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Executive Summary
The Executive and Planning Committee of the Judicial Council directed the Administrative
Director of the Courts to review issues raised in a letter from the presiding judge of the Superior
Court of Los Angeles County related to the fiscal situation facing the court and the court’s
perceived need to immediately begin reducing staff, with layoffs to continue in successive waves
through fiscal year 2011–2012. While the letter does not specifically request funding in the
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This date reflects copyediting and annotation of new attachments. No further substantive changes have been made
since the previous release of the report to the Executive and Planning Committee on March 29, 2010.

current year to avoid layoffs planned for this fiscal year, the court does request that the council
seek authority from the Legislature and Governor to transfer to the court $47 million of annual
funding intended to support the construction of courthouses, in order to defer a planned layoff of
500 employees in FY 2010–2011.
In response to the directive of the Executive and Planning Committee, Administrative Office of
the Courts (AOC) staff has reviewed court-reported financial and position data, assumptions, and
computations used in the court’s cost-reduction plan and also reviewed information submitted by
other courts throughout the state as part of a recent survey of anticipated multiyear court impacts
resulting from funding reductions currently under review by the Legislature. In this effort, Los
Angeles court staff has been cooperative in assisting us to understand the court’s perspective and
assumptions with regard to the court’s determination of the need to begin implementing
reductions. The court has consistently indicated that it used broad and general assumptions in
determination of its need to implement these cuts.
Based on our review of relevant information, staff has arrived at two principal conclusions:
1. The level of reductions and unfunded costs facing all 58 of California’s trial courts is far
too large and is not sustainable—courts will require additional funding to be able to avoid
significant reductions in operations, including potentially substantial staff reductions and
furloughs over the next three years; and
2. The scale of staff reductions planned by the Los Angeles court is larger than necessary,
due to underestimated savings resulting from staff attrition and layoffs, additional
funding not reflected in the court’s plan, and other issues.
Even after adjusting for this overstatement, though, the level of reductions facing Los Angeles
court, like all other courts in the state, is staggering.
This report details (A) the court’s reduction plan, (B) staff’s analysis of that plan, and (C)
summarized information and findings relating to a survey of trial courts regarding the impact of
pending budget reductions and the suspension of State Appropriations Limit (SAL) funding.
Recommendation
The Administrative Office of the Courts recommends that the Judicial Council:
1. Direct staff to continue to pursue, on an urgent basis, a broad and flexible approach to
working with the Legislature and Governor to meet the council’s objectives regarding
ensuring sufficient funding necessary to support courts being open and accessible
every business day of the year. This approach should consider all viable ongoing,
limited-term, and one-time funding solutions (including transfers of funding from
construction fund monies where such transfers would not impact the timing and scale
of planned facility projects) as a means to achieve financial stability for all 58 of the
state’s superior courts, especially during the next three fiscal years; and
2. Not proceed at this time to advocate for the redirection of substantial ongoing funding
from the Immediate and Critical Needs Account within the State Court Facilities
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Construction Fund to offset reductions to trial court operations, as proposed by the
Superior Court of Los Angeles County. This approach would too narrowly focus on
one solution, an option that could significantly impair the ability of the branch to
address critical facility needs in courts throughout the state for years to come.
Previous Council Action
The receipt of the letter from the Superior Court of Los Angeles County was reported at the
Judicial Council business meeting on February 26, 2010. The council’s Executive and Planning
Committee directed the Administrative Director of the Courts to report back to the council with
additional information, analysis, options, and recommendations regarding issues raised in the
letter, as well as the situation facing other courts. This information was to be reported as part of
the council’s budget process for FY 2010–2011.
Rationale for Recommendation
On February 22, 2010, Presiding Judge Charles W. McCoy, Jr., of the Superior Court of Los
Angeles County, submitted a letter to the Judicial Council advising the council of the court’s
intention to implement substantial staff reductions beginning this fiscal year, with additional staff
reductions to occur in FY 2010–2011 and FY 2011–2012. In total, the court is planning for a
reduction of 1,827 court employees by June 30, 2012. As part of this plan, the court intends to
lay off 329 employees by the end of March 2010, with additional waves of layoffs that will
affect: 500 employees by the end of September 2010 and 530 more employees by the end of
August 2011. The court indicates that the rest of the staffing reductions would be accomplished
through attrition.
The letter states that the 500 staff layoffs planned for next September could be postponed if the
court is able to secure $47 million in additional ongoing funding. The court suggests that this be
accomplished by redirecting monies from funding intended to support the statewide court facility
construction program, with possible consideration also given to redirecting monies from the Trial
Court Improvement Fund, the Judicial Administration Efficiency and Modernization Fund, or
other court construction program funds from the State Court Facilities Construction Fund.
Presiding Judge McCoy requests that the council advocate for action by the Legislature and
Governor to provide authorization to implement this redirection. The request indicates that this
change should be done not only for the benefit of the Los Angeles court, but also to address
undetermined funding needs of other courts in the state.
In response to the direction of the Executive and Planning Committee, AOC staff initiated a
review of the cost reduction plan received from the Los Angeles court, which, we understand,
was an underlying source of the information conveyed in Presiding Judge McCoy’s letter. Staff
discussed the plan with court management in detail, and the court provided additional supporting
information. Staff also reviewed 51 court responses to a statewide survey regarding multiyear
impacts and planned mitigation measures that courts are considering in response to funding
reductions and unfunded costs. The purpose of these reviews was to better understand and assess
the assumptions underlying the Los Angeles court’s cost-reduction plan as well as to understand
how similar issues are being addressed in other courts throughout the state.
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A. Cost-Reduction Plan of the Superior Court of Los Angeles County

