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Legislature’s receipt of individual court plans regarding activities intended to maintain or increase
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Individual Court Plans
of Activities that Maintained or Increased Public Access to Justice

Report to the Fiscal and Policy Committees in Each House of the Legislature
as Required by the Budget Act of 2013

May 1, 2014
Introduction

The Administrative Office of the Courts is providing this final report to the fiscal and policy
committees in each house of the Legislature responsible for court issues as required by Provision
12 of item 0250-101-0932 of the Budget Act of 2013. This report, like the preliminary report
dated September 1, 2013, is broken into two parts.

The first is a high-level review of court funding reductions and related considerations that
provide the appropriate context within which to understand how the courts have approached
allocating their share of the $60 million augmentation included in the Budget Act.

The second part includes a synopsis of the courts’ responses to how they used their respective
shares of the augmentation, and a compilation of the individual court plans. As with the plans
submitted in September, the courts again were asked to provide their local plans utilizing a
template in order to present the Legislature with a consistent format for all 58 trial courts. There
is significant consistency between these follow-up reports and those submitted to the Legislature
in September in terms of the courts’ anticipated uses for their respective shares of the
augmentation.

The budget control language of Item 0250-101-0932, Provision 12 is provided here:

12. Of the amount appropriated in Schedule (1),
$60,000,000 shall be allocated by the Judicial Council to
trial courts based on the funding methodology approved by
Judicial Council on April 26, 2013. Funding identified in
this provision shall be made available to an individual trial
court only upon receipt of a written plan meeting the
following criteria:

(@) An individual court plan shall be submitted by the
Administrative Office of the Courts to each fiscal
and policy committee in each house of the
Legislature responsible for court issues on or before
September 1, 2013.

(b) An individual court plan shall only include activities
intended to maintain or increase public access to
justice.



On or after April 14, 2014, but in no event later than May 14,
2014, the Judicial Council shall file a written report to the
appropriate fiscal and policy committees of the Legislature
on how funds identified in this provision were or will be
expended during the 2013-14 fiscal year.

Context: Trial Court Allocations from FY 2008-09 to Present

In January 2013, the Legislative Analyst’s Office reported that the General Fund share of judicial
branch funding declined from a high of 56% in FY 2008-09, to just 20% last year (FY 2012-13),
resulting in the loss of more than one billion dollars to the judicial branch. Over this same five-
year period, to prevent catastrophic reductions in court operations, filing fees and criminal
assessments were increased, local court fund balances were spent down to offset General Fund
reductions, and statewide infrastructure project funds as well as nearly $1 billion in courthouse
construction funds were diverted to court operations.

As illustrated in the chart below, local trial courts found themselves starting FY 2013-14 facing
structural deficits and cash flow problems, all of which manifested in eliminations of court
services, reductions in staff, closures of courtrooms and courthouses, and other cost-cutting
measures that negatively impacted the public’s access to justice.
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Although the courts continue to absorb unfunded expenses such as increased court employee
health benefit and retirement costs, the $60 million allocation to the trial courts for FY 2013-14
was an important first step that has enabled courts to begin to address existing or impending
service reductions. Unfortunately, the $60 million in new funds this year, while a significant
improvement from previous year reductions, was mathematically far less than the unfunded
benefits costs coupled with more than $1 billion in cuts from the previous five years.

Historic New Funding Allocation Methodology for the Trial Courts

Concerns about the distribution of General Fund money to the trial courts have been present
since the Trial Court Funding Act of 1997 shifted responsibility for the funding of the courts
from the counties to the state. Even after the Trial Court Funding Act became law, the
distribution of General Funds remained locked in time, based largely on the historic allocations
that each court received at the local level from the county. In 2012, the Chief Justice and the
Governor appointed the Trial Court Funding Workgroup to evaluate the progress in
implementing the Trial Court Funding Act. The Workgroup found that the judicial branch has
essentially satisfied the stated goals and requirements of the Act by increasing access to justice;
implementing greater uniformity; achieving efficiencies and economies of scale; simplifying
court processes and procedures; and, making overall structural improvements in statewide access
to justice. The Workgroup also concluded that work remained regarding a more transparent and
equitable process by which the Judicial Council allocates to the 58 trial courts the state
appropriation for general trial court operations. To that end, presiding judges and court
executive officers developed a new Workload Allocation and Funding Methodology (WAFM),
adopted by the Judicial Council in April 2013, that will result in a more transparent and equitable
distribution of funds among the 58 local trial courts — significantly benefiting the most under-
resourced courts. It is significant to note that the Budget Act of 2013 directed the $60 million
augmentation be divided among the trial courts according to the newly adopted funding
methodology designed to distribute funds more transparently and equitably to the courts.

How WAFM Works

The WAFM formula, based on case filings weighted by case type and other criteria that speak
directly to the workloads and filings experienced by California’s 58 courts, is being phased in
over a five-year period. The amount of funds each court receives under WAFM requires a multi-
part equation that includes the following components/steps:



e Step 1 - All new money for general court operations (for example, the $60 million
augmentation in the current year) is allocated using ONLY the WAFM formula;

e Step 2 - A like amount of base funding, meaning dollars within the FY 2012-13 Budget
Act allocation (for example, $60 million in the current year) is also allocated using
ONLY the WAFM formula;

e Step 3 - A specified percentage of baseline funds, to be phased in over five years, will
also be distributed to the courts ONLY using WAFM, (in the current year it is 10%);

e Step 4 — All remaining amounts not distributed via WAFM are allocated according to the
historical pro rata formula previously used.

WAFM further provides that in year two of the phase-in, all new money plus a like amount of
base funding, and 15% of the remaining baseline will be distributed by the WAFM formula. The
redistribution of baseline funds will continue to increase, 30% in year three, 40% in year four,
and 50% in year five. This phased approach is designed to result in a progressive shift in the
distribution of funds in order to provide relief to the traditionally underfunded courts, while
acknowledging that the courts that will lose the greatest percentage of their allocations need time
to adjust to the reduction in funds they will receive.

In the current year, WAFM’s redistribution of baseline funding resulted in a total positive
adjustment of $14.4 million for 22 courts, and a total negative adjustment of $14.4 million for 21
courts. The 15 remaining courts are the branch’s smallest courts, which were excluded from the
first year of the WAFM reallocation. If they had not been excluded, their small size and relative
low numbers of filings would have resulted in a distorted outcome, imposing an inequitable
financial burden on them. Earlier this fiscal year, the Judicial Council adopted an adjustment to
the WAFM calculation to accommodate the lack of economies of scale experienced by the state’s
small courts that will go into effect in 2014-15 (budget year).

Stated another way, WAFM has the benefit of providing traditionally underfunded courts — e.g.,
those that have experienced population growth and a resultant increase in court filings, with the
appropriate percentage of funds they need. To do so, however, WAFM must necessarily take
funds away from other courts, since absent a significant ongoing reinvestment in trial court
funding, there are no options but to take funds away from some courts to better serve others.
WAFM is ultimately an equitable way to rebalance funding among the trial courts.

WAFM and its Trial Court Budget Impacts

The Budget Act states, “...$60,000,000 shall be allocated by the Judicial Council to trial courts
based on the funding methodology approved by Judicial Council on April 26, 2013.”

Utilizing the new WAFM formula, the $60 million budget augmentation, only, is spread as
represented in the graph below.



Distribution of $60 million Augmentation Under WAFM (step 1)

Court Share of Augmentation Court Share of Augmentation
Alameda 2,368,634 Placer 536,650
Alpine 7,226 Plumas 33,256
Amador 61,365 Riverside 3,028,558
Butte 312,533 Sacramento 2,625,130
Calaveras 62,926 San Benito 85,264
Colusa 41,323 San Bernardino 3,476,637
Contra Costa 1,418,488 San Diego 4,322,164
Del Norte 79,107 San Francisco 1,605,726
El Dorado 239,635 San Joaquin 1,162,391
Fresno 1,538,195 San Luis Obispo 432,381
Glenn 49,328 San Mateo 1,113,257
Humboldt 174,587 Santa Barbara 635,282
Imperial 282,675 Santa Clara 2,436,612
Inyo 50,201 Santa Cruz 367,125
Kern 1,597,067 Shasta 323,090
Kings 215,869 Sierra 7,615
Lake 89,607 Siskiyou 70,136
Lassen 68,479 Solano 758,555
Los Angeles 17,468,299 Sonoma 844,404
Madera 239,028 Stanislaus 839,468
Marin 340,244 Sutter 165,851
Mariposa 32,895 Tehama 117,632
Mendocino 166,754 Trinity 43,420
Merced 470,828 Tulare 558,947
Modoc 16,977 Tuolumne 92,130
Mono 45,169 Ventura 1,164,629
Monterey 602,622 Yolo 296,038
Napa 209,052 Yuba 108,126
Nevada 145,313 TOTAL 60,000,000
Orange 4,355,099




The application of the WAFM formula is, however, a four-step process, as noted above. What
follows is an explanation of the WAFM outcomes for the current year as the additional
components of the formula are applied.

Two WAFM Examples

The result of phasing in the WAFM formula is that the net funding courts receive is different
from the amounts listed above. Complicating the calculation is this: until the trial courts receive
sufficient funds to overcome their structural deficits, the increases in allocations to some courts
are necessarily offset by reductions in allocations to others. Two examples clarify this concept.

Contra Costa. The share of the new $60 million augmentation to the Superior Court of
California in the County of Contra Costa was $1,418,488. Taking into account both the like
amount of base funding and the 10% redistribution of base funding, Contra Costa saw a net gain
of $144,223, producing an overall augmentation in the current year of $1,562,711.

San Luis Obispo. The share of the new $60 million augmentation to the Superior Court of
California in the County of San Luis Obispo was $432,381. Taking into account both the like
amount of base funding and the 10% redistribution of base funding, San Luis Obispo saw a net
loss of $37,783, producing an overall augmentation in the current year of $394,598.

Overall WAFM Augmentation to Each Trial Court (steps 2 and 3)

The following chart, showing the overall augmentations from the $60 million in current year
General Funds for each court is included here. As stated previously, the WAFM formula was not
applied to the smallest courts, so there is no net change in their allocations.

