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1) Callto Order and Approve ABENa......ccceeereceeeerecieeeeeeceeeeeeseee e e e Hon. Laura Roth
2)  Approve Minutes from 12/01/23 MeEeting.....cccceeeeceeereecveeerccceeeneans John Dew

3) CFY 2023-24 Quarter 1 PMAP REPOIt...ccciiiecceiirreieeeeeeeesnneeeeeeeeeeennns John Dew

4)  Peer Group DiSCUSSION ...ccceeceieririeeeiecccinnrereeesseeesnssereessssessnnnsesessssens Hon. Gary Cooney
B5)  Cases/SubCases UPAalte....coeiiiecciiinriiieeseeecsnnreeeeessesssssssseeesssssennns Johnny Petit

6) Payment Plan Workgroup Update......cccceeevveeeccieeeeee e John Dew

7)  Compliance CPR TraiNiNg ..ccccccceeeeeieeeeeeceeee s ereeeeeeeseee e e e e e s esne e e e John Dew

8)  Other BUSINESS .. uuuiiiieieeiicciierieeesssesssssreeeessesssssssssseessssssssssssseesssssennnns Hon. Laura Roth

Committee Members: Laura E. Roth, Esq. (Volusia), Chair, Stacy Butterfield, CPA (Polk), Doug
Chorvat, Jr. (Hernando), Gary J. Cooney, Esq. (Lake), Brenda D. Forman (Broward), Tara S.
Green (Clay), Crystal K. Kinzel (Collier), Michelle R. Miller (St. Lucie), Matt Reynolds
(Putnam), Victoria L. Rogers (Hardee), Clayton O. Rooks (Jackson), Angela Vick (Citrus)
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Minutes of December 1, 2023, PIE Committee Meeting

Committee Action: Review and approve with amendments, as necessary.

The Performance Improvement and Efficiencies Committee of the Clerk of Courts Operation
Corporation (CCOC) held a meeting via WebEx on 9/1/23. An agenda and materials were
distributed and posted on the CCOC website before the meeting. Provided below is a
summary of staff notes from the meeting. These staff notes are designed to document
committee action, not to be a complete record of committee discussions. All motions
adopted by the committee are in bold text. All action items based on committee direction are
in red and bold text.

1. Agenda Item 1 - Call to Order and Approve Agenda
The meeting was called to order by Chair Laura Roth. Marleni Bruner, CCOC Performance,
Policy, & Education Director, called the roll.

Present for meeting [WebEXx]: Chair Roth, Clerk Doug Chorvat, Jr., Clerk Gary J. Cooney, Clerk
Tara S. Green, Clerk Crystal K. Kinzel, Clerk Michelle Miller, Clerk Victoria L. Rogers, Clerk
Clayton O. Rooks, I

Absent from the meeting: Clerk Butterfield, Clerk Brenda D. Forman, Clerk Matt Reynolds,
Clerk Angela Vick

A motion to approve the agenda as presented was made by Clerk Kinzel and seconded by
Clerk Cooney. The motion was adopted by consent.

2. Agenda Item 2 - Approve Minutes from 9/01/23 Meeting
The minutes from the 9/01/23 PIE Committee meeting were presented. There were no
questions, comments, or edits.

A motion to approve the minutes as presented was made by Clerk Chorvat Jr. and seconded
by Clerk Rooks. The motion was adopted by consent.

Our Mission: As a governmental organization created by the Legislature, we evaluate Clerks’ court-related budgetary
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Clerk Roth informed the committee about the new transitionary period the CCOC is entering.
She mentioned the appointment of Jason Welty, soon to be CCOC Executive Director, as the
clerk of Jefferson County, although he plans to return to CCOC. She also proposed that the
committee focus on functional goals rather than the lofty or philosophical goals previously
planned for the coming year. Ms. Bruner was introduced as the lead staff of the
Performance Improvement and Efficiencies Committee. Ms. Bruner stated that the CCOC
had hired a student intern, Valerie Hernandez, to help manage the work of the PIE
Committee and follow-up emails regarding reports.

John Dew, CCOC Executive Director, stated he will not be filling the Deputy Executive Director
position for the next year. He also mentioned that over the next couple of months, the CCOC
will be undergoing a series of evaluations of what they do well, what they can work on, and
what counties want more of, which may impact the work of the committees as well.

3. Agenda ltem 3 - CFY 2022-23 Quarter 4 PMAP Report

Ms. Bruner presented the CFY 2022-23 Quarter 4 Performance Measures and Actions Plans
report to the Committee. She stated that 10 counties did not require action plans, which
was an increase from the prior quarter. Action Plans for Collections and Juror Timeliness
remained the same while action plans for filing and docketing timely decreased. There was a
change in how statewide reports are submitted to the Governor and the Legislature;
however, the report is available on the CCOC website.

Clerk Green asked if any comparison has been made between the reduction of action plans
compared to the number of FTEs in the office to see if there is any correlation. Since the
funding has been improving over the years, she wondered if the appropriate number of FTEs
could be contributing to the reduced action plans. Clerk Roth and Ms. Bruner responded by
stating that a cross-reference has not been made. Clerk Green then proposed how it would
be nice to know that recent funding is helping the offices. Mr. Dew mentioned that due to
staff turnover and training the correlation may not be evident for some time as this was the
first quarter with a drop in action plans. Clerk Roth was concerned this task would require
additional staff work. Ms. Bruner mentioned that as a staff directive, she could compare the
FTE reported in the operational budget and compare it to the number of action plans over
the past couple of years.