Presiding Judge McCoy’s letter identifies various financial and cost savings amounts. Staff of
the Los Angeles court staff provided the underlying multiyear (FY 2009–2010 through FY
2012–2013) reduction plan that is the source of this information. Court staff was very
cooperative in assisting AOC staff to understand the assumptions and computations used to
develop the plan.
Assumptions incorporated in the plan of the Los Angeles court include:
•

All reductions to trial court funding implemented in the 2009 Budget Act will be
ongoing.

•

The Legislature will not further reduce trial court funding through FY 2012–2013.

•

The Legislature will provide no SAL funding and only minimal additional one-time or
ongoing funds to offset reductions and address unfunded cost increases through FY
2012–2013.

•

The statutory sunset of the security fee increase approved last year by the Legislature will
be extended or eliminated.

In addition to these high-level funding assumptions, the court’s cost-reduction plan rests on
various specific cost assumptions, including:
•

The savings from employees who leave the court through attrition (retirement, transfer,
termination, etc.) or layoffs is $60,000 per employee per year (or less where specifically
identified), including salary and benefits (only for benefit costs that are tied to the
number of employees).

•

Court employees have historically left at an approximate rate of 13 per month, for an
annual total of 156. The court indicates that this level of staff separations has continued
through the first half of FY 2009–2010, and it is assumed that the rate will continue
through FY 2012–2013.

•

Only a small percentage of the savings from employee attrition would be available to
offset shortfalls in the court in the first year. The court has indicated that the minor firstyear savings assumption is based on the fact that lump sum separation payments would
need to be made to personnel leaving court employment and that the specific timing of
staff separations is not known.

•

The court projects cost increases for employee retirement and health benefits and
assumes that most of these costs will not be funded.

•

The court will maintain the minimum Operating and Emergency fund balance as
identified in the council’s approved Trial Court Fund Balance Policy. The court will not
use these funds as it addresses the projected funding shortfalls.

•

No funds from either the local judicial donation program or from the statewide judicial
voluntary salary waiver program have been assumed to be available to offset projected
shortfalls that will be experienced by the court.
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Given these assumptions, the court has projected large ongoing multiyear funding shortfalls.
The court has laid out a plan to address these shortfalls, which includes the following planned
cost-reduction measures:
1. Furloughs of court staff will continue through the end of FY 2011–2012. This program
would be implemented whether or not a statewide court closure is implemented in FY
2010–2011 and FY 2011–2012.
2. Employees who leave court service through the end of FY 2011–2012 will not be
replaced, resulting in employee salary and benefits savings due to attrition.
3. The court plans to implement three waves of employee layoffs. The first increment
would be 329 employees at the end of March 2010 (primarily student workers, retirees,
part-time workers, and recent hires assumed to be still at the lowest pay steps). The court
would then lay off 500 more employees as of September 30, 2010, and a final wave of
530 employees would be laid off as of August 31, 2011. The last wave of layoffs would
be accomplished as part of a courtroom and courthouse closure approach that would also
generate security and other savings. Under this plan, the court will have laid off a total of
1,359 employees by the end of FY 2011–2012. In total, when projected attrition is
included, the court’s planned staff reduction would be an estimated 1,827 employees. 2
B. Analysis of Los Angeles Court’s Financial Assumptions and Cost-Reduction Plan

