JUDICIAL COUNCIL of CALIFORNIA
Minutes of the Business Meeting—February 25–26, 2013
Ronald M. George State Office Complex
William C. Vickrey Judicial Council Conference Center
Malcolm M. Lucas Board Room
San Francisco, California

Monday, February 25, 2013–NON-BUSINESS EDUCATIONAL AND
PLANNING MEETING—CLOSED (RULE 10.6(A))
Closed Session

10:00–11:00 a.m.

Monday, February 25, 2013–OPEN MEETING (RULE 10.6(A))—
EDUCATIONAL MEETING
(ITEMS 1–4)
Chief Justice Tani G. Cantil-Sakauye, Chair of the Judicial Council, called the meeting to order
at 11:15 a.m. on Monday, February 25, 2013, at the William C. Vickrey Judicial Council
Conference Center in the Ronald M. George State Office Complex.
Judicial Council members present: Chief Justice Tani G. Cantil-Sakauye; Justices Judith

Ashmann-Gerst, Marvin R. Baxter, Harry E. Hull, Jr., and Douglas P. Miller; Judges Stephen H.
Baker, James R. Brandlin, David De Alba, Emilie H. Elias, Sherrill A. Ellsworth, James E.
Herman, Teri L. Jackson, Ira R. Kaufman, Mary Ann O’Malley, and David Rosenberg; Mr.
James P. Fox; and Ms. Edith R. Matthai; advisory members present: Judges Laurie M. Earl,
Allan D. Hardcastle, Morris D. Jacobson, Brian L. McCabe, Robert James Moss, Kenneth K. So,
and Charles D. Wachob; Commissioner Sue Alexander; Chief Executive Officer Alan Carlson;
and Court Executive Officers Mary Beth Todd and David H. Yamasaki; Secretary to the
council: Steven Jahr, Administrative Director of the Courts.
Members absent: State Senator Noreen Evans, Assembly Member Richard Bloom, Ms. Angela

J. Davis, and Mr. Mark P. Robinson, Jr.
Others present: Court Executive Officer Tammy L. Grimm; media representatives:

Ms. Maria Dinzeo, Courthouse News Service; and Mr. Paul Jones, Daily Journal.
Item 1

Phoenix Program: Deployment of Phoenix Payroll System

Ms. Jody Patel, Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) Chief of Staff, and Mr. Curt
Soderlund, AOC Chief Administrative Officer, presented information about the deployment of
the Phoenix Payroll System.
No council action
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Item 2

Judicial Branch Budget: Educational Session on Branch Budget

Mr. Curt Soderlund, AOC Chief Administrative Officer, Mr. Zlatko Theodorovic, AOC Director
of the Office of Fiscal Services, and Ms. Giselle Corrie of the AOC Judicial Branch Capital
Program Office, presented information on the judicial branch budget, including a history of
allocation methodology, a review of various branch funds, and efforts to simplify branch budget
development and fiscal processes.
No council action
Item 3

Trial Court Workload Evaluation: An Overview of the Updated
Resource Assessment Study Model

The chair and staff of the Senate Bill 56 (SB 56) Working Group provided background on the
update to the Resource Assessment Study (RAS) model, which is used to estimate the workload
of nonjudicial staff in the trial courts.
No council action
New Item Added at the Meeting
Item 4

Trial Court Budget: Status on Development of a Funding Methodology
Proposal from the Trial Court Budget Working Group

Presiding Judge Laurie M. Earl, Cochair of the Trial Court Budget Working Group and Chair of
the Trial Court Presiding Judges Advisory Committee, and Court Executive Officer David H.
Yamasaki, Chair of the Court Executives Advisory Committee, described the development of a
proposed methodology for allocating trial court funding. The Trial Court Budget Working Group
expects to present its proposal to the Judicial Council at the April council meeting. The proposed
model is expected to include a multi-step process for assessing the courts’ total funding needs by
identifying a standard set of baseline costs for each court and assessing the additional
expenditures and local and other funding sources that apply to court funding, and factoring in
adjustments to account for the permanent and one time funding needs that are unique to each
court.
No council action
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Tuesday, February 26, 2013 AGENDA—BUSINESS MEETING
Chief Justice Tani G. Cantil-Sakauye, Chair of the Judicial Council, called the meeting to order
at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, February 26, 2013, in the Malcolm M. Lucas Board Room of the
William C. Vickrey Judicial Council Conference Center in the Ronald M. George State Office
Complex.
Judicial Council members present: Chief Justice Tani G. Cantil-Sakauye; Justices Judith

Ashmann-Gerst, Marvin R. Baxter, Harry E. Hull, Jr., and Douglas P. Miller; Judges Stephen H.
Baker, James R. Brandlin, David De Alba, Emilie H. Elias, Sherrill A. Ellsworth, James E.
Herman, Teri L. Jackson, Ira R. Kaufman, Mary Ann O’Malley, and David Rosenberg; Mr.
James P. Fox, Ms. Edith R. Matthai, and Mr. Mark P. Robinson, Jr.; advisory members
present: Judges Laurie M. Earl, Allan D. Hardcastle, Morris D. Jacobson, Brian L. McCabe,
Robert James Moss, Kenneth K. So, and Charles D. Wachob; Commissioner Sue Alexander;
Chief Executive Officer Alan Carlson; and Court Executive Officers Mary Beth Todd and David
H. Yamasaki; Secretary to the council: Steven Jahr, Administrative Director of the Courts.
Members absent: State Senator Noreen Evans, Assembly Member Richard Bloom, and Ms.

Angela J. Davis.
Others present: Justices Brad R. Hill; Judges Lorna A. Alksne, Steven D. Barnes, Lesley D.

Holland, James LaPorte, and David P. Warner; Court Executive Officer Tammy L. Grimm;
Chief Deputy Court Executive Officer Jeff Lewis; public: Ms. Gurdeep Chawla, Mr. Michael
Ferreira, Ms. Anabelle Garay, Mr. Vesna Loek, Ms. Annie Moskovian, Mr. Sina New, Ms.
Lindsey Scott-Florez, Ms. Paline Soth, Mr. Bo Uce; and media representatives: Ms. Maria
Dinzeo, Courthouse News Service; and Ms. Emily Green, Daily Journal.
Approval of Minutes

The Judicial Council approved the minutes of the December 13–14, 2012, and January
17, 2013, Judicial Council meetings.
Chief Justice’s Report

