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JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA

January 23, 2015

Hon. Mark Leno, Chair
Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Committee
State Capitol, Room 5019
Sacramento, California 95814
and
Chair, Joint Legislative Budget Committee
1020 N Street, Room 553
Sacramento, California 95814

Hon. Shirley N. Weber, Chair
Assembly Committee on Budget
State Capitol, Room 6026
Sacramento, California 95814

Re: Annual Report of State Trial Court Improvement and Modernization
Fund Expenditures for Fiscal Year 2013-2014, as required under
Government Code section 77209(1)

Dear Senator Leno and Assembly Member Weber:

The Judicial Council respectfully submits the attached Annual Report of
State Trial Court Improvement and Modernization Fund Expenditures for
Fiscal Year 2013—2014 under the reporting requirements stated in
Government Code section 77209(1).

The State Trial Court Improvement and Modernization Fund is an
important component of the judicial branch budget, supporting statewide
services for the trial courts, ongoing technology programs and
infrastructure initiatives, and educational and development programs, as
well as innovative and model programs, pilot projects, and other special
projects. The programs and initiatives detailed in this report highlight
many of the judicial branch’s efforts to ensure that all Californians are
treated in a fair and just manner and have equal access to the courts.
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Hon. Mark Leno

Hon. Shirley N. Weber
January 23, 2015

Page 2

If you have any questions related to this report, please contact Zlatko Theodorovic, Director,
Judicial Council Finance, at 916-263-1397.

Sincerely,
;|

Martin Hoshino
Administrative Director
Judicial Council of California

MH/sc

Attachments

cc: Diane F. Boyer-Vine, Legislative Counsel
Danny Alvarez, Secretary of the Senate
E. Dotson Wilson, Chief Clerk of the Assembly
Margie Estrada, Policy Consultant, Office of Senate President pro Tempore Kevin de Ledn
Fredericka McGee, Special Assistant to Assembly Speaker Toni G. Atkins
Anita Lee, Senior Fiscal and Policy Analyst, Legislative Analyst’s Office
Tina McGee, Executive Secretary, Legislative Analyst’s Office
Madelynn McClain, Program Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
Peggy Collins, Principal Consultant, Joint Legislative Budget Committee
Julie Salley-Gray, Consultant, Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Committee
Matt Osterli, Consultant, Senate Republican Fiscal Office
Marvin Deon, Consultant, Assembly Budget Committee
Allan Cooper, Consultant, Assembly Republican Fiscal Office
Jolie Onodera, Consultant, Senate Appropriations Committee
Chuck Nicol, Principal Consultant, Assembly Appropriations Committee
Benjamin Palmer, Chief Counsel, Senate Judiciary Committee
Mike Petersen, Consultant, Senate Republican Policy Office
Leora Gershenzon, Counsel, Assembly Judiciary Committee
Paul Dress, Consultant, Assembly Republican Policy Office
Cory T. Jasperson, Director, Governmental Affairs, Judicial Council
Peter Allen, Senior Manager, Communications, Judicial Council
Curt Soderlund, Chief Administrative Officer, Judicial Council
Zlatko Theodorovic, Director, Finance, Judicial Council
Steven Chang, Manager, Finance, Judicial Council
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Report Title: Annual Report of State Trial Court Improvement
and Modernization Fund Expenditures for Fiscal

Year 2013-2014

Statutory Citation:
Code Section:

Assembly Bill 1700 (Stats. 2001, ch. 824)
Gov. Code, § 77209(i)

Date of Report: January 23, 2015

The Judicial Council has submitted a report to the Legislature in

accordance with Government Code section 77209(i) regarding the use of
the State Trial Court Improvement and Modernization Fund.

The following summary of the report is provided per the requirements of
Government Code section 9795.

The State Trial Court Improvement and Modernization Fund is an
important component of the judicial branch budget, supporting statewide
services for the trial courts, ongoing technology programs and
infrastructure initiatives, and educational and development programs, as
well as innovative and model programs, pilot projects, and other special
projects. The programs and initiatives detailed in this report highlight
many of the judicial branch’s efforts to ensure that all Californians are
treated in a fair and just manner and have equal access to the courts.

In fiscal year 2013-2014, ending June 30, 2014, $69.9 million was
expended or encumbered from the State Trial Court Improvement and
Modernization Fund for various programs and projects, including
information technology services, legal services, education programs, and
families and children programs.

The full report is available at www.courts.ca.gov/7466.htm.

A printed copy of the report may be obtained by calling 415-865-7955.
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Recommendations Regarding the IMF

Government Code section 77209 requires the Judicial Council to make “appropriate
recommendations” to the Legislature concerning the State Trial Court Improvement and
Modernization Fund (IMF) in the annual report. The council does not have recommendations at
this time.

Resources, Expenditures, and Fund Balance Overview

In fiscal year (FY) 2013-2014, the IMF was supported by a variety of funding sources, including
the 50/50 excess fees, fines, and forfeitures split revenue under Government Code section
77205(a); the 2 percent automation fund under Government Code section 68090.8(b); interest
from the Surplus Money Investment Fund; royalties from publication of jury instructions under
Government Code section 77209(h); and a transfer from the State General Fund. Including prior
year adjustments and a transfer to the Trial Court Trust Fund, the total available resources was
$96.7 million (see Attachment 1).

As of June 30, 2014, from allocations approved by the council for FY 2013-2014, $69.9 million
was expended and encumbered for various programs and projects, namely trial court security
grants, self-help center funding, education programs for judicial officers and trial court
personnel, the litigation management program, the complex civil litigation program, enhanced
collections, information technology, and Phoenix financial and human resources services, all of
which were managed by the Judicial Council staff (see Attachment 2). Of the $69.9 million
expended and encumbered, $56.5 million was related to local assistance—distributions to trial
courts or payments to vendors in support of trial courts—and $13.4 million was for
administrative support provided by Judicial Council staff.

Given the resources that were available for the fiscal year and the resulting expenditures and
encumbrances, the fund ended the year with a positive balance of $26.2 million (see Attachment
3).

Use of IMF Resources for Trial Courts during FY 2013-2014

For FY 2013-2014, the council approved allocations of funding from IMF resources for various
programs and projects that improve trial court administration, increase access to justice and the
provision of justice throughout the state, and improve court management, efficiency, case
processing, and timeliness of trials. A description of how each project and program used its
allocation of funding is included below.
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Families and Children Programs
Self-Represented Litigants—Statewide Support

$99,999 was expended and/or encumbered to support statewide services available to court self-
help centers in all of California’s 58 trial courts. The California Online Self-Help Center has over
4,000 pages of content in English, also available in Spanish, as well as hundreds of links to other
free legal resources. Over 4 million users view the self-help website annually. The self-help site
provides local courts with information that they can use to research, translate, and post local
court information on their own. In a time when many courts have suffered staff reductions, the
site enables California’s courts to provide information and avoid duplicative work by making a
wide range of resources available to them at one single location.

Updates to the California Courts Online Self-Help Center were also supported by this allocation.
Instructional materials and forms to be used by self-help centers and the public—as well as
translations for the self-help website and support staff that review Spanish-language translations
for accuracy—contributed to updating outdated content on videos, with editing to make them
more “web-friendly,” and adding local content to make it available statewide.

The allocation supported professional educational content for self-help center staff on legal
updates and contributed to the maintenance of an extensive bank of resources for self-help and
legal services programs to share, such as sample instructions, translations, and other materials.

Domestic Violence—Family Law Interpreter Program (Translation)

$20,167 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for the translation of domestic violence forms
and instructions into Spanish, Chinese, Korean, and Vietnamese, and to make them available to
all courts. It is critical to keep these forms updated to reflect legislative changes.

Self-Help Centers

$4,999,831 was distributed directly to the courts for public self-help center programs and
operations. All 58 trial courts receive funding for their self-help centers. The minimum allocation
per court was $34,000, with the remainder distributed according to population. Ninety-two
percent of the funds distributed are used by the courts for staffing.

Self-help services improve the quality of documents filed, thereby reducing follow-up and
cleanup work in the clerks’ offices, which would increase courts’ other costs.

Evaluations show that court-based assistance to self-represented litigants is operationally
effective and carries measurable short- and long-term cost benefits to the court. One study found
that self-help center workshops save $1.00 for every $0.23 spent. When the court provides one-
on-one individual assistance to self-represented litigants, savings of $1.00 can be achieved from
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expenditures ranging from $0.36 to $0.55. If the self-help center also provides assistance to self-
represented litigants to bring their cases to disposition at the first court appearance, the court
saves $1.00 for every $0.45 spent. Demand for self-help services is strong. Courts indicate that
they are not able to keep up with increasing public demand for self-help services and need
additional staff. In a 2007 survey, the courts identified a need of $44 million in additional funds
to fully support self-help. Currently, the judicial branch has been able to allocate roughly a
quarter of that amount—a combined $11.2 million annually from this fund and the Trial Court
Trust Fund—assisting over 900,000 persons.

Interactive Software—Self-Represented Litigant Electronic Forms

$60,069 was expended and/or encumbered to develop document assembly software programs
that simplify the process of completing Judicial Council forms and other pleadings. Using a
“Turbo-Tax” model, litigants enter information only once; the program automatically fills in the
information on the rest of the form. This saves substantial time and assists self-represented
litigants in preparing understandable and legible pleadings. Self-help centers report that these
programs can significantly enhance their efficiency and effectiveness. The time of clerks and
judicial officers is similarly saved by having legible and fully completed documents.

Educational Programs

$89,716 was expended and/or encumbered to support the biannual Beyond the Bench
Conference, providing 70 educational workshops and 4 plenary sessions for 1,400 attendees:
judicial officers, attorneys, law enforcements personnel, social workers, probation officers, and
other professionals who deal with family and juvenile law proceedings. Conference content
included legal updates, emerging issues, and best practices, and met continuing education
requirements for attorneys, court administrators, mental health professionals, and probation
officers.

The allocation further supported technical support to court-based Family Court Services
programs as well as education for approximately 450 mediators, child custody recommending
counselors, evaluators, and management staff to fulfill Family Code section 1850 and California
Rules of Court mandates. Also funded were regional trainings, distance learning Webinars, and
videoconference programs, as well as a statewide program held in conjunction with the Center
for Judiciary Education and Research’s (CJER) Family Law Institute. The statewide program
included joint educational sessions for judicial officers, child custody mediators, recommending
counselors, evaluators, and management staff. The statewide program also provided mandated
training specifically designed for child custody mediators and recommending counselors hired
within six months of the program, and provided continuing education for Family Court Services
management staff.

The Youth Court Summit provided a statewide training program for approximately 150 youth
court participants, judges and staff. The funding was used for youth scholarships, lodging/meal
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costs and speakers. This event was also partially funded by other outside sources and was a
collaborative effort between the California Association of Youth Courts and the Judicial
Council's Collaborative Justice Courts Advisory Committee.

Publications

$20,000 was expended and/or encumbered to support the California Dependency Online Guide
(CalDOG). The number of court professionals using CalDOG continues to grow. The website
currently has 4,165 subscribers, a 34 percent increase compared to this time last year.
Subscribers encompass most of the categories of judicial branch dependency stakeholders,
including 268 judicial officers, 2,329 attorneys, 702 child welfare agency social workers, and
852 other child welfare professionals including educators, probation officers, tribal
representatives and psychologists. CalDOG provides subscribers with a bimonthly e-mail
summary of new cases and other current information. Resources on the website include a
comprehensive case law page with summaries and case text for California dependency and
related state and federal cases; distance-learning courses including for-credit online courses that
meet the eight-hour training requirement for new dependency attorneys; educational content,
such as the curriculum and materials for Assembly Bill 12/212 training, and handouts from
recent Beyond the Bench conferences and other events; and articles, brochures, videos, reference
charts, and publications. CalDOG page views averaged 21,408 in June 2014.

Education Programs
Mandated, Essential, and Other Education for Judicial Officers

New Judge Education and Primary Assignment Orientation Courses

The allocation was expended and/or encumbered to pay for trial court participant lodging and
business meals, meeting room rental, audiovisual (AV) equipment and other program-related
rentals, as well as participant materials production expenses for the New Judge Orientation
(NJO), B.E. Witkin Judicial College, and Primary Assignment and Overview courses.

All newly elected and appointed judges and subordinate judicial officers are required by
California Rules of Court, rule 10.462 (c)(1) to complete new judge education offered by CJER
by attending the NJO program within six months of taking the oath of office, attending an
orientation course in their primary assignment within one year of taking the oath of office, and
attending the B.E. Witkin Judicial College within two years of taking the oath of office. By rule
of court, CJER is the sole provider for these audiences. These three programs which comprise
the new judge education required under rule 10.162(c)(1) have been determined by the CJER
Governing Committee to be essential for new judges and subordinate judicial officers, and are
specifically designed for that audience. The content of each program has been developed by the
various curriculum committees appointed by the CJER Governing Committee.
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1. New Judge Orientation Program
$83,480 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for the week-long New Judge Orientation
(NJO) program that is designed to assist new judges and subordinate judicial officers in
making the transition from attorney advocates to judicial officers, and includes the subject
areas of judicial ethics, fairness, and trial management. There are four highly experienced
faculty members for the entire week. Program participants focus on ethics, including
demeanor (demeanor issues are the number one cause of discipline by the Commission on
Judicial Performance), fairness, and courtroom control in this highly interactive program, as
well as learning about the judicial branch, Judicial Council, and the courts. The concept at
NJO is to give the new judges the opportunity, as they begin their careers, to focus on the
core of what it means to be a judge and to come away with a commitment to maintaining
high standards in their work. The number of programs offered depends on the number of
judicial appointments in a given year.

2. B.E Witkin Judicial College
$143,990 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for the two-week Judicial College that
offers new judges and subordinate judicial officers a broader educational experience than the
orientation courses while still emphasizing their current position as new bench officers.
Extensive courses in evidence and other basic civil and criminal courses are offered as well
as a multitude of relevant elective courses, including mental health and the courts, self-
represented litigants, and domestic violence. The college class is divided into seminar
groups, which meet frequently during the college to provide participants an opportunity to
discuss the courses and answer questions that arise during the program. The college design is
premised on the belief that working professionals learn best from each other. The small
group design of the college, as well as the presence of trained seminar leaders, is a means to
encourage this type of learning. This also allows participants to bring sensitive issues with
them that they might be reluctant to raise at their local courts. The statewide program
provides an early opportunity for new judges to see a variety of approaches within different
courts. The number of Judicial College participants varies based on the number of judicial
appointments. In the past, participation has ranged from approximately 55 to 140 judges and
subordinate judicial officers.

3. Primary Assignment Orientation and Overview Courses
$256,686 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for the Primary Assignment Orientation
(PAO) courses that provide new judges and subordinate judicial officers with an intense
immersion in their primary assignment (civil, criminal, probate, family, juvenile, traffic,
probate) with emphasis on the nuts and bolts of the assignment, detailed procedures and
protocols, as well as classroom exercises designed to test their skills in the assignment. The
courses are typically offered at one of three venues throughout the year, but some of the
courses are offered multiple times throughout the year. These courses are also available to
experienced judges who are moving into a new assignment for the first time and to judges
returning to an assignment after a period of time.
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In addition to the PAO courses, CJER offers advanced courses for experienced judges who
are moving into new assignments which are substantively more complex than those covered
by the PAO above (e.g., felony sentencing, homicide trials, and capital cases). These
programs are designed for experienced judges who are expected by the education rule to take
a course in their new primary assignment or to fulfill other statutory or case law-based
education requirements. There are also a number of courses developed by the Judicial
Council Center for Families, Children & the Courts (CFCC)—dealing specifically with
domestic violence issues—that CJER supports by augmenting the grant funds used for the
programs and offering the programs at CJER venues. The funds are used to pay for
participant meal costs that the grants cannot fund. By attending the domestic violence
programming, judges and subordinate judicial officers also meet the provisions of California
Rules of Court, rule 10.464 that sets forth the education requirements and expectations for
judges and subordinate judicial officers on domestic violence issues. Planned courses can
accommodate approximately 680 participants per year.

All of the PAO courses are taught by judicial faculty who are experts in these assignments
and specifically trained for this education program. Because these programs focus deeply on
all of the major bench assignments, the Assigned Judges Program relies heavily on the PAO
to provide its judges with the education and training they need to be able to take on
assignments which these retired judges may not have had during their active careers. These
PAO courses are statewide programs, offered throughout the year, that provide judges and
subordinate judicial officers from all over the state the opportunity to network with their
colleagues and learn the ways various courts do the work of judging. This encourages
cohesiveness of the bench, as well as the fair administration of justice statewide. Educating
judges to understand the rules and issues of ethics and fairness enhances public confidence in
the judiciary.

The structure of NJO as well as the college also provides two opportunities for new judges to
develop relationships that last throughout their career. Bringing the newly assigned judges
together allows them to ask the faculty questions and discuss issues with them as well as with
their colleagues. Uniformity in judicial practice and procedure is promoted by the sharing of
ideas and best practices. The benefits to the individual judge, who is able to feel confident in
his or her practice on the bench, and to courts, most of whom are unable to provide a
systematic training program for judges, are great. Moreover, providing a well educated
judiciary enhances the administration of justice, increases the public’s confidence in the
judicial branch, and promotes support for the branch.

Continuing Judicial Education—Leadership Training

$40,507 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for participant lodging and business meals,
meeting room rental, AV equipment and other such program-related rentals, and participant
materials production expenses for the Presiding Judge/Court Executive Officer Court
Management Program and Supervising Judges Program that offered educational opportunities for
trial court judicial leadership.
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These programs offer court leaders a chance to learn management techniques, strategies, and best
practices designed for the unique environment of the courts. The ability to bring presiding judges
and court executive officers together to focus on the specific and special nature of their
responsibilities is essential to the smooth, efficient, and fair operations of the court. These
programs enable judges to fulfill continuing education hours and expectations under California
Rules of Court, rules 10.462(c)(2) and 10.462(c)(2)(A-C).

Continuing Judicial Education—Statewide Judicial Institutes

$95,919 was expended and/or encumbered to cover lodging and group meals for judges and
subordinate judicial officers participating at the Criminal Law, Probate and Mental Health Law,
and Cow County Institute programs. Additional costs covered include materials production,
meeting room rental, and AV equipment rental.

CJER offers institutes in all of the major trial court bench assignments (civil, criminal, family,
juvenile, probate) as well as specific programs for appellate justices, rural court judges, appellate
court attorneys, and trial court attorneys. The bench assignment institutes are designed primarily
for experienced judicial officers, but judges new to the assignment also benefit from attending.
These two-day programs typically offer between 12 and 20 courses covering topics of current
interest, legal updates, and other current material. Participants frequently comment that the
learning environment is greatly enhanced by meeting statewide with their colleagues, because it
provides an opportunity to learn about different strategies for dealing with the many challenges
faced by judges in the same assignment or by the specific audiences attending the institute. By
attending these programs, judges and subordinate judicial officers achieve education hours
towards the continuing education expectations and requirements of the California Rules of Court.

Attendance numbers at the institutes range from 70 to 140 attendees. Essential content is
identified by Curriculum Committees appointed by the CJER Governing Committee and then
more specifically developed by workgroups. This content can include in-depth coverage of
common, yet complex, issues which are not covered in sufficient detail at the Primary
Assignment Orientations. In addition, there are many course offerings on advanced topics as well
as courses on recent developments in the law. The primary benefit to the courts, and the branch
as a whole, is that statewide programming for experienced judges encourages uniformity in the
administration of justice and the opportunity for judicial officers to learn from more experienced
colleagues. Additionally, some sessions may be videotaped and posted online, where they are
available to all judicial officers. In FY 2012-2013, the Education Plan developed by the CJER
Governing Committee included the institutes for Criminal Law, Probate & Mental Health Law,
and Cow County Judges (judges in small, often rural courts who hear all assignments).

Continuing Judicial Education—Advanced Education for Experienced Judges

$32,473 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for trial court participant lodging and business
meals, meeting room rental, AV equipment and other such program-related rentals, and
participant materials production expenses.
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CJER develops and provides a small number of advanced courses for experienced judges. These
are continuing education courses designed to address advanced judging issues, and include such
topics as Advanced Capital Case Issues, Complex Civil Litigation, and Civil and Criminal
Evidence. CJER also supports the delivery of specialized courses in domestic violence and
sexual assault offered by the CFCC. CJER funds participant meal costs that CFCC’s grant
money cannot fund. As with the New Judge Orientation and Primary Assignment Orientation
courses, these are statewide programs providing judges and subordinate judicial officers from all
over the state the opportunity to work with and learn from their colleagues, and exchange
techniques and strategies. This enhances cohesiveness of the bench as well as the fair and
consistent administration of justice statewide. Planned courses can typically accommodate
approximately 210 participants per year.

Continuing Judicial Education—Regional and Local Education Courses
$3,150 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for trial court participant business meals and
materials production expenses.

Statewide budget reductions over the past few years have necessitated that CJER develop and
expand both local and regional programs because they offer a far less expensive alternative to
statewide programming while preserving the quality of education. The content and courses that
lend themselves to both regional and local programming are considered and identified by the
CJER Governing Committee’s curriculum committees and are taught by experienced CJER
judicial faculty.

Essential and Other Education for Court Executives, Managers, and Supervisors

Manager and Supervisor Training

$26,551 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for business meals, meeting room rental, AV
equipment and other program-related rentals, as well as participant materials production
expenses and trial court participant lodging for the Core 40 Courses—»but not the Institute for
Court Management (ICM) courses—for which the courts pick up the cost of participant lodging.

1. CORE 40
The CORE 40 course is an intensive one-week program for new and experienced trial court
supervisors and managers. It contains valuable and practical information that can be used to
improve leadership skills that result in the overall improvement in performance of staff.
Classes are limited to 28 participants who are selected from applications received online.
Topics include group development, employment law, and performance management.
Experienced court personnel serve as the faculty.

2. Institute for Court Management (ICM)
ICM courses lead to certification by the National Center for State Courts (NCSC) in a
number of national curriculum areas related to court management. The courses serve a dual
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purpose: a) to provide relevant education courses for court leaders based on the core
competencies identified by the National Association for Court Managers, and b) to provide
this education locally at a significantly reduced cost to courts and participants as compared to
the national programs. This program grew out of a multistate consortium formed in 2008
between the California Judicial Council ICM, and six other states interested in enhancing the
existing ICM certification program and preparing court leaders with the skills and knowledge
they need to effectively manage the courts. This effort resulted in the ability of CJER to
provide education and certification for court managers and supervisors. In the past, the courts
had to pay ICM to bring these courses to their location, or to send their staff to NCSC
headquarters in Williamsburg, Virginia, the cost of which was prohibitive for most courts.
CJER’s ability to offer these courses at the regional offices using California faculty has
allowed all courts—small, medium, and large—to reap the benefits of this program.

The initial capital investment has yielded extremely positive results in advancing judicial
branch education for court leaders. Since June 2009, over 90 court leaders have achieved the
Certified Court Manager or Certified Court Executive certification from ICM, and there have
been approximately 900 course participants who have taken one or more courses. The ICM
courses are taught and held within California, making attendance affordable and convenient.

Essential and Other Education for Court Personnel

Court Personnel Institutes

$122,895 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for trial court participant lodging and
business meals, meeting room rental, AV equipment and other such program-related rentals, and
participant materials production expenses for the Court Clerk Training Institute (CCTI) and Trial
Court Judicial Attorneys Institute (TCJAI).

Court Clerk Training Institute (CCTI)

The week-long CCT]I offers courtroom and court legal process clerks education in each
substantive area of the court (civil, traffic, criminal, probate, family, juvenile). The institute
provides training in the California Rules of Court, changes in the law, customer service, and
other aspects of performance that impact court operations “behind the scenes.”

CCTI plays an important training role for the smaller courts, although all 58 courts have accessed
this education for their staff. Smaller courts do not typically have training departments and rely
on CJER to provide education on the duties and responsibilities of courtroom and counter staff.
The larger courts often provide faculty for this program. CCTI has been an essential education
program for courts for more than 25 years and continues to prepare court staff for the essential
functions of their jobs consistent with the law and statewide practices. In addition to legal
process and procedure, classes stress statewide consistency, ethical performance, and efficient
use of public funds.
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Trial Court Judicial Attorney Institute (TCJAI)

This multiday, biennial statewide education program is designed to meet the educational needs of
trial court judicial attorneys. This program includes education in dealing with the issues currently
dominating in the trial courts, such as criminal realignment, anti-SLAPP litigation, and elder
abuse, in addition to the traditional areas of civil, criminal, family, juvenile, and probate. Courses
dealing with ethics and related topics are also included. Trial court attorneys from across the
state attend this program. This institute provides much needed education, especially for the
smaller courts that do not have local education for this critical audience. This program typically
serves nearly 200 trial court attorneys. It should also be noted that trial court attorneys, unlike
other government-employed attorneys, are not exempt from the Minimum Continuing Legal
Education (MCLE) requirements of the California State Bar and, as such, this education program
provides an essential education venue for them.

Regional and Local Court Staff Courses

$8,258 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for trial court participant business meals,
meeting room rental, AV equipment and other such program-related rentals, and participant
materials production expenses for the Regional and Local Court Staff Courses and the Core
Leadership and Training Skills Course.

1. Regional and Local Court Staff Courses
Regional and local court staff courses allow CJER to provide high-quality education to trial
court personnel at a significantly reduced cost and with greatly enhanced convenience to the
courts. The courses and programs included in both the regional and local programming are
considered and identified by the Governing Committee’s curriculum committees, and are
taught by experienced CJER faculty. Courses cover a wide array of topics including human
resources; traffic court; case processing in the major court assignments of civil, criminal,
probate, family, and juvenile; as well as broad topics relevant to all court staff, such as
preventing sexual harassment.

2. Core Leadership and Training Skills Course
This course is designed for lead/senior clerks and assistant supervisors. Among other things,
this two-day course teaches participants skills that contribute to effective leadership,
discusses challenges to leading friends and former peers, identifies strategies to meet those
challenges, and identifies approaches to building successful and effective work relationships
at all levels of the organization.