Court Net Share of Court Net Share of

Augmentation/Change Augmentation/Change
Alameda $526,359 | Orange $1,673,988
(net WAFM loss of $1,842,284) (net WAFM loss of $2,681,111)
Alpine $7,226 | Placer $781,216
(no change) (net WAFM gain of 244,566)
Amador $61,365 | Plumas $33,256
(no change) (no change)
Butte $338,963 | Riverside $5,203,028
(net WAFM gain of $26,430) (net WAFM gain of $2,174,470)
Calaveras $62,926 | Sacramento $2,796,763
(no change) (net WAFM gain of $171,633)
Colusa $41,323 | San Benito $85,264
(no change) (no change)
Contra Costa $1,562,711 | San Bernardino $6,578,924
(net WAFM gain of $144,223) (net WAFM gain of $3,102,287)
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Del Norte $79,107 | San Diego $1,564,111
(no change) (net WAFM loss of $2,758,053)

El Dorado $218,211 | San Francisco ($470,569)
(net WAFM loss of $21,424) (net WAFM loss of $2,076,295)

Fresno $1,869,222 | San Joaquin $1,753,890
(net WAFM gain of $331,027) (net WAFM gain of $591,499)

Glenn $49,328 | San Luis Obispo $394,598
(no change) (net WAFM loss of $37,783

Humboldt $56,321 | San Mateo $665,146
(net WAFM loss of $118,266) (net WAFM loss of $448,111)

Imperial $348,882 | Santa Barbara $183,622
(net WAFM gain of $66,207) (net WAFM loss of $451,660)

Inyo $50,201 | Santa Clara $159,598
(no change) (net WAFM loss of $2,277,014)

Kern $2,935,905 | Santa Cruz $206,121
(net WAFM gain of $1,338,838) (net WAFM loss of $161,004)

Kings $272,294 | Shasta $368,180
(net WAFM gain of $56,425) (net WAFM gain of $45,090)

Lake ($18,682) | Sierra $7,615
(net WAFM loss of $108,289) (no change)

Lassen $68,479 | Siskiyou ($154,342)
(no change) (net WAFM loss of $224,478)

Los Angeles $21,058,983 | Solano $1,105,054
(net WAFM gain of $3,590,684) (net WAFM gain of $346,499)

Madera $205,243 | Sonoma $1,035,962
(net WAFM loss of $33,785) (net WAFM gain of $191,558)

Marin ($400,098) | Stanislaus $1,490,666
(net WAFM loss of $740,342) (net WAFM gain of $651,198)

Mariposa $32,895 | Sutter $245,954
(no change) (net WAFM gain of $80,103)

Mendocino $111,040 | Tehama $104,199
(net WAFM loss of $55,714) (net WAFM loss of $13,433)

Merced $787,510 | Trinity $43,420
(net WAFM gain of $316,682) (no change)

Modoc $16,977 | Tulare $711,629
(no change) (net WAFM gain of $152,682)

Mono $45,169 | Tuolumne $37,097
(no change) (net WAFM loss of $55,033)

Monterey $802,017 | Ventura $1,660,216
(net WAFM gain of $199,395) (net WAFM gain of $495,587)

Napa $53,947 | Yolo $377,852
(net WAFM loss of $155,105) (net WAFM gain of $81,814)

$96,592 | Yuba $17,128

Nevada (net WAFM loss of $48,721) (net WAFM loss of $90,998)




It becomes apparent in reading all of the individual court plans that the courts’ efforts related to
public access to justice in the current year are overshadowed by the possibility of significant cuts
to services, programs and personnel in the budget year. That’s because in the budget year, the
courts’ fund balances, upon which the courts have relied to subsidize their operations, will be all
but eliminated.

Plan Synopsis and Individual Court Plans

All 58 courts submitted reports on the use of their respective shares of the $60 million
augmentation. To the extent possible, courts used their augmentations to address staffing,
darkened courthouses and courtrooms, public service availability, and backlogs in case and
document management.

Importantly, and with only minor exceptions, courts accurately anticipated in September how
they would be able to use their respective shares of the $60 million augmentation as reported
here.

Staffing. Almost half of the courts (27) avoided further staffing reductions, while nine added
staff. And, while 21 courts stated unequivocally that furloughs are likely in the budget year
without a significant budget augmentation, this year 14 courts eliminated, suspended, or partially
reduced furloughs, and three others avoided implementing them.

Courtroom and courthouse closures. Twelve courts avoided closing courtrooms, and 10 avoided
closing courthouses. Three courts were able to reopen closed courtrooms.

Self-help services. A total of 14 courts stated that they improved their self-help services in the
current year, and another 20 courts said they maintained their same level of services; they also
stated that with the elimination of fund balances and in the absence of robust augmentations to
their trial court operations budgets, there will be significant cuts to self-help services in the
budget year.

Window and phone services. 31 courts maintained some phone and window services; nine courts
were actually able to increase phone services, and 11 increased window services.

Backlogs. Over half of the courts (33) dedicated significant funds toward the reduction of case
and document management backlogs. They stated, however, that they relied in large measure on
their fund balances because their respective shares of the $60 million budget augmentation were
not sufficient to absorb the full costs of this effort. The courts reported that they anticipate there
will be increased delays in paperwork and court dates in the budget year absent a significant
budget augmentation for the trial courts.



Collaborative courts. A total of 23 courts stated that they maintained their collaborative courts,
but supported in whole or in part with funds other than the courts’ respective shares of the $60
million augmentation, including fund balances. Another three courts expanded their
collaborative courts, also using funds other than their share of the augmentation. Many courts
expressed concern that their collaborative courts are at risk in the budget year if significant trial
court funding is not available.

For details, please refer to the attached individual court plans.
Conclusion

As required by the Budget Act of 2013, this report is submitted to provide detailed, court-
specific information about the breadth as well as limitations of the $60 million budget
augmentation in the current year.

While the $60 million didn’t erase the budget cuts from previous years, it reversed the trend of
yearly allocation reductions, and enabled courts to address the gaps that had been widening for
half a decade.

Critical to achieving significant restoration of services and access to justice will be mitigation of
the remaining $415 million in permanent ongoing reductions to trial courts since FY 2008-09 as
well as unfunded increases in employee health benefits and retirement costs. Without additional
funding to erase existing structural deficits, Californians should assume there will be significant
additional service reductions in the budget year.

The individual court plans attached with this report were prepared during the period of March 11
through March 27, 2014. The courts were provided templates into which they composed their
plans directly. The plans have not been edited, although in some cases the formatting was
corrected for the sake of consistency. Please direct any questions to Cory Jasperson, Director of
the Judicial Council’s Office of Governmental Affairs (916) 323-3121 or
cory.jasperson@jud.ca.gov.

Attachments

Individual reports from each of the 58 local trial courts.
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FOLLOW-UP REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE
Superior Court of California,
County of ALAMEDA
FY 2013-14
Share of $60 million augmentation: $2,368,634
Net Allocation After WAFM: $526,359

There are a number of ways to have used your share of the $60 million budget augmentation to
maintain or increase public access to justice. Check all that are appropriate AND please provide as
detailed an explanation for each as you can:

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS TYPING DIRECTLY INTO THIS TEMPLATE.
TRANSMIT YOUR COMPLETED WORD DOCUMENT TO andi.liebenbaum@jud.ca.gov BY/BEFORE
CLOSE OF BUSINESS ON THURSDAY, MARCH 27TH.

____We avoided (or limited) previously planned staffing reductions.
o Please explain how many positions you avoided reducing.

Type your response here
o Please describe the kinds of positions you avoided reducing.
Type your response here

o Please explain how this action allowed you to maintain or increase public access to justice in
applicable divisions of your court or courthouse(s).

Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

____We avoided (or limited) previously planned courtroom closures.
o Please explain what types of hearings have been maintained.

Type your response here
o Please describe the impact on the public by keeping open a courtroom planned for closure.
Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.
Report to the Legislature:

$60 Million Augmentation, Part 2
Page 1 of 5
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Type your response here

We avoided previously planned courthouse closures.

Please explain which courthouse(s) you were able to avoid closing.

Type your response here

Please explain the impact on the public by keeping open this/these courthouse(s).

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

___We maintained, increased or restored public telephone hours.

Please explain how the restoration of public telephone hours maintained or increased public
access to justice.

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

We maintained, increased or restored court clerk hours.

Please explain what kinds of court clerk duties were maintained, increased or restored.

Type your response here

Please explain how the restoration of court clerk hours maintained or increased public access to
justice.

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

X___ We devoted resources to reducing backlogs in case processing.

Report to the Legislature:
$60 Million Augmentation, Part 2
Page 2 of 5



e Backlogs in Civil, Probate, Criminal and Family Law have been addressed. In addition, Records
destruction initiatives have been undertaken.

e Please explain how decreasing the backlog maintained or increased public access to justice.

Backlogged case processing generates hardship and frustration for the public and our
justice partners. As a result of the investment in backlog reduction, judgments are being
processed more timely, and thus litigants are able to enforce orders more quickly. Mailed
documents are imaged more quickly, so that the public and attorneys can view them on
the Court’s case management system before, rather than after, relevant hearings. As
another example of improved access, prior to the investment in backlog reduction, the
Court was experiencing a 4 month delay in satisfying requests for certification of prior
convictions; the current turnaround time is less than 2 weeks.

e Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

The Court will attempt to sustain limited investments in backlog reduction beyond the current
fiscal year.

____We suspended/avoided employee furloughs.
o Please explain how this action allowed you to maintain or increase public access to justice.

Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

We maintained, increased or restored services in our self-help center.
o Please explain the details of maintaining, increasing or restoring self-help center services.

New funding was used to re-institute a level of General Fund support for the Court’s Self
Help Center, specifically to provide funding for the copying and distribution of
mandatory Family Law Forms.

e Please explain how the increase in self-help services maintained or increased public access to
justice.

Over the last five years, the Court has eliminated all General fund support for Self-Help

services resulting in significant programmatic reductions, including discontinuation of a

longstanding practice of providing mandatory Family Law forms. This discontinuation

resulted in many litigants having to go to the public library to print forms, or showing up
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in Court without the necessary forms. A resumption of Court form distribution has
eliminated this particular access barrier.

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

The answer is dependent on budget year Court funding level.

We maintained, increased or restored court reporting services.
o Please explain how increased court reporting services maintained or increased public access to
justice.

Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

___We maintained, increased or restored specialty court(s).
o Please describe the specialty court(s) maintained, increased or restored.

Type your response here

o Please explain how the restoration of specialty court services maintained or increased public
access to justice.

Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here
Using as much additional space as you need, answer the following questions:
o Explain any other ways your court restored, maintained, or increased public access to justice with
your proportionate share of the $60M.

Type your response here

o Explain the impact of the WAFM calculation and your court’s net allocation on your court’s
ability to maintain, increase or restore access to justice.

Type your response here
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e What additional information would you like to add about the use of your court’s share of the $60
million augmentation?

Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.
Taking into account our Court’s share of the $60 million allocation, the Court has realized a
nearly $30 million reduction in funding over the last five years. Thus, while new funding totaling
$2.3 million is appreciated and will be used for targeted investments as noted above, the Court is
not in a position to invest in the kinds of operational changes needed to mitigate the sustained
reductions that have been realized over the last five years.

e What are your projected revenues and expenditures for NEXT fiscal year (2014-15)?