Clerk Kinzel stated she agreed with both Clerk Roth and Clerk Green. She believed more
analytics needed to be done to show associated evidence of accomplishment. She also did
not see an increase in her budget.

Clerk Green motioned and Clerk Kinzel seconded the request for staff to provide an analysis
of the correlation between the number of FTEs and the number of action plans.

A motion to approve the CFY 2022-23 Quarter 4 PMAP Report was made by Clerk Miller and
seconded by Clerk Green. The motion passed unanimously.
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4. Agenda ltem 4 - Case/Subcases Update

Ms. Bruner introduced Johnny Petit, CCOC Actuarial Performance Analyst, who will be taking
over this report at the PIE Committee meetings. Mr. Petit explained that the data shown
depicted an analysis over several years from September 2019-2023. He mentioned 2019
is more of a baseline year and 2020 was removed because it is an outlier due to the impact
of COVID-19.

Notable changes in data include:
e The total case number for September was 403,574.
o This was a 2.82% increase year over year.
e For the Calendar Fiscal Year, cases were up about 5 million. Criminal Cases were up
by 5.29 percent and Civil Traffic was up 5.5 percent.
o Subcase types such as small claims, evictions, and auto negligence drove the
increases.

5. Agenda Item 5 - Peer Group Analysis

Clerk Cooney presented the Peer Group Analysis Report. He explained that peer groups have
been done for a while; however, about 4 years ago, it was determined that it could be done
“in-house” instead of using a contractor. It seemed 8 peer groups were the “magic number”
if basic rules were applied. The first was to not have any county in a peer group with another
county that has more than two times their population size or more than two times the total
weighted case count. The statute requires that population and cases be used. Since
weighted cases were used in the budget process it was then adopted to include weighted
cases rather than just pure case numbers.

Clerk Cooney stated that the report uses the University of Florida’s BEBR estimates for
population figures as of April 1, 2022, and the verified weighted cases from CFY 2021-22.
The statistical analysis found it was important that a county is not its own peer group (i.e.,
Miami-Dade County). Statistical analysis breaks down when you have less than four counties
in a peer group. Palm Beach and Hillsborough counties were added to Peer Group 8 based
on population. Gulf was kept in Peer Group 1 although they had slightly too many cases
compared to Lafayette County. Clerk Cooney concluded by assuring statistical analysis was
done on all counties regardless of Peer Group. Miami-Dade County was placed in Peer Group
8 for both options so that it is not its own Per Group. He pointed out that the statute requires
this work. During budget deliberations and weighted case review a statistical analysis is
done across all counties regardless of peer group. He stated that the committee could use
either option or both to fulfill that statutory obligation; however, a statistical analysis across
all counties will still be done.

Clerk Roth proposed not voting on the options during the meeting and moving the vote to
the PIE Committee meeting scheduled for 03/15/24, to allow committee members and
others to have time to review the options presented. She asked Clerk Cooney to restate
what the two options are that they would be choosing between. Clerk Cooney responded that
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there is nothing in the statute that required one option to be picked over the other, the peer
groups just needed to be chosen and analyzed. He stated that both options could be kept,
and both Peer Groups used in certain circumstances. His stated preference is to use
population based on the BEBR figures as a third-party reported data source. He does not
believe the budget committee or the CCOC are restricted to only looking at peer groups “one

”

way.

Clerk Roth asked if there was an option that included the population and weighted cases
together. Clerk Cooney responded that he does some tweaks on the back end but tried to
work on that model in 2019, and it became a mess.

Clerk Kinsel motioned to vote on the Peer Groups at the 03/15/24 PIE Committee meeting
and was seconded by Clerk Green. The motion passed unanimously.

Clerk Roth directed CCOC Staff to distribute the report and supporting documentation to all
clerks for their review and comment before the vote in March.

6. Agenda Item 6 - Other Business

Clerk Roth stated that the CCOC and various committees were focused more on strategic
planning and working on the essential core functions. From the PIE Committee, the two
important workgroups are Weighted Cases and Case Counting. She stated the case counting
workgroup produces Business Rules and after having had a workshop with clerks, clerk
staff, and the workgroup’s meetings, they produced a solid product. There were very few
items in the Business Rules that were requested to be improved, and those that do need
review are very specific. The review of cases by the Case Counting Workgroup has a goal of
being done by May, so the weighted cases can be used by the Budget Committee. Clerk Roth
proposed that the Weighted Case Workgroup be reformed using members previously
involved as well as new ones, to improve those nuanced items that needed to be reviewed.
It is anticipated that the workgroup will not begin its work until January 2024. Clerk Roth
asked Clerk Green if she would chair the workgroup. Clerk Green accepted and asked Clerk
Cooney if his expertise would be available. He responded that we would be available to help
in any way.