Faculty and Curriculum Development

Trial Court Faculty Expenses—Statewide Education Programs

$231,803 was expended and/or encumbered to cover lodging, group meals, and travel for pro
bono faculty teaching at trial court courses and programs. The amount needed directly correlates
with the amount of statewide, regional, and local trial court programs and products developed
and provided. Enabling expert judges, court executives, managers, and staff to share their
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knowledge and experience by teaching their peers is the core mechanism by which CJER
leverages resources for the good of all California courts and by extension, for the good of
Californians who rely on the courts benefit of an educated judiciary. Faculty members who are
asked to serve as volunteers are less likely to offer their services for statewide benefit if their
expenses are not paid by CJER.

Faculty Development Expenses

$41,806 was expended and/or encumbered to cover the cost of lodging, group meals, and travel
for trial court participants at “train-the—trainer” and faculty development programs, some of
which are foundational for new faculty and some of which are designed to support specific
courses or programs. As necessary, the funds were also used for meeting room rental, AV
equipment and other such program-related rentals, and participant materials production expenses.

Current CJER faculty development programs include such programs as a) critical course and/or
program-specific faculty development (e.g., New Judge Orientation, the B.E. Witkin Judicial
College, and Institute of Court Management); b) Design Workshops for new or updated courses
in development, such as regional one-day and orientation/institute courses; ¢) advanced faculty
development courses (offered this year as Webinars), which allow faculty to work on more
complex faculty skills; and d) short lunchtime Webinars for advanced faculty on discrete
development topics. As a result of the Faculty Development Fundamentals course provided in
previous years, many new courses have been developed by the participants and those courses are
now offered statewide under the local court training initiative.

Curriculum Committees and Education Plan Development Expenses
$435 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for business meal costs of judges and court staff
that serve on the committees involved in curriculum development work.

Distance Learning

Distance Education—Satellite Broadcast

$137,560 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for transmission of statewide educational
satellite broadcasts for trial court audiences, new satellite downlink site installation work in trial
court facilities, and maintenance and repair work and fees associated with existing trial court
satellite downlink sites.

The development of alternative methods for delivery of education was established by the CJER
Governing Committee as a strategic goal in the mid-1990s. The intent of the Governing
Committee was to meet an increasing need for education of judges, managers, and staff by
establishing cost-effective delivery mechanisms that were an alternative to traditional statewide
in-person programs and written publications. Staff was directed to identify and research new
technologies to increase education delivery options for judges, enable new educational services
for court staff and manager audiences, and provide mechanisms for continuing delivery of
education, even during tight budgetary times.
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CJER has met the goal of providing distance education to all judicial branch audiences, and
much of it is delivered via the educational satellite broadcast network. The satellite network
serves as the core delivery method for staff and manager/supervisor education, providing a
comprehensive and timely statewide mechanism to high-quality staff education that is, for many
courts, the only source of staff education. Many of the broadcasts are also recorded and available
online or as DVDs to serve as resources for local training throughout the year. Training that is
required statewide, including sexual harassment prevention training, is delivered regularly by
satellite broadcast. Time-sensitive training has been provided for judges on a number of
occasions in response to new legislation, such as mental health records, management/handlings,
or criminal justice realignment legislation.

Education is delivered via satellite to court staff and includes such topics as:

e Updates to the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA);
e The jury process;

e Felony and misdemeanor appeals;

e Certifying copies; and

e Customer service.

Education is delivered via satellite for court managers and supervisors, and includes such topics
as:

e Handling disasters;

e Coaching and communication;

e Technology management;

e Change management;

e Stress management; and

e Preventing and responding to sexual harassment.

Education is delivered via satellite for presiding judges and court executive officers, and includes
such topics as:

e ADA issues for court leaders;
e Court security; and
e Ethical excellence.
Education delivered via satellite for trial court judicial officers includes such topics as:
e Assembly Bill 939 family law proceedings overview;

e Judicial canons updates; and
e How a child enters the juvenile dependency system.
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Distance Education—Online Video, Webinars, and Videoconferences

$7,448 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for storage, encoding, and transmission of trial
court statewide educational video products delivered online, for captioning of videos and
broadcasts as needed, and for some Webinar-based education costs.

A natural evolution of the Satellite Broadcast initiative has been the development of online
instructional videos, videoconferences, and Webinars. These three lines of educational products
leverage the distance learning technologies employed by the Judicial Council over the past 10
years, and enable CJER to develop multiple product lines to meet the educational needs of
virtually every judicial branch audience it serves. The broadcast video production studio, which
was originally created for the purpose of developing and transmitting broadcasts, is now used
frequently to create instructional videos which are immediately uploaded to the judicial and
administrative websites. Funding was needed to enable streaming of judicial education videos to
mobile devices like iPads as well as desktop computers, and to improve video quality to a
standard that users have come to expect.

Special Services for Court Operations
Trial Court Performance and Accountability

$9,124 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for meeting expenses of the Workload
Assessment Advisory Committee (WAAC), a standing Judicial Council advisory committee
consisting of court administrators and judges from 15 courts, which is charged with, among other
things, updating the court staff and judicial workload models. In FY 2013-2014, WAAC
members oversaw updates to the Resource Assessment Study (RAS) model, updates to the
methodology used to prioritize new judgeships that may be authorized and funded by the
Legislature, updates to subordinate judicial officer conversions using more recent workload data,
and the submission of two mandated legislative reports.

The allocation was used to reimburse travel expenses for WAAC members. Additionally, funds
were used to reimburse travel expenses for the WAAC chair to present a report from WAAC to
the Judicial Council in December 2013. The funds were also used to provide a phone line for
meetings held via conference call.

JusticeCorps (Court Access and Education)

$331,000 was expended and/or encumbered to support the California JusticeCorps program, an
AmeriCorps national service program now in its 10th year. JusticeCorps operated in seven
superior courts throughout the state. In FY 2013-2014, JusticeCorps was funded with an
AmeriCorps grant (federal funding administered through a California Executive Branch agency)
of $850,000. Required matching funds for the grant are provided by the participating courts and
the State Trial Court Improvement and Modernization Fund.
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The JusticeCorps program trains and places college students at court-based self-help centers to
assist self-represented litigants. Working under the supervision of attorneys or other court staff,
JusticeCorps members help litigants by identifying appropriate forms, helping litigants complete
and file the forms properly, and providing information and referrals to related services. In this
past program year, the program recruited, trained, and placed 238 undergraduate university
students (each completing 300 hours of service) and 24 postgraduate members (each completing
1,700 hours of service) in court-based, legal access self-help centers in 7 courts throughout the
state; the JusticeCorps members were placed at Superior Courts of Alameda, Los Angeles, San
Diego, Contra Costa, San Francisco, San Mateo, and Santa Clara Counties. The JusticeCorps’
262 members provided assistance to more than 100,000 litigants at these court sites.

All of the funding was distributed via intrabranch agreements directly to JusticeCorps lead
courts—Los Angeles, Alameda, and San Diego—to ensure their established, successful program
operations could continue and grow. Allocations were as follows:

e Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles: $169,000
e Superior Court of California, County of Alameda: $122,000
e Superior Court of California, County of San Diego: $ 40,000

The allocation was used by these courts to support program operating expenses—including staff
salaries, training expenses, and other member support costs—all of which count toward the grant
“match” required by the Corporation for National and Community Service (CNCS) through our
state funder, CaliforniaVolunteers (CV). (CNCS oversees federal AmeriCorps grant funding, and
CV administers AmeriCorps programs in California.) Final invoices on IMF funding are not due
from the courts until January 31, 2015, but projections indicate that the allocation will be fully
spent down.

The JusticeCorps program has a proven track record of measurable results. Quantifiable data on
instances of, and quality of, assistance is collected and analyzed daily during the program year.
Program impacts are detailed in semiannual progress reports to the funder (CV) which also
regularly monitors fiscal and administrative operations to ensure the program is in compliance.
In addition to serving nearly 700,000 people since the program began in 2005, the program has
been through numerous program audits which yielded only minor findings—often none at all.
The history, scope, and impact of the JusticeCorps program can be found at the California Courts
website and about AmeriCorps at the CNCS website.

Court Interpreter Program (Testing, Development, Recruitment, and Education)

$118,797 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for: the testing, orientation, and recruitment
of new interpreters and interpreter candidates; providing ethics training for newly enrolled
interpreters; and statewide expansion of technological solutions for American Sign Language
interpretation. Funds were also expended for activities and resources required for the Judicial
Council-approved Joint Working Group for California’s Language Access Plan, which includes
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all members of the Court Interpreters Advisory Panel, to develop a comprehensive statewide
language access plan. The allocation was specifically used for the following:

e Contractual administration of court interpreter certification and registration exams
(written and oral exams administered to approximately 2,100 candidates per year),
including a portion of the contractual cost for test administration provided by our test
administrator, Prometric, Inc.

e The National Center for State Courts (NCSC) formula-based fee assessment that supports
and provides funding for the state court interpreter testing program. Cost effective
benefits of participating in this program include access to NCSC court interpreter test
instruments, which are shared by other member states, and provide consistency in testing
standards nationwide. Other benefits include certification test rater training and
development, and upgrades of test instruments.

e Outreach and recruitment of potential future certified and registered court interpreters.
Funds expended include registration and sponsorship fees for events and conferences
offered by the following organizations: California Healthcare Interpreters Association;
National Association of Judiciary Interpreters and Translators; and Registry of
Interpreters for the Deaf, Region V.

e Three ethics workshops for all newly certified and registered interpreters. Ethics
workshops are mandatory for all newly certified or registered interpreters, and meet
educational and compliance requirements established by the Judicial Council. The funds
expended include the contractual cost of the educators/trainers, and the cost of producing
and shipping materials.

e Further expansion of the use of video remote technology resources to leverage interpreter
resources where American Sign Language interpreters are needed throughout the state,
including the cost of purchasing video remote equipment, training on the use of
equipment, and service/maintenance support for direct use by 14 courts.

e Court interpreter badges for approximately 300 interpreters.

e Costs associated with the Joint Working Group for California’s Language Access Plan
(JWG). In line with the Judicial Council-approved Court Interpreters Advisory Panel
Annual Agenda, the JWG engaged in substantive work during fiscal year 2013-2014.
The goal of the JWG is to develop a statewide language access plan that includes
recommendations, guidance, and a consistent statewide approach to ensure language
access throughout the courts. Funds were used to support committee member
participation in three public hearings throughout the state and two in-person meetings of
the JWG.
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2015 Language Needs Study

$293,347 was expended and/or encumbered to conduct the 2015 Language Use and Need Study
as required every five years under Government Code section 68563, which reads:

The Judicial Council shall conduct a study of language and Interpreter use and
need in court proceedings, with commentary, and shall report its findings and
recommendations to the Governor and to the Legislature not later than July 1,
1995, and every five years thereafter. The study shall serve as a basis for (1)
determining the need to establish interpreter programs and certification
examinations, and (2) establishing these programs and examinations through the
normal budgetary process. The study shall also serve as a basis for (1)
determining ways in which the Judicial Council can make available to the public,
through public service announcements and otherwise, information relating to
opportunities, requirements, testing, application procedures, and employment
opportunities for interpreters, and (2) establishing and evaluating these programs
through the normal budgetary process.

California Language Access Plan

$65,000 was expended and/or encumbered to retain the services of a consultant/attorney with
considerable expertise on language access issues, to research, assess, and assist with the
development of the Language Access Plan. The final plan is anticipated to be presented to the
Judicial Council for review and approval in early 2015.

Trial Court Security Grants

$1,198,904 was expended and/or encumbered to use for trial court security enhancement
projects. Statewide master agreements were used for the purchase, installation, and maintenance
of video surveillance, access, and duress alarm systems in trial court facilities. Other security
enhancement projects included ballistic window glazing and tinting for judges’ chambers, and
fencing for secured judicial officer parking. Funds were also used for the purchase of evacuation
devices for the Los Angeles Court. The first group of devices was purchased in FY 2012-2013
as a pilot project to determine the effectiveness of evacuation devices in high-rise facilities.
Positive feedback from both court and sheriff staff in the Los Angeles Court supported the
purchase of additional equipment. This was the second of three purchases, the last of which will
be funded in FY 2014-2015. In addition, funds were used to provide training to trial courts on
the preparation and maintenance of their continuity of operations plans.
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Legal Services
Litigation Management Program

$3,442,205 was expended and/or encumbered to pay the costs of defense—including fees for
private counsel—and to pay settlements of civil claims and actions brought against covered
entities and individuals. Government Code section 811.9 requires the Judicial Council to provide
for the representation, defense, and indemnification of the state’s trial courts, trial court judicial
officers, and court employees.

Judicial Performance Defense Insurance

$919,892 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for the portion of the Commission on Judicial
Performance (CJP) defense master insurance policy that covers claims by superior court judges
and subordinate judicial officers. The CJP Defense Insurance program was approved by the
council as a comprehensive loss-prevention program in 1999. The program (1) covers defense
costs in CJP proceedings related to CJP complaints, (2) protects judicial officers from exposure
to excessive financial risk for acts committed within the scope of their judicial duties, and (3)
lowers the risk of conduct that could lead to complaints through required ethics training for
judicial officers.

Subscription Costs—Judicial Conduct Reporter

$15,535 was expended and/or encumbered to cover the annual subscription cost for this
publication. The Judicial Conduct Reporter is a quarterly newsletter published by the American
Judicature Society. It reports on recent opinions and other issues involving judicial ethics and
discipline. It is provided to all judicial officers as part of the Judicial Council ethics education
program, which was implemented as a means of risk management when the council initiated the
Commission on Judicial Performance Defense Insurance program.

Trial Courts Transaction Assistance Program

$457,118 was expended and/or encumbered to pay attorney fees and related expenses to assist
trial courts in numerous areas, including business transactions, labor and employment
negotiations, finance and taxation matters, and real estate. The additional area in which legal
assistance was provided reflects council actions to expand the scope of the program. The council
established the Trial Court Transactional Assistance Program in July 2001 as a means by which
the Office of the General Counsel (now Legal Services) could provide transactional legal
assistance to the trial courts through outside counsel selected and managed by Legal Services.
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Jury System Improvement Projects

$13,410 was expended and/or encumbered to: (1) support the meeting expenses of the Judicial
Council’s Advisory Committees on Civil and Criminal Jury Instructions, and (2) cover the
expense of obtaining copyright protection for the official CACI and CALCRIM publications.
The Jury System Improvement Projects are supported by royalty revenue from the publication of
the Judicial Council’s civil (CACI) and criminal (CALCRIM) jury instructions. The Judicial
Council’s Advisory Committees on Civil and Criminal Jury Instructions prepare new and revised
instructions and propose their adoption to the council. On approval, the instructions are then
copyrighted and licensed to commercial publishers. The publishers pay royalties to the council
based on sales of the instructions.

Alternative Dispute Resolution Centers

$59,478 was expended and/or encumbered to support a contract for the development of a
distance-learning course to help mediators in court-connected mediation programs for civil cases
more effectively mediate cases with one or more self-represented litigants. This program helps
courts meet the goal of standard 10.70(a) of the California Standards of Judicial Administration,
which provides that all trial courts should implement mediation programs for civil cases as part
of their core operations. The Alternative Dispute Resolution program also continued to
implement the council’s February 2004 directive that Judicial Council staff work with the trial
courts to (1) assess their needs and available resources for developing, implementing,
maintaining, and improving mediation and other settlement programs for civil cases; and (2)
where existing resources are insufficient, develop plans for obtaining the necessary resources.

Complex Civil Litigation Program

$4,001,074 was expended and/or encumbered to provide support for the Complex Civil
Litigation Program, which began as a pilot program in January 2000 to improve the management
of complex civil cases. In August 2003, the council made the program permanent. During this
reporting period, all funds went directly to courts to support the operation of 17 courtrooms or
departments exclusively handling complex cases in the Superior Courts of California, Counties
of Alameda, Contra Costa, Los Angeles, Orange, San Francisco, and Santa Clara.

Regional Office Assistance Group

$1,218,654 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for six attorneys, one administrative
coordinator, and one secretary working primarily at three locations to establish and maintain
effective working relationships with the trial courts and serve as liaisons, consultants,
clearinghouses, advocates, and direct legal services providers to the trial courts in the areas of
transactions, legal opinions, and labor and employment.
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Audit Services

$628,068 was expended and/or encumbered for five staff auditor positions in the Audit Services
unit, which conducts comprehensive audits (financial, operational, and compliance) at each of
the 58 trial courts once every three to four years encompassing these primary areas, and focusing
on court administration, cash control, court revenues and expenditures, and general operations.

Fiscal Services
Other Postemployment Benefits (OPEB) Valuation Report

$600,079 was expended and/or encumbered to retain an actuarial firm to assist trial courts in
meeting the requirements established in Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB)
Statements 43 and 45, which require government entities to disclose their accrued liability for
OPEB and related information at least once every other year.

Postemployment benefits may be provided through a county retirement system, CalPERS, or
directly through benefit providers. Each trial court offers its own benefits package, and some
may offer more than one package depending on the provisions of their collective bargaining
agreements. Due to the specialized terminology associated with the complex rules and
regulations for collecting the required information, as well as the specialized calculations
involved in determining the valuations of these postemployment plans, these reports must be
developed by a licensed actuary. Completed valuation reports are submitted to the State
Controller’s Office so that the required data can be included in the state’s comprehensive annual
financial report. In FY 2013-2014, this reporting process included secondary reviews and
subsequent revisions of completed valuations due to the establishment of OPEB trusts by
numerous courts. These contributions often affect the liability obligations, thereby reducing
future liabilities in certain instances and requiring revised valuations.

Budget-Focused Training and Meetings

$45,527was expended and/or encumbered to support meetings of the Trial Court Budget
Advisory Committee and associated subcommittees that deal with trial court funding policies and
issues. The allocation was also used to support budget-related meetings and conference calls in
support of branch budget advocacy efforts, as well as to support budget training for trial court
staff, including annual training on various fiscal-related schedules.

Treasury Services—Cash Management
$160,649 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for the compensation, operating expenses,
and equipment costs for two accounting staff. Staff are engaged in the accounting and

distribution of all uniform civil fees (UCF) collected by the trial courts. Responsibilities include
receiving cash deposits and monthly collection reporting of UCF for all 58 trial courts, entering
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UCF reporting into a web-based application that calculates the statutory distributions, executing
the monthly cash distributions when due to state and local agency recipients, and completing the
financial accounting for the function. Staff performed other cash management and treasury duties
as needed for the trial courts.

Trial Court Procurement

$25,812 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for phone services and rent allocation for one
position in Business Services that provided procurement and contract-related services at a
statewide level to save trial courts resources by not having to perform the same services.

Enhanced Collections

$595,699 was expended and/or encumbered to support four positions—three court services
analysts and one administrative coordinator—working for the Enhanced Collections Unit. The
unit provides professional support and technical assistance to court and county collections
programs to improve collections of court-ordered debt statewide. The unit assists programs with
the development and modification of operations to help meet the performance measures,
benchmarks, and best practices established and adopted by the Judicial Council. In collaboration
with the California State Association of Counties, California Revenue Officers Association,
Probation Business Managers Association, Victims Compensation and Government Claims
Board, and other stakeholders, the unit also identifies statutory changes needed to improve the
collection of delinquent fines, fees, forfeitures, penalties, and assessments.

The unit provides regular professional and technical support to justice partners to improve the
effectiveness of the statewide collection of delinquent court-ordered debt. Enhancement
activities include collaboration with the Franchise Tax Board’s Court-Ordered Debt and
Interagency Intercept programs, assistance with the implementation of memoranda of
understanding between the collaborative court and county collection programs, and the
development of statewide master agreements with collections vendors. Staff also provide annual
training on collections data reporting requirements set forth in statute and council policy.

Human Resources Services

Employee Assistance Program for Bench Officers

$29,158 was expended and/or encumbered to maintain mental health referral services for judges
throughout the judicial branch for the period January 2014 through June 2014. These services
were made available to the 1,579 superior court judges in California, as well as assigned judges

and subordinate judicial officers. Utilization rates remained relatively low, consistent with
industry standards.

20



Appendix A

The Judicial Council, at the recommendation of the Revenue and Expenditure Review
Subcommittee and the Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee, approved the elimination of the
Judicial Officers Assistance Program due to low utilization. As a result, the program was
discontinued July 1, 2014.

Workers’ Compensation Reserve

$719,749 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for a tail claim that was settled with a county.
Senate Bill 2140 established the courts as separate employers effective January 1, 2001, whereby
court staff went from being county employees to court employees. However, since the state-
administered Judicial Branch Workers’ Compensation Program (JBWCP) only came into
existence as of January 1, 2003, this created a “runoff” or “tail claim” situation for the files with
dates of injury occurring from January 1, 2001, to the date the files were transferred from the
counties to the JBWCP. The Judicial Council has been resolving the monies owed to the counties
for claims payment and administration for those losses with dates of injury occurring between
January 1, 2001, and the date the files were transferred to the JBWCP in addition to transferring
those tail claims to the JBWCP.

Human Resources—Court Investigation
$100,000 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for invoices related to court investigations
stemming from courts’ personnel issues. The firms investigated ten matters at nine courts. Due to

the sensitive and often complex nature of these investigations, some matters took a number of
months to complete.
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Trial Court Labor Relations Academies and Forums

$34,127 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for conference room and lodging costs
associated with the Labor Relations Academies and Forums. Participation figures are as follows:

# of Participants # of Courts Represented

Labor Relations Forum

Northern California 56 28

Southern California 33 10
Labor Relations Academy |

Northern California 12 10

Southern California 30 11
Labor Relations Academy 1l

Northern California 54 27

Southern California 24 10

The Academies and Forums are offered to court professionals who support or directly participate
in labor relations and negotiations. Academy | is a two-day program, which includes a basic
introduction to labor relations and provides participants with the experience of engaging with
others in a bargaining role-playing exercise. Academy Il is a two-day program, where
participants discuss current topics and trends, and strategies for resolving complex labor issues
and best practice recommendations from subject matter experts in labor relations. The one-day
forum serves as an interactive platform for problem solving, information sharing, education, and
discussion of issues.

Information Technology Services
Telecommunication Support

$15,579,291 was expended and/or encumbered to provide a program for the trial courts to
develop and support a standardized level of local network infrastructure for the California
superior courts. This infrastructure provides a foundation for local court systems and enterprise
applications such as Phoenix, and hosted case management systems via shared services at the
California Courts Technology Center, which eases deployment, provides operational efficiencies,
and secures valuable court information resources. Activities that were funded included network
maintenance, which provides the trial courts with critical vendor support coverage for all
network and security infrastructure; and network security services, which maintain network
system security and data integrity of court information by offering three managed security
services: managed firewall and intrusion prevention, vulnerability scanning, and web browser
security and network technology training for court IT staff.
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Statewide Planning and Development Support

$5,091,094 was expended and/or encumbered to support delivery of a number of technology
initiatives. These initiatives include the Judicial Branch Enterprise Licensing and Policy budget,
which funds the Oracle Branchwide License Agreement (BWLA) and the Enterprise
Architecture (EA) program. The Oracle BWLA frees up local courts from having to manage
complex software asset management and costly annual maintenance renewals. Local courts may
access and install these Oracle products at no charge in any environment. Enterprise architects
provide support to guide the development and implementation of statewide applications and
ensure compatibility with California Court Technology Center (CCTC) infrastructure,
communications, and security protocols.

Interim Case Management Systems (ICMS)

$1,052,564 was expended and/or encumbered to provide program management support to 15
courts using the Sustain Justice Edition (SJE) case management system. Nine of the 15 SJE courts
are hosted and supported from the CCTC. The allocation also was used to provide maintenance
and operations support, such as implementation of legislative updates, application upgrades,
production support, disaster recovery services, CCTC infrastructure upgrades, and patch
management. Six locally hosted SJE courts use ICMS program resources for legislative updates
and SJE support as needed. The program supports SJE interfaces to the Department of Motor
Vehicles, Department of Justice, and Judicial Branch Statistical Information System, as well as
custom interfaces with Franchise Tax Board Court-Ordered Debt Collections program, interactive
voice/interactive web response processing, issuance of warrants, traffic collections, failure-to-
appear/failure-to-pay collections, and web portal interfaces.

Data Integration

$3,314,047 was expended and/or encumbered to continue work with trial courts to develop and
implement a statewide approach to data exchange standards and the integrated service backbone:
a leveraged, enterprise-class platform for exchanging information within the judicial branch and
between the judicial branch and its integration partners. The Data Integration program worked
with California Department of Justice (CA DOJ) and the Superior Court of California, County of
Santa Clara on a grant-funded California Disposition Reporting Improvement Project to
exchange data between the trial courts and the CA DOJ. Work was also done developing a
successful proof-of-concept for a cost-saving, web service-based alternative means of accessing
California Department of Motor Vehicles data for the courts.

California Courts Technology Center (CCTC)

$9,453,348 was expended and/or encumbered to provide ongoing technology center hosting or
shared services to the trial courts, as well as a comprehensive disaster recovery program.

23



Appendix A

Applications hosted at the CCTC include Microsoft Exchange, Microsoft Active Directory,
Computer-Aided Facilities Management, Integration Services Backbone, and local court
desktop/remote server support. The CCTC continued to host the Phoenix Financial System
(serving all 58 courts) and the Phoenix Human Resources/Payroll System (serving nine courts).
Three case management systems (CMSs) operate out of CCTC: Sustain (SJE); the criminal and
traffic CMS (V2); and civil, small claims, mental health, and probate CMS (V3). Some courts
leverage the third party contract to also receive full IT services for their local court including
desktop support, helpdesk, file server management, and e-mail.

Jury Management System

$600,000 was expended and/or encumbered to provide grant funding to the trial courts. In FY
2013-2014, all 22 courts that submitted jury grant funding requests received some level of
funding for their jury management system projects. All courts are eligible to apply for jury
funding. The number of courts receiving grants varies according to number and size of grant
requests submitted, as well as the available funding. All 58 trial courts have an opportunity to
participate and take advantage of this program. To date, 55 of 58 courts have received some level
of funding.