Making one-year predictions regarding the outlook for court funding amidst the state financial
crisis is speculative, at best. The court, in an attempt to rationally plan its operations over the
course of the next several years, has developed multiyear funding assumptions that entail,
consequently, even more uncertainty. Based on our review, though, it is our assessment that the
court’s assumptions appear overly pessimistic. Although the State Budget continues to be
substantially out of balance, judicial branch leadership is committed to working with the
Governor and Legislature to identify opportunities, both one-time and ongoing, for revenue and
other funding enhancements, as well as reduction of proposed funding cuts or the conversion of
some level of these cuts to one-time or limited-term rather than ongoing. Any one-time funding
increases or solutions that are approved by the Legislature would delay the need to implement
some of the measures proposed by Los Angeles court. Deferring the implementation of actions
that would severely impair public access to the court, when such deferral can be achieved in a
responsible and prudent manner, would be important as the state’s economy and finances are not
expected to remain as challenged as they are in the current year. Ongoing funding solutions
would permanently reduce the need to implement staff layoffs and facility closures as currently
proposed by the court. Given that substantial funding relief, both one-time and ongoing, was
identified to offset reductions that were allocated to the courts in FY 2009–2010, we believe that
it is premature and overly conservative to assume that the leadership of the branch will be unable
to achieve any progress in securing some level of additional funding relief from the Legislature

2

We note that the court has indicated that there is risk that planned security savings from facility closures included
in the plan may not be achieved, to the extent that there is a need to add staff for holding cells. Court staff indicates
that this could create the need for additional reductions in future years to achieve the planned savings.
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to address court funding shortfalls that would otherwise occur in fiscal years 2010–2011 through
2012–2013. 3
Beyond these overall funding assumptions, the AOC has identified various concerns regarding
the specific methodology used by the court in estimating its overall shortfall and the savings that
would be achieved by its planned cost-savings measures. These issues are:
•

The court has estimated the cost savings associated with employee attrition and layoffs at
$60,000 per employee per year (except for planned layoffs in FY 2009–2010, for which
the assumption is a lower average). The AOC believes that this amount substantially
understates the salary and benefit savings that is currently accruing through attrition and
would be achieved by the court as a result of its planned staff reductions. Expenditure
and budget information reported by the court reflects the following:
o Based on FY 2008–2009 personal services expenditure information in the court’s
year-end Quarterly Financial Statement, the average actual cost of compensation
for filled positions in the court was approximately $90,945. This amount reflects
the total cost of salaries and all employee benefits.
o Based on the FY 2009–2010 personal services budget by position in the court’s
Schedule 7A, offset by the court’s salary savings rate of 6.75 percent and not
including workers compensation, retiree health contributions, and pension
obligation bond costs that are not impacted by the number of court staff, the
average annual compensation is:


$78,125 for all nonjudicial employees;



$75,246 for all nonjudicial employees excluding managers; and



$74,657 for all nonjudicial employees excluding managers and
supervisors.

When this information was discussed with court management, they indicated that it is
planned, at least initially, that layoffs will focus on the lowest ranking staff, and thus a
lower average should be used in computing any potential staff savings. On additional
review of reported court position information, though, we note that the court has reported
that the cost of compensation for over 60 percent of court staff exceeds $60,000 per year.
While the court’s initial staff layoff appears focused on lower compensated staff, the total
scale of potential layoffs in the court’s plan, and the need to maintain an appropriate ratio
of managers and supervisors to staff, would support the assumption of salary savings
closer to the computed averages identified above.
•

The court appears to understate first-year savings that would result from its attrition plan.
For example, while the court estimates annual savings from the expected attrition of 156
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As noted above, there is tremendous uncertainty related to state funding. While staff believe that there are
legitimate reasons to be less pessimistic than the Los Angeles court regarding the outlook for court funding, we
understand that it is entirely possible that reductions to the court system could turn out to be even worse than
anticipated by that court, to the extent that the Legislature or the Governor act to increase the cuts already proposed
for the judicial branch.
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employees at approximately $9.4 million per year, the court assumes only $1.7 million in
the first year. In general, unless an organization is able to specifically identify the
employees who will leave court service and the specific savings that will result, the best
means of estimating first-year savings is to multiply full-year savings by 50 percent,
based on an assumption that, on average, employees will end their employment evenly
throughout the fiscal year. This change would increase the estimated savings in the court
plan by several million dollars per year.
Because court staff has indicated that Los Angeles court’s reduction plan would eliminate
funding that would otherwise be available to pay lump sum payments resulting from
employee separations, we are reducing the estimated first-year savings by $2.6 million,
which is the court’s projection of annual lump sum amounts.
•

