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The Trial Court Operations program includes the resources for operating the circuit courts in Oregon.  The circuit courts adjudicate 
matters and disputes in criminal, civil, domestic relations, traffic, juvenile, small claims, violations, abuse prevention act, probate, mental 
commitments, adoption, and guardianship cases. 
 
The state is divided into 27 judicial districts encompassing all 36 counties.  There is a circuit court in each county, with a statewide total 
of 173 circuit judges effective January 1, 2011.  The district and circuit court jurisdictions and operations were merged effective January 
15, 1998.  Pursuant to ORS 1.003, the Chief Justice of the Oregon Supreme Court has appointed presiding judges for each judicial 
district for administrative purposes.  Their general authority is described in ORS 1.171.  The nonjudicial operations of the trial courts are 
managed by trial court administrators (TCAs) who are appointed and supervised by the presiding judge.  Their general authority is 
described in ORS 8.225.  Their duties include personnel administration, budget and financial management, court operations, and jury 
management.   
 
There are also numerous legislatively mandated local committees that presiding judges and trial court administrators must either initiate 
or attend.  These committees include local criminal justice advisory committees, local public safety steering committees, family law 
advisory committees, and court security planning committees.  Judges and trial court administrators are also involved in many 
community activities and programs that create partnerships with the courts‟ programs.   
 
In Oregon, the circuit court is the court of general jurisdiction.  The circuit court hears all cases regardless of the subject matter, amount 
of money involved, or the severity of the crime alleged.  In addition to handling all types of cases, the trial courts have been actively 
involved in both legislatively initiated and self-initiated programs to provide quality attention and improved outcomes for the people and 
cases that come before them.  The courts have been implementing, as resources permit, the following types of programs: 
 
1. Treatment courts:  These are collaborative, community-based court programs that utilize an evidence-based problem solving 

model to improve outcomes for people who have mental health issues or who are addicted to drugs or alcohol.  
 
2. Integrated Family courts:  These courts have a single judge who is assigned to all cases involving a particular family and local 

services are coordinated.  Family issues are addressed as a unit, thus improving the family‟s capabilities to succeed and improve 
the future of its children. 
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3. Other specialized courts or programs:  Courts or programs aimed at addressing domestic violence, mental health issues, juvenile 
delinquency, payment of restitution, and providing community court services. 
 

4. Arbitration and mediation programs:  These are programs designed to help resolve cases, where appropriate, at lesser expense 
to litigants and in less adversarial settings, including helping establish local community-based dispute resolution centers.  
 

5. One-trial/one-day service program for jurors where a less onerous service requirement improves the diversity and satisfaction of 
persons summoned for jury duty. 
 

6. Juvenile Court Improvement Project (JCIP):  JCIP is designed to implement recommendations for improvement in the juvenile 
dependency process.  JCIP ensures that required and thorough procedural inquiries are made and all necessary parties notified 
in order to facilitate a more timely and appropriate permanency setting for abused and neglected children. 
 

7. Parental education programs:  These are programs, as legislatively mandated, to provide assistance to people dealing with their 
children and each other while going through divorce and custody issues. 

8. Domestic relations pro se service centers and websites:  These are service centers and websites where people can find out 
about court forms and procedures and be referred to appropriate legal and support services. 

In addition, trial courts have been instrumental in applying technological solutions to court operations.  In Oregon, we are fortunate to 
have a vital and committed judiciary and court administrative personnel to further the vision for the future of the courts in very real 
terms. 
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Oregon Judicial Districts 
As of January 2002 

1st Judicial District Jackson County 
2nd Judicial District Lane County 
3rd Judicial District Marion County 
4th Judicial District Multnomah County 
5th Judicial District Clackamas County 
6th Judicial District Morrow and Umatilla 

Counties 
7th Judicial District Gilliam, Hood River, 

Sherman, Wasco, 
   and Wheeler Counties 
8th Judicial District Baker County 
9th Judicial District Malheur County 
10th Judicial District Union and Wallowa Counties 
11th Judicial District Deschutes County 
12th Judicial District Polk County 
13th Judicial District Klamath County 
14th Judicial District Josephine County 
15th Judicial District Coos and Curry Counties 
16th Judicial District Douglas County 
17th Judicial District Lincoln County 
18th Judicial District Clatsop County 
19th Judicial District Columbia County 
20th Judicial District Washington County 
21st Judicial District Benton County 
22nd Judicial District Crook and Jefferson 

Counties 
23rd Judicial District Linn County 
24th Judicial District Grant and Harney Counties 
25th Judicial District Yamhill County 
26th Judicial District Lake County 

27th Judicial District Tillamook County    There is 27 judicial districts with a circuit court in each county. 
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Current Service Level 

The Trial Court Operations Current Service Level (CSL) budget totals $214.5 million (All Funds).  This represents a 9.3 percent 
increase over the comparable 2009-11 Legislatively Approved Budget of $194.5 million.  This increase includes packages to adjust for 
inflation. 