Clerk Roth noted that Clerk Cooney is the chair of the Case Counting Workgroup, and they
are working hard to complete their review for the CFY 2022-23 cases. She reiterated that
case counting and weighted cases are the major functions of the committee and the
information has to be right so that we can trust our data. She notified the committee that
Ms. Bruner is reviewing the final Output submissions and while there are some missing
elements like Financial Receipts, those will not prohibit the work of the case counting
workgroup from meeting their deadline. Clerk Roth asked if counties are contacted by the
Case Counting workgroup, to please respond timely. She reassured the group that it is
usually a small error and to not act defensively. The workgroup will be performing statistical
analysis on the case counts submitted and will be working to identify outliers. Updates for
the progress of this workgroup will come on the March PIE Committee meeting call.
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Shannon Chessman, from Palm Beach County, informed the Committee that Chief Judge
Kelly requested a meeting to specifically dialogue about small claims cases in County Civil.
The Florida Supreme Court recently did their certification, Judge Kelly wanted to dialogue
about their county civil case counts in comparison to their peers. They have discovered that
other counties in their peer group are invoking the rules of civil procedure through
Administrative Order and therefore do not have to do small claim pre-trials whereas, in Palm
Beach, every small claim requires pre-trial, and the clerk staffs the courtroom. She further
stated that the weight for those cases is a 5, whether you have pre-trials or not. She
mentioned that their budget has been negatively impacted because they appear to have a
much lower weighted caseload when the workload for the cases is not identical. She
requested that the weighted case workgroup look at the differential in workload. Their Chief
Judge feels that they are not at a disadvantage because they were not selected for more
judgeships, and they are pressing the Clerk. She also mentioned that Palm Beach would be
happy to serve on one or both of the workgroups.

Clerk Roth mentioned that her county has the highest increase per capita and because civil
rules are invoked the work becomes complex and the workload becomes incredible, so
further discussion is needed on this topic.

Clerk Cooney mentioned that over the years of this project the numbers of outliers that were
found as a result of not following the business rules, have decreased dramatically. In many
instances, they have seen where an outlier is just an outlier. He expressed that many times
they are calling to say that cases were miscategorized and switching to the appropriate
category results in a higher weighted cases total. This allows them to get the full credit they
deserve. He believes the phone calls are not a bad thing, it allows everyone to be on the
same page so everyone can feel more comfortable with everyone else’s numbers. He further
stated that it is a laborious project that is well worth it because of the benefits, such as the
number of anomalies due to not applying business rules have decreased.

Clerk Roth responded that for her county the two times they were contacted, her staff was
either undercounting or misapplying the business rules, and once it was moved
appropriately, the weighted case count increased. She reassured the clerks to be quick and
responsive.

Clerk Green asked Clerk Cooney if during the work of the workgroup, if an example like the
one Ms. Chessman shared, where there was a nuance that created more work for a county,
how was it addressed? Clerk Cooney referred to the meetings when case weights were
originally developed and stated that the workgroup looked at where they were at that time
and the workload compared to other case types. He said he would need to look at Ms.
Chessman’s situation specifically. Another example is in Clerk Roth’s County (Volusia) she is
required to staff every meeting of the judge and he is not required to do so in Lake County.
He thought it should be discussed in the workgroup, but in Palm Beach’s case, it may be the
Chief Judges in other circuits are violating the rules. He was not sure if the CCOC should
adjust the case weight for Palm Beach in that either they get their workload increased, or if
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other circuits get theirs decreased. He stated the rules for small claims require a pretrial by
a local official (even a judges’ law clerk instead of a judge). If a pretrial is considered a
hearing, then the judge can require the clerk to provide staff. He gave the example of a
switch between judges handling small claims in Lake County, and how they had to “hold his
hand” through the beginning. So, he agreed that they needed to be discussed in the
workgroup to see if changes are needed.

Clerk Roth mentioned that they can waive the pretrial, although it is not truly waived
because it still must be set, and they track who evoked the rules. Then all of the cases still
must go to the case management conference. She stated they had some dockets of case
management conferences where there were 900 cases set for one single docket. Clerk
Cooney stated that in his case, they have a combo pretrial and mediation without the waiver
of the rules. They use the rule that you can send the case to mediation and if they request
pretrial at that point, then they are entitled to it. He explained that a law clerk presides over
the pretrial/mediation and recommends mediation first. Cases that do not settle are then
scheduled for the case management conference and go to pretrial.

Clerk Roth clarified that in Palm Beach if they had a regular case that is not auto-invoked,
then would they have to do both a pretrial and a case management conference that would
have to be staffed. Ms. Chessman confirmed that is the case. Clerk Roth stated that made
her feel a bit better because she was on the workgroup from the Florida Supreme Court that
looked at this. They found that PIP/glass cases in Volusia take 60% longer to resolve than
other small claim cases. It was 30 days for a normal case compared to 95.5 days in
PIP/glass cases. The PIP/glass cases also had 85% more docket activity.

Clerk Green wanted to extend an invitation to Palm Beach, specifically Ms. Chessman to be
on the workgroup because of her perspective. Clerk Roth recommended others from a PIP-
inundated county to be on the workgroup as well so there is representation of this issue.
Clerk Green agreed.

Clerk Green asked Ms. Bruner for an update on the Payment Plan Reporting workgroup. Ms.
Bruner responded that it was originally on the agenda for this meeting but was removed
because they did not have anything new to report. They are in the data-collecting mode as of
right now, but she will have a full report with an analysis at the meeting in March.

There are no additional questions or concerns.

Clerk Roth reminded the group that the next PIE meeting is on March 15, 2024, from 10 am
to 12 pm.

