both 
the state and circuit level.  Prior to Revision 7 implementation, the trial courts operated 
mainly as unique and separate systems.  This was due to the wide variations in funding 
provided by individual counties and local environmental conditions. Now that Revision 7 
has been implemented and funding is provided by the state for essential court system 
elements, the trial courts have been attempting to operate more as a unified system.  
However, local environmental conditions still impact the delivery of services, meaning 
that variations in the circuits will never completely dissipate.  Consequently, the 
Commission on Trial Court Performance and Accountability and the Trial Court Budget 
Commission recognize that each judicial circuit must maintain a level of flexibility in 
managing their own operations. 

Four primary stakeholder groups have been instrumental in planning the integration of 
court reporting technology: the Commission on Trial Court Performance and 
Accountability, the Trial Court Budget Commission, the Florida Courts Technology 
Commission, and the chief judges and trial court administrators of Florida’s twenty 
judicial circuits.  Three reports have been released or drafted by the Commission on Trial 
Court Performance and Accountability.  The first, in December 2002, defined the court 
reporting element and provided recommendations for the provision of this service.  The 
report stated that: 

The existence of aging systems in the midst of rapid changes in technological and market 
conditions has created an environment of urgency bordering on crisis for some courts.  
Some circuit courts are unable to ensure that accurate and timely transcripts can be 
produced for appellate purposes.   

The Commission on Trial Court Performance and Accountability also recommended that 
the State Courts System “seek funding to support the purchase and installation of 
electronic court reporting technological hardware and software…”  To begin the purchase 
of this technology, in 2003, technology standards were created by the Trial Court 
Technology Committee and ratified by the Florida Courts Technology Commission to 
establish a working statewide model for the successful utilization of technology to 
remotely capture audio and/or video recordings of court proceedings.  The five main 
standards for introducing digital court reporting to courtrooms are:  (1) produce a quality 
recording; (2) automate processes of digital court recording; (3) preserve the integrity of 
the record; (4) provide attachment support; and (5) provide electronic search and access 
for recordings.  All products supplied by vendors of digital court reporting technology 
were required to be compliant with the standards by July 1, 2005. 

The second report released, in February 2005, provided a Statewide Plan for the Effective 
Use and Management of Court Reporting Services to be implemented by the trial courts 
post-Revision 7.  Several goals and objectives were laid out for the trial courts including 
that digital recording capacity will exist in all courtrooms utilized for cases in which 
recording is required at public expense and that all digital recording systems will comply 
with the Standards for Integrated Digital Court Recording Technology (see Appendix A) 
approved and updated by the Digital Court Reporting Workgroup in October 2008.  
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The third report, submitted to the Supreme Court in October 2007, provides 
Recommendations for the Provision of Court Reporting Services in Florida’s Trial 
Courts.  These recommendations address the entire court reporting process from the 
qualifications of employees or contractors who perform these services to regulations 
regarding the production of transcripts.  Additionally, as existing court rules and Florida 
Statutes allow for the use of digital audio/video court recording technology but do not 
sufficiently address the legal and operational issues arising from the use of digital 
technology, recommendations also include new rule and statutory revisions to define 
digital recordings; determine accessibility to digital recordings; prevent the unintentional 
recording of confidential information; and identify persons permitted to produce 
transcripts from digital recordings.  As circuits have continued to implement digital 
audio/video technology in their courts based on the strategies outlined in previous 
reports, this report provides specific standards of operation and best practices regarding 
the use of this technology.     

On July 16, 2009, the Supreme Court adopted changes to the Rules of Judicial 
Administration and Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure in response to the October 2007 
recommendations of the Commission of Trial Court Performance and Accountability.  
The opinion may be found at: http://www.floridasupremecourt.org/decisions/2009/sc08-
1658.pdf.   

Rule changes included the following: 

• Added or modified definitions for approved court reporter, approved 
transcriptionist, civil court reporter, court reporting, electronic record, and 
official record; 

• Provided clarification on the “ownership of records;” 
• Provided clarification as to who qualifies as “officers of the court;” 
• Provided clarification of court reporting services delivered at public expense; 
• Added a new section on safeguarding confidential communications when 

electronic recording equipment is used in the courtroom; and 
• Clarified the definition of the “official record.” 

 
It is also important to note that the Supreme Court recognized that digital recordings of 
court proceedings are now widely used throughout the state by those involved in the court 
system and have proven to be useful, reliable, and cost effective.  They noted that access 
to these recordings should not be denied.  
 
In determining crucial budget policies for the State Courts System, the Trial Court 
Budget Commission has reviewed the above strategies laid out by both the Commission 
on Trial Court Performance and Accountability and the Florida Courts Technology 
Commission as they relate to the provision of court reporting services.  In doing so, the 
Trial Court Budget Commission has recently approved supporting budgetary policies on 
the long-term management of court reporting equipment.  These policies can be found in 
the report titled, Recommendations of the Court Reporting Technology Workgroup (see 
Appendix B).  This report includes both refresh timeframes and a long-term plan for 
continued integration of digital technology. 
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B. Work Breakdown Structure 

In developing the FY 2010-11 court reporting budget request, the Trial Court Budget 
Commission reviewed individual circuit requests in line with the above state level 
strategies and budgetary policies. The Office of the State Courts Administrator provides 
support and guidance to the circuits, directs the Invitation to Negotiate (ITN) process, 
assists with vendor coordination, and assists with technology installation.  The chief 
judge and trial court administrator are directly responsible for developing circuit-level 
work structures for the continued implementation of digital technology.   

Additionally, the Office of the State Courts Administrator updated its qualified vendor 
list in 2008 via the Invitation to Negotiate process.  Each prospective vendor was 
evaluated and required to demonstrate proficiency with these updated standards.  As a 
result, four additional vendors have been added to the qualified list for an overall total of 
eight.  In addition, the Standards for Integrated Digital Court Reporting Technology (see 
appendix A) have been updated effective October 2008.  Qualified vendors are also on a 
state contract and are thus available for use by the circuits. 

C. Resource Loaded Project Schedule 

Digital audio/video court recording hardware and software components must be 
purchased by each circuit from approved vendors by June 2011.  Installation of purchased 
components must occur per contract by the circuits no later than September 30, 2011.  
Circuits are individually responsible for establishing the local terms of the vendor 
contracts. 

D.  Project Budget 

For FY 2010-11, the trial courts have a statewide need of: 
• 64.5 FTE 
• $6,909,583 in direct services contractual funding; 
• $4,312,305 in non-recurring OCO; 
•  $743,436 in non-recurring expense;  
• $218,280 in recurring maintenance contractual funding.   

 
Recurring contractual maintenance funding of $373,151 is also needed for FY 2011-
12 associated with the purchase of expansion technology. 
 

{Note:  Project Budget Worksheet 1 and 2 are not applicable as all development, 
implementation, and transition costs related to this project have been accounted for on 
the Cost Benefit Analysis Forms in Appendix C} 

E.  Project Organization  
 

The integration of court reporting technology is carried out directly by each judicial 
circuit.  However, Supreme Court appointed commissions such as the Commission on 
Trial Court Performance and Accountability, Trial Court Budget Commission, and the 
Florida Courts Technology Commission provide high level oversight over the process.  
Further, the Office of the State Courts Administrator provides support as needed.  The 
project governance structure is graphically represented below.  
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F. Project Quality Control   

 Overall, each circuit conducts the following quality control measures: 

  1. Unit Testing is conducted on all components. 

2. Software Acceptance Testing is completed by circuit court technology staff to 
validate each software revision to be installed within a production environment. The 
digital recording software including the operating system and other necessary 
components, built and configured, are verified and tested to be operationally 
acceptable before deployment. Validation of digital recording system and other 
relevant software is tested according to the criteria as defined by software 
manufacture and court staff. 

3. Integration Testing is conducted by the circuit court technology staff to verify that 
each element of the digital system interacts with each other one as designed, and 
performs in compliance with the system specifications and design of each digital 
court recording model.  Integration Testing is conducted in a live courtroom 
environment suited to reflect and duplicate as closely as possible, a typical 
operational environment within the State Courts System. 

  4.  Functional Testing (testing against functional specifications, which exercise the 
system from the end-user stand point) is performed in order to ensure that the 
functional specification is met for correctness, procedural accuracy, user friendliness, 
and consistency.   Functional Testing includes, but is not limited to:  
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• System security functionality is tested against State requirements, to ensure 
protection from improper penetration. 

• Login security is tested to verify access to authorized functions. 
• Security of workstation data is tested per the State requirements. 
• Audio recording is tested to verify the accurate capture of spoken word. 
• CD-Rom and DVD systems are tested to verify archive of audio recordings using 

portable medium. 
• Server interaction is tested to verify interoperability of integrated systems. 
• System reliability is tested to verify high availability of audio recording. 
• Verification of operations and reference manuals. 
• Usability testing is conducted with the main objective to verify that the system 

will be easy to learn and easy to use.   
• Usability testing to include:     

 Consistency between screens is tested for the look and feel to be consistent 
through out the system 

 Labels and Titles to accurately reflect the actions to be performed. 
 Accessibility and ease of use of all functions in user interfaces. 
 Mouse and keyboard support for all functions 
 Error message clarity, meaningfulness, and helpfulness in troubleshooting 
 Efficiency of the interface to ensure that a minimum amount of steps and time 

are required to complete a task. 

  5. Operational Testing 

• Volume testing to validate maximum number of integrated rooms and number of 
users, and concurrent user requests which a system can tolerate and handle 
appropriately. 

• Performance testing to achieve loads that mimic realistic business usage and to 
validate that the systems can meet acceptable service levels. 

• Stress testing to validate the stability of the integrated DCR server and database 
under overload and abnormal conditions, when the system is required to handle 
resource demands in excessive quantity, frequency or volume; for example, when 
a number of clients simultaneously request playback of multiple audio recordings 
which exceed system requirements. 

• Resource usage testing to verify that resource consumption does not exceed the 
required level and that the system is not particularly sensitive to certain input 
values. 

• Database recovery testing to validate system availability and recover ability 
requirements. 

• Network-related failure recovery will be verified. 
• Compatibility testing to verify that the Digital Court Recording system interacts 

with other State Court automation systems as required. 
• Startup/Shutdown tests to meet end user performance and usability requirements. 
• Validation of hardware setup and configuration procedures against the 

documented instructions. 
• Installation testing to validate installation procedures as appropriate. This includes 

software distribution, verification of dates, versions, presence of files and folders 
as well as all necessary drivers and 3rd party software. 

• Configuration testing to validate all required hardware and software 
configurations and their combinations. 
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• Reliability testing to validate the entire system as well as all system components 
and wiring targeting specific reliability requirements. 

  6. Pre-Acceptance Testing is conducted on-site by vendor and circuit court technology 
staff.  Pre-Acceptance Testing is a full system test executed at the court site within 
each courtroom or hearing room environment that mimics the realistic business 
environment as closely as possible, and ensures that the system’s functional and 
software environmental issues are resolved before acceptance testing begins.  Pre-
Acceptance testing demonstrates the complete system compliance to each and every 
identified system requirement.  Hardware, software, and infrastructure are validated 
to ensure the success of the acceptance test.  Validation results are reviewed and 
approved by the Chief Judge and Court Administrator of the Circuit. 

  7.   Acceptance Testing is performed by circuit court technology staff.  Acceptance 
testing will be performed against system requirements captured in the Acceptance 
Test Specification and will include all elements of the system testing, such as 
functional and operational testing including business case scenarios and creation of 
removable media as identified in the Program Overview.  The Acceptance Test 
Specification identifies at least one test case for each and every requirement in order 
to ensure full compliance. 

All hardware and software system components are installed and the installation is 
verified using actual documented installation procedures.  Software un-install 
procedures are also validated if applicable.  

The Court Technology Officer of each circuit monitors and registers/reports on all the 
issues found during Acceptance testing and tracks them to closure.  The Court 
Technology Officer maintains metrics for reporting test progress and issue tracking.  
At a minimum, weekly meetings are held to review outstanding issues and test 
progress.  Technical discussions and additional status reviews are held as required.  
All records of statuses, reviews, and metrics are maintained in the Vendors 
repositories.  A Quality Assessment Report is generated at the end of acceptance 
testing and provided for court review and approval. 

Acceptance Testing includes, but is not limited to: 
 Validation of the produced removable media. 
 Verification of hardware and software components and their functionality. 
 Overall DCR solution functionality and expected outputs. 
 Walkthrough demonstration of all hardware, software, and documentation 

deliverables. 

Vendor personnel remain on site for effective support during equipment installation 
acceptance testing. Vendor provides hardware, software, and QA specialists that have 
worked on the DCR system development until the system is accepted by the Court. 

  8.  Removable Media Quality Control Program is deployed to ensure the uniformity and 
consistency of the captured audio recording and the use of CD-ROM and DVD 
storage systems statewide. Vendor generates a Removable Media Design 
Specification to identify detailed requirements for the media, including audio quality, 
graphic design and layout, security features, and portability. 
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In order to detect removable media quality problems as early as possible, the Court 
Technology Officer, during each and every sub-phase (System testing, Pre-
Acceptance and Acceptance) of the validation phase, executes the Test Specification 
and create recordings to validate their compliance to the Removable Media Design 
Specification. 

Vendor tests each and every CD-ROM and DVD writer before it is installed at each 
court site.  Test media are created and evaluated against applicable standards and 
requirements. 

To ensure that all removable media meets specified Court requirements and all 
identified technical issues are tracked to closure, the following Media Verification 
Process is enforced by Program Management and strongly supported by Vendor. 

• Obtain court approval of the removable media design specification and media 
design samples for all State approved audio recordings. 

• Generate the Test Specification for media quality testing and obtain its approval 
from the customer. 

• Generate a sample audio recording for each media type. To address the privacy 
concerns and avoid usage of personal data, test data are established.  It also 
includes the entire range of possible captured audio. 

• Execute the Test Specification, create all media types, inspect and verify against 
approved samples and the Test Specification’s expected results.  All features and 
design items are verified. 

  The verification of the following items includes: 
 Audio quality of captured recording 
 Playback against Redbook and DVD standards 
 Security features 
 Labeling of media including font size and bold level of text  

 
• Specify any non-compliant issue and enter it into Vendor issue tracking system. 
• Identify appropriate fix for specified issue and implement it. 
• Re-build software and/or hardware and re-test specified issue. 
• All exceptions and/or deviations from agreed upon and approved samples and 

requirements are documented, reviewed, and approved by Court. 

In order to ensure consistent performance of all recording subsystems, vendors train 
court personnel in the following areas: 
• Physical conditions of the audio capturing, such as background noise, microphone 

placement, subject positioning, distance between microphones, etc. 
• Equipment calibration 
• Peripheral equipment driver setups 
• Startup and Shutdown procedures 
• Failure recovery, trouble shooting, backup and restore procedure 
• Inspection of the supply materials from inconsistencies and/or defects, which may 

require placement 
• Evaluation of the recorded media quality. 
• Vendor support process which is designed to address any court issue and track it 

to closure in a timely manner. 
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G. External Project Oversight 

Not Applicable. 

H. Risk Management    

Project Risk and Risk Mitigation 

Risk Description Impact of Risk 
 

Probability of 
Occurrence 

 
Tolerance 

Level 
 

Mitigation 
Strategy Comments 

1. Infrastructure 
Change 

The technological infrastructure for 
court reporting services will be 
modified in varying degrees 
around the state depending on the 
level of digital technology already 
in place. 

Low High Planning, 
Communication, 
and Training. 

Responsibility 
lies with the chief 
judges and court 
administrators. 

2. Business 
Process Change 

Business process changes will have 
a positive impact on funding needs, 
but will cause some circuits to 
adjust staffing models to achieve 
cost efficiency, including the 
reclassification of stenographic 
staff to digital court reporters. 

Medium High Planning, 
Communication, 
and Training. 

Responsibility 
lies with the 
TCBC, TCP&A, 
chief judges and 
court 
administrators. 

3. Stakeholder 
Support for 
Project 

The majority of stakeholder groups 
are in support of digital 
technology. 

Low High Planning, 
Communication, 
and Training. 

Responsibility 
lies with the 
TCBC, TCP&A, 
and chief judges 
and court 
administrators. 

4. Decentralized 
implementation 
of Technology/ 
Complexity of 
Project   

Due to the multi-component 
management structure of the 
Judicial Branch and the significant 
variations across the trial courts, 
each judicial circuit is individually 
responsible for the local success of 
digital technology. 

Medium High Planning, 
Communication, 
Training, and 
Support and 
Guidance from 
the TCP&A, 
TCBC, and 
OSCA. 

Responsibility 
lies with the chief 
judges and court 
administrators. 

I.  Organizational Change Management   

The integration of digital technology and the associated management of this change are 
carried out directly by each judicial circuit.  However, Supreme Court appointed 
commissions such as the Commission on Trial Court Performance and Accountability, 
Trial Court Budget Commission, and the Florida Courts Technology Commission 
provide high level oversight over the process.  Further, the Office of the State Courts 
Administrator provides systemic support as needed.    

Generally, the organizational change impact on each major stakeholder group is as 
follows:  

Stenography Firms and Stenographers.  Court reporting firms and stenographers have 
expressed concerns regarding the introduction of digital audio/video technology as it may 
impact their future earnings.  However, stenographic reporters will be retained for cases 
in which there is a high probability of a transcript request.  As digital audio/video 
technology is implemented, stenographers employed by the court system may also be 
given the opportunity to apply or be cross-trained as digital court reporters.  Lastly, many 
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stenographic firms and privately employed stenographers are refocusing their efforts to 
civil proceedings in which they are contracted by private parties such as law firms to 
provide court reporting services. 

 Judges.  Judicial resistance to the deployment of digital audio/video court reporting has 
varied over the years.  Those judges that have been accustomed to more traditional court 
reporting methods do not necessarily wish to change the way they control and manage 
their courtrooms.  However, resistance is currently almost nonexistent across the state.  It 
is now common practice in the trial courts for judges to play an integral role in 
communicating and training all stakeholders on the benefits of this technology. 

State Attorneys and Public Defenders, Conflict Counsel, Members of the Private 
Bar.  Like judges, attorneys who have practiced in the courts for many years are 
accustomed to traditional stenographic reporters.  With digital audio/video technology, 
some in-court attorney behaviors are required to change.  Thus, there has been a level of 
discomfort on the part of some attorneys with the use of this technology in certain areas 
of the state.  Concerns have been expressed regarding whether microphones are muted 
before having private conversations with clients in the courtroom.  Currently, signs are 
placed inside and outside of courtrooms (and often at the attorney’s tables) informing all 
those in attendance at a proceeding of the digital audio/video recording.  In several 
courtrooms around the state, microphones with mute buttons are placed at the attorney’s 
tables so that they can control what is recorded.  The Supreme Court has also recently 
adopted changes to the Rules of Judicial Administration that address safeguarding 
confidential information when digital recording is in use.  Also, the approval of standards 
of operations and best practices pertaining to the protection of confidential information 
on digital recordings are pending with the Supreme Court. 

Chief Judges, Trial Court Administrators, and Court Staff.  The integration of digital 
court reporting technology is championed by trial court administrators and their staff with 
support from the chief judge.  As messengers, they bear the responsibility for planning, 
communicating, and conducting the necessary training with stakeholders.  Their 
leadership is instrumental in effectuating the implementation of the technology.  

Court Technology Officers.  The State Courts System relies heavily on the expertise of 
its twenty court technology officers.  Court technology officers work in concert with the 
judges, court administrators, and court reporting managers to ensure smooth transition to 
digital court reporting technology.  They are also thoroughly trained by the vendor on the 
tagging, monitoring, and other operational features of the digital technology. 

Clerks of Court.  Clerk staff still provide court reporting services in three circuits.  The 
integration of digital audio/video technology will assist circuits in transitioning away 
from their reliance on clerk staff for this function.     

J. Project Communication  

The Commission on Trial Court Performance and Accountability, Trial Court Budget 
Commission, Florida Courts Technology Commission, and the Office of the State Courts 
Administrator have been in regular communication with the trial court administrators and 
chief judges of all twenty circuits regarding this issue over the last several years (as 
discussed in previous sections).  This request is being submitted on their behalf and with 
the knowledge that they retain the experience and responsibility for successfully 
integrating this technology in their local arenas (similar to the past 5 years). 
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K. Special Authorization Requirements 

Not applicable. 
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Appendix A – Standards for Integrated Digital Court Recording Systems 

Overview 

Over the past five years, circuit courts have used digital technology to contain increasing 
costs of court reporting. As directed in the recent amendment of Article V, revision VII 
of the Florida Constitution, the State Courts System (SCS) has embarked on a review of 
major expenses of the state trial courts, including court reporting. This document 
provides detailed specifications for an Integrated Digital Court Recording system which 
meets the SCS needs for operating and managing the capture of court proceedings and 
hearings for the purpose of providing transcripts of court proceedings as mandated by 
Florida Statutes. 

The initial focus of these standards is to capture the audio and in some cases the video of 
court proceedings using a distributed digital court recording system. The system is setup 
in a series of repositories encompassing many courtrooms that are accessible from the 
SCS network. This configuration will provide for ease of administration and disaster 
recovery preparations which can be managed from a centralized or remote location. 

It is the intention of the Office of the State Court Administrator (OSCA) to establish a 
working model to demonstrate the utilization of technology to remotely operate and 
monitor the capture of the audio and/or video record of court proceedings. The findings 
of this project will be used to develop and implement functional and technical standards 
to ensure the successful capture of court proceedings. If proven successful, this model 
may be applicable statewide. 

Goals 

The Digital Court Recording (DCR) Project is designed to introduce recording 
technology to at least eleven felony courtrooms among three judicial circuits and 
integrate each of the DCR systems seamlessly into the SCS's wide area network, 
including: 

1. Produce a quality recording. 
2. Automate processes of digital court recording. 
3. Preserve the integrity of the record. 
4. Provide attachment support. 
5. Provide search and access for recordings. 

In order to fulfill the goals of the DCR Project, the necessary business objectives, 
description of participating courtrooms, and technical vision for the project have been 
considered. This will ensure the best allocation of current resources and maximize court 
participation. Based upon the outcome of the findings from the DCR Project, the SCS 
may elect to extend the use of this technology model in other judicial circuits. 

Business Objectives 

Page 130 of 261



 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

1). Produce a Quality Recording 

The integrated DCR system must be able to produce high resolution digital masters for 
archival preservation of the recording of a courtroom proceeding. It is essential that the 
system playback feature accurately represent the audio and/or video recording of court 
proceedings. The quality of the digital recording must be must be clear and distinct for 
use by the legal and judicial community and for accurate transcription. The system must 
have the ability to record on multiple channels determined by the room size, number of 
microphones, type of proceeding and other engineering requirements. 

Base Configuration Recommendations 
• Standard Courtroom – 4 Channel recording. 
• Hearing Room – 2 Channel recording. 
• Backup, fault-tolerant recording – 1 Channel recording. (for redundant recording) 
• Portable units – 2 Channel recording with two microphones and built-in redundancy. 

All system configurations must have audio confidence and monitoring capabilities to 
check and ensure the status of a recording. The confidence monitoring should be a 
continuous and simultaneous recording. At a minimum, the DCR system must be able to 
capture and maintain playback of four isolated audio channels, regardless if four channels 
are used or not. 

Microphones are assigned to specific channels for higher quality recording and isolation 
of audio on the channel for clarity purposes. Court interpreters should be on a separate 
channel for transcription purposes. 

2). Automate Processes of Digital Court Recording 

Automatic Record Operation 

The DCR system should include an automated record activation feature to allow for 
unattended operation using schedule and voice activation. When enabled, the DCR 
system should capture the spoken word automatically, unattended, without operator 
involvement. Schedule activation should allow for multiple recording events to be 
programmed using scheduled date, including starting time and duration of recording. In 
addition, the DCR system should provide for voice activation, in which recording is 
controlled automatically, based upon a preset level of sound within each courtroom to 
determine whether a courtroom proceeding is active. For maximum effectiveness, 
recorded conversation should be comprehensive, without loss of a spoken word or 
phrase. The DCR system must also support a manual recording access operation using 
conventional client software interface and hardware peripherals such as foot pedals 
and/or remote control panels. 

Storage and Archiving 
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The DCR system should organize recordings using a Relational Database Management 
System (RDMS) utilizing a centralized and distributed index which is redundant for 
failsafe 
operation. Archive media should use current electronic medium technology such as 
CD-ROM and DVD as in accordance with state archival requirements. Archives should 
be indexed using an automatic numbering scheme for labeling and easy identification for 
retrieval. 

All capture and archive servers used in support of the central recording model must have 
archival systems that operate mutually exclusive of each other. The software must 
maintain an RDBMS index of archived recordings detailing time and date stamps as well 
as media labels. Archive servers must have enough storage capacity to maintain on-line 
storage of digital recordings for a minimum period of six months. 

Centralized Monitoring Over Distributed Network 

An integrated DCR system enables operators to hear, see, and capture audio and video 
recording in real time. By leveraging distributed systems to listen and observe courtroom 
activity, operators can efficiently monitor several courtrooms simultaneously from a 
remote location over the court's local or wide area network. 

In order to effectively monitor a courtroom event, the DCR system must allow an 
operator to view sound level indicators of each audio channel with ease. The operator 
must be able to clearly and distinctly listen to the recorded audio or channels of sound to 
determine and monitor the quality of the recording. Separate audio channels allow the 
listener the ability to isolate the microphone/speaker on an individual channel allowing 
for greater clarity. Closed circuit or network based video cameras are also an important 
component of the system that allows for centralized monitoring and identification of 
speakers and events in the courtroom as well as the option of capturing video with the 
record. 

Courtrooms will be independently managed and operated. However, the DCR system 
should provide an operator with the ability to centrally monitor at least four integrated 
courtrooms remotely, using a business class desktop computer or workstation. 

The DCR system must provide for a single graphical user interface detail to enable an 
operator to: 

1. View list of monitored courtrooms. 
2. Read status indicator of courtroom recording activity. 
3. View live images of at least four courtrooms on single display. 
4. Display on screen messaging including status, time and date stamp, and case 

identifier. 
5. Room switching must be an integrated part of the software. 
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User Interface 

The DCR system must provide a visual user interface for court personnel to monitor, 
capture, and playback recordings of court proceedings. Preference will be given to Web 
based clients. User profiles should allow for customized levels of access and 
administrative control of the system to prevent unauthorized use and/or damage to the 
system. User profiles should be part of the RDBMS application security for levels of 
access and administrative control. 

Operators must have the ability to perform basic recording control features such as start, 
stop, and pause recording during capture, select privacy using microphone mute controls, 
and playback of audio to a sound reinforcement system in a courtroom either locally or 
remotely. 

The DCR software should provide hot keys to assist with identifying an active speaker 
during recording. Monitors and operators should have the ability to input relevant 
annotations that are attached to the recording using a standard computer keyboard. 

3). Preserve Integrity of the Record 

It is important that the DCR system preserve the integrity of the electronic record after 
capture of a courtroom proceeding through appropriate system configuration or storage 
medium, whether on fixed disk or removable media. The recordings must be tamper 
resistant with provisions to ensure that the record cannot be tampered with after it is 
recorded into the system. The archive and redundancy systems must have “record over” 
protection. 

Provisions must be made to provide for fail-safe operation and maximum uptime. 
Although fixed disks are reliable, all server equipment responsible for recording should 
have no single point of failure. System power considerations should be planned during 
the installation phase to allow for 15 minutes of continued operations at all levels of the 
system to allow for controlled shutdown during extended power outages, and to reduce 
loss of recording of proceedings and system damage. Power considerations should 
include at a minimum the server bank, switches, routers, and workstations associated 
with monitoring and recording. 

In configurations where a standalone unit and/or single networked computer is used, the 
computer must be outfitted with a redundant array of inexpensive disks (RAID) at RAID 

Level 1 (mirror) or RAID Level 5 (striped) redundant storage for all data retrieved and 
stored. 

In complex configurations where equipment is responsible for recording multiple 
courtrooms using one or more servers, the DCR system must have a secondary/backup 
server. The backup server must operate independent of the primary recording server to 
provide for redundant, fault tolerant operations. It is expected that all participating 
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courtrooms provide an independent composite audio channel to the secondary/backup 
server. All servers must be configured to provide and support RAID Level 5 for all fixed 
disks. 

The DCR system must be able to copy recorded content immediately following the end 
of the proceeding to CD-ROM or DVD. 
The DCR system must allow for network and user profile based security to control levels 
of access and prevent unauthorized access and potential damage, which should be 
incorporated into the application. The system should allow for stronger security if it is 
deemed necessary. The system must support the ability to seal all or portions of the 
captured recordings utilizing user authorization, encryption, and seal keys. 

4). Provide Attachment Support 

The DCR system must be able to articulate all content associated with the captured event 
including audio, video, annotations and machine understandable data (metadata) as a 
single digital record. 

5). Provide Search and Access for Recordings 

It is expected that all DCR technology must be accessible for operation over the SCS 
network. System must be capable of streaming live or pre-recorded audio to select users 
over court network. The system should be capable of delivering this feature to a Web 
server over the Internet using appropriate security. Additionally, the DCR system must 
be capable of serving audio and/or video “on demand” to court personnel over network 
or made available to Internet users through secure Web servers. 

The DCR system must use a relational database, compliant with industry ODBC/JDBC 
standards. All captured information must be indexed and searchable through a common 
interface. Recordings must be index search able using a case identifier, filenames, date 
and time stamps, and annotations as well as any associated metadata captured during and 
after recording. 
All recordings must be accessible through a common index and made available for 
searching immediately after capture. 

The DCR system must provide meaningful reports to assist in management of common 
and relevant analytical and operational information including recording utilization, 
recording storage capacity, audit logs and security access information. System must also 
support third party ad hoc report software using industry ODBC/JDBC standards. 

Business and Technical Constraints 

Quality of DCR System Software 

The Appellate and Circuit Courts utilize Microsoft XP and Windows 2000 operating 
system environments. The DCR system should be compatible with these platforms and 
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shall not use proprietary hardware and non-industry standard software. The system 
should support open standards including but not limited to HTML, ODBC/JDBC, 
TCP/IP, and XML that can be utilized to facilitate search requests, data retrievals, 
electronic submission and transport of all digital data. 

Software installation 

Installation routines that features both text-mode and graphical user interfaces including 
Microsoft Windows operating system and use of the W3C HTML 3.0 compliant web 
browsers, supporting a wide variety of video hardware at reasonable color depths and 
resolutions. In cases where the graphical interface is not desired or supported, a textmode 
interface must be made available to provide the user with the same functionality. 
The text mode installation should spare the novice the intimidation of a command 
prompt. The text interface should provide a friendly script driven interface to the 
textmode 
installer. 

The DCR software application should be independent of the MS Windows operating 
system version. 

Driver support 

Uses Microsoft Windows operating system plug and play hardware auto detection system 
to automatically discover hardware and correct OS kernel version and server drivers to 
use with PCI, AGP, USB, and PCMCIA devices. 

Version control 

All packages, including drivers, audio applications, servers related to multimedia, 
operating system and kernel patches, will be provided in their latest version, to be fully 
tested by the systems integrators and court staff. As we approach the end of the project, 
we may consider “freezing” the software distribution, (i.e., no upgrades to applications 
to the latest version) thus concentrating our efforts in problem resolution. 

Sound architecture support 

The DCR software should fully support the Microsoft Windows operating system 
including XP and 2000 Server. It is expected that all audio software interfaces are 
certified by the manufacturer for operation with Microsoft Windows environment 
including consumer sound cards to professional multichannel audio interfaces. The DCR 
software should be fully modular including support for symmetrical multi processors and 
have thread safe design. 

Usability considerations 

To promote flexible operation and portability, preference will be given to Web browser 
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based client software interfaces supporting standards based HTML. If the user interface 
is browser based, special software will not need to be installed and upgraded. The current 
standard browser is Microsoft Explorer Version 6 and all court staff are able to access 
Web based services via a screen size of 1024 x 768 pixels. 

The user interface must be optimized for use with this browser and screen size. 
However, only features supported by the browser that are aligned with W3C standards 
should be used for core functionality. In addition to the W3C markup and style sheet 
standards, support for level 1 of the W3C Content Accessibility Guidelines and Section 
508 of the U.S. Rehabilitation Act is recommended for all Web browser based user 
interfaces. 
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Trial Court Budget Commission 
Recommendations of the Court Reporting Technology Workgroup   
November 2008  

 

Overview 

On February 2008, the Trial Court Budget Commission (TCBC) established a Court Reporting Technology 
Workgroup for the purpose of developing technology standards that will assist the TCBC in formulating a 
budgetary  framework  for  the  future course of digital court recording  technology  (DCR).   The need  for 
this workgroup was  spurred  by  the  lack  of  statewide  policies  concerning  the  continued  acquisition, 
maintenance,  and  refresh  of  all  court  reporting  technology.    The  workgroup  was  charged  with 
developing  policy  recommendations  on:    a  long‐term  plan  for  continued  court  reporting  technology 
expansion  including recommending a reasonable standard cost per courtroom/hearing room; a revised 
Invitation  to Negotiate  (ITN) process  for  vendor  state  contracts;  the most  cost effective use of  court 
reporting  technology  including  whether  circuits  should  be  able  to  migrate  between  DCR  vendors, 
transfer  equipment  to  other  circuits,  or  develop  their  own  software;  the  most  cost  effective  and 
operationally  sound method  for maintaining  court  reporting  systems with  consideration  to whether 
circuits should perform in‐house maintenance or contract with different vendors (a la carte); and a life‐
cycle management  plan  for  court  reporting  technology,  including  time  standards  aimed  at  defining 
refresh parameters.   

Members of the Court Reporting Technology Workgroup were chosen in consideration of the following 
criteria:   1)  the workgroup will be  comprised of  trial  court managers who  are  knowledgeable of  the 
administrative, operational, and  technical  issues  related  to court  reporting, and 2)  the workgroup will 
reflect the diversity of the twenty judicial circuits.  As such, members include:   

Doug Smith, Court Technology Officer, 2nd Circuit 
Jon Lin, Court Technology Officer, 5th Circuit 
Ken Nelson, Court Technology Officer, 6th Circuit 
Mark Weinberg, Trial Court Administrator, 7th Circuit 
Jannet Lewis, Court Technology Officer, 10th Circuit 
Dennis Menendez, Court Technology Officer, 12th Circuit 
Gary Hagan, Court Technology Officer, 14th Circuit 
Barbara Dawicke, Trial Court Administrator, 15th Circuit 
Sunny Nemade, Court Technology Officer, 17th Circuit 
Steve Shaw, Court Technology Officer, 19th Circuit 
Matt Benefiel, Trial Court Administrator, 9th Circuit 

Over  the  course  of  6‐8  months,  the  workgroup  members  held  several  meetings  via  video‐/tele‐
conference to discuss key issues surrounding the utilization of court reporting technology in support of 
the direct delivery of court reporting services.  As a result, the workgroup members have developed the 
following policy recommendations related to court reporting technology for the TCBC’s consideration. 
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Recommendations 

I.  Standardized Expansion Costs 

Issue:   Reasonable  standardized costs  for court  reporting  technology must be determined  in order  to 
estimate future costs and evaluate circuit funding requests. 

Recommendation 1A ‐ Standard Costs ‐ The following standard cost estimates for courtrooms, hearing 
rooms, standalone recording (laptop or PC based), and stenography are recommended for estimating 
future costs and for the evaluation of circuit funding requests. 

Courtroom Large/Ceremonial (maximum room capacity of 100 persons or more): 
State Costs     
Software Licenses – Server & Client  6‐8 channels of recording  $12,000
Video Camera for central room 
monitoring/and video recording 

4 cameras IP based  $4,800

UPS for recording equipment – 
recording room 

Battery backup and line conditioning  $600

Digital encoding  Video and audio encoders  $3,400
Prorated backend server storage and 
services Ratio 1 server for 6 rooms1  

Dedicated primary and secondary server costs 
at 17% 

$3,655

Monitoring Workstation  May be local or centralized  $1,600
Subtotal    $26,055
County Costs   

Microphones 
10 microphones: judge, witness, sidebar, 
podium/table 1, podium/table 2, jury, clerk, 
well area 

$6,800

Audio Mixer  Modular style matrix mixer  $7,000
Wiring  Audio/network/power (13 drops at $200 each)  $2,600
Installation and Configuration of a/v 
equipment and software 

Contract dollars  $2,000

Amplifier    $1,200
Subtotal    $19,600
Total Cost    $45,655
1 Prorated server costs are based on the total estimated cost of $21,500 multiplied by .17 (approximate 1:6 ratio).  Total 
estimated cost ($21,500) is based on the following setup:  Primary Server, Secondary Backup Server, Video Server, and 
Archiving Server.    
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Courtroom Small to Midsize (maximum room capacity of less than 100 persons): 
State Costs     
Software Licenses – Server & Client  4 channels of recording  $9,000
Video Camera for central room 
monitoring/and video recording 

2 cameras IP based  $2,400

UPS for recording equipment – 
recording room 

Battery backup and line conditioning  $300

Digital encoding  Video and audio encoders  $3,000
Prorated backend server storage and 
services Ratio 1 server for 6 rooms1  

Dedicated primary and secondary server costs 
at 17% 

$3,655

Monitoring Workstation  May be local or centralized  $1,600
Subtotal    $19,955
County Costs   

Microphones 
8 microphones: judge, witness, sidebar, 
podium/table 1, podium/table 2, jury 

$3,800

Audio Mixer  Modular style matrix mixer with bench control  $7,000
Wiring  Audio/network/power (10 drops at $200 each)  $2,000
Installation and Configuration of a/v 
equipment and software 

Contract dollars  $1,500

Amplifier    $1,200
Subtotal    $15,500
Total Cost    $35,455
1 Prorated server costs are based on the total estimated cost of $21,500 multiplied by .17 (approximate 1:6 ratio).  Total 
estimated cost ($21,500) is based on the following setup:  Primary Server, Secondary Backup Server, Video Server, and 
Archiving Server. 
 
Hearing Room – Networked (room may be part of a centralized system directly recording to a server, or 
have a networked PC or laptop that automatically uploads the recordings to a central repository) 
State Costs     
2 channel recording software    $9,000
2 channel mixer    $1,000
2 microphones    $850
1 Video camera     $1,200
Installation Costs    $1,000
Prorated backend server storage and 
services Ratio 1 server for 6 rooms1  

Dedicated primary and secondary server costs 
at 17% 

$3,655

Subtotal    $16,705
County Costs   
Wiring  A/V, Network drops  $600
Subtotal    $600
Total    $17,305
1 Prorated server costs are based on the total estimated cost of $21,500 multiplied by .17 (approximate 1:6 ratio).  Total 
estimated cost ($21,500) is based on the following setup: Primary Server, Secondary Backup Server, Video Server, and Archiving 
Server. 
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Hearing Room – Standalone (room records locally with a PC or laptop that may or may not be attached 
to the network for upload of data at a designated time interval) 
State Costs     
2 channel recording software    $9,000
Recording PC or laptop    $3,400
2 channel mixer    $1,000
2 microphones    $850
Installation/setup    $500
Subtotal    $14,750
County Costs   
Wiring  Optional network drop  $200
Subtotal    $200
Total    $14,950

Stenography Equipment – Per Stenographer   

State Costs (100%)   
Steno machine  $5,500
Laptop Computer  $2,200
Steno Software  $3,500
Portable backup recorder  $1,100
Transcribe key  $500
Transcriber software  $300
Wireless transmitter/receiver  $300
Total  $13,400
* Other county obligated items/costs should be determined locally. 
 
