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From: Barbara Cockerham
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Subject: AB 1058 Allocation- Attention AB 1058 Funding Allocation Joint Subcommittee
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 10:07:29 AM

 
AB 1058 Funding Allocation Joint Subcommittee of the Family and Juvenile Law Advisory
Committee, Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee, and
Workload Assessment Advisory Committee
Judicial Council of California
455 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, CA  94102
 
 
RE: AB 1058 Funding Allocation
 
 
Dear Honorable Co-Chairs Juhas, Kuhl , Asberry and Joint Subcommittee Members:
 
First and foremost, thank you for taking the time to read my concerns regarding funding for
 AB1058.  Like most courts throughout the state, I too had  the opportunity to review the
 posted materials for the AB1058 Funding Allocation Subcommittee meeting to be held on
 Thursday, November 19, 2015.  In view of the substantially reduced funding impact for the
 AB1058 child support program and Family Law Facilitator Program, this drastic reduction
 will have an overwhelming impact on this court and small rural communities, and the level
 of service we will be able to provide in the future.
 
We are a 2-judge court with a .3 AB1058 Commissioner.  Administering the AB1058
 program in the courts under the proposed funding methodology would prove to be a
 catastrophic nightmare for this Court, as well as with other 2-judge courts in the State. 
 
Like Nevada Superior Court, in respect to the distribution of funds allocated to the Family
 Law Facilitator Program, because we share resources with Calaveras, under this
 committee’s recommendation the Amador- Calaveras Court would only receive one
 minimum floor sum of $45,597.  I firmly believe the method in applying this funding
 formula is unquestionably flawed.  Each court should receive its own separate funding
 floor.  The combining of both Courts should provide for funding in the aggregate amount
 of $91,194.   This Court also takes the position its sister court has taken and that is asking
 for a qualified response as to why are two totally separate county courts with its own
 operations budget, combine so as to avoid a minimum floor (if appropriate) for each
 court?
 
I would argue that Amador is subject to a separate calculation due to our collaborative
 services agreement with Calaveras.  We are advised by and concur with Nevada Court’s
 position that termination of our joint services agreement would be a necessary step to
 avoid defunding Amador. 
 
There are sixteen rural courts in California: Alpine, Amador, Calaveras, Del Norte, Glenn,
 Humboldt, Inyo, Lassen, Mariposa, Trinity Siskiyou, Sierra, Plumas, Mono, Modoc, and
 Colusa.  80% of these courts will see a disparate, inequitable impact in its AB1058 funding
 if this recommendation is approved.  Some Courts will see a deduction as high as 80.8%
 and 75.3%, while some counties such as Riverside will see an increase in its allocation
 totaling more than 125% in its total allocation.  Services and resources are already sparse
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We respectfully join in Nevada’s request that the subcommittee and judicial council approve
 Option 3, a more sustainable approach than to destabilize the balance of services and
 access to justice for California families in the very near future.  In the event that either
 option 1 or option 2 is recommended, we request that the subcommittee recalculate the
 funds to be allocated to our court for the Child Support Commissioner and Family Law
 Facilitator Program, as well as the funding for other courts with (POC) plans of
 cooperation. 
 
 
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
 
Sincerely,
 
 
 
Barbara Cockerham, J.D.
Court Executive Officer
Amador Superior Court
500 Argonaut Lane
Jackson, CA 95642
Work: (209) 257-2681
bcockerham@amadorcourt.org
 
 
Mission Statement:
The Amador Superior Court is dedicated to serving the public by providing justice in an equal, fair, accessible,
 efficient, and courteous manner. The Court strives to achieve said goals by applying the law consistently and
 impartially to resolve disputes and by providing superb customer service to all patrons.
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 in rural communities this decrease will be devastating
 
It is troubling and disconcerting to see a recommended funding cut in Amador of 58.7%. 
 For rural counties such as Amador, other factors should be considered when determining
 funding allocations.  More consideration should be given in order to maintain service levels
 for these women and families seeking legal services, without undermining the funding of
 the larger Courts where there is without question more external resources and pro bono
 services available.



From: Dan Vrtis
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Subject: AB 1058 Funding Reallocation
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 9:03:43 AM
Attachments: AB1058 Reallocation -Calaveras.pdf

Please see attached letter from Presiding Judge Barrett.
 