Mr. Dew thanked Clerk Roth for her leadership and added he would like everyone to be
patient with the CCOC due to the new transition, they are doing their best. He also thanked
Ms. Bruner for taking over as staff for this committee.

Clerk Roth adjourned the meeting at 11:00 AM.
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AGENDA ITEM 3

DATE: March 15, 2024
SUBJECT: CFY 2023-24 Quarter 1 PMAP Report
COMMITTEE ACTION: Approve CFY 2023-24 Quarter 1 PMAP Report

OVERVIEW:

The CCOC has completed the CFY 2023-24 Quarter 1 Performance Measures and Action Plans
(PMAP) report, posted it to the CCOC website (https://flccoc.org/ccoc-reports/#pr), and
submitted it to the Legislature on 2/15/24.

Report Highlights
The Performance Measures and Action Plans report identifies the counties not meeting
workload performance standards for specific measures.

Performance Standards | Counties Requiring | Potential Action Total Action
an Action Plan Plans Plans
Collections 46 603 101
Filing — Timeliness 14 670 28
Docketing - Timeliness 6 670 12
Timely Juror Payments 4 67 4

e Total number of Action Plans and the number of counties requiring Action Plans
continues to slowly decrease for each standard.

¢ Nine counties did not have any Action Plans: Citrus, Collier, Flagler, Hamilton, Indian
River, Manatee, Monroe, Sumter, Walton

COMMITTEE ACTION: Approve CFY 2023-24 Quarter 1 PMAP Report

LEAD STAFF: John Dew, CCOC Executive Director

Our Mission: As a governmental organization created by the Legislature, we evaluate Clerks’ court-related budgetary

needs, and recommend the fair and equitable allocation of resources needed to sustain court operations.
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AGENDA ITEM 4

DATE: March 15, 2024
SUBJECT: Peer Group Discussion
COMMITTEE ACTION: Approve Peer Groups for CFY 2024-25

OVERVIEW:

Changes to similarly situated counties, commonly known as Peer Groups, were last adopted
by the CCOC Executive Council on September 29, 2020. The PIE Committee recommended
using weighted cases at that time. Clerk Cooney has provided an updated analysis that
includes two options (Attachment 1). Option one organizes Peer Groups by the University of
Florida BEBR population estimates as of April 1, 2022. The second option organizes Peer
Groups by weighted cases for CFY 2021-22.

The following guidelines were also considered:
1. No less than four (4) counties per peer group;
2. No county in a population peer group with a county with more than twice its population;
and
3. No county in a weighted case peer group with a county with more than twice its total
weighted cases

The following considerations were also made:

1. Palm Beach and Hillsborough have been placed into Group 8 to comply with the
statutory analysis requirements.

2. Gulf was kept in Group 1 although they have slightly more than double Lafayette’s total
weighted cases. Placing Gulf in Group 1 will allow a somewhat more meaningful
statistical analysis of Group 1 if such an analysis is deemed necessary.

3. Miami-Dade was placed into Group 8 to comply with the statutory analysis
requirements.

At the PIE Committee meeting on December 1, 2023, Clerk Cooney presented his report and
explanation for the two options. Clerk Roth requested the report and an analysis of changes
(Attachment 2) sent out statewide to provide a time for review and comment by all clerks and
their staff. Comments were requested to be returned by February 29, 2024. CCOC staff was

S
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asked to provide the subcases by county, which equaled the weighted cases reflected in Clerk
Cooney’s report. The report was sent out via email on February 23, 2024. CCOC staff also
collected responses from counties (Attachment 3) for review by the Committee.

CCOC Staff was also requested to provide information on the development of case weights.
That project began back in 2016 and information related to the workgroup meetings is not
fully intact; however, some summary information is available (Attachment 4).

The committee will discuss the following options:
1. Make no changes to the currently approved Peer Groups
2. Select new Peer Groups based on Option 1 - Population
3. Select new Peer Groups based on Option 2 - Weighted Cases
4. Select new Peer Groups based on some other metric.

COMMITTEE ACTION: Approve Peer Groups for CFY 2024-25

LEAD STAFF: Honorable Gary L. Cooney, Lake County Clerk
Denise Bell, Lake County

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Report on Peer Group Analysis
2. Peer Group Comparison to Analysis
3. Comments from Clerks and their staff
4. 2016 Case Weight Development

11
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Report on Peer Group Analysis

Pursuant to Paragraph 28.35(2)(f), Florida Statutes, approving the proposed budgets
submitted by clerks of the court is one of the duties of the Florida Clerks of Court Operations
Corporation. As part of that approval process, Sub-paragraph 28.35(2)(f)2. requires the
Corporation to “[p]repare a cost comparison of similarly situated clerks of the court, based upon
county population and numbers of filings, using the standard list of court related functions
specified in paragraph (3)(a).” (emphasis added) Based upon this requirement, this analysis
utilized the following information:

1. The University of Florida BEBR estimates of population for each county as of
April 1, 2022;

2. The total weighted cases reported by each county for the fiscal 2021-2022 fiscal
year.

This analysis kept in mind the rule from the currently adopted peer group study that no
county should be in a peer group with a county with more than twice its population. Likewise,
this rule was applied to total weighted case numbers.