Chief Justice Tani G. Cantil-Sakauye recounted her activities since the last council meeting in
January. She noted a number of civics outreach events, relating to the designation of February as
education outreach and civics learning month. These included visits to a number of high schools,
law schools and law academies, and a special session of the Supreme Court at the University of
San Francisco Law School for high school and law students, in celebration of the law school’s
centennial.
The Chief Justice and council member Justice Douglas P. Miller visited the Superior Court of
California, County of Los Angeles, where they toured the mental health and family court
services, the criminal courts, and the self-help center at the Stanley Mosk courthouse. The court
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leadership briefed the Chief Justice on the challenges of operating under state budget reductions,
during the visit.
The state budget was also the focus of a number of other appearances and activities she attended:
the Governor’s State of the State Address; a meeting with administrative presiding justices,
presiding judges, court executive officers, and the Conference of Court Executives where court
efficiencies and innovations were also discussed; and a public appearance to discuss the state
budget implications with Mr. Mark Baldasarre of the Public Policy Institute of California.
The Chief Justice discussed improving access to justice in liaison meetings with the Consumer
Attorneys of California, the California Defense Council, and the Criminal Defense Bar. She
attended a National Association for Court Management Conference. She also spoke as a member
of a panel at the Conference of Chief Justices on the example set by California’s collaborative
courts in meeting the needs of local communities. She mentioned looking forward to the
upcoming Civics Outreach Summit on February 28, 2013, featuring Justice Sandra Day
O’Connor (Ret.) as the keynote speaker. She also noted recent appearances to present service
awards to AOC staff and to welcome newly appointed judges at the New Judges Orientation.
Administrative Director’s Report

Steven Jahr, Administrative Director of the Courts, provided his written report on the activities
of the AOC since the January council meeting. He commented on the State Assembly’s Judiciary
Committee hearing of February 12 to assess the impacts of the state budget crisis on the courts,
with particular focus on the family court system. The hearing was widely attended by judicial
officers, the bar including members of the Open Court Coalition, court interpreters, court
reporters, and representatives of county and city governments, all concerned with the severity of
judicial branch budget cuts and the impacts on their clients, constituents, court users, and legal
practices. Judge Jahr also mentioned the AOC Office of Governmental Affairs’ (OGA’s) recent
efforts, in coordination with the Bench-Bar Coalition, to conduct outreach to the 39 new
legislators and others on the pressing budget and policy issues for the judicial branch. He noted
that OGA staff had also identified legislative authors for a number of Judicial Council-sponsored
bills on court efficiency reforms. The state Department of Finance has agreed to introduce trailer
bill language authorizing 10 of those proposals.
Judicial Council Committee Presentations

Policy Coordination and Liaison Committee (PCLC)
Justice Marvin R. Baxter, Chair, reported that the committee had met twice since the last report
provided at the December council meeting. At the January 10 meeting and in response to council
direction on December 14, 2012, PCLC reconsidered and revised its initial recommendation as
one of its key legislative priorities for 2013 to seek sponsorship of the third set of 50 judgeships
and funding of the already authorized second set of 50 judgeships. Instead, the committee
determined on January 10 to recommend that the council defer sponsorship of new judgeships
for one year. PCLC presented this recommendation on this issue to the council at its January 17
meeting. The committee also rescinded its November 29, 2012, recommendation that the Judicial
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Council sponsor a legislative proposal to accompany a rule of court proposal, adopted by the
council in January 2013, which would establish a pilot project, authorizing trial courts to conduct
remote video trials in cases involving violations of traffic and compulsory education laws. PCLC
determined that a legislative proposal, in addition to the rule of court that the council approved in
January 2013, was not required. PCLC further determined that a legislative proposal would be
more appropriate after completion of the pilot authorized by the newly adopted rule of court,
when the branch could evaluate how the lessons learned from the pilot should be incorporated
into existing statutes.
On February 14, 2013, PCLC approved for council sponsorship a piece of legislation on
modernization and improvement of statutes on trial court records management and retention. The
committee heard a presentation by Bench-Bar Coalition Cochairs, Judge Mary Ann O’Malley
and Mr. Raymond Aragon, on Bench-Bar Coalition objectives for the upcoming legislative year.
Justice Baxter noted that the legislative deadline to introduce bills was February 22, 2013, and
that the AOC Office of Governmental Affairs (OGA) staff was reviewing for tracking purposes
all bills introduced by legislators, to identify those of interest and with impact upon the judicial
branch.
Executive and Planning Committee (E&P)
Justice Douglas P. Miller, Chair, reported that E&P had met six times since the December
council meeting. In the course of those meetings, the committee set the agenda for the February
25-26, 2013, meeting. As part of the agenda setting, the committee consulted with Judicial
Council members who served on the Strategic Evaluation Committee to receive their assessment
of the readiness of reports on the implementation of Judicial Council directives regarding AOC
restructuring: items O, P, Q and Informational Item 1 on the meeting agenda.
On behalf of the council, the committee acted on one request from the Superior Court of
California, County of Riverside, to confirm the conversion of a subordinate judicial officer
position to a judgeship.
Justice Miller mentioned a two-day, joint meeting of E&P, RUPRO, and the council’s
Technology Committee in January to review the current structure of existing Judicial Council
advisory bodies—including advisory committees, task forces, working groups and
subcommittees. This is part of a council initiative to evaluate the opportunities for consolidating
committee activities, strengthening council oversight, and reducing the costs associated with
committee operations.
Justice Miller also referenced the written report he submitted on the 145 Judicial Council
directives on AOC restructuring, Informational Item 1 of the meeting agenda, and provided some
of the highlights of restructuring activities completed and in progress.
Rules and Projects Committee (RUPRO)
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Justice Harry E. Hull, Jr., Chair, reported that the RUPRO Committee had met four times since
the December council meeting. On December 20, the committee considered a proposal for a pilot
project authorizing remote video proceedings in traffic infraction cases, which was circulated for
comment on a special comment cycle. The proposal originated with a request from the Superior
Court of California, County of Fresno. In response to comments, the proposal was modified,
including eliminating a rule and forms that authorized a remote video pilot project in compulsory
school attendance law proceedings. The council approved this pilot project at the January 17
meeting.
On January 9, the committee considered an urgent request to circulate a proposal to amend, on a
temporary basis, the civil case management rules to give courts the discretion to exempt certain
types of general civil cases from the mandatory case management rules, including mandatory
case management conferences. RUPRO approved circulation of this proposal.
Justice Hull also reported on the January 22 and January 23 joint meeting of RUPRO, the E&P
Committee, and the Technology Committee to review the annual agendas of advisory groups
overseen by the three internal committees. He noted that most of the annual agendas were
approved at this meeting and others were expected to be considered subsequently on March 11.
On February 13, RUPRO considered and recommended approval of three proposals on the
consent agenda for this meeting: revisions of Criminal Jury Instructions, Item A; miscellaneous
technical changes to existing rules of court, item B; and the proposal to allow suspension of
mandatory case management rules, Item C.
Judicial Council Technology Committee
Judge James E. Herman reported that the committee had held three meetings since the January
council meeting. On January 28th, the committee reviewed the request from the Superior Court
of California, County of Kings for supplemental funding to replace a case management system
(item N on the discussion agenda) and the Superior Court of California, County of Fresno’s
application for piloting remote video proceedings. The committee also discussed the status of the
Superior Court of California, County of Sacramento’s request for proposal (RFP) for a hosted
case management system, using the RFP template developed by the Trial Court Technology
Working Group and the Court Technology Advisory Committee. On February 5, the committee
reached a recommendation on the Superior Court of Kings County’s application, and on
conditions for approval, for the Judicial Council’s consideration at this meeting.
On February 13, the committee reviewed the Superior Court of California, County of Fresno’s
application to proceed with a pilot to conduct remote video proceedings of traffic cases,
following the Judicial Council’s approval of a pilot program in January. The committee also
reviewed and approved the Superior Court of California, County of Merced’s request for a
limited number of hours of AOC staff support to technically assist the court with its case
management system applications. The Technology Committee concluded that such requests for
assistance should be appropriate for the AOC’s Information Technology Services Office staff to
decide without necessitating the committee’s review. The committee agreed to allow staff the
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discretion to approve up to 50 hours of technical support for other similar requests of the interim
case management team (ICMS) from the trial courts.
Judge Herman reported that the Judicial Branch Technology Initiatives Working Group, chaired
by Judge Robert James Moss, continues the focus on four leading efforts to advance branch
technology: (1) the development of a technology roadmap, (2) V2/V3 maintenance and support,
(3) e-filing, and (4) an RFP for awarding contract agreements to vendors for case management
systems. On March 1, the Judicial Branch Technology Initiatives Working Group will host a
WebEx meeting to review the final reports and recommendations on the four technology
initiatives.
Judge Herman described in more detail the statewide case management system RFP developed
for awarding vendor agreements using three selected vendors for courts to choose from. The
Superior Court of California, County of Sacramento will host and maintain the master services
agreements, although all courts remain free to conduct their own procurement solicitations.
He provided the council with an update on the Technology Planning Task Force recently
appointed by the Chief Justice. With recognition of the importance of technology and e-business
practices to the courts, stakeholders, and the public, the new task force will be the source of
recommendations to the Technology Committee and the council on a number of important
issues: a vision and direction for branch technology, an appropriate governance structure for
managing branch technology, and a strategy for long term, stable financing of branch
technology.
Judicial Council Trial Court Liaison Reports