California Law Enforcement Telecommunications System (CLETS) Services

$470,718 was expended and/or encumbered to provide support for the program and ongoing
maintenance to refresh servers, and upgrade software applications. Eight superior courts use the
CLETS access program, with one additional court in the deployment phase and a second court in
the process of applying to the California Department of Justice (CA DQOJ) for access. CLETS
access, as provided by the CA DOJ, was enabled during FY 2006-2007 via the CCTC, with the
implementation of hardware, software, and telecommunications services.

California Courts Protective Order Registry (CCPOR)

$444,559 was expended and/or encumbered to provide a statewide protective order repository
that provides complete, accessible information on restraining and protective orders to the 37
counties currently participating (40 as of December 31, 2014). The allocation was used to cover
the hosting costs of the CCPOR application at the California Courts Technology Center,
maintain the application code, and provide user support to the court and local law enforcement
agency users of the system. CCPOR was also provided to 13 tribal courts and 35 Superior Court
of Orange County judicial officers and their clerks with read-only access.

Testing Tools—Enterprise Test Management Suite (ETMS)
$437,586 was expended and/or encumbered to support the use of ETMS (IBM Rational testing

suite) for applications, including maintenance for the civil, small claims, mental health, and
probate case management system (V3) and the California Courts Protective Order Registry
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(CCPOR). The ETMS records and tracks progress for software enhancement requests and defects,
and is used to improve the quality of management of the applications. These tools ensure that
mission-critical applications are delivered with a consistent high quality, maximizing function and
minimizing defects.

Uniform Civil Fees System (UCFS)

$350,858 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for staffing and operating expenses to support
the UCFS that automates centralized reporting and distribution of UCFS cash collections.
Funding supported the refresh and upgrade of the technical infrastructure on which UCFS
operates in order to keep the system secure, technically viable, and vendor supportable.

Justice Partner Outreach and e-Services

$234,637 was expended and/or encumbered to maintain staffing for the program. This program
promotes the Judicial Council’s objectives for court e-services and e-filing initiatives by
supporting the planning and implementation of electronic filing of court documents, as well as
electronic service of court documents, to all 58 California superior courts and local and state
justice/integration partners. This program also provides representation for the judicial branch at
key partner justice forums. Justice Partner Outreach and e-Services continues to participate in
local, state, and national task forces and committees regarding information sharing, disposition
reporting, and e-filing standards and systems, including e-filing document management and self-
represented litigant access to electronic filing.

Adobe Livecycle Reader Services Extension

$129,780 was expended and/or encumbered to continue the ongoing software maintenance for
Adobe Forms. There are nearly 1,000 statewide forms and over 2,000 local forms that are used in
the trial courts. A PDF form can be “fillable,” but it can also be savable for later updates with
this Adobe license agreement. In addition to ability to save the form for later updates, the other
innovations include data validation, auto-population of data fields, XML tagging of data fields,
file embedding, and e-filing.

Trial Court Administrative Services

Phoenix Program—Financial Management Systems

$11,074,899 was expended and/or encumbered to pay for the program. Of this amount, $3.3
million was used for required licensing, hardware, maintenance and operations (M&O),
technology center support costs, and end-user training in direct support of the trial courts. Staff

in the Phoenix Program’s Enterprise Resource Planning Unit and Shared Services Center was
supported by the remaining $7.8 million.
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The Phoenix Program was established in response to the Judicial Council’s directive for
statewide fiscal accountability and human resources support as part of the council’s strategic
plan. The program’s purpose is to provide daily centralized administrative services to the trial
courts including accounting and financial services, trust accounting services, purchasing
services, a centralized treasury system, human capital management services, and core business
analysis, training, and support. Program staff design, test, deploy, maintain, and manage the
Phoenix System, which enables the courts to produce a standardized set of monthly, quarterly,
and annual financial statements that comply with existing statutes, rules, and regulations.

The branch benefits from an integrated, state-administered program promoting statewide
consistency in court administrative practices. The financial component of the Phoenix System
has been implemented in all 58 courts and allows for uniform process, accounting, and reporting.
The human capital management component of the Phoenix System has been implemented in 9
courts to date, providing human resources management and payroll services.

Judicial Council’s Court-Ordered Debt Task Force

$1,440 was expended and/or encumbered to cover the travel and meal expenses associated with
the activities of the Judicial Council’s Court-Ordered Debt Task Force members, as well as the
costs associated with the biannual, statewide revenue distribution training conducted in
partnership with the State Controller’s Office. The task force was established in conjunction with
Penal Code section 1463.02, and its composition requires inclusion of state, county, and city
representatives. The task force’s objective is to evaluate the effectiveness of the criminal and
traffic-related fine/fee distribution structure and attempt to simplify the administration of this
system for the benefit of the citizens and the criminal justice participants.
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Attachment 1
State Trial Court Improvement and Modernization Fund

FY 2013-14

Resources
Description Amount
Beginning Fund Balance $ 44,827,741
Prior Year Adjustments® 4,410,172
Adjusted Beginning Fund Balance 49,237,913

Revenues and Transfers

50/50 Excess Fees, Fines, and Forfeitures Split 26,873,351
2% Automation Fund 15,242,700
Interest from Surplus Money Investment Fund 124,878
Royalties from Publications of Jury Instructions 445,365
Miscellaneous Revenue and Adjustments 24,476
Transfer from State General Fund 38,709,000
Transfer to Trial Court Trust Fund (33,991,000)
Subtotal, Revenues and Transfers 47,428,770
Total Resources $ 96,666,683

1 Adjustments include under-accrued revenues and liquidation of prior years' encumbrances.
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Attachment 2

State Trial Court Improvement and Modernization Fund
FY 2013-14 Expenditures and Encumbrances by Program and Project

Description Amount

Families and Children Programs

Self-Represented Litigants - Statewide Support 99,999
Domestic Violence - Family Law Interpreter Program 20,167
Self-Help Centers 4,999,831
Interactive Software - Self-Reprinted Electronic Forms 60,009
Educational Programs 89,716
Publications 20,000
Education Programs
Orientation for New Trial Court Judges 83,480
B.E. Witkin Judicial College of CA 143,990
Primary Assignment Orientation and Overviews 256,686
Leadership Training 40,507
Judicial Institutes 95,919
Advance Education for Experienced Judges 32,473
Regional and Local Judicial Education Courses 3,150
Manager and Supervisor Training 26,551
Court Personnel Institutes 122,895
Regional and Local Court Staff Education Courses 8,258
Trial Court Faculty - Statewide Education Program 231,803
Faculty Development 41,806
Curriculum Committee - Statewide Education Plan Development 435
Distance Education - Satellite Broadcast 137,560
Distance Education - Online Video, Webinars and Videoconferences 7,448

Special Services for Court Operations

Trial Court Performance and Accountability 9,124
JusticeCorps (Court Access and Education) 331,000
Court Interpreter Program (Testing, Development, Recruitment and Education) 118,797
2015 Language Needs Study 293,347
California Language Access Plan 65,000
Trial Court Security Grants 1,198,904
Legal Services
Litigation Management Program 3,442,205
Judicial Performance Defense Insurance 919,892
Subscription Costs - Judicial Conduct Reporter 15,535
Trial Courts Transactional Assistance Program 457,118
Jury System Improvement Projects 13,410
Alternative Dispute Resolution Centers 59,478
Complex Civil Litigation Program 4,001,074
Regional Office Assistance Group' 1,218,654
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State Trial Court Improvement and Modernization Fund

Appendix A
Attachment 2

FY 2013-14 Expenditures and Encumbrances by Program and Project

Description
Audit Services
Audit Services!

Fiscal Services

Other Post-Employment Benefits (OPEB) Valuation Report

Budget Focused Training and Meetings
Treasury Services - Cash Managementl
Trial Court Procurement®

Enhanced Collections®

Human Resources Services

Employee Assistance Program for Bench Officers
Workers' Compensation Reserve

Human Resources - Court Investigation

Trial Court Labor Relations Academies and Forums

Information Technology Services
Telecommunications Support
Statewide Planning and Development Support2
Interim Case Management Systems
Data Integration2

California Courts Technology Center (CCTC)?
Jury Management System

California Law Enforcement Telecomm System (CLETS) Services®
California Courts Protective Order Registry (CCPOR) - ROM?

Testing Tools - Enterprise Test Management Suite
Uniform Civil Fees System (UCFS)2

Justice Partner Outreach / e-Services®
Adobe LiveCycle Reader Service Extension

Trial Court Administrative Services

Phoenix Program - Financial Management System2
Judicial Council's Court-Ordered Debt Task Force

Total Expenditures and Encumbrances

Amount

666,857

600,079
45,527
160,649
25,812
595,699

29,158
719,749
100,000

34,127

15,579,291
5,091,094
1,052,564
3,314,047
9,453,348

600,000
470,718
444,559
437,586
350,858
234,637
129,780

11,074,899
1,440

69,878,695

Expenditures include the costs for local assistance and administrative support services provided by Judicial Council staff.
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Attachment 3
State Trial Court Improvement and Modernization Fund
FY 2013-14
Fund Condition Summary

Description Amount
Total Resources $ 96,666,683

Program/Project Area
Families and Children 5,289,722
Education 1,232,958
Court Operations Services 2,016,172
Legal Services 10,127,365
Audit Services 666,857
Finance 1,427,767
Human Resources 883,034
Information Technology 37,158,482
Trial Court Administrative Services 11,076,339
Subtotal, Expenditures and Encumbrances 69,878,695
Pro-rata, Statewide General Administrative Services 580,982
Total Expenditures, Encumbrances, and Pro-Rata 70,459,677
Fund Balance $ 26,207,006
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TCBAC Information Request

Judicial and Court Operations Services Division

I.  Office of Security
Project/Program Title: Trial Court Security Grants

1. Direct actual or estimated monetary benefit to each trial court
Grant funds are used for the purchase and maintenance of video surveillance, access, duress alarm
systems and other security enhancements, such as ballistic glass and secured parking for bench
officers. Funds are primarily paid to vendors for work to benefit the courts. Occasionally a court
will be reimbursed directly for a project via an Intra-Branch Agreement. Please see template B for
details of expenditures by court.

The amount listed in “Other/Non-court” on template B is the annual cost of a master agreement
with a vendor for a web based tool used by the courts to develop, train court staff and maintain
Continuity of Operations and Emergency Plans. The benefits of this expenditure can’t be allocated
by court. The amount for fiscal year 2013-2014 has not been allocated to specific courts at this
time. Allocation amounts will be determined as project cost estimates become available.

All courts are eligible to benefit from the program. Courts not appearing on template B have
benefitted from grant funds in the years prior to fiscal year 2010-2011. Trial Court Security Grants
are determined in part as the result of security assessments conducted by Office of Security staff, or
based on a request for assistance from the courts. The Office of Security has a process in place to
prioritize projects based on need. Each year an amount is held in reserve to address emergencies.
Funds not used on emergencies are used to complete previously identified and approved projects.

2. Other indicator of benefit to each trial court
N/A

3. Is the project/program mandatory?
The program is not mandatory.

4. Effectiveness of project/program
The effectiveness of this program is demonstrated more by what doesn’t happen than what does.
Security systems in place in court facilities provide a safe and secure environment. The lack of
security breaches and incidents is the demonstration of the effectiveness of these systems and this
program.

Page 1 of 288
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5. Total FY 2013-2014 funding for the project/program
$1,200,000

6. 5-year projection of funding needs or costs
A five year projection cannot be determined at this time.
The budget for this program has been cut from $4 million at its inception to $1.2 million annually,
where it has remained for three fiscal years. Funds are used to maintain equipment as well as install
systems. These systems have a finite lifespan and will require repair and replacement as they age,
which represents a higher demand on the budget than simply maintaining them.

Beginning in fiscal year 2012-2013, the Office of Security has taken on the maintenance of video
surveillance and duress systems in select new courthouses as warranties expire. This will result in
an increased demand on the budget over the long term as these systems will initially require
maintenance and eventually repair and replacement.

In addition, some facilities have systems that were in place when the facility transferred ownership.
These systems are nearing or past the end of their lifespan and will require repairs and replacement.
The Office of Security is currently completing a statewide inventory project to identify security
systems in all facilities in order to determine the type of equipment in place as well as the size, age
and condition of the systems. The long range goal is for the Office of Security to take on oversight
of the maintenance, repair and replacement of these systems. The budget required to address any
increase in the equipment portfolio administered by the Office of Security will not be determined
until the inventory project has been completed and the results analyzed. A BCP will likely be
needed to address the increased need as the demand on the budget is anticipated to increase
dramatically.

7. What costs can and/or should be shifted from IMF to TCTF?
Unknown.

8. Impact of eliminating TCTF and IMF funding for the project/program
The impact of eliminating funding for this program would be realized in increased costs to the
courts and likely the failure to adequately service and maintain these systems over the long term.
These costs represent an unfunded demand on court budgets that are already stretched beyond
capacity.

The Office of Security administers statewide master agreements that ensure lower and consistent
pricing for equipment purchases and service. The contracts include response times for service calls
and remove the burden on the courts of going out to bid for each project and service call. If
program funds were eliminated the master agreements would be allowed to expire and the courts
would be required to go out to bid for service and replacement of the systems. There would be no
standard pricing and no requirement to provide a satisfactory level of service in a timely manner. In
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addition, the Office of Security would no longer be available to provide assistance in the
identification of equipment need, placement, purchase, installation, training and maintenance and
court staff would have no support in resolving issues with vendors.

9. Other
N/A

Project/Program Title:

Trial Court Security Grant Program

Monetary Section 1 Section 2 Y
Benefit Payment on behalf of the court - $ Amount Distribution to the court - $ Amount
Court 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14

Alameda 0.00 54,993.19 0.00

Alpine 17,183.12 0.00 1,250.00

Amador 3,783.00 0.00 0.00

Butte 792.00 16,661.09 0.00

Calaveras 3,292.00 285.00 0.00

Colusa 0.00 44,965.23 5,050.13

Contra Costa 15,203.19 88,101.43 532.50

Del Norte 17,901.89 8,557.95 15,181.54 4,901
El Dorado 0.00 31,870.74 44,781.25

Fresno 56,964.17 255.00 0.00

Glenn 624.00 15,992.60 0.00

Humboldt 10,973.00 16,410.45 37,552.93

Imperial 2,717.00 0.00 0.00

Inyo 1,293.20 31,509.97 0.00

Kern 1,920.00 75,274.25 2,521.50

Kings 2,264.00 962.56 79,555.34 4,981
Lake 644.00 14,429.70 8,486.95

Lassen 0.00 0.00 0.00

Los Angeles 0.00 0.00 9,399.89

Madera 5,755.00 38,696.02 75,387.83

Marin 0.00 53,588.93 3,027.43

Mariposa 28,155.99 0.00 35,861.44

Mendocino 600.00 4,052.50 0.00

Merced 43,856.62 63,125.05 35,867.16

Modoc 33,999.26 6,424.89 2,129.59

Mono 10,164.86 0.00 0.00

Monterey 24,948.33 444.00 0.00

Napa 9,921.61 4,576.00 96,402.97

Nevada 692.00 13,453.65 8,107.05

Orange 86,773.38 41,979.10 0.00

Placer 0.00 0.00 0.00

Plumas 5,469.33 20,046.31 29,696.23

Riverside 348.00 86,089.70 74,597.44

Sacramento 0.00 0.00 0.00

San Benito 344.00 9,554.05 0.00

San Bernardino 246,279.50 0.00 0.00

San Diego 1,168.00 9,276.88 0.00

San Francisco 126,515.48 50,024.94 39,890.53

San Joaquin 43,977.65 1,224.32 10,671.01

San Luis Obispo 164,891.09 25,099.81 0.00

San Mateo 0.00 1,797.55 7,672.88

Santa Barbara 84,725.20 83,656.59 22,973.39
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Santa Clara 0.00 0.00 0.00

Santa Cruz 169,930.32 9,504.88 10,001.32

Shasta 49,334.56 60,726.37 78,542.01

Sierra 1,620.00 28,416.88 0.00 7,960
Siskiyou 13,400.57 0.00 0.00

Solano 968.00 21,097.23 60,321.76

Sonoma 0.00 1,471.00 161,506.74

Stanislaus 613.20 43,451.51 57,334.50

Sutter 13,186.00 20,088.84 5,030.15

Tehama 892.50 6,726.05 3,360.87

Trinity 1,008.00 20,101.77 30,660.52

Tulare 91,720.50 106,916.12 42,418.20

Tuolumne 0.00 0.00 0.00

Ventura 0.00 32,085.66 0.00

Yolo 936.00 19,800.80 0.00

Yuba 902.00 0.00 0.00

Subtotal 1,398,652 | 1,283,766.56 1,095,773.05 - 4,901 12,941 - -
Other/Non-court? 164,600 120,335 104,221 1,200,000
Total 1,563,252 1,404,101 1,199,994 1,200,000 4,901 12,941 -

Note:

Y If a project/program has multiple benefits (e.g., distribution and direct payment) to courts, use this section. Cut-and-paste this section if more are needed.

2 If monetary benefits can't be identified by court, please provide the total amount (e.g., costs for consultant, vendor, contractor, settlement, etc.) from the
allocation for this project/program that benefits to the courts. (Please refer to template A for explanation.)

Total FY 2013-2014 Funding by Source

Line # Project/Program Title IMF TCTF GF GRANT | COURT OTHER TOTAL
2 Trial Court Security Grant Program 1,200,000 1,200,000
Five Year Project and Program Funding Needs/Costs
Line # Project/Program Title FY 2014-15 | FY 2015-16 | FY 2016-17 | FY 2017-18 | FY 2018-19 Total
Trial Court Security Grant
2 Program 1,200,000 1,200,000 1,200,000 1,200,000 1,200,000 | 6,000,000
Note:
Actual allocation cannot be determined at this time. We assume the $1.2 million funding will
continue.
Page 4 of 288
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Il. Center for Families, Children and the Courts
Project/Program Title: Self-Help Statewide Support

1. Direct actual or estimated monetary benefit to each trial court
These funds are used primarily for a contract for maintenance of the California Courts self-help
website, for translations of Judicial Council forms commonly used by self-represented litigants, for
maintenance of a website for self-help center staff to share instructional materials and resources
including program management ideas, and for training for self-help center staff. There is a small
budget for printing posters and handouts that can be used by clerks and self-help center staff to
direct litigants to the self-help website to obtain additional information.

In the period August 15, 2012 — August 15, 2013, the California Courts Self-Help website was
used 4,241,509 times. The average time on a page was a little over 2 minutes, which suggests that
users are actually reading content. Over 633,046 people sought information about divorce or
separation. 318,219 sought information about small claims. 215,981 sought information about
traffic. By enabling people to find information on-line 24-7, the self-help website helps the trial
courts provide information about court processes and basic legal information about case types
where litigants commonly come to the court for assistance. On-line help saves courts time by
providing information so that litigants do not have to call or come to court to get basic help. It also
provides judges, court clerks and staff with a quick referral to an accurate and comprehensive
website so that they don’t have to answer questions themselves.

The website also helps the courts by providing fillable, savable forms and instructions on how to
complete those forms. This enables litigants to complete their forms at home and provide typed
and comprehensible pleadings. This is a very commonly used feature on the website. For
example, in the last year, FL-100 — the petition for dissolution of marriage was downloaded
236,978 times from the website. The FL-150, Income and Expense Declaration was downloaded
163,092 times. The FL-300 was downloaded 151,528 times. Without the on-line website, many of
the people downloading those forms would go to courts to get copies of blank forms. Having these
materials available on-line poses significant savings to the courts as litigants can then use their own
printers and resources to obtain these forms rather than obtain them from the courts.

Courts regularly request translation of forms commonly used by self-represented litigants for
instructional purposes. They are often used in self-help centers to allow litigants with limited
English proficiency to prepare their own pleadings, or to assist in quick translation. Providing
these on a state level is much more effective than multiple courts completing the same translation.
Spanish versions of all translations and self-help website content are reviewed by an attorney who
is also a certified court interpreter in Spanish to ensure that the translation is accurate and that
consistent terms are being used.
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Self-help center staff share sample instructional materials and packets that are posted on a website
that is designed to allow them to see what other courts have done to avoid “reinventing the wheel.”
Information from training sessions, program management tips and other resources are included.
Instructional materials can then be adapted for statewide use on the self-help website as courts
identify information that they believe would be helpful. On-line training is provided at no charge
to court staff, which enables self-help center staff to obtain necessary MCLE credits at no cost, and
with limited time away from other duties. In person training is provided as possible, and is
currently scheduled in conjunction with a conference sponsored jointly with the Legal Aid
Association of California to save costs.

In 2012, a new section of the website was added to assist parents, teenagers and children through
the separation and divorce process. This site was adapted in response to requests from trial courts
for information to help parents resolve conflicts without the necessity of coming to court. The
materials include an on-line orientation video for family court services offices. This will allow
court to provide on-line orientation and save significant staff time for actual mediation or child
custody recommending counseling. By providing one statewide portal that provides accurate, up-
to-date information and referrals for help, trial courts can save significant staff time as they do not
have to create and up-date their own self-help materials. They can provide county-specific
information to address questions, but do not have the burden of ensuring legal accuracy of a
significant amount of information.

In FY 2010-2011, of the $300,000 allocated, $180,000 was used for consultant services to revise
the entire Self Help website as well as translation of the website and forms. The remaining
$120,000 was used to support a statewide conference on self represented litigants; these funds
supported conference speakers, materials, and travel for court staff.

Other indicator of benefit to each trial court
NA

Is the project/program mandatory?
This is not a mandatory program.

Effectiveness of project/program

Please see the description of benefits to the courts for information about effectiveness. This
program provides information to over 4 million persons per year for a cost of 2.5 cents per
encounter. For each person who is assisted on the self-help website, the time of clerks, self-help
center staff, judges, interpreters and other staff is saved.

Total FY 2013-2014 funding for the project/program
The $100,000 from IMF is the only fund used to support this program. This is one third of the
allocation prior to fiscal year 2011-2012,

5-year projection of funding needs or costs
Page 6 of 288
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The projected costs are at a steady level for the next five years. This funding amount appears to be
a base level for maintaining the website including adapting to changes in the law, translations, and
developing information that is requested by the trial courts. A growing number of litigants use
mobile devices to access the self-help website. In August 2013, 242,000 users were on mobile
devices, up from 45,000 in August, 2012. This is clearly a growing trend and will require some
modification of the website to make it more mobile accessible.

What costs can and/or should be shifted from IMF to TCTF?
It appears that this is most appropriately funded under the IMF as the work supports the entire
branch rather than an individual court.

Impact of eliminating TCTF and IMF funding for the project/program

The California Courts Self-Help Website would have to be significantly cut back and sections
discontinued since there would be no staffing to update the website when the law changes or when
there are new forms. Neither would there be staff capacity to translate materials for the self-help
website, so when changes occurred on the English site, they would not be mirrored on the Spanish
side. This impacts the usability of the site for court staff who may rely on the English version to
print out instructions or information for Spanish speaking litigants without having to translate new
materials. Changes and updates to the website are currently completed within a matter of hours or,
at the longest, days, when the AOC gets a request from courts about a change. Without IMF
funding for this project, in many situations, whole sections of the website would have to be taken
down as staff would be redirected from other projects to review any identified problem and make
changes to the website. It would be tremendously expensive and labor-intensive for courts to
update their own web resources whenever laws, rules and forms change.

Other
N/A

Project/Program Title:  Self-represented Litigants Statewide Support

Section 1 Section 2 Y

For Category 1

Click the cell and pick a type of benefit from drop-down list Funded services are available to court - Yes/No

Court

2010-11

2011-12

2012-13

2013-14

2010-11

2011-12

2012-13

2013-14

Alameda

yes

yes

yes

yes

Alpine

yes

yes

yes

yes

Amador

yes

yes

yes

yes

Butte

yes

yes

yes

yes

Calaveras

yes

yes

yes

yes

Colusa

yes

yes

yes

yes

Contra Costa

yes

yes

yes

yes

Del Norte

yes

yes

yes

yes

El Dorado

yes

yes

yes

yes

Fresno

yes

yes

yes

yes

Glenn

yes

yes

yes

yes

Humboldt

yes

yes

yes

yes

Imperial

yes

yes

yes

yes

Inyo

yes

yes

yes

yes

Kern

yes

yes

yes

yes

Combined, 9 of 461

Page 7 of 288




Appendix B

1) Combined Information for All Divisions (Oct112013)

Kings yes yes yes yes
Lake yes yes yes yes
Lassen yes yes yes yes
Los Angeles yes yes yes yes
Madera yes yes yes yes
Marin yes yes yes yes
Mariposa yes yes yes yes
Mendocino yes yes yes yes
Merced yes yes yes yes
Modoc yes yes yes yes
Mono yes yes yes yes
Monterey yes yes yes yes
Napa yes yes yes yes
Nevada yes yes yes yes
Orange yes yes yes yes
Placer yes yes yes yes
Plumas yes yes yes yes
Riverside yes yes yes yes
Sacramento yes yes yes yes
San Benito yes yes yes yes
San Bernardino yes yes yes yes
San Diego yes yes yes yes
San Francisco yes yes yes yes
San Joaquin yes yes yes yes
San Luis Obispo yes yes yes yes
San Mateo yes yes yes yes
Santa Barbara yes yes yes yes
Santa Clara yes yes yes yes
Santa Cruz yes yes yes yes
Shasta yes yes yes yes
Sierra yes yes yes yes
Siskiyou yes yes yes yes
Solano yes yes yes yes
Sonoma yes yes yes yes
Stanislaus yes yes yes yes
Sutter yes yes yes yes
Tehama yes yes yes yes
Trinity yes yes yes yes
Tulare yes yes yes yes
Tuolumne yes yes yes yes
Ventura yes yes yes yes
Yolo yes yes yes yes
Yuba yes yes yes yes
Subtotal - - - - - -
Other/Non-court? - 300,000 150,000 100,000 100,000
Total - 300,000 150,000 100,000 100,000

Note:

Y If a project/program has multiple benefits (e.g., distribution and direct payment) to courts, use this section. Cut-and-paste this section if more are needed.

