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Members, 46th General Assembly 
State of Colorado 
State Capitol 
Denver, Colorado 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

January 6, 1967 

Pursuant to House Joint Resolution No, 1004, passed at the 1966 
session of the General Assembly, the Joint Budget Committee submits 
herewith its report on the financial and administrative impact of in
creased state support for the Judicial system. The Committee wishes 
to express its thanks to the Judicial Administrator, Harry 0, Lawson, 
who prepared the report for the Committee, 

SC/km 
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STATE or CoLORAIJO 

JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT 

HAIIRY 0. LAWSON 
Judlciol .Admlnfatrutor 

3Ut BTAT!I CAPITOL 

DBNYJR, Cot.oRAIJO 80203 

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

Representative Star Caywood, Chairman 
Joint Budget Committee 
Room 224, State Capitol 
Denver, Colorado 

Dear Representative Caywood: 

October l, 1966 

Transmitted herewith is the report on financing the 
judicial system which was completed by this office as requested 
by the General Assembly in House Joint Resolution No. 1004 
(1966). This re~ort covers all of' the matters set forth in 
H.J.R. 10o4 (1966) with two exceptions. Parole services are 
not covered, because the findings herein on probation make its 
inclusion unnecessary. The office of district attorney is not 
included, because it more logically ·falls under the purview of 
the Abborney General. 

The major portion of this report is concerned with 
state aaawnption of virtually all judicial system costs. It 
does not advocate this course of action, but recommends the 
organization and procedures to be adopted and implemented, 
should the decision be made that the state assume this degree 
of financial responsibility. 

The report also sets forth several alternate ways 
in which the state might finance a greater portion of the 
judicial system in lieu of undertaking total support. It 
makes no recoJtDDendation as to which, if any, or these alter
natives should be adopted; however, it does reconnnend how each 
should be handled, should it be adopted. 

Several major questions and specific problem areas 
concerning court personnel, administrative and fiscal control, 
court facilities, probation services, and counsel for indigent 
defendants were raised in two preliminary study reports made 
by the Governor•s Local Affairs study Connnission. These ques
tions and problems are met in this report to the extent that 
they were found to apply to the various alternatives contained 
herein. 

All of the reconnnendations in the report concerning 
controls and procedures are in keeping with the provisions of 
the United States and Colorado constitutions establishing three 
equal and independent branches of government--executive, legis
lative, and judicial. They are also framed in light of the 



state•, two-fold responsibility: 1) to provide an adeguate 
level ot Judicial services throughout the state; and 2J to see 
that the best possible use is made ot the funds expended in 
light ot the needs of the system as a whole and the money 
available to finance it. 

HOL:Jl 

Respectfully, submitted, 

tlalNf 6. ~ · 
HARRY o. LAWSON 
JtmICIAL ADMrHISTRAT<m 
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JUDICIAL SYSTEM FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION 

Introduction 

Origin of Study 

This study had its immediate origin in the 1965 
session of the General Assembly:, when legislation (S.B. 313 and 
H.B. 1480) was introduced to transfer the entire fiscal burden 
for district and county courts and related functions, such as 
probation, to the state. The many unanswered questions raised 
by these bills led to a legislative request that a study be 
made of the factors involved in state assumption of all, or a 
greater portion of, the financial responsibility for the court 
system. 

The initial part of the study was conducted by the 
Governor's Local Affairs Study Commission in conjunction with 
th~ Joint Budget Committee. The two reports resulting from 
this phase of the study identified the matters which required 
further examination, suggested var~ous ways in which state 
financial support might be increased and the problems related 
thereto, and provided some preliminary estimates of the costs 
involved • 

The second session of the Forty-fifth General 
Assembly requested that this study be completed by the judicial 
administrator's office and made a $15,000 appropriation for 
this purpose. In part, House Joint Resolution No. 1004 (1966) 
requested the Judicial administrator "to complete the study of 
judicial system financing and make recommendations thereon, 
including, but not limited to: {a) Court personnel; (b) admin
istrative and budgetary controls; {c) counsel for indigent 
defendants, including the feasibility of a state public de
fender system; (d) responsibility for court facility main
tenance and construction; (e) organization and administration 
of probation and parole serviceE; and (f) district attorneys• 
offices and staffs •11 Further, it requested the judicial admin
istrator to report his findings and recommendations to the 
Joint Budget Committee "at least thirty days prior to the 
convening of the first session of the Forty-sixth General 
Assembly. 11 

Reasons for Concern 

There are two major reasons for the present concern 
over judicial system costs and the ways in which these costs 
are met as expressed by the legislation introduced in 1965: 
1) a 1963 Colorado Supreme Court opinion concerning judicial 
expenses and the salaries of judicial employees; and 2) the 
reorganization of the Colorado court system resulting from the 



approval of a new judicial article in the Colorado Constitution 
by voters in the 1962 general election and implementing legis
lation thereto adopted by the General Assembly in 1964. 

Smith v. Miller. 1 In this case, the Supreme Court 
held that necessary and reasonable Judicial expenses must be 
paid by the· county conunissioners unless the amount of these 
expenses is so unreasonable as to indicate affirmatively arbi
trary- and capricious action on the part of the court. The 
Supreme Court also held that the district court has the power 
to set employees• salaries, which salaries must be approved by 
the county oonunissioners, again unless there is a clear indica
tion of arbitrary and capricious -action on the part of the 
court and that salaries are unreasonable and unjustified. The 
Supreme Court stated further that the county commissioners have 
the burden of establishing proof of arbitrary- and capricious 
action in the incurring of judicial expense and in setting 
judicial salaries. As an underlying basis for its decision, 
the Supreme Court said that courts have inherent power to carry
on their functions, so that they may operate independently in 
accord with the doctrine of separation of powers and the co
ordinate and equal statue of the executive, legislative, and 
judicial branches of government. 

Court Reorganization. The court system reorgan
ization which took effect in 1965 included an increase in the 
number of district judges (from 41 to 69) and an accompanying 
increase in the number of judicial employees, office equipment, 
supplies, etc. These increases were necessary primarily be
cause of the transfer to the district court of jurisdiction 
formerly exercised by the county court, such as probate and 
juvenile. In part, the expansion of the district court was 
required because of the increase in the amount of judicial 
business in the state's rapidly-growing population centers. 
A new county court was established to replace the justice of 
the peace system. This new minor court is a court of record 
and requires adequate facilities and staff to carry- out its 
functions properly. Because or caseload and geographic prob
lems, a number of counties have one or more additional full
time or part-time county judges. 

Court Budget Increases 

The combination of ·the Smith v. Miller decision and 
the inaugaration of the new court system led to substantially 
higher court budgets being requested for the 1965 and 1966 
calendar years, resulting in an over-all annual increase of 
from 10 to 20 percent in the amount of county general fund 

-r:--smith v. Miller (1963) 384 P2d 738. 
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property tax revenue which is required for Judicial purposes.2 

Because of the increase in court budgets, the county 
commissioners in a number or counties had to exercise tight 
budget control over the other functions financed from the gen
eral fund to avoid exceeding the statutory general fund mill 
levy limit. As a result, commissioners and other officials in 
these counties, especially the rapidly-groWing ones, state that 
other necessary county functions have had to be curtailed be
cause they no longer have any control over court budgets. Con
sequently, they have sought legislative action which at the most 
would transfer court finance responsibility to the state or, at 
the very least, would establish a separate mill levy for judicial 
functions. The latter alternative would not reduce the property 
tax burden, but would provide additional revenue for county 
general funds without requiring an increase in general fund mill 
levy limits. In the opinion of county officials, a separate 
Judicial mill levy would also have the virtue of calling public 
attention to judicial system costs. 

Other Considerations 

While this study was motivated primarily by concern 
over the increasing financial burden at the county level, it 
involves much more than a fiscal analysis of the various ways in 
which state support might be increased, especially if the state 
is to assume the entire responsibility. 

The foremost matter other than fiscal to be considered 
is the separation of powers doctrine and the coordinate and equal 
status of the executive, legislative, and judicial branches of 
government, as expressly provided in the United States and Colo
rado constitutions. Closely related is the responsibility for 
judicial administration . and the exercise thereo~ in keeping 
with the separation of powers doctrine, to assure: 

1) that the level or judicial services is adequate 
throughout the state; and 

2) that the best possible use is made of the funds 
expended in light of the needs of the system as a whole and the 
money available to finance it. 

~It is difficult to estimate increased costs with any degree 
of preciseness because of inadequate fiscal data on the 
operation of justice of the peace courts in 1964 and what 
appear to be inaccurate county budget estimates of court 
fines and fees in 1965 and 1966. 

-3-



Study Content, Policy, and Assumptions 

This report seta forth several alternate proposals 
for increasing state financial support of the judicial system. 
These include the following: 

1) complete state support of the judicial system 
(district and county courts, counsel for indigents, existing 
detention facilities, maintenance of existing facilities and 
future remodeling and construction); 

2) complete state support of the district courts 
and related services (such as probation and counsel for in
digents); 

3) several proposals for increased state support by 
asswning full financial responsibility for: al county judges' salaries, 

b public defender system, · 
c probation, or 
d a combination of the above; 

4) two proposals for a more limited increase in state 
financial responsibility for the court system: 

a) increased state aid for probation services 
{increase in state aid to juvenile probation, provision 
of state aid for adult probation), 

b) payment of a portion of county judges' salaries, 
or, 

c) a combination of the two.3 

Statement of Policy 

Recommendations. The recommendations contained in 
this report are limited to the organization and administration 
of judicial services and the procedures and timetable to be 
followed under each of the alternatives set forth above. No 
recommendations are made aa to which alternative, or combina
tion of alternatives, should be adopted. The report does 
indicate, however, the effect of the various proposals on 
judicial administration. 

Placement of State Responsibility. If the state 
is to assume complete financial support of the court system 
{either both the district and county courts or the district 
courts alone), state responsibility and control should be 
exercised by the Supreme Court through the judicial 

~Various · combinations may be made of the proposals in 3) 
and 4). 
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administrator's office. If state responsibility and control 
were placed elsewhere, it would conflict with the equal and 
independent status of the executivP., legislative, and judicial 
branches. The Supreme Court's authority wlth respect to the 
court system as a whole is set forth in Article VI, Section 21 
or the Colorado Constitution, which states in part: 

The supreme court shall make and 
promulgate rules governing the adminis
tration of all courts and shall make and 
promulgate rules governing practice and 
procedure in civil and criminal cases ••••• 

Article 11 of Chapter 37, Colorado Revised Statutes 
of 1963, created the office of judicial administrator and 
established judicial departments, each of which is presided 
over by a justice of the Supreme Court, for the supervision 
of all courts of record in the state. The authority and 
responsibilities of the departmental justices and the judicial 
administrator are also set forth. 