The court’s plan indicates that it is intended to reflect the outlook for trial court funding
as proposed in the 2010–2011 Governor’s Budget. The Governor has included a
proposed augmentation of $17.862 million to address unfunded court employee
retirement, retiree health contributions, and health benefit costs, which is not included in
the court’s assumptions. Beyond the specific dollars proposed, more important is the
proposal to fund these baseline costs going forward, similar to how these costs are funded
for executive branch employees. The court’s plan, while ostensibly reflecting the
Governor’s Budget, ignores this funding proposal and instead assumes that cost increases
in these areas would be only minimally funded through FY 2012–2013.

•

As part of the one-day-per-month court closures implemented in FY 2009–2010, judges
were able to voluntarily participate in a statewide pay reduction program, the voluntary
salary waiver program, as a way to voluntarily contribute to offsetting overall court
reductions, commensurate with the level of pay reductions being experienced by court
employees. Various courts, including the Los Angeles court, also separately established
local judicial donation programs as an alternative option for judges to participate in
supporting their courts. In this court, the vast majority of judges elected to participate in
the local donation program.
The Los Angeles court has assumed that it will receive no funds from these programs to
assist it in partially offsetting the funding shortfall. The court’s judges have committed
projected proceeds from the local judicial donation program to provide employees with
an offset for pay reductions relating to one-day-per-month furloughs. This action means
that the funds are not available to partially offset the court’s shortfall. The court will,
however, receive a share of the proceeds from the statewide voluntary salary waiver
program, based on the salary reductions made by judges from that court who chose to
participate in the statewide program. While the total number of Los Angeles court judges
who participated in that program is relatively small and thus the court’s share of the
program proceeds will not be large, the court will benefit from those proceeds. These
funds should be identified as being available to the court to offset the overall shortfall.