2 If monetary benefits can't be identified by court, please provide the total amount (e.g., costs for consultant, vendor, contractor, settlement, etc.) from the
allocation for this project/program that benefits to the courts

These funds are used to support all self-help centers. Funding supported workshops for self-help court staff and was open to family law facilitators and court
partners in legal aid, law librarians, mediators, and small claims advisors. Funding also adds new content, tools, and resources that can be accessed directly by
users of the statewide self-help website. These tools allow litigants to get information and assistance with their legal issues at home or other locations so that
they can either avoid the need to come to a self-help center or require less time at the center. The self-help website also provides links to local court self-help
services. The judicial branch website design includes many additional features, such as video clips developed by the local courts and the AOC. Additional
content is translated into Spanish and reviewed by a bilingual attorney to ensure legal accuracy. In FY 2010-2011, of the $300,000 allocated, $180,000 was
used for consultant services to revise the entire Self Help website as well translation of the website and forms. The remaining $120,000 was used to support a
statewide conference on self represented litigants; these funds supported conference speakers, materials, and travel costs for court staff.
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Line # Project/Program Title IMF TCTF GF GRANT | COURT | OTHER | TOTAL
4 Statewide Self Help Support 100,000 100,000
Five Year Project and Program Funding Needs/Costs
Line # Project/Program Title FY 2014-15 | FY 2015-16 | FY 2016-17 | FY 2017-18 | FY 2018-19 Total
4 Statewide Self Help Support 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 500,000

Project/Program Title: Domestic Violence - Family Law Interpreter Program

1. Direct actual or estimated monetary benefit to each trial court
Until fiscal year 2013-2014, the allocation for this item was $1,750,000. $1,730,000 went directly
to the trial courts to provide interpreters in domestic violence, elder abuse and family law matters.
Based upon the recommendation of the Trial Court Budget Working Group, the Judicial Council

determined to shift the $1,730,000 from IMF to Program 45-45. Thus, the current remaining

allocation is $20,000 to contract for the translation of Judicial Council forms.

All domestic violence forms and instruction sheets set out in CCP 185 (b) are translated into

Spanish, Chinese', Vietnamese and Korean as these are the most commonly spoken languages in
California. These translations are made available to the courts and the public on-line and are used
to provide information to save court staff and interpreter time.

2. Other indicator of benefit to each trial court

NA

3. Is the project/program mandatory?

Yes. Code of Civil Procedure section 185 (b) provides that: “The Judicial Council shall, by July 1,

2001, make available to all courts, translations of domestic violence protective order forms in
languages other than English, as the Judicial Council deems appropriate, for protective orders

issued pursuant to Section 527.6 or 527.8 of the Code of Civil Procedure, or Part 1 (commencing

with Section 6200) of Division 10 of the Family Code, or Section 136.2 of the Penal Code.”

4. Effectiveness of project/program
Self-help center staff and persons working with litigants in domestic violence cases report that
these forms are of assistance to them in allowing litigants with limited English proficiency to

! While there are many spoken Chinese languages (including Mandarin and Cantonese) there is one consistent written

language.
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understand the information being requested and the orders being made. The forms are often used
by the programs to explain the process and provides a consistent vocabulary to use.

Total FY 2013-2014 funding for the project/program

$20,000 from the IMF is used to support these services.

5-year projection of funding needs or costs

The projected cost is $20,000 from fiscal year 2014-2018 to support translation of these forms
which benefit all the courts. There are regular changes to the forms based on changes in
legislation, and new translations are needed each year. Based upon past history of translations,
$20,000 appears to be the average annual cost for translation of the forms.

What costs can and/or should be shifted from IMF to TCTF?
Since the translation of domestic violence restraining orders benefit all the courts, it appears that
the IMF is the appropriate fund. There are no other funds to pay for these mandatory translations.

Impact of eliminating TCTF and IMF funding for the project/program
If the funding were eliminated, the impact would be that the forms would not be translated as they

were updated and thus, the Judicial Council would not be complying with CCP 185(b). There is no

in-house capacity to translate these forms. This service would no longer be available to the courts,
self-help centers, legal services offices, law enforcement and domestic violence agencies. It is
possible that some courts would translate the forms on their own, leading to duplication of efforts,
and potentially conflicting translations.

Other
N/A

Project/Program Title:

Domestic Violence - Family Law Interpreter Program

Section 1 Section 2 Y
Moneta}ry Benefit to court, but specific amount can't be identified -
Benefit Click the cell and pick a type of benefit from drop-down list Yes/No
Court 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
Alameda 58,105 58,105 32,213 yes yes yes yes
Alpine yes yes yes yes
Amador 1,023 1,023 500 yes yes yes yes
Butte 19,243 19,243 500 yes yes yes yes
Calaveras yes yes yes yes
Colusa yes yes yes yes
Contra Costa 23,500 23,500 60,436 yes yes yes yes
Del Norte yes yes yes yes
El Dorado 8,250 8,250 3,279 yes yes yes yes
Fresno yes yes yes yes
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19,867 19,867 11,980
Glenn 2,953 2,953 6,040 yes yes yes yes
Humboldt 1,549 1,549 2,757 yes yes yes yes
Imperial 19,279 19,279 19,086 yes yes yes yes
Inyo 1,597 1,597 500 yes yes yes yes
Kern 29,375 29,375 28,316 yes yes yes yes
Kings 2,810 2,810 999 yes yes yes yes
Lake 585,737 585,737 725,146 yes yes yes yes
Lassen yes yes yes yes
Los Angeles yes yes yes yes
Madera 31,365 31,365 31,489 yes yes yes yes
Marin 2,365 2,365 8,186 yes yes yes yes
Mariposa yes yes yes yes
Mendocino 5,793 5,793 1,752 yes yes yes yes
Merced 10,159 10,159 4,291 yes yes yes yes
Modoc 368 368 125 yes yes yes yes
Mono yes yes yes yes
Monterey 38,229 38,229 38,595 yes yes yes yes
Napa 7,655 7,655 7,252 yes yes yes yes
Nevada 1,980 1,980 1,317 yes yes yes yes
Orange 97,086 97,086 101,718 yes yes yes yes
Placer 4,647 4,647 4,851 yes yes yes yes
Plumas yes yes yes yes
Riverside 208,184 208,184 88,847 yes yes yes yes
Sacramento 90,649 90,649 65,196 yes yes yes yes
San Benito yes yes yes yes
San Bernardino 16,488 16,488 49,172 yes yes yes yes
San Diego 119,492 119,492 157,635 yes yes yes yes
San Francisco 66,000 66,000 44,253 yes yes yes yes
San Joaquin 4,639 4,639 3,713 yes yes yes yes
San Luis Obispo 5,166 5,166 10,540 yes yes yes yes
San Mateo 9,483 9,483 10,578 yes yes yes yes
Santa Barbara 1,947 1,947 1,215 yes yes yes yes
Santa Clara 93,652 93,652 92,715 yes yes yes yes
Santa Cruz 20,175 20,175 7,855 yes yes yes yes
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Shasta 8,487 8,487 3,005 yes yes yes yes
Sierra 1,600 1,600 500 yes yes yes yes
Siskiyou yes yes yes yes
Solano 4,492 4,492 7,190 yes yes yes yes
Sonoma 11,549 11,549 12,249 yes yes yes yes
Stanislaus 15,013 15,013 3,635 yes yes yes yes
Sutter 15,195 15,195 16,335 yes yes yes yes
Tehama yes yes yes yes
Trinity yes yes yes yes
Tulare 32,974 32,974 48,263 yes yes yes yes
Tuolumne 500 500 500 yes yes yes yes
Ventura 19,648 19,648 9,727 yes yes yes yes
Yolo 9,035 9,035 2,593 yes yes yes yes
Yuba 2,698 2,698 2,956 yes yes yes yes
Subtotal 1,730,001 1,730,001 1,730,000 - - - - -
Other/Non-court? - 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
Total 1,730,001 1,730,001 1,730,000 - 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000

Note:

Y If a project/program has multiple benefits (e.g., distribution and direct payment) to courts, use this section. Cut-and-paste this section if more are needed.

2 If monetary benefits can't be identified by court, please provide the total amount (e.g., costs for consultant, vendor, contractor, settlement, etc.) from the
allocation for this project/program that benefits to the courts.

The $20,000 can not be separated out by each court because it is for consultant services for the translation of domestic violence forms and instructions which
is available to all courts.

Total FY 2013-2014 Funding by Source

Line # Project/Program Title IMF TCTFE GF GRANT COURT OTHER TOTAL
5 DV - Family Law Interpreters Program 20,000 20,000
Five Year Project and Program Funding Needs/Costs
Line # Project/Program Title FY 2014-15 | FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19 Total
5 DV - Family Law Interpreters Program 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 100,000

Project/Program Title: Self-Help Center

1. Direct actual or estimated monetary benefit to each trial court
Self —Help Centers are funded by TCTF funds ($6.2 million) and IMF funds ($5 million).
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All funds are provided directly to the courts according to formula. First, a fixed amount of $34,000
in TCTF funds is set as the minimum level for all courts. Then, an additional amount is
apportioned to each court as a percentage equal to their county’s share of the statewide population,
to better correlate to the potential workload. Template B shows the IMF portion of the allocation.

Other indicator of benefit to each trial court
NA

Is the project/program mandatory?

Rule 10.960 (b) states that:

“Providing access to justice for self-represented litigants is a priority for California courts. The
services provided by court self-help centers facilitate the timely and cost-effective processing of
cases involving self-represented litigants and improve the delivery of justice to the public. Court
programs, policies, and procedures designed to assist self-represented litigants and effectively
manage cases involving self-represented litigants at all stages must be incorporated and
budgeted as core court functions.” (emphasis added)

Rule 10.960 (f) further provides that:

“A court must include in its annual budget funding necessary for operation of its self-help
center. In analyzing and making recommendations on the allocation of funding for a court self-
help center, the Administrative Office of the Courts will consider the degree to which individual
courts have been successful in meeting the guidelines and procedures for the operation of the self-
help center.” (emphasis added)

Effectiveness of project/program

Self-help centers serve more than 450,000 persons per year by helping litigants to complete legal
forms, explaining the court process and legal issues, and providing referrals for additional
assistance. Self-help services save time for clerks and judicial officers. One evaluation found that
self-help center workshops save $1.00 for every $.23 spent. When the court provides one-on-one
individual assistance, savings of $1.000 can be achieved from expenditures ranging from $.36 to
$.55. If the self-help center also provides assistance to self-represented litigants to help them finish
their divorce cases, the court saves $1.00 for every $.45 spent.

An evaluation of family law self-help programs noted that self-help programs provide real savings
in the courtroom. The judges reported that the center saved them valuable court time:

“Couples who have gone through the process of the paperwork can settle faster and the
judge can take less testimony.”

“They ask fewer questions, are more informed, and they are better able to stay on
point.”

“I often cannot even figure out what a case is about when the paperwork is prepared by
a pro per without help of [the self help center]

Page 13 of 288
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“It’s great to be able to send someone to a specific location. It’s like having a
prescription.”

Another evaluation of self-help centers found that:

- Paperwork presented to filing clerks was correct the first time, eliminating repeated trips to
the clerks’ window;

- Litigants appeared for hearing with papers properly served so cases could proceed the first
time, and many continuances were eliminated,;

- Courtroom staff was interrupted less often by litigants asking for help;

- More responsive declarations were filed, giving the judicial officers more information on
which to base an order; and

- Litigants tended to understand the proceedings and ask appropriate questions so that
hearings could proceed more smoothly.

5. Total FY 2013-2014 funding for the project/program
Currently $5 million is distributed from the IMF and $6.2 million is distributed from the TCTF.

6. 5-year projection of funding needs or costs
In June of 2006, courts were surveyed to provide information regarding their needs for self-help
funding above what they currently receive for the AB 1058 child support family law facilitator
program and small claims advisor funds. They were asked to indicate which types of cases they
would like to provide services and to identify the costs associated with attorney staff, non-attorney
staff, informational materials and other direct costs as well as one-time costs. Fifty four (54)
courts responded to the request for funding (including every court with more than 2 judicial
officers.) Their initial ongoing requests total $44.2 million. Over time, the Judicial Council
authorized $11.2 million toward this need. Thus, there appears to be a continuing need for
approximately $33 million.

7. What costs can and/or should be shifted from IMF to TCTF?
Currently $5 million is distributed from the IMF and $6.2 million is distributed from the TCTF.
The Budget Act includes the following language at section 0250-102-0159 that provides
$71,309,000 for the State Trial Court Improvement and Modernization Fund, “Of the funds
appropriated for this item, up to $5,000,000 shall be available for support of services for self-
represented litigants.”

8. Impact of eliminating TCTF and IMF funding for the project/program
Based upon the evaluations of the programs described in #4 which discusses the effectiveness of
the programs, it appears that reductions in funding for self-help would have significant
ramifications for other areas of the court including time for court clerks and judicial officers. It
would also significantly impact the effectiveness of the court. In the evaluation of one program
that had to cut self-help services, the number of guardianship hearing continuances went from 7 per
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year to 402 per year. Court clerks reported that they had to spend 45 minutes at the counter with
guardianship litigants, and that the time was often non-productive since they needed much more
help with their paperwork.

The investment of resources in self-help services has significant benefits for the court and has
proven to be very well-received by the public. Studies repeatedly report a very high level of
customer satisfaction with self-help services. Post-hearing interviews with self-represented
litigants indicate that those who went to the self-help center were:

- Less likely to be surprised by the outcome of the hearing;
- Less likely to feel that the judge would have ruled differently if they had a lawyer; and
- More likely to report that they were extremely able to communicate with the judge.

9. Other
N/A

Project/Program Title:

Self-Help Center

Section 1 Section 2 Y
Monetary Click the cell and pick a type of benefit from drop-down
Benefit Click the cell and pick a type of benefit from drop-down list list
Court 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
Alameda 203,151 203,151 203,151 203,151
Alpine 167 167 - 167
Amador 5,129 5,129 5,129 5,129
Butte 29,217 29,217 29,217 29,217
Calaveras 6,149 6,149 6,149 6,149
Colusa 2,894 2,894 2,894 2,894
Contra Costa 138,461 138,461 138,461 138,461
Del Norte 3,927 3,927 3,927 3,927
El Dorado 23,701 23,701 23,701 23,701
Fresno 120,993 120,993 120,993 120,993
Glenn 3,854 3,854 3,854 3,854
Humboldt 17,826 17,826 17,826 17,826
Imperial 22,407 22,407 22,407 22,407
Inyo 2,490 2,490 2,490 2,490
Kern 104,900 104,900 104,900 104,900
Kings 19,871 19,871 19,871 19,871
Lake 8,623 8,623 8,623 8,623
Lassen 4,769 4,769 4,769 4,769
Los Angeles 1,378,130 1,378,130 1,378,130 1,378,130
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Madera 19,423 19,423 19,423 19,423
Marin 34,077 34,077 34,077 34,077
Mariposa 2,450 2,450 2,450 2,450
Mendocino 12,166 12,166 12,166 12,166
Merced 33,190 33,190 33,190 33,190
Modoc 1,323 1,323 1,323 1,323
Mono 1,829 1,829 1,829 1,829
Monterey 57,145 57,145 57,145 57,145
Napa 18,084 18,084 18,084 18,084
Nevada 13,460 13,460 13,460 13,460
Orange 413,259 413,259 413,259 413,259
Placer 42,573 42,573 42,573 42,573
Plumas 2,884 2,884 2,884 2,884
Riverside 456,751 262,742 262,742 262,742
Sacramento 186,378 186,378 186,378 186,378
San Benito 7,751 7,751 7,751 7,751
San Bernardino 267,921 267,921 267,921 267,921
San Diego 412,517 412,517 412,517 412,517
San Francisco 107,430 107,430 107,430 107,430
San Joaquin 89,888 89,888 89,888 89,888
San Luis Obispo 35,409 35,409 35,409 35,409
San Mateo 97,399 97,399 97,399 97,399
Santa Barbara 56,713 56,713 56,713 56,713
Santa Clara 238,521 238,521 238,521 238,521
Santa Cruz 35,289 35,289 35,289 35,289
Shasta 24,411 24,411 24,411 24,411
Sierra 471 471 471 471
Siskiyou 6,207 6,207 6,207 6,207
Solano 56,877 56,877 56,877 56,877
Sonoma 64,555 64,555 64,555 64,555
Stanislaus 69,188 69,188 69,188 69,188
Sutter 12,301 12,301 12,301 12,301
Tehama 8,276 8,277 8,277 8,277
Trinity 1,886 1,886 1,886 1,886
Tulare
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56,577 56,577 56,577 56,577
Tuolumne 7,833 7,833 7,833 7,833
Ventura 109,941 109,941 109,941 109,941
Yolo 25,603 25,603 25,603 25,603
Yuba 9,392 9,392 9,392 9,392
Subtotal 5,194,008 5,000,000 4,999,833 5,000,000 - - -
Other/Non-court? - -
Total 5,194,008 5,000,000 4,999,833 5,000,000 - - -
Note:

Y If a project/program has multiple benefits (e.g., distribution and direct payment) to courts, use this section. Cut-and-paste this section if more are needed.

2 If monetary benefits can't be identified by court, please provide the total amount (e.g., costs for consultant, vendor, contractor, settlement, etc.) from the
allocation for this project/program that benefits to the courts

Total FY 2013-2014 Funding by Source

Line # Project/Program Title IMF TCTF GF GRANT | COURT | OTHER TOTAL
6 Self Help Center 5,000,000 6,200,000 11,200,000
Five Year Project and Program Funding Needs/Costs
Line # Project/Program Title FY 2014-15 | FY 2015-16 | FY 2016-17 | FY 2017-18 | FY 2018-19 Total
6 Self Help Center 5,000,000 | 5,000,000 | 5,000,000 5,000,000 5,000,000 | 25,000,000

Project/Program Title: Interactive Software - Self-Rep Electronic Forms

1. Direct actual or estimated monetary benefit to each trial court
This funding provides access to and technical support from the National Legal Document
Assembly Server, operated by ProBonoNet, a non-profit organization that assists courts and legal
services programs with technology. This server makes it possible for the AOC and all courts to
develop software programs to assist self-help centers to complete forms quickly, as well as to
provide programs on the California Court’s On-Line Self-Help Center for use by all courts.

Similar to “Turbotax”, these programs ask questions which litigants can answer which then
populate Judicial Council and other necessary forms. The program uses logic which either
eliminates or asks additional questions based on previous answers. For example, if a litigant
indicates that there are no minor children in a divorce, the program will not ask about child custody
arrangements. Typed, legible and complete pleadings are produced along with instructions for
service and filing. This saves staff time in assisting litigants to complete forms, and for clerks in
processing forms.

Combined, 19 of 461

Page 17 of 288




Appendix B
1) Combined Information for All Divisions (Oct112013)

Currently more than 60,000 people per year use these programs in California self-help centers. This
translates into a $1 for each person assisted. The cost per user decreases each year as more
modules come on-line and more litigants use the program.

We are currently working on expanding these programs to be used on the self-help website rather
than just in self-help centers. This requires adding additional information that is generally covered
in workshops or by individual meetings with self-help attorneys. As these programs are completed,
they will be made available for all the courts.

This adaption helps to respond to a loss of resources in the trial courts. Until 2010-2011, many
courts participated in a cooperative effort to fund EZLegalFile, a program developed by the San
Mateo Superior Court which allowed litigants to complete their forms on-line. San Mateo made a
very significant financial commitment and individual courts contributed approximately $3,000 -
$4,000 per year to participate. This service was discontinued with the fiscal crisis. The vendor
now charges for this service and courts can no longer use it as a referral. ICAN!, which was
developed by the Legal Aid Society of Orange County, now also charges for usage.

As more litigants become accustomed to doing business on-line, these programs can provide a
great benefit to courts as litigants can either complete all or a significant portion of their paperwork
at home, and the self-help center or other helper can answer questions or review the documents
remotely.

Since Judicial Council forms are used statewide, it is much more cost-effective to develop the
programs on a statewide basis and make any adjustments required by a local court to
accommodate their practice and procedure. While the program is designed to be used by
attorneys and paralegals without a technology background, experience has shown that it takes a
significant amount of time to become proficient at the program, and few courts can dedicate staff
time to creating these programs which ask questions of litigants that are then input into standard
Judicial Council forms. The branching logic, similar to a Turbo-Tax model, requires legal
understanding of the court processes, as well as technical ability with the program.

Other indicator of benefit to each trial court
NA

Is the project/program mandatory?
This is not a mandatory project.

Effectiveness of project/program

A number of courts have developed self-help center services based on the programs developed by
AOC staff and using the existing license. For example, the Los Angeles Superior Court operates
100 workshops per month at the self-help center at its Stanley Mosk Courthouse. All of those
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workshops use this program, which enables them to assist up to 300 people per day with 4
attorneys. The Riverside court has provided a fax filing component, allowing litigants to complete
requests for or responses to temporary restraining orders at home or at a community agency,
church, library or other support center and fax file those documents, saving tremendous court time.
They report that over 350 people used the service in the first few months of operation.

Self-help centers report more efficient use of self-help center resources, supporting litigants to
avoid unnecessary use of court self-help center resources. One court program reports that using this
program saves at least one hour per litigant preparing restraining order forms. Another reports that
conservatorship documents that used to take 4 hours to complete, can now be prepared in 15
minutes.

Total FY 2013-2014 funding for the project/program
This project is funded from the IMF in the amount of $60,000 per year.

5-year projection of funding needs or costs
The 5 year projected funding costs are not expected to increase. For fiscal year 2014-2018, we will
need $60,000 per year to continue funding the project.

What costs can and/or should be shifted from IMF to TCTF?
Since this is a program that assists all the courts, it does not appear that it is appropriate to shift it
from the IMF to the TCTF.

Impact of eliminating TCTF and IMF funding for the project/program

If funds were eliminated from the project, we would not be able to use the server for this project.
This would mean that either each of the courts currently using the program would have to purchase
their own license with ProBonoNet, and that we would not have the capacity to provide assistance
on the self-help website. There are a limited number of court licenses available since this is a
significantly discounted cost, and it is likely that not all courts would be able to use the website.

Other
N/A

Interactive Software - Self-Rep Electronic Forms

Section 1 Section 29
Monetary Benefit to court, but specific amount can't be identified -
Benefit Click the cell and pick a type of benefit from drop-down list Yes/No

Court 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
Alameda yes yes yes yes
Alpine yes yes yes yes
Amador yes yes yes yes
Butte yes yes yes yes
Calaveras yes yes yes yes
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Colusa yes yes yes yes
Contra Costa yes yes yes yes
Del Norte yes yes yes yes
El Dorado yes yes yes yes
Fresno yes yes yes yes
Glenn yes yes yes yes
Humboldt yes yes yes yes
Imperial yes yes yes yes
Inyo yes yes yes yes
Kern yes yes yes yes
Kings yes yes yes yes
Lake yes yes yes yes
Lassen yes yes yes yes
Los Angeles yes yes yes yes
Madera yes yes yes yes
Marin yes yes yes yes
Mariposa yes yes yes yes
Mendocino yes yes yes yes
Merced yes yes yes yes
Modoc yes yes yes yes
Mono yes yes yes yes
Monterey yes yes yes yes
Napa yes yes yes yes
Nevada yes yes yes yes
Orange yes yes yes yes
Placer yes yes yes yes
Plumas yes yes yes yes
Riverside yes yes yes yes
Sacramento yes yes yes yes
San Benito yes yes yes yes
San Bernardino yes yes yes yes
San Diego yes yes yes yes
San Francisco yes yes yes yes
San Joaquin yes yes yes yes
San Luis Obispo yes yes yes yes
San Mateo yes yes yes yes
Santa Barbara yes yes yes yes
Santa Clara yes yes yes yes
Santa Cruz yes yes yes yes
Shasta yes yes yes yes
Sierra yes yes yes yes
Siskiyou yes yes yes yes
Solano yes yes yes yes
Sonoma yes yes yes yes
Stanislaus yes yes yes yes
Sutter yes yes yes yes
Tehama yes yes yes yes
Trinity yes yes yes yes
Tulare yes yes yes yes
Tuolumne yes yes yes yes
Ventura yes yes yes yes
Yolo yes yes yes yes
Yuba yes yes yes yes

Subtotal - - - - - -
Other/Non-
court? - 60,000 40,000 40,000 60,000

Total - 60,000 40,000 40,000 60,000

Note:

Y If a project/program has multiple benefits (e.g., distribution and direct payment) to courts, use this section. Cut-and-paste this section if more are needed.

2 If monetary benefits can't be identified by court, please provide the total amount (e.g., costs for consultant, vendor, contractor, settlement, etc.) from the

allocation for this project/program that benefits to the courts
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Funding provides all 58 courts access to the National Legal Document Assembly Server, operated by ProBonoNet. This server makes it possible for courts
to develop software programs that assist self-help centers to complete forms quickly, as well as to provide programs on the Court’s On-Line Self-Help

Center.

Total FY 2013-2014 Funding by Source

Line # Project/Program Title IMF TCTF GF GRANT | COURT | OTHER TOTAL
7 Interactive Software-Self Rep Electronic Forms 60,000 60,000
Five Year Project and Program Funding Needs/Costs
Line FY 2014- FY 2015- FY 2016- FY 2017- FY 2018-
# Project/Program Title 15 16 17 18 19 Total
7 Interactive Software-Self Rep Electronic Forms 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 300,000

Project/Program Title: CFCC Educational Programs

1. Direct actual or estimated monetary benefit to each trial court

NA

2. Other indicator of benefit to each trial court
This funding supports the annual Youth Summit and two biennial statewide educational events,
Beyond the Bench (BTB) and Family Law Educational Programs (FLEP). Due to reductions in
this allocation beginning in fiscal year 2011, BTB and FLEP moved to every other year cycles. In
every fiscal year, this allocation supports the Youth Summit and one statewide educational event.

The location of the Summit alternates each year to facilitate the participation of youth from

different regions of California.

Beyond the Bench took place in fiscal year 2011-2012 and is scheduled for fiscal year 2013-2014.
Family Law Education Programs, held in conjunction with CJER’s Family Law Institute, took
place in fiscal year 2012-2013 and is planned for fiscal year 2014-15. Each year, this allocation
supports approximately 160 youth court judicial officers, court staff, and youth court participants to
attend the Youth Court Summit, including lodging, faculty, and venue costs. The program covers
new developments in youth courts and other court programs for youth which address some of the
root causes of long term involvement of youth in the juvenile justice system. The program is open
to all courts and approximately 17 courts participated in 2013.

