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SUMMARY 

Statewide Issues 

Duplication in the Caseload Reporting 
Systems.  The maintenance of caseload 
reporting systems, by three entities 
(Supreme Court, state attorneys, and 
public defenders), which are, to some 
degree, capturing and reporting the same 
data, appears to be costly, duplicative, 
and inefficient.  It may be more efficient 
from a Statewide perspective to create 
one system that can be used by all three 
parties.  

Reporting and Use of Caseload Data 
provided to the Legislature.  The state 
attorneys and public defenders report 
caseload data as a part of the 
performance based budgeting initiative 
established by the Legislature (Chapter 
216, Florida Statutes).  

Based on discussions with legislative staff 
involved in the appropriations process, 
the performance measure data currently 
being collected is being used as a means 
of evaluating the performance of the 
various offices, and it is their intent to use 
this data in the computations of the actual 
appropriations made to state attorneys 

and public defenders in future years.  For 
this reason, it is important that the 
performance measure data be accurately 
and timely reported.  

Supreme Court 

Caseload Reporting.  Established 
procedures for collecting and reporting 
Summary Reporting System data, the 
primary purpose of which is the 
certification of need for additional 
judgeships, were generally adequate.  
However, improvements could be made to 
further ensure the timeliness of the filing of 
reports and the reliability of the data.  

State Attorneys 

Improvements could be made to further 
ensure the reliability of performance 
measure data by the state attorneys, 
including the monthly filing of 
performance measure reports and the 
retention of supporting documentation for 
the reports.  

Public Defenders 

Improvements are needed in procedures 
for collecting and reporting performance 
measure data by the public defenders to 
produce reliable results on a Statewide 
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basis, including retention of supporting 
documentation for the  performance based 
budgeting (PB2) data; clarification as to 
how the 72-hour contact performance 
measure is to be interpreted; accurate 
reporting of PB2 data on the prescribed 
forms; and improvement in the 
accumulation of the PB2 data by the 
Florida Public Defenders Association. 

Other Issues 

Other Management Practices.  Our review 
of the financial management practices of 
the Office of the State Courts 
Administrator (OSCA) indicated a need to 
update insurance coverages for buildings 
and their contents for the 2001-2002 fiscal 
year, and a need for improvement in the 
travel authorization process for attendance 
at conferences and conventions.  

BACKGROUND 

State Courts System 

Caseload Reporting 

Section 25.075, Florida Statutes, requires 
that the Supreme Court develop a 
uniform caseload reporting system, 
including a uniform means of reporting 
categories of cases, time required in the 
disposition of cases, and the manner of 
disposition of cases.  This section also 
requires that we audit the reports made 
to the Supreme Court in accordance with 
the uniform system established by the 
Supreme Court. The Supreme Court 
established the Summary Reporting 
System (SRS) to meet this requirement of 
law.  

The SRS utilizes caseload statistics 
submitted by the clerks of the circuit 
court to produce summary reports of the 

workloads of judges.  The Supreme 
Court's instructions and requirements for 
reporting caseload statistics are contained 
in the Florida State Courts System Summary 
Reporting System Manual.  The SRS was 
designed to provide OSCA with the data 
necessary to assist the Supreme Court in 
meeting its responsibility, pursuant to 
Article V, Section 9 of the State 
Constitution, for determining the need 
for an increase or decrease in the number 
of judges required to consider and 
dispose of cases filed before the district 
courts of appeal, circuit courts, and 
county courts. 

State Attorney and Public Defender 

Caseload Reporting 

The state attorneys and public defenders 
report caseload data as a part of the 
performance based budgeting initiative 
established by the Legislature in recent 
years (Chapter 216, Florida Statutes).  
Performance measures have been 
developed by the state attorneys and 
public defenders and approved by the 
Legislature.  The state attorneys and 
public defenders use various case 
reporting systems to capture the 
performance based data.  For the state 
attorneys, prescribed reporting formats 
with detailed instructions have been 
developed through the Florida 
Prosecuting Attorneys Association.  This 
information is compiled by each judicial 
circuit and reported on a monthly basis. 
At fiscal year-end, a Statewide report is 
prepared by 5th Judicial Circuit State 
Attorney personnel.  The public 
defenders have also developed a 
reporting system for the compiling of 
information by each judicial circuit and 
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reporting of that information to the 
Florida Public Defenders Association 
where a Statewide report is also 
prepared.  

Pursuant to Sections 27.25(5) and 27.53(4), 
Florida Statutes, respectively, 
appropriations for the offices of state 
attorneys and public defenders shall be 
determined by a funding formula based 
on population and such other factors as 
may be deemed appropriate. The 
performance measures may be one such 
factor used in the funding formula.  