Constraints  

Due  to  the  variances  in  room  size  and  vendor  approach,  these  prices  were  based  on  specific 
configurations and may vary slightly from the actual install.  Standards cost estimates were determined 
using current market costs for hardware and software as outlined  in the current (2005)  ITN.   Software 
costs were estimated using a weighted average for current costs of software.  Prices may change based 
on subsequent ITNs and negotiation of new contracts in the future.   

County related technology costs are specified in Florida Statutes 29.008.  In order to have a viable digital 
recording system,  funding must be available at both county and state  levels due  to  the separation of 
responsibilities.   The sound reinforcement system, and ADA considerations are a county responsibility.  
Software and equipment dedicated for the purpose of digital recording of court proceedings  is a state 
responsibility.   A deficiency  in  the  funding source at  the state or county  level, may  impact  the court’s 
ability to purchase and maintain its digital court recording system. 

Recommendation 1B – State and County Obligations – It is recommended that a document be created 
outlining due process technology funding obligations as defined per Florida Statutes 29.008 so as to 
clearly  delineate  between  discrete  level  state  and  county  obligations  for  planning,  budgeting,  and 
auditing purposes.  This document should be updated each year to reflect statutory/rule changes.  
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II. Continued Digital Court Reporting Expansion Plan  

Issue:   A  long term plan for continued digital court reporting technology expansion  is needed to guide 
the trial courts in determining the extent of future expansion of digital court reporting technology.   

Recommendation  2A  –  Future  Digital  Expansion  ‐  For  purposes  of  expanding  DCR  functionality 
consistent with  the goals and objectives outlined  in  the Trial Court Performance and Accountability 
Commission’s February 2005  report,  it  is  recommended  the  trial courts seek  funding  to support  the 
purchase  and  installation  of  digital  court  reporting  equipment  for  those  courtrooms  and  hearing 
rooms that hold proceedings that are required to be recorded at state expense.   

Results of a September 2008 trial court survey indicate the trial courts have a remaining statewide total 
of 133 courtrooms and 39 hearing rooms without digital court reporting capacity.   These room figures 
are  reflected  in  the  following  table  and  exclude  new  construction  projects  beyond  those  set  for 
completion during FY 2009‐10.   

Circuit Courtrooms 
Hearing 
Rooms Circuit Courtrooms 

Hearing 
Rooms 

1 3 1 11 29 0 

2 11 0 12 0 0 

3 0 5 13 11 0 

4 12 0 14 0 0 

5 8 10 15 12 3 

6 8 4 16 0 0 

7 2 0 17 27 0 

8 0 0 18 0 0 

9 0 0 19 4 2 

10 0 14 20 6 0 

   State Total 133 39 

Recommendation 2B – 3 Year Phase  In Plan  ‐  It  is  recommended  that  funding  for an additional 133 
courtrooms and 39 hearing rooms be requested/allocated using a 3 year phased in approach.  This will 
provide ease for circuits as they deal with budget, staffing, and planning constraints associated with 
installation.   Annual  circuit  distribution  should  be  based  upon  circuit  requests.    If  circuit  requests 
exceed  the  total annual appropriation, allocations should be prioritized based on  level of  impact  to 
each circuit court’s operation. 

Year  Courtrooms 
Courtroom Est. 

Costs  
Hearing 
Rooms 

Hearing Room 
Est. Costs 

Total Est. Annual 
Expansion Cost

1  45  $1,035,225 13 $204,464 $1,239,689
2  44  $1,012,220 13 $204,464 $1,216,684
3  44  $1,012,220 13 $204,464 $1,216,684
Total  133  $3,059,665 39 $613,392 $3,673,057
Note:  Costs were estimated based on average standard costs (listed under Recommendation 1).  Average standard costs for 
courtrooms/hearing rooms are:  Courtroom $23,005; Hearing Room $15,728.  These estimates do not include on‐going staffing, 
maintenance or refresh costs. 
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III. Change Management 

Issue:    It  should  be  determined  when  it  is  reasonable  to  change  vendors,  and  how  hardware  and 
software may be tracked and transferred for another circuit’s use. 

DCR Vendors.  There are circumstances in which circuits have requested to change vendors.  Based 
on the results of an October 2008 survey, we can summarize the main reasons circuits may request 
to change vendors: 

1. Cost effectiveness – current vendor is not as cost effective as other vendor choices. 
2. Technical  support  –  current  vendor  does  not  provide  timely/adequate  support  resulting  in 

continuous downtime for court proceedings. 
3. Budget  and  pricing  –  current  vendor  costs  exceed  available  budget  amounts  requiring  other 

options to be considered. 
4. Software research and development – as continued development of a product  is  important to 

long term success, vendors that do not put efforts  into  improving their software can result  in:  
software becoming static and dated; software being unable to fully engage the benefits of new 
hardware  and  peripheral  software;  and  increased  costs  since  legacy  parts  and  support  for 
related software may be expensive or unavailable. 

5. Company dissolve – current vendor becomes defunct and  the court  is now vulnerable due  to 
lack of continued support. 

Hardware used from vendor to vendor  is fairly consistent.   Due to this, as circuits change vendors, 
investments to purchase hardware are minimally  impacted.   The majority of costs associated with 
changing  vendors  are due  to  the need  to purchase new  software  licensing.   Although, hardware 
investments may be needed if a circuit is changing from a distributed to a centralized model.   

When a vendor has little market competition and already has a sizeable portion of the market, they 
have  little  motivation  to  continue  the  development  of  their  product,  reduce  costs,  or  provide 
excellent services.  Mediocrity is thwarted through competition.  Therefore, the ITN should function 
as the main tool for 1) negotiating reasonable market prices for software  licensing and services, 2) 
providing a mechanism to ensure vendors meet the standards set by the Florida Courts Technology 
Commission  (FCTC) 3) provide a  service oriented  relationship with  the vendor  that motivates  the 
vendor  to  provide  excellent  services  through  accountable  reporting  and  review  of  services,  4) 
provide means to sanction vendors that are not providing services according to set service levels and 
associated  response  times, and 5) provide a mechanism  for new vendors and  technologies  to be 
introduced to the Florida Court System.   As  long as the vendor has met the requirements outlined 
through the ITN process, the circuits will be in the best position to evaluate and match their needs 
to vendors and the services they provide.  

Recommendation 3A – Approved DCR Vendors ‐ Vendors that provide court reporting technology 
and services must meet the technical and functional standards established by the FCTC.  Approved 
vendors must have been awarded a state contract through the ITN or other official Office of the 
State Courts Administrator (OSCA) process.   
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Given  the  importance  of  the  ITN  and  Technical  and  Functional  Standards,  1)  the  OSCA  should 
reevaluate  the  ITN  every  3  years,  and  2)  the  FCTC  should  set  a  schedule  to  update  the  Court 
Reporting Technical and Functional Standards. 

Recommendation  3B  –  Changing  DCR  Vendors  ‐  If  a  circuit  wishes  to  change  vendors,  it  is 
recommended that the circuit file a special issue request for the TCBC’s consideration/approval.   

Software and Hardware Transfers.  Software purchased with state funds should be made available 
(as  needed)  for  usage  anywhere  in  the  state.    Presently,  serial  tracking  numbers  are  not  being 
assigned  to  licenses.    Rather,  invoices  are  being  relied  upon  to  track  purchased  licenses.    It  is 
recommended  that OSCA  track purchased  licenses and current assignments.   As  the needs of  the 
circuits change, the licenses may be redistributed accordingly.  This will avoid the undue expense of 
purchasing unnecessary additional licenses, and will allow for the improved utility of licenses already 
purchased. 

There are already procedures  in place  to document hardware purchases and  to  request  transfer, 
disposal, or donation of hardware equipment.  The transfer of hardware within the state is already 
tracked with documentation consistent with state property requirements.  As state equipment may 
be  used  anywhere  in  the  state,  location  assignments  of  state  purchased  hardware  should  be 
maintained/updated.    County  purchased  hardware must  follow  the  local  county  procedures  for 
general assets.   For state transfers, the OSCA/ISS should review court reporting equipment related 
transfers to monitor/ensure equipment is utilized until it reaches the end of its useful life, and that 
transfers are not conducted as a means to circumvent replacement schedules. 

Recommendation 3C – Hardware and Software Transfers – A formal procedure for tracking both 
state purchased court reporting hardware and software licenses is recommended for purposes of 
properly managing equipment usage and possible reassignment within the Florida Judicial Branch.  
Hardware  transfers  should  be  monitored  by  the  OSCA/ISS.    The  OSCA/ASD  (Administrative 
Services Division) should also be notified of transfers so as to make the appropriate adjustments 
to State property records. Software license transfers should be tracked per the Software Transfer 
Recommended Methodology outlined in this report (below).   

Software Transfer Recommended Methodology: 

1. OSCA/ISS must maintain a statewide repository that contains a software license inventory.   
2. OSCA/ISS must  assign  a  unique  software  identification  number  to  each  license  for  tracking 

purposes.  This unique identification will be provided by vendors.  Vendors must assign a unique 
serial number for each license purchased by the Florida Court System. 

3. As each circuit frees up licenses that are no longer in use, they must notify OSCA/ISS to identify 
and release the licenses for redistribution. 

4. OSCA/ISS will list the number of licenses available for redistribution on an established web page. 
5. Circuits may submit requests for licenses to OSCA/ISS, and requests will be considered on a first 

come/first serve basis. 
6. OSCA will  create a process  for advanced  reservation of available  licenses  to be  reviewed and 

considered on a case by case basis.   
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IV. Life Cycle Management 

Issue:   A guideline  for when equipment should be regularly replaced shall be determined, so this cost 
may be estimated for budgeting purposes. 

Hardware Replacement Schedule.  After reviewing input from circuits, the following recommended 
refresh schedule for hardware replacement is provided in the table below.  This table contains both 
state and county obligations related to the overall functionality of a court reporting system.   

Recommendation 4A – Hardware Replacement Schedule – A hardware  replacement  schedule  is 
recommended for the projection of future costs and for the evaluation of circuit funding requests 
(below). 

Hardware Replacement Schedule   
ITEM  SCHEDULE
Servers   
     Primary Server – centralized model  3 years
     Secondary Server – centralized model  3 years
     Primary Server – decentralized model  4‐5 years
     Secondary Server – decentralized model  4‐5 years
     Video Server  4 years
Digital A/V 
     Digital matrix mixers  6 years
     Cameras  5 years
     Encoders  6 years
     Bench Control Panel  5 years
     Handheld Digital Recorder  3 years
Analog A/V 
     Microphone  5 years
     Tape machine  7 years
     Amplifier  7 years
     Bench Control Box  7 years
     Speakers (sound system)  10 years
     Cameras  5 years
Workstations 
     Networked Monitoring Workstation  4 years
     Transcription Workstations  4 years
     Standalone workstation or laptop  3 years
     Computer monitors  5 years
Stenograph Equipment 
     Stenograph Machine  5 years
     Stenograph Laptop  3 years
     Stenograph secondary recorder system  3 years
Other Computer Hardware 
     UPS (uninterruptible power supply)  3 years
     Headsets  2 years
     Foot Pedals  4 years
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Equipment requests that do not fall within the replacement schedule table should be considered a 
contingency, and funded through the contingency fund process outlined in the contingency section.   

To  determine  if  a  recurring  statewide  fund  could  be  established  per  the  recommended  refresh 
schedule,  an  analysis  of  the  current  technology  inventory was  performed  to  try  to  determine  a 
statewide  annual  average  refresh  percentage.    Unfortunately,  results  from  this  analysis  indicate 
significant  disparity  in  the  annual  statewide  funding  needs  as  per  the  recommended  refresh 
schedule.  Therefore, a recurring statewide fund could not be determined at this time. 

Further, since hardware will be refreshed at unbundled rates, it is necessary to obtain inventory and 
ITN data at discrete levels (comparable to the refresh schedule).  Once this information is available, 
a percentage of initial costs may then be determined to adequately estimate funding for refresh (per 
annual basis).   Funding should be distributed to the circuits based on analysis of the  inventory and 
replacement schedule.   

Recommendation 4B – Hardware Replacement Costs – It is recommended that inventory and ITN 
costs  be  reported  at  discrete  levels  comparable  to  the  refresh  schedule  (unbundled)  so  as  to 
better determine refresh costs.  Refresh should be based on current industry pricing and as such, a 
percentage applied  to  initial  costs  should be determined.   Until  such  time a percentage  can be 
determined, circuit requests for refresh will be evaluated based on initial hardware costs and the 
hardware replacement schedule as outlined in this report (above).   

Recommendation  4C  –  Replacement  of  Analog  Tape  Recorders  –  For  purposes  of  refreshing 
existing  equipment  consistent with  the  recommendations  as  outlined  in  the  TCP&A’s October 
2007  report,  it  is  recommended  analog  tape  recorders  utilized  for  the  primary  recording  of 
proceedings required to be recorded at state expense (upon needing replacement) be replaced by 
digital recorders. 

Software Lifecycles.  Software lifecycles are managed through various methods:   

1. Software assurance/maintenance – an agreement where software fixes, patches, and upgrades 
are included for a defined period of time. 

2. Enterprise  Agreements  –  similar  to  software  assurance  but  also  allows  for  alpha  and  beta 
testing,  and  may  have  other  features  such  as  training  vouchers,  knowledge  base  for 
troubleshooting, and a special vendor assistance features. 

3. Purchases ‐ purchase of new software licensing to replace existing license 

Much of the software used is covered by county software purchases and agreements.  The primary 
state obligated costs for software are specific to digital court recording related licenses.   

V.  Maintenance 

Issue:    The  approach  in  which  circuits  maintain  court  reporting  systems  varies  across  the  state 
depending on  the availability of  local  resources and chosen vendor.     A  review of each circuit’s court 
reporting maintenance model should be conducted to determine if opportunities exist to reduce costs.   

Page 145 of 261



Page 10 of 13 
 

Maintenance, for purposes of this document, refer to the recurring cost to provide contractual services 
in order to maintain, repair, patch, and upgrade hardware and software that is used for court reporting 
technology.    After  reviewing  historical  expenditures  it  appears  on‐going  maintenance  costs  are 
approximately 12% to 15% of initial hardware and software costs.  This takes into account circuits who 
more  heavily  utilize  in‐house  employees  (county  funded)  to  offset  some  of  the  state  costs  for 
maintenance  and others who  rely more heavily on  contracted  services  (state  funded) due  to  lack of 
county  funded staff.   Overall,  the use and availability of  in‐house staff  to provide direct or supportive 
maintenance  to hardware and software  reduces  the  recurring costs and  improves  response  time.    In‐
house employees are  limited  in their capacity to support and maintain proprietary software purchased 
from a vendor due to intellectual property limitations.  Agreements with the vendor are necessary when 
addressing  software  related  issues.    Levels  of  agreements  range  from  time  and  materials  type 
maintenance  to  full  service  level  support  contracts with  automatic  software  patches  and  upgrades. 
Having disparate maintenance approaches  is necessary due  to  the different  levels of  local  technology 
support, various types and sizes of court reporting technology systems, and expectations from the local 
circuit  that may  be  above  and  beyond  the minimum  requirements  set  forth  by  the  court  reporting 
technical and functional standards. 

Recommendation 5 – Maintenance  ‐ A  simple 13%  funding  formula applied  to  initial hardware and 
software  costs  (excluding  installation/training  costs)  is  recommended  to  assess  the  required 
budgetary amount needed to support the maintenance of court reporting technology hardware and 
software. 

VI. Contingency Planning and Funding 

Issue:   There needs  to be a method  to deal with unplanned  failures or other major events  that arise 
unexpectedly  and may  not  have  been  adequately  budgeted  for, which may  impact  court  reporting 
operations. 

Set replacement schedules are a good predictor of future costs, however, they do not cover unexpected 
contingencies.   A funding source should be established to cover contingencies related to power  issues, 
unexpected equipment  failures, software  failures, or other disrupted event  that was unforeseen.    If a 
remaining balance exists towards the end of the fiscal year, these funds may be allocated for expansion 
purposes,  open  source  development,  or  other  needs  identified  by  the  circuits  as  determined  by  the 
TCBC. 

The need for contingency funds will increase if proper replacement schedules are not funded.   

Recommendation 6 – Contingency Planning and Funding  ‐ A break‐fix contingency  fund of $100,000 
should  be  obtained  (pooled)  for  all  circuits  for  emergency/unforeseen  failures  of  court  reporting 
technology.  To receive an allocation from this fund, circuits will need to file a special issue request for 
the  TCBC’s  consideration.   Allocations  should  be  approved  based  on  similar  current  operating 
procedures/TCBC budget policies. 
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VII. Data Collection and Analysis  

Issue:  Presently, the method of collecting data on court reporting hardware and software resources has 
been  dependent  upon  the  completion  of  an  excel  spreadsheet  by  each  circuit.    Upon  completion, 
circuits submit an annual asset inventory in the form of excel spreadsheet to the OSCA for compilation 
and analysis.  OSCA maintains the inventory spreadsheets using SAS (Statistical Analytical Software).   

With  the  development  of  new  technical  and  budgetary  policies  as  outlined  in  this  document,  the 
methods of data collection will need to be improved so as to create a more conducive platform in which 
to  collect  data  and  conduct  more  rigorous  analyses.      Further,  with  the  growing  usage  of  court 
interpreting technology, the data collection platform should be expanded to capture and maintain data 
for all due process related technology.  

Recommendation 7A – Data Collection and Analysis ‐ It is recommended that a more robust database 
platform be developed/utilized  to collect data  related  to all due process  technology.   This platform 
should  allow  each  circuit  to  maintain  data  throughout  the  year  (as  dynamic)  with  an  annual 
certification (data freeze) completed  in the spring, so the most current  information may be used for 
the development of the LBR.  Data collected should provide the functionality as outlined in this report 
(below). 

Database Functionality: 

1. Provide state‐wide access for updating and viewing.  Access may be controlled by assigning user 
profiles and access codes. 

2. Maintain levels of data that allow for budgetary analysis and assessment of current assets based 
on age and other factors.   

3. Data should  include an asset  inventory – a basic  inventory of hardware and software that may 
include serial numbers, property numbers, age of equipment, and any related purchasing history 
that may be used to conduct analysis to estimate the budget for the refresh schedules. 

4. Data should  include details related to software  licenses, so use and assignment of that  license 
may be tracked. 

5. Functionality should include standard reports for use by OSCA and the trial courts as well as the 
ability to provide ad hoc reports as needed. 

Issue:    Currently,  inventory  data  collection  efforts  and  ITN  vendor  negotiation  processes  are  being 
conducted in the fall, which is after the LBR has been submitted. 

Recommendation 7B – Timeline for Data Collection and ITN ‐ It is recommended that the annual court 
reporting technology data certification and ITN processes be conducted (during spring) to correspond 
with the legislative budget cycle.  

VIII. Future Considerations for Cost Efficiencies 

Regional Support Staff.   As needs  for due process  technology grow,  the  issue of state  funded 
technical support may need  further examination.   Although  technology  is  funded primarily by 
the counties, there  is a distinction  in due process areas.   Regional technical support to support 
court  reporting  systems  may  be  an  opportunity  to  provide  specialized  skills  to  a  broader 
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geographic area, and reduce recurring costs.  Having regional support may offer faster response 
times than DCR vendor support contracts, and reduce DCR vendor annual maintenance costs. 

Recommendation 8A – State Funded Technical Staff  for Due Process Technology Support  ‐  If 
funding becomes available, it is recommended that the TCBC consider approving requests for 
additional funding in support of regional technical support staff.   

Open  Source  Software.    There  are many  advantages  to  open  source  software.    The  primary 
benefit  is  lower  costs  for  licensing.    The  only  costs  associated  with  open  systems  include 
software  change  management  and  may  involve  some  contracted  services  to  maintain  and 
improve the software code.   Another benefit  is that the application may be shared with other 
states, which may in turn also share in the cost and effort towards maintaining the software. 

Cost Benefit Analysis (778 Courtrooms; 214 Hearing Rooms) 

Investment  

Proprietary Software  Open Source Software 

Average Per 
Room Cost 

Estimated Total Costs  
(778 Courtrooms; 214 

Hearing Rooms) 

Estimated Total Costs  
(778 Courtrooms; 214 

Hearing Rooms)  Return on Investment 

Initial Purchase Cost 
(Non‐Recurring)  

$10,500 
Courtroom; 
$9,000 

Hearing Room  $10,095,000 
$150,000 (two year cost 

for development)  
$9,795,000 (after two 

years) 

Maintenance and 
Upgrade Costs 

(Annual Recurring 
Cost) 

$1,365 
Courtroom; 
$1,170 

Hearing Room 
(13% of initial 
purchase cost)  $1,312,350 

$200,000 (annual for 
contract consultants or 
programmer 3 FTE)  $1,112,350 

Note:  Total Rooms (778 Courtrooms; 214 Hearing Rooms) is based on Number of Courtrooms (645)/Hearing Rooms 
(175)  Integrated with  Digital  Court  Reporting  as  reported  by  the  circuits  via  the  Court  Reporting  Circuit  Profiles, 
February 2007 and Number of Courtrooms (133)/Hearing Rooms (39) remaining to be outfitted with digital capacity 
as listed under Recommendation 2.   

Recommendation  8B  –  Open  Source  Software  Development  ‐  It  is  recommended  that  the 
development of open source software be permitted contingent upon   open source software 
being developed based on the principles outlined in this report (below). 

 “Open source  is a development method  for software that harnesses the power of distributed 
peer review and transparency of process. The promise of open source  is better quality, higher 
reliability, more flexibility, lower cost, and an end to predatory vendor lock‐in.” (Source). 

Tenets of Open Source are listed below (Coar): 

1. Free Redistribution  
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The  license  shall  not  restrict  any  party  from  selling  or  giving  away  the  software  as  a 
component  of  an  aggregate  software  distribution  containing  programs  from  several 
different sources. The license shall not require a royalty or other fee for such sale.  

2. Source Code  
The program must  include source code, and must allow distribution  in source code as well 
as compiled form. Where some form of a product is not distributed with source code, there 
must  be  a  well‐publicized  means  of  obtaining  the  source  code  for  no  more  than  a 
reasonable reproduction cost preferably, downloading via the Internet without charge. The 
source code must be the preferred form in which a programmer would modify the program. 
Deliberately obfuscated source code is not allowed. Intermediate forms such as the output 
of a preprocessor or translator are not allowed.  

3. Derived Works  
The  license  must  allow  modifications  and  derived  works,  and  must  allow  them  to  be 
distributed under the same terms as the license of the original software.  

4. Integrity of the Author's Source Code  
The  license may  restrict  source‐code  from being distributed  in modified  form only  if  the 
license  allows  the  distribution  of  "patch  files" with  the  source  code  for  the  purpose  of 
modifying  the  program  at  build  time.  The  license must  explicitly  permit  distribution  of 
software built from modified source code. The license may require derived works to carry a 
different name or version number from the original software.  

5. No Discrimination Against Persons or Groups  
The license must not discriminate against any person or group of persons.  

6. No Discrimination Against Fields of Endeavor  
The  license must not restrict anyone from making use of the program  in a specific field of 
endeavor. For example,  it may not restrict  the program  from being used  in a business, or 
from being used for genetic research.  

7. Distribution of License  
The rights attached to the program must apply to all to whom the program is redistributed 
without the need for execution of an additional license by those parties.  

8. License Must Not Be Specific to a Product  
The  rights  attached  to  the  program must  not  depend  on  the  program's  being  part  of  a 
particular software distribution. If the program is extracted from that distribution and used 
or distributed within the terms of the program's license, all parties to whom the program is 
redistributed should have the same rights as those that are granted in conjunction with the 
original software distribution.  

9. License Must Not Restrict Other Software  
The license must not place restrictions on other software that is distributed along with the 
licensed  software.  For  example,  the  license  must  not  insist  that  all  other  programs 
distributed on the same medium must be open‐source software.  

10. License Must Be Technology‐Neutral  
No  provision  of  the  license may  be  predicated  on  any  individual  technology  or  style  of 
interface.  
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State of Florida TRW Cost Benefit Analysis APPENDIX C Fiscal Year 2010-2011 Cost Benefit Analysis Guidelines

CBAForm 1 - Net Tangible Benefits Agency Project 

Net Tangible Benefits - Operational Cost Changes (Costs of Current Operations versus Proposed Operations as a Result of the Project) and Additional Tangible Benefits  -- CBAForm 1A
Agency 

(a) (b) (c) = (a)+(b) (a) (b) (c) = (a) + (b) (a) (b) (c) = (a) + (b) (a) (b) (c) = (a) + (b) (a) (b) (c) = (a) + (b)
Existing Operational New Program Existing Operational New Program Existing Operational New Program Existing Operational New Program Existing Operational New Program
Program Cost Change Costs resulting Program Cost Change Costs resulting Program Cost Change Costs resulting Program Cost Change Costs resulting Program Cost Change Costs resulting

Costs from Proposed Costs from Proposed Costs from Proposed Costs from Proposed Costs from Proposed 
Project Project Project Project Project

$5,737,541 ($1,278,850) $4,458,692 $5,909,667 ($1,317,215) $4,592,452 $6,086,957 ($1,356,731) $4,730,226 $6,269,566 ($1,397,433) $4,872,133 $6,457,653 ($1,439,356) $5,018,297

A.b Total FTE 83.00 (18.50) 64.50 83.00 (18.50) 64.50 83.00 (18.50) 64.50 83.00 (18.50) 64.50 83.00 (18.50) 64.50
A-1.a.  State FTEs (Salaries & Benefits) $5,737,541 ($1,278,850) $0 $5,909,667 ($1,317,215) $0 $6,086,957 ($1,356,731) $4,730,226 $6,269,566 ($1,397,433) $0 $6,457,653 ($1,439,356) $0
A-1.b.  State FTEs (# FTEs) 83.00 (18.50) 64.50 83.00 (18.50) 64.50 83.00 (18.50) 64.50 83.00 (18.50) 64.50 83.00 (18.50) 64.50
A-2.a.  OPS FTEs (Salaries) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
A-2.b.  OPS FTEs (# FTEs) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

B. Data Processing -- Costs $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
B-1. Hardware $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
B-2. Software $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
B-3. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
C. External Service Provider -- Costs $290,914 ($72,634) $218,280 $290,914 $300,517 $591,431 $290,914 $300,517 $591,431 $290,914 $300,517 $591,431 $290,914 $300,517 $591,431
C-1. Consultant Services $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
C-2. Maintenance & Support Services $290,914 ($72,634) $218,280 $290,914 $300,517 $591,431 $290,914 $300,517 $591,431 $290,914 $300,517 $591,431 $290,914 $300,517 $591,431

FY 2014-15
(Operations Only -- No Project Costs)

A-3.a.  Staff Augmentation (Contract Cost)

A. Personnel -- Total FTE Costs (Salaries & 
Benefits)

Specify

State Courts System

A-3.b.  Staff Augmentation (# of Contract 
FTEs)

Court Reporting Services

FY 2013-14FY 2010-11 FY 2012-13FY 2011-12

C a te a ce & Suppo t Se ces $ 90,9 ($ ,63 ) $ 8, 80 $ 90,9 $300,5 $59 , 3 $ 90,9 $300,5 $59 , 3 $ 90,9 $300,5 $59 , 3 $ 90,9 $300,5 $59 , 3
C-3. Network / Hosting Services $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
C-4. Data Communications Services $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
C-5. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
D. Plant & Facility -- Costs $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
E. Others -- Costs $6,729,077 ($2,326,560) $4,402,517 $6,930,949 ($2,396,357) $4,534,593 $7,138,878 ($2,468,248) $4,670,630 $7,353,044 ($2,542,295) $4,810,749 $7,573,635 ($2,618,564) $4,955,072
E-1. Training $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
E-2. Travel $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
E-3. Other $6,729,077 ($2,326,560) $4,402,517 $6,930,949 ($2,396,357) $4,534,593 $7,138,878 ($2,468,248) $4,670,630 $7,353,044 ($2,542,295) $4,810,749 $7,573,635 ($2,618,564) $4,955,072

$12,757,532 ($3,678,044) $9,079,489 $13,131,531 ($3,413,055) $9,718,476 $13,516,749 ($3,524,462) $9,992,287 $13,913,524 ($3,639,211) $10,274,313 $14,322,202 ($3,757,403) $10,564,799

F.  Additional 
Tangible 
Benefits:

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0

F-1. $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
F-2. $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
F-3. $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Net 
Tangible 
Benefits:

$3,678,044 $3,413,055 $3,524,462 $3,639,211 $3,757,403

Enter % (+/-)
10%

 
 Placeholder Confidence Level

Specify

Detailed/Rigorous Confidence Level
Order of Magnitude Confidence Level

SPECIFY CHARACTER OF PROJECT BENEFIT ESTIMATE -- CBAForm 1B
Choose Type  Estimate Confidence

Specify

131.0 FTE Reclass 

Specify
Specify

Total of Operational Costs ( Rows A through 
E)
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State of Florida TRW Cost Benefit Analysis APPENDIX C Fiscal Year 2010-2011 Cost Benefit Analysis Guidelines

CBAForm 2 - Project Cost Analysis Agency Project 

 
FY FY FY FY FY TOTAL 

2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15
State FTEs (Salaries & Benefits) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Contractors (Costs) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Major Project Tasks $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Hardware $4,312,305 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,312,305
COTS Software $743,436 $0 $0 $0 $0 $743,436
Misc. Equipment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Other Project Costs $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS  (*) $5,055,741 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,055,741

$5,055,741 $5,055,741 $5,055,741 $5,055,741 $5,055,741

 
FY FY FY FY FY TOTAL 

CUMULATIVE PROJECT COSTS

INVESTMENT SUMMARY

Specify

Specify
Specify

Deliverables

PROJECT COST ELEMENTS

OPS FTEs (Salaries) 

Court Reporting ServicesState Courts System

PROJECT COST TABLE -- CBAForm 2A

2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15
$5,055,741 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,055,741

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
TOTAL INVESTMENT  (*) $5,055,741 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,055,741

$5,055,741 $5,055,741 $5,055,741 $5,055,741 $5,055,741
(*) Total Costs and Investments are carried forward to CBAForm3 Project Investment Summary worksheet.

Enter % (+/-)
5%

Order of Magnitude Confidence Level

Placeholder Confidence Level

Choose Type  Estimate Confidence
Detailed/Rigorous

CUMULATIVE INVESTMENT  (*)

Confidence Level

Federal Match
Grants

General Revenue

Character of Project Costs Estimate - CBAForm 2B

Specify

Trust Fund

Guidelines for Preparing the Feasibility Study for Information Technology Projects Version 2.0
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State of Florida TRW Cost Benefit Analysis APPENDIX C Fiscal Year 2010-2011 Cost Benefit Analysis Guidelines

CBAForm 3 - Project Investment Summary Agency Project 

FY FY FY FY FY
2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 TOTAL 

Project Cost $5,055,741 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,055,741

Net Tangible Benefits $3,678,044 $3,413,055 $3,524,462 $3,639,211 $3,757,403 $18,012,175

Return on Investment ($1,377,698) $3,413,055 $3,524,462 $3,639,211 $3,757,403 $12,956,434
     

Year to Year Change in Program 
Staffing (19) (19) (19) (19) (19)

Payback Period (years) 1 2/5 Payback Period is the time required to recover the investment costs of the project.

Breakeven Fiscal Year 2011-12 Fiscal Year during which the project's investment costs are recovered.

Net Present Value (NPV) $10,619,827 NPV is the present-day value of the project's benefits less costs over the project's lifecycle.

Internal Rate of Return (IRR) 249.10% IRR is the project's rate of return.

 

Fiscal FY FY FY FY FY
Year 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15

Cost of Capital 5.35% 5.38% 5.38% 5.38% 5.38%

Treasurer's Investment Interest Earning Yield -- CBAForm 3C

COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS -- CBAForm 3A

RETURN ON INVESTMENT ANALYSIS -- CBAForm 3B

State Courts System Court Reporting Services

Guidelines for Preparing the Feasibility Study for Information Technology Projects Version 2.0
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IT Project Risk Assessment Tool Schedule IV-B Fiscal Year 2010-2011 

X -Risk Y - Alignment

1.63 6.97

Trial Courts
Prepared By 10/1/2009

Project Manager
Gregory Youchock

Project 

FY 2010-11 LBR Issue Code:    
5302000

Executive Sponsor Supreme Court of Florida

FY 2010-11 LBR Issue Title:
Court Reporting

Risk Assessment Contact Info (Name, Phone #, and E-mail Address):
Gregory Youchock, 850-922-5108 youchocg@flcourts.org

Agency State Courts System-Trial courts

B
us

in
es

s 
St

ra
te

gy

Risk Assessment Summary  

Most
Aligned

B
us

in
es

s 
St

ra
te

gy

Risk Assessment Summary  

Most
Aligned

Risk 
Exposure

LOW

MEDIUM

Overall Project Risk

Fiscal Assessment

Project Management Assessment

Project Complexity Assessment

LOW

LOW

Project Organization Assessment

LOW

LOW

Project Risk Area Breakdown

Organizational Change Management Assessment

Communication Assessment

Risk Assessment Areas

LOW

LOW

Strategic Assessment

Technology Exposure Assessment

LOW

Level of Project Risk

Least
Aligned

Least
Risk Most

Risk

Level of Project Risk

Least
Aligned

Least
Risk Most

Risk
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IT Project Risk Assessment Tool Schedule IV-B Fiscal Year 2010-2011 

Agency:   State Courts System-Trial courts Project:  

# Criteria Values Answer
0% to 40% -- Few or no objectives aligned
41% to 80% -- Some objectives aligned
81% to 100% -- All or nearly all objectives aligned
Not documented or agreed to by stakeholders
Informal agreement by stakeholders
Documented with sign-off by stakeholders
Not or rarely involved
Most regularly attend executive steering committee meetings
Project charter signed by executive sponsor and executive 
team actively engaged in steering committee meetings
Vision is not documented 
Vision is partially documented
Vision is completely documented
0% to 40% -- Few or none defined and documented
41% to 80% -- Some defined and documented
81% to 100% -- All or nearly all defined and documented
No changes needed
Changes unknown
Changes are identified in concept only

Section 1 -- Strategic Area

Are all needed changes in law, rule, or policy 
identified and documented?

1.06

Legislation or proposed 

1.01 Are project objectives clearly aligned with the 
agency's legal mission?

1.02 Are project objectives clearly documented 
and understood by all stakeholder groups?

1.03 Are the project sponsor, senior management, 
and other executive stakeholders actively 
involved in meetings for the review and 
success of the project?

1.04 Has the agency documented its vision for 
how changes to the proposed technology will 
improve its business processes?

1.05 Have all project business/program area 
requirements, assumptions, constraints, and 
priorities been defined and documented?

81% to 100% -- All or 
nearly all objectives 

aligned

81% to 100% -- All or 
nearly all defined and 

documented

Vision is completely 
documented

Project charter signed by 
executive sponsor and 
executive team actively 

engaged in steering 
committee meetings

Documented with sign-off 
by stakeholders

Changes are identified in concept only
Changes are identified and documented
Legislation or proposed rule change is drafted
Few or none

Some

All or nearly all
Minimal or no external use or visibility
Moderate external use or visibility
Extensive external use or visibility
Multiple agency or state enterprise visibility
Single agency-wide use or visibility
Use or visibility at division and/or bureau level only
Greater than 5 years
Between 3 and 5 years
Between 1 and 3 years
1 year or less

rule change is drafted

1.07 Are any project phase or milestone 
completion dates fixed by outside factors, 
e.g., state or federal law or funding 
restrictions?

1.08 What is the external (e.g. public) visibility of 
the proposed system or project?

1.09 What is the internal (e.g. state agency) 
visibility of the proposed system or project?

1.10 Is this a multi-year project?

Single agency-wide use 
or visibility

Minimal or no external 
use or visibility

Few or none

1 year or less
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IT Project Risk Assessment Tool Schedule IV-B Fiscal Year 2010-2011

Agency:   State Courts System-Trial courts Project:  

# Criteria Values Answer
Read about only or attended conference and/or vendor 
presentation
Supported prototype or production system less than 6 months

Supported production system 6 months to 12 months 
Supported production system 1 year to 3 years 
Installed and supported production system more than 3 years

External technical resources will be needed for 
implementation and operations
External technical resources will be needed through 
implementation only
Internal resources have sufficient knowledge for 
implementation and operations
No technology alternatives researched

Some alternatives documented and considered

All or nearly all alternatives documented and considered

No relevant standards have been identified or incorporated 
into proposed technology

Section 2 -- Technology Area

Does the agency's internal staff have 
sufficient knowledge of the proposed 
technology to implement and operate the new 
system?

2.04 Does the proposed technology comply with all 
relevant agency, statewide, or industry 
t h l  t d d ?

2.01 Does the agency have experience working 
with, operating, and supporting the proposed 
technology in a production environment?

Installed and supported 
production system more 

than 3 years

Proposed technology 
solution is fully compliant 

2.03 Have all relevant technology alternatives/ 
solution options been researched, 
documented and considered?

All or nearly all 
alternatives documented 

and considered

2.02
External technical 

resources will be needed 
through implementation 

only

Some relevant standards have been incorporated into the 
proposed technology
Proposed technology solution is fully compliant with all 
relevant agency, statewide, or industry standards
Minor or no infrastructure change required
Moderate infrastructure change required
Extensive infrastructure change required
Complete infrastructure replacement
Capacity requirements are not understood or defined
Capacity requirements are defined only at a conceptual level

Capacity requirements are based on historical data and new 
system design specifications and performance requirements

2.06 Are detailed hardware and software capacity 
requirements defined and documented?

Capacity requirements 
are based on historical 
data and new system 

design specifications and 
performance 
requirements

2.05 Does the proposed technology require 
significant change to the agency's existing 
technology infrastructure? 

Minor or no infrastructure 
change required

technology standards? solution is fully compliant 
with all relevant agency, 

statewide, or industry 
standards
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IT Project Risk Assessment Tool Schedule IV-B Fiscal Year 2010-2011

Agency:   State Courts System-Trial courts Project:  

# Criteria Values Answer
Extensive changes to organization structure, staff or business 
processes
Moderate changes to organization structure, staff or business 
processes
Minimal changes to organization structure, staff or business 
processes structure
Yes
No
0% to 40% -- Few or no process changes defined and 
documented
41% to 80% -- Some process changes defined and 
documented
81% to 100% -- All or nearly all processes defiined and 
documented
Yes
No
Over 10% FTE count change
1% to 10% FTE count change
Less than 1% FTE count change
Over 10% contractor count change
1 to 10% contractor count change

Section 3 -- Organizational Change Management Area

3.01 What is the expected level of organizational 
change that will be imposed within the agency 
if the project is successfully implemented?