 
Chief Justice’s Recommended Budget 

The Chief Justice‟s Recommended Budget for Trial Court Operations totals $221.3 million (All Funds).  This amount includes policy 
packages totaling $6.8 million and representing major policy issues as follows: 
 
1. Rebuild OJD from 2009-11 Permanent Reductions: Policy Package 102 ($4.7 million – General Fund, 40.55 FTE).  Approval of 

this package provides funding that allows OJD to rebuild the most critical of the components abolished during the 2009-11 
budget process.  Approximately 80 percent of the positions in this package are related to trial court operations.  The functions 
provided by the positions are for core business functions as well as infrastructure needs such as technical support services and 
indigence verification.  

2. New Trial Court Judgeships: Policy Package 105 ($2.1 million – General Fund, 3.75 FTE).  Approval of this package provides 
staffing, equipment, and ongoing services and supplies funding for the new trial court judgeships.  Additional information related 
to the package is included in Section XII. Judicial Compensation. 

The need for new trial court judges in OJD is well-documented.  However, in light of current budget concerns, OJD has 
made a policy choice to not ask the Interim Judiciary Committee to introduce Legislative Concept (LC) 885.   
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Trial Court Operations Budget Summary 

     

     

 
2007-09 2009-11 2011-13 2011-13 

 
Actual Legislatively Current Service Chief Justice’s 

 

Expenditures Approved 
Budget 

 

Level (CSL) Recommended* 

General Fund 225,091,697 156,431,635 191,890,487 198,693,835 

Other Funds Ltd 18,193,497 38,063,020 22,578,856 22,578,856 

Other Funds Non-Ltd 223,439 - - - 

Federal Funds Ltd 5,514 - - - 

TOTAL – ALL FUNDS 243,514,147 194,494,655 214,469,343 221,272,691 

Positions 1,730 1,432 1,497 1,570 

FTE 1,594.39 1,406.83 1,369.33 1,413.63 
 

* Includes CSL and all policy option packages. 
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Caseload and Workload 
 
The key driver of the work of the court is the number and type of cases filed.  Oregon commissioned studies of staff and judicial 
workload in order to quantify the time it takes to process different case types.  This information is used to determine the judicial and 
staffing needs of the courts as caseloads change. 
 
In 1999, the National Center for State Courts conducted a study of judicial workload in Oregon, producing a workload model that 
includes case weights for the types of cases that involve judicial time.  This is critical because all case filings are not equal.  For 
example, violations tend to drive raw case filing totals, but they consume a relatively small proportion of judicial time.  Violations 
represented just over 42 percent of total filings in 2009, but based on the judicial workload model, they represented less than 4 percent 
of judicial workload that year.  By comparison, criminal cases represented about 15.5 percent of the filings in 2007 but almost 40 
percent of judicial workload.  Juvenile petitions represented just under 3 percent of case filings but almost 15 percent of judicial 
workload. 
 
In 2000, the National Center for State Courts conducted a similar time study of staff workload in Oregon, producing a workload model 
for staffing resources.  The staffing model is similar in concept to the judicial workload model and includes all types of cases that involve 
staff resources.  Comparing the results of the two models and raw filing counts, it becomes clear that while violations are a small 
proportion of judicial workload (less than 4 percent at 2009 filing rates), they represent a much higher proportion of staff workload 
(about 11 percent), though not nearly as much as their proportion of filings (just over 42 percent).  As with judicial workload, criminal 
cases consume one of the highest amounts of staff time – about 33 percent in 2009. 
 
The chart on the next page compares the proportion of filings with judicial and staff workload for the six major case groupings.   
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Court Filings 

 
Cases have declined over the last two years, totaling 599,605 in 2009.  While violation cases decreased in 2009 they are still higher 
than then number filed in 2007.  There was also a decrease in felony, juvenile, and small claims cases.  Domestic relations and 
misdemeanor case numbers are higher. 
 
