JUDICIAL COUNCIL MEETING
Minutes of the July 29, 2009, Meeting

San Francisco, California

Chief Justice Ronald M. George, Chair, called the special business meeting to order at
11:00 a.m. on Wednesday, July 29, 2009, at the Administrative Office of the Courts
(AOC) in San Francisco.

Judicial Council members present: Chief Justice Ronald M. George; Justices Marvin
R. Baxter, Tani Cantil-Sakauye, and Richard D. Huffman; Judges George J. Abdallah,
Jr., Lee Smalley Edmon, Peter Paul Espinoza, Terry B. Friedman (attended remotely by
phone), Carolyn B. Kuhl, Thomas M. Maddock, Dennis E. Murray, Winifred Younge
Smith, Sharon J. Waters, and James Michael Welch; Mr. Raymond G. Aragon, Mr.
Anthony P. Capozzi, Mr. James N. Penrod (attended remotely by phone), and Mr.
William C. Vickrey; and advisory members: Judges Kenneth K. So and Mary E. Wiss;
Commissioner Lon F. Hurwitz; Mr. Michael D. Planet, and Mr. Michael M. Roddy.

Absent: Justice Brad R. Hill; Senator Ellen M. Corbett; Assembly Member Mike Feuer;
and Mr. Joel S. Miliband.

Others present included: Judges Mary Ann O’Malley, Michael P. Vicencia, and David
S. Wesley; Ms. Miriam A. Krinsky, Mr. Ronald G. Overholt, and Ms. Kim Turner;
staff: Ms. Dianne Bolotte, Ms. Deborah Brown, Ms. Sheila Calabro, Ms. Nancy
Carlisle, Ms. Marcia Carlton, Mr. Philip Carrizosa, Mr. James Carroll, Ms. Roma K.
Cheadle, Mr. Curtis L. Child, Mr. Kenneth Couch, Dr. Diane E. Cowdrey, Ms. Linda
Cox, Mr. Ekuike Falorca, Ms. Claudia Fernandes, Mr. Rubin Gomez, Mr. Michael
Guevara, Ms. Fran Haselsteiner, Ms. Lynn Holton, Mr. Shawn Jackson, Ms. Maria
Kwan, Ms. Althea Lowe-Thomas, Ms. Carolyn McGovern, Mr. Frederick Miller, Mr.
Mark Moore, Ms. Lynn Muscat, Ms. Vicki Muzny, Mr. Stephen Nash, Ms. Amy Nunez,
Ms. Diane Nunn, Ms. Jody Patel, Ms. Christine Patton, Ms. Kim Pedersen, Ms. Mary
M. Roberts, Ms. Jeannine Seher, Mr. Colin Simpson, Mr. Christopher Smith, Mr. Curt
Soderlund, Ms. Nancy E. Spero, Mr. Jim Vesper, Ms. Valerie Vindici, Mr. Lee
Willoughby and Ms. Sonia Sierra Wolf; visitors: Ms. Christine Ace, Ms. Terry Akel,
Ms. Jo Bars, Mr. Wayne A. Bilowit, Ms. Michelle Castro, Ms. Carolyn Dasher, Deputy
Sherriff Bob Fonzi, Ms. Vorie Gemanis, Mr. Larry Gobelman, Ms. Gwendolyn D.
Jones, Ms. Rosa Junqueiro, Ms. Melanie Kellnes, Mr. Myron Kelso, Mr. Thomas Kim,
Mr. Alex Manners, Ms. Connie Mazzai, Ms. Corrine Moos, Mr. Bill Murray, Jr., Ms.
Karen Norwood, Ms. Victoria O’Brien, Ms. Donna O’Hara, Ms. Debra Pearson, Mr.
John Picone, Ms. Liberty Sanchez, Mr. Cesar Serrano, Ms. Arnella Sims, Mr. Dave
Soon, Mr. Earl Thompson, Ms. Carolyn A. Welch, Mr. Oris Wheat, Mr. Anthony
Williams, and Ms. Maggie Wong; and media representatives: Ms. Julia Cheeves, Bay
City News Service, Mr. Paul Elias, Associated Press, Mr. Howard Mintz, Mercury News,



Ms. Barbara Taylor, KCBS Radio, and Ms. Amy Yarbrough, San Francisco Daily
Journal.