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

The objectives of the audit were: (1) to 
evaluate the Florida Supreme Court’s, 
state attorneys’, and public defenders’ 
administration of their assigned 
responsibilities in accordance with 
requirements of applicable laws, 
administrative rules, and other 
guidelines; (2) to determine the extent to 
which the Supreme Court, state attorney, 
and public defender management 
controls promoted and encouraged the 
achievement of management’s objectives 
with regard to compliance with such 
requirements, economic and efficient 
operations, reliability of records and 
reports, and safeguarding of assets; and 
(3) to identify recommended statutory 
changes in substantive law and policy.  

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
STATEWIDE ISSUES 

Finding No. 1:  SRS and State 
Attorney/Public Defender Reporting 
Processes 

There are essentially three separate 
systems currently being maintained for 
the collection and reporting of caseload 
data generated by the court system.  As 
statutorily mandated (Section 25.075, 
Florida Statutes), the Supreme Court has 
developed a uniform caseload reporting 
system.  Additionally, the state attorneys 
and public defenders have reported 
caseload data in varying  forms for years, 
most recently as part of a performance 
based budgeting initiative (Chapter 216, 
Florida Statutes), requiring the reporting 
of performance measure data which 
includes caseload data.  

The maintenance of separate caseload 
reporting systems by three entities, 
(Supreme Court, state attorneys, and 
public defenders) which are, to some 
degree, capturing and reporting the same 
data appears to be costly, duplicative, 
and inefficient.  While our review has 
identified certain weaknesses in each 
system, requiring the attention of those 
entities to correct the weaknesses, it may 
be more efficient from a Statewide 
perspective to explore the possibility of 
creating one system that can be used by 
all three parties.   

A comparison of the existing reporting 
forms used by the Supreme Court in the 
maintenance of their system to the 
reporting forms used by the state 
attorneys for their system shows that the 
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forms prescribe numerous categories and 
subcategories of caseload information for 
reporting.  While this data is useful, 
comparability between the two systems is 
hampered by the differing categories and 
classifications of caseload activities 
reported.  For example, the SRS captures 
information relative to the circuit criminal 
category by counts while the state 
attorney reporting system captures this 
information by cases.  

While we recognize the differing uses for 
the data by the Supreme Court, state 
attorneys, and public defenders, it should 
be possible to satisfy the individual needs 
of all three users if a more efficient and 
effective system could be developed. 

We recommend that the Supreme Court, 
state attorneys, and public defenders  
work with the users of the data, judges, 
and the Legislature, to explore the 
possibility of jointly developing one 
Statewide system that would provide 
timely, accurate, and reliable  data in a 
more efficient and effective manner.    

Finding No. 2:  Use of the Data Reported 
by the State Attorneys and Public 
Defenders  

The performance measure Statewide 
annual reports for both the state attorneys 
and public defenders are submitted to the 
Justice Administrative Commission (JAC) 
where the performance measure data is 
entered in the Legislative Appropriation 
System/Planning and Budgeting 
subsystem (LAS/PBS).  As such, this 
information is then made available to the 
Legislature and legislative staff.  Pursuant 
to Chapter 216, Florida Statutes, 

performance measures are one of many 
factors used in the budgeting process.  

Considerable resources have been 
committed by the state attorneys and 
public defenders to implement the 
performance based budgeting initiative.  
However, based on discussions with 
legislative, state attorney, and public 
defender staff, it appears that the 
information being collected and reported 
could be better utilized for the intended 
purpose.  Based on discussions with 
legislative staff involved in the 
appropriations process, the performance 
measure data currently being collected is 
being used as a means of evaluating the 
performance of the various offices; and it 
is their intent to use this data in the 
computations of the actual 
appropriations made to state attorneys 
and public defenders in future years.  For 
this reason, it is important that the 
performance measure data be accurately 
and timely reported.  

Legislative staff, in some instances, 
indicated that if they needed information 
on certain aspects of a state attorney or 
public defender office, they often 
contacted the particular office and 
requested the needed information, rather 
than use the performance measure 
reports.  State attorney personnel also 
mentioned instances where they received 
calls from legislative staff requesting 
certain caseload-related information 
which required research time and 
resources on behalf of state attorney staff 
in order to provide the requested data.  

We understand that state attorneys and 
public defenders must be prepared to 
provide requested information to 
legislative staff at any time throughout 
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the year.  In light of the considerable time 
and resources that have been committed 
to the performance based budgeting 
initiative and the related collection of 
performance measure data, and the intent 
to use this data, in future years, in the 
computations of actual appropriations, it 
is important that the state attorneys and 
public defenders involved in compiling 
and reporting this data, which will be 
analyzed by legislative staff, provide 
reliable, accurate, and timely information.  

We recommend that the state attorneys 
and public defenders, who report 
performance measure information to the 
Legislature, make every effort to 
produce reliable, accurate, and timely 
data.  