Judge Teri L. Jackson gave an account of her visits on January 11, 2013, to the Superior Court of
California, counties of Santa Cruz and San Benito.
Judge Allan D. Hardcastle gave an account of his visit on December 20, 2012, to the Superior
Court of California, County of Lake.
Judge James E. Herman commented on and expressed appreciation for Administrative Director
of the Courts Steven Jahr’s visit to the Superior Court of California, County of Santa Barbara
during his participation as keynote speaker at the dedication ceremony for the North County
Clerk’s Office.
Public Comment

Three individuals appeared in the following order during the public comment session to speak on
language access and the expiration of a grace period for taking the interpreter certification exam
for the Khmer and Punjabi languages:
1. Mr. Michael Ferreira, President, California Federation of Interpreters
2. Mr. Paline Soth, California Federation of Interpreters
3. Ms. Gurdeep Chawla, California Federation of Interpreters
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Addressing the speakers and their remarks, Justice Douglas P. Miller, Chair of the E&P
Committee, noted that the council’s Court Interpreters Advisory Panel would review the matter
and report back to the council.

CONSENT AGENDA (ITEMS A–L)
Item A

Jury Instructions: Revisions of Criminal Jury Instructions

The Advisory Committee on Criminal Jury Instructions recommended approval of the proposed
revisions to the Judicial Council of California Criminal Jury Instructions (CALCRIM).
Council action

The Judicial Council, effective February 28, 2013, approved for publication under rule
2.1050 of the California Rules of Court the criminal jury instructions prepared by the
committee. The revised instructions will be published in the official 2013 edition of the
Judicial Council of California Criminal Jury Instructions.
Item B

Rules: Miscellaneous Technical Changes

The AOC identified an error in rule 1.4 of the California Rules of Court and on form TR-INST.
Therefore, the AOC Legal Services Office recommended making the necessary technical
changes.
Council action

The Judicial Council approved the following changes to the California Rules of Court,
effective immediately:
1. Amend rule 1.4 to add Appendix G and to correct punctuation; and
2. Revise form TR-INST to delete Appendix G with form TR-135.
Item C

Civil Cases: Temporary Suspension of Case Management Rules

The Civil and Small Claims Advisory Committee recommended that the statewide rules of court
on civil case management be amended, on a temporary basis, to give courts the discretion to
exempt certain types or categories of general civil cases from the mandatory case management
rules. The amendments will help courts to better address the current fiscal crisis by decreasing
the time spent by court staff and judicial officers in filing case management statements, setting
and holding individual case management conferences, and performing other actions required by
the case management rules.
Council action

The Judicial Council approved amending rules 3.712 and 3.720 of the California Rules of
Court to permit courts, by local rule, to exempt types or categories of general civil cases
from the mandatory case management rules.
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Item D

Judicial Council Forms: Change in Federal Poverty Guidelines

The Civil and Small Claims Advisory Committee and the Family and Juvenile Law Advisory
Committee recommended that three Judicial Council forms containing figures based on the
federal poverty guidelines be amended to reflect the changes in those guidelines recently
published by the federal government.
Council action

The Judicial Council approved revising the following forms to reflect 2013 increases in the
federal poverty guidelines:
1. Request to Waive Court Fees (form FW-001);
2. Information Sheet on Waiver of Appellate Court Fees (Supreme Court, Court of
Appeal, Appellate Division) (form APP-015/FW-015-INFO); and
3. Financial Declaration—Juvenile Dependency (form JV-132).
Item E

Access to Visitation: Program Funding Allocation for Grant Fiscal Year
2013–2014

The Family and Juvenile Law Advisory Committee recommended that the Judicial Council
approve the allocation and distribution of $776,549 statewide for the Access to Visitation Grant
Program for grant fiscal year 2013–2014, with funding to be directed to 11 superior courts
representing 18 counties and involving 17 subcontractor agencies (i.e., local community
nonprofit service providers). The funding will support and facilitate noncustodial parents’ access
to and visitation with their children through supervised visitation and exchange services, parent
education, and group counseling services. Family Code section 3204(b)(2) requires the Judicial
Council to determine the final number and amount of grants to be awarded to the superior courts.
Council action

The Judicial Council, effective April 1, 2013, approved the funding allocation and
distribution among the 11 superior courts of $776,549 for grant fiscal year 2013–2014 (set
forth in Attachment 1).
Item F

Trial Court Allocation: Funding for Costs Related to Redevelopment
Agency Writ Cases

The AOC recommended that the council, on a two-tiered cost-rate reimbursement basis, allocate
up to $2 million in new General Fund monies provided by Assembly Bill 1484 to the Superior
Court of California, Sacramento County (Sacramento Superior Court) for work related to
processing redevelopment agency writ cases. Section 38 of AB 1484 appropriates up to $2
million to the court “for work associated with Part 1.85 (commencing with Section 34170) of
Division 24 of the Health and Safety Code.” By statute, any action challenging the validity of the
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dissolving of redevelopment agencies must be brought in the Superior Court of Sacramento
County.
Council action