Public Comment Related to Trial Court Budget Issues

Written statements and letters submitted to the Judicial Council for the meeting are
attached. Ten members of the public requested to speak on trial court budget matters.
The speakers, listed in order of appearance, were:

1. Ms. Karen Norwood, President, American Federation of State, County, and
Municipal Employees (AFSCME) Local 3302

2. Deputy Chief Bob Fonzi, San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department

3. Lieutenant Wayne A. Bilowit, Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department

4. Ms. Michelle Castro, Senior Government Relations Advocate, California State

Council of the Service Employees International Union (SEIU)

Captain David Souza, San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Office

Ms. Arnella Sims, Court Reporter, Superior Court of Los Angeles County

7. Ms. Tanya Akel, Deputy Director of Research and Policy, SEIU, Local 721,
representing court employees in Los Angeles, Riverside and Ventura Counties

8. Ms. Donna O’Hara, Clerk, Superior Court of Santa Clara County, and member,
SEIU, Local 521

9. Ms. Debra Pearson, employee, Superior Court of Alameda County

10. Ms. Liberty Sanchez, representative of the California Public Defenders Association
and the Laborers’ International Union of North America, Local 777

SN

Welcome Extended to Prospective Judicial Council Members

Chief Justice Ronald M. George welcomed the incoming Judicial Council members
present at the meeting: Judges Mary Ann O’Malley, Michael P. Vicencia, and David S.
Wesley; and Ms. Miriam A. Krinsky and Ms. Kim Turner.

Chief Justice’s Opening Remarks

The Chief Justice acknowledged the serious situation presented by the state’s current
economic crisis, as expressed by court employees, sheriff’s representatives, and
members of the public in writing and orally at this meeting. In view of the guiding
principle in the judicial branch’s strategic plan, to increase access to justice, the branch
does not take lightly the court closures proposed to address branch budget cuts; these are
considered with the greatest regret and as the last resort. The council gave direction to
the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) to develop a plan for court closures only
if absolutely necessary in order to avoid the kind of reductions that, in the long term,
could be even more devastating than the court closure option now under council
consideration. The Chief Justice noted that the proposed court closures of one day per
month come at a time when many state employees face furloughs of three days per
month. It is important to take a broad perspective on the budget implications and to
protect the 20,000 plus employees who serve in the judicial branch. The Chief Justice
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pledged that he would be among the first judges to elect a voluntary salary waiver to
acknowledge the sacrifice of court employees. He appealed to all judges and justices to
participate in the program.

The Chief Justice also acknowledged the contributions of Justice Marvin Baxter, chair
of the council’s Policy Coordination and Liaison Committee, Mr. Curtis L. Child,
Director of the AOC Office of Governmental Affairs, along with his staff; and Mr.
William C. Vickrey and Mr. Ronald G. Overholt in working with the legislature to
secure the branch’s financial position. He also acknowledged the work of the Trial Court
Budget Working Group in preparing the budget recommendations before the council,
the assistance provided by Mr. Anthony Williams, and the partnership and support of
the California Judges Association.

The Chief Justice turned to the meeting agenda and the council’s task to find an
equitable way to maintain services to the public and to protect court employees with
considerably reduced resources as a result of the state fiscal crisis.

CONSENT AGENDA
No consent items were submitted.

DISCUSSION AGENDA (Items 1-3)

Item 1 Judicial Council Distinguished Service Awards for 2009

Justice Marvin R. Baxter, chair of the Policy Coordination and Liaison Committee
presented this item.