Under the Supreme Court's authority, a judicial bud
geting process would be developed comparable to the executive 
department budgeting process, with the end product -- a budget 
for the judicial system as a whole -- submitted to the Joint 
Budget Committee for its consideration and recommendations to 
the General Assembly. 

State responsibility and control should also be 
exercised by the Supreme Court in the event that the decision 
is made just to finance probation services, a statewide public 
defender system, or both. These are judicial functions and 
should not be under the control of the executive branch. 

Study Assumptions 

The recommendations concerning administration, controls, 
and procedures under the proposals providing either: 1) for com
plete financial support of the judicial system; or 2) complete 

· financial support of the district courts are related to the pre
sent method of judicial selection. In other words, these recom
mendations are not dependent on the passage of Amendment No. 3 
at the 1966 general election. They would be applicable, however, 
should Amendment No. 3 be adopted. 

Personnel 

The controls and procedures concerning personnel re
commended under these two alternative proposals attempt to 
strike a balance between state responsibility on the one hand 
and the traditional exercise of local judicial prerogatives in 
the employment of personnel on the other. This would be accom
plished (as explained in ereater detail in a subsequent section. 
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of this report) by the establiahment by Supreme Court order of 
a sal~ry classification plan, including qualifications for each 
position, the number or employees by position in each court, and 
related rules and regulations. The employment of personnel 
subject to the provisions of the Supreme Court's order would 
be the responsibility or each presiding district or county judge. 

The judicial administrator's office, under the Supreme 
Court's direction, would have the responsibility of overseeing 
and coordinating the system and of providing consultation to 
the district and county courts. The judicial administrator's 
office would also be responsible for a continuing review of 
personnel needs and or the classification system and would make 
reconnnendations to the Supreme Court on revisions as they are 
required. In addition, the judicial administrator's office 
would study and make recommendations to the Supreme Court con~ 
cerning retirement and other fringe benefits for the adoption 
by court order of a uniform system. 

In developing a statewide personnel plan tor illus
trative purposes, it was assumed that the salaries and fringe 
benefits or court employees should be generally comparable to 
those provided for executive department employees, even though, 
as employees of the judicial branch, they should not be placed 
under the state civil service classification system, even if 
it were possible constitutionally to do so. 

For this reason, the estimated costs of possible 
salary increases due to proposed changes in state civil service 
classifications have been calculated, as well as the estimated 
costs or providing court employees with fringe benefits com-
parable to those received by other state employees. · 

Budget 

Budget controls and procedures would also be handled 
in much the same way as is proposed for court personnel. Bud
get procedures and reporting forms would be developed and pre
scribed by the judicial administrator's office as authorized 
and ordered by the Supreme Court. ' The district and county 
courts woul~ prepare and submit b~dgets for analysis, review, 
and recommended changes by the judicial administrator's office. 
The budgets as .recommended would be compiled and submitted to 
the Supreme Court for approval prior to presentation to the 
Joint Budget Committee. 

Probation Services 

The same controls and procedures as to personnel and 
budgets would apply to probation services if they were to become 
a total otate responsibility, either aa part or an over-all 
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obligation for court financial support or as a separate item. 
Consequently, the discretion in personnel selection would be 
placed with presiding district court judges, but in accordance 
With the qualifications, salaries, and number of probation 
officers prescribed by Supreme Court order. (The reasons why 
it is deemed inadvisable to combine probation and parole 
services are discussed in the section on probation.) 

Public Defender System 

It is recommended that if the state assumes respon
sibility to provide counsel for indigents, it be handled in a 
different way. A statewide public defender system would be 
established, with its professional and secretarial personnel 
employed and supervised directly by the administrator or director 
of the state public defender's office, who would be appointed by 
and be responsible to the Supreme Court. (The reasons for this 
recommended approach are explained in more detail subsequently 
in this report.) 

Consolidated Clerical Functions 

In developing the data on state financial respon
sibility for both the district and county courts, the consol
idation of district and county court clerical functions in all 
counties under 10,000 population (40 counties) is both recom
mended and assumed. Such consolidation could save an estimated 
$25,000 annually, even after salaries are adjusted to conform to 
a uniform statewide classification system. 

Denver County Court 

The Denver county court has not been included in any 
of the alternate proposals for increased state financial aid 
contained in this report.· The Denver county court exercises 
municipal jurisdiction, in addition to state jurisdiction con
ferred upon county courts by statute. Its employees are under 
the Career Service Authority of the City and County of Denver, 
and its court administrator is appointed by the mayor, as pro
vided in the Denver Charter, rather than the presiding judge. 
There appears to be no satisfactory and equitable way in which 
the employees of the Denver county court might be segregated and 
classified under two personnel systems according to work per
formed with respect to the court's municipal and state juris
diction. 

Article VI, Section 16 of the Colorado Constitution 
provides in part that "the number, manner of selection, and term 
of office of the county court of the city and county of Denver 
shall be provided in the charter and ordinances of the city and 
county of Denver. 11 While the state sets the salary of these 
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judges, it has no control over the number of judges, nor their 
term of office or method of selection. 

District Attorneys' Offices 

District attorneys' offices and staffs have not been 
included in this report\ because (as stated in the study progress 
report of June 27, 19661 practically and constitutionally, the 
responsibility for the supervision of district attorneys' staffs 
and other employees, if the state undertakes this fiscal obli
gation, should rest in the office of the Attorney General. 

Reconunended Time Table 

It is reconnnended that any of the proposals for in
creased state financial support (with the possible exception of 
increased state aid for probation or payment of all or a portion 
of county judges' salaries), if adopted, should take effect on 
January 1, 1968. There are several advantages to this recom
mended time table: 

1) It would coincide with the beginning of the county 
fiscal year, which is on a calendar year basis. This would give 
the counties sufficient time to prepare their budgets accordingly. 

2) It would provide sufficient time for the judicial 
administrator's office to develop whatever specific planning is 
required concerning personnel, budget control, etc., so that 
state assumption of additional responsibility can be accomplished 
in an orderly way. 

3) It would reduce the initial impact on state finances, 
by requiring an appropriation sufficient only to finance six 
months of whatever propoaal or proposals may be adopted. 

Consideration might be given as well to the phasing of 
increased state judicial system financial responsibility over a 
period of years, with the possible· ultimate objective of assuming 
the total cost. This could be done by beginning with one or two 
components in 1968 (such as a public defender system, probation 
services, or county judgea' salaries) and scheduling gradual 
additions to follow in succeeding years, recognizing that no 
future General Assembly can be bound by such action. If this 
were to be done, care should be taken to assure that each step 
taken is compatibl~ with the end result decided upon • 
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Comparative Fiscal Effect 

A comparison of the fiscal effe·ct of the various 
proposals as to estimated state expenditures and estimated 
county savings is shotm in Table 1. A brief description of 
each proposal is set forth in the left hand column. Corres
ponding columns identify: 1) each function or program to be 
financed; 2) estimated initial annual net cost to the state; 
3) one-half of the state's estimated initial annual net cost, 
which would be required if the state were to assume these 
obligations on January 1, 1968; and 4) estimated county savings. 

The footnotes listed directly under each proposal 
explain the functions and programs set forth in the second 
column. Each of these proposals is discussed in greater 
detail in subsequent sections, accompanied by additional 
statistical information in tabular form. Table 2 shows the 
estimated net savings in each county {based .on 1966 court 
budgets), if the state assumes all district and county court 
operating expenses. Both estimated dollar amounts and estimated 
mill levy equivalents are shown. The assessed valuation which 
applied to 1966 county budgets was used in estimating mill levy 
equivalents. 

State Financing of District and County Courts 

Estimated Total Cost 

Part I A of Table 1 shows an est-imated total initial 
net annual cost of from $6.7 to $7 million, in addition to the 
$1.8 million currently appropriated for judicial purposes, if 
the state asswnes virtually the total financial responsibility 
for the judicial system. From $3.35 to $3.5 million of this 
amount would be required during FY 1968, if the state's obli
gations are to begin on January 1, 1958. 

These totals represent estimates of the largest amounts 
of money which would be required under this proposal. There are 
several reasons why estimates of the highest probably annual 
additional costs were used: 

1) They place fairly reliable outside fiscal dimen
sions or ceilings on the proposal. It is much better to err on 
the high side, so that the General Assembly knows what the 
maximum impact on state finances is likely to be and can make 
decisions on this basis. · To err on the low side may result in 
the General Assembly committing itself to obligations which it 
finds are much more expensive than it anticipated -when the 
original decision was made. 