An analysis of case counts, costs, and budgets requires statistical calculations. Many
times, the first step in those statistical calculations is the determination of the standard deviation.
Generally, after this determination is made, a reviewer looks for those data points which are at
least two standard deviations from the mean. With this being the case, it can be argued that peer
groups with only one, two, or three members should not be used, as no meaningful standard
deviation analysis will occur with data from so few members. Although internally the CCOC
budget committee compares all counties, the Legislature apparently envisioned some type of peer
group system for budget comparison purposes.

CCOC is required by Sub-paragraph 28.35(2)(f)2. to prepare a cost comparison of
similarly situated clerks, and by Sub-paragraph 28.35(2)(f)9. to “identify the budget of any clerk
which exceeds the average budget of similarly situated clerks by more than 10 percent.” While it
could be argued that no county is similarly situated to Miami-Dade, the caseload per population
studies placed Miami-Dade in various places along the number of cases or number of weighted
cases per population continuum. Therefore, Miami-Dade is capable of being compared and
could be placed in a multi-county peer group. If placed in a multi-county peer group, Miami-
Dade will be identified as a county with a budget which exceeds the average budget of the
counties in the peer group by more than 10 percent. Likewise, on the small county end of the
scale, Lafayette’s small weighted case numbers also deserve some special consideration.

The evaluations of possible peer groups by total population and by weighted case count
each yielded eight peer groups with slight variations. In order to provide meaningful peer groups
for statistical purposes it is necessary to combine the rules for initially determining peer groups
with rules for creating statistically meaningful peer groups. For example, if the peer groups are
created using total population, and the rule of no county shall be in a peer group with another
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county which is more than twice its population is applied, eight peer groups would be created,
but the eighth peer group would consist of only Broward and Miami-Dade. No helpful statistical
analysis could be made by simply comparing these two counties to each other. Similarly, if peer
groups are created using weighted case count numbers, and the rule of no county shall be in a
peer group with another county which has more than twice its case count numbers is applied,
nine peer groups would be created, but the first peer group would consist of only Lafayette,
Liberty, and Union counties, and the last peer group would only consist of Miami-Dade. Once
again, no helpful statistical analysis could be made by simply comparing the smallest three
counties to each other and Miami-Dade to itself. Therefore, depending on which numbers are
being used, adjustments to at least one end of the scale will be necessary.

Having said the above, it is my recommendation that we continue to use eight (8) peer groups.
Further, it appears the similarly situated counties should be based upon either population or case
counts in order to be consistent with Sub-paragraph 28.35(2)(f)2. For budgeting purposes, pure
case counts without workload weighting are not very helpful. Whether a peer group is based
upon population or weighted workloads, questions will always be asked about the other measure;
therefore, either method seems appropriate for CCOC purposes. Based upon the current case
weighting and a hybrid of the guidelines mentioned above:

1) No less than four (4) counties per peer group;

2) No county in a population peer group with a county with more than twice its
population; and

3) No county in a weighted case peer group with a county with more than twice its
total weighted cases

the possible peer groups by population and by weighted case count would be:

County April 1, 2022 Peer CountyTotal Weighted Peer

Population Cases 2021/22

Estimate
Lafayette 7,808 1 Lafayette 4,538.0 1
Liberty 7,831 1 Liberty 7,148.5 1
Glades 12,273 1 Union 7,861.5 1
Franklin 12,729 1 Gulf** 11,107.0 1
Hamilton 13,395 1 Glades 11,559.5 2
Calhoun 13,740 1 Franklin 12,254.0 2
Jefferson 14,923 1 Gilchrist 12,406.5 2
Union 15,550 1 Jefferson 12,499.0 2
Gulf 15,938 2 Dixie 12,763.5 2
Dixie 16,988 2 Calhoun 13,234.0 2



Madison
Gilchrist
Holmes
Taylor
Washington
Hardee
Bradford
Baker
DeSoto
Wakulla
Okeechobee
Hendry
Gadsden
Levy
Suwannee
Jackson
Columbia
Putnam
Walton
Monroe
Nassau
Highlands
Flagler
Sumter
Citrus
Martin
Indian River
Bay
Charlotte
Santa Rosa
Hernando
Okaloosa
Clay
Alachua
St. Johns
Leon
Escambia
St. Lucie
Collier
Marion
Lake
Manatee
Osceola
Sarasota
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18,438
18,841
19,784
21,375
25,461
25,544
27,013
27,881
34,748
35,169
39,385
40,633
43,967
44,288
44,688
48,395
71,525
74,249
79,544
83,961
95,809
103,102
124,202
141,420
158,009
161,655
165,559
184,002
196,742
196,834
199,207
215,751
225,553
287,872
296,919
299,130
329,583
350,518
390,912
391,983
403,857
421,768
424,946
452,378
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Hamilton
Holmes
Taylor
Baker
Washington
Hardee
Wakulla
Madison
Desoto
Hendry
Suwannee
Bradford
Jackson
Okeechobee
Gadsden
Levy
Nassau
Putnam
Highlands
Columbia
Walton
Flagler
Sumter
Indian River
Citrus
Martin
Santa Rosa
Monroe
Hernando
Charlotte
Clay
Okaloosa
Saint Johns
Alachua
Bay