In fiscal year 2014-2015, the allocation will also support the statewide FLEP program.
Approximately 45 courts send judicial officers, court management staff, and court child custody
mediators. The allocation will cover lodging, meals, faculty and venue costs for 450 attendees.

The event offers education that meets requirements specified in California rules of court for

mediators and administrators and offers the opportunity for a multidisciplinary audience to learn
about best approaches to longstanding issues and emerging problems. Court leadership is briefed
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on new practices in family case flow management, managing court based mediation and dispute
resolution services.

Is the project/program mandatory?

Family code 1850 specifies that the Judicial Council design educational standards and provide

training to court-connected child custody mediators. The educational requirements for training

programs meet the following California Rules of Court:

e Child Custody Mediators and Evaluators Rule 5.210 (f) (1) (A)-(B), 5.225 (d); (i) (1), and
5.518 (e) (3); (9);

e Trial Court Personnel Rule 10.474 (c) (1)-(2); and

e Domestic Violence Rules 5.230 (d)(1)-(2); and 5.215 (j) (2)

Effectiveness of project/program

Courts have indicated that the Family Law Education Program offers training that would otherwise
be a burden for most local courts to provide, especially small courts. Attendees consistently give
positive feedback on the quality of the program and effectiveness in meeting mandatory training
requirements. Average evaluations rated the program at 4.3 out of a possible 5 overall in 2013.

The Youth Court Summit also receives positive feedback on the quality of the program by all
attendees. Youth courts from around the state participate in the program and youth raise funds at
the local level to help support attendance, thus reducing the level of support required from Branch
funds. The level of attendance has remained stable from year to year. In the program evaluation
from 2013, the general program rating question was “The Summit was a memorable learning
experience” and the respondents rated that 4.6 out of 5 (5 being the highest or best score).

. Total FY 2013-2014 funding for the project/program
$90,000 per year in IMF funds.

. 5-year projection of funding needs or costs

CJER has calculated an increase in the costs of educational events due to increases in meal and
lodging reimbursement rates, and other cost increases. Estimates for the Youth Summit, which is
held at college campuses in Northern and Southern California on an alternate basis are 30% higher
for lodging and facilities than in prior years.

. What costs can and/or should be shifted from IMF to TCTF?

N/A

Impact of eliminating TCTF and IMF funding for the project/program

It would not be possible to provide the mandated level of training to court-connected mediators,
without the economies of centralized planning and provision of faculty that FLEP provides. There
is no other designated funding for the Youth Summit.
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9. Other

N/A

Project/Program Title: CFCC Educational Programs
Monetary Section 1 Section 2 Y
Benefit Click the cell and pick a type of benefit from drop-down list Benefit the court even $ or % value can't be assigned (Yes/No)
Court 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
Alameda yes yes yes yes
Alpine yes yes yes yes
Amador yes yes yes yes
Butte yes yes yes yes
Calaveras yes yes yes yes
Colusa yes yes yes yes
Contra Costa yes yes yes yes
Del Norte yes yes yes yes
El Dorado yes yes yes yes
Fresno yes yes yes yes
Glenn yes yes yes yes
Humboldt yes yes yes yes
Imperial yes yes yes yes
Inyo yes yes yes yes
Kern yes yes yes yes
Kings yes yes yes yes
Lake yes yes yes yes
Lassen yes yes yes yes
Los Angeles yes yes yes yes
Madera yes yes yes yes
Marin yes yes yes yes
Mariposa yes yes yes yes
Mendocino yes yes yes yes
Merced yes yes yes yes
Modoc yes yes yes yes
Mono yes yes yes yes
Monterey yes yes yes yes
Napa yes yes yes yes
Nevada yes yes yes yes
Orange yes yes yes yes
Placer yes yes yes yes
Plumas yes yes yes yes
Riverside yes yes yes yes
Sacramento yes yes yes yes
San Benito yes yes yes yes
San Bernardino yes yes yes yes
San Diego yes yes yes yes
San Francisco yes yes yes yes
San Joaquin yes yes yes yes
San Luis
Obispo yes yes yes yes
San Mateo yes yes yes yes
Santa Barbara yes yes yes yes
Santa Clara yes yes yes yes
Santa Cruz yes yes yes yes
Shasta yes yes yes yes
Sierra yes yes yes yes
Siskiyou yes yes yes yes
Solano yes yes yes yes
Sonoma yes yes yes yes
Stanislaus yes yes yes yes
Sutter yes yes yes yes
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Tehama yes yes yes yes
Trinity yes yes yes yes
Tulare yes yes yes yes
Tuolumne yes yes yes yes
Ventura yes yes yes yes
Yolo yes yes yes yes
Yuba yes yes yes yes
Subtotal - - -
Other/Non-
court? - 201,226 90,273 90,000 90,000
Total - - - - 201,226 90,273 90,000 90,000
Note:

Y If a project/program has multiple measurements (e.g., judges, court personnel, etc.), use this section. Cut-and-paste this section if more
are needed.

2 If monetary benefits can't be identified by court, please provide the total amount (e.g., costs for consultant, meeting room, AV equipment, etc.) from the
allocation for this project/program that benefits to the courts

Total FY 2013-2014 Funding by Source

Line # Project/Program Title IMF TCTF GF GRANT COURT OTHER TOTAL

8 CFCC Educational Programs 90,000 173,384 263,384

Five Year Project and Program Funding Needs/Costs

Line # Project/Program Title FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19 Total

8 CFCC Educational Programs* 99,000 99,000 99,000 99,000 99,000 495,000

Project/Program Title: CFCC Publications

1. Direct actual or estimated monetary benefit to each trial court

This allocation is used for a contract to support the CalDOG website. Nearly all California
juvenile dependency judicial officers (236) subscribe to CalDOG at no cost to them. By providing
case law summaries, reference materials on dependency law and practice, and approximately 5,000
well referenced and indexed resources on dependency law, judicial officers and the trial courts can
achieve considerable savings in subscriptions and book purchases. CalDOG is the only source of
information on juvenile dependency law in California that is available free to all courts, includes all
available sources of information, is reviewed by expert attorneys, and is carefully indexed for ease
of use. Judicial officers and research attorneys save a great deal of time and effort when using
CalDOG. Judicial officers in very underresourced courts have told us it is their only source of new
information on changes to dependency case law and statute.

2. Other indicator of benefit to each trial court
NA

3. Is the project/program mandatory?
No
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4. Effectiveness of project/program
CalDOG’s effectiveness is shown by its steady increase in subscribers, monthly visits, and page
hits. The subscribers increase 10 percent every year, while visitors to the site increased by 200
percent in the same period. The AOC information technology web staff have reviewed CalDOG
and told us it is a cost-effective means of hosting this type of website.

5. Total FY 2013-2014 funding for the project/program
Funded by IMF for $20,000.

6. 5-year projection of funding needs or costs
$20,000 annually, based on stable web-hosting costs.

7. What costs can and/or should be shifted from IMF to TCTF?
N/A

8. Impact of eliminating TCTF and IMF funding for the project/program
Staff have negotiated a favorable rate with the vendor that hosts CalDOG. It would not be possible
to reduce the rate further. This funding is essential to the continuation of the program. CalDOG is
far less costly than the purchase of individual books and provides a wide array of resources.

9. Other
N/A

Project/Program Title:  CFCC Publications

Section 1 Section 2 9
Monetary Click the cell and pick a type of benefit from drop-down Benefit to court, but specific amount can't be identified -
Benefit list Yes/No
Court 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
Alameda yes yes yes yes
Alpine yes yes yes yes
Amador yes yes yes yes
Butte yes yes yes yes
Calaveras yes yes yes yes
Colusa yes yes yes yes
Contra Costa yes yes yes yes
Del Norte yes yes yes yes
El Dorado yes yes yes yes
Fresno yes yes yes yes
Glenn yes yes yes yes
Humboldt yes yes yes yes
Imperial yes yes yes yes
Inyo yes yes yes yes
Kern yes yes yes yes
Kings yes yes yes yes
Lake yes yes yes yes
Lassen yes yes yes yes
Los Angeles yes yes yes yes
Madera yes yes yes yes
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Marin yes yes yes yes
Mariposa yes yes yes yes
Mendocino yes yes yes yes
Merced yes yes yes yes
Modoc yes yes yes yes
Mono yes yes yes yes
Monterey yes yes yes yes
Napa yes yes yes yes
Nevada yes yes yes yes
Orange yes yes yes yes
Placer yes yes yes yes
Plumas yes yes yes yes
Riverside yes yes yes yes
Sacramento yes yes yes yes
San Benito yes yes yes yes
San Bernardino yes yes yes yes
San Diego yes yes yes yes
San Francisco yes yes yes yes
San Joaquin yes yes yes yes
San Luis Obispo yes yes yes yes
San Mateo yes yes yes yes
Santa Barbara yes yes yes yes
Santa Clara yes yes yes yes
Santa Cruz yes yes yes yes
Shasta yes yes yes yes
Sierra yes yes yes yes
Siskiyou yes yes yes yes
Solano yes yes yes yes
Sonoma yes yes yes yes
Stanislaus yes yes yes yes
Sutter yes yes yes yes
Tehama yes yes yes yes
Trinity yes yes yes yes
Tulare yes yes yes yes
Tuolumne yes yes yes yes
Ventura yes yes yes yes
Yolo yes yes yes yes
Yuba yes yes yes yes

Subtotal - - - - - - -
Other/Non-court? - 121,961 20,000 20,000 20,000

Total - - - 121,961 20,000 20,000 20,000

Note:

Y If a project/program has multiple benefits (e.g., distribution and direct payment) to courts, use this section. Cut-and-paste this section if more are needed.

2 If monetary benefits can't be identified by court, please provide the total amount (e.g., costs for consultant, vendor, contractor, settlement, etc.) from the
allocation for this project/program that benefits to the courts

CalDOG is the only source of information on juvenile dependency law in California that is available free to all courts. It provides case law summaries,

reference materials on dependency law and practice, and approximately 5,000 well referenced and indexed resources on dependency law, judicial officers
and the trial courts can achieve considerable savings in subscriptions and book purchases.

Total FY 2013-2014 Funding by Source

Line # Project/Program Title IMF TCTF GF GRANT | COURT | OTHER | TOTAL
9 CFCC Publications 20,000 20,000
Five Year Project and Program Funding Needs/Costs
Line # Project/Program Title FY 2014-15 | FY 2015-16 | FY 2016-17 | FY 2017-18 | FY 2018-19 Total
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‘ 9 | CFCC Publications ‘ 20,000 | 20,000 | 20,000 | 20,000 ‘ 20,000 ‘ 100,000 ‘

Project/Program Title: Children in Dependency Case Training (TCTF)

1. Direct actual or estimated monetary benefit to each trial court

Program provides training designed to improve the trial and appellate advocacy skills of juvenile
dependency court-appointed attorneys. All trial courts are eligible to send attorneys to this training.
These funds are used to hire expert faculty and to support attendees’ travel. Attorneys educated in
advanced trial skills save court costs by improving hearing efficiency, avoiding continuances, and
adhering to federal standards for timeliness. If they are educated in establishing an adequate record,
identifying issues for appeal, and meeting the appropriate timelines for writs and appeals, attorneys
save the appellate courts considerable time by providing thorough and timely filings.

2. Other indicator of benefit to each trial court
NA

3. Is the project/program mandatory?
No

4. Effectiveness of project/program
As part of the series of advanced trial skills trainings being offered, we are implementing various
data collection methods to measure the effectiveness of these trainings and transfer of learning to
the job. Participants must complete a pre-training questionnaire in which they assess their own
skills related to the content to be covered, such as making objections and delivering effective
opening and closing arguments. In addition, we have also asked participants’ supervisors to
complete a similar questionnaire designed to assess the skills of the participant before taking the
course. The participants must also complete a post-training questionnaire for their immediate
feedback about the course. Finally, all participants and their supervisors have been asked to
complete a follow-up survey after 90 days to assess the impact of the training on their practice. The
initial results from the pre-training survey and post-training evaluations have yielded positive
impressions of the training. This particular training stands apart from many of the other trainings
delivered in that it is a three-day, highly interactive, skill-building training that includes practice
sessions and immediate feedback. This design has been extremely well received. Many learners
reported an unexpected benefit of being energized by the training and feeling more connected to
the purpose of their work. It seems that the level of engagement in this course may have
contributed to this outcome and is worth exploring for future trainings.

5. Total FY 2013-2014 funding for the project/program
There is a budget of $113,000 from TCTF.

6. 5-year projection of funding needs or costs
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$113,000 per year, based on the assumptions that the contract faculty will continue to provide their
services at the current rate and that travel costs will remain relatively stable.

7. What costs can and/or should be shifted from IMF to TCTF?
NA

8. Impact of eliminating TCTF and IMF funding for the project/program
This funding was designated for this training by the Judicial Council with the recognition that the
lack of knowledge on dependency appeals was impacting the workload of the appellate courts. If
these funds were eliminated, court-appointed attorneys would have no access to training on
important elements of preparing a case for appeal. The workload of the courts of appeal would
increase. There is no other source of funding that could provide training on this topic.

9. Other
N/A

Project/Program Title:  Children in Dependency Case Training

Section 1 Section 2 Y
Monetary Benefit to court, but specific amount can't be identified -
Benefit Click the cell and pick a type of benefit from drop-down list Yes/No
Court 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14

Alameda yes yes
Alpine yes yes
Amador yes yes
Butte yes yes
Calaveras yes yes
Colusa yes yes
Contra Costa yes yes
Del Norte yes yes
El Dorado yes yes
Fresno yes yes
Glenn yes yes
Humboldt yes yes
Imperial yes yes
Inyo yes yes
Kern yes yes
Kings yes yes
Lake yes yes
Lassen yes yes
Los Angeles yes yes
Madera yes yes
Marin yes yes
Mariposa yes yes
Mendocino yes yes
Merced yes yes
Modoc yes yes
Mono yes yes
Monterey yes yes
Napa yes yes
Nevada yes yes
Orange yes yes
Placer yes yes
Plumas yes yes
Riverside yes yes
Sacramento yes yes
San Benito yes yes
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San Bernardino yes yes
San Diego yes yes
San Francisco yes yes
San Joaquin yes yes
San Luis Obispo yes yes
San Mateo yes yes
Santa Barbara yes yes
Santa Clara yes yes
Santa Cruz yes yes
Shasta yes yes
Sierra yes yes
Siskiyou yes yes
Solano yes yes
Sonoma yes yes
Stanislaus yes yes
Sutter yes yes
Tehama yes yes
Trinity yes yes
Tulare yes yes
Tuolumne yes yes
Ventura yes yes
Yolo yes yes
Yuba yes yes
Subtotal - - - - - - - -
Other/Non-court? - 113,000 113,000
Total - - |- - - - | 113,000 113,000

Note:

Y If a project/program has multiple benefits (e.g., distribution and direct payment) to courts, use this section. Cut-and-paste this section if more are needed.

2 If monetary benefits can't be identified by court, please provide the total amount (e.g., costs for consultant, vendor, contractor, settlement, etc.) from the
allocation for this project/program that benefits to the courts

In FY2012-2013, of the $1130,000 allocated, $85,000 was used to fund consultants for training to improve the trial and appellate advocacy skills of
juvenile depencdency court-appointed attorneys. All trial courts are eligible to send attorneys to this training. The remaining $28,000 was used to support
travel costs for training attendees.

Total FY 2013-2014 Funding by Source

L;#ne Project/Program Title IMF TCTF GF GRANT COURT OTHER TOTAL
Children in Dependency Case Training 113,000 113,000
Five Year Project and Program Funding Needs/Costs
Line # Project/Program Title FY 2014-15 | FY 2015-16 | FY 2016-17 | FY 2017-18 | FY 2018-19 Total
Children in Dependency Case Training 113,000 113,000 113,000 113,000 113,000 565,000

Project/Program Title: Sargent Shriver Civil Counsel Pilot Program (TCTF)

1. Direct actual or estimated monetary benefit to each trial court

This directed funding implements a pilot program required by Government Code section 68651
(AB 590-Feuer). The funding supports seven pilot programs, which are each a partnership of a
legal services nonprofit corporation, the court, and other legal services providers in the community.
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The programs provide legal representation to low-income Californians (at or below 200 percent of
the federal poverty level) in housing, child custody, probate conservatorship, and guardianship
matters. Since not all eligible low-income parties with meritorious cases can be provided with legal
representation, the court partners receive funds to implement improved court procedures, personnel
training, case management and administration methods, and best practices.

Project funds come from a restricted $10 supplemental filing fee on certain postjudgment motions.
Based upon early revenue figures, $9.5 million has been allocated to legal services agencies and
their court partners. $500,000 was set aside for annual administrative costs including the evaluation
costs for the project to meet the legislative requirements for an extensive evaluation due in 2016.
The amount of collections has decreased, and thus, the projection for future allocations has been
decreased to $8,962,000 per year. Administrative costs will be reduced proportionately as well. For
the current grants, $1,768,656 has been allocated to courts, and $7,731,344 has been allocated to
the legal aid organizations providing representation.

Pilot programs were selected through a competitive RFP process and approved by the Judicial
Council. The projects are located in Kern, Los Angeles, Sacramento, San Diego, San Francisco,
Santa Barbara, and Yolo counties. The San Francisco Superior Court did not request funding for
the project. Government Code 68651 provides that the “participating projects shall be selected by
a committee appointed by the Judicial Council with representation from key stakeholder groups,
including judicial officers, legal services providers, and others, as appropriate... Projects approved
pursuant to this section shall initially be authorized for a three-year period, commencing July 1,
2011, subject to renewal for a period to be determined by the Judicial Council, in consultation with
the participating project in light of the project's capacity and success....”

The majority of administrative funds are being used for the evaluation of the pilot project as the
statute requires the Judicial Council to submit a study of the project to the Governor and
Legislature by January 2016. “The study shall report on the percentage of funding by case type
and shall include data on the impact of counsel on equal access to justice and the effect on court
administration and efficiency, and enhanced coordination between courts and other government
service providers and community resources. This report shall describe the benefits of providing
representation to those who were previously not represented, both for the clients and the courts,

as well as strategies and recommendations for maximizing the benefit of that representation in the
future. The report shall describe and include data, if available, on the impact of the pilot program
on families and children. The report also shall include an assessment of the continuing unmet needs
and, if available, data regarding those unmet needs.” This study should provide useful information
to all courts on effective ways of handling these cases.

The pilots focus on providing representation in cases where one side is generally represented and
the other is not. These are typically the most difficult cases for both the litigants and the courts.
The intent is not only to improve access to the courts and the quality of justice obtained by those
low-income individuals who would otherwise not have counsel, but also to allow court calendars
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that currently include many self-represented litigants to be handled more effectively and efficiently.
The legislature found that the absence of representation not only disadvantages parties, but has a
negative effect on the functioning of the judicial system. “When parties lack legal counsel, courts
must cope with the need to provide guidance and assistance to ensure that the matter is properly
administered and the parties receive a fair trial or hearing. Such efforts, however, deplete scarce
court resources and negatively affect the courts’ ability to function as intended, including causing
erroneous and incomplete pleadings, inaccurate information, unproductive court appearances,
improper defaults, unnecessary continuances, delays in proceedings for all court users and other
problems that can ultimately subvert the administration of justice.”

. Other indicator of benefit to each trial court

NA

Is the project/program mandatory?

Yes, the project is required by Government Code 68651. Specific fees are designated in that Code
for this project.

Effectiveness of project/program

A legislatively required evaluation of the project is due on January 31, 2016. Early reports indicate
an increased rate of pretrial settlements and efficiencies associated with court innovations, e.g., e-
filing.

. Total FY 2013-2014 funding for the project/program

This project is fully funded by new fees specifically designated for this project by Government
Code 68651. The total amount of fee revenue projected in 2013-2014 is $8,962,000. 5% of the
fees collected may be used for administration of the project including evaluation.

. 5-year projection of funding needs or costs

The 5 year projected budget for this project is dependent on the filing fees established in the
authorizing legislation (Government Code section 68651). The amount is currently projected to be
$8,962,000 per year. The project is currently scheduled to sunset on June 30, 2017.

. What costs can and/or should be shifted from IMF to TCTF?

The revenue source is set forth in the authorizing legislation (Government Code section 68651).

Impact of eliminating TCTF and IMF funding for the project/program
If this project was eliminated, the Judicial Branch would not be in compliance with the law
establishing the requirements and funding sources for this project.

. Other

N/A
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Section 1 Section 2 Y
Moneta_ry Benefit to court, but specific amount can't be identified -
Benefit Click the cell and pick a type of benefit from drop-down list Yes/No
Court 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14

Alameda yes yes
Alpine yes yes
Amador yes yes
Butte yes yes
Calaveras yes yes
Colusa yes yes
Contra Costa yes yes
Del Norte yes yes
El Dorado yes yes
Fresno yes yes
Glenn yes yes
Humboldt yes yes
Imperial yes yes
Inyo yes yes
Kern yes yes
Kings yes yes
Lake yes yes
Lassen yes yes
Los Angeles yes yes
Madera yes yes
Marin yes yes
Mariposa yes yes
Mendocino yes yes
Merced yes yes
Modoc yes yes
Mono yes yes
Monterey yes yes
Napa yes yes
Nevada yes yes
Orange yes yes
Placer yes yes
Plumas yes yes
Riverside yes yes
Sacramento yes yes
San Benito yes yes
San Bernardino yes yes
San Diego yes yes
San Francisco yes yes
San Joaquin yes yes
San Luis Obispo yes yes
San Mateo yes yes
Santa Barbara yes yes
Santa Clara yes yes
Santa Cruz yes yes
Shasta yes yes
Sierra yes yes
Siskiyou yes yes
Solano yes yes
Sonoma yes yes
Stanislaus yes yes
Sutter yes yes
Tehama yes yes
Trinity yes yes
Tulare yes yes
Tuolumne yes yes
Ventura yes yes
Yolo yes yes
Yuba yes yes
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Subtotal - - - - - -
Other/Non-
court? 500,000 500,000
Total - - - - - - 500,000 500,000
Note:

Y If a project/program has multiple benefits (e.g., distribution and direct payment) to courts, use this section. Cut-and-paste this section if more are needed.

2 If monetary benefits can't be identified by court, please provide the total amount (e.g., costs for consultant, vendor, contractor, settlement, etc.) from the
allocation for this project/program that benefits to the courts

$9.5 million has been allocated to legal services agencies and their court partners. $500,000 is set aside in the Budget Act for administration of the program.
Of that, $290,000 is usually encumbered with an independent evaluation firm to work on the legislatively mandated evaluation. The remainder of the funding
is being used to pay portions of salaries of staff who work on administration and evaluation of the project, and a small budget is for travel expenses for
administrative site visits. Sargent Shriver Civil Counsel Pilot Project had a previous total budget of $10 million from supplemental filings fees with
$500,000 set aside for annual administratvie costs including the evaluation costs for this project. Since the collection amount has decreased, in 2013-2014 the
projection of future allocations has been decreased to $8,962,000 which will decrease administrative costs proportionately as well.

Total FY 2013-2014 Funding by Source

Line Project/Program Title IMF TCTF GF GRANT | COURT | OTHER TOTAL

1 i 1 i X
Sargent Shriver Civil Counsel Pilot Project 8,692,000 8,692,000

Note:

*Sargent Shriver Civil Counsel Pilot Project had a previous total budget of $10 million from supplemental filings fees with $500,000 set aside
for annual administratvie costs including the evaluation costs for this project. Since the collection amount has decreased, the projection of future
allocations has been decreased to $8,962,000 which will decrease administrative costs proportionately as well.

Five Year Project and Program Funding Needs/Costs

FY 2017- FY 2018-
Line # Project/Program Title FY 2014-15 | FY 2015-16 | FY 2016-17 18 19 Total

Sargent Shriver Civil Counsel Pilot Project** 8,962,000 8,962,000 8,962,000 26,886,000

Note:

**Sargent Shriver Civil Counsel Pilot Project had a previous total budget of $10 million from supplemental filings fees with $500,000 set
aside for annual administrative costs including the evaluation costs for this project. Since the collection amount has decreased, in 2013-2014
the projection of future allocations has been decreased to $8,962,000 which will decrease administrative costs proportionately as well.

Project/Program Title: Equal Access Fund (TCTF)

1. Direct actual or estimated monetary benefit to each trial court
For the last 13 years, the state Budget Act has contained a provision for the allotment of $10
million to an Equal Access Fund “to improve equal access and the fair administration of justice.”
In 2005, the Uniform Civil Fees and Standard Fee Schedule Act was approved by the Legislature
and the Governor. That act established a new distribution of $4.80 per filing fee to the Equal
Access Fund in the Trial Court Trust Fund. The estimated revenue from filing fees for the fund is
$5.7 million per year.

The Budget Act provides that 90% of the funds are to support agencies providing civil legal
assistance for low-income persons. The Business and Professions Code sets forth the criteria for
distribution of those funds. 10% of the funds support partnership grants to eligible legal services
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agencies providing self-help assistance at local courts. Organizations must complete specific
applications for these funds and have the approval of their courts. The Budget Act allocates up to
5% for administrative costs. Two thirds of the administrative costs go to the State Bar and 1/3 to
AOC.

AOC administrative funds cover the costs of staffing to distribute and administer the grants,
provide technical assistance and training support for the legal services agencies and courts, as well
as the cost of Commission expenses, accounting and programmatic review. It further provides
staff support to develop on-line document assembly programs and other assistance for partnership
grant projects.

The program serves all 58 courts by providing support to legal services programs which assist
litigants with their legal matters. Thirty-three partnership grant programs operate 33 self-help
centers in 28 courts. Parties who receive legal services — either fully or partly represented or
helped in self-help centers — generally save the court valuable time and resources by helping
litigants have better prepared pleadings, more organized evidence, and more effective presentation
of their cases. Legal services programs also save significant time for courts by helping litigants
understand their cases and helping them to settle whenever possible. Often a consultation with a
lawyer is helpful for potential litigants to understand when they do not have a viable court case.