-9-



I .... 
0 
I 

TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED FISCAL EFFECT OF SELECTED ALTERNATIVE PROPOSALS 
FOR INCREASING STATE FINANCIAL SUPPORT OF THE JUDICIAL SYSTEM 

Est. Annual l of Est. Net 
Net Cost Annual Cost 

Selected ProEosals: DescriEtion Function or ·Prosram to State (State ExP.-FY68l 

I-A) On January 1, 1968, the District Court $3,896,95oa $1,948,475 
state would become responsible County Court 934,250b 467,115 
for all judicial system oper- Facility Maintenance 652,500c 326,250 
ating and maintenance expen- Public Defender 
ditures., including district System 241,19od 120,595 
and county courts, probation, Probation 554,oooe 277,000 
statewide public defender Personnel Salary 

6o,6oof' system, and existing detention Adjustment 30,300 
facilities. All county reve- Fringe Bene!'it 
nues from court fines and fees Adjustment 300,0008 150,000 
{and the county share or pen- Personnel Merit 
alty assessment ticket fines) Adjustment 180,oooh 90,000 
would revert to the state, but Judicial Admin.Office 68,o6~ 68,067 
these motor vehicle and penalty State Controller 15,oooJ 1,500 
assessment fines would be Est. court Fine & 
placed in the Highway Fund, Fee Increase 1968 (200zOOO)k (lOOzOOO} 
as is the current disposition Total $6,702,557 $3,385,302 
or the state 1 s share • Possible Added Per-

sonnel Costs . ~0,0001 145,000 
Total $6,992,557 $3,530,302 

Estimated 
County 
Savinss 

$3,896,95~b 
4o4,250 
652,500· 

$4,953,700 

a:--Net estimated 1966 cost, after fines, fees, and state ~d to juveru.le probation subtracted, 
see Table 2. 

b. Net estimated 1966 cost, a.rter fines and fees deducted {except county share of motor vehicle 
fines).,because under th1s proposal they would go to the Highway Fund. These fines are deducted, 
however, to determine estimated county savings. 

c. Facility maintenance costs are not included in court budgets, see Table 6. 
d. Estimated expenditures in addition to estimated $450,000 being spent in 1966 for court appointed 

attorneys and public defenders and included in district court net cost. See section on public 
defender system. 

e. Estimated expenditures in add1tion to estimated $1.,405,684 being spent on probation in 1966 and 
included in district court net cost. See section on probation. 

r. Estimated amount needed to adjust salaries in 1966 under a state personnel system for all court 
employees, except probation personnel. 

g. Estimated amount needed to bring all court employees to state fringe benefit levels in 1966. 
h. Estimated amount needed to cover court employee merit increases between 1966 and 1/1/68. 
1. Estimated additional appropriation needed to administer and coordinate programs and functions 

under this proposal; required as of 7/1/67 to develop personnel and budgetary systems prior to 
1/1/68. 

j. State Controller's estimate of amount needed to handle court accounts. 
k. Estimated increase in court fines and fees, not 1nclud:1ng motor vehicle fines. 
1. Estimated amount required to adjust salaries 1n line with state ciVil serv:lce recommendations 

for FY 1968 • 
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Selected Proposals: Description 

I-E) Same as I-A, except that 
the motor vehicle and penalty 
assessment fines (present 
county share) reverting to 
the state would be placed in 
the General Fund rather than 
the Highway Fund. 

TABLE 1 
{continued) 

Function or Program 

Total (A) abovea 
Est. Motor Vehicle & 

P.A. fines 
Total 

Total (A) aboveb 
Est. Motor Vehicle & 

P.A. fines 
Total 

Est. Annual 
Net Cost 
to State 

$6,702,557 

tl!l~O!OOO) 5 5 2 557 
$6,992,550 

( l, 150,000) 
$5,.842,550 

! of Est. Net 
Annual Cost 
{State Exp.-FY68) 

$3,385,302 

~~15,000) 
$2 10,302 
$3,530,302 

(575,000) 
$2,955,302 

Estimated 
County 
Savings 

$4,953,700 

-
$4,953,700 

$4,953,700 

a.~otal without salary adjustment in line with state civil service proposal for FY 68. 
b. Total with salary adjustment in line with state civil service proposal for FY 68. 

II As of January, 1968, the District Court 
state 1·rould become respon- Facility Maintenance 
sible for all district court Public Defender 
(including Denver Juvenile System 
and Probate Courts, but ex- Probation 
eluding Denver Superior Court) Personnel Salary 
operating and maintenance ex- Adjustment 
penditures, including proba- Fringe Benefit 
tion, stateWide defender Adjustment 
system, and existing detention Personnel Merit 
facilities. Adjustment 

Judicial Admin.Office 
State Controller 
Est. Court Fine & Fee 

Income 

Total 
Possible Added 

Personnel Costs 
.Total 

a:--Does not include Denver Superior Court. 
b. Estimated at 85% of total . shown in A. 

$3,601,4soa 
550,ooob 

241,190 
554,ooo 

73,20cc 

250.,000 . 
148,ooo 
55,814 
15,000 

(150,000) . 
$5,344.,654 

22~2 000 
$5,56,654 

$1,803,725 
215,000 

120,545 
277,000 

36,600 

125,000 

74.,000 
55,814 
7,500 

(75,000) .. 
. _$2, 700,234 

112 2 200 
$2,812,734 

$3,607,450 
550,000 

$4,157,450 

$4,157,450 

c. Increase in cost results from not being able to combine district and county court clerical 
functions in counties under 10,000 oooulat1on. 
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TABLE 1 
(continued) 

Est. Annual 
Net Cost 

Selected ~~ooosals : Description Function or Program to State 

III As of January 1, 1968, the A) County Judges• 
state would become respon- Salaries 
sible for any one, or all, Salaries $4r,1so 
of the folloWing: PERA & Health Ins. 3,684 
Al County judges• salaries Travel, Dues, & 
B Public Defender System Meet:lngs 32,00Q 
C Probation (Adult and Total $587,834 

Juvenile) or 
D) Increase in state aid to B) Public Defender 

probation. System 
Estimated Budget $691., 790 

C) Probation 
Estimated Budget $1,879,600 
State Aid: Juve-

nile Probation ($175,000) 
Est. Probation 

Suprv. Fees (!100,000} 
Total $1,6o4,6oo 

D) Increased State 
Aid to Probation 
Juvenile Probation $285,000 
Adult Probation 285,000 
State Aid: Juvenile 

Probation 175 000 
Total 395.,000 

E) 59% of County 
Judges' Salaries 

Salaries $279,117 

i of Est. Net 
Annual Cost 
(State Exp.-FY68) 

$244,845 
31,5 2 

17,500 
$298,917 

$345,895 

$939,800 

($87,500) 

($50,000) 
$802,300 

$142,500 
142,500 

c,a1,500) 
97,500 

$139,558 

Estimated 
County 
Savings 

$489,750 
30,oooa 

32.zOOO 
$554,750 

$450,ooob 

$1,230.,684 

{$100,000) 
$1,130,684 

$110,000 
285, 000 

l395.,000 

$279 .. 117 

a:--Estimated cost of present social security or PERA retirement deductions made by counties. 
b. Estimated 1966 cost of court-appointed attorneys and local public defenders' offices. 



2) They will probably cover any further cost or living 
increases between the date of this report and 1968. This is 
important, because these estimates are based primarily on 1966 
expenditures. 

3) They point up present inadequacies by showing the 
amounts required to provide a sufficient level of judicial 
services throughout the state, such as probation and counsel 
for indigents. 

Motor Vehicle and Penalty Assessment Fines 

These estimated total annual additional costs could be 
reduced by approximately $1.15 million (as shown in I B or Table 
1) if the present county share of motor vehicle fines and penalty 
assessment fines were to be placed in the state general fund 
rather than the state highway fund, where the state share of these 
fines is placed at present. It should be noted that if this were 
done, the resulting net estimated annual additional cost of 
assuming the financial responsibility for both the district and 
county courts would only be approximately $250,000 more than the 
estimated additional annual cost or assuming the financial res
ponsibility only for the district courts. This can be seen by 
comparing the totals in I Band II in Table 1. 

Some Comments on Alternatives I and II {Table 1} 

The estimated annual county savings (based on 1966 bud
gets) would be almost $5 million under Alternative I (financing 
both district and county courts) and almost $4.2 million under 
Alternative II (financing district courts only). From an admin
istrative viewpoint, Alternative I would be more•aesirable, be
cause: 

1) It would make it possible to combine the district 
and county court clerical offices in the 40 counties with less 
than 10,000 population, thereby saving an estimated $25,000 
annually and providing more efficient operation. 

2) It would place all court employees within the same 
salary classification plan, thereby avoiding future problems 
which might arise because of salary inequities between the two 
court levels. 

3) It would lend itself to more integrated adminis
trative controls and procedures. In this connection, it should 
be pointed out that the Supreme Court's supervisory respon
sibility would still extend to the county cour~s, even if these 
courts are not financed at the state level. If the district 
courts were to be so financed, it would be more difficult to 
treat the two court levels as part of a coordinated and inte
grated system, 
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TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED NET SAVINGS TO COUNTIES 
IF STATE PAYS ALL DISTRICT AND COUNTY COURT OPERATING EXPENSES 

(Based on 1966 budgets, shown in dollars and equivalent mill levies) 

Assessed District County Total 
Valuation Court Bud~et Court Bud~et Court Bud~ets Total 

Coun!Z (in $1,000s) M.1.lla Mills Mills 1966 (net 1966 (net 1966 (net 

Adams $252.,812 $291., 5ooabcd 1.15 $58.,ooo .23 $349.,500 1.38 
Alamosa ii.,487 8.,000 .46 5.,500 .31 13.,500 :~ Arapahoe 26 .,1~9 214.,oooabd :so 49.,000 .18 263.,000 
Archuleta 6.,3 2 9.,150 1.44 1.,650 .26 10.,800 1.70 
Baca 22.,963 12,500 .54 9,300 .41 21.,800 .95 

Bent 15.,428 8,200 .53 5,600 .36 li.,800 .89 
Boulder 187,465 138,oood .74 16.,000 .08 15 .,ooo .82 
Cha.f'fee 15.,867 12,400 .78 3.,000 .19 15.,400 .97 
Cheyenne 15,515 10,400 .67 2.,800 .18 li.,200 .85 
Clear Creek 8.,433 18,oooa. 2.13 {4,000) ( .47) 1,000 1.60 

. ' -

I Conejos 11,650 19.,000 1.63 4.,700 .40 2~,700 2.0~ 
~ Costilla 6,4o6 4,500 .70 4.,100 .64 ,600 1.3 
, Crowley 7,648 2.,800 .37 4,500 .59 7,300 .96 

Custer 3,629 4,350 1.20 2,300 .63 6.,650 1.83 
Delta 20,777 19,900 .96 10,100 .49 30., 000 1.45 

Denver 1.,160,816 1, 711, 5oobcdef 1.47 g 1.,711,500 1.47 
Dolores 5,138 9,200 1.i9 5.,500 1.07 14,700 2.86 
Douglas 18.,055 15.,oooa • 3 {9,800) (.54) 5,200 .29 
Eagle 16.,427 12.,000 .73 6.,000 •i7 18,000 1.10 
Elbert 15,002 8,sooa .57 6.,000 • 0 14,500 .97 

• 
El Paso 266.,883 249;ooodf .93 (16,000) ( .o6) 233,000 .87 
Fremont 31,533 26,900 .85 5,100 .16 32,000 1.01 
Garfield 33,340 32.,000 .96 8,300 .2i 40,300 1.21 
Gilpin 3,105 7,4ooa 2.38 5,100 1.6 12.,500 4.02 
Grand 12,467 4.,600 .37 1,300 .10 5.,900 .47 