Minimal changes to 
organization structure, 

staff or business 
processes structure

3.02 Will this project impact essential business 
processes? No

3.03 Have all business process changes and 
process interactions been defined and 
documented?

81% to 100% -- All or 
nearly all processes 

defiined and documented

3.04 Has an Organizational Change Management 
Plan been approved for this project? Yes

3.05 Will the agency's anticipated FTE count 
change as a result of implementing the 
project?

Over 10% FTE count 
change

3.06 Will the number of contractors change as a 
result of implementing the project? 1 to 10% contractor count 

change
Less than 1% contractor count change
Extensive change or new way of providing/receiving services 
or information)
Moderate changes
Minor or no changes
Extensive change or new way of providing/receiving services 
or information
Moderate changes
Minor or no changes
No experience/Not recently (>5 Years)
Recently completed project with fewer change requirements

Recently completed project with similar change requirements

Recently completed project with greater change requirements

change

3.09 Has the agency successfully completed a 
project with similar organizational change 
requirements? Recently completed 

project with greater 
change requirements

3.07 What is the expected level of change impact 
on the citizens of the State of Florida if the 
project is successfully implemented? Minor or no changes

3.08 What is the expected change impact on other 
state or local government agencies as a result 
of implementing the project? Minor or no changes
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IT Project Risk Assessment Tool Schedule IV-B Fiscal Year 2010-2011

Agency:   Agency  Name Project:  Project Name

# Criteria Value Options Answer
Yes
No

Negligible or no feedback in Plan

Routine feedback in Plan

Proactive use of feedback in Plan

Yes

No

Yes
No
Plan does not include key messages
Some key messages have been developed
All or nearly all messages are documented
Plan does not include desired messages outcomes and 
success measures
Success measures have been developed for some 
messages
All or nearly all messages have success measures

Section 4 -- Communication Area

Does the project Communication Plan 
promote the collection and use of feedback 
from management, project team, and 
business stakeholders (including end users)?

4.02

Proactive use of feedback 
in Plan

4.01 Has a documented Communication Plan 
been approved for this project? Yes

4.03 Have all required communication channels 
been identified and documented in the 
Communication Plan?

Yes

4.04
Yes

Are all affected stakeholders included in the 
Communication Plan?

4.05 Have all key messages been developed and 
documented in the Communication Plan? All or nearly all messages 

are documented

4.06 Have desired message outcomes and 
success measures been identified in the 
Communication Plan?

Plan does not include 
desired messages 

outcomes and success 
measures

All or nearly all messages have success measures
Yes
No

4.07 Does the project Communication Plan identify 
and assign needed staff and resources? Yes
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IT Project Risk Assessment Tool Schedule IV-B Fiscal Year 2010-2011

Agency:   State Courts System-Trial courts Project:  

# Criteria Values Answer
Yes
No
0% to 40% -- None or few defined and documented 
41% to 80% -- Some defined and documented
81% to 100% -- All or nearly all defined and documented
Unknown
Greater than $10 M
Between $2 M and $10 M
Between $500K and $1,999,999
Less than $500 K
Yes

No

Detailed and rigorous (accurate within ±10%)
Order of magnitude – estimate could vary between 10-100%
Placeholder – actual cost may exceed estimate by more than 
100%
Yes
No
F di  f  i l  

Are funds available within existing agency 
resources to complete this project?

Section 5 -- Fiscal Area

5.01 Has a documented Spending Plan been 
approved for the entire project lifecycle? Yes

5.02 Have all project expenditures been identified 
in the Spending Plan?

81% to 100% -- All or 
nearly all defined and 

documented
5.03

Between $2 M and $10 M

5.04
Yes

Is the cost estimate for this project based on 
quantitative analysis using a standards-based 
estimation model?

5.05 What is the character of the cost estimates 
for this project? Detailed and rigorous 

(accurate within ±10%)

What is the estimated total cost of this project 
over its entire lifecycle?

No

5 07 Will/ h ld lti l  t t   l l i  

5.06

Funding from single agency
Funding from local government agencies
Funding from other state agencies 
Neither requested nor received
Requested but not received
Requested and received
Not applicable
Project benefits have not been identified or validated
Some project benefits have been identified but not validated
Most project benefits have been identified but not validated
All or nearly all project benefits have been identified and 
validated
Within 1 year
Within 3 years
Within 5 years
More than 5 years
No payback
Procurement strategy has not been identified and documented
Stakeholders have not been consulted re: procurement strategy

Stakeholders have reviewed and approved the proposed 
procurement strategy
Time and Expense (T&E)
Firm Fixed Price (FFP)
Combination FFP and T&E

Not applicable

5.07 Will/should multiple state or local agencies 
help fund this project or system? Funding from single 

agency

If federal financial participation is anticipated 
as a source of funding, has federal approval 
been requested and received?

5.09 Have all tangible and intangible benefits been 
identified and validated as reliable and 
achievable?

All or nearly all project 
benefits have been 

identified and validated

5.08

5.11 Has the project procurement strategy been 
clearly determined and agreed to by affected 
stakeholders?

Stakeholders have 
reviewed and approved 

the proposed 
procurement strategy

5.10 What is the benefit payback period that is 
defined and documented?

Within 1 year

5.12 What is the planned approach for acquiring 
necessary products and solution services to 
successfully complete the project?

Firm Fixed Price (FFP)
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IT Project Risk Assessment Tool Schedule IV-B Fiscal Year 2010-2011

Agency:   State Courts System-Trial courts Project:  

# Criteria Values Answer
Section 5 -- Fiscal Area

Timing of major hardware and software purchases has not yet 
been determined
Purchase all hardware and software at start of project to take 
advantage of one-time discounts
Just-in-time purchasing of hardware and software is documented 
in the project schedule
No contract manager assigned
Contract manager is the procurement manager
Contract manager is the project manager
Contract manager assigned is not the procurement manager or 
the project manager
Yes

No

No selection criteria or outcomes have been identified
Some selection criteria and outcomes have been defined and 
documented
All or nearly all selection criteria and expected outcomes have 
been defined and documented
Procurement strategy has not been developed

5.13 What is the planned approach for procuring 
hardware and software for the project? Just-in-time purchasing of 

hardware and software is 
documented in the project 

schedule

5.14 Has a contract manager been assigned to 
this project?

Contract manager is the 
procurement manager

5.15 Has equipment leasing been considered for 
the project's large-scale computing 
purchases?

Yes

5.16 Have all procurement selection criteria and 
outcomes been clearly identified? All or nearly all selection 

criteria and expected 
outcomes have been 

defined and documented

5.17 Does the procurement strategy use a multi-
t  l ti   t  i l  

Multi-stage evaluation 
d f f t  Multi-stage evaluation not planned/used for procurement

Multi-stage evaluation and proof of concept or prototype 
planned/used to select best qualified vendor
Procurement strategy has not been developed
No, bid response did/will not require proof of concept or 
prototype
Yes, bid response did/will include proof of concept or prototype

Not applicable

5.18 For projects with total cost exceeding $10 
million, did/will the procurement strategy 
require a proof of concept or prototype as 
part of the bid response? Not applicable

stage evaluation process to progressively 
narrow the field of prospective vendors to the 
single, best qualified candidate?    

and proof of concept or 
prototype planned/used 
to select best qualified 

vendor
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IT Project Risk Assessment Tool Schedule IV-B Fiscal Year 2010-2011

Agency:   State Courts System-Trial courts Project:  

# Criteria Values Answer
Yes

No
None or few have been defined and documented
Some have been defined and documented
All or nearly all have been defined and documented
Not yet determined
Agency
System Integrator (contractor)
3 or more
2
1
Needed staff and skills have not been identified
Some or most staff roles and responsibilities and needed 
skills have been identified
Staffing plan identifying all staff roles, responsibilities, and 
skill levels have been documented
No experienced project manager assigned
No, project manager is assigned 50% or less to project
No, project manager assigned more than half-time, but less 
than full-time to project
Yes, experienced project manager dedicated full-time, 100% 

Section 6 -- Project Organization Area

6.06 Is an experienced project manager dedicated 
fulltime to the project? No, project manager 

assigned more than half-
time, but less than full-

time to project

6.01 Is the project organization and governance 
structure clearly defined and documented 
within an approved project plan?

Yes

6.02 Have all roles and responsibilities for the 
executive steering committee been clearly 
identified?

All or nearly all have been 
defined and documented

6.03 Who is responsible for integrating project 
deliverables into the final solution? System Integrator 

(contractor)

6.04 How many project managers and project 
directors will be responsible for managing the 
project?

1

6.05 Has a project staffing plan specifying the 
number of required resources (including 
project team, program staff, and contractors) 
and their corresponding roles, responsibilities 
and needed skill levels been developed? 

Staffing plan identifying all 
staff roles, 

responsibilities, and skill 
levels have been 

documented

es, e pe e ced p oject a age ded cated u t e, 00%
to project
None
No, business, functional or technical experts dedicated 50% 
or less to project
No, business, functional or technical experts dedicated more 
than half-time but less than full-time to project
Yes, business, functional or technical experts dedicated full-
time, 100% to project
Few or no staff from in-house resources
Half of staff from in-house resources
Mostly staffed from in-house resources
Completely staffed from in-house resources
Minimal or no impact
Moderate impact
Extensive impact

Yes

No

No board has been established
No, only IT staff are on change review and control board
No, all stakeholders are not represented on the board
Yes, all stakeholders are represented by functional manager

6.07 Are qualified project management team 
members dedicated full-time to the project No, business, functional 

or technical experts 
dedicated more than half-
time but less than full-time 

to project

6.09 Is agency IT personnel turnover expected to 
significantly impact this project? Minimal or no impact

Completely staffed from in-
house resources

Does the agency have the necessary 
knowledge, skills, and abilities to staff the 
project team with in-house resources?

6.08

6.10 Does the project governance structure 
establish a formal change review and control 
board to address proposed changes in project 
scope, schedule, or cost?

Yes

6.11 Are all affected stakeholders represented by 
functional manager on the change review and 
control board?

No, all stakeholders are 
not represented on the 

board
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IT Project Risk Assessment Tool Schedule IV-B Fiscal Year 2010-2011

Agency:   State Courts System-Trial courts Project:  

# Criteria Values Answer
No
Project Management team will use the methodology selected 
by the systems integrator
Yes
None
1-3
More than 3

None
Some
All or nearly all
0% to 40% -- None or few have been defined and 
documented
41 to 80% -- Some have been defined and documented
81% to 100% -- All or nearly all have been defined and 
documented
0% to 40% -- None or few have been defined and 
documented
41 to 80% -- Some have been defined and documented
81% to 100% -- All or nearly all have been defined and 

Section 7 -- Project Management Area

7.01 Does the project management team use a 
standard commercially available project 
management methodology to plan, 
implement, and control the project? 

Yes

7.02 For how many projects has the agency 
successfully used the selected project 
management methodology?

More than 3

7.03 How many members of the project team are 
proficient in the use of the selected project 
management methodology?

All or nearly all

7.04 Have all requirements specifications been 
unambiguously defined and documented? 81% to 100% -- All or 

nearly all have been 
defined and documented

7.05 Have all design specifications been 
unambiguously defined and documented? 81% to 100% -- All or 

nearly all have been 
defined and documented81% to 100%  All or nearly all have been defined and 

documented
0% to 40% -- None or few are traceable
41 to 80% -- Some are traceable
81% to 100% -- All or nearly all requirements and 
specifications are traceable
None or few have been defined and documented
Some deliverables and acceptance criteria have been 
defined and documented
All or nearly all deliverables and acceptance criteria have 
been defined and documented
No sign-off required
Only project manager signs-off
Review and sign-off from the executive sponsor, business 
stakeholder, and project manager are required on all major 
project deliverables
0% to 40% -- None or few have been defined to the work 
package level
41 to 80% -- Some have been defined to the work package 
level
81% to 100% -- All or nearly all have been defined to the 
work package level
Yes

No

7.06 Are all requirements and design 
specifications traceable to specific business 
rules?

81% to 100% -- All or 
nearly all requirements 
and specifications are 

traceable

7.07 Have all project deliverables/services and 
acceptance criteria been clearly defined and 
documented?

All or nearly all 
deliverables and 

acceptance criteria have 
been defined and 

documented
7.08 Is written approval required from executive 

sponsor, business stakeholders, and project 
manager for review and sign-off of major 
project deliverables?

Review and sign-off from 
the executive sponsor, 
business stakeholder, 

and project manager are 
required on all major 
project deliverables

7.09 Has the Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) 
been defined to the work package level for all 
project activities?

81% to 100% -- All or 
nearly all have been 
defined to the work 

package level

7.10 Has a documented project schedule been 
approved for the entire project lifecycle? Yes
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IT Project Risk Assessment Tool Schedule IV-B Fiscal Year 2010-2011

Agency:   State Courts System-Trial courts Project:  

# Criteria Values Answer
Section 7 -- Project Management Area

Yes

No

No or informal processes are used for status reporting
Project team uses formal processes
Project team and executive steering committee use formal 
status reporting processes
No templates are available 
Some templates are available
All planning and reporting templates are available
Yes
No
None or few have been defined and documented
Some have been defined and documented
All known risks and mitigation strategies have been defined

Yes

No

7.11 Does the project schedule specify all project 
tasks, go/no-go decision points (checkpoints), 
critical milestones, and resources? Yes

7.12 Are formal project status reporting processes 
documented and in place to manage and 
control this project? 

Project team and 
executive steering 

committee use formal 
status reporting 

7.13 Are all necessary planning and reporting 
templates, e.g., work plans, status reports, 
issues and risk management, available?

All planning and reporting 
templates are available

7.14 Has a documented Risk Management Plan 
been approved for this project? Yes

7.15 Have all known project risks and 
corresponding mitigation strategies been 
identified?

All known risks and 
mitigation strategies have 

been defined

7.16 Are standard change request, review and 
approval processes documented and in place 
for this project?

Yes

Yes

No

7.17 Are issue reporting and management 
processes documented and in place for this 
project? 

Yes
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IT Project Risk Assessment Tool Schedule IV-B Fiscal Year 2010-2011

Agency:   State Courts System-Trial courts Project:  

# Criteria Values Answer
Unknown at this time
More complex
Similar complexity
Less complex
Single location
3 sites or fewer
More than 3 sites
Single location
3 sites or fewer
More than 3 sites
No external organizations
1 to 3 external organizations
More than 3 external organizations
Greater than 15
9 to 15
5 to 8
Less than 5
More than 4
2 to 4

Section 8 -- Project Complexity Area

8.01 How complex is the proposed solution 
compared to the current agency systems?

Similar complexity

More than 3 sites
Are the business users or end users 
dispersed across multiple cities, counties, 
districts, or regions?

8.02

8.03 Are the project team members dispersed 
across multiple cities, counties, districts, or 
regions?

More than 3 sites

8.04 How many external contracting or consulting 
organizations will this project require? 1 to 3 external 

organizations

8.05 What is the expected project team size?

9 to 15

8.06 How many external entities (e.g., other 
agencies, community service providers, or 2 to 4

1
None
Business process change in single division or bureau
Agency-wide business process change
Statewide or multiple agency business process change

Yes

No

Infrastructure upgrade
Implementation requiring software development or 
purchasing commercial off the shelf (COTS) software
Business Process Reengineering 
Combination of the above
No recent experience
Lesser size and complexity
Similar size and complexity
Greater size and complexity
No recent experience
Lesser size and complexity
Similar size and complexity
Greater size and complexity

g , y p ,
local government entities) will be impacted by 
this project or system?

2 to 4

8.07 What is the impact of the project on state 
operations?

Business process change 
in single division or 

bureau
8.08 Has the agency successfully completed a 

similarly-sized project when acting as 
Systems Integrator?

Yes

8.11 Does the agency management have 
experience governing projects of equal or 
similar size and complexity to successful 
completion?

Greater size and 
complexity

8.09 What type of project is this?

Combination of the above

8.10 Has the project manager successfully 
managed similar projects to completion? Greater size and 

complexity
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Introduction
 

In 2005, the Commission on Trial Court Performance and Accountability (TCP&A) approved the annual 
publication of the Court Reporting Services Circuit Profiles.  This publication was created for the purpose of 
providing court managers with easy access to information on court reporting programs within Florida’s trial courts. 
Each circuit profile contains court reporting circuit specific information such as fiscal allotments, staffing models, 
service delivery models, digital logistics, measurable workload outputs, contractual rates, and network 
configurations.   

In Florida’s trial courts, court reporting programs have evolved over the last decade as the trial courts have 
adjusted to changes in the funding structure. Prior to 2004, court reporting programs were funded by the counties 
and because some counties provided more funding than others, significant variations existed in the delivery of 
services across the state. Upon the implementation of Revision 7 to Article V of the Florida Constitution in 2004, 
circuits transitioned to being funded by the state.  This funding shift allowed for equity in service delivery across 
the circuits and thus, enabled the trials courts to work systematically towards similar court reporting goals.  Since 
then, the courts have been working steadily to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of court reporting services 
statewide. To keep pace with evolving court reporting programs, the profiles serve as a resource tool as we 
continue to explore and implement best business practices.  

In addition to the court reporting circuit profiles, the TCP&A has issued three reports to help guide the circuits on 
the most efficient and effective management of court reporting services.  The first report issued in December 2002 
in preparation for Revision 7 addresses the purpose, legal necessity, delivery methods, costs, and performance 
measurement of court reporting services. The second report issued in February 2005 outlines a Statewide Plan 
for Effective Use and Management of Court Reporting Services. This plan provides overall goals, objectives, and 
strategies for court reporting services in Florida’s trial courts post-Revision 7.  The third report issued in October 
2007 titled, Recommendations for the Provision of Court Reporting Services in Florida’s Trial Courts provides 
several standards of operation and best practices aimed at improving the efficient and effective functioning of 
court reporting services. This report also includes proposed rule and statute revisions.  These reports may be 
viewed on the State Courts System’s website at: http://www.flcourts.org/gen_public/court_reportingPandA.shtml. 
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Definitions
 

To assist in reviewing the information contained in each profile, the following definitions (listed in the same order 
they appear on the profile) are provided: 

Circuit-Wide Fiscal Allotments FY 2007-08 – Indicates original FY 2007-08 allotments after Special Session C 
budget reductions. This includes state funded recurring general revenue (GR) and trust authority.  FTE amounts 
are listed by funding type (GR and trust authority).  Budget amounts are listed by funding type (GR and trust 
authority) as well as by budget category (salaries, benefits, expenses, contractual, maintenance, total paid to 
clerks, cost recovery, and cost sharing).    

Filings Recorded at Public Expense – Refers to the number of SRS (Summary Reporting System) filings for 
case types that are required to be recorded at public expense.  This includes felony, domestic violence, repeat 
violence, guardianship, Baker Act, substance abuse, delinquency, dependency, TPR (Termination of Parental 
Rights), misdemeanor, worthless checks, county ordinances, municipal ordinances, DUI, and other criminal.   

Unit Cost – Refers to the sum of August 2007 projected total salaries, benefits, expenses, contractual, and clerk 
allocations, reduced by cost sharing authority if applicable, divided by the number of FY 2005-06 filings recorded 
at public expense. 

Overall Staffing Model – Indicates the staffing model(s) used to deliver court reporting services by county.  There 
are three types of staffing models: 1) Pure employee model, 2) Pure contractual model, and 3) Hybrid model 
which includes both employee and contractual models. 

Clerk of Court Staff Usage – Indicates whether or not clerk of court staff are utilized to assist in the delivery of 
court reporting services by county. 

Transcript Services Model - Indicates the entities (i.e., State Attorney, Public Defender, or Justice Administrative 
Commission) in which a circuit has a shared cost arrangement for court reporting transcription services.  Under a 
transcript services model, transcription services are provided to one or more of these entities using court 
resources in exchange for funds to cover the cost of transcription services.  These funds are transferred to the 
court’s budget at the state level and cost sharing authority is allocated to the participating circuits. 

Monitoring Ratio (Overall) – The row labeled Monitoring Ratio (Overall) indicates the overall monitoring ratio for 
all types of proceedings combined by county.  Subsequent rows indicate the monitoring ratio for each type of 
proceeding by county. Monitoring ratio is defined as the average number of proceedings monitored 
simultaneously per court employee and contractual staff (number of proceedings vs. court reporters).  Monitoring 
ratios consider time to monitor and tag proceedings.  Time for production of transcripts is not considered. 

Classifications (Total FTE Employees) – Indicates the total number of state funded court reporting FTEs by 
classification and by county in which they are headquartered.     

Service Delivery – Indicates the service delivery type(s) used to deliver court reporting services for each type of 
proceeding by county. The following is a description of each service delivery type: 

Steno – Refers to a stenograph machine that is operated by a court reporter.  A court reporter, by pressing a 
system of keys, creates a series of letters and numbers that are printed on a scrolling paper tape.   
CAT – Refers to computer-aided transcription in which a computer is added to stenograph machine allowing  
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Definitions 


keystrokes to be recorded on a disk or in the internal memory of a computer, as well as on paper tape. 
Real-Time - Known as real-time stenography, a court reporter uses a CAT system to translate a digitized 
record contemporaneously, producing an unedited written document as the proceeding occurs.  The unedited 
text can be viewed immediately, and later corrected by the stenographer.  The speed and quality of this type 
of system is familiar to anyone who has followed the closed caption text of a live television program. 
Analog Audio – Refers to analog audio recording technology such as a tape recorder used to directly capture 
and preserve actual sounds of spoken words.  Analog audio recordings are stored on magnetic or analog 
(cassette) tape. 
Analog Video - Refers to analog video cameras used to capture actual sounds as well as video.  Analog video 
recordings are stored on magnetic or analog (VHS) tape. 
Digital – Refers to audio, and often video, recording of a court proceeding using digital technology that may be 
saved to a CD, DVD, network drive, or server. There are generally four distinctions of digital:  

1. Digital Portable - Refers to recording technology such as laptops, hand-held devices, MP3 players, etc. 
to record court proceedings.  Digital portable recordings may be stored digitally on a server, CD or DVD.   
2. Digital Local - Commonly referred to as the ‘courtroom model’, digital local utilizes stationary digital 
systems such as desktops or stand-alone servers to record proceedings in the courtroom or hearing 
room. This model requires a court reporter to be present in the courtroom to operate the system.  The 
court reporter ‘monitors’ the recording by logging speakers, making notations of who is present, checking 
sound quality, and providing playback when directed to do so by the judge.  This form of monitoring is 
referred to as ‘local monitoring’ because the court reporter is physically present in the courtroom to 
monitor the recording.         
3. Digital Central - The digital central model utilizes a local area network to allow court reporters to 
monitor proceedings from a remote room located within the same building.  Under this model, monitor 
workstations are placed in a central control room to allow staff to operate audio/video equipment located 
in the courtroom. By integrating courtrooms to the central control room via a network, digital court 
reporters are capable of monitoring several courtrooms at once.  This form of monitoring is referred to as 
‘central monitoring’. 
4. Digital Remote - The digital remote model utilizes the same type of equipment as the ‘central model’ 
however, court reporters monitor proceedings from a remote room located in a different building over a 
wide area network. This form of monitoring is referred to as ‘remote monitoring’ because the court 
reporter is monitoring ‘remotely’ from a different building.   

Voice Writing – Refers to a court reporter who records words spoken in a court proceeding by speaking 
directly into a voice silencer, which is a hand-held mask containing a microphone.   

Number of Facilities - Refers to the total number of buildings where court proceedings are conducted.  This 
includes judicial centers, jails, etc. 

Total Courtrooms – The row labeled Total Courtrooms refers to the total number of courtrooms in each county. 
A courtroom is defined as a formal space in which a judge regularly holds court proceedings.  In the trial courts, 
courtrooms include a bench, witness stand, jury box, a table for the plaintiff and the defendant, and other 
necessary amenities such as podiums or miscellaneous desks.  The Digital Local row indicates the total number 
of courtrooms where court proceedings are primarily locally monitored by staff in the same room.  The Digital 
Central row indicates the total number of courtrooms where court proceedings are primarily centrally monitored by 
staff located in a central control room within the same building (internally within same courthouse).  The Digital 
Remote row indicates the total number of courtrooms where court proceedings are primarily remotely monitored 
by staff located in a central control room from a separate building (externally courthouse to courthouse).   
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Total Hearing Rooms – The row labeled Total Hearing Rooms refers to the total number of hearing rooms in 
each county. A hearing room is defined as a room (judge chamber, conference room, etc.) that is utilized typically 
for conducting civil (non-criminal) proceedings. Hearing rooms have no requirements for prisoner handling, are 
smaller in scale, and have a variety of agency specific support space requirements that differ from courtrooms. 
The Digital Local row indicates the total number of hearing rooms where court proceedings are primarily locally 
monitored by staff in the same room.  The Digital Central row indicates the total number of hearing rooms where 
court proceedings are primarily centrally monitored by staff located in a central control room within the same 
building (internally within same courthouse).  The Digital Remote row indicates the total number of hearing rooms 
where court proceedings are primarily remotely monitored by staff located in a central control room from a 
separate building (externally courthouse to courthouse).  

Percent of Courtrooms & Hearing Rooms w/Digital Recording Technology – Refers to the percent of total 
courtrooms and hearing rooms integrated and configured with digital local, digital central, and digital remote 
technology. This percentage does not include rooms covered by digital portable hand-held devices and laptops. 

Total Digital Portable Units – Indicates the total number of digital portable hand-held devices and laptops used 
to record court proceedings.   

Total Monitor Workstations – Refers to a collection of technology components that have been built into one 
workstation to enable staff to monitor recordings in courtrooms or hearing rooms from a remote room (central 
control room) via a court’s distributed local, metropolitan or wide area network.  Monitoring workstations allow a 
person to monitor, capture, and in some cases play back recordings of court proceedings, from a central control 
room as well as view live images of at least four rooms on a single display.  Desktops and workstations that are 
located directly in a courtroom or hearing room as part of a digital local model are not included. 

Total General Court Reporting Desktops - Refers to a stationary desktop computer that is primarily used for the 
purpose of providing non-monitoring court reporting services such as transcript production, file transfers, etc. 

Total Primary Servers – Refers to hardware computer systems that are used to provide one or more services to 
other users (clients) or devices on the network or internet.  Examples include: encoding servers, video servers, 
etc. 

Total Secondary Servers – Refers to hardware computer systems that serve as back up to the primary server, 
but also preserve records created during the life of an organization for long-term preservation.  Examples include: 
archive servers, back up servers, etc.  

Digital Court Reporting Vendor – Refers to the digital court reporting vendor(s).  Currently, four vendors are on 
state contract: JAVS (Jefferson Audio Video Systems), FTR (For The Record), CourtSmart, and USF (University 
of South Florida). 

Digital Court Reporting Central and Remote Monitoring Network Diagram - Refers to the operational aspects 
of a circuit’s digital court reporting central and remote monitoring network.  For each court venue, the number of 
rooms monitored centrally and remotely is indicated. For example, if a room is monitored centrally on a regular 
basis, it is listed as ‘central monitored room’.  If a room is monitored remotely on a regular basis, it is listed as 
‘remote monitored room’. The number of monitor workstations and servers integrated as part of the               
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Definitions 

central and remote monitored network are also included. However, non-integrated devices, digital portable and 
digital local monitored rooms are not captured in this diagram unless otherwise indicated by the circuit.   

Summary UDR FY 2006-07 Circuit-Wide – Refers to the summary of a circuit’s total court reporting Uniform 
Data Reporting statistics for FY 2006-07. 

Number of Hours – Indicates, for the proceeding types listed, the total number of hours recorded 
for each type of service delivery model. This does not include hours recording depositions, 
traveling, taking long breaks, or when a reporter appears for an event and no record is taken.     
Number of Pages – Indicates, for the proceeding types listed, the total number of transcript pages 
produced for each entity requesting transcripts from the courts.  This does not include transcript 
copies made or deposition transcriptions. 
Number of Media Provided (CD, Audio or Video) – Indicates the total number of CDs, DVDs, 
cassette tapes, and video tapes provided to each entity requesting media from the courts.  This 
does not include number of media provided to judges, court staff, or for archival purposes.        

Additional Information – Refers to any caveats related to the profile’s contents or additional information that may 
be unique to the circuit’s court reporting program. 

Contractual Service Providers – Circuit-Wide Fee/Rate Structure – Indicates the rates and/or rate ranges the 
circuit has established for the payment of contract vendor steno and digital appearances and for the payment of 
contract vendors providing steno and digital transcription services. 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

1st Judicial Circuit 
Escambia, Okaloosa 

Santa Rosa & Walton Counties 
Chief Judge: Kim A. Skievaski 

Trial Court Administrator: Robin Wright 

Court Technology Officer: Craig Van Brussel 

Manager, Court Reporting Services: Brenda Sansom 

Circuit-Wide Fiscal Allotments FY 2007-08 
Filings Recorded 

at Public 
Expense 

FY 2005-06 Unit Cost 

Filings Recorded at 
Public Expense 

FY 2006-07GR FTE Trust FTE 

GR Salaries, 
Benefits & 
Expenses 

GR Contractual 
& Maintenance 

Total Paid to 
the Clerks 

Trust Cost 
Recovery Authority 

Trust Cost Sharing 
Authority 

18.00 4.00 $1,188,483 $39,963 $0 $95,200 $208,843 58,404 $18.30 61,776 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO for Family Court 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

On-Site 
Off-Site 

Mgr., Court Reporting Services 
Court Reporter II 
Court Reporter I 
Scopist 
Digital Court Reporter 
Electronic Transcriber 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

1:1 

Digital/Steno 

0 

1:0 

1:0 

1.75:1 

1:1 1.5:1 

2:1 

2:1 

Overall Staffing Model 

Monitoring Ratio (Overall) 

Staffing & Service Delivery FY 2007-08 

S
ta

f
f

in
g

 M
o

d
e

l 

Transcript Services Model (SA, PD, JAC) 

1:0 

1.6:1 

Steno 

Steno Digital/Steno 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

Steno 

Steno 

Digital/Analog 

Analog Audio/Steno Digital/Analog 
Audio/Steno 

Analog Audio 

Steno Digital/Steno 

Digital/Steno 

Steno/Digital 

Steno/Digital 

Steno Steno 

Steno 

Steno 

1 0 1 

2 

0 7 

7 

4 

1 

Digital Central 

0 

1 

0 1 

2 

1:0 

Steno/Digital Central 

22 

0 

0 5 

0 

0 

2 

1 

0 

4 

1 

1:0 

1:1 1:1 

1:0 

0 

1:0 1:1 

2:1 

1:11:1 1.25:1 

1:1 

1.75:1 

1:1 

1:1 

2:1 2:1 1:1 

No 

SA/PD 

1:1 

1.25:1 

1.75:1 

No 

SA/PD 

Circuit-Wide 
Employee Hybrid 

No 

Walton 

SA/PD 

No 

SA/PD 

2:1 2:1 2:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

2:1 

S
e

r
v

ic
e

 D
e

l
iv

e
r

y 

Classifications (Total FTE Employee): 
1 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Portable 

Digital Central 

2:1 

2:1 

1:0 

2:1 

3 

2:1 

13 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1.75:1 

1:1 

1.75:1 1.75:1 

Clerk of Court Staff Usage No 

SA/PD 

Digital Central 

Digital Portable 

Digital Central 

Digital Portable 

Digital Portable 

Digital Portable 

Digital Portable/Steno 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Portable 

Digital Central 

1:0 

1:0 

2:1 

1:1 

4 

1:1 

1:0 

0 

Digital/StenoDigital Portable 

Steno 

Digital Portable 

Steno 

Steno 

1.5:1 

Steno Digital/Steno 

0 

3 

Steno 

Steno 

2 

1:0 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Steno/Digital Central 

Steno 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

Escambia Okaloosa Santa Rosa 
Hybrid Hybrid Hybrid 

Steno 

1:0 

Digital CentralDigital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Steno 

Digital Central 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

1st Judicial Circuit 
Escambia, Okaloosa 

Santa Rosa & Walton Counties 

Digital Local 
Digital Central 
Digital Remote 

Digital Local 
Digital Central 
Digital Remote 

7

 Total Courtrooms 

18 
00 

Digital Logistics 

Walton Circuit-WideEscambia Okaloosa Santa Rosa 

0 
3 

3  32  
2 

0 

7 
0 

Number of Facilities 
5 

0 5 
0 

35% 

4 
0 

0 

8 

3
Total Digital Portable Units 

15 

0 

0 
0 0 

34 
0

 Total Hearing Rooms 

12 

8

 Total General Court Reporting Desktops 2  23  
0

Total Monitoring Workstations 
4 

5 

33 

Percent of Courtrooms & Hearing Rooms 
w/Digital Recording Capacity 

0

 Total Primary Servers 

0 

40% 

5 
1 
4 

10 

5 
0

 Total Secondary Servers 0  10  
4 
3 

2 
2 

40% 

13 
6 0 

Digital Court Reporting Vendor 

3 
4 

0% 

CourtSmart 

33% 

2 2 1 
17 

18 

CourtSmartN/ACourtSmart CourtSmart 

0 
0 

3 
2 

0 
11 
3 

0 
0 
0 
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FY 2007-08 
 

Escambia WaltonSanta Rosa Okaloosa 

Pensacola Juvenile 
Justice Center: 

3 Remote Monitored Rms 
3 Dependency Courtrooms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

3 Servers 
2 Primary 
 

1 Secondary 
 

Pensacola MC Blanchard: 

11 Multi-Use Courtrooms 

4 Monitor Workstations 

8 Servers 
4 Primary 
4 Secondary 

T-1 County Shared Network Line 

Network Lines: 

Note:  Arrows at network line endpoints indicate 
direction of remote monitoring.  No arrows indicate 
no remote monitoring at this time. 

Crestview 
OCC 

Milton 
SRCC 

Shalimar 
Annex

Pensacola 
MC Blanchard 

Pensacola 
Juvenile Justice 

Center 

Milton Santa Rosa County 
Courthouse: 

Crestview Okaloosa County 
Courthouse: 

2 CRTRMS MAX 

2 CRTRMS MAX 

2 CRTRMS MAX 2 CRTRMS MAX 

11 Central Monitored Rms 

1 CRTRM MAX 

4 Central Monitored Rms 
3 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
1 Dependency Courtroom 

1 Monitor Workstation 

4 Servers 
2 Primary 
2 Secondary 

2 Remote Monitored Rms 
2 Multi-Use Courtrooms 

1 Monitor Workstation 

3 Servers 
2 Primary 
 

1 Secondary 
 

Shalimar Annex: 
 

3 Central Monitored Rms
 

3 Multi-Use Courtrooms 

2 Monitor Workstations 
4 General CR Desktops 
4 Servers 
2 Primary 
 

2 Secondary
 

DeFuniak 
WCC 

DeFuniak Walton County 
Courthouse: 

0 Central/Remote Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

1st Judicial Circuit 
 
Summary UDR Number of Hours Number of Pages 

FY 2006-07 Shared Model 

Circuit-Wide To Private Party To Justice Administrative Commission 

July 1 thru June 30 To Judges 
or Other Gov't 

Entity To State Attorney To Public Defender 
To Court Appt'd 

Counsel 
Indigent for Cost 

Counsel 
Real Central Local Analog Analog or Court Non- Non- Non- Non-

Steno Time Digital Digital Video Audio Staff Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Non-Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal 

Circuit Criminal 4,629.50 993.00 1,694.25 4.25 0.00 3.00 7,453 6,084 8,668 2,995 1,164 2,364 31,427 1,158 9,091 21 3,988 

County Criminal 839.25 41.25 3,406.00 182.25 0.00 141.00 233 1,161 331 651 15 436 1,757 0 0 9 0 

Dependency/CINS/FINS 316.75 4.25 88.25 19.75 0.00 0.00 112 800 141 0 0 9 4 50 376 0 1,113 

Delinquency 258.25 7.75 109.25 5.25 0.00 0.00 20 0 0 98 0 66 414 176 121 0 18 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship 1.50 0.00 0.00 7.25 0.00 0.00 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 3.00 0.00 283.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 18 1,240 25 423 0 44 81 0 0 0 0 

Magistrate/CSEHO (Family Law or Title IV-D) 0.00 0.00 39.75 148.75 0.00 0.00 0 319 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Case Types 6.25 0.00 29.50 25.25 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 6,054.50 1,046.25 5,650.25 392.75 0.00 144.00 7,864 9,604 9,165 4,167 1,179 2,919 33,683 1,384 9,588 30 5,119 

# of Media Provided (CD, Audio or Video) 

To Private Party or Other Gov't Entity 111 

To State Attorney 15 

To Public Defender 22 

To JAC - Court Appointed Counsel 3 

To JAC - Indigent Costs for Counsel 0 

TOTAL 151

Additional Information 

Contractual Service Providers - Circuit-Wide Fee/Rate Structure 

Appearances 

Steno Digital Transcription Steno Digital 
Special Needs 

Servicesw Notice wo Notice w Notice wo Notice Routine Delivery

One Hour 37.50 
Original 

3.50 to 4.25 
- Appearance Fee of 

$75.00 for 
attendance at one 
proceeding in the 
morning and one 
proceeding in the 

afternoon. 

