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INTRODUCTION 
Chief Judge Kathleen J. Kroll, 15th Judicial Circuit, asked the Clerk & Comptroller’s office to 
review the $2 Court Technology Fund, which supports the court technology needs of the 
State Trial Court, Public Defender and State Attorney (“Stakeholders”).  In an April 17, 
2007, letter to County Commissioner Jeff Koons, Audit Committee Chair, the Chief Judge 
specifically requested that the Clerk & Comptroller conduct “a financial audit of the $2 Court 
Technology Fund…in order to accurately forecast and plan for our local justice system’s 
future technological needs.”    

This review was limited to the tracking of actual revenues and actual expenditures for the 
court technology needs of the Stakeholders.  Per the direction of Commissioner Koons on 
April 23, 2007, the Clerk & Comptroller began the financial review with the cooperation of 
the County’s internal auditor.  

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 
The scope of the Clerk & Comptroller’s financial review of the Court Technology Fund covers 
FY2005 and FY2006.  It does not include the three-month period from the July 1, 2004, 
effective date to September 30, 2004, because it was not a full fiscal year.  

The objective of the review was to evaluate the financial transactions within the Court 
Technology Fund and Court-Related Technology Capital Improvement Fund to verify if the 
court technology fee revenues were used exclusively for court technology needs of the 
Stakeholders, pursuant to Florida Statutes.  A detailed description of these funds and 
supporting statutes are included in the Background section of this report. 

Most information related to the expenditures in the Court Technology Fund was obtained 
from the Clerk & Comptroller’s Finance Department.  The remainder of the information was 
requested through the County’s Information Systems Services (ISS) department.   
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Expenditures in the Court Technology Fund are categorized as follows: 

• Direct Agency Costs 

• ISS Professional Services Costs 

• ISS Enterprise Costs 

• Inter-Fund Transfers from the Court Technology Fund to the Court-Related 
Technology Capital Improvement Fund 

We were unable to obtain complete information on the Inter-fund transfers.  According to 
the County’s Office of Financial Management and Budget (OFMB), a cost analysis supporting 
the basis of the inter-fund transfers exists.  Although the Clerk & Comptroller requested the 
analysis, the office was unable to obtain a copy. 

The scope of our work was limited to identifying what costs were included in each of these 
four categories.  An evaluation of the methodology or cost allocation process used to 
calculate the accuracy or reasonableness of Enterprise Costs is beyond the scope of this 
review. 

 BACKGROUND 
Effective July 1, 2004, voter-approved changes to the Florida constitution resulted in new 
legislation related to court technology funding.   Florida Statute (F.S.) 28.24(12)(e)1 
imposed an additional fee of $4 on the recording of certain documents (all Statutes 
referenced are in Appendix A).  It requires that $2 of the fee (“court technology fee”) 
collected be distributed to the Board of County Commissioners (BCC) to be used exclusively 
for court technology needs of the Stakeholders.  Court technology fee revenues received by 
the BCC in FY2005 and FY2006 were $6,486,387 and $6,255,056 respectively, totaling 
$12,741,443 (see Revenue and Expenditure Summary in Appendix B).   

F.S. 29.008(1)(f)2 and (h) mandate that the County fund the court technology 
requirements of the Stakeholders.  The revenue from the court technology fee is designed 
to offset the County’s statutory obligation.  The County budget process allows Stakeholders 
to define and plan technology needs and requirements.   

To separately identify and account for court technology fee revenues and related 
expenditures, the County established a special revenue fund in FY2005.  This fund is called 
the Court Technology Fund and is the subject of this review.   