Reflecting the court’s reduction plan and the factors and issues raised in the preceding
discussion, we have prepared a cost analysis (see Attachment 1). The analysis includes three
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sections. Section I displays a summary of position and funding changes included in the court’s
reduction plan. As reflected in that section, the court intends to implement a total staffing
reduction of 1,827 employees through FY 2011–2012. The court also indicates a need to
implement courthouse and courtroom closures in FY 2011–2012 that will produce additional
savings. As part of this plan, the court projects that its operating reserves (not including funds
that are statutorily restricted) will have decreased from $109.6 million at the end of FY 2008–
2009 to $24.2 million at both the end of FY 2011–2012 and FY 2012–2013.
Section II of Attachment 1 displays a re-estimation of the court’s plan, assuming different
assumptions and computations:
1. The estimated average savings of employee salaries and benefits is increased from
$60,000 to $78,125 per employee. This reflects the average budgeted compensation costs
for nonjudicial employees, as discussed above. Because employers have limited or no
control of what positions will become vacant due to retirements, transfers, and other
personnel actions, and given that such attrition includes retirees who are typically at the
top of the salary ranges and higher classifications, we believe this adjustment to be
conservative.
2. The assumed average cost of savings associated with laid-off staff is increased from
$60,000 to $75,246 per year, which reflects the average reported cost of court nonjudicial employees, excluding managers and above. This lower level of savings
compared to the average used for attrition savings seems appropriate as the court has
indicated that layoffs will likely focus, at least initially, on lower-level staff, and thus it
would make sense that the actual savings may be less than the average cost of court
employees overall.
3. The reduced costs that will result from the 329 layoffs effective April 1 of this year, from
the initial estimate of $13.7 million per year have been re-estimated to the current
estimate of $15.2 million per year.
4. First-year attrition savings is assumed to result in 50 percent of the projected annual
savings, rather than the smaller amounts estimated by the court. However, based on the
court’s assertion that its flexibility to deal with lump sum payouts has already been
effectively reduced from its budget, the first-year expected savings reflects a reduction of
$2.6 million, the level of annual employee lump sum payments projected by the court.
5. Funding is reflected as an offset to court projected cost increases for retirement, retiree
health contributions, and health benefits, consistent with the proposal in the 2010–2011
Governor’s Budget.
6. Additional ongoing funding of approximately $13.3 million has been included; this
funding will be available to the court beginning in FY 2011–2012 related to retired
pension obligation bond costs, net of funding increases provided to the court since FY
2005–2006 related to this item. Because this item had not been reviewed before the
development of the court’s reduction plan, this represents new monies not included in its
assessment.
With these modified assumptions, the impact of the court’s planned cost-reduction measures and
the resulting financial position of the court would be substantially different than assumed in the
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court’s plan. As displayed in Section II of the analysis, the additional savings generated by the
staffing reductions and other measures planned by the court could leave the court with increased
operating reserves in excess of $128.6 million at the end of FY 2012–2013, rather than the $24.2
million stated in the court’s plan. Based on this analysis, it appears that the court is planning a
level of cost reductions that exceeds what would be necessary to operationalize the assumed
funding shortfalls and cost increases.
Section III of Attachment 1 displays an alternative analysis that reflects an option of scaled-down
court staffing reductions. This approach, like the display in Section II, assumes the modified
cost components identified above. It appears that the court could reduce the planned layoffs by
at least 500 employees (or by about 37 percent) and still effectively operationalize the identified
funding shortfalls. While the Los Angeles court has already implemented the first wave of
reductions to occur April 1 of this year, the court could cancel the 500 layoffs planned to occur
by October 2010 and still end with a fund balance level slightly higher than targeted by the court
in its plan. (We note, though, that many courts throughout the state are considering drawing
down fund balances, potentially below the Operating and Emergency fund balance requirement.
Staff will review the council guideline to determine whether recommendations should be made
to the council to provide courts additional flexibility in this area to address operating needs,
where appropriate and prudent, during the current period of financial difficulties.)
An implication of this analysis is that while the court under this scenario would still face
significant fiscal challenges that will require reductions and reorganizations in services and
operations, the level of reductions that would need to be implemented, and the urgency with
which these changes must be effected, are substantially less than the court has assumed. Staff
notes that the court’s leadership has consistently indicated that they used general and broad
assumptions in developing the court’s multiyear plan. At a time when employees are being laid
off from the court, though, it is critical that these broad estimates are more closely examined and
better refined.
Section III is not an endorsement of the remainder of the court’s reduction plan, but instead
displays the remaining level of operational impacts identified by the court that may not be
avoidable, to the extent that additional funding relief for trial courts is not approved by the
Legislature, based on the modified assumptions discussed above. If, however, additional
substantive ongoing and one-time financial relief is identified for allocation to the trial courts,
this would defer, mitigate, or completely forestall the need to undertake an equivalent level of
reduction actions that have been identified by the Los Angeles court.
(C) Analysis of Statewide Survey Regarding Court Plans for Addressing Reductions and
Unfunded Costs

In November 2009, a survey (“Court Plan for Addressing Reductions and Unfunded Costs”) was
submitted to the superior courts on behalf of the Trial Court Presiding Judges Advisory
Committee. A total of 52 courts, including the Superior Court of Los Angeles County,
responded to the survey, although one of those did not provide the requested financial
information. The survey requested courts to identify possible expenditure reduction measures
and other actions the courts plan to implement, or are considering, to address known funding
reductions and estimated unfunded cost increases through FY 2012–2013. The survey used
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funding reduction assumptions that were largely consistent with those used by Los Angeles court
in its plan. However, whereas the survey assumed that the $10 security fee increase approved by
the Legislature in 2009 would sunset after FY 2010–2011, consistent with statute, the Los
Angeles court’s plan assumes the fee increase will continue.
Excluding the Los Angeles court, the other 50 courts that responded to the financial portion of
the survey face a shortfall projected at approximately $1.247 billion in reductions and unfunded
costs through FY 2012–2013. In the survey, courts identified various cost-reduction measures
under consideration to address this funding situation. Those potential measures and the number
of courts indicating consideration of each action are summarized in Attachment 2 of this report.
Even with these measures, all courts were not able to identify sufficient solutions to address the
entire funding need. Consequently, as displayed in the table below, two courts projected a
negative fund balance by the end of FY 2009–2010. The number of courts that project depleted
fund balances by FY 2012–2013 grows to 22, with a combined estimated negative fund balance
projected at $270.9 million (see Table 1).
Table 1. Results of Statewide Survey (50 courts, excluding the Los Angeles Court)