Dan Vrtis
Court Executive Officer
Calaveras Superior Court
400 Government Center Drive
San Andreas, CA 95249
209-754-6144
dvrtis@calaveras.courts.ca.gov
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From: Gary Slossberg
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Subject: AB 1058 Funding Allocation Letter for Consideration
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 9:58:19 AM
Attachments: AB 1058 Funding Allocation Letter 11.18.15.pdf

Please include the attached letter as public comment at tomorrow’s meeting.
 
Gary Slossberg
Family Law Facilitator
El Dorado Superior Court
495 Main Street
Placerville, CA  95667
tel: 530.621.6433
fax:  530.622.9774
email:  gslossberg@eldoradocourt.org
 
Walk-in services are provided on every Tuesday and Wednesday from 9 a.m. to 2 p.m. and on
 every Friday from 9 a.m. to 12 p.m. on a first-come, first-serve basis. 
 
NOTICE: This E-mail (including attachments) is covered by the Electronic Communications
 Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C. 2510-2521. The contents of this message, together with any
 attachments, are intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which they are
 addressed and may contain information that is legally privileged, confidential and exempt
 from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
 dissemination, distribution, or copying of this message, or any attachment, is strictly
 prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the original sender
 immediately by return E-mail and delete this message, along with any attachments, from your
 computer. Thank you.
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From: Thomas Thiesen
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Cc: Lund, Andrew; Bartleson, Kim
Subject: AB1058 Funding Reductions
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 5:36:10 PM

The current proposal before the Subcommittee should be rejected or reconsidered.  It would
 devastate AB 1058 programs throughout the state.  It relies on insufficient data, which
 inaccurately measure workload and fail to consider factors that ensure services to families that
 need child support. 
 
Input from Family Law Facilitators, who work directly with families that need child support, has
 been limited to a short roundtable discussion at the October AB 1058 conference.  More input is
 needed from all stakeholders affected by the proposed reduction.  Consideration should be
 given to the following additional factors:  the financial resources needed to support legal
 proceedings in child support cases and in family law cases in which DCSS has intervened and  the
 availability of other legal services and the remoteness of court locations.  Please be advised that
 funding for Legal Services has been drastically cut and assistance from this source is not a
 practical option.
 
At minimum, I urge the Subcommittee to set aside more time to consider additional factors and
 to gather more input from affected stakeholders.  Adoption of any new funding model should be
 delayed until FY 2017-18 to ensure the new methodology makes practical sense and serves the
 needs of families that require child support.  Without adequate child support many children will
 live in poverty.
 
 
Thomas A. Thiesen
Family Law Facilitator/Self-Help Attorney
Humboldt County Superior Court
825 Fifth Street
Eureka, CA 95501
707-269-1210
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From: Pamela M. Foster
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Subject: AB 1058 Funding Allocation
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 10:57:33 AM

 
TO:  AB 1058 Funding Allocation Joint Subcommittee
 
Dear Honorable Co-Chairs Asberry, Juhas, Kuhl  and Joint Subcommittee Members:
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the AB 1058 Funding Allocation Methodology
 to be considered by your Subcommittee Thursday, November 19.
 
Any of the current proposals before the Subcommittee would have devastating consequences for AB
 1058 programs throughout the state, particularly Cluster 1 and Cluster 2 courts, including Inyo.
  From our review it seems that the proposal primarily relies on a single data set that inaccurately
 measures workload and fails to consider several important factors that impact the funding
 necessary to provide vital services to families with child support orders. 
 
From my understanding, neither the Superior Court Presiding Judges nor CEO’s were solicited for
 input on this proposal which could have significant adverse consequences for our ability to provide
 meaningful access to justice for citizens in cases for which we receive AB 1058 funding.  While I can
 certainly understand the need to review and evaluate this vital program and the funding associated
 with it, I ask that the Subcommittee allow for  additional time so that affected stakeholders can
 provide input and data that may impact the methodology.
 
I strongly urge the Subcommittee to request more time to consider additional factors and gather
 additional input from the affected stakeholders. 
 
 
Pam
 
Pamela M. Foster
Court Executive Officer
Jury Commissioner/Clerk of Court
Superior Court of California, County of Inyo
pamela.foster@inyocourt.ca.gov
(760) 872-6728
 
============================================================
The contents of this message, together with any attachments, are intended only for the use of the individual or
 entity to which they are addressed and may contain information that is legally privileged, confidential and exempt
 from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution,
 or copying of this message, or any attachment, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error,
 please notify the original sender immediately by telephone or by return E-mail and delete this message, along with
 any attachments, from your computer. Thank you. 
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From: Chris Ruhl
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Cc: Nelson, David; Allen, April
Subject: Comment on Process for Developing Recommendations for AB 1058 Funding Methodology
Date: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 5:45:07 PM