Special Report: Report on Expenditures from $2 Court Technology Fund 
 
 

Audit Services Division 
Page 3 

The expenditures in the Court Technology Fund are categorized as follows:   

A. Direct Agency Costs:  Information Technology (IT) expenditures authorized and 
approved by the Stakeholders, including personnel (State Trial Court only), computer 
equipment, software licenses, consulting services, supplies and travel.* 

B. ISS Professional Services Costs:  ISS expenditures authorized and approved by the 
Stakeholders for programming services for application development and software 
maintenance, charged at the rate of $65 per hour. * 

C. ISS Enterprise Costs:  Enterprise costs are determined by and charged to the 
Stakeholders by the County to cover infrastructure-related components of ISS.  This 
includes the network, servers, telephones and software licenses.  Costs also include 
related software, hardware and staffing.  These costs are calculated in total and then 
allocated to all agencies based on an allocation statistic (e.g., head count, Central 
Processing Unit (CPU) utilization, number of devices connected to the network), with 
one-twelfth of the pro rata share billed to each agency on a monthly basis.* 

D. Inter-fund Transfers:  OFMB defines Inter-fund Transfers as the residual revenues in 
the Court Technology Fund after the expenditure budget has been approved.   These 
funds are transferred from the Court Technology Fund to the Court-Related 
Technology Capital Improvement Fund.  

*Source:  OFMB and ISS Presentation to the JIS Policy Board, “Analysis of Court-
Related Technology Funding,” March 14, 2007 

The Court-Related Technology Capital Improvement Fund was established by the County to 
separately identify and account for court-related capital projects.  To identify the nature of 
these projects, the Clerk & Comptroller reviewed an analysis recently prepared by the 
County entitled, “Analysis of Court-Related Technology Funding”.    This analysis identified 
all expenditures in the Court-Related Technology Capital Improvement Fund as Criminal 
Justice Information System (CJIS) development funds.  The analysis defines CJIS 
development as those “costs associated with the implementation of the Banner Courts 
System, including payments to the software vendor (ACS) and personnel costs of the 
JIS/ISS project team.”   

The Stakeholders budget for the Direct Agency and ISS Professional Services costs.  ISS 
Enterprise Costs and Inter-fund transfers are budgeted by the County. 

 



 COMMENTS 
1. Inter-fund transfers totaling $2.53 million were 

made at the direction of the County without 
supporting documentation provided to and 
acknowledgement by the Stakeholders. 

For FY2005 and FY2006, $2.53 million (25% of the total expenditures) was transferred from 
the Court Technology Fund to the Court-Related Technology Capital Improvement Fund.  
Florida Statutes require the technology fee to be used exclusively for the court technology 
needs of the Stakeholders.  There exists no documentation that the inter-fund transfers 
were approved by the Stakeholders, nor identified by the Stakeholders, as funds needed for 
court technology needs. 

A request for documentation to support the purpose of the inter-fund transfers was made.  
OFMB defined the transfer criteria as follows: 

• The transfer amount is equal to the residual revenues in the Court Technology Fund. 

• The transfer is made to cover the Stakeholders’ pro rata share of CJIS costs and 
costs associated with other court-related capital projects. 

• Cost analysis provided to OFMB by ISS indicates that the total amount of the transfer 
has not exceeded the amount of the pro rata project share for the Stakeholders. 

A request for documentation to support the amount of the inter-fund transfer was made.  
Information requested included a copy of the ISS cost analysis and a list of those non-CJIS 
capital projects referenced by OFMB.  The requested supporting documentation was not 
provided by the County.  Thus, the reviewer can not provide assurance that the inter-fund 
transfers were used exclusively to support the court-related technology needs of the 
Stakeholders. 
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2. Funds were used for a project that did not 
appear to support the court-related technology 
needs of the Stakeholders. 

Expenditures of $437,000 were recorded in the FY2005 Court-Related Technology Capital 
Improvement Fund for the Visual Planning Technologies (VPT) pilot project.  As detailed 
above, the County identified the expenditures in this fund as CJIS development-related.  
However, a review of these expenditures did not validate that the VPT pilot project was a 
component of the Banner Courts System.  The VPT project page, contained on Palm Beach 
County’s website (www.co.palm-beach.fl.us/vpt/), indicates the following: 

• The VPT project is a Criminal Justice Commission initiative. 

• The purpose of the project is to develop a data sharing application to facilitate the 
sharing of law enforcement information across agencies in Palm Beach County. 

• None of the Stakeholders were participants at the time of project funding (the State 
Attorney is now 1 of 30 named participants).   

3. Enterprise costs included charges for 
communication services. 

Enterprise costs are developed by the County’s ISS department.  These costs, which include 
communication services, are allocated to users based on an allocation statistic (e.g., head 
count, etc.).  However, certain communication services (e.g., video conferencing, wireless 
access, etc.) are required by statute to be funded by the County, not the court technology 
fee. 