Revenues:$86.8M (includes estimated $1.8M share of Governor’s proposed $100M and $5.7M
estimated in local revenue)
Expenditures: $87.4M

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP AS WE PREPARE THIS FOLLOW-UP SURVEY. SUBMIT THIS COMPLETED
FORM TO andi.liebenbaum@jud.ca.gov ON OR BEFORE CLOSE OF BUSINESS ON THURSDAY,
MARCH 27TH. PLEASE CALL ANDI AT 916-323-3121 IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS.
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FOLLOW-UP REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE
Superior Court of California,
County of ALPINE
FY 2013-14
Share of $60 million augmentation: $7,226
Net Allocation After WAFM: $7,226 (no change)

There are a number of ways to have used your share of the $60 million budget augmentation to
maintain or increase public access to justice. Check all that are appropriate AND please provide as
detailed an explanation for each as you can:

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS TYPING DIRECTLY INTO THIS TEMPLATE.
TRANSMIT YOUR COMPLETED WORD DOCUMENT TO andi.liebenbaum@jud.ca.gov BY/BEFORE
CLOSE OF BUSINESS ON THURSDAY, MARCH 27TH.

____We avoided (or limited) previously planned staffing reductions.
o Please explain how many positions you avoided reducing.

Type your response here
o Please describe the kinds of positions you avoided reducing.
Type your response here

o Please explain how this action allowed you to maintain or increase public access to justice in
applicable divisions of your court or courthouse(s).

Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

____We avoided (or limited) previously planned courtroom closures.
o Please explain what types of hearings have been maintained.

Type your response here
o Please describe the impact on the public by keeping open a courtroom planned for closure.
Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.
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Type your response here

We avoided previously planned courthouse closures.

Please explain which courthouse(s) you were able to avoid closing.

Type your response here

Please explain the impact on the public by keeping open this/these courthouse(s).

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

X _We maintained, increased or restored public telephone hours.

Please explain how the restoration of public telephone hours maintained or increased public
access to justice.

Alpine Superior Court will use our share of the $60M, the grand sum of $7226, to avoid
or minimize reducing counter and telephone hours — which we have been able to do so
far but which has always been a possibility with the diminution of funding.

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

X We maintained, increased or restored court clerk hours.

Please explain what kinds of court clerk duties were maintained, increased or restored.

See above.

Please explain how the restoration of court clerk hours maintained or increased public access to
justice.

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here
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We devoted resources to reducing backlogs in case processing.

Please explain the areas of backlog that were addressed.

Type your response here

Please explain how decreasing the backlog maintained or increased public access to justice.

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

____We suspended/avoided employee furloughs.

Please explain how this action allowed you to maintain or increase public access to justice.

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

We maintained, increased or restored services in our self-help center.

Please explain the details of maintaining, increasing or restoring self-help center services.
Type your response here

Please explain how the increase in self-help services maintained or increased public access to
justice.

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

We maintained, increased or restored court reporting services.

Please explain how increased court reporting services maintained or increased public access to
justice.

Type your response here
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Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

___We maintained, increased or restored specialty court(s).

Please describe the specialty court(s) maintained, increased or restored.

Type your response here

Please explain how the restoration of specialty court services maintained or increased public
access to justice.

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

Using as much additional space as you need, answer the following questions:

Explain any other ways your court restored, maintained, or increased public access to justice with
your proportionate share of the $60M.

Type your response here

Explain the impact of the WAFM calculation and your court’s net allocation on your court’s
ability to maintain, increase or restore access to justice.

Type your response here

What additional information would you like to add about the use of your court’s share of the $60
million augmentation?

Our plan for the next fiscal year is to replace a deficient finance system and inefficient case
management system, and the new funding formula and this modest sum will assist with those
projects.

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here
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o What are your projected revenues and expenditures for NEXT fiscal year (2014-15)?

Type your response here

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP AS WE PREPARE THIS FOLLOW-UP SURVEY. SUBMIT THIS COMPLETED
FORM TO andi.liebenbaum@jud.ca.gov ON OR BEFORE CLOSE OF BUSINESS ON THURSDAY,
MARCH 27TH. PLEASE CALL ANDI AT 916-323-3121 IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS.
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FOLLOW-UP REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE
Superior Court of California,
County of AMADOR
FY 2013-14
Share of $60 million augmentation: $61,365
Net Allocation After WAFM: $61,365 (no change)

There are a number of ways to have used your share of the $60 million budget augmentation to
maintain or increase public access to justice. Check all that are appropriate AND please provide as
detailed an explanation for each as you can:

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS TYPING DIRECTLY INTO THIS TEMPLATE.
TRANSMIT YOUR COMPLETED WORD DOCUMENT TO andi.liebenbaum@jud.ca.gov BY/BEFORE
CLOSE OF BUSINESS ON THURSDAY, MARCH 27TH.

____We avoided (or limited) previously planned staffing reductions.
o Please explain how many positions you avoided reducing.

We avoided layoffs, but (3) positions will be reduced to a .83; a .5 and .6 position
respectively, before FY 14-15.

o Please describe the kinds of positions you avoided reducing.

We avoided laying off the Court’s HR Analyst; Court Reporter and Custodian, however,
notices are going out to these employees April 15 that their positions will be reduced to a
.83; a .5 and .6 position effective June 2, 2014.

e Please explain how this action allowed you to maintain or increase public access to justice in
applicable divisions of your court or courthouse(s).

This Court’s priority was to ensure it maintained public access to justice at the current level.
Although we could not increase our staffing levels due to budget restraints, we did not lay off,
which would had even a bigger impact on public access.

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

The need for additional staffing is particularly critical in the area of mediation, court
investigations and legal processing, and the cuts in these areas will be on-going absent
additional funding. Unfortunately not having funding to hire a FCS mediator, a Court
Investigator, and legal processing clerks is more than a temporary condition, it is this Court’s
new reality even moving forward into 2015, 2016. There is absolutely no way this court can take
advantage of the technological advances that are out there because our funding is inadequate.
Our inability to provide timely and efficient access to the court, court records and documents
will not.
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___We avoided (or limited) previously planned courtroom closures.
e Please explain what types of hearings have been maintained.

Not applicable. We are a two judge; three courtroom courthouse.

e Please describe the impact on the public by keeping open a courtroom planned for closure.

Not applicable.

e Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Not applicable.

__We avoided previously planned courthouse closures.
e Please explain which courthouse(s) you were able to avoid closing.

Not applicable. We only have one courthouse facility.

e Please explain the impact on the public by keeping open this/these courthouse(s).

Not applicable. We only have one courthouse facility.

e Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Not applicable.

____We maintained, increased or restored public telephone hours.
o Please explain how the restoration of public telephone hours maintained or increased public
access to justice.

We maintained the same service level for public telephone hours. We do not have enough
staff to answer phone calls at the same level prior to the reduction in workforce, and many
calls go unanswered, however, we have made some reinvestments in other areas, such as
providing a little more information on our website for court users. The Court’s goal is to
eventually invest in the IVR system,

e Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.
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It is not temporary absent restoration of funding to this Court. Amador is a Cluster 1
Court and could possibly not receive the full restoration we need under WAFM to
improve access and efficiencies.

We maintained, increased or restored court clerk hours.
o Please explain what kinds of court clerk duties were maintained, increased or restored.

The Court Clerk hours were not further reduced, it remains unchanged.

o Please explain how the restoration of court clerk hours maintained or increased public access to
justice.

The Court Clerk hours were not further reduced, it remained unchanged. If no additional
monies are given to the Court FY 2014-2015, and revenue is cut, further reduction in
Court Clerk hours will be unavoidable. This small court had to reduce its workforce by
three (3) FTEs. We do not have the staff to restore counter hours and telephone services.
We are certain the technological advances we make upon receipt of additional funding
will provide the needed access to justice in this area our community needs.

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

There will be no change before the end of the fiscal year. It is not temporary absent
restoration of funding to this Court.

____We devoted resources to reducing backlogs in case processing.
e Although still backlogged, increased the backlog of traffic citations only.

o Please explain how decreasing the backlog maintained or increased public access to justice.

Litigants would call in seeking information about their ticket and/or hearing date and the
information was in the case management system. This was of benefit to our justice partners
as litigants were calling CHP and local agencies as well.

e Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Increasing the service in this area is temporary absent restoration of funding to this
Court, as we are a Cluster one Court and could potentially see additional funding
impacts, resulting further reduction to Court staff.

__ We suspended/avoided employee furloughs.
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e Please explain how this action allowed you to maintain or increase public access to justice.

Furlough ends effectively June 30, 2014.

e Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Furlough will not extend beyond June 30, 2014.

We maintained, increased or restored services in our self-help center.

We were only able to fund less than a %2 time FCS mediator and a % time court
investigator, essentially, status quo from 2012-2013.

e Please explain how the increase in self-help services maintained or increased public access to
justice

We were not able to increase services.

e Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Absent restoration of funding to this Court, we will never be able to fill this critical need
position(s).

We maintained, increased or restored court reporting services.
o Please explain how increased court reporting services maintained or increased public access to
justice.

As stated above, we avoided lay-offs of a Court Reporter; however, notices are going out
that this position will be reduced to a .6 position effective June 2, 2014.

e Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond t

Permanent unless there is additional restoration.

___We maintained, increased or restored specialty court(s).
o Please describe the specialty court(s) maintained, increased or restored.

Not applicable to this Court.

e Please explain how the restoration of specialty court services maintained or increased public
access to justice.

Report to the Legislature:
$60 Million Augmentation, Part 2
Page 4 of 5



Not applicable to this Court.

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Not applicable to this Court.
Using as much additional space as you need, answer the following questions:
e Explain any other ways your court restored, maintained, or increased public access to justice with
your proportionate share of the $60M.

Type your response here

e Explain the impact of the WAFM calculation and your court’s net allocation on your court’s
ability to maintain, increase or restore access to justice.

Type your response here

e What additional information would you like to add about the use of your court’s share of the $60
million augmentation?

Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here
e What are your projected revenues and expenditures for NEXT fiscal year (2014-15)?

Projected revenue for FY 2014-2015 is 2,498,364
Projected expenditure for FY 2014-2015 is $2,868,079

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP AS WE PREPARE THIS FOLLOW-UP SURVEY. SUBMIT THIS COMPLETED
FORM TO andi.liebenbaum@jud.ca.gov ON OR BEFORE CLOSE OF BUSINESS ON THURSDAY,
MARCH 27TH. PLEASE CALL ANDI AT 916-323-3121 IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS.
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FOLLOW-UP REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE
Superior Court of California,
County of BUTTE
FY 2013-14
Share of $60 million augmentation: $312,533
Net Allocation After WAFM: $338,963

There are a number of ways to have used your share of the $60 million budget augmentation to
maintain or increase public access to justice. Check all that are appropriate AND please provide as
detailed an explanation for each as you can:

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS TYPING DIRECTLY INTO THIS
TEMPLATE. TRANSMIT YOUR COMPLETED WORD DOCUMENT TO
andi.liebenbaum@jud.ca.gov BY/BEFORE CLOSE OF BUSINESS ON THURSDAY, MARCH
27TH.

_¥"__We avoided (or limited) previously planned staffing reductions.
o Please explain how many positions you avoided reducing.