In order to understand what drives court workload, violations must be looked at separately from the rest of filings.  Historically, violations 
have represented the highest volume of filings of any category.  (The category “violations” includes cases which were previously 
categorized as “infractions.”)  In 2007 and 2009, violations accounted for slightly more than 42 percent of new cases filed in the circuit 
courts.  Violations volume has historically been tied to the number of state troopers/law enforcement and the opening or closure of 
Justice Courts in a jurisdiction (e.g., new Clackamas Justice Court reduced violations filed in Clackamas Circuit Court). 

 
As seen in Table 1, total case filings decreased by 1.8 percent 
between 2007 and 2009.  This is predominately due to the 
decrease in felony, juvenile, civil, and small claim filings during 
that period.  Both civil and small claims cases reached record high 
numbers in 2007 of 90,898 and 75,282, respectively.  Domestic 
relations cases increased by almost 2 percent.  Misdemeanor 
filings increased by 1.5 percent.   
 
Charts providing ten-year trending information and additional 
analysis are included in Section XI. Special Reports. 

% Chg. 1st 6 mo

2007 2008 2009 From 2008 2010

Civil 90,898    102,116  97,235    -4.78% 51,006    

Civil Commitment 8,723     8,585     8,669     0.98% 4,218     

Domestic Relations 46,829    45,318    46,987    3.68% 23,588    

Felony 34,630    30,461    29,479    -3.22% 14,601    

Juvenile 17,917    17,152    15,700    -8.47% 7,962     

Misdemeanor 63,497    62,972    63,903    1.48% 30,316    

Probate 10,138    10,166    10,010    -1.53% 5,179     

Small Claims 75,282    80,109    74,856    -6.56% 37,710    

Violation 257,839  253,455  252,766  -0.27% 112,549  

Totals 605,753  610,334  599,605  -1.76% 287,129  

Table 1

Caseloads:  2007 through 2010
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Essential Packages 
 

Purpose 
 
The essential packages present budget adjustments needed to bring the legislatively approved budget to Current Service Level (CSL), 
the calculated cost of continuing legislatively approved programs into the 2011-13 biennium. 
 
Staffing Impact 
 
The essential packages include 129 positions/102.05  FTE for permanent restoration of trial court positions funded during the 2009-11 
with temporary funding approved in Enrolled HB 2287 (Chapter Oregon Law 2009).  These do not show on the reports due to the 
method approved by the Legislative Fiscal Office and Department of Administrative Services to „rebuild‟ this portion of the budget. 
 
Revenue Source 
 
The essential packages decrease the General Fund appropriation by $18,713,495 and decrease Other Funds-Limited by $19,381,804. 
 
010 Non-PICS Personal Service Adjustments 
 
 The cost of Non-PICS Personal Services decreases General Fund totals by $501,125 and decreases Other Funds by $8,944.  

These amounts are comprised of costs as follows:  
    

Non-PICS Personal Service 
Adjustments 

General Funds Other 
Funds 

Other Differentials +184,061 +10,579 
Temporary Appointments +288 +4,997 
Public Employees Retirement Costs +26,522 +1,526 
Social Security Taxes +14,102 +1,192 
Mass Transit Tax not calculated by  -231,920 -50,471 
Pension Bond Contribution -494,178 +23,233 

TOTALS -$501,125 -$8,944 
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021 Phase-In 
 

The Trial Court Operations budget has no phase-in costs. 
 
022 Phase-Out Program and One-Time Costs 
 

The Trial Court Operations budget has no phased-out programs or one-time costs within its CSL budget. 
 

031  Inflation and Price List Adjustments 
 
The cost of goods and services increases General Fund $263,686 and Other Funds-Limited by $44,103.  This reflects the 
standard inflation rate of 2.4 percent on goods and services. 

 
040 Mandated Caseload 
 

The Trial Court Operations budget has no mandated caseload within its CSL budget. 
 

050 Fund Shifts 
 

The Trial Court Operations budget includes fund shifts.  This package was developed in cooperation with the Legislative Fiscal 
Office and Department of Administrative Services Budget and Management Division.  The package restores to a permanent 
status the limited-duration positions funded temporarily with revenue raised under Enrolled HB 2287 (Chapter 659, Oregon Laws 
2009) during the 2009-11 biennium.  The positions are then fund shifted to the general fund since the revenues end effective 
July 1, 2011.  Long-term funding options are being reviewed by the Joint Interim Committee on State Justice System Revenues 
for recommendation to the 2011 legislature.  The package restores 129 positions / 102.05 FTE. 