FLORIDA SUPREME COURT 

Based on size, location, and prior audit 
experience, we selected 10 circuits (and 
within each circuit, one county) for 
testing the reporting of SRS caseload 
data.  Our audit included a review of the 
procedures utilized by the Clerks of the 
Circuit Courts and OSCA to ensure the 
accuracy and completeness of the selected 
SRS data reported by the respective 
Clerks of the Circuit Courts to the 
Supreme Court.  Our tests disclosed that 
established procedures for collecting and 
reporting SRS data were generally 
adequate.  However, we did note areas 
where improvements could be made to 
further ensure the reliability of the SRS 
data, as discussed in the following 
findings.  

Finding No. 3:  Timeliness of Reports 

The Florida State Courts Summary 
Reporting System Manual requires each 

county to submit monthly SRS reports to 
the Office of the State Court 
Administrator (OSCA) by the 15th day of 
the succeeding month.  Reports 
submitted are generally a combination of 
paper reports for civil, juvenile, probate, 
and domestic relations divisions and, for 
the criminal division, electronic reports 
submitted through the Offender Based 
Transaction System (OBTS).  Reports 
prepared by OSCA of missing data 
indicate that monthly SRS reports are not 
being submitted timely.  For the period of 
December 2001 through March 2002, an 
average of 23 counties (34 percent) did 
not submit their completed SRS reports 
(i.e., both paper and electronic reports) by 
the reporting deadlines.  The range of 
counties filing late reports for the four 
month period was from 20 to 28, as 
shown in the following tabulation:  

Report Month Due 
Date 

Number of 
Counties Late 

  As of the 
Due Date 

As of May 
1, 2002 

December 2001 1/15/02 28 8 
January 2002 2/15/02 23 8 
February 2002 3/15/02 21 14 
March 2002 4/15/02 20 20 

 
This tabulation shows, for each of the 
report months, the number of counties 
with all or a portion of the required SRS 
reports received after the required due 
dates.  For example, OSCA’s missing data 
report dated February 1, 2002, indicates 
28 counties had not submitted the 
December 2001 SRS reports (due on 
January 15, 2002) in their entirety.  
Additionally, the missing data report 
dated May 1, 2002, indicated that 8 of the 
28 counties still had not submitted the 
December 2001 reports in their entirety.  
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Further, the May 1, 2002 missing data 
reports showed two counties which had 
failed to submit complete reports for as 
far back as December 1999.  

The data reported and included in the 
SRS is used in the certification of need for 
additional judges, the formulation of 
budgets, the preparation of legislative 
fiscal notes, the impact assessment of 
proposed legislation or court rules, and as 
an information resource for all courts, 
criminal justice agencies, news media, 
and the general public. It is important 
that the information be collected in a 
timely manner.  OSCA personnel, in a 
memorandum dated May 29, 2002, stated 
that while they had made significant 
progress in obtaining the reports from the 
counties cited above, two of the counties 
still had not provided SRS reports for the 
four month period, citing systems 
problems.  OSCA further noted that they 
were providing assistance to these 
counties, but that it is the Clerks’ 
responsibility to submit their SRS reports 
to OSCA by the deadline.  

The Chief of Court Services stated that 
staff turnover at the Clerk’s office level is 
one of the major contributing factors to 
the problems identified during their 
audits.  He further stated that OSCA 
plans to increase training during the 
2002-2003 fiscal year and continue their 
targeted auditing approach using 
statistical analysis and review to select 
the counties to be audited.  He also noted 
that the enforcement provisions provided 
for in Section 25.075(2), Florida Statutes, 
(i.e., charging a Clerk with misfeasance 
for failure to file reports) does not 
address the untimely filing of reports.  
Further, Section 25.075(2), Florida 

Statutes, is ineffectual as a possible 
deterrence to failure to report because 
there is no penalty associated with the 
provision.  

We recommend that OSCA, in 
consultation with the Clerks of the 
Courts offices, continue its efforts to 
ensure that the Clerk’s submit their SRS 
reports to OSCA within the time frames 
provided for in the SRS Manual.  We 
further recommend that OSCA consider 
seeking statutory changes to Section 
25.075, Florida Statutes, that would 
provide a monetary penalty for willful 
failure to report and also address the 
issue of untimely filing of reports, 
including the imposition of a monetary 
penalty for the late filing of reports. 
Statutory changes of this nature would 
encourage more timely reporting of SRS 
data by the Clerks of the Circuit Courts.  

Auditee Response and 
Auditor Clarification 

The Florida Association of Court Clerks & 
Comptroller and the Clerk of the Circuit 
Court for Gilchrist County disagreed with 
our recommendation that OSCA consider 
seeking statutory changes to Section 25.075, 
Florida Statutes, that would provide a 
monetary penalty for the late filing of reports, 
but did not suggest alternatives for 
encouraging prompt filing of reports.   