Leon

Saint Lucie
Collier
Lake
Marion
Manatee
Escambia
Osceola
Sarasota

15,370.5
16,678.5
19,523.0
19,595.5
20,364.0
20,386.0
23,389.5
24,042.0
26,500.5
28,223.5
30,781.0
30,987.0
32,334.0
34,476.0
35,454.5
39,743.5
53,930.0
59,943.5
61,752.5
65,278.0
70,373.5
71,591.0
72,197.5
87,914.5

102,654.5

104,015.0

119,938.5

121,354.5

128,656.5

140,392.5

142,202.0

154,122.5

160,469.0

185,378.0

194,563.0

205,593.0

230,593.5

230,847.5

230,984.0

239,539.5

240,170.0

246,362.5

291,815.5

304,616.0
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Seminole 484,054
Volusia 572,815
Pasco 592,669
Brevard 627,544
Polk 770,019
Lee 802,178
Pinellas 972,852
Duval 1,033,533
Orange 1,481,321

Palm Beach* 1,518,152
Hillsborough* 1,520,529
Broward 1,969,099
Miami-Dade 2,757,592

*Palm Beach and Hillsborough have been placed into Group 8 to comply with the statutory

analysis requirements.

**Gulf was kept in Group 1although they have slightly more than double Lafayette’s total
weighted cases. Placing Gulf in Group 1 will allow a somewhat more meaningful statistical
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Seminole
Pasco
Brevard

Lee

Volusia

Polk

Pinellas
Duval

Palm Beach
Orange
Hillsborough
Broward
Miami-Dade***

analysis of Group 1, if such an analysis is deemed necessary.

***Miami-Dade was placed into Group 8 to comply with the statutory analysis requirements.

I believe using either peer group method will satisfy the statutory requirements. Further, in an
effort to be thorough, both might be used. Regardless of the choice, the analysis of case counts
will continue to use population compared to weighted cases across all counties, not just within

peer groups.

313,164.0
333,213.0
388,680.0
483,019.5
536,057.5
571,055.0
725,922.0

1,012,593.0

1,084,405.5
1,357,461.0
1,420,920.0
1,513,921.5
3,160,436.0
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County

Peer Group
Effective
10/1/20

PG Option 1
Population
as of 4/1/22

PG Option 2
Weighted Cases
CFY 2021-22

Calhoun

1

1

2

Lafayette

Liberty

Union

Baker

Dixie

Franklin

Gilchrist

Glades

Gulf

Hamilton

Holmes

Jefferson

Taylor

Washington

Bradford

DeSoto

Gadsden

Hardee

Hendry

Jackson

Levy

Madison

Okeechobee

Suwannee

Wakulla

Citrus

Columbia

Flagler

Highlands

Indian River

Nassau

Putnam

Sumter

Walton
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County Peer Group PG Option 1 PG Option 2

Effective Population Weighted Cases
10/1/20 as of 4/1/22 CFY 2021-22
Alachua 5 5 5
Charlotte 5 5 5
Clay 5 5 5
Hernando 5 5 5
Martin 5 5 4
Monroe 5 4 5
Okaloosa 5 5 5
Saint Johns 5 5 5
Santa Rosa 5 5 5
Bay 6 5 5
Brevard 6 6 6
Collier 6 6 5
Escambia 6 6 6
Lake 6 6 5
Leon 6 5 5
Manatee 6 6 6
Marion 6 6 5
Osceola 6 6 6
Pasco 6 6 6
Saint Lucie 6 6 5
Sarasota 6 6 6
Seminole 6 6 6
Duval 7 7 8
Lee 7 7 7
Pinellas 7 7 7
Polk 7 7 7
Volusia 7 6 7
Broward 8 8 8
Hillsborough 8 8 8
Miami-Dade 8 8 8
Orange 8 7 8
Palm Beach 8 8 8
NOTES

1. The current Peer Groups were adopted by the Budget Committee on 7/8/20 and
by the Executive Council on 9/29/20, and effective 10/1/20.

2. The CCOC moved the review and adoption of the Peer Groups to the PIE Committee
as it more appropriately fits this committee.

3. Clerk Cooney presented both options equally and did not list one option as
preferential over the other.

Moved into higher Peer Group
Moved into lower Peer Group

CCOC

FLORIDA CLERKS OF COURT
OPERATIONS CORPORATION
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County