TO:  AB 1058 Funding Allocation Joint Subcommittee
 
Dear Honorable Co-Chairs Juhas, Kuhl , Asberry and Joint Subcommittee Members:
 
Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment on the following proposal to be
 considered by the Subcommittee this Thursday, Nov. 19:
 
http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/famjuv-tcbac-waac-20151119-materials.pdf
 
Thank you also for your time and commitment to the process of reviewing the allocation of
 AB1058 funding. There is no question this review of the funding methodology is timely and
 necessary.
This proposal and the opportunity to comment have just come to my attention in the last
 couple days.  What I have been able to glean from my admittedly cursory initial review is that
 the current proposal before the Subcommittee would have devastating consequences for AB
 1058 programs throughout the state, including Mendocino.  It appears to rely primarily on
 only a single data set that inaccurately measures workload and fails to consider several
 important factors that impact the funding necessary to provide vital services to families with
 child support orders. 
 
This proposal would have significant adverse consequences for our ability to provide
 meaningful access to justice for citizens in cases for which we receive AB 1058 funding.  As
 such, I am sure my fellow CEO’s and likely Presiding Judges as well would like to have more
 time and opportunity to closely consider the proposal so as to provide more informed and
 meaningful comment.  (I am told the only formal solicitation of input to date was from Family
 Law Facilitators during a short roundtable discussion at the October AB 1058 conference.) 
  More input from the stakeholders most affected – especially Superior Court leadership – is
 critical, as is the consideration of additional factors (e.g., level of activity of cases, family law
 cases in which DCSS has intervened, availability of other nearby legal services, remoteness of
 court locations, etc.). 
 
The development of this workload methodology is no small task; and again I thank and
 applaud the Subcommittee for being willing to take it on.  That is another reason I strongly
 urge the Subcommittee to request more time to consider the additional factors and gather
 additional input from the affected stakeholders.  Given that one formulation of the proposal
 would be to delay implementation until FY 2017-18, requesting additional time to ensure the
 new methodology best serves the needs of families needing legal assistance makes practical
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 sense.  At the very least, more in-depth exploration of the appropriate minimal funding floor
 for smaller and more rural courts is needed.
 
Again, for Mendocino – like for many other smaller and more rural courts – any reduction in
 the current minimum level of AB 1058 funding will have a devastating effect on our ability to
 provide meaningful services to families in these cases.  Like most other similarly situated
 courts, each and every year our AB1058 operating costs exceed the AB1058 funding we
 receive, despite our ongoing efforts to streamline operations and minimize costs.
 
Thank you again for your efforts on this very important issue and for the opportunity to
 comment at this stage of the process.
 
Chris Ruhl
Executive Officer
Superior Court of California, County of Mendocino
100 North State St., Ukiah, CA  95482
 
(707) 467-2511
 



From: Wendy Dier
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Subject: AB 1058 Funding Allocation
Date: Monday, November 16, 2015 2:58:35 PM

Dear Committee members,
 
The current proposal before the Subcommittee would have devastating consequences for AB 1058
 programs throughout the state.  Unfortunately, it primarily relies on only a single data set that
 inaccurately measures workload and fails to consider several important factors that impact the
 funding necessary to provide vital services to families with child support orders.
 
The only formal solicitation of input from Facilitators was limited to a short roundtable discussion at
 the October AB 1058 conference.  While the roundtable discussion was valuable and appreciated,
 more input from the stakeholders most affected is critical as is the consideration of additional
 factors like availability of other nearby legal services, remoteness of court locations, etc.
 
I urge the Subcommittee to request more time to consider additional factors and to gather
 additional input from the affected stakeholders.  Given part of the proposal would be to delay
 implementation until FY 2017-18, requesting additional time to ensure the new methodology serves
 the needs of families needing legal assistance makes practical sense.
 
Very truly yours,
 
Wendy J. Dier
Modoc County Facilitator

mailto:wendydier@gmail.com
mailto:FamilyJuvenileComm@jud.ca.gov


From: Judge Scott Thomsen
To: Maves, Anna
Cc: Family Juvenile Comm
Subject: AB1058 Reallocation written comment
Date: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 1:39:00 PM
Attachments: AB 1058 Reallocation written comment 11172015.pdf

Good Afternoon Anna-
 
Pursuant to our brief telephone conversation yesterday, attached hereto please find our court’s
 further written comment regarding the AB1058 reallocation issue.  We would appreciate you
 forwarding this information to the co-chairs and joint subcommittee members as soon as possible
 for their consideration in advance of the meeting. 
By reply back, please confirm that you have received this e-mail.  Thank you.
 