A request for information as to which, if any, communication services costs were included in 
the Enterprise Costs was submitted to the County.  According to the County’s ISS 
department, non-public wireless communications are being included in Enterprise Costs as a 
network operation cost that is funded by the court technology fee. 

The total dollar amount involved could not be quantified as there is no cost breakdown 
available. These costs are not eligible for funding by the court technology fee pursuant to 
F.S. 29.008(1)(f)2.  
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4. Funds were used to purchase IT equipment that 
could not be substantiated as used solely to 
support CJIS. 

An expenditure recorded in the FY2006 Court-Related Technology Capital Improvement 
Fund for $155,931 was made to Dell Marketing for five (5) servers approximately 1½ 
months prior to “go live” with CJIS on October 1, 2006.  ISS stated these servers are 
exclusively for CJIS; however, this could not be verified.   
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$2 Court Technology Fund
Revenue and Expenditure Summary

FY2005 and FY2006 Actual

FY 2005 FY 2006
(10/1/04-9/30/05) (10/1/05-9/30/06)

Revenues: (1) Actual Actual 2 Year Total % of Total
Interest Income 11,617.29$         107,258.71$       118,876.00$        0.93%
Miscellaneous Other 4,878.12$           2,150.56$           7,028.68$            0.06%
Transfer from General Fund (2) -$                   362,215.00$       362,215.00$        2.84%
$2 Court Technology Fee 6,469,892.00$    5,783,432.00$    12,253,324.00$   96.17%

Total Revenues 6,486,387.41$    6,255,056.27$    12,741,443.68$   100.00%

Beginning Fund Balance: (3) -$                  2,717,695.10$   n/a

Expenditures: (4)
Agency Costs: (5)
     Public Defender 215,826.46$       379,277.79$       595,104.25$        5.88%
     State Attorney 464,498.72$       1,207,140.13$    1,671,638.85$     16.52%
     State Trial Court 554,996.42$       1,143,061.49$    1,698,057.91$     16.78%

Total Agency Costs 1,235,321.60$    2,729,479.41$    3,964,801.01$     39.18%

Professional Services Costs: (5)
     Public Defender 650.00$              -$                   650.00$               0.01%
     State Attorney -$                   -$                   -$                     0.00%
     State Trial Court 18,878.75$         8,495.00$           27,373.75$          0.27%

Total Professional Service Costs 19,528.75$         8,495.00$           28,023.75$          0.28%

Enterprise Services Costs: (6)
     Public Defender 242,022.00$       286,227.96$       528,249.96$        5.22%
     State Attorney 300,642.00$       383,064.96$       683,706.96$        6.76%
     State Trial Court 1,406,031.96$    973,377.00$       2,379,408.96$     23.52%

Total Enterprise Services Costs 1,948,695.96$    1,642,669.92$    3,591,365.88$     35.50%

Inter-Fund Transfers: (6)
     From Court Technology Fund to Court
     Related Information Technology Capital
     Improvement Fund 565,146.00$       1,968,418.00$    2,533,564.00$     25.04%

Total Inter-Fund Transfers 565,146.00$       1,968,418.00$    2,533,564.00$     25.04%

Total Court Technology Expenditures 3,768,692.31$    6,349,062.33$    10,117,754.64$   100.00%

Ending Fund Balance (3) 2,717,695.10$    2,623,689.04$    2,623,689.04$     

NOTES:

(1)  The Office of Financial Management & Budget (OFMB) creates the revenue budget for the Court Technology Fund. 

(2)  The transfer from the General Fund in FY 2006 represents the $2 Court Technology Fee revenue
      in excess of Court Technology expenditures for the period July 2004 - September 2004.

(3)  A "fund balance" is created when actual fund revenues exceed fund expenditures for a fiscal period.

(4)  The IT staff for the Public Defender and the State Attorney are State funded and are therefore, not reflected here.
      The IT staff for State Trial Court are funded by the court technology fee and are included in these figures.

(5) These costs are budgeted by the Public Defender, State Attorney, and State Trial Court.

(6) These costs are budgeted by the County.
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