The Judicial Council:
1. Allocated up to $2 million to the Superior Court of Sacramento County on a
reimbursement basis for work related to processing redevelopment agency writ cases
associated with Part 1.85 (commencing with section 34170) of Division 24 of the
Health and Safety Code.
2. Approved a reimbursement basis using a two-tiered, cost-rate approach, as opposed to
reimbursing the court based on actual costs in each individual case.
3. Directed the Administrative Director of the Courts, or designee, to work with the
Superior Court of Sacramento County in developing a reimbursement process.
Item G

Trial Courts: Application to Establish Remote Video Proceeding Pilot
Project from the Superior Court of California, County of Fresno

The Superior Court of Fresno County submitted an application for approval to establish a remote
video proceeding pilot project for traffic infraction cases in that county under California Rules of
Court, rule 4.220. The Judicial Council’s Technology Committee reviewed the court’s
application and recommended that the council approve it.
Council action

The Judicial Council approved the application of the Superior Court of Fresno County to
establish a remote video proceeding (RVP) pilot project, effective February 26, 2013.
Item H

Judicial Council-Sponsored Legislation: Modernization and Improvement
of Statutes on Trial Court Records Retention and Management

The Policy Coordination and Liaison Committee and Court Executives Advisory Committee
recommended that the Judicial Council sponsor legislation to modernize and improve the statutes
concerning the retention of trial court records. In particular, their proposal recommended that the
records retention statutes be amended to authorize the destruction of some court records earlier
than is permitted under existing law to enable the trial courts to reduce their storage costs. The
proposed amendments would also establish statutory records retention periods for new types of
records that are not dealt with under existing law—such as records resulting from the new
criminal realignment process. Finally, the proposed amendments would eliminate ambiguities in
the law relating to records retention and would clarify how long certain records are to be
retained.
Council action
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The Judicial Council approved sponsoring legislation to modernize and improve the
statutes concerning the retention of trial court records and the financial savings to be
realized by amending Government Code sections 68150, 68151, and 68152.
Item I

Judicial Branch Report to the Legislature: Court Interpreter Expenditure
Report for Fiscal Year 2011–2012

The AOC recommended that the Judicial Council approve the annual report on trial court
interpreter expenditures for submission to the Legislature. This report to the Legislature is
required by the Budget Act of 2011 (Stats. 2011, ch. 33).
Council action

The Judicial Council approved, effective February 28, 2013, the report to the Legislature
summarizing the fiscal year 2011–2012 trial court interpreter expenditures in
conformance with the requirements of the Budget Act of 2011 (Stats. 2011, ch. 33), and
directed the AOC to submit the report to the Legislature.

DISCUSSION AGENDA (ITEMS J–Q)
Item J

Court Facilities: Delays to the Courthouse Capital Program Pending the
Proposed Governor’s Budget for Fiscal Year 2013–2014

The Court Facilities Working Group recommended the delay of 11 Senate Bill 1407 projects
should the proposed 2013 Governor’s Budget (FY 2013–2014), which includes the deferred
repayment of a $90 million loan from SB 1407 construction funds and the redirection of $200
million in SB 1407 funds to trial court operations, be enacted. The working group further
recommended that FY 2013–2014 and FY 2014–2015 funding requests be made to the state
Department of Finance (DOF) for the next project phases in all SB 1407 projects moving
forward in the event that additional SB 1407 funds become available in the final budget. The
working group also recommended submission of FY 2013–2014 one-time and ongoing funding
requests for facility modifications and for facility operational costs for new courthouses, to be
funded by construction funds.
Council action
The Judicial Council, with two abstentions, approved the following actions effective February
26, 2013:
1. Delay 11 SB 1407 projects, as identified in the attached table (Attachment 2), in their next
project phase until FY 2014–2015 should the Governor’s proposed budget be enacted due
to lack of available SB 1407 funds.

2. Submit FY 2013–2014 funding requests to the state DOF for the next phase of all projects
requiring funding in FY 2013–2014, including those listed above in recommendation 1
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(and appearing in Attachment 2).
3. Submit FY 2013–2014 funding requests to the state DOF for the next phase of all projects
construction phases of the San Diego–New San Diego Central Courthouse and the San
Joaquin–Renovation and Addition to Juvenile Justice Center.
4. Submit FY 2014–2015 funding requests to the DOF for the next phase in all SB 1407
projects pending availability of SB 1407 funds, as well as the annual update to the Judicial
Branch AB 1473 Five-Year Infrastructure Plan for FY 2014–2015 to meet the DOF July
2013 submission deadline.
5. Delegate to the Administrative Director of the Courts the authority to make technical
changes to FY 2013–2014 and FY 2014–2015 funding requests submitted to the DOF
necessary to move forward all judicial branch construction projects, subject to the review
and approval of the chair and vice-chair of the Court Facilities Working Group and the
chair of the working group’s Courthouse Cost Reduction Subcommittee.
6. Submit a FY 2013–2014 funding request to the DOF for $10 million ongoing from SB
1732 construction funds for facility modifications to support the documented need for
ongoing investment in existing facilities.
7. Submit a FY 2013–2014 funding request to the DOF for $2.237 million from SB 1407
construction funds for facility operating costs for new courthouses, and ongoing funding
requests from construction funds to meet annual facility operational cost requirements for
new courthouses when completed. Use of construction funds for facility operations requires
statutory authority.
8. Submit a one-time FY 2013–2014 funding request to the DOF for $8 million from SB 1407
construction funds for facility modifications to support the documented need for ongoing
investment in existing facilities. This one-time funding request would only be authorized
pending restoration of SB 1407 funds in the enacted 2013 Budget Act (FY 2013–2014).
Item K

Court Facilities: Membership in Calaveras Public Power Agency for Low-Cost
Utility Rates for New San Andreas Courthouse

The AOC recommended seeking agency membership in the Calaveras Public Power Agency
(CPPA), a joint powers agency (JPA) that provides electricity to public facilities in the County of
Calaveras. To take advantage of the lower electricity rates of the CPPA, the AOC would have to
become a member agency of the CPPA, which provides electricity to various local facilities in
Calaveras County, including the county jail, the county government center, schools, hospitals,
fire stations, and water and wastewater treatment plants. With the AOC as a member of the
CPPA, the new San Andreas Courthouse in Calaveras County (New Courthouse) would be able
to enjoy the benefits of electricity rates lower than PG&E rates. In addition, construction costs of
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the New Courthouse project would be reduced by approximately $115,000, related to equipment
no longer required.
Council action

The Judicial Council approved the resolution to authorize the AOC’s membership in the
CPPA as a Tier 2 Member, authorized the Administrative Director of the Courts to execute
the CPPA Amended Joint Powers Agreement (JPA), and authorized the Administrative
Director of the Courts to execute the Agreement between the Calaveras Public Power
Agency and the AOC Regarding Tier 1 Member Treatment.
Item L