The entire response may be viewed on the 
Auditor General’s Web site. 

Finding No. 4:  Processing of Offender 
Based Transaction System (OBTS) Data 
by OSCA 

In preparation for OSCA’s Court Services 
division assuming the responsibility for 
the processing of OBTS data (previously 
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performed by the Information Systems 
Services (ISS) division within OSCA), ISS 
discontinued processing OBTS data as of 
February 28, 2001.  OBTS data is criminal 
case data that is transmitted electronically 
to OSCA.  Following a period of data 
conversion and validation, Court Services 
was expected to begin the processing of 
OBTS data by May 15, 2001.  However, 
unforeseen technical issues delayed the 
operational deadline to approximately 
August 15, 2001.  During this time, the 
counties continued to submit OBTS data, 
but it was generally not processed and 
aggregated until September 30, 2001.  

When processing resumed, problems 
remained for Leon County and OSCA 
that were not resolved until April 2002.  
According to Court Services personnel, 
the problems with Leon County included, 
but were not limited to, differing versions 
of the edit program at Leon County and 
OSCA, changes to edit programs, 
rejection of files for excessive error rates, 
and data transmitted to ISS, but not to 
Court Services.  The processing of Leon 
County files to bring them up-to-date was 
not concluded until May 1, 2002.  

When SRS data is required and is not 
being processed in a timely manner, as 
was the case noted above, OSCA uses 
modeling techniques as a means of 
obtaining estimates of the missing data.  
While the use of modeling techniques can 
provide a means of providing 
information when data is not processed 
timely, it does not provide the best 
information available (i.e., actual data 
promptly and accurately processed).  

We recommend that OSCA take steps to 
ensure that delays in processing data do 

not occur should similar circumstances 
exist in the future.   

Finding No. 5:  SRS Data Reporting 
Errors 

Our review of case files to determine 
whether data was accurately reported by 
the Clerks on the SRS forms submitted to 
OSCA disclosed that, for Leon County, 
the cases were generally reported 
accurately.  However, for the Juvenile 
Dependency category reported in Section 
IV, Part II of the monthly SRS report 
form, we noted exceptions in 12 of the 36 
cases reviewed.  In two cases, the 
petitions should have been reported in 
Part G (Termination of Parental Rights 
Petitions Filed category) instead of Part A 
(Petitions Filed), and in the other 10 cases, 
the petitions did not meet the criteria for 
reporting and should not have been 
reported on this form.  Clerk personnel 
indicated they concurred with our 
findings, retraining of staff had occurred, 
and amended reports had been prepared 
for submission to OSCA.  

We recommend that the Leon County 
Clerk of the Circuit Court take steps 
necessary to ensure the accurate and 
timely reporting of the SRS data in the 
future. 

STATE ATTORNEYS 

Based on size, location, and prior audit 
experience, we selected 10 judicial circuits 
(and within each judicial circuit, one 
county) for testing the reporting of 
performance measure data.  Our tests 
disclosed that established procedures for 
collecting and reporting the performance 
measure data were generally adequate.  
However, we did note areas where 



THE UNIFORM CASELOAD REPORTING SYSTEMS USED BY THE 
FLORIDA SUPREME COURT, STATE ATTORNEYS, AND PUBLIC DEFENDERS 

AND OTHER MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

-8- 

improvements could be made to further 
ensure the reliability of the data, as 
discussed in the following findings.  

Finding No. 6:  Filing of Monthly 
Caseload (Performance Measure) 
Reports 

The Florida Prosecuting Attorneys 
Association has developed and 
distributed instructions and prescribed 
forms to be used by the state attorneys for 
reporting performance measure data.  
The instructions stated that “a monthly 
caseload report as attached shall be 
completed.  This report shall be filed with 
the President of the Florida Prosecuting 
Attorney’s Association on or before the 
20th of each month for the preceding 
month.”  We found that several of the 
circuits selected for testing were 
submitting their reports quarterly, rather 
than monthly.  While the quarterly 
reporting of data by some circuits did not 
result in inaccurate data being reported, it 
did result in delays in the reporting of the 
data.   

We recommend that the state attorneys 
provide the required performance data 
in accordance with the instructions. 