Gunni son 14.,119 8,000 .57 (300) ( .02) 7,700 .55 
Hinsdale 1,350 1,250 .9i 900 .67 2,150 1.60 
Huerfano 11.,284 14.,000 1.2 3.,000 .27 17,000 1.51 
Jackson 8.,365 7,000 .84 3,500 .42 10 3ooo 1.26 
Jefferson 350~687 196,oooa .56 35, 000 .10 231: 0 .66 



TABLE 2 
(Continued) 

Assessed District County Total 
Valuation Court Bud!et Court Bud!et Court Bud~ets Total 

Countz (in $1,000e) Mills Mills Mills 1966 (net 1966 (net 1966 (net 

Kiowa $13,728 $12,400 .90 $2,600 .19 $15,000 1.09 
Kit Carson 22,151 7,600 .34 7,500 .34 15,100 .68 
Lake 36,210 14,700 .41 4,400 .12 19,100 .53 
La Plata 43,165 51,400 1.19 4,500 .10 55,900 1.29 
Larimer 129, o69 62,oood .48 9,500 .07 71,500 .55 

Las Animas 28,635 25,400 . 89 14,200 .50 39,600 1.39 
Lincoln 19,283 11,000 .57 4,100 .21 15,100 .78 
Logan 58,909 36,000 .61 36,000 .61 
Mesa 95,484 56,oood .59 14,500 .15 70,500 .74 
Mineral 1,905 2,300 1. 21 1,600 .84 3,900 2.05 

Moffat 20,676 3,700 .18 2,700 .13 6,400 .31 
Montezuma 22,006 21,800 .99 Boo .04 22,600 1. 03 
Montrose 32,766 37,600 1.15 4,900 .15 42,500 1.30 

, Morgan 53,497 27,500 .51 10,800 .20 38,300 • 71 
~ Otero 41,589 19,500 .47 6,800 .16 26,300 .63 

I 

Ouray 4,820 5,000 1.04 5,800 1.20 10,800 2.24 
Park 8,691 10,500 1.21 2,000 .23 12,500 1.44 
Phillips 17,371 9,700 .56 5,400 .31 15,100 .87 
Pitkin 16,546 10,500 .63 2,500 .15 13,000 .78 
Prowers 30,111 24,000 .80 5,200 .17 29,200 .97 

Pueblo 183,727 146,ooo .79 3,000 . 03 149,000 .82 
Rio Blanco 61~493 ?.l, 000 • .34 6,000 .10 27,000 .44 
Rio Grande 22,172 9,000 .41 6,500 .29 15,500 .70 
Routt 24,635 5,600 .23 2,500 .10 8,100 .33 
Saguache 11,610 6,200 .53 4,400 .38 10,600 .91 

San Juan 2,854 2,900 1.02 3,400 1.19 6,300 2.21 
San Miguel 8,213 6,900 .84 6,000 .73 12,900 1.57 
Sedgwick 14,768 11,000 .74 2,500 .17 13,500 .91 
Swnrnit 8,085 11,300 1.40 1,900 .24 13,200 1.64 
Teller 6,302 6,800 1.08 5,600 .89 12,400 1.97 



TABLE 2 
(Continued) 

Assessed District County Total 
Valuation Court Budjet Court Budjet Court Bud1ets Total 

CoWJtt (in $1,000s) Mills Mills Mills 1966 (net 1966 (net 1966 (net 

Washington $41,237 $17,500 .42 $6,100 .15 $2i,600 .si Weld 170,811 120,000 .70 14,000 .08 13 ,000 .7 
Yuma 25,873 9,100 .35 6,400 .25 15,500 .60 

Total $4,o87,549 $3,896,950 .95 $404,250 .10 $4,301,200 1. 05 

I 

~ 
I 

a:--1ncludes share or tr1-d1str1ct pro~tion department expenditures. 
b. Includes jury commission. 
c. Includes public defender. 
d. State aid to juvenile probation subtracted. 
e. Includes su~r1or, juvenile, probate and district courts. 
f. Includes juvenile detention. 
g. Denver County Court not included, because of its dual jurisdiction (county and municipal). 

~ 



Personnel Classification System 

As indicated in the study·progress report of June 27, 
1966, the Classification and Pay Division of the Colorado Civil 
Service Commission assisted in this study by performing desk 
audits in nine selected locations. These position classification 
surveys were made in the county and district courts in Adams, 
Boulder, Logan, El Paso, Montrose, Morgan, Otero, and Pueblo 
counties. The results of these surveys were used by the judicial 
administrator's office in designing an example of a state court 
employees' classification plan. 

Methodology. In arriving at appropriate job classifi
cations, all counties were divided into eight groups. These 
groups, shown in Table 3, were established primarily on the 
basis of caseloads and population. Groups VI, VII, and VIII 
cover those counties in which it is proposed that the clerical 
functions of the county and district courts be combined. 

These groupings were then integrated with the classi
fication plan shown in Table 4 (and based on present civil 
service grades). This classification plan was then applied to 
existing court employees, salaries, and job titles. For this 
purpose the 1966 court questionnaires were used. The salaries 
of each employee was adjusted in line with the plan in the 
following way: 

1) Since it is virtually impossible to reduce present 
salaries, especially without a desk audit of every court in the 
state, each employee was placed in the step closest to his present 
salary in the grade assigned to his position. This was done 
without regard to years of service,in order to minimize the amount 
of increase required for those employees whose present salaries 
are considerably below the levels established in the state class
ification plan used herein as an example. Those'employees whose 
present salaries are considerably above the grade level to which 
their positions were assigned were kept at these salaries. They 
would continue to remain at this level because annual merit in
creases would not be possible, as their salaries are already 
above the highest step in the grade assigned to their position. 
New employees in these positions would be placed in the grade 
assigned. 

2) In the counties in which district and county court 
clerical functions were consolidated, a number of part-time and 
temporary employees were eliminated on the basis of court case
loads. A number of other employees were reduced to part-time 
status on the same basis. Even though the basic full-time rate 
of most court employees in these counties would be raised under 
the classification plan, the elimination of some employees and 
the reduction from full-time to part-time for others would 
result in an estimated annual saving of $25,000. 
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TJ\BLE 3 

SUGGESTED COUNTY GROUPS FOR PERSONNEL CLASSIFICATION 
DISTRICT AND COUNTY COURTS 

Group I 
Denver 

Group II 
Adams 
Arapahoe 
Boulder 
El Paso 
Jefferson 
Pueblo 

Group III 
Larimer 
Mesa 
Weld 

Group IV 
Fremont 
La Plata 
Las Animas 
Lor.;an 
Montrose 
Morgan 
Otero 

Group V 
Alamosa 
Delta 
Garfield 
Montezuma 
Prowers 
Rio Grande 

Group VI (Consolidatea)a 
Baca 
Bent 
Chaffee 
Cone.jas 
Dour;las 
Ear;le 

Group VI (continued) 
Gunnison 
Huerfano 
Kit Carson 
Lake 
Lincoln 
Moffat b 
Rio Blanco 
Routt 
Washington b 
Yuma 

Group VII' (Consolidatea)a 
Clear Creek 
Costilla 
Crowley b 
Elbert 
Grand b 
Phillips C 
Pitkin 
Saguache 
Sedgwick c 

Group VIII (Consolidatea)a 
Archuleta 
Cheyenne 
Custer c 
Dolores 
Gilpin 
Hinsdale 
Jackson 
Kiowa 
Mi nera l 
Ouray 
Park b 
San Juan c 
San Miguel 
Summit 
Teller 

a:- Coneoltdated distr:lct and coun t y court clerical offices. 
b. Already consolidated clerk~' offices. 
c. County ;Judp;e ser ves as own clerk. 
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I 

~ 
I 

Grade 

28 

26 

25 

24 

23 

22 

21 

20 

TABLE 4 

ONE EJCM1Pf:E OF A POSSIBLE PERSONNEL CLASSIFICATION PLAN 
FOR DISTRICT AND COUNTY COURT EMPLOYEES a 

(Based on the State Civil Service Commission Pay Plan) 

Position Salary Range 
Monthly Annual 

(Court Clerk X} 
Chief Clerk, Denver District Court 
Senior Referee (Juvenile} 

$802-1075 

(Court Clerk IX) 
Chief Clerk, Denver Superior Court 
Chief Clerk, Denver Probate Court 
Chief Clerk, Denver Juvenile Court 
Chief Deputy, Denver District Court 

(Court Clerk VIII) 
Referee (Juvenile) 
Attorney II 

727-975 

693-928 

Reporter, Certified 660-884 

Training Officer-Research Assoc. (Juvenile) 628-842 

{Court Clerk VII} 598-802 
Chief Clerk, District Court, Group II Counties 
Chief Deputy, Probate, Superior, Juvenile Courts 
Marriage Counselor • 
Sr. Psychologist 

Attorney I 570-764 
Senior Accountant 
Law Clerk Librarian 

(Court Clerk VI) 543-727 
Chief Clerk, District Court, Group III Counties 
Chief Clerk, County Court, Group I I Counties 
Psychologist 

$9,624-12,900 

8,724-11.,700 

8,316-11.,136 

7,920-10,608 

7,536-10,104 

7.,184-9.,624 

6,840-9,168 

6.,516-8,724 



I 
I\) 

? 

Grade 

19 

17 

15 

14 

12 

11 

10 

9 

Position 

TABLE 4 
{continued) 

Salary Range 
Monthly Annual 

Reporter, Noncertified 
Accountant 

$517-693 

(Court Clerk V) 469-628 
Chief Clerk, District Court, Group IV Counties 
Chief Clerk, County Court, Group III Counties 
Chief Deputy, District Court, Group II Counties 
Chief Deputy, County Court, Group II Counties 

Jury Commissioner 
Administrative Secretary 

425-570 

(Court Clerk IV) 405-543 
Chief Clerk, District Court, Group V Counties 
Chief Clerk, County Court, Group IV Counties 
Chief Deputy, District Court, Group III Counties 
Chief Deputy, County Court, Group III Counties 
Photographer 
Sr. Secretary 

Secretary 367-462 

{Court Clerk III) 350-469 
Chief Clerk, Consolidated Office, Group VI Co~ties 
Chief Clerk, County Court, Group V Counties 
Chief Deputy, Distri~t Court, Group IV Counties 
Baliff 

Sr. Clerk-Steno 333-447 

{Court Clerk II) 317-425 
Chief Clerk, Consolidated Office, Group VII Counties 
Chief Clerk, County Court; Group V Counties 
Chief Deputy, District Court, Group V Counties 
Chief Deputy, County Court, Group IV Counties 
Clerk Steno 
Sr. Clerk-Typist 

$6,204-8,310 

5,628-7,536 

5,100-6,840 

4,860-6",516 

4 ,404-5., 904 

4, 200-5, 628 

3,996-5,364 

3,804-5,100 



I 
I\) .... 
I 

• 

Grade 

8 

7 

Position 

TABLE 4 
{continued) 

Monthly 

Clerk-Typist $302-405 
PBX Operator 

{Court Clerk I) 288-386 
Chief Clerk, Consolidated Office, Group VIII 

Counties 
Chief Deputy, Consolidated Office, Group VI 

and VII Counties 

Salary Range 
Annual 

$3.,624-4.,860 

3,456-4,632 

a:--Excluding probation officers , j uvenile detention personnel, and public defenders. 