Each Addt'l Qtr Hour 
Copy w/Original 

Each Addt'l Hour 25.00 
2nd Copy w/Original 

Half-Day (1-4 hrs.) 
X-tra Copy (Non-Original) 

1.00 

Full-Day (4-8 hrs.) Expedited Delivery 

Overtime per Hour 27.50 
1 Business Day 

Add 2.00 

Saturday (1-8 hrs.) 27.50 
2-3 Business Days 

Add 1.25 

Sunday (1-8 hrs.) 27.50 
Addt'l Copy 

Court Holiday 27.50 Appeal 

Cancellation 37.50 37.50 Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Non-Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Multi-Media 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

2nd Judicial Circuit 
Franklin, Gadsden, Jefferson 

Leon, Liberty, & Wakulla Counties 
Chief Judge: Charles A. Francis
 

Trial Court Administrator: Grant Slayden
 

Court Technology Officer: Doug Smith
 

Manager, Court Reporting Services: Judy Hussey 

Circuit-Wide Fiscal Allotments FY 2007-08 Filings 
Recorded at 

Public Expense 
FY 2005-06 Unit Cost 

Filings Recorded 
at Public Expense 

FY 2006-07GR FTE Trust FTE 

GR Salaries, 
Benefits & 
Expenses 

GR Contractual 
& Maintenance 

Total Paid to 
the Clerks 

Trust Cost Recovery 
Authority Trust Cost Sharing Authority 

10.00 5.00 $643,372 $20,525 $0 $40,761 $340,348 28,067 $19.87 29,878 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO for Family Court 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

On-Site 
Off-Site 

Mgr., Court Reporting Services 
Court Reporter II 
Court Reporter I 
Digital Court Reporter 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 

Delinquency 

Dependency 

Termination of Parental Rights 

GM/CSEHO 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

Analog Digital Remote 

Digital Remote 

Digital Remote Analog 

Digital Central/ 
Analog 

Digital Remote 

Digital/Analog 

Digital Remote Digital Remote Digital Central/ 
Analog Analog 

Digital Remote Digital Central 

Digital Remote Digital Remote 

Clerk of Court Staff Usage 

1 

2:1 

00 

SA/PD/JAC 

Yes 

1:1 

2:1 

Classifications (Total FTE Employee): 

2:1 

2:1 

2:1 

2:1 

Digital Central 

2:1 

0 7 

Digital Central/ 
Analog 

CAT/Real Time CAT/Real Time CAT/Real Time 

Digital Remote Digital Central 

Digital Remote Digital Remote 

Digital RemoteS
e

r
v

ic
e

 D
e

li
v

e
r

y 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

0 

Digital Remote 

Digital Remote 

2:1 

2:1 2:1 

1 

0 

0 

2 

Employee Employee Employee 

Gadsden LibertyLeon 

Employee Employee 

Jefferson 

Employee 

Yes 

SA/PD/JAC SA/PD/JAC SA/PD/JAC SA/PD/JACSA/PD/JAC 

YesYes Yes Yes 

2:1 

2:1 2:1 

1:1 2:1 2:12:1 2:1 

2:1 

2:1 2:1 2:1 2:12:1 

2:1 2:12:1 2:1 

0  15  

1 

0  13  

00 

2:1 

10 

0 

0 0 

0 7 

1 

0 

0 0 60 5 

Analog 

CAT 

Digital Remote Digital/Analog 

CATCAT 

Digital Remote Digital Remote 

CAT CAT CAT 

Analog Digital Remote Digital/Analog 

CAT/Real Time CAT/Real Time CAT/Real Time 

Digital/Analog 

Analog Digital Remote Digital/Analog 

Digital/Analog 

Digital Remote Analog Digital Remote Digital/Analog 

Digital Remote Analog Digital Remote 

Digital Central/ 
AnalogDigital Remote 

Digital Remote 

1:1 

2:1 

2:1 

Digital/Analog 

Digital Remote Digital/Analog 

Analog Digital Remote 

1.5:11.5:1 1:1 

1:1 

Digital Central/ 
Analog 

Digital Central/ 
Analog 

Digital Remote 

1:1 

1:11:1 1:1 1:1 

2:12:1 

Wakulla Circuit-Wide 

1.5:1 

2:1 

1:1 

2:1 

1:1 

2:1 

1:1 1:1 

1.5:1 

1:1 

Franklin 

Overall Staffing Model 

Monitoring Ratio (Overall) 1.5:1 

Staffing & Service Delivery FY 2007-08 

S
ta

f
f

in
g

 M
o

d
e

l
 

Transcript Services Model (SA, PD, JAC) 

2:1 

2:1 1:1 2:1 2:1 

2:1 2:1 

2:1 

2:12:1 1:1 2:1 

2:1 

2:1 

2:1 

1:1 

2:1 

1:1 2:1 

2:1 

2:12:1 1:1 

Employee 

Yes 

SA/PD/JAC 

1.5:1 

1:1 

2:1 

2:1 

0 

0 

2:1 

1:1 

2:1 2:1 2:1 1:1 

Digital Remote 

CAT 

CAT/Real Time 

2:1 

2:1 

2:1 

0 

0 

Digital Remote 

Digital Remote 

Digital Remote 

Digital Remote 

Digital Remote 

Digital Remote 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

2nd Judicial Circuit 
Franklin, Gadsden, Jefferson 

Leon, Liberty, & Wakulla Counties 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

0 2 8 

Digital Court Reporting Vendor JAVS 
CourtSmart/ 

JAVSJAVS CourtSmart N/A JAVS

 Total Secondary Servers 2 1 12 

00 0 00 0 0

 Total Primary Servers 2 1 3 0 2 10
 Total General Court Reporting Desktops 

76%

 Total Monitoring Workstations 1 0 8 0 0 9 

0

 Total Digital Portable Units 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0% 100% 

5 
0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

1 
4 

7 
4 0 0 6 

0 201 

JAVS 

0 0 

2 

0 
0 

0 

0 0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 10 

0 

10 0 00 

0 

67% 100% 74% 

0 

100% 

2 

1 
2 

10

 Total Courtrooms 2 1 15 1 2 23 
1 2 1 1Number of Facilities 3

 Total Hearing Rooms 

Percent of Courtrooms & Hearing Rooms 
w/Digital Recording Capacity 

2 
2 
0 0 

Digital Logistics 

Gadsden Jefferson Leon Liberty Wakulla Circuit-WideFranklin 
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FY 2007-08 
 

Monticello 
JCC 

Crawfordville 
WCC Tallahassee 

LCC 

Apalachicola 
FCC 

0 Monitor Workstations 

Bristol Liberty County 
Courthouse: 

0 Servers 

Apalachicola 
Annex 

Bristol 
LCC 

Quincy 
GCC 

Quincy 
Guy Race 

Annex 

FranklinGadsden 

Quincy Guy Race Annex: 

Crawfordville Wakulla 
County Courthouse: Apalachicola Franklin 

County Courthouse: Quincy Gadsden County 
Courthouse: 

Apalachicola Annex: 

Monticello Jefferson 
County Courthouse: 1 Monitor Workstation 

2 Servers 
1 Primary 
1 Secondary 

1 Remote Monitored Rm 
1 Multi-Use Courtroom 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Central/Remote Rms 
1 Remote Monitored Rm 
1 Multi-Use Courtroom 

1 Remote Monitored Rm 
1 Multi-Use Courtroom 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Monitor Workstations 
2 Server 
1 Primary 
1 Secondary 

1 Remote Monitored Rm 
1 Multi-Use Courtroom 

Tallahassee Leon 
County Courthouse: 

10 Central Monitored Rms 
6 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
3 Felony Courtrooms 
1 Misdemeanor Crtrm 

8 Monitor Workstations 

5 Servers 
1 Primary 
1 Back Up 
1 Archive 
1 Video 
1 Standalone 

0 Monitor Workstations 

2 Remote Monitored Rms 
2 Multi-Use Courtrooms 

4 Servers 
2 Primary 
2 Secondary 

1 Remote Monitored Rm 
1 Multi-Use Courtroom 

2 Servers 
1 Primary 
1 Secondary 

Liberty Wakulla Leon Jefferson 

2 Servers 
1 Primary 

0 Monitor Workstations 1 Secondary 

2 Servers 
1 Primary 
1 Secondary 

 T-1 State Courts System Network Line 

Network Lines: 

Note:  Arrows at network line endpoints indicate direction of remote 
monitoring.  No arrows indicate no remote monitoring at this time. 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

2nd Judicial Circuit 
 
Summary UDR Number of Hours Number of Pages 

FY 2006-07 Shared Model 

Circuit-Wide To Private Party To Justice Administrative Commission 

July 1 thru June 30 To Judges 
or Other Gov't 

Entity To State Attorney To Public Defender 
To Court Appt'd 

Counsel 
Indigent for Cost 

Counsel 
Real Central Local Analog Analog or Court Non- Non- Non- Non-

Steno Time Digital Digital Video Audio Staff Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Non-Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal 

Circuit Criminal 1,901.25 2,212.00 1,488.75 2,442.75 0.00 444.75 4,493 3,249 3,013 1,946 959 1,930 43,772 525 2,154 830 4,294 

County Criminal 0.00 0.00 622.25 126.25 0.00 5,174.25 0 216 190 0 28 0 1,035 0 0 0 0 

Dependency/CINS/FINS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 488.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Delinquency 0.00 0.00 0.00 22.50 0.00 834.75 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 748.25 0 0 0 0 0 0 137 0 0 0 0 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 0.00 0.00 188.00 14.25 0.00 852.50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Magistrate/CSEHO (Family Law or Title IV-D) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,249.75 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Case Types 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 1,901.25 2,212.00 2,299.00 2,613.75 0.00 10,792.25 4,493 3,465 3,203 1,946 987 1,930 44,944 525 2,154 830 4,294 

# of Media Provided (CD, Audio or Video) 

To Private Party or Other Gov't Entity 27 

To State Attorney 21 

To Public Defender 2 

To JAC - Court Appointed Counsel 1 

To JAC - Indigent Costs for Counsel 0 

TOTAL 51 

Additional Information 

Contractual Service Providers - Circuit-Wide Fee/Rate Structure 

Appearances

Steno Digital Transcription Steno Digital 
Special Needs 

Servicesw Notice wo Notice w Notice wo Notice Routine Delivery

One Hour 
Original

3.75 

Each Addt'l Qtr Hour 
Copy w/Original 

Each Addt'l Hour 
2nd Copy w/Original 

Half-Day (1-4 hrs.) 150.00 
X-tra Copy (Non-Original) 

1.25 

Full-Day (4-8 hrs.) 60.00 Expedited Delivery

Overtime per Hour 60.00 
1 Business Day 

Saturday (1-8 hrs.) 
2-3 Business Days 

5.75 

Sunday (1-8 hrs.) 
Addt'l Copy 

2.50 

Court Holiday Appeal 

Cancellation Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Non-Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Multi-Media 15.00 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

3rd Judicial Circuit 
Columbia, Dixie, Hamilton, Lafayette,

Madison, Suwannee & Taylor Counties 
Chief Judge: E. Vernon Douglas 

Trial Court Administrator: Sondra Williams 

Court Technology Officer: John Lake 

Manager, Court Reporting Services: N/A 

Circuit-Wide Fiscal Allotments FY 2007-08 Filings 
Recorded at 

Public 
Expense 

FY 2005-06 Unit Cost 

Filings 
Recorded at 

Public Expense 
FY 2006-07GR FTE Trust FTE 

GR Salaries, 
Benefits & 
Expenses 

GR Contractual 
& Maintenance 

Total Paid to the 
Clerks 

Trust Cost Recovery 
Authority Trust Cost Sharing Authority 

6.00 1.00 $364,765 $27,391 $0 $6,485 $62,707 15,581 $21.44 15,802 

Columbia 

Employee 

No 

SA/PD/JAC 

2.8:1 

Circuit Criminal 

Trials 1:1 

Capital cases 1:1 

All other proceedings 1:1 

County Criminal 

Trials 1:1 

All other proceedings 3:1 

Family Court 

Delinquency 3:1 

Dependency 3:1 

Termination of Parental Rights 1:1 

GM/CSEHO for Family Court 3:1 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 3:1 

On-Site 1:0 

Off-Site 1:0 

5 

Court Reporter II 1 

Court Reporter I 2 

Digital Court Reporter 2 

Circuit Criminal 

Trials Steno 

Capital cases Steno 

All other proceedings Steno/Digital 

County Criminal 

Trials Steno/Digital 

All other proceedings Digital 

Family Court 

Delinquency Digital 

Dependency Digital 

Termination of Parental Rights Steno 

GM/CSEHO Digital 

Domestic Violence Injunctions Digital 

Analog Audio 

1:1 1:1 

3:1 3:1 

1:1 

3:1 3:1 3:1 

3:1 3:1 3:1 3:1 

3:1 

3:1 

1:1 

3:1 

1:1 

3:1 3:1 

3:13:1 

1:1 1:1 1:1 

1:1 

3:1 

3:1 3:1 3:1 3:1 3:1 

Monitoring Ratio (Overall) 2.8:1 

Staffing & Service Delivery FY 2007-08 

S
ta

f
f

in
g

 M
o

d
e

l
 

Transcript Services Model (SA, PD, JAC) 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 1:1 

Overall Staffing Model 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 1:1 1:1 

2.8:1 

1:11:11:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

Digital 

1:1 1:1 1:1 

Steno 

Steno 

Steno 

Digital 

Analog Audio Analog Audio Analog Audio Analog Audio Analog Audio 

Digital Digital DigitalDigital 

Digital Digital Digital 

Steno 

Digital 

Digital Digital Digital 

Steno Steno Steno 

Steno/Digital Steno/Digital Steno/Digital 

Steno 

Digital Digital Digital 

Steno Steno/Digital 

Steno/Digital Steno/Digital Steno/Digital Steno/Digital 

Steno/Digital 

Digital 

Steno 

Steno Steno Steno 

Steno 

Steno 

Steno/Digital 

Steno Steno StenoSteno 

0 0 0 0 2 

0 1 1 

0 1 

4 

00 0 

0 1 1 70 

1:0 1:0 1:01:0 

1:0 1:0 1:0 1:0 1:0 

3:1 3:1 3:13:1 

No 

2.8:12.8:1 

SA/PD/JAC SA/PD/JAC SA/PD/JACSA/PD/JAC SA/PD/JAC 

2.8:1 

No 

Taylor Circuit-Wide 

Employee Employee Employee Employee Employee 

Dixie 

No 

Suwannee 

0 

0 0 

No 

Hamilton 

SA/PD/JAC SA/PD/JAC 

3:1 

1:0 

2.8:1 

1:1 1:1 

N/A 

Classifications (Total FTE Employee): 

1:0 

1:0 

3:1 

1:1 

3:1 

0 

3:1 

S
e

r
v

ic
e

 D
e

li
v

e
r

y 

Analog AudioAnalog Audio 

Steno Steno/Digital 

Digital 

2.8:1 

0 0 

1:1 

1:01:0 

Madison 

No No 

Employee Employee 

Lafayette 

1:1 1:1 

Digital 

Digital 

3:1 3:1 

3:1 

Steno Steno 

Clerk of Court Staff Usage 

0 

No 

1:1 

Steno Steno 

Digital Digital 

Digital Digital 

Digital N/A Digital Digital 

3:1 

Digital Digital Digital Digital Digital 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Digital Digital 

0 0 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

3rd Judicial Circuit 
Columbia, Dixie, Hamilton, Lafayette,

Madison, Suwannee & Taylor Counties 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Digital Logistics 

Columbia Dixie Hamilton Lafayette Madison Suwannee Taylor Circuit-Wide 

1 1 1 1Number of Facilities 1 1 1 7

 Total Courtrooms 4  2  1  1  1  2  2  13  
0  0  0  00 0 0 0 

0 0 0 44 0 0 0 

1 2 2 90 2 1 1 

2 3 2
Total Hearing Rooms 

6 1 2 18 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2 

0 0 0 44 0 0 0 

2 2 1 80 1 1 1 

0 0 0 0
Total Digital Portable Units 

2 0 0 2 

Percent of Courtrooms & Hearing Rooms 
w/Digital Recording Capacity 80% 100% 67% 67% 100% 80% 75% 81% 

0 0 0 0
Total Monitoring Workstations 

4 0 0 4

 Total General Court Reporting Desktops 4 0 0 0 0 2 1 7 
0 2 2 2

Total Primary Servers 
2 2 2 12

 Total Secondary Servers 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 8 
CourtSmartCourtSmart CourtSmart CourtSmart CourtSmartDigital Court Reporting Vendor CourtSmart CourtSmart CourtSmart 
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Jasper Hamilton County Madison Madison County 
Courthouse: Courthouse: 

2 Remote Monitored Rms 3 Remote Monitored Rms Hamilton 
1 Multi-Use Courtroom 
1 Multi-Use Hearing Room 

0 Monitor Workstations 
Live Oak Suwannee County 

3 ServersCourthouse: 2 Primary 
1 Secondary 

2 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
2 Multi-Use Hearing Rooms 

4 Remote Monitored Rms 

Lake City Columbia County 0 Monitor Workstations 
Courthouse: 

3 Servers 
8 Central Monitored Rms2 Primary
 

1 Secondary Columbia 
 4 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
4 Multi-Use Hearing Rooms 

4 Monitor Workstations Perry Taylor County 
5 Servers Courthouse: 
2 Primary 
3 Secondary 

2 Multi-Use Courtroom 
1 Multi-Use Hearing Room 

3 Remote Monitored Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 
Cross City Dixie County 3 Servers 

2 Primary Courthouse: 
1 Secondary 

3 Remote Monitored Rms 
2 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
1 Multi-Use Hearing Room 

0 Monitor Workstations 
3 Servers 
2 Primary 
1 Secondary 

1 Secondary 

Lake City 
CCC 

Jasper 
HCC 

Live Oak 
SCC 

Suwannee 

Lafayette 

Mayo 
LCC 

Madison 

Madison 
MCC 

Taylor 

Perry 
TCC 

Dixie 

Cross City 
DCC 

Mayo Lafayette County 
Courthouse: 

2 Remote Monitored Rms 

1 Multi-Use Hearing Room 

2 Multi-Use Hearing Room 

1 Multi-Use Courtroom 

0 Monitor Workstations 
3 Servers 
2 Primary 

1 Multi-Use Courtroom 

0 Monitor Workstations 
3 Servers 
2 Primary 
1 Secondary 

 T-1 State Courts System Network Line 

Network Lines: 

Note:  Arrows at network line endpoints indicate direction of remote 
monitoring.  No arrows indicate no remote monitoring at this time. 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

3rd Judicial Circuit 
 
Summary UDR Number of Hours Number of Pages 

FY 2006-07 Shared Model 

Circuit-Wide To Private Party To Justice Administrative Commission 

July 1 thru June 30 To Judges 
or Other Gov't 

Entity To State Attorney To Public Defender 
To Court Appt'd 

Counsel 
Indigent for Cost 

Counsel 
Real Central Local Analog Analog or Court Non- Non- Non- Non-

Steno Time Digital Digital Video Audio Staff Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Non-Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal 

Circuit Criminal 2,009.25 134.00 579.75 2.00 0.00 0.00 550 1,967 385 1,000 97 246 18,490 731 5,155 30 1,299 

County Criminal 134.25 0.00 826.25 6.00 0.00 0.00 136 0 0 0 0 38 0 0 0 0 0 

Dependency/CINS/FINS 21.25 0.00 240.50 1.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 233 70 0 11 32 64 0 0 134 

Delinquency 16.25 0.00 179.00 2.75 0.00 0.00 0 0 189 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 0.00 0.50 132.50 6.25 0.00 0.00 0 104 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Magistrate/CSEHO (Family Law or Title IV-D) 0.00 0.00 93.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Case Types 8.50 0.00 86.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 29 7 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 2,189.50 134.50 2,138.75 18.00 0.00 0.00 686 2,071 807 1,070 97 324 18,529 795 5,155 30 1,433 

# of Media Provided (CD, Audio or Video) 

To Private Party or Other Gov't Entity 30 

To State Attorney 2 

To Public Defender 1 

To JAC - Court Appointed Counsel 6 

To JAC - Indigent Costs for Counsel 0 

TOTAL 39

Additional Information 

Contractual Service Providers - Circuit-Wide Fee/Rate Structure 

Appearances 

Steno Digital Transcription Steno Digital 
Special Needs 

Servicesw Notice wo Notice w Notice wo Notice Routine Delivery

One Hour 50.00 
Original 

4.00 4.00 
- Transcripts may 

require $50 
research fee 

- Multi-Media $50 
per day for media; 
$10 per hour for 
private attorney 

Each Addt'l Qtr Hour 8.75 
Copy w/Original 

4.00 4.00 

Each Addt'l Hour 35.00 
2nd Copy w/Original 

4.50 4.50 

Half-Day (1-4 hrs.) 50.00 
X-tra Copy (Non-Original) 

0.50 0.50 

Full-Day (4-8 hrs.) Expedited Delivery 

Overtime per Hour 1.5 rate 
1 Business Day 

8.00 8.00 

Saturday (1-8 hrs.) 
2-3 Business Days 

6.00 6.00 

Sunday (1-8 hrs.) 
Addt'l Copy 

0.50 0.50 

Court Holiday Appeal 4.50 4.50 

Cancellation Certified Transcript - Disk 25.00 

Other:___________ Non-Certified Transcript - Disk 25.00 

Other:___________ Multi-Media 25.00
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

4th Judicial Circuit 
Clay, Duval & Nassau Counties 

Chief Judge: Donald R. Moran, Jr. 

Trial Court Administrator: H. Britt Beasley 

Court Technology Officer: Jeff Sourbeer 

Manager, Court Reporting Services: Wanda Harrison 

Circuit-Wide Fiscal Allotments FY 2007-08 Filings 
Recorded at 

Public 
Expense 

FY 2005-06 Unit Cost 

Filings Recorded at 
Public Expense 

FY 2006-07GR FTE 
Trust 
FTE 

GR Salaries, 
Benefits & 
Expenses 

GR Contractual & 
Maintenance 

Total Paid to 
the Clerks 

Trust Cost Recovery 
Authority 

Trust Cost 
Sharing Authority 

1.00 0.00 $74,069 $1,152,254 $0 $0 $0 118,282 $9.23 119,594 

Circuit Criminal 

Trials 

Capital cases 

All other proceedings 

County Criminal 

Trials 

All other proceedings 

Family Court 

Delinquency 

Dependency 

Termination of Parental Rights 

GM/CSEHO for Family Court 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

On-Site 
Off-Site 

Mgr., Court Reporting Services 

Circuit Criminal 

Trials 

Capital cases 

All other proceedings 

County Criminal 

Trials 

All other proceedings 

Family Court 

Delinquency 

Dependency 

Termination of Parental Rights 

GM/CSEHO 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

1:1 

1:11:1 

1:1 

1:11:0 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:0 

1:1 

1:1 

1:11:0 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1 

0 

0 

1:1 

1:1 1:1 

Nassau 

Contractual Hybrid Contractual 

1:1 1:11:1 

N/A 

Yes 

0 

0 

1 

1:1 

1:1 

1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1 

Staffing & Service Delivery FY 2007-08 

S
ta

f
f

in
g

 M
o

d
e

l 

Transcript Services Model (SA, PD, JAC) 

1:1 

Monitoring Ratio (Overall) 

Overall Staffing Model 

Clay Duval 

Steno 

Steno Steno Steno 

Steno/Real Time Steno/Real Time 

Digital Local 

Steno/Digital Local 

Steno/Digital Local 

Digital Local 

Steno/Digital Local 

Steno 

Steno Steno 

Steno 

Digital Local 

Steno/Digital Local 

Digital Local 

Steno/Digital Local 

Digital Local 

Steno 

Steno 

Steno/Real Time 

Steno/Digital Local 

Steno/Real Time 

Steno 

Steno/Digital Local 

Steno/Digital Local 

Steno 

Steno/Digital Local 

Steno 

Digital Local 

Steno 

Steno 

Steno 

Digital Local 

Steno 

Steno 

Steno 

No No 

N/A N/A 

Steno/Digital Local 

Steno/Digital Local 

1:1 

N/A 

Circuit-Wide 

Hybrid 

Yes/No 

1:1 

1:1 

S
e

r
v

ic
e

 D
e

li
v

e
r

y 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Digital Local 

Steno/Digital Local 

1:1 1:1 

Steno 

1:1 

1:0 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:0 

1:1 

1:0 

Clerk of Court Staff Usage 

Classifications (Total FTE Employee): 

1:1 

1:1 

Note: Absent an allocation of additional positions to manage the day-to-day operations in Clay & Nassau Counties, we have to rely on Clerk of Court staff to manage the day-to-day 
operations in those counties. In FY 08/09, Contractual staff will monitor Clay Co. proceedings instead of Clerk staff. Contractual staff will also handle other digital recording duties in 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

4th Judicial Circuit 
Clay, Duval & Nassau Counties 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

NassauDuvalClay 

2 3 2 

Digital Logistics 

Circuit-Wide 

10 32 3 
Number of Facilities 7

 Total Courtrooms 45 

0 

20% 

5 
0 
1 

0 

52% 

272 

0 0 00 

9  16  

0 

CourtSmart/BIS CourtSmart 

0 

0 

0 

50% 

2 
0 
0 

0 0 00

 Total Hearing Rooms 604 
4 
0 

7 
0 

0 

49 
4 

0

 Total Digital Portable Units 9 

Percent of Courtrooms & Hearing Rooms 
w/Digital Recording Capacity 26% 

2

 Total Monitoring Workstations 0 

Digital Court Reporting Vendor CourtSmart/BIS*

 Total Primary Servers 7

 Total Secondary Servers 7 
CourtSmart 

4 2 
2 1 
1 

4
 Total General Court Reporting Desktops 1 

0 
0 

* BIS recording equipment is planned to phase out in FY 09/10. This equipment will be replaced with CourtSmart. 
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FY 2007-08 
 
0 Central/Remote Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Monitor Workstations 

Green Cove Springs 
CCC 

Jacksonville 
DCC 

Jacksonville 
Beach Blvd Court 

Facility Yulee 
Judicial Annex 

Fernandina Beach 
Renovated 
Courthouse 

Jacksonville 
Jail 

0 Servers 

0 Servers 

Fernandina Beach 
Renovated Courthouse: 

Green Cove Springs Clay 
County Courthouse: 

Nassau Clay 
Duval 

0 Central/Remote Rms 

Jacksonville Beach Blvd 
Court Facility: 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

0 Central/Remote Rms 

Jacksonville Duval County 
Courthouse: 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

0 Central/Remote Rms 
Jacksonville Jail: 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

0 Central/Remote Rms 

Yulee Judicial Annex: 

0 Central/Remote Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

4th Judicial Circuit 
 
Summary UDR Number of Hours Number of Pages 

FY 2006-07 Shared Model 

Circuit-Wide To Private Party To Justice Administrative Commission 

July 1 thru June 30 To Judges 
or Other Gov't 

Entity To State Attorney To Public Defender 
To Court Appt'd 

Counsel 
Indigent for Cost 

Counsel 
Real Central Local Analog Analog or Court Non- Non- Non- Non-

Steno Time Digital Digital Video Audio Staff Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Non-Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal 

Circuit Criminal 11,902.00 676.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 14,619 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

County Criminal 7,180.00 0.00 0.00 6,898.75 0.00 5,940.75 1,648 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Dependency/CINS/FINS 5,820.50 0.00 0.00 451.50 0.00 8.50 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Delinquency 2,471.00 0.00 0.00 58.00 0.00 6.00 757 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship 273.00 0.00 0.00 117.00 0.00 13.50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 0.00 0.00 0.00 545.50 0.00 250.75 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Magistrate/CSEHO (Family Law or Title IV-D) 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,353.50 0.00 1,079.00 1,769 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Case Types 0.00 0.00 0.00 104.50 0.00 13.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 27,646.50 676.00 0.00 12,528.75 0.00 7,311.50 18,797 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

# of Media Provided (CD, Audio or Video) 

To Private Party or Other Gov't Entity 0 

To State Attorney 0 

To Public Defender 0 

To JAC - Court Appointed Counsel 0 

To JAC - Indigent Costs for Counsel 0 

TOTAL 0 

Additional Information 

Contractual Service Providers - Circuit-Wide Fee/Rate Structure 

Appearances

Steno Digital Transcription Steno Digital 
Special Needs 

Servicesw Notice wo Notice w Notice wo Notice Routine Delivery

One Hour 17.00 
Original

5.25 5.25 
- Appearance fee of 

$20 for closing 
arguments 

- $18 to $24 travel 
fees 

- Video service 
$220; $95 set up 
- Holiday fee for 

Real Time of $180; 
Overtime fee for 

Real Time of $37.50 

Each Addt'l Qtr Hour 
Copy w/Original 

5.25 5.25 

Each Addt'l Hour 
2nd Copy w/Original 

5.25 5.25 

Half-Day (1-4 hrs.) 120.00 
X-tra Copy (Non-Original) 

1.25 1.25 

Full-Day (4-8 hrs.) Expedited Delivery

Overtime per Hour 50.00 
1 Business Day 

10.50 10.50 

Saturday (1-8 hrs.) 150.00 
2-3 Business Days 

7.95 7.95 

Sunday (1-8 hrs.) 150.00 
Addt'l Copy 

1.25 to 2.50 1.25 to 2.50 

Court Holiday 150.00 Appeal 5.25 5.25 

Cancellation Certified Transcript - Disk 10.00 

Other:___________ Non-Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Multi-Media 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

5th Judicial Circuit 
Citrus, Hernando, Lake, 

Marion & Sumter Counties 
Chief Judge: Daniel Merritt, Sr. 

Trial Court Administrator: David M. Trammell 

Court Technology Officer: Jon Lin 

Manager, Court Reporting Services: Lynn Gilstrap 

Manager, Electronic Court Reporting Services: Diane Devine 

Circuit-Wide Fiscal Allotments FY 2007-08 
Filings Recorded 
at Public Expense 

FY 2005-06 Unit Cost 

Filings Recorded at 
Public Expense 

FY 2006-07GR FTE Trust FTE 

GR Salaries, 
Benefits & 
Expenses 

GR Contractual 
& Maintenance 

Total Paid to 
the Clerks 

Trust Cost Recovery 
Authority 

Trust Cost Sharing 
Authority 

17.00 0.00 $849,523 $428,607 $15,000 $21,100 $0 63,229 $15.85 66,217 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO for Family Court 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

On-Site 
Off-Site 

Mgr., Court Reporting Services 
Mgr., Electronic Court Reporter 
Digital Court Reporter 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 

All other proceedings 

County Criminal 

Trials 

All other proceedings 

Family Court 

Delinquency 

Dependency 

Termination of Parental Rights 

GM/CSEHO 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

Digital Central/Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Central/Local 

Digital Central/Steno 

Digital Central/Steno 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

3.5:1 3.5:1 

3.5:1 3.5:1 

Digital Central 

3.5:1 

3.5:1 

3.5:1 

3.5:1 

3.5:1 

1:1 

1:1 1:1 

Monitoring Ratio (Overall) 

1:1 

2.7:1 1.8:1 

Citrus Hernando 
HybridHybridOverall Staffing Model 

3.5:1 

S
ta

f
f

in
g

 M
o

d
e

l

1:12.7:1 1.8:1 

1:1 

2.7:1 1.8:1 

Clerk of Court Staff Usage 

2.8:1 

2.7:1 1.8:1 1:1 2.8:1 

2.7:1 1.8:1 

1:1 2.8:1 

Staffing & Service Delivery FY 2007-08 

Transcript Services Model (SA, PD, JAC) 
No No 

N/A 

No 

N/A N/A 

Sumter 

1.8:1 

1:1 

2.7:1 

1:1 

Circuit-Wide 
Contractual Hybrid 

1:1 1:1 

3.5:1 

N/A 

No 

Lake 
Hybrid 

Marion 

1:1 1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

2.8:11.8:1 

Yes 

Digital Central/Steno 

3.5:1 

3.5:1 3.5:1 

3.5:1 3.5:1 

3.5:1 

2.7:1 

Digital Central/Local Digital Local Digital Central & Local 

Digital Central Digital Local 

Digital Central Digital Central 

Digital Central & Local 

Digital Central & Local 

Digital Central & LocalDigital Central 

Digital Local 

Digital Local 

Digital Central & Local 

Digital Central Digital Local 

Digital Central Digital Local Digital Central & Local 

Digital Central/Steno 

Digital Central/Steno Digital Central/Steno 

Digital Central/Steno 

0  15  8 

1 

10 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1:1 

3 

1 

1 

0 

0 

173 

2.7:1 

1:1 

1.8:1 1:1 2.8:1 

1:1 

1:1 2.8:11.8:1 

1:1 2.8:1 

2.8:1 

1.8:1 1:1 2.8:1 

1:1 

2.8:11:1 

No 

Hybrid 

2 2 

0 

2 

0 

S
e

r
v

ic
e

 D
e

li
v

e
r

y 

Digital Central/Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Central/Steno 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

N/A 

3.5:1 

N/A 

2.7:1 

3.5:1 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Classifications (Total FTE Employee): 

3.5:1 

1:1 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Digital Central 

Digital Central/Steno 

Digital Central 

Digital Central Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

3 

Digital Central 

Digital Central/Steno 

Digital Central/StenoDigital Central/Steno 

2.7:1 

1:1 1:1 

9 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central & Local 

Digital Central Digital Central Digital Local 

Digital Local 

Digital Local Digital Central & Local 

Digital Central & Local 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

5th Judicial Circuit 
Citrus, Hernando, Lake, 

Marion & Sumter Counties 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

CourtSmart 

9  13  
2 2 

0 0 

57% 39% 

0 0 

0 0 

1 0 

1 1 
7 7 

Digital Logistics 

Lake Marion Sumter Circuit-WideCitrus Hernando 

5

 Total Courtrooms 8 13 5 40 
Number of Facilities 1 1 1 

0 0 5 5 
35 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 7 8

 Total Hearing Rooms 7 11 

013 

55 
0 0 1 2 
14 18 5 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

45%

 Total Digital Portable Units 13 14 411 

Percent of Courtrooms & Hearing Rooms 
w/Digital Recording Capacity 36% 42% 60%

 Total Monitoring Workstations 3 5 5 9 4 26 
6 48 

70

 Total Primary Servers 3 4 2 13
 Total General Court Reporting Desktops 

11 
Digital Court Reporting Vendor CourtSmartCourtSmart CourtSmart CourtSmart
 Total Secondary Servers 1 3 

CourtSmart 
3 3 1 

24 18 6 
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FY 2007-08 
 

Note: Not depicted in this diagram is the remote monitoring capability from each of the outlying counties.  Staff located in outlying 
counties may monitor central/remote courtrooms of other counties.  Circuit utilizes this capability on an as needed basis (back-up).  

SumterMarion 

Bushnell 
SJC 

Ocala 
MCJC 

Tavares 
LCJC 

Citrus 

Inverness 
CCC 

Hernando 

Brooksville 
HCC 

Inverness Citrus County Ocala Marion County Bushnell Sumter Tavares Lake County Judicial 

Courthouse: 

7 Central Monitored Rms 
7 Multi-Use Courtrooms 

3 Monitor Workstations 

3 Servers 
2 Primary 
 

1 Secondary
 

Brooksville Hernando County 
Courthouse: 

7 Central Monitored Rms 
7 Multi-Use Courtrooms 

5 Monitor Workstations 

5 Servers 
2 Primary 
 

3 Secondary 
 

Courthouse: 

13 Central Monitored Rms 
13 Multi-Use Courtrooms 

9 Monitor Workstations 

7 Servers 
4 Primary 
 

3 Secondary 
 

Judicial Center: 

6 Local Monitored Rms 
5 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
1 Multi-Use Hearing Room 

4 Monitor Workstations 

3 Servers 
2 Primary 
1 Secondary 

Note: Local monitored rooms have 
remote monitoring capabilities. 

Lake 

Center: 

8 Central Monitored Rms 
8 Multi-Use Courtrooms 

5 Monitor Workstations 

6 Servers 
3 Primary 
3 Secondary 

 State Courts System Network Line MAN 

Network Lines: 

Note:  Arrows at network line endpoints indicate direction of remote 
monitoring use.  No arrow indicates no remote monitoring at this time, 
although all courtrooms listed are capable of remote monitoring. 

Circuit Court Network Fiber 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

5th Judicial Circuit 
 
Summary UDR Number of Hours Number of Pages 

FY 2006-07 Shared Model 

Circuit-Wide To Private Party To Justice Administrative Commission 

July 1 thru June 30 To Judges 
or Other Gov't 

Entity To State Attorney To Public Defender 
To Court Appt'd 

Counsel 
Indigent for Cost 

Counsel 
Real Central Local Analog Analog or Court Non- Non- Non- Non-

Steno Time Digital Digital Video Audio Staff Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Non-Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal 

Circuit Criminal 2,450.25 0.00 4,265.75 246.75 0.00 5.50 5,920 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

County Criminal 0.00 0.00 4,973.25 481.75 0.00 8.50 75 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Dependency/CINS/FINS 165.75 0.00 2,105.75 64.00 0.00 1.50 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Delinquency 69.25 0.00 1,046.50 68.25 0.00 0.00 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship 2.00 0.00 73.25 185.75 0.00 6.50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 0.00 0.00 1,286.75 93.25 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Magistrate/CSEHO (Family Law or Title IV-D) 38.00 0.00 1,797.50 338.50 0.00 16.25 54 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Case Types 0.00 0.00 23.25 0.75 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 2,725.25 0.00 15,572.00 1,479.00 0.00 38.25 6,083 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

# of Media Provided (CD, Audio or Video) 

To Private Party or Other Gov't Entity 748 

To State Attorney 196 

To Public Defender 162 

To JAC - Court Appointed Counsel 12 

To JAC - Indigent Costs for Counsel 0 

TOTAL 1,118 

Additional Information 

Contractual Service Providers - Circuit-Wide Fee/Rate Structure 

Appearances

Steno Digital Transcription Steno Digital 
Special Needs 

Servicesw Notice wo Notice w Notice wo Notice Routine Delivery

One Hour 
50.00 to 

70.00 
Original

3.00 to 4.00 

Each Addt'l Qtr Hour 
Copy w/Original 

Each Addt'l Hour 
30.00 to 

40.00 
2nd Copy w/Original 

Half-Day (1-4 hrs.) 25.00 25.00 
X-tra Copy (Non-Original) 

1.00 to 2.00 

Full-Day (4-8 hrs.) 50.00 50.00 Expedited Delivery

Overtime per Hour 1.5 rate 
1 Business Day 

6.00 

Saturday (1-8 hrs.) 1.5 rate 
2-3 Business Days 

4.50 

Sunday (1-8 hrs.) 1.5 rate 
Addt'l Copy 

Court Holiday 1.5 rate Appeal 

Cancellation 
50.00 to 

60.00 Certified Transcript - Disk 15.00 

Other:___________ Non-Certified Transcript - Disk 15.00 

Other:___________ Multi-Media 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

6th Judicial Circuit 
Pasco & Pinellas Counties 

Chief Judge: Robert J. Morris, Jr. 