The chairs of the three Judicial Council internal committees recommended that the
council approve the winners of the 2009 Distinguished Service Awards. Their
recommendations were distributed at the council meeting. The awards will be
presented on a date at an event to be determined.

Council action

The Judicial Council approved the following winners of the 2009 Distinguished
Service Awards.

Jurist of the Year: Hon. Ming W. Chin, Associate Justice of the Supreme Court
Judicial Administration Award: Mr. Stephen Nash, Director, Finance Division,
Administrative Office of the Courts

Bernard E. Witkin Amicus Curiae Award: Mr. James P. Fox, District Attorney,
San Mateo County; and Mr. Gary Windom, Chief Public Defender, Riverside
County
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Item 2 Allocation of Trial Court Funding for Fiscal Year 2009-2010,
Including Recommendations Regarding Statewide Reductions in
Funding

The Administrative Office of the Courts and the Trial Court Budget Working Group
recommended the allocation of funding to the trial courts for fiscal year 2009-2010.
This recommendation included allocation of resources to address various court cost
issues as well as approval of methodologies for implementing trial court funding
reductions included in the 2009 State Budget.

Council action
The Judicial Council approved the following allocations.

1.  Allocated to courts the net $190.13 million ongoing reduction in fiscal year
2009-2010 (which increases to $225.13 million in fiscal year 2010-2011)
based on each court’s relative share of the total statewide non—security base
allocation, as indicated in column D of the Proposed Allocation of FY 2009-
2010 Trial Court Funding and Reduction Adjustments chart provided to the
council in Attachment 1 of the Finance Division’s report to the council .

2. Adjusted individual court allocations to reflect anticipated cost adjustments
for fiscal year 2009-2010, as indicated in column E of Attachment 1.

3. Allocated the net security funding shortfall of $10.26 million to all courts
based on each court’s share of the total statewide security funding. The
specific court-by-court allocation is displayed in Column F of Attachment 1.
This allocation reflects the following adjustments to court security funding:

» Security cost increases for existing service levels ($8.74 million);

* Amount of unfunded ongoing costs ($30.60 million);

* Security share of the overall unallocated budget reduction ($17.68
million);

* Redirection of one-time security funding ($6.76 million);

* $10 increase in the court security fee ($31.67 million in fiscal year 2009—
2010); and

* $8.33 million from statewide special funds.

4.  Authorized the distribution of funding to each court once the court has
provided documentation to the Administrative Office of the Courts verifying
that security compensation and retirement cost increases are confirmed and
ratified.

' See the Proposed Allocation of FY 2009—2010 Trial Court Funding and Reduction Adjustments following the
public statements attached.
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5. Allocated savings of $2.45 million from rate-driven retirement reductions to
offset a portion of the costs for those courts that will have or project to have
rate-driven increases for fiscal year 2009-2010 (as indicated in columns G
and H of Attachment 1) and authorized the use of monies from the statewide
special funds on a one-time basis to address the remaining $7.62 million
retirement cost shortfall for fiscal year 2009-2010, as indicated in column I of
Attachment 1.

6. Allocated $9.28 million from the statewide special funds in fiscal year 2009—
2010, on a onetime basis, to fund the Court-Appointed Dependency Counsel
program at the fiscal year 2008—-2009 level.

7. Authorized the allocation of savings from the statewide special funds, on a
one-time basis, to address the anticipated shortfall in the court interpreter
program for fiscal year 2008—2009. (This amount is currently estimated to be
less than $1 million.)

8.  Allocated to each court interpreter region a prorated share of the baseline
appropriation in fiscal year 2009-2010 as a guaranteed reimbursement level
for planning purposes for fiscal year 2009-2010. The program would reflect
each region’s current share of overall eligible program costs. Any funding
unused for reimbursement in any region at the end of the fiscal year would be
available for payment of unfunded eligible costs in other regions.