3) The salary adjustment differences were then totaled 
for each group of counties. Reporters were handled separately 
because they may serve more than one county and because their 
salaries should be uniform throughout the state. The only 
differentials should be length of service and certification or 
noncertification. 

4) Probation officers and other employees of probation 
departments were handled separately, although the probation 
salary classification plan in Table 10 was integrated with the 
one used for other court employees in Table 4. This was done so 
that probation could be considered as a separate alternative for 
state aid, as well as part o~ a total package. 

Cost of Converting to a State Classification Ststem. 
The estimated initial annual cost of converting to a eta e 
personnel classification system, exclusive of probation staff 
and public defender~ is $60,600. The distribution of this 
estimated total by county group and court reporters is shown 
in Table 5. (This amount will also be found in Table 1, Parts 
I and II, identified as "Personnel Salary Adjustment.") 

This amount would be required to convert salaries to 
a state system as of June 30, 1966. If it is assumed that at 
least a one step increase by January, 1968 would be likely for 
all employees not at or above the maximum for the grade to which 
they are assigned, an additional estimated $180,000 would be 
required. (This amount is shown in Table l{ Parts I and II,and 
identified as "Personnel Merit Adjustment.", 

The State Civil Service Commission is presently con
sidering pay grade adjustments which on the average would be a 
two grade increase (10 percent) for all ~rofessional employees 
and a one grade increase for all others (5 perceht) as of July 
1, 1967. The cost of providing a comparable increase for all 
court employees (including probation staffs) as of January 1, 
1968 is estimated at $290,000 for a full year. (It is also 
listed in Parts I and II of Table 1 and identified as "Possible 
Added Personnel Costs.") 

Limited Application of Classification Plan Example. 
The court employee salary classification plan set forth in Table 
4 is useful primarily as a tool of fiscal analysis and as a 
starting point for developing an operating state plan, should the 
decision be made to adopt either Alternative I (financing district 
and county courts) or Alternative II (financing district courts 
only). 

A desk audit of every court in the state is required 
before a final state clasoification plan can be developed for 
adoption by Supreme Court rule. Very careful attention and . study 
should be given to job qualification standards before they are 
perfected for adoption by court rule. Such extensive field study 
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and consideration will undoubtedly result in changes being made 
in the Plan as shown in Table 4, and it may be possible to elimi
nate some positions. It is not expected that the overall cost 
will vary very much from the estimate discussed above. 

It is proposed that this field study be made by the 
judicial administrator's office, beginning July 1, 1967, so as 
to be completed by the end of the year. This is one of the 
reasons for the additional personnel which would be required by 
this office,if either Alternative I or II is adopted. 

TABLE 5 

ESTIMATED CHANGES IN PERSONNEL COSTS 
RESULTING FROM CONVERSION TO A UNIFORM CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM 

(Based on salaries as of June 30, 1966, 
probation staff and public defenders 
not included.) 

County GrouE District Court Count;y:: Court Consolidated a Total 

I $11,ooob C $11,000 
II 19,700 $15,200 34,l60 
III 6,800 2,000 8, 00 
IV 3,700 6,100 i,800 
V 1,500 3,000 ,500 
VI ($6,700l !6,700l 
VII (2,100 2,100 
VIII (16,400 (16,400 

Court Reporters 14,100 2,700 16,800 

Total $56,800 $29,000 ($25,200) $60,600 

S::--Consolidated district and county court clerical functions. 
b. Includes probate~ superior, and juvenile courts, as well as 

district court. 
c. Denver County Court not included because of dual jurisdiction 

(county and municipal). 
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Fringe Benefits. Other than to estimate the probable 
increased expenditures required to give all court e~loyees 
fringe benefits comparable to other state employees \$300,000), 
there has been insufficient time and data available to make any 
specific recommendations as to retirement, health insurance, etc. 
It would also be the responsibility of the judicial administrator's 
office to develop the specifics on these matters. 

Court Facilities 

If either Alternative I or II is adopted, it is recom
mended that the state asswne the costs of maintenance of all 
existing court facilities (under Alternative I) or all district 
court facilities (under Alternative II). These would include 
any separate facilities for probation staffs and other court 
services and any bona fide juvenile detention facilities. 

Future construction and remod_e ling ,would be handled as 
follows: 

1) Any facilities which counties are required by statute 
to construct would continue to be county responsibilities. (For 
example, the proposed new juvenile code would require all counties 
or 100,000 ~opulation or more to construct juvenile detention 
facilities.) The construction of new courthouses which would house 
other county offices in addition to the courts would also be a 
county responsibility. If the state is consulted in advance, 
approves the plans for the court facilities, and agrees new court 
facilities are necessary, it could participate in the construction 
costs, as far as the court portion or the structure is concerned, 
through a leasing arrangement. (Constitutionally, it is doubtful 
if the state could pay for the construction of such facilities 
directly, because it would not hold title to them.) New wings 
to existing courthouses constructed for judicial purposes could 
also be handled in the same way. 

2) The construction of new separate court facilities 
would be a state responsibility, and the state would hold title. 
Failure or the state to construct such facilities at the time a 
county feels they are required would not remove the county's 
obligation to continue to house the courts in their present loca
tion, with the state continuing to pay for maintenance. 

3) The state would pay for any future remodeling or 
equiping of existing facilities as part of annual maintenance 
coats, providing that the Supreme Court determines initially that 
such remodeling is required for the proper administration of 
justice, and it is not initiated by the county without prior 
court approval. 

In connection w:t.th this reconmendation, it should be 
remembered that the district and county courts have long been 
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considered as a state court system, although financed primarily 
at the county level. If the present facilities are left as 
county-owned responsibilities, while the state pays maintenance 
costs, it would continue the tradition of at least some local 
involvement in and support of the state court system. It is 
for this reason that no recommendation is made for the payment of 
rent in addition to maintenance costs. 

It is recognized that the above reoormnendation is not 
an ideal solution to an extremely difficult problem, but it 
appears to be the most suitable of the various alternatives 
considered. The legal probl~ms inherent in state payment for 
construction of facilities which it does not own have already 
been touched upon. If the state were to be obligated to pay for 
all new construction of courthouses containing county offices in 
addition to the courts, it might be faced with payment (through 
leasing agreements) for new facilities not considered necessary 
for the proper administration of justice or which have a lower 
priority than facility needs in another county or portion of the 
state. It will be necessary, however, for the Supreme Court to 
develop long-range capital facility _schedules both for the 
construction of state-owned court facilities and to establish 
priorities of need which would apply to leasing agreements. 

If the present situation were maintained so that the 
counties would continue to have the sole responsibility for the 
construction and maintenance of facilitiesJ it would not con
tribute to the financial relief which the counties now seek. 
In additionJ it would pose some difficulties as far as judicial 
administration is concerned. It would be difficult (if not 
impossible) to get counties to construct or remodel facilities 
as needed for the proper administration of justice as determined 
by the Supreme Court. Yet under Alternatives I and II, the 
Supreme Court would have responsibilities for otner facets of 
judicial administration closely related to the adequacy of 
facilities. 

Administration of Maintenance Costs 

Maintenance costs include power, water, heat, repairs, 
and general upkeep of court facilities. Specific methods of 
accounting and cost determination will depend largely on the nature 
and size of the structure involved. In separate halls of justice, 
for example, costs can be clearly and distinctly isolated, including 
personnel costs. In general purpose courthouses, proportional 
arrangements based on personnel time and space percentages will 
have to be devised. The counties should have the right of renegoti
ation, based on demonstrations of inaccuracy or hardship. It would 
be the responsibility of the judicial administrator's office to 
work out specific arrangements with each county prior to January 
1, 1968, which would be presented to the Supreme Court for its 
approval. 
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Present Maintenance Costs 

current annual maintenance costs and square footage of 
court facilities were requested on the 1966 court questionnaire. 
Not all counties were able to supply this information, so that some 
estimates had to be made based on the information reported for 
other counties. For this reason, the estimated maintenance costs 
for 1966 shown in Table 6 may be revised considerably after on the 
scene examination and discussion with county officials. 

Statewide Public Defender System 

The data on court appointed counsel compiled from both 
the 1965 and 1966 court questionnaires clearly demonstrate the 
lack of uniformity throughout the state in the provision of legal 
counsel for the indigent and in the fees therefor. It the state 
were to assume the financial responsibility for providing counsel 
for the indigent (either as part of a total ~ourt support program 
or as a separate item}, there are several ways in which the pro
gram might be handled: 

1) The present method could be continued, although 
financed at the state level. The continuation of the present 
method of providing counsel for the indigent would be unsatis
factory, because although the state would have the responsibility, 
control over appointments and fees would still be at the local 
level; consequently, the state could not ~xercise sufficient fis
cal control, nor coul d it assure t hat an adequate and uniform level 
of representation is provided throughout the state. The importance 
of this latter consideration can not be overemphasized, especially 
in light of recent United States Supreme Court decisions. 

2) The state could establish a fee scpedule for court 
!.}?Pointed counsel, leaving appointments to local judicial discretion. 
It would be extremely difficult, if not impossible, to establish 
a fee schedule which could be applied satisfactorily statewide, 
because of the present wide var iation in fee practices and because 
of the differences in circumstances and time required in different 
kinds of cases. Even if a satisfactory fee schedule could be de
vised, the state would still have no way of assuring an adequate 
~nd uniform level of representation throughout the state. 