Peer Group
Effective
10/1/20

PG Option 1
Population
as of 4/1/22

PG Option 2
Weighted Cases
CFY 2021-22

Alachua

5

5

5

Baker

Bay

Bradford

Brevard

Broward

Calhoun

Charlotte

Citrus

Clay

Collier

Columbia

DeSoto

Dixie

Duval

Escambia

Flagler

Franklin

Gadsden

Gilchrist

Glades

Gulf

Hamilton

Hardee

Hendry

Hernando

Highlands

Hillsborough

Holmes

Indian River

Jackson

Jefferson

Lafayette

Lake

Lee
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County

Peer Group
Effective
10/1/20

PG Option 1
Population
asof 4/1/22

PG Option 2
Weighted Cases
CFY 2021-22

Leon

6

5

5

Levy

Liberty

Madison

Manatee

Marion

Martin

Miami-Dade

Monroe

Nassau

Okaloosa

Okeechobee

Orange

Osceola

Palm Beach

Pasco

Pinellas

Polk

Puthnam

Saint Johns

Saint Lucie

Santa Rosa

Sarasota

Seminole

Sumter

Suwannee

Taylor

Union

Volusia

Wakulla

Walton

Washington
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County Peer Group County PG Option 1 County PG Option 2
Effective Population Weighted Cases
10/1/20 as of 4/1/22 CFY 2021-22
Calhoun 1 Calhoun 1 Gulf 1
Lafayette 1 Franklin 1 Lafayette 1
Liberty 1 Glades 1 Liberty 1
Union 1 Hamilton 1 Union 1
Baker 2 Jefferson 1 Baker 2
Dixie 2 Lafayette 1 Calhoun 2
Franklin 2 Liberty 1 Dixie 2
Gilchrist 2 Union 1 Franklin 2
Glades 2 Baker 2 Gilchrist 2
Gulf 2 Bradford 2 Glades 2
Hamilton 2 Dixie 2 Hamilton 2
Holmes 2 Gilchrist 2 Hardee 2
Jefferson 2 Gulf 2 Holmes 2
Taylor 2 Hardee 2 Jefferson 2
Washington 2 Holmes 2 Taylor 2
Bradford 3 Madison 2 Washington 2
DeSoto 3 Taylor 2 Bradford 3
Gadsden 3 Washington 2 DeSoto 3
Hardee 3 DeSoto 3 Gadsden 3
Hendry 3 Gadsden 3 Hendry 3
Jackson 3 Hendry 3 Jackson 3
Levy 3 Jackson 3 Levy 3
Madison 3 Levy 3 Madison 3
Okeechobee 3 Okeechobee 3 Okeechobee 3
Suwannee 3 Suwannee 3 Suwannee 3
Wakulla 3 Wakulla 3 Wakulla 3
Citrus 4 Columbia 4 Citrus 4
Columbia 4 Flagler 4 Columbia 4
Flagler 4 Highlands 4 Flagler 4
Highlands 4 Monroe 4 Highlands 4
Indian River 4 Nassau 4 Indian River 4
Nassau 4 Putnam 4 Martin 4
Putnam 4 Sumter 4 Nassau 4
Sumter 4 Walton 4 Putnam 4
Walton 4 Alachua 5 Sumter 4
Alachua 5 Bay 5 Walton 4
Charlotte 5 Charlotte 5 Alachua 5
Clay 5 Citrus 5 Bay 5
Hernando 5 Clay 5 Charlotte 5
Martin 5 Hernando 5 Clay 5
Monroe 5 Indian River 5 Collier 5
Okaloosa 5 Leon 5 Hernando 5
Saint Johns 5 Martin 5 Lake 5
Santa Rosa 5 Okaloosa 5 Leon 5

CCOC

FLORIDA CLERKS OF COURT
OPERATIONS CORPORATION
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Bay 6 Saint Johns 5 Marion 5
Brevard 6 Santa Rosa 5 Monroe 5
Collier 6 Brevard 6 Okaloosa 5
Escambia 6 Collier 6 Saint Johns 5
Lake 6 Escambia 6 Saint Lucie 5
Leon 6 Lake 6 Santa Rosa 5
Manatee 6 Manatee 6 Brevard 6
Marion 6 Marion 6 Escambia 6
Osceola 6 Osceola 6 Manatee 6
Pasco 6 Pasco 6 Osceola 6
Saint Lucie 6 Saint Lucie 6 Pasco 6
Sarasota 6 Sarasota 6 Sarasota 6
Seminole 6 Seminole 6 Seminole 6
Duval 7 Volusia 6 Lee 7
Lee 7 Duval 7 Pinellas 7
Pinellas 7 Lee 7 Polk 7
Polk 7 Orange 7 Volusia 7
Volusia 7 Pinellas 7 Broward 8
Broward 8 Polk 7 Duval 8
Hillsborough 8 Broward 8 Hillsborough 8
Miami-Dade 8 Hillsborough 8 Miami-Dade 8
Orange 8 Miami-Dade 8 Orange 8
Palm Beach 8 Palm Beach 8 Palm Beach 8

CCOC

FLORIDA CLERKS OF COURT
OPERATIONS CORPORATION
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FLORIDA CLERKS OF COURT
OPERATIONS CORPORATION

2560-102 BARRINGTON CIRCLE » TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32308 ~PHONE 850.386.2223 - FAX 850.386.2224 ~WWW.FLCCOC.ORG

Peer Group Options - County Responses

Bay County
e | vote for the weighted cases option. That is after all our responsibility, population is
semi-correlated but irrelevant.

Liberty County
e | am fine with either option.

Citrus County
e Inreview of the peer groups, | would agree that using the weighted workload peer
group method would be more applicable. It is a truer picture of the effort and time.
The thought has been the higher the population the higher the court case count, yes
and no. Using the weight means using a scale of 1 to 9, a will file (1) (filing only) to
child support (9) that can be handled for over 18 years.

Pinellas County
e After review and analysis, Clerk Ken Burke would prefer Peer Group Option 1.
[Population Based]

Marion County
e Does your last sentence below mean to suggest that a move from one peer group to
another will not necessarily impact a county’s budget? | think it does, or at least the
notion that that possibility has not yet been decided but, being one of the four
counties currently in peer group 6 which stands to potentially be changed to peer
group 5 (Lake, Collier, and St. Lucie being the other three), I'd kind of like to know for
sure.