Number of courts with
negative fund balances
Gross negative fund balances

FY 2009–2010
2

FY 2010–2011
8

FY 2011–2012
18

FY 2012–2013
22

($781,998)

($17,905,190)

($114,607,980)

($270,931,856)

In total, the 50 courts identified $588.5 million in cumulative expenditure reductions, of which
34 percent is related to imposing a hiring freeze, 18 percent to laying off staff, 16 percent to
furloughing staff, and 24 percent to other various and unspecified actions (see Attachment 2).
Both the survey and Los Angeles court’s reduction plan assume employee retirement, health
benefit contributions, and retiree health cost increases remain unfunded from FY 2010–2011
through FY 2012–2013. However, the Governor’s 2010 Budget proposes to fund baseline
adjustments of these trial courts costs similar to executive branch agencies. Specifically, the
Governor’s Budget includes $17.89 million for trial courts’ estimated cost increases related to
mandatory employer retirement contributions, health benefits, and retiree health contributions.
In addition, while both the survey and the Los Angeles court’s cost-reduction plan assume the
continuation of the $100 million reduction, the latter assumes that the $10 security fee increase
will not expire at the end of FY 2010–2011. Assuming that (1) all estimated cost increases for
retirement, health benefits, and retiree health contributions in FY 2010–2011 through FY 2012–
2013 are, in fact, offset by new funding and (2) the estimated $40 million from the $10 security
fee increase will be available after FY 2010–2011, based on the survey, the number of courts that
will have negative fund balances decreases by one, to 21 from 22, at the end of FY 2012–2013
(see Table 2).
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Table 2. Results of Statewide Survey with Revised Assumptions (50 courts, excluding
the Los Angeles Court)

Number of courts with
negative fund balances
Gross negative fund balances

FY 2009–2010
2

FY 2010–2011
8

FY 2011–2012
16

FY 2012–2013
21

($781,998)

($16,480,054)

($82,974,336)

($201,235,734)

The projected cumulative fund balance shortfall, as displayed above, would decrease to $201.2
million from $270.9 million. While significant cost savings would still be required by 21 courts
to achieve financial solvency, under this scenario the magnitude of the needed adjustments
would be reduced. It is important to note that even if courts were able to estimate balanced
budgets as part of this exercise, that result would be accomplished at the cost of significant
reductions of staff, services, and other operational impacts that would seriously degrade the
ability of courts to process cases without building large backlogs and access to justice.
Conclusions From Analysis of the Proposal of the Superior Court of Los Angeles County
and Information Gathered From a Statewide Court Survey

Courts throughout the state are considering various severe measures in order to absorb and
operationalize pending reductions to trial court funding. All courts will be significantly impacted
by the reductions that are currently proposed. (For the Los Angeles court, the projected level of
staffing reductions that the court may need to implement in the next three fiscal years to address
pending reductions, even as adjusted by assumptions in this analysis, would be a staggering 23.7
percent of existing employees.) This situation only exacerbates operational challenges for a
court system that is already strained by an insufficient number of judges, growing caseloads,
antiquated technology, and inadequate facilities. There is, consequently, a critical need for
structural relief for courts from the intermediate and long-term impacts of the budget as currently
proposed.
The necessity and urgency for the council to specifically seek authority to transfer construction
program funding from the Immediate and Critical Needs Account, as requested in Presiding
Judge McCoy’s letter, though, has not been established. Based on our review of the court’s plan,
it does not appear that the court will need to lay off 500 staff next fiscal year as planned, even
without the proposed transfer of $47 million in annual construction program monies. Instead, it
appears that the court will have sufficient resources to avoid all of the planned staff layoffs in the
next fiscal year (see Attachment I, Section III).
Rather than partially or completely depleting funds planned for critically needed facility projects,
we recommend, instead, that the council continue to pursue a broader and more flexible
approach, hopefully with the support of all of our courts, that is focused on addressing the need
for resources but allows branch leadership to continue to work with the Legislature, the
Governor, the courts, and stakeholders in the court system to identify and craft solutions that
may include some or all of the following components:
•

Increased or new fee, fine, or other revenue options where feasible and appropriate;

•

Reduction of current funding cuts;
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•

Conversion of some level of existing ongoing reductions to one-time or limited-term in
order to meet the needs of the state to reduce expenditures in these difficult times, yet
address court funding needs on an ongoing basis;

•

Approval of the baseline operating funding proposed for employee health benefits,
retirement, and retiree health contributions;

•

Repeal or extension of the existing statutory sunset on the security fee increase approved
last year; and

•

Allocation of state-level fund balances, where appropriate.