3) Public defender systems could be established on a 
judicial district basis and financed at the state level. This 
approach would have the advantage of providing some degree of 
uniformity and some assurance of adequate representation. The 
major problem is that in a majority of judicial districts, the 
caseload (even including misdemeanors) is insufficient to justify 
a full-time attorney or investigator. A part-time public defender 
could not be expected always to be available when required at the 
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TABLE 6 

ESTIMATED COURT FACILITY MAINTENANCE EXPENDITURES 
(Baaed on Calendar Year 1965, and adjusted 

to reflect possible cost increases by 1/1/68) 

Estimated a Estimateda 
or Calculatedb or Calculatedb 

County Maintenance Cost County Maintenance Cost 

Adame $52,860C Lake $3,00oh 
Alamosa 2,910d La. Plata 6,oooh 
Arapahoe 20,835e Larimer 1~, 3ood Archuleta 1,125d Las Animas ,325e 
Baca 2,020d Lincoln 2,125d 

Bent 4,44oe Logan 6,4ood 
Boulder 24,1ooe Mesa 3,90Qd 
Chaffee , 15of Mineral 2ood 
Cheyenne 1,100d Moffat 5,4ooe 
Clear Creek 1,55oe Montezuma 6,2ood 

Conejos 2,900d Montrose 4,500d 
Costilla 1, 3ood Morgan 4, 15oe 
Crowley 12of Otero 5,25oe 
Custer 95Qd Ouray 1,oooh 
Delta 3,1ooe Park 1,oooh 

Denver 220,33oe; Phillips 4,175d 
Dolores 1,oooh Pitkin 1,5ooh 
Douglas 2,oooh Prowers 8,3ooe 
Eagle 3, 15oe Pueblo 19, oooe 
Elbert 3ooe Rio Blanco 1,850d 

El Paso 33,6ooe Rio Grande 2,650d 
Fremont 5,9ooe Routt 2,875d 
Garfield 2,675f Saguache 1,85od 
Gilpin 1,1oor San Juan 525e 
Grand 1,25or San Miguel 1,Bood 

Gunnison 2,oood Sedgwick 1,9oor 
Hinsdale 100h Summit 2,275f 
Huerfano 3,5ooe Teller 1,.50Qh 
Jackson 285e Washington 5,55or 
Jefferson 101,oooe Weld 18,oood 

Kiowa 1,9oor Yuma 1, 95oe 
Kit Carson 1,500h 

Total $652,500 

a:--1965 calculated or estimated totals have been increased by 3.5% 
to reflect an annual increase in the Consumer Price Index of 1.75% 
(the rate of annual increase during the past three years). 

b. The base cost for 22 counties which reported total square feet 
of court space but not maintenance costs was calculated by multi
plying the square feet reported by the 1966 square foot 
average maintenance cost for the 26 counties which reported 
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TABLE 6 
(continued) 

ESTIMATED COURT FACILITY MAINTENANCE EXPENDITURES 
(Based on Calendar Year 1965, and adjusted 

to reflect possible cost increases by 1/1/68) 

both square feet and maintenance costs. The base cost for ten 
counti es which did not report either square feet or maintenance 
coats was estimated using maintenance costs in counties of a 
similar size. 

c. Base cost reported by county manager , 
d. Computed as explained in footnot e b. 
e. 1965 base cost reported on questionnaire to judicial administrator, 
f. Based on proportion of court house space occupied by the courts, 

as reported on questionnaire. · 
g , As reported by budget director of City and County of Denver. 
h. Estimated as explained in footnote b. 

expense of neglecting his private practice from which he derives 
the major portion of his income. Consequently, additional court 
appointed counsel might still be require~ from time to time. It 
might be possible, however, to group judicial districts so that 
there would be a sufficient caseload to warrant a full-time public 
defender. The availability of attorneys in less-populated judicial 
districts who would accept the position as a full-time or part
time public defender might also be a problem. 

4) A statewide public defender system under the 
authority of the Supreme Court could be established. It is this 
approach which is recommended in this report for the following 
reasons: 

a) A statewlde system would assure a uniform and 
adequate level of representation throughout the state. Full
time staff attorneyo and investigators cou~d be deployed as 
needed, and uniform procedures and investigative techniques 
could be developed, with all personnel responsible to the 
director or administrator of the program. 

b) Such a system would assure the most efficient 
use of state funds for the reasons stated above, and because 
all personnel would be full-time, thereby avoiding any time 
limitations on carrying out their duties resulting from 
other obli~ations. 

c} As part of a state system, public defender staff 
members would be more immune to local pressures and public 
sentiment in carrying out their duties. 

A Statewide Public Defender System 

A model stateWide public defender system was worked out 
with the assistance of John Kane Jr., the state's first full-time 
~ublic defenderJ whose office serves the 17th Judicial District 

· (Adams County). This proposal would require a staff of 20 attor
neys, six attorney interns, 10 investigators and 13.5 secretarial 
and clerical employeeo. 
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The possible location of public defenders• offices and 
deployment of personnel is shown in Table 7, This table also 
lists the judicial district which would be served by each office. 
(The boundaries of each judicial district will be found in Figure 
A.) Table 8 shows a possible personnel classification plan for 
a statewide public defender system. This classification plan is 
based on the state civil service system for executive department 
employees. 

The director would be appointed by the Supreme Court 
for a specific term (e.g., five years) and would be responsible 
to it for the administration of the program. He would appoint 
all of the other employees. 

As can be seen from Table 7, this plan contemplates the 
handling of appeals, in addition to providing representation in 
felonies, misdemeanors, and juvenile cases and as guardian ad 
litem in mental health matters. 

C.U. Assigned Counsel Pro~ram. An alternate method of 
handling appeals would be through t e Assigned Counsel Program of 
the University of Colorado Law School. This program is under the 
supervision of two members of the law sc~ool faculty, Professors 
Jim R. Carrigan and Donald P. McDonald· and involves a number or 
law school students. 

This program, which began on January 1, 1966, is being 
operated as a three year pilot project with the assistance of a 
Ford Foundation Grant which will provide $100,000 of the $266,000 
budget for the initial three years. The purpose of this program 
is to improve the quality of defense in state and federal courts, 
both on the trial and appellate level, and with regard to post 
conviction remedies. At the present time, a number of appeals 
from the reformatory and penitentiary are being nandled under this 
program and a counseling service is being provided at both insti
tutions. 

The estimated initial annual budget for a stateWide 
public defender system is set forth in Table 9, One-half of the 
estimated total of $691,790, or $330,895, would be required if 
the program were to start on January 1, 1968. During the current 
calendar year, it is estimated that $410,000 is being spent for 
counsel for the indigent, including public defender offices in 
the 2nd (Denver), 6th (La Plata, Archuleta, San Juan), and 17th 
Judicial Districts. Except in Adams County, counsel is not pro
vided in misdemeanor or juvenile cases through this expenditure 
of funds. The fees are so small in some counties that no more 
than cursory attention can be given to assigned cases, except 
at the expense of the attorneys appointed. 
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TABLE 7 

AN EXAMPLE OF THE LOCATION 
AND STAFFING PATTERN OF 

A STATEWIDE PUBLIC DEFENDER SYSTEM 

Locatiol1 of Judicial Staffing Pattern 
Pub lie D~fender Districts Starr Attorney Investi-
Offices Served Attorneys Interns gators Secretarial 

Grand Junction 5,7,9,14,21 1 1 1 1 
Durango 6,12,22 1 .5 
Canon City 11a 1 1 1 
Trinidad 3, 15, 16b l .5 
Pueblo 10,15,16b 1 l 1 1 

Greeley 19, 13 1 .5 
Colorado Springs 4 1 1 
Golden 1 1 1 C l 
Littleton 18 1 C .5 
Brighton 17 l 1 C 1 

Boulder 8,20 l .5 
Denver 2 6 l 3e 2 
Denver (State Office) _d 3 5 3 
Total 20 6 10 13.5 

~Would also serve penitentiary and reformatory for appeals to Supreme 
Court. 

b. The Trinidad and Pueblo offices would share the responsibility for 
the 15th and 16th districts. 

c. The Golden, Littleton, and Brighton offices would share two investi-
gators. 

d. State administrative staff, would also handle appeals. 
e. Three investigators to be aos!gned around the state as needed. 
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FIGURE A 

JUDICIAL DISTRICTS OF COLORADO 
12, 1965 EFFECTIVE JANUARY 

M O F F A T 

14th District 
~ 

1 Judge 

RIO BLANCO 

9th Distr1ct 
1- ' 2 Judges 

GARF I ELD 

21st DistricJ..._,. 
2 Judges 

ROUTT ..... 

LARIMER 

8th District 
2 Judges 

M I;: S A 
GUNNISON 

22nd 
District 

1 Judge 
MONTEZUMA 

7th District 
FREMONT 

SAGU.6CHE 

8 th District 
2 Judges -, CONEJOS 

A~CHULl;:T.6 

NOT£ . Each of the four d1stncts · (1st, 8th, 17th, and 18th) will rece,ve an 
odd1t1onol Judge m January 1969--to be elected of the 1968 general etect,on 

19th District 
2 Judges __ .... ,1-,, 

WELD 

MORGAN 

S t OliWICK 

\ . 0 c, AN 

PttU. LU'S 

13th District 
4 Judges 

WASHING TON VUMA 

ARAPAl10E 

18th District 
4 Judges 

ElBERT --. 
EL PA'SO 

LINCOLN L 

4 ih District 

KIT CAR$0U 

CHEVENNr 

I 

6 Judges I I 
t'. I O 'N A 

PUf;.0LO 

10th 
District 

4 Judges 

cPowLE'f, 15th District I 
I 12.Ji . 

L II S 

16th District 
2 Judges 

OT ER 0 

District 
Judges 
ANIMAS 

BENT 

PPOWE,.S 

B II C A 

Prepared by State Planning Division 
M•f -~~4 



TABLE 8 

AN EXAMPLE OF A PERSONNEL CLASSIFICATION PLAN 
FOR A STATEWIDE PUBLIC DEFENDER SYSTEM 

Gradea 
Salary Range 

Position 

Director 
Deputy Director 
Public Defender II 
Public Defender I 
Public Defender Intern 
Investigator 
Sr. Admin. Secretary 
Sr. Clerk Steno 

37 
35 
32 
30 

unclassif. 
20 
18 
12 

Monthly Annual 

$1244-1667 
1128-1512 
975-13o6 
884-1185 

625 
543-727 
492-660 
367-492 

$14.,928-20,004 
13.,536-18,144 
11, 700-15,672 
l0,6o8-14., 220 

7,500 
6,516-8,724 
5,9o4-7,920 
4,4o4-S,9o4 

~Eased on state civil service classification system. 