 
060 Technical Adjustments 

 
The Trial Court Operations budget has no technical adjustments within its CSL budget. 
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Program Option Package:  Rebuild OJD from 2009-11 Permanent Reductions, No. 102 
 
Purpose 
 
Approval of this package provides funding that allows OJD to rebuild the most critical of the components abolished during the 2009-11 
budget process.  The positions within this package support core business and adjudicatory functions as well as infrastructure needs 
such as technical support services and indigence verification. 
 
Background 
 
The 2009-11 Legislature reduced OJD‟s general fund budget 15 percent from the current service level budget.  Approximately half of 
that amount was temporarily restored for the 2009-11 biennium using other funds revenue approved within HB 2287 (Oregon Laws 
2009, chapter 659) to support legislatively identified priorities.  The result of the remaining reductions was the loss of positions in trial 
courts that provided support in core business functions and adjudicatory services, as well as infrastructure needs such as technical 
support services. 
 
Permanent restoration of these positions will allow the courts to continue providing core services to the community and help support the 
technological advances being made through the implementation of Oregon eCourt.   
 
Staffing Impact 
 

Court Operations Supervisor 2 – Two (2) positions; 2.00 FTE 
Technical Support Specialist 2 – Two (2) positions; 0.96 FTE 
Technical Support Specialist 3 – One (1) position; 0.40 FTE 
Technical Support Specialist 4 – Four (4) positions; 2.00 FTE 
Release Assistance Officer – One (1) position; 0.50 FTE 
Treatment Court Coordinator – One (1) position; 0.43 FTE 
Treatment Court Specialist – One (1) position; 0.25 FTE 
OJD Analyst 4 – One (1) position; 0.50 FTE 
Stenographic Court Reporter – Two (2) positions; 1.91 FTE 
Judicial Clerk – One (1) position; 0.72 FTE 
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Administrative Analyst 1 – One (1) position; 1.00 FTE 
Administrative Analyst 2 – One (1) position; 1.00 FTE 
Hearings Referee – One (1) position; 0.61 FTE 
Judicial Services Specialist 2 – Twenty-six (26) positions; 18.86 FTE 
Judicial Services Specialist 3 – Ten (10) positions; 8.31 FTE 
OJD Program Coordinator 1 – One (1) position 0.25 FTE 
OJD Program Coordinator 2 – Two (2) positions 0.85 FTE 

 
Revenue Source 
 

General Fund - $4,656,755 
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Program Option Package:  New Trial Court Judgeships, No. 105 
 
Purpose 
 
The purpose of this package is to request the staff and equipment needs of new trial court judgeship positions included in Section XII. 
Judicial Compensation.  The package includes the new judicial positions and staff including personal services, services and supplies, 
capital outlay, and new courtroom furnishings for each judicial position.  The package assumes an effective date of January 1, 2013, for 
each judicial position and associated staff, to provide an election cycle for the positions.   
 
The need for new trial court judges in OJD is well-documented.  However, in light of current budget concerns, OJD has made 
a policy choice to not ask the Interim Judiciary Committee to introduce Legislative Concept (LC) 885.   
 
 
Background 
 
The Joint Committee on Trial Court Judicial Resources was asked to study and make recommendations regarding the need for 
additional trial court judges in the State of Oregon.  The 12-member committee is composed of individuals appointed jointly by the Chief 
Justice of the Oregon Supreme Court and the Oregon State Bar.  The membership includes two legislators; two public members; four 
judges (from non-requesting judicial districts); and four attorneys, including the Chair. 
 
This request is based on a weighted caseload study of the Oregon trial courts conducted by the National Center for State Courts in July 
2000.  Three staff positions that directly support the judicial functions are included in this package.  Caseload demands are met in the 
interim between the start of the biennium on July 1, 2011, and the start date of January 1, 2013, by limited duration Hearing Referee 
positions.  The need for additional staff positions are related to the staffing needs shown by the National Center for State Courts staffing 
study. 
 
A copy of the committee‟s report is included in Section XIV. Special Reports. 
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Staffing Impact 
 
Judicial Services Specialist 3 – 15 positions; 3.75 FTE, phase in 1/01/13. 

Revenue Source 
 
General Fund – $2,146,593 
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