Our Court avoided eliminating up to six positions from operations and other core areas with the
augmentation monies.

o Please describe the kinds of positions you avoided reducing.

Our Court avoided reducing operations staff, including Court Clerk positions.

e Please explain how this action allowed you to maintain or increase public access to justice in
applicable divisions of your court or courthouse(s).

By maintaining current staffing levels we did not reduce public service hours as indicated below.
We maintained our ability to provide full service Civil departments.

e Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

We anticipate maintaining the positions assuming that the augmentation funding monies are
ongoing.

____We avoided (or limited) previously planned courtroom closures.
o Please explain what types of hearings have been maintained.

N/A

o Please describe the impact on the public by keeping open a courtroom planned for closure.
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N/A

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

N/A

We avoided previously planned courthouse closures.

Please explain which courthouse(s) you were able to avoid closing.

N/A

Please explain the impact on the public by keeping open this/these courthouse(s).
N/A

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

N/A

_v'__We maintained, increased or restored public telephone hours.

Please explain how the restoration of public telephone hours maintained or increased public
access to justice.

Our Court was able to maintain our current level of public telephone hours with the
augmentation monies as staffing was not reduced.

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Assuming that augmentation monies are ongoing, our Court will be able to maintain our current
level of public telephone hours.

__ ¥ We maintained, increased or restored court clerk hours.

Please explain what kinds of court clerk duties were maintained, increased or restored.

Our Court was able to maintain our ability to process Civil cases and maintain staffing phone
and counter shifts in the Clerk’s Office.

Please explain how the restoration of court clerk hours maintained or increased public access to
justice.

N/A
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o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Assuming that augmentation monies are ongoing, our Court will be able to maintain our current
level of services.

_v'__We devoted resources to reducing backlogs in case processing.
e Please explain the areas of backlog that were addressed.

Our Court continues to devote existing resources to our criminal division, including addressing
the backlogs for criminal prison packets and criminal case processing. However, to fully
mitigate backlogs, additional funding will be necessary.

e Please explain how decreasing the backlog maintained or increased public access to justice.

Public access is increased as the timely reporting of case disposition information facilitates the
accuracy of criminal background histories and thereby enhances public safety and the currency
of the Court’s record for public retrieval.

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Without additional funding, the backlogs will continue to worsen.

_v'__We suspended/avoided employee furloughs.
e Please explain how this action allowed you to maintain or increase public access to justice.

Mandatory furlough remains during the Court’s current labor contract period (through 2015).
However, our Court has eliminated the option for voluntary furlough (in addition to the
mandatory furlough) for employees, which ensures that more staff are available to provide
continued public access hours and services.

e Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Furlough options are currently set for the Court’s current labor contract period. Furloughs are
still in effect through September 2015. Our Court did not seek additional concessions during the
labor contract period due to the increased funding.

We maintained, increased or restored services in our self-help center.
o Please explain the details of maintaining, increasing or restoring self-help center services.

N/A
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o Please explain how the increase in self-help services maintained or increased public access to
justice.

N/A

e Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

N/A

We maintained, increased or restored court reporting services.
o Please explain how increased court reporting services maintained or increased public access to
justice.

N/A

e Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

N/A

__¥"_We maintained, increased or restored specialty court(s).
o Please describe the specialty court(s) maintained, increased or restored.

Our Court did maintain the following Collaborative Court programs:

Adult Drug Court

Prop 36 Drug Court
Domestic Violence Court
High Intensity DUI Court

~oppe

e Please explain how the restoration of specialty court services maintained or increased public
access to justice.

N/A

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

N/A

Using as much additional space as you need, answer the following questions:
o Explain any other ways your court restored, maintained, or increased public access to justice with
your proportionate share of the $60M.
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Our Court used the augmentation monies to maintain our status quo in terms of staffing levels
Assuming that the augmentation monies will be ongoing, we will be able to maintain our existing
level of service hours to the public.

o Explain the impact of the WAFM calculation and your court’s net allocation on your court’s
ability to maintain, increase or restore access to justice.

The WAFM model brings us closer to fulfilling our workload requirements but it is still woefully
insufficient to fully address our operational needs.

e What additional information would you like to add about the use of your court’s share of the $60
million augmentation?

While our Court is appreciative of receiving additional funding provided by the augmentation
monies, this funding only allows us to maintain our status quo and is insufficient to address our
workload needs.

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

N/A
e What are your projected revenues and expenditures for NEXT fiscal year (2014-15)?
Revenues: $11,543,000

Expenses: $11,710,000

Please note that both figures are preliminary estimates and are subject to change based on
additional financial information becoming available.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP AS WE PREPARE THIS FOLLOW-UP SURVEY. SUBMIT THIS COMPLETED FORM
TO andi.liebenbaum@jud.ca.gov ON OR BEFORE CLOSE OF BUSINESS ON THURSDAY, MARCH 27TH.
PLEASE CALL ANDI AT 916-323-3121 IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS.
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FOLLOW-UP REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE
Superior Court of California,
County of CALAVERAS
FY 2013-14
Share of $60 million augmentation: $62,926
Net Allocation After WAFM: $62,926 (no change)

There are a number of ways to have used your share of the $60 million budget augmentation to
maintain or increase public access to justice. Check all that are appropriate AND please provide as
detailed an explanation for each as you can:

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS TYPING DIRECTLY INTO THIS TEMPLATE.
TRANSMIT YOUR COMPLETED WORD DOCUMENT TO andi.liebenbaum@jud.ca.gov BY/BEFORE
CLOSE OF BUSINESS ON THURSDAY, MARCH 27TH.

_X_We avoided (or limited) previously planned staffing reductions.
o Please explain how many positions you avoided reducing.

1 FTE with Benefits was saved with Calaveras’ share of the $60M.

o Please describe the kinds of positions you avoided reducing.

Court Clerk Il - who primary function is to assist the public via the counter or the phone.

o Please explain how this action allowed you to maintain or increase public access to justice in
applicable divisions of your court or courthouse(s).

Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

The Court is projecting an operating deficit of approximately $400,000 in 13-14, using one-time
fund balance to maintain services. Unless there is a significant restoration of funding in 14-15,
staffing levels will be reduced.

____We avoided (or limited) previously planned courtroom closures.
o Please explain what types of hearings have been maintained.

Type your response here
o Please describe the impact on the public by keeping open a courtroom planned for closure.

Type your response here
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Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

We avoided previously planned courthouse closures.

Please explain which courthouse(s) you were able to avoid closing.

Type your response here

Please explain the impact on the public by keeping open this/these courthouse(s).
Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

__X_We maintained, increased or restored public telephone hours.

Please explain how the restoration of public telephone hours maintained or increased public
access to justice.

In FY 13-14 we increase public access hours from 8:30 - 3to 8:15 to 4.

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

The Court is projecting an operating deficit of approximately $400,000 in 13-14, using one-time
fund balance to maintain services. Unless there is a significant restoration of funding in 14-15,
public service hours will be reduced.

__X_We maintained, increased or restored court clerk hours.

Please explain what kinds of court clerk duties were maintained, increased or restored.

Clerks were able to file and process court documents, accept payment of fines and fees,
make referrals to the self-help center, and answer questions about case status and
upcoming hearings.

Please explain how the restoration of court clerk hours maintained or increased public access to
justice.

Type your response here
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o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

____We devoted resources to reducing backlogs in case processing.
o Please explain the areas of backlog that were addressed.

Type your response here
e Please explain how decreasing the backlog maintained or increased public access to justice.
Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

_X_We suspended/avoided employee furloughs.
o Please explain how this action allowed you to maintain or increase public access to justice.

In FY 11-12 and 12-13 we instituted furloughs and limited service days. The Court’
relied on its share of the $60 million in new funding ($62,791), to partially offset the cost
savings we gained through the use of furloughs.

e Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

It is unknown at this time. One furlough day per month results in approximately $90,000 in
annual savings to the Court’s budget. The Court faces a budget deficit of $400,000. Therefore, it
would be necessary to furlough staff 4 days/month to achieve the necessary level of costs savings.
It would be very difficult for the Court to provide even a minimal level of service if we attempted
to rely on furloughs alone to balance our budget. However, furloughs may be used in
conjunction with other costs savings measures, such as a reduction in force.

We maintained, increased or restored services in our self-help center.
o Please explain the details of maintaining, increasing or restoring self-help center services.

FY 13-14 we increase public access hours from 8:30 — 3to 8:15 to 4.

Please explain how the increase in self-help services maintained or increased public
access to justice.
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Because the center will be open more, it should be able to serve a greater number of
people.

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

We maintained, increased or restored court reporting services.
o Please explain how increased court reporting services maintained or increased public access to
justice.

Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

___We maintained, increased or restored specialty court(s).
o Please describe the specialty court(s) maintained, increased or restored.

Type your response here

o Please explain how the restoration of specialty court services maintained or increased public
access to justice.

Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here
Using as much additional space as you need, answer the following questions:
e Explain any other ways your court restored, maintained, or increased public access to justice with
your proportionate share of the $60M.

Type your response here

e Explain the impact of the WAFM calculation and your court’s net allocation on your court’s
ability to maintain, increase or restore access to justice.
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As a small court the WAFM calculations have hurt the court’s net allocation.

e What additional information would you like to add about the use of your court’s share of the $60
million augmentation?

It is not sufficient to maintain staffing and service levels unless we receive a substantial
restoration of baseline funding in 14-15.

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

It is unknown at this time. . The Court faces a budget deficit of $400,000. . It will be very
difficult for the Court to provide even a minimal level of service without additional funding

o What are your projected revenues and expenditures for NEXT fiscal year (2014-15)?

Revenues - $2,721,000
Expenditures - $2,916,000 using encumbered funds of $200,000 for a CMS.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP AS WE PREPARE THIS FOLLOW-UP SURVEY. SUBMIT THIS COMPLETED
FORM TO andi.liebenbaum@jud.ca.gov ON OR BEFORE CLOSE OF BUSINESS ON THURSDAY,
MARCH 27TH. PLEASE CALL ANDI AT 916-323-3121 IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS.
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FOLLOW-UP REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE
Superior Court of California,
County of COLUSA
FY 2013-14
Share of $60 million augmentation: $41,323
Net Allocation After WAFM: $41,323 (no change)

There are a number of ways to have used your share of the $60 million budget augmentation to
maintain or increase public access to justice. Check all that are appropriate AND please provide as
detailed an explanation for each as you can:

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS TYPING DIRECTLY INTO THIS TEMPLATE.
TRANSMIT YOUR COMPLETED WORD DOCUMENT TO andi.liebenbaum@jud.ca.gov BY/BEFORE
CLOSE OF BUSINESS ON THURSDAY, MARCH 27TH.

_Xx_We avoided (or limited) previously planned staffing reductions.
e Please explain how many positions you avoided reducing.

Type your response here

o Please describe the kinds of positions you avoided reducing.

Type your response here

o Please explain how this action allowed you to maintain or increase public access to justice in
applicable divisions of your court or courthouse(s).

Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

In FY13-14 Colusa Superior Court is utilizing existing fund balances in addition to its share of
the $60 million augmentation to sustain current service levels. However, in FY14-15 service
levels will undoubtedly be decreased without any further augmentations and/or a change to the
1% cap on fund balances.

____We avoided (or limited) previously planned courtroom closures.
o Please explain what types of hearings have been maintained.

Type your response here

o Please describe the impact on the public by keeping open a courtroom planned for closure.

Type your response here
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Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

We avoided previously planned courthouse closures.

Please explain which courthouse(s) you were able to avoid closing.

Type your response here

Please explain the impact on the public by keeping open this/these courthouse(s).

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

_x_We maintained, increased or restored public telephone hours.

X

Please explain how the restoration of public telephone hours maintained or increased public
access to justice.

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

In FY13-14 Colusa Superior Court is utilizing existing fund balances in addition to its share of
the $60 million augmentation to sustain current service levels. However, in FY14-15 service
levels will undoubtedly be decreased without any further augmentations and/or a change to the
1% cap on fund balances.

We maintained, increased or restored court clerk hours.

Please explain what kinds of court clerk duties were maintained, increased or restored.

Type your response here

Please explain how the restoration of court clerk hours maintained or increased public access to
justice.

Type your response here
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Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

In FY13-14 Colusa Superior Court is utilizing existing fund balances in addition to its share of
the $60 million augmentation to sustain current service levels. However, in FY14-15 service
levels will undoubtedly be decreased without any further augmentations and/or a change to the
1% cap on fund balances.

X _We devoted resources to reducing backlogs in case processing.

Please explain the areas of backlog that were addressed.

Type your response here

Please explain how decreasing the backlog maintained or increased public access to justice.

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

In FY13-14 Colusa Superior Court is utilizing existing fund balances in addition to its share of
the $60 million augmentation to sustain current service levels. However, in FY14-15 service
levels will undoubtedly be decreased without any further augmentations and/or a change to the
1% cap on fund balances.

_Xx_We suspended/avoided employee furloughs.

Please explain how this action allowed you to maintain or increase public access to justice.

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

In FY13-14 Colusa Superior Court is utilizing existing fund balances in addition to its share of
the $60 million augmentation to sustain current service levels. However, in FY14-15 service
levels will undoubtedly be decreased without any further augmentations and/or a change to the
1% cap on fund balances.

X_We maintained, increased or restored services in our self-help center.

Please explain the details of maintaining, increasing or restoring self-help center services.

Type your response here

Please explain how the increase in self-help services maintained or increased public access to
justice.
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Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

In FY13-14 Colusa Superior Court is utilizing existing fund balances in addition to its share of
the $60 million augmentation to sustain current service levels. However, in FY14-15 service
levels will undoubtedly be decreased without any further augmentations and/or a change to the
1% cap on fund balances.

X _We maintained, increased or restored court reporting services.
o Please explain how increased court reporting services maintained or increased public access to
justice.

Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

In FY13-14 Colusa Superior Court is utilizing existing fund balances in addition to its share of
the $60 million augmentation to sustain current service levels. However, in FY14-15 service
levels will undoubtedly be decreased without any further augmentations and/or a change to the
1% cap on fund balances.

_x_We maintained, increased or restored specialty court(s).
o Please describe the specialty court(s) maintained, increased or restored.

Type your response here

e Please explain how the restoration of specialty court services maintained or increased public
access to justice.

Type your response here

e Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

In FY13-14 Colusa Superior Court is utilizing existing fund balances in addition to its share of
the $60 million augmentation to sustain current service levels. However, in FY14-15 service
levels will undoubtedly be decreased without any further augmentations and/or a change to the
1% cap on fund balances.

Using as much additional space as you need, answer the following questions:
Report to the Legislature:

$60 Million Augmentation, Part 2
Page 4 of 5



e Explain any other ways your court restored, maintained, or increased public access to justice with
your proportionate share of the $60M.

Type your response here

o Explain the impact of the WAFM calculation and your court’s net allocation on your court’s
ability to maintain, increase or restore access to justice.

There have been many recent changes to the WAFM with regard to the smaller (cluster 1) courts.
The extent to which the WAFM will impact funding to Colusa Superior Court is largely dependent
upon the total dollar amount allocated to the judicial branch by the legislature. Any and all
additional funds are a step in the right direction on the court’s ability to maintain and increase
access to justice.

e What additional information would you like to add about the use of your court’s share of the $60
million augmentation?

Type your response here

e Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

In FY13-14 Colusa Superior Court is utilizing existing fund balances in addition to its share of
the $60 million augmentation to sustain current service levels. However, in FY14-15 service
levels will undoubtedly be decreased without any further augmentations and/or a change to the
1% cap on fund balances.

e What are your projected revenues and expenditures for NEXT fiscal year (2014-15)?

$1.7 million in revenues and $2 million in expenditures.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP AS WE PREPARE THIS FOLLOW-UP SURVEY. SUBMIT THIS COMPLETED
FORM TO andi.liebenbaum@jud.ca.gov ON OR BEFORE CLOSE OF BUSINESS ON THURSDAY,
MARCH 27TH. PLEASE CALL ANDI AT 916-323-3121 IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS.
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FOLLOW-UP REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE
Superior Court of California,
County of CONTRA COSTA
FY 2013-14
Share of $60 million augmentation: $1,418,488
Net Allocation After WAFM: $1,562,711

There are a number of ways to have used your share of the $60 million budget augmentation to
maintain or increase public access to justice. Check all that are appropriate AND please provide as
detailed an explanation for each as you can:

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS TYPING DIRECTLY INTO THIS TEMPLATE.
TRANSMIT YOUR COMPLETED WORD DOCUMENT TO andi.liebenbaum@jud.ca.gov BY/BEFORE
CLOSE OF BUSINESS ON THURSDAY, MARCH 27TH.

____We avoided (or limited) previously planned staffing reductions.
o Please explain how many positions you avoided reducing.

Type your response here
o Please describe the kinds of positions you avoided reducing.
Type your response here

o Please explain how this action allowed you to maintain or increase public access to justice in
applicable divisions of your court or courthouse(s).

Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

____We avoided (or limited) previously planned courtroom closures.
o Please explain what types of hearings have been maintained.

Type your response here
o Please describe the impact on the public by keeping open a courtroom planned for closure.
Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.
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Type your response here

We avoided previously planned courthouse closures.

Please explain which courthouse(s) you were able to avoid closing.

Type your response here

Please explain the impact on the public by keeping open this/these courthouse(s).

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

X _We maintained, increased or restored public telephone hours.

Please explain how the restoration of public telephone hours maintained or increased public
access to justice.

The Court restored an additional hour of telephone access to the family law and Domestic
Violence information lines on January 13, 2014. A copy of the press release announcing the
expansion of services is attached. The Court also adjusted staffing to ensure that increased time
on the telephone would not create backlogs in processing filings.

This adjustment in family law hours increased access to justice because most family law litigants
are self-represented. Many are lacking in education or economic resources and almost all are
overwhelmed by the complexity of the system they are required to navigate. Domestic Violence
victims can call with questions about restraining orders.

By extending telephone hours, litigants who do not have access to an automobile do not need to
make expensive and time-consuming arrangements to travel to the courthouse. There is also an
additional hour each day when clerks can answer questions such as ““I wasn’t able to attend the
last Court hearing, can you tell me what happened?”” “How do | postpone the upcoming hearing
on my case?”” and “What happens next in my case?”” Increasing telephone hours also helped to
minimize hold times and the frequency with which members of the public are kept on hold.

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

The Court has committed to maintaining this increase in services and is actively seeking
resources to further increase hours in all areas of the Court.
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__X_We maintained, increased or restored court clerk hours.

Please explain what kinds of court clerk duties were maintained, increased or restored.

On January 13, 2014, the Court restored one additional hour a day of service to the public at the
family law filing windows as well as at the Domestic Violence filing window in the central
courthouse in Martinez.

Please explain how the restoration of court clerk hours maintained or increased public access to
justice.

Increasing hours enhances the Court’s capacity for providing assistance to litigants, provides
additional opportunities for domestic violence victims to obtain assistance and reduces wait times
for those in line at clerks’ filing windows in the Martinez Family Law building.

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

The Court has committed to maintaining this increase in services and is actively seeking
resources to further increase hours in all areas of the Court.

X We devoted resources to reducing backlogs in case processing.

Please explain the areas of backlog that were addressed.

In August of 2013, the Court reported backlogs in final judgments of divorce, criminal and civil
cases. These have been addressed as follows:

Type of Backlog Backlog as of August 2013 Backlog as of March 2014
FL judgments 1,032 495
Criminal 431 new complaints Eliminated in all categories
238 plea & sentencing
50 transfer in/out
3,000 gen filing
Limited Civil 880 complaints Eliminated
2,025 defaults 512 defaults
1,409 writs/abstracts 1,559 writs/abstracts

o Please explain how decreasing the backlog maintained or increased public access to justice.

FAMILY LAW
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Families have benefitted from reaching final resolution of an acrimonious dispute, and those who
wish to move on with their lives by remarrying, are now able to do so in a more timely fashion.
Litigants who required proof of the dissolution, such as employers, health care providers,
creditors and others received this documentation in 6 — 8 weeks, rather than in the previous 12
weeks, thereby speeding the transition to their new status, and avoiding unnecessary payments
for health care insurance and separate debt obligations.

CRIMINAL/CIVIL LAW

With the clearing of criminal backlogs, justice partners and defendants were made aware of their
case status timely and without delay. Clearing backlog was a significant impact to case flow and
calendar management for all parties involved. Disposition of criminal cases were brought to
almost a current status for the Pittsburg, Richmond and Martinez locations. Documents were
made available to all parties quickly and accurately. In decreasing the backlog, the Court was
able to assess the workflow process and re-engineer many areas of the criminal clerk’s office at
all locations to gain better public access to justice. We will continue to do so as opportunities
arise.

Eliminating or reducing backlogs in Limited Civil cases allowed small businesses, banks, credit
card companies and plaintiffs in ““small” personal injury or motor vehicle cases to get their cases
filed and heard, and their judgments processed, much more expeditiously. As a result, claims did
not get “stale””, meaning that debtors could still be located, businesses got their money in time to
pay their bills and evidence is fresh in everyone’s mind. Plaintiffs in personal injury and motor
vehicle cases were able to timely receive needed treatment and compensation for their losses.

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

The Court has committed to continuing to re-engineer to provide services as efficiently as
possible. However, without sufficient funding the Court is unable to maintain minimal staffing
and so must make difficult choices about which subject areas will be allocated fewer resources
with the accompanying backlogs and delays in obtaining justice.

X __ We suspended/avoided employee furloughs.
o Please explain how this action allowed you to maintain or increase public access to justice.