Trial Court Administrator: Gay Inskeep 

Court Technology Officer: Ken Nelson 

Manager, Court Reporting Services: Amy Lockhart, Stephanie LoBalbo, Robin Fraley, Christine Hawthorne, and Jean 
Mesa 

Circuit-Wide Fiscal Allotments FY 2007-08 Filings 
Recorded at 

Public 
Expense 

FY 2005-06 Unit Cost 
Filings Recorded at Public Expense 

FY 2006-07GR FTE Trust FTE 

GR Salaries, 
Benefits & 
Expenses 

GR Contractual 
& Maintenance 

Total Paid to 
the Clerks 

Trust Cost 
Recovery 
Authority 

Trust Cost Sharing 
Authority 

37.00 2.00 $1,886,230 $365,858 $0 $499,951 $128,936 119,592 $15.71 117,696 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO for Family Court 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

On-Site 
Off-Site 

Mgr., Court Reporting Services 
Mgr., Electronic Court Reporter 
Court Reporter II 
Court Reporter I 
Digital Court Reporter 
Administrative Support 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

1:1 

2:1 

1:1 

1:1 

3:1 

2:1 

3:1 

Digital Central 

3:1 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Steno/Digital Central 

Steno 

2 

3:1 

Digital Central 

Steno/Digital Central 

1 

1:1 

0 

Digital Local & Central & PortableDigital Local/Digital Central 

Steno 

Steno 
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1:1 

1:1 1:1 

1:1 

Digital Central 

Steno 

3:1 

Steno/Digital Central 
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Steno/Digital Central 

Digital Central 

3:1 

Digital Central 

Steno/Digital Central 

1:1 

Pasco 

No 

2:1 

SA/PD/JAC SA/PD/JAC 
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Steno/Digital Central & Portable 

6 
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Steno/Digital Local & Central & Portable 

Classifications (Total FTE Employee): 11 

0 

1:1 

6 

1 

0 

2 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

3:1 

39 

1 

1 

17 
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28 

1 

Steno/Digital Central Digital Local 

Steno/Digital Central 

Steno 

Digital Central/Digital Portable 

Steno/Digital Central 

Steno/Digital Central 

Steno 

3 

Steno 

Digital Central 

Steno/Digital Central 

Steno/Digital Central & Local 

Steno/Digital Local & Central & Portable 

3:1 

3:1 

1:1 

1:1 

Steno/Digital Central 

23 

1:1 

2:1 

Circuit-Wide 

Hybrid 

No 

SA/PD/JAC 

2:1 

Clerk of Court Staff Usage 

1:1 

3:1 

Monitoring Ratio (Overall) 
Transcript Services Model (SA, PD, JAC) 

5 

Staffing & Service Delivery FY 2007-08 
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Overall Staffing Model 

3:1 

No 

3:1 

2:1 

1:1 

3:1 
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Court Reporting 6th Judicial Circuit 
Circuit Profiles Pasco & Pinellas Counties 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Total Secondary Servers 
7 

Digital Court Reporting Vendor CourtSmartCourtSmart 
34 

CourtSmart 

60%

 Total Monitoring Workstations

 Total Primary Servers 1596
 Total General Court Reporting Desktops 3

 Total Digital Portable Units 3 13 
8  26  

10 

12 
18 

0 

83 
5 
3615 

57 

21 

0 

5 0 

100%

 Total Hearing Rooms 26 

0 

45%Percent of Courtrooms & Hearing Rooms 
w/Digital Recording Capacity 

2 

0 1 

40 
0 2 

44 
1 

13 27 

32 
57 

Digital Logistics 

Circuit-Wide 

Number of Facilities

 Total Courtrooms 

Pasco Pinellas 

7 
13 

25 
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As of January 2008 
Note: The Circuit utilizes remote-monitoring capabilities between Pinellas and Pasco Counties on an as-needed basis (for backup purposes).  In Pinellas 


County, St. Petersburg and Clearwater have the ability to remote-monitor the Criminal Justice Center and the Criminal Justice Center has the ability to 


remote-monitor Clearwater.  Primary monitoring is performed by on-site staff with the exception of the traffic courts, which are remote-monitored  from the 


Criminal Justice Center.
 

Clearwater 315 Bldg: 
North County Traffic: 16 Central Monitored Rms Pasco 4 Multi-Use Courtrooms Pinellas 

14 Central Monitored Rms
  4 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
10 Multi-Use Hearing Rms 

3 Monitor Workstations 

New Port Richey 
West Pasco Gov. Center: 

20 Central Monitored Rms
 9 Multi-Use Courtrooms

 11 Multi-Use Hearing Rms 

5 Monitor Workstations 

6 Servers 
2 Primary 
1 Secondary 
2 Video 

4 Servers 

Dade City 

South County 

1 Primary 
1 Secondary 
1 Video 

East Pasco Gov. Center: 

2 Monitor Workstations 

New Port Richey  

South County Traffic: 

West Pasco Gov 
Center 10 Mbps ATM Circuit 

Dade City 
East Pasco Gov 

Microwave T-1 
315 Bldg4 Servers 

Center 

St. Petersburg 
501 Bldg 

North County 
Traffic 

Clearwater 

Criminal 
Justice 
Center 

Traffic 

10
M

bpsM
AT

12 Multi-Use Hearing Rms 

1 Primary 
1 Secondary 
2 Video 

30
M

bp
s

AT
M

 

1 Remote Monitored Rm 
1 Traffic Courtroom 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Criminal Justice Center: 

26 Central Monitored Rms 
23 Multi-Use Courtrooms
  3 Jail-Hearing Rooms 

14 Monitor Workstations 

8 Servers 
3 Primary 
1 Secondary 
3 Video 
1 Archive Server 

St. Petersburg 501 Building: 

1 Archive Server 1 Archive Server 1 Remote Monitored Rm 0 Remote Monitored Rms 
1 Traffic Courtroom 

2 Monitor Workstations 0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 0 Servers T-1 County Shared Network Line 

State Courts System Network Line 

Network Lines: 

Other:  ATM County Shared Network Line 

Note:  Arrows at network 
line endpoints indicate 
direction of remote 
monitoring.  No arrows 
indicate no remote 
monitoring at this time. Page 194 of 261



 

Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

6th Judicial Circuit 
 
Summary UDR Number of Hours Number of Pages 

FY 2006-07 Shared Model 

Circuit-Wide To Private Party To Justice Administrative Commission 

July 1 thru June 30 To Judges 
or Other Gov't 

Entity To State Attorney To Public Defender 
To Court Appt'd 

Counsel 
Indigent for Cost 

Counsel 
Real Central Local Analog Analog or Court Non- Non- Non- Non-

Steno Time Digital Digital Video Audio Staff Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Non-Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal 

Circuit Criminal 5,457.25 0.00 11,167.25 3.25 0.00 0.00 7,026 8,569 5,180 5,485 2,317 8,527 60,061 3,384 16,356 152 839 

County Criminal 1,379.50 0.00 13,007.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 367 2,383 1,939 313 838 1,727 1,832 569 1,785 0 36 

Dependency/CINS/FINS 271.75 0.00 2,572.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 173 1,688 0 415 99 25 376 154 1,152 0 793 

Delinquency 512.25 0.00 1,906.25 2.25 0.00 0.00 218 76 311 145 88 267 1,464 0 111 0 0 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship 54.25 0.00 19.75 21.50 0.00 0.00 0 230 287 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 418.25 0.00 837.50 1,491.50 0.00 0.00 192 3,942 315 125 0 118 0 0 0 0 0 

Magistrate/CSEHO (Family Law or Title IV-D) 26.00 0.00 406.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 56 2,823 31 85 0 0 0 40 0 0 0 

Other Case Types 104.25 0.00 61.50 24.75 0.00 0.00 0 241 0 95 0 138 972 0 0 0 290 

TOTAL 8,223.50 0.00 29,977.25 1,543.25 0.00 0.00 8,032 19,952 8,063 6,663 3,342 10,802 64,705 4,147 19,404 152 1,958 

# of Media Provided (CD, Audio or Video) 

To Private Party or Other Gov't Entity 2 

To State Attorney 100 

To Public Defender 249 

To JAC - Court Appointed Counsel 0 

To JAC - Indigent Costs for Counsel 0 

TOTAL 351

Additional Information 

Contractual Service Providers - Circuit-Wide Fee/Rate Structure 

Appearances 

Steno Digital Transcription Steno Digital 
Special Needs 

Servicesw Notice wo Notice w Notice wo Notice Routine Delivery

One Hour
50.00 to 

60.00 
Original 

3.75 to 4.00 3.75 to 4.50 
- $130 minimum per 
half day in Pinellas 

County. 
- Real Time $75 to 
$80 first hour and 
$15 to $20 each 

additional quarter 
hour 

- Fee for 12 a.m. to 
6 a.m. is 2.0 rate 

Each Addt'l Qtr Hour 8.75 to 11.25 
Copy w/Original 

0.75 1.00 

Each Addt'l Hour 
2nd Copy w/Original 

0.75 1.00 

Half-Day (1-4 hrs.) 
X-tra Copy (Non-Original) 

2.00 2.00 

Full-Day (4-8 hrs.) Expedited Delivery

Overtime per Hour 1.5 rate 
1 Business Day 

7.00-8.50 7.00-8.50 

Saturday (1-8 hrs.) 1.5 rate 
2-3 Business Days 

5.00 to 7.50 5.00 to 7.50 

Sunday (1-8 hrs.) 1.5 rate 
Addt'l Copy 

0.75 1.00 

Court Holiday 1.5 rate Appeal 5.25 to 5.50 5.25 

Cancellation Certified Transcript - Disk 5.00 5.00 

Other:___________ Non-Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Multi-Media 15.00 17.00 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

7th Judicial Circuit 
Flagler, Putnam,

St. Johns & Volusia Counties 
Chief Judge: J. David Walsh 

Trial Court Administrator: Mark Weinberg 

Court Technology Officer: Bill Hale 

Manager, Court Reporting Services: Louise Pomar 

Manager, Electronic Court Reporting Services: Dorie Jackson 

Circuit-Wide Fiscal Allotments FY 2007-08 Filings 
Recorded at 

Public Expense 
FY 2005-06 Unit Cost 

Filings Recorded at 
Public Expense 

FY 2006-07GR FTE Trust FTE 

GR Salaries, 
Benefits & 
Expenses 

GR Contractual 
& Maintenance 

Total Paid to 
the Clerks 

Trust Cost Recovery 
Authority 

Trust Cost Sharing 
Authority 

16.00 1.00 $927,573 $438,562 $0 $10,638 $50,128 80,846 $14.66 81,554 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO for Family Court 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

On-Site 
Off-Site 

Mgr., Court Reporting Services 
Mgr., Electronic Court Reporter 
Court Reporter II 
Court Reporter I 
Digital Court Reporter 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

* Calculations of staffing ratios by county and division is problematic. Steno staff are headquartered in specific counties, but cover Circuit Criminal and TPR proceedings in multiple counties. Likewise, digital 
staff are headquartered in specific counties, but monitor proceedings across county lines and cover multiple divisions. 

Clerk of Court Staff Usage 

0 

Steno 

0 

0 

0 0 

0 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

1 

4 

1 

Real Time Real Time 

5 

0 

Digital 

Digital 

Real Time 

Digital 

Steno Steno 

Putnam St. JohnsFlagler 
Overall Staffing Model 

Monitoring Ratio (Overall) 

Staffing & Service Delivery FY 2007-08 
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f
f
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e
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Transcript Services Model (SA, PD, JAC) 

Classifications (Total FTE Employee): 

EmployeeEmployee 

Digital (Steno for Jimmy 
Ryce) 

Digital 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Employee 

No No 

0 

S
e

r
v

ic
e

 D
e

li
v

e
r

y

Digital 

Digital 

Digital 

Steno 

Digital 

Digital 

Hybrid 

No 

Hybrid 

0 

2 

SA/PD/JAC SA/PD/JAC SA/PD/JAC 
SA/PD/JAC (Digital 

Only) SA/PD/JAC 

No 

2.5:1* (See note 
below) 

0 

0 

8  17  

1 10 

2 

1 

7  10  

1 

2 

Steno Digital/Steno 

Steno 

Digital Digital 

Digital 

Digital (Steno for Jimmy 
Ryce) 

Digital (Steno for 
Jimmy Ryce) 

Digital 

Digital 

Digital 

Digital (Steno for Jimmy Ryce) 

Digital 

Digital (Steno for Jimmy 
Ryce) 

Steno 

DigitalDigital 

StenoSteno 

DigitalDigital 

Digital 

Digital 

Digital 

DigitalDigital 

Digital Digital Digital 

Digital Digital 

Volusia Circuit-Wide 

No 

Digital 

Digital 

Steno Steno 

Real Time Real Time 

Digital 

3 

0 

2 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

7th Judicial Circuit 
Flagler, Putnam,

St. Johns & Volusia Counties 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

40% 56% 58% 

1 
6 5 6 
0 0 0 

CourtSmartCourtSmartCourtSmart CourtSmart 
1 0 1 

12

 Total Secondary Servers 3 5 
55 1

Total Primary Servers 

80 4
Total Monitoring Workstations 

1 

Digital Court Reporting Vendor CourtSmart

 Total Digital Portable Units 0 0 1 

1 
1 0

Total General Court Reporting Desktops 

00 

1 

5 

70% 62% 

4 
13 

3 5 

4 6 

0 0 

2 31 0 0 

0 
Percent of Courtrooms & Hearing Rooms 
w/Digital Recording Capacity 

1 

28 
3 4 
14 

0 0
 Total Hearing Rooms 4 

13 2263 0 

11 1600 5 

0 0 

10

 Total Courtrooms 29 46 
7Number of Facilities 1 1 

Digital Logistics 

Volusia Circuit-WideFlagler Putnam St. Johns 
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Network Lines: 
Note:  Arrows at network 
line endpoints indicate 
direction of remote 
monitoring. No arrows 
indicate no remote 
monitoring at this time. 

Bunnell 
FCC Palatka 

PCC 
St. Augustine 

SJCC 

9 Central Monitored Rms 
7 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
2 Multi-Use Hearing Rms 

3 Monitor Workstations 
1 Desktop Workstation 

Deland Volusia 
County Courthouse: 

Daytona Bch Branch Jail: 

1 Remote Monitored Rm 
1 Multi-Use Courtroom 

0 Monitor Workstations 

1 Server 

Volusia 

Daytona Bch 
Justice Center 

Daytona Bch 
Courthouse Annex 

Deland 
VCC 

New Smyrna 
Courthouse Annex 

Daytona Bch 
Branch Jail 

4 Central Monitored Rms 
3 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
1 Multi-Use Hearing Rm 

1 Monitor Workstation 
2 Servers 
1 Primary 
1 Backup 

Bunnell Flagler County 
Courthouse: 

5 Remote Monitored Rms 
5 Multi-Use Courtrooms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

5 Servers 

Palatka Putnam County 
Courthouse: 

2 Servers 
1 Primary 
1 Backup 

Daytona Bch Courthouse Annex: 

9 Remote Monitored Rms 
9 Multi-Use Courtrooms 

0 Monitor Workstations 
2 Servers 
1 Primary 
1 Backup 

6 Central Monitored Rms 
6 Multi-Use Courtrooms 

4 Monitor Workstations 
1 Desktop Workstation 
2 Servers 
1 Primary 
1 Backup 

5 Meg Metro E 

County Shared Network Line

 T-1 State Courts System Network Line 

FY 2007-08 
 

St. Augustine St. Johns County Flagler St. JohnsPutnam Courthouse: 

Daytona Bch Justice Center: 

6 Central Monitored Rms 
6 Multi-Use Courtrooms 

5 Monitor Workstations 
2 Desktop Workstations 

2 Servers 
1 Primary 
1 Backup 

New Smyrna Courthouse Annex: 

1 Remote Monitored Rm 
1 Multi-Use Courtroom 

0 Monitor Workstations 

1 Server 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

7th Judicial Circuit 
 
Summary UDR Number of Hours Number of Pages 

FY 2006-07 Shared Model 

Circuit-Wide To Private Party To Justice Administrative Commission 

July 1 thru June 30 To Judges 
or Other Gov't 

Entity To State Attorney To Public Defender 
To Court Appt'd 

Counsel 
Indigent for Cost 

Counsel 
Real Central Local Analog Analog or Court Non- Non- Non- Non-

Steno Time Digital Digital Video Audio Staff Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Non-Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal 

Circuit Criminal 3,864.00 457.00 4,079.50 0.00 0.00 13.00 3,961 2,052 125 1,775 1,266 878 3,847 97 3,432 0 2,957 

County Criminal 1,327.75 458.75 3,996.75 0.00 0.00 114.50 341 73 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Dependency/CINS/FINS 373.25 93.75 1,186.75 0.00 0.00 15.50 35 0 0 0 0 24 8 0 0 0 0 

Delinquency 357.00 155.00 1,509.25 0.00 0.00 101.50 66 0 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship 0.00 7.25 81.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 91.00 115.75 743.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 492 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Magistrate/CSEHO (Family Law or Title IV-D) 0.00 75.75 767.00 0.00 0.00 727.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Case Types 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11 130 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 6,013.50 1,363.25 12,364.50 0.00 0.00 971.50 4,906 2,255 125 1,820 1,266 902 3,855 97 3,432 0 2,957 

# of Media Provided (CD, Audio or Video) 

To Private Party or Other Gov't Entity 280 

To State Attorney 174 

To Public Defender 204 

To JAC - Court Appointed Counsel 18 

To JAC - Indigent Costs for Counsel 12 

TOTAL 688 

Additional Information 

Contractual Service Providers - Circuit-Wide Fee/Rate Structure 

Appearances

Steno Digital Transcription Steno Digital 
Special Needs 

Servicesw Notice wo Notice w Notice wo Notice Routine Delivery

One Hour 50.00 
Original

4.00 3.75 
- Real Time $400 

per day 
- $30 per hour take 
down fee for digital 

transcription 

Each Addt'l Qtr Hour 
Copy w/Original 

Each Addt'l Hour 30.00 
2nd Copy w/Original 

1.00 1.00 

Half-Day (1-4 hrs.) 130.00 
X-tra Copy (Non-Original) 

1.00 1.00 

Full-Day (4-8 hrs.) 250.00 Expedited Delivery

Overtime per Hour 45.00 
1 Business Day 

8.00 

Saturday (1-8 hrs.) 
2-3 Business Days 

6.00 

Sunday (1-8 hrs.) 
Addt'l Copy 

1.50 to 2.00 

Court Holiday Appeal 

Cancellation 45.00 Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Non-Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Multi-Media 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

8th Judicial Circuit 
Alachua, Baker, Bradford 

Gilchrist, Levy & Union Counties 
Chief Judge: Frederick D. Smith
 

Trial Court Administrator: Ted McFetridge
 

Court Technology Officer: Fred Buhl
 

Manager, Court Reporting Services: Sherry Palmer 

Circuit-Wide Fiscal Allotments FY 2007-08 Filings 
Recorded at 

Public Expense 
FY 2005-06 Unit Cost 

Filings Recorded 
at Public 
Expense 

FY 2006-07GR FTE Trust FTE 

GR Salaries, 
Benefits & 
Expenses 

GR Contractual 
& Maintenance 

Total Paid to 
the Clerks 

Trust Cost Recovery 
Authority Trust Cost Sharing Authority 

16.00 2.00 $909,277 $0 $0 $26,804 $105,735 33,726 $23.00 32,859 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO for Family Court 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

On-Site 
Off-Site 

Mgr., Court Reporting Services 
Court Reporter II 
Court Reporter I 
Digital Court Reporter 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 

Delinquency 

Dependency 

Termination of Parental Rights 

GM/CSEHO 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

Digital Central 

Steno 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Real Time 

Steno 

Digital Central 

Steno 

1:1 

1:1 

Steno 

1 

11 

8 

2:1 

2:1 

2:1 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Digital Central Digital Local 

1 

Digital Central & 
LocalDigital Central Digital Central Digital Local 

Digital Local Digital Central & 
LocalDigital Central 

Steno 

Digital Central Digital Local 

Digital Central Digital Central Digital Local 

Real Time Real TimeReal Time 

Digital Central Digital Central Digital Central 

Classifications (Total FTE Employee): 2 1 

Alachua 

Employee 

No 

SA/PD/JAC 

2:1 

Employee 

Bradford 

Clerk of Court Staff Usage 

Baker 

Transcript Services Model (SA, PD, JAC) 

Overall Staffing Model 

1:1 

SA/PD/JAC 

No 

1:1 

0 0 

0 

SA/PD/JAC 

2:1 
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Digital LocalDigital Central 

Steno 

Steno Steno 

1:1 1:1 

1:1 

2:1 

2:1 

1:1 

1:1 1:1 

0 

1 

1 

Union Circuit-Wide 

Employee Employee Employee Employee 

LevyGilchrist 

Employee 

NoNo No No No 

SA/PD/JAC SA/PD/JAC SA/PD/JACSA/PD/JAC 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

2:1 2:1 

1:1 1:11:1 1:11:1 

1:1 

1:1 1:1 1:1 1:11:1 

1:1 1:11:1 1:1 1:1 

0 

1  2  1  18  

0 10 00 

13 

0 0 

0 3 

1 

1 

1 1 

Steno 

Steno 

Real Time Real Time Real Time 

Steno 

Steno 

Steno 

Steno 

Steno Steno 

Steno Steno Steno Steno Steno Steno 

Digital Central Digital Central Digital Central 

Digital Central & 
Local 

Steno 

Digital Central Digital Central 

Steno Steno Steno 

Digital Local 

Steno 

Digital Central & 
Local 

Digital Central Digital Central Digital Local Digital Central & 
Local 

Digital Central Digital Central Digital LocalDigital Central Digital Local 

1:1 1:1 

1 1 

2:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

Steno 

1 0 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 1:1 

1:1 1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 1:1 

1:11:1 

1:1 

Monitoring Ratio (Overall) 1:1 

Staffing & Service Delivery FY 2007-08 
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1:1 
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1:1 1:1 
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1:11:1 2:1 
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1:1 

2:1 

1:1 1:1 1:1 1:1 1:1 1:1 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

8th Judicial Circuit 
Alachua, Baker, Bradford 

Gilchrist, Levy & Union Counties 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

0 

0 

0 

100% 

CourtSmartCourtSmart CourtSmart CourtSmart CourtSmart 

24 
20

 Total Secondary Servers 1 1 1 1 1 7 
10 
2 

2 

0

 Total Primary Servers 2 

Digital Court Reporting Vendor CourtSmart 

17 

CourtSmart

 Total Monitoring Workstations 1 

2 2 2
 Total General Court Reporting Desktops 1 2 1 2 1 

2 2 1 
1 0 

13 
0 0 3

Total Digital Portable Units 
02 

7 

100% 100% 100% 

0 0 
Percent of Courtrooms & Hearing Rooms 
w/Digital Recording Capacity 100% 100% 100% 

2 2 

0 0 

2 8 
0 0 

0 2 

0 0 
2 2 2 

0 0 0 0
 Total Hearing Rooms 00 8 

1 1 7 
2 

1 

00 0 

12 

321 

1 

2 

0 

41 
2 2 

1 344 3 

0 0 0
 Total Courtrooms 5 4 4 3 223 

Digital Logistics 

Baker Bradford Gilchrist LevyAlachua Union Circuit-Wide 

2 2Number of Facilities 2 13 3 
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FY 2007-08 
 

Note: Diagram is aspirational in nature as current network bandwidth limitations prevent regular remote monitoring.  Jail courtrooms 
are recorded via video connection to the courthouse during events.  Also, not depicted in this diagram is the ability for any courthouse 
to connect to any jail courtroom as all jail courtrooms are networked across all counties. 

Baker 

Gainesville 
Criminal Justice 

Center 

4 Central Monitored Rms 
4 Multi-Use Courtrooms 

1 Monitor Workstations 

MacClenny Baker County 
Courthouse: 

3 Servers

Gainesville Criminal 
Justice Center: 

Trenton Gilchrist County 
Courthouse: 

Starke Bradford 
County Courthouse: 

Lake Butler Union County 
Courthouse: 

Bronson Levy County 
Courthouse: 

3 Central Monitored Rms 
1 Multi-Use Courtroom 
2 Hearing Rooms 
1 Monitor Workstations 

3 Servers 

5 Central Monitored Rms 
3 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
2 Hearing Rooms 

2 Monitor Workstations 

3 Servers 

5 Central Monitored Rms 
3 Multi-Use Courtroom 
2 Hearing Room 

2 Monitor Workstations 

3 Servers 
2 Primary 
1 Secondary 

11 Central Monitored Rms 
11 Multi-Use Courtrooms 

4 Monitor Workstations 

6 Servers 
5 Primary 
1 Secondary 

4 Central Monitored Rms 
2 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
2 Hearing Rooms 

1 Monitor Workstations 

Union Alachua 
Bradford 

Levy 

Gilchrist 

Gainesville 
Family/Civil 

Justice Center 

Gainesville 
Jail 

MacClenny 
BCC Starke 

BCC 

MacClenny 
Jail Starke 

Jail 

Trenton 
GCC 

Trenton 
Jail 

Bronson 
LCC 

Lake Butler 
UCC 

Lake Butler 
Jail 

Bronson 
Jail 

Gainesville Family/Civil 
Justice Center: 

10 Central Monitored Rms 
10 Multi-Use Courtrooms` 

3 Monitor Workstations 
6 Servers 
5 Primary 
1 Secondary 

Gainesville Jail: 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

2 Remote Monitored Rms 

MacClenny Jail: 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

1 Remote Monitored Rm 

Lake Butler Jail: 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Starke Jail: 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Trenton Jail: 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

1 Remote Monitored Rm 
1 Remote Monitored Rm 

1 Remote Monitored Rm 

 T-1 State Courts System Network Line 
Network Lines: 

Note:  Arrows at network line endpoints indicate direction of remote 
monitoring.  No arrows indicate no remote monitoring at this time. 

Private Fiber 

Gigabit Fiber 

3 Servers 

Bronson Jail: 

1 Remote Monitored Rm 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

8th Judicial Circuit 
 
Summary UDR Number of Hours Number of Pages 

FY 2006-07 Shared Model 

Circuit-Wide To Private Party To Justice Administrative Commission 

July 1 thru June 30 To Judges 
or Other Gov't 

Entity To State Attorney To Public Defender 
To Court Appt'd 

Counsel 
Indigent for Cost 

Counsel 
Real Central Local Analog Analog or Court Non- Non- Non- Non-

Steno Time Digital Digital Video Audio Staff Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Non-Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal 

Circuit Criminal 57.00 2,264.00 2,617.50 91.25 0.00 0.00 1,684 1,681 2,112 1,860 182 1,294 19,582 1,502 4,064 139 1,412 

County Criminal 0.00 6.25 2,958.00 165.25 0.00 0.00 61 167 128 77 36 23 1,823 0 75 0 0 

Dependency/CINS/FINS 0.00 98.50 1,148.00 44.25 0.00 0.00 124 212 0 0 0 0 0 0 375 0 250 

Delinquency 0.00 0.00 702.75 28.25 0.00 0.00 0 41 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship 0.00 0.00 81.00 17.50 0.00 0.00 33 6 0 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 0.00 0.00 434.00 22.00 0.00 0.00 0 274 79 0 0 59 6 0 11 0 0 

Magistrate/CSEHO (Family Law or Title IV-D) 0.00 0.00 1,029.75 111.00 0.00 230.50 8 59 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Case Types 0.00 9.25 486.25 27.75 0.00 16.00 845 298 0 588 0 0 0 11 0 0 0 

TOTAL 57.00 2,378.00 9,457.25 507.25 0.00 246.50 2,755 2,738 2,319 2,532 218 1,376 21,445 1,513 4,525 139 1,662 

# of Media Provided (CD, Audio or Video) 

To Private Party or Other Gov't Entity 295 

To State Attorney 115 

To Public Defender 54 

To JAC - Court Appointed Counsel 37 

To JAC - Indigent Costs for Counsel 2 

TOTAL 503 

Additional Information
 

Realtime Access $50 Per Half Day - Audio Tapes $10 Each - Compact Disks 


$15 Each - Video Tapes $15 Each - Media Rough Draft of Court Proceedings 

$50 Per Half Day
 

Contractual Service Providers - Circuit-Wide Fee/Rate Structure 

Appearances

Steno Digital Transcription Steno Digital 
Special Needs 

Servicesw Notice wo Notice w Notice wo Notice Routine Delivery

One Hour 45.00 
Original

4.50 4.00 
- Transcript 

research fee of $30 
- Real Time $65 per 

hourEach Addt'l Qtr Hour 
Copy w/Original 

1.00 1.00 

Each Addt'l Hour 45.00 
2nd Copy w/Original 

Half-Day (1-4 hrs.) 
X-tra Copy (Non-Original) 

1.00 1.00 

Full-Day (4-8 hrs.) Expedited Delivery

Overtime per Hour 1.5 rate 
1 Business Day 

2.0 rate 2.0 rate 

Saturday (1-8 hrs.) 2.0 rate 
2-3 Business Days 

1.5 rate 1.5 rate 

Sunday (1-8 hrs.) 2.0 rate 
Addt'l Copy 

Court Holiday Appeal 

Cancellation 45.00 Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Non-Certified Transcript - Disk 3.00 

Other:___________ Multi-Media 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

9th Judicial Circuit 
Orange & Osceola Counties 

Chief Judge: Belvin Perry, Jr. 

Trial Court Administrator: Matthew Benefiel 

Court Technology Officer: Brett Arquette 

Manager, Court Reporting Services: Stephen Simon 

Manager, Electronic Court Reporting Services: Donna Simpson 

Circuit-Wide Fiscal Allotments FY 2007-08 Filings 
Recorded at 

Public 
Expense 

FY 2005-06 Unit Cost 
Filings Recorded at Public 

Expense FY 2006-07GR FTE Trust FTE 

GR Salaries, 
Benefits & 
Expenses 

GR Contractual 
& Maintenance 

Total Paid to the 
Clerks 

Trust Cost Recovery 
Authority 

Trust Cost 
Sharing Authority 

36.00 9.00 $2,216,229 $0 $0 $116,572 $507,885 106,218 $17.12 107,788 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO for Family Court 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

On-Site 
Off-Site 

Mgr., Court Reporting Services 
Mgr., Electronic Court Reporter 
Court Reporter II 
Court Reporter I 
Digital Court Reporter 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

No 

SA/PD/JAC 

3:1 

1:1 

Overall Staffing Model 

Monitoring Ratio (Overall) 

Staffing & Service Delivery FY 2007-08 

S
ta

f
f

in
g

 M
o

d
e

l
 

Transcript Services Model (SA, PD, JAC) 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

NA 

1 

5 

1:1 

3.2:1 

Circuit-Wide 

Employee 

Digital Central 

Osceola 

Employee 

4:1 

9 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central Digital Central 

Digital Central 

1:1 

45 

1 

Digital Central 

Digital Local 

Digital Central Digital Central 

Digital Central 

2  12  

26 

4:1 

6 

3:1 

1:0 

3:1 

4:1 

0 

3:1 

No 

4:1 

3.2:1 

No 

SA/PD/JAC 

1:0 

1 

S
e

r
v

ic
e

 D
e

li
v

e
r

y 

Classifications (Total FTE Employee): 

4:1 

1 

CAT 

4 

10 

NA 

0 

1:1 

Clerk of Court Staff Usage 
SA/PD/JAC 

Orange 

Employee 

3.2:1 

1:0 

4:1 

1:1 

3:1 

3:1 

1:1 

1:1 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

1:1 

CAT 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Local Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

CAT 

CAT CAT 

Digital Local 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Digital Local 

1:1 

36 

CAT 

1 

20 

NA 

3:1 

3:1 

3:1 

1:1 1:1 

1:1 
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Court Reporting 9th Judicial Circuit 
Circuit Profiles Orange & Osceola Counties 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Total Courtrooms 
63 

Number of Facilities 

63 
00 

12 

51 
2 
12 

Digital Logistics 

27 

Circuit-Wide 

00 

10 

Orange Osceola 

8

 Total Hearing Rooms 22 5 
1 

40 

00 

4 

0 

Percent of Courtrooms & Hearing Rooms 
w/Digital Recording Capacity 88% 

4 1

 Total Digital Portable Units 
55

 Total General Court Reporting Desktops 9
 Total Monitoring Workstations 

Digital Court Reporting Vendor 

72

 Total Secondary Servers 5 
55 17

Total Primary Servers 

0 

0 

100% 

4 

85% 

FTRFTR FTR 

5 

12 

51 

11 

50 
0 

1 
5 
9 
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FY 2007-08 
 

Note: Orange County has three Child Support Hearing Officers and five Court Magistrates operating monitoring workstations to record 
proceedings. 

Winter Park Branch Bldg:
 

Apopka Branch Bldg: 
 

1 Remote Monitored Rm
 

0 Monitor Workstations 
 

0 Servers 
 

Ocoee Branch Bldg: 

1 Remote Monitored Rm
 

0 Monitor Workstations 
 

0 Servers 
 

Orlando Lakeside 
Alternatives: 

1 Local Monitored Rm 

0 Monitor Workstations 	 16 Misdemeanor Courtrooms 3 Delinquency Courtrooms 
 

3 Domestic Relations Courtrooms 2 Multi-Use Courtrooms
 

Orange 
Apopka 

Branch Bldg 

OsceolaOcoee 
Branch Bldg 

Winter Park 
Branch Bldg 

Orlando 
Jail BRC 

Orlando 
OCC 

Orlando 
Juvenile Justice 

Center 

Kissimmee 
OCC 

Osceola 
Jail 

Future Plans 

Orlando 
Florida Hospital 

Orlando 
Lakeside 

Alternatives 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Orlando Florida Hospital: 

1 Local Monitored Rm 

3 Remote Monitored Rms 
3 Multi-Use Courtrooms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

1 Secondary Server 

Orlando Jail BRC: 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

1 Remote Monitored Rm 

Osceola Jail: 
37 Remote Monitored Rms 
12 Felony Courtrooms 

Orlando Orange County 

8 Remote Monitored Rms 
3 Dependency Courtrooms 

2 Multi-Use Hearing Rms 

Courthouse: Center: 
Orlando Juvenile Justice 

15 Remote Monitored Rms 
2 Felony Courtrooms 
2 Misdemeanor Courtrooms 
7 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
2 Misdemeanor Hearing Rms 

5 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Kissimmee Osceola County 
Courthouse: 

1 Remote Monitored Rm 6 Multi-Use Courtrooms 0 Servers 0 Monitor Workstations 
0 Monitor Workstations 

1 Secondary Server 
50 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 2 Secondary Servers 

T-1 County Shared Network Line

 T-1 State Courts System Network Line 

Network Lines: 

Note:  Arrows at network line endpoints indicate direction of remote 
monitoring.  No arrows indicate no remote monitoring at this time. Page 206 of 261



Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

9th Judicial Circuit 
 
Summary UDR Number of Hours Number of Pages 

FY 2006-07 Shared Model 

Circuit-Wide To Private Party To Justice Administrative Commission 

July 1 thru June 30 To Judges 
or Other Gov't 

Entity To State Attorney To Public Defender 
To Court Appt'd 

Counsel 
Indigent for Cost 

Counsel 
Real Central Local Analog Analog or Court Non- Non- Non- Non-

Steno Time Digital Digital Video Audio Staff Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Non-Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal 

Circuit Criminal 11,207.00 3,434.00 14,641.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,821 10,638 7,333 3,900 1,233 2,504 58,072 1,257 5,080 73 1,557 

County Criminal 0.00 0.00 28,392.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 209 1,401 745 32 1,284 183 1,865 0 377 0 0 

Dependency/CINS/FINS 0.00 0.00 7,064.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 516 527 175 188 0 0 50 552 5,755 0 776 

Delinquency 0.00 0.00 7,064.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 61 0 0 19 18 237 3,415 0 969 0 0 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,032.00 0.00 0.00 0 133 0 0 0 61 266 0 0 0 0 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 0.00 0.00 4,032.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 76 617 52 0 1 0 0 53 0 0 0 

Magistrate/CSEHO (Family Law or Title IV-D) 0.00 0.00 0.00 10,080.00 0.00 0.00 0 101 199 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Case Types 0.00 0.00 6,752.00 1,312.00 0.00 0.00 13 285 0 107 0 0 422 0 227 0 0 

TOTAL 11,207.00 3,434.00 67,945.00 15,424.00 0.00 0.00 3,696 13,702 8,504 4,246 2,536 2,985 64,090 1,862 12,408 73 2,333 

# of Media Provided (CD, Audio or Video) 

To Private Party or Other Gov't Entity 763 

To State Attorney 258 

To Public Defender 226 

To JAC - Court Appointed Counsel 60 

To JAC - Indigent Costs for Counsel 0 

TOTAL 1,307 

Additional Information 

Contractual Service Providers - Circuit-Wide Fee/Rate Structure 

Appearances

Steno Digital Transcription Steno Digital 
Special Needs 

Servicesw Notice wo Notice w Notice wo Notice Routine Delivery

One Hour 
Original

Each Addt'l Qtr Hour 
Copy w/Original 

Each Addt'l Hour 
2nd Copy w/Original 

Half-Day (1-4 hrs.) 
X-tra Copy (Non-Original) 

Full-Day (4-8 hrs.) Expedited Delivery

Overtime per Hour  1 Business Day 
Saturday (1-8 hrs.) 

2-3 Business Days 
Sunday (1-8 hrs.) 

Addt'l Copy 
Court Holiday Appeal 

Cancellation Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Non-Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Multi-Media 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

10th Judicial Circuit 
Hardee, Highlands & Polk Counties 

Chief Judge: J. David Langford 

Trial Court Administrator: Nick Sudzina 

Court Technology Officer: Jannet Lewis 

Manager, Court Reporting Services: Janie Castleberry 

Circuit-Wide Fiscal Allotments FY 2007-08 Filings 
Recorded at 

Public 
Expense 

FY 2005-06 Unit Cost 
Filings Recorded at Public 

Expense FY 2006-07GR FTE Trust FTE 

GR Salaries, 
Benefits & 
Expenses 

GR Contractual 
& Maintenance 

Total Paid to 
the Clerks 

Trust Cost 
Recovery 
Authority 

Trust Cost Sharing 
Authority 

12.00 2.00 $544,735 $584,399 $0 $10,908 $72,955 64,558 $14.17 65,713 

Circuit Criminal 

Trials 

Capital cases 

All other proceedings 

County Criminal 

Trials 

All other proceedings 

Family Court 

Delinquency 

Dependency 

Termination of Parental Rights 

GM/CSEHO for Family Court 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

On-Site 
Off-Site 

Mgr., Electronic Court Reporter 

Digital Court Reporter 
Electronic Transcriber 

Circuit Criminal 

Trials 

Capital cases 

All other proceedings 

County Criminal 

Trials 

All other proceedings 

Family Court 

Delinquency 

Dependency 

Termination of Parental Rights 

GM/CSEHO 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

1:1 

0.5 

No 

1.5 

Overall Staffing Model 

Staffing & Service Delivery FY 2007-08 

1:1 

2:1 

1:1

S
ta

f
f

in
g

 M
o

d
e

l
 

Transcript Services Model (SA, PD, JAC) 

4:1 

No 

SA/PD/JAC 

Highlands 

No 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Circuit-Wide 

Hybrid 

1:1 

1:1 

4:1 

Analog/Digital Central & Portable 
& Remote 

Digital Central 

Steno 

Steno 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Digital Remote 

Digital Central & Portable 

Digital Central & Remote 

Digital Central & Remote & 
Portable 

Digital Central/Steno 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Analog/Digital Remote 

Steno 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Steno 

6 

Digital Remote 

Digital Central 

Digital Central/Steno 

2:1 

1:1 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

8 

Digital Central/Steno 

Steno 

5 

1:0 

2:1 

1 

5 

14 

2:1 

SA/PD/JAC 

12 

2:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

4:1 

0 

1:1 

1 

1:1 

S
e

r
v
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e
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e
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v

e
r
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Digital CentralBaker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

0 

Analog/Digital Central & Portable 

Classifications (Total FTE Employee): 0.5 1.5 

Digital Central 

Steno 

Digital Remote & Portable Digital Central & Portable 

Digital Central 

2:1 

4:1 

1:1 

SA/PD/JAC 

Steno 

1:1 

1:1 

2:1 

1:01:0 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

2:1 

1:1 

1:1 

0 

1:0 

1:1 1:1 

1:1 

2:1 

0 

Hardee Polk 

Hybrid Hybrid Hybrid 

Clerk of Court Staff Usage No 

2:1 

2:1 

1:1 

Monitoring Ratio (Overall) 
SA/PD/JAC 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 
2:1 

Digital Central/Steno 

Steno 

Digital Central 

1:1 

1:11:1 

1:1 1:1 
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Court Reporting 10th Judicial Circuit 
Circuit Profiles Hardee, Highlands & Polk Counties 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

5

 Total Courtrooms 39 
Number of Facilities 

00 00 

1 3 

Digital Logistics 

Circuit-Wide 

2  6  31  

Hardee Highlands Polk 

1 

20 02 

376  31  0 

2 

5 
1

 Total Hearing Rooms 1 2 2 
1 

0 

0 

2 

0 

3 

4 

3 

4 

6 

7 
12 

6 

3 8
Total Monitoring Workstations 

1 

Percent of Courtrooms & Hearing Rooms 
w/Digital Recording Capacity 100% 

1 2 4
Total Digital Portable Units 

1 4
Total Primary Servers 

1
 Total General Court Reporting Desktops 8 

CourtSmartCourtSmart CourtSmartDigital Court Reporting Vendor CourtSmart
 Total Secondary Servers 12 

0 

2 

100% 

0 

100% 

0 

2 

0 

100% 
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FY 2007-08 
 

Note: This diagram is current as of January 2008. 