Probation Services 

Background 

In the preliminary stages of this study after it was 
assigned to the judicial administrator's office, consideration was 
given to the possiole integration of parole and probation services 
for both adults and juveniles, if the state were to assume full 
responsibility for this function. There had already been some 
experience with an informal combination of juvenile probation and 
parole services in three lesa populated judi cial districts through 
an ad hoc arrangement between the district court and the Juvenile 
Parole Division of the Department of Institutions. 

At the time that a possible combination of parole and 
probation was investigated, both the Juvenile and Adult Parole 
Divisions showed great interest in providing combined services in 
the rural areas of the state, although each had a slightly dif
ferent approach to the way such services should be provided.4 
Both, however, were reluctant to assume responsibility for pro
bation services in more densely populated areas. This reluctance 
is largely political and can be explained by: 1) previous failures 
of attempts to combine these services in Colorado; and 2) the 
likely opposition from judges and organized probation staffs in 
the larger judicial districts. 

ir:--These were covered in some detail in the Progress Report of 
June 27, 1966. In light of the reconunendations in this report 
concerning the provioion of probation services , it is not neces
sary to repeat this information here. 
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TABLE 9 

ESTIMATED BUDGET 
FOR A STATEWIDE PUBLIC DEFENDER SYSTEM 

Personnel 

Director 
Deputy Director 
Public Defender II 
Public Defender I 
Public Defender Intern 
Investigator 
Sr. Admin. Secretary
Sr. Clerk-Steno 

Sub-Total 

PERA 
Health Insurance 
Workmen's Comp. 

Total Personnel 

Travel 

Number 

l 
l 
9 
9 
6 

10 
1 

13.5 

Office Supplies and PhoneC 
Equipment 
Office Rental 
Dues and Meetings 

Grand Total 

Salary 

$11,2aoa 
15,672a 

116, 100b 
105,3oob 
45,000 
59,Soob 

5,9o4 
59,454 

$424,510 

25,470 
810 

1,000 

Present Estimated Expense for Public Defender 
and Court Appointed Attorneys 

Net Increase 

a:--step 4. 
b. Step 3. 
c. Includes printing (forms, etc.) 
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$451,790 

50,000 
75,000 
50,000 
50,000 
15,000 

$691,790 

$450,000 

$241,790 



If the recommendations of the two parole divisions 
concerning the adoption of combined services in rural areas 
were followed1 the result would be a strange hybrid, with the 
executive branch responsible for probation services in some 
areas and the judicial branch in others. In all likelihood, 
there would be two different personnel plans1 With the pos
sibility of variations in the qualifications and salaries of the 
officers or counselors performing the same functions, but in 
different places. . 

The only merit in this proposal rests on the assumption 
that probation services could be provided more expeditiously 
and at less cost in this way in rural areas. This argument is 
pretty much dispelled by the estimated cost of providing proba
tion services in the less populated districts under the recom
mendation discussed below. It is estimated that the annual cost 
would be $210,000 in these districts for both adult and juvenile 
probation services, as opposed to estimated additional funds of 
some $240,000 required1 if probation were combined with parole. 

Judicial Responsibility 

The cost of providing probat~on services is an important 
consideration in determining how these services should be organized, 
but it is not the only one. First1 it should be recognized that 
probation is a distinct and discrete judicial function. It is 
an option available to the courts upon the pronouncement of sen
tence, and its administration can be carried out only under the 
direction of the court. Parole is an executive function1 as it is 
granted by an executive board after an offender has been sentenced 
to an institution and is no longer under the jurisdiction of the 
court. 

• 
In keeping with the separation of powers, therefore, 

probation should remain solely a judicial function, whether it is 
financed at the county or state level; however, as long as proba
tion is financed at the county level1 there is no reason why 
judges in their discretion cannot handle probation supervision 
through ad hoc arrangements with parole or any other agency. Be
cause of limited local funds, this may be the only way that ade
quate services can be provided. Such provision, however, must be 
at the court's discretion rather than required, for the latter 
would be an infringement on judicial prerogative. 

Further, the policy decisions concerning probation 
personnel and the extent of supervision and other services required 
should be judicial decisions and should not be dependent on the 
budget and other policies of an executive agency of which proba~ion 
would be only one of ito responsibilities. 
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Study Reconunendation 

If the state assumes full financial responsibility, it 
is recommended that probation services be handled much in the 
same way as was recommended previously for other district and 
county court functions, with the exception that some of the less 
populated judicial districts be combined to provide a caseload 
sufficient to employ at least one full-time probation officer. 
The salary classification plan for probation personnel, an example 
of which will be found in Table 10, should be established by 
Supreme Court order, along with position qualifications, and 
number of employees. Probation personnel would be hired by pre
siding judges subject to the provisions of the Supreme Court 
order. This classification plan would be integrated with the one 
for other court employees, should the state assume that financial 
responsibility. 

In devising this personnel classification plan example, 
judicial distric'ts were divided into three groups based primarily 
on population and reported or estimated probation case loads. The 
districts in each category are shown in Table 11, along with the 
number of present and proposed employees ·and estimated and proposed 
expenditures. 

Caseload Ratios. The number· of probation officers needed 
was determined by u~ing a basic ratio of one officer to 75 pro
bationers in more populous areas and one officer to 50 probationers 
in rural areas. While these supervisory caseload ratios are higher 
than those recommended by national standards, they may be more 
likely of attainment than 50-60 cases per officer in populated 
areas, when the probable availability of state funds is considered. 

Present caseloads were taken from information supplied 
on the 1966 court questionnaires. In some instances, these data 
were either omitted or useless, so that estimates were used. For 
this reason, the information in Table 11 has application only as 
a tool of fiscal analysis and as a starting point for a field 
study and personnel survey throughout the state to determine actual 
probation staff requirements and to establish job classifications 
and qualifications. This study would be made between July 1, 1967 
and January 1, 1968 by the judicial administrator's office in 
conjunction with other field study obligations. One of the ad
ditional staff members required by the judicial administrator's 
office, therefore, should have some probation background in ad
dition to other qualifications. 

Est~mated Cost 

The estimated cont of providin~ probation services in 
1966 is estimated at slightly more that ~1.4 million. It is esti
mated that $1.95 million initially would be required annually if 
the state assumed thio obligation. Slightly leas that one million 
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TABLE 10 

AN EXAMPLE OF A POSSIBLE PERSONNEL CLASSIFICATION PLAN FOR 
PROBATION DEPARTMENTS, INCLUDING PERSONNEL IN 

JUVENILE DETENTION FACILITIES 

Grade 

30 

26 

25 

22 

21 

20 

19 

18 

17 

16 

15 

14 

12 

11 

10 

9 

8 

7 

6 

Salary Range 
Monthly Annual Position 

Chief Probation Officer III $884-1185 

Chief Deputy Prob. Officer II 727-975 

Supt. of Juvenile Detention III 693-928 

Director of Intake II 
Senior Psychologist 
Chief Probation Officer II 
Probation Officer III 598-802 

Chief Deputy Prob. Officer I 
Supt. of Juvenile Detention II 
Senior Accountant 570-764 

Probation Officer II 
Director of Intake I · 543-727 

Chief Probation Officer I 
Accountant 517-693 

Building Repairman 492-660 

Junior Accountant 
Probation Officer I 469-628 

Investigator 
Case Report Writer 
Dietitian 
Supt. of Juvenile Detention I 447-59g 

Intake Officer-Juvenile Detention 
Unit Supervisor 425-570 

Probation Clerk IV 405-543 

Secretary 
Asst. Intake Officer-Juvenile 

Detention 
Head Cook 367-492 

Probation Clerk III 350-469 

Senior Clerk-Steno 
Senior Cook 333-447 

Probation Clerk II 317-425 

Cook 302-405 

Probation Clerk I 288-386 

custodian 274-367 
-36-

$10,6o8-14, 220 

8,724-11,700 

8,316-11,100 

7,176-9,624 

6,840-9,168 

6,516-8,724 

6, 2o4-8, 316 

5,9o4-7,920 

5,628-7,536 

5.,364-7,176 

5,100-6.,840 

4,860-6,516 

4,4o4-5,904 

4,200-5,628 

3,996-5,364 

3,8o4-5,100 

3,624-4,860 

3,456-4,632 

3,288-4,4o4 



TABLE 11 

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED PROBATION SERVICE COSTS 
UNDER A STATE FINANCED SYSTEMa 

Number of EmEloieesb Ex:eenditures 
Group & Estimated 
pepartment Current Proposed Difference Current Proposed Difference 

I 
Denver Adult 41 ~g 9 $275,500 $317,000 $41,500 

Juvenile 45 1 251,064 261,000 9,936 
Juv.Deten. 34 34 236,600 246,ooo 9,400 

Tri-District 18.5 26 7.5 181,585 205,000 23,415 

II 
let Dist. Juvenile 2 8 6 15.,000 71,000 56,000 
lHFi Dist. Adult 6 8 2 ~1,000 60,000 29,000 

Juvenile 8 12 4 2,000 91,000 49,000 
Juv.Deten. 6 7 l 42,900 58,000 15,100 

8th Dist. Adult 1.5 1 ( i)5) 3,400 6,900 3,500 
Juvenile 2.5 1.5 9,800 10,800 1,000 

10th Dist.Adult 7 8 l 25,000 55,000 30,000 
Juvenile 6 8 2 ~2,000 55,000 23,000 

l~th Dist.Juvenile 7 9 2 3,000 65,000 22,000 
1th Dist.Juvenile 6.5 8 1.5 . 28,000 44,000 16,000 
12th Dist.Adult 5 5 45, 320c 37,000 16,680C 

Juvenile 3 3 25,000 
20th Dist.Adult 4 ~ 1 21,000 40,000 19,000 

Juvenile 5 1 30,000 42,000 12,000 
21st Dist.Adult 1.65 1.5 (. 15) 24,415c 13,000 4,585 

Juvenile 2.35 2.5 .15 16,000 

IIIC 
3rd District \:15 2 .5 8,500 16,000 i,soo 
5th,9th,14th Dists. 2 2.5 .5 10,000 18,700 ,700 
6th, 22nd Districts 1.5 2.5 1 10,000 20,000 10,000 
7th District 1 1.5 .5 8,000 12,500 4,500 
11th District 1.25 1.5 .25 8,500 12,500 4:,000 
12th District 2 2 5,oooe 16,000 11,000 
13th District 1.5d 3 1.5 7,600 28,000 20,400 
15th District .75d 1 .25 4:,800 9,200 4,400 
16th District 1.5 3 1.5 5,700 28,000 22,300 

Total 225 268.5 43.5 $1,405,684 $1,879,600 $473,916 

Personnel Merit Adjustmentf 802 000 
Total $553,916 

~Includes juvenile detention facilities presently in operation. 
b. Includes professional and clerical. 
c. Adult and juvenile combined. 
d. Full-time equivalent, preoent officers part-time. 
e. Juvenile probation officer presently provided and paid for by State 

Juvenile Parole Division. 
r. Estimated amount to cover merit increases between 1966 and 1/1/68. 
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dollars would be required in FY 1968,if the state were to assume 
this obligation on January 1, 1968. This total includes the 
additional officers required by the caseload ratio standards 
used, the estimated cost of adjusting current salaries to tit 
into a state classification system, the estimated cost of pro
viding a five percent merit increase between 1966 and January 1, 
1968, and the operation and maintenance of the two existing 
juvenile detention facilities in Denver and Colorado Springs. 