Finding No. 7:  Documentation 
Supporting Performance Measure 
Reports not Retained for Audit 

Documentation to support the totals 
reported on the performance measure 
reports for four judicial circuits (5th, 11th, 
12th and 13th) was neither retained nor 
properly summarized and reported.  
Consequently, we were unable to verify 

the accuracy of the totals reported by 
these judicial circuits, as discussed below:  

•  For the 5th, 11th, and 13th Judicial 
Circuit State Attorneys, adequate 
supporting documentation (such as 
a listing of the case numbers which 
comprised the totals reported) was 
not retained to support the 
performance measure report totals.  
Pursuant to our request, state 
attorney personnel wrote computer 
programs to retrieve the needed 
information for the months included 
in our testing.  For the 5th and 11th 
Judicial Circuit State Attorneys, the 
requested data resulting from their 
effort substantially supported the 
amounts reported.  However, the 
data provided by the 13th Judicial 
Circuit State Attorney (total number 
of cases in the listing provided for 
the specific categories reported) did 
not agree with the totals reported to 
the Florida Prosecuting Attorney’s 
Association.  The following 
tabulation shows the differences in 
the amounts reported. 
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13th Judicial Circuit 
Category PB2 

Reports 
Case 
Lists 

Over 
(Under) 

Reported 

 June 2001  

Felony Referral 817 1,723 (906) 
Felony Filings 918 1,173 (255) 
Misdemeanor 
Referral 1,519 3,775 (2,256) 
Misdemeanor 
Filings 2,519 3,607 (1,088) 
Juvenile 
Referrals 490 826 (336) 
Juvenile Filings 606 770 (164) 

 December 2001  

Felony Referral 1,260 1,545 (285) 
Felony Filings 1,194 1,179 15 
Misdemeanor 
Referral 3,047 3,550 (503) 
Misdemeanor 
Filings 3,506 3,329 177 
Juvenile 
Referrals 847 902 (55) 
Juvenile Filings 703 697 6 
 

State attorney personnel indicated 
that a new system for accumulating 
this information was implemented 
and the information needed for 
reporting the performance measure 
data is more easily obtained and 
retained for audit purposes.  

•  For the 12th Judicial Circuit State 
Attorney, documentation to support 
the amounts reported was 
maintained; however, the amounts 
shown on the spreadsheet prepared 
by state attorney personnel, to 
support the data reported on the 
June 2001 performance measure 
report, was not accurately 
summarized for the three counties 
within the judicial circuit.  The 
differences between the amounts 
shown on the spreadsheet and the 

amounts reported on the June 2001 
performance measure report are 
shown in the following tabulation: 

12th Judicial Circuit 
Category PB2 

Reports 
Case 
Lists 

Over 
(Under) 

Reported 

Felony Cases 
Disposed by Plea 467 626 (159) 
Felony Cases 
Disposed by Other 347 438 (91) 
Misdemeanor Cases 
Disposed by Plea 1,278 1,140 138 
Misdemeanor Cases 
Disposed by Other 769 831 (62) 
Juvenile Cases 
Disposed by Other 156 209 (53) 
Felony Filings 489 461 28 
Misdemeanor 
Referrals 2,186 2,139 47 
Misdemeanor Filings 1,422 1,259 163 
Juvenile Filings 244 218 26 
Worthless Check 
Diversions 77 111 (34) 

 

We also noted instances where 
performance measure data reported 
by the 12th Judicial Circuit State 
Attorney was not accurately 
classified and reported as to 
category or reporting period for the 
months of June 2001 and December 
2001.  For example, we noted that 
for the categories, Felony 
Dispositions - Cases Disposed by 
Plea and Felony Dispositions – 
Cases Disposed by Other 
Disposition, 6 of 30 cases tested in 
each category were not reported in 
the proper category.  In the 
category, Misdemeanor 
Dispositions - Cases Disposed by 
Other Dispositions, we noted 4 
instances in 30 cases tested where 
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the case was not reported in the 
proper reporting period.  

•  As noted above, prescribed 
performance data reporting formats 
with detailed instructions have been 
developed through the Florida 
Prosecuting Attorneys Association 
for the state attorneys.  The 
performance measure data is 
compiled by each judicial circuit 
using the prescribed forms and 
reported on a monthly basis.  At 
fiscal year-end, a Statewide report is 
prepared by the 5th Judicial Circuit 
State Attorney staff.  However, 
current procedures do not include 
any verification of the data received 
from the individual circuits by the 
5th Judicial Circuit State Attorney 
staff. 

We recommend that for future reports, 
the 5th, 11th, 12th , and 13th Judicial 
Circuit State Attorneys, as appropriate, 
take steps to ensure that the detailed 
documentation supporting the total 
cases reported is retained and available 
for audit and that the data is accurately 
summarized and classified for reporting 
purposes.  Consideration should also be 
given to implementing procedures 
which would include verification of the 
data submitted by the state attorneys to 
the 5th Judicial Circuit State Attorney.  
This would provide a means of ensuring 
that the data submitted was reliable. 