9.  Guaranteed 100 percent reimbursement of court interpreter cross-assignment
costs to courts in fiscal year 2009-2010.

10. Allocated $644,973 in one-time funding from statewide special funds for
non—security costs for new and transferring facilities in fiscal year 2009—
2010, as indicated in column J of Attachment 1.

11. Delegated authority to the Administrative Director of the Courts to make
minor or technical one-time and ongoing allocations of funds to courts, as
needed, to address unanticipated needs and contingencies, to the extent that
program savings are identified during the fiscal year from reimbursable or
other funds.

The council requested that the Chief Financial Officer of the Administrative Office
of the Courts report to the council with further recommendations on potential
budget adjustments for courts that qualify as under—funded and under-resourced
according to Resource Allocation Study standards.
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Item 3

Uniform Closure of Courts for Cost-Savings Purposes

The Executive and Planning Committee and the Administrative Office of the Courts
recommend that there be a uniform closure of courts in fiscal year 2009-2010 for cost-
savings purposes on the third Wednesday of each month starting in September 2009.

Council action
The Judicial Council took the following action effective September 2009:

1.

Designated the third Wednesday of each of the remaining 10 months of this
fiscal year as the court closure day for all superior courts, Courts of Appeal, the
Supreme Court, the Judicial Council, and the Administrative Office of the
Courts beginning in September 2009 and continuing through June 2010.
Directed the AOC to obtain from the courts information about the actual
monetary savings that are obtained as a result of the court closures, the extent of
disruption to court users, county justice partners, and court operations resulting
from the one-day-per-month court closures, and the courts’ assessment of their
ability to realize sufficient savings throughout the remainder of the fiscal year;
and to report that information to the council in January 2010, along with
information concerning the then-current fiscal condition of the judicial branch
and any available projections for fiscal year 2010-2011, so that the council may
reconsider whether to continue or reduce the number of monthly closures for
the remainder of the fiscal year. '

There being no further public business, the meeting was adjourned at 3:28 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

William C. Vickrey
Administrative Director of the Courts and
Secretary of the Judicial Council
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Written statements received
“REQUEST TO SPEAK AT JUDICAL COUNCIL MEETING”

We wish to speak regarding agenda item number 2/ Allocation of Trial Court
Funding for Fiscal Year 2009-2010 Including Recommendations Regarding
- Statewide Reductions in Funding

Our proposed statement: (We would like to distribute this at the meeting)

Trial Court Closures

This action will only create Denial of Justice, put women and children in danger
and allow criminals to be released from jails.

Council Spokeswoman Lynn Holton said the plan was developed by the
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) in response to the severe fiscal crisis
now facing the courts. She said the state court system is facing at a least $495
million shortfall in the annual budget.

What is not mentioned is that the AOC has earmarked approximately $600
million for the Courts Case Management System (CCMS) project which is much
more than the shortfall the courts are facing.

The CCMS project is not successful or complete and does not operate in the
Los Angeles Superior Court system. However, only the Small Claims module of
the CCMS system is being piloted, tested and running parallel with the existing
Case Management System at the Alhambra Court branch of the Los Angeles
Superior Court Northeast branch.

The CCMS project is not complete. This project should be placed on a spending
hold until modules 1-6 are in complete operation. A spending hold will not stop
the CCMS project. It will allow a chance to address and repair the problems
before adding onto a system that does not work. Why should money be spent on
Modules 7-10 before the other moduies are working properly as required?

This is a choice by the AOC not a necessity. Why does it make sense to spend
such a large amount of money on a computer system at the expense of denying
the general public access to justice and impacting employees?

The Administrative Office of the Courts should be required to open all
books and become transparent.