4 Servers 
1 Primary 
1 Backup 
1 Video Encoder 
1 Archive 

Wachula Jail: 

0 Central/Remote Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Bartow Central Jail: 

2 Remote Monitored Rms 
2 Multi-Use Courtrooms 

1 Monitor Workstation 

8 Central Monitored Rms 
6 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
2 Multi-Use Hearing Rms 

Wachula Hardee County 
Courthouse: 

Sebring Highlands County 
Courthouse: 

Hardee 

Wachula 
HCC 

Polk 

Highlands 

Sebring 
HCC 

Bartow 
PCC 

Lakeland 
Branch 

Courthouse 

Winter Haven 
Branch 

Courthouse 

Bartow 
Central Jail 

Frostproof 
South Jail 

Sebring 
Jail 

Wachula 
Jail 

2 CRTRMS MAX 

2 CRTRMS MAX 

1 Portable Laptop Recorder 

2 Portable Laptop Recorders 
Bartow Polk County 

0 Central/Remote Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Courthouse: 
31 Central Monitored Rms 
26 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
2 Juvenile Courtrooms 
1 Dependency Courtroom 
1 Probate Courtroom                   
1 Multi-Use Courtroom 
4 General Court Reporting 
Desktops 

8 Monitor Workstations 

10 Servers 
4 Primary 
 

2 Backup 
 

3 Video Encoder 
 

1 Archive Server 
 

3 Monitor Workstations 
4 Servers 
1 Primary 
 

1 Backup 
 

1 Video Encoder 
 

1 Archive Server 
 

Sebring Jail:

0 Central/Remote Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Lakeland Branch 
Courthouse: 

1 Remote Monitored Room 
 

0 Monitor Workstations 
 

0 Servers 
 

Winter Haven 


Branch Courthouse: 
 

1 Remote Monitored Room 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Frostproof South Jail: 

0 Central/Remote Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

 T-1 State Courts System Network Line 

Network Lines: 

Note:  Arrows at network line endpoints indicate direction of 
remote monitoring.  No arrows indicate no remote monitoring at 
this time. 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

10th Judicial Circuit 
 
Summary UDR Number of Hours Number of Pages 

FY 2006-07 Shared Model 

Circuit-Wide To Private Party To Justice Administrative Commission 

July 1 thru June 30 To Judges 
or Other Gov't 

Entity To State Attorney To Public Defender 
To Court Appt'd 

Counsel 
Indigent for Cost 

Counsel 
Real Central Local Analog Analog or Court Non- Non- Non- Non-

Steno Time Digital Digital Video Audio Staff Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Non-Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal 

Circuit Criminal 4,361.00 0.00 4,848.00 0.00 0.00 192.00 4,133 1,059 1,442 333 409 1,573 11,498 2,383 2,829 7 368 

County Criminal 0.00 0.00 5,085.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,708 250 135 145 147 324 3,913 146 278 166 0 

Dependency/CINS/FINS 43.75 0.00 1,648.00 66.00 0.00 120.00 81 135 241 23 0 0 186 285 1,426 0 0 

Delinquency 0.00 0.00 1,011.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 55 199 0 0 56 1,132 118 0 0 0 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship 92.75 0.00 192.50 28.00 0.00 87.50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 0.00 0.00 753.75 0.00 0.00 20.00 0 292 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Magistrate/CSEHO (Family Law or Title IV-D) 0.00 0.00 683.50 0.00 0.00 160.75 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Case Types 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 4,497.50 0.00 14,222.75 94.00 0.00 580.25 8,922 1,804 2,017 501 556 1,953 16,729 2,932 4,533 173 368 

# of Media Provided (CD, Audio or Video) 

To Private Party or Other Gov't Entity 520 

To State Attorney 166 

To Public Defender 286 

To JAC - Court Appointed Counsel 67 

To JAC - Indigent Costs for Counsel 0 

TOTAL 1,039 

Additional Information 

Contractual Service Providers - Circuit-Wide Fee/Rate Structure 

Appearances

Steno Digital Transcription Steno Digital 
Special Needs 

Servicesw Notice wo Notice w Notice wo Notice Routine Delivery

One Hour 
Original

4.00 
- Transcript may 

require $20 to $50 
depositEach Addt'l Qtr Hour 

Copy w/Original 
Each Addt'l Hour 

2nd Copy w/Original 
Half-Day (1-4 hrs.) 

X-tra Copy (Non-Original) 
1.00 

Full-Day (4-8 hrs.) Expedited Delivery

Overtime per Hour  1 Business Day 
Saturday (1-8 hrs.) 

2-3 Business Days 
2.0 rate 

Sunday (1-8 hrs.) 
Addt'l Copy 

Court Holiday Appeal 

Cancellation Certified Transcript - Disk 20.00 

Other:___________ Non-Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Multi-Media 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

11th Judicial Circuit 
Miami-Dade County 

Chief Judge: Joseph P. Farina 

Trial Court Administrator: Ruben Carrerou 

Court Technology Officer: Sharon Abrams 

Manager, Court Reporting Services: Eduardo Whitehouse 

Circuit-Wide Fiscal Allotments FY 2007-08 Filings 
Recorded at 

Public 
Expense 

FY 2005-06 Unit Cost 

Filings 
Recorded at 

Public Expense 
FY 2006-07GR FTE Trust FTE 

GR Salaries, 
Benefits & 
Expenses 

GR Contractual 
& Maintenance 

Total Paid to the 
Clerks 

Trust Cost Recovery 
Authority Trust Cost Sharing Authority 

5.00 0.00 $300,990 $2,407,129 $0 $13,000 $0 199,909 $12.58 210,334 

Circuit Criminal 

Trials 

Capital cases 

All other proceedings 

County Criminal 

Trials 

All other proceedings 

Family Court 

Delinquency 

Dependency 

Termination of Parental Rights 

GM/CSEHO for Family Court 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

On-Site 
Off-Site 

Mgr., Court Reporting Services 

Digital Court Reporter 

Administrative Support 

Circuit Criminal 

Trials 

Capital cases 

All other proceedings 

County Criminal 

Trials 

All other proceedings 

Family Court 

Delinquency 

Dependency 

Termination of Parental Rights 

GM/CSEHO 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

1:1 

1:1 

For Jimmy Ryce 1:1 Steno and 1:0 Digital. DV, Family GMs and Probate Judges (Baker, Marchman/Guardianship) operate DCR equipment 
themselves. 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 for CSEHO and 1:0 for Family GMs 

1:0 

CAT and 2 courtrooms of Digital Local 

CAT and 2 courtrooms of Digital Local 

CAT and 2 courtrooms of Digital Local and First Appearance Hearings are Digital Remote 

Staffing & Service Delivery FY 2007-08 

S
ta

f
f
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g
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o

d
e

l
 

Transcript Services Model (SA, PD, JAC) 

3 

5 

Overall Staffing Model 

No 

N/A 

Hybrid 

Miami-Dade (Circuit-Wide) 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Digital Local 

1:1 

S
e

r
v
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e
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e
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v

e
r
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Classifications (Total FTE Employee): 

Digital Local 

Digital Local 

Digital Local 

Digital Local 

Digital Local 

Digital Local 

Digital Local 

1 

1:1 

Clerk of Court Staff Usage 

1:1Monitoring Ratio (Overall) 

1 

1:1 

1:1 
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Digital Local  

Digital Central 

Digital Remote  

Digital Local  

Digital Central 

Digital Remote  

Digital Logistics 

0 

0 

Number of Facilities
    Total Courtrooms 

Miami-Dade (Circuit-Wide) 

11 
130 
36

    Total Hearing Rooms 23

    Total Digital Portable Units 51 

Percent of Courtrooms & Hearing Rooms 
w/Digital Recording Capacity 

9 

0 

0 

30%

    Total Secondary Servers 
Digital Court Reporting Vendor

    Total Monitoring Workstations 0
    Total General Court Reporting Desktops
    Total Primary Servers 

3 
1 
1 

FTR 

Court Reporting 11th Judicial Circuit 
Circuit Profiles Miami-Dade County 
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Miami 
Lawson E. Thomas 

Courthouse 

Miami 
Richard E. Gerstein 

Justice Building 
Miami 

South Dade 
Justice Center 

Miami Lawson E. Thomas 
Courthouse: 

0 Central/Remote Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Center: 

FY 2007-08 
 

Miami North Dade 
Justice Center: 

0 Central/Remote Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Miami Juvenile Justice 
Center: 

0 Central/Remote Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Miami Richard E. Gerstein 
Justice Building: 

0 Central/Remote Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Miami Bayfront:
Miami-Dade 

0 Central/Remote Rms 

Miami 0 Monitor Workstations Miami 
Bayfront North Dade 
 

Justice Center
 0 Servers 

Miami Miami Miami Dade County 
Juvenile Justice DCC Courthouse: Center 

0 Central/Remote Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Miami South Dade Justice 

0 Central/Remote Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

11th Judicial Circuit 
 
Summary UDR Number of Hours Number of Pages 

FY 2006-07 Shared Model 

Circuit-Wide To Private Party To Justice Administrative Commission 

July 1 thru June 30 To Judges 
or Other Gov't 

Entity To State Attorney To Public Defender 
To Court Appt'd 

Counsel 
Indigent for Cost 

Counsel 
Real Central Local Analog Analog or Court Non- Non- Non- Non-

Steno Time Digital Digital Video Audio Staff Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Non-Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal 

Circuit Criminal 41,417.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 18,184 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

County Criminal 0.00 0.00 0.00 20,869.00 0.00 0.00 750 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Dependency/CINS/FINS 0.00 0.00 0.00 11,575.00 0.00 0.00 135 86 0 0 0 0 0 780 1,762 73 0 

Delinquency 0.00 0.00 0.00 19,329.00 0.00 0.00 0 142 0 0 0 0 0 117 599 0 0 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 0.00 0.00 0.00 5,448.00 0.00 0.00 72 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Magistrate/CSEHO (Family Law or Title IV-D) 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,684.00 0.00 0.00 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Case Types 0.00 0.00 0.00 935.00 0.00 0.00 47 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 41,417.00 0.00 0.00 62,840.00 0.00 0.00 19,194 228 0 0 0 0 0 897 2,361 73 0 

# of Media Provided (CD, Audio or Video) 

To Private Party or Other Gov't Entity 16 

To State Attorney 422 

To Public Defender 360 

To JAC - Court Appointed Counsel 27 

To JAC - Indigent Costs for Counsel 0 

TOTAL 825 

Additional Information 

Contractual Service Providers - Circuit-Wide Fee/Rate Structure 

Appearances

Steno Digital Transcription Steno Digital 
Special Needs 

Servicesw Notice wo Notice w Notice wo Notice Routine Delivery

One Hour 
Original

5.00 4.25 
- $25 deposition 
appearance fee 

Each Addt'l Qtr Hour 
Copy w/Original 

Each Addt'l Hour 
2nd Copy w/Original 

Half-Day (1-4 hrs.) 115.00 75.00 
X-tra Copy (Non-Original) 

1.10 1.10 

Full-Day (4-8 hrs.) Expedited Delivery

Overtime per Hour 35.00 20.00 
1 Business Day 

Saturday (1-8 hrs.) 
2-3 Business Days 

6.50 4.75 

Sunday (1-8 hrs.) 
Addt'l Copy 

1.10 

Court Holiday Appeal 5.50 5.50 

Cancellation Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Non-Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Multi-Media 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

12th Judicial Circuit 
DeSoto, Manatee & Sarasota Counties 

Chief Judge: Lee E. Haworth 

Trial Court Administrator: Walt Smith Note: DeSoto County digital covered proceedings are remotely monitored by 

Court Technology Officer: Dennis Menendez Sarasota County using their employee resources. Therefore, the staffing ratios 

Manager, Court Reporting Services: Mary Barber indicated for DeSoto County mirror those of Sarasota County. 
Manager, Electronic Court Reporting Services: Janice Conway 

Circuit-Wide Fiscal Allotments FY 2007-08 Filings 
Recorded at 

Public Expense 
FY 2005-06 Unit Cost 

Filings Recorded at 
Public Expense 

FY 2006-07GR FTE Trust FTE 

GR Salaries, 
Benefits & 
Expenses 

GR Contractual 
& Maintenance 

Total Paid to the 
Clerks 

Trust Cost Recovery 
Authority 

Trust Cost Sharing 
Authority 

15.00 3.00 $930,484 $136,310 $0 $49,563 $172,855 51,995 $17.15 56,151 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO for Family Court 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

On-Site 
Off-Site 

Mgr., Court Reporting Services 
Mgr., Electronic Court Reporter 
Court Reporter II 
Court Reporter I 
Digital Court Reporter 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

Digital Central & Remote 

Digital Remote 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Digital Remote 

Digital Remote 

Classifications (Total FTE Employee): 

Digital CentralDigital Central 

Clerk of Court Staff Usage 
Overall Staffing Model 

No 

S
e

r
v

ic
e

 D
e

l
iv

e
r

y 

0 

Digital Remote 

Digital Remote 

Steno 

Digital Remote 

Digital Remote 

Real Time 

No 

Circuit-Wide 

HybridHybrid Employee Employee 

DeSoto Manatee Sarasota 

3:1 3:1 

No 

SA/PD/JAC - felony only 

0 

0 2 

1:1 (Contract Steno); 3:1 (Digital) 

3:1 

SA/PD/JAC - felony only SA/PD/JAC - felony only 

108 

3:1 3:1 

3:1 

3:1 

3:1 

1 

3:1 

3:1 

1:1 

18 

2.5:1 

0 1 

Digital Remote Digital Central 

Steno 

10 

1 

2 

54 

0 1 

0 

5 9 

Steno/Real Time 

Digital Central & Remote 

Steno/Real TimeReal Time Real Time 

Digital Central & Remote 

Real Time 

Digital Remote 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Digital Central & Remote 

Real Time 

Digital Central & Remote 

Real TimeReal Time 

Digital Central 

Digital Central & Remote 

Digital Central & Remote 

Digital Central 

Digital Central Digital Central & Remote 

Digital Remote 

Digital Remote 

Digital Central & Remote 

Digital Central & Remote 

Digital Central & Remote 

0 

0 

4 

Real Time 

0 1:1 1:1 

1:1 

3:1 

3:1 

3:1 

No 

SA/PD/JAC - felony only 

Monitoring Ratio (Overall) 

Staffing & Service Delivery FY 2007-08 

S
ta

f
f

in
g

 M
o

d
e

l 

Transcript Services Model (SA, PD, JAC) 

3:1 

1:1 

1:1 

3:1 

3:1 

3:1 

3:1 3:1 

3:1 

3:1 

3:1 

3:1 

3:1 3:1 

3:13:1 

1:1 1:1 1:1 

1:1 1:1 1:1 

1:1 1:1 1:1 

2:1 3:1 2:1 

3:1 

3:1 3:1 3:1 
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Court Reporting 12th Judicial Circuit 
Circuit Profiles DeSoto, Manatee & Sarasota Counties 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Digital Court Reporting Vendor CourtSmart CourtSmart CourtSmartCourtSmart 

20

 Total Secondary Servers 84
 Total Primary Servers 9 

3 
92 

1 

70
Total General Court Reporting Desktops 

147 

Percent of Courtrooms & Hearing Rooms 
w/Digital Recording Capacity 96%100%

 Total Monitoring Workstations 1 6 
33 
13 20 

6 

5 

4 

50

 Total Digital Portable Units 0 

00 0 

9 
0 

60 

0 

1392 

0

 Total Hearing Rooms 0  11  

2216 

10

 Total Courtrooms 37 
0 

1 4 

000 

Digital Logistics 

Circuit-Wide 

2  10  25  
Number of Facilities 

Desoto Manatee Sarasota 

2 

100% 

5 

6 

2 

2 

90% 
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Sarasota 

DeSoto 
Bradenton 

Kates Building 

Bradenton 
MCC 

Palmetto 
Jail 

Bradenton 
First Union 

Bldg 

Arcadia 
DCC 

From Manatee to Sarasota 
25 Courtrooms 

From Sarasota to Manatee 
8 Courtrooms 

8 Hearing Rooms 

From Sarasota to DeSoto 
2 Courtrooms 

2 Hearing Rooms 

Sarasota Judicial Center: 

16 Central Monitored Rms 
2 Felony Courtrooms 
2 Misdemeanor Courtrooms 
8 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
4 Other Courtrooms 

10 Monitor Workstations 

5 Servers 
2 Primary/Secondary 
2 Video 
1 Archive 

Sarasota Historic 
Courthouse: 

1 Remote Monitored Rm 
1 Probate Courtroom 

0 Monitor Workstations 

1 Server 
1 Primary/Secondary 

1 Remote Monitored Rm 
1 Felony Courtroom 

Sarasota Jail: 

0 Monitor Workstations 

1 Primary Server 

Sarasota 
Judicial 
Center 

Sarasota 
Historic 

Courthouse 

Venice 
RL Anderson 

Sarasota 
Jail 

Sarasota 
CJC 

Arcadia DeSoto County 
Courthouse: 

4 Remote Monitored Rms 
2 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
2 Multi-Use Hearing Rms 
1 Monitor Workstation 
3 Servers 
1 Primary 
1 Video 
1 Secondary 

Bradenton Kates Building: 

2 Remote Monitored Rms 
2 GM CSEHO Hearing Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

1 Primary Server 

Bradenton First Union Bldg: 

1 Remote Monitored Rm 
1 Multi-Use Courtroom 

0 Monitor Workstations 

1 Primary Server 

11 Central Monitored Rooms 

2 Misdemeanor Courtrooms 

6 Monitor Workstations 

Venice RL Anderson: Sarasota Criminal 
Justice Center: 

FY 2007-08 
 

Palmetto Jail: Manatee 
3 Remote Monitored Rms 
1 Multi-Use Courtroom 
 

2 Multi-Use Hearing Rms 
 

0 Monitor Workstations 

1 Primary Server 

Bradenton Manatee County 


Courthouse:
 

4 Multi-Use Courtrooms 

3 Multi-Use Hearing Rms 
1 Other Hearing Rm 
1 GM CSEHO Hearing Rm 

9 Servers 
4 Primary 
 

2 Video 
 

3 Secondary 
 

T-1 County Shared Network Line

 T-1 State Courts System Network Line 

Network Lines: 

Note:  Arrows at network line endpoints indicate 
direction of remote monitoring.  No arrows indicate no 
remote monitoring at this time. 

3 Remote Monitored Rms 4 Remote Monitored Rms 
3 Multi-Use Courtrooms 2 Multi-Use Courtrooms 

2 GM CSEHO Courtrooms 1 Monitor Workstation 
2 Monitor Workstations 3 Servers 
3 Servers 1 Primary 
1 Primary 1 Video 
1 Video 1 Secondary 
1 Secondary 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

12th Judicial Circuit 
 
Summary UDR Number of Hours Number of Pages 

FY 2006-07 Shared Model 

Circuit-Wide To Private Party To Justice Administrative Commission 

July 1 thru June 30 To Judges 
or Other Gov't 

Entity To State Attorney To Public Defender 
To Court Appt'd 

Counsel 
Indigent for Cost 

Counsel 
Real Central Local Analog Analog or Court Non- Non- Non- Non-

Steno Time Digital Digital Video Audio Staff Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Non-Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal 

Circuit Criminal 110.00 3,205.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 20,993 3,078 466 4,367 253 3,464 9,965 871 1,402 32 15,857 

County Criminal 7.00 422.25 16,624.50 19.75 0.00 0.00 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Dependency/CINS/FINS 0.00 0.00 1,347.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Delinquency 0.00 0.00 2,356.75 4.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship 0.00 0.00 8,249.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 0.00 0.00 3,822.50 12.00 0.00 0.00 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Magistrate/CSEHO (Family Law or Title IV-D) 0.00 0.00 8,123.75 2.00 0.00 0.00 94 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Case Types 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 117.00 3,628.00 40,523.50 73.75 0.00 0.00 21,122 3,078 466 4,367 253 3,464 9,965 871 1,402 32 15,857 

# of Media Provided (CD, Audio or Video) 

To Private Party or Other Gov't Entity 803 

To State Attorney 167 

To Public Defender 99 

To JAC - Court Appointed Counsel 29 

To JAC - Indigent Costs for Counsel 0 

TOTAL 1,098 

Additional Information 

Contractual Service Providers - Circuit-Wide Fee/Rate Structure 

Appearances

Steno Digital Transcription Steno Digital 
Special Needs 

Servicesw Notice wo Notice w Notice wo Notice Routine Delivery

One Hour 40.00 
Original

3.75 3.00 
- $1 per page for 

Scopist 

Each Addt'l Qtr Hour 
Copy w/Original 

1.25 1.00 

Each Addt'l Hour 20.00 
2nd Copy w/Original 

Half-Day (1-4 hrs.) 
X-tra Copy (Non-Original) 

Full-Day (4-8 hrs.) Expedited Delivery

Overtime per Hour  1 Business Day 
Saturday (1-8 hrs.) 

2-3 Business Days 
Sunday (1-8 hrs.) 

Addt'l Copy 
Court Holiday Appeal 

Cancellation Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Non-Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Multi-Media 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

13th Judicial Circuit 
Hillsborough County 

Chief Judge: Manuel Menendez, Jr. 

Trial Court Administrator: Mike Bridenback 

Court Technology Officer: Abdiel Ortiz 

Circuit-Wide Fiscal Allotments FY 2007-08 Filings 
Recorded at 

Public Expense 
FY 2005-06 Unit Cost 

Filings 
Recorded at 

Public Expense 
FY 2006-07GR FTE Trust FTE 

GR Salaries, 
Benefits & 
Expenses 

GR Contractual 
& Maintenance 

Total Paid to the 
Clerks 

Trust Cost Recovery 
Authority 

Trust Cost Sharing 
Authority 

3.00 11.00 $277,162 $1,925,480 $0 $123,393 $829,822 113,621 $15.27 117,501 

Circuit Criminal 

Trials 

Capital cases 

All other proceedings 

County Criminal 

Trials 

All other proceedings 

Family Court 

Delinquency 

Dependency 

Termination of Parental Rights 

GM/CSEHO for Family Court 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

On-Site 
Off-Site 

Court Reporter II 

Scopist 

Circuit Criminal 

Trials 

Capital cases 

All other proceedings 

County Criminal 

Trials 

All other proceedings 

Family Court 

Delinquency 

Dependency 

Termination of Parental Rights 

GM/CSEHO 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

Digital Central 

S
e

r
v

ic
e

 D
e

li
v

e
r

y 

Hillsborough (Circuit-Wide) 

Clerk of Court Staff Usage 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

SA/PD/JAC 

Digital Local 

Analog Audio/Digital Central 

Hybrid 

Classifications (Total FTE Employee): 

1:1 

1:0 (GM/CSEHO operates digital system) 

1:1 

1:1 

Digital Local 

Digital Local 

Real Time/Digital Local & Remote 

Real Time 

Real Time/Digital Local & Remote 

Digital Local 

No 

Digital Local 

Digital Local 

Overall Staffing Model 

Monitoring Ratio (Overall) 

Staffing & Service Delivery FY 2007-08 

S
ta

f
f

in
g

 M
o

d
e

l
 

Transcript Services Model (SA, PD, JAC) 

1 

1:1 

13 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

14 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:0 (GM/CSEHO operates digital system) 

1:0 (GM/CSEHO operates analog audio) 
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Digital Local  

Digital Central 

Digital Remote  

Digital Local  

Digital Central 

Digital Remote  

    Total Secondary Servers 
Digital Court Reporting Vendor

    Total Monitoring Workstations 11 (includes 1 central control, 1 remote, and 9 GM workstations)
    Total General Court Reporting Desktops
    Total Primary Servers 

2 
10 
3 

USF/WUSF

    Total Hearing Rooms 22

    Total Digital Portable Units 3 

Percent of Courtrooms & Hearing Rooms 
w/Digital Recording Capacity 

0 

9 (GM/CSEHO for Family Court) 

0 

51% 

Digital Logistics 

0 

1 

Number of Facilities
    Total Courtrooms 

Hillsborough (Circuit-Wide) 

6 
57 
26 

Court Reporting 13th Judicial Circuit 
Circuit Profiles Hillsborough County 
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FY 2007-08 
 

Tampa Annex:
 

1 Remote Monitored Rm Hillsborough 
 

0 Monitor Workstations
 

0 Servers 

Tampa Edgecomb
 

Courthouse:
 

10 Central Monitored Rms 
1 Central Control Room 
 

9 Hearing Rooms 
 

11Monitor Workstations 

12 Servers 
9 Primary 
 

3 Secondary
 

Tampa Annex Tower: 

Tampa 
Edgecomb 
Courthouse 

Tampa 
Annex Tower 

Plant City 
Courthouse 

Tampa 
Falkenburg 
Road Jail 

Tampa 
Orient Road 

Jail 

Tampa 
Annex 

0 Remote Monitored Rm 

0 Monitor Workstation 

0 Servers 

Tampa Orient Road Jail: 

2 Remote Monitored Rms 
(via video feed to Annex 
Tower courtroom) 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Current T-1 County Shared Network Line 

Network Lines: 

Note:  Arrows at network line endpoints indicate 
direction of remote monitoring.  No arrows indicate no 
remote monitoring at this time. 

Plant City Courthouse: 

0 Central/Remote Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

1 Server 

Tampa Falkenburg Road 
Jail: 

3 Remote Monitored Rms 
(via video feed to Annex 
Tower courtroom) 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

13th Judicial Circuit 
 
Summary UDR Number of Hours Number of Pages 

FY 2006-07 Shared Model 

Circuit-Wide To Private Party To Justice Administrative Commission 

July 1 thru June 30 To Judges 
or Other Gov't 

Entity To State Attorney To Public Defender 
To Court Appt'd 

Counsel 
Indigent for Cost 

Counsel 
Real Central Local Analog Analog or Court Non- Non- Non- Non-

Steno Time Digital Digital Video Audio Staff Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Non-Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal 

Circuit Criminal 0.00 7,269.50 0.00 7,131.50 0.00 0.00 16,465 7,566 7,994 9,038 2,196 6,527 76,568 3,591 4,764 1,148 1,482 

County Criminal 0.00 0.00 0.00 6,204.00 0.00 0.00 304 0 0 0 60 2,198 1,616 0 0 0 13 

Dependency/CINS/FINS 0.00 8.00 0.00 3,524.75 0.00 894.00 1,215 0 0 0 0 82 0 673 8,668 0 0 

Delinquency 0.00 0.00 0.00 3,357.25 0.00 0.00 79 0 0 0 0 580 4,313 0 0 0 0 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,048.50 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,793.00 0.00 0.00 39 0 0 0 0 276 571 0 0 0 0 

Magistrate/CSEHO (Family Law or Title IV-D) 0.00 0.00 2,229.25 0.00 0.00 2,896.50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Case Types 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 0.00 7,277.50 2,229.25 22,010.50 0.00 4,839.00 18,102 7,566 7,994 9,038 2,256 9,683 83,068 4,264 13,432 1,148 1,495 

# of Media Provided (CD, Audio or Video) 

To Private Party or Other Gov't Entity 0 

To State Attorney 0 

To Public Defender 0 

To JAC - Court Appointed Counsel 0 

To JAC - Indigent Costs for Counsel 0 

TOTAL 0

Additional Information 

Contractual Service Providers - Circuit-Wide Fee/Rate Structure 

Appearances 

Steno Digital Transcription Steno Digital 
Special Needs 

Servicesw Notice wo Notice w Notice wo Notice Routine Delivery

One Hour  Original 
5.50 

Each Addt'l Qtr Hour 
Copy w/Original 

Each Addt'l Hour 
2nd Copy w/Original 

Half-Day (1-4 hrs.) 
X-tra Copy (Non-Original) 

0.25 

Full-Day (4-8 hrs.) Expedited Delivery

Overtime per Hour  1 Business Day 
Saturday (1-8 hrs.) 

2-3 Business Days 
Sunday (1-8 hrs.) 

Addt'l Copy 
0.25 

Court Holiday Appeal 5.50 

Cancellation Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Non-Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Multi-Media 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

14th Judicial Circuit 
Bay, Calhoun, Gulf, Holmes 

Jackson & Washington Counties 
Chief Judge: Hentz McClellan 

Trial Court Administrator: Jennifer Dyer Wells Note: Circuit has 2.0 FTE Digital Court Reporters monitoring 
Court Technology Officer: Gary Hagan all digital courtrooms (16) and hearing rooms (11), 

Manager, Court Reporting Services: Susan Diltz, Becky Akins 

Circuit-Wide Fiscal Allotments FY 2007-08 Filings 
Recorded at 

Public Expense 
FY 2005-06 Unit Cost 

Filings Recorded at 
Public Expense 

FY 2006-07GR FTE Trust FTE 

GR Salaries, 
Benefits & 
Expenses 

GR Contractual 
& Maintenance 

Total Paid to 
the Clerks 

Trust Cost 
Recovery Authority Trust Cost Sharing Authority 

5.00 2.00 $341,874 $125,828 $0 $17,035 $134,089 31,406 $12.15 33,832 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO for Family Court 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

On-Site 
Off-Site 

Mgr., Court Reporting Services 
Court Reporter II 
Court Reporter I 
Digital Court Reporter 

Circuit Criminal 

Trials 

Capital cases 

All other proceedings 

County Criminal 

Trials 

All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 

Termination of Parental Rights 

GM/CSEHO 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

1:1 

Digital Remote & 
Portable 

Digital Remote 

2 

Steno/Digital Central 

Steno/Digital Central 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce Digital Portable 

Digital Remote Digital RemoteDigital Remote 

Digital Portable 

Digital Remote & 
Portable 

Digital Remote 

0 

1:1 

Digital Remote & 
Portable 

Digital Remote & 
Portable 

Digital Remote 
& Portable 

Digital Remote & 
Portable 

Digital Remote & 
Portable 

Digital Remote & 
Portable 

Steno/Digital 
Remote 

Digital Remote 

Steno/Digital 
Remote 

Digital Remote 

Digital Remote 

Steno/Digital 
Remote 

1:1 

1:1 

8:1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

8:1 

Clerk of Court Staff Usage 

1:1 

No 

1:1 

S
e

r
v

ic
e

 D
e

l
iv

e
r

y 

Digital PortableDigital Portable 

Digital Remote 

Digital Remote & 
Portable 

Digital Remote 

Digital Remote 

Steno/Digital 
Remote 

Steno/Digital 
Remote 

8:1 

8:1 

8:1 

2 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 
8:1 

Classifications (Total FTE Employee): 

Calhoun JacksonHolmes 

Hybrid Hybrid 

Gulf 

Hybrid 

1:1 

1:1 

1.3:1 

0 

8:1 8:1 

1:1 

8:1 

No 

SA/PD/JAC SA/PD/JAC SA/PD/JAC SA/PD/JACSA/PD/JAC 

No 

2.3:1 

8:1 8:1 

8:1 8:1 8:18:1 

8:1 8:1 8:1 

1:1 

0 

1 1 0 

1:11:1 1:1 

0 

1:1 

7 

00 

0 

0 

10 0 

0 0 

0 1 

3 

1 

0 20 

Steno/Digital Remote 

Digital Remote Digital Remote & 
Central 

Steno/Digital Remote & 
Central 

Steno/Digital 
Remote Steno/Digital Remote Steno/Digital Remote & 

Central 

Steno/Remote Steno/Remote 

Digital Remote Digital Remote 

Digital Remote & 
Central 

Steno/Digital 
Remote 

Steno/Digital 
Remote 

Steno/Digital 
Remote Steno/Digital Remote 

Digital Remote Digital Remote 

Digital Remote & 
Portable 

Digital Remote & 
Central & Portable 

Digital Remote & 
Portable 

Digital Remote 

Steno/Remote Steno/Remote 

Digital RemoteDigital Remote Digital Remote 

Steno/Remote 

Digital Portable Digital Portable Digital Portable 

Digital RemoteDigital Remote Digital Remote 

Steno/Digital Remote 

Steno/Remote 
Steno/Digital 

Remote 

1:1 1:11:1 

1.6:1 

No 

SA/PD/JAC 

Hybrid 

No 

Steno/Digital 
Remote 

8:1 

1:1 

Steno/Digital 
Remote 

Digital Remote 

8:1 

1:1 

8:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 1:1 

No 

Washington Circuit-Wide 

1:1 Steno; 8:1 DCR 

Hybrid HybridOverall Staffing Model 

Monitoring Ratio (Overall) 1.5:1 

Staffing & Service Delivery FY 2007-08 

S
ta

f
f

in
g

 M
o

d
e

l 

Transcript Services Model (SA, PD, JAC) 

8:1 

8:1 8:1 8:1 8:1 8:1 8:1 

8:1 8:1 

8:1 

8:1 8:1 

8:18:1 8:1 8:1 

8:18:1 8:1 

1:1 

8:18:1 8:1 

8:1 8:1 

1:1 

8:1 8:1 8:1 8:1 8:1 8:1 

1:1 1:1 1:1 

8:1 

8:1 

8:1 

8:1 

Bay 

Hybrid 

No 

SA/PD/JAC 

5.6:1 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

0 

5 

1 

1:1 

8:1 

Digital Remote 
Steno/Digital 

Remote 

Digital Central 

Digital Central & 
Portable 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

14th Judicial Circuit 
Bay, Calhoun, Gulf, Holmes

Jackson & Washington Counties 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

5
 Total Primary Servers 1 

Digital Court Reporting Vendor CourtSmart CourtSmartCourtSmart CourtSmart CourtSmart CourtSmart 

2 
5 
9

 Total Secondary Servers 0 0 1 1 03 

0 
1 1 1 2 

000

 Total General Court Reporting Desktops 0 0 0 0

 Total Digital Portable Units
 Total Monitoring Workstations 02 0 

2 

4  27  

Percent of Courtrooms & Hearing Rooms 
w/Digital Recording Capacity 75% 60% 67% 57% 60% 52% 

1 

33 

412 3 2 2 

2 2 0 1 

1 

10 

0 
2 

0 0 0 0 0 

11 
5 

0 

3 
0 0 0 

2 1 
0 

0 

1 1 2 2 2 

19 
Number of Facilities 

0 0 
0 0 5 
0 0 0 

Digital Logistics 

Circuit-Wide 

2  12

 Total Courtrooms 2 3 2 2 2 

Jackson 

8 

WashingtonBay 

2 3 13 1 

Calhoun Gulf Holmes

 Total Hearing Rooms 20 

5 

3 

0 

0 0 

CourtSmart 

3 

43% 

5 
3 

0 

0 
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FY 2007-08 
 

Jackson 

MFN (Multi-Frequency Network) State 
Courts System Network Line 

Network Lines: 

45MB FD Wireless 

Fiber 

Note:  Arrows at network 
line endpoints indicate 
direction of remote 
monitoring. No arrows 
indicate no remote 
monitoring at this time. 