Scott
 
B. Scott Thomsen,
Assistant Presiding Judge
Nevada County Superior Court
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From: Commissioner Yvette Durant
To: Family Juvenile Comm; Maves, Anna
Cc: Heidelberger, Candace S.; Ervin, Charles; Metroka, Sean; Kirby, Lee
Subject: AB1058 Joint Subcommittee Public Comment Letter
Date: Thursday, November 12, 2015 10:18:57 AM
Attachments: AB1058 Subcommittee Letter 11.12.15.pdf

Please see the attached letter being submitted as public comment in relation to the upcoming
 AB1058 Joint Subcommittee meeting scheduled for November 19, 2015.  Should you have any
 questions or should additional steps be necessary for this comment letter to be considered by the
 Subcommittee, please contact me.  Thank you for your consideration.
 
Yvette Durant, Commissioner
Nevada and Sierra Country Superior Courts
Yvette.durant@nevadacountycourts.com
530-265-1476
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From: Jake Chatters
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Subject: Comment for Item on 11/19 Agenda
Date: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 5:19:44 PM
Attachments: AB 1058 Funding Methodology_Comment_Nov 17 2015.pdf

Please see attached.  If you have any problems opening the document, please do not hesitate to
 contact me.
 
 
Jake Chatters
Court Executive Officer
Superior Court of Placer County
(916) 408-6186
 

Disclaimer: Superior Courts of California, County of Placer. This Message contains
 confidential information and it is intended only for the individual named. If you are not the
 named addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the
 sender immediately by e-mail if you have received this e-mail by mistake and delete this e-
mail from your system. E-mail transmission can be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed,
 arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. The sender therefore does not accept liability for
 any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a result of e-mail
 transmission. If verification is required please request a hard copy version.
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From: Norrie, Deborah
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Subject: Comment for Meeting November 19, 2015
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 9:54:10 AM

Dear Honorable Co-Chairs Juhas and Kuhl and Joint Subcommittee Members,

I send this comment on behalf of the Plumas Superior Court in relation to the AB1058 Reallocation
 model currently being discussed by the subcommittee.

Based on the material we have reviewed, this proposed reallocation would have huge negative
 impacts on the Plumas Court’s ability to provide necessary services to children and families. 

The Plumas Court has concerns about the methodology being used to make reallocation
 recommendations.  It appears to rely on data that may not accurately measure workload.  In
 addition, the Plumas Court shares the challenges facing small rural courts as outlined in the letter
 dated November 12, 2015 from the Nevada and Sierra Superior Courts.  Any significant reduction in
 AB1058 funding will ensure less than a minimal level of service.

We ask that the Subcommittee take the time necessary to make any reallocation decisions and keep
 in mind that a minimum level of funding is required for each court to provide a minimal level of
 services to the families and children it serves. 

Thank you for considering this comment and for the time and attention you are giving this issue. 

 

Deborah W. Norrie
Court Executive Officer
Plumas Superior Court
520 Main St., Room 104
Quincy, CA  95971
530-283-6016

mailto:Deborah.Norrie@plumas.courts.ca.gov
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From: Roger Diefendorf
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Subject: Proposed cuts to AB 1058 Program
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 9:26:56 PM
Importance: High

Dear Committee Members:
This is a comment on the proposed reallocation of AB 1058 funding being considered by this
 committee. 
I am the Family Law Facilitator and Director of Family Court Services in Plumas County on
 contract and have been since 2002. 
 
Over the last few years we have seen our funding for services take cut after cut.  Our office
 used to have a part-time clerk and that position was eliminated at the beginning of the 2014
 Fiscal Year.  In addition, our office had a child custody investigator who was also part-time
 and that position was also eliminated beginning in Fiscal Year 2014. 
At a time when we should have been expanding civil self-help services, we were being forced
 to reduce our services.  We operate a supervised visitation program because the court orders
 supervised visitation but we have absolutely no funding for that program.  Cuts in Fiscal Year
 2014, mean that most of my services are pro bono and only my paralegal and a retired part-
time mediator actually receive any pay check.
 
While I am sure that many counties large and small could use additional funding, any further
 cuts in AB 1058 funding to small rural counties such as Plumas County would completely
 cripple the ability of this office to offer any services.  Plumas County has no pro bono legal
 services.  Legal Services of Northern California occasionally provides some assistance to low
 income persons in the county, but they have no office in Plumas County and our office is the
 only legal office in the county that provides self-help assistance to self-represented litigants. 
 