That the proposal outlined above contemplates that at 
least $.5 million more be spent annually than at present illus
trates present gaps and needs in probation services. It costs 
approximately one-tenth as much to supervise an offender on 
probation as it does to commit him, and probation of first of
fenders usually is successful in 90 percent of the cases. If the 
state is to become entirely responsible for supporting probation 
services, it would appear, therefore, to be in its best interests 
to improve the quality of probation services. 

Increased State Aid to Probation 

At the present time, state aid provides a portion of 
the salaries of juvenile probation officers who meet the qual
ifications set forth in 22-8-9(2) C.R.S. 1963. These include 
a bachelor of arts or a bachelor of science degree in the social 
sciences, psychology, education, or a related field and one year ' s 
experience in probation or parole work, teaching, counseling, or 
a related field. 

For all full-time juvenile ~robation officers who meet 
these qualifications, the state pays ,200 a month or one-half of 
salary, whichever is less. $175,000 is appropriated for this 
purpose in the current fiscal year. • 

' 
The proposed new Children's Code adopted by the Legis-

lative Council Committee on Children 1 s Laws,which will be consid
ered by the Legislative Council for referral to the General 
Assembly,provides for an increase in state aid for juvenile 
probation as follows: 

1) The maximum monthly payment would be raised to 
$300 or one-half of salary, whichever is less, for full-time 
juvenile probation officers who meet the educational and exper
ience qualifications outlined above. 

2) Full-time juvenile probation officers who meet the 
educational requirements but who do not have a year of experience 
would be eligible for payments of $200 per month or one-half of 
salary, whichever is less. 

3) Part-time probation officers who work at least one
third time with juvenilea and who meet the educational and exper
ience qualifications would be eligible. for payments not to exceed 
$150 per month. 
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The Director of Youth Services, Department of In
stitutions, estimates that this recommended expansion or state 
aid would require an annual appropriation of $110,000 in ad
dition to the .$175,000 currently appropriated. 

There have been previous unsuccessful legislative 
attempts to provide state aid as well for qualified adult pro
bation officers. The expansion of state aid to include adult 
probation officers is suggested as one way state financial ob
ligations for the judicial system could be increased in a limited 
way. The juvenile probation officer qualification requirements 
could also aRply to adults, although it may be necessary to 
11grandfather 1 in currently employed officers, as was the case 
when the juvenile probation aid program was started. 

If the new aid limits recommended for juvenile pro
bation were also applied to adult probation officers, an initial 
annual appropriation of $570,000 might be sufficient. It should 
be pointed out that this program would not necessarily improve 
probation services in the less populous judicial districts. 
Experience under the juvenile program indicates the contrary, be
cause almost all of this assistance has been given to the larger 
counties. 

Payment of County Judges' Salaries 

Table 12 shows the estimated cost, if. the state were to 
pay county judges' salaries and travel expenses in the same way 
it does for district judges. The judges of the county court of 
the City and County of Denver are not included for the reasons 
stated in the first part of this report. If the state were to 
pay only a portion of these salaries {for example, 50 percent 
as shown in Table 1), the counties would continue to be respon-
sible for retirement, travel, and meetings. · 

This alternative provides a relatively simple way for 
the state to increase its financial responsibility for the court 
system, but it should be not ed that the estimated annual cost of 
total payment of salaries and travel ($587,834) is only $350,000 
less that the estimated annual net amount required to finance the 
whole county court system, because under this alternative, no 
additional fines and fees would accrue to the state. Consequently, 
it would appear that this alternative should be considered only if 
the state is not going to assume major fiscal responsibility for 
the court system at this time. In other words, if the decision is 
made to finance the district courts, it would make more sense. to 
include the county courts as well, rather than just county judi
cial salaries. 
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Present Salary 

$11,500 
11,000 
9,200 
7,200 
6,600 
6,000 
5,600 
5,200 
5,000 
4,250 
4,200 
3,800 
3,600 
3,200 
3,000 
1,200 

Sub-total 
PERA (12%) 
Health Insurance 

TABLE 12 

ESTIMATED COST OF STATE PAYMENT 
OF COUlffi JUDGES' SALARIEsa 

Number of Judges 

16 
3.75b 
1 
4.5° 
2.5d 
5.5e 
l 
4 
7.251' 
6 
8 
6 
3 
3 
2 
2 

Total Cost 

$184,000 
41,250 

9,200 
32,400 
16,500 
33,000 
5,600 

20,800 
36,250 
25.,500 
33,600 
22,800 
10,800 
.9,600 
6,000 
2,400 

489,750 
58,764 
4,320 

Personnel Total 
Tr~vel, Dues1 & Meetingsg 

Grand Total 

• 

S::--Does not include Denver County Court. 

$552,834 
35,000 

$587, 834 

b. Includes an associate judge in Loveland, and an assistant judge 
in Estes Park. 

c. Includes an associate judge in Brush. 
d. Includes an associate judge in Nucla. 
e. Includes an associate judge in Rifle. 
f. Includes an associate judge in Rangely, and assistant judges in 

Basalt., Minturn, and Dinosaur. 
g. Based on 1965 expenditures reported on questionnaires. 
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Judicial Administrator's Office 

. Many of the additional responsibilities of the judicial admin-
istrator's office under Alternatives I or II have already been mentioned 
in this report. The major ones may be summarized as follows: 

Function 

Personnel 

Admin. & 
Fiscal 

Short-term 
7/1/67-1/1/68 

1) Development of a state
wide personnel classification 
plan, through field study and 
desk audit of every court, 
assignment of salary classi
fications, development of job 
specifications and qualifi
cation standards. 

2) Study and development 
of a fringe benefit program, 
with emphasis on retirement. 

1) Development of budget
ing procedures, forms, etc. 

2) Study and negotiation 
of court facility mainten
ance agreements. 

3) Initial development of 
court facility master plan. 

4) Development of uniform 
clerical procedures. 
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Long-term 

1) Continuing responsib
ility for overseeing and 
coordinating the personnel 
system which would cover ap
proximately 750 full-time 
and 160 part-time employees, 
including continuing review & 
revision . of plan as required. 

2) Continuing consultation 
on personnel problems and 
related matters, recruitment, 
retention, etc. 

3)Liaison with executive 
branch re personnel policies, 
fringe benefits, etc. 

1) Control and coordination 
of budgeting process, budget 
review, etc. 

2) Coordination with con
troller re court fiscal 
procedures. 

3) Responsibility for con
tinuing and revolving funds. 

4) Continuing review and 
negotiation of maintenance 
agreements. 

5) Capital facility prog
ramming, including remodeling. 

6) Coordination and super
vision of uniform clerical 
procedures. 

7) Coordination and super
vision of purchasing. 



Function 

Probation 

Short-term 
7/1/67-1/1/68 

1) Development of a state
wide probation program and 
personnel classification 
plan (to be integrated with 
plan covering other employ
ees) requiring field study, 
including in depth analysis 
of staff needs based on 
caseload, travel, and other 
factors. 

2) Development of uniform 
procedures and coordinated 
planning among judicial 
districts and related court 
services including detention. 

Long-term 

1) Continuing responsibility 
for overseeing and coordin
ating probation services, in
cluding continuing review and 
revision of program. 

2) Continuing consultation 
on probation matters 

3) Liaison with Dept. of 
Institutions (parole and 
institutions as required). 

4) Coordination of approval 
of grants for special demon
stration projects for pro
bation and related court 
services. 

The minimum staff and budget. requirements to carry out 
these responsibilities are itemized in Table 13. 
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TABLE 13 

ADDITIONAL STAFF & BUDGET REQUIREMENTS 
FOR JUDICIAL ADMINISTRATOR'S OFFICE 

IF STATE ASSUMES FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY 
FOR DISTRICT AND COUNTY COURTS 

Personnel Number 
Oradea 
& Step 

Principal Budget Analyst 1 
Principal Mgt. and 

Systems Analyst 1 
Senior Personnel Technician 1 
Admin. Asst. III 1 
Principal Clerk-Steno 1 
Sr. Clerk-Typist l 

Sub-Total 

PERA 
Health Insurance 
Worlonen•s Comp. 

Total Personnel 

Travelb 
Office Equipment and Supplies 

Grand Total 

30-2 

30-2 
29-2 
27-2 
14-1 
13-1 

Annual 
Salary 

$11,136 

11,136 
10,608 
9,616 
4,860 
4,632 

$51,988 

3,119 
360 
100 

$55,567 

7,500 
5,000 

$68,067 

a:--Based on civil service pay claaaification recommendations to take 
effect on 7/1/67 • 

b. Would be reduced substantially in succeeding years, necessary 
during first year because of extensive field work required to 
establish personnel and administrative systems and budget process 
and controls. 
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APPENDIX A 

ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES FROM $15,000 APPROPRIATION 
FOR STUDY AS REQUESTED BY HJR 1004 (1966) 

Salaries 
Travel 
Equipment, rentals, and supplies 
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Total 

Balance 

$4,450.00 
525.00 
625.00 

$5,600.00 

$9,400.00 

,. 
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