Eliminating furloughs allowed the Court to keep filing windows, telephone lines and Self Help
Services functioning. They also avoided the inevitable delays in processing documents that are
caused when employees are not available at work.

e Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.
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As of this writing, based on the proposed Governor’s Budget, the Court anticipates that it will be
forced to impose 9 days of furloughs in FY ’14 -’15,

We maintained, increased or restored services in our self-help center.
o Please explain the details of maintaining, increasing or restoring self-help center services.

Type your response here

o Please explain how the increase in self-help services maintained or increased public access to
justice.

Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

We maintained, increased or restored court reporting services.
o Please explain how increased court reporting services maintained or increased public access to
justice.

Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

___We maintained, increased or restored specialty court(s).
o Please describe the specialty court(s) maintained, increased or restored.

Type your response here

o Please explain how the restoration of specialty court services maintained or increased public
access to justice.

Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here
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Using as much additional space as you need, answer the following questions:

Explain any other ways your court restored, maintained, or increased public access to justice with
your proportionate share of the $60M.

Type your response here

Explain the impact of the WAFM calculation and your court’s net allocation on your court’s
ability to maintain, increase or restore access to justice.

See answers above

What additional information would you like to add about the use of your court’s share of the $60
million augmentation?

The Court’s share of the $60m, with the net allocation after WAFM, resulted in an allocation for
Contra Costa of $1,562,711. This enabled the Court to convert 18 existing limited term positions
to permanent positions. This included hiring permanently a number of critical positions including
clerk’s office staff, a legal research attorney, a probate investigator, a child custody
recommending counselor, and a facilitator. The Court still has over 25 limited term positions that
are funded from court reserves. These positions work in all areas of the court and provide
essential services to the public. Once the reserves are eliminated effective July 1, 2014, the Court
will have to consider eliminating these remaining limited term positions and reducing services
accordingly unless additional funds are provided to the trial courts in FY 2014-15. In addition,
with the potential loss of funding for employee benefit and retirement cost increases provided
from the Trial Court Trust Fund, the Court may have to look at reducing further, absent
additional allocations being provided.

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

What are your projected revenues and expenditures for NEXT fiscal year (2014-15)?

The projected revenue for FY 14-15 is $54,540,535 and the projected expenditures are
$54,839,740. These projected revenues and expenditures include one-time solutions that reduce

the deficit in FY 2014-15 to $299,305. The projected ongoing deficit without the one-time
solutions is $1,922,070.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP AS WE PREPARE THIS FOLLOW-UP SURVEY. SUBMIT THIS COMPLETED
FORM TO andi.liebenbaum@jud.ca.gov ON OR BEFORE CLOSE OF BUSINESS ON THURSDAY,
MARCH 27TH. PLEASE CALL ANDI AT 916-323-3121 IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS.
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF CONTRA COSTA
Public Information Office

mediainfo@contracosta.courts.ca.gov

925-957-5663

NEWS RELEASE
Contact: Mimi Lyster Zemmelman, Public Information Officer
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

01/08/2014

» CORRECTED NOTICE

MORE HOURS FOR FAMILY LAW CLERK'S OFFICE AND TELEPHONE
ASSISTANCE

The Contra Costa Superior Court is pleased to announce that by restoring $60 million to
the Judicial Branch budget this fiscal year, Governor Brown and the State Legislature
have made it possible for us to extend telephone and filing window assistance at the
Spinetta Family Law Center in Martinez one additional hour each day.

Beginning January 13, 2014, the Martinez family law clerk’s office will accept filings from
8:00 am until 2:00 pm, Monday through Friday except holidays. The clerk’s office is
located at 751 Pine Street in Martinez, and the telephone number is 925-646-4099. All
other clerk’s offices remain open from 8:00 am until 1:.00 pm each weekday except
holidays.

SUMMARY OF COURT CLERKS OFFICE HOURS:

1. The clerk’s office in the Spinetta Family Law Courthouse will answer telephones,
accept filings and process family law Ex Parte applications from 8:00 am to 2:00
pm.

2. Ex Parte applications for civil harassment restraining orders will continue to be
processed between 10:00 am and 11:30 am in Dept. 9 (Room 301) of the
Wakefield Taylor Courthouse at 725 Court Street, Martinez.

3. Ex Parte applications for temporary guardianships and conservatorships will
continue to be processed between 9:30 am and 11:00 am in Room 210 of the
Wakefield Taylor Courthouse at 725 Court Street, Martinez.
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4. Ex Parte applications for domestic violence restraining orders will continue to be
processed between 8:00 am and 3:00 pm in the Spinetta Family Law Center at
751 Pine Street, Martinez, and for East County Cases only, at the Arnason
Justice Center, 1000 Center Avenue, Pittsburg.

5. The Jury Services Office will remain open to jurors in all locations between 8:00
am and 5:00 pm. Telephones in the jury office will be answered until 2:00 p.m.

6. The public can find case information, court forms, and self help assistance 24
hours a day at www.cc-courts.org.

HHBHHHH

Report to the Legislature:
$60 Million Augmentation, Part 2
Page 8 of 8


http://www.cc-courts.org/

FOLLOW-UP REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE
Superior Court of California,
County of DEL NORTE
FY 2013-14
Share of $60 million augmentation: $79,107
Net Allocation After WAFM: $79,107 (no change)

There are a number of ways to have used your share of the $60 million budget augmentation to
maintain or increase public access to justice. Check all that are appropriate AND please provide as
detailed an explanation for each as you can:

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS TYPING DIRECTLY INTO THIS TEMPLATE.
TRANSMIT YOUR COMPLETED WORD DOCUMENT TO andi.liebenbaum@jud.ca.gov BY/BEFORE
CLOSE OF BUSINESS ON THURSDAY, MARCH 27TH.

XX We avoided (or limited) previously planned staffing reductions.
o Please explain how many positions you avoided reducing.

Del Norte Superior Court avoided any staff reductions. With limited resources any FTE
reduction greatly impacts the workload of the remaining staff. With the avoided
reduction, the Court eased the increased workload on the current staff.

o Please describe the kinds of positions you avoided reducing.

The only positions the Court could reduce would be processing and court clerks. This
would have greatly impacted processing times and access to justice.

e Please explain how this action allowed you to maintain or increase public access to justice in
applicable divisions of your court or courthouse(s).

While maintaining current staffing levels the Court did not experience an impact of case
processing and adjudication times. This maintained the level of customer service and
processing times the public currently accustom to receiving.

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

There is no promise that the above practices can be maintained with the reductions of reserves
and constraints pending.

____We avoided (or limited) previously planned courtroom closures.
o Please explain what types of hearings have been maintained.

Type your response here
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Please describe the impact on the public by keeping open a courtroom planned for closure.

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

We avoided previously planned courthouse closures.

Please explain which courthouse(s) you were able to avoid closing.

Type your response here

Please explain the impact on the public by keeping open this/these courthouse(s).

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

____We maintained, increased or restored public telephone hours.

Please explain how the restoration of public telephone hours maintained or increased public
access to justice.

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

We maintained, increased or restored court clerk hours.

Please explain what kinds of court clerk duties were maintained, increased or restored.

Type your response here

Please explain how the restoration of court clerk hours maintained or increased public access to
justice.

Type your response here
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Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

We devoted resources to reducing backlogs in case processing.

Please explain the areas of backlog that were addressed.

Type your response here

Please explain how decreasing the backlog maintained or increased public access to justice.

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

___We suspended/avoided employee furloughs.

Please explain how this action allowed you to maintain or increase public access to justice.

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

We maintained, increased or restored services in our self-help center.

Please explain the details of maintaining, increasing or restoring self-help center services.

Type your response here

Please explain how the increase in self-help services maintained or increased public access to
justice.

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

We maintained, increased or restored court reporting services.
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o Please explain how increased court reporting services maintained or increased public access to
justice.

Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

___We maintained, increased or restored specialty court(s).
o Please describe the specialty court(s) maintained, increased or restored.

Type your response here

e Please explain how the restoration of specialty court services maintained or increased public
access to justice.

Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

Using as much additional space as you need, answer the following questions:
e Explain any other ways your court restored, maintained, or increased public access to justice with
your proportionate share of the $60M.

Del Norte has historically placed public services and access to justice as it’s top priority. This
priority has been balanced by good fiscal judgment and limited growth in programs that detract
from the basic functions of the court. However, good fiscal planning now places Del Norte on the
forefront of drastic reserve reductions and limited growth potential. The impact of this may not
be apparently for years to come.

o Explain the impact of the WAFM calculation and your court’s net allocation on your court’s
ability to maintain, increase or restore access to justice.

Del Norte has made difficult fiscal decisions in the past years that have not reduced, nor
jeopardized, the public’s access to justice. However, other areas of the Court has experiences
limited growth and it is anticipated as funding increases those opportunities will increase, also.

e What additional information would you like to add about the use of your court’s share of the $60
million augmentation?
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Del Norte will judiciously monitor the augmentation and utilize it as appropriate without over-
extending future obligations until it is apparent these increases are permanent.

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Any increases or improvements are based solely on the dependability of funding,

o \What are your projected revenues and expenditures for NEXT fiscal year (2014-15)?

To be determined.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP AS WE PREPARE THIS FOLLOW-UP SURVEY. SUBMIT THIS COMPLETED
FORM TO andi.liebenbaum@jud.ca.gov ON OR BEFORE CLOSE OF BUSINESS ON THURSDAY,
MARCH 27TH. PLEASE CALL ANDI AT 916-323-3121 IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS.
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FOLLOW-UP REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE
Superior Court of California,
County of EL DORADO
FY 2013-14
Share of $60 million augmentation: $239,635
Net Allocation After WAFM: $218,211

There are a number of ways to have used your share of the $60 million budget augmentation to
maintain or increase public access to justice. Check all that are appropriate AND please provide as
detailed an explanation for each as you can:

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS TYPING DIRECTLY INTO THIS TEMPLATE.
TRANSMIT YOUR COMPLETED WORD DOCUMENT TO andi.liebenbaum@jud.ca.gov BY/BEFORE
CLOSE OF BUSINESS ON THURSDAY, MARCH 27TH.

____We avoided (or limited) previously planned staffing reductions.
o Please explain how many positions you avoided reducing.

Type your response here
o Please describe the kinds of positions you avoided reducing.
Type your response here

o Please explain how this action allowed you to maintain or increase public access to justice in
applicable divisions of your court or courthouse(s).

Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

____We avoided (or limited) previously planned courtroom closures.
o Please explain what types of hearings have been maintained.

Type your response here
o Please describe the impact on the public by keeping open a courtroom planned for closure.
Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.
Report to the Legislature:

$60 Million Augmentation, Part 2
Page 1 of 6


mailto:andi.liebenbaum@jud.ca.gov

Type your response here

We avoided previously planned courthouse closures.

Please explain which courthouse(s) you were able to avoid closing.

Type your response here

Please explain the impact on the public by keeping open this/these courthouse(s).

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

___We maintained, increased or restored public telephone hours.

Please explain how the restoration of public telephone hours maintained or increased public
access to justice.

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

We maintained, increased or restored court clerk hours.