Trial Court Allocations: Benefits Funding for Fiscal Year 2011–2012 and
Fiscal Year 2012–2013

The Trial Court Budget Working Group recommended allocation of funding provided in the
Budget Act of 2012 (Stats. 2012, ch. 21) to address (1) retirement, employee health, and retiree
health benefit cost changes in 2011–2012; (2) full-year ongoing costs in fiscal year (FY) 2012–
2013 of the benefit cost changes effective in FY 2011–2012; and (3) the use of expenditure
authority from the Trial Court Trust Fund (TCTF) on a one-time basis to backfill shortfalls for
(1) and (2). The Trial Court Budget Working Group also recommended setting aside funding
related to FY 2012–2013 court interpreter benefit cost changes in a separate General Fund item;
immediately allocating funding for confirmed FY 2012–2013 benefit cost changes; and,
beginning in FY 2012–2013, using available TCTF monies on an ongoing basis, or requesting
monies from the General Fund, if insufficient funding is available from the TCTF, to fund the
annualized cost of the FY 2012–2013 benefit cost changes.
Council action

The Judicial Council approved the following recommendations:
Recommendation 1
A. Approve the allocation to the trial courts of $12.472 million (General Fund) as
indicated in Column 4 of Attachment 3 to these minutes on a one-time basis to address
the partial-year cost changes in FY 2011–2012 for retirement, employee health, and
retiree health. This allocation would take $7.2 million from the Superior Court of Los
Angeles County (Los Angeles) on a one-time basis and spread the remaining $13.325
million reduction of the total $20.5 million that was reduced from the funding request
due to a retiring Pension Obligation Bond (POB) on a pro rata basis to all 58 courts.
B. Approve the allocation to the trial courts of $18.679 million (General Fund) as
indicated in Column 9 of Attachment 3 on an ongoing basis to address the full-year
retirement, employee health, and retiree health cost changes in FY 2012–2013 of the
rate and premium changes that went into effect in FY 2011–2012. This allocation
would, on an ongoing basis, take $7.2 million from Los Angeles and spread the
Judicial Council Meeting Minutes

13

February 25–26, 2013

remaining $13.325 million reduction of the total $20.5 million that was reduced from
the funding request due to a retiring POB, on a pro rata basis to all 58 courts.
C. Approve the use of FY 2012–2013 expenditure authority from the TCTF fund balance
to backfill, on a one-time basis, the shortfalls in benefit cost change funding for
changes effective in FY 2011–2012 and the annualized cost of these in FY 2012–
2013—a total of $26.6 million. (See Attachment 3, columns 6 and 12, respectively.)
This will fund all the courts at 100 percent of their need (Los Angeles at 100 percent
net of its $7.2 million adjustment). If insufficient expenditure authority is available,
direct AOC staff to request additional expenditure authority from the DOF to enable
backfilling of these costs.
Recommendation 2
Direct staff to set aside $887,615 related to FY 2012–2013 court interpreter benefit cost
changes in a separate General Fund item just for interpreters that will be used for court
interpreter costs only in the event that the TCTF court interpreter Program 45.45 funding is
insufficient to cover court interpreter costs.
Recommendation 3
A. Approve the immediate allocation to the trial courts of $23.077 million and $122,694
(both General Fund) as indicated in Columns 11 and 13 of Attachment 3 on a one-time
basis to address the confirmed and funded, and confirmed but unfunded, retirement,
employee health, and retiree health cost changes effective in FY 2012–2013 (provided
in Columns 13 and 15). Courts with unconfirmed cost changes will have until June 1 to
provide the AOC with confirmation of their premiums and employer share. Once
unconfirmed costs as of January 31 have been confirmed, they will be fully funded
provided they do not exceed the funding available, including the FY 2011–2012
appropriation of $1.9 million that has not yet been corrected.
B. Approve the use of available TCTF monies on an ongoing basis beginning in FY
2013–2014 to fund the annualized costs of the benefit cost changes effective in FY
2012–2013. If insufficient funds are available, direct staff to pursue General Fund
monies from the Department of Finance.
Item M

Trial Courts: Update of the Resource Assessment Study Model

The SB 56 Working Group recommended approving the updated parameters of the
Resource Assessment Study (RAS) model, with the understanding that ongoing
technical adjustments will continue to be made by staff of the AOC as the data become
available. The RAS model is used to evaluate the workload of nonjudicial staff in the
trial courts and was first approved by the Judicial Council in 2005. The updated
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parameters consist of new caseweights and new formulas that produce more accurate
workload estimates.
Council action

The Judicial Council approved the updated RAS model parameters for use in estimating
court staff workload need, with the understanding that ongoing technical adjustments will
continue to be made by AOC staff as the data become available. With the approval of the
updated model, the Judicial Council specified that the updated RAS model is not intended
to set the funding needs for any court. It is merely one tool to use in the budgeting process.
Item N

Trial Court Trust Fund Allocations: 2 Percent State-Level Reserve

The AOC submitted, for the Judicial Council’s consideration: (1) Recommendations and options
on two courts’ applications for supplemental funding related to unanticipated expenses. The
amount remaining in the 2 percent, state-level reserve set aside in the Trial Court Trust Fund for
fiscal year 2012–2013 is $27.7 million. By statute, the Judicial Council after October 31 and
before March 15 of each fiscal year may distribute the remaining funds if there has been a
request from any trial courts for unforeseen emergencies or unanticipated expenses for existing
programs. (2) Allocations to all courts, to be distributed after March 15, of a proportionate share
of any unexpended funds from the 2 percent state-level reserve.
One court withdrew its application, leaving one remaining application for council consideration,
from the Superior Court of California, County of Kings, represented in the meeting by Assistant
Presiding Judge Stephen D. Barnes.
Council action

1. The Judicial Council, approved, with two opposing votes, allocating to the Superior
Court of California, County of Kings up to $2.11 million and made the distribution of
funding contingent upon the following terms and conditions:
a. The court will use its best efforts to spread the cost of the project over the full fiveyear period so as to minimize each year’s distribution from the Trial Court Trust
Fund 2 percent state-level reserve.
b. The court is allocated $733,000 from the Trial Court Trust Fund 2 percent statelevel reserve for FY 2012–2013. Any unused distribution amount from the 2
percent state level reserve in FY 2012–2013 should be used in FY 2013–2014.
c. The funds will be distributed upon the submission of invoices for products and
services necessary to acquire and deploy the court’s case management system.
d. Any allocations for FY 2013–2014 through 2016–2017 would come from that
year’s Trial Court Trust Fund 2 percent state-level reserve.
e. In order to receive a distribution from the Trial Court Trust Fund 2 percent statelevel reserve for FY 2013–2014 through 2016–2017 for the project, the court must
provide a projection of all project costs, and detailed financial information
demonstrating why it is unable to address those costs within existing resources, to
the Judicial Council by no later than November 1 of each year.
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f. The Administrative Director of the Courts will monitor the project and costs
(including invoices) submitted and the payments made to assure that the
distributions are appropriate.
g. The court will provide the Administrative Director of the Courts with access to all
records necessary to evaluate and monitor the project and will cooperate fully with
efforts of the Trial Court Liaison Office to do so.
2. The Judicial Council also approved allocating a proportionate share of any unexpended
funds from the 2 percent state-level reserve to be distributed after March 15 to all trial
courts.
Item O