Approval of these and other options will assist courts, including Los Angeles court, in mitigating
many of the most onerous impacts of the financial challenges facing the court system during this
time of economic crisis.
Comments
The proposal from the Los Angeles court was received on February 22, 2010, and the council’s
Executive and Planning Committee requested an analysis of issues identified in the letter and
recommendations. Neither public comment nor consideration by the Trial Court Budget
Working Group has been solicited due to time constraints.
Following the initial distribution of this report, Presiding Judge Charles W. McCoy, Jr. submitted
a follow up letter on March 31, 2010 (see attached).
Relevant Strategic Plan Goals and Operational Plan Objectives
Recommendations in this report would further two strategic goals set by the Judicial Council in
Justice in Focus: The Strategic Plan for California’s Judicial Branch. 2006–2012: Goal II,
Independence and Accountability, Policy B2: “Secure and account for sufficient judicial branch
resources—including additional judges—to ensure accessible, safe, efficient, and effective
services to the public”; and Goal VI, Branchwide Infrastructure for Service Excellence, Policies
A1 and 2: “Provide and maintain safe, dignified, and fully functional facilities for conducting
court business” and “Provide judicial branch facilities that accommodate the needs of all court
users, as well as those of justice system partners.”
Attachments
1.
2.
3.
4.

Analysis of Cost-Reduction Plan of the Superior Court of Los Angeles County
Summary of Court Budget Impact Survey—Reduction Measures Under Consideration
February 22, 2010 Letter from Presiding Judge Charles W. McCoy, Jr.
March 31, 2010 Letter from Presiding Judge Charles W. McCoy, Jr.

12

Analysis of Cost-Reduction Plan of the Superior Court of Los Angeles County

Attachment 1

Prepared by AOC Staff
March 28, 2010

I. Los Angeles Court Reduction Plan
($ in millions)

Beginning Operating Reserves

2009-10
2010-11
2011-12
2012-13
Employees $ (millions) Employees $ (millions) Employees $ (millions) Employees $ (millions)
$109.6
$72.8
$31.4
$24.2

Contractual Salary Increases
Planned Furlough Savings (court plans 3 years of
closures)

-12.5

-12.5

-12.5

17.8

11.0

9.7

Judicial Voluntary Salary Waiver Program *
Supplemental Funding – Retirement
Assumed Additional State Funding
Attrition Savings @ $60,000 per Employee
Announced Staff Layoffs @ estim. budget $ /
employee (4-1-10)
Planned Staff Layoffs @ $60,000 / employee (101-10)

0.0
1.2

1.2

1.2

Planned Court Closures @ $60,000 / employee
Other Funding Changes – Net Reductions, Use
of Reserves
Employee Changes and Projected Ending
Operating Reserves

-12.5

-156.0

1.7

-312.0

11.1

-468.0

20.5

-468.0

1.2
11.8
28.1

-329.0

3.4

-329.0

13.7

-329.0

13.7

-329.0

13.7

-500.0

22.5

-500.0

30.0

-500.0

30.0

-530.0

39.0

-530.0

46.8

-48.4
-485.0

$72.8

-88.4
-1,141.0

$31.4

-108.8
-1,827.0

$24.2

-119.1
-1,827.0

$24.2

II. Los Angeles Court Plan Adjusted by Revised Assumptions and Computations
($ in millions)

Beginning Operating Reserves

2009-10
2010-11
2011-12
2012-13
Employees $ (millions) Employees $ (millions) Employees $ (millions) Employees $ (millions)
$109.6
$75.1
$51.1
$88.8

Contractual Salary Increases
Planned Furlough Savings (court plans 3 years of
closures)

-12.5

-12.5

-12.5

17.8

11.0

9.7

Judicial Voluntary Salary Waiver Program *
Proposed Baseline Funding – Retirement
Proposed State Baseline Funding (health
benefits, retiree health)
Attrition Savings @ $78,125 per Employee
Announced Layoffs @ actual cost / employee (41-10)

0.1
1.2

2.4

3.6

4.8

-156.0

3.5

-312.0

4.5
15.7

-468.0

6.0
27.9

-468.0

9.0
36.6

-329.0

3.8

-329.0

15.2

-329.0

15.2

-329.0

15.2

-500.0

28.2

-500.0

37.6

-500.0

37.6

-530.0

45.7
13.3

-530.0

54.9
13.3

Planned Staff Layoffs @ $75,246 / employee (101-10)
Planned Court Closures @ $75,246 / employee
Retirement of POB
Other Funding Changes – Net Reductions, Use
of Reserves
Employee Changes and Projected Ending
Operating Reserves