The administrative funds also provides the staff support to develop on-line document assembly
programs and other instructional materials developed in partnership grant programs which are
available to courts throughout the state.

2. Other indicator of benefit to each trial court
NA

3. Is the project/program mandatory?
Yes. The program has been specifically set forth in the State Budget Act since 1999 with language
setting forth the requirements for funding.

4. Effectiveness of project/program

An evaluation of the Equal Access Fund prepared for the legislature in 2005 found that the Equal
Access Fund has created strong partnerships between the courts and nonprofit legal aid providers.
The self-help centers started with partnership grant funds have often been continued with funding
from local courts as they demonstrated their effectiveness. Judges and court personnel expressed
widespread support for partnership grant self-help centers which allow many more low-income
person to be served by the courts. Court staff reported that working in partnership with legal aid
providers helped them to identify systemic problems for low-income people that can be addressed
by changes in the way the court functions. Ultimately, those changes often benefited all litigants.

5. Total FY 2013-2014 funding for the project/program
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The $294,598 allocated to this program is the AOC’s portion of the administrative costs for the
program. $90,453 of those funds come from the Trial Court Trust Fund, the remainder is from the
General Fund. The State Bar receives $510,906 for its administrative costs.

Since 1999, the state Budget Act has contained a provision for the allotment to an Equal Access
Fund “to improve equal access and the fair administration of justice.” In 1999, the amount
allocated was $10 million. (Sen. Bill 160; Stats. 1999, ch. 50), Item 0250-101-001.) It has
increased over time to the current year’s figure of $10,392,000. (Assem. Bill 110; Stats. 2013, ch.
20); see Item 0250-101-0001, Schedule 8.)

In addition, in 2005, the Uniform Civil Fees and Standard Fee Schedule Act was approved by the
Legislature and the Governor Assem. Bill 195; Stats. 2005, ch. 75. That act established a new
distribution of $4.80 per first paper filing fee to the Equal Access Fund via the Trial Court Trust
Fund. The expenditure authority stated in the Budget Act of 2013 from those filing fees for the
Equal Access Fund is $5,482,000. (See Item 0250-101-0932, Schedule 7.)

5-year projection of funding needs or costs

The administrative costs projections for fiscal year 2014-2018 are based upon the authorized
amount in the State Budget Act as well as a percentage of filing fee revenue as set out in the
Budget Act. The only change anticipated would be based upon a change in filing fee revenue or
additional general fund revenue identified by the legislature.

What costs can and/or should be shifted from IMF to TCTF?
No funds for this project come from the IMF. All are from TCTF and the General Fund from
designated line items in the State Budget Act.

Impact of eliminating TCTF and IMF funding for the project/program

The impact of eliminating the TCTF funds is that the AOC/Judicial Council would still have the
responsibility of administering $16 million in funding for legal services without any administrative
funding.

Other
N/A

Equal Access Fund

Section 1 Section 2 Y
Monetary Benefit to court, but specific amount can't be identified -
Benefit Click the cell and pick a type of benefit from drop-down list Yes/No
Court 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
Alameda yes yes yes yes
Alpine yes yes yes yes
Amador yes yes yes yes
Butte yes yes yes yes
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Calaveras yes yes yes yes
Colusa yes yes yes yes
Contra Costa yes yes yes yes
Del Norte yes yes yes yes
El Dorado yes yes yes yes
Fresno yes yes yes yes
Glenn yes yes yes yes
Humboldt yes yes yes yes
Imperial yes yes yes yes
Inyo yes yes yes yes
Kern yes yes yes yes
Kings yes yes yes yes
Lake yes yes yes yes
Lassen yes yes yes yes
Los Angeles yes yes yes yes
Madera yes yes yes yes
Marin yes yes yes yes
Mariposa yes yes yes yes
Mendocino yes yes yes yes
Merced yes yes yes yes
Modoc yes yes yes yes
Mono yes yes yes yes
Monterey yes yes yes yes
Napa yes yes yes yes
Nevada yes yes yes yes
Orange yes yes yes yes
Placer yes yes yes yes
Plumas yes yes yes yes
Riverside yes yes yes yes
Sacramento yes yes yes yes
San Benito yes yes yes yes
San Bernardino yes yes yes yes
San Diego yes yes yes yes
San Francisco yes yes yes yes
San Joaquin yes yes yes yes
San Luis Obispo yes yes yes yes
San Mateo yes yes yes yes
Santa Barbara yes yes yes yes
Santa Clara yes yes yes yes
Santa Cruz yes yes yes yes
Shasta yes yes yes yes
Sierra yes yes yes yes
Siskiyou yes yes yes yes
Solano yes yes yes yes
Sonoma yes yes yes yes
Stanislaus yes yes yes yes
Sutter yes yes yes yes
Tehama yes yes yes yes
Trinity yes yes yes yes
Tulare yes yes yes yes
Tuolumne yes yes yes yes
Ventura yes yes yes yes
Yolo yes yes yes yes
Yuba yes yes yes yes
Subtotal - - - - - - -
Other/Non-
court? - 315,569 314,742 294,602 294,598
Total - - - - 315,569 314,742 294,602 294,598
Note:

Y If a project/program has multiple benefits (e.g., distribution and direct payment) to courts, use this section. Cut-and-paste this section if more are needed.

2 If monetary benefits can't be identified by court, please provide the total amount (e.g., costs for consultant, vendor, contractor, settlement, etc.) from the
allocation for this project/program that benefits to the courts
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The Budget Act allocates up to 5% for administrative costs. Two thirds of the administrative costs go to the State Bar and one third to the AOC.

Administrative funds cover the costs of staffing to distribute and administer the grants, provide technical assistance and training support for the legal services
agencies and courts, as well as the costs of Commission expenses, accounting, and programmatic review. It further provides staff support to develop on-line

document assembly programs and other assistance for partnership grant projects.

Total FY 2013-2014 Funding by Source

L:#ne Project/Program Title IMF TCTF GF GRANT | COURT | OTHER TOTAL
Equal Access Fund - IOLTA Formula grants 4,687,110 9,352,800 14,039,910
Equal Access Fund - Partnership Grants 520,790 1,039,200 1,559,990
Administrative Costs/Expenses for the Bar 180,906 330,000 510,906
Administrative Costs/Expenses for the AOC 90,453 165,000 255,453
Five Year Project and Program Funding Needs/Costs
Line # Project/Program Title FY 2014-15 | FY 2015-16 | FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19 Total
Equal Access - AOC Administration 294,598 294,598 294,598 294,598 294,598 | 1,472,990

Project/Program Title: Court-Appointed Dependency Counsel Collections (TCTF)

1. Direct actual or estimated monetary benefit to each trial court
A total of $2.3 million net of expenses has been collected by the trial courts for redistribution to
underfunded courts in the past four years. It is estimated that approximately $750,000 will be
collected and redistributed annually. This collection funding is designated by statute to be used in
trial courts with high attorney-client caseloads, to bring down caseloads and improve outcomes for
children. In addition, improving caseloads leads to a reduction in the time children spend in the
dependency system and the number of unnecessary delays in a case, leading to workload savings
for the trial courts. All courts are required to comply with program guidelines. These guidelines
establish criteria for receipt of program funds based on participation and local need.

2. Other indicator of benefit to each trial court
NA

3. Is the project/program mandatory?
Yes. Welfare and Institutions Code section 903.47 mandates the collections program. This funding
provides staffing for the program. Collections program staff assists trial courts in implementing the
program in a variety of ways. A dedicated Serranus webpage, maintained by staff, provides quick
access to the guidelines, optional forms, and other program resources. Staff also administers a
listserv for judicial officers and court staff to share questions and information with program staff
and each other. The attorney drafts program guidelines and forms, ensures program compliance
with statute, and works directly with courts on implementing the program. The attorney also
advises the courts and advisory committees on any legal questions regarding the program. The
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program analyst guides courts in completing the required implementation reports, receives and
processes the reports, and follows up with individual courts as required. Staff hosts a monthly
conference call to field implementation questions from the courts and provide courts with another
forum for sharing information. In 2014, as required by the program guidelines, staff will collect
and analyze data to assess the fiscal and operational impact of the program on the courts; and to
suggest any needed changes to the appropriate advisory committee.

Effectiveness of project/program

Staff funded by the program has fulfilled all legislative and Judicial Council mandates: assisting
the Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee to establish the program by drafting collections and
allocation guidelines, assisting the courts to implement the program guidelines, and implementing
and monitoring the reallocation of collected funds. In fiscal year 2013-2014, $2.3 million in
collected funds will be distributed to the trial courts to reduce dependency attorney caseloads.

. Total FY 2013-2014 funding for the project/program
There is only the $260,000 from TCTF.

. 5-year projection of funding needs or costs
$260,000 per year based on stable staffing needs.

. What costs can and/or should be shifted from IMF to TCTF?

These cannot be shifted to the courts nor to the General Fund.

Impact of eliminating TCTF and IMF funding for the project/program

The guidelines approved by the Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee and adopted by the
council require staff to assist the courts in implementing the program, to ensure that the courts are
able to comply with the statutory mandate in the most cost-effective way possible, and to facilitate
the distribution of program funds to eligible needy courts. There are no other funds designated to
support these functions; terminating the funding would increase the burden of the program on the
trial courts while eliminating the sole mechanism through which the courts would see any benefit.

Eliminating this funding would also raise a barrier to the public’s access to justice. By ensuring
that persons able to afford an attorney must pay for their attorney, the program allows courts to
direct their scarce dollars to persons who would not otherwise have access to legal representation.

. Other

N/A
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Project/Program Title:  Court-Appointed Dependency Counsel Collections

Section 1 Section 2 Y
Monetary Benefit to court, but specific amount can't be identified -
Benefit Click the cell and pick a type of benefit from drop-down list Yes/No
Court 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
Alameda yes yes yes
Alpine yes yes yes
Amador yes yes yes
Butte yes yes yes
Calaveras yes yes yes
Colusa yes yes yes
Contra Costa yes yes yes
Del Norte yes yes yes
El Dorado yes yes yes
Fresno yes yes yes
Glenn yes yes yes
Humboldt yes yes yes
Imperial yes yes yes
Inyo yes yes yes
Kern yes yes yes
Kings yes yes yes
Lake yes yes yes
Lassen yes yes yes
Los Angeles yes yes yes
Madera yes yes yes
Marin yes yes yes
Mariposa yes yes yes
Mendocino yes yes yes
Merced yes yes yes
Modoc yes yes yes
Mono yes yes yes
Monterey yes yes yes
Napa yes yes yes
Nevada yes yes yes
Orange yes yes yes
Placer yes yes yes
Plumas yes yes yes
Riverside yes yes yes
Sacramento yes yes yes
San Benito yes yes yes
San Bernardino yes yes yes
San Diego yes yes yes
San Francisco yes yes yes
San Joaquin yes yes yes
San Luis Obispo yes yes yes
San Mateo yes yes yes
Santa Barbara yes yes yes
Santa Clara yes yes yes
Santa Cruz yes yes yes
Shasta yes yes yes
Sierra yes yes yes
Siskiyou yes yes yes
Solano yes yes yes
Sonoma yes yes yes
Stanislaus yes yes yes
Sutter yes yes yes
Tehama yes yes yes
Trinity yes yes yes
Tulare yes yes yes
Tuolumne yes yes yes
Ventura yes yes yes
Yolo yes yes yes
Yuba yes yes yes
Subtotal - - - - - - -
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Other/Non-

court? - 75,000 210,000 260,000
Total - - - - - 75,000 210,000 260,000

Note:

Y If a project/program has multiple benefits (e.g., distribution and direct payment) to courts, use this section. Cut-and-paste this section if more are needed.

2 If monetary benefits can't be identified by court, please provide the total amount (e.g., costs for consultant, vendor, contractor, settlement, etc.) from the
allocation for this project/program that benefits to the courts

These funds are used to assist courts in collecting court-appointed dependency counsel reimbursements from parents and to allocate these funds to courts. In
accordance with the guidelines specified in Assembly Bill 131 (Stats. 2009, ch. 413) and approved by the Judicial Council in FY 2012-2013 and FY 2013-
2014, funding supports courts in implementing a program of assessment of all parents for ability to pay as well as court hearings on the assessment if
requested, collection of reimbursement, and reporting. Administrative costs include legal and technical assistance for implementation. Funding for this
program is allocated in accordance with the guidelines specified in AB 131.

Total FY 2013-2014 Funding by Source

Line # Project/Program Title IMF TCTF GF GRANT | COURT | OTHER TOTAL
Equal Access Fund - IOLTA Formula
grants 4,687,110 9,352,800 14,039,910
Court-Appointed Dependency Counsel
Collections 260,000 260,000
Total - -
5,290,000 | 20,744,259 10,887,000 173,384 37,094,643
Five Year Project and Program Funding Needs/Costs
FY 2017- FY 2018-
Line # Project/Program Title FY 2014-15 | FY 2015-16 | FY 2016-17 18 19 Total
Court-Appointed Dependency Counsel
Collections 260,000 260,000 260,000 260,000 260,000 1,300,000
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I11. Center for Judicial Education and Research

STCIMF money is allocated to CJER to fund a portion of the cost of judicial branch education
programs that benefit the trial courts. By centrally funding and managing the development and delivery
of a statewide curriculum of education, the Judicial Council ensures that all courts, regardless of their
financial situation at any particular moment, are able to participate in relevant and timely educational
programming for judges, court leadership, managers and supervisors, and staff. Further, it ensures that
funding for new judge education, a need which varies annually from court to court, is available to any
court when new judicial officers are appointed or elected.

CJER’s curriculum and courses are regularly evaluated for relevance and effectiveness. The extensive
curriculum of education is developed by committees of subject matter experts drawn from courts
throughout the state. Faculty members trained in instructional design and teaching techniques are also
drawn from courts throughout the state. By allocating IMF money to CJER to manage curriculum and
faculty development and fund faculty costs, the Council is able to leverage the intellectual capital of
the Judicial Branch for the benefit of all of California’s trial courts.

The infrastructure for CJER’s satellite broadcast network has been installed in facilities in every court
in the state and provides the primary delivery method for statewide education of court staff. Very few
courts report that they have internal training departments, and the majority report regular use of
CJER’s satellite programming. By allocating IMF funding to CJER to provide distance education, the
Council ensures that a consistent curriculum of education, delivered in a cost effective fashion, is
available to all of California’s trial courts.

The information provided in the following report demonstrates that:

All of California’s trial courts make use of the CJER STCIMF allocation;

Courts benefit in a fashion generally proportionate to their size;

Funding needs of individual courts vary from year to year;

Funding is used primarily to reduce costs for trial court participants.

The current funding structure for these services is the most effective and efficient funding
model.

o s wnh e

A strong and effective statewide judicial branch education program ensures that access to education is
available to any member of the judicial branch, regardless of their location, court size, and budget. A
statewide system of judicial branch education, using a variety of delivery methods and a cadre of
trained faculty who are experts in their respective fields helps maintain public trust and confidence in
the judicial branch by ensuring orientation and ongoing continuing education to the branch.

Background

The CJER IMF allocation is divided into the following five major categories:
Page 41 of 288

Combined, 43 of 461



Appendix B
1) Combined Information for All Divisions (Oct112013)

1. Mandated, essential and other education for judicial officers

2. Essential and other education for court executives, managers and supervisors
3. Essential and other education for court personnel

4. Faculty and Curriculum Development

5. Distance Education

The largest portion of CJER’s IMF funding is allocated to the first three categories: Category 1
(Mandated, essential and other education for judicial officers), Category 2 (Essential and other
education for court executives, managers and supervisors), and Category 3 (Essential and other
education for court personnel). This money is used almost entirely to fund lodging and meal costs for
trial court participants attending live courses for judicial officers, managers and supervisors, or
personnel. A small portion of each of these allocations may also be used for other program expenses,
such as participant materials, AV equipment rental and meeting room rental.

The allocation in Category 4 (Faculty and Curriculum Development), funds lodging, meal and travel
costs for judges and court staff serving as faculty at trial court courses. A small portion of the faculty
allocation funds faculty development courses.

The allocation in Category 5 (Distance Education), funds infrastructure and transmission costs for
distance education programs provided via satellite. A small portion of this allocation also funds the
delivery of online video products.

Answers to the Advisory Committee’s Questions

1. Direct actual or estimated monetary benefit to each trial court
Template C (described in question 2 below) uses course registration data to derive an estimated
benefit of the allocation to each court (participant attendance). The data is provided both
numerically and as a percentage. However, it is not possible to derive a meaningful monetary
benefit to each court from this registration data or percentage calculation. This is because the cost
of any individual registration varies greatly from program to program. For example, a registrant for
a four-hour CJER course delivered at a local court might use only $4 from the IMF, while a
registrant at a statewide CJER institute could use $400. And a single registrant at the two-week
Judicial College would use more than $1000.

2. Other indicator of benefit to each trial court
In order to answer this question, CJER has drawn on participant registration data from the past
several years and presented the information in Template C. Although the available registration data
for the time period is not 100% complete, it is sufficiently complete to provide the committee with
an accurate representation of the relative benefit to each trial court of the funding allocations that
fund participant expenses in funding allocation Categories 1, 2 and 3:
1. Mandated, essential and other education for judicial officers
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2. Essential and other education for court executives, managers and supervisors
3. Essential and other education for court personnel

Template C provides two types of information:
e The numerical participant registration numbers for each court are available on the left hand
table;
e The right hand table presents the participant registration numbers for each court as percentages
of the total number of registrants.
Attachment 1 provides four lists, arranged by year, of the courses from which the registration data was
gathered for this report.

This accumulated data demonstrates that all of California’s trial courts make use of the IMF allocations
for participant costs. Although locally delivered education programs (these involve a large number of
registered participants from a single court) may increase the percentage of registrants from a single
smaller court in a given year, the courts also appear to be benefiting in a fashion generally
proportionate to their size. The data also reveals that the funding needs of individual courts vary from
year to year, illustrating why allocating a static amount to each court would be inefficient and result in
a misallocation of resources in most years. The largest portion of the participant funding allocation is
for New Judge Education (comprised of the one week New Judge Orientation, the two week Judicial
College, and the multi-day Primary Assignment Orientation programs). Because of the great variety in
judicial appointments from court to court, it is not possible to anticipate in advance which court will
need that funding in a given year. Providing the participant funding as a part of CJER’s statewide IMF
allocation ensures that it is available as needed by any particular court based upon appointments or
elections.

Allocation Category 4 (Faculty and Curriculum Development) funds the costs for volunteer faculty
who teach courses and the participant costs for faculty development courses. This is a statewide
infrastructure cost for CJER’s education. All courts benefit from the availability of the education
developed and delivered using this portion of the allocation and there is no independent benefit to
courts similar to that which can be derived from participant registration data. See Attachment 1 for the
list of the courses taught by faculty, and Attachment 2 for a list of the types of faculty development
courses provided, which are not all provided each year.

Allocation Category 5 (Distance Education) funds the statewide technical infrastructure for CJER’s
distance education provided via satellite broadcast. All courts benefit from the availability of the
education delivered using this allocation. As with faculty costs, there is no independent benefit to
courts similar to that which can be derived from participant registration data.

Attachment 3 is a list of downlink sites installed in courthouses in all of the 58 counties which receive
programming provided via satellite. Note: Downlink sites at appellate court and AOC facilities are not
funded from the IMF allocation. Attachment 4 is a survey report from 2011 and updated in 2013. It
includes responses from each of the courts and describes extensive use of the statewide satellite
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broadcast programming provided with the funding from this IMF allocation for distance education.
CJER regularly polls the courts to assess satisfaction by court users with CJER’s broadcasts.

3.

Is the project/program mandatory?
Attachment 6 provides a list of statutes and rules governing education for the judicial branch.

Effectiveness of project/program

The relevance and effectiveness of CJER’s comprehensive curriculum of education is evaluated
regularly throughout its planning process and by course participants. Nine curriculum committees
representing the major subject matter areas as well as the major target audiences within the Judicial
Branch, are comprised of subject matter experts who regularly review the curriculum in their
assigned subject area and provide updates and revisions as needed. In addition, these committees,
on a biennial basis, identify and recommend to the CJER Governing Committee the most pressing
educational needs for their audiences, and prioritize the delivery of that education. The CJER
Governing Committee reviews and adapts the aggregate committee education priorities, validates
recommendations for education delivery, adopts a two-year plan and presents it to the Judicial
Council. CJER will also seek information directly from the courts about their needs and
preferences for education delivery, within the next month, using a statewide survey.

Faculty and course content are systematically evaluated. An example of the current course
evaluation instrument and approach is included as Attachment 7.

A working group appointed by the CJER Governing Committee recently evaluated CJER’s new
judge education efforts in response to Judicial Council directive #80. The report was accepted by
the Council at its June meeting and is attached as Attachment 8. It includes Judge Jahr’s statement
that “the process of evaluating new judge education has been very thorough, well thought out, and
complete.” As noted earlier, the portion of the CJER IMF allocation designated to fund New Judge
Education comprises the largest portion by far of CJER’s allocation.

The effectiveness of the distance education program is demonstrated in the survey included as
Attachment 4, a survey report from 2011 and updated in 2013. It includes responses from each of
the courts and describes the extensive use of the satellite broadcast programming provided with the
funding from the CJER IMF Distance Education allocation. Attachment 5 provides information
from a recent survey of training coordinators, asking about their local training efforts and
requesting feedback on needed training.

Total FY 2013-2014 funding for the project/program

Total funding information is provided in Template D. As noted in more detail in the introduction to
this document, the IMF allocations primarily fund participant and faculty costs and distance
education infrastructure.
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The General Fund amount shown is based on prior year actual expenditures for direct costs
associated with trial court programming. These are primarily costs for staff lodging, meals and
travel in support of live programs, and some general expenses for things such as faculty materials
printing and mailing. The General Fund figure does not include rent, salaries and wages,
equipment, software and other such enterprise-wide costs not associated with a particular audience
or program. The General Fund money for Distance Education includes service contract funding for
the broadcast production studio and monthly fees for receivers at AOC downlink sites. The Grant
funding amount shown is based on a prior year agreement with the grant provider for the Civil
Bench Book series for judges.

No cost figures for court costs are available, and this varies from court to court, depending upon
location and number of attendees, at any one program. Courts primarily fund travel costs for
participants to any of one CJER programs.

5-year projection of funding needs or costs

The 5-year projection of funding need is shown in Template E. The projected cost increases shown
are primarily due to an increase in hotel lodging costs. A 10% increase has been factored in to
account for increased lodging allowances recently authorized by the Executive Branch and
approved by the Judicial Council, and for general cost inflation.

Additionally, judicial education costs are projected to increase as a result of an increase in the
number of judicial appointments. New judge education costs are driven primarily by the Governor's
rate of judicial appointments. While specific appointments cannot be anticipated, a typical rate of
appointments can be derived from historical data. The projections shown in Template E reflect a
return to a more typical rate of appointments. It should be noted that actual future costs may be
higher than anticipated in the year after the Governor leaves office because there is typically a
significant increase in appointments at the end of a Governor's term in office.

There are also annual fluctuations in need for the various audiences based upon the CJER
Governing Committee's Education Plan that are not reflected in this template. In order to plan
effectively, CJER staff and the Governing Committee have to assume a stable overall budget
generally consistent with the same total allocation as in prior years.

. What costs can and/or should be shifted to the courts?

Where viable, trial court education costs have already been shifted to the courts. Most recently this
included eliminating the long standing IMF funding for participant travel for the New Judge
Orientation Program (NJO) and the Judicial College. The remaining costs are best handled
centrally either because they cannot be funded incrementally by courts and participants, or because
they are much less costly when purchased centrally through competitive solicitations.
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Due to budget reductions in FY 2011, technical assistance grants that had been funded by CJER to
support local education for court personnel were eliminated.

Impact of eliminating TCTF and IMF funding for the project/program
1) Discuss impact to the courts, justice partners, and/or access to justice.

2)

a. Elimination of funding for participants (allocation Categories 1,2 & 3) would result in

courts having to pay lodging and meal costs for judges attending CJER programs. Further,
courts would no longer have consistent access to education regardless of the financial
situation in that court at a given moment, leading to different educational opportunities.
Courts might reduce availability of education courses for judges and staff.

Elimination of funding for faculty and faculty development (allocation Category 4) would
have a significant impact on the ability of CJER to function. Individual faculty and courts
would be unlikely to fund the lodging, meals and travel required for faculty to teach.
Elimination of faculty development would reduce the instructional design, presentation,
facilitation and other skills developed by judicial faculty and others who develop and teach
courses.

Elimination of funding for distance education (allocation Category 5) would remove all
funding used for the technical infrastructure of the satellite broadcast system and the
transmission of distance education by broadcast. This would eliminate the primary method
for delivery of education for court personnel and all broadcast programming for managers
and supervisors, judges and court leadership. It would also significantly reduce the amount
of online video that could be produced and delivered. Because staff is the primary contact
with the courts for the general public and justice partners, a reduction in court staff
education would be expected to impact the quality of their interactions with both justice
partners and the public.

The ability of the judicial branch to provide immediate and ongoing education to judicial
officers, court leaders, and administrative staff is critical. A strong system of judicial
education helps to enhance the ability of all individuals to achieve high levels of
professionalism, ethics, and performance. Maintaining branchwide professional excellence
promotes public trust and confidence and helps to ensure judges and staff are aware of new
legislation, procedures, and emerging legal and ethics issues. For example, the statewide
training efforts immediately following the passage of criminal justice realignment could not
have been provided as effectively at a local court level. Statewide training was able to
quickly and cost-effectively educate all judges in California on this legislation.

If IMF and TCTF funding were eliminated, would the courts have to incur the costs? If yes,
would the costs be higher?

Elimination of the IMF funding allocation for participants (Categories 1, 2, and 3) would cause

courts to incur costs for participant lodging and meals and would cause the branch to incur
new, very high fees for meeting room rental. The lodging and meal costs borne by the courts
would exceed those currently borne by the IMF because they would not be solicited centrally
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through the competitive bidding process that currently ensures low cost group rates. Meeting
room rental, AV rental and participant materials printing, currently funded centrally, could not
be funded by individual courts and so would need to be shifted to other funding. Further,
meeting room rental fees typically approximate $10,000 for a two-day judicial institute
program, but CJER’s hotel contract agreements currently ensure that these fees are waived by
the meeting facility upon fulfillment of the contracted participant lodging guarantees. If lodging
were not handled centrally, that would no longer be the case and so those significant new costs
would be incurred.