Karen Norwood, IT Instructor
Los Angeles Superior Court
P.O. Box 712268

LA, CA 90071

(310) 988-5989

AFSCME Local 3302, President
514 Shatto Place, 3™ Floor
LA,CA 90020
AFSCMELocal3302@yahoo.com






Gounty of Loz Angeles
Sheriff's lﬁn}xaﬁmmﬁ Eﬁwhqnzzrinrs
4700 Ramona Bowderard
Mmrderey Pk, Califonia 91754-21589

LEROY D. BACA, SHERIFF

July 28, 2008

The Honorable Ronald George

Chief Justice of the California Supreme Court
Administrative Office of the Courts

455 Golden Gate Avenue

San Francisco, California 94102-3688

Dear Chief Justice George:

TRIAL COURT BUDGET ISSUES
BUDGET YEAR 2009-10

This letter is to express my concerns about the current state of trial court funding as a
result of the recently passed Fiscal Year 2009-10 State budget and specifically Senate
Bill 13 of the 4™ Extraordinary Session and its implications on public safety.

We knew from working closely with the legisiature and your office that deep budget cuts
were coming to the State Trial Court System and the Administrative Office of the Courts
(AOC). We were working with you, the AOC and our local Superior Courts in an '
attempt to offset these budget cuts by shifting reserves, delaying infrastructure
improvements and increasing fees. We also realize that many courthouses throughout
the State will be forced to close for 12 business days.

However, the passage of Senate Bill 13 creates unacceptable conditions for local
Sheriff's Departments that if allowed to stand, would add to a serious reduction in
services and threat to pubiic safety.

Amongst the most problematic amendments are the addition of Government Code
Section 68106 (b) (6) (A) (Mandatory MOU renegotiation) and Government Code
Section 69926 (b) (retiree health care reduction) which combined would result in a $13
million loss to the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department. This, on top of the
currently projected $79 million cut | will be forced to take as a result of a county budget
shortfall, will result in an unprecedented cut to public safety services in Los Angeles
County.

A Tradition of Service



Trial Court Budget Issues -2- July 28, 2009
Budget Year 2009-10

As you are well aware, the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department is the largest law
enforcement agency in California and is responsible for providing front line law
enforcement services to 136 communities within the unincorporated area of the county,
40 contract cities, the Metropolitan Transit Authority and the Los Angeles Community
College District. Because the Sheriff is required by law to operate the County Jail
System, and to provide security services for the Superior Courts, any unanticipated
budget reductions may require me to close jail facilities. Reductions in the patrol
services | provide for over three million Los Angeles County residents would similarly be
considered.

As Sheriff, | have a responsibility to ensure that the best possible levels of public safety
services are provided to the residents of Los Angeles County. With the irresponsible
acts of the Legislature, in passing certain provisions of Senate Bill 13, this task has
become much more difficult and has left me few options.

I urge the AOC to work with Sheriff's across our State and try to find any available
means to reduce the negative impacts on public safety that forced budget reductions
will have on the residents of the State of California.

Sincerely

: ‘/L[," %;Q/j*&/
UER@"‘??b BACA

SHERIFF



The Superior Court TELEPHONE

COUNTY OF SAN JOAQUIN (209)468-2827
222 E. WEBER AVENUE, ROOM 303 WEBSITE
STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA 95202 www.stocktoncourtorg

July 28, 2009

Judicial Council of California VIA EMAIL
455 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, California 94102

RE: Budget Reduction Allocations for Superior Court, San Joaquin County
Dear Council Members:

This letter comes to provide supplemental information to assist you in addressing the difficult
decisions you must make on trial court budget reductions. The Superior Court for San Joaquin
County is unique when compared to other courts. Because we are both historically under
resourced and have insignificant reserves, a pro rata approach resulting in an 11.91% reduction
will have a devastating impact on our court. We ask you to consider our unique combination of
circumstances because we believe there are no other trial courts that: 1) are as under resourced as
our court, 2) that have such meager reserves, and 3) that have our same funding history.