AOC Restructuring: Vendor Options for Classification and Compensation
Study

The Administrative Director of the Courts requested that the Judicial Council select and approve
one of three options to perform a review of the classification structure and compensation plan for
the AOC. The request was in direct response to Judicial Council Restructuring Directives,
directive 19, which states that the Administrative Director must consider “whether an outside
entity should conduct these reviews and return to the Judicial Council with an analysis and a
recommendation.” The report contained three implementation options: (1) conduct an
organization-wide evaluation of the AOC’s classification structure and compensation plan
through the use of AOC staff; (2) conduct an organization-wide evaluation of the AOC’s
classification structure and compensation plan through the use of an outside entity; or (3)
conduct an organization-wide evaluation of the AOC’s classification structure and compensation
plan using a hybrid approach in which an outside entity would review manager classifications
and above, and AOC staff would review supervisor classifications and below, with oversight and
validation of the proprietary methodology provided by an outside entity.
Council action

The Judicial Council directed the AOC to issue request for proposals (RFPs) for
conducting a classification and compensation study and deferred a decision pending the
results of the RFP process. The AOC will report back to the council on the cost estimates
for conducting: (1) an organization-wide evaluation of the AOC’s classification structure
and compensation plan through the use of an outside entity; and (2) an organization-wide
evaluation of the AOC’s classification structure and compensation plan using a hybrid
approach. Under the hybrid approach, an outside entity would review manager
classifications and above, and AOC staff would review supervisor classifications and
below. Additionally, the outside entity would train HR staff on its methodology, and
validate the AOC’s application of that methodology. The Judicial Council also
acknowledged that the timelines of the Judicial Council restructuring directives that are tied
to the classification and compensation study will require modification to allow time for the
RFP process.
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Item P

AOC Restructuring: Amendments to Policy 8.9—Working Remotely

The Administrative Director of the Courts requested that the Judicial Council consider and
approve one of the following options concerning telecommuting. In addition, the Administrative
Director confirmed that all 85 telecommuting staff are currently in compliance with the existing
policy and prepared a report containing options for consideration by the Judicial Council. The
report contained options to: (1) eliminate all forms of telecommuting; (2) eliminate regular
telecommuting and only allow for limited ad hoc telecommuting under special circumstances; or
(3) permit telecommuting by approving a restructured and more restrictive telecommute policy,
which contained controls for approving, monitoring, and, if necessary, rescinding participation.
The proposal also recommended a follow-up report to the Judicial Council after one year, if the
council adopted the amended telecommute policy described in the third option.
Council action

The Judicial Council approved a twelve-month pilot of the proposed amended policy 8.9,
authorizing employees to work from home only when doing so is consistent with business
needs and the employee’s job functions, as authorized by the Administrative Director. The
council also approved the use of ad hoc work arrangements, limited to no more than two
work days per month, when unknown business or personal needs arise. The Human
Resources Services Office will prepare program reports for the Administrative Director’s
presentation to the E&P Committee in six months and final presentation to the full council
in 12 months. (A copy of the amended policy 8.9 appears in Attachment 4 to these
minutes.)
Item Q

AOC Restructuring: Independent Review of Use, Selection, and
Management of Outside Counsel

To implement the Judicial Council directive regarding review of the AOC Legal Services
Office’s (LSO’s) use, selection, and management of outside legal counsel to determine whether
outside counsel is being used in a cost-effective manner, the Administrative Director of the
Courts and the AOC Chief of Staff recommended that the Judicial Council members assigned by
the Chief Justice as council liaisons to the LSO, with assistance from the Litigation Management
Committee chair or members as the liaisons deem appropriate or necessary, conduct the review.
This recommendation is consistent with the liaison program objectives that the assigned council
liaisons familiarize themselves with the programs, budgets, and resources of their assigned areas
and their service to the judicial branch and others, and then provide information to the Judicial
Council.
The Administrative Director and AOC Chief of Staff further recommended that the AOC be
directed to obtain information about industry practices regarding use of outside legal counsel by
large service organizations and provide such information to the LSO council liaisons for their
consideration as they conduct their review.
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In addition, it was recommended that the council liaisons report the results of these efforts to the
Judicial Council for its review and for any further direction regarding the cost-effectiveness of
the use of legal counsel by the LSO.
The Administrative Director of the Courts and the AOC Chief of Staff provided for consideration
two other options for conducting this review in the event that the Judicial Council did not concur
with the recommendation.
Council action

The council directed that its liaisons to the AOC Legal Services Office—with assistance
from the Litigation Management Committee chair or members as the liaisons deem
appropriate or necessary—review the office’s use, selection, and management of outside
legal counsel to determine whether outside counsel is being used in a cost-effective
manner, including obtaining information about industry practices regarding use of outside
legal counsel by large service organizations. These Judicial Council liaisons will report
back to the council on the results of their review for any further direction regarding the
evaluation of the cost effectiveness of the use of outside counsel by the LSO, such as
additional review by the AOC’s Internal Audit Services unit, or an outside consultant, or
other means that the Judicial Council liaisons recommend.
In Memoriam

Chief Justice Cantil-Sakauye closed the public session of the meeting with a moment of silence
to remember recently deceased judicial colleagues and honor their service to their courts and the
cause of justice:





Hon. Walter W. Charamza (Ret), Superior Court of California, County of Orange
Hon. Lewis E. King (Ret.), Superior Court of California, County of Kern
Hon. Nicholas Kasimatis (Ret.), San Diego Municipal Court
Hon. William H. Phelps (Ret.), Superior Court of California, County of Shasta.