Panama City Juvenile: 

Blounstown Calhoun County 
Courthouse: 

Marianna Jackson County 
Courthouse: 

Port St. Joe Gulf County 
Courthouse: 

Holmes 

Washington 

Calhoun Gulf 

Bay 
Panama City 
Bay Annex 

Panama City 
Juvenile 

Blounstown 
CCC 

Panama City 
BCC 

Port St. Joe 
GCC 

Bonifay 
HCC 

Marianna 
JCC 

Chipley 
WCC 

Chipley 
Annex 

3 Remote Monitored Rms 
1 Multi-Use Courtroom 
2 Multi-Use Hearing Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

3 Servers 
1 Primary (Standalone) 
2 Notebook Systems 

3 Remote Monitored Rm 
1 Multi-Use Courtroom 
2 Multi-Use Hearing Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

3 Servers 
1 Primary (Standalone) 
2 Notebook Systems 

4 Remote Monitored Rms  
2 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
2 Multi-Use Hearing Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 
4 Servers 
1 Primary 
1 Backup 
2 Notebook Systems 

5 Remote Monitored Rm 
2 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
3 Multi-Use Hearing Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

5 Servers 
1 Primary 
1 Backup 
3 Notebook Systems 

2 Remote Monitored Rms 
2 Multi-Use Courtrooms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

Bonifay Holmes County 
Courthouse: 

2 Servers 
1 Primary 
1 Back-Up 

Chipley Annex: 
1 Remote Monitored Rm 
1 Multi-Use Courtroom 

0 Monitor Workstations 

1 Server 
1 Primary  (Standalone) 

Chipley Washington County 
Courthouse: 

2 Remote Monitored Rms 
1 Multi-Use Courtroom 
1 Multi-Use Hearing Rm 

0 Monitor Workstations 

2 Servers 
1 Primary (Standalone) 
1 Notebook System 

Panama City Bay County 
Courthouse: 

6 Central Monitored Rms 
5 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
1 Multi-Use Hearing Rm 

2 Monitor Workstations 

4 Servers 
1 Primary 
1 Backup 
1 Central Archive (Circuit-wide) 
1 Notebook System 

Panama City Bay Annex: 
1 Remote Monitored Rm 
1 Multi-Use Courtroom 

0 Monitor Workstations 

1 Server 
1 Primary (Standalone) 

MFN 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

14th Judicial Circuit 
 
Summary UDR Number of Hours Number of Pages 

FY 2006-07 Shared Model 

Circuit-Wide To Private Party To Justice Administrative Commission 

July 1 thru June 30 To Judges 
or Other Gov't 

Entity To State Attorney To Public Defender 
To Court Appt'd 

Counsel 
Indigent for Cost 

Counsel 
Real Central Local Analog Analog or Court Non- Non- Non- Non-

Steno Time Digital Digital Video Audio Staff Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Non-Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal 

Circuit Criminal 1,989.50 14.00 2,512.00 42.75 0.00 0.00 1,136 837 1,025 1,331 21 744 20,465 414 2,149 0 0 

County Criminal 0.00 0.00 1,384.50 116.75 0.00 0.00 25 10 0 17 6 0 168 0 0 0 0 

Dependency/CINS/FINS 162.75 0.00 566.00 102.25 0.00 0.00 101 45 6 0 0 0 196 0 2,372 0 0 

Delinquency 0.00 0.00 320.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship 1.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 0.00 0.00 153.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Magistrate/CSEHO (Family Law or Title IV-D) 0.00 0.00 732.25 40.75 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Case Types 0.00 0.00 211.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 2,153.25 14.00 5,880.50 307.50 0.00 0.00 1,262 892 1,051 1,348 27 744 20,829 414 4,521 0 0 

# of Media Provided (CD, Audio or Video) 

To Private Party or Other Gov't Entity 211 

To State Attorney 20 

To Public Defender 19 

To JAC - Court Appointed Counsel 6 

To JAC - Indigent Costs for Counsel 0 

TOTAL 256 

Additional Information 

Contractual Service Providers - Circuit-Wide Fee/Rate Structure 

Appearances

Steno Digital Transcription Steno Digital 
Special Needs 

Servicesw Notice wo Notice w Notice wo Notice Routine Delivery

One Hour 36.00 
Original

5.00 

Each Addt'l Qtr Hour 
Copy w/Original 

Each Addt'l Hour 25.00 
2nd Copy w/Original 

1.00 

Half-Day (1-4 hrs.) 
X-tra Copy (Non-Original) 

1.00 

Full-Day (4-8 hrs.) Expedited Delivery

Overtime per Hour 58.00 
1 Business Day 

Saturday (1-8 hrs.) 
2-3 Business Days 

8.00 

Sunday (1-8 hrs.) 
Addt'l Copy 

Court Holiday Appeal 

Cancellation Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Non-Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Multi-Media 15.00 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

15th Judicial Circuit 
Palm Beach County 

Chief Judge: Kathleen J. Kroll 

Trial Court Administrator: Barbara Dawicke 

Court Technology Officer: Les Davis 

Manager, Court Reporting Services: Rick Hussey 

Circuit-Wide Fiscal Allotments FY 2007-08 Filings Recorded 
at Public 
Expense 

FY 2005-06 Unit Cost 

Filings Recorded 
at Public 
Expense 

FY 2006-07GR FTE Trust FTE 

GR Salaries, 
Benefits & 
Expenses 

GR Contractual 
& Maintenance 

Total Paid to 
the Clerks 

Trust Cost Recovery 
Authority 

Trust Cost Sharing 
Authority 

24.75 2.00 $1,345,467 $85,295 $0 $22,532 $154,898 99,461 $12.54 106,160 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO for Family Court 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

On-Site 
Off-Site 

Court Operations Mgr. 
Court Reporter II 
Court Reporter I 
Scopist 
Digital Court Reporter 
Court Program Specialist I 
Electronic Transcriber 
Administrative Support 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 
Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Digital Central 

Digital Local 

Digital Portable/Steno 

Hybrid 

Classifications (Total FTE Employee): 

1:1 Digital Local 

5:1 Digital Central 

1:1 Digital Local 

1.9:1 Digital; 1:1 Steno 

Digital Local 

SA/PD/JAC 

Palm Beach (Circuit-Wide) 

1:1 Steno 

1:1 Digital (5 FTE); 1:1 Steno (3 FTE) 

5:1 Digital Central 

5:1 Digital Central 

4:1 Digital 

Digital 

Digital

S
e

r
v

ic
e

 D
e

l
iv

e
r

y 

Clerk of Court Staff Usage No 

Overall Staffing Model 

Monitoring Ratio (Overall) 

Staffing & Service Delivery FY 2007-08 

S
ta

f
f

in
g

 M
o

d
e

l 

Transcript Services Model (SA, PD, JAC) 

4 

5 

1:0 Digital Portable; 1:1 Steno 

1:1 Digital (5 FTE); 1:1 Steno (3 FTE) 

1 

1 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital (5 FTE); Steno (3 FTE) 

Steno 

Digital (5 FTE); Steno (3 FTE) 

4:1 Digital 

1:1 Digital Local; 1:1 Steno 

1 

7.75 

2 

26.75 

5 
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Digital Local  

Digital Central 

Digital Remote  

Digital Local  

Digital Central 

Digital Remote  

    Total Secondary Servers 
Digital Court Reporting Vendor

    Total Monitoring Workstations 13
    Total General Court Reporting Desktops
    Total Primary Servers 

12 
0 
0 

FTR

    Total Hearing Rooms 9

    Total Digital Portable Units 6 

Percent of Courtrooms & Hearing Rooms 
w/Digital Recording Capacity 

5 

5 

0 

62% 

Digital Logistics 

17 

0 

Number of Facilities
    Total Courtrooms 

Palm Beach (Circuit-Wide) 

5 
56 
15 

Court Reporting 15th Judicial Circuit 
Circuit Profiles Palm Beach County 
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FY 2007-08 
 

Belle Glade West County 
Courthouse: 

0 Central/Remote Rms 

2 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Delray Beach South 
County Courthouse: 

0 Central/Remote Rms 

3 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Palm Beach 

Belle Glade 
West County 
Courthouse 

Delray Beach 
South County 
Courthouse West Palm Beach 

Main Judicial Center 

Palm Bch Gardens 
North County 
Courthouse 

Palm Bch Gardens North 
County Courthouse: 

0 Central/Remote Rms 

3 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

West Palm Beach Main 
Judicial Center: 

22 Central Monitored Rms 
17 Courtrooms 
5 Hearing Rooms 

5 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

15th Judicial Circuit 
 
Summary UDR Number of Hours Number of Pages 

FY 2006-07 Shared Model 

Circuit-Wide To Private Party To Justice Administrative Commission 

July 1 thru June 30 To Judges 
or Other Gov't 

Entity To State Attorney To Public Defender 
To Court Appt'd 

Counsel 
Indigent for Cost 

Counsel 
Real Central Local Analog Analog or Court Non- Non- Non- Non-

Steno Time Digital Digital Video Audio Staff Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Non-Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal 

Circuit Criminal 3,175.75 3.00 0.00 4,607.50 0.00 0.00 2,278 3,560 3,777 6,456 980 818 17,800 872 17,340 0 0 

County Criminal 0.00 0.00 6,573.00 786.25 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Dependency/CINS/FINS 0.00 0.00 1,452.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Delinquency 0.00 0.00 2,318.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 0.00 0.00 21.75 239.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Magistrate/CSEHO (Family Law or Title IV-D) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Case Types 0.00 0.00 29.50 197.50 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 3,175.75 3.00 10,395.00 5,830.25 0.00 0.00 2,278 3,560 3,777 6,456 980 818 17,800 872 17,340 0 0 

# of Media Provided (CD, Audio or Video) 

To Private Party or Other Gov't Entity 384 

To State Attorney 135 

To Public Defender 108 

To JAC - Court Appointed Counsel 30 

To JAC - Indigent Costs for Counsel 0 

TOTAL 657 

Additional Information 

Contractual Service Providers - Circuit-Wide Fee/Rate Structure 

Appearances

Steno Digital Transcription Steno Digital 
Special Needs 

Servicesw Notice wo Notice w Notice wo Notice Routine Delivery

One Hour 30.00 12.49 12.49 
Original

2.75 to 3.50 1.75 
- Appearance fee 
shall not exceed 

$110 per dayEach Addt'l Qtr Hour 
Copy w/Original 

3.00 to 4.50 

Each Addt'l Hour 10.00 
2nd Copy w/Original 

5.50 1.00 

Half-Day (1-4 hrs.) 75.00 
X-tra Copy (Non-Original) 

1.00 1.00 

Full-Day (4-8 hrs.) 75.00 Expedited Delivery

Overtime per Hour 25.00 1.5 rate 1.5 rate 
1 Business Day 

2.0 to 3.0 rate 3.50 

Saturday (1-8 hrs.) 
2-3 Business Days 

1.5 rate 2.62 

Sunday (1-8 hrs.) 
Addt'l Copy 

1.00 

Court Holiday Appeal 5.50 2.75 

Cancellation Certified Transcript - Disk 10.00 10.00 

Other:___________ Non-Certified Transcript - Disk 10.00 10.00 

Other:___________ Multi-Media 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

16th Judicial Circuit 
Monroe County 

Chief Judge: Sandra Taylor 

Trial Court Administrator: Mary Vanden Brook 

Court Technology Officer: Gerald Land 

Manager, Court Reporting Services: Barbara J. Grant 

Circuit-Wide Fiscal Allotments FY 2007-08 Filings 
Recorded at 

Public Expense 
FY 2005-06 Unit Cost 

Filings 
Recorded at 

Public Expense 
FY 2006-07GR FTE 

Trust 
FTE 

GR Salaries, 
Benefits & 
Expenses 

GR Contractual & 
Maintenance 

Total Paid to the 
Clerks 

Trust Cost Recovery 
Authority 

Trust Cost Sharing 
Authority 

4.00 1.00 $255,911 $4,000 $0 $3,906 $79,298 6,990 $32.46 6,097 

Circuit Criminal 

Trials 

Capital cases 

All other proceedings 

County Criminal 

Trials 

All other proceedings 

Family Court 

Delinquency 

Dependency 

Termination of Parental Rights 

GM/CSEHO for Family Court 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

On-Site 
Off-Site 

Mgr., Court Reporting Services 

Court Reporter II 

Court Reporter I 
Digital Court Reporter 

Circuit Criminal 

Trials 

Capital cases 

All other proceedings 

County Criminal 

Trials 

All other proceedings 

Family Court 

Delinquency 

Dependency 

Termination of Parental Rights 

GM/CSEHO 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

1:1 

1:1 

5 

2:1 

2:1 

2:1 

2:1 

1:0 

1:0 

2:1 

Steno 

Steno/Real Time 

1:0 

Steno/Digital Local 

Digital Local 

1 

Digital Local 

S
ta

f
f

in
g

 M
o

d
e

l
 

Transcript Services Model (SA, PD, JAC) 

2 

Monroe (Circuit-Wide) 

1:1 

2 

0 

No 

SA/PD/JAC 

Overall Staffing Model 

Monitoring Ratio (Overall) 

Staffing & Service Delivery FY 2007-08 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Digital Portable 

1:1 

1:1 

Clerk of Court Staff Usage 
Employee 

S
e

r
v

ic
e

 D
e

li
v

e
r

y 

Classifications (Total FTE Employee): 

Digital Portable 

Digital Portable 

Digital Local 

Digital Local 

Steno/Digital Local 
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Digital Local  

Digital Central 

Digital Remote  

Digital Local  

Digital Central 

Digital Remote  

Digital Logistics 

0 

0 

Number of Facilties
    Total Courtrooms 

Monroe (Circuit-Wide) 

8 (3 courthouses, 3 jails, 2 hospitals) 
8 
8

    Total Hearing Rooms 8

    Total Digital Portable Units 14 

Percent of Courtrooms & Hearing Rooms 
w/Digital Recording Capacity 

3 

0 

0 

69%

    Total Secondary Servers 
Digital Court Reporting Vendor

    Total Monitoring Workstations 0
    Total General Court Reporting Desktops
    Total Primary Servers 

6 
1 
0 

FTR 

Court Reporting 16th Judicial Circuit 
Circuit Profiles Monroe County 

Page 233 of 261



 

  
  

  

  
 

FY 2007-08 
 

Monroe 

Plantation Key Courthouse: 

0 Remote/Central Monitored Rms 
(2 Multi-Use Courtrooms to be fully integrated for remote 
monitoring after July 2008) 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Plantation Key 
Courthouse 

Key West Courthouse: 

0 Remote/Central Monitored Rms 
(4 Multi-Use Courtrooms to be fully integrated for remote 
 

monitoring after July 2008) 
 

0 Monitor Workstations 

1 Server 

6 (Proposed 6 court rooms) 


Digital Remote Systems (in New 


Courthouse due open by 2008) 
 

Marathon 
Courthouse 

Key West 
Courthouse 

4 CRTRM MAX 

4 CRTRM MAX 4 CRTRM MAX 

4 CRTRM MAX 
Marathon Courthouse: 

0 Remote/Central Monitored Rms 
(2 Multi-Use Courtrooms to be fully integrated for remote 
monitoring after July 2008) 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Current Frame Relay T-1 Network Line 

Network Lines: 

After March 2008 Metro Ethernet 4 Mb/s 

Note:  Arrows at network line endpoints indicate direction of 
remote monitoring.  No arrows indicate no remote monitoring 
at this time. Page 234 of 261



Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

16th Judicial Circuit 
 
Summary UDR Number of Hours Number of Pages 

FY 2006-07 Shared Model 

Circuit-Wide To Private Party To Justice Administrative Commission 

July 1 thru June 30 To Judges 
or Other Gov't 

Entity To State Attorney To Public Defender 
To Court Appt'd 

Counsel 
Indigent for Cost 

Counsel 
Real Central Local Analog Analog or Court Non- Non- Non- Non-

Steno Time Digital Digital Video Audio Staff Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Non-Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal 

Circuit Criminal 816.25 0.00 0.00 385.50 0.00 0.00 156 259 1,356 219 0 151 6,955 0 12 0 218 

County Criminal 0.00 1.00 0.00 1,320.25 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 17 63 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Dependency/CINS/FINS 33.75 0.00 0.00 257.25 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 463 0 0 0 

Delinquency 0.00 0.00 0.00 146.50 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship 0.25 0.00 0.00 19.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 0.00 0.00 0.00 65.75 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Magistrate/CSEHO (Family Law or Title IV-D) 0.00 0.00 0.00 372.75 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Case Types 0.25 0.50 0.00 22.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 850.50 1.50 0.00 2,589.00 0.00 0.00 156 259 1,356 236 63 151 6,955 463 12 0 218 

# of Media Provided (CD, Audio or Video) 

To Private Party or Other Gov't Entity 109 

To State Attorney 29 

To Public Defender 18 

To JAC - Court Appointed Counsel 1 

To JAC - Indigent Costs for Counsel 0 

TOTAL 157 

Additional Information 

Contractual Service Providers - Circuit-Wide Fee/Rate Structure 

Appearances

Steno Digital Transcription Steno Digital 
Special Needs 

Servicesw Notice wo Notice w Notice wo Notice Routine Delivery

One Hour 50.00 
Original

Each Addt'l Qtr Hour 
Copy w/Original 

4.25 

Each Addt'l Hour 25.00 
2nd Copy w/Original 

Half-Day (1-4 hrs.) 
X-tra Copy (Non-Original) 

1.50 

Full-Day (4-8 hrs.) Expedited Delivery

Overtime per Hour  1 Business Day 
4.75 

Saturday (1-8 hrs.) 
2-3 Business Days 

Sunday (1-8 hrs.) 
Addt'l Copy 

Court Holiday Appeal 

Cancellation Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Non-Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Multi-Media 15.00 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

17th Judicial Circuit 
Broward County 

Chief Judge: Victor Tobin 

Trial Court Administrator: Carol Ortman 

Court Technology Officer: Sunil Nemade 

Manager, Court Reporting Services: Debbie Garr and Craig Burger 

Circuit-Wide Fiscal Allotments FY 2007-08 Filings 
Recorded at 

Public Expense 
FY 2005-06 Unit Cost 

Filings 
Recorded at 

Public Expense 
FY 2006-07GR FTE 

Trust 
FTE 

GR Salaries, 
Benefits & 
Expenses 

GR Contractual 
& Maintenance 

Total Paid to the 
Clerks 

Trust Cost Recovery 
Authority 

Trust Cost Sharing 
Authority 

29.00 2.00 $1,503,390 $981,460 $0 $80,321 $80,932 123,155 $17.34 133,390 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO for Family Court 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

On-Site 
Off-Site 

Court Operations Mgr. 
Sr. Court Program Specialist I 
Digital Court Reporter 
Court Program Specialist I 
Administrative Support 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

Digital 

S
e

r
v

ic
e

 D
e

li
v

e
r
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Broward (Circuit-Wide) 

Clerk of Court Staff Usage 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

SA/PD/JAC 

Digital 

Digital 

Hybrid 

Classifications (Total FTE Employee): 

1:1 

1:0 (General Magistrates operate digital recorders) 

1:1 

1.4:1 

Digital 

Digital 

Contract Steno 

Contract Steno/Real Time 

Contract Steno 

Digital 

No 

1 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Overall Staffing Model 

Monitoring Ratio (Overall) 

Staffing & Service Delivery FY 2007-08 

S
ta

f
f

in
g

 M
o

d
e

l
 

Transcript Services Model (SA, PD, JAC) 

1 

26 

2 

4:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

31 

1:1 

1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:0 (General Magistrates operate digital recorders) 

1:0 (General Magistrates operate digital recorders) 
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Digital Local  

Digital Central 

Digital Remote  

Digital Local  

Digital Central 

Digital Remote  

    Total Secondary Servers 
Digital Court Reporting Vendor

    Total Monitoring Workstations 39
    Total General Court Reporting Desktops
    Total Primary Servers 

23 
12 
9 

CourtSmart

    Total Hearing Rooms 76

    Total Digital Portable Units 4 

Percent of Courtrooms & Hearing Rooms 
w/Digital Recording Capacity 

0 

15 

0 

52% 

Digital Logistics 

53 

9 

Number of Facilities
    Total Courtrooms 

Broward (Circuit-Wide) 

4 
72 
0 

Court Reporting 17th Judicial Circuit 
Circuit Profiles Broward County 
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FY 2007-08 
 

Fort Lauderdale North Broward: Fort Lauderdale North Broward 
 

Regional Courthouse:
 0 Central/Remote Rms 
3 Remote Monitored Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 3 Courtrooms 

0 Monitor Workstations 0 Servers 

2 Servers 
Fort Lauderdale North Wing: 

2 Central Monitored RmsFort Lauderdale West 
2 Courtrooms Regional Courthouse: 
6 Monitor Workstations 3 Remote Monitored Rms 

3 Courtrooms 
0 Servers
 

0 Monitor Workstations 
 

Fort Lauderdale Stockade: 2 Servers 

0 Central/Remote Rms Fort Lauderdale South 


Regional Courthouse:
 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Fort Lauderdale 
Central 

Courthouse 

Fort Lauderdale 
North Wing 

Fort Lauderdale 
Conte 

Fort Lauderdale 
North Regional 

Courthouse 

Fort Lauderdale 
North Broward 

Fort Lauderdale 
Stockade 

Fort Lauderdale 
West Regional 

Courthouse 

Fort Lauderdale 
South Regional 

Courthouse 

3 Remote Monitored Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

Fort Lauderdale Conte: 

0 Central/Remote Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

Fort Lauderdale Central 
Courthouse: 

66 Central Monitored Rms 
51 Courtrooms 
15 Hearing Rooms 

33 Monitor Workstations 2 Servers
 0 Servers
 

15 Servers, 4 Portable 

T-1 County Shared Network Line 

Network Lines: 

Note:  Arrows at network line endpoints indicate 
direction of remote monitoring.  No arrows indicate 
no remote monitoring at this time. Page 238 of 261



Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

17th Judicial Circuit 
 
Summary UDR Number of Hours Number of Pages 

FY 2006-07 Shared Model 

Circuit-Wide To Private Party To Justice Administrative Commission 

July 1 thru June 30 To Judges 
or Other Gov't 

Entity To State Attorney To Public Defender 
To Court Appt'd 

Counsel 
Indigent for Cost 

Counsel 
Real Central Local Analog Analog or Court Non- Non- Non- Non-

Steno Time Digital Digital Video Audio Staff Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Non-Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal 

Circuit Criminal 34,555.75 41.00 3,931.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 19,290 392 42 204 0 828 1,962 1,035 6,439 0 0 

County Criminal 0.00 0.00 13,348.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,264 2,927 1,812 1,350 3,057 1,034 3,593 174 73 0 0 

Dependency/CINS/FINS 0.00 3.50 2,577.00 4,217.00 0.00 0.00 747 473 450 8 25 29 0 1,009 10,176 0 0 

Delinquency 0.00 0.00 0.00 3,678.00 0.00 0.00 1,669 67 0 268 12 740 2,009 130 445 0 0 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship 0.00 0.00 0.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 143.00 0.00 81.50 1,523.75 0.00 0.00 308 927 29 70 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 

Magistrate/CSEHO (Family Law or Title IV-D) 17.50 0.00 3,789.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Case Types 0.00 0.00 2,173.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 34,716.25 44.50 25,901.75 9,418.75 0.00 0.00 23,278 4,786 2,333 1,900 3,094 2,650 7,564 2,348 17,133 0 0 

# of Media Provided (CD, Audio or Video) 

To Private Party or Other Gov't Entity 786 

To State Attorney 279 

To Public Defender 30 

To JAC - Court Appointed Counsel 19 

To JAC - Indigent Costs for Counsel 0 

TOTAL 1,114

Additional Information 

Contractual Service Providers - Circuit-Wide Fee/Rate Structure 

Appearances 

Steno Digital Transcription Steno Digital 
Special Needs 

Servicesw Notice wo Notice w Notice wo Notice Routine Delivery

One Hour 30.00 
Original 

5.00 
- Real Time $150 

half day 

Each Addt'l Qtr Hour 7.50 
Copy w/Original 

Each Addt'l Hour 
2nd Copy w/Original 

Half-Day (1-4 hrs.) 100.00 
X-tra Copy (Non-Original) 

1.10 

Full-Day (4-8 hrs.) Expedited Delivery

Overtime per Hour  1 Business Day 
7.50 

Saturday (1-8 hrs.) 
2-3 Business Days 

6.50 

Sunday (1-8 hrs.) 
Addt'l Copy 

1.10 

Court Holiday Appeal 

Cancellation Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Non-Certified Transcript - Disk 4.00 

Other:___________ Multi-Media 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

18th Judicial Circuit 
Brevard & Seminole Counties 

Chief Judge: Clayton D. Simmons 

Trial Court Administrator: Mark Van Bever Note: In addition to steno, circuit criminal proceedings 

Court Technology Officer: Ray Green are digitally recorded for the cost benefit of providing 

Manager, Court Reporting Services: Michael Kazoroski digital recordings in place of non-appeal transcripts. 
Manager, Electronic Court Reporting Services: Gillian Lawrence 

Circuit-Wide Fiscal Allotments FY 2007-08 Filings 
Recorded at 

Public 
Expense 

FY 2005-06 Unit Cost 
Filings Recorded at Public 

Expense FY 2006-07GR FTE Trust FTE 

GR Salaries, 
Benefits & 
Expenses 

GR Contractual 
& Maintenance 

Total Paid to the 
Clerks 

Trust Cost Recovery 
Authority 

Trust Cost Sharing 
Authority 

12.00 0.00 $647,550 $558,578 $0 $30,435 $0 74,409 $13.56 74,543 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO for Family Court 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

On-Site 
Off-Site 

Mgr., Court Reporting Services 
Mgr., Electronic Court Reporter 
Court Reporter I 
Digital Court Reporter 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

Overall Staffing Model 

Monitoring Ratio (Overall) 

Staffing & Service Delivery FY 2007-08 

S
ta

f
f

in
g

 M
o

d
e

l
 

Transcript Services Model (SA, PD, JAC) 

DCR 1:1 

DCR 4:1 

DCR 2.5:1 

Steno/Digital 

Steno 1:1, DCR 4:1 

Steno 1:1, DCR 4:1 

DCR 4:1 

DCR 4:1 

Steno 1:1, DCR 4:1 

DCR 4:1 

Digital 

Steno/Digital 

Steno/Digital 

Steno/Digital 

Digital 

DigitalDigital 

Digital Digital 

Steno/Digital Steno/Digital 

Digital 

Digital 

Digital 

Digital 

DCR 1:1 

Steno 1:1, DCR 4:1 

12 

1 

1 

DCR 4:1 

1 

9 

Digital 

Steno/Digital 

Digital 

Steno 1:1, DCR 4:1 

DCR 1:1 

0 

Steno/Digital 

DCR 1:1 

DCR 4:1 

Steno 1:1, DCR 4:1 

DCR 4:1 

Circuit-Wide 

Hybrid 

Steno 1:1, DCR 4:1 Steno 1:1, DCR 4:1 

Yes 

N/A 

Yes 

1 

Steno/Digital 

1 

DCR 1:1 

5 

S
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Classifications (Total FTE Employee): 5 

0 

1 

Digital 

4 

Clerk of Court Staff Usage 

Brevard 

DCR 4:1 

Steno 1:1, DCR 4:1 Steno 1:1, DCR 4:1 

Steno 1:1, DCR 4:1 Steno 1:1, DCR 4:1 

DCR 4:1 DCR 1:1 

Steno/Digital 

DCR 4:1 

0 

DCR 4:1 

Digital 

Digital 

Digital 

Digital 

Digital 

Digital 

Steno/Digital 

Digital 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Digital 

Steno 1:1, DCR 4:1 

7 

Steno/Digital 

DCR 4:1 

Seminole 

Hybrid Hybrid 

Steno 1:1, DCR 4:1Steno 1:1, DCR 4:1 

Yes 

N/A 

DCR 4:1 

N/A 

DCR 4:1 

DCR 4:1 

DCR 1:1 

DCR 4:1 
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Court Reporting 18th Judicial Circuit 
Circuit Profiles Brevard & Seminole Counties 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Total Courtrooms 
59 

Number of Facilities 

23 
3321 

14 

31 
4 
28 

Digital Logistics 

40 

Circuit-Wide 

00 

8 

Brevard Seminole 

4

 Total Hearing Rooms 29 11 
0 

20 

11 

2 

0 

Percent of Courtrooms & Hearing Rooms 
w/Digital Recording Capacity 60% 

3 2

 Total Digital Portable Units 
10

 Total General Court Reporting Desktops 23
 Total Monitoring Workstations 

Digital Court Reporting Vendor 

7

 Total Secondary Servers 5 
3 4

Total Primary Servers 

0 

12 

72% 

9 

53% 

JAVS/CourtSmartJAVS JAVS/CourtSmart 

10 

0 

9 

0 

6 
22 

1 
4 
1 
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FY 2007-08 
 

Seminole 

Brevard 

Melbourne 
Courthouse 

Titusville 
Courthouse 

Sharpes 
Jail 

Viera 
Moore Justice 

Center 

Sanford Jail: 

2 Remote Monitored Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Sanford Criminal Justice 
Center: 

12 Central Monitored Rms 
4 Felony Courtrooms 
5 Misdemeanor Courtrooms 
2 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
1 Other Courtroom 

4 Monitor Workstations 
2 Server 
1 Primary 
1 Secondary 

Sanford Civil Courthouse: 

Sanford Juvenile Justice: 

3 Remote Monitored Rms 
1 Delinquency Courtroom 
2 Dependency Courtroom 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Sanford 
Jail 

Sanford 
Criminal Justice 

Center 
Sanford 

Civil Courthouse 

Sanford 
Juvenile Justice 

Viera Moore Justice Center: 

5 Remote Monitored Rms 
1 Misdemeanor Courtrooms 
1 GM CSEHO Courtroom 
2 Multi-Use Courtroom 
1 DV Courtroom 
0 Monitor Workstations 
1 Server 
1 Secondary 

Titusville Courthouse: 

1 Remote Monitored Rm 
1 Multi-Use Courtroom 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

Sharpes Jail: 

11 Remote Monitored Rms 
8 DV Courtrooms 
1 GM CSEHO Courtrooms 
2 GM CSEHO Hearing Rms 

0 Monitor Workstations 

2 Servers 
1 Primary 


1 Secondary 
 

Melbourne Courthouse: 

3 Remote Monitored Rms 
1 Misdemeanor Courtrooms 
1 GM CSEHO Courtrooms 
1 Multi-Use Courtroom 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

22 Central Monitored Rms 
5 Felony Courtrooms 
6 Misdemeanor Courtrooms 
5 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
2 Dependency Courtrooms 
1 Delinquency Courtrooms 
1 DV Courtrooms 
1 GM CSEHO Courtroom 
1 Probate Hearing Rm 

6 Monitor Workstations 
5 Servers 
3 Primary 
2 Secondary 

T-1 County Shared Network Line

 T-1 State Courts System Network Line 

Network Lines: 

Note:  Arrows at network line endpoints indicate 
direction of remote monitoring.  No arrows indicate no 
remote monitoring at this time. Page 242 of 261



Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

18th Judicial Circuit 
 
Summary UDR Number of Hours Number of Pages 

FY 2006-07 Shared Model 

Circuit-Wide To Private Party To Justice Administrative Commission 

July 1 thru June 30 To Judges 
or Other Gov't 

Entity To State Attorney To Public Defender 
To Court Appt'd 

Counsel 
Indigent for Cost 

Counsel 
Real Central Local Analog Analog or Court Non- Non- Non- Non-

Steno Time Digital Digital Video Audio Staff Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Non-Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal 

Circuit Criminal 10,576.25 0.00 7,644.00 0.00 0.00 674.00 6,562 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

County Criminal 33.00 0.00 18,175.00 1,596.00 0.00 0.00 78 159 79 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Dependency/CINS/FINS 0.00 0.00 5,900.00 414.00 0.00 0.00 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Delinquency 0.00 0.00 2,989.00 290.00 0.00 0.00 10 0 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship 20.00 0.00 281.50 263.50 0.00 272.00 0 164 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 26.00 0.00 1,560.00 225.00 0.00 0.00 0 139 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Magistrate/CSEHO (Family Law or Title IV-D) 47.00 0.00 5,991.00 459.75 0.00 0.00 0 984 416 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Case Types 43.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 47 153 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 10,745.25 0.00 42,540.50 3,248.25 0.00 946.00 6,697 1,632 536 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

# of Media Provided (CD, Audio or Video) 

To Private Party or Other Gov't Entity 913 

To State Attorney 0 

To Public Defender 0 

To JAC - Court Appointed Counsel 0 

To JAC - Indigent Costs for Counsel 0 

TOTAL 913

Additional Information 

Contractual Service Providers - Circuit-Wide Fee/Rate Structure 

Appearances 

Steno Digital Transcription Steno Digital 
Special Needs 

Servicesw Notice wo Notice w Notice wo Notice Routine Delivery

One Hour
30.00 to 

40.00 
Original 

3.50 to 4.50 3.50 to 4.50 

Each Addt'l Qtr Hour 
Copy w/Original 

Each Addt'l Hour 
2nd Copy w/Original 

Half-Day (1-4 hrs.) 
X-tra Copy (Non-Original) 

1.00 to 1.75 

Full-Day (4-8 hrs.) Expedited Delivery 

Overtime per Hour 60.00 
1 Business Day 

6.00 to 7.00 

Saturday (1-8 hrs.) 60.00 
2-3 Business Days 

4.50 to 5.50 

Sunday (1-8 hrs.) 60.00 
Addt'l Copy 

1.00 to 3.25 

Court Holiday 60.00 Appeal 

Cancellation 40.00 Certified Transcript - Disk 25.00 

Other:___________ Non-Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Multi-Media 5.00
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

19th Judicial Circuit 
Indian River, Martin 

Okeechobee & St. Lucie Counties 
Chief Judge: William L. Roby 

Trial Court Administrator: Tom Genung 

Court Technology Officer: Steve Shaw 

Manager, Court Reporting Services: N/A 

Manager, Electronic Court Reporting Services: Keith Hartsfield 

Circuit-Wide Fiscal Allotments FY 2007-08 Filings 
Recorded at 

Public 
Expense 

FY 2005-06 Unit Cost 

Filings Recorded at 
Public Expense 

FY 2006-07GR FTE 
Trust 
FTE 

GR Salaries, 
Benefits & 
Expenses 

GR 
Contractual & 
Maintenance 

Total Paid to 
the Clerks 

Trust Cost Recovery 
Authority 

Trust Cost Sharing 
Authority 

13.00 0.00 $652,075 $471,040 $17,000 $8,233 $0 49,371 $17.73 50,257 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO for Family Court 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

On-Site 
Off-Site 

Mgr., Electronic Court Reporter 
Digital Court Reporter 
Administrative Support 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 

GM/CSEHO 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

3:1 2:1 

2:1 2:1 

1:1 1:1 

2:1 2:1 2:1 

1:1 

0 

Martin Okeechobee 

1:1 

Digital Central 

3 

0 
3 

Digital Central Digital Central 

1:1 

1 

3:1 

1:1 

7 

3:1 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

2 

0 

3:1 

2:1 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

1:1 1:1 

Steno/Digital Central 

Digital Central 

3:1 

Clerk of Court Staff Usage 

Indian River 
Overall Staffing Model Hybrid 

Monitoring Ratio (Overall) 

Staffing & Service Delivery FY 2007-08 
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Transcript Services Model (SA, PD, JAC) 

1:1 

3:1 

2:1 

1:1 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Classifications (Total FTE Employee): 

Digital Central 

2 

Steno/Digital Central 

0 

No 

3:1 

3:1 

3:1 

N/A 

1:1 

S
e

r
v

ic
e

 D
e

li
v

e
r

y 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Hybrid 

3:1 

3:1 

3:1 

1:1 

2:1 

Hybrid 

No 

2:1 

1:1 1:1 

2:1 

No 

N/A N/A 

No 

2:1 

1:1 

2:1 

1:1 

3:1 

2:1 2:1 

3:1 

No 

1 

0 

1:11:1 

Steno/Digital Central 

2:1 

1:1 

131 

5  11  

1 1 

Steno/Digital Central 

Digital Central 

1 

Digital Central 

Digital Central Digital Central 

Digital Central/Remote 

Digital Central Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote Digital Central/Remote 

Digital Remote & 
Central Digital Central/Remote 

Digital Remote & 
Central 

Digital Remote Digital Central/Remote 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central/RemoteDigital Central 

Digital RemoteDigital Central 

Digital Central/RemoteDigital Central Digital Central Digital Central Digital Remote & 
Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital CentralDigital Central 

Digital Central 

1:1 

2:1 

1:1 

2:1 

St. Lucie Circuit-Wide 

3:1 

3:1 

1:1 

1:1 

3:1 

1:1 

2:1 2:1 

1:1 

3:1 3:1 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Steno/Digital Central 

Digital Central 

0 

HybridHybrid 

2:1 

N/A N/A 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

19th Judicial Circuit 
Indian River, Martin 

Okeechobee & St. Lucie Counties 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

1 0 2 

75% 100% 100% 

0 0 

0 0 0 

1 1 1 

1 
7  14  4  

CourtSmartCourtSmartCourtSmart CourtSmart 

3 

19 

Digital Court Reporting Vendor CourtSmart 

17

 Total Secondary Servers 3 6 
74 3

Total Primary Servers

 Total General Court Reporting Desktops 0 0 
104 2

Total Monitoring Workstations 
3 

0 

Percent of Courtrooms & Hearing Rooms 
w/Digital Recording Capacity 100% 94% 

3
Total Digital Portable Units 

2 1 1 7 

1 1 

1 4 

1 

1 10 

0 0 

13 
2 5 
4

Total Hearing Rooms 
5 1 3 

1 100 0 

12 3747  14  

0 0 

6

 Total Courtrooms 13 38 
3Number of Facilities 1 1 

Digital Logistics 

St. Lucie Circuit-WideIndian River Martin Okeechobee 
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FY 2007-08 


Stuart Martin County 

St. Lucie 

Okeechobee 

Martin Indian River 

6 Central Monitored Rms 
4 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
2 Multi-Use Hearing Rms 

2 Monitor Workstations 

4 Servers 
3 Primary 
1 Secondary 

Okeechobee Okeechobee 
County Courthouse: 

8 Central Monitored Rms 
7 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
1 Multi-Use Hearing Rms 

3 Monitor Workstations 
4 Servers 
3 Primary 
1 Secondary 

Vero Beach Indian River 
Courthouse: 

11 Central Monitored Rms 
10 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
1 Multi-Use Hearing Rm 

8 Monitor Workstations 
5 Servers 
4 Primary 
1 Secondary 

Ft. Pierce St. Lucie County 
Courthouse: 

14 Central Monitored Rms 
14 Multi-Use Courtrooms 

4 Monitor Workstations 
5 Servers 
4 Primary 
1 Secondary 

Courthouse: 

2 Remote Monitored Rms 
1 Multi-Use Courtroom 
1 Multi-Use Hearing Room 
0 Monitor Workstations 
3 Servers 
2 Primary 
1 Secondary 

Ft. Pierce 7th Street Annex: 

2 Remote Monitored Rms 
2 Multi-Use Courtrooms 

2 Monitor Workstation 
2 Servers 
1 Primary 
1 Secondary 

Port Saint Lucie Courthouse 
Annex: 

Okeechobee 
OCC Vero Beach 

IRCC 

Port St. Lucie 
Courthouse Annex 

Ft. Pierce 
SLCC 

Ft. Pierce 
7th Street Annex 

Stuart 
MCC 

Future 20 MB Metro-E 

Future 20 MB Metro-E 

9MB Metro Ethernet 

20 MB Metro-E 

10 MB Metro-E 

10 MB Metro Ethernet 

9 MB Metro Ethernet 
Network Connectivity: 

Note: After implementation of future connectivity requests, 
remote monitoring will be available to and from all sites, 
primarily for staffing shortages. 

20 MB Metro Ethernet 
50 MB Metro Ethernet Circuit for Saint 
Lucie Annex (Communications Hub) 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

19th Judicial Circuit 
 
Summary UDR Number of Hours Number of Pages 

FY 2006-07 Shared Model 

Circuit-Wide To Private Party To Justice Administrative Commission 

July 1 thru June 30 To Judges 
or Other Gov't 

Entity To State Attorney To Public Defender 
To Court Appt'd 

Counsel 
Indigent for Cost 

Counsel 
Real Central Local Analog Analog or Court Non- Non- Non- Non-

Steno Time Digital Digital Video Audio Staff Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Non-Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal 

Circuit Criminal 0.00 0.00 1,415.00 5,333.75 545.00 305.00 244 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

County Criminal 0.00 0.00 527.25 2,626.00 411.75 190.75 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Dependency/CINS/FINS 0.00 0.00 233.25 1,218.00 113.00 64.00 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Delinquency 0.00 0.00 252.00 1,079.50 119.25 67.75 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship 0.00 0.00 57.50 299.00 39.00 12.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 0.00 0.00 61.75 274.50 45.75 22.50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Magistrate/CSEHO (Family Law or Title IV-D) 0.00 0.00 292.75 1,228.75 209.75 90.00 26 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Case Types 0.00 0.00 11.25 164.25 82.50 6.00 118 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 0.00 0.00 2,850.75 12,223.75 1,566.00 758.00 438 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

# of Media Provided (CD, Audio or Video) 

To Private Party or Other Gov't Entity 1,339 

To State Attorney 476 

To Public Defender 488 

To JAC - Court Appointed Counsel 0 

To JAC - Indigent Costs for Counsel 0 

TOTAL 2,303 

Additional Information 

Contractual Service Providers - Circuit-Wide Fee/Rate Structure 

Appearances

Steno Digital Transcription Steno Digital 
Special Needs 

Servicesw Notice wo Notice w Notice wo Notice Routine Delivery

One Hour 25.00 25.00 
Original

- Copy of log note 
$1 per page 

- An additional $2 
shipping and 

handling fee is 
applied when disks 
need to be mailed 

out 

Each Addt'l Qtr Hour 
Copy w/Original 

3.50 

Each Addt'l Hour 25.00 25.00 
2nd Copy w/Original 

4.50 

Half-Day (1-4 hrs.) 
X-tra Copy (Non-Original) 

1.00 

Full-Day (4-8 hrs.) Expedited Delivery

Overtime per Hour  1 Business Day 
Saturday (1-8 hrs.) 