Budget Impacts

The most recent RAS model (July 2009) shows that our court 1s 29.86% under resourced, second
highest in the state and first in our cluster. In addition, unlike many under resourced courts, our
court has insignificant reserves. We have not been frivolous in our spending. We simply have
had insufficient funds over the years to build up a reserve. Unlike many courts, we will not be
able to offset reductions by using reserves. Program reductions other courts are preparing to
make are reductions we made long ago or relate to programs we never could afford to
implement. We realize many courts are facing layoffs. Our court is different because the
positions those other courts will reduce are positions we never had the ability to have. Our
layoffs will cut deeper into our operation and have a much more critical impact than layoffs that
may take place in the other courts.

We had planned for a $1.62M reduction based on the methodology discussed at the Trial Court
Budget Working Group meeting in April. Using the pro rata approach now recommended to the
Council, our combined operations and security reduction will be $3.22M. It appears we will
realize some offset from security funding reductions mandated by the budget trailer language.
Assuming those security offsets, we will still be faced with an additional $1.25M in reductions.

We currently have 352 FTEs. We have intentionally kept 12 positions vacant. In addition to our
employees giving up their 3% COLA, our employees have already agreed to an unpaid furlough



one day per month to address what we thought was going to be a $1.62M reduction. If they are
unwilling to negotiate a second furlough day, we estimate having to layoff approximately 23
positions, 6.5% of our already understaffed workforce. Even if our employees agree to furlough
a second day, we will still have to layoff 5 positions.

These may sound like small numbers to some. Based on the RAS Model Estimates of Court Staff
FTEs (May 2009), our court should have 446 FTEs. At 352 FTEs, we currently have 94 FTEs
less than the RAS model. We have kept 12 of our 352 positions vacant. A loss of an additional
23 positions plus 12 furlough days per year will be devastating. A loss of 5 positions combined
with the loss of 24 days productivity per year from each employee will also be devastating since
we are already behind in case processing. We previously had planned a reduction in clerk’s
office hours. Laying off 23 employees will likely result in our inability to handle certain case
types and/or court closures in our county, a jurisdiction that is already significantly under served.

Fund Balances

In addressing the $92M one-time reduction in FY08-09, the Judicial Council exempted our court
and three other courts from reductions. These courts were in the unique situation of being both
under resourced and having insignificant reserves. Our court’s situation has not changed. Aside
from being nearly 30% under resourced, we are projecting our FY08-09 ending reserves after
contractual, statutory and operating and emergency fund requirements to be only $489,486.

We understand the reasoning behind not factoring reserves into allocations that involve ongoing
reductions. Reserve funds cannot be used on an ongoing basis. On the other hand, the
accumulation of reserve funds is an ongoing process. Because we have been genuinely under
funded, we have been unable to accumulate reserves. Courts that have been able to build
reserves are able to soften the blow of the pro rata reduction in this budget year while we will
experience the full impact. Indeed, we understand that many courts were able to increase their
reserves over the last fiscal year and operationalize their reductions. We believe it will be
appropriate to no longer consider the relative lack of reserves in out years when reserve funds in
the other trial courts have been depleted. For the current fiscal year, we ask the Judicial Council
to consider both the fact that we are significantly under resourced and the fact that we have
insignificant reserves in allocating our reductions.

Validity of RAS

We understand the concern of some members of the Trial Court Budget Working Group about
the need to update RAS, especially in light of the fact that some under resourced courts have
been able to build up significant reserves. The RAS model shows our court as being under
resourced because we are truly under resourced, and our inability to build up reserves proves that
fact. As further proof, one need only compare our filing statistics, the number of judicial officers
and FTEs we have, our budget, and our fund balance to other courts in our cluster to verify that
we are truly under resourced.

(3]



History of San Joaquin Superior Court Funding Disparities

Some may wonder why our court’s circumstances are so different from other California Trial
Courts. Before the Trial Court Funding Act of 1998, our court was under resourced as a result of
the level of funding provided by the County. Because the Trial Court Funding Act took into
account a county maintenance of effort amounting to the level of court funding provided by each
county in FY94-95, our court has been under resourced ever since the Judicial Branch became
solely responsible for trial court funding.