Also, do you know if the PIE Committee will have more recent information at its
disposal for its review and decision? | ask because it is my understanding that
Marion continues to grow at a rate faster than most other counties in Florida, and we
are set to surpass the 400k mark this year. These numbers from two years ago still
have us around 391k; and | also suspect that that our weighted cases have probably
also increased in FY23-24 from FY21-22.

Thanks,
Greg

Our Mission: As a governmental organization created by the Legislature, we evaluate Clerks’ court-related budgetary

needs, and recommend the fair and equitable allocation of resources needed to sustain court operations.
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e

PEER GROUP OPTIONS - COUNTY RESPONSES

V3

Good afternoon, Clerk Harrell,

Hope all is well! | can take the budget-side of the question below. Amending the Peer
Groups does not directly affect a clerk’s budget, and weighted cases have been
considered and implemented by the Budget Committee during budget deliberations
(both statewide and by Peer Group). However, weighted cases by Peer Group have
not been implemented into budget allocations in the recent past. That does not mean
that this won’t be implemented by Peer Group in the future though. Hope this helps.
Please let me know if any additional information is needed.

Thank you,
Griffin

The PIE Committee will not review the Peer Group recommendations based on
potential budgetary impacts because that is the role of the Budget Committee. It is
their prerogative to determine if they will use Peer Groups for budget allocations or
not. PIE is only looking at case counts vs population for the basis of the group
comparisons.

The PIE Committee will use the numbers presented in the report because that is the
most recent year case count data was reviewed. CFY 2022-23 is currently under
review and has a goal to be ready in May/June if all goes well.

The PIE Committee could determine they want to wait and have Clerk Cooney run the
numbers again when the current review is finalized. Doing so would impact our
current timeline for implementation but could be discussed. Changes to Peer Groups
would be implemented for CFY 2024-25.

Thank you for your comments. They will be included in materials for the PIE
Committee's review.

Marleni Bruner

Washington County

We have reviewed our two options which are both peer group 2. We don’t have any
guestions or concerns regarding it.

Pasco County

Thank you for asking for input from all Clerks and their staff. As we all know, this is an
important topic. Clerk Cooney’s team provided a nice report. It was well done, and we
don’t have specific questions at this time.

On behalf of the Office of Nikki Alvarez-Sowles, we provide the following comments
for the PIE Committee and the Executive Council to consider:
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PEER GROUP OPTIONS - COUNTY RESPONSES

e

V3

The statute calls out county population AND numbers of filings:

Corporation. As part of that approval process, Sub-paragraph 28.35(2)()2. requires the
Corporation to “[p]repare a cost comparison of similarly situated clerks of the court, based upon
county population and numbers of filings, using the standard list of court related functions
specified in paragraph (3)(a).” (emphasis added) Based upon this requirement, this analysis

Weighted cases are already looked at during budget deliberations as one of the
variables to distribute new revenue. Population is not typically something that is
looked at to distribute new revenue.

To satisfy the statute requirement of considering population AND number of filings,
we suggest grouping by population and then still using weighted cases as one of the
variables to distribute new revenue. This way we would be considering both variables
during deliberations.

Our suggestion based on this logic is to adopt the peer groups in Option 1.

Palm Beach County

Palm Beach would prefer it if Option 1 - Population-based peer groups were used.

Martin County

Martin County believes that Option 2 Weighted Cases is the most reflective allocation
method for our operations. In the event option 2 is exercised; we understand that
Martin County would be an outlier within this option in addition to 22 other counties.
We become an outlier because of a local administrative order that requires the
Clerk’s office to staff the courtrooms differently than many other counties. It is also
concerning that in either option presented it appears that 1/3 of Counties are
outliers. Additionally, when you look at the smaller counties in peer group 1 and the
larger counties that are peer group 8, weighted cases appear to be the most
reasonable. The variances within Option 1 with population appear to be more of a
disparity and weighted cases seem to be more reasonable.
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FLORIDA CCOC
Oneis Coein V)

Process Used to Identify and weight sub-cases

At its October 13, 2016 meeting the Finance and Budget Committee directed Clerk Burke to
revisit the new case counting rules for clarifying and updating the rules to ensure accurate

counts of the various case types and sub-cases handled by Clerks statewide.

As the workload of Clerks is directly related to the case types and sub-case types, it was
important to have a workgroup of clerk staff review and recommend a weight for each case

types and sub-case types being counted by the case count work group. Therefore, a PIE

Committee case weighting workgroup consisting of staff members from 10 counties was

formed for this purpose, Clerk Barbee directing the initiative. Over a span of 7 months, the case
weighting workgroup met in person 4 times and participated in several other telephone

conferences.

Weights were based upon the initial effort of establishing the case type or sub-case type in
guestion, the life span of the case, and the work over the life span of the case. The case
weighting workgroup also considered the various methods of disposition within a case type or
sub-case type. For example, while a long-term felony case may generate more work than a
regular dissolution, some felonies are handled by nolo prosequi, some are handled by plea
agreements and some to trial. Likewise, some dissolutions are straight forward with parties
agreeing to all matters including custody, some have initial battles over property, but agree on
custody and support issues, and some have battles over issues of child custody and alimony for

years.

Before the initial meetings, the workgroup members consulted with staff from their offices
regarding workloads and offered suggested weights for various sub-case types. During the
meetings and conferences referenced above, the various suggested weights were first
discussed by individual case type or sub-case type and the work group determined an initial

weight. Those individu