In an era when comparatively few rural litigants are able to afford the services of an attorney,
 it is unthinkable that what little legal assistance is available in small rural counties would be
 virtually eliminated by a funding reallocation.  While a few thousand or even a few hundred
 thousand dollars would have a deminimous impact on one of the large county courts, a small
 county court can virtually run an entire program for a year on that much money.  I
 passionately urge this committee to consider the impact of cuts to small rural counties and to
 even consider increasing funding to the smaller rural counties.  Justice delayed is justice
 denied and self-represented litigants in small rural counties are entitled to the same level of
 justice as that which is afforded to litigants in larger counties which have more private and
 public resources.
 
Roger Diefendorf
Plumas County Family Law Facilitator &
Director of Family Court Services

mailto:diefendorf52@earthlink.net
mailto:FamilyJuvenileComm@jud.ca.gov


 



From: Alfaro, Maria
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Cc: Solorio, Gil
Subject: Comments for AB1058 Funding Allocation Joint Subcommittee
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 8:55:51 AM
Attachments: AB 1058 Funding Options.pdf

To:         Honorable Irma Poole Asberry, Co chair
               Honorable Mark A. Juhas, Co chair
               Honorable Carolyn B. Kuhl, Co chair
 
The attached letter is from the Superior Court of California, County of San Benito.
 
If you have any questions, please contact Gil Solorio, Court Executive Officer, 831-636-4057, ext.
 211.
 
 
Maria E. Alfaro
Administrative/HR Assistant
Interpreter/Court Reporter Coordinator
Superior Court of California, County of San Benito
450 Fourth Street
Hollister, CA  95023
Tel:  831-636-4057, ext. 240
Fax:  831-636-4195
 
 

mailto:Maria.Alfaro@sanbenito.courts.ca.gov
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From: Henderson, Frances
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Subject: Proposed cuts in 1058 Budget
Date: Monday, November 16, 2015 1:45:58 PM

Dear Committee Members:
 
I am writing to encourage you to not adopt the current proposal for budget cuts to the 1058
 Program.   The proposal currently before the Subcommittee would have devastating
 consequences for AB 1058 programs throughout the state.  Unfortunately, it primarily relies on
 only a single data set that inaccurately measures workload and fails to consider several
 important factors that impact the funding necessary to provide vital services to families with
 child support orders.  I have observed these needs first hand for 15 years as the Family Law
 Facilitator for San Benito County.  The need for our services is still increasing.
 
Moreover, the only formal solicitation of input from Facilitators was limited to a short roundtable
 discussion at the October AB 1058 conference, which I was unable to attend as I was presenting
 a workshop at the conference at the same time.  While the roundtable discussion was
 undoubtedly valuable and appreciated, more input from the stakeholders most affected is
 critical.  The committee should hear from those of us on the front lines throughout the state,
 who best recognize the challenges presented to litigants and know the benefit of the services
 currently provided by the 1058 Program.  I respectfully request that the current proposal be
 tabled until all stakeholders have the opportunity to present more data and gather more
 information relevant to the proposed budget cuts.
 
I urge the Subcommittee to request more time to consider additional factors and to gather
 additional input from the affected stakeholders.  Given part of the proposal would be to delay
 implementation until FY 2017-18, requesting additional time to ensure the new methodology
 serves the needs of families needing legal assistance makes practical sense.
 
Thank you for your attention to my correspondence.
 
Frances P. Henderson
Family Law Facilitator
Superior Court of California
County of San Benito
450 Fourth Street
Hollister, CA 95023
831-636-4057
frances.henderson@sanbenito.courts.ca.gov
 

mailto:Frances.Henderson@sanbenito.courts.ca.gov
mailto:FamilyJuvenileComm@jud.ca.gov


From: Rebecca Wightman
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Subject: FW: Written Public Comment by Commissioner Rebecca Wightman
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 1:14:29 AM
Attachments: doc03369320151118011348.pdf
Importance: High

Attached please find my written public comment for the Joint Sub-committee's consideration in advance of the
 public meeting scheduled for this coming Thursday, November 19, 2015.  I had hoped to get this in sooner but was
 prevented by my "day" job.  :)

Please let me know that you received this e-mail, as I want to ensure it meets the deadline. 

mailto:rwightman@sftc.org
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From: Parker, Darrel
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Subject: 1058 Funding Proposal
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 10:12:50 AM

I am writing to request you delay any recommendation on the current proposal until courts have more time to
 thoroughly review the methodology.  A discussion among Santa Barbara Court staff involved in AB1058 reveals
 some doubts about the measures used to redistribute funding.  Allowing more time will permit courts to provide a
 more thorough measure of AB1058 related work.