INFORMATION ONLY ITEMS (NO ACTION REQUIRED)
INFO 1

Judicial Council: Implementation of Judicial Council Directives on AOC
Restructuring

The Chair of the E&P Committee presented an informational report on the implementation of the
Judicial Council AOC Restructuring Directives, as approved by the council on August 31, 2012.
The AOC Restructuring Directives specifically direct the Administrative Director of the Courts
to report to E&P before each Judicial Council meeting on every directive. This informational
report provides an update on the progress of implementation efforts.
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INFO 2

Trial Court Trust Fund: Expenditures and Encumbrances for Fiscal Year
2012–2013, Second Quarter

In compliance with the requirements of the Budget Act of 2012, this informational report concerns
all expenditures made in the second quarter of fiscal year (FY) 2012–2013 of programs and
projects appropriated from Item 0250–001–0932 of the Budget Act of 2012. In addition, this
report includes any other expenditures and encumbrances of funds from the Trial Court Trust
Fund, excluding those related to Schedules (2), (3), and (4) of Item 0250–101–0932 of the Budget
Act of 2012 and direct allocations to trial courts.
INFO 3

Trial Courts: Quarterly Investment Report for Fourth Quarter of 2012

This Trial Court Quarterly Investment Report provides the financial results for the funds invested
by the AOC on behalf of the trial courts as part of the judicial branch treasury program. This
report was submitted under the Resolutions Regarding Investment Activities for the Trial Courts,
approved by the Judicial Council on February 27, 2004. The report covers the period of October 1,
2012, through December 31, 2012.
There being no further public business, the meeting was adjourned at 2:35 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Administrative Director of the Courts and
Secretary to the Judicial Council
Attachments

1. Access to Visitation Grant Program, List of Superior Courts and Grant Award Amounts
for Grant Fiscal Year 2013–2014
2. Court Facilities Working Group Recommendations to Judicial Council on Moving SB
1407 Projects Forward
3. Allocations for 2011–2012, Full-Year 2011–2012, and 2012–2013 Trial Court Benefit
Cost Changes
4. AOC Personnel Policies and Procedures, Policy 8.9 (Proposed) Working Remotely
(Telecommuting)
5. Judicial Council Roll Call Vote sheets: items J, M, and N
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Attachment 1

ATTACHMENT A

Judicial Council of California
Administrative Office of the Courts
Judicial and Court Operations Services Division
Center for Families, Children & the Courts
ACCESS TO VISITATION GRANT PROGRAM
List of Superior Courts and Grant Award Amounts
for Grant Fiscal Year 2013–2014*

Superior Courts of California

Proposed
Grant Amount

Additional Grant
Fund Amount

Total Grant
Funding
Allocation
$67,956
$107,956

Superior Court of Butte County
$60,000
$7,956
Superior Court of Contra Costa
$7,956
County
$100,000
Superior Court of El Dorado
$0
$0
County
$42,192
Superior Court of Mendocino
$7,956
$52,956
County
$45,000
Superior Court of Napa County
$45,000
$7,956
$52,956
Superior Court of Orange County
$100,000
$7,956
$107,956
Superior Court of Sacramento
$32,000
$7,956
$39,956
Superior Court of San Francisco
$7,956
$107,956
County
$100,000
Superior Court of Santa Clara
$0
$0
County
$91,180
Superior Court of Tulare County
$60,000
$7,956
$67,956
Superior Court of Yuba County
$37,529
$0
$0
Total
$712,901
$63,648
$776,549
* The Access to Visitation Grant Program for grant fiscal year 2013–2014 is April 1, 2013
through March 31, 2014.
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Court Facilities Working Group (CFWG) Recommendations to
Judicial Council on Moving SB 1407 Projects Forward
Pending Enactment of the FY 2013–2014 Budget Act
County

Project Name

Funded by Budget Act in Current Fiscal Year 2012–2013 and Proceeding

1 Alameda

New East County Courthouse

2 Butte

New North Butte County Courthouse

Selection of designer-builder under way; construction award by mid-2013, pending reauthorization of lease purchase
authority
Bonds sold, in bid phase, construction scheduled to begin in early 2013

3 Kings

New Hanford Courthouse

In working drawings; ready to start construction in 2013 pending spring bond sale

4 Santa Clara

New Santa Clara Family Justice Center

In working drawings; ready to start construction in 2013 pending spring bond sale

5 Solano

Renovation to Fairfield Old Solano Courthouse Bonds sold, subcontractor bidding under way, construction scheduled to begin in early 2013

6 Sutter

New Yuba City Courthouse

In working drawings; ready to start construction in 2013 pending spring bond sale

7 Yolo

New Woodland Courthouse

Bonds sold, in bid phase, construction scheduled to begin in early 2013

County
8 El Dorado
9 Glenn

Project Name

CFWG Recommendations to Judicial Council at February 26, 2013 Meeting

Proceed with site acquisition; preliminary plans delayed until FY 2014-2015 unless SB 1407 funds are restored in FY
New Placerville Courthouse
2013-2014
Renovate and Addition to Willows Courthouse Proceed with design; start working drawings in FY 2013-2014

10 Imperial

New El Centro Courthouse

11 Inyo

New Inyo County Courthouse

12 Lake

New Lakeport Courthouse

13 Los Angeles

New Eastlake Juvenile Courthouse

14 Los Angeles

New Los Angeles Mental Health Courthouse

15 Mendocino

New Ukiah Courthouse

16 Merced

New Los Banos Courthouse

17 Riverside

New Hemet Courthouse (Mid-Cnty Reg)

18 Riverside

New Indio Juvenile and Family Courthouse

Proceed with site acquisition; preliminary plans delayed until FY 2014-2015 unless SB 1407 funds are restored in FY
2013-2014
Proceed with design; start working drawings in FY 2013-2014

19 San Diego

New Central San Diego Courthouse

In working drawings; will start construction in FY 2013-2014

20 San Joaquin

Renovate Juvenile Justice Center

In working drawings; will start construction in FY 2013-2014

Proceed with design; start working drawings in FY 2013-2014
Proceed with site acquisition; preliminary plans delayed until FY 2014-2015 unless SB 1407 funds are restored in FY
2013-2014
Delay start of working drawings to FY 2014-2015, unless SB 1407 funds are restored in FY 2013-2014, and after
extensive review by Courthouse Cost Reduction Subcommittee
Proceed with site acquisition of a proposed site from the County of Los Angeles at a reduced cost for a collocated
new construction project of the planned New Eastlake Juvenile and Los Angeles Mental Health Courthouses
Proceed with site acquisition for project with one less courtroom; preliminary plans delayed until FY 2014-2015
unless SB 1407 funds are restored in FY 2013-2014
Proceed with design; start working drawings in FY 2013-2014

21 Santa Barbara New Santa Barbara Criminal Courthouse

Design delayed to FY 2014-2015 unless SB 1407 funds are restored in FY 2013-2014

22 Shasta

New Redding Courthouse

Design delayed to FY 2014-2015 unless SB 1407 funds are restored in FY 2013-2014

23 Siskiyou

New Yreka Courthouse

Design delayed to FY 2014-2015 unless SB 1407 funds are restored in FY 2013-2014

24 Sonoma

New Santa Rosa Criminal Courthouse

Design delayed to FY 2014-2015 unless SB 1407 funds are restored in FY 2013-2014

25 Stanislaus

New Modesto Courthouse

26 Tehama

New Red Bluff Courthouse

Proceed with site acquisition; preliminary plans delayed until FY 2014-2015 unless SB 1407 funds are restored in FY
2013-2014
Proceed with design; start working drawings in FY 2013-2014