Auditee Response and 
Auditor Clarification 

The State Attorney, 11th Judicial Circuit, 
while concurring with our finding that 
supporting documentation for the total cases 
reported was not retained, she did not agree 
that a detailed list should be retained for the 

total cases reported.  The 11th Circuit State 
Attorney further noted that they were able to 
retrieve the needed information to support the 
totals reported when the needed information 
was requested for audit.  While the 11th 
Circuit State Attorney was able to ultimately 
provide the needed data, the point of our 
finding was the need for each State Attorney’s 
office to retain data to support the total cases 
reported on the performance measure reports 
in a manner which would not require the 
incurring of additional costs for the writing of 
separate computer programs.  

The entire response may be viewed on the 
Auditor General Web site. 

PUBLIC DEFENDERS 

The Public Defenders use various case 
reporting systems to capture performance 
based data.  Based on size, location, and 
prior audit experience, we selected 10 
judicial circuits (and within each judicial 
circuit, one county) for testing the 
reporting of performance measure data. 
Our tests disclosed that established 
procedures for collecting and reporting 
performance measure data were, in many 
instances, not adequate to produce 
reliable results on a Statewide basis.  
Areas where improvements were needed 
to ensure the reliability of the data are 
discussed in the following findings.  

Finding No. 8:  Documentation 
Supporting Reported PB2 Data Not 
Retained for Audit 

Documentation to support the totals 
reported on the performance measure 
reports for several judicial circuits was 
not retained and one instance of 
underreporting cases closed was noted.  
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Consequently, we were unable to verify 
the accuracy of the totals reported by 
these judicial circuits as discussed below:   

•  The 2nd Judicial Circuit Public 
Defender did not have 
documentation to support the data 
reported on the performance 
measure reports (June 2001 and 
December 2001) for six of eight 
categories tested.  

•  The 9th Judicial Circuit Public 
Defender did not have 
documentation supporting the data 
reported on the performance 
measure reports for three of four 
categories tested for June and 
December 2001.  Public Defender 
personnel stated that “a program 
could be produced to create detailed 
lists of every case or client included 
in these counts.  However, this 
office does not have a programmer 
on staff.  Since detailed lists are not 
something this office requires to 
complete our work, we have not 
contracted for such a program to be 
developed.”  

•  For the 12th Judicial Circuit Public 
Defender, information supporting 
the cases reported as closed and the 
cases reported within the speedy 
trial rule was not retained for audit 
purposes.  The public defender 
completes a Case Closing Reporting 
Form to report the number of cases 
closed and the number of cases 
closed within the speedy trial rule 
on the performance measure report.  
However, this report was not 
retained by the public defender.  
The public defender stated to us 

that effective May 1, 2002, this 
report form would be retained.  

•  On the 5th Judicial Circuit Public 
Defender’s June 2001 performance 
measure report, 683 cases were 
reported as closed.  However, the 
documentation maintained by the 
public defender showed 1,192 cases 
closed for the month of June 2001, 
an under reporting of 509 cases.  
The public defender, in a 
memorandum dated April 24, 2002, 
stated that “we cannot account for 
the discrepancy between the 
number of cases originally reported 
and the number of cases on our 
report presented you for the month 
of June 2001.”  

The public defender for the 2nd and 5th 
Judicial Circuits stated that the additional 
reporting requirement relating to the 
implementation of performance based 
program budgeting with no written 
guidelines, additional staff, and training 
contributed to the lack of documentation 
for these judicial circuits.  The 2nd Judicial 
Circuit Public Defender also noted that a 
Statewide committee was subsequently 
formed to formulate guidelines to ensure 
uniform reporting and that her office was 
currently in a transition, moving from a 
partially automated reporting system to a 
totally automated reporting system.  The 
public defender further stated that she 
expects to have an automated data 
collection process in place by the 
beginning of the 2002-2003 fiscal year.  

We recommend that the public 
defenders retain for audit 
documentation supporting data reported 
on the PB2 reports.  We also recommend 
that, to the extent practicable, additional 
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training be provided to public defender 
personnel responsible for the reporting 
of performance measure data, through 
the Florida Public Defenders 
Association, to help ensure the accuracy 
and timeliness of this data.   

Finding No. 9:  72 - Hour Initial Contact 
Performance Measure 

The instructions for the PB2 Baseline Data 
(performance measure) reports provide 
for the reporting of the percentage of 
initial client contacts made within 72 
hours of initial appointment or 
notification of initial appointment, 
excluding holidays and weekends.  
Problems noted related to initial contact 
reporting are discussed below: 

•  At 5 of the 10 public defender 
offices we tested, the public 
defenders interpreted initial 
appointment as the first day a 
representative from a public 
defender’s office appears in court 
with a client, which is usually at the 
first appearance hearing.  Thus, the 
public defenders consider the 
72-hour initial contact requirement 
satisfied as a result of this contact at 
the first appearance hearing.  
However, at the other 5 public 
defender offices, the public 
defenders were of the opinion that 
the client should then be contacted 
within 72 hours of the date of the 
first appearance hearing and 
utilized that hearing date to 
establish the beginning of the 
72-hour period. 