Thank you for your efforts and consideration of this request.

Respectfully,

Darrel Parker
Court Executive Officer
Santa Barbara Superior Court
805-614-6594

Sent from my iPad

mailto:dparker@sbcourts.org
mailto:FamilyJuvenileComm@jud.ca.gov


From: Carr, Soren
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Subject: AB 1058 budget reallocation proposal: Response from SBCSC
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 10:19:10 AM
Attachments: doc01320920151118101551.pdf

Good morning,

Please see attached response from Presiding Judge James E. Herman of the Santa Barbara Superior Court.

Best regards,
Soren Carr
Judicial Secretary to
Hon. James E. Herman, Presiding Judge
Santa Barbara Superior Court
1100 Anacapa St
Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Phone: (805) 882-4560
FAX: (805) 882-4602
scarr@sbcourts.org

mailto:scarr@sbcourts.org
mailto:FamilyJuvenileComm@jud.ca.gov















From: Mary Frances McHugh
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Cc: Davis, William J.; Masunaga, Laura; Crane, Renee
Subject: Siskiyou County Superior Court Public Comment regarding Agenda Items 3 through 8 - AB 1058 Allocation

 Subcommittee
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 8:46:04 AM
Attachments: 11-17-15 AB 1058 Funding Allocation letter.pdf

To the attention of Ms. Anna Maves:
 
Enclosed is the Siskiyou County Superior Court Public Comment regarding Agenda Items 3 through 8
 - AB 1058 Allocation Subcommittee.   The original is mailed, first class mail, postage prepaid.
 
Please confirm receipt of this material.  Thank you.
 
Mary Frances McHugh
Court Executive Officer
Siskiyou County Superior Court
311 Fourth Street
Room 206
Yreka, CA 96097
(530)842-8218
mchugh@siskiyou.courts.ca.gov
 

mailto:mchugh@siskiyou.courts.ca.gov
mailto:FamilyJuvenileComm@jud.ca.gov
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From: Stephanie Hansel
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Subject: AB 1058 Funding Allocation
Date: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 11:30:13 AM

AB 1058 Funding Allocation Joint Subcommittee,
 
The current proposal before the Subcommittee would have devastating consequences for the AB
 1058 program in Sutter County, especially the Family Law Facilitator program.   Family Code section
 10004 delineates the base services to be provided by the Family Law Facilitator including but not
 limited to providing education materials concerning the process of establishing parentage and
 establishing, modifying, and enforcing child support and spousal support; providing assistance in
 completing forms; preparing support schedules based upon statutory guidelines and providing
 referrals to the local child support agency, family court services and other agencies.  These services
 are not limited to only those cases initiated or managed by DCSS.  The WAFM funding model utilized
 weighted case types and filings to determine the baseline staffing requirements, it does not appear
 from the funding model proposed that these cases were weighted to account for those differences. 
  For this reason, the use of DCSS data only for the calculation of need for this program is
 insufficient. 
 
More input from the stakeholders most affected is critical as is the consideration of additional
 factors (e.g., level of activity of cases, family law cases in which DCSS has intervened, availability of
 other nearby legal services, remoteness of court locations, unemployment and poverty statistics for
 each county,  etc.).  Facilitators are required to submit quarterly statistics tracking our workload and
 it does not appear that data was reviewed or considered when making the allocations.
 
I urge the Subcommittee to request more time to consider additional factors and to gather
 additional input from the affected stakeholders.  Given part of the proposal would be to delay
 implementation until FY 2017-18, requesting additional time to ensure the new methodology serves
 the needs of families needing legal assistance makes practical sense.
 
Stephanie M. Hansel
Assistant Court Executive Officer
(Former Family Law Facilitator)
Sutter County Superior Court
446 Second St.
Yuba City, CA 95991
Ph  530.822.3379
shansel@suttercourts.com
 
 

mailto:shansel@suttercourts.com
mailto:FamilyJuvenileComm@jud.ca.gov
mailto:shansel@suttercourts.com


From: Dr. Cindy Van Schooten
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Cc: Johnson, Elizabeth
Subject: Re: AB 1058 Reallocation
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 11:44:03 AM

AB 1058 Funding Allocation Joint Subcommittee
of the Family and Juvenile Law Advisory
Committee, Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee, and
Workload Assessment Advisory Committee
Judicial Council of California
455 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, CA  94102
 