Elimination of the IMF funding allocation for faculty and faculty development (Category 4)
would be extremely disruptive to the statewide planning and delivery of Judicial Branch
Education. These are infrastructure costs best managed centrally that could not be funded
effectively by individual courts. Elimination of the IMF allocation would require shifting these
costs to other funds.

Elimination of the IMF funding allocation for distance education (Category 5) would remove
all funding for distance education via satellite broadcast and online video and would be
extremely disruptive to the cost effective methods of statewide distance education. As with
faculty costs, these are infrastructure expenses best managed centrally that could not be funded
effectively by individual courts. Elimination of the IMF allocation would require shifting these
costs to other funds or charging courts or individuals to access online resources and CJER
publications.

3) Are there any alternatives to the services, work, products, analyses, etc. provided by the
project/program?
Excerpts from a recent survey report of local court training coordinators are included as
Attachment 5. Responses by courts to the survey revealed that CJER is the only education
provider for virtually all of the medium sized courts and all of the small courts. With the
exception of one or two courts, these courts are simply not able to dedicate dwindling resources
to education. CJER’s expertise in designing and developing effective education programs and
products, its experience in developing effective faculty, its processes for ensuring relevant and
impactful education, and its ability to draw on expert faculty from around the state can in no
way be approached by any single local court.

It should be noted again that participation in a number of CJER education courses is required
by rule of court and there are no alternatives. These include the new judge education programs

that comprise the largest single portion of the CJER IMF funding allocation.

9. Other
N/A
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Templates

Template C provides two types of information in support of the answer to question 2:

e The left hand table presents the numerical participant registration numbers for each court;

e The right hand table presents the participant registration numbers for each court as percentages

of the total number of registrants.

There are three Template C documents separately presenting the registration data for the three
audiences funded with allocation Categories 1, 2, and 3:

e Mandated, essential and other education for judicial officers

e Essential and other education for court executives, managers and supervisors

e Essential and other education for court personnel

Template D provides total funding information in support of the answer to question 5.

Template E provides a 5-year projection of funding need in support of the answer to question 6.

Project/Program Title:

Education for Managers & Supervisors - Registration Data

Section 1 Section 2 Y
Court benefit from funding (if can't provide # of attendees) -
Court registered attendees - Number %

Court 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
Alameda 6 12 9 18 1.43% 2.27% 2.54% 4.75%
Alpine 2 3 1 - 0.48% 0.57% 0.28% 0.00%
Amador 8 2 5 4 1.91% 0.38% 1.41% 1.06%
Butte 1 6 1 9 0.24% 1.13% 0.28% 2.37T%
Calaveras 3 4 2 7 0.72% 0.76% 0.56% 1.85%
Colusa 9 2 - 0.00% 1.70% 0.56% 0.00%
Contra Costa 3 2 2 6 0.72% 0.38% 0.56% 1.58%
Del Norte 1 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.26%
El Dorado 30 18 11 5 7.16% 3.40% 3.10% 1.32%
Fresno 22 10 5 11 5.25% 1.89% 1.41% 2.90%
Glenn 1 1 0.00% 0.19% 0.00% 0.26%
Humboldt 6 1 - 1.43% 0.00% 0.28% 0.00%
Imperial 3 2 1 1 0.72% 0.38% 0.28% 0.26%
Inyo 1 1 - 0.00% 0.19% 0.28% 0.00%
Kern 1 1 10 8 0.24% 0.19% 2.82% 2.11%
Kings 1 2 6 0.24% 0.00% 0.56% 1.58%
Lake 3 6 4 4 0.72% 1.13% 1.13% 1.06%
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Lassen 5 1 3 2 1.19% 0.19% 0.85% 0.53%
Los Angeles 21 62 56 1 5.01% 11.72% 15.77% 0.26%
Madera - - 2 - 0.00% 0.00% 0.56% 0.00%
Marin 2 1 8 10 0.48% 0.19% 2.25% 2.64%
Mariposa - 1 - - 0.00% 0.19% 0.00% 0.00%
Mendocino 2 5 1 3 0.48% 0.95% 0.28% 0.79%
Merced 2 8 15 16 0.48% 1.51% 4.23% 4.22%
Modoc 12 4 1 - 2.86% 0.76% 0.28% 0.00%
Mono 2 1 1 - 0.48% 0.19% 0.28% 0.00%
Monterey 7 - 2 9 1.67% 0.00% 0.56% 2.37%
Napa 9 2 4 1 2.15% 0.38% 1.13% 0.26%
Nevada - - 2 - 0.00% 0.00% 0.56% 0.00%
Orange 43 29 40 30 10.26% 5.48% 11.27% 7.92%
Placer 3 4 1 4 0.72% 0.76% 0.28% 1.06%
Plumas 1 - 2 2 0.24% 0.00% 0.56% 0.53%
Riverside 3 38 18 7 0.72% 7.18% 5.07% 1.85%
Sacramento 28 22 8 12 6.68% 4.16% 2.25% 3.17%
San Benito - - - - 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
San Bernardino 68 62 5 17 16.23% 11.72% 1.41% 4.49%
San Diego 3 31 11 2 0.72% 5.86% 3.10% 0.53%
San Francisco - 3 - 2 0.00% 0.57% 0.00% 0.53%
San Joaquin 2 5 6 8 0.48% 0.95% 1.69% 2.11%
San Luis Obispo 1 12 4 1 0.24% 2.2T% 1.13% 0.26%
San Mateo - 18 2 1 0.00% 3.40% 0.56% 0.26%
Santa Barbara 1 1 - - 0.24% 0.19% 0.00% 0.00%
Santa Clara 20 17 10 30 4.77% 3.21% 2.82% 7.92%
Santa Cruz 4 5 9 8 0.95% 0.95% 2.54% 2.11%
Shasta 1 3 2 3 0.24% 0.57% 0.56% 0.79%
Sierra - - - - 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Siskiyou 22 11 3 5 5.25% 2.08% 0.85% 1.32%
Solano 7 5 9 7 1.67% 0.95% 2.54% 1.85%
Sonoma 1 5 6 10 0.24% 0.95% 1.69% 2.64%
Stanislaus 15 29 27 71 3.58% 5.48% 7.61% 18.73%
Sutter - 10 13 10 0.00% 1.89% 3.66% 2.64%
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Tehama 1 4 5 12 0.24% 0.76% 1.41% 3.17%
Trinity 1 3 - 3 0.24% 0.57% 0.00% 0.79%
Tulare 7 8 1 - 1.67% 1.51% 0.28% 0.00%
Tuolumne - 3 2 3 0.00% 0.57% 0.56% 0.79%
Ventura 13 20 16 4 3.10% 3.78% 4.51% 1.06%
Yolo 6 6 1 - 1.43% 1.13% 0.28% 0.00%
Yuba 17 13 2 4 4.06% 2.46% 0.56% 1.06%
Subtotal 419 529 355 379 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Other/Non-
court” - 0.00%
Total 419 529 355 379 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Note:

Template C provides two types of information in support of the answer to question 2:

The left hand table presents the numerical participant registration numbers for each court;
The right hand table presents the participant registration numbers for each court as percentages of the total number of registrants.

Project/Program Title: Education for Judicial Officers - Registration Data

Section 1 Section 2 Y
Court registered attendees - Number Court benefit from funding (if can't provide # of attendees) - %
Court 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
Alameda 84 84 61 58 4.82% 3.81% 3.89% 3.39%
Alpine 3 5 - - 0.17% 0.23% 0.00% 0.00%
Amador 1 4 9 3 0.06% 0.18% 0.57% 0.18%
Butte 13 11 19 20 0.75% 0.50% 1.21% 1.17%
Calaveras 1 2 2 1 0.06% 0.09% 0.13% 0.06%
Colusa 2 7 7 8 0.11% 0.32% 0.45% 0.47%
Contra Costa 64 65 32 37 3.67% 2.95% 2.04% 2.17%
Del Norte - 5 4 5 0.00% 0.23% 0.25% 0.29%
El Dorado 12 28 26 26 0.69% 1.27% 1.66% 1.52%
Fresno 36 44 44 34 2.07% 1.99% 2.80% 1.99%
Glenn 4 7 7 10 0.23% 0.32% 0.45% 0.59%
Humboldt 9 13 9 11 0.52% 0.59% 0.57% 0.64%
Imperial 11 18 16 8 0.63% 0.82% 1.02% 0.47%
Inyo 4 5 6 5 0.23% 0.23% 0.38% 0.29%
Kern 30 20 37 25 1.72% 0.91% 2.36% 1.46%
Kings 9 14 11 15 0.52% 0.63% 0.70% 0.88%
Lake 4 10 5 11 0.23% 0.45% 0.32% 0.64%
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Lassen 2 4 5 9 0.11% 0.18% 0.32% 0.53%
Los Angeles 292 390 203 458 16.76% 17.67% 12.93% 26.80%
Madera 10 11 19 14 0.57% 0.50% 1.21% 0.82%
Marin 11 15 10 9 0.63% 0.68% 0.64% 0.53%
Mariposa 4 10 4 3 0.23% 0.45% 0.25% 0.18%
Mendocino 8 14 19 15 0.46% 0.63% 1.21% 0.88%
Merced 16 12 11 33 0.92% 0.54% 0.70% 1.93%
Modoc 1 2 4 36 0.06% 0.09% 0.25% 2.11%
Mono 2 4 8 2 0.11% 0.18% 0.51% 0.12%
Monterey 24 26 24 24 1.38% 1.18% 1.53% 1.40%
Napa 7 12 15 22 0.40% 0.54% 0.96% 1.29%
Nevada 5 14 9 9 0.29% 0.63% 0.57% 0.53%
Orange 149 138 116 73 8.55% 6.25% 7.39% 4.27%
Placer 8 14 12 21 0.46% 0.63% 0.76% 1.23%
Plumas 2 3 19 2 0.11% 0.14% 1.21% 0.12%
Riverside 99 133 84 61 5.68% 6.03% 5.35% 3.57%
Sacramento 111 77 75 48 6.37% 3.49% 4.78% 2.81%
San Benito - 4 5 3 0.00% 0.18% 0.32% 0.18%
San Bernardino 76 100 129 74 4.36% 4.53% 8.22% 4.33%
San Diego 111 119 90 92 6.37% 5.39% 5.73% 5.38%
San Francisco 143 127 40 51 8.21% 5.75% 2.55% 2.98%
San Joaquin 46 31 27 17 2.64% 1.40% 1.72% 0.99%
San Luis Obispo 16 18 10 13 0.92% 0.82% 0.64% 0.76%
San Mateo 21 23 26 26 1.21% 1.04% 1.66% 1.52%
Santa Barbara 21 29 26 23 1.21% 1.31% 1.66% 1.35%
Santa Clara 92 156 47 97 5.28% 7.07% 2.99% 5.68%
Santa Cruz 10 11 13 17 0.57% 0.50% 0.83% 0.99%
Shasta 12 148 12 11 0.69% 6.71% 0.76% 0.64%
Sierra 2 10 3 3 0.11% 0.45% 0.19% 0.18%
Siskiyou 7 5 9 10 0.40% 0.23% 0.57% 0.59%
Solano 23 26 29 22 1.32% 1.18% 1.85% 1.29%
Sonoma 31 49 39 25 1.78% 2.22% 2.48% 1.46%
Stanislaus 28 22 22 20 1.61% 1.00% 1.40% 1.17%
Sutter 3 9 15 9 0.17% 0.41% 0.96% 0.53%
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Tehama 5 5 9 12 0.29% 0.23% 0.57% 0.70%
Trinity 2 3 4 7 0.11% 0.14% 0.25% 0.41%
Tulare 12 16 19 11 0.69% 0.72% 1.21% 0.64%
Tuolumne 1 2 5 4 0.06% 0.09% 0.32% 0.23%
Ventura 25 46 23 23 1.44% 2.08% 1.46% 1.35%
Yolo 15 18 22 16 0.86% 0.82% 1.40% 0.94%
Yuba 2 9 14 7 0.11% 0.41% 0.89% 0.41%
Subtotal 1,742 2,207 1,570 1,709 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Other/Non-
court” - 0.00%
Total 1,742 2,207 1,570 1,709 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Note:

Template C provides two types of information in support of the answer to question 2:

The left hand table presents the numerical participant registration numbers for each court;

The right hand table presents the participant registration numbers for each court as percentages of the total number of registrants.

Project/Program Title:

Section 1

Education For Court Personnel - Registration Data

Section 2 Y

Court registered attendees - Number

Court benefit from funding (if can't provide # of attendees) -

%

Court 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
Alameda 31 39 33 21 3.80% 2.83% 6.06% 4.54%
Alpine 3 7 2 0 0.37% 0.51% 0.37% 0.00%
Amador 9 15 5 6 1.10% 1.09% 0.92% 1.30%
Butte 2 27 7 2 0.25% 1.96% 1.28% 0.43%
Calaveras 10 14 5 - 1.23% 1.02% 0.92% 0.00%
Colusa 6 10 6 5 0.74% 0.73% 1.10% 1.08%
Contra Costa 24 30 9 6 2.94% 2.18% 1.65% 1.30%
Del Norte 2 1 1 3 0.25% 0.07% 0.18% 0.65%
El Dorado 16 39 32 18 1.96% 2.83% 5.87% 3.89%
Fresno 15 15 4 3 1.84% 1.09% 0.73% 0.65%
Glenn 3 6 6 8 0.37% 0.44% 1.10% 1.73%
Humboldt - - - 1 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.22%
Imperial 2 6 - 1 0.25% 0.44% 0.00% 0.22%
Inyo 5 5 1 4 0.61% 0.36% 0.18% 0.86%
Kern 15 14 6 16 1.84% 1.02% 1.10% 3.46%
Kings 10 11 3 2 1.23% 0.80% 0.55% 0.43%
Lake 7 22 8 5 0.86% 1.60% 1.47% 1.08%
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Lassen 2 - 1 - 0.25% 0.00% 0.18% 0.00%
Los Angeles 60 187 44 32 7.35% 13.58% 8.07% 6.91%
Madera 1 3 8 2 0.12% 0.22% 1.47% 0.43%
Marin 8 8 9 11 0.98% 0.58% 1.65% 2.38%
Mariposa 5 9 7 - 0.61% 0.65% 1.28% 0.00%
Mendocino 9 13 6 2 1.10% 0.94% 1.10% 0.43%
Merced 17 36 11 8 2.08% 2.61% 2.02% 1.73%
Modoc 5 7 - - 0.61% 0.51% 0.00% 0.00%
Mono 2 1 2 2 0.25% 0.07% 0.37% 0.43%
Monterey 16 8 7 24 1.96% 0.58% 1.28% 5.18%
Napa 4 15 3 3 0.49% 1.09% 0.55% 0.65%
Nevada 1 2 12 4 0.12% 0.15% 2.20% 0.86%
Orange 51 71 16 44 6.25% 5.16% 2.94% 9.50%
Placer 18 31 10 7 2.21% 2.25% 1.83% 1.51%
Plumas - 7 - 1 0.00% 0.51% 0.00% 0.22%
Riverside 53 63 39 34 6.50% 4.58% 7.16% 7.34%
Sacramento 29 88 20 5 3.55% 6.39% 3.67% 1.08%
San Benito 8 7 2 2 0.98% 0.51% 0.37% 0.43%
San Bernardino 21 58 8 36 2.57% 4.21% 1.47% 7.78%
San Diego 10 62 23 17 1.23% 4.50% 4.22% 3.67%
San Francisco 7 11 12 - 0.86% 0.80% 2.20% 0.00%
San Joaquin 31 20 19 4 3.80% 1.45% 3.49% 0.86%
San Luis Obispo 7 18 4 - 0.86% 1.31% 0.73% 0.00%
San Mateo 21 22 11 6 2.57% 1.60% 2.02% 1.30%
Santa Barbara 6 22 3 2 0.74% 1.60% 0.55% 0.43%
Santa Clara 40 14 7 3 4.90% 1.02% 1.28% 0.65%
Santa Cruz 8 13 4 17 0.98% 0.94% 0.73% 3.67%
Shasta 8 8 2 3 0.98% 0.58% 0.37% 0.65%
Sierra 2 3 3 1 0.25% 0.22% 0.55% 0.22%
Siskiyou 4 3 1 - 0.49% 0.22% 0.18% 0.00%
Solano 10 49 16 8 1.23% 3.56% 2.94% 1.73%
Sonoma 29 40 8 5 3.55% 2.90% 1.47% 1.08%
Stanislaus 49 53 43 32 6.00% 3.85% 7.89% 6.91%
Sutter 4 22 13 10 0.49% 1.60% 2.39% 2.16%
Page 53 of 288

Combined, 55 of 461




Appendix B
1) Combined Information for All Divisions (Oct112013)

Tehama 6 11 3 15 0.74% 0.80% 0.55% 3.24%
Trinity 2 3 - - 0.25% 0.22% 0.00% 0.00%
Tulare 5 6 1 2 0.61% 0.44% 0.18% 0.43%
Tuolumne 3 7 3 3 0.37% 0.51% 0.55% 0.65%
Ventura 74 61 11 8 9.07% 4.43% 2.02% 1.73%
Yolo 11 22 15 7 1.35% 1.60% 2.75% 1.51%
Yuba 9 32 10 2 1.10% 2.32% 1.83% 0.43%
Subtotal 816 1,377 545 463 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Other/Non-
court” - 0.00%
Total 816 1,377 545 463 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Note:
Template C provides two types of information in support of the answer to question 2:
The left hand table presents the numerical participant registration numbers for each court;
The right hand table presents the participant registration numbers for each court as percentages of the total number of registrants.
Total FY 2013-2014 Funding by Source
Line # Project/Program Title IMF TCTF GF GRANT COURT OTHER TOTAL
18 Mandated, essential and other N/A Participant Travel N/A
education for judicial officers 693,000 47,311 100,000 | costs are unknown 840,311
Essential and other education for court Participant Travel
20 executives, managers and supervisors 31,000 N/A 5,310 N/A costs are unknown N/A 36,310
Essential and other education for court Participant Travel
23 personnel 130,000 N/A 7,957 NIA costs are unknown NIA 137,957
27 Faculty and Curriculum Development 262,000 N/A 2,951 N/A N/A N/A 264,951
30 Distance Education 147,000 N/A 9,500 N/A N/A N/A 156,500
Total
1,263,000 | - 73,030 100,000 | - - 1,436,030
Note:
1) the General Fund funding levels provided are estimated based on prior year actual expenditures for direct costs associated with trial court
programming for each audience.These General Fund direct costs provided are primarily costs for staff lodging, meals and travel in support of live
programs, and some general expenses for things like faculty materials printing, mailing and the like. It does not include rent, salaries and wages,
equipment, software and other such enterprise-wide costs not asssociated with a particular audience or program.
2) Grant funding is estimated based on prior year agreement with the grant provider for the Civil Bench Book series
3) Court costs are unknown. These are primarily travel costs paid by the participant or court for participant judges, managers, supervisors, and staff.
4) General Fund money for Distance Education includes service contract funding for the production studio and monthly fees for receivers at AOC
downlink sites
Five Year Project and Program Funding Needs/Costs
Line # Project/Program Title FY 2014-15 | FY 2015-16 | FY 2016-17 | FY 2017-18 | FY 2018-19 Total
Mandated, essential and other
18 education for judicial officers 693,000 812,000 812,000 812,000 812,000 3,941,000
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Essential and other education for
court executives, managers and
20 supervisors 31,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 167,000
Essential and other education for
23 court personnel 130,000 143,000 143,000 143,000 143,000 702,000
27 Faculty and Curriculum Development 262,000 278,000 278,000 278,000 278,000 1,374,000
30 Distance Education 147,000 147,000 147,000 147,000 147,000 735,000
Total 1,263,000 1,414,000 1,414,000 1,414,000 1,414,000 6,919,000

Note:

1) The projected cost increases are primarily due to an increase in hotel lodging costs. A 10% increase has been factored in to account for
increased lodging allowances recently authorized by the Executive Branch and approved by the Judicial Council.

2) The projected increase in Judicial Education costs is also due to an increase in new judge education costs. These costs are primarily
driven by the Governor's rate of judicial appointments. While specific appointments cannot be anticipated, a typical rate of appointments
can be derived from historical data. These figures reflect a return to a more typical rate of appointments but may become higher than
anticipated in the year after the Governor leaves office. There is typically a signifiant increase in appointments at the end of a Governor's

term in office.

3) There are also annual fluctuations in need for the various audiences based upon the CJER Governing Committee's Education Plan that
are not shown here. In order to plan effectively, CJER staff and the Governing Committee have to assume a stable overall budget
generally consistent with the same total allocation as in prior years.

CJER Programs, Past Four Fiscal Years
2010 Programs List

Column
Program Name Labels
Grand
Judge Manager  Staff Total
2010 ADA Coordinators Conference 82 82
2010 B.E. Witkin Judicial College of California 120 120
2010 Juvenile Law Institute 88 88
2010 Summer Court Clerk Training Institute 172 172
Advanced Faculty Development: An Exploration of Learning Styles 31 31
Basic Facilitation Skills 43 43
Continuing Judicial Education 128 128
Criminal Assignment Courses 100 100
Effective Strategies for Conducting Investigations Involving Chemically Dependent
Populations 102 102
Effective Visual Aids 10 10
Facilitating Learning in a Computer Lab 20 20
Faculty Development Fundamentals 45 45
Faculty Development Fundamentals for AOC and Court Staff 21 21
Financial Statements in the Courtroom 41 41
Grant Seeking 9 9
Grant Writing 11 11
How the Courts Failed Germany: Law, Justice, and the Holocaust 103 103
Institute for Court Management - Court Performance Standards: CourTools 21 21
Institute for Court Management - Essential Components 15 15
Institute for Court Management - Fundamental Issues Of Caseflow Management 21 21
Institute for Court Management - High Performing Courts - Concluding Seminar 31 31
Institute for Court Management - Managing Court Financial Resources 57 57
Institute for Court Management - Managing Human Resources 72 72
Page 55 of 288

Combined, 57 of 461



Appendix B
1) Combined Information for All Divisions (Oct112013)

Institute for Court Management - Managing Technology Projects and Resources 123 123
Institute for Court Management - Purposes & Responsibilities of Courts 37 37
Judicial College Faculty Course Design Workshop 11 11
Judicial College Seminar Leader Training 12 12
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator 16 16
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, Supervisory Staff 42 42
New Judge Orientation (NJO) Program 2010/11 128 128
Payroll for the HR Professional 55 55
PJ/CEO Management Program 79 79
PowerPoint (MS Version 2007) For Faculty Development 28 28
Presentation Skills 39 39
Primary Assignment Orientations 119 119
Primary Assignment Orientations and Criminal Assignment Courses 134 134
Probate Conservatorship and Guardianship Regional Training for Court Investigators 87 87
Probate Court Investigators - Assessing Requests for Dementia Powers 69 69
Supervising Judges Institute 61 61
Winter Primary Assignments Orientation 171 171
Word Revision Features (Track Changes) 24 24
Word Section & Page Layouts 25 25
(blank)

Grand Total 1368 419 816 2603
2011 Programs List
Program Name Category
0 Judge Manager  Staff Grand

Total
2011 B.E. Witkin Judicial College of California 140 140
2011 Civil Law Institute 82 82
2011 Court Clerk Training Institute 123 123
2011 Family Law Institute 120 120
2011 Trial Court Judicial Attorneys Institute 196 196
Advanced Faculty Development: An Exploration of Learning Styles 26 9 35
Advanced Issues and Topics Institute 21 21
Advanced PowerPoint - Beyond Bullets 22 22
Core 40 107 107
Court Investigators Regional Training - Assessing Conservatorships 49 49
Court Staff Regional Training - Family Law Judgments 100 100
Court Staff Regional Training - Juvenile Delinquency Fundamentals 10 10
Court Staff Regional Training - Under the Microscope...a Look at Clinical Issues and
Effective Assessments in Guardianship Investigations 100 100
Cow County Judges Institute 50 50
Criminal Assignment Courses 116 116
Criminal Law Orientation 43 43
Effective Visual Aids 10 10
Evidentiary Issues Involving Social Media for the Trial Court Judge 35 35
Excel Basics 43 43
Faculty Development - Part I/Part Il 23 23
Faculty Development Fundamentals 13 13
Fairness Issues and Strategies for Faculty 23 23
Grant Management I: Administering Grants Awarded To Your Court Or Agency 36 36
Grant Seeking 12 12
Grant Writing 12 12
HR Professionals Education Webinar - Untangling the Intermittent Leaves Web 78 78
HR Professionals Education—HR In The California Courts: Roles And Responsibilities 56 56
Institute for Court Management - Court Community Communications (Level 2) 24 24
Institute for Court Management - Court Performance Standards (CPS): CourTools 33 33
Institute for Court Management - Education, Training and Development 25 25
Institute for Court Management - Fundamental Issues of Caseflow Management 29 29
Institute for Court Management - High Performance Court Framework (Concluding 16 16
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Seminar)