We are grateful for the RAS funding we received over the three years when RAS augmentations
were authorized by the Council. Despite that funding, however, we are still nearly 30% under
resourced. In 2004 when the first RAS results were published, we were 30.10% under resourced.

We are also grateful for the $3.1M we received to implement CCMS in 2008 and allowing us the
opportunity to demonstrate to the Judicial Branch that CCMS can be implemented in all case
types at one time, under budget. It should be noted that aside from spending our RAS
augmentation on employees, the single most significant expenditure we have made using those
funds was the $482,286 we were required to contribute to the implementation of CCMS in our
court.

Conclusion

We realize we must share the pain. However, we have been experiencing the pain of being
under resourced ever since 1992. A pro rata reduction to our budget allocation will have a
disparate impact on our budget and a devastating impact on the administration of justice in San

Joaquin County, to the detriment of the citizens we serve.

We are happy to answer any questions. Thank you for your consideration.

RRAY, JR. ROSA JUNQUEIRO

WILLCTAM J

Presiding Judge Court Executive Officer
Superior Court Superior Court

San Joaquin County San Joaquin County
Enc.

ce: William Vickrey, Administrative Director of the Courts, AOC
Ron Overholt, Chief Deputy Administrative Director of the Courts, AOC
Stephen Nash, Director and Chief Financial Officer, Finance Division, AOC
Jody Patel, Regional Director, NCRO, AOC
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July 27, 2009

The Honorable Ronald M. George, Chief Justice of California

Judicial Council of California - Administrative Office of the Courts

455 Golden Gate Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102-3688

Attn:  Nancy E. Spero, Senior Attorney
nancy.spero@jud.ca.gov

Dear Chief Justice George:

On behalf of the California State Sheriffs' Association (CSSA), we are dismayed at the lack of a timely
notification of this critical meeting, but do want to provide the following comments to be submitted into the
record for the July 29 Judicial Council meeting on trial court budgets and the recommendation for uniform
closure of courts. We note that the agenda for the meeting includes discussion of "implementing trial court
funding reductions" as a recommendation and later in the day, "uniform closure of courts" as a remedy for
"cost-savings purposes.

While CSSA is certainly understanding of the very difficult financial times we face in this state, which have
impacted every department and agency, including the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), the
mandatory or discretionary closing of any county court facility in California needs careful review and
reconsideration.

We are very concerned that any uniform closure of courts will only exacerbate an already overwhelmed
system and to believe any financial gains will be realized by shuttering a courthouse for a day, thereby pushing
criminal and civil cases "down the road' in 58 counties will, in the end, only burden our court system further.
We also believe that a decision as critical as this should not be made with such a short period of time for
deliberation.

Thank you for your attention to our concems. Please do not hesitate to contact me should you wish to discuss

this matter further.

Robert T. Doyle
Legislative Committee Chair

Sincerely,

W—- Mad N, ﬂ%J

Clay Parker, President Sheriff Mark Pazin, Merced County
Sheriff, Tehama County Court Security Committee Chair

CDP/ecme

cC: Jim Denney, Executive Director
Nick Warner, Legislative Director

1231 I Street, Ste 200 % Sacramento, California 95814
P O Box 958 * Sacramento, California 95812
Telephone 916/375-8000 * Fax 916/375-8017 * Website www.calsheriffs.org * Email cssa@calsheriffs.org






San Diego County Sheriff’s Department

Post Office Box 939062 « San Diepa. California 92193-9062

Wikinan D) Gore, Sherift Trewnac ) Cocke Undersherifs

July 28, 200¢

The Honorable Ronald M. George, Chief Justice of California

Judicial Council of California - Administrative Office of the Courts

455 Golden Gate Avenue

San Francisco, CA 84102-3688

Attn:  Nancy E. Spero, Senior Attorney
nancy.spero@jud.ca.gov

Dear Chief Justice George:

[ appreciate the opportunity to provide comment on the proposed couri closures.
Given the critical nature of the State’s budget, the need to work together to resolve these challenges
to our ability to serve the public is obvious.