•  Our review of performance measure 
reporting by the 12th Judicial Circuit 

Public Defender for the categories of 
Total Number of Incarcerated Clients to 
be Interviewed and Total Number of 
Initial Contacts Completed within 72 
Hours disclosed that the public 
defender did not include clients in 
custody who had their first 
appearance hearing on Saturday or 
Sunday, or on holidays, in their 
counts of clients to be interviewed.  
According to public defender 
procedures, clients to be 
interviewed, as well as initial 
contacts within 72 hours, are only 
counted when a client in custody 
has had their first appearance 
hearing on Monday through Friday.  
For example, a client who is arrested 
on Saturday might have his first 
appearance hearing and be assigned 
a public defender on the same day, 
or on Sunday.  However, he might 
not be interviewed until the 
following Tuesday.  In this 
situation, the public defender’s 
procedure was not to count this 
client in the number of clients to be 
interviewed or in the number of 
initial contacts within 72 hours.  

The public defender issued a 
memorandum dated May 1, 2002, in 
which he stated that “it is our intent 
to have all clients interviewed 
within 72 hours of their first 
appearance hearing.  That would 
mean clients appearing at first 
appearances on Saturday will be 
interviewed by the close of business 
on Monday.  Those clients at first 
appearances on Sunday will be 
interviewed by the close of business 
on Tuesday.  These cases will 
become a part of our case counting 
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process, as part of our monthly 
caseload reporting.” 

As a result of these differing 
interpretations of the 72-hour initial 
contact reporting requirement, 
inconsistent reporting of data has 
occurred. 

We recommend that the public 
defenders in cooperation with the 
Florida Public Defenders Association 
review this performance measure and 
issue clear instructions as to how it is to 
be applied and reported so that it is 
reported consistently in all 20 judicial 
circuits.  

Finding No. 10: Reporting Errors 

As noted previously, our tests disclosed 
that established procedures for collecting 
and reporting the performance measure 
data for public defenders were, in many 
instances, not adequate to produce 
reliable results on a Statewide basis. 
Specific instances noted where 
improvements could be made in the 
reporting process are discussed below:  

•  For the 2nd Judicial Circuit Public 
Defender, we noted that 4 of 30 
tested cases were not included as 
closed cases on the October 2001 
report even though these cases were 
closed during that month.  

•  For the 12th Judicial Circuit Public 
Defender, our review of cases 
reported as closed for Manatee 
County for June 2001 and December 
2001 revealed a 100 case 
underreporting for June 2001 and a 
10 case underreporting for 
December 2001. The performance 
measure monthly report showed 

fewer closed cases than the case 
management system used by the 
public defender’s office.  The public 
defender indicated that procedures 
for reporting cases which had been 
closed would be revised to ensure 
that all cases closed within a 
particular month were correctly 
reported on the performance 
measure reports.  

•  We were unable to trace several 
cases to the applicable performance 
measure reports for our test of 30 
case files in one county in the 20th 
Judicial Circuit (Collier County).  
For example, for the category “Total 
Cases Closed for the Month,” we 
were unable to trace 3 of 21 cases 
selected for testing to a PB2 report.  
For the category “Number of 
Incarcerated Clients to be 
Interviewed,” we were unable to 
trace 10 of 30 cases selected for 
testing to a PB2 report.  

Public defender personnel indicated 
that these were instances where the 
dispositions were entered in the 
system after the PB2 reports were 
prepared, but there was no 
mechanism in place to file amended 
reports. 

We recommend that the public 
defenders take the steps necessary to 
ensure for future reports that the data is 
accurately accumulated and reported.  

Finding No. 11:  Florida Public 
Defenders Association Procedures 

The PB2 reports are transmitted to the 
Florida Public Defenders Association in 
Tallahassee by the public defenders.  The 
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Statewide PB2 report prepared by the 
Florida Public Defenders Association, 
and sent to the JAC, shows the data for 
each performance measure by circuit.  As 
part of our audit, we requested copies of 
the circuit-wide reports and the 
individual county reports for each 
judicial circuit for the 2000-2001 fiscal 
year.  While the Florida Public Defenders 
Association was able to provide the 
circuit-wide report for all 20 judicial 
circuits, the association does not require 
that the individual county reports, for 
those circuits with multiple counties, be 
submitted. Although we were able to 
obtain these reports directly from the 
counties, the Florida Public Defenders 
Association should require that the 
circuits with multiple counties submit the 
individual county reports along with the 
circuit-wide reports.  Also, this data 
should be retained so that the report 
compilation process can be verified.  