-12.5

-48.4
-485.0

$75.1

-88.4
-1,141.0

$51.1

-108.8
-1,827.0
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$88.8

-119.1
-1,827.0

$128.6

Analysis of Cost-Reduction Plan of the Superior Court of Los Angeles County

Attachment 1, cont'd

III. Staffing Reduction Option If No Budget Relief Provided by the Legislature
($ in millions)

Beginning Operating Reserves

2009-10
2010-11
2011-12
2012-13
Employees $ (millions) Employees $ (millions) Employees $ (millions) Employees $ (millions)
$109.6
$75.1
$22.9
$23.0

Contractual Salary Increases
Planned Furlough Savings (court plans 3 years of
closures)

-12.5

-12.5

-12.5

17.8

11.0

9.7

0.1
1.2

2.4

3.6

-12.5

Judicial Voluntary Salary Waiver Program *
Proposed Baseline Funding - Retirement
Proposed State Baseline Funding (health
benefits, retiree health)
Attrition Savings @ $78,125 per employee

-156.0

3.5

-312.0

4.5
15.7

-468.0

6.0
27.9

-468.0

9.0
36.6

Announced Staff Layoffs @ actual cost /
employee

-329.0

3.8

-329.0

15.2

-329.0

15.2

-329.0

15.2

Required Staff Layoffs (10-1-10)
Planned Court Closures @ $75,246 / employee
Retirement of POB
Other Funding Changes - Net Reductions, Use of
Reserves
Employee Changes and Projected Ending
Operating Reserves
Additional Employees Potentially Retained
Compared to LA Superior Court's Current Staff
Reduction Plan

0.0

0.0

0.0
-530.0

-48.4
-485.0

0.0

$75.1

-88.4
-641.0

500.0

$22.9

4.8

0.0
45.7
13.3

-530.0

-108.8
-1,327.0

500.0

$23.0

54.9
13.3
-119.1

-1,327.0

$25.1

500.0

* Judicial Voluntary Salary Waiver amounts projected based upon judicial salary waivers to statewide program through February 2010. Court also maintains a
locally administered judicial contribution program that the court plans assume will not be used to offset court reductions.
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Attachment 2

Summary of Court Budget Impact Survey
Reduction Measures Under Consideration
(reflects responses from 50 courts)
Prepared by AOC Staff
March 28, 2010

FY 2009–2010
Reduction Measure

# of
Courts
30
Impose hiring freeze
7
Eliminate/postpone salary step increases
10
Eliminate/postpone cost of living adjustments
Reduce employee hours
41
Furlough staff
13
Lay off staff
1
Reduce counter hours
7
Discontinue/reduce services
Discontinue court calendars
1
Close courtrooms
3
Close courthouses
26
Other
Total

Savings
38,170,715
643,509
5,084,540
31,795,544
23,159,321
66,040
2,160,342
72,160
225,642
30,771,375
132,149,188

FY 2010–2011
# of
Courts
33
13
11
2
28
16
1
7
2
2
7
23

Savings
51,674,955
1,155,570
4,425,111
294,412
23,515,177
23,587,053
66,040
2,727,806
522,280
526,765
3,828,516
30,324,769
142,648,454
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FY 2011–2012
# of
Courts
32
13
9
2
25
18
1
7
2
2
7
22

Savings
54,290,990
1,219,059
4,190,323
294,412
19,583,380
28,147,443
66,040
2,731,705
590,832
543,795
3,865,263
29,726,333
145,249,575

FY 2012–2013
# of
Courts
32
11
9
2
24
17
1
7
2
1
7
21

Savings
55,810,062
1,104,788
4,173,137
294,412
19,984,383
30,589,547
66,040
2,736,073
634,450
140,000
4,721,756
48,181,722
168,436,370

Cumulative
# of
Courts
35
13
12
2
43
22
1
8
2
3
9
30

Savings
199,946,722
4,122,926
17,873,111
883,236
94,878,484
105,483,364
264,160
10,355,926
1,747,562
1,282,720
12,641,177
139,004,199
588,483,587

% of
Total
34%
1%
3%
0%
16%
18%
0%
2%
0%
0%
2%
24%
100%