KX

Please explain what kinds of court clerk duties were maintained, increased or restored.
Type your response here

Please explain how the restoration of court clerk hours maintained or increased public access to
justice.

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

We devoted resources to reducing backlogs in case processing.
Please explain the areas of backlog that were addressed.
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Three floating holidays worked to reduce backlogs, court closed to public for holiday with staff
working without interruption. October 14, 2013, February 12, 2014, and March 31, 2104 were
designated work days for court staff to reduce backlogs in processing. This included staff
assignments and travel to other branches. Planned furloughs on these three designated
floating holidays were suspended for FY13/14.

Please explain how decreasing the backlog maintained or increased public access to justice.

Reduction in backlogs in processing ensures public access for individuals to have their
matters filed, scheduled for hearing, and orders and/or dispositions processed.

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

At this time, working on scheduled floating holidays is temporary for FY 13/14 as the court has
no guarantee of funding into the coming FY 14/15. Floating holidays may be scheduled as
furlough days in FY 14/15.

We suspended/avoided employee furloughs.
Please explain how this action allowed you to maintain or increase public access to justice.

Twelve furlough days scheduled for FY 13/14 were suspended. Planned furlough days with
limited operations scheduled for three days the Thanksgiving holiday week and four days the
Christmas holiday week were suspended and full operations were maintained during these
weeks. This allowed the public access to the court during current business hours. The
planned furlough days on the three designated floating holidays were suspended allowing staff
to work on backlogs as indicated above. Two furlough days for each staff person to be
scheduled at a time convenient to court operations were suspended which allowed for work to
be processed and not adding to existing backlogs. The Court’s Commissioner is subject to the
furlough as well, and suspending the furlough as to her also provided increased access, as the
Commissioner handles calendars of largely self represented litigants, and court calendar
backlog was reduced without the furlough.

Total cost for suspension of twelve furlough days $274,198.51.

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Suspension of employee furloughs is temporary for FY 13/14 as the court has no guarantee of
funding into FY 14/15.

We maintained, increased or restored services in our self-help center.

Please explain the details of maintaining, increasing or restoring self-help center services.

Type your response here
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o Please explain how the increase in self-help services maintained or increased public access to
justice.

Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

We maintained, increased or restored court reporting services.
o Please explain how increased court reporting services maintained or increased public access to
justice.

Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

___We maintained, increased or restored specialty court(s).
o Please describe the specialty court(s) maintained, increased or restored.

Type your response here

o Please explain how the restoration of specialty court services maintained or increased public
access to justice.

Type your response here

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Type your response here

Using as much additional space as you need, answer the following questions:
o Explain any other ways your court restored, maintained, or increased public access to justice with
your proportionate share of the $60M.

Type your response here
o Explain the impact of the WAFM calculation and your court’s net allocation on your court’s

ability to maintain, increase or restore access to justice.
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The WAFM calculation has a 10% negative impact on our court’s net allocation. In addition
to the negative impact with the WAFM calculation, the reduction of our fund balance to 1%
will have an impact on access and services we provide in FY 14/15.

Use of fund balance to maintain/increase access to public in FY 13/14 includes:

1. We maintained services and access to the public with our self-help centers and family law
facilitator services. $110,456 for self-help centers/services in excess of our grant funding
and $74,700 for family law facilitator services in excess of our grant funding.

2. We’ve also increased access to the public by implementation of the Family Centered Case
Resolution program.

3. We increased access to the public with the purchase of phone/computer software system to
reduce telephone wait times, calls placed in the wait queue are monitored through
computer program and are redirected to available staff for handling. The cost for the
phone/computer software system was $4,381.65.

4. Staff were reassigned to various branches to reduce backlogs with a cost for staff to travel
and assist at other branches of $4,091.

5. Suspension of furloughs in excess of the $60 million augmentation. The cost for the
suspension of furloughs in excess of the $60 million augmentation was $55,987.

Without a fund balance or restoration of funding levels the self help and facilitator services
will likely be reduced to grant funding levels, the Family Centered Case Resolution program
may be suspended and staff assignments to address backlogs will be discontinued. Employee
furlough may still be needed as our court’s budget deficit for FY 13/14 is $640,368. Also, clerk
office public counter hours and telephone hours may also be reduced based on staffing levels.

What additional information would you like to add about the use of your court’s share of the $60
million augmentation?

Type your response here

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

All actions listed above are temporary and may not extend beyond this fiscal year if funding is
not restored.

What are your projected revenues and expenditures for NEXT fiscal year (2014-15)?

Revenues $7,853,181 (Includes FY 14/15 $100M Augmentation Allocation)
Expenses $8,281,605
Deficit $ (428,424)
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THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP AS WE PREPARE THIS FOLLOW-UP SURVEY. SUBMIT THIS COMPLETED
FORM TO andi.liebenbaum@jud.ca.gov ON OR BEFORE CLOSE OF BUSINESS ON THURSDAY,
MARCH 27TH. PLEASE CALL ANDI AT 916-323-3121 IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS.
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FOLLOW-UP REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE
Superior Court of California,
County of FRESNO
FY 2013-14
Share of $60 million augmentation: $1,538,195
Net Allocation After WAFM: $1,869,222

There are a number of ways to have used your share of the $60 million budget augmentation to
maintain or increase public access to justice. Check all that are appropriate AND please provide as
detailed an explanation for each as you can:

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS TYPING DIRECTLY INTO THIS TEMPLATE.
TRANSMIT YOUR COMPLETED WORD DOCUMENT TO andi.liebenbaum@jud.ca.gov BY/BEFORE
CLOSE OF BUSINESS ON THURSDAY, MARCH 27TH.

___We avoided (or limited) previously planned staffing reductions.
o Please explain how many positions you avoided reducing.

The court avoided further reduction of our workforce by at least 15 additional positions.
Based on our current vacancy rate of 26%, this would have been catastrophic if we
would have had to eliminate an additional 15 positions. At this time we are barely able to
keep our courtrooms open daily because of staff vacancies.

o Please describe the kinds of positions you avoided reducing.

We were able to avoid further reductions in our Self Help Center, courtrooms and Clerks
Offices beyond the current vacancy rate of 26%. If we had to further reduce staff, this
would have also caused us to further reduce Clerks Office hours and courtroom
functions.

e Please explain how this action allowed you to maintain or increase public access to justice in
applicable divisions of your court or courthouse(s).

Self-help — To comply with the law requiring FL Case Management Conferences (CMC) we must
use staff from our Self-help Center forcing us to then close our self-help center one day a week.
In addition, when reduced hours are in place, staff uses that time to address backlogs. This
augmentation prevented us from having to further reduce office hours, and kept backlogs at the
current level instead of increasing.

Access (backlogs) — We have attempted to keep backlogs to a minimum in all departments, in an
effort to maintain an adequate level of access to justice. For example, if documents are not
processed timely, the parties must wait to move forward with their case causing a delay in the
parties’ ability to be heard, and therefore the resolution of their case.
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Closing of M Street (five courtrooms) — at this court location traffic, small claims, medication
hearings and SARB cases are heard daily. Without the additional funds, we would have had to
decide lay off 15 employees or close this Courthouse which has multi-hearing courtrooms.

Summary — The additional money allowed the Court to maintain (rather than implement further
reductions) the current reduced hours schedule in Self-help, courtrooms and Clerk’s Offices. By
keeping the same hours, staff was able to process documents timely (keeping backlogs to a
minimum); and providing the public to access court services. Additionally, the money allowed the
Court to keep the M Street, a five courtroom Courthouse open. This has allowed the public
access to justice by providing an efficient facility to resolve traffic disputes, small claims,
medication hearings, and SARB matters. Without this facility we would have had to at a minimum
discontinue small claims and SARB cases.

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Our goal is to maintain, if possible, the previously noted actions as long as the augmentation
remains on-going.

___We avoided (or limited) previously planned courtroom closures.

Please explain what types of hearings have been maintained.

Small claims — These types of cases would have been greatly reduced or eliminated completely
without this augmentation.

Civil — With this additional money we were able to keep the current reduced office hours instead
of making further reductions. If we did not receive this augmentation, we would have had to close
five Civil courtrooms. Current Civil cases would have been backlogged for months, if not years.
The public would not have been able to have their day in court.

Please describe the impact on the public by keeping open a courtroom planned for closure.

If we would have had to close the M Street Courthouse — five courtrooms, it would have been
devastating to the residents of Fresno County. Because we were able to keep this Courthouse
open we are able to continue to hear small claims matters and SARB cases which would have
otherwise had to be eliminated.

The M Street Courthouse is where mentally unstable people are transported for medication
hearings. If we would have had to close M Street, those defendants would have to be brought to
the main criminal Courthouse which would have placed unreasonable physical demands. Also,
this would have caused a severe staffing challenge for the Court Security Unit. The M Street
Courthouse is a smaller facility, one level and easier to contain the defendants that require more
security supervision.
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Additionally, by not closing the M Street Courthouse we have eliminated the need to move all
traffic matters and the medication hearings back to our main criminal Courthouse where there
are already extremely long lines to get into the facility and extremely long wait times to get an
elevator to get to a courtroom. The public is already extremely frustrated and any additional
closures would have significantly increased the number of people entering the main Courthouse,
making it unsafe for all of our court users.

Lastly, closing the M Street court would have decreased public access, increased security threats,
and caused people to take more time off work to plan for delays due to congestion. We simply do

not have the proper facilities to bring all of the cases currently heard at the M Street Courthouse

to the main criminal Courthouse.

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

If we do not receive sufficient new money in FY 14/15 the M Street courthouse (five
courtrooms) will have to be closed in the FY 14/15. By closing this facility, 4,500 citizens
who currently use this facility per week, would have to go to a different court location to
be served. We have no other court facility that can absorb these cases.

____We avoided previously planned courthouse closures.
o Please explain which courthouse(s) you were able to avoid closing.

The M Street location serves as our traffic Courthouse. We were able to avoid closing this
location because of the $60 million augmentation in the FY 13/14 budget. Closing this would
have decreased public access, increased security threats, and caused people to take more time off
work to plan for delays due to congestion and the volume of cases in one place. We simply do not
have the room to bring all of the public users and the defendants to the main criminal
Courthouse.

o Please explain the impact on the public by keeping open this/these courthouse(s).

If we would have had to close the M Street Courthouse, thousands more people would have to be
redirected through security at our main criminal Courthouse. Currently, almost 4,500 people
access the M Street facility on a weekly basis. This would have overloaded the main criminal
Courthouse which is already under great pressure. The main Courthouse building is fifty plus
years old, and although it was slated to be remodeled to upgrade the facility to accommodate the
demands of the public, that remodel has been placed on indefinite hold due to reduced funding or
redirection of court facilities funds. In addition, there are hearings at the current M Street
Courthouse where mentally unstable people are present for medication hearings. If this facility
would have been closed, those defendants would have to be brought to the main criminal
Courthouse and would have placed more demands on security.
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Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

If we do not receive a further augmentation in FY 14/15 the M Street Courthouse (five
courtrooms) may have to be closed in the FY 14/15.

maintained, increased or restored public telephone hours.
Please explain how the restoration of public telephone hours maintained or increased public
access to justice.