Closing the courts one day per month on a uniform day makes sense if your only concern is having
the public uniformly aware of which day will be unavailable to them. Each county large or small can
likely cite several factors that would make a non-uniform closure more effective for the individual
county in question. | would suggest each county be given the latitude to select which day would be
best to remain closed. | do not believe the decision to close alleviates the court’s responsibility to
honor the contract in piace with my department. Usually when parties cannot agree to amending an
existing contract the general practice is to retain the status quo. We intend to conduct training and
expiore aliernative assignment options for my staff on the proposed furlough days. If the courts do not
intend to honor the existing contract, | would ask who they suggest bear the burden of paying the
personnel for whom they originally contracted. In San Diego County we are not prepared to absorb
this unanticipated fiscal burden.

If less funding s available then one wouid correctly expect there will be less available staff hours for
security staffing. What is proposed amounts to per diem staffing and does not take into account the
contract obligations | have to my deputies. Clearly the single biggest expenses in our contract with the
courts include the wages and benefits of my deputies. In making sustainable reductions in expenses
serious consideration should've been given to reducing the number of open courts throughout the
state. It is unreasonable 1o assume adequate security can be provided for all of the existing courts
with less staff hours available.

Sincerely,
, . 7

C LA

e A e (ST
William B. Gore, Sheriff
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“Keeping the Peace Since 18507
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July 28, 2009

Ms. Nancy Spero
Judicial Council of California
San Francisco, California

Dear Ms. Spero:

I am submitting my written statement to the Judicial Council to express my concerns regarding the
proposed court closure scheduled for the third Wednesday of each month beginning September
2009. The closure of our courts will impact Monterey County and the Sheriff’s Office as follows:

e The courts will experience heavier calendars during the rest of the furlough week
necessitating additional number of deputies to be hired on overtime in order to provide
adequate back-up for the increased numbers of jail custodies caused by the furlough day.

o Delays in adjudicating cases will contribute to an increase in the number of custodies held in
jail. Misdemeanor and felony arraignments will be continued to the following day. Inmates
who could have been released on their own recognizance by the court will spend an
additional day in jail waiting for their case to be heard.

e The furlough day will likely extend jury and court trials, inconvenience jurors, and delay
adjudication of defendants - further adding to an already backlogged system.

e Condensing a five day work week into a four day work week may result in additional
overtime costs because the judiciary is unable to finish the calendar by close of business.

* A Wednesday furlough day is not conducive to efficiently reallocate personnel to other duty
assignments.

e The furlough day will increase County cost and the cost to the Sheriff’s Office by an
estimated $147,847 above and beyond the cuts already taken as a result of the State deficit.
This will require the Sheriff’s Office to identify other resources or reduce public services in
order to balance the budget.

Mike Kanalakis, Sheriff - Coroner
(831) 755-3700 1414 Natividad Road, Salinas, CA 93906 www.co.monterey.ca.us/sheriff
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e One furlough day per month has the potential to negatively impact wages of deputies
assigned to court services which would be in addition to, or above and beyond, negotiated
contracts with the County and DSA. ThlS will negatively impact the ability to attract future
deputies to work in court services. :

Public safety services are critically nnportant to the security and well being of citizens. The courts
" play a critical role in providing public safety-and-servicesto the citizens of the State. I believe that
the Administrative Office of the:Courts would be well served by-locking at reserves and money set
aside for court construc’uon and’ melementatlon of ’r_he new stat' e: computer program rather than

Smcerel o 7 -

M1ke Kanalakis
Sheriff-Coroner
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