2-3 Business Days 
Sunday (1-8 hrs.) 

Addt'l Copy 
Court Holiday Appeal 4.50 

Cancellation Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Non-Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Multi-Media 25.00 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

20th Judicial Circuit 
Charlotte, Collier, Glades 

Hendry & Lee Counties 
Chief Judge: G. Keith Cary 

Trial Court Administrator: Richard Callanan 

Court Technology Officer: Craig McLean 

Manager, Electronic Court Reporting Services: Brenda Giessman 

Circuit-Wide Fiscal Allotments FY 2007-08 Filings Recorded 
at Public 
Expense 

FY 2005-06 Unit Cost 

Filings Recorded at 
Public Expense 

FY 2006-07GR FTE Trust FTE 

GR Salaries, 
Benefits & 
Expenses 

GR Contractual 
& Maintenance 

Total Paid to 
the Clerks 

Trust Cost 
Recovery 
Authority 

Trust Cost Sharing 
Authority 

16.00 0.00 $764,008 $712,599 $0 $0 $0 91,345 $11.94 98,153 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO for Family Court 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

On-Site 
Off-Site 

Mgr., Court Reporting Services 
Court Operations Mgr. 
Mgr., Electronic Court Reporter 
Court Reporter II 
Court Reporter I 
Sr. Court Program Specialist I 
Scopist 
Digital Court Reporter 

Circuit Criminal 
Trials 
Capital cases 
All other proceedings 

County Criminal 
Trials 
All other proceedings 

Family Court 
Delinquency 
Dependency 
Termination of Parental Rights 
GM/CSEHO 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 

0 

4 

0 

Digital Central/Steno 

Digital Central 

Digital Central/Steno 

Digital Central 

Steno 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

4:1 3.3:1 

4:1 3.3:1 

4:1 

4:1 

3.3:1 

3.3:1 

4:1 3.3:1 

3.3:1 

1:1 1:1 

Monitoring Ratio (Overall) 

Clerk of Court Staff Usage 

1:1 

1:1 

3.3:1 

1:1 2:1 

Charlotte Collier 
EmployeeHybridOverall Staffing Model 

S
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f
f
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g
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o

d
e

l
 2.5:11:1 2:1 3:1 

1:1 2:1 2.5:1 3:1 

1:1 2:1 2.5:1 

1:1 2:1 2.5:1 3:1 

Staffing & Service Delivery FY 2007-08 

Transcript Services Model (SA, PD, JAC) 
No No 

N/A 

1:1 

Circuit-Wide 
Hybrid 

N/A 

No 

Glades 
Hybrid 

No 

N/A N/A 

Lee 

No 

Hybrid 

1:1 

1:1 1:1 

2.5:1 

1:1 

3:12:1 (Beg 1/9/08) 

3.3:1 

4:1 3.3:1 

4:1 3.3:1 

4:1 

2:1 

Digital 
Remote/Steno Digital Central/Steno Digital Central & 

Remote/Steno 

Digital Remote Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote Digital Remote 

Digital Central & Remote 

Digital Central & Remote 

Digital Central & RemoteDigital Remote 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Digital Central & Remote 

Digital Remote Digital Central Digital Central & Remote 

Digital Remote Digital Central Digital Central & Remote 

Steno/Digital Central 

Steno Steno 

Steno/Digital Central 

0 

9  15  

0 

0 

0 

0 

00 

0 

1 

0 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 00 

1 

10 

1:1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

164 

1:1 

1:1 

2:1 2.5:1 3:1 

1:1 

2.5:1 3:12:1 

2.5:1 3:1 

3:1 

2:1 2.5:1 3:1 

1:1 

3:12.5:1 

1:1 

1:1 

1:1 

Hendry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

No 

Hybrid 

0 

2 

0 

S
e

r
v

ic
e

 D
e

li
v

e
r
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Digital 
Remote/Steno 

Digital Remote 

0 

0 

0 

Steno 

Digital Remote 

Digital Remote 

N/A 

4:1 

N/A 

1:1 (Beg 2/1/08) 

3.3:1 

2 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Classifications (Total FTE Employee): 

4:1 

1:1 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship/Jimmy Ryce 

Digital Remote 

Steno 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

StenoSteno 

Steno 

Digital Remote 

Steno 

1:1 

1:1 1:1 

0 

0 

0 

Digital Central Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central & Remote 

Digital Remote Digital Remote Digital Central 

Digital Central 

Digital Central Digital Central & RemoteDigital Remote 

In addition, through 6/30/08, we have 5 temporary DCRs funded by due process contractual monies. This would bring our overall ratio down to 2.3:1.  Lee County ECR covers Hendry and Glades counties 
and assists other counties when necessary to reduce their ratio. These FTEs are in our FY 2008-09 budget request. 
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Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

20th Judicial Circuit 
Charlotte, Collier, Glades 

Hendry & Lee Counties 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

Digital Local 

Digital Central 

Digital Remote 

CourtSmart 

0 0 
3 6 

0 6 

100% 100% 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

1 2 
9  13  

Digital Logistics 

Glades Hendry Lee Circuit-WideCharlotte Collier 

6

 Total Courtrooms 1 2 9 34 
Number of Facilities 1 1 1 

0 0 0 0 
30 

0 1 1 2 0 4 
9  12  0

 Total Hearing Rooms 0 6 

90 

27 
0 0 0 0 
0  0  21  

0  0  21  27 
0 0 0 0 

100%

 Total Digital Portable Units 0 0 34 

Percent of Courtrooms & Hearing Rooms 
w/Digital Recording Capacity 100% 100% 100%

 Total Monitoring Workstations 2 5 0 0 14 21 
1 8 

0

 Total Primary Servers 1 2 7 19
 Total General Court Reporting Desktops 

7 
Digital Court Reporting Vendor CourtSmartCourtSmart CourtSmart CourtSmart
 Total Secondary Servers 1 2 

CourtSmart 
0 1 3 

0 0 0 
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FY 2007-08 
 

Note: Circuit utilizes remote monitoring capabilities between Charlotte, Collier and Lee on an as needed basis (back-up).  Currently, 
Charlotte/Collier are capable of monitoring Lee; and Lee is capable of monitoring Charlotte/Collier.  Charlotte & Collier are 100 Mb 
Ethernet;  Glades & Hendry are 10 Mb (provided by Lee county & the state). 

Punta Gorda Charlotte County 
Justice Center: 

Naples Collier County 
Government Complex: 

Moore Haven Glades County 
Courthouse: 

Labelle Hendry County 
Courthouse: 

Ft. Myers Lee County Justice 
Center:

Hendry 
Lee 

Charlotte Ft. Myers 
LCJC 

Collier 

Glades 

Punta Gorda 
CCJC 

Naples 
CCGC 

Labelle 
HCC Immokalee 

Annex 

Moore Haven 
GCC 

Clewiston 
Annex 

Ft. Myers 
LCJC II 

18 Central Monitored Rms 
12 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
6 Multi-Use Hearing Rms 

5 Monitor Workstations 2 Remote Monitored Rms 
30 Central Monitored Rms 
4 Felony Courtrooms 

1 CRTRM MAX 

1 CRTRM MAX 

1 CRTRM MAX 
1 CRTRM MAX 

4 CRTRM MAX 

9 Central Monitored Rms 
9 Multi-Use Courtrooms 

2 Monitor Workstations 

4 Servers 
3 Primary
 

1 Secondary 
 

7 Servers 
5 Primary
 

2 Secondary 
 

Immokalee Annex: 

1 Remote Monitored Rm 
1 Multi-Use Courtroom 

0 Monitor Workstations 

1 Primary Server 

1 Remote Monitored Rm 
1 Multi-Use Courtroom 

0 Monitor Workstations 

1 Primary Server 

2 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
(1 Addt’l Remote Monitored Rm 
will be deployed Sept. 2008) 

0 Monitor Workstations 

3 Servers 
2 Primary 
 

1 Secondary 
 

Clewiston Annex: 

Future Digital Remote 
System 

0 Monitor Workstations 

0 Servers 

2 Misdemeanor Courtrooms 
1 Delinquency Courtroom 
2 Multi-Use Courtrooms 
21 Multi-Use Hearing Rooms 

14 Monitor Workstations 

10 Servers 
7 Primary 
 

3 Secondary 
 

Ft. Myers Lee County Justice 
Center II: 

14 Future Digital Remote 
Systems 

4 Future Monitor 


Workstations
 

4 Future Servers 

 T-1 State Courts System Network Line 

Network Lines: 

Fiber 

Note:  Arrows at network line endpoints indicate direction of remote 
monitoring.  No arrows indicate no remote monitoring at this time. Page 250 of 261



 

Court Reporting 
Circuit Profiles 

20th Judicial Circuit 
 
Summary UDR Number of Hours Number of Pages 

FY 2006-07 Shared Model 

Circuit-Wide To Private Party To Justice Administrative Commission 

July 1 thru June 30 To Judges 
or Other Gov't 

Entity To State Attorney To Public Defender 
To Court Appt'd 

Counsel 
Indigent for Cost 

Counsel 
Real Central Local Analog Analog or Court Non- Non- Non- Non-

Steno Time Digital Digital Video Audio Staff Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal Non-Appeal Appeal Appeal Appeal 

Circuit Criminal 2,348.50 0.00 4,324.00 638.00 0.00 0.00 1,179 2,854 15,445 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

County Criminal 0.00 0.00 6,942.50 397.00 0.00 0.00 35 498 2,075 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Dependency/CINS/FINS 0.50 0.00 1,708.25 60.75 0.00 0.00 0 294 638 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Delinquency 0.00 0.00 1,427.75 85.50 0.00 0.00 0 12 1,022 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Baker/Marchman/Guardianship 0.00 0.00 190.50 1.25 0.00 41.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Domestic Violence Injunctions 0.00 0.00 869.25 42.25 0.00 5.75 0 0 51 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Magistrate/CSEHO (Family Law or Title IV-D) 0.00 0.00 1,937.25 2.75 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Case Types 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 2,349.00 0.00 17,399.50 1,227.50 0.00 46.75 1,214 3,658 19,231 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

# of Media Provided (CD, Audio or Video) 

To Private Party or Other Gov't Entity 1,901 

To State Attorney 0 

To Public Defender 0 

To JAC - Court Appointed Counsel 0 

To JAC - Indigent Costs for Counsel 0 

TOTAL 1,901 

Additional Information 

Contractual Service Providers - Circuit-Wide Fee/Rate Structure 

Appearances 

Steno Digital Transcription Steno Digital 
Special Needs 

Servicesw Notice wo Notice w Notice wo Notice Routine Delivery

One Hour 35.00 
Original 

3.50 to 4.50 3.00 to 5.00 
- Poor quality 

transcripts $0.25 per 
page 

- Sanitization of 
transcript $0.10 fee 

- Minimum $50 
transcript fee 

Each Addt'l Qtr Hour 
Copy w/Original 

Each Addt'l Hour 30.00 
2nd Copy w/Original 

Half-Day (1-4 hrs.) 
X-tra Copy (Non-Original) 

1.25 1.25 

Full-Day (4-8 hrs.) Expedited Delivery 

Overtime per Hour $10 plus rate 
1 Business Day

7.00 to 8.00 8.00 

Saturday (1-8 hrs.) 
2-3 Business Days 

5.00 6.00 

Sunday (1-8 hrs.) 
Addt'l Copy 

1.25 1.25 

Court Holiday Appeal 

Cancellation Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Non-Certified Transcript - Disk 

Other:___________ Multi-Media 25.00 25.00
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SCHEDULE IX:   MAJOR AUDIT FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS Budget period: 2008-2009

Department: State Courts System Chief Internal Auditor:  Ken Chambers

Budget Entity: 22 Phone Number: 488-9123

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

REPORT PERIOD SUMMARY OF SUMMARY OF ISSUE 

NUMBER ENDING     UNIT/AREA FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN CODE

The Auditor General issued one report (no. 2009-083)

during the 2008/09 fiscal year. It contained one 

finding/recommendation which was not considered

major.

Four internal audits were issued during 2008/09.

No major findings were noted in these reports.

Office of Policy and Budget - July 2009
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Department/Budget Entity (Service):  State Courts System

Agency Budget Officer/OPB Analyst Name:   Dorothy Wilson/Melonie Davila

Program or Service (Budget Entity Codes)

Action All State Courts Budget Entity

1.  GENERAL

1.1 Are Columns A01, A02, A04, A05, A10, A11, A36, IA1, IV1, IV3 and NV1 set 

to TRANSFER CONTROL for DISPLAY status and MANAGEMENT 

CONTROL for UPDATE status for both the Budget and Trust Fund columns?  

Are Columns A06, A07, A08 and A09 for Fixed Capital Outlay (FCO) set to 

TRANSFER CONTROL for DISPLAY status only?  (CSDI)
Y

1.2 Is Column A03 set to TRANSFER CONTROL for DISPLAY and UPDATE 

status for both the Budget and Trust Fund columns?  (CSDI) Y

AUDITS:

1.3 Has Column A03 been copied to Column A12?  Run the Exhibit B Audit 

Comparison Report to verify.  (EXBR, EXBA) Y

1.4 Has security been set correctly?  (CSDR, CSA) Y

TIP The agency should prepare the budget request for submission in this order:  1) 

Lock columns as described above; 2) copy Column A03 to Column A12; and 3) 

set Column A12 column security to ALL for DISPLAY status and 

MANAGEMENT CONTROL for UPDATE status. 

2.  EXHIBIT A  (EADR, EXA)

2.1 Is the budget entity authority and description consistent with the agency's LRPP 

and does it conform to the directives provided on page 56 of the LBR 

Instructions? Y

2.2 Are the statewide issues generated systematically (estimated expenditures, 

nonrecurring expenditures, etc.) included? Y

2.3 Are the issue codes and titles consistent with Section 3  of the LBR Instructions 

(pages 15 through 27)?  Do they clearly describe the issue? Y

2.4 Have the coding guidelines in Section 3  of the LBR Instructions (pages 15 

through 27) been followed?  Y

3.  EXHIBIT B  (EXBR, EXB)

3.1 Is it apparent that there is a fund shift and were the issues entered into LAS/PBS 

correctly?  Check D-3A funding shift issue 340XXX0 - a unique deduct and 

unique add back issue should be used to ensure fund shifts display correctly on 

the LBR exhibits. Y

Fiscal Year 2010-11 LBR Technical Review Checklist

A "Y" indicates "YES" and is acceptable, an "N/J" indicates "NO/Justification Provided" - these require further explanation/justification 

(additional sheets can be used as necessary), and "TIPS" are other areas to consider. 

Technical Review Checklist

for FY 2009-10 LBR Page 1
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Program or Service (Budget Entity Codes)

Action All State Courts Budget Entity

AUDITS:

3.2 Negative Appropriation Category Audit for Agency Request (Columns A03 and 

A04):  Are all appropriation categories positive by budget entity at the FSI level?  

Are all nonrecurring amounts less than requested amounts?  (NACR, NAC - 

Report should print "No Negative Appropriation Categories Found")
Y

3.3 Current Year Estimated Verification Comparison Report:  Is Column A02 equal 

to Column B07?  (EXBR, EXBC - Report should print "Records Selected Net 

To Zero") Y

TIP Generally look for and be able to fully explain significant differences between 

A02 and A03.

TIP Exhibit B - A02 equal to B07:  Compares Current Year Estimated column to a 

backup of A02.  This audit is necessary to ensure that the historical detail records 

have not been adjusted.  Records selected should net to zero.

TIP Requests for appropriations which require advance payment authority must use 

the sub-title "Grants and Aids".   For advance payment authority to local units of 

government, the Aid to Local Government appropriation category (05XXXX) 

should be used.  For advance payment authority to non-profit organizations or 

other units of state government, the Special Categories appropriation category 

(10XXXX) should be used.

4.  EXHIBIT D  (EADR, EXD)

4.1 Is the program component objective statement consistent with the agency LRPP, 

and does it conform to the directives provided on page 59 of the LBR 

Instructions? Y

4.2 Is the program component code and title used correct? Y

TIP Fund shifts or transfers of services or activities between program components will 

be displayed on an Exhibit D whereas it may not be visible on an Exhibit A.

5.  EXHIBIT D-1  (ED1R, EXD1)

5.1 Are all object of expenditures positive amounts?  (This is a manual check.) Y

AUDITS:  

5.2 Do the fund totals agree with the object category totals within each appropriation 

category?  (ED1R, XD1A - Report should print "No Differences Found For 

This Report") Y

5.3 FLAIR Expenditure/Appropriation Ledger Comparison Report:  Is Column A01 

less than Column B04?  (EXBR, EXBB - Negative differences need to be 

corrected in Column A01.)  

Please note that the LBR Instructions reference the wrong B column. Y

Technical Review Checklist

for FY 2009-10 LBR Page 2
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Program or Service (Budget Entity Codes)

Action All State Courts Budget Entity

5.4 A01/State Accounts Disbursements and Carry Forward Comparison Report:  Does 

Column A01 equal Column B08?  (EXBR, EXBD - Differences need to be 

corrected in Column A01.)

Please note that the LBR Instructions reference the wrong B column.

No, but there are no negative 

balance.

TIP If objects are negative amounts, the agency must make adjustments to Column 

A01 to correct the object amounts.  In addition, the fund totals must be adjusted to 

reflect the adjustment made to the object data.

TIP If fund totals and object totals do not agree or negative object amounts exist, the 

agency must adjust Column A01.

TIP Exhibit B - A01 less than B04:  This audit is to ensure that the disbursements and 

carry/certifications forward in A01 are less than FY 2008-09 approved budget.  

Amounts should be positive.

TIP If B08 is not equal to A01, check the following:  1) the initial FLAIR 

disbursements or carry forward data load was corrected appropriately in A01; 2) 

the disbursement data from departmental FLAIR was reconciled to State 

Accounts; and 3) the FLAIR disbursements did not change after Column B08 was 

created.

6.  EXHIBIT D-3  (ED3R, ED3)  (Not required in the LBR - for analytical purposes only.)

6.1 Are issues appropriately aligned with appropriation categories? Y

TIP Exhibit D-3 is no longer required in the budget submission but may be needed for 

this particular appropriation category/issue sort.  Exhibit D-3 is also a useful 

report when identifying negative appropriation category problems.

7.  EXHIBIT D-3A  (EADR, ED3A)

7.1 Are the issue titles correct and do they clearly identify the issue?  (See pages 15 

through 31 of the LBR Instructions.) Y

7.2 Does the issue narrative adequately explain the agency's request and is the 

explanation consistent with the LRPP?  (See page 65 of the LBR Instructions.)
Y

7.3 Does the narrative for Information Technology (IT) issue follow the additional 

narrative requirements described on pages 66 through 70 of the LBR Instructions?
Y

7.4 Are all issues with an IT component identified with a "Y" in the "IT 

COMPONENT?" field?  If the issue contains an IT component, has that 

component been identified and documented? Y

7.5 Does the issue narrative explain any variances from the Standard Expense and 

Human Resource Services Assessments package?  Is the nonrecurring portion in 

the nonrecurring column?  (See pages E-4 and E-5 of the LBR Instructions.)
Y

7.6 Does the salary rate request amount accurately reflect any new requests and are 

the amounts proportionate to the Salaries and Benefits request?  Note:  Salary rate 

should always be annualized. Y

7.7 Does the issue narrative thoroughly explain/justify all Salaries and Benefits 

amounts entered into the Other Salary Amounts transactions (OADA/C)?  

Amounts entered into OAD are reflected in the Position Detail of Salaries and 

Benefits section of the Exhibit D-3A. Y

Technical Review Checklist

for FY 2009-10 LBR Page 3
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Program or Service (Budget Entity Codes)

Action All State Courts Budget Entity

7.8 Does the issue narrative include the Consensus Estimating Conference forecast, 

where appropriate? Y

7.9 Does the issue narrative reference the specific county(ies) where applicable?
Y

7.10 Do the 160XXX0 issues reflect budget amendments that have been approved (or 

in the process of being approved) and that have a recurring impact (including 

Lump Sums)?  Have the approved budget amendments been entered in Column 

A18 as instructed in Memo #10-002? Y

7.11 When appropriate are there any 160XXX0 issues included to delete positions 

placed in reserve in the OPB Position and Rate Ledger (e.g.  unfunded grants)?  

Note:  Lump sum appropriations not yet allocated should not be deleted.  (PLRR, 

PLMO) N/A

7.12 Does the issue narrative include plans to satisfy additional space requirements 

when requesting additional positions? Y

7.13 Has the agency included a 160XXX0 issue and 210XXXX and 260XXX0 issues 

as required for lump sum distributions? Y

7.14 Do the amounts reflect appropriate FSI assignments? Y

7.15 Do the issues relating to salary and benefits  have an "A" in the fifth position of 

the issue code (XXXXAXX) and are they self-contained (not combined with other 

issues)?  (See page 26 and 86 of the LBR Instructions.)
Y

7.16 Do the issues relating to Information Technology (IT)  have a "C" in the sixth 

position of the issue code (36XXXCX) and are the correct issue codes used 

(361XXC0, 362XXC0, 363XXC0, 17C01C0, 17C02C0, 17C03C0, 24010C0, 

33001C0 or 55C01C0)? Y

7.17 Are the issues relating to major audit findings and recommendations  properly 

coded (4A0XXX0, 4B0XXX0)? N/A

AUDIT:

7.18 Are all FSI's equal to '1', '2', '3', or '9'?  There should be no FSI's equal to '0'.  

(EADR, FSIA - Report should print "No Records Selected For Reporting")
Y

7.19 Does the General Revenue for 160XXXX issues net to zero?  (GENR, LBR1) Y

7.20 Does the General Revenue for 180XXXX issues net to zero?  (GENR, LBR2)
Y

7.21 Does the General Revenue for 200XXXX issues net to zero?  (GENR, LBR3)
Y

7.22 Have FCO appropriations been entered into the nonrecurring column A04? 

(GENR, LBR4 - Report should print "No Records Selected For Reporting" 

or a listing of D-3A issue(s) assigned to Debt Service (IOE N) or in some 

cases State Capital Outlay - Public Education Capital Outlay (IOE L) )
Y

Technical Review Checklist

for FY 2009-10 LBR Page 4
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Program or Service (Budget Entity Codes)

Action All State Courts Budget Entity

TIP Salaries and Benefits amounts entered using the OADA/C transactions must be 

thoroughly justified in the D-3A issue narrative.  Agencies can run 

OADA/OADR from STAM to identify the amounts entered into OAD and ensure 

these entries have been thoroughly explained in the D-3A issue narrative.

TIP The issue narrative must completely and thoroughly explain and justify each D-3A 

issue.  Agencies must ensure it provides the information necessary for the OPB 

and legislative analysts to have a complete understanding of the issue submitted.  

Thoroughly review pages 64 through 70 of the LBR Instructions.

TIP Check BAPS to verify status of budget amendments.  Check for reapprovals not 

picked up in the General Appropriations Act.  Verify that Lump Sum 

appropriations in Column A02 do not appear in Column A03.  Review budget 

amendments to verify that 160XXX0 issue amounts correspond accurately and net 

to zero for General Revenue funds.  

TIP If an agency is receiving federal funds from another agency the FSI should = 9 

(Transfer - Recipient of Federal Funds).  The agency that originally receives the 

funds directly from the federal agency should use FSI = 3 (Federal Funds).  

TIP If an appropriation made in the FY 2009-10 General Appropriations Act 

duplicates an appropriation made in substantive legislation, the agency must 

create a unique deduct nonrecurring issue to eliminate the duplicated 

appropriation.  Normally this is taken care of through line item veto.

8.  SCHEDULE I & RELATED DOCUMENTS  (SC1R, SC1 - Budget Entity Level or  SC1R, SC1D - Department Level)

8.1 Has a separate department level Schedule I and supporting documents package 

been submitted by the agency? Y

8.2 Has a Schedule I been completed in LAS/PBS for each operating trust fund?
Y

8.3 Have the appropriate Schedule I supporting documents been included for the trust 

funds (Schedule IA, Schedule IB, Schedule IC, and Reconciliation to Trial 

Balance)? Y

8.4 Have the Examination of Regulatory Fees Part I and Part II forms been included 

for the applicable regulatory programs? N/A

8.5 Have the required detailed narratives been provided (5% trust fund reserve 

narrative; method for computing the distribution of cost for general management 

and administrative services narrative; adjustments narrative; revenue estimating 

methodology narrative)? Y

8.6 Has the Inter-Agency Transfers Reported on Schedule I form been included as 

applicable for transfers totaling $100,000 or more for the fiscal year?

Y

8.7 If the agency is scheduled for the annual trust fund review this year, have the 

Schedule ID and applicable draft legislation been included for recreation, 

modification or termination of existing trust funds? Y

Technical Review Checklist

for FY 2009-10 LBR Page 5
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Program or Service (Budget Entity Codes)

Action All State Courts Budget Entity

8.8 If the agency is scheduled for the annual trust fund review this year, have the 

necessary trust funds been requested for creation pursuant to section 

215.32(2)(b), Florida Statutes  - including the Schedule ID and applicable 

legislation? Y

8.9 Are the revenue codes correct?  In the case of federal revenues, has the agency 

appropriately identified direct versus indirect receipts (object codes 000700, 

000750, 000799, 001510 and 001599)? Y

8.10 Are the statutory authority references correct? Y

8.11 Are the General Revenue Service Charge percentage rates used for each revenue 

source correct?  (Refer to Chapter 2009-78, Laws of Florida, for appropriate 

general revenue service charge percentage rates.) Y

8.12 Is this an accurate representation of revenues based on the most recent Consensus 

Estimating Conference forecasts? Y

8.13 If there is no Consensus Estimating Conference forecast available, do the revenue 

estimates appear to be reasonable? Y

8.14 Are the federal funds revenues reported in Section I broken out by individual 

grant?  Are the correct CFDA codes used? Y

8.15 Are anticipated grants included and based on the state fiscal year (rather than 

federal fiscal year)? Y

8.16 Are the Schedule I revenues consistent with the FSI's reported in the Exhibit D-

3A? Y

8.17 If applicable, are nonrecurring revenues entered into Column A04? Y

8.18 Has the agency certified the revenue estimates in columns A02 and A03 to be the 

latest and most accurate available? Y

8.19 Is a 5% trust fund reserve reflected in Section II?  If not, is sufficient justification 

provided for exemption? Are the additional narrative requirements provided?

Y

8.20 Are appropriate service charge nonoperating amounts included in Section II?
Y

8.21 Are nonoperating expenditures to other budget entities/departments cross-

referenced accurately? Y

8.22 Do transfers balance between funds (within the agency as well as between 

agencies)?  (See also 8.6 for required transfer confirmation of amounts totaling 

$100,000 or more.) Y

8.23 Are nonoperating expenditures recorded in Section II and adjustments recorded in 

Section III? Y

8.24 Are prior year September operating reversions appropriately shown in column 

A01? Y

8.25 Are current year September operating reversions appropriately shown in column 

A02? Y

8.26 Does the Schedule IC properly reflect the unreserved fund balance for each trust 

fund as defined by the LBR Instructions, and is it reconciled to the agency 

accounting records? Y

8.27 Does Column A01 of the Schedule I accurately represent the actual prior year 

accounting data as reflected in the agency accounting records, and is it provided 

in sufficient detail for analysis? Y

Technical Review Checklist

for FY 2009-10 LBR Page 6
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Program or Service (Budget Entity Codes)

Action All State Courts Budget Entity

8.28 Does Line I of Column A01 (Schedule I) equal Line K of the Schedule IC? Y

AUDITS:

8.29 Is Line I a positive number?  (If not, the agency must adjust the budget request to 

eliminate the deficit).  
Y

8.30 Is the June 30 Adjusted Unreserved Fund Balance (Line I) equal to the July 1 

Unreserved Fund Balance (Line A) of the following year?  (SC1R, SC1A - 

Report should print "No Discrepancies Exist For This Report") Y

8.31 Has a Department Level Reconciliation been provided for each trust fund and 

does Line A of the Schedule I equal the CFO amount?  If not, the agency must 

correct Line A.   (SC1R, DEPT) Y

TIP The Schedule I is the most reliable source of data concerning the trust funds.  It is 

very important that this schedule is as accurate as possible!

TIP Determine if the agency is scheduled for trust fund review.  (See page 124 of the 

LBR Instructions.)

TIP Review the unreserved fund balances and compare revenue totals to expenditure 

totals to determine and understand the trust fund status.

TIP Typically nonoperating expenditures and revenues should not be a negative 

number.  Any negative numbers must be fully justified.

9.  SCHEDULE II  (PSCR, SC2)

AUDIT:

9.1 Is the pay grade minimum for salary rate utilized for positions in segments 2 and 

3?  (BRAR, BRAA - Report should print "No Records Selected For This 

Request")  Note:  Amounts other than the pay grade minimum should be fully 

justified in the D-3A issue narrative.  (See Base Rate Audit  on page 156 of the 

LBR Instructions.)

No, but justification is provided in 

the D-3A  narrative

10.  SCHEDULE III  (PSCR, SC3)

10.1 Is the appropriate lapse amount applied in Segment 3?  (See page 88 of the LBR 

Instructions.) N/A

10.2 Are amounts in Other Salary Amount  appropriate and fully justified?  (See page 

95 of the LBR Instructions for appropriate use of the OAD transaction.)  Use 

OADI or OADR to identify agency other salary amounts requested.
Y

11.  SCHEDULE IV  (EADR, SC4)

11.1 Are the correct Information Technology (IT) issue codes used? Y

TIP If IT issues are not coded correctly (with "C" in 6th position), they will not appear 

in the Schedule IV.

12.  SCHEDULE VIIIA  (EADR, SC8A)

12.1 Is there only one #1 priority, one #2 priority, one #3 priority, etc. reported on the 

Schedule VIII-A?  Are the priority narrative explanations adequate? N/A

13.  SCHEDULE VIIIB-1

13.1 This schedule is not required in the October 15, 2009 LBR submittal.

14.  SCHEDULE VIIIB-2  (EADR, S8B2)

14.1 Do the reductions comply with the instructions provided on pages 101 and 102 of 

the LBR Instructions regarding a 10% reduction in recurring General Revenue 

and Trust Funds? N/A

Technical Review Checklist

for FY 2009-10 LBR Page 7
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Program or Service (Budget Entity Codes)

Action All State Courts Budget Entity

15.  SCHEDULE XI  (LAS/PBS Web - see page 108 of the LBR Instructions for detailed instructions)

15.1 Has the Schedule XI one page summary Excel file been e-mailed to OPB at 

OPB.UnitCostSummary@laspbs.state.fl.us?  Agencies are required to generate 

this spreadsheet via the LAS/PBS Web.  (Note:  Pursuant to section 216.023(4) 

(b), Florida Statutes,  the Legislature can reduce the funding level for any agency 

that does not provide this information.) Y

15.2 Do the PDF files uploaded to the Florida Fiscal Portal for the LRPP and LBR 

match the Excel file e-mailed to OPB? Y

AUDITS INCLUDED IN THE SCHEDULE XI REPORT:

15.3 Does the FY 2008-09 Actual (prior year) Expenditures in Column A36 reconcile 

to Column A01?  (GENR, ACT1) Y

15.4 None of the executive direction, administrative support and information 

technology statewide activities (ACT0010 thru ACT0490) have output standards 

(Record Type 5)?  (Audit #1 should print "No Activities Found")
Y

15.5 Does the Fixed Capital Outlay (FCO) statewide activity (ACT0210) only contain 

08XXXX or 14XXXX appropriation categories?  (Audit #2 should print "No 

Operating Categories Found") Y

15.6 Has the agency provided the necessary demand (Record Type 5) for all activities 

which should appear in Section II?  (Note:  Audit #3 will identify those activities 

that do NOT have a Record Type '5' and have not been identified as a 'Pass 

Through' activity.  These activities will be displayed in Section III with the 

'Payment of Pensions, Benefits and Claims' activity and 'Other' activities.  Verify 

if these activities should be displayed in Section III.  If not, an output standard 

would need to be added for that activity and the Schedule XI submitted again.)

Y

15.7 Does Section I (Final Budget for Agency) and Section III (Total Budget for 

Agency) equal?  (Audit #4 should print "No Discrepancies Found") 

No, but difference is due to 

rounding.

TIP If Section I and Section III have a small difference, it may be due to rounding and 

therefore will be acceptable.

Technical Review Checklist

for FY 2009-10 LBR Page 8
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Program or Service (Budget Entity Codes)

Action All State Courts Budget Entity

16.  MANUALLY PREPARED EXHIBITS & SCHEDULES

16.1 Do exhibits and schedules comply with LBR Instructions (pages 109 through 153 

of the LBR Instructions), and are they accurate and complete? Y

16.2 Are appropriation category totals comparable to Exhibit B, where applicable? 
Y

16.3 Are agency organization charts (Schedule X) provided and at the appropriate level 

of detail? Y

AUDITS - GENERAL INFORMATION

TIP Review Section 6:  Audits  of the LBR Instructions for a list of audits and their 

descriptions.

TIP Reorganizations may cause audit errors.  Agencies must indicate that these errors 

are due to an agency reorganization to justify the audit error.  

17.  CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM (CIP)

17.1 Are the CIP-2, CIP-3, CIP-A and CIP-B forms included? Y

17.2 Are the CIP-4 and CIP-5 forms submitted when applicable (see CIP Instructions)?
Y

17.3 Do all CIP forms comply with CIP Instructions where applicable (see CIP 

Instructions)? Y

17.4 Does the agency request include 5 year projections (Columns A03, A06, A07, 

A08 and A09)? Y

17.5 Are the appropriate counties identified in the narrative? Y

TIP Requests for Fixed Capital Outlay appropriations which are Grants and Aids to 

Local Governments and Non-Profit Organizations must use the Grants and Aids 

to Local Governments and Non-Profit Organizations - Fixed Capital Outlay major 

appropriation category (140XXX) and include the sub-title "Grants and Aids".  

These appropriations utilize a CIP-B form as justification.   

18.  FLORIDA FISCAL PORTAL

18.1 Have all files been assembled correctly and posted to the Florida Fiscal Portal as 

outlined in the Florida Fiscal Portal Submittal Process? Y

Technical Review Checklist

for FY 2009-10 LBR Page 9

Page 261 of 261


	Letter of Transmittal
	Department Level Exhibits and Schedules
	Schedule IV-C - Recurring Information Technology Budget Planning
	MA-FY2010-11_Sched_IV-C_NonStrategic
	Network

	Worksheet - Desktop
	Worksheet - Email Service
	Worksheet - Helpdesk
	Worksheet - IT Admin Service
	Worksheet - IT Security-Risk Mitigation Service
	Worksheet - IT Support Service
	Worksheet - Network

	Schedule VII-Agency Litigation Inventory
	Schedule VIIIA - Priority Listing of Agency Budget Issues
	Schedule VIII - A Priority Listing of Agency Budget Issues - Supreme Court
	Schedule VIII - A Priority Listing of Agency Budget Issues - Executive Direction 
	Schedule VIII - A Priority Listing of Agency Budget Issues - District Court of Appeals 
	Schedule VIII - A Priority Listing of Agency Budget Issues - Circuit Courts 
	Schedule VIII - A Priority Listing of Agency Budget Issues - County Courts 
	Schedule VIII - A Priority Listing of Agency Budget Issues - Judicial Qualifications Commission 

	Schedule X-Organization Structure
	State Courts System
	Office of the State Courts Administrator
	District Courts of Appeal
	Circuit Courts
	County Courts
	Judicial Qualifications Commission

	Schedule XI - Agency-Level Unit Cost Summary
	Schedule XIV - Variance from Long Range Financial Outlook
	Letter-Due Process Compensation Rates
	Budget Entity Level Exhibits and Schedules
	Schedule I Series
	22010200 - Execuive Direction and Support Services Schedule I Series
	22010200-2057-Schedule I-Narratives-Executive Direction
	22010200-2146-Schedule I-Narratives-Executive Direction
	22010200-2146-Schedule IA-Detail of Fees and Related Program Costs-Executive Direction
	22010200-2146-Schedule IC-Reconciliation of Unreserved Fund Balance-Executive Direction
	22010200-2213-Schedule I Narratives-Executive Direction
	22010200-2213-Schedule IA-Detail of Fees and Related Program Costs-Executive Direction
	22010200-2213-Schedule IC-Reconciliation of Unreserved Fund Balance-Executive Direction
	22010200-2261-Schedule I-Narratives-Executive Direction
	22010200-2261-Schedule IB-Detail of Unreserved Fund Balances-Executive Direction
	22010200-2261-Schedule IC-Reconciliation of Unreserved Fund Balance-Executive Direction
	22010200-2339-Schedule I-Narratives-Executive Direction
	22010200-2339-Schedule IB-Detail of Unreserved Fund Balances-Executive Direction
	22010200-2339-Schedule IC-Reconciliation of Unreserved Fund Balance-Executive Direction
	22010200-2510-Schedule I-Narratives-Executive Direction
	22010200-2510-Schedule IC-Reconciliation of Unreserved Fund Balance-Executive Direction
	22100600 - District Court of Appeals Schedule I Series
	22100600-2339-Schedule I-Narratives-District Court of Appeal
	22100600-2510-Schedule I-Narratives-District Court of Appeal
	22100600-2510-Schedule IC-Reconciliation of Unreserved Fund Balance-District Court of Appeal
	22300100 - Circuit Courts Schedule I Series
	22300100-2057-Schedule IC-Reconciliation of Unreserved Fund Balance-Circuit Court
	22300100-2213-Schedule I Narratives-Circuit Court
	22300100-2213-Schedule IA-Detail of Fees and Related Program Costs-Circuit Court
	22300100-2213-Schedule IC-Reconciliation of Unreserved Fund Balance-Circuit Court
	22300100-2261-Schedule I-Narratives-Circuit Court
	22300100-2261-Schedule IB-Detail of Unreserved Fund Balances-Circuit Court
	22300100-2261-Schedule IC-Reconciliation of Unreserved Fund Balance-Circuit Court
	22300100-2339-Schedule I-Narratives-Circuit Court
	22300100-2339-Schedule IB-Detail of Unreserved Fund Balances-Circuit Court
	22300100-2339-Schedule IC-Reconciliation of Unreserved Fund Balance-Circuit Court
	22300100-2510-Schedule I-Narratives-Circuit Court
	22300100-2510-Schedule IC-Reconciliation of Unreserved Fund Balance-Circuit Court
	Schedule IV-B Information Technology Projects
	Schedule IV-B FY 2010-11 Final for Submission
	Schedule IV-B Information Technology Projects.pdf
	Schedule IV-B FY 2010-11 Final for Submission.pdf
	Appendix A - DCR Standards
	Appendix B - Court Reporting Technology Workgroup Report FINAL 11142008
	Appendix C-CBA FY10-11
	Appendix D - RiskAssessment_FY10-11
	Appendix E - Court Reporting Circuit Profiles Feb 2008


	Schedule IX-Major Audit Findings and Recommendations
	Technical Checklist LBR Review