We recommend that procedures be 
revised to ensure that the individual 
county reports, which serve as the 
backup documentation for the 
Statewide PB2 report, are submitted, 
retained, and available for audit at the 
Florida Public Defenders Association in 
the future.  Consideration should also 
be given to implementing procedures 
which would include verification of the 
data being submitted by the public 
defenders to the Florida Public 
Defenders Association.  This would 
provide a means of ensuring that the 
data submitted was reliable. 

OTHER ISSUES-MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

Finding No. 12:  Insurance Coverage 

The Supreme Court had not updated its 
property insurance coverages in the Fire 
Insurance Trust Fund for the 2001-2002 
fiscal year.  Information provided by the 
Division of Risk Management of the 
Florida Department of Insurance 
indicated that insurance coverage 
amounts provided for both the 2000-2001 
and 2001-2002 fiscal years were as 
follows: 

 Building $ 26,047,904 
 Contents $   7,904,934 
 Total Insured Values $ 33,952,838 

Our review of the Florida Accounting 
Information Resource (FLAIR) subsystem 
accounting records showed the historical 
costs for buildings to be approximately 
$14.7 million and the costs for furniture 
and equipment (contents) approximately 
$7.4 million for the Supreme Court at 
June 30, 2002.  This represented an 
increase of approximately $261,000 from 
the 2000-2001 fiscal year.  While the 
increase in costs was not material, and the 
coverage amounts appear to be adequate 
at June 30, 2002, the failure to update 
insurance coverage on an annual basis 
could subject the Supreme Court to a 
potential monetary loss should a 
significant increase occur in a particular 
fiscal year and the coverage amounts had 
not been updated for this increase.   

We recommend that the Supreme Court 
ensure that increases in value for 
buildings and contents be reported to 
the Department of Insurance on an 
annual basis.   
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Finding No. 13:  Travel Authorization 
Procedures 

The Supreme Court does not use the 
travel authorization request form 
provided for in Section 112.061(11)(a), 
Florida Statutes, to approve travel to 
conferences or conventions.  This Section 
states that the Department of Banking 
and Finance shall furnish a uniform 
travel authorization request form which 
shall be used by all state officers and 
employees and authorized persons when 
requesting approval for the performance 
of travel to a convention or conference.  
The form includes provisions for the 
name of each traveler, purpose of travel, 
period of travel, estimated cost to the 
State, and a statement of benefits accruing 
to the State by virtue of such travel.  

The Court’s approval process typically is 
in the form of a memorandum presented 
to the Chief Justice which provides 
information as to the purpose of the 
conference or convention and the number 
of employees attending and indicates the 
approval of the Chief Justice.  However, 
our review of voucher packages related to 
attendance at conferences and 
conventions indicated that the 
memoranda used did not include 
estimates of the costs of the travel.  

We recommend that the Supreme Court 
revise its procedures for approving 
attendance at conferences and 
conventions to include the use of the 
prescribed Department of Banking and 
Finance form containing all required 
information. 

AUTHORITY 

Pursuant to the provisions of Section 
11.45, Florida Statutes, I have directed 
that this report be prepared to present the 
results of our operational audit. 

 

 

William O. Monroe, CPA 
Auditor General 

AUDITEES’ RESPONSES 

Responses to the findings in this audit 
report were received from the Florida 
Supreme Court, the Florida Prosecuting 
Attorneys Association, Inc., the Florida 
Public Defender Association, Inc., the 
Justice Administrative Commission, the 
Florida Association of Court Clerks & 
Comptroller, and several of the offices of 
the state attorneys, public defenders, and 
Clerks of the Circuit Courts. 

Except as indicated in this report for 
Findings Nos. 3 and 7, the respondents 
indicated general agreement with the 
findings.  

The entire responses may be viewed on 
the Auditor General’s Web site.   
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To promote accountability in government and improvement in government operations, the Auditor General makes 
operational audits of selected programs, activities, and functions of State agencies.  This operational audit was 
made in accordance with applicable Government Auditing Standards issued by the Comptroller General of the 
United States.  This audit was coordinated by Hardee Ratliff, CPA.  Please address inquiries regarding this report 
to Jim Dwyer, CPA, Audit Manager, via e-mail at jimdwyer@aud.state.fl.us or by telephone at (850) 487-9031. 
This report and other audit reports prepared by the Auditor General can be obtained on our Web site at 
http://www.state.fl.us/audgen; by telephone at (850) 487-9024; or by mail at G74 Claude Pepper Building, 111 
West Madison Street, Tallahassee, Florida  32399-1450. 

mailto:jimdwyer@aud.state.fl.us
http://www.state.fl.us/audgen


 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 