Re:  AB 1058 Reallocation
 
Dear Honorable Co-Chairs Juhas and Kuhl and Joint Subcommittee Members
 
On behalf of Trinity County Superior Court, I’d like to comment on the current proposal before the
 Subcommittee on Thursday November 19, 2015. As it is now, it would have devastating
 consequences for AB 1058 programs, in particularly for smaller counties.  This letter outlines our
 shared concerns and hopes for further time to explore alternatives. Our county currently relies on
 Shasta Court for FLF services, and in June 2015, Trinity was completely left out of the AB 1058
 funding, forcing us to request an immediate amendment to the AB1058 allocations from the Judicial
 Council. This would have devastated both of our courts, if we had not taken quick action. Now we
 have an additional obstacle as outlined below.
 
Unfortunately, the proposal primarily relies on only a single data set that inaccurately measures
 workload and fails to consider several important factors that impact the funding necessary to
 provide vital services to families with child support orders.  The only formal solicitation of input from
 Facilitators was limited to a short roundtable discussion at the October AB 1058 conference, with
 little preparation.  While the roundtable discussion was valuable and appreciated, more input from
 the stakeholders most affected is critical as is the consideration of additional factors (e.g., level of
 activity of cases, family law cases in which DCSS has intervened, availability of other nearby legal
 services, remoteness of court locations, etc.).  The latter item, “remoteness of court locations:
 cannot not be emphasized enough, as a significant factor impacting fair access to all.
 
As stated by several of my colleagues, I urge the Subcommittee to request more time to consider
 additional factors and to gather additional input from the affected stakeholders.  The proposal
 would be to delay implementation until FY 2017-18, requesting additional time to ensure the new
 methodology serves the needs of families, in particular in the rural areas who need legal assistance.
 At the very least, I request the Subcommittee to take more time with this to allow meaningful
 comment from potentially impacted courts.
 
Best regards,
 

mailto:cvanschooten@trinitycounty.org
mailto:FamilyJuvenileComm@jud.ca.gov
mailto:ljohnson@trinitycounty.org


Dr. Cindy Van Schooten
Court Executive Officer
Superior Court of California, Trinity County
11 Court Street
Weaverville, CA
(530) 623-8330
 



From: Carla Khal
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Subject: AB 1058 Funding Allocation Joint Subcommittee Meeting 11/19/2015
Date: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 10:38:29 AM

Committee members –
 
I urge you to extend the time to study the reallocation of AB1058 funding.  This rush to adopt a
 method of reallocation in a period of less than 12 months seems unnecessary.  The committee has
 had no time to gather qualitative data which I firmly believe should be included along with the
 quantitative data being considered.  As a program that would lose over 60% of the current funding,
 Tulare County’s Family Law Facilitator program would be devastated by adopting the current
 proposal. 
 
What mere quantitative data does not reflect is the additional burdens faced in rural counties with
 large low-income populations.  For example, patrons of our program have extremely limited access
 to public transportation.  Yet they must travel significant distances to reach the court.  Our work to
 provide services in a variety of locations helps to provide access to justice for people who can least
 afford time off work, fuel/travel costs and attorneys.  In three or four years, the proposed
 reallocation would end our ability to provide services throughout the county on a daily basis.  We
 are also a program that must bear the additional cost of renting a facility due to lack of space in the
 courthouse.  No provision for such differences is allowed by a funding allocation that is based
 strictly on quantitative data.  These are just two examples of why quantitative data alone is not
 sufficient for making such a decision.  If you multiply just these examples by the number of counties
 – primarily small, rural counties – that will lose significant funding,  you will surely recognize the
 need to take a more thorough approach to this decision.
 
For many years, I served on the AB 1058 Budget Focus Group.  Each year we reviewed the
 recommendations of the AB1058 staff for annual funding and mid-year reallocation.  Adjustments
 to funding considered unique circumstances of courts and qualitative issues, not just raw data.  I
 find it interesting that for the first time in the history of the program, the Focus Group was
 completely ignored as to mid-year 2014/15 reallocation as well as 2015/16 funding.  In the entire
 reallocation review, the very existence of this long-standing group seems to have been forgotten.  It
 would seem that the Focus Group should have been one of the first consulted when this process
 started, but obviously that did not occur.  This lack of acknowledgment and respect for people who
 were annually involved in reviewing funding allocations leads one to suspect to a pre-determined
 outcome on the part of this process.  Namely, fund the big counties and leave the small counties to
 struggle on their own. 
 