Institute for Court Management - Leadership 46 46
Institute for Court Management - Managing Court Financial Resources 27 27
Institute for Court Management - Managing Human Resources 47 47
Institute for Court Management - Managing Technology Projects and Resources 25 25
Institute for Court Management - Purpose & Responsibilities of Courts 25 25
Institute for Court Management - Purposes & Responsibilities of Courts 43 43
Institute for Court Management - Visioning & Strategic Planning 13 13
Investigations Il 60 60
Judicial College Faculty Course Design Workshop 17 17
Judicial College Seminar Leader Training 15 15
Judicial Regional Roundtables: Criminal Justice Realignment Issues 29 29
Juvenile Delinquency Fundamentals 52 52
Juvenile Regional Courses 27 27
Leadership and Training Tools for Lead/Senior Clerks and Assistant Supervisors 114 114
Manager/Supervisor Regional Training - Family Law Judgments 48 48
Manager/Supervisor Regional Training - Juvenile Delinquency Fundamentals 12 12
Moodle 1 15 15
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator 49 49
New Judge Orientation (NJO) Program 2011/12 30 30
PowerPoint (MS Version 2007) For Faculty Development 12 12
PowerPoint Basics 26 26
Presentation Skills 15 15
Presiding Judges Orientation and Court Management Program 86 86
Primary Assignment Orientations 255 255
Primary Assignment Orientations and Criminal Assignment Courses 131 131
Probate and Mental Health Institute 130 130
Regional Appellate Course - Public Speaking and Community Outreach 3 3
Regional Appellate Qualifying Ethics IV Core Course 2 2
Regional Courses: Advanced Felony Sentencing & Homicide Trials 24 24
Regional Judicial Education - Juvenile 53 53
Special Motions to Strike Webinar 35 35
Supervising Judges Institute 45 45
The Minute Taker's Workshop 45 45
Traffic Regional Program 99 99
Trusts 101 86 86
Understanding Court Staff's Role in the Jury Process 36 36
Word Revision Features (Track Changes) 17 17
Word Styles and Templates 4 4
(blank)

Grand Total 1673 530 1377 3580

2012 Programs List
Program Name

Grand
Judge Manager Staff  Total

2012 B.E. Witkin Judicial College of California 61 61
2012 Court Clerk Training Institute 110 110
ADA Regional Training 58 58
ADA Update 19 19
Advanced Legal Writing and Editing Webinar 9 9
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Overview 38 38
Core 40 68 68
Court Investigators Regional Education - Assessing Difficult Conservatorship Cases 85 85
Court Staff Regional Training - Death Penalty Procedures 53 53
Court Staff Regional Training - Exploring the Criminal Department 82 82
CowlJudges Institute 64 64
Criminal Assignment Courses 55 55
Criminal Assignment Courses: Basic and Advanced Felony Sentencing & Advanced

Homicide Trials 20 20
Criminal Law Institute 72 72
Develop Your Talented Employees: Get the Right People in the Right Job to Meet the

Needs of Your Court Now and Into the Future 78 78
Documentary, Character, and Impeachment Evidence 55 55
Evidence Based Practices in Juvenile Delinquency Court 12 12
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Excel Charting

Excel Data Analysis

Family Regional Courses

Institute for Court Management - Court Community Communications

Institute for Court Management - Court Performance Standards (CPS): CourTools
Institute for Court Management - Essential Components

Institute for Court Management - Fundamental Issues of Caseflow Management
Institute for Court Management - Managing Court Financial Resources

Institute for Court Management - Managing Human Resources

Institute for Court Management - Managing Technology Projects and Technology
Resources

Institute for Court Management - Visioning and Strategic Planning
Interdisciplinary and Criminal Assignment Courses

Judicial Roundtables: Making Sense in Our Post-Realignment World
Juvenile Law Institute

LPS Holds and Conservatorships Overview

New Judge Orientation (NJO) Program 2012/13

Presiding Judge Orientation and Court Management Program
Primary Assignment Orientations

Primary Assignment Orientations & Criminal Assignment Courses
Probate Accountings Webinar

Probate and Mental Health

Probate Fees and Wills

Regional Judicial Education - Civil Law Training: Expedited Jury Trials & Basic Case
Management

Supervising Judges Institute

Train the Trainer

Webinar on Seeking Alternative Sources of Funding
Webinar: Overview of Judicial Branch Budgeting
Webinars - Family Law

Word Report Features

Word Tips and Tricks

(blank)

Grand Total

2013 Programs List (Partial list to September 2013)

Program Name

2013 B.E. Witkin Judicial College of California
2013 Court Clerk Training Institute
2013 Family Law Education Programs

Caseflow Management in Criminal Trial Courts: Fighting the Resources Crisis (Webinar)

Civil Law Institute

Computer Courses - Mixed Audience

Court Personnel Regional Education: ADA Update

Court Personnel Regional Education: DMV/DOJ Reporting

Cow County Judges Institute

Criminal Assignment & Interdisciplinary Courses

Criminal Assignment Courses

Ethics and Fairness in Family Court and Ethics and the Role of the Juvenile Court
Evidence in Civil and Criminal Cases

Fall Computer Courses - Mixed Audience

Getting Lean and Green: Business Process Reengineering Workshops

Institute for Court Management - Court Community Communications

Institute for Court Management - Court Performance Standards (CPS): CourTools
Institute for Court Management - Education, Training and Development

Institute for Court Management - Essential Components

Combined, 60 of 461

95

56

55
37
107
51
81
69
198
64
34
51

29
46
31

97
34

1521

17
27
17
41
34
24

17
10

22

355

Column Labels

Judge
82

16
7

55
74
126
20
63

Appendix B
1) Combined Information for All Divisions (Oct112013)

Manager

177
14
19
20
20

26
16

60

12
24

545

Staff

219
85

14

132

11

1

1

24

Gran
Total

95
26
16
56
17
27
17
41
34
24

17
10
55
37
07
51
81
69
98
64
34
51

60

29
46
31
22
97
34
12
24

21

d

82
219
85
16
77
14
2
132
55
74
126
20
63
11
177
14
19
20
20

Page 58 of 288



Institute for Court Management - High Performance Courts Framework, Concluding

Appendix B
1) Combined Information for All Divisions (Oct112013)

Seminar 11 11
Institute for Court Management - Managing Court Financial Resources 13 13
Institute for Court Management - Managing Human Resources 10 10
Institute for Court Management - Managing Technology Projects and Resources 22 22
Institute for Court Management - Purpose & Responsibilities of Courts 32 32
Institute for Court Management—Visioning and Strategic Planning 11 11
Managers and Supervisors Regional Education: Core 40 30 30
New Judge Orientation (NJO) Program 2013/14 26 26
New Judge Orientation Faculty Training 41 41
Presiding Judges and Court Executive Officers Court Management Program 94 94
Primary Assignment Orientations 285 285
Primary Assignment Orientations & Elder Abuse Course 85 85
Probate and Mental Health Institute 111 111
Public Health Law and Science: A Seminar for Judges 38 38
Sentencing Drug-Involved Offenders: Making Sense in our Post-Realignment World 74 74
Supervising Judges Institute 48 48
Three Strikes Issues Webinar 54 54
(blank)
Grand Total 1369 379 463 2211
Types of Faculty Development Courses Offered by CJER
(held on an as-needed basis)

e Basic Faculty Development

e Judicial College Faculty Development

e Judicial College Seminar Leaders Training

e New Judge Orientation Faculty Development

e Supervising Judges Faculty Development

e Qualifying Ethics Faculty Development

e Court Manager, Supervisor, Personnel Faculty Development (Court Clerk Training Institute,

Institute for Court Management, Core 40, Core 24, etc.)

e Faculty Development Design Workshops

e Temporary Judge Faculty Development

e PJ/CEO Faculty Development

Downlink Site List
Site Address | ] Site City | sitezip | Site County |
7751 EDGEWATER DR OAKLAND 94621 Alameda
2500 FAIRMONT DR SAN LEANDRO 94578 Alameda
Page 59 of 288
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1225 FALLON ST STE 105
2233 SHORELINE DR FL 2
2120 MARTIN LUTHER KING JR
39439 PASEO PADRE PKWY
24405 AMADOR ST RM 203
400 BROADWAY DEPT 150
5672 STONERIDGE DR
14777 STATE ROUTE 89
500 ARGONAUT LN

655 OLEANDER AVE

1 COURT ST

891 MOUNTAIN RANCH RD
532 OAK ST

547 MARKET ST

1020 WARD ST

751 PINE ST

917 ALHAMBRA AVE

45 CIVIC AVE

100 S 37TH ST

640 YGNACIO VALLEY RD
450 H ST RM 209

2850 FAIRLANE CT

1354 JOHNSON BLVD
1255 FULTON MALL
2424 VENTURA AVENUE
1999 TUOLUMNE ST
1100 VAN NESS AVE
821 E. SOUTH ST

526 W SYCAMORE ST
825 5TH ST RM 226

415 E4TH ST

939 W MAIN ST RM 201
1625 W MAIN ST

2124 WINTERHAVEN DR
345 S CLAY ST

301 W LINE ST

12022 MAIN ST

1122 JEFFERSON ST
311 N LINCOLN ST

1415 TRUXTUN AVE
2100 COLLEGE AVE
7046 LAKE ISABELLA BLVD
1773 HIGHWAY 58

132 E COSO AVE

1426 SOUTH DR

7000A S CENTER DR
255 N FORBES ST

220 S LASSEN ST STE 6
150 W COMMONWEALTH AVE

Appendix B

1) Combined Information for All Divisions (Oct112013)

OAKLAND
ALAMEDA
BERKELEY
FREMONT
HAYWARD
OAKLAND
PLEASANTON
MARKLEEVILLE
JACKSON
CHICO
OROVILLE

SAN ANDREAS
COLUSA
COLUSA
MARTINEZ
MARTINEZ
MARTINEZ
PITTSBURG
RICHMOND
WALNUT CREEK
CRESCENT CITY
PLACERVILLE

SOUTH LAKE
TAHOE

FRESNO
FRESNO
FRESNO
FRESNO
ORLAND
WILLOWS
EUREKA
CALEXICO

EL CENTRO

EL CENTRO
WINTERHAVEN
INDEPENDENCE
BISHOP
LAMONT
DELANO

TAFT
BAKERSFIELD
BAKERSFIELD
LAKE ISABELLA
MOJAVE
RIDGECREST
HANFORD
CLEARLAKE
LAKEPORT
SUSANVILLE
ALHAMBRA

Combined, 62 of 461

94612
94501
94704
94538
94544
94607
94588
96120
95642
95926
95965
95249
95932
95932
94553
94553
94553
94565
94804
94596
95531
95667

96150
93721
93724
93721
93724
95963
95988
95501
92231
92243
92243
92283
93526
93514
93241
93215
93268
93301
93305
93240
93501
93555
93230
95422
95453
96130
91801

Alameda
Alameda
Alameda
Alameda
Alameda
Alameda
Alameda
Alpine
Amador
Butte

Butte
Calaveras
Colusa
Colusa
Contra Costa
Contra Costa
Contra Costa
Contra Costa
Contra Costa
Contra Costa
Del Norte

El Dorado

El Dorado
Fresno
Fresno
Fresno
Fresno
Glenn
Glenn
Humboldt
Imperial
Imperial
Imperial
Imperial
Inyo

Inyo

Kern

Kern

Kern

Kern

Kern

Kern

Kern

Kern
Kings
Lake
Lake
Lassen
Los Angeles
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10025 FLOWER ST FL 2

9355 BURTON WAY

300 E OLIVE AVE

9425 PENFIELD AVE

200 W COMPTON BLVD RM 1711
7500 IMPERIAL HWY

7281 QUILL DR

214 S FETTERLY AVE

11234 VALLEY BLVD RM B1
600 E BROADWAY

6548 MILES AVE

1 E REGENT ST

1040 W AVENUE J

42011 4TH ST W

415 W OCEAN BLVD

1150 N SAN FERNANDO RD
1945 S HILL ST RM 201

210 W TEMPLE ST

111 N HILL ST

1601 EASTLAKE AVE RM P
11701 S LA CIENEGA BLVD
1633 PURDUE AVE

429 BAUCHET ST STE 210
5925 HOLLYWOOD BLVD RM 102
7625 S CENTRAL AVE

23525 CIVIC CENTER WAY
300 W MAPLE AVE

201 CENTRE PLAZA DR STE 2
12720 NORWALK BLVD

300 E WALNUT ST

400 CIVIC CENTER PLZ

900 3RD ST RM 1009

505 S CENTRE ST

23747 VALENCIA BLVD RM 19
1725 MAIN ST RM 232

825 MAPLE AVE RM 145

6230 SYLMAR AVE

14400 ERWIN STREET MALL
1427 W WEST COVINA PKWY
7339 PAINTER AVE

209 W YOSEMITE AVE DEPT 4
3501 CIVIC CENTER DR Suite 116
5088 BULLION ST.

700 S FRANKLIN ST

100 N STATE ST

125 E COMMERCIAL ST

2260 N ST

627 W 21ST ST

205 S EAST ST

452 OLD MAMMOTH RD

BELLFLOWER
BEVERLY HILLS
BURBANK
CHATSWORTH
COMPTON
DOWNEY
DOWNEY

LOS ANGELES
EL MONTE
GLENDALE

HUNTINGTON PARK

INGLEWOOD
LANCASTER
LANCASTER
LONG BEACH
LOS ANGELES
LOS ANGELES
LOS ANGELES
LOS ANGELES
LOS ANGELES
LOS ANGELES
LOS ANGELES
LOS ANGELES
LOS ANGELES
LOS ANGELES
MALIBU
MONROVIA
MONTEREY PARK
NORWALK
PASADENA
POMONA

SAN FERNANDO
SAN PEDRO
SANTA CLARITA
SANTA MONICA
TORRANCE
VAN NUYS

VAN NUYS
WEST COVINA
WHITTIER
MADERA

SAN RAFAEL
MARIPOSA
FORT BRAGG
UKIAH

WILLITS
MERCED
MERCED
ALTURAS
MAMMOTH LAKES

Combined, 63 of 461

90706
90210
91502
91311
90220
90242
90242
90022
91731
91206
90255
90301
93534
93534
90802
90065
90007
90012
90012
90033
90045
90025
90012
90028
90001
90265
91016
91754
90650
91101
91766
91340
90731
91355
90401
90503
91401
91401
91790
90602
93637
94903
95338
95437
95482
95490
95340
95340
96101
93546
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Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Madera
Marin
Mariposa
Mendocino
Mendocino
Mendocino
Merced
Merced
Modoc
Mono
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3180 DEL MONTE BLVD

1200 AGUAJITORD FL 2

240 CHURCH ST STE 121
825 BROWN ST

201 CHURCH ST

10075 LEVONE AVE, STE 301
1275 N BERKELEY AVE RM 302
17117 ARMSTRONG AVE
23141 MOULTON PKWY STE 206
4601 JAMBOREE RD

341 THECITYDR S

700 CIVIC CENTER DR W
8141 13TH ST

11554 C AVE

10820 JUSTICE CENTER DR.
2501 NORTH LAKE BLVD
520 MAIN ST RM 405

135 N ALESSANDRO ST

265 BROADWAY

505 S BUENA VISTA AVE

880 N STATE ST

46200 OASIS ST

13800 HEACOCK ST

30755 AULD RD STE 1226D
3255 E TAHQUITZ WAY

4100 MAIN ST, 6th Floor

9991 COUNTY FARM RD
4050 MAIN ST

6655 BOX SPRINGS BLVD
4129 MAIN ST STE 300
41002 COUNTY CENTER DR
720 9TH ST RM 101

3341 POWER INN RD RM 318
2880 GATEWAY OAKS DR STE 300
301 BICENTENNIAL CIR

9605 KIEFER BLVD

2860 GATEWAY OAKS DR
621 CAPITOL MALL FL 10
390 5TH ST

440 5TH ST

6527 WHITE FEATHER RD
235 E MOUNTAIN VIEW ST
477 SUMMIT BLVD

13260 CENTRAL AVE

8303 N. HAVEN AVE

17780 ARROW BLVD

1111 BAILEY AVE

216 BROOKSIDE AVE

900 E GILBERT ST

172 W 3RD ST FL 2

MARINA
MONTEREY
SALINAS

NAPA

NEVADA CITY
TRUCKEE
FULLERTON
IRVINE

LAGUNA HILLS
NEWPORT BEACH
ORANGE

SANTA ANA
WESTMINSTER
AUBURN
ROSEVILLE
TAHOE CITY
QUINCY
BANNING
BLYTHE
CORONA
HEMET

INDIO

MORENO VALLEY
MURRIETA

PALM SPRINGS
RIVERSIDE
RIVERSIDE
RIVERSIDE
RIVERSIDE
RIVERSIDE
TEMECULA
SACRAMENTO
SACRAMENTO
SACRAMENTO
SACRAMENTO
SACRAMENTO
SACRAMENTO
SACRAMENTO
HOLLISTER
HOLLISTER
JOSHUA TREE
BARSTOW

BIG BEAR LAKE
CHINO
CUCAMONGA
FONTANA
NEEDLES
REDLANDS

SAN BERNARDINO
SAN BERNARDINO

Combined, 64 of 461

93933
93940
93901
94559
95959
96161
92832
92614
92653
92660
92868
92701
92683
95603
95678
96145
95971
92220
92225
92882
92543
92201
92553
92563
92262
92501
92503
92501
92507
92501
92591
95814
95826
95833
95826
95827
95833
95814
95023
95023
92252
92311
92315
91710
91730
92335
92363
92373
92415
92415
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Monterey
Monterey
Monterey
Napa

Nevada
Nevada
Orange
Orange
Orange
Orange
Orange
Orange
Orange

Placer

Placer

Placer

Plumas
Riverside
Riverside
Riverside
Riverside
Riverside
Riverside
Riverside
Riverside
Riverside
Riverside
Riverside
Riverside
Riverside
Riverside
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
San Benito
San Benito
San Bernardino
San Bernardino
San Bernardino
San Bernardino
San Bernardino
San Bernardino
San Bernardino
San Bernardino
San Bernardino
San Bernardino
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351 NORTH ARROWHEAD AVE

515 N ARROWHEAD AVE
303 W 3RD ST

790 S GIFFORD ST

655 W 2ND ST SUITE 200

14455 CIVIC CENTER DRIVE

500 3RD AVE
250 E MAIN ST
220 W BROADWAY

330 W BROADWAY RM 363B

2851 MEADOW LARK DR
325 S MELROSE DR

455 GOLDEN GATE AVE
850 BRYANT ST RM101
525 W. MATHEWS RD
315W ELM ST

315 E CENTER ST

222 E WEBER AVE

475 E 10TH ST

214 S 16TH ST

549 10TH ST

901 PARK ST RM 134

1035 PALM ST

1050 MILL ST

400 COUNTY CTR

1050 MISSION RD

315 E COOK ST BLDG G
115 CIVIC CENTER PLZ
1100 ANACAPA ST
12425 MONTEREY HWY
301 DIANA AVE

270 GRANT AVE

111 N MARKET ST

111 W SAINT JOHN ST
190 W HEDDING ST

40 DAGGETT DR

701 OCEAN ST

3650 GRAHAM HILL RD
1 SECOND ST.

1826 SHASTA ST

1655 WEST ST

1500 COURT ST

PO BOX 476

311 4TH STFL 2

600 UNION AVE

321 TUOLUMNE ST

Appendix B
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SAN BERNARDINO
SAN BERNARDINO
SAN BERNARDINO
SAN BERNARDINO
SAN BERNARDINO
VICTORVILLE
CHULA VISTA

EL CAJON

SAN DIEGO

SAN DIEGO

SAN DIEGO

VISTA

SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
FRENCH CAMP
LODI

MANTECA
STOCKTON
TRACY

GROVER BEACH

PASO ROBLES

PASO ROBLES

SAN LUIS OBISPO

SAN LUIS OBISPO
REDWOOD CITY
S SAN FRAN
SANTA MARIA
LOMPOC
SANTA BARBARA
SAN MARTIN
MORGAN HILL
PALO ALTO

SAN JOSE

SAN JOSE

SAN JOSE

SAN JOSE
SANTA CRUZ
FELTON
WATSONVILLE
REDDING
REDDING
REDDING
DOWNIEVILLE
YREKA
FAIRFIELD
VALLEJO

Combined, 65 of 461

92415
92415
92415
92415
92415
92392
91910
92020
92101
92101
92123
92081
94102
94103
95231
95240
95336
95202
95376

93433

93446

93446

93408

93401
94063
94080
93454
93436
93101
95046
95037
94306
95113
95113
95110
95134
95060
95018
95076
96001
96001
96001
95936
96097
94533
94590

San Bernardino
San Bernardino
San Bernardino
San Bernardino
San Bernardino
San Bernardino
San Diego

San Diego

San Diego

San Diego

San Diego

San Diego

San Francisco
San Francisco
San Joaquin
San Joaquin
San Joaquin
San Joaquin
San Joaquin
San Luis
Obispo

San Luis
Obispo

San Luis
Obispo

San Luis
Obispo

San Luis
Obispo

San Mateo

San Mateo
Santa Barbara
Santa Barbara
Santa Barbara
Santa Clara
Santa Clara
Santa Clara
Santa Clara
Santa Clara
Santa Clara
Santa Clara
Santa Cruz
Santa Cruz
Santa Cruz
Shasta

Shasta

Shasta

Sierra

Siskiyou
Solano

Solano
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600 ADMINISTRATION DR SANTA ROSA 95403 Sonoma
3035 CLEVELAND AVE # 200 SANTA ROSA 95403 Sonoma
475 AVIATION BLVD STE 110 SANTA ROSA 95403 Sonoma
7425 RANCHO LOS GUILICOS R SANTA ROSA 95409 Sonoma
3055 CLEVELAND AVE SANTA ROSA 95403 Sonoma
1100 | ST 800 11th St MODESTO 95354 Stanislaus
430 CENTER ST YUBA CITY 95991 Sutter
719 HOAG ST CORNING 96021 Tehama
445 PINE ST, 2nd Floor RED BLUFF 96080 Tehama
11 COURT STREET WEAVERVILLE 96093 Trinity
640 S ALTA AVE DINUBA 93618 Tulare
87 E MORTON AVE PORTERVILLE 93257 Tulare
425 E KERN AVE TULARE 93274 Tulare
221 S MOONEY BLVD # C VISALIA 93291 Tulare
11200 AVENUE 368 VISALIA 93291 Tulare
41 YANEY AVE SONORA 95370 Tuolumne
800 S VICTORIA AVE VENTURA 93009 Ventura
200 E SANTA CLARA ST VENTURA 93001 Ventura
4353 E VINEYARD AVE OXNARD 93036 Ventura
3855 ALAMO ST STE F SIMI VALLEY 93063 Ventura
800 S VICTORIA AVE VENTURA 93009 Ventura
725 COURT ST RM 308 WOODLAND 95695 Yolo

215 5TH ST MARYSVILLE 95901 Yuba
2255 N ONTARIO ST STE 100 BURBANK 91504 AOC
300 S SPRING ST LOS ANGELES 90013

3389 12TH ST RM 230 RIVERSIDE 92501

900N STFL 4 SACRAMENTO 95814

770 L ST STE 700 SACRAMENTO 95814 AOC
2860 GATEWAY OAKS DR SACRAMENTO 95833 AOC
750 B ST STE 300 SAN DIEGO 92101

333 W SANTA CLARA ST SAN JOSE 95113

925 N SPURGEON ST RM 105 SANTA ANA 92701

Receivers with G3 Smartcards already installed

1 COURT ST OROVILLE 95965 Butte
250 FRANCISCAN WAY KING CITY 93930 Monterey
2860 GATEWAY OAKS DR SACRAMENTO 95833

661 WASHINGTON ST OAKLAND 94607 Alameda

SATELLITE BROADCAST USAGE DATA

52 of 58 Trial Courts responded
5 of 6 DCAs responded

1. Do court staff/supervisors/managers/ attend the broadcast courses in groups on the day they
air? 48 Courts Yes

Does your court routinely record the broadcasts when they air? 28 Courts Yes

3. Do court employees watch broadcast training from tapes/DVD’s? 49 Courts Yes

N
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4. Does your court record the broadcasts for future use in court training programs? 38 Courts

Yes

5. Have you used broadcast tapes/DVD’s in facilitated courses locally? 41 Courts Yes
6. Do judges attend the broadcast courses?
a. Ingroups on day of broadcast? 34 Courts Yes
b. On Serranus? 42 Courts Yes
c. On DVD? 35 Courts Yes
d. Locally in facilitated sessions after the broadcast has aired? 16 Courts Yes

Note: Several courts mentioned that due to the current budget constraints on travel, they are relying

more and more on broadcast and other distance delivery, and appreciate the products offered

o [+ [ [ [+ [5  Jowma |

|Alameda HYes ||No HYes HNo HYes HMark Murano ‘
Alpine Yes No Occasionall |[No No Margaret Sackrider

y White, CEO
Amador Yes, Yes, some ||Yes, Yes Yes Sherri Arnold

sometimes sometimes
Butte Yes No Yes No Yes, Vicky K. Caporale
DVD’s
Calaveras Yes No Yes, DVD’s ||No, req. DVD from ||Yes Pamela James
AOC
Colusa Yes No No No No Sheila Gooden,
ACEO

|Contra Costa HYes ||Yes HYes HYes HNo HTom Moyer ‘
[Del Norte | I I I I I |
|EI Dorado HYes ||Yes HYes HNo HNo HRandi Howard ‘
Fresno Yes Yes Yes, we Yes Yes Esraelian, Jeffrey A.

have a jesraelian@fresno.c

media ourts.ca.gov

library
Glenn Yes Yes, Yes, Yes Yes Gilmore, Tami

sometime |[sometimes Pricilla Butler
s
|Humbo|dt HYes ||Yes HYes HYes HYes HNancy Sullivan ‘
Imperial Most of the ||[No Yes yes Yes Cindy Tengler
time

[inyo | | I | I I |

Combined, 67 of 461
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EETA O S O O

Kern Yes, we Tara Leal
have
media
library
Kings HYes ||Yes HYes HYes HYes HRick Duran
Lake Yes No,req ||Yes No Yes Krista LeVier, ACEO
CJER
DVD’s
|Lassen HYes ||No HYes HNo HYes HMarian Tweddell ‘
|Los Angeles HYes ||Yes HYes HYes HNo HAmy Smith-Fisher ‘
|I\/Iadera HSometimes ||No HYes HNo HYes HAnna Maldonado ‘
Marin Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Scott M. Beseda, HR
Manager
|I\/Iariposa HYes ||Yes HYes HYes HYes HCynthia Busse ‘
Mendocino ||Yes Yes Yes, Yes No Caryn Downing
sometimes
|I\/Ierced HYes ||Yes HYes HYes HYes HAmanda Toste ‘
|Modoc HYes ||No HNo HNo HNo HRonda Gysin ‘
|I\/Iono HYes ||No HYes HYes HYes HAIyse Caton ‘
Monterey Yes No-req. Yes Yes sometimes Yes Leticia Livian
DVDs
Napa Rarely No