27 Tuolumne

New Sonora Courthouse

Design delayed to FY 2014-2015 unless SB 1407 funds are restored in FY 2013-2014

County

Project Name

28 Fresno

Renovate Fresno County Courthouse

29 Kern

New Delano Courthouse

30 Kern

New Mojave Courthouse

31 Los Angeles

New Glendale Courthouse

32 Los Angeles

New Santa Clarita Courthouse

33 Los Angeles

New Southeast Los Angeles Courthouse

34 Monterey

New South Monterey County Courthouse

35 Nevada

New Nevada City Courthouse

36 Placer

New Tahoe Area Courthouse

37 Plumas

New Quincy Courthouse

38 Sacramento

New Sacramento Criminal Courthouse

Indefinitely Delayed

Indefinitely delayed as of October 26, 2012 and January 17, 2013, Judicial Council meetings

Can proceed with site acquisition

Proceed – Projects will move forward as indicated above. Each project moving forward will complete a review of trial court operations, as required by the state Department of
Finance.
Indefinitely Delayed – Projects are indefinitely delayed until funds become available sometime in the future. No work to proceed on site acquisition or design, unless specified
above.
Two SB 1407 projects, for Alpine and Sierra Counties, were canceled by the Judicial Council in December 2011. In October 2012, the council referred one project, a renovation of
the Lancaster (McCourtney Juvenile) Courthouse in Los Angeles, to the Trial Court Facility Modifications Working Group for consideration of funding as a facility modification.
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Court Facilities Working Group (CFWG) Recommendations to
Judicial Council on Moving SB 1407 Projects Forward
Pending Enactment of the FY 2013–2014 Budget Act
County

Project Name

Funded by Budget Act in Current Fiscal Year 2012–2013 and Proceeding
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New East County Courthouse

2 Butte

New North Butte County Courthouse

Selection of designer-builder under way; construction award by mid-2013, pending reauthorization of lease purchase
authority
Bonds sold, in bid phase, construction scheduled to begin in early 2013

3 Kings

New Hanford Courthouse

In working drawings; ready to start construction in 2013 pending spring bond sale

4 Santa Clara

New Santa Clara Family Justice Center

In working drawings; ready to start construction in 2013 pending spring bond sale

5 Solano

Renovation to Fairfield Old Solano Courthouse Bonds sold, subcontractor bidding under way, construction scheduled to begin in early 2013

6 Sutter

New Yuba City Courthouse

In working drawings; ready to start construction in 2013 pending spring bond sale

7 Yolo

New Woodland Courthouse

Bonds sold, in bid phase, construction scheduled to begin in early 2013

County
8 El Dorado
9 Glenn

Project Name

CFWG Recommendations to Judicial Council at February 26, 2013 Meeting

Proceed with site acquisition; preliminary plans delayed until FY 2014-2015 unless SB 1407 funds are restored in FY
New Placerville Courthouse
2013-2014
Renovate and Addition to Willows Courthouse Proceed with design; start working drawings in FY 2013-2014

10 Imperial

New El Centro Courthouse

11 Inyo

New Inyo County Courthouse

12 Lake

New Lakeport Courthouse

13 Los Angeles

New Eastlake Juvenile Courthouse

14 Los Angeles

New Los Angeles Mental Health Courthouse

15 Mendocino

New Ukiah Courthouse

16 Merced

New Los Banos Courthouse

17 Riverside

New Hemet Courthouse (Mid-Cnty Reg)

18 Riverside

New Indio Juvenile and Family Courthouse

Proceed with site acquisition; preliminary plans delayed until FY 2014-2015 unless SB 1407 funds are restored in FY
2013-2014
Proceed with design; start working drawings in FY 2013-2014

19 San Diego

New Central San Diego Courthouse

In working drawings; will start construction in FY 2013-2014

20 San Joaquin

Renovate Juvenile Justice Center

In working drawings; will start construction in FY 2013-2014

Proceed with design; start working drawings in FY 2013-2014
Proceed with site acquisition; preliminary plans delayed until FY 2014-2015 unless SB 1407 funds are restored in FY
2013-2014
Delay start of working drawings to FY 2014-2015, unless SB 1407 funds are restored in FY 2013-2014, and after
extensive review by Courthouse Cost Reduction Subcommittee
Proceed with site acquisition of a proposed site from the County of Los Angeles at a reduced cost for a collocated
new construction project of the planned New Eastlake Juvenile and Los Angeles Mental Health Courthouses
Proceed with site acquisition for project with one less courtroom; preliminary plans delayed until FY 2014-2015
unless SB 1407 funds are restored in FY 2013-2014
Proceed with design; start working drawings in FY 2013-2014

21 Santa Barbara New Santa Barbara Criminal Courthouse

Design delayed to FY 2014-2015 unless SB 1407 funds are restored in FY 2013-2014

22 Shasta

New Redding Courthouse

Design delayed to FY 2014-2015 unless SB 1407 funds are restored in FY 2013-2014

23 Siskiyou

New Yreka Courthouse

Design delayed to FY 2014-2015 unless SB 1407 funds are restored in FY 2013-2014

24 Sonoma

New Santa Rosa Criminal Courthouse

Design delayed to FY 2014-2015 unless SB 1407 funds are restored in FY 2013-2014

25 Stanislaus

New Modesto Courthouse

26 Tehama

New Red Bluff Courthouse

Proceed with site acquisition; preliminary plans delayed until FY 2014-2015 unless SB 1407 funds are restored in FY
2013-2014
Proceed with design; start working drawings in FY 2013-2014

27 Tuolumne

New Sonora Courthouse

Design delayed to FY 2014-2015 unless SB 1407 funds are restored in FY 2013-2014

County

Project Name

28 Fresno

Renovate Fresno County Courthouse

29 Kern

New Delano Courthouse

30 Kern

New Mojave Courthouse

31 Los Angeles

New Glendale Courthouse

32 Los Angeles

New Santa Clarita Courthouse

33 Los Angeles

New Southeast Los Angeles Courthouse

34 Monterey

New South Monterey County Courthouse

35 Nevada

New Nevada City Courthouse

36 Placer

New Tahoe Area Courthouse

37 Plumas

New Quincy Courthouse

38 Sacramento

New Sacramento Criminal Courthouse

Indefinitely Delayed

Indefinitely delayed as of October 26, 2012 and January 17, 2013, Judicial Council meetings

Can proceed with site acquisition

Proceed – Projects will move forward as indicated above. Each project moving forward will complete a review of trial court operations, as required by the state Department of
Finance.
Indefinitely Delayed – Projects are indefinitely delayed until funds become available sometime in the future. No work to proceed on site acquisition or design, unless specified
above.
Two SB 1407 projects, for Alpine and Sierra Counties, were canceled by the Judicial Council in December 2011. In October 2012, the council referred one project, a renovation of
the Lancaster (McCourtney Juvenile) Courthouse in Los Angeles, to the Trial Court Facility Modifications Working Group for consideration of funding as a facility modification.
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