The goal of the Family Law Facilitator program is to expand access to justice.  The proposal under
 consideration takes the bulk of funding and redirects it to the large urban counties which have
 traditionally been better funded.  Yet these counties have the advantage of having significantly
 better resources for their patrons already.  I urge you  not to let this program become yet another
 example of people living in large urban areas having greater access to justice while those in the
 poor, rural counties, who most need assistance, are left to face often insurmountable obstacles to
 justice.

mailto:CKhal@tulare.courts.ca.gov
mailto:FamilyJuvenileComm@jud.ca.gov


 
Carla R. D. Khal
Family Law Facilitator
Superior Court of California
County of Tulare
Self-Help Resource Center
559-737-5500, ext. 7104
 

 NOTICE: This E-mail (including attachments) is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C. 2510-2521. The contents of this
 message, together with any attachments, are intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which they are addressed and may contain
 information that is legally privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
 dissemination, distribution, or copying of this message, or any attachment, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please
 notify the original sender immediately by return E-mail and delete this message, along with any attachments, from your computer. Thank you.



From: Philip A. Pimentel
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Subject: 1058 funding proposal
Date: Monday, November 16, 2015 1:05:06 PM

I have glanced at the proposal but have not had sufficient notice or time to fully assess the entire
 proposal.
I do note that the proposal does NOT take into consideration the number of court appearances on
 these cases, including the majority of which relate to modification of these child support orders.
Please deny taking any action on this proposal until a complete assessment of the needs of each
 county based upon these and other considerations.  Thank you.  Philip Pimentel, commissioner for
 Tuolumne and Mariposa counties.      

mailto:ppimentel@tuolumne.courts.ca.gov
mailto:FamilyJuvenileComm@jud.ca.gov


From: Jeanine D. Tucker
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Cc: Segerstrom, Donald; Kuhl, Hon. Carolyn B.; "MAJuhas@LaSuperiorCourt.org"
Subject: Letter to the TCBAC AB 1058 Reallocation Subcommittee
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 4:28:21 PM
Attachments: Letter to FamilyJuvenileComm.pdf

Please find attached, a letter from our court for your consideration at the November 19th meeting.
 
Have a good evening,
 
 

Jeanine D. Tucker
Court Executive Officer
Superior Court of California
County of Tuolumne
41 W. Yaney Avenue
Sonora, CA   95370
jtucker@tuolumne.courts.ca.gov
(209) 533-5556
(209) 595-7735

"To provide justice under the law, equally, impartially, and expeditiously, with dignity and respect for
 all."
 

mailto:jtucker@tuolumne.courts.ca.gov
mailto:FamilyJuvenileComm@jud.ca.gov
mailto:dsegerstrom@tuolumne.courts.ca.gov
mailto:ckuhl@lasuperiorcourt.org
mailto:MAJuhas@LaSuperiorCourt.org











From: Robert Sherman
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Subject: Proposed AB 1058 Funding Allocation Methodology
Date: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 3:26:28 PM

The funding model as currently recommended is deficient due to utilizing workload solely as the
 determining factor.  This model would be accurate only if all 58 courts provided these services in the exact same
 manner utilizing standardized practices, policies and procedures along with a uniform staffing model. 
 
The proposed approach is flawed as it does not consider all of the factors required to provide these services. 
 These factors include the scope and level of services, number of days and hours the services are provided, the
 staffing involved, the number of locations and most importantly the costs over and above the AB 1058 funding
 that a court is funding from it's own budget to provide these services.
 
This proposal in it's current form is not actually correcting the problem, it is simply moving the problem.  More
 attention needs to given to the entire process involved in providing these services in addition to the workload.

mailgate.ventura.courts.ca.gov made the following annotations
---------------------------------------------------------------------
NOTICE: This email message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) 
and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized 
review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the 
intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all 
copies of the original message.
---------------------------------------------------------------------

mailto:Robert.Sherman@ventura.courts.ca.gov
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From: Berger Cathleen
To: Family Juvenile Comm
Subject: Ltr from Yolo Superior Court
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 11:01:44 AM
Attachments: 2015-11-18 Ltr to Reallocation Subcommittee.pdf

Please see attached letter from Yolo Superior Court.
 
Thank you,
 

Cathleen L. Berger
Deputy Court Executive Officer
 
Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail communication and any attachments may contain
 confidential and privileged information for the use of the designated recipients named above.
 Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the
 intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail, delete the original message and
 destroy all copies.

mailto:cberger@yolo.courts.ca.gov
mailto:FamilyJuvenileComm@jud.ca.gov
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