The additional money kept current reduced telephone hours from being reduced even further. Our
Clerk’s Offices are closed at 3 p.m. Monday through Thursday and from 1 -5 p.m. on Friday.
Staff currently does not answer the public telephone calls after the Clerk’s Office is closed to
allow staff to work on paperwork backlog, thereby helping to move cases along within the court
system. It is a delicate balance to keep backlogs under control and provide access to our court
users. However, by keeping paperwork moving, cases get on calendar earlier and in the long run
provides the public access to the court.

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

If the Court does not receive additional and ongoing funding in FY 14/15 the telephone hours will
be reduced further because we will be forced to maintain vacant positions — fewer bodies means
backlogs will increase. At the very least, the current reduced telephone hours will continue
throughout FY 14/15.

maintained, increased or restored court clerk hours.
Please explain what kinds of court clerk duties were maintained, increased or restored.

Courtroom clerk duties have been maintained. However, because of our current 26% vacancy
rate we have been barely able to cover courtrooms.

Please explain how the restoration of court clerk hours maintained or increased public access to
justice.

Court clerk hours were maintained. However, because of our current 26% vacancy rate we have
been barely able to cover courtrooms.

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Without additional and ongoing money in FY 14/15, the actions listed above would continue at
the reduced level. If the court receives additional money in FY 14/15, then services, hours, and
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access, will potentially be restored depending on the amount of money and whether or not it is
one time or ongoing.

We devoted resources to reducing backlogs in case processing.

Please explain the areas of backlog that were addressed.

Criminal — copy work, background checks, JUS 8715, filing loose documents and probation
warrants.

Civil — writs, opening new cases, filing loose documents, and default judgments.

Family Law- Child Support Services data entry, scanning and indexing of judgments, filing loose
documents, minute orders data entries, and defaults.

Self-Help — Family Law Judgments.

We have reduced Clerk’s Office hours to reduce case backlogs. Keeping backlogs to a minimum
increase public access. If documents are not filed in the case file, court proceedings cannot move
forward. New case filings in Civil are not processed if there is a backlog and this prevents
parties from achieving access to justice.

Please explain how decreasing the backlog maintained or increased public access to justice.

Cases have been processed timely and within the statutory timelines, and therefore proving
access to justice, but more importantly, building trust and confidence of the public.

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Without additional money in FY 14/15, all of the actions listed above would continue at
the reduced level. If the court receives additional and ongoing money in FY 14/15, then
services, hours, and access would potentially increase depending on the amount of money
and whether or not it is ongoing.

___We suspended/avoided employee furloughs.

Please explain how this action allowed you to maintain or increase public access to justice.

We did not institute mandatory furloughs in the current year. The court implemented
mandatory and voluntary furlough for the past 3 years. Without furlough there are more
employees available to work, and therefore there is an increase in public access. Staff
had to take 96 hours of mandatory furlough over the past few years which equates to a
4.62% pay decrease. Although there was relief in this area, we still had to maintain a
26% vacancy rate to reach our goal of a balanced budget.
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Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

We do not anticipate implementing mandatory furlough in FY 14/15.

maintained, increased or restored services in our self-help center.
Please explain the details of maintaining, increasing or restoring self-help center services.

The money helped us to maintain self-help services at the current level. Case Management
Conferences (CMC) were mandated in Family Law as of January 1, 2013. Since that time we
have had to reallocate services from the self-help center to assist the self-represented litigants in
the CMC’s. Staff was able to help litigants complete the necessary paperwork to finalize their
cases. This helps with delays in the courtrooms due to paperwork not being properly completed.
The majority of our Family Law cases are pro per. These parties would not be able to
understand the process or complete their cases without the staff that make up the Self-help
department. However, we are still put in the undesirable position of turning away 250-350
customers per week.

Please explain how the increase in self-help services maintained or increased public access to
justice.

If we did not have the additional funds we would be limited to our grant funding for our self-help
center and assistance provided to self-represented litigants. The grant money is not sufficient to
pay for the staff necessary to assist with the CMC’s and to maintain our current self-help hours.
We were facing the decision to further reduce our public hours since we did not have the money
to supplement the grant money to maintain staffing at the current level. We would have had to
reduce staff in self-help thus reducing the number of people we are able to serve. The additional
money prevented us from having to further reduce public hours in the self-help center. By
maintaining current reduced office hour’s paperwork at least some of our customers are able to
receive assistance completing their paperwork. This assistance helps avoid delays in the
courtrooms due to paperwork not being properly completed. The majority of our Family Law
cases are pro per. These parties would not be able to understand the process or complete their
cases without the staff of the Self-help department. Unfortunately we still have to turn away more
than 250-350 customers per week.

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Without additional money in FY 14/15, all of the services listed above will continue at the
reduced level. If the court receives additional and ongoing money in FY 14/15, then
services, hours, and access would potentially increase depending on the amount of money
and whether or not it is one time or ongoing.
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We maintained, increased or restored court reporting services.
o Please explain how increased court reporting services maintained or increased public access to
justice.

We have maintained our current court reporter services which means the court reporters are in
mandated case types only. We had to layoff court reporters in Civil (non-mandated case types).

e Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

This will continue for future years if no additional and ongoing funding is received.

__We maintained, increased or restored specialty court(s).
o Please describe the specialty court(s) maintained, increased or restored.

Maintained current specialty courts at the current level including:
1. Domestic Violence

Drug Court

Behavioral (Mental) Health

Elder Abuse

Juvenile Youth/Drug Court

Family Dependency Treatment Court

o gk wn

o Please explain how the restoration of specialty court services maintained or increased public
access to justice.

If the Court did not receive the $1.5 million augmentation we would have reduced or eliminated
all specialty courts. These specialty courts serve some of our most vulnerable court users. Any
reduction or elimination of these specialty courts would affect the people we serve and our
community. These courts help needy participants find necessary services such as programs,
employment, and counseling.

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

Without further funding in FY 14/15 these specialty courts will be reduced and/or eliminated.

Using as much additional space as you need, answer the following questions:
e Explain any other ways your court restored, maintained, or increased public access to justice with
your proportionate share of the $60M.
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With our share of the $60 million our goal was to balance our budget, and NOT cut
further staffing or services to the court users of Fresno County. With the additional $1.5
million dollars we were able to reach our goal of a balanced budget for FY 13/14. We
have hopefully positioned our court to be successful as we move into the FY 14/15.

Explain the impact of the WAFM calculation and your court’s net allocation on your court’s
ability to maintain, increase or restore access to justice.

Since Fresno is an under resourced court, in FY 13/14 we received a small increase in the
percentage of the WAFM allocation. This starts us on the right path to rebuilding our staffing
rate and hopefully restoring services in an effort to provide adequate access to justice for the
public.

What additional information would you like to add about the use of your court’s share of the $60
million augmentation?

Fresno has operated in a structural deficit for many years. We managed our budget by utilizing
our fund balance for facility projects and other one-time costs. Our FY 13/14 deficit is
approximately $1 million. Without the $60 million augmentation our structural deficit would be
$2.5 million. That equates to 25 FTE (salary and benefits) court positions. With our fund
balance being swept, we will not be able to operate at any deficit in FY 14/15 and beyond.

Additionally, the funding of increased benefits costs has been sporadic and uncertain. In FY
12/13, Fresno received a payback of increases owed from FY 10/11, FY 11/12 and FY 12/13.
Because we cannot count on the benefit funding to be regular and ongoing, the augmentation is
more important than ever to cover our benefit increases which we are not in control of.

In the budget there is language that limits the trial courts to a 1% reserve. This is an impossible
expectation. The courts will not have enough money each month to make payroll. In Fresno, our
payroll is approximately $1.5 million every two weeks. Since the formula for the 1% reserve is
not yet defined, we estimated 1% to be approximately $510,000. Since the courts do not receive
their monthly allocation until the middle of the month, one can see that if there is a payroll before
the middle of the month, the court will not have sufficient cash on hand to pay employees. In
addition, the limit on the reserve will severely hamper our ability to pay invoices timely. We
simply will not have the cash. Lastly, limiting the court to a 1% reserve severely restricts our
ability to plan for one-time expenditures and/or emergency items.

Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.

We are currently working within a balanced budget and waiting to see the effect of future court
funding - be it increased funding, one-time funding, or ongoing funding. We are in a holding
pattern and until there is certainty regarding funding, we face a number of unknown risks such as
unfunded increased benefit costs and COLA’s for court employees.
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o \What are your projected revenues and expenditures for NEXT fiscal year (2014-15)?

Revenues - $57,300,000
Expenditures - $56,305,000
Assumption is made that Fresno receives $2.5 million from the $100 million.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP AS WE PREPARE THIS FOLLOW-UP SURVEY. SUBMIT THIS COMPLETED
FORM TO andi.liebenbaum@jud.ca.gov ON OR BEFORE CLOSE OF BUSINESS ON THURSDAY,
MARCH 27TH. PLEASE CALL ANDI AT 916-323-3121 IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS.
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FOLLOW-UP REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE
Superior Court of California,
County of GLENN
FY 2013-14
Share of $60 million augmentation: $49,328
Net Allocation After WAFM: $49,328 (no change)

There are a number of ways to have used your share of the $60 million budget augmentation to
maintain or increase public access to justice. Check all that are appropriate AND please provide as
detailed an explanation for each as you can:

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS TYPING DIRECTLY INTO THIS TEMPLATE.
TRANSMIT YOUR COMPLETED WORD DOCUMENT TO andi.liebenbaum@jud.ca.gov BY/BEFORE
CLOSE OF BUSINESS ON THURSDAY, MARCH 27TH.

____We avoided (or limited) previously planned staffing reductions.
o Please explain how many positions you avoided reducing.

N/A

o Please describe the kinds of positions you avoided reducing.

N/A

o Please explain how this action allowed you to maintain or increase public access to justice in
applicable divisions of your court or courthouse(s).

Glenn Superior Court purchased (through the RFP process) a VOIP Shortel phone
system. The system allows clerks to monitor calls from their PC. Eight calls can come in
at once and all clerks will be able to see which calls were first in que and answer
accordingly. Calls can be transferred from their PC. If a clerk is away from her desk the
call automatically goes to voice mail. Voicemail is shown and can be listened to using
their PC; with a click of their mouse they can return the call. The system is user friendly,
and has many more features that assist the court in providing improved public access.

From an Administrative perspective all calls can be monitored. Administration can
monitor the amount of outgoing calls, length of calls, long distance, as well as, incoming
calls. The system has an excellent reporting module to assist in determining trends in
public access both for Spanish and English callers.

o Explain the extent to which any of the actions listed above are temporary (limited to fiscal year
2013-14) and which are likely to extend beyond this fiscal year.
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